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V. 

BNDICOTT,  JOHNSON,  *  COMPANY  et  al.,  Appti. 
STATE  INDUSTRIAL  COMMISSION,  Respt. 

N0W  TaHc  Court  of  Appeals  ^^Januainf  20,  1020. 
(228  N.  T.  21,  126  N.  E.  264.) 

WotkincB's  compensation  —  necessity  of  evidence  —  statntoiy  presninp* 
tien. 

1.  A  provision  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  that  it  shall  be 
presumed  that  a  claim  comes  within  the  provision  of  the  statute  does 
not  authorize  an  award,  in  the  absence  of  at  least  some  evidence,  that 
an  employee  who  dies  of  anthrax,  after  working  about  hides  with  a  cut 
upon  his  neck,  might,  with  his  cut,  have  taken  anthrax  while  at  work  about 
the  hides. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  4.] 


—  admission  of  counsel  —  effect. 

2.  A  statement  of  counsel  in  a  pro- 
ceeding before  the  compensation  com- 
mission, in  response  to  a  suggestion 
by  opposing  counsel  that  he  should 
concede  a  certain  fact,  that  he  does 
not  know  much  about  the  case  and  is 
not  soing  to  concede  anything  that 
should  not  be  conceded,  cannot  be  ac- 
cepted as  an  admission  of  a  fact  which 
should  have  been  proven  to  sustain  an 
award. 


Evidence  —  judicial  notice  —  presence 
of  anthrax  germ. 

3.  The  compensation  commission 
cannot  take  judicial  notice,  or  pre- 
sume, that  hides  with  which  an  em- 
ployee was  working  when  he  con- 
tracted anthrax  were  of  a  kind  that 
usually  or  frequently  contain  anthrax 
germs,  and  that  a  person  working 
about  them  with  an  open  wound  would 
receive  the  germ  and  die  of  anthrax. 

[See  15  R.  C.  L.  1131.] 


(Cardozo  and  Pound,  J  J.,  dissent) 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  an  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  Third  Department,  affirming  an  award  by  the  State  In- 
20  AJi.R.— 1. 
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dustrial  Commission  to  claimant,  of  compensation  for  the  death  of  her 
husband,  in  a  proceeding  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  Re- 
versed. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion 

Mr.  Walter  L.  Glenney,  with  Mr. 
Bertrand  L.  Pettigrew,  for  appellants : 

The  death  of  the  deceased  was  not 
caused  by  an  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
within  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
as  expressed 'iji  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation '  Law. 

Hier9  v.  HulL  178  App.  Div.  850,  164 
N.  Yi  Supp.  nt;  Sherwood  v.  Johnson 
[1913]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  67;  Steel  v. 
Cammell,  L.  &  Co.  [1905]  2  K.  B.  237, 
74  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  610,  53  Week.  Rep. 
612,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  357,  21  Times  L.  R. 
490,  2  Ann.  Cas.  142 ;  Eke  v.  Hart-Dyke 
[1910]  2  K.  B.  681,  80  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
90,  103  L.  T.  N.  S.  174,  26  Times  L.  R. 
618,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  482,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  280; 
Higfifins  V.  Campbell  &  Harrison 
[1904]  1  K.,  B.  328,  73  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
158,  68  J.  P.  193,  52  Week.  Rep.  195, 
86  L.  T.  N.  S.  660,  20  Times  L.  R.  129, 
6  W.  C.  C.  1;  Fenton  v.  J.  Thorley  & 
Co.  [1903]  A.  C.  443,  72  L.  J.  K.  B.  N. 
S.  787,  52  Week.  Rep.  81,  89  L.  T.  N.  S. 
314,  19  Times  L.  R.  684,  5  W.  C.  C.  1 ; 
Collins  V.  Brooklyn  Union  Gas  Co.  171 
App.  Div.  381,  156  N.  Y.  Supp.  957. 

Mr.  E.  C  Aiken,  with  Mr.  Qiarles 
D.  Newton,  Attorney  General,  for 
respondent  State  Industrial  Commis- 
sion : 

It  is  conceded  that  the  deceased  em- 
ployee died  of  anthrax,  and  it  is  a 
reasonable  inference  that  the  anthrax 
germ  entered  the  cut  in  the  neck  while 
in  the  course  of  his  employment. 

Hart  V.  Wilson  &  Co.  227  N.  Y.  554, 
124  N.  E.  898 ;  Higgins  v.  Campbell  & 
Harrison  [1904]  1  K.  B.  328,  73  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  158,  68  J.  P.  193,  52  Week. 
Rep.  195,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  660,  20  Times 
L.  R.  129,  6  W.  C.  C.  1. 

The  contraction  of  anthrax  is  an  ac- 
cident for  which  the  State  Industrial 
Commission  may  make  compensation. 

Brinton  v.  Turvey  [1905;  H.  L.]  A. 
C.  230,  74  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  474,  53 
Week.  Rep.  641,  92  L.  T.  N.  S.  578,  21 
Times  L.  R.  444,  2  Ann.  Cas.  137,  7 
W.  C.  C.  1;  Hiers  v.  Hull,  178  App. 
Div.  352,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  767;  Lewis 
v.  Ocean  Acci.  &  Guarantee  Corp.  224 
N.  Y.  18,  7  A.L.R.  1129,  120  N.  E.  56; 
Plass  v.  Central  New  England  R.  Co. 
221  N.  Y.  472,  117  N.  E.  952;  H.  B. 
Hood  &  Sons  v.  Maryland  Casualty 
Co.  206  Mass.  223,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1192,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  379,  92  N.  E. 


of  the  court 

329 ;  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Portland  Gas 
&  Coke  Co.  L.R.A.1916D,  1027,  144  C. 
C.  A.  12,  229  Fed.  552;  Vennen  v.  New 
Dells  Lumber  Co.  161  Wis.  370,  L.R.A. 
1916A,  273,  154  N.  W.  640,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918B,  293,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  729;  Paul 
V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  112  N.  Y.  472,  3 
L.R.A.  443,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  20  N. 
B.  347. 

Mr.  John  Marcey,  Jr.,  with  Mr.  La- 
▼erne  M.  Twining,  for  respondent: 

The  death  of  the  deceased  was 
caused  by  an  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Law. 

Horrigan  v.  PostStandard  Co.  224 
N.  Y.  620,  121  N.  E.  872;  Hart  v.  Wil- 
son  &  Co.  227  N.  Y.  554  124  N.  E.  898; 
Plass  V.  Central  New  England  R.  Co. 
169  App.  Div.  826,  155  N.  Y.  Supp. 
854. 

Crane,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  November  20^  1915,  William 
Eldridge  died,  leaving  a  wife  and 
four  children.  He  lived  in  the 
village  of  Endioott,  Broome  county. 
New  York,  and  worked  for  Endi- 
cott,  Johnson,  &  Company,  as  sub- 
foreman  of  a  freight  gang  at  one 
of  their  tanneries.  The  cause  of 
Eldridge's  death  was  anthrax,  and 
the  claim  is  that  he  contracted  it  in 
the  course  of  his  employment,  while 
working  about  the  hides  at  the 
tannery.  The  evidence  to  sustain 
this  claim  presented  to  the  commis- 
sion showed  that  Eldridge,  in  No- 
vember of  1915,  had  been  cut  in  the 
neck  while  being  shaved  by  the 
barber  of  the  village,  and  that  a 
pimple  appeared  after  the  cut  had 
healed  over.  The  wife  pricked  this 
with  a  needle,  and  applied  a  poultice 
of  sugar  and  Octagon  soap,  and 
covered  it  with  a  cloth  which  went 
around  his  neck.  At  that  time  the 
neck  was  not  swollen.  This  was  on 
the  17th  of  the  month.  He  went  to 
work,  and  when  he  returned  at 
night  his  neck  was  swollen,  and 
three  days  thereafter  he  died  of  an- 
thrax as  stated. 

Eldridge's    work    was    counting 
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as  they  were  unloaded  at  the 
freight  cars.  The  hides  were  called 
dry  Ceara  hides  from  Southern 
Mexico  and  South  American  coun- 
tries. Some  of  the  employees  no- 
ticed that  Eldridge's  neck  was  swol- 
len while  he  was  at  work.  Solely 
upon  this  evidence,  the  commission 
found  as  follows :  "'On  or  about  No- 
vember 17,  1915,  the  day  when  the 
symptoms  of  anthrax  first  appeared, 
William  Eldridge  was  working 
for  his  employer  at  the  tannery 
above  mentioned.  On  November 
16,  1915,  while  being  shaved  at  a 
public  barber  shop  in  Endicott, 
New  York,  William  Eldridge's  neck 
was  slightly  cut  with  a  razor.  The 
reasonable  inference  is  that  he  con- 
tracted anthrax  in  the  course  of  his 
emplo3rment.  He  died  as  a  result 
of  said  anthrax  November  20, 
1915." 

No  evidence  was  given  as  to  the 
nature  of  anthrax,  whether  hides 
such  as  those  in  question  have  an- 
thrax bacteria,  and  whether  and  in 
what  manner  it  may  be  transmitted 
to  men.  The  commission  has  pre- 
sumed that,  because  Eldridge  had  a 
cut  or  pimple,  worked  in  a  tannery 
about  hides,  and  died  of  anthrax,  he 
must  have  received  the  injury  in 
the  course  of  his  employment.  On 
this  appeal  it  is  said  by  the  respond- 
ent that  the  employer  conceded 
that  the  deceased  got  the  anthrax 
germ  at  his  work.  We  do  not  so 
read  the  record.  Mr.  Phillips  asked 
the  appellants'  lawyer  if  he  conced- 
ed Hist  Eldridge  received  anthrax 
in  his  work.  The  lawyer  replied, 
''He  got  a  cut  outside  of  his  work, 
and  it  is  supposed  he  got  the  an- 
thrax germ  at  his  work,''  to  which 
the  claimant's  lawyer  said,  "You 
ought  to  concede  that  he  got  the 
anthrax  germ  at  his  work,"  and  to 
this  the  other  attorney  answered, 
"I  do  not  know  much  about  this 
case;  I  am  not  going  to  concede  any- 
thing that  should 
^m'^Mt'oii-     not    be    conceded." 

This  cannot  be 
accepted  as  an  ad- 
mission of  a  fact  which  should 
have  been  proved  to  sustain  the 
award. 


ifMlOl 
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We  do  not  think  this  is  a  case 
where  the  commission  were  justi- 
fied in  taking  judicial  notice,  or  in 
presuming,         that  ^^^^^  ^^_ 
hides  such  as  those  j^iclaf^otiee 
in  question  usually  -ff^S^^e™.    . 
or   frequently   con- 
tain   anthrax   germs,   and   that   a 
person  working  about  them  with  an 
open  wound  is  likely  to  receive  the 
germ  and  die  of  anthrax.  < 

It  has  been  held  that  glanders  is 
not  a  disease  so  frequently  taken 
by  man  as  to  permit  the  court  to 
take  judicial  notice  of  its  character. 
State  use  of  Hartlove  v.  M.  Fox  & 
Son,  79  Md.  514,  24  L.R.A.  679,  47 
Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  29  Atl.  601.  And 
yet  instances  have  arisen  where 
death  resulted  from  glanders  ac- 
quired from  a  horse.  Richardson 
V.  Greenberg,  188  App.  Div.  248, 
176  N.  Y.  Supp.  651.  In  Webster's 
Dictionary  antilirax  is  defined  to  be 
''an  infectious,  and  usually  fatal, 
bacterial  disease  of  animals,  es- 
pecially cattle  and  sheep,  and  occa- 
sionally of  man,  to  whom  it  may  be 
transmitted  by  inoculation." 

In  the  absence  of  all  proof  upon 
the  subject  the  conunission  was  not 
justified  in  presuming  that  the 
hides  in  question  had  anthrax,  and 
that  the  germ  could  pass  to  a  person 
working  about  them;  in  other 
words,  the  commission  could  not 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  nature  of 
these  skins,  or  their  susceptibility 
to  anthrax,  or  the  method  or  likeli- 
hood of  inoculation  by  an  employee. 
Some  evidence  should  have  been 
given  upon  these  matters  to  justify 
tiie  assumption  and  finding  made. 

Section    21    of    the    Workmen's 
Compensation  Law  (Consol.  Laws, 
chap.  67)   is  not  a  substitute  for 
facts,  and  does  not  help  the  claim- 
ant in  this  particular.     The  com- 
mission is  not  au-  y^^^^^^^,^ 
thorized  to  make  an  eompenmtion— 
award    under    this  J^IJicL.*' 
section,  in  the  ab-  •tmtntory 
sence    of    at    least  p'^—""^**^- 
some   evidence  that  the  employee 
might,   with    his   cut,   have   taken 
anthrax  while  at  work  about  the 
hides.     Collins  v.  Brooklyn  Union 
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Gas  Co.  171  App.  Div.  381,  156 
N.  Y.  Supp.  957. 

If  this  employee  had  been  inocu- 
lated through  the  cut  in  his  neck 
witii  anthrax  germs  from  the  hides, 
and  the  cut  had  been  received  a 
few  days  before  at  the  barber  shop 
while  being  ediaved,  a  question 
might  arise  as  to  whether  the  inocu- 
lation were  an  accidental  personal 
injury  arising  out  of  the  course  of 
his  employment. 

We  do  not  reach  this  question, 
and  shall  not  attempt  to  decide  it, 


as  the  facts  of  the  case  are  not  sub- 
stantiated by  any  evidence,  and  tha 
matter  must  be  sent  back  to  the 
commission  for  a  rehearing. 

The  order  of  the  Appellate  Divi- 
sion and  the  determination  of  the 
Industrial  Commission  should  be 
reversed,  and  the  claim  remitted  to 
the  Conmiission  for  rehearing,  with 
costs  to  abide  event. 

Hiscock,  Ch«  J.,  and  Chase^  CoUiii» 
and  Andrews,  JJ.,  concur. 

Cardozo  and  Pound,  JJ.,  dissent. 


ANNOTATION. 

Neeetttty  and  sufficiency  of  evidence  that  disease  contracted  by  applicant  for 
workmen's  compensation  is  attributable  to  employment. 


I.  In  general,  4. 
n.  niustrations: 

a.  Actinomycosis,  d. 

b.  Aneurism,  6. 

c.  Ankylosis,  7. 

d.  Anthrax,  7. 

e.  Apoplexy,  9. 

f .  Arsenical  poisoning,  11^ 

g.  Arteriosclerosis,  11. 
h.  Arthritis,  12. 

i.  Beat  hand,  13. 

j.  Blood  poisoning,  13. 

k.  Cattle  ringworm,  2S. 

1.  Cancer,  23. 

m.  Deafness,  25. 

B.  Delirium  tremens,  28. 

o.  Dermatitis,  27. 

p.  Diabetes,  27. 

q.  Diphtheria,  27. 

r.  Erysipelas,  27. 

s.  Eye   inflammation  or  Infectloat 

28. 
t.  Felon,  34. 
u.  Gas  inhalation,  35. 
▼.  Gastralgia,  35. 
w.  Heart  disease,  36. 
X.  Heat  stroke,  42. 
y.  Hemorrhage,  44. 
s.  Hernia,  48. 

I.  In  general. 

'  Concisely  stated,  this  annotation 
purports  to  deal  with  the  cases  pass- 
ing on  the  weight  and  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  diseased  condition  of  an  applicant 
under  the  workmen's  compensation 
law  is  the  result  of,  or  attributable  to, 
his  employment.  A  liberal  interpreta- 
tion has  been  given  to  the  word  "dis- 


ILr— continued. 

aa.  Hodgkin's  disease,  57. 
bb.  Hydrophobia,  57. 
cc.  Influenza,  57. 
dd.  Insanity,  59. 
ee.  Kidney  disease,  60. 
ff .  Lead  poisoning,  61. 
gg.  Locomotor  ataxia,  61* 
hh.  Mastoiditis,  61.  ' 

ii.  Nephritis,  62. 
jj.  Neurasthenia,  62. 
kk.  Osteomyelitis,  62. 
IL  Paralysis,  63. 
mm.  Paresis,  65. 
nn.  Peritonitis,  66. 
oo.  Phlebitis,  66. 
pp.  Pneumonia,  66. 
qq.  Rheumatism,  72. 
rr.  Scarlet  fever,  73. 
ss.  Sciatica,  73. 
tt.  Sleeping  sickness,  74. 
uu.  Spondylitis  deformans,  74. 
w.  Tetanus,  75. 
WW.  Tuberculosis,  75. 
XX.  Tumor,  80. 
yy.  Typhoid  fever,  80. 
zz.  Uremia,  80. 
aaa.  Miscellaneous,  81. 

ease,**  and  many  cases  are  included, 
involving  an  injury  which  is  not, 
strictly  speaking,  a  disease,  but  be- 
longs to  a  class  frequently  so 
termed  by  the  courts  and  text-writers. 
As  illustrative  of  this  class  of  physical 
ailments  may  be  mentioned  ''hernia'' 
and  "insanity.'*  The  particular  point 
under  discussion  is  wh^her  or  not  the 
evidence  in  a  given  case  is  sufficient 
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to  show  that  a  disease  from  which  an 
applicant  is  suffering  is  the  result  of 
his  employment.  This  excludes  the 
closely  related  question,  whether  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
disease  arose  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  the  employment,  and  also  the  dis- 
puted question  whether  a  disease  is 
an  accident  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.  In  other  words,  this  annotation 
is  not  concerned  with  the  question 
whether  a  disease  admittedly  originat- 
ing in  the  course  of  the  employment 
is  such  an  accident  as  is  contemplated 
by  the  workmen's  compensation  acts; 
but,  conceding  that  it  is  such  an  ac- 
cident, discusses  whether  it  did  in 
fact  result  from,  and  was  attributable 
to,  the  employment,  and  not  to  some 
cause  wholly  disconnected  from  the 
emplojrment.  However,  it  is  sometimes 
difficult  to  determine  whether  a  case 
is  concerning  itself  primarily  with 
the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  show 
that  an  ascertained  cause  of  disease 
arose  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the 
6mplo3nnent,  or  with  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  show  that  the  diseased 
condition  was  attributable  to  the  em- 
ployment. Doubtful  or  border-line 
cases  have  been  included. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  classi- 
fy the  cases  according  to  the  general 
roles  governing  the  weight  and  suf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence,  though  it  may 
be  said  generally  that  ^ose  principles 
apply  to  proceedings  under  the  work- 
men's compensation  acts.  Thus,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  burden  of  furnishing 
evidence  from  which  the  inference  can 
be  legitimately  drawn  that  a  disease 
was  the  result  of  an  injury  which 
arose  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the 
employment  is  said  to  rest  on  the 
claimant,  and  an  award  which  is  based 
on  mere  surmise  or  conjecture  will  be 
set  aside.  The  facts  may  be  shown 
with  sufficient  certainty,  however,  by 
circumstantial  evidence,  and  it  has 
been  frequently  said  that  if  there  is 
any  evidence  in  its  support  the  finding 
will  not  be  disturbed.    28  R.  G.  L.  812. 

However,  an  arrangement  of  the 
cases  according  to  these  general  rules 
would  be  of  little  value,  as  the  courts 
frequently  reach  contrary  conclusions 
on  practically  the  same  state  of  facts. 


though  applying  the  same  rule  of  law. 
In  the  final  analysis,  the  point  under 
discussion  resolves  itself  into  a  deter- 
mination whether  a  given  state  of 
facts  was,  or  was  not,  sufficient  to 
support  a  particular  finding.  Accord- 
ingly no  attempt  has  been  made  to  ar- 
range the  cases  with  respect  to  the 
rules  governing  the  weight  and  suf- 
ficiency of  evidence,  but  the  facts  in 
each  case,  and  the  holding  of  the  court 
thereon,  have  been  set  out  in  detail, 
and  the  cases  arranged  with  respect  to 
the  particular  disease  involved.  It 
may  be  said,  however,  that  while  the 
general  rules  pertaining  to'  the  weight 
and  sufficiency  of  evidence  are  appli- 
cable to  cases  arising  under  the 
workmen^s  compensation  acts,  b6th 
the  courts  and  administrative  authori- 
ties, having  the  beneficent  purpose 
of  the  acts  in  view,  have  been  most 
liberal  in  construing  them,  holding 
that  claims  thereunder  need  not  be 
made  out  with  the  same  exactness  of 
proof  required  in  actions  in  other 
cases. 

The  purpose  of  these  laws  is  fur- 
ther evidenced,  in  some  instftnces,  by 
specific  provisions  of  the  statutes 
creating  presumptions  in  favor  of  the 
applicant.  Thus,  in  some  instances, 
it  is  provided  genercilly  in  the  acts 
that  it  shall  be  presumed  that  claims 
come  within  the  act,  in  the  absence  of 
substantial  evidence  to  the  contrary. 
This  is  true  of  the  New  York  statute, 
but  this  presumption  does  not  relieve 
the  claimant  from  the  necessity  of 
establishing  his  claim  by  some  legal 
evidence.  See  the  reported  case 
(Eldridge  v.  Endioott,  J.  &  Co.  ante, 
1).  Other  statutes  provide  that  par- 
ticular diseases  contracted  in  spe- 
cific employments  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  due  to  the  nature  of  that 
employment,  unless  the  employer 
proves  the  contrary.  The  English 
statute  contains  such  a  provision,  and 
it  has  been  held  that  an  award  in 
favor  of  a  claimant  will  be  sustained 
although  there  is  no  direct  evidence 
that  the  claimant  came  in  contact  with 
materials  likely  to  contain  the  germs 
of  the  disease  contracted,  the  evi- 
dence of  employment  in  the  particular 
work,  together  with  the  contraction  of 
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the  particular  disease  coupled  by 
statute  with  work  of  that  nature,  be- 
ing sufficient.  Meadows  v.  Ellerman 
Lines  [1920;  C.  A.  ]  8  K.  B.  (Eng.) 
544,  89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1234,  13  B.  W. 
C.  C.  227,  [1920]  W.  N.  305,  36  Times 
L.  R.  847,  64  Sol.  Jo.  698,  150  L.  T. 
Jo.  71,  124  L.  T.  N.  S.  65,  [1920]  W.  C. 
&  Ins.  Rep.  207.  The  effect  of  the 
application  of  these  and  similar  pro- 
visions in  the  workmen's  compensa- 
tion acts  to  a  particular  state  of  facts 
is  treated  in  detail  under  the  specific 
diseases  set  out  infra. 


«v  t 


/I.  IU%uiraUon9. 


a.  ActinofnycoaU* 

A  workman  employed  by  a  milling 
company  was  engaged  in  the  work  of 
grinding  and  sacking  wheat  and  bar- 
ley for  feed.  While  actively  en« 
gaged  in  filling  sacks  with  the 
pulverized  grain  from  the  spout  of  the 
grinding  mill,  he  became  afflicted  with 
an  affection  of  the  nose  and  mouth 
which  was  diagnosed  as  actinomycosis. 
The  medical  testimony  was  in  conflict 
as  to  the  nature  and  causes  of  the 
disease,  and  as  to  whether  it  could  be 
conveyed  by  grain  to  the  human  organ- 
ism, but  some  of  the  physicians  who 
treated  the  applicant  and  diagnosed 
his  case  testified  in  effect  that  his 
employment  in  and  about  the  grain 
caused  him  to  contract  the  disease. 
The  applicant  testified  that  he  had  not 
theretofore  suffered  from  any  such  dis- 
order, but  that  it  had  become  acutely 
developed  while  he  was  engaged  in 
the  work  of  sacking  and  handling  the 
grain  for  his  employer.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
support  a  finding  that  the  disease  was 
attributable  to  his  employment.  Hart- 
ford Acci.  &  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Acci.  Commission  (1917)  32  CaL 
App.  481,  163  Pac.  225. 

h.  Aneurimn, 

A  workman  and  another  man  were 
engaged  in  unloading  steel  sheets 
from  a  car.  Each  sheet  weighed  from 
465  to  485  pounds,  and  was  moved  by 
means  of  a  crane.  The  sheets  stood 
on  edge  in  the  car,  and  sometimes  be- 
came jammed  together  so  that  their 
separation  required  a  great  deal  of 


physical  effort.  The  morning  of  his 
injury,  the  workman  came  to  his  work 
feeling  well.  Later  he  was  seen  to 
put  his  hand  to  his  throat,  to  stagger, 
and  to  complain  of  feeling  sick.  He 
was  found  to  be  suffering  from  an 
aneurism  of  which  the  medical  evi- 
dence was  to  the  effect  that  the  strain 
was  the  exciting  or  aggravating  cause. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf* 
ficient  to  sustain  the  finding  that  he 
suffered  personal  injuries  by  accident 
^'arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of 
the  employment.**  Haskell  &  B.  Car 
Co.  V.  Brown  (1917)  67  Ind.  App. 
178,  117  N.  E.  555. 

There  were  two  accidents,  one  in 
October,  when  a  workman  fell  into  an 
excavation  and  sustained  bruises  of 
the  chest  and  ribs;  the  second  in  No- 
vember, when  he  fell  dead  while  doing 
some  heavy  lifting.  After  the  first 
accident  he  was  examined  by  the  em- 
ployer's physician,  who  found  heart 
irregularity  and  aneurism  of  the  aorta. 
The  trial  court  inclined  to  the  view 
that  the  accident  in  October  produced 
a  condition  that  brought  on  the  dece- 
dent's death  under  the  strain  of 
November,  although  he  held  that  it 
could  reasonably  be  found  that  the 
strain  of  November,  in  his  diseased 
condition,  was  the  cause  of  death,  and 
therefore  found  that  the  workman 
came  to  his  death  by  an  accident  aria* 
ing  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  The  latter  theory  was 
held  to  be  sufiiciently  sustained,  and 
the  finding  was  affirmed.  Winter  v. 
Atkinson-Frizelle  Co.  (1915)  88  N.  J. 
L  401,  96  Atl.  360.  ^ 

A  workman,  suffering  from  an 
aneurism  in  so  advanced  a  state  that 
it  might  have  burst  at  any  time,  was 
tightening  a  nut  with  a  spanner,  when 
the  strain,  which  was  an  ordinary  one 
in  the  work,  ruptured  the  aneurism. 
The  county  court  judge  found  that  the 
death  was  due  to  strain  arising  from 
the  ordinary  work,  acting  on  the  dis- 
eased condition  of  the  man.  It  was 
held  that  there  was  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  finding,  and  that  the  accident 
arose  out  of  the  employment.  Where 
a  man  in  a  diseased  condition  dies  at 
his  work,  the  case  is  within  the  act, 
if  the  employment  is  one  of  the  con- 
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tributing  causes  to  the  accident;  i.  e., 
the  question  for  the  arbitrator  in  each 
case  is  whether  the  accident  came 
from  the  disease  alone,  or  whether  the 
employment  contributed  to  it  in  a  ma- 
terial degree;  whether,  looking  at  it 
broadly,  free  from  overnice  conjec- 
tures, the  man  died  from  the  disease 
alone,  or  from  the  disease  and  em- 
ployment taken  together.  Glover,  G. 
&  Co.  V.  Hughes  [1910;  H.  L.]  A.  C. 
(Eng.)  242,  79  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  470, 
102  L.  T.  N.  S.  840,  26  Times  L.  R. 
359,  54  Sol.  Jo.  375,  3  B.  W.  C.  G.  275, 
47  Scot.  L.  R.  885,  affirming  [1909] 
2  K.  B.  798,  78  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1057, 
101  L.  T.  N.  S.  475,  25  Times  L.  R. 
760,  53  Sol.  Jo.  763,  2  B.  W.  C.  C.  1. 

A  workman  was  suffering  from  an 
aneurism  of  the  aorta,  an  aneurism 
in  such  a  condition  that  there  might 
be  a  rupture  at  any  moment,  from  ex- 
ertion. While  moving  a  box  he  fell 
down  dead.  It  was  held  that  this  was 
an  accident  arising  out  of  his  employ- 
ment. McArdle  v.  Swansea  Harbour 
Trust  (1915)  113  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.) 
677,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  489,  11  N.  C.  G.  A. 
175,  following  Clover,  G.  &  Go.  v. 
Hughes  (Eng.)  supra. 

The  claimant  was  working  for  a 
stonemason.  In  May,  1917,  a  piece 
of  stone  fell  on  his  right  toe,  severely 
injuring  it.  He  was  unable  to  work 
because  of  the  injury;  several  hear- 
ings were  had  before  the  industrial' 
commission,  and  he  was  allowed 
$13.08  for  a  period  of  forty-two  weeks. 
On  May  10,  1918,  the  case  was  closed. 
The  toe  continued  to  trouble  the 
claimant  and  render  him  unable  to 
work.  After  that  the  claimant  went 
to  a  hospital ;  his  toe  was  operated  on 
to  relieve  his  pain  and  correct  defec- 
tive walking,  caused,  as  claimed  by 
him,  by  the  injury.  The  operation 
was  successful  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  had,  but  ankylosed  the 
joint  of  the  toe.  The  toe  was  prac- 
tically a  total  loss.  The  employer 
contended  that  at  the  time  the  case 
was  closed,  in  March  or  May,  1918,  it 
had  healed.  That  seemed  to  be  the 
f4ct  appearing  in  the  evidence.  The 
-^e  was  reopened,  and  on  the  rehear- 


ing claimant  said  that  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  and  since  infancy,  he  had 
had  on  the  great  toe  of  each  foot  a 
bursa  or  bunion,  and  that  the  injury 
to  the  right  great  toe  was  to  or  on  this 
bunion,  greatly  enlarging  it,  and  ren- 
dering the  foot  practically  useless  in 
its  then-present  condition;  that  the 
operation  was  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  work  at  all ;  and  that  the  whole  con- 
dition was  the  result  of  the  injury.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  in- 
jury was  the  cause,  or  contributing 
cause,  which  made  the  operation  prop- 
er, practicable,  and  necessary.  Vas- 
elento  v.  Kasenetz  (1920)  190  App. 
Div.  879,  180  N.  Y.  Supp.  651. 

A  workman's  arm  was  broken  while 
he  was  engaged  in  the  duties  of  his 
employment.  The  fracture  properly 
united,  but  during  the  course  of  the 
treatment,  due  to  the  abrasion  or  in- 
fection of  the  skin  from  the  rubbing 
or  pressure  of  an  unguarded  or  un- 
padded splint,  there  developed  an  ab- 
scess on  the  fleshy  part  of  the  thumb, 
which  resulted  in  ankylosis,  making 
the  thumb  and  the  first  and  second 
fingers  permanently  useless.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  justify  a  finding  that  the  diseased 
condition  resulted  from  the  accident, 
which  was  attributed  to  the  employ- 
ment. Newcomb  v.  Albertson  (1914) 
85  N.  J.  L.  435,  89  Atl.  928. 

The  foreman  of  the  halter  depart- 
ment in  a  tannery  picked  a  pimple  on 
his  neck,  causing  it  to  bleed  slightly. 
Two  days  later  he  had  to  leave  his 
work  and  go  to  a  hospital,  from  which 
he  returned  with  his  neck  bandaged. 
His  neck  was  swollen,  and  the  next 
morning  a  physician  was  summoned 
who  treated  him  for  diabetes.  Two 
days  later  he  died.  An  examination  of 
the  tissue  cut  from  his  neck  showed 
the  presence  of  anthrax  bacilli.  It  was 
shown  in  evidence  that  anthrax  was  an 
infectious  and  usually  fatal  disease  of 
animals,  especially  sheep  and  cattle, 
and  occasionally  man,  and  the  men 
who  became  its  victims  were  usually 
those  engaged  in  handling  wool,  hides, 
or  animals  that  were  infected.    That 
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the  disease  might  be  acquired  either 
by  inhaling  the  bacteria  or  by  inocula- 
tion through  an  abrasion  of  the  skin, 
and  that  the  latter  was  the  most  usual 
way.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  8ufl9cient  to  support  a  finding  that 
the  death  was  due  to  the  employment. 
Chicago  Rawhide  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission  (1920)  291  IlL  616, 
126  N.  E.  616. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  a  wool 
sorter.  When  he  went  to  his  work  one 
day  he  was  perfectly  well  and  had  no 
abrasion  or  mark  on  his  neck,  but 
when  he  left  there  was  a  little  scratch 
or  abrasion  on  his  neck,  which  caused 
a  swelling,  and  which  developed  into 
external  anthrax,  from  which  he  died. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  if  the  workman  was  a  wool 
sorter,  and  had  no  abrasion  on  his 
neck  when  he  went  to  his  work,  and 
sustained  an  abrasion  on  his  neck, 
and  the  neck  immediately  began 
to  swell  and  external  anthrax  de- 
veloped, this  condition  was  probably 
brought  about  by  the  anthrax  germ 
entering  through  the  abrasion;  that 
anthrax  germs  were  frequently  found 
on  the  hair  and  skins  of  animals.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
scratch  occurred  during  the  course  of 
his  employment,  and  that  at  that  time 
the  anthrax  germs  entered  the  body 
of  the  workman,  subsequently  causing 
his  death.  McCauley  v.  Imperial 
Woolen  Co.  (1918)  261  Pa.  312,  104 
Atl.  617,  17  N.  C.  C.  A.  864. 

It  is  provided  by  the  English  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  1906  that  "if 
the  workman  at  or  immediately  before 
the  date  of  the  disablement  or  sus- 
pension was  employed  in  any  process 
mentioned  in  the  second  column  of  the 
third  schedule  of  this  act,  and  the 
disease  contracted  is  the  disease  in  the 
first  column  of  that  schedule  set  op- 
posite the  description  of  the  process, 
the  disease,  except  where  the  certify- 
ing surgeon  certifies  that  in  his  opin- 
ion the  disease  was  not  due  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  employment,  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  due  to  the  nature 
of  that  emplojrment,  unless  the  employ- 
er proves  the  contrary."  Construing 
this  provision,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
words  "employed  in  any  process  men- 


tioned in  the  second  column  of  the 
third  schedule"  related  to  the  general 
nature  of  the  workman's  services. 
Where,  therefore,  a  workman  employed 
as  a  foreman  of  a  gang  of  laborers 
who  were  engaged  in  unloading  hides 
and  skins  from  a  ship,  died  from  an- 
thrax, one  of  the  diseases  mentioned 
in  .the  schedule,  it  was  held  tiiat  the 
onus  of  proving  that  his  death  was 
due  to  the  nature  of  his  emplojrment 
was  not  shifted  to  the  dependents  of 
the  deceased  workman,  notwithstand- 
ing that  there  was  no  direct  evidence 
to  show  that  he  had  himself  in  fact 
handled  any  of  the  hides  or  skins;  and 
that,  as  the  employers  had  failed  to 
prove  that  the  disablement  was  not 
due  to  the  nature  of  his  employment, 
his  dependents  were  entitled  to  an 
award.  Meadows  v.  EUerman  Lines 
[1920;  C.  A.]  8  K.  B.  (Eng.)  544,  89 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1234,  13  B.  W.  C.  C. 
227,  [1920]  W.  N.  305,  36  Times  L.  R. 
847,  64  Sol.  Jo.  698, 150  L.  T.  Jo.  71, 124 
L.  T.  N.  S.  65,  [1920]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
207. 

In  the  reported  case  (Eldboxs  v. 
Endicott,  J.  &  Co.  ante,  1)  it  ap- 
peared that  an  employee  at  a  tannery 
died  of  anthrax.  He  had  a  small  cut 
on  his  neck,  and  it  was  claimed  that 
he  contracted  the  disease  from  hand- 
ling hides  which  were  infected  with 
anthrax  germs,  but  no  evidence  was 
given  as  to  the  nature  of  the  disease, 
nor  as  to  whether  the  hides  in  ques- 
tion were  infected  with  anthrax  germs. 
It  is  held  that  in  the  absence  of  some 
evidence  on  these  points,  and  that  he 
might  with  his  cut  have  taken  anthrax, 
the  commission  was  not  justified  in 
finding  in  favor  of  the  claimants,  as 
it  could  not  take  judicial  notice,  or  pre^ 
sume,  that  hides  frequently  contained 
anthrax  germs  and  that  a  person  work- 
ing about  them  with  an  open  wound 
was  likely  to  contract  the  disease.  The 
court  says  that  §  21  of  the  New  York 
Workmen's  Compensation  Law  (64 
McKinney,  Consol.  Law),  providing 
that  it  shall  be  presumed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that 
a  claim  comes  within  the  provisions  of 
the  law,  was  not  a  substitute  for  laetp 
and  could  not  sustain  an  award  ^n  ^y 
absence  of  any  evidence. 

To  the  same  effect,   see  Whit^^  ^- 
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American  Soc.  (1920)  191  App.  Div.  6^ 
180  N.  Y.  Supp.  867,  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  the  claimant  was  an  am- 
bulance driver  for  the  Society  for  the 
Prevention  of  Cruelty  to  Animals,  and 
died  of  anthrax  taken  through  a  boil 
on  his  nose.  It  was  held  that,  in  the 
absence  of  some  evidence  that  the  dis- 
ease was  contracted  in  the  course  of 
his  employment  other  than  the  bare 
proof  of  the  nature  of  his  employ- 
ment, an  award  in  his  favor  could  not 
be  sustained.  The  court  said:  "As 
to  the  second  theory,  that  an  anthrax 
germ  attacked  the  deceased  through  an 
incision  in  the  boil,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  he  contracted  the  disease 
in  the  course  of  his  employment.  It 
does  not  appear  that  any  of  the  an- 
imals with  which  he  came  in  contact 
had  anthrax.  It  does  not  even  appear 
that  about  the  time  when  he  contract- 
ed the  disease  he  came  in  contact  with 
any  diseased  animal,  except  a  lame 
horse,  or  with  any  other  kind  of  an- 
imal, either  sick  or  well,  except  horses. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  disease  is 
peculiar  to  horses*  No  evidence  was 
given  as  to  the  nature  of  anthrax,  or 
as  to  the  circumstances  or  conditions 
under  which  it  attacks  mankind.  Be-*' 
cause  the  deceased  died  of  anthrax, 
and  because  his  employment  was  in; 
connection  with  animals,  the  commis*j 
don  has  concluded  that  a  causal  rela-^ 
tion  between  his  employment  and 
death  existed.  Such  a  conclusion  is 
not  justified  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
establishing  a  causal  relation.  The 
case,  in  this  particular,  is  very  sim- 
ilar to  the  reported  case  (Eldbidge  vJ 
Endicott,  J.  &  Co.  ante,  1),  and  is 
controlled  by  the  decision  in  that 
case.'' 

But  see  Hiers  v.  John  A.  Hull  &  Go. 
(1917)   178  App.  Div.  350,  164  N.  Y. 
Supp.  767,  wherein  it  appeared  that 
the  occupation  of  the  claimant  was 
weighing  hides  on  the  piers  in  Brook- 
13m,  which  hides  constituted  cargoes, 
or  parts  of  cargoes,  unloaded  from  ves- 
sels.   He  was  doing  this  work  in  the 
performance  of  the  duties  which,  as 
an  employee,  he  owed  to  his  employer. 
Previoua  to  February  10,  1916,  while 
in  the  same  work,  wet  salt  from  the 
hides  had   permeated  his  gloves  and 
caused  a  swelling  on  the  back  of  one 


of  hfs  hands,  and  a  fissure  or  abrasion 
of  the  skin  resulted.  On  the  day  men- 
tioned he  was  handling  dirty  and  dis- 
eased hides,  and  anthrax  germs  con- 
tained therein  were  communicated  to 
him  through  the  fissure  in  the  back  of 
his  hand,  causing  infection  and  dis- 
ease for  which  the  award  in  question 
had  been  made.  The  court  sustained 
the  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant 
without  discussing  the  sufiiciency  of 
the  evidence  further  than  to  say: 
"There  seems  to  be  no  question  in  this 
case  but  that  the  claimant  contracted 
the  disease  in  the  manner  and  under 
the  conditions  above  indicated." 

A  gamekeeper  handled  dead  animals 
on  July  31  and  on  August  2,  S,  and  5. 
The  animals  he  handled  on  July  31  and 
August  5  were  handled  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  but  not  those  on 
August  2  and  3.  The  animal  he 
handled  on-  August  5,  a  dog,  was 
proved  to  have  died  from  anthrax. 
There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  cause 
of  the  death  of  the  other  animals.  On 
August  11  he  fell  ill,  and  died  on  Au- 
gust 18.  The  county  court  judge 
found  that  the  deceased  did  not  die 
from  an  accident,  and  that  if  he  did 
the  accident  was  not  proved  to  have 
arisen  out  of  the  employment.  It  was 
held  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  on 
the  applicant,  and  that  it  had  not 
jbeen  discharged.  Sherwood  v.  John- 
son (1912)  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  686. 

e.  iipoplexy. 

A  workman  engaged  in  operating  a 
machine  for  the  sawing  and  shaping  of 
boards  suffered  an  accident  on  August 
7,  1918,  by  having  three  of  his 
fingers  cut  off.  He  died  on  October 
13  following  the  accident,  the  im- 
mediate cause  of  death  being  the  third 
of  a  series  of  apoplectic  strokes,  oc- 
curring at  intervals  following  the  in- 
jury to  his  hand.  The  workman  was 
sixty-one  years  of  age  at  the  time  of 
the  accident.  Immediately  following 
the  accident  he  was  taken  to  the  hos- 
pital, where  he  was  given  an  anesthet- 
ic, followed  by  proper  surgical  treat- 
ment. He  remained  at  the  hospital  six 
days,  and  while  there,  and  some  two 
days  after  the  injury,  suffered  a  slight 
apoplectic  stroke,  his  left  side  being 
affected,  with  paralysis  of  the  face 
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and  loss  of  power  of  speeclT.  He 
recovered  from  the  shock,  and  when 
he  left  the  hospital  was  apparently 
in  his  normal  condition,  barring  the 
injury  to  the  hand.  He  suffered 
another  and  more  severe  stroke  on 
the  13th  of  August,  from  which  he 
made  only  a  partial  recovery,  and 
a  third  stroke  on  October  10,  1918, 
resulted  in  his  death  three  days  later. 
The  medical  testimony  tended  to  show 
that  the  injury  was  a  severe  nervous 
shock  to  the  workman's  system,  reduc- 
ing the  power  of  resistance  of  the 
tissues  of  the  body,  bringing  on  or 
causing  an  embolismic  condition, 
which  in  turn  caused  the  apoplectic 
strokes,  the  third  of  which  resulted  in 
his  death.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  find- 
ing that  the  apoplexy  was  attributable 
to  the  employment.  State  ex  rel. 
George  D.  Taylor  &  Sons  v.  District  Gt. 
(1920)  147  Minn.  10,  179  N.  W.  217. 
A  miner,  while  assisting  in  pushing 
and  dumping  a  buggy  or  dump  wagon, 
received  a  blow  on  the  head  when  the 
buggy  went  back.  He  sat  down  for 
awhile,  and  then  got  up  and  again  at- 
tempted to  help  push  the  buggy,  but 
was  unable  to  do  so  and  became  un- 
conscious. He  was  taken  to  his  home, 
and  from  there  to  a  hospital,  where 
he  died  without  ever  regaining  con- 
sciousness. The  medical  testimony 
showed  that  he  died  from  a  hemor- 
rhage of  the  brain,  producing  apoplexy 
and  unconsciousness.  He  suffered 
from  arteriosclerosis,  but  he  had 
been  working  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
accident  without  any  evidence  of  any 
discomfort  or  illness,  and  the  doctors 
testified  that  the  condition  of  the  ar- 
teries was  not  such  as  that  the  apo- 
plexy would  have  resulted  without 
some  exciting  or  inducing  cause,  and 
that  a  blow  such  as  he  was  said  to 
have  received  might  be  the  inducing 
cause  which  would  produce  the  apo- 
plexy. A  recent  scar  was  found  on 
his  head  over  the  place  where  the 
hemorrhage  occurred,  which  the  doc- 
tors testified  had  been  healed  too  long 
to  have  been  the  result  of  the  blow 
alleged  to  have  been  the  cause  of  his 
death,  and  there  was  no  evidence  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  this  scar  had 


been  received.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  death  of  the  workman 
was  due  to  an  injury  received  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  Yadis  v. 
Philadelphia  &  R.  Goal  &  I.  Go.  (1921) 
269  Pa.  586,  113  Atl.  73. 

A  gatekeeper,  whose  duly  it  was, 
besides  attending  to  the  gate,  to  take 
charge  of  the  ambulance  appliances 
for  use  in  case  of  accidents  occurring 
in  the  works,  to  telephone  for  the  doc- 
tor, and  to  attend  personally  to  minor 
accidents,  was  informed  while  on  duty 
of  an  accident  in  the  works.  He  ran 
to  the  scene  of  the  accident  and  then 
back  to  the  gate  to  telephone  for  the 
doctor.  The  exertion  of  running,  and 
the  excitement,  brought  on  an  apoplec- 
tic shock,  from  which  he  died  in  a 
few  hours.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  find- 
ing that  his  condition  was  attributable 
to  his  work.  Aitken  v.  Finlayson,  B.  & 
Go.  [1914;  Gt.  Sess.]  S.  G.  770,  51 
Scot  L.  R.  653,  [1914]  W.  G.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  398. 

A  fireman,  after  having  been  for 
some  time  at  work  shoveling  coal  and 
raking  fires  in  the  stokehold  of  a 
steamship,  had  an  apoplectic  stroke. 
The  medical  evidence  went  to  prove 
that  the  man  was  in  a  diseased  con- 
dition, and  that  such  a  stroke  would 
be  likely  to  be  brought  on  by  such  ex- 
ertion. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  justify  the  inference 
that  the  apoplexy  was  caused  by  the 
employment.  Broforst  v.  The  Bloom- 
field  (1913;  G.  A.)  6  B.  W.  G.  G.  (Eng.) 
613. 

A  finding  that  apoplexy  was  caused 
by  an  injury  in  the  course  of  employ- 
ment cannot  be  sustained,  where  there 
is  no  evidence  of  any  strain,  and  the 
evidence  adduced  is  equally  as  con- 
sistent with  the  fact  of  no  accident, 
as  with  the  fact  of  an  accident. 
Barnabas  v.  Bersham  Golliery  Go. 
(1910)  103  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  513,  55 
Sol.  Jo.  63,  4  B.  W.  G.  G.  119. 

So,  where,  on  medical  evidence,  the 
arbitrator  finds  that  heat  apoplexy 
from  which  a  ship  stoker  was  suffer- 
ing might  have  been  caused  by  the 
heat  of  the  sun  or  by  the  heat  of  the 
stokeholds,  the  arbitrator  is  justified 
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IB  holding  that  the  evidence  will  not 
permit  him  to  draw  the  inference  that 
the  injury  was  caused  by  an  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the 
employment.  Olsen  v.  The  Dorset 
(1913)  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  658. 

As  to  apoplexy  producing  paralysis, 
see  infra,  II.  11. 

/.  Arsenical  poimnUng, 

An  employer  had  operated  his  plant 
for  nearly  fifty  years,  and  no  case  of 
lead,  zinc,  or  arsenical  poisoning  had 
ever  appeared  there*  The  applicant 
during  all  his  years  of  service  had 
been  in  good  health,  with  the  exception 
of  two  accidents.  He  had  never  been 
affected  with  any  appearance  of  dis- 
ease or  disability  by  lead,  zinc,  or  ar- 
senical poisoning,  and  in  the  year  be- 
fore his  fatal  illness  he  never  missed 
a  day  except  when  there  was  no  work. 
Two  other  men  who  worked  with  the 
applicant^  doing  precisely  the  same 
woik,  for  more  than  ten  years,  had 
never  been  injuriously  affected  in  any 
way  by  their  work.  October  6,  1914, 
came  on  Tuesday,  and  the  claimant 
was  in  his  usual  health  up  to  the  morn- 
ing of  that  'day.  The  plant  was  op- 
erated only  five  days  in  the  week,  and 
he  worked  on  the  previous  Saturday 
until  10  o'clock  at  night,  but  did  not 
work  on  Sunday  or  Monday.  On  Tues- 
day morning  he  began  work  at  6 
o'clock,  and  on  leaving  home  for  the 
plant  said  that  he  did  not  feel  like 
going  to  work.  He  worked  until  2 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  when  he  went 
home  sick  and  had  dysentery.  His 
daughter  had  been  slightly  affected  in 
the  same  way  during  the  day,  and  she 
at  first  attributed  his  sickness  to  coffee 
which  he  had  drunk,  which  was  dis- 
colored when  milk  was  poured  in  it; 
but  the  attending  physician  found  that 
there  was  nothing  the  matter  with  the 
coffee,  and  other  members  of  the  fam- 
ily who  had  drunk  the  coffee  were  not 
affected.  About  8  o'clock  in  the  eve- 
ning he  was  seized  with  cramps 
through  his  arms  and  legs,  chest,  stom- 
ach, and  bowels,  and  from  that  time  he 
grew  steadily  worse.  His  discharges 
were  black  and  loose.  His  teeth  became 
black  and  loose,  there  was  a  dark  line 
around  his  gums,  his  toe  nails  and 


finger  nails  became  black,  his  eyes  had 
a  glassy,  staring  look,  his  wrists 
dropped,  and  his  mind  wandered.  He 
was  treated  at  home  until  October 
12,  when  he  was  taken  to  a  hospital, 
where  he  died  on  October  14.  The 
medical  testimony  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  death  was  due  to  acute  rather 
than  chronic  arsenical  poisoning.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
workman  came  to  his  death  from  acute 
arsenical  poisoning  contracted  on  Oc- 
tober 6,  1914,  and  attributable  to  his 
work.  Matthiessen  &  H.  Zinc  Go.  v. 
Industrial  Bd.  (1918)  284  IlL  378,  120 
N.  E.  249. 

g,  Afteriosciero9is, 

A  laborer,  while  attempting  to  start 
a  gas  engine,  caught  his  foot  in  the 
crank  case,  lacerating  it,  and  in  at- 
tempting to  release  himself  he  fell 
backward  into  a  box  of  trash  and 
pieces  of  old  iron;  he  lay  there  in  a 
faint  from  half  to  three  quarters  of 
an  hour,  and  when  he  got  up  he  could 
not  stand  on  his  left  foot;  shortly  after 
his  injury  he  felt  a  severe  pain  in  his 
neck  and  back;  he  had  fits  of  shaking 
and  trembling,  and  lost  the  use  of  his 
limbs  so  that  he  walked  with  crutches. 
At  the  trial,  which  occurred  about 
two  years  after  his  injuries,  it  was 
conceded  that  he  was  suffering  with 
multiple  sclerosis.  Previous  to  the  in- 
jury he  was  an  able-bodied  man,  work- 
ing as  a  common  laborer  for  about  two 
years  at  construction  work.  The  med- 
ical testimony  was  conflicting.  The 
claimant's  physician  testified  that  in 
his  opinion  the  injury  was  contribu- 
tory, but  would  not  say  that  it  was  ab- 
solutely the  cause  of  the  disease.  An- 
other testified  that  it  was  possible 
that  the  injury  brought  on  the  nerv- 
ousness and  jerking  sooner  than  it 
would  otherwise  have  developed,  and 
still  another  testified  that  the  claim- 
ant's condition  was  due  to  an  injury 
or  shock,  which  undoubtedly  aggra- 
vated and  may  have  been  the  absolute 
cause  of  the  disease.  On  the  other 
hand  there  was  testimony  that  the 
claimant's  injury  was  absolutely  inde- 
pendent of,  and  had  nothing  to  do 
with,  the  disease.     It  was  held  that 


12 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain 
an  award  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 
Blackburn  v.  Coifeyville  Vitrified 
Brick  &  Tile  Co.  (1920)  107  Kan.  722, 
193  Pac.  851. 

A  plumber  who  had  worked  for  the 
defendant  employer  for  five  months 
became  ill  from  lead  poisoninsr.  There 
was  evidence  that  during  this  time  he 
was  handling  lead  pipe,  and  his  hand- 
kerchiefs and  napkins  would  be  col- 
ored red  from  the  red  lead.  His  family 
physician  testified  that  for  the  past 
few  years  he  had  treated  him  for  what 
he  supposed  was  lead  poisoning.  An 
expert,  after  reviewing  the  history  and 
symptoms,  gave  as  his  opinion  that  the 
cause  of  death  was  sclerosis  of  the 
coronary  arteries,  and  that  it  was  un- 
doubtedly caused  by  lead  poisoning. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  an  award  in  favor  of 
the  claimant;  that  on  the  testimony  of 
the  expert  it  could  be  found  that  the 
lead  poisoning,  which  was  a  contribut- 
ing cause  of  the  employee's  death, 
was  progressive,  and  probably  due  to 
the  constant  assimilation  of  the  lead 
during  the  period  he  had  been  exposed 
to  it.  O'Donnell's  Case  (1921)  237 
Mass.  164,  129  N.  E.  353. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  yard- 
man by  a  firm  of  paving  contractors. 
In  a  building  on  their  premises  was  a 
desk  phone.  Shortly  before  noon  this 
telephone  rang,  and  he,  in  answering 
it,  picked  up  the  phone  with  his  right 
hand  and  lifted  the  receiver  with  his 
left.  He  received  a  shock  of  sufficient 
severity  to  make  it  difficult  for  him  to 
release  himself  from  the  instrument. 
It  was  raining  that  morning  and  his 
clothing  and  shoes  were  damp.  He 
felt  the  shock  all  over  his  body,  but 
mostly  on  his  right  side.  The  numb- 
ness continued  to  grow  worse  until 
afternoon,  when  he  first  realized  that 
his  face  was  partially  paralyzed.  He 
then  discovered  that  he  could  not  use 
his  lips  to  draw  his  pipe.  He  went 
home  about  4  o'clock,  and  there  found 
that  his  left  eye  and  the  left  side  of 
his  mouth  Were  drawn  down.  The 
next  morning  he  could  not  close  his 
eyes,  and  he  had  pains  in  his  back  and 
head.  He  did  no  work  after  the  day  of 
the  accident.    Physicians  who  exam- 


ined him  testified  that  he  was  suffer* 
ing  from  arteriosclerosis,  and  that, 
while  the  shock  may  have  aggravated 
this  condition,  the  real  cause  of  his 
disability  was  the  disease.  The  court 
was  of  the  opinion  that  a  clear  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  showed  that 
the  condition  of  the  applicant  was  due 
largely,  if  not  entirely,  to  an  organic 
disease,  but  held  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  on  which  the  commis- 
sion could  base  its  finding  that  the  dis- 
ability was  due  to  an  injury  arising 
out  of  the  course  of  the  employment. 
McGarry    v.    Industrial    Commission 

(1919)  290  111.  577, 125  N.  E.  318. 

A  workman  was  ruptured  while  en- 
gaged in  the  performance  of  his  duties. 
He  was  operated  on,  and  made  a  fair 
recovery  from  the  operation,  and  was 
able  to  go  about  for  a  time,  although 
in  a  weakened  condition.  Six  weeks 
after  the  operation  his  condition  be- 
came such  that  he  had  to  take  to  bis 
bed,  and  he  died  about  a  month  later. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  he  died  from  chronic  arterio- 
sclerosis. There  was  no  evidence  that 
the  operation  or  anesthesia  was  the 
cause  of  the  death,  and  two  physicians 
testified  that  they  did  not  think  the 
operation  or  the  anesthesia  accentu- 
ated or  accelerated  the  disease,  or  has- 
tened the  death  of  the  decedent.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
death  was  caused  by  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. Tucillo  V.  Ward  Baking  Co. 
(1917)  180  App.  Div.  302,  167  N.  Y. 
Supp.  666.  ^ 

r 

h.  Arthritis.  [ 

In  Selvage  v.  Charles  Burrell  &  Sons 
[1921;   C.   A.]    1   K.   B.    (Eng.)    355. 

(1920)  W.  N.  373,  90  L.  J.  K.  B.  N. 
S.  209,  124  L.  T.  N.  S.  428,  13  B.  W.  C. 
C.  277,  [1921]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  12,  37 
Times  L.  R.  95,  65  Sol.  Jo.  133,  affirmed 
in  (1921;  H.  L.)  65  Sol.  Jo.  734,  14 
B.  W.  C.  C.  161,  90  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1340,  the  applicant  was  employed  in 
the  copper-plating  department  as  a 
finisher  of  shell  adapters.  In  the 
course  of  her  employment,  extending 
over  a  period  of  about  six  months,  she 
from  time  to  time  sustained  scratches 
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to  her  hands,  which  were  commonly 
followed  by  gatherings,  and  the  pus 
thereby  formed  caused  blood  poison- 
ing. Her  condition  gradually  became 
worse  until  ultimately  she  was  found 
to  be  suffering  from  arthritis  of  the 
joints,  caused  by  the  poison  of  the  pus, 
with  the  result  that  she  was  totally  in- 
capacitated. It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  find- 
ing that  the  disease  was  occasioned  by 
an  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  her  employment,  and  that  it 
was  not  material  that  it  was  caused  by 
a  number  of  accidents  which  all  con- 
tributed to  that  condition,  or  that  they 
extended  over  a  period  of  time,  as 
under  the  circumstances  she  was  not 
required  to  show  the  exact  time  of  the 
accident  further  than  she  had  shown. 

A  deal  carrier  met  with  an  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  causing  injury  to  one  of 
his  knees.  At  the  time  of  the  hearing 
he  was  found  to  be  suffering  from  ar- 
thritis in  the  knee.  Arthritis  was  the 
natural  result  of  such  an  injury  as  he 
had  suffered.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  justify  an 
award  in  favor  of  the  workman,  and 
that  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  was 
caused  by  intervening  improper  med- 
ical treatment  was  on  the  employer. 
Bower  v.  Meggitt  (1917)  86  L.  J.  K.  B. 
N.  S.  (Eng.)  463,  [1917]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  40,  116  L.  T.  N.  S.  178,  10  B.  W. 
C.  G.  146. 

A  workman  bruised  his  leg  through 
an  accident  happening  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.  There  was  no  abra^ 
sion,  but  a  discolored  spot,  and  later 
the  leg  became  inflamed  and  swollen. 
A  physician  opened  the  place  and  made 
a  miscroscopic  examination  of  the  sub- 
stance which  came  from  the  leg,  and 
found  that  it  contained  gonococci,  and 
was  of  the  opinion  that  he  had  gonor- 
rheal arthritis.  Other  physicians 
agreed  with  this  diagnosis.  It  became 
necessary  to  remove  a  part  of  the  bone 
which  was  infected.  The  doctors  tes- 
tified that  the  disease,  if  dormant, 
could  have  been  lighted  up  and  aggra- 
vated by  a  blow  such  as  the  claimant 
was  said  to  have  received,  or  it  might 
have  been  caused  by  other  things.  It 
was  held  that,  though  the  physicians 


indicated  that  there  might  have  been 
other  causes,  there  was  no  evidence 
suggesting  any  other  than  the  injury, 
and  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  disease  was 
lighted  up  or  accelerated  by  the  in- 
jury. Hanson  v.  Dickinson  (1920)  188 
Iowa,  728,  176  N.  W.  823. 

i.  Beat  hand* 

The  applicant  was  employed  as  a 
"riveter's  holder-up"  by  a  shipbuilding 
company.  His  work  consisted  of  knock- 
ing rivets  into  holes,  and  then  hold- 
ing them  up  against  the  hammering 
of  the  riveter  with  a  3i-pound  hammer* 
When  he  had  been  at  work  for  about 
two  years  his  hand  became  sore,  and 
the  certifying  surgeon  certified  that 
he  was  suffering  from  ''beat  hand" 
as  a  result  of  his  employment.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  an  award  in  his  favor.  Wil- 
son V.  Blyth  Shipbuilding  &  Dry  Docks 
Co.  [1919;  G.  A.  ]  1  K.  B.  (Eng.)  324, 
88  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  27,  [1918]  W.  C. 
&  Ins.  Rep.  336,  11  B.  W.  C.  C.  173, 
120  L.  T.  N.  S.  1,  63  Sol.  Jo.  67. 

i.  Blood  poisoning, 

A  workman  sustained  a  contused 
wound  on  the  great  toe  of  his  right  foot 
while  engaged  in  the  service  of  his  em- 
ployer. Three  days  later  he  had  the 
toe  dressed  at  the  hospital.  Op  the 
fourth  day  the  toe  was  so  painful  that 
after  starting  to  work  he  returned 
home,  and  undertook  to  treat  the  toe 
himself.  On  the  next  day  he  com- 
plained of  a  swelling  on  his  face,  and 
on  the  day  following  the  symptoms  of 
the  face  became  so  alarming  that  he 
was  removed  to  a  hospital,  where  it 
was  discovered  that  there  was  a  strep- 
tococcic infection  of  the  injured  toe. 
The  skin  surrounding  the  toe  was  in 
an  erysipelatous  condition,  and  there 
was  a  development  of  erysipelas  on  the 
face.  The  facial  infection  resulted  in 
septicemia,  from  which  the  man  died 
in  about  a  week.  The  medical  testi- 
mony was  to  the  effect  that  the  germs 
which  caused  the  facial  infection  were 
carried  by  external  means  from  the 
toe  to  the  face;  that  such  a  method  was 
exceedingly  common.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
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finding  that  the  claimant's  death  was 
attributable  to  the  injury  received  in 
his  work.  Bethlehem  Shipbuilding 
Corp.  ▼.  Industrial  Acci.  Commission 
(1919)  181  CaL  500,  7  A.L.R.  1180,  185 
Pac.  179. 

An  employee  was  engaged  with  the 
assistance  of  another  in  cleaning  a 
gear.  In  order  to  clean  the  gear  it  was 
necessary  to  remove  a  sheet-iron 
cover.  The  fellow  workman  testified 
that  the  edges  of  the  cover  were  thin 
and  sharp,  and  that  he  himself  had  cut 
his  hand  on  it  at  another  time;  that 
after  they  had  finished  cleaning  the 
gear  he  noticed  blood  on  the  work- 
man's hand,  and  spoke  to  him  about  it. 
The  cut  on  the  hand  became  infected, 
finally  causing  death  by  blood  poison- 
ing. It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
hand  was  cut  or  scratched  in  the 
course  of  the  employment,  resulting 
in  death  by  blood  poisoning.  McRae 
y.  Morgan  &  Wright  (1919)  205  Mich. 
493,  171  N.  W.  894. 

r  In  the  discharge  of  his  duties  a  fire- 
man was  required  to  take  out  clinkers 
from  the  combustion  chamber,  clean 
the  boilers  and  fixtures,  polish  the 
same,  clean  the  engine,  and  oil  it.  One 
day  he  was  attended  by  a  physician 
who  discovered  two  little  cuts  through 
the  skin  and  the  thumb,  about  an 
eighth  of  an  inch  apart  and  half  an 
inch  long,  around  which  there  was 
some  redness,  and  from  the  condition 
of  which  he  judged  that  he  was  suffer- 
ing from  streptococcic  infection.  Two 
days  later  the  hand  was  more  swollen, 
the  next  day  he  had  chills  and  his 
temperature  had  gone  up.  He  was  re- 
moved to  a  hospital,  grew  worse,  and 
died  four  days  later  of  septicemia.  It 
was  held  that  there  was  evidence  to 
sustain  the  finding  of  the  commission 
that  the  death  was  due  to  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. William  Rahr  Sons  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission  (1917)  166  Wis.  28, 
163  N.  W.  169. 

An  award  for  the  death  of  a  printer 
from  streptococcic  infection  originat- 
ing from  a  small  cut  in  the  index  fing- 
er of  the  right  hand  was  affirmed  in 
McCartney  v.  Wood-Temple  Co.  (1922) 
—  Mich.  — ,  187  N.  W.  261,— against 


the  objection  that  there  was  no  tes- 
timony that  the  accident  was  received 
while  deceased  was  working  in  the 
printing  office, — ^upon  the  strength  of 
reports  made  by  the  employer  shortly, 
after  the  accident  which,  under  the 
authorities,  were  prima  facie  evidence 
that  the  accident  arose  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  employment,  although, 
as  the  court  said,  the  other  evidence, 
without  the  reports,  would  probably 
have  been  insufficient. 

A  workman  was  employed  to  as- 
semble brake  and  clutch  pedals,  in 
which  employment  abrasions  were  a 
common  form  of  injury.  Shortly  be- 
fore quitting  time,  he  went  to  the 
foreman  and  exhibited  his  thumb, 
which  was  dirty,  torn  up,  and  clotted 
over  the  nail  with  blood,  and  was  sent 
by  the  latter  to  a  doctor.  The  abra- 
sion was  treated,  but  was  infected,  sep- 
ticemia followed,  and  the  workman 
died  therefrom.  It  was  held  that  the 
facts  supported  the  inference  that  the 
injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  the  employment.  Kinney  v.  Cadil- 
lac Motor  Car  Co.  (1917)  199  Mich. 
435,  165  N.  W.  651. 

An  employee  was  engaged  in  loading 
and  unloading  bags  into  and  from  box 
cars.  When  he  arrived  home  one  eve- 
ning he  had  a  scratch  on  one  hand.  It 
was  about  li  inches  long  and  had  been 
bleeding  "quite  badly."  He  had 
wrapped  it  in  a  piece  of  handkerchief 
which  was  bloody.  The  blood  was 
hard,  and  witnesses  testified  it  looked 
as  if  the  scratch  was  about  two  hours 
old.  The  time  required  to  go  from 
his  work  to  his  home  was  about 
twenty  minutes.  -  Deceased  had  no 
scratch  on  his  hand  when  he  left  home 
for  work  that  morning.  It  was  shown 
that  the  men  engaged  in  his  line  of 
work  often  received  scratches  on  their 
hands,  sometimes  from  nails  inside  the 
cars.  Blood  poisoning  shortly  set  in, 
causing  his  death.  A  letter  of  the  in- 
surance company  stated  that  it  had  ex- 
amined all  the  workmen  at  the  plant, 
and  found  only  one  man  who  knew 
anything  about  the  workman  being  in- 
jured. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  show  that  the  blood 
poisoning  and  death  were  due  to  th« 
scratch,  and  that,  while  there  was  tw» 
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direct  evidence,  the  circumstances 
were  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  scratch  was  received  in  the  course 
of  the  employment.  The  court  said; 
"The  fact  that  deceased  had  no  scratch 
when  he  left  home  in  the  morning  and 
had  one  when  he  came  home  from 
work  at  night;  that  he  must  have  come 
home  immediately,  for  he  was  home 
within  half  an  hour  of  the  time  he 
quit  work;  that  the  scratch  had  blood 
upon  it  which  had  hardened,  indicat- 
ing that  the  scratch  had  been  received 
earlier  than  the  time  he  quit  work; 
that  it  was  such  a  scratch  as  he  was 
not  likely  to  receive  on  a  trip  from 
his  work  to  his  home,  and  such  a 
scratch  as  he  might  well  have  received 
while  at  work — ^these  facts,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  letter,  .  •  « 
which  is  of  some  force  as  an  admis- 
sion, were  such  that  the  court  might 
infer  that  the  scratch  was  received 
while  deceased  was  in  the  course  of 
his  usual  work,  and  that  it  arose  out 
of  it*"  State  ex  rel.  Albert  Dickinson 
Co.  V.  Dist  Ct  (1917)  139  Hinn.  30, 
165  N.  W.  478. 

A  man  working  as  a  repairer  on 
night  shift  in  a  colliery  left  home  with[ 
a  sound  finger  and  arrived  at  work 
with  a  sound  finger.  He  came  home  in 
the  evening  with  his  finger  injured, 
and  a  rag  round  it,  and  died  later  from 
blood  poisoning.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  evidence  from  which  it  could 
be  inferred  that  the  injury  arose  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Mit- 
chell V.  Glamorgan  Coal  Co.  (1907)  23 
Times  L.  R.  (Eng.)  588,  9  W.  C,  C. 
16. 

A  bricklayer  returned  from  work  on 
December  27,  1911,  with  a  sore  on  the 
back  of  the  thumb  of  his  left  hand. 
The  wound  appeared  to  heal,  but  ulti- 
mately blood  poisoning  ensued  in  the 
armpit,  and  the  workman  died  on 
January  30, 1912.  Evidence  was  given 
that  injuries  such  as  this  were  com- 
mon in  case  of  bricklayers.  The  work- 
man was  engaged  in  cutting  grooves  in 
a  wall,  and  had  to  use  a  hammer  and 
chisel.  In  doing  such  work  the  face 
of  the  hammer  might  slip  off  the  chisel 
and  hit  the  workman's  hand.  The 
medical  evidence  was  that  the  inflam- 
mation started  under  the  man's  armpit 


in  the  form  of  an  abscess,  due  to  an 
inflamed  gland,  and  that  an  injury  to 
the  back  of  the  thumb  might  give  rise 
to  this.  The  doctor  was  of  opinion 
that  the  bacillus  entered  through  this 
injury,  but  he  said  in  cross-examina- 
tion, that  he  could  not  say  that  a  dirty 
condition  of  the  armpit  might  not  have 
caused  the  abscess.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  evidence  from  which  the 
court  might  infer  that  the  injury  to 
the  workman  happened  to  him  while 
he  was  at  work.  Feet  v.  Johnson 
[1918]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  149, 
57  Sol.  Jo.  226,  29  Times  L.  R.  207,  6 

B.  W.  C.  C.  60. 

A  miner,  who  was  employed  at  a 
colliery  in  moving  tubs  from  the  work- 
ing place  to  the  shunt,  arrived  at  the 
colliery  apparently  in  his  normal 
health,  but  in  the  course  of  his  work 
he  was  seen  by  two  of  his  fellow 
workmen  to  be  rubbing  his  knee  and 
to  limp,  and  on  his  return  home  he 
had  a  slight  abrasion  on  his  knee.  The 
next  day  he  absented  himself  from  his 
work  owing  to  the  injury  to  his  knee, 
and  after  resuming  work  again  for  two 
days  he  called  in  a  doctor.  Two  days 
afterwards  the  man  died  from  blood 
{poisoning  caused  by  the  injury  to  his 
knee.  It  was  held  that  there  was  evi- 
dence to  support  a  finding  that  the 
death  resulted  from  an  injury  by  acci- 
dent arising  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  the  employment.  Hasrward  v.  West- 
leigh  Colliery  Co.  [1915;  H.  L.]  A.  C. 
(Eng.)  540,  84  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  661, 
[1915]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  233,  8B.  W.  C. 

C.  278,  112  L.  T.  N.  S.  1001,  31  Times  L. 
R.  215,  59  SoL  Jo.  269,  [1915]  W.  N.  67. 
Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  877,  reversing  [1914; 
C.  A.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  21,  7  B.  W. 
C.  C.  63. 

On  March  6,  1915,  a  workman  came 
home  with  his  hands  scratched,  and 
complained  that  they  had  been  knocked 
about  at  his  work  of  shell  making. 
Next  day  his  doctor  saw  him,  and  im- 
mediately diagnosed  blood  poisoning 
from  a  small  wound  on  a  finger,  from 
the  effects  of  which  he  died  on  March 
14,  1915.  The  nature  of  the  work- 
man's duty  was  likely  to  cause  abra- 
sions on  the  hands.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence as  to  the  exact  date  of  the  in- 
jury.   It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
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was  sufficient  to  support  a  finding  that 
the  disease  was  the  result  of  an  in- 
jury received  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment, and  that,  as  it  was  not  pos- 
sible to  state  an  exact  date  for  such  an 
injury,  an  approximate  date  was  suf- 
ficient. Burvill  V.  Vickers  [1916]  1 
K.  B.  (Eng.)  180,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  8. 
266,  114  L.  T.  N.  S.  29,  9  B.  W.  C.  C, 
50. 

A  workman  employed  in  '^spreading 
sod,  cultivating,  and  doing  work  in  the 
line  of  improving  the  grounds,"  re- 
ceived a  scratch  on  the  back  of  his 
hand  which  became  infected,  and  he 
died  of  blood  poisoning.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  sustained  a  finding 
that  the  injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  Re  Bean's 
Case  (1917)  227  Maas.  558,  116  N.  E. 
826. 

A  workman  in  a  machine  shop  ap- 
peared at  his  work  with  his  hand 
bandaged.  The  foreman  inquired  the 
cause,  and  was  informed  that  he  had 
scratched  his  hand  at  a  manifold  some- 
time previously.  A  doctor  and  nurse 
both  testified  that  there  was  a  wound 
upon  his  hand  when  they  treated  him 
for  blood  poisoning.  The  workman 
died.  It  was  held  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  emnloyment.  Fitzgerald 
V.  Lozier  Motor  Co.  (1915)  187  Mich. 
660, 164  N.  W.  67. 

The  claimant  was  employed  in  mak- 
ing metal  brushes.  The  performance 
of  this  work  necessitated  a  constant 
pressure  with  the  hand  on  the  prongs 
of  pliers  with  which  the  wire  used  in 
making  the  brushes  was  manipulated. 
He  developed  a  blister  on  his  hand. 
He  continued  to  work  until  the  blister 
broke  and  blood  came,  and  a  crack  in 
the  fiesh  under  the  skin  was  seen  by 
his  fellow  workman.  Almost  immedi- 
ately it  commenced  to  smart,  pain,  and 
swell,  the  swelling  extending  to  and 
involving  the  back  of  the  hand.  Some 
way  in  connection  with  the  work,  dye 
was  present,  and  by  that,  or  something 
from  some  other  source  then  and  there 
present,  infection  entered  the  hand 
through  this  cut '  or  broken  skin. 
Claimant  painted  his  hand  with  iodine; 
it  continued  to  swell  and  grow  worse, 


and  the  following  day,  or  the  second 
day  thereafter,  he  went  to  a  doctor  who 
pronounced  it  a  "palmar  abscess,"  and 
who  testified  on  the  hearing:  'There 
must  be  some  point  of  infection ;  there 
must  be  some  cut,  scratch,  or  break  in 
the  skin  to  cause  infection."  In  his 
report  the  physician  stated  that  the 
symptoms  from  which  the  claimant 
was  suffering  were  due  entirely  to  the 
injury  to  his  hand,  and  he  later  tes- 
tified that  the  condition  of  the  hand 
was  due  to  infection.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  condition  of  the 
claimant's  hand  was  due  to  an  injury 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  Scoville  v.  Tolhurst 
Mach.  Works  (1920)  193  App.  Div.  606, 
184  N.  Y.  Supp.  608,  affirmed  without 
opinion  in  (1921)  231  N.  Y.  610,  132 
N.  E.  867. 

In  Blaess  v.  Dolph  (1917)  195  Mich. 
137,  161  N.  W.  885,  a  finding  allowing 
recovery  for  an  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  the  employment 
was  sustained  where  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  employee,  who  was  an 
undertaker's  assistant,  had  a  cut  on 
his  finger,  which  became  infected 
with  malignant  poison  germs  while  he 
was  assisting  in  embalming  one  who 
had  died  from  the  same  germs,  or 
while  he  was  sterilizing  the  instru- 
ments. 

A  workman  was  employed  by  a  man- 
ufacturer of  peroxide  and  toilet  ar- 
ticles. His  duties  consisted,  in  part, 
in  washing  and  filling  bottles.  On  the 
day  of  the  alleged  accident  he  came  to 
a  fellow  workman  and  told  him  that 
he  had  hurt  his  hand.  He  also  told  the 
forelady  in  charge  of  his  department 
the  same  thing,  and  showed  her  his 
bleeding  hand.  He  worked  at  the 
plant  after  this  time,  and  witnesses 
saw  that  his  hand  was  bandaged.  No 
witness  saw  the  actual  accident. 
Three  days  after  the  accident  he  died. 
A  post-mortem  examination  showed  a 
dark,  prominent,  and  large  swelling, 
involving  the  upper  half  of  the  right 
forearm  and  extending  up  into  the  re- 
gion of  the  neck.  The  doctors  agreed 
that  he  died  of  septic  poisoning.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to   sustain   a  finding  that  the 
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death  was  due  to  an  accident  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment   The  court  said:     'This  court 
has  said  more  than  onoe  that  the  bur- 
den rests  upon  the  claimant  to  show 
by  competent  testimony  not  only  the 
fact  of  the  injury,  but  that  it  occurred 
in  connection  with  the  employment  of 
the  deceased;  to  furnish  evidence  from 
which  the  inference  can  be  logically 
drawn  that  the  injury  arose  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment;  that 
the  proof  must  be  based  on  something 
more  than  mere  guess  or  conjecture; 
that  the  proof  of  such  facts  may  be 
established  by  circumstantial  as  well 
as  by  direct  evidence,  and  the  greater 
or  less  probability,   leading   on   the 
whole  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion,  is 
all  that  can  reasonably  be  required  to 
establish    controverted    facts.      Ohio 
Bldg.  Safety  Vault  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Bd.  (1917)  277  IlL  96,  116  N.  E.  149, 
14  N.  C.  C.  A.  224;  Mechanics  Furni- 
ture Co.  V.  Industrial  Bd.  (1917)  281 
DL  530,  117  N.  E.  986;   Smith-Lohr 
Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
sion (1918)  286  IlL  84,  121  N.  E.  231. 
It  is  not  necessary,  under  these  au- 
thorities, that  there  should  be  eyewit* 
nesses    to    the    accident     We    think 
there  is  evidence  in  the  record  that 
justified  the  industrial  board  in  find- 
ing that  the  accident  arose  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  the  employment  of 
the  deceased/'    Hydrox  Chemical  Co. 
V.  Industrial  Commission   (1920)  291 
UL  579,  126  N.  E.  564. 

A  workman  stated  to  his  employer, 
his  wife,  and  his  physi<rian  that  he  had 
hurt  his  thumb  while  at  work,  by  run- 
ning a  sliver  from  a  screw  into  it.  His 
hand  and  forearm  subsequently  be- 
came infected,  and  about  ten  days 
after  the  alleged  accident  he  died. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  he  died  as  a  result  of  the 
injury  to  his  thumb.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufiicient  to  sustain 
a  finding:  that  his  death  was  due  to 
an  injury  received  in  the  course  of 
his  employment,  and  the  fact  that  the 
evidepce  of  witnesses  to  whom  the 
workman  had  stated  the  origin  of  his 
injury  was  hearsay  was  cured  by  the 
failure  to  raise  timely  objection  there- 
20  A.L.R.— 2. 


to.    Hege  A  Co.  v.  Tompkins  (1919) 
69  IndL  App.  273,  121  N.  E.  677. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  furnace 
laborer  in  the  course  of  his  work  was 
required  to  shovel  up  and  screen  cal- 
cined ore.  He  had  chilblains  on  his 
hands,  and  while  so  working  a  frost 
crack  opened  up  and  bled  so  freely 
that  he  got  a  fellow  workman  to  bind 
up  his  hand  with  his  handkerchief. 
On  the  following  day  septic  poisoning 
set  in  and  for  a  time  he  was  unable 
to  work.  The  arbitrator  found  that 
the  microbes  entered  the  frost  crack 
while  the  man  was  working,  and  that 
the  evidence  showed  that  calcined  ore 
dust  was  liable  to  render  a  sore  septic, 
but  held  that  he  could  not  decide  from 
the  evidence  whether  the  microbes 
came  from  the  calcined  dust,  or  from 
the  man's  handkerchief,  or  from  some 
other  source  which  had  not  even  been 
suggested,  and  he  therefore  made  his 
award  for  the  employers.  It  was  held, 
on  appeal,  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  a  finding  that  the  in- 
jury arose  out  of  and  in  the  course  of 
the  employment,  although  the  source 
of  the  infection  could  not  be  deter- 
mined, such  source  being  inmiaterial. 
Saddington  v.  Inlip  Iron  Co.  (1917) 
87  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  184,  62  Sol. 
Jo.  120,  62  L.  Jo.  438,  144  L.  T.  Jo.  75, 
118  h.  T.  N.  S.  138,  10  B.  W.  C.  C.  624. 

The  applicant  was  employed  in  the 
kitchen  of  a  golf  club.  She  stated  that 
she  cut  her  finger  on  a  piece  of  glass 
that  was  in  some  crockery  she  had 
washed.  The  finger  was  bound  up. 
The  next  morning  she  found  her  finger 
very  painful  and  discolored,  and  she 
told  the  stewardess  of  the  club  what 
had  happened,  and  how,  and  when. 
The  stewardess  applied  remedies,  but 
the  finger  gradually  grew  worse  until 
applicant  finally  got  leave  from  the 
stewardess  to  go  home,  as  she  was  un- 
able to  do  her  ordinary  work,  and  she 
was  incapacitated  from  work  for  about 
a  month.  The  employers  suggested 
that  the  state  of  the  applicant's  finger 
was  not  caused  by  any  accident  that 
took  place  on  their  premises,  or  on  the 
date  alleged  by  the  applicant,  but  that 
for  some  time  before  she  had  been  suf- 
fering from  a  whitlow.  It  was  held 
that  the   evidence   was   sufiicient  to 
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sustain  a  finding  that  the  accident  oc- 
curred in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. Venters  v.  Sundridge  Park 
Golf  Club  [1918]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
(Eng.)  224,  118  L.  T.  N.  S.  799,  11  B. 
W.  C.  C.  55. 

A  small  burr  from  a  screw  head 
entered  the  little  finger  of  a  workman. 
He  picked  it  out,  this  causing  no 
wound  and  no  bleeding,  and  he  went 
on  with  his  work.  Three  days  after- 
wards blood  poisoning  set  in,  and  the 
man  was  seriously  ill  and  in  bed  for 
ten  weeks.  A  doctor  testified  that  the 
condition  of  the  man  was  consistent 
with  its  being  caused  by  the  accident, 
and  there  was  no  other  explanation 
of  the  blood  poisoning.  It  was  held 
that  the  inference  drawn  by  the  coun- 
ty court  that  the  blood  poisoning  was 
due  to  the  accident  was  justified,  as 
it  was  not  a  case  in  which  there  were 
two  alternatives,  but  only  this  one 
circumstance  which  could  have  caused 
the  blood  poisoning.  White  v.  Ford 
Motor  Co.  [1918]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
(Eng.)  25. 

A  workman  met  with  injury  by  acci- 
dent in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
having  a  middle  finger  crushed.  Heal- 
ing progressed  favorably  for  three 
weeks,  when  sjrmptoms  of  blood  poi- 
soning appeared,  and  a  fortnight  later 
the  finger  had  to  be  amputated.  Short- 
ly afterwards  a  medical  examination 
disclosed  the  fact  that  the  workman 
was  suffering  from  syphilis,  which 
must  have  been  contracted  before  the 
date  of  the  operation  and  after  the 
original  injury.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  support  a 
finding  that  the  workman's  incapacity 
at  the  date  of  the  arbitration  was  not 
due  entirely  to  the  syphilis,  but  to  the 
original  injury,  aggravated  by  the  in- 
fection, and  that  there  was  no  novus 
actus  interveniens,  and  that  the  com- 
plainant was,  therefore,  entitled  to 
compensation.  Laverick  v.  William 
Gray  ft  Co.  (1919;  C.  A.)  12  B.  W.  C. 
C.  (EngO  177,  [1919]  W.  C.  ft  Ins. 
Rep.  178, 121  L.  T.  N.  S.  289. 

A  workman  who  had  an  old  wound 
on  his  foot,  which  was  unhealed,  was 
obliged  to  wade  through  foul  and  dirty 
water  which  had  overflowed  the  yards 
of  his  employer's  plant.    On  the  morn- 


ing after  wading  in  the  water  his  foot 
was  badly  swollen,  and  the  swelling 
increased  for  several  days,  finally  ne- 
cessitating amputation.  The  medical 
testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  the  in- 
fection could  be,  and  probably  was, 
caused  by  wading  in  the  dirty  water. 
It  was  held  that « the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  his  empl03rment.  Monson  v.  Battel- 
le  (1918)  102  Ebxl  208,  170  Pac.  801. 
In  Dove  v.  Alpena  Hide  ft  Leather 
Co.  (1917)  198  Mich.  182,  164  N.  W. 
258,  an  award  based  on  septic  poison- 
ing alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
handling  South  American  hides  was 
held  to  have  been  warranted  by  the 
evidence,  which  the  court  summarized 
as  follows :  ''The  testimony  has  been 
carefully  examined,  and  we  think  it 
tends  to  establish  the  following  facts : 
(a)  That  the  cause  of  death  was  'sep- 
tic infection.'  (b)  That  dust  arose 
from  the  handling  of  the  hides,  and 
that  the  ventilation  in  the  hide  house 
was  very  poor,  (c)  That  septic  infec- 
tion could  be  taken  into  the  body  by 
means  of  inhalation,  (d)  That  the 
throat  of  deceased  was  badly  inflamed. 

(e)  That  the  infection  which  caused 
death  was  contracted  from  without. 

(f )  That  if  the  dust  contained  infec- 
tion, the  deceased  could  have  con- 
tracted it  by  working  on  the  hides  in 
a  poorly  ventilated  roonu  (g)  That 
the  dust  arising  from  the  hides  con- 
tained infection." 

A  finding  that  infection,  causing 
blood  poisoning  of  a  workman  engaged 
in  handling  fertilizer  consisting  most- 
ly of  bone  dust,  in  which  bacilli  likely 
to  cause  such  infection  were  present 
in  large  numbers,  arose  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  his  employment,  is  war- 
ranted where  there  is  medical  evi- 
dence to  the  effect  that  it  was  in  the 
highest  degree  probable  that  the  work- 
man received  the  infection  from  the 
germs  contained  in  the  bone  dust,  and 
highly  improbable  that  he  contracted 
it  elsewhere,  although  it  also  appeared 
that  such  bacilli  were  found  in  the  air 
and  in  other  substances,  though  in  a 
much  lesser  degree,  and  it  was  impos- 
sible to  say  with  certainty  when  the 
infection  occurred.    Innes  v.  Kynoch 


ANNO.— WORKI^BN'S  COMPENSATION— DISEASE— PROOF. 


19 


[1919;  H.  L.]  A.  C.  (En«.)  765,  9  B. 
R.  C.  478,  88  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  85,  121 
L.  T.  N.  S.  39,  [1919]  W.  N.  118,  36 
Times  L.  R.  E92,  63  Sol.  Jo.  444,  12  B. 
W.  C.  C.  78,  56  Scot  L.  R.  345,  revers- 
insr  [1918]  W.  G.  &  Ins.  Rep.  117 
[1918]  S.  C.  185,  55  Scot  L.  R.  220.  It 
was  also  held  in  this  case  that  it  was' 
not  necessary  to  estahlish  positively 
the  time  at  which  bacilli  causing  blood 
poisoning  entered  the  body  of  a  work- 
man, in  order  to  prove  that  the  result- 
ing injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  but  all  that 
could  be  required  was  the  preponder- 
ating probability  that  the  workman 
was  infected  while  he  was  engaged  in 
doing  the  work  he  was  employed  to 
do,  from  a  source  of  infection  with 
which  he  was  brought  into  contact  by 
that  work. 

A  workman  who  had  undergone  an 
operation  returned  to  work  before  the 
operation  wound  had  completely 
healed,  having  been  instructed  not  to 
strain  himself.  He  worked  at  the 
lever  of  a  machine.  A  fellow  work- 
man, noticing  that  the  machine  was 
stopped,  looked  for  the  man,  and  saw 
that  he  was  talking  to  the  foreman 
some  yards  away.  It  was  then  seen 
that  the  operation  wound  had  burst 
open,  and  that  the  blood  was  flowing 
freely.  Septic  poisoning  followed, 
and  the  man  died.  The  county  court 
judge  inferred  that  the  wound  had 
been  burst  open  by  the  strain  of  work-* 
ing  the  lever,  and  found  that  the  ac- 
cident arose  out  of  the  employment. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  evidence 
to  support  the  inference.  Groves  v, 
Borroughes  ft  Watts  (1911)  4  B.  W.  C. 
C.  (Eng.)  185. 

A  woodworker,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  employment,  suffered  an 
injury  which  resulted  in  the  crushing 
of  the  end  of  the  index  finger,  and  the 
making  of  a  blood  blister  on  the  side 
and  near  the  distal  joint  of  the  mid- 
dle finger  of  his  right  hand.  By  rea- 
son of  his  work  the  knuckles  of  his 
fingers  had  become  calloused,  and 
these  callouses  would  become  hard 
and  sore,  something  like  a  com.  The 
blood  blister  was  near  the  edge  of  the 
callous  on  the  middle  finger  of  his 
right  hand.    He  went  to  a  physician. 


who  dressed  his  fingers.  November 
26  he  was  discharged  as  cured.  About 
December  5  the  callous  on  the  finger 
where  the  blood  blister  had  been  be- 
came sore,  and  he  scraped  the  cal- 
loused place  with  a  pocket  knife. 
There  was  no  evidence,  however,  that 
in  doing  so  he  caused  an  incision  or 
break  in  the  skin.  On  December  8  he 
reported  his  condition  to  his  foreman 
when  he  quit  work  for  the  day,  and 
on  the  9th  he  went  to  a  physician,  who 
discovered  a  serious  infection  in  or 
under  the  callous.  The  infection  be- 
came so  serious  that  it  was  necessary 
to  remove  the  finger.  As  a  further  re- 
sult of  the  infection  the  other  fingers 
of  the  hand  were  stiffened,  and  the 
commission  found  a  loss  of  two  thirds 
of  the  use  of  the  right  hand.  It  ap- 
peared from  the  testimony  of  the 
physicians  that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  have  an  incision  or  wound  before 
an  infection  could  follow,  and  that  it 
was  entirely  possible  for  the  infection 
to  be  the  result  of  the  accident  of 
November  2.  An  award  in  favor  of 
the  applicant  was  held  to  be  consonant 
with  justice,  when  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  were  considered, 
as  it  could  not  be  said  that  there  was 
no  evidence  on  which  it  could  be 
based.  Ghallenge  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1920)  292  111.  596,  127 
N.  E.  83. 

An  employee  claimed  that  while  en- 
gaged in  his  work  he  slipped  on  the 
snow  and  ice,  and  fell,  and  struck  his 
arm  against  a  stump ;  he  continued  his 
work  the  rest  of  the  day,  and  said 
nothing  about  the  matter  to  other 
workers.  The  next  day  he  felt  sick, 
and  his  arm  pained  him.  He  did  not 
work,  and  on  the  day  following  was 
discharged  and  left  the  neighborhood. 
That  his  arm  got  worse,  and  thereafter 
he  found  and  pulled  out  of  his  arm 
two  long  slivers,  which  had  penetrated 
deeply  into  it.  The  arm  continued  to 
grow  worse,  and  shortly  thereafter  he 
received  medical  and  hospital  atten- 
tion. Amputation  became  necessary. 
The  commission  held  three  hearings 
at  intervals  of  several  months,  at  each 
of  which  applicant  testified.  There 
was  testimony  of  the  hospital  matron 
and  another  that  when  the  applicant 
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came  to  the  hospital  there  were  two 
marks  on  his  arm,  near  the  seat  of  in-* 
fection,  where  the  skin  was  broken, 
and  which  looked  as  though  something 
might  have  been  pulled  out  there. 
There  was  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
employer,  by  fellow  employees  of  the 
company  and  the  keepers  of  a  board- 
ing house  at  which  applicant  lived  at 
times,  that  his  left  hand  was  swollen 
and  discolored  before  the  alleged  acci- 
dent, and  that  no  one  had  heard  of  or 
knew  of  the  alleged  accident.  Appli- 
cant testified  that  his  hand  had  been 
calloused,  but  was  otherwise  in  good 
condition,  and  this  was  corroborated 
by  the  testimony  of  persons  at  the 
hospital.  It  was  held  that  there  was 
Bufficient  evidence  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  the  condition  of  the  applicant's 
arm  was  due  to  an  injury  received  in 
the  course  of  his  employment.  Hack- 
ley-Phelps-Bonnell  Go.  v.  Cooley 
(1920)  173  Wia.  128, 179  N.  W.  590. 

An  employee  died  as  the  result  of  an 
infection  received  through  an  opening 
in  his  right  foot,  which  was  caused 
by  a  traumatic  injury.  It  was  claimed 
that  he  received  the  injury  by  the  fall- 
ing of  a  billet  of  steel  on  his  foot  while 
engaged  in  his  work  for  his  employer. 
In  support  of  the  claim  a  statement 
made  in  the  employer's  report  of  the 
injury  was  received  in  evidence.  In 
this  report  it  was  stated  that  the  work- 
man was  unloading  billets,  and  one  of 
the  billets  scratched  his  foot.  The 
attending  physician  found  blood  poi- 
soning, and  had  the  man  sent  to  a  hos- 
pital. It  was  held  that  the  admission 
contained  in  the  report,  together  with 
the  statements  of  the  workman  as  to 
the  cause  of  the  injury,  which  were 
not  set  out,  constituted  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  sustain  a  finding  that  death 
was  attributable  to  an  injury  received 
in  the  course  of  employment.  Authus 
V.  Rail  Joint  Co.  (1920)  193  App.  Div. 
.  571, 185  N.  Y.  Supp.  314,  affirmed  with- 
out opinion  in  (1921)  231  N.  Y.  557, 
132  N.  E.  887. 

A  woman  alleged  that  her  thumb 
was  poisoned  by  accident  while  clean- 
ing dirty  red  oxide  drums  for  her  em- 
ployer. She  continued  working  for 
five  days  after  the  alleged  accident. 
Three  days  later  her  thumb  was  oper- 


ated on  for  septic  poisoning.  The 
only  evidence  of  any  accident  was  her 
own  statement  that  her  thumb  ^'be- 
came  painful  and  sore,"  and  that  of  a 
fellow  worker  that  she  saw  her  with 
a  rag  on  the  thumb.  No  cut  or  abra> 
sion  was  alleged.  The  uncontradicted 
medical  evidence  was  that  her  thumb 
would  have  been  very  painful  within 
forty-eight  hours  of  its  being  poi- 
soned. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  not  sufficient  to  support  a  finding 
that  the  thumb  was  poisoned  by  an 
accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  her  employment.  Miller  v. 
Jenson  &  Nicholson  [1918]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  61. 

A  collier  returned  home  from  work 
with  a  red  patch  on  his  wrist.  This 
patch  was  a  symptom  of  blood  poison- 
ing, which  was  due  to  an  abrasion  on 
his  thumb.  There  was  no  evidence  as 
to  how  the  abrasion  was  caused;  but 
there  had  been  a  fall  of  stone  in  the 
colliery  during  his  shift,  some  four 
hours  before  he  got  home.  He  died 
from  the  blood  poisoning,  and  his  de- 
pendent claimed  compensation  on  the 
ground  that  the  fall  must  have  caused 
the  abrasion.  The  medical  evidence 
showed  that  at  least  twelve  hours 
must  have  elapsed  between  the  abra- 
sion and  the. appearance  of  the  red 
patch.  The  county  court  judge  in- 
ferred that  the  abrasion  occurred  at 
work,  and  that  the  accident,  therefore^ 
arose  in  the  course  of  the  employment. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  support  the  inference.  Jenkins  v. 
Standard  Colliery  Co.  (1912)  105  L. 
T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  730,  28  Times  L.  R. 
7,  5  B.  W.  C.  C.  71. 

A  collier,  on  return  from  his  work, 
was  seen  to  have  a  small  scratch  on 
his  knee  and  a  large  lump  on  his 
groin.  The  lump  was  a  bubo  due  to 
blood  poisoning.  He  died  in  a  few  days 
of  blood  poisoning,  caused  by  the 
scratch.  The  dependent  claimed  com- 
pensation, alleging  that  the  scratch 
was  caused  at  work  on  the  day  when 
it  was  first  seen.  There  was  no  direct 
evidence  as  to  the  cause  of  the 
scratch,  but  there  was  medical  evi- 
dence that,  if  the  lump  was  due  to  the 
scratch,  the  scratch  must  have  been 
received  at  least  three  days  before  the 
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lump  appeared.  The  county  judsre  in- 
ferred that  the  scratch  was  caused  at 
work,  and  that  the  accident  according- 
ly arose  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. It  was  held  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  support  the  inference. 
Wood  v.  D.  Davis  &  Sons  (1911)  6  B. 
W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  118. 

A  railway  fireman  cut  his  finger  at 
home.  He  bandaged  it  and  went  to 
work.  Coal  dust  and  oil  worked  into 
the  cut  at  his  work.  Blood  poisoning 
(caused  by  the  entry  of  streptococci 
into  the  wound)  supervened,  and 
caused  incapacity.  The  county  court 
judge  inferred  that  the  streptococci 
entered  with  the  coal  dust  and  oil,  and 
that  this  arose  out  of  the  employment. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  support  the  inference.  Chandler  v. 
Great  Western  R.  Co.  (1912)  106  L. 
T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  479,  5  B.  W.  C.  C.  254, 
[1912]  W.  C.  Rep.  169. 

A  eollier  died  from  acute  blood  poi- 
soning; caused,  according  to  the  medi- 
cal evidence,  by  septic  infection  get- 
ting into  a  superficial  abrasion  of  the 
skin  just  below  his  kneecap.  That  was 
stated  to  be  a  frequent  cause  of  blood 
poisoning  in  colliers,  abrasions  being 
occasioned  by  kneeling  on  the  coal 
dust  while  working  in  a  very  narrow 
seam.  It  was  held  that  the  burden 
had  nat  been  sustained  by  the  appli- 
cant Howe  V.  Fernhill  Collieries 
(1912)  107  K  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  508. 
[1912]  W.  C.  Rep.  408,  6  B.  W.  C.  C. 
629. 

The  conclusion  of  the  commission 
that  abscesses  on  both  knees,  caused 
by  streptococcic  infection  which  de- 
veloped about  three  weeks  after  a 
fall  from  a  pile  of  lumber,  the  em- 
ployee having  been  engaged  in  his 
usual  employment  in  the  meantime, 
were  not  proximately  caused  by  the 
fall,  was  justified  where  the  only  ex- 
pert witness  who  testified  stated  that 
the  accidents  alleged  were  slight,  and 
in  his  opinion  were  not  contributing 
causes  of  the  abscesses.  Nelson  v. 
Industrial  Acci.  Commission  (1921) 
—  CaL  App.  — ,  204  Pac.  23. 

A  woman  claimed  for  injuries  from 
blood  poisoning  in  her  hand,  alleging 
that  the  injury  was  caused  by  pricking 
her  thumb  on  a  nail  while  working  on 


her  employers'  premises.  The  em- 
ployers alleged  that  the  injury  was  re- 
ceived at  her  home.  At  the  hearing 
she  was  cross-examined  as  to  alleged 
statements  made  by  her  to  certain 
persons  that  she  had  done  it  at  home, 
and  their  evidence  as  to  these  state- 
ments was  heard.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  insufficient  to  prove  that 
the  injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  employment.  Jones  v. 
South-Eastern  &  C.  R.  Co.  (1918)  87 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  (EngO  775,  [1918] 
W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  190,  118  L.  T.  N.  S. 
802,  11  B.  W.  C.  C.  38. 

A  workman,  on  returning  home  from 
work  one  evening,  showed  his  wife  a 
scratch  or  mark  behind  one  ear. 
He  continued  to  work,  but  con- 
tinually complained  of  pain,  and 
after  a  fortnight  died  of  acute  blood 
poisoning.  Evidence  was  given  on  be- 
half of  the  employer  that  the  deceased 
had  a  pimple  behind  his  ear,  and  that 
if  he  scratched  it,  and  dirt  got  in,  blood 
poisoning  would  be  caused.  It  was 
held  that  the  facts  in  evidence  sup- 
ported the  decision  of  the  county  court 
judge  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that 
there  was  "personal  injury  caused  by 
accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  man's  employment.*' 
Fitzgerald  v.  Murphy,  45  Ir.  L.  T.  200. 

A  woman  who  was  employed  in  op- 
erating a  multigraphing  and  typewrit- 
ing machine  claimed  that  she  cut  her 
finger  while  operating  the  machine. 
On  the  following  day  the  finger 
showed  signs  of  infection,  and  was  ul- 
timately amputated,  and  her  hand  was 
otherwise  affected.  No  one  witnessed 
the  alleged  accident.  The  claimant 
testified  that  she  cut  her  finger  while 
operating  the  machine,  but  that  the 
cut  was  so  slight  that  she  did  not  pay 
any  attention  to  it,  that  she  could  not 
point  out  what  part  of  the  machine 
caused  the  cut,  and  that  she  really 
did  not  know  where  she  hurt  it.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  sustain  an  award  in  her  favor. 
The  court  said:  "Although  the  claim- 
ant cut  her  finger  while  operating  the 
multigraphing  machine  in  the  course 
of  her  employment,  she  is  unable  to 
say  how  she  hurt  it,  or  even  that  she 
hurt  it  on  the  machine.    A  cut  so  slight 
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as  not  to  arrest  the  attention  of  its 
victim,  and  the  origin  of  which  she  is 
unable  to  indicate,  cannot  be  said  to 
have  been  caused  by  a  machine  on 
which  she  was  at  the  time  working. 
Furthermore,  the  evidence  is  that  the 
multigraphing  machine  had  no  sharp 
edges,  nor  any  place  where  an  oper- 
ator could  cut  himself.  This  evidence 
is  uncontradicted,  although,  if  incor- 
rect, it  was  susceptible  of  contradic- 
tion by  the  claimant  herself.  She  had 
several  interviews  with  her  employer, 
after  the  accident,  concerning  the  con- 
dition of  her  hand,  but  admits  that  she 
never  claimed  to  him  that  she  injured 
it  on  the  machine.  From  her  testi- 
mony it  does  not  appear  that  she  ever 
made  such  claim  to  any  person.  She  did 
not  even  so  state  in  her  claim  for  com- 
pensation filed  with  the  commission. 
It  has  been  so  frequently  held  that 
the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  claimant 
in  these  proceedings  as  to  render  su- 
perfluous the  citation  of  authorities 
to  that  effect.  The  nature  of  some  in- 
juries ia  such  as  to  indicate  their 
origin,  but  that  is  not  true  of  a  slight 
cut  or  scratch  on  the  finger,  which 
may  have  occurred  in  various  ways. 
In  my  opinion  it  cannot  be  held,  on 
the  evidence  produced,  that  this  ac- 
cident arose  out  of  the  employment." 
Gale  V.  Munro  (1920)  193  App.  Div. 
561,  184  N.  Y.  Supp.  413. 

A  woman  employed  to  work  a  par- 
ticular machine  scratched  her  hand  on 
another  machine  of  a  different  sort. 
Blood  poisoning  ensued,  and  she  died. 
There  was  no  evidence  as  to  how  or 
why  she  was  at  another  machine,  but 
she  had  to  pass  it  on  her  way  in  and 
out  of  the  room  where  she  worked. 
It  was  held  there  was  no  evidence  to 
support  an  inference  that  the  accident 
arose  out  of  her  employment.  Gronin 
V.  Silver  (1911)  4  B.  W.  G.  G.  (Eng.) 
221. 

An  employee  finished  his  work  on 
Saturday  at  noon.  The  following 
Monday  forenoon  a  scratch  upon  his 
hand  was  observed,  and  there  was 
testimony  of  swelling  and  of  red 
streaks  upon  the  hand.  Later  a  doc- 
tor was  consulted,  who  found  a  devel- 
oped case  of  septic  poisoning.  The 
scratch  and   the  resulting  infection 


caused  death.  Based  opon  the  condi- 
tion and  appearance  of  the  hand  on 
Monday  forenoon,  as  related  by  wit^ 
nesses,  there  was  medical  testimony 
that  the  scratch  had  been  suffered  not 
less  than  forty-eight  hours,  and  not 
moTt  than  six  days,  prior  thereto. 
This  brought  the  time  of  injury  with* 
in  the  last  week  of  the  employment. 
There  was  testimony  that  a  part  of  the 
employment  was  spreading  cotter  pins,, 
which  was  likely  to  produce  scratches 
upon  the  hands;  that  deceased  and 
another  employee  had  been  so* 
scratched  several  times  in  such  work. 
There  was  no  testimony  that  he  had 
suffered  a  scratch  in  such  employment 
during  the  last  week  thereof,  or  at 
any  other  definite  time.  There  wa» 
testimony  that  he  did  many  and  vari- 
ous chores  about  his  home,  including 
gardening  and  housework,  and  that  he 
kept  and  cared  for  a  cow.  It  was  held 
that  a  finding  that  the  blood  poisoning 
was  due  to  a  scratch  which  arose  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment was  not  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence, but  was  based  on  the  conjec- 
ture that  the  scratch  was  received 
while  working.  Hubbard  v.  Republic 
Motor  Truck  Go.  (1921)  —  Mich.  — , 
185  N.  W.  715. 

So,  in  Wiio  v.  Quincy  Min.  Go. 
(1922)  —  Mich.  — ,  187  N.  W.  249,  an 
award  for  death  due  to  blood  poison- 
ing caused  by  a  cut  or  scratched 
thumb  was  set  aside  because,  aside 
from  hearsay  or  conjecture,  there 
was  no  proof  that  the  deceased 
ncratched  or  cut  his  thumb  while  en- 
gaged in  his  work,  or  that  it  was  an 
accidental  injury. 

In  his  particulars  of  claim  a  depend- 
ent alleged  that  the  workman  was 
moving  scenery  "when  a  splinter  was 
driven  into  the  middle  finger  of  his 
right  hand,"  and  that  he  had  died  of 
blood  poisoning  following  on  this  in- 
jury. The  doctor  who  attended  the 
workman  stated  that  he  saw  a  place 
where  a  small  wound  had  been  in  the 
middle  finger  of  the  deceased's  right 
hand,  and  that  the  infiammation  was 
in  his  right  arm.  But  a  fellow  work- 
man, who  saw  the  deceased  with  a 
splinter  in  his  finger  and  who  removed 
it  with  a  knife,  said  that  the  splinter 
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was  in  the  tip  of  the  middle  finger  of 
the  left  hand.  It  was  held  that  there 
was  no  evidence  from  which  the  ar- 
bitrator could  find  that  there  was  an 
accident  arising  ''out  of  and  in  the 
course  of"  the  employment.  Ford  v. 
Gaiety  Theatre  [1914]  W.  G.  &  Ins- 
Rep.  (Eng.)  63,  7  B.  W.  C.  C.  197. 

A  miner  was  required  to  work  for 
some  weeks  in  foul  air  and  dioxide 
gas,  which  came  from  an  old  inclosed 
entry  which  was  broken  into.  He  be- 
came sick  and  was  taken  to  a  hospital, 
where  he  later  died  of  septicemia. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  working  in  the  bad  air  de- 
pleted the  system  of  the  deceased,  and 
rendered  him  more  susceptible^  or  less 
resistant,  to  disease.  There  was  no 
other  evidence  connecting  the  condi- 
tions of  work  with  the  disease,  and  it 
was  shown  that  the  disease  which 
caused  death  was  caused  by  a  defi- 
nite infection  by  a  germ.  Inhere  was 
no  evidence  of  the  time,  place,  or 
manner  of  the  infection.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  not  sufiicient  to 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  disease  caus- 
ing death  was  attributable  to  the  em- 
ployment. Prouse  V.  Industrial  Com- 
mission (1920)  69  Colo.  382,  194  Pac. 
625. 

A  workman,  while  cutting  kindling 
in  the  course  of  his  duties,  got  a 
splinter  in  his  finger.  He  died  a 
week  later  of  septicemia,  claimed  to . 
have  been  a  result  of  the  injury. 
There  was  no  evidence  as  to  how  or 
where  he  injured  his  finger,  exeept  th# 
statements  of  his  family,  friends,  and 
the  physicians  as  to  what  the  injured 
man  had  told  them.  No  splinter  was 
found  in  his  finger  by  the  physicians. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence 
on  which  a  finding  that  the  injury 
arose  out  of  or  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  could  be  based.  Valen- 
tine V.  Weaver  (1921)  191  Ky.  37,  228 
S.  W.  1036. 

fc.  CatUs  ringtrorm, 

A  girl  who  was  employed  to  look 
after  calves  noticed  at  the  beginning 
of  February,  1915,  that  some  of  the 
calves  had  scabs  on  their  necks  and 
heads.  The  calves  were  kept  in  a  pen, 
and  when  the  girl  went  to  feed  them 


they  used  to  push  forward  and  try  to 
get  out.  She  had  then  to  push  them 
back,  and  sometimes  she  used  a  stick 
for  this  purpose,  and  sometimes  her 
hand.  On  February  13,  she  noticed  that 
her  arm  was  breaking  out  in  scabs,  and 
on  seeing  a  doctor  she  was  found  to 
be  suffering  from  cattle  ringworm.  It 
was  admitted  by  the  employer  that  the 
cattle  had  the  disease,  which,  accord- 
ing to  the  medical  testimony,  was  con- 
tagious. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  suflScient  to  show  that  the  girl's 
illness  was  due  to  an  injury  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  her  em- 
ployment. Scott  V.  Pearson  [1916]  2 
K.  B.  (Eng.)  61,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
825,  [1916]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  128,  114 
L.  T.  N.  S.  833,  60  Sol.  Jo.  428,  32 
Times  L.  B.  412,  9  B.  W.  C.  C.  229. 

I.  Cancer. 

A  workman  suffered  a  fall  while  en* 
gaged  in  his  work  at  the  plant  of  his 
employer.  He  made  claim  for  compen- 
sation for  a  sarcoma  or  cancer  on  his 
left  clavicle,  which  he  contended  re- 
sulted from  his  fall.  The  testimony 
of  the  physicians  who  were  called  as 
witnesses  before  the  commission  was 
in  accord  on  the  point  that  the  lump 
or  swelling  indicating  the  presence  of 
a  sarcoma,  if  it  was  caused  by  a  fall 
or  a  blow,  would  not  make  itself  mani- 
fest on  a  bone  on  the  day  of  the  injury, 
or  on  the  next  day,  but  only  after  a 
"few  days,"  at  the  earliest;  and  the 
evidence  appeared  to  show  that  a  sar- 
coma, once  appearing,  would  remain 
apparent  to  palpation.  The  claim- 
ant, his  wife,  and  a  friend  of  his  fam- 
ily all  testified  to  the  presence,  three 
or  four  hours  after  the  accident,  of  a 
lump  at  the  place  on  the  clavicle  at 
which,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
nearly  all  of  the  experts,  there  was, 
at  the  time  of  the  hearing  before  the 
commission,  a  sarcoma.  The  physi- 
cian who  attended  the  claimant  im- 
mediately after  the  accident,  and  on 
the  same  day  it  occurred,  said  that  he 
then  discovered  no  injury  to  him 
except  a  scalp  wound.  He  saw  the  pa- 
tient the  next  morning,  however,  and 
at  the  request  of  his  wife  made  a  spe- 
cial examination  of  his  left  shoulder, 
stripping  it  up  and  down,  and  going 


24 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


over  it  carefullsr.  He  said:  'It  was 
sensitive,  also  tender.  I  dont  recall 
that  it  was  swollen/'  The  accident 
occurred  on  September  6,  1916,  and  on 
the  8th  the  physician  took  an  X-ray 
picture  of  the  region  he  had  thus  ex- 
amined. He  said:  'It  showed  a  nor- 
mal condition  of  the  clavicle.''  There 
was  other  testimony  to  the  same  effect 
from  the  same  physician.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  award  in  the  claimant's  favor. 
Santa  Ana  Sugar  Go.  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1917)  36  CaL  App. 
662,  170  Pac.  680. 

A  workman  was  blown  a  distance  of 
80  feet  by  the  explosion  of  a  still  in 
the  employer's  plant.  The  only  physi- 
cal injury  suffered  as  a  result  of  the 
explosion  was  a  bruise  on  the  left 
side  of  his  face,  which  disappeared  in 
a  few  days.  There  remained,  however, 
a  pain  in  his  jaw,  first  noticed  the 
evening  of  the  accident.  The  intensity 
of  the  pain  continued  to  increase  dur- 
ing the  week,  and  the  trouble  was  di- 
agnosed by  two  physicians  as  malig- 
nant cancer,  termed  carcinoma.  An 
operation  was  performed  which  gave 
temporary  relief,  but  a  recurrence  of 
the  disease  a  few  months  later  result- 
ed in  his  death,  more  than  six  months 
after  the  accident.  At  the  time  of  the 
accident  the  workman  was  suffering 
from  a  slight  cancerous  affection  of 
the  cheek  at  or  near  the  place  of  in- 
jury. There  was  medical  testimony  to 
the  effect  that  the  injury  might  have 
been  the  cause  of  the  rapid  develop- 
ment of  the  cancer.  There  was  no 
evidence  to  indicate  any  other  cause 
for  the  sudden  change  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  disease  from  normal  to 
abnormal.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  find- 
ing that  the  workman  came  to  his 
death  through  the  aggravation  of  the 
disease  by  the  accident,  and  was, 
therefore,  entitled  to  an  award.  Whit- 
tle V.  National  Aniline  &  Chemical  Co. 
(1920)  266  Pa.  866,  109  Atl.  847. 

An  employee  who  rode  a  bicycle  in 
the  course  of  his  work  arrived  at  his 
employer's  shop  one  day,  lame,  covered 
with  mud,  and  wheeling  the  machine: 
He  complained  of  injury  caused  by  a 
side-slip,  and  went  home,  where  he 


rested  for  two  days.  He  then  returned 
to  work,  though  still  suffering  slightly 
from  the  effects  of  the  fall.  In  about 
a  month  the  pain  became  worse,  and 
he  consulted  a  doctor.  A  week  later 
an  operation  was  performed  and  can- 
cer diagnosed.  Two  other  operations 
were  perfornled,  but  the  workman 
died  of  sarcoma  about  five  months 
later.  The  medical  evidence  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  disease  was  brought 
about  by  the  accident.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sup- 
port a  finding  in  favor  of  the  appli- 
cant Haward  v.  Rowsell  [1914;  C. 
A.]  W.  C.  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  314,  7  B.  W. 
C.  C.  652,  111  L.  T.  N.  S.  771. 

The  superintendent  of  a  machinery 
company  died  of  sarcoma  of  the  ribs 
and  pleura.  Compensation  was 
claimed  by  his  widow  on  the  ground 
that  the  disease  was  caused  by  an  in- 
jury received  during  his  emplosrment. 
The  only  evidence  of  any  injury  was 
the  statements  made  by  the  injured 
man  to  his  wife  that  while  engaged  in 
his  work  he  was  struck  by  a  casting, 
which  fell  when  a  chain  broke,  and 
that  hie  side  was  hurt,  and  to  a  physi- 
cian, who  attended  him  five  days  later, 
that  his  injury  was  due  to  being 
thrown  against  an  automobile  lamp 
while  cranking  an  automobile.  This 
physician  testified  that  he  made  a 
thorough  examination,  and  did  not 
then  discover  a  fractured  rib  or  any 
other  serious  injury  to  the  side.  The 
injured  man  did  not  consult  another 
physician  until  sometime  duHng  the 
following  August,  when  an  examina- 
tion disclosed  a  fractured  rib.  In  the 
meantime  it  appears  he  had  been  in  at 
least  two  automobile  accidents,  and, 
when  complaining  about  his  side,  de- 
clared to  at  least  one  witness  that  it 
was  due  to  one  of  such  accidents,  and 
to  sustain  this  statement  the  foreman 
of  the  employer's  plant  testified  tha^ 
no  casting  fell  while  the  superintend- 
ent was  present.  Another,  employee 
testified  he  was  at  work  in  the  plant 
at  the  time  when  the  accident  was 
alleged  to  have  occurred,  and  he  never 
heard  of  it;  and  the  one  whose  duty  it 
was  to  make  a  report  of  all  accidents 
also  testified  that  she  never  heard  of 
it.    It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was 
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insufficient  to  sustain  an  award  in 
favor  of  the  claimant,  the  court  say- 
ing: "If  an  accident  had  occurred,  as 
here  claimed,  to  the  superintendent 
and  general  manager,  it  is  fairly  to 
he  inferred  that  someone  other  than 
himself  would  have  heard  of  it,  and 
yet  not  a  single  witness  was  produced 
to  testify  thereto.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, to  permit  a  claim  against  the 
employer  to  be  sustained  is  to  base  an 
award  upon  sympathy,  and  not  evi« 
dence.  This  court  has  held  that  great 
liberality  should  be  allowed  in  estab- 
lishing claims  under  this  statute,  but 
in  the  final  analysis,  notwithstanding 
such  liberality,  there  must  be  evidence 
setting  forth  facts  of  a  probative  char- 
acter, outside  of  hearsay  statements, 
to  prove  the  award  and  show  it  is  fair 
and  just."  Belcher  v.  Carthage  Mach. 
Go.  (1918)  224  N.  T.  826,  120  N.  B. 
735. 

An  employee  of  a  construction  com- 
pany, while  walking  in  a  dark  passage- 
way, fell  and  broke  his  leg.  He  was 
taken  to  a  hospital,  and  it  was  found 
that  he  had  cancer  of  the  bone  at  the 
point  of  the  fracture.  The  attending 
physician  testified  that  the  disease 
waa  malignant  and  necessitated  the 
amputation  of  the  leg;  that  the  am- 
putation was  rendered  necessary  by 
the  disease  alone;  that  if  the  accident 
had  occurred  as  described,  and  there 
had  been  no  disease  at  that  point,  no 
operation  woald  have  been  necessary. 
The  disease  existed  before  the  frac- 
ture. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
waa  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an  award 
in  favor  of  the  claimant.  Brady  v. 
Holbrook  C.  &  R.  Corp.  (1919)  189 
App.  DiT.  405,  178  N.  Y.  Supp.  504. 
And  upon  a  subsequent  appeal  in 
(1921)  195  App.  Div.  74,  186  N.  Y. 
Supp.  541,  it  was  held  that  an  award 
for  the  loss  of  the  whole  leg  was  not 
a  proper  one,  but  that  the  compensable 
injury  should  be  limited  to  the  frac- 
ture, exclusive  of  the  bone  cancer  or 
any  results  flowing  therefrom. 

The  claimant  was  employed  in  a 
department  store.  While  pulling  out 
a  large  drawer,  in  the  work  of  clean- 
ing up  her  department,  she  said  she 
felt  something  snap  in  her  chest,  and 
fell  fainting.    In  falling  the  drawer 


fell  on  her  chest.  She  remained  out 
of  the  store  for  three  days,  in  the 
meantime  submitting  to  an  X-ray  ex- 
amination, which  showed  a  negative 
result.  She  remained  at  work  for 
seven  months,  when  she  visited  a  phy- 
sician because  of  a  rash  on  her  breast, 
and  was  sent  to  a  hospital  where  an 
operation  for  cancer  of  the  breast  was 
performed.  The  physician  testified 
that  it  could  not  be  said  positively 
that  a  blow  would  cause  cancer;  that 
neither  he  nor  anyone  else  knew;  but 
that  he  connected  the  cancerous  con- 
dition with  the  injury,  because  there 
was  a  certain  amount  of  evidence  that 
cancer  might  follow  an  injury.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient 
to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  cancer 
was  attributable  to  the  injury.  Scha- 
piro  V.  Wanamaker  (1921)  197  App. 
Div.  810, 189  N.  Y.  Supp.  343. 

A  worionan  crushed  his  finger  in  a 
drill  at  which  he  was  working  in  the 
regular  course  of  his  employment. 
Blood  poisoning  set  in,  and  for  a  time 
he  complained  of  general  soreness  in 
different  parts  of  his  body.  Settle- 
ment was  made  for  the  injury,  and  he 
returned  to  work  for  his  employer  and 
remained  in  his  employment  for  two 
years,  doing  substantially  the  same 
work  as  he  had  done  before  his  in- 
jury. He  then  filed  a  petition  for  a 
rehearing,  and  asked  for  additional 
compensation  because  of  disabilities 
that  had  recently  developed.  The  phy- 
sicians testified  that  he  was  suffering 
from  a  cancer  which  had  recently  de- 
veloped in  his  private  parts.  Two 
testified  that  the  injury  to  his  hand 
received  two  years  previously  did  not 
have  anything  to  do  with  the  cancer, 
while  the  third  testified  that  the 
claimant's  reduced  vitality  and  run- 
down physical  condition,  imputable  to 
his  accident,  might  have  contributed 
to  the  development  of  the  cancer.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  cancer  was  at- 
tributable to  any  injury  received  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Ort- 
ner  v.  Zenith  Carburetor  Co.  (1919) 
207  Midu  610,  175  N.  W.  122. 

m.  Deafness 
An  employee  of  a  bridge  company 
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filed  a  claim  for  compensation,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  while  working 
in  air  pressure,  sinking  a  pier,  his 
left  ear  was  injured,  impairing  his 
hearing.  He  did  not  testify  himself, 
or  introduce  any  evidence  other  than 
the  report  of  the  medical  examination. 
This  report  showed  an  injury  to  the 
drum  of  the  left  ear,  with  a  small 
amount  of  mucopurulent  discharge, 
with  total  deafness  in  that  ear.  The 
report  concluded  with  the  statement 
that  it  was  impossible  to  state  whether 
the  deafness  was  due  to  disease  or  in- 
jury. The  attending  physician's  re- 
port stated  that  the  appearance  indi- 
cated a  chronic  ear  disease,  but  the 
patient  declared  there  had  been  no 
trouble  previously.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  a 
finding  that  the  deafness  was  due  to 
an  injury  received  during  the  course 
of  the  employment.  Associated  Em- 
ployers' Reciprocal  v.  State  Industrial 
Commission  (1921)  —  Okla.  — ,  200 
Pac.  862. 

In  Ferst  ▼.  Dictograph  Products 
Corp.  (1920)  193  App.  Div.  564,  184 
N,  Y.  Supp.  422,  the  work  of  the  claim- 
ant was  to  assemble  and  test  motor 
dictographs,  which  were  manufac- 
tured by  his  employer.  He  had  been 
engaged  in  this  work  about  three 
weeks  when  his  right  ear  began  to 
trouble  him  with  pains  and  temporary 
deafness.  He  thereafter  received  the 
sound  of  the  dictograph  with  his  left 
ear,  instead  of  his  right  ear.  After 
thus  continuing  his  work  about  one 
week  he  suddenly  felt  sharp  pains  in 
the  left  ear,  and  found  it  bleeding 
freely.  He  said  that  he  held  the  re- 
ceiver about  1  foot  from  his  ear,  and 
never  held  it  close  to  his  ear.  He 
further  testified  that  it  was  his  belief 
that  the  continual  wear  of  the  ear  vi- 
brations on  the  ear  caused  the  irri- 
tation and  final  swelling  and  the 
bleeding.  He  tested  about  thirty  or 
forty  dictographs  each  day,  and  had 
never  had  any  previous  difficulty  with 
his  ears.  Claimant  was  the  only  wit- 
ness before  the  commission.  He  re- 
ceived medical  treatment,  but  no  medi- 
cal evidence  was  offered.  The  medical 
adviser  of  the  commission  reported, 
after  examination,  that  the  left  ear. 


from  which  blood  and  other  substance 
was  discharged,  showed  no  evidence 
of  injury  to  the  drum;  that  the  right 
ear  showed  evidence  of  a  slight  retrac- 
tion and  some  fibrous  band  over  the 
left  upper  half  of  the  drum;  that  there 
was  good  hearing  in  both  ears,  with 
slight  diminished  hearing  in  the  right 
ear  as  compared  with  the  left;  and 
that  liie  claimant  was  able  to  continue 
his  usual  vocation.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  sup- 
port an  award  in  favor  of  the  claim- 
ant, the  court  saying :  "No  causal  re- 
lation has  been  established  between 
the  work  performed  by  the  claimant 
and  his  injury.  It  may  have  resulted 
from  natural  causes  entirely  inde- 
pendent of  his  woiit  The  hiatus  be- 
tween cause  and  effect  has  not  been 
bridged.  In  the  absence  of  all  proof 
on  the  subject,  the  commission  was 
not  justified  in  finding  that  the  dis- 
ease of  the  ears  was  the  result  of  vi- 
brations caused  by  the  dictographs. 
No  effort  was  made  to  prove  that  the 
vibrations  could  have  caused  such  a 
result.  It  would  seem  that  the  physi- 
cians who  examined  claimant  and  pre- 
scribed for  him  could  supply  the  nec- 
essary evidence,  if  his  theory  of  the 
accident  is  correct.'' 

n.  DeUriwn  tremens, 

A  workman  was  employed  by  an  ice 
company  as  a  driver  on  one  of  its 
wagons.  On  his  return  home  from 
work  one  day  he  told  his  wife  that  a 
800-pound  cake  of  ice  had  fallen  on 
his  stomach.  He  made  the  same  state- 
ment to  a  physician  who  was  called 
in  to  treat  him,  to  a  neighbor,  and  to 
the  physicians  at  the  hospital  where 
he  was  taken.  He  was  suffering  from 
an  epigastric  hemorrhage  and  rigidity 
of  the  stomach,  and  later  developed 
delirium  tremens,  from  which  he  died. 
A  helper  on  the  ice  wagon  and  two 
cooks  at  the  saloon  where  the  ice  was 
delivered  testified  that  they  were  pres- 
ent at  the  time  and  place  when  it  was 
alleged  that  the  driver  was  injured, 
and  that  they  did  not  see  any  accident 
whatsoever,  or  see  any  cake  of  ice  fall. 
The  physicians  who  subsequently  ex- 
amined the  decedent  testified  that 
there  were  no  bruises,  discolorations. 
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or  abrasions  on  the  surface  of  the 
body.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an  award 
in  favor  of  the  claimant,  the  court 
saying  that,  while  hearsay  evidence 
was  admissible  in  workmen's  compen-* 
sation  cases  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  it  was  of  no  probative 
value  as  against  the  substantial  evi- 
dence of  eyewitnesses,  which  directly 
contradicted  the  hearsay  evidence. 
Carroll  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co. 
(1916)  218  N,  Y.  435,  113  N.  B.  607, 
reversing  (1915)  169  App.  Div.  450, 
155  N.  Y.  Supp.  1. 

o.  Dermatau. 

An  assistant  to  a  hairdresser,  while 
in  the  employ  of  the  latter  from  OC" 
tober  21,  1913,  to  March  30,  1914,  had 
to  use  a  dry  shampoo  furnished  by  his 
employer.  He  left  his  employment  on 
March  30,  suffering  from  dermatitis 
on  his  hands.  He  alleged  that  this 
was  caused  by  the  use  of  the  dry 
shampoo  on  January  17,  1914,  and 
claimed  compensation  for  injury  by 
accident  on  that  day.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the 
injury  occurred  during  his  employ- 
ment, and  compensation  was  properly 
denied.  Petschelt  v.  Preis  [1915;  C. 
A.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  11,  g  B. 
W.  a  C.  44,  31  Times  L.  R.  156. 

p.  Diabeie9. 

An  employee,  during  the  course  of 
his  employment,  was  caught  between 
the  door  and  casing  of  an  elevator  and 
severely  injured.  He  was  taken  home 
in  a  nervous  and  dazed  condition,  and 
put  to  bed.  There  were  black  and 
blue  marks  over  the  seat  of  his  liver, 
and  he  was  suffering  from  shock.  He 
grew  steadily  weaker,  and  seventeen 
days  later  he  died.  The  medical  tes- 
timony as  to  the  cause  of  his  death 
was  in  conflict  There  was  some  evi- 
dence that  he  was  suffering  from  dia- 
betes and  influenza  at  the  time  of  the 
accident,  and  that  his  death  was  due 
to  one  or  other  of  these  diseases, 
while  other  doctors  testified  that  up 
to  the  time  of  his  death  he  was  quite 
well,  and  there  was  evidence  that  he 
had  never  lost  any  time  from  illness, 
and  for  many  years  had  not  required 


the  services  of  a  physician.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  sustain  a  finding  that  his  death  was 
attributable  to  his  employment, 
whether  the  disease  was  caused  whol- 
ly by  the  accident,  or,  being  existent 
in  a  latent  form,  was  developed  and 
hastened  by  the  accident.  Geizel  v. 
Regina  Co.  (1921)  —  N.  J.  L.  — ,  114 
Atl.  328,  aflfarmed  on  opinion  below  in 
(1922)  —  N.  J.  L.  — ,  116  Atl.  924. 

An  award  of  compensation  was  sus- 
tained in  Balzer  v.  Saginaw  Beef  Go. 
(1917)  199  Mich,  374,  165  N.  W.  785, 
in  favor  of  an  employee  who  suffered 
an  accidental  injury  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
and  was  thereafter  found  to  be  suffer- 
ing from  diabetes.  The  expert  testi- 
mony was  that  the  disease  might  have 
been  caused  by  the  injury,  and  he  had 
previously  been  a  strong  healthy  man, 
and  had  been  pronounced  a  healthy 
man  after  an  examination  for  life  in- 
surance about  three  months  prior  to 
the  injury. 

q,  DipMheria. 

A  carpenter  was  obliged,  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  to  enter  a 
pit  20  inches  below  the  fioor  level,  and 
to  lie  down  to  perform  his  work.  The 
pit  was  damp,  and  he  was  obliged  to 
go  out  in  the  rain  to  get  his  materials, 
and  got  his  clothes  wet.  When  he 
went  home  at  night  he  was  not  feeling 
well,  and  awoke  in  the  morning  with  a 
cold,  and  later  developed  diphtheria. 
There  was  no  evidence  of  anything 
in  the  nature  of  an  accident  occurring 
in  the  pit.  The  claimant's  physician 
refused  to  testify  that  there  was  any 
necessary  relation  between  the  diph- 
theria and  the  work  which  the  claim- 
ant was  doing.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  insufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  diphtheria  was  attrib- 
utable to  the  employment.  Bixby  v. 
Cots  wold  Comfortable  Co.  (1921)  195 
App.  Div.  659, 186  N.  ¥•  Supp.  762. 

r.  Erysipelas. 

An  employee  of  an  insurance  com- 
pany was  required  to  visit  various 
places  at  definite  times,  regardless  of 
the  weather  conditions.  One  day, 
during     the     month     of.    February, 
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while  in  the  regular  course  of  his 
work,  he  traveled  some  15  or  20  miles. 
The  day  was  very  cold,  and  he  suffered 
a  frostbite  of  the  nose,  which  pro- 
duced a  lesion  of  the  skin  and  surface 
tissues  adjacent  thereto.  Subsequent- 
ly he  contracted  erysipelas,  from 
which  he  later  died.  The  doctor  testi- 
fied that  he  diagnosed  the  injury  on 
the  day  after  the  injury  as  frostbite, 
and  on  a  later  day,  probably  the  next, 
he  for  the  first  time  diagnosed  the  case 
as  erysipelas.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufiicient  to  support  a 
finding  that  he  contracted  the  disease 
from  which  he  died  as  a  result  of  the 
injury  received  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  Larke  v.  John  Hancock 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  (1916)  90  Conn.  303, 
97  Atl.  320. 

m.  Bye  inflammation  or  infeeUan. 

A  workman  in  falling  from  a  ladder 
while  engaged  in  the  duties  of  his  em- 
ployment struck  his  head  on  the  roof 
of  a  shed.  The  second  day  thereafter 
he  experienced  intense  pain  above  the 
left  eye  and  on  the  left  side  of  the 
head,  and  ten  or  fifteen  days  there- 
after lost  the  sight  of  his  left  eye.  He 
had  had  no  trouble  with  his  eye  before 
the  injury.  The  medical  testimony 
was  to  the  effect  that  such  an  acci- 
dent could  cause  the  loss  of  the  sight 
of  the  eye.  It  was  held  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  a  finding 
in  favor  of  the  claimant.  Struple  v. 
Bishop  (1916)  202  III  App.  349. 

The  finding  of  the  board  that  de- 
tachment of  the  retina  of  the  eye  was 
attributable  to  a  strain  or  exertion  in 
lifting  a  heavy  barrel,  which  fell  and 
struck  the  employee  on  the  knee,  was 
held  in  Sullivan's  Case  (1922)  — 
Masa  — ,  134  N.  E.  393,  to  be  justi- 
fied by  evidence  that  on  the  night 
after  the  accident  the  employee  ob- 
served some  trouble  with  his  eye  and 
that  the  detachment  was  discovered 
twelve  days  thereafter,  and  the  testi- 
mony of  physicians  to  the  effect 
that  the  accident  caused  the  condi- 
tion. 

A  workman  while  working  in  his 
employer's  coal  mine  received  an  in- 
jury to  his  left  eye.  Following  this 
injury  he  was  not  able  to  work  for 
two  or  three  weeks.    He  had  the  eye 


treated  by  eye  specialists.  His  sight 
began  to  fail  shortly  after  the  injury, 
and  in  six  or  seven  months  thereafter 
he  had  completely  lost  the  sight  of 
both  eyes.  The  attending  physician 
testified  that  the  condition  of  the 
man's  eyes,  the  atrophy  of  the  optic 
nerves,  might  have  resulted  from  the 
injury  which  he  had  suffered.  This 
statement,  when  taken  in  connection, 
with  the  other  evidence,  was  held  to 
be  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  disability  was  attributable  to  the 
employment.  Indiana  Power  &  Water 
Co.  V.  Miller  (1920)  —  IiuL  App.  — « 
127  N.  E.  837. 

A  carpenter  suffered  an  injury 
while  engaged  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  and  made  claim  for  com- 
pensation on  the  ground  that  the  in- 
jury resulted  in  the  loss  of  the  sight 
of  one  eye.  He  testified  that  up  to  the 
time  of  the  accident  he  used  either 
eye  as  convenience  dictated,  and  that 
there  had  been  no  trouble  with  or 
diminution  of  his  vision.  A  neighbor 
testified  that  about  a  year  before  the 
accident  he  was  with  the  claimant 
when  he  was  shooting  hogs,  and  that 
he  could  shoot  from  one  shoulder  as 
well  as  the  other,  and  that  he  never 
complained  about  his  eyesight.  The 
medical  testimony  was  in  direct  con- 
flict, it  being  the  opinion  of  some  of 
the  physicians  that  the  loss  of  sight 
could  not  have  been  caused  by  the  in- 
jury, while  others  testified  that  it 
might  have  been  so  caused.  There 
was  no  evidence  that  the  claimant  was 
ever  afflicted  with  any  germ-carrying 
disease  which  might  have  caused  the 
trouble,  and  he  testified  that  he  was 
not  and  had  never  been  so  afflicted.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  claimant.  Nelson  v.  Industrial 
Ins.  Dept.  (1918)  104  Wash.  204,  176 
Pac.  15,  17  N.  C.  C.  A.  1057. 

The  claimant  got  a  foreign  sub- 
stance in  his  eye  while  working  at  the 
plant  of  his  employer.  He  testified 
that  the  substance  was  from  an  em- 
ery wheel.  He  visited  in  turn  four  doc- 
tors, one  of  whom  testified  that  he  re- 
moved the  foreign  substance  from  the 
claimant's  eye.  His  eye  continued  to 
grow  worse  until  it  had  to  be  removed. 
One  physician  testified  that  he  found 
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the  claimant  suffering  from  a  corneal 
ulcer  of  the  eye;  that  the  cause  was 
infection,  which  might  result  from 
getting  emery  dust  in  the  eye»  and 
from  the  inflammation  attendant  upon 
it;  that  a  corneal  ulcer  depends  on 
the  abrasion  of  the  corneal  surface, 
and  that  it  is  usually  secondary  to 
an  injury,  and  that  you  could  not  get 
an  ulcer  without  an  abrasion  to  the 
cornea.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  infection  of  the  eye  was  due  to  an 
injury  received  during  employment. 
Riley  v.  Mason  Motor  Co.  (1917)  199 
Mich«  233,  165  N.  W.  745. 

A  woman  employed  as  a  kitchen 
servant  in  a  restaurant  was  permit- 
ted, with  other  employees,  to  use  the 
laundry  in  the  basement  of  the  hotel 
operated  by  her  employer,  for  doing 
personal  laundry.  The  evidence 
showed  that,  while  engaged  in  the 
course  of  her  employment,  she  was 
directed  by  the  management  of  the 
restaurant  to  wash  the  dish  towels; 
that  accordingly  she  went  to  the 
laundry  in  the  basement  of  the  hotel 
and  started  to  wash  the  towels,  and 
at  the  same  time  included  some  of 
the  clothes  of  herself  and  husband; 
that  when  she  had  finished  washing 
she  undertook  to  replenish  the  fire  in 
the  laundry  stove;  and  that  while  in 
the  act  of  breaking  a  stick  of  wood 
for  the  fire,  a  splinter  flew  into  her 
right  eye,  inflicting  the  injury  com- 
plained of.  She  also  testified  that  she 
was  required  to  and  did  wash  dishes, 
scrub  floors,  prepare  vegetables,  wash 
dish  towels,  and  do  other  kinds  of 
work  about  the  restaurant.  An  eye 
specialist  testified  that  when  he  ex- 
amined her  about  a  week  later  he 
found  a  small  wound  in  the  eye  with 
marked  inflammation;  that  when  he 
performed  an  operation  on  the  eye  he 
found  a  little  splinter;  that  her  eye 
was,  as  a  result,  practically  useless. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  sufli- 
cient  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  eye  was  due  to  an  injury 
received  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. Butch  V.  Shaver  (1921)  — 
MiniL  — ,  184  N.  W.  572. 

A  workman  employed  in  a  lumber 
yard,  whose  duties  required  him  to 


handle  cement,  testified  that  while 
putting  loose  commit  in  a  sack  on  a 
windy  day  some  of  it  got  in  his  eye; 
that  it  caused  pain  and  made  the  eye 
red;  that  the  eye  continually  grew 
worse  and  more  painful  thereafter,  al- 
though he  applied  various  home 
remedies  and  remedies  which  he 
obtained  at  a  drug  store;  that, 
these  affording  no  relief,  he  con- 
sulted a  doctor  and  applied  the 
medicine  prescribed  by  him;  and  that, 
his  eye  continuing  to  grow  worse,  he 
finally  consulted  an  eye  specialist. 
He  first  consulted  the  specialist  about 
three  months  after  the  cement  got  in 
his  eye.  The  specialist  testified,  as 
to  the  condition  of  the  eye  when  he 
first  examined  it,  that  he  had  seen  the 
action  of  cement  on  the  exposed  por- 
tion of  the  eye  in  many  cases;  that 
such  action  is  caustic  and  corrosive, 
and  destructive  of  the  tissues;  and 
that  the  condition  in  which  he  found 
claimant's  eye  might  have  resulted 
from  getting  cement  in  it.  It  was 
held  that  a  finding  that  the  loss  of  the 
eye  resulted  from  getting  cement  in 
it,  as  alleged,  was  sustained  by  the 
evidence.  Kraker  v.  Nett  (1921)  148 
Minn.  139,  180  N.  W.  1014. 

Where  a  workman  stated  in  his  ap- 
plication for  compensation  that  dirt, 
or  sawdust,  or  some  other  foreign  sub- 
stance entered  his  left  eye  while  he 
was  sawing  timber,  and  in  his  testi- 
mony he  said  that  he  was  sawing  some 
timber,  and  the  wind  was  strong,  and 
the  dust  flew  into  his  left  eye,  it  was 
held  that  it  could  fairly  be  inferred 
that  the  dust  caused  by  his  sawing 
flew  into  his  eye,  and  that  the  injury 
arose  out  of  the  employment.  Dick- 
inson V.  Industrial  Bd.  (1917)  280  HI. 
342,  117  N.  E.  438. 

An  employee,  while  working  in  a 
foundry  in  the  dust,  received  an  in- 
jury to  his  eye  by  a  particle  of  some 
hard  substance  entering  it.  He  con- 
tinued to  work;  the  eye  pained  him 
some  in  the  afternoon  and  became  in- 
flamed, and  was  observed  and  com- 
mented on  by  persons  whom  he  met 
on  that  evening  and  the  following  day. 
On  the  day  after  the  injury  he  con- 
sulted an  eye  specialist,  who  testified 
that  he  removed  a  particle  of  some 
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hard  substance  from  the  eye.  That 
the  eye  was  inflamed  at  the  time  and 
subsequently  became  infected,  and  he 
lost  nine  tenths  of  his  normal  vision. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
condition  of  the  eye  was  due  to  an  in- 
jury received  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment. Newcastle  Foundry  Go.  v. 
Sopher  (1918)  68  Ind.  App.  509,  120 
N.  E.  713, 

A  workman  suffered  bums  to  his 
head,  face,  and  limbs  during  the 
course  of  his  employment.  He  was 
sent  to  a  hospital,  where  his  bums 
were  treated.  The  claimant  testified 
that  when  he  left  his  bed,  after  a  con- 
finement of  five  or  six  weeks,  he  dis- 
covered that  he  could  not  see  out  of 
his  left  eye,  and  but  little  out  of  his 
right  eye.  The  oculists  testified  that 
this  condition  had  existed  for  a  long 
time,  and  was  due  to  causes  of  which 
they  knew  nothing,  long  preceding  the 
injury  from  the  burn.  One  oculist 
testified  that  he  had  the  claimant  come 
to  him  on  two  different  occasions,  in 
the  hope  that  he  would  acknowledge 
more  vision,  or  that  he  could  prove 
that  he  was  an  exaggerator  or  ma- 
lingerer, but  that  he  was  unable  to  do 
so,  and  his  opinion  that  the  claimant 
was  exaggerating  was  based  on  no 
definite  proof,  but  that  his  reason  for 
disbelieving  him  was  because  he  had 
never  seen  a  case  like  it  before.  A 
contractor  testified  that  the  claimant 
had  worked  for  him  for  eighteen 
years,  on  buildings,  stages,  beams, 
etc.,  and  that  there  was  nothing  de- 
fective in  his  eyesight  that  showed  in 
his  work  in  those  dangerous  places. 
Coworkers  said  his  eyesight  was  bad, 
but  none  could  tell  of  any  instance 
where  he  manifested  it  by  acts  or 
words.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding 
that  the  condition  of  his  eyes  was  due 
to  the  injury  received  in  his  work. 
Raina  v.  Standard  Gaslight  Co.  (1920) 
193  App.  Div.  54,  183  N.  Y.  Supp.  264. 

The  claimant,  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  sustained  an  injury  to 
his  right  eye  which  made  its  removal 
by  operation  necessary.  Simultane- 
ously with  the  operation  the  sight  of 
the  left  eye  became  affected — became 


almost  wholly  lost.  No  injury  ap- 
peared to  have  been  done  to  the  eye- 
ball, the  optic  nerve,  or  any  physical 
thing  constituting  a  part  of  the  organ 
of  sight,  yet  distinguished  physicians 
agreed  that  the  claimant  was  not  sim- 
ulating blindness,  and  in  fact  did'  not 
see.  A  physician  who  was  paid  for 
his  services  as  a  witness  by  the  em- 
ployer stated:  ''He  cannot  see  at  all/' 
He  diagnosed  the  trouble  as  ''trau- 
matic neurosis,''  or  "hysterical  blind- 
ness," and  said :  "This  psychic  shock, 
the  surgical  operation  which  produced 
the  shock,  was  the  primary  means  of 
producing  that  hysterical  blindness." 
It  was  held  that  an  award  in  favor  of 
the  claimant  was  warranted,  the  court 
saying:  "It  is  not  important  that  the 
claimant  has  an  uninjured  physical 
equipment  with  which  he  should,  but 
cannot,  see.  After  all,  a  man  sees 
with  his  brain,  not  with  his  eyeball 
or  his  optic  nerve,  and  if  an  operation 
performed  upon  an  eye  so  affects  the 
mind,  the  nerves,  or  even  the  imagi- 
nation, that  a  man  genuinely  loses 
vision  with  his  other  eye,  then  the 
faculty  of  sight  has  been  more  direct- 
ly attacked  than  when  assailed 
through  the  mechanical  contrivances 
by  which  it  functions."  Weber  v. 
George  Haiss  Mfg.  Co.  (1920)  191 
App.  Div.  12,  181  N,  Y.  Supp.  140,  af- 
firmed without  opinion  in  (1920)  229 
N.  Y.  525,  129  N.  E.  900. 

A  worker,  while  engaged  in  the 
work  of  welding  rails,  operated  an 
electric  welder  which  used  about  550 
volts  of  electricity.  In  the  operation 
of  welding  a  dazzling  light  was  gen- 
erated, and  it  was  necessary  for  the 
welder  to  protect  his  eyes  with  colored 
glasses.  While  in  the  performance  of 
his  duties  one  set  of  the  glasses  broke 
and  dropped,  and  he  received  the  flash 
of  light  on  his  naked  eye.  For  some 
minutes  his  sight  was  blurred  so  that 
he  could  not  see,  but  after  a  few 
minutes'  rest  he  replaced  the  broken 
glass  and  returned  to  work.  His  sight 
thereafter  continued  to  fail  until  he 
was  no  longer  able  to  work.  The 
claimant  was  thirty-three  years  of 
age,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  accident 
had  never  had  any  trouble  with  his 
eyes.    About  two  years  before  this  ac- 
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cident  a  doctor  removed  a  little  piece 
of  solder  from  the  right  eye  of  the 
claimant  The  injury  was  not  a  seri- 
ous one,  and  had  little,  if  any,  perma- 
nent effect  on  his  eye.  The  doctor 
tested  the  claimant's  eyes  at  that  time, 
and  found  the  vision  of  his  right  eye 
to  be  two-fifths  normal,  and  the  vision 
of  his  left  eye  better  than  normal. 
Immediately  after  the  accident  his 
eyes  began  to  pain  him.  They 
bothered  him  while  he  was  at  his 
work,  and  he  was  unable  to  sleep  at 
night  on  account  of  the  pain.  On  the 
23d  of  May  he  resigned  because  hia 
eyes  were  in  such  condition  that  he 
could  no  longer  attend  to  the  work. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  claim- 
ant was  suffering  from  a  pre-existing 
disease  which  might  eventually  have 
affected  his  eyesight.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  finding  that  the  blindness  was  the 
result  of  the  accident,  and  even  if 
caused  by  the  acceleration  of  a  pre- 
existing disease,  the  claimant  could 
nevertheless  recover.  Rockford  City 
Traction  Co.  v.  Industrial  Commission 
(1920)  295  IlL  358,  129  N.  E.  135. 

In  Stansby  v.  Ayrton  &  Co.  (1919; 
C.  A.)  122  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  149, 
ri919]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  266,  12  B.  W. 
C.  C.  301,  the  applicant  was  employed 
as  an  apprentice  turner.  On  Septem- 
ber 11,  1918,  he  was  engaged  in  turn- 
ing a  steel  piston  when  a  piece  of 
steel  flew  off  and  entered  his  eye.  He 
went  to  an  eye  hospital,  and  it  was 
found  that  a  piece  of  steel  had  lodged 
under  his  eyelid,  and  it  was  removed. 
He  was  prescribed  for  at  the  hospital 
and  received  from  the  dispensary 
some  drops  and  a  lotion.  The  appli- 
cant attended  as  an  out-patient  at  the 
hospital  for  a  considerable  time,  using 
the  drops  and  the  lotion.  On  October 
19, 1918,  when  the  applicant's  eye  was 
very  much  inflamed,  he  was  seen  by  a 
doctor,  and  again  on  November  1, 
the  first  time  the  doctor  saw  him  be- 
ing considerably  more  than  a  month 
after  the  accident  happened  to  him. 
Ultimately  the  eye  had  to  be  removed, 
which  took  place  on  November  5. 
The  doctor  testified  that,  as  he  could 
find  no  mark  of  any  actual  injury  to 
the  applicants  eye,  he  was  driven  to 


the  conclusion  that  the  inflammation 
must  be  attributable,  not  to  a  foreign 
body  which  had  undoubtedly  been  in 
the  eye,  but  to  tuberculosis.  He  gave 
evidence,  however,  on  cross-examina- 
tion, to  the  effect  that  inflammation 
would  follow  the  presence  in  the  eye 
of  such  a  foreign  body  as  a  piece  of 
steel,  and  that,  as  he  could  not  find 
any  abrasion  on  the  ^ye,  he  thought 
that  there  was  some  other  cause,  such 
as  tuberculosis,  for  the  inflammation. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
injury  to  the  eye  had  resulted  in  its 
removal,  and  that  it  arose  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  the  applicant's  em- 
ployment, the  doctor's  evidence  as  to 
the  cause  of  the  inflammation  being 
merely  conjectural. 

A  workman  got  a  cinder  from  a 
passing  locomotive  in  his  eye,  which 
a  fellow  workman  removed  from  the 
eye  with  a  piece  of  cotton.  Later  a 
gonorrheal  infection  developed  in  the 
eye,  blinding  him.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  sustained  the  finding  that 
the  accident  occurred  by  reason  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Flore  (1915) 
Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  24  B.  R.  55,  24  D. 
L.  R.  710. 

A  workman  employed  by  a  manufac- 
turing company  was  working  on  a  rear 
axle  with  another  employee,  when  a 
piece  of  steel  flew  and  struck  him  in 
the  right  eye.  At  once,  after  the  ac- 
cident, a  fellow  workman  examined 
the  eye,  using  for  that  purpose  a 
match  wrapped  in  a  piece  of  cloth.  A 
gonorrheal  infection  set  in,  and  he 
lost  the  sight  of  the  eye.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  warranted  the  find- 
ing that  the  loss  of  sight  was  attrib- 
utable to  an  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Cline  V.  Studebaker  Corp.  (1915)  189 
Mich.  514,  L.RJ1.1916C,  1139,  155  N. 
W.  519. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Adriatic  Min.  Co.  v. 
District  Ct  (1917)  137  Minn.  436, 
L.R.A.1917F,  1094.  163  N.  W.  755,  it 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
accident  occurred  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  where  it  appeared  that  a 
workman  received  an  injury  to  his  eye, 
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caused  by  a  flying  particle  of  iron  ore, 
which  was  removed  by  a  fellow  work- 
man by  means  of  a  match  and  a 
handkerchief  which  had  been  in  use 
for  several  days;  that  the  eye  was 
then  washed  with  water  from  a  trough 
used  in  common  by  the  miners;  and 
that  gonorrheal  infection  soon  set  in, 
causing  the  loss  of  the  eye,  it  also 
appearing  that  the  workman  was  not 
previously  afflicted  with  the  disease. 

While  a  miner  was  breaking  up  a 
large  chunk  of  iron  ore  with  a  ham« 
mer,  a  particle  of  ore  flew  into  his 
left  eye»  cutting  through  the  cornea 
and  embedding  itself  in  the  eyeball. 
A  fellow  workman  removed  the  parti- 
cle from  the  eye  at  the  time,  using  in 
his  efforts  a  match  and  handkerchief. 
The  eye  was  immediately  thereafter 
washed  in  water  from  a  trough  which 
was  used  daily  by  other  miners  for 
the  purpose  of  washing  their  hands 
and  faces.  Thereafter  a  gonorrheal 
infection  set  in,  and  the  workman  lost 
his  sight.  It  was  held  that  the  finding 
that  the  accidental  injury  arose  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  the  employment 
was  sustained  by  the  evidence.    Ibid. 

An  employee  working  as  a  fitter  suf- 
fered an  injury  to  his  eye  from  hot 
sparks  flying  into  it.  A  doctor  who 
saw  him  a  month  afterwards  said  that 
his  eye  was  then  practically  well. 
Later,  his  eye  became  worse,  and  he 
was  seen  from  time  to  time  by  the 
doctor,  who  testified  that  the  condi- 
tion of  his  eye  on  those  later  occasions 
pointed  to  some  constitutional  disease. 
Another  doctor,  who  examined  him 
five  months  after  the  accident,  testi- 
fied that  the  condition  of  the  eye  at 
that  time  was  consistent  with  the  acci- 
dent. The  medical  assessor  who  ad- 
vised the  county  court  judge  was  of 
the  opinion  that  the  injury  from  which 
the  applicant  was  suffering  was  not 
the  result  of  the  accident.  It  was 
held  that  a  finding  that  the  incapacity 
from  which  the  applicant  was  suffer- 
ing was  not  caused  by  the  accident 
was  supported  by  the  evidence.  Tuck- 
er V.  Manganese  Bronze  &  Brass  Co. 
(1921;  C.  A.)  14  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.) 
38,  [1921]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  175. 

A  workman  got  some  dust  in  his 
eye  while  at  work,  and  inflammation 


subsequently  set  in,  with  the  result 
that  he  was  incapacitated.  The  medi- 
cal evidence  was  that  the  germ  which 
caused  the  inflammation  could  only 
have  entered  the  eye  through  an 
abrasion,  and  that  it  could  not  have 
entered  with  the  dust,  or  have  been 
rubbed  into  it  by  the  man  in  clearing 
his  eye.  There  was  no  evidence  to 
show  how  and  when  the  germ  got 
into  the  eye.  It  was  held  that,  even 
assuming  that  the  abrasion  was 
caused  by  the  workman  in  trying  to 
clear  his  eye,  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  condition 
of  his  eye  was  due  to  an  injury  aris- 
ing out  of  his  employment.  Bellamy 
V.  James  Humphries  &  Sons  [1913 ;  C. 
A.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Bep.  (Eng.)  169,  6 

B.  w.  c.  c.  ra. 

A  miner,  while  breaking  coal  with 
a  sledge,  received  an  injury  on  Sep- 
tember 26,  1918,  by  a  small  particle 
of  rock  striking  his  left  eye  and  lodg- 
ing therein.  He  went  to  a  doctor,  who 
found  the  particle  of  rock  in  the  outer 
coating  of  the  eye.  There  was  some 
inflammation  of  the  eyelids,  but  none 
of  the  iris,  and  the  particle  of  rock 
had  not  gone  through  the  outer  coat- 
ing of  the  eye.  He  returned  to  his 
work  on  September  80,  and  worked 
continuously  up  to  March,  1919.  In 
February  he  consulted  a  specialist, 
who,  upon  examination,  found  that  his 
sight  was  defective,  that  there  was  a 
defect  in  the  vision  of  both  eyes,  and 
the  pupils  did  not  react  alike.  The 
vitreous  or  jelly-like  substance  in  the 
posterior  of  the  eyes,  behind  the  lenses 
and  pupils,  was  filled  with  floating 
foreign  bodies  which  the  doctor  called 
"exudates."  He  had  suffered  an  in- 
jury to  his  right  eye,  for  which  he 
received  compensation.  The  doctor 
testified  that  the  lens  and  iris  of  each 
eye  were  normal,  and  the  defect  was 
due  to  the  floating  exudates  or  for- 
eign bodies,  which  were  not  caused 
by,  and  had  no  relation  to,  the  acci- 
dent for  which  compensation  was 
claimed,  that  the  accident  was  not 
such  as  to  increase  or  aggravate  the 
existing  condition,  and  that  the  con- 
dition was  due  to  syphilis,  a  pre-exist- 
ing disease  of  many  years'  standing. 
The  applicant  testified  that  he  did  not 
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know  there  was  anything  wrong  with 
the  vision  of  his  left  eye  before  the 
accident,  but  after  the  accident  he 
could  not  see  as  well  as  he  did  before, 
and  had  to  look  closely  at  objects  to 
see  what  they  were.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  affection  of  the 
eyes  was  due  to  the  injury  received  in 
the  employment,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
was  conclusive  that  it  was  not  caused 
by  the  injury.  Perry  County  Coal 
Corp.  V.  Industrial  Commission  (1920) 
294  IlL  117,  128  N.  E.  333. 

In  Keller  v.  Industrial  Commission 
(1922)  302  IlL  610,  135  N.  E.  98,  the 
court  was  of  the  opinion  that  even  if 
the  employee  was  hit  upon  the  head  by 
a  heavy  piece  of  coal,  as  he  claimed, 
the  finding  of  the  commission  that  the 
complete  loss  of  the  sight  of  one  eye 
and  partial  loss  of  the  sight  of  the 
other  were  attributable  to  that  injury 
was  against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
and  should  be  reversed,  in  view  of  the 
expert  evidence  that  the  condition  of 
the  eyes  was  due  to  locomotor  ataxia, 
and  the  fact  that  the  employee  re- 
turned to  work  nine  days  after  the  in- 
jury, the  defect  in  the  sight  not  ap- 
pearing for  several  weeks  after  the 
injury. 

In  Pinto  V.  Chelsea  Fibre  Mills 
(1921)  196  App.  Div.  221,  186  N.  Y. 
Supp.  748,  the  claimant  who  was  em- 
ployed by  a  fibre  mills  company,  and 
was  engaged  frequently  in  handling 
hemp,  complained  to  the  nurse  em- 
ployed by  his  employers  that  he  had  a 
sore  eye.  The  nurse  testified  that  he 
stated  that  he  did  not  know  what  was 
the  matter  with  it.  She  put  some  drops 
in.  He  testified  originally  that  the 
injury  was  caused  by  getting  some 
dust  from  the  hemp  with  which  he 
was  working  in  his  eye,  but  later  ad- 
mitted that  the  first  thought  of  dust 
in  his  eye  as  the  cause  of  the  trouble 
came  to  him  after  it  was  suggested 
by  his  doctor,  weeks  after  the  alleged 
accident.  There  was  no  evidence  that 
the  dust  alleged  to  have  lodged  in 
the  claimant's  eye  contained  any 
germs,  or  was  apt  to  cause  any 
serious  trouble  to  the  eye.  It  was 
siiown  that  he  was  suffering  from 
an  ulcer  of  the  cornea,  and  had  sus- 
20  A.L.R.- 


tained  90  per  cent  loss  of  vision  in  that 
eye.  It  was  held  tiiat  the  evidence 
was  insufficient  to  sustain  an  award 
in  the  claimant's  favor,  there  being 
a  total  lack  of  evidence  that  the  dust 
either  got  in  his  eye,  or  that  it  car- 
ried disease  germs  which  could  cause 
an  ulcer  if  it  did  get  in  the  eye.  In 
such  cases  the  court  said  that  the  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  claimants  provid- 
ed by  the  statute  was  unavailable,  cit- 
ing the  reported  case  (Eldbidgb  v. 
ENDicx)Tr,  J.  &  Co.  ante,  1). 

A  workman,  while  assisting  a  fel- 
low employee  in  chipping  a  casting  in 
the  regular  course  of  his  employment, 
was  struck  in  the  eye  by  a  piece  of 
the  casting.  Two  doctors  testified 
that  there  was  inflammation  percepti- 
ble after  the  accident;  that  he  had  a 
cataract  on  his  left  eye  which  reduced 
his  vision  in  that  eye  approximately 
70  per  cent;  that  the  cataract  was  in 
the  same  stage  of  development  imme- 
diately after  the  accident,  and  some 
nine  months  later,  and  that  in  their 
opinion  the  accident  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  trouble  with  the  eye.  The 
claimant  testified  that  before  the  ac- 
cident he  could  see  all  right,  but  did 
not  state  whether  he  referred  to  his 
left  eye  or  to  his  vision  generally. 
His  right  eye  was  not  impaired  in  any 
way.  One  doctor,  assuming  that  he 
was  struck  in  the  eye,  that  the  eye  be- 
came infiamed,  and  that  because  of 
the  condition  of  the  eye  his  vision 
was  greatly  impaired,  testified  that  in 
his  opinion  the  trouble  was  due  to  the 
accident.  He  gave  no  facts  to  justify 
his  assumptions.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  insufilicient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  diseased  condition  of 
the  eye  was  attributable  to  the  injury 
received  in  the  course  of  employment, 
the  court  saying  that  the  only  possible 
foundation  for  the  award  was  the  tes- 
timony of  the  claimant  and  a  doctor's 
conclusion  from  unjustified  assump- 
tions. Landau  v.  E.  W.  Bliss  Co. 
(1921)  199  App.  Div.  145,  191  N.  ¥• 
Supp.  454. 

A  teamster  fell  from  his  wagon  and 
broke  his  ankle.  Previous  to  the  acci- 
dent he  was  suffering  from  sjrphilis, 
which  manifested  itself  a  week  later 
by  a  dimness  of  vision,  which  finally 
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became  almost  total.  The  medical  tes- 
timony was  to  the  effect  that,  though 
the  accident  might  have  accelerated 
the  disease,  it  was  so  far  advanced 
that  it  was  only  a  matter  of  a  com- 
paratively short  time  when  he  must 
have  reached  the  condition  he  was  in, 
though  no  accident  had  happened.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  support  a  finding  that  the 
disease  was  the  result  of  an  accident 
received  during  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment. Borgsted  v.  Shults  Bread 
Co.  (1917)  180  App.  Div.  229, 167  N.  Y. 
Supp.  647. 

While  a  workman  was  engaged  on 
a  machine  a  small  splinter  of  steel 
became  lodged  in  his  eye.  In  rubbing 
the  eye  it  was  infected  with  gonorrhea, 
from  which  he  was  suffering.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  did  not  permit 
an  inference  that  the  infection  was 
a  proximate  consequence  of  the  acci- 
dent McCoy  V.  Michigan  Screw  Co. 
(1914)  180  Mielu  454,  L.R.A.1916A, 
328,  147  N.  W.  672,  5  N.  C.  O.  A.  455. 

So,  it  has  been  held  that  an  award 
of  compensation  must  be  set  aside,  as 
having  been  made  on  insufficient  evi- 
dence, where  the  commission  found 
that  while  the  employee,  a  plumber, 
was  lying  on  his  back  to  fix  the  hot- 
water  cock  of  a  wash  basin,  something 
fell  into  his  eye,  which  caused  acute 
pain,  and  impelled  the  rubbing  of  the 
eye,  and  that  gonorrheal  infection 
developed,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  the 
eye,  and  further  found  that  the  sub- 
stance which  fell  into  the  eye  might 
have  been  infected,  or,  "with  the  eye 
inflamed,  it  might  have  become  in- 
fected by  rubbing  it  with  an  infected 
cloth,  or  washing  it  with  infected 
water,  or  in  other  ways,''  although  it 
was  found  that  the  claimant  had  bo 
gonorrheal  infection  except  that 
which  developed  in  his  eye.  Voelz  v. 
Industrial  Commission  (1915)  161 
Wis.  240,  162  N.  W.  880. 

A  hot-water  fitter  met  with  an  acci- 
dent, while  making  a  hole  in  a  brick 
wall  for  fitting  a  hot-water  cylinder, 
through  a  piece  of  brick  flying  into 
his  left  eye.  The  man  did  no  more 
work,  and  the  eye  was  examined,  first, 
by  a  man  at  the  works,  who  found 
nothing  in  it,  then  at  home,  by  his 


mother  and  brother,  and  in  the  eve- 
ning by  a  chemist.  Two  days  later  he 
was  admitted  into  a  hospital  suffering 
from  gonorrheal  infection  of  the  eye, 
as  a  result  of  which  he  lost  the  sight 
of  it.  The  doctor  who  examined  him 
at  the  hospital  found  no  injury  to  the 
eye  apart  from  the  discharge  due  to 
the  infection.  The  evidence  was  that 
the  infection  could  take  place  without 
any  wound  in  the  eye,  either  from  an 
infected  finger  or  from  an  infected 
rag  or  cloth  touching  it.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  showed  that  the  loss 
of  the  eye  was  not  due  to  the  original 
trifiing  injury  by  accident,  aggravated 
by  infection,  but  was  due  to  the  in- 
fection as  an  independent  cause,  and 
was  therefore  sufficient  to  support  a 
finding  that  the  accident  was  not  at- 
tributable to  the  employment.  Doolan 
V.  Henry  Hope  &  Sons  (1918)  87  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  671,  (1918)  W.  C. 
&  Ins.  Rep.  121,  119  L.  T.  N.  S.  14,  11 
B.  W.  C.  C.  93. 

A  finding  by  the  commission  that 
there  were  times  when  claimant  could 
not  wear  glasses  while  engaged  in  the 
regular  course  of  his  employment,  due 
to  the  nature  of  his  employment  (the 
commission  having  also  found  that  the 
defective  vision  could  be  corrected  to 
normal  with  glasses),  was  held  in  Mc- 
Namara  v.  McHarg-Barton  Co.  (1922) 
200  App.  Div.  188, 192  N.  Y.  Supp.  743, 
to  be  unsupported  by  claimant's  state- 
ment that  it  was  very  inconvenient  for 
him  to  wear  glasses,  and — in  reply  to 
the  question  why  he  did  not  wear  gog- 
gles when  doing  such  work  as  oc- 
casioned his  injury — ^that  it  was  very 
dark  in  the  boiler  room,  and  he  re- 
quired all  the  light  possible,  and  if  he 
covered  his  eyes  witii  goggles  he  could 
not  see. 

t.  Felon. 

In  Perkins  v.  Jackson  Cushion 
Spring  Co.  (1919)  206  Mich.  98,  172 
N.  W.  374,  the  claimant's  work  con- 
sisted in  putting  strips  in  metal 
frames  by  the  use  of  a  pair  of  pliers. 
In  this  work  a  bone  felon  developed. 
The  testimony  showed  that  the  strips 
were  shorter  than  usual,  and  required 
the  exertion  of  more  strength  to  put 
them  in  place.    Ther^  was  no  evidence 
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of  abrasion  of  the  skin  resulting  in 
infection,  but  the  infection  developed 
between  the  bone  and  the  covering  of 
the  bone.  There  was  evidence  that 
this  might  have  resulted  from  a  blow 
or  from  continued  pressure.  There 
was  no  evidence  of  a  blow.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  not  suf- 
ficient to  justify  a  finding  that  the 
felon  was  due  to  an  accident  received 
in  the  course  of  the  employment. 

A  carpenter,  while  engaged  in  his 
employment,  was  required  to  make 
frequent  use  of  a  screw  driver,  which 
he  alleged  resulted  in  a  frog  felon 
in  the  palm  of  his  hand.  He  testified 
that  he  did  not  know  definitely  just 
what  caused  the  pain  or  injury,  but 
he  believed  it  was  caused  by  the  con- 
stant use  of  the  screw  driver;  that  the 
pain  was  several  days  coming  on ;  that 
at  no  time  did  he  get  a  splinter  in  his 
hand,  or  any  particle  of  grit,  or  any- 
thing that  was  ground  into  his  hand 
from  the  screw  driver,  but  he  thought 
it  was  just  from  its  continual  use; 
that  it  bruised  the  flesh ;  that  at  times 
he  fastened  a  pin  in  the  jamb,  and 
then  would  set  his  screw  driver  there 
and  hit  it  with  his  hand;  that  his 
band  felt  tender  at  the  time,  but  that 
he  had  never  had  anything  like  this. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  establish  that  the  felon 
was  the  result  of  bruising  his  hand 
by  the  continued  use  of  the  screw 
driver.  Woodruff  v.  R.  H.  Howes 
Constr.  Ck>.  (1920)  228  N.  Y.  276,  127 
N.  £.  270,  reversing  (1919)  189  App. 
Div.  395,  178  N.  Y.  Supp.  418. 

u.  OoB  inhalatUrn. 

An  employee  was  engaged  in  wheel- 
ing lime  from  a  kiln  in  a  lime  room 
of  his  employer.  Lame  dust  was  pres- 
ent and  gases  were  generated,  so  that 
it  was  necessary  to  keep  a  pump  in 
constant  operation  to  draw  off  the 
g;ases  from  the  room.  While  so  en- 
gaged he  became  violently  ill,  suffer- 
ing with  pains  in  his  chest  and  arms. 
He  was  taken  home,  and  died  about 
four  hours  later.  An  autopsy  was 
performed,  and  two  physicians  testi- 
fied that  he  died  of  carbon  monoxide 
poisoning.  Other  physicians  testified 
that  the  cause  of  death  was  bronchial 


pneumonia,  in  no  way  connected  with 
gas  poisoning.  It  was  shown  that  at 
least  two  other  employees  had  been 
previously  affected  by  gas  while  work- 
ing in  the  lime  room.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  death  was 
due  to  carbon  monoxide  poisoning  suf- 
fered in  the  course  of  employment. 
Amalgamated  Sugar  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1920)  56  Utah,  80,  189 
Pac.  69.  ^ 

V.  Gastralgia, 

A  workman  alleged  that  he  had 
strained  himself  while  carrying  a  bar 
of  iron.  He  continued  to  work  for 
three  weeks,  after  which  he  was  ex- 
amined by  a  doctor.  The  doctor  was 
of  opinion  that  the  gastralgia,  or  pain 
in  the  stomach,  from  which  the  work- 
man was  suffering,  was  consistent  with 
a  strain  such  as  he  said  he  had  suffered. 
The  case  was  referred  to  specialists 
whose  reports  were  not  submitted  to 
the  court.  The  only  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  alleged  accident  was  that 
of  the  applicant  and  his  mate.  The 
county  judge  was  not  satisfied  with 
the  way  they  gave  their  evidence.  One 
Dunkley,  who  was  present  at  the  time 
of  the  alleged  accident,  and  was  stated 
to  have  heard  the  workman's  com- 
plaint, was  subpoenaed  as  one  of  the 
applicant's  witnesses,  but  was  not 
called  by  him,  whereupon  the  solicitor 
for  the  employers  asked  the  judge  to 
call  Dunkley,  as  he  was  a  material 
witness.  The  judge  assented  without 
formal  opposition  from  the  workman's 
counsel.  The  judge  did  not  question 
Dunkley,  but  the  employer's  solicitor 
did,  and  elicited  from  him  that  he  had 
not  heard  any  complaint  at  the  time 
the  alleged  strain  occurred.  The 
judge  found  that  the  onus  of  proving 
the  accident  had  not  been  discharged. 
The  workman  appealed  on  the  ground 
that  the  judge  had  wrongly  admitted 
the  evidence  of  Dunkley,  and  had  been 
influenced  thereby,  and  that  the  judge 
was  wrong  in  flnding  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  the  accident.  It  was 
held  that,  apart  from  Dunkley's  evi- 
dence, the  workman  had  not  dis- 
charged the  onus  of  proving  an  acci- 
dent. Trigg  V.  Vauxhall  Motors  (1914) 
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7  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Engr.)  462,  [1914]  W.  C. 
&  Ins.  Rep.  251. 

to.  Heart  disease, 

A  workman  employed  as  a  painter, 
while  in  the  course  of  his  work,  fell 
from  a  ladder,  sustaining  a  fracture 
of  the  pelvic  bone.  He  died  in  two 
weeks  from  the  rupture  of  the  right 
ventricle  of  the  heart.  He  was 
thirty-eight  years  old,  and  had  been 
in  good  health  prior  to  the  accident. 
After  falling  from  the  ladder,  he  was 
taken  to  a  hospital,  and  the  injured 
hip  was  incased  in  a  plaster  cast.  He 
remained  in  the  hospital,  confined  to 
his  bed,  and  was  apparently  making 
satisfactory  progress  toward  recov- 
ery, until  the  14th  day  of  November, 
1915,  when  he  suddenly  died.  The  en- 
suing autopsy  disclosed,  as  the  imme- 
diate cause  of  death,  a  small  rupture 
of  the  right  ventricle  of  the  heart. 
The  surgeon  who  performed  the 
autopsy  stated  that  the  wall  of  the 
ventricle  was  unusually  thin,  but  that 
in  other  respects  the  heart  was  in 
normal  condition.  He  did  not  discover 
an  embolus.  He,  as  well  as  the  at- 
tending physician,  inclined  to  think 
that  the  facts  did  not  indicate  any 
causal  connection  between  the  injury 
and  the  subsequent  heart  rupture.  On 
the  other  hand,  a  pathologist,  who  had 
made  a  microscopic  examination  of 
the  heart,  testified  in  effect  that,  while 
the  wall  of  the  ventricle  was  thin,  it 
was  not  more  so  than  in  many  cases 
of  men  in  normal  health ;  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  sudden  or  great  exer- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  deceased  (of 
which  there  was  no  evidence),  he 
would  attribute  the  rupture  to  a  sud- 
den pressure  of  blood  upon  the  wall 
of  the  ventricle,  and  that  such  pres- 
sure might  well  have  been  caused  by 
the  lodging  of  an  embolus  in  an 
artery  leading  from  the  heart  to  the 
lungs.  Such  an  embolus  could  have 
resulted  from  the  pelvic  fracture,  and 
been  carried  from  the  point  of  its 
origin  to  the  heart.  He  testified,  fur- 
ther, that  an  embolus  was  easily  lost 
or  overlooked  in  the  course  of  an 
autopsy,  and  that  the  failure  to  dis- 
cover one  did  not  necessarily  indicate 
that  it  had  not  existed.    It  was  held 


that  there  was  evidence  on  which  a 
finding  that  the  heart  trouble  was 
caused  by  the  accident  could  be  based, 
as  under  the  law  absolute  proof  or 
mathematical  demonstration  was  not 
required.  Santa  v.  Industrial  Acci. 
Commission  (1917)  175  Cal.  285,  165 
Pac.  689. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  sweeper 
sustained  an  injury  on  October  29, 
1919,  by  an  automobile  seat  slipping 
off  a  truck  and  striking  him  on  the 
right  leg  between  the  knee  and  ankle. 
A  severe  bruise  resulted.  He  was 
taken  to  a  hospital,  where  his  wound 
was  dressed,  and  afterwards  to  his 
home.  On  November  7  the  wound  be- 
came infected,  and  he  was  removed 
to  a  hospital,  where  he  remained  until 
November  18.  He  was  then  able  to 
walk  with  the  aid  of  others.  His  wife 
and  daughters  testified  that  on  the 
second  or  third  day  after  his  return 
he  again  began  to  complain  of  paio 
and  soreness,  and  this  continued. 
The  wound  ^'looked  worse,  .  .  . 
more  inflamed,  .  .  .  awful  dark 
red,"  and  began  to  discharge  matter 
of  a  **whitish"  color,  streaked  with 
blood.  His  condition  grew  worse  un- 
til the  morning  of  November  24,  when 
he  died.  A  short  time  before  his 
death,  he  complained  much  of  the 
pain  in  his  leg,  and  said  that  it  was 
"crawling  up  to  his  chest."  A  post- 
mortem was  held.  The  doctor  testified 
that  he  found  a  thrombus,  or  blood 
clot,  at  the  mouth  of  the  left  coronary 
artery  of  the  heart,  which  in  his 
opinion  was  the  cause  of  death,  and 
that  the  injury  in  no  way  contributed 
to  it.  Another  doctor,  who  was  pres- 
ent, was  of  the  same  opinion.  A  third 
doctor  was  called  as  an  expert  by  the 
applicants.  In  answer  to  a  hypotheti- 
cal question,  fairly  embodying  the 
facts  as  testified  to  by  the  witnesses 
for  applicants,  he  stated  that  in  his 
opinion  the  "accident  contributed  to 
or  resulted  in  the  man's  death."  He 
testified  that  bacteria  from  the  infec- 
tion might  have  gotten  into  the  artery 
and  produced  the  condition  revealed 
by  the  post-mortem.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  death  was  attribu- 
table to   an    injury   received   in   the 
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coarse  of  the  employment.  The  court 
said  that,  while  the  testimony  of  the 
surgeons  might  seem  conclusive  to 
them,  "we  may  only  set  aside  the 
award  when  the  record  contains  no 
testimony  to  facta  or  theory  amount* 
ing  to  legal  evidence  that  death  is  at- 
tributable to  the  accident."  Krueger 
V.  Hayes  Mfg.  Co.  (1921)  213  Mick 
218,  181  N.  W.  1010. 

A  workman,  who  was  employed  on  a 
'^nd  press,"  a  machine  used  to  press 
copper  bands  around  shells,  slipped  on 
a  T-rail  extending  about  an  inch 
above  the  level  of  the  floor,  as  he  took 
a  shell  and  started  towards  the  press. 
He  fell  and  hit  his  breast  against  the 
lever  that  operated  the  press,  an  iron 
rod  with  a  steel  handle,  and  was  in-* 
jared.  After  the  injury  there  was 
found  a  mark  over  his  heart  about  5 
inches  long,  and  his  attending  physi- 
cian testified  that  the  fall  brought  on 
a  condition  of  the  heart  known  as 
"pericarditis,"  which  caused  the  death. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  show  an  injury  by  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the 
decedent's  employment,  which  proxi- 
mately caused  the  death.  Bucyrus  Co. 
V.  Townsend  (1917)  65  Ind.  App.  687, 
117  N.  E.  656. 

The  finding  of  the  conamission 
awarding  compensation  was  held  to 
be  warranted  where  the  evidence,  ap- 
parently in  harmony  with  the  medical 
testimony,  was  to  the  effect  that  the 
accident  was  a  sufficient  producing 
cause  of  the  acute  pericarditis,  and 
that  the  bruising  of  the  chest  from  the 
accident  was  sufficient  to  cause  a  trau- 
matic injury  to  the  membrane  sur- 
rounding the  heart,  causing  the  ulti- 
mate death.  LaFleur  v.  Wood  (1917) 
178  App.  Div.  397,  164  N.  Y.  Supp. 
910. 

An  employee  of  an  automobile  com- 
pany was  directed  to  go  up  on  a  gon- 
dola car  to  put  keys  in  the  trucks  he 
had  been  helping  to  load.  He  went 
to  obey  the  order,  and  a  few  minutes 
later  was  found  on  the  ground  in  a 
half-reclining  position,  resting  one 
arm  near  the  foot  of  the  ladder  run- 
ning up  on  the  side  of  the  car.  When 
he  was  assisted  to  his  feet  he  said 
that  he  was  hurt.    He  walked  to  his 


home,  and  was  soon  visited  by  a  doc- 
tor, who  testified  he  found  him  suf- 
fering much  pain  and  in  a  condition 
of  shock,  and  gave  it  as  his  opinion 
that  the  shock  proceeded  from  an  in- 
jury. Two  physicians  gave  it  as  their 
opinion  that  he  died  from  acute  dilata- 
tion of  the  heart,  and  that  this  could 
be,  and  was  usually,  produced  by  a 
fall,  or  by  overexertion,  or  by  jump- 
ing. The  workman  was  a  man  fifty- 
one  years  of  age,  in  good  health,  with 
no  known  tendency  to  heart  trouble. 
He  had  been  working  in  the  usual 
way  on. the  day  of  the  accident.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  justified 
an  award  m  favor  of  the  claimant,  the 
court  saying:  "We  are  not  of  the 
opinion  that  we  should  say,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  there  is  no  testimony 
to  support  the  award.  If  it  be  known 
that  a  person  is  on  an  elevated  object^ 
and  soon  after  he  is  found  lying  on 
the  ground  at  the  foot  of  the  ladder 
which  leads  to  the  elevation,  in  a  half- 
reclining  position,  complaining  of  be- 
ing hurt,  it  would  not  be  an  unnatural 
inference  that  in  his  attempt  to  re- 
turn he  had  fallen  to  the  ground.'* 
Shaw  V.  Packard  Motor  Car  Co.  (1921) 
214  Mich.  660,  183  N.  W.  767. 

A  workman  engaged  in  lifting  a 
heavy  weight  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment strained  himself.  He  com- 
plained of  a  pain,  and  asked  that 
someone  else  be  substituted  in  his 
place  to  do  the  rest  of  the  lifting.  On 
the  following  day  he  went  to  a  physi- 
cian, who  diagnosed  his  trouble  as 
heart  difficulty,  and  prescribed  for  him 
accordingly  until  he  died  about  ten 
days  later.  ■  His  wife  testified  that 
prior  to  the  accident  he  had  never 
before  complained  of  illness.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  favored  the 
presumption  that  the  claim  was  with- 
in the  law  created  by  §  21  of  the  New 
York  Workmen's  Compensation  Stat- 
ute, and  that  there  was  no  substantial 
evidence  to  overcome  this  presump- 
tion, and  therefore  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  claimant  was  sustained.  Gib- 
bons V.  Marx  &  RawoUe  (1917)  181 
App.  Div.  142,  168  N.  ¥•  Supp.  412. 

A  structural  iron  worker,  while  en- 
gaged in  the  duties  of  his  position, 
was  injured  by  being  struck  on  the 
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forehead  with  an  air  hammer  which 
he  was  using.  At  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident he  was  a  vigorous,  well- 
nourished  man,  and  had  never  com- 
plained of  being  sick,  or  of  any  trouble 
with  his  heart.  Immediately  after 
receiving  the  blow  he  threw  his  hands 
over  his  face,  and  walked  around  for 
a  few  minutes,  and  then  returned  to 
his  work.  The  blow  was  of  sufficient 
force  to  produce  a  discolored  spot 
about  an  inch  in  diameter,  and  three 
or  four  other  smaller  places  around 
the  nose  and  beneath  the  eyebrows, 
where  the  skin  was  broken.  He  left 
his  work  at  noon,  and  complained  that 
he  was  getting  "awfully  sick,''  and 
that  his  head  was  ''hurting  fit  to  kill.** 
A  little  later  he  went  home  and  died 
in  about  half  an  hour.  An-  autopsy 
was  performed,  which  showed  no  ap- 
parent injury  to  the  skull  or  brain. 
The  heart  was  removed,  and  it  was 
found  that  the  tissue  on  the  posterior 
Bide  of  the  right  auricle  had  degen- 
erated to  such  an  extent  that  it  was 
but  slightly  thicker  than  paper,  and 
was  ruptured.  The  direct  and  imme- 
diate cause  of  death  was  the  rupture 
of  the  heart.  Four  or  five  physicians 
testified.  Two  of  them,  in  answer  to 
the  hypothetical  questions,  testified 
that  in  their  opinion  the  rupture  of 
the  heart  which  caused  death  was  a 
probable  result  of  the  shock  produced 
by  the  blow  on  the  head.  Others  tes- 
tified that  the  blow  did  not  cause  the 
rupture,  and  that  the  blow  had  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  rupture.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  death  was 
attributable  to  an  injury  received  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Mans- 
field Engineering  Co.  v.  Winkle  (1921) 
—  Ind.  App.  — ,  133  N.  E.  390. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  a  coal 
miner.  During  the  course  of  his  work 
he  was  at  times  required,  with  the 
help  of  others,  to  push  a  car  from  one 
room  in  the  mine  to  another.  After 
having  assisted  on  one  occasion  in 
pushing  a  car  which  required  unusual 
physical  effort,  he  complained  of  a 
pain  in  his  side  and  was  compelled 
to  lie  down.  He  was  removed  to  the 
office  of  the  company,  and  died  about 
three  hours  later.    An  autopsy  showed 


that  the  aorta  had  ruptured  at  a  point 
where  it  was  unnaturally  thin,  indi- 
cating a  diseased  condition,  and  the 
medical  testimony  was  to  the  effect 
that,  when  such  a  condition  existed,  a 
rupture  of  the  aorta  might  occur  from 
any  exertion,  such  as  laughing  or 
coughing,  and  that  from  the  appear- 
ance of  the  aorta  it  looked  as  though 
it  might  have  been  caused  by  a  strain 
or  exertion  of  some  kind.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  death  of  the 
workman  was  attributable  to  his  work. 
Indian  Creek  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Cal- 
vert (1918)  68  Ind.  App.  474,  119  N. 
E.  519,  120  N.  E.  709. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  repair 
man  in  and  about  a  colliery,  while  en- 
gaged with  other  workmen  in  taking 
a  buggy  or  small  car  up  a  breast  in 
his  employer's  mine,  received  a 
sprained  back.  This  was  followed  by 
cardiac  collapse,  from  which  he  died 
in  about  three  weeks.  The  medical 
testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  a 
cardiac  collapse  could  be  the  result 
of  a  strain,  and  the  attending  physi- 
cian said  that  he  knew  of  no  other 
cause  in  this  case.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  death  of  the  em- 
ployee was  attributable  to  his  employ- 
ment. Tracey  v.  Philadelphia  &  R. 
Coal  &  I.  Co.  (1921)  270  Pa.  65,  112 
Atl.  740. 

A  workman  was  employed  by  a  min- 
ing company  in  looking  after  its  line 
of  pipe,  used  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
veying silt  from  the  surface  into  its 
mine.  His  duties  were  to  keep  the 
line  in  repair,  and  in  order  to  enable 
him  to  examine  it  underground  he  car- 
ried an  open  lamp.  One  morning  his 
lifeless  body  was  found  inside  the 
mine,  a  short  distance  from  this  pipe 
line,  and  his  lighted  lamp  about  2 
feet  away  from  him.  His  clothing  was 
burning  and  he  had  severe  burns  on 
his  body.  He  was  in  a  kneeling  posi- 
tion, on  his  hands,  and  apparently  had 
been  vomiting.  The  medical  testi- 
mony was  to  the  effect  that  his  death 
was  due  to  a  rupture  of  the  aorta,  a 
large  blood  vessel  leading  from  the 
heart.  The  workman  was  afflicted 
with  a  syphilitic  condition  in  which 
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he  might  have  lived  four  or  five  years, 
or  his  death  might  have  occurred  at 
any  time,  but  which  rendered  him 
more  susceptible  to  a  rupture  of  the 
aorta  than  he  otherwise  would  have 
been.  It  was  held  that  there  was  evi* 
dence  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
workman  came  to  his  death  through 
an  extra  effort  in  vomiting,  while  en- 
gaged in  discharging  his  duties  as  an 
employee.  Clark  v.  Lehigh  Valley 
Coal  Co.  (1919)  264  Pa.  529,  107  Atl. 
858. 

A  miner  working  in  a  pit  was  called 
on  to  render  assistance  to  an  injured 
fellow  workman,  and,  having  fetched 
a  stretcher,  helped  to  place  the  in- 
jured man  on  it  and  to  carry  him  a 
distance  of  over  half  a  mile  through 
the  pit  workings.  After  the  party 
had  been  brought  up  to  the  top  of  the 
shaft  the  workman  started,  as  one  of 
the  stretcher  bearers,  to  go  to  the 
ambulance,  but  as  he  was  seen  to  be 
looking  very  white  and  ill,  he  was  re- 
lieved of  the  duty,  and  shortly  after- 
wards he  collapsed  and  died.  The 
medical  evidence  showed  that  he  was 
suffering  from  heart  disease  in  an  ad- 
vanced stage,  in  which  sudden  death 
might  be  caused  by  any  unusual  ex- 
ertion. It  was  held  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  support  a  finding 
that  the  workman's  death  was 
hastened  by  the  extra  and  unusual 
exertion  of  carrying  a  heavy  man  an 
unusual  distance,  and  therefore  that 
it  was  due  to  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Treasure  v.  Cardiff  Colliers  [1920;  C. 
A]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  18,  13  B. 
W.  G.  G.  28. 

A  workman  was  descending  the  side 
of  a  ship  by  a  rope  ladder.  The  lad- 
der twisted  suddenly,  he  gave  a  cry, 
fell  into  the  water,  and  was  dead  when 
picked  up.  The  medical  evidence  was 
that  death  was  due  to  heart  failure, 
and  not  to  drowning,  and  that  the 
heart  was  in  such  a  state  that  any 
slight  exertion  might  have  caused  its 
failure.  It  was  held  that  there  was 
evidence  to  support  the  finding  of  the 
county  court  judge  that  death  was  due 
to  "accident  arising  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.''    Trod- 


den V.  J.  McLennard  &  Sons  (1911)  4 
B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  190. 

A  miner,  with  other  employees,  on 
going  down  into  a  mine  to  engage  in 
their  usual  work,  found  the  place  at 
which  they  were  to  work  so  full  of 
smoke  that  they  could  not  remain  with 
comfort  or  safety,  and  for  that  reason 
returned  to  the  top  of  the  mine.  Im- 
mediately after  the  miner  came  out  of 
the  mine,  he  walked  a  short  distance 
to  a  stairway,  sat  down  on  one  of  the 
steps,  and  then  fell  over.  On  being 
carried  into  the  office  he  was  found 
to  be  dead.  On  examination  at  an 
autopsy  held  by  the  coroner,  it  was 
found  that  he  had  been  afflicted  with 
a  serious  chronic  heart  disease.  The 
evidence  showed  that  the  smoke  which 
caused  the  employees  to  leave  the  mine 
had  been  produced  by  firing  ex- 
plosives early  that  morning  for  the 
purpose  of  loosening  the  coal,  so  that 
it  could  be  more  easily  and  more 
rapidly  mined,  and  sufficient  time  had 
not  elapsed  for  the  air  to  become  pure 
again  before  the  men  went  down  to 
work.  Where  air  is  impregnated  with 
smoke  of  this  kind,  it  has  a  bad  effect 
on  persons  who  breathe  it,  and  if  in- 
haled too  long  will  prove  fatal.  Sev- 
eral others  were  made  sick  by  inhal- 
ing the  smoke.  Two  physicians  who 
attended  the  autopsy  testified  that  in 
their  opinion  the  man's  death  did  not 
result  from  inhaling  the  impure  air 
in  the  mine,  but  from  chronic  heart  dis- 
ease. There  was  no  direct  evidence  that 
the  smoke-laden  air  hastened  the  death, 
but  the  court  held  that  it  was  not  nec- 
essary to  establish  that  fact,  where 
other  proven  facts  would  warrant  such 
an  inference,  and  sustained  an  award 
in  favor  of  the  claimant.  The  court 
said:  'It  was  the  province  of  the  in- 
dustrial board  to  draw  any  reasonable 
inference  from  such  facts.  It  evi- 
dently drew  the  inference  that  the 
same  elements  in  the  air  of  the  mine 
which  caused  other  workmen  to  be- 
come weak,  dizzy,  and  blind,  to  have 
rapid  pulsations,  headache,  and  short- 
ness of  breath,  to  become  sick  and 
vomit,  so  affected  the  decedent  that 
death  followed,  because  his  diseased 
heart  was  unable  to  withstand  the 
added  burden  placed  on  it  by  inhal- 
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ing  the  smoke-laden  air  while  in  the 
mine,  and  in  making  an  effort  to  es- 
cape from  its  evil  effects.  With  such 
an  inference  in  support  of  the  finding 
in  question,  it  is  fully  sustained  by 
the  evidence.  We  are  unable  to  say 
that  it  is  not  a  reasonable  inference, 
and  therefore  we  have  no  right  to 
disregard  it,  although  we  might  con- 
sider a  contrary  inference  equally  as 
reasonable."  Utilities  Coal  Co.  v. 
Herr  (1921)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  132  N. 
E.  262. 

A  woman  with  a  weak  heart  was 
employed  in  dragging  carpets  over  a 
table.  She  testified  that  while  so 
working  she  felt  something  give,  but 
thought  it  would  pass  away.  She  con- 
tinued to  work  until  it  was  time  for 
lunch.  She  started  to  eat  her  lunch, 
but  could  not  eat  any,  and  went  to 
work  again;  then  she  felt  something 
else  give  way.  Other  witnesses  testi- 
fied that  the  woman  had  claimed  that 
she  "had  an  awful  pain  under  her 
heart."  The  arbitration  committee 
found  that  the  work  the  woman  was 
doing  aggravated  her  weak  heart  so 
as  to  incapacitate  her  for  work.  It 
was  held  that  there  was  evidence  to 
justify  this  finding.  Madden's  Case 
(1916)  222  Masa.  487,  L.R.A.1916D, 
1000,  111  N.  E,  879. 

A  workman  was  employed  in  loading 
heavy  bags  onto  trucks,  and  then 
pushing  the  loaded  trucks  onto  a  rail- 
way. The  work  was  heavy,  and  three 
men  were  employed  on  it  so  that  one 
man  might  rest  while  the  other  two 
worked,  except  that  all  three  pushed  a 
truck.  The  workman  had  been  work- 
ing all  morning,  and  in  the  afternoon 
he  had  just  joined  with  the  other  two 
men  in  pushing  a  truck,  when  he  fell, 
and  died  soon  afterwards.  The  medi- 
cal evidence  was  that  the  workman 
was  suffering  from  fatty  degeneration 
of  the  heart,  but  that  the  disease  was 
not  so  far  advanced  that  he  would 
have  died  without  being  subjected  to 
some  strain.  It  was  held  that  there 
was  evidence  to  support  the  finding 
of  the  county  court  judge  that  the 
man  died  of  a  strain  arising  "out  of 
and  in  the  course  of'  his  employment. 
Doughton  V.  Hickman  [1913]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep.  (EngO  143,  6  6.  W.  C.  C.  77. 


Where  the  evidence  adduced  is 
equally  consistent  with  the  fact  that 
heart  failure  was  not  the  result  of  an 
accident,  as  with  the  fact  that  it  was, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  strain, 
it  will  not  be  inferred  that  it  was  the 
result  of  an  accident  arising  in  the 
course  of  employment.  Kerr  v.  Ritchie 
(1913)  S.  C.  613,  50  Scot.  L.  R. 
434,  [1913]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  297,  6 
B.  W.  C.  C.  419. 

A  miner  was  injured  by  being 
caught  between  two  coal  cars,  bruis- 
ing his  body  in  the  region  of  the  low- 
er left  ribs.  He  was  fifty  years  old, 
and  before  the  accident  had  worked 
on  a  farm,  and  for  fqur  or  five  months 
prior  to  the  accident  had  worked  in 
this  coal  mine.  He  had  always  been 
able  to  do  such  work,  and  testified  that 
he  had  never  had  any  kind  of  heart 
trouble  or  internal  trouble  before  his 
injury;  that  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent he  did  not  think  he  was  hurt, 
and  went  back  to  his  work,  but  could 
not  get  his  breath,  and  was  sent  home 
in  a  buggy;  that  a  doctor  bandaged 
him,  and  he  had  been  under  the  care 
of  that  doctor  and  another  since  his 
injury;  that  his  heart  ached,  his 
head  felt  like  it  was  going  to  burst, 
and  his  heart  felt  filled  up  and 
heavy.  The  doctor  who  treated  appli- 
cant at  the  time  of  the  injury  and 
bandaged  him,  and  also  treated  him 
at  different  times  up  to  the  hearing, 
testified  that  he  was  suffering  from 
myocarditis,  an  organic  disease  of  the 
heart  caused  by  infection,  and  con- 
sisting of  degeneration  of  the  heart 
muscles ;  that  the  disease  is  never  the 
result  of  an  outside  injury  or  force 
applied  to  the  body;  that  he  had  ex- 
amined the  applicant  thoroughly 
since  the  injury,  and  he  was  in  a  bad 
condition,  weak  and  emaciated,  but 
there  were  no  results  remaining  from 
the  injury  which  could  possibly  cause 
myocarditis;  and  that  he  had  a  tem- 
porary disability,  only,  from  the  in- 
jury. The  other  doctor  who  had 
treated  the  applicant  testified  that 
when  he  saw  him  after  the  accident 
he  had  received  an  injury  of  the  left 
lower  ribs,  which,  from  the  nature  of 
the  injury,  appeared  to  be  a  light 
blow;  that  he  had  been  strapped  for 
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the  injury,  and  was  having  consider- 
able trouble  with  his  heart,  and  ab- 
normal respiration,  and  that  the 
squeezing  he  had  could  have  aggra- 
vated the  condition  that  was  already 
there,  but  the  heart  disease  was  pres- 
ent before  the  time  of  the  injury. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
condition  of  the  applicant  was  due  to 
the  injury,  the  court  saying  that,  while 
compensation  might  be  awarded  where 
an  injury  had  aggravated  or  intensi- 
fied an  existing  disease,  there  was  no 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  such 
was  the  case.  Springfield  Dist.  Coal 
Mln.  Co.  V.  Industrial  Commission 
(1921)  300  111.  28,  132  N.  E.  762. 

An  employee  was  engaged  in  his 
ordinary  work  as  a  surface  laborer  for 
a  mining  company,  consisting,  on  the 
day  of  his  injury,  of  unloading  a  car 
of  ties  on  a  coal  trestle,  when  he  col- 
lapsed and  fell  a  short  distance,  re- 
ceiving superficial  scratches  or  bruises 
on  his  face.  He  died  shortly  of  heart 
failure.  Prior  to  the  alleged  injury 
he  had  been  confined  to  his  home  for 
some  months,  and  a  part  of  that  time 
to  his  bed,  suffering  from  organic 
heart  trouble,  described  by  physicians 
as  being  a  leakage  of  the  valves  of 
the  heart.  The  testimony  of  the  physi- 
cians was  to  the  effect  that,  in  the 
condition  the  workman  was  in,  death 
mignt  have  come  to  him  while  lying 
quiet,  even  while  taking  a  breath.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
death  was  attributable  to  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. Johnson  v.  Mary  Charlotte  Min. 
Co.  (1917)  199  Mich.  218,  165  N.  W. 
650. 

A  workman,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  employment,  sustained 
injuries  consisting  of  a  dislocated 
shoulder  and  contusions.  The  dislo- 
cation was  immediately  reduced,  and 
he  remained  under  the  care  and  treat- 
ment of  a  physician  for  a  month. 
He  never  returned  to  work.  About 
two  months  after  his  injury  he  fell 
on  the  street  and  was  assisted  to  his 
home,  where  he  died  the  same  day 
without  medical  attendance.  The 
death  certificate  filed  in  the  depart- 


ipent  of  health  recited  that  the  chief 
and  determining  cause  of  death  was 
"chronic  cardiac  valvular  disease." 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  work- 
nuin  had  heart  disease  at  the  time  of 
his  accident.  There  was  no  evidence, 
other  than  the  death  certificate,  that 
he  died  of  heart  disease.  The  physi- 
cian who  treated  the  workman  after 
his  accident  testified  that  he  examined 
his  heart  twice  during  the  time  he  was 
treating  him,  and  found  no  heart 
trouble.  When  the  death  certificate 
was  called  to  his  attention  he  testified 
that  he  did  not  think  that  the  injury 
had  anything  to  do  with  his  death. 
The  widow  testified  that  he  had 
never  had  heart  trouble,  or  been 
sick  before  the  injury.  The  physician 
who  signed  the  death  certificate  never 
saw  the  workman  during  his  life.  He 
was  not  present  at  his  death,  nor  for 
three  hours  thereafter.  No  autopsy 
was  performed.  It  was  held  that  a 
finding  that  death  was  caused  by  heart 
disease  which  was  aggravated  by  the 
injury  was  not  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence. Nestor  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co. 
(1920)  191  App.  Div.  312,  181  N.  Y. 
Supp.  477.  On  a  second  hearing  of 
this  case  the  additional  evidence  of  a 
medical  expert  was  given.  He  testi- 
fied that,  in  his  opinion,  based  on  the 
facts  disclosed  by  the  record,  eliminat- 
ing the  death  certificate,  the  injury 
was  a  contributing  cause.  It  was 
again  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  claimant.  (1921)  195  App.  Div. 
434, 186  N.  Y.  Siipp.  828. 

A  farm  laborer,  apparently  in  good 
health,  died  suddenly  while  engaged, 
in  the  course  of  his  ordinary  work,  in 
lifting  baskets  of  corn  to  feed  a  bruis- 
ing machine.  It  was  held  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  the  workman  died  from  heart  fail- 
ure, induced  by  the  strain  of  repeated 
stooping  and  lifting  the  baskets  of 
corn.  Kerr  v.  Ritchie  [1913]  S.  C.  613, 
50  Scot  L.  R.  434,  [1913]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep,  297,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  419. 

An  employee  engaged  in  baling 
scrap  copper  was  found  lying  on  the 
floor  with  a  completed  bale,  also  on 
the  floor,  about  2  feet  from  him.  He 
was  still  breathing,  and  died  within 
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half  an  hoar  of  heart  disease.  There 
was  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  any 
accidental  injury.  There  was  no  mark 
on  his  person,  and  nothing  from  which 
it  could  be  inferred  that  an  accident 
had  occurred,  the  claimant  relying 
solely  on  the  fact  that  the  heavy  work 
which  the  workman  was  doing  caused 
or  hastened  his  death.  It  was  held 
that  a  finding  denying  compensation 
on  the  ground  of  insufficiency  of  evi- 
dence was  justified.  Jakub  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission  (1919)  288  UL  87, 
128  N.  E.  268. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  a  ma- 
chinist by  a  shipbuilding  company. 
While  engaged  with  fellow  workmen 
in  repairing  a  gear,  he  fell  and  was 
found  by  the  fellow  workmen  lying  on 
the  floor.  When  a  doctor  arrived  he 
was  found  to  be  dead.  The  medical 
evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  he 
died  of  heart  disease.  The  tempera- 
ture of  the  room  in  which  he  was 
working  was  from  75  to  78  degrees,  the 
room  was  ventilated  by  two  portholes, 
and  his  physician  testified  that  the 
temperature  was  not  excessive,  and 
would  not  have  produced  death  from 
heart  disease.  The  work  he  was  doing 
when  he  fell  was  lifting,  with  the  aid 
of  two  others,  a  metal  cover  weighing 
about  100  pounds.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence that  there  was  anything  special- 
ly heavy  about  the  work,  or  that  he 
made  any  special  effort,  or  suffered 
a  strain.  There  was  no  evidence  of  a 
slip,  and  there  was  evidence  that  there 
was  nothing  present  to  cause  a  slip. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
death  was  due  to  an  injury  received  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Guth- 
rie V.  Detroit  Shipbuilding  Co.  (1918) 
200  Mich.  355,  167  N.  W.  37. 

A  workman  suffering  from  a  dis- 
eased heart  had  to  leave  work,  owing 
to  shortness  of  breath  and  faintness 
caused  by  failure  of  his  heart.  The 
county  court  judge  inferred,  from  a 
consideration  of  his  condition  before 
and  after  the  day  when  he  left  work, 
that  he  must  have  suffered  from  a 
strain  at  his  work,  and  that  this  arose 
out  of  the  employment.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support 
the  inference.     Beaumont  v.  Under- 


ground Electric  R.  Co.  (1912)  5  B.  W. 
C.  C.   (Eng.)  247. 

A  workman  collapsed  at  work,  and 
died  the  same  day  from  angina  pec- 
toris. His  heart  had  long  been  in 
a  bad  condition,  and  angina  pectoris, 
according  to  the  medical  evidence, 
might  have  been  brought  on  by  slight 
exertion,  or  by  other  causes.  The 
county  court  judge  found  that  the  an- 
gina had  been  brought  on  by  exertion 
at  work,  that  this  exertion  was  an  ac- 
cident, and  that  the  accident  arose  out 
of  the  employment.  It  was  held  (with- 
out deciding  whether  the  occurrence 
was  an  accident)  that  the  burden  had 
not  been  discharged  of  proving  that 
the  death  arose  out  of  the  employment, 
the  evidence  being  equally  consistent 
with  various  inferences  as  to  the  cause. 
Hawkins  v.  Powells  Tillery  Steam  Coal 
Co.  [1911]  1  K.  B.  (Eng.)  988,  80  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  769,  104  L.  T.  N.  S.  865,  27 
Times  L.  R.  282,  55  Sol.  Jo.  829,  4 
B.  W.  C.  C.  178. 

In  arbitration  proceedings  to  re- 
cover compensation,  the  arbitrator 
found  that  the  claimant,  while,  in  the 
course  of  the  employment,  lifting  a 
derailed  hutch,  felt  a  sharp  pain  near 
the  heart,  followed  by  palpitation  and 
shortage  of  breath,  and  that  on  being 
examined  the  claimant  was  found  to  be 
suffering  from  advanced  disease  of  the 
heart,  which  was  of  long  standing,  was 
in  its  nature  progressive,  and  bound 
to  manifest  itself  sooner  or  later.  He 
thereupon  held  that  it  was  not  proved 
that  the  lifting  of  the  hutch  accel- 
erated the  disease.  It  was  held  that 
the  arbiter  was  entitled  to  find  that 
the  claimant  had  not  proved  that  he 
had  sustained  an  accident  arising  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. Spence  v.  William  Baird  &  Co. 
[1912]  S.  C.  343,  49  Scot  L.  R.  279, 
[1912]  W.  C.  Rep.  18,  5  B.  W.  C.  C. 
542. 

See  also  supra,  II.  b. 

00.  Heat  9irohe» 

An  employee  received  a  personal  in- 
jury from  sunstroke  while  working  in 
a  gravel  or  sand  pit,  in  the  usual 
course  of  his  employment.  The  day  of 
his  injury  was  one  of  the  hottest  of 
the  summer.    The  pit  had  high  banks. 
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which  attracted  the  extreme  heat  and 
shot  out  the  wind  except  from  the 
south.  The  nature  of  his  work  re- 
quired him  to  remain  at  it  steadily. 
While  he  had  the  same  right  to  leave 
his  employment  as  any  employee  had 
when  sickness  overtook  him,  he  had 
no  prior  warning  of  the  attack  of  sun- 
stroke, was  taken  unawares,  and  was 
overcome  thereby.  The  heat  in  the 
gravel  pit  was  greater  than  the  heat 
to  which  the  ordinary  worker  was  ex- 
posed on  the  day  of  the  injury.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  dis- 
ability of  the  workman  was  due  to  his 
employment.  McCarthy's  Case  (1919) 
232  Maae.  557,  123  N.  E.  87. 

A  workman  was  engaged  in  shovel- 
ing coal  in  the  regular  course  of  his 
employment.  The  day  was  unusually 
hot,  as  had  been  the  three  preceding 
days.  During  the  morning  he  felt  the 
effects  of  the  heat,  and  at  11  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon  he  collapsed  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  heat.  At  all  times  after 
the  collapse  he  had  a  very  high  tem- 
perature, and  on  the  same  day  he 
died  of  sunstroke,  or  thermic  fever. 
The  employment  did  not  expose  the 
workman  in  a  substantially  greater 
degree  to  heat  and  the  effects  of  the 
sun  than  others  in  the  same  employ- 
ment, but  his  exposure  was  far  greater 
than  the  exposure  of  the  community 
generally.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  support  a  find- 
ing that  the  injury  and  death  were 
attributable  to  his  employment. 
Ahem  v.  Spier  (1918)  98  Conn.  151, 
105  Atl.  340.  See  to  the  same  effect, 
Cunningham  v.  Donovan  (1919)  93 
Conn.  313,  105  Atl.  622. 

An  engineer,  employed  in  the  engine 
room  of  a  ship  sailing  in  the  tropics, 
collapsed  from  heat  stroke,  and  subse- 
quently died.  The  temperature  of  the 
engine  room  was  114  degrees  Fahren- 
heit There  was  evidence  that  the 
engineer  was  physically  unfitted  to 
withstand  the  normal  heat  of  a  trop- 
ical climate.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence warranted  a  finding  tha't  the 
death  resulted  from  an  accident  aris- 
ing out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.     Maskery  v.  Lancashire 


Shipping  Co.  [1914;  C.  A.]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  (Eng.)  290,  7  B.  W.  C.  C.  428. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  an  en- 
gineer at  a  pumping  station.  He  was 
fifty-seven  years  old,  was  about  5  feet, 
10  inches,  tall,  and  weighed  about  200 
pounds.  On  July  30  it  was  very  hot, 
the  thermometer  registering  over  100 
degrees,  as  it  had  for  several  days 
before.  He  went  to  work  Sunday 
morning,  and  was  seen  at  work  in  the 
engine  room  about  12  o'clock,  standing 
in  front  of  the  compressor,  which  he 
was  wiping  with  some  waste.  Soon 
after  1  o'clock  his  wife  came  to  the 
building  to  bring  him  his  lunch,  and 
found  him  unconscious  on  a  bench  in 
the  room.  He  was  taken  home  in  an 
ambulance,  and  died  in  a  few  minutes 
after  the  arrival  of  a  physician,  who 
had  been  summoned,  and  who  testified 
that  he  died  from  heat  stroke.  There 
was  evidence  that  the  temperature  in 
the  pumping  station  was  considerably 
higher  than  that  outside.  It  was  held 
that  a  finding  that  the  man's  death 
was  due  to  his  employment  was  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence.  Joliet  v.  In- 
dustrial Commission  (1920)  291  UL 
566, 126  N.  E.  618.  '■ 

A  workman  was  engaged  in  unload- 
ing lumber  from  a  box  car.  The  tem- 
perature was  90  degrees  and  the  hu- 
midity was  82.  When  called  to  work 
in  the  morning  by  a  fellow  employee, 
he  complained  that  he  was  not  feeling 
well,  that  he  had  been  up  all  the  night 
before  vomiting.  After  going  to  work 
he  again  complained  of  being  sick, 
and  had  to  rest.  He  wished  to  leave 
the  work,  but  was  persuaded  to  re- 
main until  nearly  noon.  At  6  o'clock 
that  evening  he  was  found  lying  dead 
among  the  lumber  piles.  The  coro- 
ner's inquisition  contained  the  state- 
ment that  he  came  to  his  death  by 
''heat  insolation."  The  employer  tes- 
tified that  the  deceased  had  com- 
plained to  him  of  being  sick,  and  he 
had  told  him  to  rest  up;  that  prob- 
ably the  heat  had  gotten  him  a  little. 
It  was  held  that,  while  the  evidence 
was  chiefly  made  up  of  hearsay  state- 
ments and  declarations,  they  were  re- 
ceived without  objection,  and  could 
not  then  be  objected  to,  and  that  it 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  an  award  in, 
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favor  of  the  claimant.  Hemon  v. 
Holahan  (1918)  182  App.  Div.  126, 169 
N.  Y,  Supp.  705. 

A  teamster  in  the  employ  of  a  coal 
company  suffered  an  attack  of  sun- 
stroke while  engaged  in  his  duties  of 
delivering  coal.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence to  show  that  he  was,  while  en- 
gaged in  delivering  coal,  peculiarly  ex- 
posed to  the  danger  of  sunstroke  by 
reason  of  the  nature  of  his  work.  It 
was  held  that  a  finding  that  the  claim- 
ant had  not  satisfied  the  burden  of 
proving  that  the  heat  prostration  was 
occasioned  by,  or  casually  related  to, 
a  personal  injury  which  arose  out  of 
the  employment,  was  warranted  by  the 
evidence,  the  court  saying  that  the 
hazard  of  injury  from  sunstroke  would 
not  seem  to  have  been  greater  or  dif- 
ferent from  that  to  which  persons  in 
general,  in  that  locality,  who  worked 
in  the  open,  were  exposed.  Dough- 
erty's Case  (1921)  238  Mass.  456,  16 
A.L.R.  1036,  131  N.  E,  167. 

A  driver  of  a  brewery  wagon  en- 
gaged in  the  delivery  of  beer  was 
overcome  by  heat.  The  day  was  ex- 
cessively hot.  During  the  forenoon 
he  had  delivered  ninety-one  half  bar- 
rels of  beer.  About  3  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon,  while  he  was  driving  the 
wagon,  he  stopped  the  horses,  alighted 
from  the  wagon,  and  walked  around 
apparently  suffering  from  the  heat. 
In  about  ten  minutes  he  dropped  dead. 
He  was  accompanied  by  an  assistant, 
who  presumably  exerted  himself  as 
much  as  the  driver  and  who  testified 
that  he  was  not  specially  affected  by 
the  heat,  except  that  it  caused  him  to 
perspire.  There  was  a  large  umbrella 
on  the  wagon  that  protected  him  from 
the  direct  rays  of  the  sun.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  warranted  a  finding 
that  the  driver  was  not,  by  reason  of 
his  employment,  subjected  to  a  special 
and  increased  hazard  not  common  to 
the  public  generally,  and  the  inference 
that  the  heat  prostration  which  caused 
his  death  did  not  arise  out  of  his  em- 
ployment. Campbell  v.  Clausen-Flan- 
agan Brewery  (1918)  183  App.  Div. 
499,  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  522. 

A  fireman  on  board  ship  in  the  Red 
sea  died  from  the  effects  of  the  heat. 


He  had  complained  of  the  heat  for 
four  or  five  days  before  his  death. 
He  complained  of  being  sick  from  the 
heat  on  the  day  before  and  the  day 
of  his  death,  and  was  given  medicine. 
After  taking  the  medicine  on  the  day 
of  his  death,  he  worked  for  a  few 
hours,  with  occasional  intervals  for 
rest  and  refreshment,  when  he  col- 
lapsed and  died.  The  certificate  of 
death  signed  by  the  master  and  chief 
engineer  gave  the  cause  of  death  as 
"heat  stroke."  The  conditions  were 
not  abnormal  for  the  Red  sea.  There 
was  no  evidence  that  the  fireman  was 
delicate.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  not  sufificient  to  show  that  he  died 
from  an  accident  arising  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Pjrper  v.  Manchester  Liners  [1916]  2 
K.  B.  (Eng.)  691,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1459,  [1916]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  301, 115 
L.  T.  N.  S.  406,  60  Sol.  Jo.  706,  32 
Times  L.  R.  723,  9  B.  W.  C.  C.  580. 

y.  Hemorrhage. 

A  fireman,  while  firing  on  a  switch 
engine,  fell  therefrom  and  death  re- 
sulted. On  an  autopsy  the  physicians 
found  a  portion  of  the  brain  soft,  and 
that  a  hemorrhage  apparently  had 
emanated  from  that  portion  of  the 
brain,  and  it  was  found  that  the  work- 
man died  from  hemorrhage  of  the 
brain  and  fracture  of  the  skull,  but 
it  was  uncertain  whether  the  hemor- 
rhage was  caused  by  the  fracture. 
One  physician  then  present  testified 
that  this  strain  on  the  brain  was 
caused  by  a  ruptured  blood  vessel ;  that 
in  his  judgment  the  fall  could  not  have 
produced  that  condition;  that  the 
cause  of  the  condition  was  sjrphilis — 
that  the  scars  on  the  other  parts  of  the 
workman's  body  indicated  that  condi- 
tion; that  the  fall  would  aggravate 
such  a  condition  and  hasten  results; 
and  that  the  exercise  of  shoveling 
would  cause  blood  pressure,  and  might 
cause  a  ruptured  blood  vessel.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  justified  a  find- 
ing that  the  injury  resulted  from  an 
accident  arising  out  of  the  employ- 
men£.  Peoria  R.  Terminal  Co.  v.  In- 
dustrial Bd.  (1917)  279  Ul.  352,  116  N. 
E.  651,  15  N.  C.  C.  A.  632. 

A  workman  was  assisting  in  cutting 
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a  larsre  piece  of  granite,  using  a  20- 
pound  hammer.  The  blows  were  re- 
quired to  be  struck  from  the  side,  ne- 
cessitating the  striker's  assuming  a 
crouching  position.  The  day  was  very 
cold.  He  struck  about  130  blows  in 
an  hour  and  a  quarter  with  the  heavy 
hammer,  after  which  he  was  consider- 
ably exhausted  and  perspired  freely. 
After  lunch  he  resumed  the  work  of 
striking  for  about  half  an  hour  with  a 
15-pound  hammer.  After  this,  while 
engaged  in  manipulating  an  overhead 
traveler,  he  fell  over  a  pile  of  stone, 
his  head  striking  a  piece  of  granite, 
cutting  a  large  gash  over  his  right 
eye,  and  died  a  few  minutes  thereafter. 
It  was  found  that  the  cause  of  death 
was  cerebral  hemorrhage,  due  to  a 
ruptered  blood  vessel,  and  that  he 
eame  to  his  death  as  the  result  of  an 
accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  emplojmient.  The  evi- 
dence was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify this  finding  and  to  support  an 
award.  State  ex  rel.  Simmers  v.  Dis- 
trict Ct  (1917)  137  Miiuu  318,  163  N. 
W.  667,  14  N.  C.  C.  A.  527. 

A  workman's  employment  required 
him  to  break  rock  in  a  quarry  with  a 
16-pound  sledge,  and  load  the  rock  in-> 
to  a  car,  which  was  hard  work.  At 
noon  he  was  in  apparently  good  health 
and  spirits,  and  ate  all  of  the  lunch 
which  his  wife  brought  to  the  quarry 
for  him.  In  the  afternoon,  while  at 
his  working  place,  and  shortly  after 
he  was  seen  beating  a  large  rock  with 
his  sledge,  he  suffered  a  pulmonary 
hemorrhage,  from  which  he  died  be- 
fore medical  aid  could  reach  him.  He 
had  been  working  in  the  quarry  for 
several  months,  and  before  that  had 
worked  for  three  years  in  the  sack* 
ing  department  of  a  cement  plant,  an 
exceedingly  dusty  place.  The  medical 
testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  work- 
ing in  the  dusty  sacking  department, 
and  the  heavy  work  of  breaking  the 
rock,  might  cause  a  hemorrhage,  and 
would  have  a  tendency  to  cause  it.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
death  was  due  to  an  injury  received 
in  the  course  of  the  employment. 
GilUland    v.    Ash   Grove   Lime   &  P. 


Cement  Co.  (1919)  104  Kan.  771,  180 
Pac.  793. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  mason, 
while  rolling  a  wheelbarrow  loaded 
with  tools  along  an  alley  from  one 
place  of  work  to  another,  was  sudden-* 
ly  stricken  with  severe  pain  and 
paralysis  of  the  lower  limbs,  and  col- 
lapsed. The  loaded  wheelbarrow 
weighed  about  130  pounds.  The  alley 
on  which  he  was  rolling  it  was  rough 
and  full  of  holes,  and  for  a  part  of 
the  distance  there  was  a  steep  grade. 
His  physician,  who  reached  him  with- 
in a  few  minutes,  testified  that  he  had 
sustained  a  hemorrhage  or  rupture  of 
the  spinal  cord,  and  that  in  his  opin- 
ion it  came  from  the  exertion  at  the 
time.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  cause  of  the  rupture  of  the  blood 
vessel  and  its  fatal  results  were  the 
muscular  strain  and  exertion  em- 
ployed by  him  in  propelling  the  load- 
ed wheelbarrow,  and  an  award  in  the 
claimant's  favor,  based  thereon.  State 
ex  rel.  Puhlmann  v.  District  Ct.  (1917) 
137  Minn.  30,  162  N.  W.  678. 

An  employee  was  engaged  in  getting 
sand  out  of  a  sand  pit.  His  particular 
work  at  the  time  he  was  injured  was 
helping  to  shove  a  fiat  car,  which 
work  was  proven  to  be  strenuous. 
The  day  was  excessively  hot,  and  the 
radiation  of  heat  from  the  surround- 
ing sand  and  gravel  intensified  it. 
No  breeze  was  stirring.  While  per- 
forming this  work  the  employee  suf- 
fered a  cerebral  hemorrhage,  from 
which  he  died.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  death  was  attribut- 
able to  the  employment.  Murray  v. 
H.  P.  Cummings  Constr.  Co.  (1921) 
197  App.  Div.  903,  188  N.  Y.  Supp. 
193,  affirmed  without  opinion  in 
(1921)  282  N.  Y.  507,  134  N.  E.  549. 

A  workman,  while  engaged  in  his 
employer's  colliery  in  loading  coal, 
complained  of  receiving  a  strain  or 
hurt  in  his  stomach.  Three  days  later 
he  died.  He  was  an  unusually  healthy 
man,  never  having  complained  of 
stomach  trouble  or  other  sickness^ 
and  worked  regularly.  He  immediate- 
ly made  known  to  his  fellow  workmen 
that  he  had  received  an  injury  in  the 


46 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


abdomen  while  engaged  at  his  work, 
and  on  reaching  home  complained  of 
pain  in  his  stomach,  informed  his 
wife  that  he  was  "lifting  something 
in  the  mines  and  strained  himself,** 
retired  to  bed,  and  remained  there 
until  his  death  three  days  later,  in  the 
meantime  "suffering  with  copius  hem- 
orrhages in  the  stomach  and  bowels.** 
The  medical  testimony  showed  that 
the  hemorrhages  could  have  been 
caused  by  the  rupture  of  a  blood  ves- 
sel, the  result  of  a  strain.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  his  death  was  at- 
tributable to  his  employment.  Zukow- 
sky  V.  Philadelphia  &  R.  Coal  &  I.  Co. 
(1921)  270  Pa,  118,  113  Atl.  62. 

At  the  time  of  receiving  his  injury 
the  claimant's  husband,  with  two 
others,  was  engaged  in  rolling  a  log 
approximately  28  feet  in  length  and 
16  inches  in  diameter.  They  were  us- 
ing cant  hooks  to  turn  the  timber,  when 
the  hook  used  by  one  of  the  workmen 
slipped,  throwing  the  log  back,  and 
causing  it,  claimant  asserted,  to  jar 
or  strike  her  husband,  inflicting  the 
injury  from  which  he  subsequently 
died.  To  establish  this  contention  the 
evidence  of  two  persons  working  with 
the  husband  was  that  the  timber,  a 
V-shaped  stick,  required  considerable 
effort  to  roll,  and  that  the  cant  hook 
of  one  of  the  workmen  slipped,  allow- 
ing the  log  to  roll  back,  "jarring"  or 
knocking  the  hook  from  the  husband's 
hand.  This  happened  practically  at 
quitting  time,  and  upon  his  arrival 
home  he  was  faint  and  weak,  and  was 
undressed  and  put  to  bed  by  members 
of  his  family.  A  doctor  was  called, 
who  found  him  passing  blood  and  suf- 
fering from  a  "hemorrhage  from  the 
kidneys,  most  likely,  or  from  the  blad- 
der," which  condition,  the  doctor  said, 
probably  resulted  from  a  jar  of  the 
body  or  a  strain.  An  examination  by 
the  doctor  disclosed  "a  tenderness  and 
immobility.  He  was  sore  all  across 
the  lumbar  region  .  .  .  and  partic- 
ularly over  the  bladder."  He  was 
sent  to  the.  hospital  on  the  16th  of 
July,  and  died  on  the  18th.  Other 
physicians  called  by  defendant  testi- 
fied that  a  jar  to  the  person,  such  as 
indicated  above,  might  rupture  a  blood 


vessel  and  produce  the  condition  from 
which  he  suffered.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  warranted  a  finding  that 
the  death  resulted  from  an  accidental 
injury,  suffered  in  the  course  of  the 
employment.  Kiercok  v.  Philadelphia 
&  R.  Coal  &  I.  Co.  (1921)  270  Pa,  17. 
112  Atl.  746. 

An  employee  was  engaged  in  load- 
ing a  car  with  grain.  The  grain  was 
in  bags  containing  100  pounds  each, 
which  were  piled  on  each  other  in  the 
car,  two  workmen  lifting  and  placing 
the  bags.  While  lifting  a  bag  onto 
the  pile  the  employee  was  noticed  to 
lurch  a  little,  and  the  same  thing  was 
noticed  when  he  helped  swing  a  sec- 
ond bag  up.  A  few  moments  later, 
when  he  started  to  lift  a  third  bag, 
he  fell  across  the  bag  and  could  not 
lift  it.  He  was  assisted  into  the  store- 
room, where  he  became  unconscious, 
and  was  then  removed  to  a  hospital 
and  died  there  a  few  hours  later  of 
cerebral  hemorrhage.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
justify  a  finding  that  the  hemorrhage 
was  attributable  to  the  work  in  which 
the  workman  was  engaged.  Patrick  v. 
J.  B.  Ham  Co.  (1921)  119  Me.  510,  13 
A.L.R.  427,  111  Atl.  912. 

An  employee  of  a  construction  com- 
pany, while  working  in  the  cellar  of  a 
building,  collapsed  and  fell.  No  one 
saw  him  fall,  but  immediately  there- 
after he  was  observed  by  his  coem- 
ployees,  who  went  to  his  assistance 
and  found  him  in  an  unconscious  con- 
dition, trembling  and  frothing  at  the 
mouth.  They  threw  water  in  his  face, 
and  shortly  thereafter  he  revived  and 
was  taken  to  a  hospital,  where  he  died 
the  following  morning.  A  post-mor- 
tem examination  disclosed  that  his 
death  was  due  to  a  blood  clot  and 
pressure  on  the  brain.  Holding  that 
the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  sup- 
port a  finding  that  his  death  was  at- 
tributable to  an  injury  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  the  court  said: 
"At  the  time  he  collapsed  he  was 
working  on  a  dirt  floor,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  indicate  that  his  fall  was 
due  to  anything  connected  with  his 
employment;  on  the  contrary,  all  of 
the  evidence  shows  that  it  was  due  to 
an  injury  which  he  had  previously 
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sustained,  or  disease  with  which  he 
had  been  afflicted.  One  of  the  persons 
with  whom  he  was  working  at  or  im- 
mediately prior  to  the  time  he  col- 
lapsed testified  that  he  stood  within 
a  few  feet  of  him,  and  while  he  did 
not  see  him  fall,  he  did  immediately 
thereafter  see  him  lying  on  the  floor; 
that  he  went  to  his  assistance,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  indicate  the 
cause  of  his  fall;  that  there  were  no 
obstructions  upon  the  floor,  no  pillars 
or  posts  near  where  he  fell,  or  any- 
thing to  show  that  the  cause  of  his 
fall  was  other  than  a  collapse.  The 
witness  was  corroborated  by  another, 
to  the  effect  that  he  saw  the  deceased 
immediately  after  he  fell;  that  he  was 
then  lying  upon  his  back,  frothing  at 
the  mouth,  and  trembling;  that  there 
was  nothing  to  indicate  he  had  tripped 
or  fallen  by  reason  of  anything  upon 
the  floor,  and  there  were  no  marks 
upon  his  face  or  head  which  showed 
in  any  way  that  he  had  been  injured, 
except  a  slight  scratch  upon  his  cheek. 
When  he  reached  the  hospital  he  was 
immediately  put  to  bed,  a  careful  ex- 
amination made  of  his  person,  and  the 
only  evidence  of  an  external  injury 
which  could  be  discovered  was  an 
abrasion  over  his  forehead  about  as 
big  as  a  quarter  of  a  dollar.  There 
was  no  evidence  of  a  fracture  or  con- 
cussion of  any  kind.  After  his  death 
an  autopsy  was  performed,  and  this 
disclosed  a  subdural  hemorrhage, 
which,  according  to  the  physician 
making  the  autopsy,  had  existed  for 
some  time  prior  to  his  collapse;  that 
there  was  no  evidence  whatever  of 
traumatism  or  concussion  received  at 
that  time,  or  that  his  death  was  in 
any  way  caused  by  an  injury  then  re- 
ceived. Under  such  circumstances  I 
do  not  see  how  an  award  could  be 
made.  If  so,  it  had  for  its  basis  a 
mere  guess  or  conjecture."  Hansen  v. 
Turner  Constr.  Co.  (1918)  224  N.  Y. 
331,  120  N.  E.  693,  reversing  (1918) 
185  App.  Div.  901,  171  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1087. 

A  foreman  in  a  coal  yard  had  some 
trouble  with  a  teamster  over  the  kind 
of  coal  the  teamster  was  loading. 
During  the  altercation  the  teamster 
threatened  the  foreman  with  a  heavy 


piece  of  timber,  but  did  not  actually 
strike  him.  Soon  after  the  foreman 
was  seen  to  fall.  He  was  assisted  to 
the  office  and  later  carried  to  his 
home.  The  medical  testimony  showed 
that  the  man  had  had  a  hemorrhage 
of  the  brain  and  a  paralytic  stroke; 
that  that  condition  could  have  been 
produced  by  a  quarrel  or  fight,  but  it 
was  impossible  to  say  whether  it  was 
caused  by  the  altercation  between  the 
men,  as  it  might  have  come  from  a 
variety  of  causes.  It  might  come 
while  a  man  was  asleep,  or  after  he 
had  eaten  heartily.  That  it  was  im- 
possible to  determine  the  cause  of  the 
hemorrhage,  but,  from  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  quarrel  was 
probably  the  exciting  cause,  though 
this  was  admittedly  a  matter  of  con- 
jecture. The  court  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an 
award  in  favor  of  the  claimant.  Ideal 
Fuel  Co.  V.  Industrial  Commission 
(1921)  298  IlL  468,  131  N.  E.  649. 

A  workman  employed  in  handling 
a  scraper  on  a  railroad  embankment 
became  sick  while  at  work,  and  died 
in  the  course  of  a  few  days.  It  ap- 
peared at  the  autopsy  that  he  had  sus- 
tained a  rupture  of  the  veins  in  the 
intestines,  causing  internal  hemor- 
rhage. It  was  not  shown  that  he  sus- 
tained any  blow  or  strain  on  the  day 
when  he  became  sick.  It  was  held 
that  the  burden  of  showing  an  acci- 
dental injury  arising  in  the  course  of 
the  employment  was  not  sustained. 
Englebretson  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Com- 
mission (1915)  170  Cal.  793,  151  Pac. 
421,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  545. 

On  January  25,  1917,  a  workman, 
during  the  course  of  his  employment, 
fell  and  struck  on  his  head,  and  was 
unconscious  for  a  few  minutes.  Two 
or  three  days  afterward  he  resumed 
his  duties  and  performed  his  work  as 
usual  for  a  week  or  more,  when  he 
was  discharged.  During  this  period 
he  appeared  to  be  in  his  normal  condi- 
tion, except  that  an  impediment  in 
his  speech  seemed  to  be  more  pro- 
nounced than  theretofore.  On  Febru- 
ary 19  he  entered  a  hospital,  where  he 
died  on  March  8.  The  doctor  who 
made  an  autopsy  testified  that  death 
resulted  from  a  hemorrhage  on  the 
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brain  of  traumatic  origin,  and  that  a 
microscopical  examination  disclosed 
"repair  cells/*  which  showed  that  the 
orignal  injury  had  been  received  sev- 
eral weeks  lureviously.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  death  resulted 
from  the  injury.  State  ex  rel.  London 
&  L.  Indemnity  Go.  v.  District  Ct. 
(1918)  139  Mimu  409,  166  N.  W.  772. 

A  fireman  on  board  ship  was  seen 
frequently  drinking  water  while  in 
the  stokehole.  Soon  afterwards  he 
was  found  to  be  very  ill;  later  he  be- 
came unconscious  and  died.  The  med- 
ical evidence  as  to  the  cause  of  death 
was  conflicting.  The  county  court 
judge  came  to  the  conclusion,  there 
being  medical  evidence  to  that  effect, 
that  the  cause  of  death  was  cerebral 
hemorrhage,  caused  by  the  heat  and 
drinking  of  excessive  quantities  of 
water,  and  that  the  fireman  had  sus^ 
tained  a  "personal  injury  by  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the 
employment."  On  appeal,  the  finding 
was  sustained.  Johnson  v.  The  Tor- 
rington  (1909)  3  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.) 
68. 

As  to  hemorrhage  resulting  in  paral- 
ysis, see  infra,  II.  11. 

m.  Hernia, 

A  workman  who  up  to  the  time  of 
his  injury  had  been  in  good  health 
was  engaged  in  work  which  involved 
lifting  heavy  weights.  He  suddenly 
complained  of  severe  internal  pain, 
left  his  work  and  took  to  his  bed,  and 
died  in  a  week  from  internal  strangu- 
lated hernia.  The  medical  evidence 
was  to  the  effect  that  this  could  have 
been  caused  either  by  natural  causes 
or  by  a  heavy  strain  at  his  work.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
physical  condition  and  resultant  death 
of  the  workman  arose  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  his  employment.  Lan- 
caster V.  Blackwell  Colliery  Co.  (1919; 
H.  L.)  89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  609, 
[1920]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  165,  122  L. 
T.  N.  S.  162, 12  B.  W.  C.  C.  400,  64  Sol. 
Jo.  115,  reversing  (1918;  C.  A.)  88  L. 
J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  104,  [1918]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  346,  11  B.  W.  C.  C.  190,  120  L.  T. 
N.  S.  3. 


A  workman  employed  in  lifting 
heavy  objects  was  taken  sick  two  days 
after  he  had  lifted  a  heavy  iron  pipe. 
There  was  no  proof  of  any  antecedent 
infirmity  on  his  part.  A  medical  ex- 
amination disclosed  hernia,  and  the 
opinion  of  the  physician  was  that  the 
hernia  was  caused  by  a  recent  strain. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  a  finding  that  the 
hernia  was  the  result  of  an  accident 
in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Poccardi  v.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion (1915)  75  W.  Va.  542,  L.R.A. 
1916A,  299,  84  S.  E.  242,  8  N.  C.  C.  A. 
1065. 

A  workman  had  been  affected  with 
hernia  for  about  three  years,  but  ap- 
parently it  was  not  of  such  a  nature 
as  to  inconvenience  him,  or  to  inter- 
fere with  his  work.  On  the  morning 
of  the  accident  he  went  to  his  work 
in  his  usual  good  health.  During  the 
course  of  his  work  he  was  required 
to  lift  a  bale  of  wire  weighing  150 
pounds  to  a  height  of  4  feet,  when  he 
suddenly  became  sick  and  unable  to 
work.  On  examination  it  was  found 
that  there  was  a  protrusion  of  an  in- 
testine into  the  existing  hernial  sac, 
or  aperture,  necessitating  an  immedi- 
ate operation.  His  physician  testified 
that,  where  there  was  an  opening  or 
hernial  sac,  pressure  was  liable  to 
cause  a  protrusion,  and  that  in  his 
opinion  the  lifting  of  the  weight 
caused  the  pressure  resulting  in  the 
protrusion.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufiicient  to  sustain  a  find- 
ing that  the  injury  was  attributable  to 
his  work.  Puritan  Bed  Spring  Co.  v. 
Wolfe  (1918)  68  Ind.  App.  330,  120 
N.  E.  417. 

A  workman  employed  to  paint  gas 
engines  was  ruptured  by  the  extra 
strain  caused  by  a  600-pound  engine, 
which  he  was  moving,  sticking  to  the 
floor.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
supported  a  finding  that  he  suffered 
an  accidental  injury  arising  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment.  Rob- 
bins  V.  Original  Gas  Engine  Co. 
(1916)  191  Mich.  122,  157  N.  W.  437. 

A  workman,  while  pushing  or  pull- 
ing a  truck  loaded  with  castings,  com- 
plained of  a  sudden  pain  in  his  back. 
He  reported  to  his  foreman,  telling 
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him  he  had  hurt  his  back  and  could 
not  work.     A  fellow  workman,  who 
was  helping:  claimant  with  the  truck, 
testified  that  it  dropped  into  a  hole 
and  gave  the  claimant  a  sudden  jerk. 
The  claimant  consulted  a  physician, 
who  took  him  to  a  drug  store  and 
bought  him  a  belt.    The  employer  re- 
ported that  claimant  was  involved  in 
an  accident,  the  nature  of  his  injury 
being  a  rupture,  "lifting  casting."    It 
was  held  that  there  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
hernia  was  due'  to  an  injury  received 
in  the    course    of   the    employment. 
Schanning  v.   Standard   Casting   Co. 
(1918)  203  Mich.  612,  169  N.  W.  879. 
A  workman  was  employed  in  work 
on  automobile  bodies  which  required 
frequent  lifting  of  them.     During  a 
storm  a  window  in  the  room  where  he 
was  working  was  put  down  and  be- 
came swollen  so  that  it  stuck.    After 
the  storm   the   claimant   raised   the 
window,  and  it  required  considerable 
extra  exertion.    He  testified  that  after 
lifting  the  window  he  felt  a  pain  ixi 
the  nei^rhborhood  of  the  right  groin, 
and   on    examination   found   a   lump 
about  the  size  of  an  egg.    When  he 
reached  home  a  physician  was  called, 
who  found  him  sufifering  with  hernia. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the   lifting   of   automobile 
bodies  and  the  putting  up  of  the  win- 
dow caused  the  hernia.    It  was  held 
that  there  was  evidence  to  support  a 
findings   that   the    claimant's    trouble 
was  due   to  a  distinct  and  unusual 
exertion  during  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment.    Bell    V.    Hayes-Ionia   Co. 
(1916)   192  Mich.  90,  158  N.  W.  179. 
A   stoker   suffering   from  rupture, 
tnd  wearing  a  truss,  suffered  a  stran- 
gulation of  the  hernia  while  engaged 
in  performing  his  duties  of  stoking. 
These  duties  involved  great  abdomi- 
nal strain.    It  was  held  that  his  death 
was  due  to  an  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Scales  V.  West  Norfork  Farmers'  Ma- 
nure &  Chemical  Co.  [1913;  C.  A.]  W. 
C.  &  Ins.  Eep.  (Eng.)  165,  6  B.  W.  C. 
C.188. 

A  workman,  who  had  been  ruptured, 

and  wore  a  truss,  strained  himself  by 

accident  while  at  work  for  his  employ- 
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era.  Next  day  it  was  found  that  the 
bowel  had  come  down,  and  he  was 
operated  on  and  the  hernia  reduced. 
Two  days  later  the  bowel  came  down 
again.  Two  days  afterwards  he  was 
again  operated  on  for  strangulated 
hernia,  and  died  from  exhaustion  fol- 
lowing the  operation.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  sulfficient  evidence  to  sup- 
port a  finding  that  the  death  was  the 
result  of  the  accident.  Jones  v.  Wrex- 
ham &  A.  Collieries  [1918]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  48,  10  B.  W.  C.  C. 
607. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  carpenter 
sustained  an  injury  which  he  claimed 
resulted  in  and  produced  a  hernia.    It 
*  was  conceded  that  the  hernia  appeared 
suddenly,  and  immediately  following 
the  injury,  and  that  the  injury  was 
accompanied   by   pain.     But   it  was 
contended  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufiicient  to  show  that  the  hernia  com- 
plained of  did  not  exist  in  any  degree 
prior  to  the  injury,  as  required  by  the 
Texas  statute.    The  claimant  testified 
that  about  seven  years  prior  to  the- 
injury,  while  working  on  a  building, 
he  had  received  an  injury  which  re- 
sulted in  a  hernia  on  his  right  side. 
That  thereafter  he  wore  a  truss,  and 
was  wearing  it  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury complained  of,  but  that  the  old 
hernia  was  not  giving  him  any  trouble 
except  the  inconvenience  of  wearing^ 
a  truss.    His  attending  physician  tes- 
tified that  he  found  the  claimant  suf- 
fering from  two  separate  and  distinct 
hernias,  an  old  one  and  a  new  one; 
that  there  were  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct  openings,   and   in    reality   two 
hernias;    that   the    new    hernia   was 
about  half  an  inch  above  the  old  one, 
which  was  well;   that  an   operation 
was  performed   for  the  new  hernia, 
and  that  the  old  hernia  did  not  con- 
tribute to  the  new  hernia's  existence. 
The  physician  who  performed  the  op- 
eration testified  that  what  he  found  he 
would  call  two  distinct  sacs;  that  he 
did  not  know  whether  to  call  it  two 
separate  and  distinct  hernias,  or  not; 
that  it  was  just  one  hernia  with  two 
sacs   or   openings;    and   that    if   the 
claimant  had  not  had  a  hernia  prior 
to  the  time  he  claimed  to  have  sus- 
tained a  new  hernia,  the  work  he  was 
then  engaged  in  would  not  have  pro- 
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duced  the  hernia  for  which  he  sought 
to  recover.  It  was  held  there  was  sub- 
stantial evidence  to  support  a  finding 
that  the  hernia  complained  of  did  not 
exist  in  any  degree  prior  to  the  injury. 
United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v. 
Ross  (1920)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  221 
S.  W.  639. 

A  workman  accidentally  ruptured 
himself  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, and  was  obliged  to  undergo  an 
operation  for  hernia.  In  the  course 
of  the  operation  he  was  discovered  to 
be  suffering  from  another  hernia  of 
long  standing,  and  both  hernias  were 
operated  on  at  the  same  time.  He 
subsequently  died,  the  cause  of  death 
being  found  to  be  heart  weakness  and 
degeneracy  ''set  up  by  the  strain  of 
the  accident."  The  employers  main- 
tained in  defense  to  the  claim  for  com- 
pensation that,  death  being  due  to  an 
operation,  part  of  which  was  rendered 
necessary  by  the  accident,  the  opera- 
tion was  a  novus  actus  intervening  to 
break  the  chain  of  causation  between 
the  accident  and  the  death.  It  was 
held  that  on  the  facts  stated  there 
was  evidence  to  justify  the  arbitrator 
in  finding  that  death  was  the  result 
of  the  accident  the  workman  had  sus- 
tained in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. Thomson  v.  Mutter  [1913]  S. 
C.  619,  50  Scot  L.  Rep.  447,  [1913]  1 
Scot.  L.  T.  213,  [1913]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  241,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  424. 

A  brewer's  assistant  was  lifting  a 
heavy  cask  standing  on  a  shelf  5  feet 
from  the  ground,  when  he  felt  a  se- 
vere internal  pain  and  became  faint 
and  sick.  Afterwards  he  found  that 
he  had  ruptured  himself.  Twenty-two 
years  before  he  had  had  a  rupture 
in  the  same  place,  for  which  he  wore 
a  truss  for  many  years,  but  during  the 
last  four  or  five  years  he  had  left  it 
off,  having  found  that  he  could  do  his 
work  without  it.  The  county  court 
judge  held  that  although  there  was 
"injury  by  accident,"  it  did  not  arise 
"out  of  the  employment,"  but  was  the 
result  of  a  gradual  weakening,  and 
not  of  any  unusual  strain.  It  was 
held  that,  "accident"  having  been 
found,  the  evidence  proved  that  it 
arose  "out  of  the  employment. 
Brown  v.  Kemp  [1913]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  (Eng.)  695,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  725. 


»» 


A  workman  was  employed  in  a 
school  to  carry  and  throw  into  fur- 
naces sticks  of  cordwood.  On  the  day 
of  his  injury,  his  wife  saw  him  go 
from  his  house  to  the  school  building 
in  his  usual  good  health.  Later  in  the 
morning  she  saw  him  come  out  of  that 
building  and  return  to  their  house. 
As  he  came  out,  she  noticed  that  he 
walked  as  if  suffering  pain,  and  held 
his  hand  against  his  body.  It  was 
found  that  he  was  suffering  from  a 
fresh  rupture,  or  hernia.  By  his  phy- 
sician's advice,  he  went  to  a  hospital 
to  undergo  an  operation  to  cure  the 
hernia;  Medical  evidence  showed  that 
hernia  was  an  injury  very  likely  to 
'result  from  such  work.  It  was  held 
that  a  finding  that  the  accident  arose 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment would  not  be  disturbed. 
Eddies  V.  School  Dist  (1912)  22 
Manitoba  L.  R.  240,  2  D.  L.  R.  696,  21 
West  L.  R.  214. 

A  workman,  who  was  employed  in 
lifting  weights  in  a  sawmill,  went  to 
his  work  about  6  A.  M.  He  returned 
home  about  three  hours  later,  and  was 
seen  by  his  wife  at  10  A.  m.,  lying  on 
his  bed  and  vomiting.  He  was  also 
seen  with  his  hand  on  his  stomach 
and  vomiting  blood  in  a  place  close  to 
his  work,  but  not  part  of  the  place 
where  he  was  working.  He  died  nine 
days  later  of  a  strangulated  hernia. 
No  one  was  produced  who  saw  the  de- 
ceased at  work,  and  the  foreman  of 
the  sawmill,  who  was  in  court  during 
the  hearing,  was  not  examined  by 
either  side.  It  was  held  that,  while 
the  facts  afforded  evidence  from 
which  the  county  coi^rt  judge  could 
have  drawn  the  inference  that  the  ac- 
cident (if  any)  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  employment,  there  must 
be  a  new  trial,  because  the  judge  had 
allowed  his  mind  to  be  influenced  by 
inadmissible  evidence.  Shea  v.  Wil- 
son [1916]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  197,  50 
Ir.  L.  T.  73,  9  B.  W.  C.  C.  633. 

In  Veneroni  v.  Bausch  &  L.  Optical 
Co.  (1920)  192  App.  Div.  937,  181  N. 
Y.  Supp.  957,  affirmed  in  (1920)  229 
N.  Y.  628,  129  N.  E.  935,  the  court, 
without  setting  out  the  evidence,  held 
that  it  was  sufficient  to  show  that  a 
hernia  was  attributed  to  the  em- 
ployment. 
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A  workman  claimed  to  have  re- 
ceived an  injury  while  engaged  in  his 
duties,  which  caused  an  inguinal 
hernia.  He  testified  that  he  was  en- 
gaged in  repairing  certain  electric 
wires  extending  along  or  over  the  top 
of  a  high  board  fence.  For  that  pur- 
pose he  climbed  on  the  fence,  which 
act  was  accomplished  by  reaching  his 
arms  up  and  over  the  fence  and  throw- 
ing his  leg  over  the  plank  at  the  top. 
As  he  made  that  movement  he  felt  a 
sharp  pain  in  his  right  groin,  but  went 
on  with  his  work.  He  had  never  ex- 
perienced such  a  pain  before,  nor  had 
he  ever  before  developed  a  hernia, 
and  did  not  at  the  time  realize  the 
nature  of  his  hurt.  This  incident  oc- 
curred on  September  14,  1916.  He  did 
not  report  the  matter  to  the  defendant 
or  consult  a  physician,  until  October 
2, 1916,  when  he  called  upon  a  doctor, 
who  discovered  a  small  hernia  in  the 
groin,  and  advised  the  use  of  a  truss. 
He  procured  a  truss,  and  continued 
work  as  before,  until  February  8, 
1917,  when  he  was  discharged.  He 
said  that  after  the  alleged  hurt,  and 
before  he  applied  the  truss,  he  suf- 
fered frequent  pains  at  that  point, 
compelling  him  sometimes  to  suspend 
work.  His  physician  testified  that  a 
common  immediate  cause  of  such  a 
hernia  was  a  "strain  from  exertion  or 
something  of  that  sort;''  that  a  man 
''might  continue  at  work  with  a  trau- 
matic hernia  until  after  several  days 
had  gone  by.'*  It  was  not,  he  said, 
an  unusual  thing  for  a  man  to  suffer 
hernia  and  ''continue  at  work  for  a 
period  of  several  days,  and  put  up 
with  the  pain.  This  was  true  of 
enough  cases  to  justify  the  state- 
ment.'* It  was  held  that  a  finding  that 
the  hernia  did  not  result  f  ro^i  an  in- 
jury arising  out  of  the  employment 
would  be  sustained,  as  the  evidence 
was  sufficiently  vague  and  uncertain 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  rule 
which  makes  the  findings  of  the  com- 
mission final  on  questions  of  fact. 
The  court  set  out  the  general  rules  as 
to  the  weight  and  sufficiency  of  evi- 
dence applicable  to  cases  of  this  kind, 
as  follows:  "It  is  not  true,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  that,  to  justify  a  finding  of 
compensable  injury  by  hernia  or  other 


bodily  misfortune,  the  claimant  must 
be  corroborated,  or  that  the  claimant 
broke  down  and  was  compelled  to 
cease  work,  or  that  he  reported  to  his 
employer  immediately,  or  was  com- 
pelled to  seek  medical  assistance. 
Such  circumstances  are,  of  course,  ad- 
missible in  testimony,  and  may  be  con- 
sidered with  other  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  arriving  at  the  truth  as  to 
the  alleged  fact  of  injury,  and  of  its 
nature  and  extent;  but  the  absence 
of  any  one  or  mere,  or  even  of  all,  of 
these  so-called  tests,  is  not  necessari- 
ly conclusive  against  the  claimant. 
Where  there  is  no  statute  requirement 
of  corroboration,  it  is  not  within  the 
province  of  any  court  to  lay  down  an 
iron-clad  rule  that  a  party  seeking  the 
enforcement  of  a  legal  right  will  be 
denied  a  remedy  unless  he  produces 
corroboration  of  his  claina.  It  ought 
to  go  without  saying  that  it  is  still 
possible  for  a  claimant  of  compensa- 
tion to  be  an  honest  man,  and  that  his 
testimony  may  be  so  candid  and  so 
inherently  probable  as  to  command 
the  confidence  of  a  fair-minded  court 
or  juror,  even  though  he  is  unable  to 
produce  any  other  witness  to  corrobo- 
rate him.  To  turn  such  a  party  out 
of  court  for  no  better  reason  than  his 
inability  to  offer  corroboration  would 
be  a  perversion  of  the  forms  of  legal 
justice.  Still  less  is  it  permissible  to 
say  that  the  claimant  in  such  case 
must,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  a 
recovery,  show  that  his  alleged  injury 
was  followed  by  an  inmiediate  break- 
down and  cessation  of  work.  To  so 
hold  is  in  effect  to  ingraft  a  judicial 
amendment  upon  the  compensation 
statute.  No  court  is  so  letter-perfect 
in  human  anatomy,  or  so  accomplished 
in  surgical  or  medical  lore,  that  it 
can  say  that  every  case  of  traumatic 
hernia  produces  immediate  prostra- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  notwithstand- 
ing the  learning  of  the  books  and  the 
dogmatic  declarations  of  expert  wit- 
nesses, it  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that  thousands  of  men  suf- 
fer from  inguinal  hernia,  and  that 
many  of  them  are  able  to  point  to  the 
time  and  place  where  it  developed, 
and  the  physical  strain  or  exertion 
which  occasioned  it,  and  yet  were  nev- 
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er  prostrated  by  it.  It  is  doubtless 
true  that  in  very  many  cases  the  le« 
sion  takes  place  from  the  gradual  en- 
lar^rement  of  the  inguinal  rings,  and 
is  not  traceable  to  any  accident,  or 
unnatural  strain  or  exertion ;  and  that 
much  difficulty  exists  in  determining 
whether,  in  a  given  case,  the  hernia, 
if  one  is  found,  is  of  a  compensable 
character.  This  difficulty  justifies 
the  arbitration  committee  and  the 
commissioner  in  closely  scrutinizing 
the  testimony  and  satisfying  them- 
selves as  nearly  as  possible  as  to  the 
origin  of  the  alleged  injury,  in  order 
that  they  may  do  equal  and  exact 
justice  between  the  parties;  but  the 
rule  applicable  is  the  same  as  in  other 
cases,  and  requires  only  a  preponder- 
ance of  evidence."  Buncle  v.  Sioux 
City  Stockyards  Co.  (1921)  —  Iowa, 
— ,  186  N.  W.  139. 

A  fireman  met  with  an  accident  to 
his  knee  while  working  on  board  a 
ship.  About  ten  days  later  he  was 
found  to  be  suffering  from  a  rupture 
in  the  groin,  which  had  ultimately  to 
be  operated  on.  The  medical  evidence 
was  that  the  rupture  was  an  old  one 
and  must  have  been  in  existence  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  accident.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  support  a  finding  in  favor  of  the 
employers,  and  that  the  workman  was 
properly  denied  compensation.  Clark- 
son  V.  Charente  S.  S.  Co.  [1913;  C.  A.] 
W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  422,  6  B.  W. 
C.  C.  640. 

A  workman  in  a  mine  alleged  that 
he  met  with  an  accident  on  March 
20,  1913,  while  lifting  a  tram  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  with  the  re- 
sult that  he  sustained  a  rupture.  He 
was  subsequently  incapacitated  and 
had  to  be  operated  on.  There  was  a 
conflict  of  medical  evidence  as  to 
whether  the  rupture  was  new,  or  of 
old  standing  at  the  date  of  the  alleged 
accident.  It  appeared  that  on  the  day 
of  the  alleged  accident  the  workman 
made  his  way  out  of  the  mine  and 
walked  to  his  home  a  mile  away.  The 
county  judge  held  that  the  hernia  was 
of  old  standing,  and  that  the  incapac- 
ity arose  from  the  old  hernia,  and  not 
from  anything  that  occurred  on  March 
20,  1913,  and  made  his  award  in  favor 


of  the  employers.  It  was  held  that 
^ere  was  evidence  to  support  this 
finding.  Legge  v.  Nixon's  Nav.  Co. 
[1914]  W.  G.  &  IBS.  Rep.  (Eng.)  306, 
7  B.  W.  C.  C.  621. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  a  cyl- 
inder feeder  by  a  firm  of  printers. 
His  work  required  him  to  lift  a  bundle 
of  paper  weighing  from  40  to  60 
pounds  from  the  floor  to  his  shoulder, 
and  carry  it  up  two  or  three  flights  of 
steps  to  his  press.  While  doing  this 
work  he  felt  a  pain  which  indicated 
to  his  physician,  upon  examination^ 
that  he  had  sustained  a  rupture. 
There  was  no  blow  or  unusual  exer^ 
tion,  nothing  out  of  the  ordinary,  to 
suggest  to  the  employee  that  anything 
that  he  then  did  caused  the  pain. 
He  thought  it  was  due  to  a  disordered 
stomach,  and  took  a  physic.  No  medi- 
cal evidence  was  given  before  the 
commission  as  to  the  nature  or  cause 
of  hernia,  and  no  attempt  was  made 
to  prove  that  the  lifting  in  this  case 
could  have  produced  the  rupture 
which  later  developed.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  a 
finding  that  the  hernia  was  due  to  an 
injury  received  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  the  court  saying  that  a 
rupture  cannot  be  held  to  have  been 
caused  by  injury  arising  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment,  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence  that  there 
was  a  strain  on  the  part  affected,  and 
that  the  work  of  the  employee  caused 
the  rupture.  Alport  v.  Powers  (1918) 
223  N.  Y.  97,  119  N.  E.  229. 

A  laborer  while  engaged  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  duties,  which  at  the 
time  consisted  in  pushing  a  pipe  about 
14  feet  long,  complained  of  a  pain  in 
his  right  side.  He  stopped  work  for 
about  ten  minutes,  and  then  continued 
his  employment  until  quitting  time^ 
about  twenty  minutes  longer.  On  the 
following  day  a  physician  diagnosed 
his  injury  as  right  inguinal  hernia* 
There  was  no  evidence  to  show  wheth- 
er or  not  the  hernia  had  existed  be- 
fore the  accident,  nor  in  what  part  of 
his  side  the  pain  complained  of  was 
located.  There  was  no  visible  injury. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  show  that  the  hernia  was 
attributable  to  an  injury  sustained  in 
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the  couTM  of  the  drnplojanent*    The 
eoart  raid:     "There  is  no  testimony 
whatever  tending  to  show  that  there 
was    any    eonnection    between    this 
'right  inguinal  hernia'  and  the  ^severe 
pain  in  the  right  side^  of  the  claimant ; 
no  evidence  that  a  hernia  could  be 
produced    by    anything    which    was 
shown  to  have  occurred  on  the  11th 
day  of  March,  1919.    We  know  judi- 
cially that  hernia  is  a  disease  arising 
out  of  natural  causes,  as  well  as  from 
accident   (Alpert  v.  Powers   (N.  Y.) 
supra),  and  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Law  does  not  insure  against 
disease,  except  where  the  disease  or 
infection  'naturally  and  unavoidably' 
results  from  an  injury  (Richardson  v« 
Greenberg  (1919)   188  App.  Div.  2^, 
176  N.  Y.  Supp.  651.    It  does  not  fol- 
low that  because  a  man  has  a  pain 
in  his  side  while  doing  his  ordinary 
work,    without    slipping,    falling,    or 
other  mishap,  and  a  physician  finds 
an  inguinal  hernia  the  next  day,  that 
the  hernia  resulted  from  accidental 
injuries,   even  though  the  physician 
adds  to  his  declaration,  in  parenthe- 
ses, the  word  traumatic/    This  word, 
however  much  abused  in  matters  re- 
lating   to     insurance,     contemplates 
some  external  violence,  some  wound- 
ing or  bruising  of  the  body,  and  no 
one  pretends   that  anything   of  the 
kind  occurred  in  this  case.    The  claim- 
ant himself  merely  says  that  he  was 
d^ing  his  usual  work,  making  no  sug- 
gestion of  anything  happening,  except 
that  he  felt  a  'severe  pain  in  the  right 
side,*  such  as  all  persons  experience, 
no  doubt,  at  some  time  in  their  lives, 
and  the   next  day  a  'right  inguinal 
hernia'  is  discovered,  and  this  simple 
pain  in  the  side  is  translated  into  an 
accident,  within  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute designed  to  protect  against  the  ex- 
traordinary  risks    of  certain    desig- 
nated employments.    Alpert  v.  Powers 
(1917)   181  App.  Div.  902,  167  N.  Y. 
Supp.  385.    There  is  not  even  a  sug- 
irestion  that  this  hernia  had  not  ex- 
isted, to  the  knowledge  of  the  claim- 
ant, prior  to  this  alleged  injury.    It 
is  not  an   unconmion  thing  for  men 
with  hernia  to  work  at  heavy  labor 
and  to  suffer  at  times  from  exertion, 
and  there  is  not  a  particle  of  testi- 


mony from  which  it  may  be  legiti- 
mately inferred  that  this  was  not  the 
case  with  the  claimant.  No  connec- 
tion whatever  is  shown  between  the 
performance  of  the  labors  of  the 
claimant  and  the  hernia  for  which 
this  award  has  been  made;  no  identify 
ef  time  or  of  place,  and  nothing  which 
brings  the  case  within  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute."  Cavalier  v. 
Chevrolet  Motor  Ck).  (1919)  189  App. 
Div.  412, 178  N.  Y.  Supp.  489. 

In  Hager  v.  GriflOn  Mfg.  Co.  (1920) 
198  App.  Div.  820,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  750, 
the  claimant  was  employed  as  an  ele- 
vator operator.  He  was  shown  to  be 
suffering  from  right  inguinal  hernia. 
He  filed  a  claim  for  compensation,  al- 
leging that  while  lifting  a  sliding 
door  from  the  elevator  leading  into 
the  street,  he  felt  a  sting  on  the  right 
side.  He  testified  that  he  did  not 
know  exactly  what  was  the  cause  of 
his  rupture.  He  could  not  say  posi- 
tively that  it  was  caused  by  lifting 
the  elevator  door,  but  that  was  the 
only  cause  to  which  he  could  attrib- 
ute it.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any 
heavy  lifting  other  than  that  involved 
in  his  everyday  work  of  operating  the 
elevator  and  lifting  the  doors,  and 
there  was  no  medical  or  other  evidence 
to  show  that  the  alleged  lifting  of  the 
elevator  doors  could  produce  hernia. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusion 
that  an  injury  happened  to  him  in  the 
course  of  his  employment. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  an  en- 
gineer in*  the  capacity  of  an  ''engine 
tamer,"  it  being  his  duty  to  take  lo- 
comotives which  had  been  overhauled 
and  repaired,  and  break  them  in  be- 
fore they  were  put  into  regular  serv- 
ice. This  was  done  by  running  the 
engine  back  and  forth  in  the  yard 
limits.  The  fireman  testified  that  in 
handling  one  engine  they  ran  it  back 
and  forth  along  a  2-mile  track  about 
twenty-five  times;  that  in  throwing 
the  reverse  lever  it  worked  hard,  and 
on  one  occasion  the  workman  re- 
quested him  to  assist  him  in  throwing 
it ;  that  it  required  considerable  exer- 
tion for  the  two  of  them  to  throw  the 
lever;  that  the  workman  made  no  com- 
plaint of  being  hurt  that  day,  and  that 
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the  next  day  they  handled  another 
engine,  and  the  next  time  he  saw  the 
workman  was  two  days  later,  when 
the  latter  complained  of  not  feeling 
well  and  stated  that  he  was  going 
home.  The  workman  died  following 
an  operation  for  strangulated  or  in- 
carcerated hernia.  It  was  held  that» 
excluding  certain  testimony  improper- 
ly admitted,  there  was  nothing  on 
which  to  base  the  conclusion  that 
death  was  caused  by  an  accidental  in- 
jury arising  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  The  court  held 
that  the  burden  rested  on  the  admin- 
istratrix to  prove  that  the  injury  was 
so  received,  and  that  it  would  not  be 
inferred  that  the  injury  had  been  so 
received  from  the  mere  fact  that  the 
workman,  in  his  employment,  was  en- 
gaged in  work  which  caused  him  to 
undergo  a  severe  physical  strain. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Industrial  Bd. 
(1916)  274  nL  336,  118  N.  E.  629. 

A  claimant  was  shown  to  be  suffer- 
ing from  hernia.  He  testified  that 
while  engaged  in  his  work  of  hauling 
hides  he  felt  a  strain.  A  fellow  work- 
man testified  that,  while  working  with 
claimant  in  hauling  hides,  he  stated 
that  he  had  gotten  hurt — ^that  he  had 
gotten  a  strain.  The  attending  physi- 
cian did  not  testify,  but  in  his  report 
to  the  state  industrial  commission 
stated  that  the  symptoms  from  which 
the  man  was  suffering  were  due  en- 
tirely to  his  injury,  and  that  no  pre- 
vious sickness,  injury,  or  disease  con- 
tributed to  his  disability.  A  second 
physician  testified  that  he  believed 
the  hernia  to  be  one  of  long  standing. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  claimant,  the  court  saying:  "It 
ought  to  show  that  the  conclusion  of 
the  commission  had  for  its  foundation 
something  more  substantial  than  a 
guess  as  to  the  cause  and  from  that 
evolve  the  effect.  Evidence  should  be 
and  is  required  so  that  the  court  can 
trace  the  cause  through  to  the  effect 
before  compensation  is  awarded. 
This  standard,  if  correct,  is  not  met 
by  the  statement  of  the  physician,  in 
his  report,  that  claimant's  hernia 
came  from  the  injury,  without  any 
facts  to  show  how  he  reached  the  con- 


clusion." Gentelong  v.  American 
Hide  &  Leather  Co.  (1920)  .194  App. 
Div.  9,  184  N.  Y.  Supp.  808. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  mill- 
wright's helper  was  engaged  with  two 
others  in  working  the  handle  of  a  jack 
up  and  down  in  order  to  raise  a  stack. 
He  complained  of  a  pain  in  the  re- 
gion of  the  groin,  and  was  sick  at  his 
stomach.  He  went  home  and  about 
three  days  later  was  operated  on  for 
simple  hernia.  Of  the  three  men 
working  the  jack  the  claimant  was  the 
tallest.  There  was  no  medical  evi- 
dence, and  no  evidence  of  any  unusual 
happening  was  given,  or  that  the  con- 
dition prevailing  at  the  time  would  be 
likely  or  could  produce  the  condition 
of  which  the  claimant  complained,  ex- 
cept the  fact  that  he  was  taller  than 
his  fellow  workers.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  award  in  favor  of  the  claim- 
ant Noble  V.  Mathieson  Alkali  Co. 
(1921)  196  App.  Div.  246,  186  N.  Y. 
Supp.  752. 

The  finding  of  the  industrial 
board  that  inguinal  hernia  did  not  re- 
sult from  a  fall  and  the  striking  of 
the  right  groin  upon  the  point  of  a 
chair  runner  was  sustained  in  Gard- 
iner V.  Cochran  Chair  Co.  (1922)  — 
Ind.  App.  — ,  134  N.  E.  873,  unler  the 
rule  that  findings  of  the  board  have 
the  same  force  as  the  finding  of  the 
court  or  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  are 
not  to  be  set  aside  if  there  is  any 
evidence  on  which  they  can  rest, 
there  being  expert  testimony  which, 
though  contradicted,  was  to  the  effect 
that  such  a  blow  could  not  have 
caused  the  condition. 

A  workman  was  engaged  at  the 
moment  of  his  injury,  a  rupture,  in  his 
usual  and  ordinary  employment,  in  the 
usual  and  ordinary  way.  In  the 
course  of  his  employment  it  was  his 
duty  to  lift  an  iron  bar  about  3  feet 
long,  and  weighing  about  90  pounds, 
once  in  about  every  fifteen  minutes, 
ninety  or  one  hundred  times  a  day. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  exclu- 
sively showed  that  he  had  not  suffered 
an  accident  or  received  an  injury  aris- 
ing out  of  or  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment.   Kutschmar  v.  Briggs  Mfg. 
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Co.  (1917)  197  Midi.  146,  L.R.A.1918B, 
1133,  163  N.  W.  938. 

A  workman  claimed  to  have  been 
injured  by  a  crowbar,  with  which  he 
was  working,  slipping  and  striking 
him  in  the  left  groin.  He  continued 
to  work  for  about  two  days  and  then 
reported  his  injury  and  was  sent  to  a 
doctor.  At  the  time  of  his  injury  he 
was  engaged  in  helping  to  unload  a 
car  with  a  group  of  eight  or  ten  other 
employees.  He  said  nothing  to  any  of 
them  of  his  injury,  and  it  was  in  evi- 
dence that  no  one  saw  it  happen,  or 
saw  anything  to  indicate  that  an  ac- 
cident had  happened.  The  medical 
evidence  showed  an  extensive  suppu- 
ration and  breaking  down  of  the  tis- 
sues. An  operation  for  hernia  was 
performed  both  on  the  right  side  and 
left.  The  suppuration  was  so  persist- 
ent that  the  doctors  found  it  impos- 
sible to  heal  the  surgical  wounds.  The 
doctors  refused  to  say  iShst  the  con- 
dition of  the  applicant  was  due  to  the 
alleged  injury,  though  one  testified 
that  he  could  not  find  any  other  cause, 
but  that  the  only  evidence  he  had  of 
an  injury  was  the  patient's  statement 
It  was  held  that  a  finding  that  the  dis- 
ease was  not  caused  by  an  injury  aris- 
ing in  the  course  of  the  employment 
was  justified  by  the  evidence.  Miller 
V.  Gardner  (1921)  190  Iowa,  700,  180 
N.  W.  742. 

A  workman  sustained  a  strain  to 
his  back  and  a  contusion  of  the  hip  in 
a  fall  from  a  ladder  in  the  course  of 
his  employment  as  a  steam  fitter.  He 
was  treated  at  a  hospital,  and  later 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  his 
employer  for  the  pasrment  of  compen- 
sation. He  resumed  his  employment, 
making  several  changes  in  employers. 
About  two  and  a  half  years  after  the 
accident  he  petitioned  for  compensa- 
tion on  the  ground  that  he  had  re- 
ceived a  hernia  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident. The  claimant  testified  that 
about  the  time  of  the  accident  he 
noticed  a  small  swelling,  which  was 
afterwards  determined  to  be  hernia. 
The  hospital  records  made  no  sugges- 
tion of  hernia,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  show  that  he  did  not  have 
H  before  the  accident,  or  that  it  was 
not  caused  by  his  work  for  other  em- 


ployers subsequent  to  the  accident. 
The  expert  called  by  the  conmiission 
testified  that,  from  reading  the  hos- 
pital record  and  considering  the  tes- 
timony of  the  claimant,  the  hernia 
was,  in  his  opinion,  attributable  to  the 
injury.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  insufiicient  to  sustain  an  award. 
McCarthy  v.  Globe  Automatic  Sprink- 
ler Co.  (1921)  196  App.  Div.  619,  188 
N.  T.  Supp.  118. 

An  employee,  helping  to  operate  an 
automatic  screw  machine,  claimed  to 
have  slipped  and  received  an  injury 
which  resulted  in  inguinal  hernia. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  he  suf- 
fered any  pain  immediately  after  the 
injury,  and  he  continued  his  work  for 
two  weeks  thereafter.  It  was  held 
that  the  commission  was  justified  in 
taking  judicial  notice  that  inguinal 
hernia  rarely  results  from  accident; 
that  it  comes  from  inherited  or  ac- 
quired weakness  and  develops  grad- 
ually. It  was  accordingly  held  that, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the 
accident  was  such  as  could  produce 
hernia,  that  the  hernia  appeared  im- 
mediately after  the  accident,  and  that 
it  was  followed  by  pain  immediately 
disabling  the  applicant,  the  commis- 
sion was  justified  in  denying  the  pe- 
tition for  compensation  on  the  ground 
of  insufllciency  of  evidence.  Meade 
V.  Wisconsin  Motor  Mfg.  Co.  (1918) 
168  Wis.  250,  169  N.  W.  619. 

A  workman  suffered  an  accident, 
during  the  course  of  his  employment, 
that  resulted  in  epigastric  or  ventral 
hernia.  Prior  to  the  accident  he  was 
suffering  from  inguinal  hernia;  that 
is,  hernia  of  the  groin.  When  the 
operation  for  epigastric  hernia  was 
about  to  be  performed,  the  workman 
employed  the  physician  to  operate, 
also,  for  the  inguinal  hernia  at  the 
same  time.  He  died  from  the  postop- 
erative shock.  The  inguinal  hernia 
was  not  serious,  and  an  operation 
therefor  was  not  imperative.  It  was 
held  that  his  death  was  not  shown  by 
the  evidence  to  be  due  to  the  opera- 
tion for  the  epigastric  hernia  suffered 
in  the  course  of  his  work,  and  inas- 
much as  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  that  the  accident  affected  the 
inguinal  hernia,  there  could  be  no  re- 
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covery.  Dulac  ▼•  Procter  ft  B.  Co. 
(1921)  —  Me;  — ,  114  Atl.  293. 

A  workman  suffering  from  hernia 
was  employed  as  an  underground 
hauler  in  a  colliery,  to  regulate  the 
supply  of  empty  trains  at  or  near  the 
pit  bottom.  After  hauling  the  allot- 
ted quantity  of  trains  from  one  head- 
ing, occupying  about  an  hour  in  so 
doing,  he  led  his  horse  into  another 
heading  to  do  similar  work  there. 
Shortly  afterwards  he  was  heard  to 
call  out,  complaining  of  being  very 
ill  and  that  he  had  a  lump  coming  in 
his  groin.  He  died  of  strangulation 
of  a  right  scrotal  hernia  of  the  ordi- 
nary inguinal  type.  On  appeal,  it  was 
held' that  the  evidence  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  finding  of  the 
county  court  judge  that  the  strangu- 
lation was  the  result  of  some  act  of 
exertion  which  the  workman  under- 
went while  he  was  at  work  lifting  a 
train,  or  some  other  act.  Parry  v. 
Ocean  Coal  Co.  (1912)  106  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  713,  [1912]  W.  C.  Rep.  212,  6 
B.  W.  C.  C.  421. 

A  workman  had  to  go  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  from  a  powder 
magazine  to  his  employer's  office,  200 
yards  away  down  a  steep  path.  At 
the  magazine  his  clothes  were  clean 
and  he  was  apparently  in  good  health, 
but  he  arrived  at  the  office  covered 
with  mud  and  in  great  pain.  He  was 
seen  that  afternoon  by  a  doctor,  who 
found  him  to  be  suffering  from  shock 
and  complaining  of  pain  in  the  abdo- 
men. At  the  time  the  doctor  exam- 
ined the  seat  of  an  old  rupture  and 
found  nothing  wrong  with  it.  That 
night  the  workman  was  sick  two  or 
three  times,  and  next  day  the  doctor 
found  him  to  be  suffering  from  stran- 
gulated hernia,  and  he  died  after  be- 
ing operated  on  in  the  hospital.  Both 
the  hospital  doctor  and  the  doctor 
who  attended  the  man  said  that  the 
vomiting  might  have  caused  the  her- 
nia to  protrude  so  as  to  cause  strangu- 
lation. It  was  held  that  the  county 
court  judge  was  justified  in  holding 
that  it  has  not  been  proved  that  the 
injury  which  resulted  in  the  death  of 
the  workman  was  caused  by  an  acci- 
dent arising  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of    the    employment.      Marshall    v. 


Sheppard   [1913]  W.  G.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
(Eng.)  477,  6  B.  W.  a  C.  571. 

By  the  Colorado  act  it  is  provided 
as  follows:  '^A  workman  in  order  to 
be  entitled  to  compensation  for  her- 
nia must  clearly  prove:  (1)  That  the 
hernia  is  of  recent  origin,  (2)  that  its 
appearance  was  accompanied  by 
pain,  (3)  that  it  was  immediately  pre- 
ceded by  some  accidental  strain  suf- 
fered in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment»  and  (4)  that  it  did  not  exist 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  alleged  in- 
jury." Applying  this  provision,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  following  evi- 
dence was  insufficient  to  meet  any  of 
the  requirements  of  the  act,  and  an 
award  based  thereon  was  reversed: 
A  carpenter,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  employment,  suffered  a 
hernia.  He  testified  that  in  1909  he 
had  a  double  hernia;  that  he  could 
not  tell  how  it  occurred,  but  that  it 
came  on  him  while  he  was  engaged  in 
the  lightest  kind  of  work;  that  he  suf- 
fered no  pain  and  lost  no  work  on 
account  of  it;  that  he  was  operated 
on,  and  thereafter  wore  a  truss.  Aa 
to  the  appearance  of  the  hernia  be- 
ing accompanied  by  pain,  he  testified 
that  all  at  once  he  felt  a  pain,  and 
that  when  he  started  to  plane  it  would 
hurt;  that  he  felt  the  pain  about  3 
o'clock,  but  the  hernia  must  have  oc- 
curred either  an  hour  before  or  an 
hour  afterwards.  As  to  the  appear- 
ance of  the  hernia  being  preceded 
by  some  accidental  strain,  he  testi- 
fied that  he  felt  the  pain  while  he 
was  turning  one  of  the  doors  in  a 
vice;  that  he  was  doing  no  heavier 
work  than  usual;  that  he  did  not  slip 
or  fall,  and  that  nothing  unusual  hap- 
pened, and  that  he  could  not  say  that 
he  had  strained  himself  immediately 
preceding  the  injury.  This  was  the 
only  evidence  aside  from  the  report 
of  the  examining  physician,  which 
was  to  the  effect  that  it  was  probable 
that  the  abdominal  wall  was  weak- 
ened by  more  or  less  previous  cough- 
ing, the  claimant  being  afflicted  with 
tuberculosis,  and  that  with  this  weak- 
ness the  hernia  came  on  as  result  of 
planing.  McPhee  &  M.  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission  (1919)  67  Colo.  86, 
185  Pac.  268. 
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oa.  Hodgkin*M  diaease. 

An   employee    died   from   what   is 
known  as  Hodgkin's  disease.  He  had 
followed  the  occupation  of  a  tinner 
and  plumber  for  more  than  twenty 
years,  and  was  employed  in  that  ca- 
pacity when  taken  ill.    The  physician 
he  first  consulted  treated  him  for  the 
grippe,  and  later  for  Bright* s  disease. 
A  second  physician  testified  that  on 
examination  he  found  ulcerated  spots 
on  the  septum  of  the  nose.    That  in 
his    opinion    the    ulcerations    were 
caused  by  inhaling  the  fumes  of  hy- 
drochloric acid  used  by  the  deceased 
in  soldering  operations,  and  that  the 
Hodgkin's      disease     resulted     from 
these  ulcerations.    It  was  shown  that 
hydrochloric     acid     was     constantly 
osed  by  tinners  in  their  soldering  op- 
erations, to  clean  the  metal,  and  they 
frequently  inhaled  fumes  from  it.    It 
was  conceded  that  these  fumes  were 
sterile,  containing  no  disease  germs, 
and,  so  far  as  the  evidence  discloses, 
no  deleterious  efifects  result  to  the  tin- 
ners from   inhaling  them.     The   de- 
ceased had  used  this  acid  in  his  work 
for  more  than  twenty  years,  and,  so 
far  as  appears,  never  claimed  to  have 
suffered  any  injury  or  inconvenience 
from    the    fumes.      The    inhalation 
which  was  claimed  to  have  caused  the 
ulcerations  in  question  occurred  more 
than  a  month  before  the  discovery  of 
the  sores.     The  doctor  testified  that 
he  was  unable  to  say  how  long  those 
sores    had    existed,    and    that    they 
might  have  developed  within  two  or 
three  days  after  the  injury  or  irrita- 
tion which  caused  them.     He  stated 
that  they  might  have  been  caused  by 
inhaling  dust  or  dirt,  or  in  many  other 
ways.    He  also  stated  that  in  his  opin- 
ion they  might  have  been,  and  in  this 
case  probably  were,  caused  by  inhal- 
ing strong  fumes  of  hydrochloric  acid 
which  burned  the  membrane,  but  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  never  Imown  of 
such  a  case,  although  he  had  known 
of  many    instances    in    which    such 
fumes  had    been   inhaled.     He    also 
stated  that  he  did  not  know  the  ori- 
Kin  of  the  disease,  or  what  caused  it, 
ud  that  it  was  the  only  case  of  that 
(lisease  which  he  had  ever  found  or 
treated  in  his  practice.    Other  physi- 


cians testified  that  the  causes  for 
that  disease  had  not  yet  been  discov- 
ered. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  insufficient  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  the  disease  was  attributable  to 
the  employment,  the  court  saying  that 
the  doctor's  ''statement  that  in  his 
opinion  Mr.  Hoerneman  became  af- 
flicted with  Hodgkin's  disease  because 
of  the  ulcerations  of  the  mucous 
membrane  of  his  nose,  when  taken  in 
connection  with  the  doctor's  further 
statement  that  he  does  not  know  how 
that  disease  originates  or  what 
causes  it,  can  be  considered  only  as 
a  mere  guess."  State  ex  rel.  Johnson 
Hardware  Co.  v.  District  Ct.  (Id20) 
146  MimL  444,  177  N.  W.  644. 

fkb.  Hydrophobia. 

An  employee  was  engaged  as  a  de- 
livery man  by  the  owner  of  a  meat 
and  grocery  store,  and  for  his  work 
he  was  given  the  use  of  an  automo- 
bile. It  was  customary  for  him,  when 
he  was  unable  to  make  all  the  deliv- 
eries of  the  day,  to  bring  with  him  to 
his  home  such  undelivered  packages, 
and  deliver  them  the  following  morn- 
ing while  on  his  way  to  work.  On  a 
certain  morning,  while^  on  his  way 
from  his  place  of  residence  to  the 
garage  to  get  the  automobile,  and 
while  making  delivery  of  meat  for  his 
employer  which  was  undelivered  the 
day  before,  he  was  attacked  and  bit- 
ten in  his  hand  by  a  dog.  He  later 
developed  hydrophobia,  caused  by  the 
bite  of  the  dog,  and  which  resulted  in 
his  death.  It  was  held  that  the  hydro- 
phobia was  attributable  to  an  injury 
which  arose  out  of  the  employment, 
entitling  the  claimant  to  an  award. 
Chandler  v.  Industrial  Commission 
(1919)  55  Utah,  218,  8  A.L.R.  930,  184 
Pac.  1020. 

oe.  Influenea, 

A  hospital  steward,  while  engaged 
in  the  duties  of  his  employment,  was 
taken  with  influenza  and  died.  The 
evidence  showed  that  an  epidemic  of 
the  disease  was  raging  in  the  city  at 
the  time,  that  the  disease  is  highly 
infectious,  and  was  so  general  that 
one  out  of  every  ten  in  the  city  con- 
tracted it,  and  that  every  member  of 
the  community  was  exposed  to  it  to 
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a  more  or  less  extent.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
incubation  period  of  the  disease  is 
from  one  to  four  days ;  that  the  stew- 
ard, in  the  course  of  his  duties  during 
the  five  days  preceding  his  being  tak- 
en ill,  had  had  to  handle,  and  had 
been  exposed  to,  at  least  twelve  de- 
veloped cases  of  influenza;  that,  so 
far  as  known,  he  was  not  exposed  to 
any  cases  except  in  the  course  of  his 
employment;  that  he  lived  only  half 
a  block  from  the  hospital  where  he 
was  employed,  and  during  the  two 
weeks  preceding  his  illness  had  been 
working  very  hard,  and  had  gone  di- 
rectly from  his  home  to  his  work,  and 
from  his  work  to  his  home,  and  had 
not  been  out;  that  his  exposure  be- 
cause of  his  work  was  far  greater 
than  that  of  the  average  person;  and 
that,  among  the  nurses  in  the  hos- 
pitals of  the  city,  a  class  exposed  in 
much  the  same  degree  as  the  steward, 
the  proportion  who  contracted  the 
disease  ran  from  50  to  85  per  cent,  as 
against  10  per  cent  for  the  commu- 
nity in  general.  The  preponderance 
of  the  medical  testimony  also  was  to 
the  effect  that  he  contracted  the  dis- 
ease as  a  result  of  his  peculiar  expo- 
sure to  it,  incidental  to  his  employ- 
ment. It  was  held  that  there  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  to  sustain  an  award 
in  favor  of  the  claimant.  The  court 
said:  "It,  of  course,  cannot  be  said 
that  from  these  facts  it  is  certain  that 
Slattery  contracted  his  sickness  be- 
cause of  his  employment.  But  cer- 
tainty is  not  required.  It  is  not  even 
required  that  the  award  be,  in  our 
judgment,  in  accord  with  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence,  in  order 
that  we  be  not  at  liberty  to  annul  it. 
We  cannot  disturb  the  award  unless 
we  can  say  that  a  reasonable  man 
could  not  reach  the  conclusion  which 
the  conunission  did.  This  we  cannot 
say  in  the  present  case.  If  there  had 
been  no  epidemic  in  San  Francisco  at 
the  time,  and  it  appeared  that  Slat- 
tery, as  hospital  steward,  had  been 
exposed  directly  to  a  considerable 
number  of  influenza  patients,  and 
was  not  known  to  have  been  exposed 
otherwise,  and  had  come  down  with 
the  disease  within  the  period  of  in- 


cubation after  his  exposure,  the  con- 
clusion that  the  disease  was  due  to 
his  exposure  in  the  course  of  his  work 
could  hardly  be  questioned.  But 
these  are  the  actual  facts,  with  the 
single  exception  that  an  epidemic  waa 
raging.  To  the  extent  of  the  severity 
of  this  epidemic  the  strength  of  the 
conclusion  is  weakened.  It  may  well 
be  that  if  the  epidemic  were  so  severe 
that  the  proportion  of  the  general 
public  who  were  attacked  was  any* 
thing  like  as  great  as  the  proportion 
of  those  exposed  as  was  Slattery,  the 
question  of  whether  he  was  attacked 
because  of  the  exposure  incident  to 
his  emplosrment,  or  because  of  the  ex- 
posure general  to  the  public,  would 
be  so  much  a  matter  of  conjecture 
and  speculation  as  not  to  warrant  a 
definite  conclusion  as  the  basis  of  an 
award.  But  the  actual  fact  Is  that»  of 
persons  exposed  as  was  Slattery,  the 
proportion  of  those  attacked  was 
from  five  to  eight  times  as  great  aa 
the  proportion  of  those  not  so  ex- 
posed. This  ratio  is  so  great  that  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  commission 
was  not  justified  in  concluding  from 
it,  in  connection  with  the  other  facts, 
that  Slattery's  illness  was  due  to  the 
peculiar  exposure  of  his  emplosrment. 
Its  conclusion  is  the  more  justified  by 
the  fact  that  it  coincides  with  the  con- 
clusions of  most  of  the  physicians 
who  testified.  Their  opinions  upon  a 
point  of  this  character  are  entitled  to 
consideration,  since  it  is  a  part  of 
their  vocation  to  observe  diseases  and 
how  they  spread,  and  to  draw  conclu- 
sions from  their  observations.^'  San 
Francisco  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Commis- 
sion (1920)  188  CaL  273,  191  Pac.  26. 
A  similar  ruling,  based  largely  on 
the  decision  in  the  above  case,  was 
made  in  Engels  Copper  Min.  Co.  v. 
Industrial  Acci.  Commission  (1920) 
188  CaL  714,  11  A.L.R.  785,  192  Pac, 
845.  It  was  there  held  that  an  em- 
ployee of  a  mining  company,  who, 
during  an  epidemic  of  infiuenza,  de- 
voted most  of  his  time  to  caring  for 
employees  of  the  company  who  had 
contracted  the  disease,  and  himself 
contracted  it,  was  properly  awarded 
compensation  for  an  accident  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
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ployraent.  The  point  was  also  made 
in  this  case  that  the  nursing  of  his 
coemployees  was  no  part  of  the  duty 
of  the  claimant,  but  that  he  had  vol- 
antarily  assumed  it.  There  was  evi- 
dence, however,  that  he  did  so  at  the 
request  and  direction  of  the  com- 
pany's superintendent,  and  this  was 
held  to  be  sufficient  to  take  his  serv- 
ices out  of  the  class  of  pure- 
ly voluntary  services,  and  place 
tiiem  within  the  scope  of  his 
employment.  The  court  criticized  the 
case  of  Martin  v.  Manchester  Corp. 
(En^.)  set  out  infra,  in  II.  rr,  where- 
in it  was  held  that  an  employee 
of  a  scarlet  fever  hospital  particular- 
ly exposed  to  the  disease,  and  who 
was  attacked  by  it,  cbuld  not  be  said 
to  have  acquired  it  through  the  ex- 
posure incidental  to  his  employment. 

dd,  insanity, 

A  workman  received  an  injury  in 
the  course  of  and  arising  out  of  his 
employment,  through  a  splash  of 
molten  lead  into  his  ^e  September  17, 
1913.  He  was  treated  at  a  hospital 
ontil  October  18,  1913,  when  he  threw 
himself  from  a  window  and  was  fatal- 
ly injured.  There  was  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that,  although  for  a  time 
after  the  injury  the  deceased  was  in 
his  normal  temperament,  which  was 
hopeful  and  joyous,  he  then  became 
silent  and  tnoody,  and  was  depressed, 
and  suffered  from  certain  kinds  of 
hallucinations.  He  did  not  appear  af- 
fectionate, as  he  always  theretofore 
had  been,  toward  his  wife  and  young 
children.  Two  witnesses  testified 
that  when  he  jumped  from  the  win- 
dow he  had  a  wild  and  vacant  stare  in 
his  eyes.  The  medical  testimony  was 
to  the  effect  that  probably  there  was 
developed  from  the  accident  a  mental 
disturbance,  accompanied  by  delu- 
sions and  hallucinations,  and  that  as 
a  result  he  committed  suicide.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufilcient 
to  justify  a  finding  that  the  insanity 
was  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  acci- 
dent received  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment, the  court  saying  that,  al- 
though the  finding  in  this  respect  was 
supported  by  a  rather  slender  thread 
of  evidence,  it  was  not  unsupported. 


and  therefore  must  stand.  Sponatski's 
Case  (1915)  220  Mass.  626,  L.R.A. 
1916A,  383, 108  N.  B.  466,  8  N.  C:  C.  A. 
1025. 

An  insurance  collector  received  an 
injury  consisting  of  a  fractured  skull 
and  a  laceration  of  the  brain,  caused 
by  bone  fragments  which  had  been 
driven  into  it,  after  which  time  he  was 
not  always  rational.  There  was  no  di- 
rect evidence  of  how  the  accident  oc- 
curred. He  was  seen  by  two  men  to 
collect  money  from  another,  and  left 
the  house  where  a  collection  was  made 
with  these  two  men,  one  of  whom  was 
explaining  his  inability  to  pay  a  pre- 
mium which  he  owed.  In  a  few  min- 
utes the  collector  returned  to  the 
house,  injured,  was  unable  to  give  an 
account  of  what  had  taken  place,  be- 
came unconscious,  and  was  taken  to 
a  hospital.  The  two  men  with  whom 
he  left  the  house  disappeared,  and 
were  never  heard  of  again.  The  court 
held  that  the  disappearancie  and  flight 
of  the  two  men,  who  coupled  with  the 
other  facts,  were  sufficient  to  warrant 
an  inference  that  they  had  committed 
an  assault  and  battery  on  the  collec- 
t6r,  which  resulted  in  his  injury,  and 
that  his  irrational  condition  was  at- 
tributable to  his  employment.  Empire 
Health  ft  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Purcell 
(1921)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  132  N.  E.  664. 

In  Kingan  ft  Co.  v.  Ossatn  (1918) 
—  Ind.  App.  — ,  121  N.  E.  289,  the 
court,  without  setting  out  the  evidence, 
held  it  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  insanity  or  hysterical 
nervousness  of  the  injured  workman 
was  attributable  to  his  employment. 

A  man  working  as  a  miner  was  in- 
lured  by  a  heavy  bar  falling  on  his 
hand.  Immediately  following  the  ac- 
cident he  was  depressed,  and  kept  get- 
ting worse;  was  always  talking  about 
it;  he  did  not  work  and  he  did  not 
sleep  for  weeks.  Later  he  attempted 
to  work,  but  could  not  do  it,  complain- 
ing in  the  same  manner.  There  was 
no  history  of  insanity  in  his  family. 
The  medical  evidence  showed  that,  im- 
mediately on  the  happening  of  the  ac- 
cident, he  was  mentally  very  perturbed, 
suffering  great  pain,  and  that  his 
mental  perturbation  never  cleared  up, 
but  got  worse.    A  specialist  testifled 
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that  the  man  was  suffering  from  in- 
sanity; that,  the  depression  beginning 
at  once,  the  melancholia  followed,  and 
then,  following  a  progressive  course; 
culminated  in  insanity.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
support  a  finding  that  the  depression, 
melancholia,  and  subsequent  insanity 
were  occasioned  by  the  shock  of  the 
accident  happening  during  the  course 
of  his  employment,  and  not  by  his 
mind  preying  on  the  consequences  of 
the  accident;  and  that  this  was  true, 
although  there  was  no  discoverable 
structural  injury  to  the  brain  itself  to 
the  effect  of  which  the  insanity  might 
have  been  directly  attributable.  The 
test  as  to  whether  the  insanity  was 
the  result  of  an  accident  happening 
in  the  course  of  the  employment  was 
said  by  the  court  to  be  the  fact  that 
it  resulted  from  the  injury,  causing 
depression  which  might  culminate  in 
insanity.  In  other  words,  it  must  have 
resulted  directly  from  the  injury,  and 
not  indirectly  in  consequence  of  a 
state  of  mind  brought  about  by  the 
consequences  of  the  injury,  develop- 
ing, as  in  some  cases,  some  time  after- 
wards, when  the  consequences  of  the 
accident  began  to  prey  on  the  mind. 
Marriott  v.  Maltby  Main  Colliery  Co. 
[1921;  C.  A.]  W.  N.  (Eng.)  7,  90  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  849,  124  L.  T.  N.  S.  489,  13 
B.  W.  C.  C.  353,  [1921]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  97. 

In  Grime  v.  Fletcher  [1916]  1  K.  B. 
(EngO  734.  31  Times  L.  R.  158,  84  L. 
J.  K.  B.  N*  S.  847,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  69, 
[1915]  W.N. 43, 69  Sol.  Jo. 233,  [1915] 
W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  250,  112  L.  T.  N.  S. 
840,  it  appeared  that  a  workman  was 
injured  by  a  splinter  of  metal  getting 
into  his  eye.  He  went  on  with  his 
work,  although  he  was  attended  by  his 
doctor  for  fourteen  days.  Then  sud- 
denly the  specialist  told  him  that  he 
might  lose  his  eye;  he  went  back  to 
work  the  next  morning,  and  shot  him- 
self. It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  not  sufficient  to  support  a  finding 
that  insanity,  during  which  the  man 
committed  suicide,  was  the  result  of 
an  accident  received  during  his  em- 
ployment. The  court,  in  Marriott  v. 
Maltby  Main  Colliery  Co.  (Eng.) 
supra,  distinguishes  this  case  on  the 


ground  that  the  symptoms  of  insanity 
did  not  immediately  follow  the  acci- 
dent itself,  but  appeared  some  time 
later,  when  the  consequences  of  the 
accident  became  fully  known  to  him 
and  began  to  prey  on  his  mind. 

Similarly,  in  Withers  v.  Liondon,  B. 
&  S.  C.  R.  Co«  [1916]  2  K.  B.  (Eng.) 
772,  (1916)  W.  C.  &  Ins.  R^.  317,  85 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1673,  115  L.  T.  N.  S. 
603,  32  Times  L.  R.  685,  61  Sol.  Jo.  8, 
9  B.  W.  C.  C.  616,  it  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  support 
a  finding  that  insanity,  leading  to  sui- 
cide, was  the  result  of  an  accident  to 
his  thumb  incurred  by  an  employee  in 
the  course  of  his  employment,  where 
it  appeared  that,  some  time  after  the 
accident,  the  workman,  believing  that 
the  injury  to  his  thumb  would  forever 
prevent  him  from  returning  to  his 
work,  committed  suicide. 

Likewise,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
finding  that  a  workman  commited  sui- 
cide while  insane  as  the  result  of 
an  injury,  where  his  body  was  found 
in  a  canal,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
to  show  how  he  came  to  be  in  the 
canal,  and  there  had  been  no  symptoms 
of  a  suicidal  tendency,  although  he 
had  become  depressed,  and  irritable, 
and  restless  as  a  result  of  the  injury, 
was  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 
Southall  v.  Chesire  County  News  Co. 
(1912)  5  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  251. 

On  February  28, 1912,  a  workman  in 
the  course  of  his  employment  received 
a  severe  scalp  wound,  which  incapac- 
itated him  from  work.  The  workman, 
at  some  time  not  later  than  September, 
1914,  became  insane.  There  was  no 
proof  that  the  insanity  was  due  to  the 
accident,  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  was 
there  any  proof  of  a  new  cause  inter- 
vening to  account  for  the  insanity.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  prove  that  the  insanity 
was  due  to  the  accident,  the  burden  of 
proving  which  was  on  the  workman, 
and  therefore  that  an  award  in  his 
favor  could  not  be  sustained.  Brown- 
lee  v.  Coltness  Iron  Ck).  [1917]  S.  C^ 
409,  54  Scot  L.  R.  311,  [1917]  W.  C. 
&  Ins.  Rep.  235,  10  B.  W.  C.  C.  462. 

ae.  Kidney  disease, 

A  girl  was  employed  as  a  sales- 
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woman  in  the  hardware  department  of 
a  store.  She  received,  during  the 
coarse  of  her  employment*  an  injury 
to  her  back  and  side  in  the  region  of 
the  left  kidney,  producing  a  small  flow 
of  blood  in  passing  urine.  After  ex- 
amination a  physician  testified  that 
she  was  suffering  from  a  tipped  uterus, 
and  that  her  right  kidney  was  dropped, 
which  diagnosis  was  confirmed  by  a 
subsequent  operation.  Two  physicians 
testified  that  her  condition  was  not 
in  their  opinion,  due  to  the  injury.  A 
third  physician  testified  that  the  acci- 
dent might  have  weakened  or  bruised 
her  kidney,  and  the  insertion  later  by 
one  of  the  attending  physicians  of  a 
pessary  might  have  carried  infection 
to  the  injured  kidney.  The  surgeon 
who  performed  the  operation  testified 
that,  if  the  alleged  injury  resulted  in 
a  hemorrhage  of  the  kidney,  this  con- 
dition might  have  remained  dormant 
and  eventually  have  developed  the  con- 
dition of  the  kidney  which  he  found  on 
the  operation.  The  surgeon's  testi- 
mony and  the  statement  of  the  claim- 
ant as  to  the  flow  of  blood  were  the 
only  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
disease  was  produced  by  thcT  accident. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  support  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  claimant.  Kade  v.  Greenhut  Go. 
(1920)  193  App.  Div.  862,  185  N.  Y. 
Supp.  9. 

//.  Lead  poisoning. 

A  person  who  had  worked  as  a  print- 
er for  fifteen  years  became  ill  from 
lead  poisoning.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence that  lead  fumes  or  dust  are 
given  off  by  type,  or  that  the  handling 
of  type  is  liable  to  cause  lead  poison- 
ing. It  was  held  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  show  that  the  lead  poison- 
ing was  contracted  in  the  employment. 
Doherty's  Gase  (1915)  222  Mass«  98, 
109  N.  E.  887. 

In  Johnson's  Gase  (1914)  217  Mass. 
888,  104  N.  E.  735,  4  N.  G.  G.  A.  843, 
it  was  held  that,  where  the  physical 
incapacity  of  a  lead  grinder  had  been 
found  by  the  industrial  accident  board 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  gradual 
absorption  of  poison  into  his  system, 
there  was  no  reasonable  conclusion 
other  than  that  such  injury  arose  out 


of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. 

gg.  Loootnotor  ataaeia. 

A  longshoreman^  in  attempting  to 
remove  a  skid  from  a  ship  to  the  wharf, 
slipped  and  fell  into  the  river  landing 
on  some  wooden  piling,  and  injured  his 
head  and  spine.  The  injury  was  im- 
mediately followed  by  paralysis  of  the 
arms  and  legs,  which  was  succeeded 
by,  as  if  it  had  developed  into,  what 
the  physicians  diagnosed  as  locomotor 
ataxia.  Before  the  accident  he  was 
apparently  in  ordinarily  sound  health, 
attending  to  his  daily  occupations  and 
working  regularly.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  finding  that  the  disease  was  incurred 
in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
whether  it  was  dormant  in  his  system 
prior  to  the  accident  or  not.  Behan 
V.  John  B.  Honor  Co.  (1917)  143  La. 
348,  L.R.A.1918F,  862,  78  So.  589. 

hh.  MastoidiH9. 

An  award  in  favor  of  a  woman  of 
compensation  for  mastoiditis,  claimed 
to  have  been  caused  by  infection 
through  a  vaccination  wound,  was  set 
aside  where  the  only  evidence  that  it 
was  received  in  the  course  of  her  em- 
ployment was  that  the  infection  oc- 
curred while  she  was  employed  by  the 
defendant.  Krout  v.  J.  ll  Hudson  Co. 
(1918)  200  Mich.  287,  L.R.A.1918F, 
860,  166  N.  W.  848,  wherein  it  was 
said:  "Assuming,  then,  as  found  by 
the  board,  that  the  mastoiditis  was 
caused  by  the  invasion  of  the  germs 
through  the  vaccination  wound 
(though  the  testimony  contained  in 
the  record  seems  strongly  to  discredit 
this  theory),  there  is  still  an  absolute 
lack  of  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
the  germ  secured  lodgment  in  claim- 
ant's arm  in  the  course  of  her  employ- 
ment. In  this  respect,  the  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  Blaess  v.  Dolph 
(1917)  195  Mich.  137,  161  N.  W.  885, 
and  Dove  v.  Alpena  Hide  &  Leather 
Go.  (1917)  198  Midi.  132,  164  N.  W. 
253.  See  also  Chandler  v.  Great  West- 
ern R.  Co.  [1912]  W.  G.  Rep.  (Eng.) 
169,  106  L.  T.  N.  S.  479,  5  B.  W.  G.  G. 
254;  Bellamy  v.  J.  Humphries  &  Sons 
(1913)  6  B.  W.  C.  G.  (Eng.)  53.  It 
seems  quite  clear  to  ue  that  claimant 
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has  failed  to  show  any  connection  be- 
tween her  employment  in  the  store  of 
respondent  and  the  infection  follow- 
ing vaccination.  There  was  nothing 
in  her  employment  which  made  her 
more  susceptible  to  the  reception  of 
the  germ  infection  than  if  she  were 
walking  upon  the  street,  or  attending 
a  theater  or  church.  In  other  words, 
the  risk  of  infection  was  such,  and 
such  only,  as  that  to  which  the  general 
public  is  exposed." 

There  were  about  two  big  wagon- 
loads  of  steaming  pulp  in  the  basement 
room  where  a  workman  was  required 
to  work,  which  had  run  out  of  a  broken 
iron  pipe.  His  foreman  directed  him 
to  remove  it  by  flushing  it  out  into  the 
sewer  with  water,  to  do  which  he  was 
required  to  use  a  hose  through  which 
hot  water  from  the  exhaust  of  the  en- 
gine was  forced.  His  working  place 
became  very  hot  in  consequence  of  the 
pulp  and  water,  and  he  perspired  pro- 
fusely. On  his  way  home  for  dinner 
he  became  chilled,  and  acute  nephritis 
developed.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  find- 
ing that  the  condition  of  the  claimant 
followed  directly  from  the  enforced  ex- 
posure to  which  he  had  been  sub- 
jected in  his  work.  United  Paper- 
board  Co.  V.  Lewis  (1917)  65  IiuL  App. 
356,  117  N.  E.  276. 

On  September  11,  1911,  a  workman 
met  with  an  accident  in  the  course  of 
his  emplojrment.  His  employers  paid 
him  compensation  for  three  weeks, 
when  he  returned  to  work  and  con- 
tinued at  work  for  five  weeks,  when 
he  was  discharged.  Thereafter,  until 
March  13, 1913,  when  he  first  made  his 
claim  for  compensation,  he  was  at- 
tended at  intervals  by  doctors,  and 
was  for  three  months  in  a  hospital. 
He  was  admittedly  unfit  for  work. 
The  finding  of  the  county  court  judge 
that  he  was  suffering  from  neu- 
rasthenia, the  result  of  the  accident, 
was  held  to  be  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence. Morris  v.  Turford  &  South- 
ward [1913;  C.  A.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
(Eng.)  502,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  606. 


While  engaged  in  the  duties  of  his 
employment^  which  consisted  of  load- 
ing and  unloading  barrels  of  meat,  a 
workman  received  an  injury  to  his  leg 
by  the  falling  of  a  barrel  of  meat 
weighing  500  pounds.  He  returned  to 
his  home  after  the  last  half  day  he 
worked,  lame,  complained  of  his  leg 
hurting  him,  said  he  was  sick,  and 
went  to  bed.  Nine  days  later  he  was 
taken  to  the  Cook  County  Hospital. 
The  surgeon  who  treated  him  there 
testified  that  he  had  an  abscess  on  the 
left  thigh,  which  contained  pus.  The 
doctor  opened  it  and  drained  the  pus. 
He  testified  that  the  abscess  was  the 
result  of  an  injury  to  the  leg.  After 
it  was  drained,  the  patient  got  better, 
but  later  osteomyelitis  developed,  ne- 
cessitating an  operation  on  the  bone 
which  weakened  the  bone.  When  the 
operation  was  performed,  January  15» 
1915,  he  was  pale,  anemic,  had  lost 
flesh,  and  could  hardly  walk.  His  gen- 
eral physical  condition,  due  to  infec- 
tion, was  run  down  and  weakened,  and 
his  vitality  and  powers  of  resistance 
lowered.  The  attending  physician 
ordered  him  kept  in  bed,  but  subse- 
quently an  intern  in  the  hospital  per- 
mitted him  to  get  out  of  bed.  He  fell 
and  broke  the  bone  at  the  place  where 
it  was  diseased,  which  caused  a  severe 
hemorrhage.  Afterwards,  on  Septem- 
ber 6, 1915,  another  operation  was  per- 
formed, and  a  few  hours  later  he  died. 
The  doctor  testified  the  death  resulted 
from  osteomyelitis,  lowered  resistance 
from  long  illness,  hemorrhage,  and 
shock.  Over  the  contention  that  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  death  re- 
sulted from  the  fall  in  the  hospital, 
which  intervened  between  the  accident 
received  where  he  was  employed  and 
the  death,  it  was  held  that  a  finding 
that  death  resulted  from  the  injury 
was  warranted  by  the  proof.  6.  H. 
Hammond  Co.  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
sion (1919)  288  UL  262,  123  N.  E.  384. 

A  workman  was  engaged  in  moving 
rails  in  a  colliery,  and  on  April  18, 
while  dragging  a  rail  along,  he  backed 
into  a  prop,  with  the  result  that  the 
rail  struck  him  a  blow  on  the  inside 
of  the  thigh.  He  went  on  working 
until   May  29,  when   he  suffered   so 
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mQcb  pain  in  the  thigh  that  he  had  to 
stop  work.  His  panel  doctor  treated 
him  for  contused  tissue.  He  grew 
worse,  and  on  June  10  a  consulting 
doctor  was  called  in,  who  diagnosed 
the  case  as  osteomyelitis  and  sep- 
ticemia, and  operated  at  once,  but  the 
man  died  that  night.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  evidence  on  which  the  coun- 
ty court  judge  was  justified  in  finding, 
as  he  did,  that  the  workman  met  his 
death  as  the  result  of  an  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  Mills  v.  Dinnington 
Main  Coal  Co.  [1917]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
(Eng.)  11,  116  L.  T.  N.  S.  181,  86 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  281,  61  Sol.  Jo.  202, 10 
B.  W.  C.  C.  163. 

The  finding  of  the  board  that  an 
employee's  death  from  osteomyelitis 
resulted  from  stepping  on  an  up- 
holstery tack,  while  at  work  a  few 
days  before,  was  held  in  Calderara  v. 
P.  Nathan  &  Co.  (1922)  200  App.  Div. 
298, 192  N.  Y.  Supp.  737,  to  be  justified 
by  evidence  that  he  arrived  at  his 
work  without  limping,  and  later  in 
the  day  was  noticed  by  a  coemployee 
pulling  a  tack  from  the  sole  of  his 
left  shoe,  and  was  observed  to  limp 
thereafter,  and  the  third  day  there* 
after  complained  to  his  parents  that 
he  had  a  pain  in  his  foot  and  had  in- 
jured himself,  and  was  examined  by 
a  physician,  who  discovered  a  small 
punctured  wound  in  the  left  foot, 
about  the  spot  indicated  by  the  coem- 
ployee, which  in  the  opinion  of  the 
physician  had  a  causal  relation  to  the 
osteomyelitis. 

U.  Paralysis. 

An  employee  of  a  piano  company 
suffered   a  cerebral   hemorrhage   re- 
sulting in  paralysis,  while  helping  to 
carry  a  piano  up  a  steep  stairway.    He 
and  another  employee  were  the  only 
experienced  men  engaged  in  carrying 
the  piano  up  the  stairs.     This  work 
was  usually  done  by  four  or  five  ex- 
perienced men.    The  only  assistance 
the  two  had  was  that  of  a  woman  and 
an  inexperienced  man,  who  was  said 
to  be  very  weak.    When  the  last  step 
was   reached    the   applicant  testified 
that  he  felt  something  give  way  in  his 
head.    He  immediately  became  ill,  and 


a  doctor  was  sununoned,  who  testified 
that  he  found  a  rupture  of  a  blood 
vessel  in  the  brain,  which  resulted  in 
paralysis  of  the  left  side.  The  ap- 
plicant at  the  time  of  the  accident  was 
suffering  from  arteriosclerosis.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  applicant  was  attributable 
to  an  injury  received  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.  St.  Clair  v.  A.  H. 
Meyer  Music  House  (1920)  211  Mich. 
285,  178  N.  W.  705. 

An  employee  who  was  engaged  in 
making  bouillon  from  beef,  by  boiling 
and  other  processes,  suffered  a  cere- 
bral hemorrhage  and  resultant  paral- 
ysis of  one  side.  The  weather  was 
hot  and  a  high  degree  of  heat  was  re- 
quired. At  the  time  of  the  injury  an 
extra  amount  of  bouillon  was  being 
made,  necessitating  more  than  the 
ordinary  exertion  on  the  part  of  the 
claimant.  The  medical  testimony  was 
to  the  effect  that  the  probable  cause  of 
the  paralysis  was  a  cerebral  hemor- 
rhage caused  by  the  heat  and  overex- 
ertion, together  with  a  diseased  condi- 
tion of  his  arteries  known  as  arterio- 
sclerosis, of  some  years'  standing.  It 
was  held  that  there  was  sufficient  tes- 
timony on  which  the  accident  board 
could  base  a  finding  that  the  disease 
was  attributable  to  the  employment. 
La  Veck  v.  Parke,  D.  &  Co.  (1916)  190 
Mich.  604,  L.R.A.1916D,  1277,  157  N. 
W.  72. 

A  workman,  while  engaged  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  in  moving  a 
weight,  had  an  attack  of  cerebral  hem- 
orrhage as  the  result  of  the  exertion  he 
was  using.  The  work  was  being  per- 
formed in  the  usual  manner.  Four 
days  later  a  second  attack  supervened, 
which  caused  permanent  paralysis. 
At  the  time  of  the  first  attack  his  ar- 
teries were  in  a  degenerate  condition, 
rendering  the  recurrence  of  an  attack 
likely.  It  was  held  that  the  workman's 
final  disablement  was  caused  by  acci- 
dent arising  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  M'Innes  v.  Duns- 
muir  [1908]  S.  C.  1021,  45  Scot.  L.  R. 
804,  16  Scot.  L.  T.  214. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that,  while  en- 
gaged in  mining  coal,  a  mine  prop 
struck  him  on  the  side  of  the  head, 
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midway  between  the  center  of  the  top 
of  his  head  and  the  top  of  his  ear, 
and  knocked  him  15  feet  away;  that 
the  top  of  his  head  was  affected  and 
his  skull  fractured;  that  he  was  taken 
to  the  hospital,  where  pieces  of  his 
skull  and  "bruised  blood  were  taken 
out;"  that  the  injury  caused  all  his 
stren^rth  to  leave  him;  that  he  could 
not  use  his  right  hand  or  his  right 
leg;  and  that  the  right  side  of  his  body 
was  paralyzed,  and  he  could  scarcely 
walk.  His  evidence  was  supported  by 
that  of  three  physicians  to  the  same 
effect.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
amply  sustained  the  finding  that  he 
was  injured  while  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  Frey  v.  Kerens-Donne- 
wald  Coal  Co.  (1915)  271  IlL  121,  110 
N.  E.  824. 

A  workman  put  to  do  heavy  work 
was  found  half  an  hour  later  to  be 
suffering  from  some  injury  which  ne- 
cessitated ambulance  aid  and  removal 
to  his  home.  He  stated  that  he  had 
fallen  and  hurt  himself.  He  returned 
to  work  two  weeks  later,  but  com- 
plained of  pain.  Five  and  a  half 
months  later  he  had  to  go  to  a  hos- 
pital, where  he  remained  until  he  died 
six  months  after.  The  death  was  due 
to  paralysis  from  the  fracture  of  one  of 
the  lumbar  vertebrae.  This,  according 
to  the  medical  evidence,  might  have 
happened  when  he  first  complained  of 
pain.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  that 
his  death  was  due  to  an  injury  arising 
out  of  the  employment.  Hewitt  v. 
Stanley  Bros.  [1913;  C.  A.]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  495,  109  L.  T.  N.  S. 
384,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  501. 

A  workman  while  employed  at  de- 
fendant's colliery  breaking  rock,  his 
usual  work,  was  noticed  by  his  fellow 
workmen  to  cease  work,  rest  on  the 
frame  of  the  coal  chute,  and  move  his 
hand  and  leg  up  and  down ;  that  at  the 
time  his  body  was  shaking,  and  he 
would  have  fallen  to  the  floor  except 
for  the  support  given  him  by  others. 
He  was  sent  to  his  home  in  an  am- 
bulance, and  at  once  attended  by  a 
physician,  who  found  him  unconscious, 
and  paralyzed  on  the  right  side,  the 
result  of  cerebral  apoplexy.  Other 
medical  testimony,  additional  to  that 


of  the  doctor  first  called,  was  to  the 
effect  that  claimant  was  afflicted  with 
an  enlarged  heart  and  also  arterio- 
sclerosis, which  caused  his  arteries  to 
degenerate  and  become  weakened. 
They,  however,  did  not  say  the  apo- 
plexy from  which  he  was  suffering  was 
brought  on  by  the  work  in  which  he 
WAS  engaged.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  on  which  to 
base  a  finding  that  the  injury  was  at- 
tributable to  his  employment.  Lesko 
V.  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  (1921)  270 
Pa.  15,  112  Atl.  768. 

Paralysis  may  be  found  to  be  the 
result  of  an  injury,  where  the  sub- 
stance of  the  testimony  of  a  number 
of  physicians  who  examined  the  plain- 
tiff was  that  his  condition  was  or 
might  have  been  the  result  of  the  in- 
jury, although  physicians  testifying 
for  the  defendant  stated  that  his  con- 
dition was  the  result  of  a  progressive 
arteriosclerosis,  and  could  not  have 
been  the  result  of  his  injury.  Man- 
ning V.  Pomerene  (1917)  101  Neb.  127, 
162  N.  W.  492. 

An  employee  claimed  to  have  been 
struck  and  knocked  down  by  the  open- 
ing of  a  swinging  door  as  he  ap- 
proached it,  which  caused  paralysis  on 
one  side  of  his  body.  No  marks  of 
physical  injury  appeared,  and  his  eye- 
glasses, which  were  unprotected  by 
rims,  were  still  intact  on  his  nose  after 
the  occurrence.  The  medical  testi- 
mony showed  that  he  was  suffering 
before  the  accident  from  diabetes  and 
arteriosclerosis,  and  that  in  this  con- 
dition the  man  was  liable  to  have  a 
stroke  any  day;  that  it  would  require 
a  severe  blow  to  cause  traumatic  apo- 
plexy; and  that,  in  the  absence  of 
marks  indicating  a  blow  of  some  vio- 
lence, the  stroke  suffered  by  the  ap- 
plicant could  not  reasonably  be  attrib- 
uted to  the  accident  assigned.  This 
evidence  was  held  to  be  insufficient  to 
warrant  a  finding  that  the  applicant's 
physical  condition  waa  caused  by  an 
injury  received  during  the  course  of 
his  employment.  Fink  v.  Sheldon  Axle 
&  Spring  Co.  (1921)  270  Pa.  476,  113 
Atl.  666,  wherein  it  was  said:  ''Both 
the  courts  and  the  administrative  au- 
thorities have,  very  properly,  been 
most  liberal  in  construing  the  Work- 
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men's  CompenBation  Law,  holding  that 
claims  thereunder  need  not  be  made 
out  with  the  same  exactness  of  proof 
required  in  suits  at  common  law.  It 
must  be  understood,  however,  that, 
when  in  cases  of  this  class  expert  tes- 
timony is  relied  on  to  show  the  con- 
nection between  an  alleged  cause  and 
a  certain  result,  it  is  not  enough  for 
the  doctors  to  say  simply  that  the  ail- 
meat  in  question  might  have  resulted 
from  the  assigned  cause,  or  that  the 
one  could  have  brought  about  the 
other;  they  must  go  further,  and  tes- 
tify, at  least,  that,  taking  into  con- 
sideration all  the  attending  data,  it  is 
their  professional  opinion  the  result  in 
question  most  probably  came  from  the 
cause  alleged.  Here  the  strongest  ex- 
pert evidence  to  sustain  the  claim  is 
that  Fink's  paralysis  'could  be  due  to 
a  blow  on  the  head; '  and,  as  just  in- 
dicated, this  is  not  enough  to  justify 
or  support  a  finding  that  the  blow,  or 
jar,  testified  to  in  this  case,  caused  the 
paralysis  which  afilicts  plaintiff.'^ 

mtn,  ParesiM. 

The  claimant  suffered  a  fractured 
wrist  while  engaged  in  the  duties  of 
his  employment.  About  a  week  there- 
after he  began  to  act  queerly,  and 
about  three  months  thereafter  went  to 
a  hospital,  where  he  afterward  re- 
mained, suffering  from  paresis.  At  the 
time  of  the  injury  he  had  a  syphilitic 
infection.  It  was  testified  that  paresis 
is  due  to  syphilis,  and  that  any  in- 
jury, whether  a  fractured  wrist  or 
otherwise,  in  a  sypihlitic  person,  might 
be  an  activating  factor  in  the  develop- 
ment of  paresis.  It  was  held  that  a 
finding  that  the  disease  was  due  to  an 
injury  received  in  the  course  of  the 
employment,  which  accelerated  an  al- 
ready diseased  condition,  resulting  in 
paresis,  was  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence.     Finkeloay    v.    Henry    Heide 

(1920)  193  App.  Div.  338,  183  N.  Y. 
Supp.  912,  afiirmed  without  opinion  in 

(1921)  230  N.  Y.  598,  130  N.  E.  909. 

fin.  PeHtonUi&. 

A  coal  heaver  while  engaged  in 
coaling  a  ship  was  struck  in  the  stom- 
ach. He  suffered  great  pain  and  left 
his  work.  Four  days  afterwards  an 
operation  was  performed,  and  it  was 
20  A.LJt.- 


found  that  he  was  suffering  from  per- 
foration of  the  bowel,  and  also  from 
appendicitis  of  long  standing.  A  post- 
mortem examination  revealed  a  second 
perforation  which  had  not  existed 
more  than  twelve  hours,  and  the  cause 
of  the  death  was  certified  as  perito- 
nitis, caused  by  the  second  perforation. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  war- 
ranted a  finding  that  the  death  re- 
sulted from  the  injury  in  the  course  of 
the  employment,  in  the  sense  that  the 
accident  gradually  produced  perfora- 
tion of  the  bowel,  and  so  accelerated 
his  death.  Woods  v.  Wilson,  Sons  & 
Co.  (1915;  H.  L.)  84  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  1067,  [1915]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
285,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  288,  113  L.  T.  N.  S. 
243,  [1915]  W.  N.  109,  31  Times  L.  R. 
273,  59  Sol.  Jo.  348. 

A  workman  suffered  a  double  hernia 
while  engaged  in  the  duties  of  his  em- 
ployment. Within  a  few  days  he  was 
operated  on  by  two  surgeons,  one  of 
whom  removed  the  appendix,  in  addi- 
tion to  operating  for  the  hernia.  He 
was  taken  to  his  home  where  he  re- 
mained for  two  weeks,  when  he  was  re- 
turned to  the  hospital  and  died  in  a 
short  time  of  peritonitis.  An  autopsy 
was  performed.  One  of  the  surgeons 
who  was  present  at  the  autopsy  testi- 
fied that  the  two  operative  wounds 
were  free  from  infection,  had  fully 
healed,  and  were  clean  wounds.  He 
also  testified  that  the  body  of  the  de- 
ceased was  full  of  abscesses  all  over 
the  abdominal  cavity.  The  other  sur- 
geon testified  that  when  the  deceased 
left  the  hospital  there  had  been  no 
steady  rise  of  temperature,  no  rapid 
pulse,  or  distension  of  the  abdomen; 
that  all  these  indications  of  peri- 
tonitis would  have  appeared  in 
seventy-two  hours,  if  the  operation 
had  been  the  cause.  In  his  opinion  the 
peritonitis  came  from  the  bursting  of 
pus  sacs,  the  presence  of  which  in  the 
abdomen  was  due  to  disconnected 
causes.  That  the  operation  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  appendix  had  been  per- 
formed at  the  request  of  the  d^eased. 
It  was  held  that,  even  if  the  evidence 
justified  a  finding  that  the  peritonitis 
was  caused  by  the  operation  for  the 
removal  of  the  appendix,  it  was  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  that  operation 
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was  necessitated  by  the  injury  causing 
the  hernia,  and  hence  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  peri- 
tonitis was  due  to  an  injury  arising  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Hoff- 
man V.  Pierce-Arrow  Motor  Car  Co. 
(1920)  193  App.  Div.  128,  183  N.  Y. 
Supp.  766. 

A  workman  was  injured  in  an  ac- 
cident by  the  breaking  of  his  left  leg. 
The  fracture  was  reduced  and  union 
obtained,  and  he  continued  in  his  em- 
ployment as  a  structural  iron  worker, 
without  suffering  any  pain  or  incon- 
venience. About  eight  years  after  the 
accident  to  his  left  leg,  he  suffered  an 
accident  to  his  right  leg,  arising  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. As  a  consequence  his  right  leg 
was  amputated  twice.  An  infective 
process  followed  the  second  operation, 
and  for  a  time  he  was  in  a  critical 
condition.  When  the  stump  of  the 
right  leg  was  sufficiently  healed  so 
that  it  was  practical  for  the  injured 
man  to  get  into  a  chair,  it  was  found 
that  the  left  leg  could  not  be  lifted  or 
used  without  having  it  lifted  by  an- 
other. An  examination  revealed  a 
marked  phlebitis  in  the  left  leg.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
phlebitis  in  the  left  leg  was  attribut- 
able to  the  injury  to  the  right  leg. 
Saddlemire  v.  American  Bridge  Co. 
(1920)  94  Conn.  618,  110  Atl.  63. 

pp.  RneutnofUa, 

A  workman  was  engaged  in  stacking 
boxes  of  paint  in  stacks  of  four  or  five 
boxes.  While  so  engaged  he  ruptured 
a  blood  vessel  in  his  lungs,  and  sub- 
sequently died  of  traumatic  pneu- 
monia. The  medical  testimony  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  pneumonia  was 
caused  by  the  rupture  of  the  blood 
vessel.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  show  that  his  death 
was  due  to  an  injury  received  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  Southwest- 
ern Surety  Ins.  Co.  v.  Owens  (1917) 
—  T«.  Civ.  App.  — ,  198  S.  W.  66. 

A  workman,  while  engaged  in  his 
duties,  fell  from  a  ladder  and  sustained 
severe  bruises,  his  body  being  dis- 
colored in  places.    He  suffered  much 


pain,  headache,  and  restlessness,  and 
shortly  afterwards  developed  pleurisy 
and  pneumonia,  from  which  he  died. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  injuries  received  in  the 
fall  were  likely  to  result  in  pleurisy 
and  pneumonia.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  death  was  due  to  the 
injuries  received  in  his  work.  A. 
Breslauer  Co.  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
sion (1918)  167  Wis.  202,  167  N.  W. 
256. 

An  employee,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  service,  received  a  cut 
in  the  foot  with  an  ax.  Immediately 
after  the  injury  he  was  taken  to  a 
bunk  house  located  near  the  place  of 
the  accident,  where  he  received  first 
aid.  The  wound  bled  somewhat  pro- 
fusely, leaving  him  in  a  weakened  and 
fainting  condition.  After  the  wound 
was  dressed  he  was  placed  in  bed,  but, 
complaining  of  the  cold,  he  was  taken 
to  a  stove  in  the  bunk  house,  where 
a  hot  fire  was  burning.  The  accident 
happened  at  about  10  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  and  later  in  the  day,  pos- 
sibly about  the  middle  of  the  after- 
noon, he  desired  to  be  taken  to  his 
home,  some  12  miles  distant.  An  auto- 
mobile was  called,  which  could  not  ap- 
proach the  camp  nearer  than  about  1 
mile,  and  this  distance  he  was  com- 
pelled to  walk.  The  weather  was  cold 
and  otherwise  inclement  at  the  time, 
and  he  was  exposed  to  it  until  he  ar- 
rived at  his  home  at  about  7  o'clock  in 
the  evening.  Shortly  thereafter  his 
wound  was  again  dressed.  At  this 
time  he  again  complained  of  being 
cold,  and  on  the  same  evening  had  a 
chill.  Two  days  later  he  developed  a 
case  of  lobar  pneumonia,  and  died 
from  its  effects.  The  medical  testi- 
mony was  to  the  effect  that,  although 
the  ax  wound  of  itself  would  not  have 
caused  pneumonia,  the  resultant  weak- 
ened condition  rendered  the  deceased 
much  more  susceptible  to  the  disease 
than  he  otherwise  would  have  been, 
and  that  it  was  not  beyond  probabil- 
ity that  he  acquired  pneumonia  from 
the  exposure  to  the  weather  because 
of  his  weakened  condition,  and  there 
was  some  evidence  that  it  was  highly 
probable  that  he  did  so.    It  waa  held 
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tbat  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  injury  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  death.  Ander- 
son V.  Industrial  Ins.  Commission 
(1921)  —  Wash.  — ,  199  Pac.  747. 

A  carpenter  engaged  at  his  work 
was  struck  by  a  piece  of  wood  flying 
from  a  circular  saw.  He  subsequently 
died  of  pneumonia.  His  employer  re- 
ported the  accident  as  an  injury  to  bis 
hand.  His  widow  testified  that  when 
he  came  home  his  band  was  injured 
and  he  complained  of  a  pain  in  his 
chest.  A  fellow  workman  testified  that 
he  heard  the  piece  of  wood  fly  from 
the  saw,  and  on  looking  up  saw  the  in- 
jured man  holding  his  hand  to  his  side 
as  if  hurt.  The  physician  who  attend- 
ed him  testified  that  his  hand  was  in- 
jured, and  that  he  found  an  injury  to 
the  chest  as  if  from  a  blow;  that  in 
his  opinion  the  pneumonia  was  caused 
by  the  blow  in  the  chest.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
justify  a  finding  that  the  pneumonia 
was  attributable  to  an  injury  received 
in  the  course  of  the  employment. 
Hanna  v.  Michigan  Steel  Castings  Go. 
(1918)  204  Mich.  189,  170  N.  W.  6. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  a 
helper  to  machinists.  While  in  the 
act  of  bending  over  to  pick  up  some 
blocks  of  wood  lying  near  a  moving 
belt,  the  belt  broke  and  struck  him  in 
the  face,  and  some  of  the  testimony 
showed  that  he  was  knocked  down. 
He  was  helped  out  into  the  air  by  his 
coworkers,  and  after  a  short  time  he 
returned  to  his  work.  He  worked  a 
few  days  following  the  accident,  when 
he  gave  up  and  went  home,  and  his 
wife  called  the  family  physician.  The 
physician  found  him  suffering  from 
traumatic  pleurisy  of  his  right  side. 
As  a  result  of  the  pleurisy  he  devel- 
oped pneumonia,  and  later  typhoid 
fever,  and  as  a  result  of  both  maladies 
died.  The  medical  testimony  was  in 
conflict,  but  there  was  evidence  that 
pneumonia  often  developed  from  trau- 
matic pleurisy.  It  was  held  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  pneumonia  was  at- 
tributable to  an  injury  received  in  the 
coarse  of  the  employment.  Vogeley  v. 
Detroit  Lumber  Co.  (1917)  196  Mieh. 
U6, 162  N.  W.  976. 


An  employee  received  a  blow  in  his 
chest  while  engaged  in  his  regular  du- 
ties. When  he  straightened  up  he 
swore,  but  said  little,  if  anjrthing,  of 
his  injury  that  day.  His  work  was  not 
active,  and  much  of  the  time  he  re- 
mained seated.  The  next  day  he  com- 
plained of  sickness  and  of  the  injury,, 
and  was  sent  for  first  aid.  He  ate  no 
lunch,  and  went  to  his  home  and  to 
bed.  Two  days  later  a  physician  was 
called,  who  pronounced  it  pneumonia. 
A  consultation  of  physicians  was  held* 
He  died  of  pneumonia  four  days  after 
the  injury.  The  testimony  was  con- 
flicting as  to  whether  the  pneumonia 
was  on  the  same  side  as  the  injury. 
Two  physicians  testifled  that  in  their 
opinion  the  injury  was  the  inciting 
cause  of  the  pneumonia;  others  testi- 
fied to  the  contrary.  The  employer 
claimed  that  influenza  was  the  cause 
of  the  death,  and  it  was  shown  that  an 
epidemic  of  influenza  had  broken  out 
in  a  military  camp  about  li  miles  dis- 
tant, but  there  was  no  evidence  def- 
initely tracing  the  pneumonia  to  the 
influenza.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence warranted  a  finding  that  the 
disease  was  caused  by  the  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. Delso  V.  Crucible  Steel  Co. 
(1921)  196  App.  Div.  288,  187  N.  Y. 
Supp.  66. 

A  workman,  while  at  work  for  his 
employer  as  helper  and  driver  at  a 
brewery,  fell  on  a  cement  floor,  strik- 
ing the  back  of  his  head  and  cutting 
a  large  gash.  The  wound  was  dressed 
by  a  physician  and  he  was  taken  home, 
and  a  few  days  later  erysipelas  de- 
veloped, followed  by  an  attack  of 
pneumonia,  from  which  he  died. 
About  two  months  previously  he  had 
suffered  a  slight  attack  of  pneumonia 
which  had  cleared  up  in  about  two 
weeks,  and  he  had  returned  to  work. 
The  medical  evidence  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  erysipelas  was  the  result  of 
an  infection  through  the  wound,  and 
that  pneumonia  followed,  with  that  as 
one  of  the  producing  causes.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  warranted  a 
finding  that  the  death  was  due  to  an 
injury  received  in  the  course  of  the 
employment.     Wanda   v.   Jamestown 
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Brewing  Co.  (1920)  191  App.  Div,  17, 
180  N.  Y.  Supp.  694. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  driver  of 
a  lumber  sleigh  complained  of  an  in- 
jury to  his  left  side,  caused  by  lifting 
the  sleigh  when  the  runners  stuck. 
On  the  day  of  the  accident  he  notified 
his  employers  of  the  nature  of  the  in- 
jury. He  also  told  a  fellow  employee 
at  the  time,  and  on  going  home  com- 
plained of  having  hurt  his  side  while 
lifting  the  sleigh.  He  was  unable  to 
lift  a  weight  with  his  left  arm,  and 
bathed  his  side  with  liniment.  The 
accident  occurred  on  Wednesday,  and 
after  several  attempts  to  work  he 
ceased  entirely  on  the  following  Mon- 
day, and  on  Tuesday  called  in  his  phy- 
sician. The  doctor  testified  that  he 
found  him  suffering  from  tenderness 
of  the  lower  part  of  the  left  lung.  He 
continued  to  grow  worse,  and  finally 
died  of  pneumonia.  The  medical  tes- 
timony was  that  such  an  injury  as  he 
claimed  to  have  suffered  might  cause 
pneumonia,  and  one  physician  testi- 
fied that  in  his  opinion  the  pneumonia 
was  caused  by  the  injury.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  death  was  at- 
tributable to  his  employment.  Folts 
v.  Robertson  (1919)  188  App.  Div.  359, 
177  N.  Y.  Supp.  34. 

A  workman  received  an  injury  to 
his  arm  during  the  course  of  his  em- 
plojrment.  The  medical  testimony  was 
to  the  effect  that,  on  examination  of 
the  arm  about  four  months  after  the 
injury,  it  was  found  that  the  wound 
from  the  injury  had  not  healed,  there 
being  at  the  time  an  open  sore  on  the 
arm,  which  became  infected  with 
erysipelas,  which  spread  over  the  neck 
to  the  side  of  the  face  and  finally  de- 
veloped into  pneumonia,  from  which 
he  died.  The  doctor  testified  further 
that  in  his  opinion  the  primary  cause 
of  the  erysipelas  was  the  unhealed 
portion  of  the  injury,  and  that  it  was 
rather  common  for  pneumonia  to  fol- 
low such  infection.  The  court  held 
that  the  evidence  fully  sustained  a 
finding  that  the  man  died  as  a  result 
of  the  injury  received.  Ft.  Wayne 
Rolling  Mill  Corp.  v.  Buanno  (1919) 
69  Ind.  App.  464,  122  N.  E.  362. 

In  the  performance  of  his  duties  as 


superintendent  of  an  amusement  re- 
sort, an  employee  organized  a  fire 
l^igade  to  protect  the  property  of  his 
employer.  He  was  also  a  member  of 
the  local  fire  department  and  received 
a  nominal  sum  for  his  services,  and 
was  subject  to  a  fine  for  failure  to 
answer  a  call  to  a  fire.  A  fire  broke 
out  in  a  building  40  feet  from  the 
property  of  his  employer.  He  respond- 
ed with  the  fire-fighting  apparatus  of 
his  employer,  and  when  that  gave  out 
assisted  the  local  company  with  their 
apparatus.  The  inhalation  of  damp 
smoke  and  drenching  with  water  re- 
sulted in  lobar  pneumonia,  from  which 
he  later  died.  It  was  held  that  the 
death  was  due  to  an  injury  received 
in  the  course  of  the  employment.  Mc- 
Phee's  Case  (1915)  222  Mass.  1,  109 
N.  E.  633,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  257. 

A  workman  received  an  injury  to  his 
ankle  on  September  26,  1916,  while 
engaged  in  the  duties  of  his  employ- 
ment, and  was  taken  to  a  hospital, 
where  an  operation  was  performed  on 
October  14,  and  a  bone  called  the 
astragalus  removed.  About  four 
weeks  later  he  was  removed  to  his 
home.  His  doctor's  and  hospital  bills 
were  paid  by  his  employer,  whose 
physician  continued  to  treat  him  until 
December  14,  after  which  time  he  was 
treated  by  his  family  physician.  The 
wound  from  the  operation  healed,  and 
he  was  able  to  move  about  the  house 
on  crutches,  and  go  out  of  doors  when 
the  weather  was  pleasant.  His  foot 
was  kept  in  a  cast  for  some  time,  and 
an  ulcer  developed  on  the  ball  of  his 
foot;  also  a  pimple  on  the  outer  side 
of  the  leg  formed,  from  which  a  small 
amount  of  pus  was  discharged,  and  a 
short  time  before  his  death  a  large 
abscess  appeared  on  the  back  of  his 
neck.  On  the  afternoon  of  March  2 
he  went  with  a  friend  for  an  automo- 
bile ride,  and  was  out  from  about  3 
o'clock  to  about  6:30.  The  tempera- 
ture was  from  30  to  31  degrees.  When 
he  returned  home  he  ate  his  dinner, 
after  which  he  went  to  a  drug  store 
near  by  to  get  some  medicine  for  his 
injured  foot.  Later  he  retired  to  bed, 
and  at  7:30  o'clock  next  morning  ate 
breakfast  in  bed,  consisting  of  coffee 
and  a  roll.    He  made  no  complaint  of 
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feeling  ill.  At  9  o'clock  he  called  his 
wife  to  his  bed,  and  said  he  wanted  to 
spit.  His  wife  assisted  him  to  rise  up, 
when  his  head  fell  over  on  her 
shoulder,  and  she  discovered  he  was 
dead.  A  post-mortem  was  made  by  the 
coroner's  physician,  who  testified  that 
he  found  the  right  lung  congested  and 
hypostatic  pneumonia  in  the  left  lung, 
and  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  he  died 
of  pneumonia  associated  with  injuries 
to  the  foot.  It  was  held  there  was 
competent  evidence  to  support  the 
claim  that  the  death  resulted  from  an 
accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  employment.  Bergstrom 
V.  Industrial  Commission  (1918)  286 
ni.  29,  121  N.  E.  195. 

A  workman  was  engaged  with  others 
in  "putting  up  a  set  of  timbers  at  the 
face  of  the  buggy  gangway"  in  one  of 
the  mines  of  his  employer,  and  while 
placing  in  position  a  stick  of  lumber  6 
feet  long  and  12  inches  in  thickness, 
known  as  a  collar,  he  was  "squeezed" 
or  "bumped"  by  the  collar.  He  im- 
mediately complained  to  his  fellow 
workman  of  the  injury,  and  of  pain  in 
his  side,  left  the  mine,  and  went  to 
his  home.  His  wife  testified  that  upon 
examination  of  his  body  on  his  re- 
turn home  she  found  a  "streak  of  red, 
a  red  mark  turning  to  a  black."  The 
family  physician  described  the  mark 
as  "being  on  the  right  side,  about  the 
ninth  or  tenth  rib,  and  was  a  slight 
abrasion  like  a  scratch,  a  discoloration 
in  an  area  of  about  2  or  3  inches  in  di- 
ameter." Another  doctor  said  he  found 
*'a  discoloration  of  the  skin.  It  was 
ragged  like,  but  was  not  in  any  way 
scarred  or  circumscribed.  It  had  an 
outline  like  the  map  of  Europe."  Dur- 
ing his  illness  four  doctors  were  called 
from  time  to  time.  The  family  doctor 
was  of  the  opinion  that  the  injury 
caused  traumatic  pleurisy,  which  later 
developed  into  pneumonia.  All  the  phy- 
sicians agreed  that  death  was  the  re- 
sult of  pneumonia,  which  followed 
either  traumatic  pleurisy  or  influenza, 
the  latter  being  prevalent  at  the  time. 
None,  however,  testified  that  the  de- 
velopment of  traumatic  pneumonia 
from  an  injury  such  as  was  indicated 
by  the  mark  on  the  body  of  the  work- 
man was  improbable  or  impossible.    It 


was  held  that  the  evidence,  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
death  of  the  workman  was  due  to  an 
injury  received  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  Dumbluskey  v.  Philadel- 
phia &  R.  Coal  &  I.  Co.  (1921)  270 
Pa.  22,  112  Atl.  745. 

A  lineman,  while  engaged  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  came  in  con- 
tact with  a  wire  heavily  charged  with 
electricity,  which  caused  him  to  fall 
from  a  pole  on  which  he  was  working, 
to  the  street,  a  distance  of  28  feet. 
On  striking  the  ground  his  knees 
"doubled  up"  and  came  violently  in 
contact  with  his  chest,  causing  con- 
siderable pain  during  the  day,  and  in- 
dicating the  fracture  of  one  or  more 
ribs.  Whether  or  not  his  ribs  were 
broken  the  physician  who  made  an  ex- 
amination was  unable  to  determine. 
The  pain  in  the  chest  continued,  mak- 
ing breathing  diflScult.  After  three 
days  he  returned  to  his  place  of  em- 
ployment, but  on  account  of  the  con- 
stant severe  pain  in  his  chest  did  not 
engage  in  his  usual  work,  and  later 
was  obliged  to  return  home  and  again 
call  a  physician,  who  then  diagnosed 
his  trouble  as  lobar  pneumonia,  from 
which  he  died  ten  days  after  the  acci- 
dent. It  was  held  that  the  death  was 
due  to  an  injury  received  in  the  course 
of  the  employment.  In  answer  to  the 
contention  that  the  evidence  was  in- 
sufficient to  support  the  finding,*  in 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  deceased  was  not  exposed  or 
subject  to  other  conditions  from  which 
the  disease  might  have  been  con- 
tracted, the  court  said :  "The  findings 
of  the  referee  clearly  show  the  injury 
to  the  chest  resulted  in  continuous 
pain  from  the  time  of  the  accident 
until  the  trouble  was  diagnosed  by  the 
physician  as  lobar  pneumonia,  and  we 
find  nothing  in  the  record  to  justify  the 
inference  that,  between  the  time  of  re- 
ceiving the  injury  and  the  develop- 
ment of  the  disease,  there  were  other 
causes  from  which  pneumonia  might 
have  been  contracted.  That  the  phy- 
sician failed  to  discover  a  fractured 
rib  does  not  detract  from  the  weight 
to  be  given  the  undisputed  fact  that 
a  blow  on  the  chest  was  received,  fol- 
lowed by  continuous  pain,  resulting  a 
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week  later.lii  tke  disease  which  finally 
caused  death.  The  nature  of  the  in- 
jury and  its  resultant  effects,  followed 
so  closely  by  the  development  of  the 
disease,  constitute  sufficient  evidence 
to  support  the  conclusion  of  the  ref- 
eree and  the  court  below,  particularly 
as  a  consideration  of  the  record  in- 
dicates ample  expert  medical  testi- 
mony upon  which  the  referee  based 
his  conclusion  that  the  injury  to  the 
chest  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
disease  which  terminated  in  the  death 
of  the  claimant's  husband.  Murdock 
V.  New  York  News  Bureau  (1919)  268 
Pa.  502,  106  AtL  788. 

A  night  watchman  went  to  his  work 
at  the  usual  time,  and  the  next  morn- 
ing was  found  at  his  place  of  work  in 
a  state  of  collapse.  He  developed 
pneumonia  and  peritonitis,  and  after  a 
few  days  died.  When  he  went  on  duty 
he  was  in  good  health,  and  was  left  by 
his  fellow  workman  in  a  mirthful 
mood.  When  discovered  in  the  morn- 
ing he  said  that  he  had  been  hurt. 
On  the  body  of  the  deceased  there  was 
a  mark,  or  marks,  which  turned  black 
and  blood  poisoning  set  in.  There  was 
some  medical  testimony  that  the  symp- 
toms were  more  consistent  with  trau- 
matic pneumonia  than  with  illness 
otherwise  caused.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  finding  that  his  death  was  attribut- 
able to  his  employment.  Mailman's 
Case  (1918)  118  Me.  172,  106  Atl. 
606. 

A  workman  was  employed  by  a  mov- 
ing and  storage  company.  His  duties 
consisted  largely  in  the  moving  of 
pianos.  On  May  4,  about  4:80  in  the 
afternoon,  he  was  engaged  in  moving 
a  piano  with  the  assistance  of  two 
other  men.  Upon  his  return  home  that 
evening  he  complained  to  his  wife  of 
severe  pain  in  his  back.  On  the  next 
day.  May  5,  he  told  an  employee  that 
he  thought  he  had  injured  himself  in 
moving  a  piano  the  day  before.  He 
also  made  a  similar  complaint  when 
he  subsequently  consulted  a  physician. 
He  continued  to  work  at  his  customary 
employment  until  noon  of  May  13, 
when  he  was  obliged  to  give  up  work. 
A  physician  was  called  and  found  that 
he  was  suffering  with  severe  pain  in 


the  right  side,  extending  down 
through  the  abdomen  to  the  leg.  On 
May  16,  on  the  advice  of  his  attending 
physician,  he  was  sent  to  a  hospital, 
where  he  died  on  May  20.  About  a 
week  after  his  death  the  body  was  ex- 
humed and  a  post-mortem  held.  This 
disclosed  a  narrowing  in  one  place  of 
the  intestines;  the  lungs  showed  solid- 
ification, due  to  pneumonia.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
support  a  finding  that  the  death  was 
attributable  to  an  injury  arising  out 
of  his  employment.  Wolf  ord  v.  Geisel 
Moving  &  Storage  Co.  (1919)  262  Pa. 
454,  105  Atl.  881. 

A  finding  of  the  commission  that 
death  from  pneumonia  was  the  result 
of  severe  bums  received  by  deceased 
several  months  before  was  affirmed  in 
Ballou's  Case  (1922)  —  Me.  — ,  116 
Atl.  591,  upon  evidence  that,  from  the 
time  of  the  fire  to  the  date  of  his 
death,  deceased  gradually  lost  weight 
and  strength  and  developed  a  cough 
which  continued  with  increasing  in- 
tensity until  his  death,  and  the  testi- 
mony of  a  physician  that  the  injury 
from  the  bums  must  have  had  some- 
thing to  do  with  the  condition  of  the 
lungs. 

A  miner,  because  of  the  breaking 
down  of  a  pump,  was  compelled  to 
stand  knee-deep  in  cold  water  while 
waiting  for  a  cage.  He  contracted  a 
chill,  and  five  days  later  was  found  to 
be  suffering  from  pneumonia  of  which 
he  subsequently  died.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  finding  that  the  death  was  the  result 
of  an  injury  arising  out  of  his  cm-' 
ployment.  Alloa  Coal  Co.  v.  Drylie 
1913;  Ct.  Sess.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  213, 
1913]  S.  C.  549,  50  Scot  L.  R.  350,  1 
Scot.  L.  T.  167,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  398,  4 
N.  C.  C.  A.  899. 

Owing  to  an  accident  in  the  shaft 
of  the  pit  where  a  miner  was  work- 
ing, he  and  his  fellow  workers  were 
ordered  to  ascend  to  the  surface  by 
the  shaft  of  another  pit,  this  being  the 
downcast  shaft  for  the  air  current 
which  ventilated  the  mine.  They  were 
left  waiting  at  a  mid-landing  for  an 
hour  and  a  half  until  the  men  who  usu* 
ally  ascended  by  this  shaft  had  been 
raised,  and  were  exposed  to  a  cold 
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down  draft  As  a  result  of  this  ex- 
posure the  miner  caught  a  chill,  which 
brooght  on  pneumonia  from  which  he 
died.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  show  an  injury  aris- 
ing out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. Coyle  V.  Watson  [1915;  H. 
L.]  A.  C.  (Eng.)  1,  83  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S. 
307,  [1914]  W.  a  &  Ins.  Rep.  228, 
111  L.  T.  N.  S.  847,  [1914]  W.  N.  195, 
30  Times  L.  R.  501,  58  Sol.  Jo.  583, 
[1914]  S.  G.  44,  61  Scot.  L.  R.  492, 
7  B.  W.  C.  C.  259,  reversing  [1913]  S. 
C.  593,  50  Scot.  L.  R.  415,  6  B.  W.  C.  C 
416. 

Two  workmen  were  lifting  a  drill 
weighing  li  hundredweight,  when  the 
drill  slipped.  One  of  the  men  on  get- 
ting back  to  his  home  told  his  wife 
that  he  had  a  pain  in  his  side.  Two 
days  later  the  wife  called  the  doctor. 
The  doctor  treated  the  pain  in  the 
man's  side  as  being  due  to  a  strain. 
Five  weeks  later  the  man  died  from 
bronchial  pneumonia,  and  the  doctor 
then  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
man  had  strained  his  liver,  and  that 
the  injury  had  extended  ultimately  to 
the  lungs.  The  widow  further  gave 
evidence  that  during  the  time  that  the 
man  was  ill  he  was  visited  by  his  em- 
ployer, who  asked  him  what  was  the 
matter,  and  the  man  said  he  had 
strained  himself  lifting  the  drill, 
whereupon  the  employer  gave  him  a 
sum  of  money  "to  go  on  with,"  and 
told  him  the  sum  that  his  compensation 
would  amount  to.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sup- 
port a  finding  that  the  pneumonia  was 
due  to  an  injury  which  occurred  in 
the  course  of  the  emplojrment.  Chant- 
ler  V.  Bromley  [1921 ;  C.  A.]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  171,  14  B.  W.  C.  C. 
14. 

Where  it  was  admitted  that  an  ac- 
cident occurred  in  the  course  of  em- 
ployment, it  was  held  that  it  was 
sufficiently  proven  that  pneumonia 
following  was  caused  thereby,  by  evi- 
dence, in  addition  to  the  testimony  of 
expert  doctors,  tending  to  show  dis- 
coloration on  parts  of  the  body,  pain 
and  suffering,  headache,  and  restless- 
ness, indicating  that  the  trauma 
caused  by  the  fall  was  likely  to  result 
in   pneumonia.     A.  Breslauer  Co.  v. 


Industrial  Gonunission  (1918)  167 
Wis.  202,  167  N.  W.  256. 

A  man  working  in  the  hold  of  a 
ship  was  seen  to  climb  out,  apparently 
in  great  pain.  He  went  home,  and  a 
doctor  who  saw  him  found  injuries 
to  his  ribs.  Pneumonia  supervened, 
and  he  died  in  a  few  days.  The  pneu- 
monia was  due  to  the  rib  injuries.  It 
was  held  that  there  was  evidence  to 
support  the  inference  that  the  acci- 
dent arose  out  of  the  employment. 
Losh  V.  Richard  Evans  &  Co.  (1902) 
19  Times  L.  R.  (Eng.)  142,  51  Week. 
Rep.  243,  5  W.  C.  C.  17. 

A  healthy  and  steady  workman  was 
employed  to  pick  up  cotton  waste  on 
the  deck  of  a  ship.  At  1  P.  M.  he  was 
sent  to  work  in  No.  6  hold;  at  3  P.  M. 
he  climbed  up  the  ladder  of  the  hold, 
apparently  in  great  pain,  and  was  sent 
home.  He  was  medically  attended, 
and  marks  were  found  on  his  ribs; 
three  days  later  he  developed  pneu- 
monia, attributed  by  the  doctor  to  the 
injury  to  his  sides,  of  which  he  died. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  evidence 
that  the  workman  had  died  from  "per- 
sonal injury  by  accident  arising  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment." Lovelady  v.  Berrie  (1909)  2 
B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  62. 

An  undertaker's  workman  had,  as 
a  part  of  his  work,  to  lift  coffins  into 
vans.  He  went  to  work  one  day  well, 
and  returned  home  with  bruises  and 
a  swollen  leg.  He  died  within  a  week 
of  pneumonia  supervening  on  pleurisy, 
caused  by  these  injuries.  The  record- 
er found  that  the  accident  causing  the 
injuries  arose  out  of  the  employment. 
It  was  held  that  there  was  evidence 
to  support  the  finding.  Re  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  [1911]  2  Ir.  R.  301, 
45  Ir.  L.  T.  82,  4  B.  W.  C.  C.  432. 

A  teamster,  required  in  the  course 
of  his  work  to  handle  heavy  boxes, 
quit  before  the  end  of  the  day,  com- 
plaining of  a  pain  in  his  back.  The 
next  day  he  was  found  to  have  bruises 
on  his  back  and  side.  He  later  died 
from  traumatic  pneumonia.  It  was 
held  that  a  finding  that  he  had  sus- 
tained an  injury  arising  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment  was 
justified.  Armour  &  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Bd.  (1916)  273  IlL  590,  113  N.  E.  138. 
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On  or  about  March  18, 1917,  a  sieve* 
dore  ruptured  himself  by  an  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  On  April  2  he  was  op- 
erated on  in  a  hospital,  and  a  radical 
cure  of  the  rupture  was  effected.  He 
came  out  of  the  hospital  cured,  but  in 
a  weak  condition,  on  April  14,  but  got 
worse,  and  was  sent  to  an  infinnary 
on  September  22,  where  he  died  on 
December  12  of  pulmonary  pneumonia. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  his  death  from 
pneumonia  was  attributable  to  his 
employment.  Kemp  v.  Clyde  Shipping 
Co.  [1918]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.) 
258,  87  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  861,  119  L.  T. 
N.  S.  131,  11  B.  W.  C.  C.  109. 

An  engine  driver  who  had  to  take 
out  an  early  train  was,  on  a  morning 
in  March  which  was  bitterly  cold  and 
snowy,  called  late  by  a  fellow  work- 
man, and  hurried  to  his  engine  insuf- 
ficiently clad,  and  without  his  usual 
food;  on  the  same  or  the  following 
day,  as  to  which  there  was  a  conflict 
of  evidence,  while  engaged  in  his  em- 
ployment, he  collapsed,  and  subse- 
quently died  of  pneumonia.  It  was 
held  that  his  death  was  not  the  re- 
sult of  an  accident  arising  out  of  his 
employment,  but  that,  even  assuming 
that  it  was  such  an  accident,  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  show  that 
it  arose  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, as  his  going  out  insufficiently 
clothed  and  without  food  happened  at 
his  own  home,  and  before  his  employ- 
ment had  begun.  Dennis  v.  Midland 
R.  Co.  [1921 ;  H.  L.]  W.  N.  (Eng.)  160. 
65  Sol.  Jo.  511,  87  Times  L.  R.  628,  90 
L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  144,  125  L.  T.  N.  S. 
545,  14  B.  W.  C,  C.  71. 

A  driver  for  a  firm  of  teamsters  had 
suffered  an  injury  some  four  or  five 
years  previously,  which  caused  an  im- 
pairment of  his  memory.  While  in 
charge  of  one  of  his  employer's  teams 
he  suffered  a  lapse  of  memory  and,  in 
attempting  to  get  the  horses  to  the 
stable,  lost  his  way  and  wandered 
from  his  wagon  into  a  swamp,  and 
suffered  exposure  during  the  night 
which  caused  him  to  contract  pneu- 
monia, from  which  he  died.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient 
to  show  that  the  disease  arose  out  of 


his  employment,  as  there  was  nothing 
in  the  employment  of  driving  a  wagon 
which  made  it  likely  that  the  employee 
would  alight  from  his  wagon  and 
wander  to,  and  fall  into,  a  swamp,  and 
lie  there  all  night  Milliken's  Case 
(1914)  216  Mass.  298,  L.R.A.1916A, 
887,  108  N.  E.  898,  4  N.  G.  C.  A.  512. 

A  brusher  went  to  the  bottom  of  the 
pit  shaft  to  be  taken  to  the  surface 
just  at  the  time  of  the  beginning  of 
the  daily  statutory  shaft  inspection,  of 
which  he  knew.  The  inspection  took 
an  hour  that  morning,  instead  of  the 
usual  half  hour,  owing  to  the  break- 
down of  the  bell  wire,  and  during  that 
time  the  workman  stood  about  in  a 
strong  current  of  cold  air.  He  con- 
tracted a  chill,  and  died  of  pneumonia. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  support- 
ed the  finding  by  the  arbitrator  that 
the  deceased  had  not  been  injured  by 
an  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  Lyons  v. 
Woodilee  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  (1917)  117 
L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  65,  86  L.  J.  P.  C.  N. 
S.  137,  [1917]  W.  N.  151,  61  Sol.  Jo. 
490,  affirming  [1916]  S.  C.  719,  58  Scot. 
L.  R.  588,  9  B.  W.  C.  C.  655. 

A  workman  died  of  pneumonia.  His 
dependents  contended  that  the  pneu- 
monia resulted  from  lowered  vitality 
caused  by  an  accident  to  him,  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. The  medical  referee  re- 
ported that  pneumonia  could  not  have 
been  caused  by  the  alleged  accident, 
the  only  evidence  of  which  consisted 
of  several  inconsistent  statements 
made  by  the  workman  to  various  per- 
sons on  the  day  after  the  accident, 
which  were  admitted  in  evidence  with- 
out any  objection  being  taken.  It  was 
held  that  there  was  no  evidence  that 
there  was  any  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Langley  v.  Reeve  (1900)  8  B.  W.  C.  C. 
(Eng.)  175. 

A  mine  brusher  was  directed  to 
bail  out  of  the  pit  the  water  which  had 
accumulated  owing  to  the  breakdown 
of  the  pump.  This  necessitated  his 
standing  immersed  in  water  up  to  his 
chest  for  eight  hours.  Thereafter  he 
was  incapacitated  for  work  for  several 
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days  by  rheumatism,  owing  to  the  ex- 
treme and  exceptional  exposure  to  cold 
and  daiiu>  which  his  work  of  bailing 
had  entailed.  On  these  facts,  the  ar- 
bitrator held  that  there  was  evidence 
that  the  workman  was  incapacitated 
by  an  injury  caused  by  accident  aris- 
ing out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  And,  on  appeal,  it  was 
held  that  there  was  evidence  on  which 
the  arbitrator  could  so  find.  Glasgow 
Coal  Co.  V.  Welsh  [1916]  2  A.  C. 
(Eng.)  1,  10  B.  R.  C.  308,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916E,  161,  114  L.  T.  N.  S.  809,  [1916] 
W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  79,  85  L.  J.  P.  G.  N.  S. 
130,  82  Times  L.  R.  359,  60  Sol.  Jo. 
336,  9  B.  W.  G.  C.  371,  [1916]  W.  N. 
109,  affirming  [1915]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
463,  [1915]  S.  G.  1020,  [1915]  2  Scot. 
L.  T.  123,  52  Scot.  L.  R.  798. 

A  workman  was  employed  as  a  fire- 
man. His  employer  had  recently  re- 
moved its  plant,  and  some  of  the  em- 
ployees, according  to  custom,  worked 
in  the  evening  after  regular  hours, 
getting  the  new  plant  into  shape. 
One  evening,  after  he  had  finished  his 
work  on  a  defective  valve,  he  went  to 
a  room  where  a  fellow  workman  was 
working,  who  had  not  finished,  and 
helped  him  to  finish  this  work.  While 
helping  the  fellow  workman,  he 
pinched  his  finger,  causing  a  blister  to 
form.  Blood  poisoning  set  in,  and 
later  inflammatory  rheumatism,  and 
he  finally  died.  The  employer  report- 
ed the  accident,  and  entered  into  an 
agreement  for  compensation.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  sufiicient 
to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  death  was 
caused  by  an  injury  received  in  the 
course  of  the  employment.  Perdew  v. 
Nufer  Cedar  Co.  (1918)  201  Midi. 
520,  167  N.  W.  868. 

A  workman  injured  his  foot  by 
slipping  when  coming  down  a  tele- 
phone pole,  falling  about  7  feet,  and 
hitting  his  foot  on  a  brick.  He  testi- 
fied that  when  he  went  home  his  foot 
was  swollen  and  pained  him,  and  he 
thought  he  had  sprained  it.  He  de- 
veloped rheutnatism,  which  was  locat- 
ed in  the  knee,  shoulder,  and  several 
different  joints,  as  well  as  in  the  foot. 
His  attending  physician  testified  that 
he  could  not  say  whether  the  condi- 
tion of  the  applicant  was  due  to  the 


injury  or  not.  Two  other  physicians 
expressed  the  same  opinion,  and  a 
third  testified  positively  that  the  appli- 
cant's condition  was  due  wholly  to 
rheumatism  with  which  the  injury  had 
nothing  to  do.  It  was  held  that  there 
was  evidence  to  justify  a  finding  that 
the  disease  was  not  attributable  to 
the  employment.  Jackson  v.  Iowa 
Teleph.  Go.  (1920)  190  loWa,  1394»  179 
N.  W.  849. 
See  also  infra,  11.  ss.  , 

rr»  Scarlet  fever, 

A  porter  in  a  scarlet  fever  hospital 
had  an  attack  of  influenza  and  re- 
turned to  his  work  on  March  22.  On 
April  1  he  was,  in  the  course  of  his 
duty,  in  the  scarlet  fever  wards,  and 
he  also  cleaned  the  mortuary  for  the 
first  time  after  his  return.  About 
three  or  four  hours  afterwards  he  was 
sick,  and  for  the  next  three  days  he 
was  very  unwell.  On  April  5  he  was 
found  to  be  suffering  from  scarlet 
fever.  As  a  result  of  his  illness  his 
heart  was  affected  and  he  suffered 
from  nephritis,  and  at  the  date  of  the 
application  he  was  totally  incapacitat- 
ed for  work.  He  could  not  say  that 
there  had  been  in  the  mortuary,  short- 
ly before  the  day  he  cleaned  it,  any 
bodies  of  persons  who  had  died  from 
scarlet  fever,  but  he  said  that  it  was 
very  likely  there  had  been.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  did  not  show 
that  there  was  an  accident  arising  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Martin 
V.  Manchester  (1912)  106  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  741,  76  J.  P.  259,  10  L.  G.  R. 
996,  28  Times  L.  R.  344,  [1912]  W.  C. 
Rep.  289.  , 

i 

99.  Sciatica. 

A  pilot  was  employed  to  take  a  ketch 
out  of  the  harbor  on  a  rough  night 
with  a  high  wind.  Having  piloted  the 
ketch  out  of  the  harbor,  and  having 
been  paid,  the  applicant  attempted  to 
get  into  his  own  boat,  which  was  be- 
ing towed  astern  of  the  ketch,  for  the 
purpose  of  going  ashore.  He  jumped 
into  the  boat,  alighting  somewhere 
near  the  bows,  with  the  result  that 
they  went  under  water,  and  he  got  wet 
to  his  thighs.  He  was  pulled  up  on 
board  the  ketch  again,  and  later  rowed 
ashore.    Subsequently     he     suffered 
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from  sciatica.  The  county  court  judge 
found  that  the  applicant's  boat  filled 
with  water  by  accident,  that  he  got 
wet  l^y  accident  when  he  first  jumped 
into  the  boat  to  go  ashore,  that  the 
sciatica  was  the  result  of  this  accident, 
and  that  the  accident  arose  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment.  On 
appeal^  it  was  held  that  there  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  on  which  the  county 
court  judge  could  find  as  he  did. 
Barbeary  v.  Chugg  [1915]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  174,  112  L.  T.  N.  S. 
797,  84  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  504,  31  Times 
L.  R.  153,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  37. 

An  employee  of  a  smelting  company, 
while  tending  a  furnace,  was  affected 
by  smoke  and  gas  from  the  furnace, 
and  became  dizzy  and  vomited.  After 
lying  down  for  a  short  time  he  walked 
home  with  the  aid  of  a  fellow  work- 
man. He  complained  of  a  pain  in  his 
stomach  and  in  the  calf  of  his  right 
leg.  He  was  treated  by  several  physi- 
cians. One,  connected  with  the  dis- 
pensary of  a  hospital  to  which  he 
went,  testified  that  he  showed  symp- 
toms of  lead  poisoning,  for  which  he 
treated  him;  also,  that  he  had  sciatic 
neuritis,  which  could  come  from  local 
infection  and  could  also  come  from 
lead ;  that  he  had  pyorrhea,  and  might 
have  been  suffering  from  a  pus  in- 
fection ;  that  the  fact  that  the  sciatica 
did  not  respond  to  the  treatment  for 
lead  poisoning  impelled  him  to  doubt 
that  poisoning  might  be  a  contribut- 
ing cause  of  the  sciatica.  Other  physi- 
cians testified  that  they  found  no 
traces  of  lead  poisoning,  but  did  find 
symptoms  of  several  diseases,  and 
were  of  the  opinion  that  the  sciatica 
was  not  due  to  lead  poisoning,  but  to 
the  other  ailments  from  which  the 
man  was  suffering.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  diseased  condi- 
tion of  the  man  was  attributable  to 
his  work.  St.  Louis  Smelting  &  itef. 
Co.  V.  Industrial  Commission  (1921) 
298  IlL  272,  131  N.  E.  617. 

ft.  Sleeping  Hclcness, 

In  Donovan  v.  Alliance  Electric  Co. 
(1920)  191  App.  Div.  303,  181  N.  Y. 
Supp.  823,  the  claimant,  in  the  course 
of    his    employment,    hit    his    head 


against  a  desk.  He  worked  regularly 
thereafter  for  about  three  weeks, 
when  he  developed  encephalitis,  com- 
monly known  as  sleeping  sickness.  At 
one  stage  of  the  disease  the  physicians 
thought  the  symptoms  indicated  a 
fractured  skull,  but  subsequent  de- 
velopments caused  them  to  change 
their  opinion.  No  physician  testified 
that  in  his  opinion  the  injury  caused 
the  sickness.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
finding  that  the  disease  was  attribute 
able  to  the  emplojrment.  The  court 
said:  ''It  cannot  be  that  a  tentative 
diagnosis  in  a  partially  developed  case 
subject  to  future  developments,  and 
which  is  changed  by  the  later  history 
of  the  case,  has  any  probative  force. 
At  most,  a  statement  of  a  witness  out 
of  court  inconsistent  with  his  testi- 
mony discredits  the  witness,  but  is 
never  received  as  evidence  of  the  fact 
contained  in  such  inconsistent  state- 
ment. No  physician  in  this  case  has 
ever  testified  to  a  fractured  skull,  and 
no  physician  connects  the  present  dis- 
ease with  the  blow  to  the  head.  The 
commission,  in  its  effort  to  make  such 
connection,  has  based  its  finding  on 
the  erroneous  hypothesis  of  a  frac- 
tured skull,  of  which  there  is  no 
evidence.''  After  resubmission  to  the 
commission,  an  award  was  again  made 
in  favor  of  the  claimant.  The  medical 
testimony  on  the  second  hearing  was 
to  the  effect  that  the  sleeping  sickness 
was  not  the  result  of  trauma,  but  of 
infection,  and  the  fact  that  the  claim- 
ant developed  sleeping  sickness  fol- 
lowing the  bump  on  his  head  was 
merely  a  coincidence.  The  award  was 
again  reversed,  with  directions  to  the 
commission  to  award  the  claimant  for 
the  bump  on  the  head,  but  not  for  the 
sleeping  sickness.  (1921)  195  App. 
Div.  678,  186  N.  Y.  Supp.  818. 

uu,  spondylitis  defamuina. 

A  laborer  was  injured  through  the 
falling  of  a  platform  over  which  he 
was  wheeling  a  truck  loaded  with 
boxes  filled  with  goods,  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  About  fifteen 
months  after  an  award  had  been  made 
by  the  commission  in  his  favor,  he 
filed  a  second  petition,  alleging  that 
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the  injury  had  caused  to  develop  an 
inflanunatory  condition  of  some  of  the 
lumbar  vertebrae,  known  as  spondylitis 
deformans.  The  evidence  showed 
that  the  claimant  was  a  man  in  excel- 
lent health  before  the  injury,  and 
that  the  disease  in  question  was  very 
apt  to  be  caused  by  a  weakened  condi- 
tion of  certain  portions  of  the  body, 
Buch  as  was  caused  by  the  injury.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  finding  that  the 
disease  had  its  inception  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  Squire-Dingee  Co. 
▼.  Industrial  Bd.  (1917)  281  IlL  869, 
117  N.  E.  103L 

A  workman  was  employed  in  a  ma- 
chine shop  as  an  operator  of  a  drill 
press.  While  engaged  in  such  work 
on  December  19,  1919,  he  stepped  on 
a  steel  shaving,  which  entered  his 
foot  near  the  little  toe.  He  did  not 
appear  greatly  concerned  about  it,  and 
worked  until  December  26.  On  that 
day  he  became  ill.  From  that  time  he 
rapidly  grew  worse,  and  died  on  De- 
cember 29  of  tetanus.  It  was  shown 
that  the  deceased  had,  on  December 
1,  scratched  or  punctured  his  foot  by 
coming  in  contact  with  an  old  nail 
while  doing  some  work  in  his  cellar, 
and  that  the  injury  caused  by  the  steel 
shaving  was  in  the  same  place  as  the 
nail  injury.  The  medical  witnesses 
testified  that  he  died  of  acute  tetanus, 
and  that  acute  tetanus  usually  de- 
veloped in  six  or  seven  days  after  the 
injury,  and  not  longer  than  nine  days; 
that  the  nail  injury  might  have  de- 
veloped chronic  tetanus,  but  that 
deceased  died  of  acute  tetanus.  It 
was  held  that  there  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  justify  a  finding  that  the 
tetanus  was  caused  by  the  injury 
from  the  steel  shaving,  received  in 
the  course  of  the  employment.  Bresee 
V.  Clark  Equipment  Co.  (1921)  214 
Mldu  235,  183  N.  W.  19. 

On  the  morning  of  August  14  a 
collier  started  to  his  work  in  his  em- 
ployer's coal  mine,  having  made  no 
complaint  to  anyone,  nor  did  anyone 
see  him  walking  as  if  there  was  any- 
thing the  matter  with  his  feet.  Later 
on  he  came  out  of  the  stall  where  he 


had  been  working,  and  complained  to 
the  head  man  that  his  feet  hurt  him. 
The  head  man  found  on  the  fioor  in  the 
stall  a  piece  of  rock  weighing  about  3 
or  4  pounds,  which  had  fallen  from 
the  roof  during  the  working  hours. 
On  August  19  a  doctor  examined  the 
foot  and  found  a  small  wound  about 
half  an  inch  in  length,  of  a  kind  that 
might  have  been  caused,  in  the  doc- 
tor's opinion,  by  a  piece  of  stone  fall- 
ing on  it.  A  scratch  or  nearly  healed 
scar  on  the  sole  of  the  foot  was  also 
discovered.  On  August  25  the  work- 
man was  found  to  be  suffering  from 
tetanus,  from  which  he  died  the  next 
day.  It  was  held  that  a  finding  that 
the  injury  was  caused  by  an  accident 
in  the  course  of  the  employment  was 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  Stapleton 
V.  Dinnington  Main  Coal  Co.  (1912) 
107  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  247,  [1912]  W. 
C.  Rep.  376,  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  6(12. 

A  carpenter,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  employment,  stuck  a  nail 
in  his  foot.  He  had  it  treated  from 
time  to  time  by  a  doctor,  but  he  finally 
developed  tetanus  from  which  he  died. 
The  doctor  testified  that  in  his  opinion 
the  disease  was  attributable  to  the  ac- 
cident. The  evidence  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  to  sustain  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  claimant.  Snyder  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1921)  297  DL  175,  130 
N.  E.  369. 

Where  a  gardener  was  injured 
while  at  work  in  the  garden  by  a  nail 
passing  through  his  boot  and  piercing 
the  large  toe,  and  died  from  tetanus 
which  subsequently  set  in,  it  was  held 
that  the  evidence,  as  shown  together 
with  testimony  that  persons  working 
in  stables  and  gardens  were  peculiarly 
subject  to  contract  the  disease  of 
tetanus  in  suffering  from  any  wound 
or  cut,  was  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
accident  arose  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  although  it  was  not 
shown  that  he  might  not  have  con- 
tracted the  disease  elsewhere.  Walk- 
er V.  Mullins  (1908)  42  Ir.  L.  T.  168, 
1  B.  W.  C.  C.  211. 

tmo.  Tuberculosis. 

While  the  claimant  was  working  for 
his  employer  operating  a  crane,  one 
of  the  timbers  broke,  and  to  save  him- 
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self  from  injury  he  jumped  into  the 
river,  a  distance  of  some  10  feet,  the 
water  coming  up  to  his  knees.  He 
waded  to  the  shore  and  contracted  a 
heavy  cold  and  pleurisy,  which  de- 
veloped into  pulmonary  tuberculosis. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  sus- 
tained the  finding  that  his  condition 
was  the  result  of  an  accidental  in- 
jury arising  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  Rist  v.  Larkin 
(1916)  171  App.  Div.  71,  156  N.  Y. 
Supp.  875. 

An  employee,  while  engaged  as  a 
car  washer  in  a  garage,  was  crushed 
between  two  cars,  injuring  his  ab- 
domen and  chest.  He  later  developed 
tuberculosis  from  which  he  died.  The 
medical  evidence  was  in  conflict,  be- 
ing to  the  effect,  on  the  one  hand, 
that  the  injury  in  no  way  contributed 
to  the  disease,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  it  might  have.  An  expert  called 
by  the  commission  testified  that  in  his 
opinion  the  injury  was  an  activating 
agency,  and  contributed  to,  or  quick- 
ened the  progress  of,  an  otherwise 
dormant  tubercular  condition.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence,  though  weak, 
was  suflicient  to  sustain  an  award  in 
favor  of  the  claimant,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  aid  given  by  the  statutory 
presumption  that  claims  come  within 
the  provisions  of  the  act.  McGoey  v. 
Turin  Garage  &  Supply  Co.  (1921) 
195  App.  Div.  436,  186  N.  Y.  Supp.  697. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  mason 
fell  from  a  ladder  a  distance  of  18  or 
20  feet,  striking  his  side  on  a  pipe  or 
box,  and  strained  his  left  side,  back, 
and  ankle.  The  physician  who  at- 
tended him  testified  that  some  of  his 
short  ribs  were  fractured  and  loosened. 
He  did  some  work  after  the  accident, 
but  did  not  recover  to  any  extent  his 
strength  or  previous  health,  and  in 
about  one  year  developed  tuberculosis 
of  the  right  lung,  from  which  he  died. 
Doctors  on  both  sides  agreed  that  for 
a  period  of  time  after  the  injury  the 
several  examinations  did  not  disclose 
tuberculosis,  and  that  there  was  an 
absence  of  any  sjrmptoms  denoting  the 
active  presence  of  that  disease.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  finding  that  a 
latent  tubercular  condition  was  light- 


ed up  by  the  injury,  so  as  to  cause 
death  from  pulmonary  tuberculosis. 
The  court  said:  'The  evidence  here 
for  claimant  is  not  uncorroborated 
hearsay  evidence;  it  was  the  evidence 
of  the  physician  who  knew  deceased 
before  the  accident,  and  treated  him 
almost  continuously  after  the  acci- 
dent until  his  death.  Immediately,  or 
within  three  days  after  the  accident, 
his  lungs  were  examined,  and  soon 
thereafter  his  blood  pressure  was 
taken,  and  both  found  practically 
normal;  he  was  a  strong  man  doing 
the  hard  work  of  a  mason,  and  never 
sick  or  ailing;  this  physician  treated 
claimant  for  some  years  before  her 
husband  was  injured,  and  he  knew* 
His  evidence  was  as  positive  as  any 
that  can  be  given  by  a  physician  of 
internal  conditions,  and  is  such  evir- 
dence  as  is  relied  upon  generally  in 
the  vicissitudes  of  everyday  life.** 
Van  Gordon  v.  Hires  Condensed  Milk 
Co.  (1920)  193  App.  Div.  601,  184  N. 
Y.  Supp.  402. 

A  workman,  during  the  course  of 
his  employment,  suffered  an  injury 
consisting  of  a  blow  on  the  head. 
Twenty-three  days  thereafter  he  died 
from  tuberculosis  of  the  brain.  One 
doctor  testified  that  he  found  a  dis- 
tinct tuberculosis  of  the  base  of  the 
brain.  All  the  medical  testimony  was 
to  the  effect  that  a  trauma  of  the  kind 
which  the  employee  had  received  could 
excite  a  dormant  tubercular  condition 
into  activity,  and  accelerate  death. 
There  was  no  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, but  there  was  evidence  that 
there  were  no  traumatic  indications 
at  the  time  of  death,  more  than  three 
weeks  after  the  trauma.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  suflicient  to 
justify  a  finding  that  the  blow  on  the 
head  was  the  inducing  cause  of  the 
active  manifestation  of  an  otherwise 
dormant  disease.  Schlenker  v.  Gar- 
ford  Motor  Truck  Co.  (1918)  183  App. 
Div.  166,  170  N.  Y.  Supp.  439. 

An  employee,  while  engaged  in  lift- 
ing a  box  weighing  some  30  or  40 
pounds,  fell  against  a  vise  located  on 
his  workbench,  striking  his  neck  just 
above  his  collar  bone.  About  the  time 
of  the  accident,  but  whether  before  or 
after  the  evidence  did  not  show,  he 
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had  a  slight  hemorrhage  or  spitting  of 
blood.  He  remained  away  from  work 
for  three  weeks.  On  his  return  he 
only  worked  for  a  few  days,  when  he 
stopped  for  good,  and  about  nine 
months  thereafter  died  of  tubercu- 
losis. The  medical  testimony  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  man  was  suffering  from 
tuberculosis  at  the  time  of  his  injury; 
that  such  an  injury  might  accelerate 
the  disease.  It  was  held  that  a  finding 
that  his  death  was  attributable  to  the 
injury  received  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  was  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence. Van  Keuren  v.  Dwight  Divine 
&  Sons  (1917)  179  App.  Div.  509,  165 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1049,  affirmed  without 
opinion  in  (1918)  222  N.  Y.  648,  119 
N.  E.  1083. 

An  employee  was  injured  by  an  ex- 
plosion which  enveloped  him  with 
steam  and  gas,  and  struck  him  with 
debris,  injuring  his  head,  hip,  and 
side.  He  was  confined  to  his  bed  for 
a  month.  He  was  apparently  a  healthy 
man  up  to  the  time  of  his  injury,  but 
the  physician  testified  that  there  was 
evidence  of  chronic  disease,  and  the 
examination,  his  cough,  and  the  his- 
tory show  tuberculosis  of  the  lungs. 
He  was  never  well  after  the  accident, 
and  the  physician  testified  that  the 
history  would  indicate  that  his  trouble 
was  the  result  of  his  injury.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  was  ample  to 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  injury  re- 
sulted in  a  weakened  vitality  and  re- 
sistance, and  that  the  latent  tubercu- 
losis was  aggravated  and  accelerated 
into  active  tuberculosis,  from  which 
he  died.  Republic  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v. 
Markiowicz  (1921)  —  Ind.  App.  — , 
129  N.  E.  710. 

A  workman,  while  driving  his  em- 
ployer's wagon  in  the  course  of  his 
duties,  was  thrown  against  the  hub 
of  a  wheel,  and  thence  to  the  ground, 
through  the  striking  of  his  wagon  by 
an  automobile.  His  ribs,  chest,  and 
back  were  injured,  and  he  developed 
tuberculosis,  from  which  he  later 
died.  There  was  evidence  that  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  he  was  suffering 
from  pulmonary  tuberculosis,  and  that 
the  injury,  while  not  causing  the  dis- 
ease, hastened  its  progress  or  excited 
it  to  a  fatal  termination.    This  was 


held  to  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  find- 
ing in  favor  of  the  claimant.  Glen- 
non's  Case  (1920)  236  Mass.  542,  128 
N.  E.  942. 

A  night  watchman,  while  engaged  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties,  fell 
over  a  pile  of  scrap  iron  and  injured 
his  knee.  The  knee  became  so  pain- 
ful that  he  was  taken  to  a  hospital, 
where  he  remained  for  about  three 
months.  He  thereafter  returned  to 
work  as  a  night  watchman,  and 
was  so  employed  for  about  three 
months,  when  his  knee  again  became 
painful,  and  he  was  taken  to  the  hos- 
pital. Tuberculosis  of  the  bone  set 
in,  which  necessitated  the  amputation 
of  his  leg.  It  was  held  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  justify  a  find- 
ing that  the  disability  was  the  result 
of  the  accident,  and  the  fact  that  the 
applicant  was  predisposed  to  tuber- 
culosis of  the  bones  did  not  affect  his 
right  to  recover.  Wabash  R.  Co.  v. 
Industrial  Commission  (1918)  286  UL 
194,  121  N.  E.  569. 

A  carpenter,  while  working  pursu- 
ant to  his  employment,  received  a  se- 
vere injury  to  the  lower  part  of  his 
back,  as  the  result  of  a  fall,  which  dis- 
abled him  at  that  time  for  a  period  of 
nineteen  days,  and  he  was  then  paid 
compensation  for  five  days ;  soon  there- 
after he  tried  to  work  at  his  trade  as 
a  carpenter,  but  was  unable  to  con- 
tinue because  of  the  effects  of  his  in- 
jury; about  a  month  subsequent  to  his 
injury  he  went  to  Chicago  to  visit  and 
rest,  and  remained  there  for  more 
than  a  month;  subsequently  he  went 
to  Albany,  where  he  worked  for  a 
news  company  as  a  caller  until  May 
10,  1916,  when  he  became  severely  ill 
and  returned  home,  but  was  unable 
to  secure  any  permanent  improvement 
in  his  health;  he  was  injured  across 
the  small  of  the  back,  and  complained 
of  his  back,  side,  and  kidneys.  He 
was  taken  to  a  hospital  where  he  re- 
ceived treatment,  and  on  his  return 
home  was  confined  to  his  bed  until  his 
death  in  July,  1917.  The  medical  tes- 
timony was  that  he  died  from  tubercu- 
losis following  nephritis,  and  that  the 
injury  to  his  back  and  kidneys  was 
such  as  might,  and  probably  did, 
cause  nephritis,  which  so  weakened 
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him  that  he  either  became  susceptible 
to  tuberculosis,  or  the  disease  there-' 
tofore  latent  in  his  system  was  aggra- 
vated and  accelerated,  and  eventually 
caused  his  death.  This  evidence  was 
held  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  a  find- 
ing that  the  death  was  attributable  to 
the  injury  received  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.  Retmier  v.  Cruse 
(1918)  67  Ind.  App.  192,  119  N.  E.  32. 

A  workman  fractured  his  ankle  in 
August,  1918,  in  an  accident  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. In  May,  1920,  he  died  of 
tuberculosis.  His  attending  physician 
testified  that  the  tuberculosis  was  the 
result  of  the  accident  of  1918.  There 
was  no  other  evidence.  It  was  held 
that  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainant was  justified  by  the  evidence. 
In  answer  to  the  contention  that  the 
physician  was  inexperienced,  and  his 
deductions  so  unscientific  that  no 
weight  should  be  given  his  opinion, 
the  court  said :  "The  doctor  is  a  gen- 
eral practitioner,  and  not  a  specialist; 
but  he  has  been  engaged  in  practice 
for  eleven  years.  He  treated  Mr. 
Gray  for  about  a  year  and  a  half.  He 
tnade  some  examinations  of  the  in- 
jured ankle,  having  an  X-ray  photo- 
graph taken  to  facilitate  the  examina-  ' 
tion.  He  treated  the  fracture,  and  his 
treatment  is  not  criticized.  According 
to  his  testimony,  he  discovered  that 
the  bones  were  not  uniting,  made  an 
incision,  found  the  ankle  joint  de- 
stroyed, and  amputated  the  leg.  In 
January,  1919,  the  symptoms  of  the 
patient  suggested  to  the  mind  of  the 
doctor  a  tubercular  condition  of  the 
bones.  Considerably  later,  he  had  an 
analysis  of  the  sputum  made  at  the 
state  laboratory.  The  doctor  was  sub- 
jected to  a  searching  cross-examina- 
tion. His  testimony  was  shaken,  but 
not  destroyed;  weakened,  but  not  an- 
nihilated; torpedoed,  but  not  sunk.*' 
Gray  v.  St.  Croix  Paper  Co.  (1921) 
—  Me.  — ,  118  Atl.  32. 

A  workman,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  employment,  suffered  a 
fracture  of  the  ribs.  From  the  date 
of  his  injury  he  became  broken  down 
in  his  general  health,  and  went  into 
a  steady  decline,  gradually  growing 
weaker  until  the  date  of  his  death 
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about  ten  months  later.  The  medical 
testimony  was  in  sharp  conflict,  there 
being  evidence  on  the  one  hand  that 
be  died  of  tuberculosis  contracted  as 
a  result  of  his  injury,  and  on  the  other 
hand,  evidence  that  his  death  was  not 
attributable  to  an  injury,  but  was  due 
to  heart  disease  as  a  result  of  rheu- 
matism. It  was  established  that  be- 
fore his  injury  he  was  a  man  in  full 
health  and  vigor.  It  was  held  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  war- 
rant a  finding  that  the  death  was  at- 
tributable to  the  injury  received  in 
the  course  of  employment.  Lundy  v. 
George  Brown  &  Co.  (1919)  93  N.  J. 
L.  107,  106  Atl.  362,  affirmed  in  (1919) 
98  N.  J.  L.  469,  108  Atl.  252. 

A  workman,  while  in  his  master's 
employment,  suffered  in  July  a  serious 
accident,  which  affected  his  brain  and 
general  health,  and  he  died  in  the  fol- 
lowing December.  A  post-mortem  ex- 
amination showed  that  he  died  from 
acute  tuberculosis,  which  had  been 
latent  for  some  time,  but  there  was 
medical  evidence  that  the  disease 
might  have  been  accelerated  or  ag- 
gravated by  his  lowered  state  of  vi- 
tality, due  to  the  accident.  It  was 
held  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
on  which  the  county  court  judge  could 
properly  find  that  the  death  resulted 
from  the  accident,  which  set  up  the 
disease  from  which  the*  workman  died. 
Beare  v.  Garrod  [1915]  W.  C.  &  Ins. 
Rep.  (Eng.)  438,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
717,  113  L.  T.  N.  S.  673,  8  B.  W.  C.  C. 
474,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  756. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  death  of 
an  employee,  who,  prior  to  his  injury, 
was  shown  to  be  a  seemingly  strong 
and  healthy  man,  and  who  was 
burned  on  his  hands  and  face  by 
an  explosion  of  gas,  and  subsequent- 
ly complained  of  pains  in  his  throat 
and  chest,  and  was  in  a  run-down 
condition,  and  died  about  four  months 
after  his  injury,  of  miliary  tuber- 
culosis, may  be  found  to  have  been 
proximately  caused  by  the  gas  explo- 
sion. There  was  expert  testimony 
to  the  effect  that  the  inhalation 
of  the  gas  fumes  would  furnish  an  op- 
portunity, if  the  infection  of  the  dis- 
ease existed  in  a  latent  condition  at 
the  time,  for  the  latent  condition  to  be 
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kindled  into  an  active  condition;  and 
that  if  the  infection  was  not  existent, 
the  inhalation  of  gas  would  bring 
about  the  destruction  of  air  cells  in 
the  lungs,  and  would  lower  his  vitality, 
and  make  the  person  more  susceptible 
to  such  infection;  and  that  the  usual 
time  for  the  course  of  miliary  tubercu- 
losis was  from*  four  to  six  weeks,  but 
that  it  might  continue  for  three  or 
four  months.  Heilemaa  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Industrial  Commission  (1916)  161 
Wis.  46,  152  N.  W.  446. 

In  McCarthy's  Case  (1918)  231 
Mass.  259,  120  N.  E.  852,  the  court, 
without  stating  specifically  of  what 
the  evidence  consisted,  held  that  it 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
tuberculosis,  of  which  the  workman 
died,  was  attributable  to  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. 

A  miner  had  his  back  crushed  by  a 
fall  of  coal.  He  received  compensa- 
tion for  six  months,  when  he  returned 
to  the  light  work  of  painting  wagons. 
He  did  this  work  regularly  for 
eighteen  months,  when  he  was  taken 
ill  with  tuberculosis  of  the  lungs,  and 
died  of  this  disease  just  over  two 
years  after  the  accident.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  disease  was  contracted 
in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
Comery  v.  New  Hucknall  Colliery  Go. 
(1919;  C.  A.)  88  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  462,  [1919]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
63,  12  B.  W.  a  C.  1,  120  L.  T.  N.  S. 
456. 

An  employee  was  engaged  as  the 
driver  of  a  milk  wagon.  His  wife  tes- 
tified that  on  coming  home  one  morn- 
ing he  acted  in  a  silly  manner,  so  that 
she  thought  someone  had  doped  him. 
He  was  irrational  on  that  day,  and 
could  give  no  account  of  how  he  was 
injured.  She  testified  that  the  next 
day  he  was  rational,  and  told  her  that 
he  had  slipped  on  the  ice  in  the  wagon, 
and  fallen  and  hurt  the  back  of  his 
head.  He  was  not  able  to  make  any 
intelligent  communication  at  any  time 
subsequent  to  the  day  following  the 
accident.  After  that  he  lapsed  into 
semiconsciousness,  and  grew  worse 
until  his  death,  about  two  weeks  later. 
His  attending  physician  testified  that 


on  the  day  that  he  was  conscious  he 
stated  that  something  had  happened 
to  him;  that  he  thought  he  fell;  that 
he  had  hurt  himself,  but  that  he  did 
not  know  when,  where,  or  how.  With 
another  physician,  he  examined  him 
thoroughly,  the  examination  being  ab- 
solutely negative,  aside  from  a  slight 
abrasion  on  one  of  his  legs,  which 
could  not  have  contributed  to  his  con- 
dition in  any  way.  An  autopsy  showed 
that  the  chief  and  determining  cause 
of  death  was  tubercular  meningitis, 
and  the  contributing  cause  chronic 
pulmonary  tuberculosis.  It  was  held 
that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to 
sustain  an  award  in  favor  of  the 
claimant,  the  court  saying:  "The 
autopsy  discloses  an  adequate  cause 
of  the  death,  with  no  evidence  what- 
ever of  any  injury  which  could  have 
contributed  to  the  death.  It  thus  ap- 
pears not  only  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  probative  force  to  support  the 
conclusion  that  the  death  resulted 
from  an  accident,  but  that  it  affirma- 
tively appears  that  the  death  was  due 
to  disease  which  is  not  shown  to  have 
had  any  relation  whatever  to  any  al- 
leged accident.  The  presumptions  de^ 
clared  in  §  21  of  the  act  do  not  help 
the  claimant;  they  do  not  relate  to 
the  fundamental  question  of  the  hap- 
pening of  the  accident,  which  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  jurisdictional  fact,  to 
be  supported  by  direct  or  circumstan- 
tial evidence;  and  the  presumptions  do 
not  prevail  over  'substantial  evidence 
to  the  contrary.*  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Law,  §  21.  If  any  authority  is 
needed  for  this  proposition,  it  is  to  be 
found  in  Carroll  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice 
Co.  (1916)  218  N.  Y.  435,  113  N.  E. 
506,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  540,  and  we  are 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  hearsay 
testimony,  unsupported  by  facts  and 
circumstances  to  justify  a  reasonable 
inference,  is  not  sufficient  to  establish 
the  primary  fact  of  an  'accidental  per- 
sonal injury  sustained  by  the  employee 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.'  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Law,  §  10.  The  jurisdiction  of 
the  state  industrial  commission  to 
make  an  award  depends  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  an  accident  under  the  condi- 
tions named  in  the  statute,  and  this 
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requires  evidence  of  probative  force. 
Hearsay  testimony  is  competent  in  ex- 
planation or  corroboration,  no  doubt, 
but  it  must  itself  be  corroborated  by 
relevant  facts,  or  it  cannot  be  made 
the  basis  of  an  award  under  the  stat- 
ute here  considered/'  McHale  v. 
Sheffield  Farms  Co.  (1920)  193  App. 
Div.  541,  184  N.  Y.  Supp.  676. 

In  Albaugh-Dover  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Bd.  (1917)  278  lU.  179,  115  N.  E.  834, 
the  workman  whose  death  was  the  sub- 
ject, of  inquiry,  and  another,  were 
wheeling  a  load  of  castings  in  a  box 
on  a  truck  down  an  inclined  runway, 
the  other  man  being  at  the  upper  end, 
holding  the  handles  of  the  truck,  and 
the  workman  in  front  of  it,  holding  it 
back.  The  other  man  slipped  and  fell, 
and  the  truck  ran  against  the  work- 
man and  pushed  him  over  and  swung 
him  around  against  a  door.  The  box 
hit  him  on  the  left  side,  between  the 
navel  and  the  hip,  and  a  little  lower 
than  the  direct  line.  In  reply  to  the 
question  of  the  straw  boss  as  to 
whether  he  got  hurt,  he  replied  that 
he  did  not,  but  got  a  strain  as  though 
they  had  put  an  electric  wire  on  him, 
or  an  electric  shock,  and  continued  to 
work.  Later  he  developed  a  suppurat- 
ing sinus  in  the  region  of  the  epididy- 
mis, which  was  remote  from  the  point 
of  injury,  and  died  of  miliary  tuber- 
culosis of  the  lung.  The  medical 
evidence  was  unanimous  that  a  tuber- 
cular condition  resulting  from  a  blow 
would  develop  at  the  point  of  the  blow 
as  the  seat  of  the  condition,  and  could 
not  develop  from  a  strain.  It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  failed  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  the  workman  met 
with  an  accident  arising  out  of  the 
employment. 

a».  Tumor. 

A  workman,  fifty-one  years  of  age, 
died  from  the  effects  of  an  operation 
upon  a  malignant  tumor  of  the  kid- 
neys. About  sixteen  months  before 
his  death  he  met  with  a  severe  acci- 
dent in  his  employment,  a  heavy  strut 
falling  on  his  back  near  the  region  of 
the  kidneys.  After  this  accident  he 
was  away  ill  for  about  four  months, 
when  he  returned  to  work  for  about 
seven  months.  He  then  went  into  a 
hospital,  when  the  tumor  was  dis- 


covered and  excised.  He  ultimately 
died  from  the  effect  of  the  operation. 
The  medical  evidence  was  that  the 
tumor  might  have  been  congenital,  or 
might  have  been  caused  by  a  blow,  or 
might  have  been  made  maligant  by  a 
blow,  or  by  other  causes.  There  was 
no  evidence  of  any  other  cause  except 
the  accident.  There  was  evidence  that, 
before  the  accident,  the  deceased  was 
a  strong  healthy  man,  having  no 
trouble  with  his  kidneys,  and  that 
after  the  accident  he  was  never  able 
to  do  his  work  as  he  did  before  the 
accident.  The  county  judge  found 
that  the  accident  caused  the  tumor 
(which  then  existed  in  a  quiet  condi- 
tion) to  become  malignant,  and  that  the 
death,  therefore,  resulted  from  injury 
by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  evidence  to  justify  the 
finding  of  the  county  court  judge. 
Lewis  V.  Port  of  London  Authority 
[1914]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  299, 
7  B.  W.  C.  C.  577,  58  Sol.  Jo.  686. 

yy.  Typh/oid  fever. 

A  workman  whose  duty  it  was  to 
clean  pumps  used  in  connection  with 
sewage  discharge,  contracted  typhoid 
fever.  It  was  proved  that  he  might, 
while  handling  the  sewage,  have  come 
in  contact  with  typhoid  germs,  but 
there  was  no  evidence  that  he  had 
done  so.  It  was  held  that  the  evidence 
did  not  establish  that  the  accident 
arose  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
Finlay  v.  Tullamore  Union  [1914]  2 
Ir.  R.  233,  [1914]  W.  G.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
222. 

tz.  Uremia. 

A  collier  suffering  from  Bright's 
disease  told  a  mate  that  he  had  hurt 
himself,  and  the  mate  saw  marks  of  a 
tub,  which  the  deceased  had  been  fill- 
ing, having  come  off  the  rails,  though 
the  tub  was  then  on  the  rails.  He 
went  home,  and  died  in  a  short  time 
of  uremia,  as  the  post-mortem  proved. 
It  was  held  that  an  award  in  favor 
of  the  employers,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  was  insufiicient  to  show 
that  the  man's  death  was  attributable 
to  his  employment,  was  proper.  Ash- 
ley V.  Lilles^iall  Co.  (1911)  5  B.  W. 
C.  C.    (Eng.)   85. 
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A  workman  in  a  lumber  camp  was 
required  to  board  and  lodge  in  the 
quarters  supplied  by  his  employer, 
dnrina  the  logiring  season.  The  em- 
ployer furnished  bunks,  where  he  and 
the  other  men  slept.  The  bedding  fur- 
nished was  very  old  and  in  i>oor  con- 
dition»  the  straw  sticking  through  the 
ticks.  The  claimant  slept  in  a  lower 
bunk.  While  lying  in  his  bunk  with 
a  fellow  workman,  a  piece  of  straw 
dropped  from  the  bunk  above  him  and 
lodged  in  his  throat.  He  made  an  ef- 
fort to  remove  the  straw,  calling  the 
attention  of  his  fellow  workman  to 
his  condition,  but  was  unable  to  dis- 
lodge it.  Infection  set  in,  which  re- 
sulted in  disability.  It  was  held  that 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  disability  of  the  claimant  was 
due  to  an  injury  arising  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment.  Holt 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Industrial  Commission 
(1919)  168  Wi&  881,  170  N.  W.  866. 

A  workman,  while  employed  as  a 
watchman  or  gatekeeper  on  a  high- 
way, suffered  an  accidental  injury  to 
his  foot,  which  became  infected.  As 
the  infection  progressed  he  grew 
weaker  and  became  delirious,  after 
which  vomiting  set  in  with  an  ex- 
tension of  the  abdomen,  and  his 
bowels  would  not  move,  and  in  three 
days  he  died.  The  attending  physi- 
cian testified  that  in  his  opinion  the 
immediate  cause  of  death  was  ob- 
struction of  the  bowels,  the  infected 
condition  of  the  foot  being  a  contrib- 
uting cause.  It  was  held  that  a  find- 
ing that  death  was  caused  by  an 
accident  received  in  the  course  of  the 
employment  was  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence. Doherty  v.  Grasse  Isle  Twp. 
(1919)  205  Mich.  592,  172  N.  W.  596. 
A  workman  suffered  a  broken  leg 
while  engaged  in  the  duties  of  his  em- 
ployment. Twelve  days  later  he  died. 
It  was  contended  by  the  employer  that 
the  death  was  caused  by  cerebral  em- 
bolism ;  that  is,  that  the  man  h^d  had 
a  bad  case  of  arteriosclerosis,  and 
that  part  of  the  lining  of  the  artery 
became  detached  and  formed  a  clot, 
that  lodged  in  and  plugged  an  artery 
in  the  brain.    The  claimant  contended 

that  the  man  died  of  pulmonary  embo- 
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lism — ^the  plugging  up  of  an  artery  in 
a  lung  by  a  blood  clot  which  came  from 
the  site  of  the  fracture.  There  were  an 
equal  number  of  doctors  who  testified 
on  each  side.  It  was  held  that  it  could 
not  be  said  that  there  was  not  suf- 
ficient evidence  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  deatii  was  due  to  the  injury. 
Klage  V.  Bunsen  Coal  Co.  (1915)  201 
IlL  App.  58. 

An  employee,  while  engaged  in  the 
duties  of  his  employment,  attempted 
to  open  a  door,  when  the  knob  came  off 
and  he  fell  backwards  to  the  ground. 
The  fall  rendered  him  unconscious  for 
a  time,  and  when  he  regained  con- 
sciousness he  had  to  be  assisted  to 
his  feet  He  was  taken  home  and  did 
not  resume  work  for  six  days,  when, 
after  working  for  about  a  week,  he 
was  compelled  to  cease  all  work  be- 
cause of  total  disability  which  con- 
tinued until  his  death.  About  a  year 
previous  he  had  fallen,  and  had  ceased 
work  for  sixteen  weeks  because  of 
sickness.  Prior  to  the  accident  he 
had  been  in  reasonably  good  health, 
though  there  was  conflicting  evidence 
as  to  whether  he  was  afilicted  with 
syphilis  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
It  was  held  that  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  show  that  death  was  due 
to  an  injury  received  in  the  course  of 
the  employment.  Indianapolis  Abat- 
toir Co.  V.  Coleman  (1917)  65  Ind. 
App.  369,  117  N.  E.  502. 

A  workman  was  injured  while  en- 
gaged in  his  regular  duties,  by  inhal- 
ing gases  and  fumes  from  molten 
brass,  and  later  died.  He  was  suffer- 
ing from  a  disease  at  the  time  of  the 
accident.  The  court,  without  setting 
out  the  evidence  in  detail,  held  it  to 
be  sufficient  to  show  that  the  immedi- 
ate cause  of  death  was  the  inhalation 
of  the  noxious  gas,  and  that  if  it  ac- 
celerated a  pre-existing  latent  disease 
so  as  to  cause  death,  the  injury  must 
be  regarded  as  the  cause  of  the  death. 
General  American  Tank  Car  Corp.  v. 
Weirick  (1921)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  133 
N.  E.  391. 

A  workman  was  employed  in  helping 
to  unload  boxes  of  steel  from  a  car. 
A  box  slipped  and  fell  on  his  toe. 
When  he  arrived  home  he  was  limp- 
ing, and  when  he  undressed  it  was 
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foun.d  that  hia  toes  were  red  and 
bruised,  and  that  there  was  a  redness 
on  his  leg  about  4  or  5  inches  above 
the  knee.  He  complained  more  about 
the  leg  than  he  did  about  the  toe. 
The  workman  who  was  with  him  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  testified  that, 
while  trying  to  raise  the  box  of  steel 
high  enough  to  permit  the  placing  of 
a  2-inch  roller  under  it,  it  slipped  and 
grated  the  toe.  The  medical  testi- 
mony was  to  the  effect  that  the  condi- 
tion of  the  injured  workman's  leg 
resulted  in  thrombosis,  or  stoppage  of 
the  saphenous  vein  in  the  tiiigh  by  a 
blood  clot,  finally  resulting  in  death; 
that  the  injury  to  the  toe  in  no  way 
contributed  to  it.  It  was  held  that, 
after  excluding  certain  inadmissible 
hearsay  evidence,  tending  to  show 
that  the  injury  was  to  the  leg  as  well 
as  the  toe,  the  evidence  remaining 
was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  death  was  due  to  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. Ginsberg  v.  Burroughs  Adding 
Mach.  Co.  (1918)  204  Midu  130,  170 
N.  W.  15. 

A  carpenter  during  the  course  of. 
his  duties  was  required,  at  intervals,] 
to  assist  in  repairing  a  tank  in  whichi 
a  preparation  of  chemicals  was  placed. 
The  chemicals  were  not  of  a  danger- 
ous nature,  and  there  was  no  risk  of 
suffocation  or  poisoning  from  their 
use,  or  contact  with  them.  Prior  to 
the  day  of  his  sickness  the  workman 
had  been  in  good  health.  On  that  day 
he  was  found  sitting  on  a  box,  and 
complained  of  feeling  ill.  A  physician 
was  sent  for,  and  when  he  arrived 
found  the  man  in  a  semiconscious 
state,  frothing  at  the  mouth  and  stif- 
fening up  on  one  side.  He  was  sent 
to  a  hospital,  and  soon  after  died. 
Several  physicians  who  attended  or 
saw  him  testified  that  they  were  un- 
able to  state  the  cause  of  death.  It 
was  held,  over  the  contention  that  the 
evidence  showed  the  death  to  be  due 
to  poisoning  from  fumes  of  chemicals 
used  at  the  place  of  work,  that  a  find- 
ing that  the  cause  of  death  was  doubt- 
ful, being  wholly  a  matter  of  conjec- 
ture, was  warranted  by  the  evidence. 
Murphy's  Case  (1918)  ^0  Maas.  99, 
119  N.  E.  657. 


I    ^ 


A  workman  was  employed  as  a  driv- 
er in  a  coal  mine.  On  leaving  home  in 
the  morning  he  was  apparently  in 
good  condition  and  sound  health.  At 
noon,  when  he  came  to  eat  dinner,  he 
was  limping.  He  continued  to  work 
for  about  two  hours,  when  he  quit  and 
went  home.  He  was  limping  when  he 
reached  home,  and  his  leg  was  swol- 
len. Several  days  later  he  was  tak^i 
to  a  hospital,  and  an  operation  was 
performed  on  the  leg  halfway  between 
the  knee  and  hip,  disclosing  a  dis- 
eased condition  ot  the  periosteum. 
The  infection  spread  through  the 
body,  resulting  in  death  about  a 
month  after  the  operation.  There 
were  no  eyewitnesses  of  any  accident, 
and  statements  made  by  the  workman 
to  others  that  he  was  hurt  by  a  fall- 
ing rock  were  excluded  as  hearsay. 
There  was  no  evidence  of  any  fall 
of  rock  in  the  mine.  The  medical  testi- 
mony was  to  the  effect  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  workman  was  caused  by 
an  injury,  or  from  either  hereditary 
or  acquired  syphilis,  but  that  they 
were  unable  to  determine  which.  It 
was  held  that  the  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  burden  on  the 
jclaimant  of  proving  that  the  diseased 
condition  was  attributable  to  an  in- 
jury arising  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment. Mayeur  v.  J.  R.  Crowe  Coal 
&  Min.  Co.  (1920)  106  Kan.  128,  186 
Pac.  1085. 

A  pin  setter  employed  at  a  bowling 
alley  was  hit  on  the  thigh  by  a  fly- 
ing pin  which  broke  the  thigh  bone. 
He  was  taken  to  a  hospital,  and  when 
discharged  the  bone  was  not  entirely 
healed.  About  seven  months  later  he 
went  to  another  hospital,  where  he 
died  in  about  two  weeks.  Two  physi- 
cians testified  that  they  could  not  say 
what  was  the  cause  of  death,  and  one, 
who  had  taken  an  X-ray  of  the  in- 
jured leg,  testified  that  he  did  not 
think  that  death  was  due  to  the  frac- 
ture. The  claimant,  the  mother  of  the 
workman,  testified  that  when  she  saw 
him  at  the  hospital  the  day  before  his 
death,  he  had  a  large  but  on  his  head 
about  4  inches  long;  that  the  nurse 
told  her  he  fell  when  he  tried  to  get 
up  during  the  night.    It  was  held  that 
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there  was  no  evidence  to  warrant  a 
ilndiog  that  the  deceased  died  as  a 
result  of  the  injury  he  had  sustained 
to  his  leg.  Perry  v.  Woodward  Bowl- 
ing Alley  (1917)  196  Mich.  742,  168 
N.  W.  52. 

In  October  a  workman  sustained  a 
fracture  of  the  skull.  After  two 
months'  hospital  treatment  he  was 
discharged.  Two  days  later  he  was 
tiken  with  headache  and  vomiting, 
and  later  died*    There  was  testimony 


that  these  symptoms  might  have 
been  caused  by  pressure  on  the  brain 
from  the  fracture,  or  might  have  re- 
sulted from  other  causes.  No  physi- 
cian expressed  an  opinion  that  death 
resulted  from  the  fracture.  It  was 
held  that  a  finding  that  the  death  was 
the  result  of  an  accident  received  in 
the  employment  was  not  sustained  by 
the  proof.  Reimers  v.  Proctor  Pub. 
Go.  (1914)  85  N.  J.  L.  441,  89  AU. 
931,  4  N.  a  a  A.  788.  M.  B. 


MELKON  SEMONIAN 

V. 

JAMES  PANORAS. 

Bhode  l9land  Supreme  Court -^  April  3t  1999. 
(—  B.  I.  — ,  116  Atl.  417.) 

Prmcipal  and  agent  —  liability  of  agent  for  trespass. 

1.  A  trespasser  cannot  relieve  himself  from  liability  by  showing  that 
a  third  person  directed,  ordered,  or  authorized  him  to  do  the  illegal  act 
complained  of. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page    97.] 


Trial  —  when  verdict  directed. 

2.  A  verdict  should  not  be  directed 
for  defendant  if  on  any  reasonable 
view  of  the  evidence  the  plaintiff 
could  recover. 

[See  26  R.  C.  L.  1077.] 

Evidence  —  materiality. 

3.  In  an  action  for  conversion  of  a 
machine  a  question  is  immaterial  as 
to  the  purpose  of  putting  a  store  in 
the  name  of  witness,  where  it  resulted 
from  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  which 
did  not  include  the  machine. 

Replevin  —  by  lessor  —  effect. 

4.  The  bringing  of  an  action  of  re- 
plevin by   the   lessor   of  a  machine 


against  a  third  person  who  has  taken 
possession  of  it  is  an  election  to  re- 
cover possession  discharged  from  the 
lease. 

Trespass  —  right  of  lessor  to  main- 
tain. 

5.  The  lessor  of  a  machine  who  has 
reasserted  title  to   it  may  maintain 
trespass  de  bonis  against  a  third  per- 
son who  wrongfully  takes  it  away. 
Appeal  —  conclusiveness  of  verdict. 

6.  A  verdict  supported  by  sufficient 
evidence  and  approved  by  the  trial 
judge  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal. 

[See  2  R.  G.  L.  193  et  seq.;  1  R.  C. 
L.  Supp.  433.] 


Exceptions  by  defendant  to  rulings  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Prov- 
idence and  Bristol  Counties  (Sumner,  J.)  made  during  the  trial  of  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  pop-corn  machine,  which  resulted 
in  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  and  the  denial  of  a  new  trial.    Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Hugo  A.  Clason,  for  defendant:      right  to  immediate  possession,  the  per- 

An  action  of  trespass  de  bonis  as-     sonalty  not  having  been  destroyed, 
portotis  cannot  be  maintained  by  an         26  R.  C.  L.  954,  955;  38  Cyc.  1031, 
owner  of  personalty  who  had  neither      103S;  Hunt  v.  Pratt,  7  R.  I.  283;  2 
actual  or  constructive  possession  nor     Greenl.  Ev.  561;  Lunt  v.  Brown,  13 
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Me.  236;  Clark  v.  Carlton,  1  N.  H.  110; 
Keyes  v.  Howe,  18  Vt.  411 ;  Bourne  v. 
Merritt,  22  Vt.  429 ;  Hurd  v.  Fleming, 
34  Vt.  169;  Putnam  v.  Wyley,  8  Johns. 
432,  5  Am.  Dec.  346;  Boswell  v.  Car- 
lisle, 70  Ala.  244;  Roberts  v.  Went- 
worth,  5  Cush.  192;  Wilson  v.  Haley 
Live  Stock  Co.  168  U.  S.  39,  38  L.  ed. 
627,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  768;  Temple  v. 
Duran,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  121  S.  W. 
263. 

Messrs.  Cooney  A  Cooney,  for  plain- 
tiff: 

Defendant  cannot  relieve  himself 
from  liability  by  showing  that  a  third 
person  directed,  ordered,  or  authorized 
him  to  do  the  illegal  act  complained 
of. 

26  R.  C.  L.  961,  962,  and  cases  cited 
in  note  12;  Woodbridge  v.  Conner,  49 
Me.  363,  77  Am.  Dec.  263 ;  1  Waterman, 
Trespass,  S  606;  McPheters  v.  Page, 
83  Me.  234,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  22 
Atl.  101 ;  Donahue  v.  Shippee,  16  R.  I. 
463,  8  Atl.  641. 

Sweeney,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  of  trespass  de 
bonis  asportatis  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  pop-corn  machine.  After  the 
trial  in  the  superior  court  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
in  the  sum  of  $627.87.  The  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  new  trial  was  de^ 
nied,  and  he  has  duly  prosecuted  his 
exceptions  to  this  court. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that 
the  writ  was  issued  August  14, 1918, 
and  was  duly  filed  in  court,  with  a 
declaration  containing  two  counts, 
one  alleging  trespass  de  bonis,  and 
the  other  trover  and  conversion  of  a 
pop-corn  machine.  The  defendant 
filed  a  plea  of  the  general  issue,  and 
a  special  plea  stating  that  when  he 
committed  the  alleged  trespass  it 
was  by  leave  and  license  of  the  plain- 
tiff first  given  and  granted.  The 
plaintiff  filed  a  replication  denying 
the  averments  of  this  special  plea. 

During  the  trial  of  the  case  and 
after  the  defendant  had  introduced 
the  testimony  of  one  witness,  he  was 
given  permission  by  the  court  to 
withdraw  his  special  plea  of  leave 
and  license,  against  the  objection  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  tihe  trial  proceeded 
under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the 


defendant  made  a  motion  for  the 
direction  of  a  verdict  in  his  favor  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
have  possession  of  the  machine  at 
the  time  of  the  trespass.  The  court 
denied  this  motion,  and  its  denial  is 
the  defendant's  first  exception. 

The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff 
tended  to  prove  tiiat  he  was  the  own- 
er of  the  machine,  with  the  right  of 
immediate  possession;  that  he  had 
constructive  possession  of  it  while 
it  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  his 
brother;  and  that  against  said 
brother's  protest  the  defendant  took 
possession  of  the  machine  and  sent 
it  to  Agnes  Semonian.  The  testi- 
mony for  the  defendant  tended  to 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  had  sold  the 
machine  to  said  Agnes  Semonian, 
and  that  the  defendant,  while  acting 
as  her  agent  and  with  the  help  of 
the  plaintiff's  said  brother,  sent  the 
madhine  to  her.  Upon  this  con- 
flicting evidence  it  would  have  been 
error  for  the  court  to  have  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  for  it 
is  settled  that  a  ver- 
dict should  not  be  ^SJ^rSSUted. 
directed  for  the  de- 
fendant if,  on  any  reasonable  view 
of  the  testimony,  the  plaintiff  can 
recover  (Basmes  v.  Billings,  30  R. 
I.  53,  73  Atl.  625;  Reddington  v. 
Getchell,  40  R.  I.  463, 101  Atl,  123)  ; 
especially  in  this  case,  where  the 
burden  of  proof  was  on  the  defend- 
ant to  justify  the  teking  (Collier  v. 
Jenks,  19  R.  I.  493,  34  Atl.  998; 
Shibley  v.  Gendron,  25  R.  I.  519, 
57  Atl.  304).  The  defendant's  ex- 
ception to  tiie  denial  of  his  motion 
for  the  direction  of  a  verdict  is  over- 
ruled. 

Another  exception  claimed  by  the 
defendant  is  to  the  exclusion  of  his 
question,  "What  was  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  store   in  your  name?" 
asked  of  his  witness  Agnes  Semo- 
nian.   It  appeared  in  evidence  that 
the  witness  was  the  purchaser  of 
her    husband^s    store    at    a    mort- 
gagee's  sale  of  the 
same,  and  that  the  ^tLV^tr. 
pop-corn      machine 
was  neither  mortgaged  nor  included 
in  the  sale.    This  being  so,  the  ques- 


SEMONIAN 
(—  R.  /.  — , 

tion  excluded  was  immaterial  and 

inrelevant,  and  the  exception  is  not 

tenable. 

The  defendant  claims  two  excep- 
tions to  that  portion  of  the  charge 
relating  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
lease  of  the  machine  by  the  plaintiff 
to  his  brother,  wherein  the  trial  jus- 
tice said :  ''The  lessee  doesn't  come 
in  here  and  dispute  the  title ;  some- 
one else  does.  And,  where  there  is 
a  taking  of  this  kind,  a  case  could 
have  been  brought  either  by  the  les- 
sor—that is,  by  Melkon — or  by  his 
brother.  Of  course,  both  of  them 
had  a  property  in  it.  One  had  a 
general  property,  as  it  is  called ;  one 
had  a  special  property ;  and  as  long 
as  those  two  don't  disagree,  it  is 
proper  for  the  lessor  to  bring  this 
suit  for  him." 

The  defendant  claims  that  it  was 
error  for  the  court  to  charge  that 
the  action  could  have  been  brought 
either  by  the  lessor  or  the  lessee. 
This  claim  of  error  is  based  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  lessee  was 
in  possession  of  the  machine  under 
a  lease  for  a  definite  term  when  it 
was  taken,  August  7,  1917,  by  the 
defendant  and  sent  to  Agnes  Semo- 
nian.  This  assumption  is  not  justi- 
fied by  the  evidence,  for,  although  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had 
leased  fhe  machine  to  his  brother, 
Baghdasar,  February  21, 1917,  for  a 
definite  term,  it  also  appeared  that 
in  the  following  April  t^e  defendant 
took  possession  of  it  when  he  fore- 
closed the  mortgage  which  he  held 
upon  Baghdasar's  store.  The  lease 
required  the  lessee  to  take  good  care 
of  the  machine  and  not  to  underlet 
it,  and  gave  the  lessor  the  right  to 
take  possession  of  the  same  for 
breach  of  any  condition.  Soon  after 
the  defendant  took  the  machine  from 
the  lessee,  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  of  replevin  against  the  de- 
fendant to  recover  possession  of  it, 
and  April  21,  1917,  the  defendant 
signed  an  affidavit  in  which  he  stat- 
ed that  he  made  no  claim  to  the 
machine,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
might  take  judgment  for  it  against 
him. 

The   bringing  of  the   action   of 
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replevin  by  the  plaintiff  was  an  elec- 
tion on  his  part 
to  recover  posses-  uSlSlSiiSt^ 
sion  of  the  machine 
discharged  from  the  lease  as  well 
as  from  any  claim  of  the  defend- 
ant. Baghdasar  Semonian  never 
had  possession  of  it  as  lessee  after 
this  time.  He  appeared  as  a  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff  and  made  no 
claim  to  the  machine  under  tiie 
lease.  The  machine  was  left  in  the 
store  of  Agnes  Semonian  from  April 
27  until  the  following  August,  when 
it  was  taken  therefrom  by  the  de- 
fendant soon  after  he  foreclosed  his 
mortgage  upon  her  store.  She 
claimed  that  during  the  time  the 
machine  was  in  her  store  it  belonged 
to  her. 

The  vital  question  is  whether  the 
plaintiff  (the  former  lessor)  can 
maintain  the  action.    As  this  court 

is    of    the    opinion  TrTr«j«M  rtgkt 
that  he  is  entitled  of  icMor  to 
to  maintain  the  ac-  «•*»*•*■• 
tion,   that  portion   of  the  charge 
which  was  to  the  effect  that  the 
former  lessee  could  also  maintain 
the  action  was  not  prejudicial  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  defendant's  ex- 
ceptions  thereto  are  overruled. 

The  defendant  claims  that  he 
should  not  be  held  liable  as  a  tres- 
passer for  taking  the  machine  be- 
cause he  acted  only  as  ajgrent  for 
Agnes  Semonian.  This  claim  is  un- 
availing, because  a  trespasser  can- 
not relieve  himself 
from     liability    by  I^.rtl?i?ib?il^ 

aVinuTiTiflr         fliof         o    off  aarent  for 


showing  that  a 
third  person  direct- 
ed, ordered,  or  authorized  him  to 
do  the  illegal  act  complained  of. 
Donahue  v.  Shippee,  15  R.  I.  453, 
8  Atl.  541 ;  26  R.  C.  L.  962. 

The  defense  to  this  action  was 
that  on  Aiwil  27,  1917,  the  plaintiff 
gave  Agnes  Semonian  a  bill  of  sale 
of  the  machine.  The  defendant  and 
two  witnesses  testified  to  this  effect, 
and  the  plaintiff  denied  that  he  had 
sold  her  the  machine.  This  issue 
was  submitted  to  the  jury,  under 
proper  instructions,  and  their  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  has 
been  approved  by  the  trial  justice. 
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As  there  is  sufficirat  evidence  to 
support  the  verdict,  and  it  does  not 

•iveneM  of  ▼•*-  trial  justice  was  in 
**•*•  error  in  approving 

it,  under  the  established  rule  it  will 
not  be  disturbed  by  this  court 

All  of  the  defendant's  exceptions 
are  overruled,  and  the  case  is  re- 
mitted to  the  Superior  Court,  with 
direction  to  enter  judgrnent  for  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  verdict 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having 
been  filed,  the  following  Per  Curiam 
response  was  handed  down  May  26, 
1922   (—  R.  I.  — ,  117  Atl.  235) ; 

After  the  opinion  of  this  court 
was  filed  April  3,  1922,  the  defend- 
ant, by  leave  of  court,  filed  a  motion 
for  reargument     This  motion  has 


been  considered  and,  as  it  does  not 
contain  any  matter  which  was  not 
fully  considered  and  passed  upon  by 
the  court  before  delivering  its  opin- 
ion, the  motion  for  reargument  i& 
denied  and  dismissed. 


KOTB. 

Personal  liability  of  a  servant  or 
agent  to  a  third  person  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  performance  or  nonper- 
formance of  his  duties  to  his  employ- 
er is  the  subject  of  an  extended  an- 
notation following  E.  H.  Emery  &  Co. 
V.  American  Refrigerator  Transtt 
Co.  post,  97.  Specifically,  as  to  the 
servant's  or  agent's  liability  to  a  third 
person  for  trespass,  see  subdivisioik 
III.  b,  of  that  note. 


E.  H.  EMERY  &  COMPANY 

V. 

AMERICAN  REFRIGERATOR  TRANSIT  COMPANY,  Appt. 

CHICAGO,  BURUNGTON,  &  QUINCY  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 

Garnishee,  Appt. 

loica  Supreme  Court '^October  IS,  192  !• 

(—  Iowa,  — ,  184  N.  W.  750.) 

Principal  and  agent  —  liability  of  agent  to  third  person  for  misfeasance. 

1.  A  refrigerator  company  which  contracts  with  a  railroad  company  Uy 
supervise  the  loading  of  fruit  into  cars  and  ice  the  cars  so  as  to  preserve 
the  fruit  is  liable  to  the  shipper  for  negligent  performance  of  its  under- 
talcing  to  such  an  extent  that  the  fruit  is  injured  in  transit. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page   97.] 


Appeal  —  interference   with   verdict 
—  jury  question. 

2.  The  supreme  court  will  not  in- 
terfere with  a  verdict  supported  by 
sufficient  evidence  upon  an  issue 
proper  for  the  jury  to  determine. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  196,  197;  1  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  433.] 

Evidence  —  transcript  of   evidence 
taken  at  former  triaL 

3.  Evidence  taken  at  a  trial  of  an 
action  against  a  railroad  company 
and  a  refrigerator  company  for  in- 
jury to  a  shipment  of  fruit,  which  was 
dismissed  without  prejudice  to  the 
merits  as  between  plaintiff  and  the 
refrigerator  company,   after   holding 


the  railroad  company  not  liable,  is  ad- 
missible in  a  subsequent  action 
against  the  refrigerator  company  for 
the  same  cause,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  any  transcript  of  the 
official  reporter,  when  material  and 
competent,  shall  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence at  any  retrial  of  the  case  or 
proceeding  in  which  the  same  was 
taken. 

[See  10  R.  C.  L.  972;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  1124.] 

—  deposition  taken  for  former  trial. 

4.  A  deposition  taken  for  and  used 
at  the  first  trial  of  a  cause  may  be 
read  in  evidence  upon  a  second  triaL 

[See  8  R.  C.  L.  1140.] 
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( —  loioa,  — ,  184  If'  W.  7S0,) 

Appeals  by  defendant  and  garnishee  from  a  judgment  of  the  District 

Court  for  Wapello  Ck>unty  (Anderson,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 

brought  to  recover  damages  sustained  in  the  shipment  of  fruit,  alleged  to 

have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  FaviUe,  J. :  68  Me.  253 ;  Bianki  v.  Greater  Ameri- 

Action  at  law  to  recover  damages     can  Exposition  Co.  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  656, 


claimed  to  have  been  sustained  in 
the  shipment  of  nineteen  carloads 
of  peaches.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  defendant  appeals.  The  gar- 
nishee also  appeals,  and  the  plain- 
tiff files  a  cross-appeal,  conditioned 
on  a  reversal  on  defendant's  appeal. 

Messrs.  Brammer,  Seevers,  A  Hurl- 
bnrt,  for  appellant  Transit  Company: 

There  was  no  duty  imposed  by  law 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  as  against 
the  defendant, — henofi  no  tort. 

National  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ward,  100  U. 
S.  195,  25  L.  ed.  621;  Boston  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  118  Iowa, 
423,  59  L.R.A.  796,  92  N.  W.  88;  Dil- 
Ion  V.  Iowa  C.  R.  Co.  118  Iowa,  645, 
92  N.  W.  855;  Galbraith  v.  Illinois 
Steel  Co.  2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  799,  66  C.  C. 
A.  359,  133  Fed.  485;  Daugherty  v. 
Herzog,  145  Ind.  256,  32  L.R.A.  837, 
57  Am.  St.  Rep.  204,  44  N.  E.  457; 
Curtin  v.  Somerset,  140  Pa.  70,  12 
LR.A.  322,  23  Am.  St  Rep.  220,  21 
Atl.  244;  Styles  v.  F.  R.  Long  Co.  67 
N.  J.  L.  413,  51  Atl.  710;  Ellis  v.  In- 
terstate  Commerce  Commission,  237  U. 
S.  434,  59  L.  ed.  1036,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
645;  Cramblitt  v.  Percival-Porter  Co. 
176  Iowa,  738,  L.RJV..1917C,  77,  158  N. 
W.  541 ;  Cooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  140. 

Plaintiff's  misfeasance  theory  is 
not  tenable  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
isting duty  to  it.  This  is  particularly 
true  in  the  absence  of  active  negli- 
gence or  trespass.  It  does  not  appear 
that  there  was  any  breach  of  the  duty 
owing  to  defendant's  principal,  the 
Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway 
Company.  ' 

Williams  v.  Dean,  134  Iowa,  216,  11 
L.RJL(N.S.)  410,  111  N.  W.  931; 
Cramblitt  v.  Percival-Porter  Co.  176 
Iowa,  738,  L.R.A.1917C,  77,  158  N.  W. 
541;  Dean  v.  Brock,  11  Ind.  App.  507, 
88  N.  E.  829. 

The  defendant,  in  its  capacity  of  in- 
termediate agent,  is  not  liable  to  any- 
one other  than  its  principal  for  the 
performance  of  its  contract. 

Williams  v.  Dean,  supra;  Stone  v. 
Cartwright,  6  T.  R.  411,  101  Eng.  Re- 
print, 622,  3  Revised  Rep.  220,  9  Mor. 
Hin.  Rep.  672;  Bacheller  v.  Pinkham, 


92  N.  W.  615;  Brown  v.  Lent,  20  Vt. 
529. 

Even  if  the  work  of  loading  were 
done  in  a  negligent  manner,  the  com- 
pletion and  acceptance  thereof  by  the 
principal  absolves  the  defendant  from 
liability  to  the  plaintiff. 

First  Presby.  Congregation  v.  Smith, 
163  Pa.  561,  26  L.R.A.  504,  43  Am.  St. 
Rep.  808,  30  Atl.  279 ;  Curtin  v.  Somer- 
set, 140  Pa.  70,  12  L.R.A.  322,  23  Am. 
St.  Rep.  220,  21  Atl.  244;  Thornton  v. 
Dow,  60  Wash.  622,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
968,  111  Pac.  899.. 

There  is  no  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  in  the  absence  of  a 
showing  as  to  what  part  of  the  loss 
its  alleged  acts  occasioned. 

Rice  v.  Whitley,  115  Iowa,  748,  87 
N.  W.  694;  Fairchild  v.  Rogers,  32 
Minn.  269,  20  N.  W.  191;  Burruss  v. 
Hines,  94  Va.  413,  26  S.  E.  875;  Becker 
V.  Janinski,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  675. 

It  was  error  to  admit  in  evidence 
certain  exhibits,  and  to  permit  plain- 
tiff to  read  therefrom. 

Walker  v.  Walker,  117  Iowa,  609,  91 
N:  W.  908;  Re  Wiltsey,  122  Iowa,  423, 
98  N.  W.  294;  Spiers  v.  Hendershott, 
142  Iowa,  446,  120  N.  W.  1058. 

It  was  also  error  to  permit  plaintiff 
to  read  in  evidence  the  depositions  of 
T.  M.  Boles,  the  same  having  been 
taken  in  different  cases. 

1  Deemer,  PI.  &  Pr.  S  600,  p.  887; 
Searle  v.  Richardson,  67  Iowa,  170, 
25  N.  W.  113;  Borland  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  78  Iowa,  94,  42  N.  W. 
590. 

Messrs.  Fred  W.  Lehmann,  Jr.,  and 
McNett  &  McNett  also  for  appellant. 

Mr.  W.  D.  Eaton  for  appellant 
garnishee. 

Mr.  Chester  W.  Whitmore^  for  ap- 
pellee: 

The  doctrine  of  misfeasance  gov- 
ems 

Williams  v.  Dean,  134  Iowa,  216,  11 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  410,  111  N.  W.  931; 
Carter  v.  Sioux  City  Service  Co.  160 
Iowa,  78,  141  N.  W.  26;  Hough  v.  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  169  Iowa,  225,  149  N.  W. 
885;  Mechem,  Agency,  2d  ed.  1914,  §§ 
1451  et  seq.;  2  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg. 
6th  ed.  §  244;  8  Thomp.  Neg.  1901  ed. 
§§  5771,  5776;  Wharton,  Neg.  2d  ed.  § 
535;  Huffcut,  Agency,  2d  ed.  §  290; 
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Clark  ft  S.  Agency,  1905  ed.  §  595; 
Jaggard,  Torts,  1895  ed.  §  98 ;  R.  C.  L. 
Misfeasance;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Foulks,  191  111.  57,  60  N.  E.  890 ;  Ellis 
V.  McNaughton,  76  Mich.  237,  15  Am. 
St.  Rep.  308,  42  N.  W.  1113;  Nashville, 
C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Price,  125  Tenn. 
646,  148  S.  W.  219 ;  Howe  v.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  30  Wash.  569,  60  L.R.A.  949, 
70  Pac.  1100;  Mayberry  v.  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  100  Minn.  79,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
675,  110  N.  W.  356,  10  Ann.  Cas.  754; 
Ward  V.  Pullman  Car  Corp.  131  Ky. 
142.  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  343,  114  S.  W. 
754;  Baird  ▼.  Shipman,  182  111.  16,  7 
L.R.A.  128,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  504,  23  N. 
E.  384;  Lough  v.  John  Davis  ft  Co. 
30  Wash.  204,  59  L.R.A.  802,  94  Am. 
St.  Rep.  848,  70  Pac.  491,  17  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  146;  Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb 
Lumber  Co.  90  Wis.  225,  28  L.R.A.  439, 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  911,  63  N.  W.  93; 
Bell  V.  Josselyn,  3  Gray,  309,  63  Am. 
Dec.  741;  Hagerty  v.  Montana  Ore 
Purchasing  Co.  (Hagerty  v.  Wilson) 
38  Mont.  69,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  356,  98 
Pac.  643;  Chesapeake  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Dixon,  179  U.  §.  131,  45  L.  ed.  121, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  67;  Consolidated  Ice 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Keifer,  Admr.  134  111. 
481,  10  L.R.A.  696,  23  Am.  St.  Rep. 
688,  25  N.  E.  799. 

The  testimony  of  Boles  as  to  loading 
was  competent. 

Colsch  V.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  "R. 
Co,  171  Iowa,  78,  153  N.  W.  327 ;  Betts 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  92  Iowa, 
343,  26  L.R.A.  248,  54  Am.  St.  Rep. 
568,  60  N.  W.  623. 

The  transcripts  and  depositions 
were  competent. 

Lanza  v.  Le  Grand  Quarry  Co.  124 
Iowa,  659,  100  N.  W.  488;  Fitch  v. 
Mason  City  ft  C.  L.  Traction  Co.  124 
Iowa,  665,  100  N.  W.  618;  Re  Wiltsey, 
135  Iowa,  43,  109  N.  W.  776;  Wigmore, 
Ev.  §  1388;  8  R.  C.  L.  Depositions; 
18  C.  J.  750 ;  Lyon  v.  Rhode  Island  Co. 
L.R.A.1916A,  990,  note;  1  Deemer,  PL 
ft  Pr.  (Iowa)  §  500,  p.  887. 

The  fact  that  the  fifty-nine  cars 
from  orchard  forty-two  arrived  in 
damaged  condition  is  competent  evi- 
dence. 

Heilman  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
167  Iowa,  313,  149  N.  W.  436. 

The  Refrigerator  Company  assumed 
the  duties  of  the  "Katy"  system  as  to 
refrigeration,  and  is  liable  for  negli- 
gent performance  of  such  work. 

C.  C.  Taft  Co.  V.  American  Exp.  Co. 
133  Iowa,  522,  10  L.R.A.(N.S,)  614, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  642,  110  N.  W.  897; 


Beard  ft  Sons  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  79 
Iowa,  518,  7  L.R.A.  280,  18  Am.  St. 
Rep.  381,  44  N.  W.  800;  Blessing  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  168  Iowa, 
879,  150  N.  W.  661 ;  Lamb  v.  Chicago, 
M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  101  Wis.  138,  76  N. 
W.  1123;  Brennisen  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  100  Minn.  102,  110  N.  W.  362, 
10  Ann.  Cas.  169 ;  B.  Presley  Co.  v.  Il- 
linois C.  R.  Co.  120  Minn.  295,  139 
N.  W.  609;  Philadelphia,  B.  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Diffendal,  109  Md.  494,  72  Atl. 
193;  Orem  Fruit  ft  Produce  Co.  v. 
Northern  C.  R.  Co.  106  Md.  1,  124  Am. 
St  Rep.  462,  66  Atl.  436,  111  Md.  356, 
73  Atl.  571;  Gibson  v.  Little  Rock  ft 
H.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  93  Ark.  439,  124  S. 
W.  1033;  St.  Louis,  L  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co. 
V  Lasser  Grain  Co.  120  Ark.  119,  179 
S.  W.  189,  12  N.  C.  C.  A.  1071;  Fre- 
mont  Canning  Co.  v.  Pere  Marquette 
R.  Co.  180  Mich:  283,  146  N.  W.  678; 
Johnson  v.  Toledo,  S.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  133 
Mich.  596,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  464,  96 
N.  W.  724;  Dean  v.  Toledo,  St  L.  ft 
W.  R.  Co.  148  Mo.  App.  428,  128  S. 
W.  10 ;  International  ft  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Woldert  Grocer  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  176  S.  W.  613. 

FaviDe,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellee  is  a  copartnership 
engaged  in  conducting  a  wholesale 
fruit  business  in  the  city  of  Ottum- 
wa.  The  appellant  is  a  corporation 
engaged  in  owning  and  operating 
certain  refrigerator  cars,  which 
said  cars  are  ^ansported  on  various 
lines  of  railway  throughout  the 
country.  The  Missouri,  Kansas,  & 
Texas  Railway  Company  is  a  cor- 
poration operating  a  line  of  railway 
in  the  state  of  Texas  and  other 
states. 

In  the  year  1912  the  appellee 
entered  into  a  contract  with  one 
Gidcumb,  a  fruit  grower  at  Chatter- 
ton,  Texas,  to  purchase  from  the 
said  Gidcumb  his  entire  output  of 
peaches.  The  Gidcumb  orchard  is 
situated  on  the  lines  of  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas,  &  Texas  Railway, 
about  a  mile  from  a  station  known 
as  "Orchard  Park."  The  record 
discloses  that  early  in  June,  1912, 
the  appellee  wrote  to  officers  of  the 
appellant  regarding  the  securing  of 
equipment  for  the  transportation  of 
fruit,  and  received  a  reply  that 
appellant  would  furnish  the  neces* 
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sary  refrigerator  equipment  for 
handling  the  peach  shipm^it,  and 
that  orders  for  cars  should  be 
placed  by  the  appellee  with  the 
agent  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas,  & 
Texas  Railway  at  Chatterton, 
Texas,  and  also  stating  that  the 
cars  would  be  iced  at  Shreveport 
and  re-iced  at  Chatterton.  The 
appellee  also  received  a  letter  from 
officials  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas,  & 
Texas  Railway  Company,  advising 
appellee  that  said  railway  had  made 
arrangements  with  the  appellant  to 
fumii^  cars  for  the  handling  of  all 
fruit  and  vegetables  moving  under 
refrigeration.  In  pursuance  of  this 
arrangement,  the  appellee  ordered 
cars  from  the  said  Railway  Com- 
pany, as  required  for  the  shipment 
of  the  peaches  in  question  from 
Chatterton,  Texas.  Cars  were  de- 
livered and  loaded  witii  peaches  and 
shipped  to  the  appellee.  This  action 
was  brought  against  the  appellant, 
charging  it  with  negligence  in  the 
nunner  in  which  it  loaded  the 
peaches  in  the  said  refrigerator 
cars,  and  also  in  the  failure  to 
properly  ice  said  cars. 

The  record  shows  that  the 
Missouri,  Kansas,  &  Texas  Railway 
Company  had  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  appellant  regarding 
the  furnishing  of  refrigerator  cars 
by  the  appellant,  and  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  same  by  the  said  Railway 
Company.  In  said  agreement  the 
appellant  herein  is  referred  to  as 
the  "Refrigerator  Company"  and 
the  Missouri,  Kansas,  &  Texas 
Railway  Company  is  referred  to  as 
the  "Katy  Company,"  and  the 
said  parties  are  so  designated 
throughout  this  case,  and  will  be  so 
referred  to  by  us.  By  said  agree- 
ment, appellant  herein  agreed  to 
handle  the  fruit,  melon,  and  vege- 
table shipments  originating  on  the 
line  of  the  Katy  Company.  The 
agreement  provided  that  the  Katy 
Company  should  pay  to  the  Refrig- 
erator Company  12^  per  cent  of  the 
Katy  freight  revenue,  exclusive  of 
switching,  bridge  tolls,  and  other 
terminal  charges.  The  agreement 
provided     that     the     Refrigerator 


Company  should  furnish  to  the 
Katy  Company  sufficient  suitable 
cars,  up  to  600  in  number,  and  as 
many  more  as  it  was  able  to  fur- 
nish, for  transportation  of  fruit  as 
needed.  The  contract  provided  that 
the  Refrigerator  Company  (appel- 
lant) should  ice  cars  containing 
perishable  commodities  in  ship- 
ments originating  on  the  lines  of 
the  Katy  Company.  Also  by  its 
terms  the  Refrigerator  Company 
undertook  the  responsibility  of 
loading  all  such  cars,  and  was  al- 
lowed a  supervision  charge  tihere- 
for. 

This  cause  involves  a  shipment  of 
nineteen  cars.  The  appellee  claims 
that  the  peaches  in  said  cars  were 
damaged  because  the  appellant,  as 
agent  of  the  said  Katy  Company 
under  said  contract  with  it,  un- 
dertook to  load,  brace,  stow,  and 
ice  said  cars,  and  did  the  same 
in  such  a  careless,  negligent,  and 
unskilful  manner  that  a  large 
amount  of  the  peaches  was  lost 
and  destroyed,  and  appellee  was 
put  to  additional  expense  to  care 
for  and  market  the  remainder. 
The  appellee's  cause  of  action 
was  pleaded  in  six  different  counts, 
or  on  six  different  "theories."  The 
only  one,  however,  submitted  to  the 
jury,  was  upon  the  theory  of  the  al- 
leged misfeasance  of  the  appellant 
as  agent  of  the  Katy  Company  un- 
der said  contract;  the  particular 
misfeasance  charged  being  in  re- 
gard to  the  manner  of  loading  and 
icing  the  cars  in  question. 

I.  It  is  to  be  noticed  at  the  outset 
that  appellee's  action  is  not  brought 
against  the  Railway  Company  as 
initial  carrier,  nor  is  recovery 
sought  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
so-called  "Carmack  Amendment,'' 
or  otherwise  as  against  the  shipper. 
This  action  is  against  the  Refrig- 
erator Company  to  recover  damages 
claimed  to  have  been  suffered  by 
the  appellee  because  of  the  negli- 
gent and  careless  manner  in  which 
the  appellant.  Refrigerator  Com- 
pany, performed  its  work  of  loading 
and  icing  the  cars  in  question  under 
its  contract  with  the  carrier,  the 
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Katy  Company.  There  is  no  conten- 
tion that  there  was  any  privity  of 
contract  between  the  appellant  and 
the  appellee.  The  action  sounds  in 
tort,  if  it  can  be  maintained  at  all. 

The  question  for  our  determina^ 
tion  at  this  point  is  whether  or  not 
the  appellee  can  maintain  an  action 
for  damages  against  the  appellant, 
Refrigerator  Company,  as  the  agent 
of  the  Railway  Company,  for  its 
negligence  in  performing  its  con- 
tract with  the  latter.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  appellant  was  not  a 
common  carrier,  under  the  circum- 
stances disclosed  in  this  case,  and  is 
not  liable  to  appellee,  if  at  all,  in  any 
such  capacity.  Ellis  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  287  U.  S. 
434,  59  L.  ed.  1036,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
645. 

Appellee's  contract  was  witii  the 
initial  carrier,  the  Katy  Company. 
The  duty  of  tiie  latter  company  to 
appellee  was  to  carry  the  shipment 
safely  and  with  due  regard  to  its 
perishable  character.  Beard  v.  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  79  Iowa,  518,  7  L.R.A. 
280,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  381,  44  N.  W. 
800. 

Under  the  contract  between  the 
Refrigerator  Company  (appellant) 
and  the  Katy  Company,  the  former 
became  the  agent  of  the  latter  com- 
pany, and  undertook,  as  its  agent,  to 
perform  certain  things  required  of 
said  Railway  Company  under  the 
contract  of  shipment  between  it  and 
appellee. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is 
that  the  appellee  has  no  cause  of 
action  whatever  against  the  appel- 
lant, and  that  the  trial  court  should 
have  directed  a  verdict  in  appel- 
lant's behalf.  If  the  question  were 
one  between  the  appellee  and  the 
Refrigerator  Company,  growing  out 
of  a  contract  between  them,  or  were 
one  between  the  Refrigerator  Com- 
pany and  the  Railway  Company 
whereby  the  latter  was  suing  for 
failure  to  properly  perform  the 
contract  between  them,  we  would 
have  an  entirely  different  question 
than  the  one  presented  here.  As- 
suming that  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  to  carry  the  case  to  the 
jury  on  the  question  of  the  negli- 


gent manner  in  which  the  cars  in 
question  were  loaded  and  iced,  the 
pertinent  question  still  remains: 
Can  the  appdlee  recover  from  the 
Refrigerator  Company  for  such 
negligence? 

The  question  of  the  liability  of 
an  agent  to  a  third  person  for  neg- 
ligence has  been  frequently  before 
the  courts,  and  there  is  much  con- 
fusion and  lack  of  uniformity  in  the 
authorities.  Cases  have  frequently 
arisen  where  the  duty  which  the 
agent  owed  to  the  public,  rather 
than  to  an  individual,  was  involved, 
and  liability  determined  because  of 
such  duty.  In  a  general  way  it  may 
be  said  that  an  agent  is  liable  to 
third  parties  for  his  own  tortious 
acts,  the  same  as  any  other  person. 
The  fact  of  the  agency  neitiker  in- 
creases nor  diminishes  such  liabil- 
ity. Bannigan  v.  Woodbury,  158 
Mich.  206,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  871, 
122  N.  W.  531 ;  Humphreys  Tunnel 
&  Min.  Co.  V.  Frank,  46  Colo.  524, 
105  Pac.  1093 ;  Berghoff  v.  McDon- 
ald, 87  Ind.  549 ;  2  C.  J.  824,  §  498. 

In  determining  the  liabilily  of  an 
agent  to  third  parties  for  tortious 
acts  directly  connected  with  and 
growing  out  of  the  agency,  the 
courts  have  recognized  a  distinction 
between  malfeasance,  misfeasance, 
and  nonfeasance,  but  the  line  of 
demarcation  has  frequently  been 
lost  sight  of,  and  reconciliation  of 
the  authorities  is  utterly  impossible. 

In  Bell  V.  Josselyn,  3  Gray,  309, 
63  Am.  Dec.  741,  the  supreme  court 
of  Massachusetts  says:  ''Nonfea- 
sance is  the  omission  of  an  act  which 
a  person  ought  to  do;  misfeasance 
is  the  improper  doing  of  an  act 
which  a  person  might  lawfully  do; 
and  malfeasance  is  the  doing  of  an 
act  which  a  person  ought  not  to  do 
at  all." 

In  Williams  v.  Dean,  134  Iowa, 
216,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  410,  111  N. 
W.  931,  we  said :  ''Nonfeasance  is 
the  nonperformance  of  some  act 
which  ought  to  be  performed,  and 
misfeasance  is  the  performance  of 
an  act  in  an  improper  manner, 
whereby  someone  receives  an  in- 
jury." 

Appljring  these  definitions  to  the 
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instant  case,  we  can  eliminate  at 
once  the  question  of  "'malfeasancet'' 
for  there  was  here  no  doing  of  an 
act  which  ought  not  to  have  been 
done  at  all. 

As  early  as  1701,  in  Lane  v.  Cot- 
ton, 1  Ld.  RaynL  646,  91  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1382,  a  distinction  was  rec- 
ognized between  the  liability  of  an 
agent  to  third  parties  for  nonfea^ 
sance  and  liability  for  misfeasance. 
The  distinction  was  nmde  by  Chief 
Justice  Holt  in  a  dissenting  opinion 
in  that  case,  but  it  has  been  made 
the  basis  of  a  differentiation  which 
has  been  preserved  with  more  or 
less  consistency  by  text-writers  and 
courts  since  that  time.  Some  of  the 
later  cases,  however,  have  apparent- 
ly eliminated  the  distinction  entire- 
ly. The  courts,  recognizing  this 
distinction,  hold  as  a  gener^  rule 
that  the  agent  is  liable  to  his 
principal  for  nonfeasance, — ^that  is, 
for  an  entire  failure  to  perform  his 
contract  with  his  principal, — ^but 
that  for  such  nonfeasance  a  tiiird 
party  cannot  recover  from  the 
agent  This  line  of  authorities  also 
holds  that  where  the  agent  has 
undertaken  the  performance  of  his 
contract^  and  performs  llie  same  in 
a  careless  and  negligent  manner, 
and  injury  results  to  a  third  party, 
the  latter  may  recover  from  the 
agent  because  of  his  misfeasance. 
To  state  the  proposition  in  another 
way:  The  agent  is  liable  to  his  prin- 
cipal for  nonfeasance,  and  may  be 
liable  to  third  parties  for  misfea- 
sance. As  bearing  on  these  proposi- 
tions, see  Levi  L.  Brown  Paper  Co. 
V.  Dean,  123  Mass.  267 ;  Murray  v. 
Usher,  117  N.  Y.  542,  23  N.  E.  564 ; 
Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb  Lumber 
Co.  90  Wis.  225,  28  L.R.A.  439,  48 
AnL  St  Rep.  911,  63  N.  W.  93;  2 
C.  J.  824,  §  499. 

Williams  v.  Dean,  supra,  was  an 
action  wherein  suit  was  brought 
against  the  officers  of  an  agricul- 
tural society,  charging  them  with 
negligence  in  the  erection  of  a  wire 
screen  on  the  grounds  of  the  society. 
The  plaintiff,  a  spectator  at  a  ball 
game,  was  injured  by  a  ball  that 
was  thrown  or  batted  through  the 
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screen.  In  considering  the  case,  the 
court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice 
Deemer,  said:  ''The  action  sounds 
in  tort,  and  is  manifestly  for  tres- 
pass, or  perhaps  trespass  on  the 
case.  Defendants  were,  of  course, 
agents  of  the  society.  They  were 
not  the  society  itself,  but  were  act- 
ing purely  in  a  representative  char- 
acter. If  liable  at  all,  it  is  because 
of  what  they  did.  If  they  were  guil- 
ty of  some  misfeasance  or  trespass, 
as  distinguished  from  mere  non- 
feasance, then  they  were  and  are 
liable,  and  they  cannot  shield  them- 
selves by  saying  that  they  were  act- 
ing as  agents  for  the  society.  And 
in  this  connection  it  is  entirely  im- 
material whether  their  acts  were 
ultra  vires  or  within  the  scope  of 
tiieir  authority.  No  one  is  permit- 
ted to  say  in  an  action  against  him 
for  trespass  or  for  misfeasance  that 
he  was  acting  as  an  agent  in  doing 
the  matters  complained  of,  and  is 
therefore  not  liable.  Nor  is  his  li- 
ability to  be  measured  by  the  extent 
of  the  authority  conferred  upon 
him.  On  the  other  hand,  no  agent 
is  liable  to  a  stranger  simply  for 
nonfeasance ;  that  is  to  say,  for  fail- 
ure to  do  some  act  which  his  prin- 
cipal commits  to  his  care.  He  may 
be  liable  for  breach  of  contract  to 
his  principal,  but  not  to  a  stranger 
for  a  tort.  These  views  are  stated 
with  great  force  and  perspicuity  in 
Murray  v.  Usher,  supra,  and  Cincin- 
nati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Robert- 
son,  115  Ky.  858,  74  S.  W.  1061. 
That  the  same  rule  applies  to  of- 
ficers and  directors  of  corporations, 
see  3  Thomp.  Corp.  §§  4090,  4091, 
4096,  et  seq. ;  Bruff  v.  Mali,  86  N.  Y. 
200,  6  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  574;  Salmon 
V.  Richardson,  30  Conn.  360,  79  Am. 
Dec.  255.  Nonfeasance  is  the  non- 
performance of  some  act  which 
ought  to  be  performed,  and  misfea- 
sance is  the  performance  of  an  act 
in  an  improper  manner,  whereby 
someone  receives  an  injury.  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  V.  Foulks,  191  HI.  57, 
60  N.  E.  890.  So  that,  as  defend- 
ants may  only  be  held  liable  for  mis- 
feasance, and  can  only  be  held  li- 
able for  the  negligent  performance 
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of  some  act  which  they  undertook 
to  perform,  it  must  be  shown,  be- 
fore they  can  be  held  liable,  that 
such  ones  as  are  sought  to  be 
charged  did  something  in  a  negli- 
gent or  improper  manner/' 

In  the  instant  case  there  is  no 
Question  of  nonfeasance  before  us, 
because  it  is  conceded  on  all  hands 
that  appellant  undertook  the  per- 
formance of  its  contract  with  the 
Railway  Company. 

Is  Williams  v.  Dean  correct  in 
principle,  or  should  it  be  overruled  ? 
Can  appellant  be  held  liable  to  the 
appellee  for  misfeasance  in  per- 
forming its  contract  with  its  prin- 
cipal 7 

In  Murray  v.  Usher,  supra,  cited 
by  us  in  Williams  v.  Dean,  it  is  said : 
"But  the  agent  or  servant  is  himself 
liable,  as  well  as  the  master,  where 
the  act  producing  the  injury,  al- 
though committed  in  the  master's 
business,  is  a  direct  trespass  by  the 
servant  upon  the  person  or  property 
of  another,  or  where  he  directs  the 
tortious  act.  In  such  cases  the  fact 
that  he  is  acting  for  another  does  not 
shield  him  from  responsibility.  The 
distinction  is  between  misfeasance 
said  nonfeasance.  For  the  former 
the  servant  is,  in  general,  liable ;  for 
the  latter,  not.  The  servant,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  his  master,  is 
bound  to  serve  him  with  fidelity  and 
to  perform  the  duties  committed  to 
him.  An  omission  to  perform  them 
may  subject  third  persons  to  harm 
and  the  master  to  damages.  But 
the  breach  of  the  contract  of  service 
is  a  matter  between  the  master  and 
servant  alone,  and  nonfeasance  of 
the  servant,  causing  injury  to  third 
persons,  is  not,  in  general,  at  least, 
a  ground  for  a  civil  action  against 
the  servant  in  their  favor.'* 

In  Baird  v.  Shipman,  132  111.  16, 
7  L.R.A.  128,  22  Am.  St  Rep.  504, 
23  N.  E.  384,  it  is  said :  "It  is  not 
the  agent's  contract  with  his  prin- 
cipal which  exposes  him  to  or  pro- 
tects him  from  liability  to  third 
persons,  but  his  common-law  obli- 
gation to  80  use  that  which  he  con- 
trols as  not  to  injure  another.  That 
obligation  is  neither  increased  nor 


diminished  by  his  entrance  upon  the 
duties  of  his  agency,  nor  can  its 
breach  be  excused  by  the  plea  that 
his  principal  is  chargeable." 

In  this  case  the  agent  of  the  own- 
er had  control  and  management  of 
the  premises,  and  was  held  liable 
for  failure  to  make  repairs  results 
ing  in  injury  to  the  third  party. 

In  Campbell  v.  Portland  Sugar 
Co.  62  Me.  552,  16  Am.  Rep.  503, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  driver  of  a  wag- 
on, and  his  duties  took  him  to  a  cer- 
tain wharf.  He  stepped  into  a  hole 
and  was  injured.  The  sugar  com- 
pany owned  the  wharf,  and  the  oth- 
er defendants  were  its  general 
agents,  and  had  the  management  of 
its  business  and  charge  of  the 
wharf.    The  court  said: 

"The  other  defendants,  who  were 
the  general  agents  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  had  the  care  of  this  wharf, 
and  who,  through  their  senior  part^ 
ner,  had  agreed  with  the  lessees 
to  make  all  needful  repairs,  are 
certainly  in  no  better  position  than 
their  principal. 

"It  is  the  actual  personal  negli- 
gence of  the  agents  which  consti- 
tutes the  constructive  negligence  of 
the  corporation.  The  corporation 
acts  through  and  by  them,  and  they 
act  for  the  corporation,  and  when 
their  acts  or  neglects  result  in  in- 
jury to  third  parties  they  are  equal- 
ly responsible  with  their  prin- 
cipals.'' 

In  Homer  v.  Lawrence,  87  N.  J. 
L.  46,  an  agent  or  employee  hauling 
wood  for  his  employer  failed  to 
close  a  certain  fence,  in  consequence 
of  which  hogs  escaped  from  a  pas- 
ture to  a  railroad  and  were  killed. 
It  was  held  that  the  servant  was  li- 
able to  the  owner  of  the  hogs.  The 
court  said:  "It  was  his  own  mis- 
feasance, for  which,  as  servant,  he 
cannot,  in  any  respect,  claim  exemp- 
tion against  the  party  injured." 

In  Lottman  v.  Barnett,  62  Mo. 
159,  the  architect  of  a  building,  who 
superintended  its  construction, 
failed  to  place  suflScient  girders  or 
columns  in  the  building,  and  injury 
resulted  to  a  third  peraon.  The 
court  said:     "For  negligence  he  is 
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responsible,  not  merely  to  his  em:- 
ployer,  but  to  persons  injured  by 
reason  of  his  acts." 

In  Bickford  v.  Richards,  154 
Mass.  163,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  27 
N.  E.  1014,  the  parties  negligently 
injured  buildings  in  removing  them, 
and  were  held  liable,  the  court  say^- 
ing:  '^Whether  servants  or  con- 
tractors, they  were  liable  for  the 
damage  caused  to  the  plaintiff's 
property  by  their  tortious  acts  or 
misfeasance." 

In  Harriman  v.  Stowe,  57  Mo.  93, 
the  defendant,  as  agent  for  his  wife, 
made  a  trapdoor  on  her  premises. 
A  third  party  was  injured.  The 
court  said:  '^The  present  case 
seems  to  be  one,  not  of  mere  non- 
feasance or  omission,  but  of  strict 
negligence  or  wrong.'* 

Lough  V.  John  Davis  &  Co.  30 
Wash.  204,  59  L.R.A.  802,  94  Am. 
St  Rep.  848,  70  Pac.  491,  17  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  146,  was  an  action 
against  an  agent  who  was  author- 
ized to  rent  and  repair  a  tenement 
house.  The  claim  was  made  that 
the  agent  permitted  the  house  to  be- 
come unsafe  for  want  of  repairs, 
which  caused  the  injury  complained 
of.  There  is  a  very  full  discussion 
and  review  of  the  authorities.  The 
court  said :  "There  can  be  no  dis- 
tinction in  principle  between  the 
acts  of  a  servant  who  puts  in  mo- 
tion an  agency  which,  in  its  wrong- 
ful operation,  injures  his  neighbor, 
and  llie  acts  of  a  servant  who,  when 
he  sees  such  agency  in  motion,  and 
when  it  is  his  duly  to  control  it,  neg- 
ligently refuses  to  do  his  duty,  and 
suffers  it  to  operate  to  the  damage 
of  another.  There  is  certainly  no 
difference  in  moral  responsibility, 
there  should  be  none  in  legal  respon- 
sibility. Of  course,  if  the  omission 
of  the  act  or  the  nonfeasance  does 
not  involve  a  nonperformance  of 
duty,  then  the  responsibility  would 
not  attach.  If  it  does  involve  a  non- 
performance of  duty  to  such  an  ex- 
tent that  the  agent  is  liable  to  the 
principal  for  the  damages  ensuing 
from  his  neglect,  there  is  no  hard* 
ship  in  compelling  him  to  respond 
directly  to  the  injured  party.    Such 


practice  is  less  circuitous  than  that 
which  necessitates  first  the  suing  of 
the  master  by  the  party  injured, 
and  then  a  suit  by  the  master 
against  the  servant  to  recoup  the 
damages." 

It  was  held  that  a  cause  of  action 
was  properly  pleaded. 

In  Ellis  V.  McNaughton,  76  Mich. 
237,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  308,  42  N.  W. 
1113,  plaintiff  was  injured  on  a  de- 
fective sidewalk.  The  question  in 
the  case  was  whether  the  defend- 
ant, as  agent  of  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  could  be  held  liable.  The 
court  said :  "Irrespective  of  his  re- 
lation to  his  principal,  he  was  bound 
while  doing  the  work  to  so  use  the 
premises,  including  this  sidewalk, 
as  not  to  injure  others.  Misfea- 
sance may  involve  to  some  extent  the 
idea  of  not  doing;  as  where  an 
agent,  while  engaged  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  undertaking,  does 
not  do  something  which  it  was  his 
duty  to  do  under  the  circumstances ; 
as,  for  instance,  when  he  does  not 
exercise  that  care  which  a  due  re- 
gard for  the  rights  of  others  would 
require.'* 

In  Stiewel  v.  Borman,  63  Ark.  39, 
87  S.  W.  406,  plaintiff  sued  for  in- 
juries in  a  coal  mine  by  reason  of 
negligence  of  an  agent  in  allowing 
gas  to  accumulate.  It  was  held  that 
the  agent  was  liable.  The  court 
said:  "The  liability  of  the  agent 
rests  upon  his  failure  to  discharge 
a  duty  as  in  misfeasance.  Having 
complete  control  and  management 
of  the  business,  with  the  power  and 
authority  to  do  what  is  reasonably 
necessary  to  protect  third  persons 
against  injuries  resulting  from 
omissions  or  commissions  in  the 
conduct  of  the  same,  he  stands  in 
the  relation  to  others  which  his 
principal  occupies.  He  is  under  ob- 
ligation to  so  use  that  which  he  con- 
trols as  not  to  injure  another.  For 
a  failure  to  discharge  this  duty  he  is 
liable  in  damages  to  the  party  in- 
jured. '  This  is  a  reaisonable  rule.'* 

To  like  effect  are  Osborne  v. 
Morgan,  130  Mass.  102,  39  Am.  Rep. 
487;  Ward  v.  Pullman  Car  Corp. 
131  Ky.  142,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  343. 
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114  S*  W.  754;  and  Tippecanoe 
Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Jester,  180  Ind. 
357,  L,RJV.1915E,  721,  101  N.  E. 
915. 

Some  of  the  cases  go  farther,  and 
indicate  that  the  agent  is  liable  for 
nonfeasance  as  well  as  misfeasance. 

In  Ellis  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  72  S. 
C.  465,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  378,  52  S.  E. 
228,  19  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  541,  the 
court  reviewed  the  authorities 
somewhat  and  held:  '^The  true 
rule  deducible  from  the  authorities 
is  that  the  servant  is  personally  li- 
able to  third  persons  when  his 
wrongful  act  is  the  direct  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury,  whether 
such  wrongful  act  be  one  of  non- 
feasance or  misfeasance.'' 

There  is  another  line  of  cases  a 
little  nearer  to  the  exact  proposition 
involved  in  this  case,  and  this  is  the 
class  of  cases  where  an  agent  or 
servant  undertakes  to  perform  a 
particular  work  for  the  principal  or 
master,  and  has  full  charge  and  con- 
trol thereof.  These  cases  hold  the 
agent  is  liable  for  an  act  of  negli- 
gence in  said  work  resulting  in  in- 
jury to  a  third  person,  whether  it 
be  an  act  of  omission  or  commis- 
sion. In  such  cases  an  omission  of 
duty  imposed  upon  him  is  deemed  to 
be  a  misfeasance. 

In  Orcutt  V.  Century  Bldg.  Co 
201  Mo.  424,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  929, 
99  S.  W.  1062,  the  agent  undertook 
the  management  of  a  building  for 
his  principal,  and  entered  into  the 
performance  of  the  work.  It  was 
held  that  he  was  liable  for  iniuries 
to  a  third  party,  caused  by  his  mis- 
feasance. 

In  Carson  v.  Quinn,  127  Mo.  App. 
525,  105  S.  W.  1088,  an  agent  who 
had  the  exclusive  control  and  super- 
vision of  premises  used  for  tene- 
ment purposes  was  held  personally 
liable  for  injury  received  by  a  ten- 
ant  who  fell  into  a  hole  in  the  pas- 
sageway. 

Likewise,  in  Bannigan  v.  Wood- 
bury, 158  Mich.  206,  133  Am.  St 
Rep.  371, 122  N.  W.  531,  an  agent  in 
full  charge  and  control  of  a  build- 
ing was  held  liable  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  fall  of  a  pane  of  glass. 


which  was  negligently  allowed  to 
remain  in  an  unsafe  condition. 

In  Atkins  v.  Field,  89  Me.  281,  56 
Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  36  Atl.  375,  the 
court  said :  ''If  the  defendant  had 
not  undertaken  to  rig  and  set  up  the 
derrick,  or  in  so  doing  had  simply 
executed  the  will  of  a  lawful  supe- 
rior as  to  details  of  mode  and  mate- 
rial, there  might  be  said  to  be  mere 
nonfeasance  on  his  part.  But  he 
did  undertake  the  work,  and  prac^ 
tically  exercised  his  own  discretion 
as  to  mode  and  material.  He  was 
then  bound  to  act  carefully  in  every 
respect,  and  his  carelessness  in  any 
respect  was  a  misfeasance/' 

A  leading  case  announcing  the 
contrary  rule  is  Delaney  v.  Rocher- 
eau,  34  La.  Ann.  1123,  44  Am.  Rep. 
456.  In  this  action  a  child  was  in- 
jured by  the  falling  of  a  gallery  of 
a  house.  The  agents  of  the  owner, 
who  were  bound  to  keep  the  build- 
ing in  good  order,  were  sued  for  the 
injury.    The  court  said : 

"Everyone,  whether  he  is  prin- 
cipal or  agent,  is  responsible  direct- 
ly to  persons  injured  by  his  own 
negligence  in  fulfilling  obligations 
resting  up<m  him  in  his  individual 
character,  and  which  the  law  im- 
poses upon  him,  independent  of  con- 
tract. No  man  increases  or  dimin- 
ishes his  obligations  to  strangers  by 
becoming  an  agent.  If,  in  the 
course  of  his  agency,  he  comes  in 
contact  with  the  person  or  property 
of  a  stranger,  he  is  liable  for  any 
injury  he  may  do  to  either  by  hia 
negligence  in  respect  to  duties  im- 
posed by  law  upon  him  in  common 
with  all  other  men. 

"An  agent  is  not  responsible  to 
third  persons  for  any  negligence  in 
the  performance  of  duties  devolving 
upon  him  purely  from  his  agency, 
since  he  cannot,  as  agent,  be  subject 
to  any  obligations  towards  third 
persons  other  than  those  of  his  prin- 
cipal. Those  duties  are  not  imposed 
upon  him  by  law.  He  has  agreed 
with  no  one,  except  his  principal,  to 
perform  them.  In  failing  to  do  so 
he  wrongs  no  one  but  his  principal, 
who  alone  can  hold  him  responsible.*' 

In  Feltus  v.  Swan,  62  Miss.  415, 
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an  agent  was  sued  for  negligence 
in  Ming  to  open  a  draint  because 
of  which  lands  adjacent  to  the  plan- 
tation of.  which  he  had  charge  were 
injured.  It  was  held  that  there  was 
no  liability,  althoufi^  it  was  charge 
that  the  act  was  malicious. 

See  also  Galbraith  v.  Illinois 
Steel  Co.  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  799,  66  C. 
C.  A.  359,  133  Fed.  486;  Dean  ▼. 
Brock,  11  Ind.  App.  507,  38  N.  E. 
829. 

We  are  confident  that  the  rule 
announced  by  us  in  Williams  v. 
Dean  is  sustained  by  the  great 
weight  of  authority,  and  is  sound  in 
principle.  We  therefore  hold  that 
for  im'sf easance  in  the  performance 
of  its  contract  with  its  principal, 
which  misfeasance  caused  injury  to 
appellee's  properly,  the  latter  had  a 

right  of  action  in 
S^'^tlStlbutty  tort  against  appel- 
?i  ■5i"J  *•  *^*'*  Jant.  Boston  Ins. 
SSSEJr  ""*■"    Co.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I. 

&  P.  R.  Co.  118 
Iowa,  423,  59  L.R.A.  796,  92  N.  W. 
88,  Dillon  v.  Iowa  C.  R.  Co.  118 
Iowa,  645,  92  N.  W.  855,  and  Cram- 
blitt  V.  Percival-Porter  Co.  176 
Iowa,  733,  L.R.A.1917C,  77,  158  N. 
W.  641,  cited  by  appellant,  are  not 
inconsistent  with  this  holding. 

IL  Appellant  contends  tlutt  tiie 
rule  which  exonerates  an  intermedi- 
ate servant  where  an  injury  has 
been   committed  by  a  subordinate 
one     nnder    circumstances    which 
make  the  inmiediate  actor  and  the 
ultimate  principal  liable  should  be 
applied.     See  Williams  v.  Dean,  134 
Iowa,  216. 11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  410,  111 
N.  W.  931.    We  fan  to  see  how  the 
rule  contended  for  has  any  applica- 
tion to  the  facts  of  the  instant  case. 
Appellant,  under  its  contract,  un- 
dertook the  work  of  loading  and  ic- 
ing the  car,  and  had  full  control  as 
to  hoiMT  the  work  should  be  done. 

III.  It  is  contended  that  the  Rail- 
way Company  accepted  the  work  of 
loading  and  icing,  and  that  this  ab- 
solves the  appellant  from  liability. 
There  is  no  evidence  from  which 
the  jury  could  have  found  that  the 
^iVway  Company  knowingly  ac- 
cepted and  approved  the  work  of  the 
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appellant  in  loading  and  icing  the 
cars  even  if  the  rule  contended  for 
should  be  approved. 

IV.  It  is  contended  by  appellant 
that  the  evidence  does  not  disclose 
that  the  alleged  acts  of  negligence  of 
appellant  caused  the  damages  com- 
plained of.  It  is  unnecessary  to  re- 
view the  evidence  on  this  question. 
It  was  fairly  before  the  jury  and 
properly  submitted  to  it.  There 
was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  to  support  the  claim  of  im- 
proper loading  and  icing,  and  that 
the    same    resulted 

in  damages  to  ap-  tJSSHSr^uST 
peUee.     It  was  es-  ;;;t{?*-?'"^ 
sentially     a     jury 
question,  and,  finding  sufficient  evi- 
dence in  the  record  to  sustain  the 
verdict,  we  cannot  interfere. 

V.  It  is  contended  the  appellee 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, and,  for  that  reason,  cannot 
recover.  This  was  a  question  for 
the  determination  of  the  jury,  and 
was  properly  submitted  by  the 
court. 

VI.  Errors  are  urged  in  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence.  The  first  error 
urged  on  this  ground  that  demands 
our  attention  is  with  respect  to  a 
transcript  of  testimony  which  was 
admitted  under  §  245a  of  the  Sup- 
plement of  1918.  From  the  record 
it  appears  that  the  appellee  herein 
originally  instituted  suit  in  Wapel- 
lo county  against  the  appellant  and 
the  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  &  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company,  on  February  13, 
1914.  Said  action  involved  the 
identical  shipment  and  cars  under 
consideration  in  this  action.  The 
cause  was  submitted  to  the  district 
court  of  Wapello  county  and  tried 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury 
in  October,  1915.  Subsequently  the 
court  entered  a  finding  that  the 
Railway  Company  could  not  be  held 
liable  because  of  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  appellee  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  bill  of  lading  in 
respect  to  the  giving  of  notices,  but 
that  tiie  Refrigerator  Company  was 
liable.  Upon  the  motion  of  the  ap- 
pellant herein,  under  §  3602  of  the 
Code,  the  action  was  dismissed,  the 
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order  reciting:  ''Such  dismissal  is 
without  prejudice  to  the  merits  of 
the  action  as  between  plaintiff  and 
said  defendant/' 

Immediately  thereafter  the  pres- 
ent suit  was  instituted,  embracing 
the  identical  matters  included  in  the 
previous  suit.  This  action  was  aid- 
ed by  attachment.  Upon  the  trial 
of  this  cause,  the  appellee  read  in 
evidence  from  the  transcript  of  tes- 
timony of  certain  witnesses  given 
upon  the  former  trial  before  the  dis- 
trict court.  Was  this  evidence 
properly  admissible  under  the  pro- 
visions of  §  245a  of  the  Supplement 
to  the  Code  of  1913  ?  The  section  of 
the  statute  provides  that  any  tran- 
script of  an  official  court  reporter, 
''when  material  and  competent, 
shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  on 
any  retrial  of  the  case  or  proceed- 
ing in  which  the  same  were  taken." 

We  do  not  think  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  to  use  the  word  "case" 
in  the  statute  in  a  narrow  and 
strictly  legal  and  technical  sense. 
The  evident  purpose  was  to  obvi- 
ate the  necessity  of  producing  wit- 
nesses who  had  once  been  before  the 
court  and  had  testified  respecting 
the  matter  in  controversy  between 
the  parties.  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  itself,  if  we  should 
now  reverse  the  case  and  send  it 
back  for  a  new  trial,  the  transcript 
of  the  evidence  on  the  last  trial, 
which  would  include  the  transcript 
of  the  evidence  of  the  first  trial, 
would  be  admissible.  Such  an  in- 
congruous condition  was  never  con- 
templated by  the  legislature.  The 
proper  course  to  pursue  would  have 
been  to  serve  notice  of  intention  to 
use  the  transcript,  or  obtain  an  or- 
der of  court  so  to  do,  or  secure  a 
stipulation  providing  for  its  use. 
The  situation  here  presented  can 
and  should  be  easily  obviated. 

In  Re  Wiltsey,  135  Iowa,  430, 109 
N.  W.  776,  we  held,  under  a  some- 
what similar  situation,  that  where 
no  new  issues  were  involved  and 
the  evidence  taken  on  the  former 
trial  was  in  respect  to  the  very  mat- 
ters determined  in  the  subsequent 


trial,  the  transcript  was  property 
admitted  in  evidence. 

Nothing  in  Spiers  v.  Render- 
shott,  142  Iowa,  446,  120  N.  W. 
1058,  is  inconsistent  with  this  hold- 
ing. In  that  case  it  affirmatively 
appeared  that  the  transcript  was  of- 
fered in  a  case  which  was  not  a  re- 
trial of  a  former  case,  but  that  the 
actions  were  entirely  distinct,  and 
involved  two  separate  and  distinct 
wills,  and  that  the  action  in  which 
the  evidence  contained  in  the  tran- 
script was  received  had  gone  to  final 
judgment.  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  original  case  herein  did  not  go 
to  final  j^udgment.  It  was  dismissed 
as  to  the  appellant  under  the  provi- 
sions of  §  3502  of  the  Code.  The 
order  of  court  recited :  "Such  dis- 
missal is  without  prejudice  to  the 
merits  of  the  action  as  between 
plaintiff  and  said  defendant.  The 
court  finds  and  adjudges  that  the 
failure  of  plaintiff  to  prevail  here^ 
in  as  against  the  said  defendant  is 
not  because  of  any  negligence  in  its 
prosecution." 

Undto  the  record,  we  think  this 
transcript    was    admissible    under 
this  section  of  the  ^^^     ^^ 
statute.     The   par-  trftuMsripT  of 
ties  were  the  same;  iVHiZ^J^MZi. 
the  issues  were  the 
same ;  it  was,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses,   a   retrial    of   the   identical 
"case"  in  which  the  evidence  in  the 
tnmscript  had  been  taken. 

In  this  connection,  error  is  also 
predicated  upon  the  action  of  the 
lower  court  in  permitting  the  appel- 
lee to  offer  in  evidence  the  deposi- 
tion of  a  witness  which  was  taken 
at  the  former  trial  above  referred 
to.  No  question  is  raised  that  the 
deposition  was  not  properly  taken 
and  filed  upon  the  previous  trial. 
It  also  appears  that  the  deposition 
was  taken  upon  notice,  and  that  the 
appellant  herein  appeared  and 
cross-examined  the  witness.  It  is 
urged,  however,  that  the  deposition 
was  not  duly  filed  in  the  instant 
case,  nor  was  leave  obtained  to  use 
it  before  the  trial  was  begun.  We 
are  cited  to  Searle  v.  Richardson,  67 
Iowa,  170,  25  N.  W.  113.    Therein 
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we  said:  "But  we  are  very  clear 
that,  under  our  practice,  a  party 
should  not  be  permitted  to  use  dep- 
ositions on  the  trial  of  one  cause 
which  have  been  taken  in  another, 
without  having  filed  them  in  the 
cause  in  which  he  proposes  to  use 
them,  or  obtaining  leave  before  the 
eommencement  of  the  trial  to  so  use 
them." 

The  rule  so  declared  is  undoubt- 
edly correct,  and  a  party  should  not 
be  allowed  to  transport  depositions 
from  one  cause  to  another  without 
duly  filing  the  same  in  the  cause  in 
which  he  proposes  to  use  them,  or 
obtaining  leave  of  court  to  so  use 
them,  before  the  commencement  of 
the  trial.  The  reason  for  this  rule 
is  obvious.  The  evidence  of  a  wit- 
ness, taken  in  one  cause,  may  be  in 
a  large  measure  material  in  some 
other  cause  between  the  same  par- 
ties, but  a  portion-  of  the  evidence 
may  be  material  in  one  case  and 
wholly  inadmissible  in  the  other. 
But  the  rule  can  have  no  applica- 
tion where  the  deposition  is  used  in 
a  retrial  of  the  same  identical  case, 
with  the  same  parties  and  the  same 
issues.  Furthermore,  it  appears 
that  the  deposition  now  in  question 
was  offered  in  evidence  in  the  for- 
mer trial  of  the  case,  and  the  shorl>- 
hand    notes    of   the    ofBcial    court 
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reporter  so  show.  Certainljr  no 
prejudice  could  result  to  the  appel- 
lant by  the  reading  _^^  '  ^*i^« 
of  the  original  dep-  t«ice»  tow  fom«r 
osition,  rather  than  *^*** 
by  having  the  shorthand  reporter 
read  the  same  from  his  shorthand 
notes  to  the  jury.  We  think  the 
court  did  not  err  upon  this  record 
in  admitting  the  deposition  in  evi- 
dence. 

VII.  Error  is  predicated  upon  the 
giving  of  certain  instructions  to  the 
jury  and  the  refusal  to  give  instruc- 
tions that  were  requested.'  The 
matters  complained  of  largely  in- 
clude the  same  subject-matter  here- 
tofore discussed  in  this  opinion,  and 
it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  mat^ 
ter  further.  We  find  no  error  in  the 
instructions  that  were  given  or  in 
the  refusal  to  give  the  instructions 
that  were  requested  by  the  appel- 
lant. The  case  seems  to  have  been 
fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the 
judgment  appealed  from  niust  be 
affirmed. 

In  view  of  this  conclusion,  no  fur- 
ther consideration  need  be  given  to 
the  appellee's  cross  appeal. 

Evans,  Ch.  J.,  and  Stevens, 
Weaver,  and  Artlinr,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied 
February  18,  1922. 
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II.  Introductory: 
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d.  Attempted  explanation  of  rule^ 

104. 

e.  Breach  of  servant's  duty  to  per- 
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IIL  Malfeasance: 
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e.  Assault,  111. 

d.  Fraud  and  extortion, .  112. 

e.  Libel,  116. 
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f.  Obstruction    of    ancient    lights, 
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g.  Abuse  of  legal  process,  116. 
h.  Infringrement  of  patent,  118. 

i  Meddling  with  decedents'  estates, 

119. 
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1.  In  general,  120. 
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IIL  Jd— continued. 

7.  Form  of  action,  181. 

8.  Liability  of  broker  or  sales 

agent: 

a.  In  general,  132. 

b.  Stolen  property,  134. 

9.  Auctioneers: 

a.  In  general,  135. 

b.  Stolen    and    mortgaged 

property,  137. 
k.  Forcible  entry  and  detainer,  188. 
IV.  Misfeasance: 

a.  In  general,  189. 

b.  Driving    car    or    team    against 

traveler,  142. 
c  Agents  of  carriers,  144« 

I.  Scope. 

This  annotation  will  be  confined 
strictly  to  the  question  of  liability  (ft 
the  agent  or  servant  of  an  individual 
or  private  corporation  for  injuries 
which  occur  to  a  third  person  through 
the  performance  or  nonperformance  of 
duties  which  he  owes  to  his  principal. 
There  are  several  classes  of  cases 
which  may,  on  their  face,  seem  analo- 
gous to  this  question,  and  which,  to 
some  extent,  may  rest  upon  the  general 
rules  which  govern  the  cases  included 
in  this  note,  but  in  which  in  fact  other 
elements  enter,  and  which  are  there- 
fore excluded  from  consideration  here. 
There  are  many  cases  in  which  the 
question  has  been  whether  or  not  the 
master  and  servant  could  be  sued 
jointly  for  an  injury  caused  by  the  act 
of  the  agent.  If  the  joint  liability  is 
upheld,  of  course  the  court  must  as- 
sume that  the  servant  is  liable;  but 
unless  there  is  some  discussion  of  the 
question  of  his  liability,  cases  of  that 
kind  are  not  included. 

So,  cases  are  omitted  which  involve 
the  question  of  the  liability  of  an  at- 
torney at  law  for  injuries  to  third  per- 
sons. While  such  persons  are,  in  a 
sense,  agents,  they  are  also  officers  of 
the  court,  and  there  may  be  considera- 
tions of  public  policy  which  would 
make  a  different  rule  applicable  to 
them  from  that  applicable  to  ordinary 
servants  and  agents.  So,  the  general 
question  ot  the  liability  of  public  of- 
ficers will  be  omitted.  Their  liability 
depends  so  much  upon  the  question  of 
public  policy  that  any  ruling  with  re- 
gard to  them  might  throw  little  or  no 
light  on  the  general  question  of  liabil- 


IV.-— continued. 

d.  Negligent  fires,  145. 

e.  Injury  to  fellow  servants: 

1.  In  general,  146. 

2.  Acts  of  commission,  149. 

3.  Acts  of  omission,  152. 
V.  Nonfeasance: 

a.  Absence  of  duty  to  third  person, 

155. 

b.  Cases  denying  liability  for  non- 

feasance, 158. 
c  Cases    recognizing   liability   for 
nonfeasance: 

1.  In  general,  165. 

2.  Management    of    property, 

171. 

ity  of  private  servants  or  agents.  This 
will  apply  also  to  soldiers,  although  it 
may  be  suggested  that  a  distinction 
has  been  made  between  officers  and 
private  soldiers,  there  being  no  liabil- 
ity on  the  latter  for  obeying  orders, 
while  there  may  be  on  the  part  of  the 
former.  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  a 
common  soldier  is  not  personally  liable 
for  committing  a  trespass  under  com- 
mand of  his  officer.  Trammell  v.  Bas- 
sett  (1866)  24  Ark.  499. 

But  where  an  Army  officer  issued  an 
order  for  seizure  of  property  which 
was  beyond  his  authority,  the  officer 
executing  the  order,  by  reason  of 
which  the  property  was  lost  to  the 
owner,  was  held  liable  for  the  value 
thereof.  The  order  given  was  an  order 
to  do  an  illegal  act, — ^to  commit  a 
trespass  upon  the  property  of  another, 
— ^and  could  afford  no  justification  to 
the  person  by  whom  it  was  executed. 
'It  can  never  be  maintained  that  a 
military  officer  can  justify  himself  for 
doing  an  unlawful  act  by  producing  an 
order  of  his  superior."  Mitchell  v. 
Harmony  (1851)  13  How.  (U.  S.)  115» 
14  L.  ed.  75. 

Cases  involving  liability  of  the  of- 
ficers of  corporations  will  also  be 
omitted.  Such  officers  representing,  as 
they  do,  the  corporation,  and  the  cor- 
poration acting  through  them,  a  dis- 
tinct ground  of  liability  on  their  part 
may  be  found  to  exist  which  might  not 
be  the  case  with  the  mere  agents  and 
servants  of  such  corporations  or  of 
individuals. 

Cases  involving  the  liability  of  con- 
tractors who  have  finished  their  con- 
tracts  and  turned  the  jobs  over  to  the 
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owners,  who  have  accepted  them,  are 
omitted.  These  cases  include  servants 
who  are  employed  upon  work  which 
afterwards  causes  injury,  of  which  the 
following  is  an  illustration: 

"A  contractor  or  hired  man  em- 
ployed by  and  acting  under  direction 
of  another  person  in  digging  a  tunnel 
through  an  embankment,  with  which 
he  has  nothing  further  to  do,  is  not 
liable  for  mere  consequential  injuries 
to  third  persons,  as  to  whom  he  com- 
mitted no  direct  trespass,  where  the 
injury  results  more  than  a  year  after- 
wards from  water  flowing  through 
such  tunnel,  because  it  was  the  main- 
tenance, and  not  the  digging,  of  the 
tunnel,  that  caused  the  injury.''  Chap- 
el V.  Smith  (1890)  80  Mich.  100,  45 
N.  W.  69. 

So,  also,  are  omitted  cases  involving 
the  question  of  liability  of  subcontrac- 
tors to  the  property  owner.  The  ques- 
tion of  liability  of  servants  and  agents 
for  contempt  of  court  in  disobeying 
orders  addressed  to  their  employers  is 
not  considered. 

The  liability  of  agencies  for  collect- 
ing negotiable  paper  depending  in  part 
on  the  law  merchant,  and  in  part  on 
general  custom,  are  omitted.  More- 
over, there  is  a  very  numerous  class  of 
£ases  in  which  the  courts  have,  on  the 
facts,  held  the  servant  or  agent  not 
liable  because  no  trespass,  assault, 
conversion,  or  other  wrong  which  was 
the  basis  of  the  action  was  estab- 
lished. The  mere  fact  that  no  wrong 
was  found  to  exist  throws  little  light 
on  the  further  question  whether  or  not 
there  would  be  a  liability  in  case  it 
did  exist.  Of  this  class  reference  is 
made  to  Crandall  v.  Loomis  (1884)  56 
Vt  664, 

The  cases  to  be  included  are  those 
for  which  the  master  is  answerable 
because  the  act  done  was  within  the 
terms  of  his  contract  with  the  servant; 
and  therefore,  cases  which  have  held 
the  servant  liable  because  he  was  act- 
ing outside  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment are  not  included. 

As  illustrative  of  this  class,  atten- 
tion may  be  called  to  Wright  v.  In- 
termountain  Motor  Car  Co.  (1918)  53 
Utah,  176,  177  Pac.  237,  where  it  was 
held   that   one   employed   to   demon- 


strate automobiles  may  be  held  per- 
sonally liable  if  he  takes  a  car  after 
business  hours,  to  accommodate  a 
customer,  and  permits  the  customer  to 
drive  it,  which  results  in  the  injury 
of  a  person  on  the  highway. 

So,  a  servant  acts  outside  the  scope 
of  his  employment  where  he  takes  his 
master's  horse  for  his  own  purpose, 
and  so  insufficiently  fastens  it  when 
leaving  it  that  it  breaks  away,  and 
causes  the  injury  for  which  the  suit  is 
brought.  Way  v.  Powers  (1884)  57 
Vt.  185. 

The  excessive  or  ultra  vires  acts  of 
the  agent  for  which  he,  and  not  the 
master,  is  liable,  are  discussed  by 
Brown  and  Comstock,  JJ.,  in  Hibbard 
v.  New  York  &  E.  R.  Co.  (1857)  16 
N.  Y.  455. 

JJ.  Introductory^ 

a.  €feneral  rule* 

An  agent  who  violates  a  duty  which 
he  owes  to  a  third  person  is  answer- 
able to  such  person  for  the  conse- 
quences, whether  it  be  an  act  of  mal- 
feasance, misfeasance,  or  nonfeasance. 
Stated  in  this  form  there  is  probably 
no  case  to  be  found  to  the  contrary. 
But  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  some 
text-writers,  founded  on  Lord  Holt's 
dictum  in  Lane  v.  Cotton  (1701)  12 
Mod.  488,  88  Eng.  Reprint,  1466,  has 
caused  much  confusion  in  the  decisions 
over  a  fictitious  distinction  between 
acts  of  malfeasance  and  misfeasance 
and  those  of  nonfeasance.  As  shown 
by  Labatt  on  Master  &  Servant,  page 
7978,  this  error  and  the  absence  of  any 
valid  distinction  in  the  classes  of  neg- 
ligence were  distinctly  pointed  out 
more  than  twenty-five  years  ago;  but 
there  are  courts  which  still  solemnly 
discuss  the  distinction  every  time  a 
case  involving  the  question  comes  be- 
fore them,  and  settle  the  rights  of  the 
parties  according  as  they  think  the 
case  comes  within  or  falls  without  the 
distinction.  Many  of  the  later  cases 
have,  however,  abandoned  it,  as  have 
also  most  of  the  recent  text-writers. 

If  a  servant  owes  a  duty  to  a  third 
person  because  of  a  contract  with  his 
master,  there  is  no  reason  why  he 
should  not  be  liable  for  injury  caused 
by  its  nonperformance.    Of  eourse,  the 
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circumstances  in  which  the  failure  of 
the  servant  to  perform  a  duty  owing 
to  his  master  will  raise  a  liability  in 
favor  of  a  stranger  must,  of  necessity, 
be  few ;  but  when  they  exist,  the  rule 
of  liability  should  be  applied  the  same 
as  though  it  was  an  act  of  malfeasance 
or  misfeasance.  The  error  that  such 
liability  does  not  exist  not  only  arose 
from  a  misreading  of  the  case  of  Lane 
V.  Cotton,  but  also  is  an  example  of 
disconnected  reasoning  of  which  Judge 
Story,  with  whom  the  error  seems  to 
have  originated,  would  hardly  be  im- 
agined to  be  guilty.  As  will  be  seen 
in  subdivision  IL  c,  he  laid  down  the 
formula  that  the  servant  or  agent  is 
liable  to  the  third  person  for  his  mal- 
or  mis-feasance,  but  not  for  his  non- 
feasance. A  moment's  consideration 
demonstrates  that  there  are  many  mal- 
and  mis-feasances  of  the  servant 
towards  his  principal  which  give  no 
right  of  action  to  third  persons  any 
more  than  do  acts  of  nonfeasance. 
Thus,  the  servant  may  be  guilty  of 
malfeasance  toward  his  principal  by 
embezzling  money  intrusted  to  his 
care.  He  may  be  guilty  of  misfea- 
sance by  negligently  wrecking  an  au- 
tomobile which  he  is  employed  to 
operate.  Neither  of  these  will  give 
a  third  person  a  right  of  action. 
Therefore,  to  give  a  third  person  a 
right  of  action  the  act  must  not  be 
a  malfeasance  or  misfeasance  toward 
the  master,  but  must,  because  of  the 
act  which  he  does,  or  attempts  to  do, 
be  a  malfeasance  or  misfeasance 
toward  a  stranger.  The  same  rule 
applies  with  respect  to  nonfeasance. 
The  servant's  mere  omission  of  duty 
towards  his  master  will  not  give  the 
person  a  right  of  action,  but  omitting 
to  perform  a  duty  which  he  and  his 
master  owe  to  a  third  person  may  give 
a  right  of  action.  When,  therefore, 
the  formula  is  read  as  stated  by  Judge 
Story,  the  delicts  comprising  mal-  and 
mis-feasance  are,  of  necessity,  toward 
third  persons,  while  those  comprising 
nonfeasance  are  solely  towards  the 
master  and  the  persons  toward  whom 
the  duty  is  owing,  and  the  liabilities 
said  to  exist  or  not  to  exibt  are  not 
the  same. 

As  thas  analyzed,  of  ^course,   this 


formula  becomes  meaningless  as  lan 
aid  to  the  decision  of  concrete  cases. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  the  only 
value  which  the  formula  has  is  to  in- 
dicate that  a  liability  to  a  third  per- 
son cannot  be  predicated  upon  mere 
omission  of  duty  owing  to  the  master; 
but  since  the  satne  is  true  with  respect 
to  mal-  or  mis-  performance  of  duty  ow- 
ing the  master,  it  would  seem  that  the 
sooner  the  formula  passes  into  ob- 
livion, and  the  cases  are  judged  solely 
upon  the  consideration  whether  or 
not  the  servant  has  breached  any  duty 
which  he  owed  the  complaining  party, 
the  better.  Of  course,  in  case  of  mal- 
feasance or  misfeasance,  the  relation- 
ship to  the  master  may  be  entirely 
immaterial,  because  the  liability  may 
be  predicated  on  the  positive  wrong 
done,  while  in  case  of  nonfeasance, 
the  duty  to  the  complaining  party 
must  be  worked  out,  if  at  all,  through 
the  duty  which  the  servant  had  under- 
taken to  perform  for  the  master. 

In  volume  1,  pp.  288,  289,  of  Jag- 
gard  on  Torts,  it  is  said:  '"The  thin- 
ness and  uncertainty  of  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  misfeasance,  mal- 
feasance, and  nonfeasance  leaves  an 
exceedingly  unstable  basis  on  which 
to  rest  an  important  principle  of  lia- 
bility. It  would,  indeed,  seem  to  be  a 
fair  criticism  on  the  subsequent  rea- 
soning that  the  courts  have,  in  apply- 
ing the  distinction,  engaged  in  a 
solemn  game  of  logomachy.  Thus,  in 
Bell  V.  Josselyn  (1855)  3  Gray 
(Mass.)  309,  68  Am.  Dec.  741,  it  was 
said  that  failure  of  defendant  to  ex- 
amine the  state  of  the  pipes  in  a  house 
before  causing  the  water  to  be  let  on, 
would  be  a  nonfeasance,  but,  if  he  had 
not  caused  water  to  be  let  on,  that 
nonfeasance  would '  not  have  in- 
jured the  plaintiff.  If  he  had  ex- 
amined the  pipes,  and  left  them  in  a 
proper  condition,  and  then  caused  the 
letting  on  of  the  water,  there  would 
have  been  neither  nonfeasance  nor 
misfeasance.  As  the  facts  were,  the 
nonfeasance  caused  the  act  done  to 
be  a  misfeasance.  The  plaintiff  suf- 
fered from  the  act  done,  which  was 
110  less  a  misfeasance  by  the  reasoA 
Of  its  being  preceded  by  a  nonfea- 
sance.    .     .     .    'The  futility  of  auch 
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reasoning  on  the  word  ''nonfeasance 
appears  fully  from  the  lack  of  defini- 
tiveness  of  the  meaning  to  be  given 
the  term.  This  solemn  legal  jugglery 
with  word9  will  probably  disappear 
''if  the  nature  of  the  duty  incumbent 
upon  the  servant  be  considered/'  If 
the  servant  owe  a  duty  to  third  per- 
sons, derived  from  an  instrumentality 
likely  to  do  harm  or  otherwise,  and  he 
violates  that  duty,  he  is  responsible. 
His  responsibility  rests  on  his  wrong- 
doing, not  on  the  positive  or  negative 
character  of  his  conduct.  A  wrongful 
omission  is  as  actionable  as  a  wrong- 
ful commission.' " 

h.  iMne  V.  CoUan, 

The  celebrated  case  of  Lane  v.  Cot- 
ton (1701)  11  Mod.  17,  12  Mod.  472, 
88  Eng.  Reprint,  855,  1458,  Comyns, 
107,  92  Eng.  Reprint,  984,  Holt,  583, 
90  Eng.  Reprint,  1222,  1  Salk.  17,  1 
Ld.  Raym.  655,  91  Eng.  Reprint,  17, 
1337,  which  seems  to  have  been  the 
cause  of  the  misunderstanding  upon 
this  subject,  was  one  to  hold  the  Post- 
master General  liable  for  loss  of 
exchequer  bills  from  a  letter  after  it 
had  been  deposited  in  the  receiving 
office.  It  was  held  that  he  was  not 
liable,  but  Chief  Justice  Holt,  dissent- 
ing, argued  in  a  long  opinion  that  he 
should  be  held  liable,  and  one  branch 
of  the  argument  was  as  follows :  "It 
was  objected  at  the  bar,  that  they 
have  this  remedy  against  Breese  (who 
was  apparently  the  clerk  from  whose 
possession  the  loss  occurred).  I 
agree,  if  they  could  prove  that  he  took 
out  the  bills,  they  might  sue  him  for 
it;  so  they  might  anybody  else  on 
whom  they  could  fix  that  fact;  but  for 
a  neglect  in  him  they  can  have  no 
remedy  against  him;  for  they  must 
consider  him  only  as  a  servant;  and 
then  his  neglect  is  only  chargeable  on 
his  master,  or  principal ;  for  a  servant 
or  deputy,  quatenus  such,  cannot  be 
charged  for  neglect,  but  the  principal 
only  shall  be  charged  for  it;  but  for 
a  misfeasance  an  action  will  lie 
against  a  servant  or  deputy,  but  not 
quatenus  a  deputy  or  servant,  but  as  a 
wrongdoer.  As  if  a  bailiff,  who  has  a 
warrant  from  the  sheriff  to  execute 
a  writ,  suffer  his  prisoner  by  neglect 


to  escape,  the  sheriff  shall  be  charged 
for  it,  and  not  the  bailiff;  but  if  the 
bailiff  turn  the  prisoner  loose,  the  ac- 
tion may  be  brought  against  the  bail- 
iff himself,  for  then  he  is  a  kind  of 
wrongdoer,  or  rescuer."  It  will  be 
noticed  that  the  question  of  the 
liability  of  the  clerk  was  not  in- 
volved, and  the  only  ground  upon 
which  it  becomes  material  at  all  is 
that  it  was  suggested  by  the  preva^l^ 
ing  judges  as  one  reason  {or  the  non-' 
liability  of  the  Postmaster.  General, 
that  the  receiving- clerk  wai^  pejrijcMaLaK 
ly  liable.  *      '     ; 

There  are  several  reports  of  the 
case  of  Lane  v.  Cotton,  and  they  do 
not  strictly  agree  as  to  what  the  ma- 
jority judges  hold,  or  as  to  what  Lord 
Holt  himself  held.  All  of  the  reports 
give  more  prominence  to  Holt's  dis- 
senting opinion  than  they  do  to  the 
prevailing  opinions.  The  question  be- 
fore the  court  being  the  liability  of 
the  Postmaster  General,  the  question 
of  the  liability  of  the  clerk  through 
whose  negligence  the  letter  was  lost 
was  in  no  way  before  the  court.  It 
was  admitted  in  the  case  that  he  was 
not  a  party  to  the  taking  of  the  let- 
ter, but  was  simply  negligent  in  car- 
ing for  it,  so  that  he  was  liable  merely 
for  nonfeasance,  unless  that  term  is 
limited  to  the  sense  in  which  it  has 
been  used  by  some  of  the  later  text- 
writers.    See  II.  d. 

Farresley's  report,  which  goes  under 
the  name  of  Holt  (Holt,  583,  90  Eng. 
Reprint^  1222),  makes  the  other  three 
judges  hold  the  Postmaster  General 
not  liable  because  Breese  was  neces- 
sarily liable  himself.  And  Salkeld's 
report  makes  all  three  judges  agree 
that  he  is  liable  (1  Salk.  17,  91  Eng. 
Reprint,  17). 

In  the  report  in  1  Ld.  Raym.  646,  91 
Eng.  Reprint,  1332,  Powys,  J.,  is  made 
to  say  that  an  action  would  lie  against 
Breese,  and  therefore  plaintiff  is  not 
without  remedy,  and  in  this,  Gould, 
J.,  seems  to  have  concurred. 

in  the  report  in  11  Mod.  12,  88  Eng. 
Reprint,  853,  however,  Powys,  J.,  is 
made  to  say  in  response  to  the  objec- 
tion that  if  the  action  does  not  lie 
against  the  Postmaster  General  there 
may  be  a  wrong  without  any  remedy. 
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— that  it  is  often  so  when  no  person 
can  be  found  against  whom  to  have  a 
remedy.  And  the  same  response  ap- 
pears in  the  report  of  Comyns,  103,  92 
Eng.  Reprint,  982. 

Not  only  were  the  arguments  of  the 
prevailing  judges  thus  inadequately 
reported  by  the  various  reporters,  but 
there  is  not  an  agreement  among  them 
as  to  Lord  Holt's  position  in  the  mat- 
ter. "    . 

in  the  repOrt'ln  1  Ld.  Raym.  655,  91 
Eng:  Reprint,  1337,  Holt  is  made  to  say 
tZiat'Brees^  cannot  be  charged  as  an 
officer  for  negligence.  For  misfea- 
sance of  a  deputy  an  action  will  lie 
against  him,  but  that  is  not  qua  officer, 
but  qua  tort-feasor. 

In  11  Mod.  17,  88  Eng.  Reprint,  865, 
the  statement  is,  if  the  deputy  be 
guilty  of  misfeasance  an  action  will 
lie  against  him;  but  for  the  non- 
feasance or  negligence  of  a  deputy,  the 
superior  is  punishable;  and  if,  in  this 
case,  any  misfeasance  could  be  proved 
upon  any  particular  deputy,  as  the 
taking  out  of  the  bills  by  him,  he 
would  be  punishable. 

In  Comyns,  107,  92  Eng.  Reprint, 
984,  Holt's  statement  is  reduced  to  the 
following:  "Another  objection  is  that 
an  action  may  be  brought  against  the 
subagent,  but  for  negligence  the  prin- 
cipal must  answer  for  his  inferior  of- 
ficer.** 

In*  Salkeld's  Report  (1  Salk.  17,  91 
Eng.  Reprint,  17),  Holt  is  made  to  say 
that  though  the  master  be  liable,  yet 
Breese  is  chargeable  also,  but  he  is  not 
chargeable  as  an  officer,  but  as  a 
wrongdoer. 

And  in  the  report  of  the  case  by 
Thomas  Farresley,  which  goes  under 
the  name  of  Holt  (Holt,  583,  90  Eng. 
Reprint,  1222),  Holt  is  made  to  say: 
*1  am  of  opinion  though  the  Post- 
master General  be  liable,  that  Breese 
is  chargeable  also,  not  as  an  oHicer, 
but  as  a  wrongdoer,  for  'tis  upon  this 
reason  that  action  of  the  case  lies 
against  the  gaoler  as  well  as  against 
the  sheriff  upon  a  voluntary  escape." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  court  was 
dealing  with  the  question  of  the  lia- 
bility of  a  public  official,  and  there  has 
always  been  a  distinction  between  the 
liability  of  their  deputies  and  that  of 


servants  or  private  individuals.  In  the 
excerpt  quoted  above  from  12  Mod.» 
Holt's  illustration  is  of  a  sheriff  and 
his  bailiff. 

In  Cameron  v.  Reynolds  (1776)  1 
Cowp.  406,  98  Eng.  Reprint,  1155,  Lord 
Mansfield  said  that  the  judges  were  all 
of  opinion  that  an  action  for  breach 
of  duty  in  the  office  of  sheriff  must 
be  brought  against  the  sheriff  him- 
self, as  for  an  act  done  by  him,  al- 
though it  was  in  fact  done  by  the 
undersheriff. 

For  authority  for  the  statement  set 
out  above,  from  12  Mod.,  Lord  Holt 
cites  1  Leon.  146;  3  Cro.  175,  143;  41 
Edw.  III.  12;  1  Rolle,  78;  and  Salkeld 
adds  Noy,  90. 

The  case  in  (1589)  1  Leon.  146,  74 
Eng.  Reprint,  135,  is  Marsh  A  Astre/s 
Case,  in  which  Marsh  brought  action 
against  Astrey,  an  undersheriff,  for 
failure  to  return  a  summons  for  lands. 
It  was  argued  on  one  side  that  the 
action  should  have  been  against  the 
sheriff,  but  Snag,  contra,  said  if  the 
return  be  insufficient,  the  sheriff  shall 
be  amerced,  but  in  the  case  of  failure 
to  return  it  is  clear  that  the  action 
lieth  against  the  undersheriff  if  the 
person  will,  and  such  was  the  opinion 
of  the  judges.  And  judgment;  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff.  The  case  in 
3  Cro.  (Cro.  Eliz.)  175,  78  Eng.  Re- 
print, 432,  seems  to  be  the  same  case 
as  that  in  Leonard,  although  it  is  at- 
tributed to  a  different  year  and  term ; 
but  it  is  expressly  stated  that  Coke 
moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  that,  the 
action  being  for  nonfeasance,  that  is, 
for  not  returning  the  writ,  the  action 
lieth  not  against  the  undersheriff,  but 
ought  to  be  brought  against  the 
sheriff  himself.  But  the  argument  did 
not  prevail.  There  is  no  case  in  point 
on  page  143,  and  so  it  must  be  an 
error  in  citation,  but  Salkeld  locates 
the  reference  at  page  743  (1599)  78 
Eng.  Reprint,  976.  That  was  the  case 
of  Baldry  v.  Johnson,  an  action 
against  the  jailer  of  a  prison  for  that' 
the  bailiffs  of  a  vill  had  directed  a 
warrant  to  the  undersheriff  to  take  a 
person  in  such  manner  that  they  have 
his  body  at  the  next  court.  The 
undersheriff  made  the  arrest,  and 
committed  the  prisoner  to  the  custody 
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of  the  jailer.  After  verdict  for  plain- 
tiff, it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judg^ 
ment  that  the  jailer  was  not  liable 
because  the  undersheriffs  had  no  au- 
thority to  commit  the  prisoner  to  his 
custody,  and  that  they  alone  were 
liable  for  the  escape.  And  the  con- 
clusion seems  to  be  that  the  judsrment 
was  arrested  because  the  under- 
sheriffs  alone  were  liable. 

The  case  of  Laycock  v.  Under- 
sheriff,  Noy,  90,  74  Eng.  Reprint, 
1067,  was  an  action  against  an  under- 
sheriff  because  of  a  false  return  non 
est  inventus  on  a  latitat.  It  was 
argued  that  for  a  falsity  the  action 
will  lie  against  an  undersheriff,  but 
the  report  states  that  the  court 
seemed  to  the  contrary.  For  the 
undersheriff  is  not  an  officer  to  the 
court,  but  the  sheriff  himself  shall  be 
amerced  for  all  defaults,  negligence, 
and  falsities  of  the  undersheriff. 

The  case  in  (1614)  1  Rolle  Rep.  78, 
81  Ens:.  Reprint,  341,  is  Bell  v.  Cates- 
by,  in  which  Bell  brought  an  action 
against  Catesby,  an  undersheriff,  for 
suppressing  a  warrant  which  had 
been  put  into  his  hands  for  service, 
the  allegation  being  that  he  levied  on 
the  goods  and  afterwards  concealed 
the  writ  and  made  no  certificate  of  it. 
Exception  was  taken,  after  verdict, 
that  the  action  will  not  He  against 
the  undersheriff,  but  the  judgment 
was  given  by  the  court  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 

There  is  no  case  on  page  12  of  41 
Edw.  III.  having  any  bearing  on  the 
question  under  discussion.  The  case 
carried  on  to  that  page  from  the 
previous  one  was  a  writ  of  formedon 
to  establish  a  remainder,  and  the  case 
beginning  on  that  page  involved  the 
right  of  infants  against  whom  a  right 
to  real  estate  was  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished, to  have  the  writ  abated.  It 
has  been  suggested  that  the  reference 
was  to  pi.  12  of  the  Book  of  Assize  of 
41  Edw.  III.  But  that  was  a  prosecu- 
tion for  mayhem  which  involved  a 
question  of  jurisdiction  over  persons 
not  served.  So  that  the  citation  seems 
to  throw  no  light  upon  Lord  Holt's 
meaning.  Of  the  cases  cited  by  Lord 
Holt,    therefore,   four   seem   to   have 


been  contrary  to  his  claim,  one  in  his 
favor,  and  one  a  miscitation. 

But  Lord  Holt  seems  to  have  acted 
upon  the  opinion  contended  for  by 
him  in  the  next  case  which  came  be- 
fore him. 

In  Savage  v.  Walthew  (1708)  11 
Mod.  185,  88  Eng.  Reprint,  947,  a  car- 
rier brought  an  action  against  his 
servant  for  loss  of  goods  delivered  to 
him  for  carriage,  and  it  was  objected 
that  if  the  action  lies,  defendant  will 
be  twice  charged  by  the  master  and 
by  the  owner.  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  said  it  is 
not  so  unless  there  is  an  actual  con- 
version, for  the  owner  of  the  goods 
has  an  action  against  the  servant  only 
in  case  of  a  conversion. 

A  singular  fact  is  that  in  at  least 
two  subsequent  English  cases,  Lord 
Holt's  opinion  is  referred  to  as  the 
rule  of  the  case.  Jones  v.  Hart  (1698) 
2  Salk.  441,  91  Eng.  Reprint,  382; 
Bennett  v.  Bayes  (1860)  5  Hurlst.  & 
N.  391,  157  Eng.  Reprint,  1233,  29  L. 
J.  Exch.  N.  S.  224,  8  Week.  Rep.  320, 
2  L.  T.  N.  S.  156. 

o.  Jtidge  Story's  ruie. 

Judge  Story,  in  his  work  on  the 
Law  of  Agency,  published  in  1839, 
founded  the  following  statement  on 
what  he  terms  Lord  Holt's  celebrated 
judgment  in  Lane  v.  Cotton:  "The 
agent  is  also  personally  liable  to 
third  persons  for  his  own  misfea- 
sances and  positive  wrongs.  But  he 
is  not,  in  general  (for  there  are  ex- 
ceptions), liable  to  third  persons  for 
his  own  nonfeasances  or  omissions  of 
duty,  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. His  liability,  in  these  latter 
cases,  is  solely  to  his  principal,  there 
being  no  privity  between  him  and 
such  third  persons,  but  the  privity 
exists  only  between  him  and  his 
principal.  And  hence  the  general 
maxim  as  to  all  such  negligences  and 
omissions  of  duty  is,  in  cases  of 
private  agency,  'respondeat  superior.' " 
§  308. 

"The  distinction,  thus  propounded, 
between  misfeasance  and  nonfeasance, 
between  acts  of  direct,  positive  wrong, 
and  mere  neglects  by  agents,  as  to 
their  personal  liability  therefor,  may 
seem  nice  and  artificial,  and  partakes. 
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perhaps,  not  a  little  of  the  subtlety 
and  overrefinement  of  the  old  doc- 
trines of  the  common  law.  It  seems, 
however,  to  be  founded  upon  this 
ground :  that  no  authority  whatsoever 
from  a  superior  can  furnish  to  any 
party  a  just  defense  for  his  oym  posi- 
tive torts  or  trespasses,  for  no  man 
can  authorize  another  to  do  a  positive 
wrong.  But  in  respect  to  nonfea- 
sances or  mere  neglects  in  the  per- 
formance of  duty,  the  responsibility 
therefor  must  arise  from  some  ex- 
press or  implied  obligation  between 
particular  parties  standing  in  privity 
of  law  or  contract  with  each  other, 
and  no  man  is  bound  to  answer  for 
any  such  violations  of  duty  or  obliga- 
tion, except  those  to  whom  he  has 
become  directly  bound-  or  amenable 
for  his  conduct"  Story,  Agency,  9th 
ed.  §  309. 

In  making  this  statement,  Judge 
Story  seems  to  have  overlooked  the 
obligations  which  are  imposed  upon 
all  living  in  a  civilized  community,  in 
favor  of  their  neighbors.  Because  of 
this  obligation  the  law  and  public 
policy  impose  certain  duties  upon  per- 
sons who  have  contracted  with  a 
master  to  do  a  certain  thing  which 
makes  them  liable  to  third  persons  for 
its  nonperformance.  Most  acts  of 
negligence  are,  in  final  analysis,  acts 
of  nonfeasance,  but  the  books  are  full 
of  cases  in  which  servants  and  agents 
have  been  held  liable  for  negligence. 
While,  therefore,  many  cases  have 
attempted  to  maintain  the  formula 
laid  down  by  Judge  Story,  they  have, 
in  practice,  either  distinguished  it  so 
that  little  is  left  of  it,  or  departed 
from  it  altogether.  As  will  appear  in 
the  next  succeeding  section,  certain 
text-writers  have  attempted  to  pre- 
serve the  formula  by  giving  it  an  in- 
terpretation so  narrow  that  there  is 
really  little  left  of  it. 

d.  Attempted  expiaruUion  of  rule. 

Clark  &  Skyles,  in  their  work  on 
the  Law  of  Agency,  make  the  follow- 
ing statement :  "There  is  a  distinction 
between  nonfeasance  and  misfeasance 
or  malfeasance;  and  this  distinction 
is  often  of  great  importance  in  deter- 
mining an  agent's  liability  to  third 


persons.  By  reason  of  some  of  the 
cases  failing  to  clearly  notice  this 
distinction  there  has  been  some  con- 
fusion in  the  decisions  on  this  point. 
In  this  connection,  nonfeasance  means 
the  total  omission  or  failure  of  an 
agent  to  enter  upon  the  performance 
of  some  distinct  duty  or  undertaking 
which  he  has  agreed  with  his  princi- 
pal to  do;  misfeasance  means  the  im- 
proper doing  of  an  act  which  the 
agent  might  lawfully  do;  or,  in  other 
words,  it  is  the  performing  of  his 
duty  to  his  principal  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  infringe  upon  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  third  persons;  and  mal- 
feasance is  a  doing  of  an  act  which 
he  ought  not  to  do  at  all.  .  .  . 
From  these  meanings,  it  will  be  seen 
that  it  is  not  every  omission  or  fail- 
ure to  perform  a  duty  that  will  con- 
stitute a  nonfeasance,  but  only  an 
omission  to  perform  fiuch  distinct 
duties  as  he  owes  to  his  principal,  as 
distinguished  from  those  which  he 
owes  to  third  persons  or  to  the  public 
in  general,  as  a  member  of  society. 
Nonfeasance  does  not  extend  to  the 
omission  or  failure  to  do  some  act 
whereby  a  third  person  is  injured, 
after  he  has  once  entered  upon  the 
performance  of  his  contractual  obliga- 
tions. For  example,  if  an  agent  un- 
dertakes to  perform  certain  acts  for 
another,  and  he  refuses  or  fails  to 
enter  upon  such  performance,  it  is  a 
nonfeasance;  but  if  he  once  begins 
the  performance  of  such  acts,  and  in 
doing  so  fails  or  omits  to  do  certain 
acts  which  he  should  have  done, 
whereby  a  third  person  is  injured,  it 
is  not  a  nonfeasance,  but  a  misfea- 
sance." Clark  &  S.  Agency,  p.  1299. 
Mr.  Mechem  (Agency,  §  572)  also 
states  that  "some  confusion  has  crept 
into  certain  cases  from  a  failure  to 
observe  clearly  the  distinction  be- 
tween nonfeasance  and  misfeasance. 
As  has  been  seen,  the  agent  is  not 
liable  to  strangers  for  injuries  sus- 
tained by  them  because  he  did  not 
undertake  the  performance  of  some 
duty  which  he  owed  to  his  principal, 
and  imposed  upon  him  by  his  relation, 
which  is  nonfeasance.  Misfeasance 
may  involve,  also,  to  some  extent,  the 
idea  of  not  doing;  as  where  the  agent, 
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while  engaged  in  the  performance  of 
his  undertaking,  does  not  do  some- 
thing which  it  was  his  duty  to  do, 
under  the   circumstances, — does    not 
take  that  precaution,  does  not  exer- 
cise that  care,  which  a  due  regard  for 
the  rights    of   others   requires.    All 
this  is  not  doing;  but  it  is  not  the 
not  doing  of  that  which  is  imposed 
.  .   .    upon  him  by  law  as  a  respon- 
lible  individual  in  conunon  with  all 
other  members  of  society.    It  is  the 
same  not  doing  which  constitutes  ac- 
tionable negligence  in  any  relation." 
It  will  thus  be  seen  that  these  au- 
thors narrow  the  meaning  of  nonfea- 
sance down  to  a  mere  failure  to  enter 
upon  the  performance  of  a  duty  which 
the  contract  imposes  upon  the  serr- 
ant     This  meaning  of  the  term   is 
much  narrower  than  that  which  was 
in  the  mind  of  Lord  Holt  or  Ju4ge 
Story,  or  than  that  which  has  been  in 
the  minds  of  many  of  the  judges  who 
have  attempted  to  apply  the  formula 
in  deciding  cases.    It  may  be  serious- 
ly questioned  whether,  even  in  this 
narrow  form,  the  formula  is  accurate. 
Is  it  entirely  safe  to  say  that  when 
the  question  is  determined  solely  by 
the  duty  of  the  servant  to  the  per- 
son injured,  the  courts  will  not  say 
that,  in  case  an  agreement  is  made, 
with     a     protective    agency    for    a 
watchman  on  a  particular  occasion, 
and   the    servant    employed    by    the 
agency,  without  notice  of  the   fact 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  meet  his 
engagement,  leaves  the  property  un- 
guarded when  the  owner  is  relying  on 
him  for  protection,  so  that  no  other 
is   provided,    and    the    property    is 
burglarized  or  destroyed,  the  servant 
will  not  be  liable?     Or,  in  case  an 
agreement  is  made  with  a  nurses'  as- 
sociation for  a  nurse  for  a  critical 
occasion,  and  she  does  not  undertake 
the  job,  so  that,  because  of  inability 
to  procure   other   assistance   on   ac- 
count of  want  of  timely  notice  of  the 
nurse's  default,  the  patient  dies,  the 
nurse  will  not  be  liable?    Other  cases 
of  similar  import  readily  come  to  mind 
and  one  cannot  dogmatize  upon  them 
before  the  questions  have  been  con- 
sidered by  the  courts  in  their  true 
light.    This  does  not  in  any  way  in- 


terfere with  the  rule  that  a  third 
person  cannot  maintain  an  action  on 
a  contract  made  for  his  benefit,  be- 
cause the  contract  between  master 
and  servant  is  not  necessarily  made 
for  his  benefit.  It  would  not,  how- 
ever, be  extending  the  doctrine  that 
one  having  entered  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  who  omits,  to  the 
injury  of  a  third  person,  to  perform 
some  act  which  is  part  of  his  duties, 
is  liable  for  the  injury  thereby  caused 
to  the  third  person,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  misfeasance,  to  hold  that  it 
is  also  misfeasance  to  breach  his 
agreement  to  perform  an  act,  failure 
to  perform  which  will  injure  a  third 
person,  after  he  has  undertaken  to 
do  so,  without  giving  any  notice  of 
his  intended  omission,  on  the  ground 
that  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  en- 
tered upon  the  performance  of  his 
agreement 

This  narrowing  of  the  definition  of 
nonfeasance  has,  in  some  degree,  pre- 
sented a  way  out  of  the  dilemma  in 
which  the  old  formula  placed  the 
courts,  and  some  of  the  courts  have 
followed  it.  Thus,  in  Atkins  v.  Field 
(1896)  89  Me.  281,  56  Am.  St.  Rep. 
424,  86  Atl.  875,  the  court  said:  "If 
the  defendant  had  not  undertaken  to 
rig  and  set  up  the  derrick,  or  in  so 
doing  had  simply  executed  tfie  will  of 
a  lawful  superior  as  to  details  of 
mode  and  material,  there  might  be^ 
said  to  be  mere  nonfeasance  on  his 
part.  But  he  did  undertake  the  work, 
and  practically  exercised  his  own  dis- 
cretion as  to  mode  and  material.  He 
was  then  bound  to  act  carefully  in 
every  respect,  and  his  carelessness  in 
any  respect  was  a  misfeasance.'' 

So,  in  Hagerty  v.  Montana  Ore  Pur- 
chasing Co.  (Hagerty  v.  Wilson)  88 
Mont  69,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  98  Pac. 
648,  the  court  said:  "The  courts  and 
text-writers  have  not  always  been 
accurate  in  defining  the  terms  'non- 
feasance' and  'misfeasance,'  or  in  dis- 
criminating between  them.  As  applied 
in  cases  of  this  character,  we  think  the 
term  'nonfeasance'  refers  to  the 
omission  on  the  part  of  the  agent  to 
perform  a  duty  which  he  owes  to  his 
principal  by  virtue  of  the  relation- 
ship   existing    between    them;    but. 
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whenever  the  omission  on  the  part 
of  the  agent  consists  of  his  fail- 
ure  to  perform  a  duty  which  he 
owes  to  third  persons,  then,  as  to 
such  third  persons,  his  omission 
amounts  to  'misfeasance,^  for  which 
he  is  responsible.  We  think  this  con- 
clusion is  based  upqn  reason  and  au- 
thority/' 

In  Orcutt  V.  Century  Bldg.  Co. 
(1907)  201  Mo.  424,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
929,  99  S.  W.  1062,  the  court  said: 
"When  it  [the  defendant]  undertook 
the  management  of  this  building  from 
its  principal,  it  undertook  to  do  for  the 
principal  a  particular  work;  and  after 
it  entered  upon  the  performance  of 
that  work,  any  act  which  it  did, 
whether  by  omission  or  commission, 
was  misfeasance.  After  making  this 
contract,  had  it  stood  aloof  and  re- 
fused to  take  the  management  of  the 
building,  and,  in  so  doing,  thereby 
failed  to  do  something,  which  resulted 
in  injury  to  a  third  person,  it  would 
not  have  been  liable,  because  we 
would  thus  have  mere  nonfeasance. 
But,  after  it  assumed  its  management, 
and  thereby  cotnmenced  to  do  the 
thing  it  contracted  and  agreed  to  do, 
then,  as  said  before,  acts  of  omission 
or  commission  constitute  misfea- 
sance, or  a  failure  to  properly  do  the 
things  which  it  had,  in  the  line  of 
its  duty,  commenced  to  do." 

In  Brower  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
(1910)  109  Minn.  885,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
354,  124  N.  W.  10,  where  an  engineer, 
in  repairing  a  water  gauge,  failed  to 
replace  the  guard,  the  court  said: 
"From  the  facts  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint it  satisfactorily  appears  that 
appellant  undertook  the  execution  of 
the  duty  of  replacing  the  gauge,  and 
that  he  performed  it  negligently; 
hence  his  act  was  one  of  misfeasance, 
and  not  one  of  nonfeasance.  .  .  . 
Strictly  speaking,  the  act  of  the  en- 
gineer in  failing  to  put  on  the  guard 
was  nonfeasance, — ^that  is,  in  not  do- 
ing an  act  which  he  was  required  to 
perform;  but  the  distinction  between 
misfeasance  and  nonfeasance  is  some- 
times fanciful." 

So,  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Grizzle 
(1906)  124  Ga.  785,  110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
191,  53  S.  E.  244,  where  it  was  held 


that  the  negligence  of  a  railroad  en- 
gineer in  failing  to  blow  his  whistle 
where  he  was  required  by  law  to  do 
80  was  a  misfeasance,  rendering  him 
liable  for  injuries  resulting  there- 
from, the  court  said:  ''Misfeasance 
may  involve  also,  to  some  extent,  the 
idea  of  not  doing;  as  where  an  agent 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  his 
undertaking  does  not  do  something 
which  it  is  his  duty  to  do  under  the 
circumstances,  or  does  not  take  that 
precaution,  or  does  not  exercise  that 
care,  which  a  due  regard  to  the  rights 
of  others  requires.  All  this  is  not 
doing;  but  it  is  not  the  not  doing 
of  that  which  is  imposed  upon  the 
agent  merely  by  virtue  of  his  relation, 
but  of  that  which  is  imposed  upon 
him  by  law  as  a  responsible  individual 
in  common  with  all  other  members  of 
society.  It  is  the  same  not  doing 
which  constitutes  actionable  negli- 
gence in  any  relation.  .  .  .  The 
engineer  having  once  undertaken,  in 
behalf  of  the  principal,  to  run  the 
train,  it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to 
run  it  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law;  and  a  failure  to  comply  with  the 
law,  although  it  involved  an  act  of 
omission,  was  not  an  act  of  mere  non- 
feasance, but  was  an  act  of  misfea- 
sance  " 

In  Williams  v.  Dean  (1907)  184 
Iowa,  216,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  410,  111 
N.  W.  981,  it  is  said,  nonfeasance  is 
nonperformance  of  some  act  which 
ought  to  be  performed,  and  also  is 
the  performance  of  an  act  in  an  im- 
proper manner,  whereby  someone  re- 
ceives injury. 

"Nonfeasance  is  the  failure  to  do 
that  which  one,  by  reason  of  his  un- 
dertaking, and  not  because  imposed 
upon  him  as  a  legal  duty,  agrees  to 
do  for  another;  that  which  is  im- 
posed upon  him  merely  by  virtue  of 
his  relation  to  his  principal.  Misfea- 
sance, on  the  contrary,  may  consist  in 
failing  to  do  that  which  is  imposed 
as  a  duty,  or  in  doing  for  another,  in 
an  improper  manner,  that  which  the 
principal  ought  to  have  done.  As  of 
the  latter  class  would  be  where  an 
agent  actually  undertakes  and  enters 
upon  the  performance  of  a  certain 
work  for  the  principal,  in  the  execu- 
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tioii  of  ^hich  it  i8  his  duty  to  use  rea- 
sonable care  in  the  manner  of  execut- 
ing it,  BO  as  not  to  cause  injury  to 
others,  and  he  cannot,  by  failing  to 
exercise  such  care,  either  while  per- 
forming the  work  or  by  abandoning  it 
in    an    uncompleted    condition    and 
leaving  it  unguarded  or  unsafe,  ex- 
onpt  himself  from  liability  to  those 
who  may  suffer  injury  by  reason  of 
such    negligence."    Dean    v.    Brock 
(1894)  11  Ind.  App.  507,  38  N.  E.  829. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  one  of  the 
reasons  given  by  Judge  Story  (supra, 
n.  c)  for  holding  the  servant  not  li- 
able  is   the  maxim   ^'respondeat  su- 
perior;" and  that  has  also  been  sug- 
gested as  a  reason  in  some  of  the 
eases.     But  the  mere  fact  that  the 
master  is  required  to  respond  for  the 
consequences  of  acts  done  on  his  be- 
half does  not  mean  that  there  shall 
be  no  remedy  against  the  one  pri- 
marily liable  for  the  injury,  if  he  is 
a  responsible  person.    The  maxim  '"re- 
spondeat  superior"   was   adopted   to 
prevent  a  responsible  principal  from 
avoidin^r  liability  for  injuries  caused 
by  the  transaction  of  his  business  by 
employing  impecunious  servants,  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  it 
should  operate  to  relieve  the  negligent 
servant  from  personal  responsibility. 

e.  Breach   of  mervanVs  duty   to  person 

injured* 

The  only  rule  which  can  be  sus- 
tained on  principle  is  that  the  servant 
or  agent  is  liable  for  injury  to  third 
persons  when,  and  only  when,  he 
breaches  some  duty  which  he  owes  to 
such  third  person.  The  cases  are  in- 
ereasingrly  recognizing  this  test. 

In  Morey  v.  Shenango  Furnace  Co. 
(1910)  112  Minn,  628,  127  N.  W.  1134, 
it  is  said  that  if  a  servant  owes  a 
duty  to  a  third  person,  and  violates 
that  duty,  he  i3  responsible  because 
of  his  wrongdoing,  and  not  because  of 
the  positive  or  negative  character  of 
his  conduct. 

In  an  action  to  hold  one  employed 
to  operate  a  ferry  for  a  county,  liable 
for  loss  of  property  off  the  boat,  the 
court  said:  ''A  servant  or  agent  may 
be  personally  liable  for  the  damnify- 
ing consequences  of  a  tort  committed 
by  him  in  the  master's  service,  and  so 


whether  the  servant's  or  agent's  dere- 
liction, proximately  causing  the  dam- 
age, is  assignable  to  the  categories  of 
nonfeasance  or  of  misfeasance.  .  .  • 
Personal  liability  attaches  to  the  serv- 
ant or  agent  when  the  servant  or 
agent  would  be  liable  if  there  had 
been  no  relation  of  master  and  serv- 
ant  or  principal  and  agent.  Such  li- 
ability is  therefore  dependent  upon 
an  act  or  omission,  misfeasance,  or 
nonfeasance,  on  the  part  of  the  serv- 
ant or  agent  himself;  and  any 
dereliction  of  the  master  or  principal, 
not  effectively  participated  in  by  the 
servant  or  agent,  will  not,  of  course, 
afford  the  basis  for  the  personal  culpa- 
bility of  the  servant  or  agent."  Hil- 
burn  V.  McKinney  (1920)  204  Ala« 
153,  85  So.  496. 

An  agent  of  a  corporation  is  not 
to  be  held  personally  liable  merely  be- 
cause he  is  such  agent,  but  he  must 
be  so  connected  with  the  tortious  act 
that  he  would  be  personally  liable  for 
his  wilful  act  or  negligent  conduct 
without  regard  to  the  liability  of  the 
corporation.  Frorer  v.  Baker  (1907) 
137  lU.  App.  588.  j 

Where  a  certificrate  of  title,  pre- 
pared by  an  attorney  for  a  property 
owner,  was  acted  upon  by  a  bank  in 
lending  money  to  the  property  owner, 
the  court,  without  direct  discussion 
of  the  question  of  liability  of  an 
agent  for  injury  to  third  persons,  in 
deciding  against  the  liability,  makes 
some  observations  which  have  a  very 
material  bearing  upon  the  question. 
It  says,  the  person  occasioning  the 
loss  must  owe  a  duty  arising  from 
contract  or  otherwise,  to  the  person 
sustaining  the  loss.  Also  that  build- 
ing contractors  are  not  liable  to  third 
persons  for  accidents  or  injuries 
which  may  happen  to  them  from  im- 
perfections of  the  structure  after  the 
same  is  completed  and  has  been  ac- 
cepted by  the  employer.  Where  there 
is  no  fraud  or  collusion  or  privity 
of  contract,  the  agent  will  not  be  held 
liable  to  a  stranger  unless  the  act  is 
one  immediately  dangerous  to  the 
lives  of  others,  or  is  an  act  performed 
in  pursuance  of  some  legal  duty. 
National  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ward  (1880) 
100  U.  S.  195,  25  L.  ed.  621. 
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'  One  employed  in  a  mill  may  be  li- 
able to  a  coemployee  for  negligence  in 
directing  the  removal  of  a  structure 
which  had  operated  as  a  stop  for  a 
traveling  crane,  so  that  the  pulley 
runs  off  the  end  of  the  rail,  to  the 
injury  of  the  employee.  The  court 
says,  a  servant  in  charge  of  his  mas- 
ter's property  is  liable  to  strangers 
in  the  management  of  it,  not  because 
he  owes  a  duty  in  respect  of  it  to  the 
master,  but  because  the  possession 
and  charge  of  property  put  him  un- 
der an  obligation  of  care  in  the  use 
and  management  of  it.  The  negli- 
gence must  be  negligence  to  stran- 
;gers,  and  not  to  the  master  only.  The 
violation  of  the  master's  orders,  or 
the  neglect  or  improper  use  of  his 
property,  not  violating  the  duty  which 
the  servant  owes  to  strangers,  would 
not  make  him  liable  to  them.  Osborne 
V.  Morgan  (1884)  187  Mass.  1. 
'  In  Haynes  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T. 
P.  R.  Co.  (1911)  145  Ky.  209,  140  S. 
W.  176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  719,  the  court 
said:  "There  is  no  reason  for  making 
a  distinction  between  acts  of  commis- 
sion and  omission  when  each  involves 
a  breach  of  duty."  The  servant  is  not 
personally  liable  in  either  case  be- 
cause the  breach  of  duty  was  com- 
mitted by  him  while  acting  in  the 
capacity  of  servant,  but  responsibility 
attaches  to  him  as  an  individual 
wrongdoer  without  respect  to  the  po- 
sition in  which  he  acts  or  the  relation 
he  bears  to  some  other  person.  It 
is  the  fact  that  the  servant  is  guilty 
of  a  wrongful  or  negligent  act  amount- 
ing to  a  breach  of  duty  that  he  owes 
to  the  injured  person  that  makes  him 
liable.  It  is  not  at  all  material 
whether  his  wrongful  or  negligent 
act  is  committed  in  an  affirmative  or 
wilful  manner,  or  results  from  mere 
Bonattention  to  a  duty  that  he  owes 
to  third  persons,  and  that  it  is  en- 
tirely within  his  power  to  perform  or 
omit  to  perform." 

J/J.  Malfea9anoe. 
«.  In  general. 

The  term  '"malfeasance**  is  em- 
ployed to  indicate  acts  which  are  for- 
bidden or  illegal,  so  that  they  are  not 
justified  under  any  circumstances. 


In  Travis  v.  Claiborne  j(1817)  5 
Munf.  (Va.)  439,  Roane,  J.,  says  if 
an  agent  does  an  act  which  the  princi- 
pal ought  not  to  require  nor  he  to 
obey  him  in,  his  character  as  agent 
ceases,  and  he  himself  becomes  re- 
sponsible for  his  acts. 

Since  authority  from  one  who  has 
no  right  to  confer  it  is  void,  it  is  no 
legal  excuse  for  an  act  which  causes 
an  injury  to  another  that  the  person 
committing  it  acted  under  the  direc- 
tion or  by  the  consent  of  a  third  per- 
son who  himself  had  no  right  to  grant 
such  authority  or  permission,  and 
hence  the  well-settled  rule  that  if  a 
principal  is  a  wrongdoer  the  agent, 
however  innocent  his  intention,  who 
participates  in  bis  acts,  is  also  a 
wrongdoer.  It  must,  therefore,  be 
true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  if 
an  injurious  act  be  done  without  suf- 
ficient authority,  it  is  no  answer  to 
the  claim  of  the  owner  for  redress 
that  the  immediate  author  of  the 
mischief  acted  in  good  faith,  by  di- 
rection of  one  whom  he  supposed  to 
be  the  owner.  Jones  v.  Port  (1860) 
86  Ala.  462. 

An  agent  who  commits  an  act  pro- 
hibited by  law  is  liable  as  a  principal. 
Swaggard  v.  Hancock  (1887)  25  Mo. 
App.  696. 

One  doing  an  illegal  act  under  con- 
tract with  another  is  personally 
liable  for  any  damage  that  may  proxi- 
mately flow  from  it.  Moore  v.  Kop- 
plin  (1911)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  135 
S.  W.  1083. 

Servants  of  a  railroad  company  who 
knowingly  back  a  train  in  a  manner 
prohibited  by  statute  are  personally 
liable  for  injury  thereby  caused  to  a 
fellow  servant.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Archer  (1916)  113  Miss.  158,  74  So. 
135. 

Where  the  statute  requires  railroad 
rights  of  way  to  be  kept  clear  from 
inflammable  material,  a  section  fore- 
man will  be  liable  in  damages  for 
injuries  to  adjoining  lands  by  fire 
started  on  the  right  of  way  by  his 
negligence  in  failing  to  keep  it  clear 
of  such  material.  Patry  v.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  (1911)  114  Minn.  375,  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   568,  131  N.  W.  462. 

Where,   by   statute,  railroad   com- 
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pasies  are  required  to  maintain  ef- 
ficient spark  arresters,  engineers  in 
charge  of  locomotives  are  liable  for 
failure  to  see  that  the  spark  arrest- 
ers on  their  engines  are  in  good 
condition.     Ibid. 

An  agent  who  receives  usurious  in- 
terest for  his  principal  with  notice 
that  it  is  usurious,  and  that  he  will 
be  held  personally  liable  for  it,  can-^ 
not  defeat  an  action  on  the  ground 
that  he  acted  merely  as  agent. 
0'Ck>nnor  v.  Clopton  (1882)  60  Miss. 
349. 

In  Jenne  v.  Sutton  (1881)  48  N.  J. 
L  257,  39  Am.  Rep.  678,  which  in- 
volved the  question  of  liability  of  the 
president  of  a  political  club  for  in- 
jary  done  by  fireworks  exploded  in  a 
public  street  by  direction  of  the  club, 
the  court  said  that  the  act  of  explod- 
ing them  in  the  public  street  being  un- 
lawful, there  can  be  no  question  with 
respect  to  the  legal  liability  of  all  per- 
sons concerned  in  the  doing  of  such 
act 

h.  Trespass, 

A  servant  who,  in  carrying  out  the 
terms  of  his  employment,  or  who,  by 
obeying  the  command  of  his  master, 
commits  a  trespass,  is  personally  lia- 
ble therefor,  and  cannot  plead  in  de- 
fense the  fact  that  his  act  was  that 
of  his  master. 

United  States.— Mitchell  v.  Har- 
mony (1861)  18  How.  115,  14  L.  ed. 
75;  Lightner  v.  Brooks  (1864)  2  Cliff. 
287,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,344. 

California.  —  Brownell  v.  Fisher 
(1880)  57  Cal.  150. 

Colorado.  —  Humphreys  Tunnel  & 
Hin.  Co.  V.  Frank  (1909)  46  Colo.  524, 
105  Pac.  1093. 

Georgia.  —  Baker  v.  Davis  (1906) 
127  Ga.  649,  57  S.  E.  62. 

llliiiais.  —  Gravett  v.  Mugge  (1878) 
89  111.  218;  Sundmacher  v.  Block 
(1891)   39  111.  App.  553. 

Kentucky.  —  Waller  v.  Martin 
(1856)  17  B.  Mon.  181. 

Maine.  —  Hazen  v.  Wight  (1895) 
87  Me.  233,  32  Atl.  887. 

Maryland.  —  Blaen  Avon  Coal  Co. 
▼.  McCulloh  (1883)  59  Md.  403,  43 
Am.  Rep.  560. 

Massachusetta.  —  Hewett  ▼.  Swift 


(1862)  3  Allen,  420;  Gilmore  v.  Dris- 
coU  (1877)  122  Mass.  199,  23  Am.  Rep. 
312,  14  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  87. 

Missouri.  —  Peckham  v..  Lindell 
Glass  Co.  (1881)  9  Mo.  App.  459;  Mar- 
tin V.  Benoist  (1886)  20  Mo.  App. 
262;  Welsh  v.  Stewart  (1888)  31  Mo. 
App.  376;  McNichols  v.  Nelson  (1891) 
45  Mo.  App.  446;  Walters  v.  Hamilton 
(1898)  75  Mo.  App.  237;  Robinson  v. 
Moark-Nemo  Consol.  Min.  Co.  (1914) 
178  Mo.  App.  531,  163  S.  W.  885,  af- 
firmed in  (1917)  —  Mo.  — ,  196  S.  W. 
1131;  Reber  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (1916) 
196  Mo.  App.  69,  190  S.  W.  612.  h 

New  York.  —  Livingston  v.  Bisho]^ 
(1806)  1  Johns.  290,  3  Am.  Dec.  330; 
Hardrop  v.  Gallagher  (1854)  2  E.  D^ 
Smith,  523;  Page  v.  Dempsey  (1906) 
184  N.  Y.  245,  77  N.  E.  9,  22  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  135. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Hindson  v.  Markle 
(1895)  171  Pa.  188,  33  Atl.  74. 

Rhode  Island.  —  Semonian  v. 
Panoras  (reported  herewith)  ante, 
83. 

Tennessee.  —  Nunnelly  v.  Southern 
Iron  Co.  (1895)  94  Tenn.  397,  28 
L.R.A.  421,  29  S.  W.  361. 

Texas.  —  Diamond  &  O.  C.  Sewer- 
age Co.  V.  Smith  (1901)  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  558,  66  S.  W.  141. 

Vermont.  —  Brown  v.  Lent  (1848) 
20  Vt.  529. 

Wyoming.  —  Badger  v.  Mills  &  B. 
Co.  (1921)  —  Wyo.  — ,  201  Pac.  1012. 

England.  —  1  Bl.  Com.  480;  Gaunt- 
lett  V.  King  (1857)  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  59, 
140  Eng.  Reprint,  660;  Bennett  v. 
Bayes  (1860)  5  Hurlst.  &  N.  391,  157 
Eng.  Reprint,  1233,  29  L.  J.  Exch.  N. 
S.  224,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  156,  8  Week.  Rep. 
320;  Heugh  v.  Abergavenny  (1874)  23 
Week.  Rep.  40;  McManus  v.  Crickett 
(1800)  1  East,  106,  102  Eng.  Reprint, 
43,  5  Revised  Rep.  518. 

That  a  servant  committed  a  trespass 
by  the  command  or  encouragement  of 
his  master,  the  master  is  liable,  but 
the  servant  is  not  thereby  excused, 
for  he  is  only  to  obey  his  master  in 
matters  that  are  entirely  lawful.  1 
Bl.  Com.  430. 

An  agent  who  commits  a  positive 
wrong,  such  as  a  trespass,  cannot 
shield  himself  simply  because  he  acts 
as  agent  for  another.    Bader  v.  Mills 
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&  B.  Go.  (1921)  —  Wyo.  — ,  201  Pac. 
1012. 

Waller  v.  Martin  (1856)  17  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  181,  was  an  action  against  the 
officers,  engineers,  and  laborers  of  a 
railroad  company  for  trespassing  on 
plaintifiTs  land.  Only  the  officers  were 
served  with  process,  but  the  court  held 
that  if  the  company  had  no  authority 
to  commit  the  act,  they  were  individu- 
ally liable. 

In  Gilmore  v.  DriscoU  (1877)  122 
Mass.  199,  23  Am.  Rep.  312,  14  Mor. 
Min.  Rep.  37,  which  involved  the  right 
to  lateral  support,  there  is  a  dictum 
to  the  effect  that  even  an  agent  of  the 
owner  of  adjoining  land  will  be  liable 
for  his  own  negligence  or  positive 
wrongs,  for  his  principal  could  not 
confer  upon  him  any  authority  to  com- 
mit a  tort  upon  the  property  or  rights 
of  another. 

A  servant  who  participates  in  the 
digging  of  a  trench  which  casts  water 
into  another's  cellar  is  liable  for  the 
resulting  damage.  The  court  says 
that  for  a  misfeasance  done  by  an 
agent  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  he  is 
liable.  Martin  v.  Benoist  (1886)  20 
Mo.  App.  262. 

Agents  of  a  corporation  who  enter 
upon  private  land  and  cut  trees  can- 
not defeat  liability  for  the  trespass  on 
the  theory  that  they  were  agents,  if 
the  corporation  had  no  authority  to  do 
the  act  Brownell  v.  Fisher  (1880) 
57  Cal.  150. 

An  agent  who,  under  direction  of 
his  principal,  unlawfully  cuts  timber 
of  another,  is  liable  for  trespass. 
Baker  v.  Davis  (1906)  127  6a.  649, 
57  S.  E.  62. 

An  agent  is  liable  in  trespass  for 
appropriating  for  his  principal  lumber 
belonging  to  another.  Gravett  v. 
Mugge  (1878)  89  111.  218. 

One  cannot  avoid  liability  for  tres- 
pass in  cutting  and  carrying  away 
timber  from  another's  land  by  the 
fact  that  he  was  acting  merely  as 
agent.  Hazen  v.  Wight  (1895)  87  Me. 
233,  32  Atl.  887.  The  court  says  if 
the  employer  was  a  trespasser  in 
ordering  the  removal  of  the  timber, 
the  servant  was  also  a  trespasser  in 
carrying  out  the  order,  because  a 
servant  can  never  have  greater  au- 
thority than  his  employer. 


In  an  action  against  a  genieral  con* 
tractor  for  injuries  by  a  blast  fired  by 
one  in  charge  of  the  blasting  work, 
the  court  held  that  defendant  could 
not  be  held  liable  for  the  act,  but 
stated  that  the  one  respotisible  for  the 
blast,  and  those  under  his  control,  by 
reason  of  their  direct  participation  in 
the  injurious  act,  might  be  liable. 
Brown  v.  Lent  (1848)  20  Vt.  529. 

Employees  causing  injury  by  blast* 
ing  are  personally  liable  therefor. 
Hardrop  v.  Gallagher  (1854)  2  E.  D. 
Smith   (N.  Y.)  623. 

An  employee  responsible  for  the 
setting  off  of  a  blast  which  throws 
debris  onto  neighboring  property  is 
personally  liable  for  the  trespass. 
Page  V.  Dempsey  (1906)  184  N.  Y. 
245,  77  N.  E.  9,  22  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
185. 

The  active  manager  of  a  coal  mine 
is  personally  liable  for  directing  the 
deposit  of  culm  where  it  is  washed 
into  a  stream  to  the  injury  of  lower 
riparian  property.  Hindson  v.  Markle 
(1895)  171  Pa.  138,  33  Atl.  74.  The 
court  says  if  the  acts  were  wrongful 
and  occasioned  injury  to  plaintiff, 
they  were  acts  of  misfeasance  for 
which,  under  all  the  authorities,  he 
was  liable.  They  were  his  own  volun- 
tary acts,  not  enjoined  upon  him  by 
his  employers. 

An  agent  in  charge  of  an  ore  mill 
cannot  escape  liability  for  injury 
done  to  lower  riparian  property  by 
the  casting  of  tailings  into  the  stream 
so  as  to  pollute  the  water,  by  the  fact 
that  he  was  a  mere  agent.  Humphreys 
Tunnel  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Frank  (1909)  46 
Colo.  524,  105  Pac.  1093. 

In  Nunnelly  v.  Southern  Iron  Co. 
(1895)  94  Tenn.  397,  28  L.R.A.  421, 
29  S,  W.  361,  where  a  general  mana- 
ger of  a  mining  corporation  injured 
lower  riparian  property  by  casting 
debris  into  the  stream,  the  court  said: 
If  the  agent  of  a  corporation  or  an 
individual  commits  a  tort,  the  agent 
is  clearly  liable  for  the  same,  and  it 
matters  not  what  liability  may-  attach 
to  the  principal,  the  agent  must  re- 
spond in  damages  if  called  upon  to  do 
so.  "To  permit  an  agent  of  a  corpora- 
tion, in  carrying  on  its  business,  to 
inflict  wrong  and  injuries  upon  others, 
and  then  shield  himself  from  liability 
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behind  his  vicarious  character,  would 
often  both  sanction  and  encourage  the 
perpetration  of  flagrant  and  wanton 
iiu'uries  by  agents  of  insolvent  and  ir- 
responsible corporations.  It  would 
serve  to  stimulate  the  zeal  of  respon* 
sible  and  solvent  agents  of  irresponsi- 
ble and  insolvent  corporations  in 
their  efforts  to  repair  the  shattered 
fortunes  of  their  failing  principals 
upon  the  ruins  of  the  rights  of 
others." 

An  agent  who,  by  direction  of  his 
employer,  breaks  the  connection  of  a 
property  owner  with  a  sewer  as  a 
method  of  enforcing  payment  of 
charges  for  the  right  to  use  it,  cannot 
defeat  liahility  if  the  act  was  a  wrong- 
ful trespass,  on  the  ground  that  he 
acted  merely  as  agent.  Diamond  & 
0,  C.  Sewerage  Co.  v.  Smith  (1901) 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  558,  66  S.  W.  141, 

Where  defendant  demurred  to  a  bill 
to  enjoin  him  from  entering  upon 
plaintifiTs  land  and  destroying  a  weir, 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  mere 
agent,  the  court  said  there  was  no 
agency  between  wrongdoers,  and  that 
want  of  interest  was  no  defense  be- 
cause the  tort  was  committed  under 
direction  of  another.  Heugh  v.  Aber- 
gavenny (1874)  23  Week.  Rep.  (Eng.) 
40. 

In  McManus  v.  Crickett  (1800)  1 
East,  106,  102  Eng.  Reprint,  43,  6  Re- 
vised Rep.  518,  where  the  question  was 
as  to  the  liability  of  the  master  for  a 
wilful  trespass  of  the  servant.  Lord 
Kenyon  referred  to  cases  in  which  the 
servant,  through  negligence,  ran  over 
a  boy  in  the  street,  and  another  ran 
against  and  overturned  a  vehicle,  by 
which  its  load  was  injured,  and  stated 
that  there  could  be  no  doubt  of  the 
servants  in  these  cases  being  liable  as 
trespassers. 

Servants  of  a  telephone  company, 
who  enter  upon  private  property  and 
cut  the  branches  off  trees  to  facilitate 
the  stringing  of  wires,  are  personally 
liable  for  the  trespass.  Reber  v.  Bell 
Teleph.  Co.  (1916)  196  Mo.  App.  69, 
190  S.  W.  612. 

A  broker  who,  as  the  agent  of  a 
landlord,  attempts  to  distrain  for 
rent,  will  be  liable  jointly  with  the 
latter  in  case  he  seizes  exempt  prop- 


erty.   Gauntlett  v.  King  (1857)  8  C. 
B.  N.  S.  59,  140  Eng.  Reprint,  660. 

A  servant  who  commits  a  trespass 
in  running  a  mine  over  onto  adjoining 
property  will  be  individually  liable 
therefor.  Blaen  Avon  Coal  Co.  v. 
McCulloh  (1883)  59  Md.  403,  43  Am. 
Rep.  560. 

But  if  the  agent  acts  under  direc- 
tion of  his  principal,  an  action  of 
trespass  will  not  lie  against  him  un- 
less it  would  lie  against  the  principal. 
Strong  V.  Colter  (1868)  13  Minn.  82, 
Gil.  77. 

,  In  Paton  v.  Lancaster  (1874)  38 
Iowa,  494,  which  was  an  action  to  en- 
join interference  with  plaintiff's  pos- 
session of  real  estate,  it  appeared  that 
defendant  and  his  attorneys  had  com- 
mitted actual  trespasses  on  the  prop- 
erty, and,  although  defendant  was 
held  liable,  it  was  held  that  the  at- 
torneys, to  the  knowledge  of  plaintiff, 
were  acting  only  as  defendant's 
agents,  and  that,  no  fraud  being 
charged,  the  action  would  not  lie 
against  them. 

In  Buron  v.  Denman  (1848)  2  Exch. 
167,  154  Eng.  Reprint,  450,  which  in- 
volved the  question  of  liability  for 
acts  done  by  an  officer  in  suppression 
of  the  slave  trade,  it  was  held  that 
the  act  being  approved  by  the  govern- 
ment, there  was  no  personal  liability; 
but  Parke,  Baron,  said  if  an  individu- 
al ratifies  an  act  done  on  his  behalf, 
the  nature  of  the  act  remains  un- 
changed, it  is  still  a  mere  trespass, 
and  the  party  injured  may  sue  either 
principal  or  agent. 

e,  AsaauU, 

An  agent  or  servant  cannot  escape 
liability  for  an  assault  by  showing 
that  it  was  committed  by  command  of 
the  principal  or  master. 

United  States.  —  Chamberlain  r. 
Chandler  (1823)  3  Mason,  242,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,575. 

District  of  Columbia.  —  Lisner  v. 
Hughes  (1919)  49  App.  D.  C.  40,  258 
Fed.   512. 

IlKnois.  —  St.  Louis,  A.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Dalby  (1857)  19  111.  853. 

Indiana.  —  Evansville  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Baum  (1866)  26  Ind.  70,  8  Am.  Neg. 
Cas.  201;  Wright  v.  Compton  (1876) 
53  Ind.  837,  2  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  189. 
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Ifasftachiisetts.  —  Com.  v.  Rigney 
(1862)  4  Allen,  816. 

Missouri  —  Canfield  v.  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1894)  59  Mo.  App.  354. 

New  Jersey.  —  Brokaw  v.  New 
Jersey  R.  &  Transp.  Co.  (1867)  2  N. 
J.  L.  333,  90  Am.  Dec.  659. 

New  York.  —  Brown  v.  Howard 
(1817)  14  Johns.  119;  Phelps  v.  Wait 
(1864)  30  N.  Y.  78;  Montfort  v. 
Hughes  (1854)  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591; 
Priest  V.  Hudson  River  R.  (3o.  (1870) 
40  How.  Pr.  456. 

Ohio.  —  Bell  v.  Miller  (1831)  5 
Ohio,  250;  Blakely  v.  Greer  (1905)  7 
Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  169. 

If  one  person  employs  another  to 
commit  an  assault  and  battery  and  the 
act  is  perpetrated,  both  are  responsi- 
ble in  damages.  Bell  v.  Miller  (Ohio) 
supra. 

The  agent  is  personally  liable  for 
assault  committed  in  discharging  the 
duties  imposed  upon  him  by  the  mas- 
ter. Brokaw  v.  New  Jersey  R.  & 
Transp.  Co.  (N.  J.)  supra. 

The  mate  of  a  vessel  cannot  justify 
the  commission  of  a  wrongful  assault 
upon  a  seaman  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
ordered  to  be  done  by  the  master. 
Brown  v.  Howard  (N.  Y.)  supra.         ( 

Those  in  charge  of  a  railroad  train 
are  personally  liable  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  use  of  excessive  force 
in  removing  a  person  from  the  train. 
St.  Louis,  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Dalby  (IB.) 
supra. 

In  Chamberlain  v.  Chandler  (Fed.) 
supra,  which  was  an  action  to  hold 
the  master  of  a  vessel  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  illegal  treatment  of  passen- 
gers upon  his  vessel,  the  court  does 
not  separately  consider  the  question 
of  his  liability  as  agent  of  the  own- 
ers, but  says  that,  in  exercising 
the  rights  of  sovereign  control  while 
the  ship  is  at  sea,  if  he  chooses  to 
perform  his  duties  or  exert  his  office 
in  a  harsh,  intemperate,  or  oppressive 
manner,  he  is  responsible  to  the  law; 
and  the  court  states  that  it  appears 
that  if  he  is  guilty  of  gross  abuse  and 
oppression,  the  courts  will  never  be 
found  slow  in  visiting  him,  in  the 
shape  of  damages,  with  an  appropriate 
punishment. 

An  employee  of  a  railroad  company 


is  personally  liable  for  assault  and 
battery  committed  by  him  upon  -an 
intending  passenger.  Priest  v.  Hud- 
son River  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  supra. 

In  Evansville  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  .Baum 
(Ind.)  supra,  which  was  an^inction 
against  the  master,  the  court  says  the 
servant  himself  is  liable  if  he  makes 
an  assault  upon  another  to  gratify 
his  private  hate  or  malignity,  under 
color  of  discharging  the  duty  he  has 
undertaken  for  his  master,  though  he 
is,  in  general,  not  so  liable  to  stran- 
gers for  the  consequences  of  mere 
negligence  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. 

In  Ldsner  v.  Hughes  (D.  C.)  supra, 
which  was  an  action  against  a  master 
and  servant  jointly  for  an  assault 
committed  by  the  servant,  the  ques- 
tion discussed  was  as  to  the  form  of 
action  and  sufficiency  of  proof;  but 
it  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  the 
action  would  lie  against  the  servant. 

An  agent  in  charge  of  an  office  who 
is  furnished  with  a  weapon  for  pro- 
tection against  robbers  is  personally 
liable  in  case,  by  mistake  of  judg- 
ment, he  shoots  one  entering  the  office 
on  lawful  business.  Blakely  v.  Greer 
(Ohio)  supra. 

Where  a  blast  in  a  quarry  injured 
a  person  passing  on  the  highway,  an 
action  was  brought  against  the  serv- 
ant performing  the  work,  it  was  said 
to  be  well  settled  that  the  servant  is 
liable  for  his  own  carelessness. 
Wright  V.  Compton  (Ind.)  supra. 

In  Com.  V.  Rigney  (Mass.)  supra,  a 
servant,  at  the  command  of  his  mas- 
ter, ejected  a  third  person  from 
premises  in  possession  of  the  master^ 
and  he  was  held  liable  for  assault;  but 
the  question  of  the  effect  of  the  com- 
mand of  the  master  is  not  discussed, 
the  case  turning  upon  the  question  of 
the  right  to  effect  the  ejection. 

d.  Fraud  and  extortion. 

An  agent  or  servant  is  personally 
liable  for  injury  inflicted  upon  third 
persons  by  his  false  representations, 
fraud,  or  extortion  committed  on  be- 
hal^f  of  his  employer. 

Florida.  —  Wheeler  v.  Baars  (1894) 
83  Fla.  696,  15  So.  584. 
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IIliBtti&  —  Reed  ▼.  Peterson  (187B) 
91  111.  288. 

Indiana.  —  Moore  v.  Shields  (1889) 
121  Ind.  267,  28  N.  E.  89. 

Kentncky.  —  Campbell  v.  Hillman 
(1854)  16  B.  Mon.  608»  61  Am.  Dec. 
195. 

Maryland*  —  Lamm  v.  Port  Deposit 
Homestead  Asso.  (1378)  49  Md.  233, 
33  Am.  Rep.  246. 

Maasachusetts.  —  Hedden  v.  Grif- 
fin (1884)  136  Mass.  229,  49  Am.  Rep. 
25. 

Midiisran.  —  Starkweather  ▼.  Benja^ 
min  (1875)  32  Mich.  306;  Weber  v. 
Weber  (1882)  47  Mich.  569,  11  N.  Wi 
389;  Hempflinsr  v.  Burr  (1886)  59 
Mich.  294,  26  N.  W.  496;  McDonald  v. 
McKinnon  (1892)  92  Mich.  254,  52  N. 
W.  303;  Bartholomew  v.  Walsh  (1916) 
191  Mich.  252,  157  N.  W.  575. 

Minnesota.  —  Clark  v.  Lovering 
(1887)  37  Minn.  120,  33  N.  W.  776. 

MissoorL  —  Hamlin  ▼.  Abell  (1893) 
120  Mo.  188,  25  S.  W.  516. 

New  Jersey.  —  Bocchino  v.  Cook 
(1902)  67  N.  J.  L.  467,  51  Atl.  487. 

New  York.  —  Hecker  t.  De  Groot 

(1857)  15  How.  Pr.  314;  Gutchess  v. 
Whiting  (1866)  46  Barb.  139;  Bruff  v. 
Mali  (1867)  36  N.  Y.  200,  6  Mor.  Min. 
Sep.  574;  Spraights  v.  Hawley  (1868) 
39  N.  Y.  441,  7  N.  Y.  Trans.  App.  14, 
100  Am.  Dec.  452;  Re  Cashman  (1916) 
95  Misc.  9,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  661. 

Tennessee.  —  Carpenter  t.  Lee 
(1833)  5  Yerg.  265;  Caulkins  y.Memr 
phis  Gaslight  Co.  (1887)  85  Tenn. 
683,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  786,  4  S.  W.  287; 
Bmmley  v.  Chattanooga  Speedway  & 
Motordrome  Co.  (1917)  138  Tenn.  534, 
198  S.  W.  775. 

Texas.  —  Baker  v.  Wasson  (1880) 
53  Tex.  150;  &imeron  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (1917)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  194 
S.  W.  469. 

West  Virginia.  —  Mann  v.  McVey 
(1869)  3  W.  Va.  232. 

Wisconsin.   —   Wright     v.     Eaton 

(1858)  7  Wis.  595. 

England.  —  Southeme  v.  Howe 
(1619)  2  Rolle,  Rep.  28,  81  Eng.  Re- 
print, 637,  citing  (1606)  3  Jac.  B.  R. 
Lopez's  Case;  Arnot  v.  Biscoe  (1743) 
1  Ves.  Sr.  95,  27  Eng.  Reprint,  914, 
18  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  156;  Cox  v.  Prentice 
(1815)  3  Maule  &  S.  345,  105  Eng. 
20  A.L.R.- 


Reprint,  641,  16  Revised  Rep.  288; 
Swift  v.  Jewsbnry  (1846)  L.  R.  9  Q. 
B.  301,  43  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  56,  80 
L.  T.  N.  S.  31,  22  Week.  Rep.  319; 
Cullen  V.  Thomson  (1863)  4  Macq.  H. 
L.  Cas.  441,  9  Jnr.  N.  S.  85,  6  L.  T. 
N.  S.  870. 

One  who  extorts  money  firom  an- 
other cannot  avoid  liability  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  acting  for  another 
person,  to  whom  he  has  paid  the 
money.  Bacchino  v.  Cook  (N.  J.) 
snpra. 

An  agent  is  personally  liable  for 
secnring  the  surrender  of  bonds  by 
their  holder  upon  payments  in  Con- 
federate currency  by  representing 
that  such  currency  was  legal  tender, 
and  that  the  creditor  was  compelled 
to  receive  it,  whether  the  statement 
was  fraudulently  untrue,  or  consti- 
tuted duress,  by  forcing  the  currency 
on  the  unwilling  creditor.  Mann  v. 
McVey  (W.  Va.)  supra. 

For  deceit  and  false  representations 
made  by  an  agent  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  both  the  agent  and  his 
principal  are  civilly  liable.  Wheeler 
V.  Baars  (Fla.)  supra. 

In  Cameron  ▼.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.)  supra,  which  involved  the 
question  of  liability  of  directors  of 
a  corporation,  the  court  says  an  agent 
is  as  much  responsible  as  his  princi- 
pal for  fraud  perpetrated  by  another, 
in  which  he  participated. 

In  Reed  v.  Peterson  (IlL)  supra,  in 
which  relief  was  sought  from  a 
fraudulent  deprivation  of  a  person  of 
his  property  against  a  corporation  and 
its  cashier  and  agent,  the  court  states 
the  rule  that,  in  an  action  at  law  for 
damages,  the  fact  that  defendant 
acted  throughout  in  the  capacity  of 
agent,  in  a  fraud  perpetrated  by  him, 
will  afford  him  no  excuse. 

An  insurance  agent  is  personally 
liable  for  false  representations  which 
induced  the  taking  of  a  policy  which 
would  not  otherwise  have  been  taken. 
Hedden  v.  Griffin  (Mass.)  supra. 

An  agent  is  liable  for  false  repre- 
sentations made  in  his  master's  busi- 
ness. Weber  v.  Weber  (1882)  47 
Mich.  569,  11  N.  W.  389.  The  court 
says  a  person  cannot  avoid  responsi- 
bility merely  because  he  gets  no  per- 
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sonal  advantage  from  the  fraud.  All 
persons  who  are  active  in  defrauding 
others  are  liable  for  what  they  do, 
whether  ttiey  act  in  one  capacity  or 
another. 

The  Ireasurer  of  a  coiporation,  who 
has  received,  as  custodian,  stock  to 
which  another  person  #ill  be  entitled 
when  he  has  performed  certain  serv* 
ices  for  the  corporation,  caoBot  avoid, 
personal  responsibility  for  his  fraud 
in  representing  that  it  had  been,  de- 
stroyed, and  refusing  to  deliver  it  up 
when  the  condition  was  fulfilled,,  on 
the  ground  that  the  action  should 
have  been  against  the  corporation. 
The  court  says  that  it  is  true  that 
he,  as  agent  .  of  the  corporation, 
could  not  be  held  liable  for  its  acts, 
but  he  is  charged  with  fraud  and  de- 
ceit, and  for  those  acts  he,  and  not 
the  corporation,  is  the  responsible; 
party.  McDonald  v.  McKinnon  (1892) 
92  Mich*  254,  52  N.  W.  363. 

A  servant  of  a  corporation  is  per- 
sonally liable  for  fraudulently  over- 
issuing its  stock.  Bruff  v.  Mali 
(1867)  36  N.  Y.  200. 

An  agent  who  assists  a  trustee  of 
corporate  stock  in  selling  it  and  se- 
curing a  transfer  of  it  on  the  books 
of  the  corporation  is  liable  for  its 
value  to  a  cestui  que  trust  Caulkins 
V.  Memphis  Gaslight  Ck).  (1887)  85 
Tenn.  683,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  786,  4  S.  W. 
287. 

One  who  aids  in  procuring  corpo- 
rate stock  to  be  illegally  issued  to 
him  under  circumstances  which  would 
make  him,  if  acting  in  his  own  right, 
responsible  to  the  true  owner,  cannot 
avoid  liability  because  he  was  act- 
ing as  agent  for  another.  Baker  v. 
Wasson  (1880)  58  Tex.  160. 

An  agent  of  a  bank,  who  makes  a 
false  statement  upon  inquiry  by  a 
third  person  as  to  the  credit  of  a  per- 
son named,  is  personally  liable  for  the 
loss  caused  thereby  to  the  one  making 
the  inquiry.  That  ruling,  however,  is 
put  upon  the  ground  that  the  inquiry 
was  made  of  the  manager  individually, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  bank  would 
not  be  liable  for  his  act.  Swift  v. 
Jewsbury  (1846)  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  (Eng.) 
301,  43  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  56,  30  U  T. 
N.  S.  31,  22  Week.  Rep.  319. 


rn  Hempiiing  v.  Butr  <l«8e) -^g 
Mich.  294,  26  N.  W.  496,  the  court,  in 
speaking  of  a  claim  that  a  cashier  of 
a  bank  was  not  liable  for  a  fraud  com- 
mitted by  him  in  behalf  of  the  bank» 
says  this  iS'  a  very  singular  result, 
and  one  which  is  too  unreasonable  to 
bear  consideration. 

An  agent  is  personally  liable  for 
false  representations  made  in  the  sale 
of  his  principal's  property.  Lanmi  v. 
Port  Deposit  Homestead  Asso.  (1878) 
49  Md.  233,  33  Am.  Rep.  246;  Camp- 
bell V.  Hillman  (1854)  15  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  508,  61  Am.  Dec.  195;  Gutchess 
V.  Whiting  (1866)  46  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
139. 

Agents  who;  by  false  representa- 
tions, induce  others  to  purchase  in- 
valid warrants,  are  personally  liable 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, although  they  have  turned  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  over  to  their 
principals.  Moore  v.  Shields  (1889) 
121  Ind.  267,  23  N.  E.  89. 

In  Re  Cushman  (1916)  95  Misc.  9, 
160  N.  Y.  Supp.  661,  which  was  an 
action  to  hold  the  estate  of  a  guardian 
liable  for  false  representations  as  to 
title  in  the  sale  of  the  ward's  real 
estate,  the  court  recognizes  the  rule 
that  a  known  agent  is  not  responsible 
to  a  third  person  for  acts  done  by 
him  in  performance  of  an  authority 
rightfully  conferred.  He  is  not  liable 
to  third  persons  for  omission  or  neg- 
lect of  duty,  though  he  may  be  liable 
for  his  own  torts. 

An  agent  fraudulently  selling  an 
unsound  horse  as  sound  is  liable  for 
the  fraud.  Carpenter  v.  hee  (1833)  5 
Yerg.  (Tenn.)  265. 

An  agent  assisting  in  defrauding  a 
customer  into  the  purchase  of  worth- 
less stock  is  personally  liable.  Brum- 
ley  V.  Chattatiooga  Speedway  &  Motor- 
drome Co.  (1917)  188  Tenn.  534,  198 
S.  W.  775.  The  court  says:  "If  one 
acting  as  the  agent  or  employee  of 
another  is  guilty  of  fraud  under  cir- 
cumstances which  would  make  him 
responsible  if  acting  for  himself,  he 
may  not  be  relieved  from  liability  by 
showing  that  he  acted  as  agent  for 
such  another,  even  though  no  person- 
al benefit  accrues  to  him.    .    .    .    In- 
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deed,  liability  rests   primarily   upon 
the  agent  as  tlie  immediate  actor  at 
fault,  and  even  his  principal's  liabil- 
ity is  derivative  from  that  primary 
source,  and  dependent  on  whether  or 
not  the  agent  acted  for  the  principal. 
.    .    .    There  can  be  no  sound  dis- 
tinction between  torts  of  neglig^ce 
and  torts  arrowing  out  of  fraud  and 
deceit  in  this  regard.    The  case  for 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  agent  rath-' 
er  would  seem  to  be  stronger  in  the 
latter  case,  since  ordinarily  he  con-^ 
sciously  and  wittingly  does  the  wrong- 
ful act  that  deceives  and  defrauds." 

If  one  send  his  servant  to  sell  a 
counterfeit  Bezoar  stone  as  ifenuine, 
and  the  servant,  with  knowledge  of 
the  deceit,  follows  his  instructions,  an 
action  on  the  case  lies  against  him. 
Southeme  V.  Howe  (1619)  RoUe,  Rep. 
28,  81  EBg.  Reprint,  637,  citing  (1606) 
3  Jac.  B.  R.  Lopez's  Case. 

An  agent  who  effects  the  sale  of  an 
encumbered  leasehold  without  disclos- 
ing the  fact  of  the  encumbrance  is 
personally  liable  for  the  down  pay- 
ment which  has  been  made  to  him. 
Amot  V.  Biscoe  (1743)  1  Ves.  Sr.  95, 
27  Eng.  Reprint,  914, 18  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
156. 

Where  an  agent  having  silver  to  sell 
for  his  principal  sold  it  on  a  false 
assay  for  more  than  it  was  worth,  and 
credited  his  principal's  account  with 
what  he  received,  he  was  held  to  be 
personally  liable  to  the  purchaser  for 
the  deficiency,  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  not,  by  merely  crediting  his 
principal's  account,  changed  his  posi- 
tion. The  agent  was  guilty  of  no 
wrong  in  the  matter^  however,  because 
he  employed  a  professional  assay 
master  to  compute  the  amount.  The 
decision  was  put  upon  the  ground  of 
mutual  error.  Cox  v.  Prentice  (1815) 
3  Maule  &  S.  345,  105  Eng.  Reprint, 
641,  16  Revised  Rep.  288. 

In  CuUen  v.  Thomson  (1863)  4 
Macq.  H.  L.  Cas.  (Eng.)  441,  9  Jur. 
N.  S.  85,  6  L.  T.  N.  S.  870,  which  was 
an  action  to  hold  managers  of  a  corpo- 
ration liable  for  fraudulent  sales  of 
stock,  the  Lord  Chancellor  says  all 
persons  directly  concerned  in  the  coin-' 
mission  of  a  fraud  are  to  be  treated 
as  principals.     No  person  can  be  per- 


niitted  to  excuse  himself  on  the  ground 
that  he  acted  as  the  agent  or  as  the 
servant  of  anoilier,  and  the  reason  is 
plain;  for  the  contract  of  agency  can- 
not impose  an  obligation  on  the 
agent  or  servant  to  commit,  or  assist 
in  the  committing  of,  a  fraud. 

Agents  who  aid  in  concealing  prop- 
erty obtained  by  fraud  will  be  equally 
liable  therefor  with  the  one  guilty 
of  the  fraud.  Allen  v.  Hartfield 
(1875)  76  UL  358. 

The  same  principle  applies  to  an 
agent  who  aids  in  a  breach  of  trust. 

The  agent  of  a  trustee,  who,  with 
knowledge  that  a  breach  of  trust  is 
being  committed,  assists  in  that 
breach  of  trust,  is  personally  answer- 
able, although  he  may  be  employed  as 
the  agent  of  the  person  who  directs 
him  to  commit  the  breach  of  trust. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Leicester  (1844)  7  Beav. 
176,  49  Eng.  Reprint,  1031. 

There  is  one  early  case  which,  aa 
reported,  seems  to  be  out  of  harmony 
with  the  law  as  afterwards  estab- 
lished. 

In  Anonymous  (1472)  Y.B.  (Eng.) 
Edw.  IV.  6,  pi.  10,  an  action  of  deceit 
Was  brought  against  a  person  for  sell- 
ing cloth  warranted  to  be  of  a  certain 
length,  which  was  not  so  long  as  war- 
ranted. The  defendant  pleaded  that 
he  sold  as  servant  for  the  owner,  and 
the  court  said  that  plaintiff  could 
look  to  the  master,  for  the  servant 
sold  merely  as  servant. 

As  will  be  seen  in  the  discussion  of 
the  question  of  conversion,  III.  j, 
there  is  a  theory  that  if  the  servant  or 
agent  acts  merely  as  a  conduit  through 
whose  possession  the  goods  pass, 
without  any  act  on  his  part  to  affect 
the  title,  he  is  not  liable.  This  rule 
has  been  applied  in  a  few  cases  which 
appear  to  have  involved  liability  for 
fraud. 

Thus,  a  clerk  is  not  personally  liable 
for  failure  to  credit  a  payment  on  the 
books  which  he  has  turned  over  to 
his  master.  Gary  v.  Webster  (1721) 
1  Strange,  480,  93  Eng.  Reprint,  647. 
The  court,  however,  says  that  if  he 
had  not  paid  it  over,  the  plaintiff 
would  have  had  his  option  to  charge 
either  servant  or  master. 

In    Snowdon    v.    Davis     (1808)    1 
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Taunt.  359»  127  Bag*  Beprint,  872. 
which  was  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  against  the  bailiff  of  a 
sheriff,  who  had  extorted  more  money 
than  his  warrant  called  for  by  threat 
of  distress,  and  paid  the  money  over 
to  the  sheriff,  the  question  of  liabil-^ 
ity  was  compared  to  that  of  an  agent, 
and  the  distinction  was  made  that  if 
the  money  were  paid  to  the  agent  to 
be  paid  to  the  principal,  the  agent 
would  not  be  liable,  though  he  would 
be  if  it  were  not  paid  expressly  for 
the  benefit  of  the  principal. 

In  1  Rolle,  Abr.  d5,  it  is  said  that 
if  a  servant  of  a  taverner  sell  wine 
which  is  bad,  yet  an  action  of  deceit 
will  not  lie  against  the  servant,  for 
he  did  this  as  servant.  But  no  author- 
ity is  cited  for  the  proposition,  and 
the  author  concludes  his  sentence, 
"Contra,  9  Hen.  VI.  688."  The  latter 
authority  was  a  case  against  B  and  G 
for  the  sale  of  bad  wine,  and  C  de- 
fended on  the  ground  that  he  sold 
as  the  servant  of  B,  and  Martin  held 
that  the  defense  was  not  good;  so 
that  Rolle's  statement  does  not  seem 
to  be  correct. 

And  in  one  case  it  was  held  that 
there  was  no  liability  for  false  rep- 
resentations in  the  sale  of  stock,  if 
they  were  honestly  made,  the  agent 
himself  being  deceived  by  the  princi- 
pal. Eblin  V.  Sellars  (1894)  15  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  589. 

That  makes  the  question  of  knowl- 
edge or  notice  on  the  part  of  the 
agent  an  element  in  the  liability  of 
the  agent,  but  it  would  seem  that  the 
same  rule  should  apply  to  the  agent 
as  to  the  principal;  that  is,  he  should 
be  liable  not  only  for  statements 
which  he  knows  to  be  false,  but.  also 
for  those  which  he  ought  to  have 
known  to  be  so. 

e.  Libel, 

A  servant  or  agent  cannot  avoid  li- 
ability for  libel  published  by  him  by 
the  fact  that  he  acted  merely  in  the 
capacity  of  servant  or  agent.  PoUasky 
V.  Mkichener  (1890)  81  Mich.  280,  9 
L.R.A.  102,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  46 
N.  W.  5;  Morse  ¥.  Modem  Woodmen 
(1917)  166  Wis.  194,  164  N.  W.  829, 
Ann.  Gas.  1918D,  480. 


In  Breay  v.  Royal  British  Nurses 
Asso.  [1897]  2  Gh.  (Eng.)  272,  66  L. 
J.  Gh.  N.  S.  587,  76  L.  T.  N.  S.  735, 
46  Week.  Rep.  86,  which  involved  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  a  benefit 
association  for  a  libel  published  in  a 
paper  which  it  maintained,  the  court 
said  that  if  the  article  was  a  libel, 
the  secretary  of  the  association,  who 
ordered  the  publication  to  be  made^ 
would  be  personally  liable  for  it. 

In  Maloney  v.  Bartley  (1812)  3 
Gampb.  (Eng.)  210,  which  involved  a 
question  of  admissibility  of  evidence, 
the  court  says  that  a  person  who  has 
written  a  copy  of  a  libel  and  delivered 
it  to  a  third  person  is  liable,  and  the 
fact  that  his  master  ordered  him  to 
do  so  is  no  justification. 

Givil  actions  for  libel  seem  to  be 
rare;  and  therefore  attention  is 
called  to  the  following  cases  in 
which  prosecutions  were  upheld 
against  servants  as  such :  Rex  v.  Clerk 
(1728)  1  Barnard.  K.  B.  304,  94  Eng. 
Reprint,  207;  Rex  v.  Knell  (1729)  1 
Barnard.  K.  B.  305,  94  Eng.  Reprint, 
207. 

There  is  a  tendency  running 
through  the  decisions,  however,  to 
hold  that  if  the  agent  or  servant  is  a 
mere  innocent  conduit  through  which 
the  wrong  is  committed,  he  will  not 
be  personally  liable.  Thus,  a  porter, 
who,  in  the  course  of  his  business, 
delivers  parcels  containing  libelous 
handbills,  is  not  liable  in  an  action  of 
libel  if  he  can  show  that  he  was  igno- 
rant of  the  contents  of  the  parcels. 
Day  V.  Bream  (1887)  2  Moody  &  R. 
(Eng.)  54. 

/.  Ohstruction  of  afuHent  lights, 

A  servant  of  a  corporation  is  liable 
for  obstructing  ancient  lights.  Thomp- 
son V.  Gibson  (1841)  7  Mees.  &  W. 
456,  151  Eng.  Reprint,  845,  9  Dowl. 
P.  C.  717,  10  L,  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  330. 

The  managing  clerk  of  a  property 
owner  under  whose  direction  build- 
ings are  constructed  which  darken  the 
ancient  lights  of  a  neighboring  prop- 
erty owner  is  personally  liable  for 
the  injury.  Wilson  v.  Peto  (1821)  6 
J.  B.  Moore  (Eng.)  47. 

g»  Ah%ise  of  legal  process. 

An  agent  or  servant  who  uses  legal 
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process  in  an  illegal  manner  incurs 
the  same  liability  as  he  would  had 
he  employed  it  in  his  own  behalf. 

Alabama*  —  Warfield  v.  Campbell 
(1859)   35  Ala.  349. 

Illinois.  —  Sundmacher  v.  Block 
(1890)   39  111.  App.  553. 

Kentucky.  —  Wood  v.  Weir  (1845) 
6  B.  Mon.  546. 

Maine.  —  Richardson  v.  Kimball 
(1848)   28  Me.  463. 

Michigan.  —  Josselyn  v.  McAllister 
(1871)   22  Mich.  300. 

New  York.  —  Gearity  v.  Stras- 
bourger  (1909)  133  App.  Div.  701, 
118  N.  Y.  Supp.  257. 

Rhode  Island.  —  McGarrahan  v. 
Lavers  (1866)  15  R.  I.  302,  3  Atl.  592. 

Texas.  —  Wallace  v.  Finberg  (1876) 
46  Tex.  35. 

Wisconsin.  —  Wright  v.  Eaton 
(1859)  7  Wis.  595. 

England.— Sands  v.  Child  (1698)  3 
Lev.  351,  83  Eng.  Reprint,  725 ;  Barker 
V.  Braham  (1773)  3  Wils.  377,  95  Eng. 
Reprint,  1109,  2  W.  BI.  866,  96  Eng. 
Reprint,  510;  Stevens  v.  Midland 
Counties  R.  Co.  (1854)  10  Exch.  852, 

156  Eng.  Reprint,  480,  2  C.  L.  R.  1300, 
23  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  328,  18  Jur.  932; 
Gauntlett  v.  King  (1857)  3  C.  B.  N. 
S.  59,  140  Eng.  Reprint,  660;  Bennett 
V.  Bayes   (1860)  5  Hurlst.  &  N.  391, 

157  Eng.  Reprint,  1233,  29  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  224,  8  Week.  Rep.  320,  2  L.  T. 
N.  S.  156. 

In  McGarrahan  v.  Lavers  (R.  L) 
supra,  a  cleric  in  a  restaurant  was 
held  liable  for  directing  the  arrest  of 
a  customer,  without  any  discussion  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  action  should 
have  been  brought  against  his  em- 
ployer. 

A  manager  of  a  store  is  personally 
liable  for  arresting,  without  warrant, 
a  customer  who  is  alleged  to  have 
been  guilty  of  shoplifting,  which  did 
not  occur  in  his  presence.  Gearity 
V.  Stresbrouger  (N.  Y.)  supra. 

And  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
servant  or  agent  is  liable  in  all  cases 
for  false  arrest.  Josselyn  v.  McAllis- 
ter (Mich.)  supra. 

A  clerk  and  watchman  of  a  hotel 
who  took  part  in  a  wrongful  arrest 
of  a  guest  for  alleged  refusal  to  pay 
a  bill  are  personally  liable  in  damages 


therefor.  Sundmacher  v.  Block  (IlL) 
supra. 

An  agent  or  servant  is  liable  in 
damages  for  causing  the  arrest  of  a 
person  maliciously  and  illegally,  al- 
though he  is  acting  for  his  principal. 
Warfield  v.  Campbell  (Ala.)  supra. 

If  A  orders  B  to  conduct  a  prosecu- 
tion, and  both  know  that  the  person 
charged  is  innocent,  they  are  equally 
to  blame.  The  fact  of  B  obeying  A's 
command  is  not  enough  to  exonerate 
him.  Stevens  v.  Midland  Counties  R. 
Co.  (1854)  10  Exch.  352,  156  Eng.  Re- 
print, 480,  2  C.  L.  R.  1300,  23  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  328,  18  Jur.  932. 

One  who,  as  agent  of  another,  col- 
lects money  by  execution,  and,  in- 
stead of  applying  it  on  the  judgment 
and  costs  in  the  action,  applies  it  to 
other  claims  of  his  principals,  cannot 
avoid  liability  to  the  judgment  debtor 
on  the  ground  that  he  acted  as  agent. 
Wright  V.  Eaton  (Wfa)  supra.  The 
court  says  the  fact  that  the  client  ob- 
tained the  money  as  agent,  if  wrong- 
fully obtained,  cannot  absolve  him 
from  liability  to  the  person  from 
whom  it  was  obtained,  although  he 
had  paid  it  over  to  his  principal. 

In  an  action  against  agents  for  il- 
legally bringing  suit  in  the  admiralty 
for  a  matter  arising  within  the  body 
of  a  county,  it  was  held  that  the  ex- 
press command  of  the  master  would 
not  avail  because  the  warrant  of  no 
man,  not  even  the  King  himself,  can 
excuse  the  doing  of  an  illegal  act, 
for,  although  the  commanders  are 
trespassers,  so  are  also  the  persons 
who  do  the  act.'  Sands  v.  Child 
(1693)  3  Lev.  351,  83  Eng.  Reprint, 
726. 

In  Wood  y.  Weir  (Ky.)  supra,  an 
attorney  who  maliciously  procured  a 
restraining  order  to  deprive  plaintiff 
of  his  property  was  held  liable  in 
damages ;  but  there  is  no  discussion  of 
his  position  as  agent  of  his  client. 

In  Barker  v.  Braham  (1773)  3  Wils. 
377,  95  Eng.  Reprint,  1109,  2  W.  Bl. 
866,  96  Eng.  Reprint,  510,  which  in- 
volved the  question  of  liability  of  an 
attorney  for  illegally  suing  out  a 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  he  attempt- 
ed to  defend  on  the  ground  that  he 
merely  acted  as  agent  for  his  princi- 
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Pf^l;  but  the  court. said  all  the  books 
eay  that  all  are  principals  in  trespass. 

An  agent  having  the  renting  of 
property  for  the  owner  cannot  defeat 
liability  to  an  action  .for  trespass  in 
directing  the  leaving  of  a  distress  for 
rent  after  the  rent  had  been  tendered, 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  merely  act- 
ing as  agent.  Bennett  v.  Bayes 
(1860)  5  Hurlst  &  N.  391,  157  Eng. 
Reprint,  1233,  29  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  224, 
8  Week.  Rep.  320,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  156. 

Agents  of  an  officer  who,  after  at- 
taching a  vessel,  permit  it  to  con- 
tinue its  accustomed  course  of  busi- 
ness, and  who  receive  the  profits 
thereof,  are  liable  to  the  attaching 
creditor,  who  establishes  his  title  to 
the  vessel,  for  the  amounts  so  re- 
ceived, the  court  saying  that  an  agent 
is  liable  for  misfeasance  to  the  owner 
of  the  property,  whether  he  acted  by 
direction  of  his  principal  or  not. 
Richardson  v.  Kimball   (Me.)  supra. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  by  a 
property  owner  to  make  a  distress  for 
rent  is  personally  liable  for  distrain- 
ing goods  not  subject  to  distress. 
Gauntlett  v.  King  (1857)  3  C.  B.  N.  S. 
59,  140  Eng.  Reprint,  660. 

An  agent  who  acts  maliciously  in 
making  the  affidavit  and  bond  neces- 
sary to  secure  an  attachment  is  per- 
sonally responsible  for  the  injury 
done.  Wallace  v.  Finberg  (Tex.) 
supra. 

It.  Infringement  of  patent. 

Agents  who  participate  in  the  in- 
fringement of  a  patent  may  be  held 
personally  liable  for  their  acts. 

And  an  injunction  will  lie  against 
them  to  prevent  infringement.  Good- 
year V.  Phelps  (1858)  3  Blatchf.  91, 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,581;  Poppenhausen  v. 
Falke  (1861)  4  Blatchf.  493,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  11,279;  Iowa  Barb  Steel  Wire  Co. 
V.  Southern  Barbed-Wire  Go.  (1887) 
30  Fed.  123 ;  Gahoone  Barnet  Mfg.  Go. 
V.  Rubber  &  G.  Harness  Go.  (1891)  45 
Fed.  582. 

An  agent  who  actively  participates 
in  the  infringement  of  a  patent  is  li- 
able in  damages.  National  Car-Brake 
Shoe  Go.  V.  Terre  Haute  Car  &  Mfg. 
Go.  (1884)  19  Fed.  514. 

In  an  action  against  the  chairman 


of  the  directors  of  a  railroad  com- 
p^n}'^  for  contracting  for  certain  work 
which  involved  the  infringement  of  a 
patent,  the  court  says  undoubtedly  all 
persons  commanding,  procuring,  aid- 
ing, or  assisting  in  the  commission  of 
a  trespass  are  principals  in  the  trans- 
action, and  stand  responsible  to 
answer  in  damages  to  the  injured  per- 
son. Both  the  master  who  commands 
the  doing  and  the  servant  who  does 
the  acts  of  trespass  may  be  made  re- 
sponsible as  principals.  Lightner  v. 
Brooks  (1864)  2  Cliff.  287,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  8,344. 

Sickels  V.  Borden  (1857)  4  Blatchf. 
14,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  12,833,  was  a  pro- 
ceeding in  attachment  for  violation  of 
an  injunction  against  infringement  of 
a  patent  by  the  use  of  an  engine  to 
which  the  mechanism  had  been  at- 
tached. But  with  respect  to  the  lia- 
bility of  l^e  engineer  having  no  inter- 
est in,  or  control  over,  the  engine,  it 
was  argued  that  it  would  not  do  to 
punish  by  attachment  the  mere  serv- 
ants of  the  owner  of  the  boat,  who 
were  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  mas- 
ter and  to  punishment  for  disobedi- 
ence if  they  refused  to  aid  in  the 
navigation  of  the  boat.  But  the  court 
held  that  both  the  master  and  engi- 
neer, as  agents  of  the  foreign  corpo- 
ration which  owned  the  boat  on  which 
the  infringing  mechanism  was  placed, 
were  proper  parties  to  the  suit,  at 
least  for  the  purpose  of  enjoining  the 
engineer  &s  the  acting  infringer.  And 
neither  his  agency  nor  his  relationship 
to  the  master  or  to  the  vessel  affords 
an  excuse  for  violation  of  the  injunc- 
tion. 

But  an  action  at  law  for  damages 
cannot  be  maintained  against  serv- 
ants who  merely  make  or  sell  an  arti- 
cle which  infringes  a  patent.  United 
Nickel  Go.  v.  Worthington  (1882)  13 
Fed.  392. 

So,  customhouse  agents  of  foreign 
manufacturers,  who  aid  in  passing 
through  the  customhouse  articles 
manufactured  abroad  which  infringe  a 
domestic  patent,  cannot  be  held  liable 
for  the  infringement.  This  was 
placed  upon  the  ground  that  the  act 
was  neither  making,  using,  exercising, 
nor  vending  the  invention.     Nobel's 
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Explosives  Co.  y.  Jones  (1883)  L.  R. 
8  App.  Cas.  (Eng.)  5,  59  L.  J.  Gh.  N. 
S.  839,  48  L.  T.  N.  S.  490,  31  Week. 
Rep.  388,  affirming  (1880)  L.  R.  17 
Ch.  Div.  722,  50  L.  J.  Ctu  N.  S,  582, 
44  L.  T.  N.  S.  593,  30  Week.  Rep.  494. 
The  directors  ol  a  corporation  'which 
has  been  guilty  of  an  infringement  of 
a  patent  may  be  held  personally  liable 
so  far  as  they  co-operated  in  the  in- 
fringement, and  it  is  no  justification 
for  them  to  say  that  the  corporation 
ordered  them  to  do  so.  Betts  v.  De 
Vitre  (1864)  11  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Bug.) 
535,  5  New.  Rep.  1^5. 

i.  Meddling  u^th  decedents^  estates. 

An  agent  who  assists  his  principal 
in  meddling  with  the  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person,  with  which  the  princi- 
pal is  not  authorized  to  interfere,  is 
personally  liable  therefor. 

In  Lysley  v.  Clarke  (^851)  14  Eng. 
L  &  Eq.  Rep.  510,  there  is  a  dictum 
to  the  effect  that  one  interfering  with 
the  estate  of  a  deceased  person,  as 
agent  for  another,  is  a  wrongdoer  and 
liable  as  executor  de  son  tort. 

An  agent  of  an  executrix,  who  mis- 
manages the  estate  and  converts  in- 
come to  his  own  use,  is  liable  to  the 
executrix,  but  not  to  heirs  and  dis- 
tributees. Phinney  v.  Phinney  (1859) 
17  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  197. 

In  Pond  V.  Underwood  (1766)  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1210,  92  Eng.  Reprint,  299,  it 
was  held  that  one  who,  as  agent  for 
an  administrator  appointed  before 
finding  the  will,  collects  money  due 
the  intestate  and  turns  it  over  to  the 
administrator,  is  not  liable  in  trover 
to  the  executor  when  appointed.  The 
court  held  that  though  the  adminis- 
trator might  be  liable,  yet  it  would  be 
hard  to  make  defendant  liable,  he  hav- 
ing paid  the  money  over  before  he 
knew  of  the  will. 

But  in  Jacob  v.  Allen  (1703)  1 
Salk.  27,  91  Eng.  Reprint,  26,  it  was 
held  that  an  agent  of  an  adminis- 
trator who  collects  money  for  the 
estate,  and  pays  it  over  to  the  admin- 
istrator before  the  will  is  found,  is 
liable  to  the  executor  in  indebitatus 
assumpsit,  because  the  administration 
was  void  and  could  give  him  no  au- 
thority to  act. 


The  earlier  case  was  decided  by 
Trevor,  Ch.  J.,  and  was  indebitatus 
assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received, 
and  it  was  objected  that  defendant 
acting  only  as  agent,  it  was  a  receipt 
by  the  administrator,  and  not  by  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  action  ought 
to  be  special  assumpsit,  and  not  gen- 
eral indebitatus,  because,  the  money 
having  been  received  by  special  au- 
thority,* to  the  use  of  another,  this 
express  intent  prevents  the  raising  of 
an  implied  contract  to  a  third  person. 
Sed  non  allocatur  for  the  administra- 
tion was  merely  void  and  the  admin- 
istrlatbr  .could  give  no  authority,  and 
then  thera  is  nothing  to  hinder  the 
raising  of  an  implied  contract.  The 
later  case  was  the  same  form  of  ac- 
tion for  money  which  was  due  the 
testator  and  collected  by  defendant 
before  the  will  was  found.  The  case 
came  before  Loed  Holt,  who,  as  has 
been  seen,  was  inclined  to  favor  a 
rule  of  nonliability  in  case  of  agents 
acting  for  their  principals,  and  he  di- 
rected a  nonsuit.  In  Sadler  v.  Evans 
(1766)  4  Burr.  1984,  98  Eng.  Reprint, 
34,  decided  about  the  time  of  Pond 
V.  Underwood,  Lord  Mansfield  said 
that  he  favored  the  later  case. 

One  who,  at  the  instance  of  a 
widow,  collects  and  pays  over  to  her 
money  due  the  estate  when  she  has 
not  taken  letters  of  administration,  is 
personally  liable  to  the  executor  for 
the  amount  so  collected.  Sharland  v. 
Mildon  (1846)  5  Hare,  469,  67  Eng. 
Reprint,  997,  15  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  434,  10 
Jur.  771.  The  court  says  the  authori- 
ties clearly  show  that  the  doctrine 
that  the  possession  of  the  agent  is  the 
possession  of  the  principal  has  no  ap- 
plication to  the  case  of  a  wrongdoer. 

The  husband  of  an  administratrix, 
acting  as  her  agent,  may  be  directly 
liable  to  the  cestuis  que  trust  for  any 
fraud  or  collusion  in  the  management 
of  the  estate.  Lehmann  v.  Rothbarth 
(1884)  111  111.  185. 

Executors  and  trustees  in  charge  of 
the  property  of  a  deceased  are  per- 
sonally liable  for  permitting  the 
.property  to  become  so  out  of  order 
that  a  window  falls  from  the  building, 
to  the  injury  of  a  passer-by.  Ferrier 
V.  Tr^pannier  (1895)  24  Can.  C.  S.  86. 
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Where  the  treasurer  of  a  savings 
bank  paid  out  money  of  a  deceased  de- 
positor in  settlement  of  claims  against 
him,  and  it  was  sought  to  make  him 
liable  for  other  debts  as  executor  de 
son  tort,  he  claims  exemption  as  hav- 
ing acted  merely  as  agent  of  the  bank; 
but  the  court  says  the  actual  perpetra- 
tor of  a  positive  and  obvious  wrong 
can  never  exonerate  himself  from  per- 
sonal liability  by  showing  that  he  was 
acting  as  the  agent  or  servant  of  an- 
other, or  even  by  his  superior  com- 
mand. Bennett  v.  Ives  (1862)  30 
Coniu  329. 

In  Stephens  v.  Bacon  (1822)  7  N.  J. 
L.  1,  it  was  held  that  an  agent  of  an 
executrix  who  receives  money  held  by 
testator  in  trust  for  a  third  person 
is  not  liable  in  assumpsit  to  the  third 
person.  The  court  says  a  mere  agent, 
without  suggestion  of  fraud,  is 
answerable  only  to  his  principal. 

If  a  person  acting  as  agent  for  an- 
other takes  possession  of  the  personal 
property  of  a  decedent  and  converts  it 
into  money,  without  administration, 
he  will  be  liable  to  the  lawful  ad- 
ministrator for  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty so  converted.  Stevenson  v. 
Valentine  (1889)  27  Neh.  338,  43  N. 
W.  107.  One  employed  to  collect  some 
debts  belonging  to  a  decedent's  estate 
was  sought  to  be  held  liable  for  pay- 
ing them  over  to  decedent's  widow, 
and  it  was  held  that  he  will  not  be 
relieved  from  liability  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  acting  as  agent  for  the 
widow,  since  the  law  does  not  recog- 
nize the  relation  of  principal  and 
agent  as  existing  amongst  wrong- 
doers. Sharland  v.  Mildon  (Eng.)  su- 
pra. 

j.  OanverHon. 

An  agent  or  servant  who  assists  his 
principal  or  master  in  converting 
property  of  a  third  person  to  the  use 
of  the  principal  or  master  is  person- 
ally liable  to  the  true  owner  for  the 
loss  thereby  inflicted  upon  him. 

United  States  —  Hills  v.  Ross 
(1796)  3  Dall.  184,  1  L.  ed.  562. 

Alabama.  —  Lee  v.  Mathews  (1846) 
10  Ala.  682,  44  Am.  Dec.  177;  Prince 
V.  Puckett  (1848)   12  Ala.  832;  Per- 


minter  v.  Kelly  (1851)  18  Ma.  716,  54 
Ahl  Dec.  177;  Hudmon  v.  Du  Bose 
(1888)  85  Ala.  446,  2  L.R.A.  475,  5  So. 
162. 

Arkansas. — Gaines  v.  Briggs  (1849) 
9  Ark.  46. 

California.— Webb  v.  Winter  (1851) 
1  Cal.  417. 

Dakota.  —  Nichols,  S.  &  Co.  v. 
Barnes  (1882)  3  Dak.  148,  14  N.  W. 
110;  Phillip  Best  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Pillsbury  &  H.  Elevator  Co.  (1888)  5 
Dak.  62,  37  N.  W.  763. 

Georgia. — ^Porter  v.  Thomas  (1857) 
23  Ga.  467;  Miller  v.  Wilson  (1896) 
98  Ga.  567,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  319,  25 
S.  E.  578;  Flannery  v.  Harley  (1903) 
117  Ga.  483,  43  S.  E.  765;  McConnell 
v.  Prince  (1912)  12  Ga.  App.  54,  76 
S.  E.  754. 

Illinois.  —  Allen  v.  Hartfield  (1875) 
76  111.  358. 

Indiana.  —  Berghoff  v.  McDonald 

(1882)  87  Ind.  549;  Shearer  v.  Evans 

(1883)  89  Ind.  400. 

Iowa.  —  Warder-Bushnell  &  G.  Co. 
V.  Harris  (1890)  81  Iowa,  153,  46  N. 
W.  859. 

Kansas.  —  Huffman  v.  Parsons 
(1879)  21  Kan.  467;  Barnhart  v.  Ford 
(1887)  87  Kan.  520,  15  Pac.  542. 

Kentucky.  —  Poole  v.  Adkisson 
(1833)  1  Dana,  110, 

Maine.— Eveleth  v.  Blossom  (1867) 
54  Me.  447,  92  Am.  Dec.  555;  Mc- 
Pheters  v.  Page  (1891)  83  Me.  234, 
23  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  22  Atl.  101 ;  Wing 
V.  Milliken  (1898)  91  Me.  387,  64  Am. 
St.  Rep.  238,  40  Atl.  138. 

Massachusetta  —  Higginson  v.  York 
(1809)  5  Mass.  341;  McPartland  v. 
Read  (1865)  11  Allen,  231;  Edgerly 
V.  Whalan  (1871)  106  Mass.  307. 

Michigan.  —  Knowles  v.  Smith 
(1916)  190  Mich.  409,  157  N.  W.  276. 

Missouri.— Williams  v.  Wall  (1875) 
60  Mo.  318;  Ess  v.  Griffith  (1894)  128 
Mo.  50,  30  S.  W.  343. 

Nebraska.  —  Peckinbaugh  v.  Quil- 
lin  (1882)  12  Neb.  586,  12  N.  W.  104; 
McCormick  v.  Stevenson  (1882)  13 
Neb.  70,  12  N.  W.  828;  Stevenson  v. 
Valentine  (1889)  27  Neb.  338,  43  N. 
W.  107;  Cook  v.  Monroe  (1895)  45 
Neb.  349,  63  N.  W.  800;  D.  M.  Osborne 
Co.  V.  Piano  Mfg.  Co.  (1897)  51  Neb. 
502,  70  N.  W.  1124;  Hill  v.  Campbell 
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Ck)mmis8ion  Co.  (1898)  54  Neb.  59,  74 
N.  W.  388. 

New  Hampshire. — ^Doty  v.  Hawkins 
(1833)  6  N.  H.  247»  25  Am.  Dec.  459;. 
Gage  V.  Whittier  (1845)  17  N.  H.  320; 
Arthur  v.  Balch  (1851)  23  N.  H.  157; 
Flanders  v.  Colby  (1853)  28  N.  H.  34« 

New  Yoriu  —  Spraights  v.  Hawley 
(1868)  39  N.  Y.  441,  7  N.  Y.  Trans. 
App.  14,  100  Am.  Dee.  452,  affirming 
(1863)  40  Barb.  397;  Thon^pson  v. 
McLean  (1890)  32  N.  Y.  S.  R.  736,  10 
N.  Y.  Supp.  411;  Migrer  v..  Balpatrick 
(1894)  7  Misc.  689,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.. 
145;  Crane  v.  Onderdonk  (1878)  67 
Barb.  47;  Mead  y.  Jack  (1888)  12 
Daly,  65 ;  Farrar  v.Chauffetete  (1848) 
5  Denio,  527;  Hearsay  y.  Pruyn  (1810) 
7  Johns.  182;  Tbprp  y.  Burling  (1814) 
11  Johns.  285. 

Pemuqrlvania.  —  Riee  y.  Yocum. 
(1893)  155  Pa.  538,  .26  Atl.  698;  Bar- 
ton y.  Willey  (1875)  2  W.  N.  C.  157; 
Thum  y.  Fish  (1882)  12  W.  N.  C.  94; 
Berry  y.  Vantries  (1824)  12  Serg.  ft 
R.  89 

Rhode  Island*  —  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  y* 
King  (1884)  14  R«  I.  511. 

Sooth  Carolina.  —  Hall  y.  Garyin 
(1920)  113  S.  C.  182,  102  S.  E.  1. 

Tennessee.  —  Elmore  y.  Brooks 
(1871)  6  Heisk.  45. 

Texas.  —  Shilling  y.  Shilling  (1896) 
-  Tex.  Ciy.  App.  — ,  35  S.  W.  420; 
Ellis  y.  Stine  (1900)  —  Tex.  Ciy.  App. 
— ,  55  S.  W.  758 ;  Kauffman  y.  Beasley 
(1881)  54  Tex.  563. 

Virginia.  —  Newsum  y.  Newsum 
(1829)  1  Leigh,  94,  19  Am.  Dec.  739. 

Wisconsin.  —  Wright  y.  Eaton 
(1859)  7  Wis.  595;  Blizzard  y.  Brown 
(1913)  152  Wis.  160,  139  N.  W.  737; 
Jensen  y.  Miller  (1916)  162  Wis.  546, 
156  N.  W.  1010. 

England.  —  (1676)  2  Rolle,  Abr. 
431 ;  Parker  y.  Godin  (1728)  2  Strange, 
814,  93  Eng.  Reprint,  866;  Perkins  y. 
Smith  (1752)  1  Wils.  328,  95  Eng.  Re- 
print, 644;  Sadler  y.  Eyans  (1766)  4 
Borr.  1984,  98  Eng.  Reprint,  34;  Buller 
▼.  Harrison  (1777)  Cowp.  pt.  2,  p.  566, 
98  Eng.  Reprint,  1243;  Stephens  y. 
Elwall  (1815)  4  Maule  &  S.  259,  105 
Eng.  Reprint,  830;  Featherstonhaugh 
▼.  Johnston  (1818)  8  Taunt.  237,  129 
Eng.  Reprint,  374,  2  J.  B.  Moore,  181 ; 
Wilson  y.  Anderton  (1830)  1  Bam  & 


Ad.  450,  109  Eng.  Reprint,  855,  9  L. 
J.  K.  B.  48;  Howell  y.  Batt  (1833)  2 
Ney.  &  M..381,  5  Bam  ft  Ad.  504,  110 
Eng.  Reprint,  877,  3  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
49;  Cranch  y.  White  (1835)  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  414,  181  Eng.  Reprint,  1176,  6 
Car.  ft  P.  767,  1  Seott,  314,  4  L.  J.  a 
P.  N.  S.  113;  Pearson  y.  Graham 
(1837)  6  Ad.  &  El.  899,  112  Eng.  Re- 
print, 344,  2  Ney.  fc  P.  636,  W.  W.  ft 
D.  691,  7  K  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  247 ;  Catter- 
all  y.  Kenyon  (1842)  3  Q.  B.  310,  114 
Eng.  Reprint^  525,  6  Jur.  507,  2  Gale 
ft  D.  546,  11  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  260; 
Dayies  y.  Vernon  (1844)  6  Q.  B.  443, 
115  Eng.  Reprint,  169,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  SO;  Bwbank  y.  Nutting  (1849)  7 
C.  H.  797,  187  Bng.  Reprint,  316 ;  Pow- 
ell y.  Hoyland  (1851)  6  Exeh.  67,  155 
Eng.  Reprint,  466,  20  L.  J.  Bxch.  N.  S. 
82;  Lee  y.  Bayes  (1856)  18  C.  B.  609, 
139  Eng.  Reprint,  1508,  25  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  249,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  1098;  Schuster 
y.  McKellar  (1857)  7  El.  ft  Bl.  704, 
119  Eng.  Reprint,  1407,  26  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  &  281,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  1320,  5  Week. 
Rep.  656;  Sharland  y.  Mildon  (1846) 
5  Hare,  469,  67  Eng.  Reprint,  997,  15 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  434,  10  Jur.  771 ;  Fine 
Art.  Soc.  y.  Union  Bank  (1886)  L.  R. 
17  Q.  B.  Diy.  705,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
70,  55  L.  T.  N.  S.  536^  35  Week.  Rep. 
114,  51  J.  P.  69. 

If  A  takes  property  by'  command  of 
B,  repleyin  may  be  brought  against 
both.    (1676)  2  Rolle,  Abr.  (Eng.)  431. 

A  person  wrongfully  taking  prop- 
erty is  liable  in  repleyin  although  he 
acts  as  agent  for  another.  Thompson 
y.  McLean  (1890)  32  N.  Y.  S.  R.  736, 
10  N.  Y.  Supp.  411. 

In  Arthur  y.  Balch  (1851)  23  N.  H. 
157,  which  was  an  action  to  hold  the 
master  liable  for  conyersion  by  his 
servant,  the  court  said  that  it  was 
formerly  held  that  where  goods  were 
converted  by  a  servant  at  the  com- 
mand or  by  direction  of  the  master, 
no  action  would  lie  against  the  serv- 
ant, but  that  this  doctrine  is  no  longer 
held  to  be  the  law. 

One  who  takes  and  converts  prop- 
erty of  another  cannot  escape  liability 
to  the  owner  by  showing  that  he  act- 
ed as  agent.  Warder-Bushnell  ft  G. 
Co.  y.  Harris  (Iowa)  supra.  The 
court  says  the  capacity  in  which  a 
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tort-feasor  acts  does  not  protect  him 
from  liability  for  his  acts. 

Where  one  to  whom  stock  has  been 
sent  for  delivery  upon  payment  of  the 
amount  for  which  it  was  held  as  col- 
lateral converted  it  to  his  own  use, 
an  action  was  brought  against  him 
by  the  true  owner,  and  the  court,  after 
stating  that  he  had  transcended  the 
power  conferred  upon  him,  and  was 
guilty  of  misfeasance  toward  the  one 
entitled  to  possession  of  the  stock, 
says:  "Although  an  agent,  for  non- 
feasance and  omissions  of  duty,  is  not 
liable,  except  to  his  principals,  the 
rule  is  otherwise  when  the  act  com- 
plained  of  is  misfeasance.  In  all  such 
oases  he  is  personally  responsible, 
whether  he  did  the  wrong  intentional- 
ly, or  ignorantly  by  the  authority  of 
his  principal;  for  the  principal  could 
not  confer  on  him  any  authority  to 
commit  a  tort  upon  the  rights  or 
property  of  another,"  Crane  v.  Onder- 
donk  (1873)  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  47. 

One  aiding  in  the  conversion  of 
property  cannot  escape  liability  in 
trover  on  the  ground  of  his  agency. 
Shearer  v.  Evans  (Ind.)  supra. 

In  Davies  v.  Vernon  (1844)  6  Q.  B. 
443, 115  Eng.  Reprint,  169, 14  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  30,  which  was  an  action  against 
an  attorney,  the  court  says  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  an  agent  is  liable  in 
trover  for  a  conversion  to  which  he 
is  a  party,  though  it  be  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  principal. 

Replevin  lies  against  an  agent  who 
aids  in  detaining  property  of  another. 
Berghoff  v.  McDonald  (IndL)  supra. 
The  court  says,  in  torts  the  rule  of 
principal  and  agent  does  not  exist. 
They  are  all  wrongdoers. 

An  agent  who,  for  and  in  behalf 
of  his  principal,  takes  the  property  of 
another  without  the  latter's  consent, 
is  guilty  of  conversion.  McConnell  v. 
Prince  (Ga.)  supra. 

It  is  no  defense  in  trover  that  de- 
fendant acted  under  authority  of  an- 
other, who  had  no  authority  over  the 
property.  Gaines  v.  Briggs  (1849)  9 
Ark.  46. 

An  agent  who  takes  for  a  principal 
plank  to  which  the  principal  has  no 
claim  is  personally  liable  in  trover 


for  the  conversion.  Barton  v.  Willey 
(1875)  2  W.  N.  C.  (Pa,)  157. 

One  taking  possession  of  another's 
animals,  and  carrying  them  off,  can- 
not defeat  liability  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  acting  as  agent.  Shilling  v. 
Shilling  (1896)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
35  S.  W.  420. 

Persons  who  wrongfully  drive  a 
cropper  ott  his  land  and  appropriate 
his  crop  cannot  defeat  liability  be- 
cause they  acted  as  agents.  Ellis  v. 
Stine  (1900)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  55 
S.  W.  758. 

In  Huffman  v.  Parsons  (1879)  21 
Kan.  467,  there  is  a  dictum  to  the  ef- 
fect that  if  an  agent,  sued  for  the 
value  of  a  wagon  which  he  had  taken 
from  possession  of  plaintiflF,  commit- 
ted a  wrong  in  taking  the  wagon,  he 
would  be  liable  even  though  he  acted 
as  agent  of  another. 

A  cartman  who  assists  in  moving 
goods  of  a  third  person  at  the  instance 
of  his  employer  is  liable  in  trover. 
Thorp  V.  Burling  (1814)  11  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  285, 

So,  where  cartmen  assist  the  wrong- 
doer in  reducing  property  to  his 
possession  by  taking  it  from  the  place 
where  the  Owner  had  deposited  it,  and 
carting  it  away,  they  will  be  liable  for 
the  conversion,  although  they  did  not 
know  of  the  adverse  title.  The  only 
ground  on  which  the  carrier  cannot  be 
held  liable  is  that  he  has  received  and 
transported  the  goods  after  the  tres- 
passer has  reduced  them  to  his  pos- 
session. Mead  v.  Jack  (1888)  12  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  65. 

Agents  sued  in  replevin  for  prop- 
erty taken  by  them  for  their  principal 
cannot  defeat  the  action  by  showing 
that  they  acted  as  agents.  Barnhart 
V.  Ford  (1887)  37  Kan.  520,  15  Pac. 
542. 

Agents  who  aid  their  principal  in 
concealing  and  retaining  title  to  prop- 
erty fraudulently  obtained  are  liable 
in  trover.  Allen  v.  Hartfield  (1875) 
76  111.  358. 

An  agent  assisting  in  preventing 
the  removal  of  trade  fixtures  from  a 
building  is  personally  liable  in  trover. 
Farrar  v.  Chauffetete  (1848)  5  Denio, 
(N.  Y.)    527. 

The  servant  of  a  bankrupt,  who. 
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under  his  general  aathority,  after  his 
master  has  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
raptcy  and  absconded,  sells  goods  be* 
longing  to  the  bankrupt^  is  guilty  of 
conversion.  Pearson  v.  Graham 
(1837)  6  Ad.  &  El.  899,  112  Eng.  Re- 
print, 344,  2  Nev.  &  P.  636,  W.  W.  & 
D.  691,  7  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  247. 

The  master  of  a  ship  who  negligent- 
ly signs  a  bill  of  lading  in  favor  of  a 
third  person,  and  then  delivers  accord- 
ing to  the  bill  of  lading,  notwith- 
standing notice  not  to  do  so,  is  liable 
for  conversion.  Schuster  v.  McKellar 
(1857)  7  EL  &  Bl.  704,  119  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1407,  26  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  231^ 
3  Jur.  N.  S.  1320,  6  Week.  Rep.  65&  . 
Where  the  master  of  a  ship  unneces- 
sarily sells  the  cargo  before  reaching 
destination,  he  is  guilty  of  conversion. 
Ewbank  v.  Nutting  (1849)  7  C.  B.  797, 
137  Eng.  Reprint,  316. 

But  an  agent  acting  in  the  presence 
and  under  the  direction  of  his  mas- 
ter in  taking  possession  of  property 
claimed  by  another  was  held,  in  Strong 
V.  Colter  (1868)  13  Minn.  82,  Gil.  77, 
not  to  be  liable  for  the  conversion  un- 
less his  principal  would  also  be  li- 
able. 

And  there  is  no  liability  for  con- 
version for  acts  in  which  the  agent 
does  not  participate.  McLennan  v. 
Minneapolis  &  N.  Elevator  Ck>.  (1394) 
57  Minn.  317,  69  N.  W.  628. 

And  that  doctrine  was,  in  Leuthold 
V.  Fairchild  (1885)  35  Minn.  100,  27 
N.  W.  503,  28  N.  W.  218,  where  an 
employee  of  a  warehouse  was  sued 
for  assisting  in  wrongfully  disposing 
of  property  of  a  patron,  carried  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  court  said  that 
the  rule  was  that  "an  agent  or  serv- 
ant who,  acting  solely  for  his  master 
or  principal,  and  by  his  direction,  and 
without  knowing  of  any  wrong,  or  be- 
ing guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  not 
knowing  of  it,  disposes  of,  or  assists 
the  master  in  disposing  of,  property 
which  the  latter  has  no  right  to  dis- 
pose of,  is  not  thereby  rendered  liable 
for  a  conversion  of  the  property." 

There  is  a  rule  acted  upon  by  the 
courts  more  or  less  generally  that  an 
agent  is  not  personally  liable  if  he  is 
a  mere  conduit  through  whose  posses- 
sion the  property  passes  without  any 


effeet  upon  the  title.  Thus,  a  bailee 
or  carrier  may  receive  the  property 
and  return  it  to  the  principal  or  to 
his  consignee  without  personal  liabil- 
ity. This  class  of  cases  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  this  annotation  because 
the  cases  turn  upon  the  principle  that 
there  is  no  conversion  in  fact,  without 
throwing  any  light  upon  the  question 
now  under  consideration;  namely, 
What  is  the  liability  of  an  agent  who 
aids  in  a  conversion? 

Where  a  packer  received,  packed, 
and  shipped  goods  to  a  third  person 
which  had  been  intrusted  to  his  em- 
ployers for  sale,  and  by  him  pledged 
to  such  third  persons  for  money  lent, 
the  court  held  that  the  packer  was  not 
liable  for  conversion,  because  he  was 
exercising  a  public  employment,  and 
that  he  was  a  mere  conduit  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  trade,  and  could 
not  be  charged  with  a  conversion. 
Greenway  v.  Fisher  (1824)  1  Car.  & 
P.  (Eng.)  190. 

But  in  Fowler  v.  Hollins  (1872)  L. 
R.  7  Q.  B.  628,  2  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  410, 
that  case  was  doubted  on  the  ground 
that  a  packer  is  not  engaged  in  a 
public  employment 

One  Arkansas  case  failed  to  recog- 
'nize  this  exception  to  the  rule,  and 
held  broadly  that  in  trover  it  is  no 
defense  that  defendant  acted  under 
authority  of  another,  who  was  himself 
a  trespasser.  Gaines  v.  Briggs  (1848) 
9  Ark.  46.  In  that  case  an  instruction 
was  disapproved  which  was  to  the  ef- 
fect that  if  defendant,  in  removing 
the  property,  acted  as  a  mere  carrier, 
at  the  instance  and  request  of  a  third 
person,  and  with  no  intention  of  con- 
verting the  property  to  his  own  use, 
or  with  the  intent  to  exercise  any 
right  of  ownership  over  said  property, 
but  in  good  faith,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  removal,  the  third  person  was  in 
peaceable  and  quiet  possession  of  the 
property,  and  defendant  in  no  wise 
consented  to,  aided,  or  counseled  the 
removal  of  the  property,  he  would  not 
be  responsible. 

2»  Property  turned  aver  to  principal. 

The  fact  that  the  property  has  been 
turned  over  to  the  principal  is  inmia- 
terial.    The  liability  of  the  agent  con- 
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tiii.ue8  as  though  he  still  had  the  prop* 
er^  in  his  possession.  In  fact,  the 
act  of  turning  it  over  may  be  the  very 
act  which  completes  the  conversion. 

An  agent  who,  having  become  pos- 
sessed o£  negotiable  bills  which  had 
been  taken  from  a  bankrupt  under  cir- 
cumstances such  tiiat  they  belonged 
to  the  one  from  whom  he  obtained 
them,  may  be  personally  liable  in 
trover  for  turning  them  over  to  his 
principal  after  notice  of  the  owner's 
claim.  Powell  v.  Hoyland  (1851)  6 
Exch.  67,  156  Eng.  Reprint,  456,  20  L. 
J.  Exch.  N.  S.  82. 

Where  a  clerk  of  a  foreign  mer- 
chant bought  goods  belonging  to  a 
bankrupt's  estate  and  sent  them  to  his 
employer,  he  was  held  personally  lia- 
ble for  the  conversion,  although  he 
was  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  the 
goods  beloliged  to  the  estate.  Ste- 
phens V.  Elwall  (1815)  4  Maule  &  S. 
259,  105  Eng.  Reprint,  830.  Lord  EU 
lenborough  said  the  clerk  acted  under 
an  unavoidable  ignorance,  and  for  his 
master's  benefit,  when  he  sent  the 
goods  to  his  master,  but  nevertheless 
his  acts  may  amount  to  a  conversion, 
"for  a  person  is  guilty  of  a  conversion 
who  intermeddles  with  any  property 
and  disposes  of  it,  and  it  is  no  answer 
that  he  acted  under  authority  from 
another  who  had  himself  no  authority 
to  dispose  of  it."  And  he  says  in  an- 
swer to  the  plea  of  hard  case,  '^hat 
can  be  more  hard  than  the  common 
case  in  trespass,  where  a  servant  has 
done  some  act  in  assertion  of  his 
master's  right,  that  he  shall  be  liable 
not  only  jointly  with  his  master,  but, 
if  the  master  cannot  satisfy  it,  for 
every  penny  of  the  whole  damage?" 

An  agent  who  trades  a  new  machine 
in  his  hands  for  sale  for  an  old  one 
belonging  to  a  third  person  is  person- 
ally liable  to  the  true  owner,  although 
he  turns  the  old  one  and  the  money 
received  in  the  trade  over  to  his  em- 
ployer. Rice  V.  Yocum  (1893)  155  Pa. 
538,  26  Atl.  698. 

An  agent  who  has  money  to  which 
his  principal  has  no  right  is  personal- 
ly liable  to  one  from  whom  it  is 
wrongfully  withheld.  Jensen  v.  Mil- 
ler (1916)  162  Wis.  546,  156  N.  W. 
1010. 


In  an  action  against  an  attorney  for 
wrongfully  collecting  money  and 
turning  it  over  to  his  principal,  the 
court  says  that  the  rule  is  that  if  an 
agent  collects  for  his  principal  money 
which  does  not  belong  to  him,  and 
turns  it  over  to  the  principal,  he  is 
personally  liable  therefor.  Blizzard 
V.  Brown  (1918)  152  Wis.  16^  139  N. 
W.  737. 

That  one  wrongfully  obtaining 
money  from  another  acts  as  agent  for 
a  third  person  does  not  absolve  him 
from  liability  to  the  person  froni 
whom  he  secured  it,  although  he  has 
paid  it  over  to  his  principal.  Wright 
▼.  Eaton  (1859)  7  Wis.  595. 

Agents  who  assist  their  principal  in 
appropriating  the  proceeds  of  a  check 
which  was  alleged  to  be  lost,  after  a 
duplicate  had  been  issued  in  its  place, 
with  the  understanding  that  the  first 
one,  if  found,  would  be  returned  or 
destroyed,  cannot  avoid  liability  on 
the  ground  of  their  agency.  Mayer  v. 
Kilpatrick  (1894)  7  Misc.  689,  28  N. 
Y.  Supp.  145.  The  court  says  the 
principal  cannot  authorize  or  be 
deemed  to  have  authorized  the  com- 
mission of  any  unlawful  act  by  his 
agent,  and  defendants  will  not  be  per- 
mitted, therefore,  to  escape  liability 
because,  in  the  conversion  of  the 
check,  they  pretended  to  act  for  an- 
other. 

In  Hearsey  v.  Pruyn  (1810)  7 
Johns.  (N.  T.)  182,  it  is  said  the  law 
is  well  settled  that  an  action  may  be 
sustained  against  an  agent  who  has 
received  money  to  which  the  principal 
has  no  right,  if  the  agent  has  had 
notice  not  to  pay  it  over. 

One  who  bids  in,  as  agent  for  an- 
other, at  execution  sale,  property  up- 
on which  he  knows  a  third  person  has 
a  lien,  is  guilty  of  conversion.  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  Stevenson  (1882)  13  Neb. 
70,  12  N.  W.  828;  Stevenson  v.  Valen- 
tine (1889)  27  Neb.  338,  43  N.  W.  107; 
Cook  V.  Monroe  (18%)  45  Neb.  349, 
63  N.  W.  800;  D.  M.  Osborne  Co.  v. 
Piano  Mfg.  Co.  (1897)  51  Neb.  502,  70 
N.  W.  1124. 

One  who  collects  for  another  a 
draft  received  by  indorsement  in  a 
gambling  transaction,  and  turns  the 
proceeds  over  to  him,  less  his  own  com- 
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mission  for  the  service,  is  liable  fc/r 
the  conversion.  Williams  v.  Wall 
(1875)  60  Mo.  318. 

Where  an  agent  to  collect  a  bill  re- 
ceives property  from  the  debtor  which 
belongs  to  a  third  person,  and  trans- 
mits it  to  his  principal,  he  is  liable 
in  trover.  The  court  said  he  was  not 
relieved  from  liability  by  the  fact 
that,  in  receiving  the  property  from 
the  debtor,  he  acted  as  the  agent  of 
the  creditor,  and  without  notice  of  the 
title  of  the  true  owner.  Whoever 
meddles  with  another's  property, 
whether  as  principal  or  agent,  does 
so  at  his  peril,  and  it  makes  no  dif- 
ference that,  in  doing  so,  he  acted  in 
s:ood  faith;  nor,  in  case  of  an  agent, 
that  he  delivers  the  property  to  his 
principal  before  receiving  notice  of 
the  claim  of  the  owner.  If  an  agent 
takes  the  property  of  another  without 
his  consent  and  delivers  it  to  the  prin- 
cipal, it  is  a  conversion,  and  trover 
will  lie  for  recovery  of  the  property, 
or  for  damages.  Miller  v«  Wilson 
(1896)  98  Gsu  567,  58  Am.  St.  Rep. 
319,  25  S.  E.  578;  Flannery  v.  Harley 
(1903)  117  Ga.  488,  48  S.  E.  765. 

Where  an  agent  purchased  slaves 
unlawfully  sold  at  an  auction,  and  im- 
mediately turned  them  over  to  his 
principal,  but  was  sued  for  the  con- 
version, the  court  says:  ''Our  first 
impression  was  that  the  defendant, 
having  acted  merely  as  the  agent  of 
another  person,  and  having  parted 
with  the  possession  before  he  received 
notice  of  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  was 
not  responsible  in  this  action,  but  that 
the  suit  must  be  brought  against  the 
principal.  Subsequent  reflection  has 
satisfied  us  that  we  were  mistaken, 
and  that  the  principal  upon  which  we 
relied  does  not  govern  such  cases  as 
this.  The  general  rule  of  law,  that 
agents  properly  authorized,  acting  for 
a  known  principal,  without  any  per- 
sonal undertaking,  are  not  individual- 
ly responsible,  doed  not  apply  to  torts, 
because  no  one  can  lawfully  command 
another  to  commit  a  wrong.  It  is  also 
clear  that  every  unlawful  intermed- 
dling with  the  goods  of  another  is  a 
conversion;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  the 
true  owner,  that  the  person  so  receiv- 
ing the  goods  was  *  ignorant  of  his 


title,  or  that  he  received  them  for  the 
use  or  benefit  of  another.  The  taking 
or  receiving  of  them,  being  a  conver- 
sion, his  subsequent  disposition  of 
them  will  not  exonerate  him  from  lia- 
bility. .  .  .  Although,  therefore, 
this  may  appear  to  be  a  hard  case,  it 
is  perfectly  clear  the  defendant,  in 
receiving  the  slaves,  was  guilty  of  a 
conversion,  although  he  was  ignorant 
of  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was 
acting  merely  as  the  agent  of  another, 
and  consequently  liable  to  be  sued  in 
this  form  of  action.'-  Lee  v.  Mathews 
(1846)  10  Ala.  682,  44  Am.  Dec.  498. 

But  where  one,  as  agent,  purchases 
the  share  of  the  cotenant  in  a  -horse 
at  execution  sale,  and  delivers  him  to 
his  principal,  he  is  not  liable  for  con- 
version of  the  share  of  the  other  co- 
tenant  unless  his  acts  deprived  such 
cotenant  of  the  means  of  locating  the 
animal.  Sheffler  v.  Mudd  (1897)  71 
Mot.  App.  78. 

So,  an  agent  of  a  surety  company  is 
not  liable  for  conversion  in  placing 
money  deposited  with  him  by  a  cus- 
tomer as  collateral  for  a  bond  exe- 
cuted in  his  favor  in  a  bank  account 
upon  which  checks  for  various  pur- 
poses are  drawn,  after  the  agency  has 
terminated  and  the  fund  has  passed 
under  control  of  tlie  surety  company. 
8agone  v.  Mackey  (1919)  225  N.  T. 
594,  122  N.  E.  621,  reversing  (1916) 
172  App.  Div.  192,  168  N.  Y.  Supp.  579, 
where  the  court  says  that  the  law  is 
well  settled  that  where  an  agent  mis- 
applies and  misappropriates  trust 
moneys,  he,  as  well  as  the  principal, 
is  liable  to  the  cestuis  que  trust  there- 
for. When  this  defendant  received 
these  trust  funds»  it  was  not  only  the 
duty  of  his  principal,  but  his  own 
duty,  to  keep  them  separate  and  dis- 
tinct, not  only  from  the  funds  of  the 
company,  but  also  from  his  individual 
funds.  When  he  employed  them  in  an 
account  which  contained  a  general 
fund  of  the  company,  and  also  an  in- 
dividual fund  from  which  he  drew  for 
his  personal  use,  he,  as  well  as  the 
principal,  was  liable  for  misfeasancie 
and  misappropriation.  His  wrongful 
act  was  a- breach  of  duty  owing  to  the 
cestuis  que  trust,*  for  which  he  is  pei^- 
sonally  liable.         '    =•: 
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Where  a  servant  was  sued  in  trover 
for  conversion  of  a  flute  which  he  had 
obtained  from  plaintiff  for  his  mas- 
ter's inspection,  and  which  was  not 
returned,  it  was  held  that  the  master 
was  a  competent  witness  to  show  that 
he  authorized  the  obtaining  of  the 
flute,  the  chief  justice  saying  that  if 
he  authorized  the  delivery  of  the  mes- 
sage which  was  in  fact  delivered,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  from  the 
servant.  Grylls  v.  Davies  (1831)  2 
Barn.  &  Ad.  614,  109  £iig«  Reprint, 
1234.  In  that  case  trover  had  been 
brought  against  the  servant,  and  after 
verdict  in  his  favor,  the  only  question 
was  as  to  the  competency  of  the  prin- 
cipal as  a  witness,  and  that  depended 
upon  whether  or  not  he  was  an  inter- 
ested party.  The  ground  of  the  rul- 
ing of  the  chief  justice  is  not  stated. 
If  the  intent  to  convert  the  flute  was 
not  formed  until  after  it  had  been  de- 
livered to  the  master,  the  servant  may 
possibly  not  be  liable  because  he  did 
not  participate  in  the  conversion;  but 
if  the  message  was  part  of  the  scheme 
to  get  possession  of  and  convert  the 
instrument,  it  is  not  apparent  why  the 
servant  should  not  be  personally  lia- 
ble for  aiding  such  a  scheme. 

Some  New  York  cases,  by  an  appli- 
cation of  the  principal  of  nonfeasance 
which  obtained  in  that  state,  have 
reached  the  conclusion  that  an  agent 
who  purchases  for  a  principal  prop- 
erty claimed  by  another  is  not  liable 
for  the  conversion.  Jackson  v.  Kling- 
er  (1900)  33  Misc.  758,  67  N.  Y.  Supp. 
850. 

So,  replevin  will  not  lie  against  an 
agent  who  takes  for  his  principal  an 
article  sold  by  the  principal  on  condi- 
tional sale,  and  turns  it  over  to  the 
principal  to  hold  for  defaulted  pay- 
ments. Iserman  v.  Conklin  (1897)  21 
Misc.  194,  47  N.  Y,  Supp.  107.  The 
court  says  the  agent  acted,  with 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
agent  of  the  sellers,  and  not  for  him- 
self. 

In  conflict  with  the  above  doctrine 
is  the  early  English  case  of  Mires  v. 
Solebay  (1677)  2  Mod.  242,  86Eng.  Re- 
print, 1050.  In  that  case  it  appeared 
that,  in  consequence  of  a  controversy 
over  the  title  to  some  sheep,  replevin 


was  brought  to  recover  their  posses- 
aion,  Mid  defendant,  by  command  of 
the  replevin  suit,  assisted  the  officers 
in  driving  the  sheep  to  the  plaintiff's 
pasture.  Defendant  was  held  not  lia- 
ble in  trover,  partly  upon  the  ground 
that  the  sheep  were  in  the  custody  of 
the  law;  but  the  court  said  the  action 
will  not  lie  against  the  servant,  for 
apparent  wrong;  for  if  the  master's 
command,  though  he  had  no  title,  yet 
he  shall  be  excused.  And  this  ruling 
would  extend  to  all  cases  where  the 
master's  command  was  not  to  do  an 
apparent  wrong;  for  if  the  master's 
cause  depend  upon  a  title,  be  it  true 
or  false,  it  is  enough  to  excuse  the 
servant;  for  otherwise  it  would  be  a 
mischievous  thing  if  a  servant  upon 
all  occasions  must  be  satisfied  with 
his  master's  title  and  right  before  he 
will  obey  his  commands.  But  the 
servant  cannot  plead  the  command  of 
the  master  in  bar  of  a  trespass.  The 
jury  having  failed  to  And  a  conver- 
sion, the  court  said  it  would  not  in- 
tend one,  because,  if  the  conversion 
was  to  the  use  of  the  master,  there  is 
no  call  for  this  action  to  be  brought 
against  defendant,  but  it  ought  to  be 
brought  against  the  master.  It  will 
be  noted  that  in  that  case  the  jury  re- 
fused to  find  a  conversion,  and  that, 
together  with  the  other  elements  in 
the  case,  makes  the  argument  of  the 
court  of  little  weight.  In  the  light  of 
later  decisions  it  would  seem  that  had 
nothing  appeared  further  than  that, 
at  his  master's  command,  defendant 
assisted  in  taking  sheep  from  their 
owner's  pasture  to  his  master's  with- 
out authority  of  the  owner,  defendant 
could  not  shield  himself  from  liability 
to  suit. 

In  Berry  v.  Vantries  (1824)  12  Serg. 
&  R.  (Pa.)  89,  it  is  said  the  law  is 
well  laid  down  in  Mires  v.  Solebay 
(Eng.)  supra,  that  trover  cannot  be 
maintained  against  a  servant  who  has 
acted  by  his  master's  command,  un- 
less it  were  to  do  an  apparent  wrong. 
And  that  where  the  master's  cause 
depends  on  a  title,  as  where  the  com- 
mand is  given  under  the  color  of  a 
writ,  whether  valid  or  not,  a  servant 
will  be  excused,  for  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  require  him  to  scruti- 
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nise  the  master's  title,  and  thus  make 
him  act  in  all  cases  at  his  peril. 

a.  Sale  and  proceeds  turned  ever. 

An  agent  who  makes  a  sale  of  prop- 
erty to  a  third  person  at  the  command 
of  his  employer  is  liable  in  detinue, 
notwithstanding  he  acted  merely  as 
agent  Poole  v.  Adkisson  (1883)  1 
Dana  (Ky.)  110.  The  coart  says  the 
principal  cannot  delegate  authority  to 
anothor  to  do  an  act  which  he  himself 
has  no  legal  authority  to  do.  An 
agent  or  servant  is  responsible  for  his 
own  tortious  act  even  though  it  was 
done  in  submission  to  the  command  or 
authority  of  his  employer  or  master. 
The  general  rule  is  that  he  whose  vol- 
untary act,  whether  for  himself  or  an- 
other, operates  injuriously  to  the 
rights  of  a  third  person,  shall  be  re- 
sponsible to  the  person  who  may  be 
injured  by  the  wrongful  act. 

A  sale  of  property  by  an  agent 
which  deprives  the  true  owner  of  it 
subjects  the  agent  to  liability  for 
trover,  although  he  has  turned  the 
proceeds  over  to  his  principal.  Gage 
V.  Whittier  (1845)  17  N.  H.  320. 

A  servant  who,  in  attempting  to  col- 
lect for  his  master  a  debt  from  a 
bankrupt,  receives  goods  from  the  lat- 
ter which  he  sells,  and  turns  the 
money  over  to  his  principal,  is  per- 
sonally liable  in  trover  to  the  bank- 
rupt's assignee.  The  court  says  that 
if  the  agent  is  a  tort-feasor,  no  au- 
thority that  he  can  derive  from  his 
master  can  excuse  him  from  being  lia- 
ble in  this  action.  Perkins  v.  Smith 
(1752)  1  Wils.  328,  95  Eng.  Reprint, 
644. 

In  Featherstonhaugh  v.  Johnston 
(1818)  8  Taunt.  237,  129  Eng.  Re- 
print, 374,  2  J.  B.  Moore,  181,  a  con- 
signee of  goods,  who  sold  them  with- 
out notice  of  the  claim  of  a  third  per- 
son, was  held  liable  to  him  for  the 
full  value. 

A  bank  which  receives  from  a  de- 
positor money  orders  which  he  has 
embezzled,  and  cashes  them,  and 
places  the  proceeds  to  his  credit,  is 
liable  for  a  conversion.  Fine  Art  Soc. 
V.  Union  Bank  (1886)  L.  R.  17  Q.  B« 
Div.  (Eag.)  705,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 


70,  55  L.  T.  N.  S.  536,  35  Week.  Rep. 
114,  51  J.  P.  69. 

One  who  merely  aids  the  wife  of  a 
bankrupt  in  pawning  some  plate,  and 
immediately  delivers  the  proceeds  to 
her,  is  personally  liable  in  trover  for 
the  conversion.  Parker  v.  Godin 
(1728)  2  Strange,  814,  93  Eng.  Re- 
print, 866. 

An  administrator  who  sells  a  chat- 
tel not  owned  by  his  intestate,  and 
applies  the  proceeds  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  his  intestate,  is  liable 
in  trover  to  the  true  owner  for  its 
value.  Newsum  v.  Newsum  (1829)  1 
Leigh  (Ya.)  94,  19  Am.  Dec.  739. 

That  one  is  acting  as  agent  when  he 
takes  possession  of  property  of  one 
person  to  secure  the  debt  of  another, 
and  has  it  sold,  is  no  defense  in  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  against  him.  Kauffman 
V.  Beasley  (1881)  54  Tex.  563. 

An  agent  who  sells  stolen  property 
is  liable  to  the  true  owner  in  trover  if 
he  refuses  to  disclose  his  principal. 
Thum  V.  Pish  (1882)  12  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)  94. 

One  who  enters  another's  close  at 
the  instance  of  a  third  person,  and 
takes  away  and  sells  wood,  accounting 
to  such  third  person  for  the  proceeds, 
is  liable  in  trespass  to  the  true  owner, 
although  he  was  ignorant  of  the  fact 
that  his  employer  did  not  own  the 
wood.  Higginson  v.  York  (1809)  5 
Masa  341. 

Where  an  agent  of  one  cotenant 
sold  the  common  property,  the  court 
said:  "He  must  stand  on  the  same 
ground  with  his  principal.  The  sale 
was  equally  a  wrong  by  both.  .  .  . 
That  the  sale  by  the  defendant  below 
was  such  an  assumption  of  authority 
over  another's  property  as  to  amount 
to  a  conversion,  there  can  be  no  doubt. 
If  a  party  claim  the  property  in  the 
chattels  as  his  own,  or  even  assert  the 
right  of  another  over  them,  it  is  evi- 
dence of  a  conversion;  and  where  a 
person's  property  is  sold  by  one, 
whether  for  his  own  use  or  the  use  of 
another,  it  is  a  conversion,  for  it  is  a 
tortious  act,  and  the  gist  of  the  ac- 
tion." Perminter  v.  Kelly  (1851)  18 
Ala.  716,  54  Am.  Dec.  177. 

Commercial  agents  of  privateers 
were,  in  Hills  v.  Ross  (1796)  3  Dall. 
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(U.  &)  381,  1  L.  ed.  62a,  held  liable 
to  the  owners  of  a  prize  which  had 
been  captured  for  the  proceeds  of 
sales  which  they,  under  direction  of 
the  privateers,  had  received  and  paid 
over  to  the  privateers,  with  notice  of 
the  claim  of  the  true  owners. 

4.  AssisHng  conversion* 

I  I 

Where  consignees  of  a  ship  in- 
dorsed a  bill  of  lading  so  as  to  permit 
goods  to  be  taken  by  one  not  their 
true  owner  they  were  held  liable  ip 
damages,  the  court  saying  that  the 
fact  that  they  were  the  agents  of  the 
owners  of  the  ship  would  iiot  relieve 
them  from  such  liability.  Webb  v. 
Winter  (1861)  1  Cal.  417. 

A  butcher  who  cuts  up  game  for  of- 
ficers who  have  wrongfully  seized  it, 
and  distributes  it  for  consumption 
under  their  direction,  is  liable  in 
trover.  McPheters  v.  Page  (1891)  83 
Me.  234,  23  Am.  St  Rep.  772,  22  AtL 
101. 

An  attorney  at  law  who  assists  in 
the  conversion  of  property  by  being 
present  at  an  unlawful  sale  and  bid- 
ding thereon  cannot  escape  responsi- 
bility on  the  ground  that  he  acted 
merely  as  agent.  Peckinbaugh  v. 
Quillin  (1882)  12  N^.  586,  12  N.  W. 
104. 

But  where  the  manager  of  a  busi- 
ness, undw  direction  of  his  employer, 
utilizes  funds  of  the  employer,  under 
the  latter's  direction,  to  pay  general 
debts  of  the  business  instead  of  a 
note,  the  holder  of  which  claimed  a 
special  interest  in  the  property,  it  was 
held  that  the  agent  was  not  person- 
ally liable.  Hodgson  v.  St.  Paul  Plow 
Co.  (1899)  78  Minn.  172,  50  L.R.A. 
644,  80  N.  W.  956.  The  court  says,  in 
contemplation  of  law  such  a  servant 
has  no  possession  of  or  title  to  his 
master's  property.  A  servant  may  be 
a  joint  trespasser  or  joint  tort-feasor 
in  assisting  the  master  in  taking  the 
goods  wrongfully,  but  the  servant  is 
not  liable  for  merely  holding  and  re* 
{using  to  deliver  up^  goods  received 
by  him  from  his  master,  and  held  by 
him  under  the  master's  orders.  The 
decision  in  that  case,  however^  would 
seem  to  have  been  put  upon  a  ground 
not  applicable  to  the  facta  involve. 


The  oourt  says :  'If,  while  the  |2,000 
was  still  on  deposit,  and  Power,  as 
such  servant,  had  the  custody  of  the 
certificate  of  deposit,  plaintiff  had 
brought  its  action  against  him  alone 
to  have  a  trust  declared  in  its  favor 
upon  auch  certificate,  we  are  clearly 
of  the  <^inion  that  the  action  could 
not  be  maintained.  It  would  be  use- 
less to  bring  such  an  action.  The 
plow  company  might  discharge  Power 
the  next  day  after  the  action  was  com- 
menced. Thereafter  his  relations  to 
the  certificate  of  deposit  would  be  the 
same  as  those  x>f  any  other  stranger, 
and  the  action  must  necessarily  be 
abortive.  If  plaintiflF  could  not  main- 
tain such  an  action  against  Power 
while  the  alleged  trust  fund,  was  so 
on  deposit,  it  cannot  maintain  this  ac^ 
tion  now,  after  the  trust  fund  has  been 
distributed  in  payment  of  the. debts  of 
the  plow  company."  But  the  agent 
was  not  in  mere  passive  possession. 
Conceding  that  no  action  would  lie 
against  him,  if  such  was  the  fact,  it 
by  no  means  follows  that  he  would 
not  be  liable  where  he  had  assisted 
in  actually  disbursing  the  funds. 

The  Minnesota  decisions  hold  that 
an  agent  or  servant,  who,  acting  for 
his  master  or  principal,  and  by  his  di- 
rection, and  without  luiowing  of  any 
wrong,  or  being  guilty  of  gross  neg- 
lect in  not  knowing  of  it,  disposes  of, 
or  assists  the  master  in  disposing  of, 
property  which  the  latter  has  no  right 
to  dispose  of,  is  not  thereby  rendered 
liable  for  a  conversion  of  the  prop- 
erty. Leuthold  v.  Fairchild  (1886)  35 
Minn.  100,  27  N.  W.  503,  28  .N.  W.  218 ; 
McLennan  v.  Minneapolis  &  N.  Ele- 
vator Cp.  (1894)  57  Minn.  317,  59  N. 
W.  628. 

0.  Mtovtffdffe^  property. 

That  one  assisting  in  Wrongfully 
taking  mortgaged  property  out  of  the 
possession  of  the  mortgagor  acted 
merely  as  agent  for  the  mortgagee 
does  not  absolve  him  from  liability  in 
trover  for  the  injury.  Hall  v.  Garvin 
(1920)  113  S.  C.  182,  102  S.  E.  1. 

An  agent  who  sells  mortgaged  prop- 
erty for  the  mortgagor  is  liable  to 
the  mortgagee  for  the  conversion. 
Spraights.v.  Hawley  (1868)  S9  N.  T. 
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441,  7  N.  Y^  Trans.  App.  14,  100  Am. 
Dec  452,  affirming  Dudley  v.  Hawley 
(1863)  40  Barb.  397,  where^the  court 
said  that  the  aiding  in  disposing,  of 
the  property  was  an  act  of  conversioi^ 
in  which  defendant  was  a  volunteer 
actor  without  excuse,  and  that  the  law 
holds  him  liable  in  such  case,  although 
he  did  not  participate  in  the  proceeds. 

One  aiding  a  mortgagor  to  secrete 
the  mortgaged  property  so  that  t)i# 
mortgage  lien  cimnot  be  enforced  is 
liable  in  trover.  Flapders  v.  Colby 
(1853)  28  N.  H.  34. 

The  owner  of  a  grain  elevator  who 
receives  mortgaged  wheat  ^rom  the 
mortgagor,  mingles  it  with  other 
wheat  in  its  elevator,  and  ships  it  out 
of  the  country  by  orders  of  the  mort- 
gagor, is  liable  for  conversion.  Phil- 
lip Best  Brewing  Co.  y.  Pillsbury  & 
H.  Elevator  Co.  (1888)  5  Dak.  62,  37 
N.  W.  763 ;  Nichols  S.  &  Co.  v.  Barnef 
(1882)  3  Dak.  148,  14  N.  W.  110. 

The  shipping  by  a  warehouseman 
with  whom  mortgaged  eotto|i  is  stored^ 
of  the  property  at  the  instance  of  the 
mortgagor,  renders  the  warehouseman 
liable  in  trover.  .  Hudmon  v.  DuBose 
(1888)  85  Ala.  446,  2  LJR.A.  475,  5  So, 
162.  The  exception  witfi  respect  ,tp 
restoration  of  th^  property  to .  th^ 
bailor  does  not  include  a  restoration 
of  the  bailor's  dominion  by  an  act  the 
essential  nature  of  which  is  in  defi- 
ance of  the.  true  owner's  title,  or  the 
probable  conseq.uences  of  which  will 
be  to  put  the  property  beyond  his 
reach. 

But  in  Travis  v.  Claiborne  (1817), 
5  Munf.  (Va.)  435,  it  was  held  that.an 
agent  who  assists  in  disposing  of  a 
mortgaged  slave  without  notice  of  the 
mortgage  is  not  personally  liable  foi^ 
the  conversion  after  he  has  turned 
the  proceeds  over  to  his  principal^ 
The  ruling  was  put  upon  the  ground 
that  the  recording  of  the  mortgage  did 
not  charge  the  agent  with  notice,  but 
only  made  it  good  agains^t  creditors 
and  purchasers*.  Cabell,  J.^  says: 
"The  command  of  .the  principal  will, 
not  justify  the  agent  in  committing  ^ 
trespass-,  nor  even  an  apparent  wrong,; 
in  such  a  case,.l3oth  t^e  principal  and 
agent  are  liable  to  the  party  inj.ured« 
But  where  the  cQnduct  of  the  agent  ii^ 
20  A.L..R.— 9. 


within  the  limits  of  tl^e;  authority 
confided  to  him,  is  fair,  and  ^n^jbtendr 
ed  by  circumstances  sufUpient  to  ap- 
prise him  that  he  is  acting  wrongfully 
in  relation  to  others, — or,  in  other 
wqrds,  where  he  does. not  commit  an 
apparent  wrong, — ^tbe  principal,  and 
not  the  agent,  is  responsible  for  the 
•act."  And  Roane,  J.,  after  stating  that 
a  verdict  against  the  agent  would,  not 
bind  the  principal, .  said  it  would  be 
an  enormity  if  the  agent  should  be 
condemned  and  imprisoned  on  the 
ground  of  invading  the  property  right 
^f  a  third  person  in  a  subject  which* 
in  a  future^  action  between  the  proper 
parties,  may.  be  found- to  have  been  the 
property  of  }^a  principal,  and  not  of 
the  stranger^,  A  construction  of  this 
sort  would  destroy  and  put  an  end  to 
agencies  .of,  ev^ry  kind.  No  man 
would;  becoij^e  an  agemt  without,  at  the 
same  time,  becoming  an  insurer.  ^ 

0,  Refusal  to  deliver  propetty  in  agenVB 

possession, 

.  A  mere  bailee  may  be  Uable  f  or  con- 
yprsio^  if  he  refuses  tosurrender  the 
property  to  the^  tru^i  owner.  Wilson 
V.  Andjerton  (1830)  i  Bam.  &  Ad.  450, 
109  Eng.  Reprint,  855,  9  L..  J.  K.  B.  48. 
,  The  general  question  of  the  liability 
of  bailees  in  such  cases  is  not  within 
the  ,scope  of  this  annotation,  and  only 
two  cases  will  be  included  in  which 
the  servant  was  treate4  as  a  bailee, 
and  the  general  principles  applicable 
in  case  of  servants  applied 

Where  one  in  whose  custody  prop- 
erty wrongfully  seis^  -under  execu- 
tion is  placed,  with  an  offer  of  in- 
demnity, by  the  execution  creditor>  re-, 
f.uses  to. give  it  up,  he  is  liable  for 
conversion.  Catterall  v.  Kenyon 
(1842)  ^  Q.  B.  310,  114  Eng.  Reprint, 
525,  6  Jur.  507;  2  (Sale.&  P.  545.. 

A  clerkr  i^  a  business,  who  takes  on 
an  account  due  his  master  a  bill  which 
was  left .  with  thie  debtor  merely  for 
(liscount,  ai^d  refuses  to  surrender  it 
on  demand,  majy^  be  liable  for.  poHver- 
sion..  Cranch  V.  White  (1835)  IJBing. 
N.  C.'..414,  131  iEng.  Reprint,.  1176,  6 
Car.  &  p.  767,  1  Scott,  314,.,4  Lo  J.  ^. 
P,  N.  S.  113,  l,Hodge9,  61.  .  ..  ; 
,;in  X^p  V.  Bayes  01856)  18  Cv  B.  609, 
139.Eiig,  BeprinJt,  4 508.. .25, J-.'; J. 43..  P. 
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N.  S.  240»  2  Jur.  N.  8. 1098,  where  one 
in  whose  possession  a  stolen  horse, 
purchased  at  public  auction,  had  been 
placed  for  keeping,  refused  to  deliver 
it  to  the  owner  upon  demand,  he  was 
held  to  be  gvtilty  of  conversion.  The 
court  says  if  the  one  who  holds  the 
goods  chooses  to  set  up  the  title  of  his 
bailor,  and  to  rely  on  it,  he  is  doing 
an  act  which  is  foreign  to  his  employ- 
ment or  his  duty.  He  asserts  a  title 
ftdverse  to  the  real  owner  of  the  goods, 
ind  he  is  guilty  of  conversion. 

A  carrier's  agent,  who,  by  direction 
of  his  employer,  refuses  to  deliver 
property  to  a  consignee,  is  personally 
liable  in  trover.  Elmore  v.  Brooks 
(1871)  6  Heisk.  (T»il)  46.  The 
court  says  if  the  agent  elects  to  obey 
an  order  which  was  illegal,  he  cannot 
escape  from  the  consequences  by 
shifting  the  liability  upon  his  princi- 
pal. 

An  agent,  who,  having  possession  of 
a  chattel  belonging  to  a  third  person, 
by  direction  of  his  employer  refuses 
to  deliver  it  to  the  true  owner,  is  lia^ 
ble  ill  trover.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
King  (1884)  URL  611. 

A  manager  of  a  factory  who  refuses 
to  deliver  a  patented  machine  which 
had  been  set  up  in  the  factory,  to  the 
owner,  was  held  personally  liable  in 
trover,  the  court  saying  that  his  pos- 
session, being  an  executive  one,  was 
different  from  that  of  an  ordinary 
servant;  that  he  is  to  judge  of  the 
propriety  of  every  measure  taken  for 
the  benefit  of  his  employer,  and  that, 
as  respects  third  persons,  he  acts  at 
his  peril.  Berry  v.  Vantries  (1824)  12 
Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  89. 

An  agent  of  one  having  no  title  to 
property  cannot  defeat  an  action  for 
trover  brought  by  the  true  owner,  by 
setting  up  the  claim  of  his  principal. 
Doty  V.  Hawkins  (1833)  6  N.  H.  247, 
26  Am.  Dec.  469. 

The  agent  of  an  express  company, 
who  has  been  instructed  to  hold  goods 
transported  by  it  until  payment  of  cer- 
tain charges  thereon,  cannot  defeat 
an  action  of  replevin  on  the  ground 
of  his  agency,  where  the  demand  is 
too  large  and  the  proper  charge  is 
tendered,  although  he  may  be  liable 
to  the  company  in  case  he  surrenders 


the  property  for  less  than  the  sum  de- 
manded by  it  Eveleth  v.  Blossom 
(1867)  64  Ma  447,  92  Am.  Dec.  666. 

In  Prince  v.  Puckett  (1848)  12  Ala. 
882,  which  was  trespass  against  a 
warehouseman  with  whom  a  sheriff 
had  stored  goods  seized  under  a  writ 
against  a  nonowner,  and  who  refused 
to  deliver  them  to  the  true  owner  on 
request,  the  court  said  the  remedy  was 
trover  or  detinue. 

An  overseer  may  be  liable  in  trover 
for  slaves  in  his  possession.  Porter 
V.  Thomas  (1867)  23  Ga.  467.  The 
court  says  a  servant  may  be  charged 
in  trover  though  the  conversion  be 
done  by  him,  however  innocently,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  master;  and  it  is  im- 
material whether  he  had  his  mas- 
ter's authority  or  not. 

To  raise  the  question  discussed  in 
this  annotation  there  must  be  an  ac- 
tual conversion  or  wrongful  act  on  the 
part  of  the  servant;  and  therefore,  a 
distinction  must  be  kept  in  mind  be- 
tween cases  of  conversion  and  cases 
like  Alexander  v.  Southey  (1821)  6 
Bam.  &  Aid.  247,  106  Eng.  Reprint, 
1188,  24  Revised  Rep.  348,  where  the 
agent  of  an  insurance  company,  who 
had  salvaged  goods  in  the  company's 
warehouse,  refused  to  deliver  them 
without  an  order  from  the  insurers, 
and  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  conversioi^. 

The  manager  of  a  storage  warehouse 
who  merely  refuses  to  select  goods  of 
a  patron  which  are  not  covered  by  a 
chattel  mortgage  when  the  mortgagee 
directs  those  covered  to  be  retained 
does  not  become  liable  for  conversion, 
the  court  designating  the  act  as  being 
mere  nonfeasance.  Economy  Furni- 
ture Co.  V.  Chapman  (1894)  64  111.  App. 
122. 

There  are  cases  at  variance  with  the 
rule  laid  down  in  this  subdivision 
which  cannot,  on  their  facts,  be  har- 
monized with  it. 

Thus,  where  plaintiff  bought  goods 
in  Enfi^and  through  an  agent  of  the 
seller  in  this  country,  and,  upon  the 
goods  arriving  here,  the  agent  refused 
to  deliver  them,  the  court  held  that 
the  remedy  was  solely  against  the 
principal,  the  merchant  in  England. 
Bradford  v.  Eastbum  (1808)  2  Wash. 
C.   G.  219,   Fed.   Cas.   No.    1,767.    It 
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was  difficult  to  support  that  rul- 
ing in  principle.  If  the  title  had 
passed  to  the  plaintiff,  so  that  the 
property  was  in  him,  why  could  he 
not  have  had  a  remedy  against  the  one 
who  withheld  the  property  from  him, 
even  though  that  person  was  acting 
as  agent  for  another? 

A  servant  is  not  liahle  in  replevin 
merely  because  he  refuses  to  deliver 
property  which  his  master  had  placed 
in  his  custody,  to  a  third  person,  with- 
out direction  from  the  master.  Mount 
V.  Derick  (184a)  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  456; 
Goodwin  v.  Wertheimer  (1885)  99  N. 
Y.  158,  1  N.  E.  404. 

Where  personal  property  is  left  with 
an  employer  to  assist  in  performance 
of  a  contract  with  the  owner,  the  serv- 
ant of  the  employer  is  not  liable  in 
replevin  for  refusal,  at  the  employer's 
command,  to  surrender  the  property 
to  the  owner.  Hensey  v.  Howland 
(1895)  10  Misc.  756,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
823.  The  court  says  it  is  true  that  a 
wrongdoer  may  not  plead  agency  for 
another  in  extenuation  of  his  wrong- 
doing; yet,  on  the  other  hand,  a  serv- 
ant is  not  to  be  made  liable  as  for  a 
conversion  of  chattels  of  which  he 
has  the  custody  at  the  hands  of 
hia  employer,  and  which  he  re- 
fuses to  surrender  at  the  demand  of 
a  stranger,  even  though  he  may  have 
good  reason  to  believe  that  the  stran- 
ger has  good  title  to  the  property. 

Replevin  will  not  lie  against  a 
freight  agent  for  refusal  to  deliver 
property  until  a  claim  for  freight  is 
paid.  McDougall  v.  Travis  (1881)  24 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  590.  The  court  says: 
"Ab  it  was  not  in  the  defendant's  pos- 
session, it  could  not  be  rightfully 
taken  by  replevin  against  him.  For 
instance,  if  one  were  in  possession  of 
furniture  in  one's  own  house,  a  person 
claiming  it  could  not  maintain  re- 
plevin against  the  servant  who  should 
refuse  to  deliver  it  on  demand.  Re- 
plevin is  to  be  brought  against  the 
person  in  possession,  not  against  one 
who  is  the  mere  servant  of  the  pos- 
sessor. None  of  the  cases  cited  by 
the  plaintiff  are  in  conflict  with  this 
rale.  The  plaintiff  argues  that  who- 
ever does  the  wrong  is  liable.  He  does 
(be  wrong  who,  being  in  possession 


wrongfully,  refuses  to  surrender.  He 
does  not  do  the  wrong  who  is  not  in 
possession.  And  it  is  not  every  exer- 
cise of  physical  power  over  the  thing 
in  question  which  constitutes  posses- 
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sion. 

Colvin  V.  Holbrook  (1848)  2  N.  Y. 
126,  was  an  action  against  a  deputy 
sheriff  for  refusal  to  pay  money  over 
to  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  insisted  that  he 
was  a  mere  agent  of  the  sheriff,  and 
that  his  liability  was  to  be  considered 
from  that  point  of  view.  The  court 
said  that  this  was  less  favorable  to 
defendant,  but  proceeded  to  consider 
the  case  according  to  plaintiffs  con- 
tention. It  said:  ''The  rule,  it  is  be- 
lieved, is  universal,  that  a  known 
agent  is  not  responsible  to  third  per- 
sons for  acts  done  by  him  in  pursu- 
ance of  an  authority  rightfully  con- 
ferred upon  him.  The  very  notion  of 
an  agency  proceeds  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  what  a  man  may  lawfully  do 
by  a  substitute,  when  performed,  is 
done  by  himself ;  and  the  individuality 
of  the  agent  so  far  is  merged  in  that 
of  the  principaL  It  is  also  settled,  if 
anything  can  be  established  by  au- 
thority* that  an  agent  is  not  liable  to 
third  persons  for  an  omission  or  neg- 
lect of  duty  in  the  matter  of  his  agen- 
cy, but  that  the  principal  is  alone  re- 
sponsible." The  court,  however,  said 
that  the  plaintiff  makes  title,  if  he  has 
any,  through  the  <^Bcial  acts  of  the 
deputy,  and  is  thus  compelled  to  recog- 
nize the  right  of  the  sheriff  to  receive 
the  deposit,  and  also  the  duty  of  the 
deputy  to  pay  it  over  to  him.  It  thus 
appears  that  the  deputy  was  acting  in 
the  strict  line  of  his  duty,  and  was 
under  no  obligation  to  plaintiff,  and 
therefore  there  waa  no  wrong  for 
which  an  action  would  lie  against 
him. 

7.  Fartn  of  meUon. 

In  most  of  the  cases  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding subdivisions,  the  action  in 
which  relief  was  sought  was  trover  or 
replevin.  In  some  cases  in  which 
money  alone  was  involved  in  the  trans- 
action, the  form  of  the  action  was  for 
money  had  and  received.  The  liabili- 
ty of  the  agent  for  a  conversion  is, 
of  eourse,  founded  on  a  wrongful  act 
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for  which  trover  is  the  proper  form 
of  remedy.  Cyc*  '(vol.  27,  p*  849)  waiyis 
that  an  action  for  money  had  «nd  re- 
ceived is  an  >  equitable  one  in  which 
plaintiff  waives  *all  torts,  trespasses, 
and  damage.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, it  is  quite  probable  that  if  the 
money  has  been  turned  over  to  the 
principal,  money>  had  and  received  is 
not  a  proper  form  of  action.  But  it 
has  been  held  that  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  lies  against  an  agent 
who  has  collected  insumiice  money 
for  his  principal  upon  aioss  for  which 
the  insurer  was  not  liable,  if  he  ha;e 
merely  credited- It '^o  the  principal  in 
his  accounts,  without  having  actually 
paid  it  over.  The  ease  was  treated, 
however,  at  merely  one  of  mistake, 
not  of  wrongdoing' OR* the  part  of  the 
agent.  Bttti;he  court  asks,  Is  it  con- 
flcionable  that  the  agent  should  keep 
money  which  he  has  got  by  the  mis- 
representations  of  his  principal?  Bul- 
ler  V.  Harrison  (1777)  Cowp.  pt.  2,  p. 
666,  98  Eng.  Reprint,  1243. 
■^  But  an  agent  who  eollecte*  for  Bib 
principal  rents,  the  liability  fdr  which 
is  disputed,  is  not  personally  ^liable  to 
the  tenant  for  money  had  and  received 
after  he  has  turned  it  over  to  his  prin- 
cipal. Sadler  v.  Evans  (1766)  4  Builr. 
1984,  98  Eng.  Reprint,  34.  The  court 
thought  that  the  principles  upon 
which  the  actiom  for  money  had  and 
received  was  founded  did  not  apply 
to  the  case.  The  defense  in  such  ac- 
tion is  an  equity,  which  will  rebut  the 
action.  The  •  inoney  was  paid  to  a 
known  agent.  He  w^s  liable  to  his 
principal  for  it;  and  in  such  cases  the 
action  ought '  to  be  brought  against 
the  principal  except  in  special  cases, 
ae  under  noti(5e  or  t&ala  fides. 

So,  the  mere  fact 'that  an  agent  of 
one  partner  in  a  stagecoach  sends  to 
another  partner  less  than,  his  share 
of  the  profits  does'  not  render  him  lia- 
ble to  such* partner  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  re<5eiVed,  although  the 
agetit  acknofWledges  that  his  employer 
had  placed '  the  full  amount  in  his 
hands  W  b^  t^yt^arded,  where  there  is 
nothing  to*  »8*iow  that  the'  employer 
may  not  have  t^mntetmanded  the  pay- 
ment before 'il^i^ad  iiettt.  Howell  v. 
Batt  (1833)»3^1f«hr.»'^& 'M.'881,  5'Bferii. 


&  Ad-  604,  no  Eng;  Reprint,  877,  'S 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  49. 

S.  Liability  of  broker  or  9ales  agent, 

a»  In  generaU 

A  broker  oi*  dales  ag^nt  who  sells 
property  for  one  who  is  not  the  owner 
is  liable  to  the  true  owner  as'  for  a 
corfversion. 

Alabama.  —  Iifarks  v.  Robinson 
a886)  82  Ala.  «9,  2  So.  292. 

Arkansas. — Merchants  &  P.  Bank  V. 
Meyer  (1892)  56  Ark.  499,  20  S.  W. 
406.      '     ' 

•'  California.  —  Cerkel  v.  Waterm'a^ 
(1883)  63  Cal.  34V  Swim' v.  Wilson 
(1891)  90  Cal.  126,  13  L.R.A.  605,  25 
Am.  St.  Rep.  110;  27  Pac.  33. 

Georgia. — National  Bank  v.  Piland 
(1918)  22  Ga.  App.  471,  96  S.  E.  341. 

lUinoia  —  Cassidy  Bros.  &  Co.  V. 
Elk  Grov«  Land  ft  Cattle  Co.  (1894) 
68111.  App.  39. 

Indiana. — Alexander  v.  Swackhamer 
(1885)  105  Ind.  81,  56  AnL  Rep.  180, 

5  N.  E.  908,  4  N.  E.  438;  Fort  v.  Weils 
(1895)  14  Ind.  App.  531;  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  316,  43  N.  E.  156. 

Kanisas. — ^Brown  v.  Jiames  H.  Camp- 
bell Co.  (1890)  44  Ran.' 237,  21  Am. 
St.  Rep.  274,  24  Pac.  492. 

Louisiana.    —    Ledoux    v.    Cooper 
(1847)  2  La:.  Ann.  586;  Ledoux  v.  An- 
derson (1847)  2  La.  Ann.  558. 
-  Massaehusettk-*-Spooner  v.  Holmes 
(1869)  102  Mass.  503,  3  Am.  Rep.  491. 

Maine.— Kimball  v.  Billings  (1867) 
55  Me.  147,  92  Am.  Dec,  581. 

MisstnirL— Koch  v.  Branch  (1869) 
44  Mo.  542,  100  Am.  Dec.  ^24 ;.  LaPay- 
ette  Courity  Bank  v.Mettealf  (1890; 
40  Mo.  App.  494;  Arkansas  City  Bank 
V.  Cassidy  (1896)  71  Mo.  App.  186; 
Laughlin  v.  Barnes  (1898)  76  Mo. 
App.  268;  Thompson  v.  Irwin  (1891) 
76  Mo.  App.  418. 

Nevada.— Bercich'  v.  Marye  (1874) 
9  Nev.  312,  13  M6r.  Min.  Rep.  544. 

New  York.— Everett  v.  Coffin  (1831) 

6  Wend.  603,  22  Am.  Dec.  551 ;  Wil- 
liams V.  Merle  (1833)  11  Weiid.  80,  2b 
Am.  Dec.  604;  Anderson  v.  ^cholas 
(1859)  5  B'osw.  121. 

Tennessee.— Taylor"  V.  Pope  (1867) 
6  Coldw.  418. 

'  EnferlandJ-^FowFer  v.  Hollins  (1872) 
I;;  R.»T  Q.  B.  616,  41  L.  Jf.  Q:  B.  N!  S. 
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277.  27  L.  T.  N.  S.  168^  20  W^ek.  Bep- 
868;  HoUiM  v.  Fowljer  (1875)  L.  R.  7 
a  L  757,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  169,  33 
L  T.  N.  S.   73;   Turner  v.  Hockey 

(1887)  56  L.  J..  Q.  B.  N.  S.  301. 

One  selling  stock  for  another^  who 
has  no  title,  is  liable  to  the  trueowneir 
for  the  conversion.  .  Apderson  v.  Nich- 
olas (N.  YO  supra. 

Agents  who  dispose  of  the  cargo  of 
a  ship  at  the  instance  of  the  master,^ 
and  turn  the  proceeds  ov^  to  him 
without  notice  of  the  rights  jof  third 
persons,  are  nevertheless  lial^le  to  thQ 
true  owner  in  trover.  Everett  v.  Cof « 
fin  (N.  Y.)  supra. 

A  factor  who  sells  property  of  one 
person  under  authority  from  another 
cannot  avoid  liability  in  trover  on  the 
^ound  of  his  agency.  Arkansas  City 
Bank  v.  Cass^id^r  (1896)  71  Mo«  App. 
186.     . 

Brokers  who  sell  cattle  on  the  mar*. 
ket  for  slaughter  and  consumptioxi^ 
and  turn  the  proceeds  over  to  their^ 
employer,  are  liable  in  trover  to  th^ 
true  owner  for  their  value.  LaFayette 
County  Bank  v.  Metcalf  (1890)  40 
Mot.  App.  494. 

Brokers  to  whom  cotton  is  shipped 
for  sale  are  liable  to  the  true  owner 
after  receiving  notice  of  his  jclaim  and 
demand  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
if  they  subsequently  turn  the  proceeds 
over  to  their  correspondent.  Ledoux 
V.  Anderson  and  Ledoux  v.  Cooper 
(La.)  supra. 

A  bank  which,  as  agent  of  a  cottonr 
buyer,  sells  cotton  which  the. latter 
has  not  paid  for,  and  turns  the  pro- 
ceeds over  to  him,  whereby  the  true 
owner  loses  the  price,  is  liable  for  the 
conversion.  National  Bank  v.  Piland 
(1918)  22  6a.  App.  471,  96  S.  E.  841. 

In  Cerkel  v.  Waterman  (1888)  63 
CaL  34,  the  court,  without  discussion, 
held  commission  merchants  liable  for. 
selling  wheat  as  that  of  their  princi- 
pal, and  turning  the  proceeds  over  to 
him,  when  the  wheat  in  fact  belonged 
to  another. 

But  where  a  dairyman  sent  a  cow 
to  a  cattle  market,  and  directed  the 
cattle  salesman  into  whose  pen  it  was 
put,  to  sell  it,  the  mere  fact  that  the 
salesman  received  an  offer  for  it 
which,    when    compiunicated    to   the 


dairyman,  was  accepted  by  him,  and 
paid  the  proceeds  throiigh  his  bank 
account  to  the  dairyman,  does  not 
render  the.  salesman  liable  for  a  con-' 
version.  Turner  y.  Hockey  (Eng.) 
supra.  The  court  applied  the  rule  of 
the  conduit  pipe,  saying  that  where 
the  salesman  merely  acts  as  a  conduit 
by  which  title  is  passed  from  seller 
to  buyer  without  himself  interfering 
with  it,  he  is  not  perspnally,  liable. 

The  assumption  and  exercise  of  do- 
minion over  a^  chattel  inconsistent 
with  the  title  and  general  dominion 
which  the  true  owner  has  in  and  over 
it  is  a  conversion,  apd  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  act  done  be  for  the  use 
of  defendant  himself,  or  of  a  third 
person.  And  therefore  it  was  held» 
by  a  divided  court^  in  Fowler  v.  Hol- 
lins  (1872)  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  (EngO  628, 
41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  277,  27  L.  T.  N.  S. 
168,  20  Week.  Rep.  868,  affirming  a 
judgment  of  the  Queegi^s  bench,  that 
a  broker  who  sells  qottpn  the  title  to 
which  was  fraudulently  obtained  by 
his  employer,  is  personally  liable  for. 
the  conversion  in  ca^e  he  .sells  it  to  a 
stranger.  The  case  was,  however,  af- 
firmed by  the  House  of  Lords  in 
(1876)  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  757,  44  L.  J.  Q. 
B-  N.  S.  169,  33  L.  T.  N.  S.  73,  but  it 
seemed  to  be  the  opinion  of  some  of 
the  judges,  at  least,  that  since  brokers 
act  merely  as  conduits  to  pass  the 
title  from  seller  to  buyer  without 
themselves  interfering  with  the  goods, 
there  would  be  i^o  liability. 

So,  commission  merchants  selling 
mortgaged  property  are  liable  in  tro- 
ver to  the  nK)rtgagee.  Brown  v.  James 
H.  Campbell  Co.  (1890)  44  Kan.  237, 
21  Am.  St.  Rep.  274,  24  Pac.  492. 

A  commission  merchant  who  sells 
mortgaged  property  for  the  mortgagor 
when  the  mortgage  is  on  record  is  lia- 
ble in  trover,  although  he  immediately 
turns  over  the  proceeds  to  his  employ- 
er. Marks  v.  Robinson  (1886)  82  Ala. 
69,  2  So.  292. 

A  factor  who  sells  cotton  with  no- 
tice of  a  lien  upon  it,,  thereby  aiding; 
in  the  destruction  of  the  lien,  is  liable, 
for  conversion.  Merchants  &  P.  Bank- 
V.  Meyer  (1892)  56  Ark.  499,  20  S.  W. 
406. 

In  an  earij  Tennessee  case  it  was 


••:• 


134 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


held  that  factors  who  sell  property  for 
an  agent  in  possession,  and  turn  the 
money  over  to  him,  are  liable  in  trover 
to  the  true  owner.  Taylor  v.  Pope 
(1867)  5  Coldw.  (Teiuu)  413. 

But  that  case  was  overruled  in 
Roach  V.  Turk  (1872)  9  Heisk.  (Tciul) 
708,  24  Am.  Rep.  360,  where  it  was 
held  that  commission  merchants  are 
not  liable  to  the  true  owner  for  selling 
property  for  one  wrongfully  claiming 
it,  and  turning  the  proceeds  over  to 
him,  without  notice  of  the  rights  of 
the  owner.  The  court  says :  "If  the 
plaintiff?  recover  in  this  case,  it  must 
be  for  a  conversion  of  the  cotton  by 
parties  who  had  no  knowledge  of  their 
title  or  claim,  and  who  never  for  a 
moment  claimed  adversely  to  their 
rights.  It  is  equally  clear  that  we 
must  force  upon  the  defendants  the 
position  of  antagonism  to  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiffs,  contrary  to  the  facts 
of  the  case,  and  assume  that  they  are 
gruilty  of  a  tortious  conversion  when 
it  is  evident  that,  had  they  known  of 
the  plaintiffs'  title,  they  would  most 
readily  have  yielded  to  it.  Can  such 
a  liability  be  based  on  sound  princi- 
ple? We  think  not.  .  .  .  It  is 
clear,  beyond  question,  that  there  can 
be  no  conversion  in  a  case  like  this 
without  an  adverse  holding  or  claim 
as  against  the  title  of  the  true  owner 
(which  necessarily  involves  a  knowl- 
edge of  such  title) ;  and  until  such 
knowledge  is  fixed  on  the  party  in  pos- 
session, or  who  has  been  in  the  posses- 
sion, of  the  property,  he  cannot,  in  the 
language  of  Mr.  Greenleaf,  be  said  to 
'exercise  dominion  over  it  in  exclusion 
or  in  defiance  of  the  plaintiff's  right, 
or  to  withhold  the  possession  from  the 
plaintiff  under  a  claim  of  title  incon- 
sistent with  the  title  of  the  true  own- 
er/ ...  In  order  to  make  the  factor 
liable,  a  demand  must  be  made  while 
the  property  or  its  proceeds  are  in  his 
hands;  or  notice  of  the  owner's  title, 
or  the  want  of  title  on  the  part  of  the 
party  placing  it  in  his  hands,  must  be 
brought  home  to  him,  and  thus  fix  up- 
on him  a  wrongful  assertion  of  do- 
minion and  control  over  another's 
property,  and  in  defiance  of  his  right." 

d.  stolen  pr&per9if. 

A  broker  selling  stolen  property  la 


liable  in  trover  to  the  true  owner. 
Bercich  v.  Marye  (1874)  9  Nev.  312, 
13  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  644;  Thompson  v. 
Allen  (1898)  76  Mo.  App.  418;  Laugh- 
lin  V.  Barnes  (1898)  76  Mo.  App.  258; 
Fort  V.  Wells  (1896)  14  Ind.  App.  631, 
56  Am.  St  Rep.  316,  43  N.  £.  165. 

An  agent  who  sells  stolen  bonds  for 
his  principal,  and  delivers  to  him  the 
proceeds,  is  liable  in  trover  for  their 
conversion.  Kimball  v.  Billings 
(1867)  66  Me.  147,  92  Am.  Dec.  581. 
The  court  says  the  principal  could  not 
secure  to  the  agent  immunity  for  an 
act  which  the  principal  could  not  do 
himself. 

A  factor  who  sells  stolen  property 
for  the  thief,  and  refuses  information 
to  enable  the  true  owner  to  trace  the 
property,  is  liable  in  trover.  Cassidy 
Bros.  &  (3o.  V.  Elk  Grove  Land  &  Cattle 
Co.  (1894)  58  UL  App.  39.  The  court 
says  that,  as  against  the  view  of  lia- 
bility, it  is  argued :  "That  such  a  rule 
imperils  great  commercial  interests, 
and  that  those  great  agencies  by  which 
property  is  necessarily  transferred 
from  seller  to  buyer  should  not  be  re- 
quired to  investigate  title  to  the  prop- 
erty handled  at  the  peril  of  liability 
for  its  value.  There  is  mqch  force  in 
this  contention,  which  has  been  ex- 
haustively discussed  in  the  cases  re- 
ferred to,  and  yet,  in  principle,  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why,  if  the  innocent 
purchaser  of  stolen  property  is  liable, 
the  agent,  who  should  know  better 
than  he  the  title,  and  who  induced  Um 
purchase,  should  not  also  be  equally 
liable.  If  the  purchaser  is  guilty  of 
a  tort,  the  one  who  suggests  it  and 
aids  in  its  commission,  according  to 
the  fundamental  rules  of  law,  is  equal- 
ly guilty.  There  are  no  agencies  in 
torts." 

A  broker  who  sells  stolen  securities 
and  turns  the  proceeds  over  to  the 
thief  is  liable  to  the  true  owner  for 
their  value.  Swim  v.  Wilson  (1891) 
90  Cal.  126,  13  L.R.A.  605,  25  Am.  St. 
Rep.  110,  27  Pac.  33.  The  court  says 
it  is  clear  that  the  thief  did  not  ac- 
quire a  right  to  the  stock,  and  it  is 
equally  clear  that  defendant,  acting, 
for  him  as  his  agent,  did  not  have  a 
greater  right,  and  his  act  was,  there- 
fore, wholly  unauthorized,  and,  in  law, 
a  conversion  of  the  property.  "To  hold 
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the  defendant  liable,  under  the  circnm- 
stances  disclosed  here,  may  seem,  up* 
on  first  impression,  to  be  a  hardship 
npon  him.  But  it  is  a  matter  of  every- 
day experience  that  one  cannot  always 
be  perfectly  secure  from  loss  in  his 
dealiniTS  with  others,  and  the  defend- 
ant here  is  only  in  the  position  of  a 
person  who  has  trusted  to  the  honesty 
of  another,  and  has  been  deceived.  He 
undertook  to  act  as  agent  for  one  who, 
it  now  appears,  was  a  thief;  and,  rely- 
ing on  his  representations,  aided  his 
principal  to  convert  the  plaintilTs 
property  into  money;  and  it  is  no 
greater  hardship  to  require  him  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  its  value  than  it 
would  be  to  take  the  same  away  from 
the  innocent  vendee,  who  purchased 
and  paid  for  it.** 

If  one  with  whom  a  horse  has  been 
placed  for  sale  refuses  to  deliver  it  to 
another,  claiming  that  it  had  been 
stolen  from  him,  he  may  be  held  liable 
for  conversion.  Lee  y.  Robinson 
(1856)  18  C.  B.  699,  189  Eag-  Reprint, 
1S04,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  1098,  2&  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  249. 

In  Alexander  v.  Swackhamer  (1886) 
105  bML  81,  55  Am.  Rep.  180,  4  N.  E. 
433,  5  N.  E.  908,  which  involved  the 
liability  of  the  ultimate  purchaser  of 
stolen  propefty  to  the  true  owner,  the 
court,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion, 
says  that  when  the  brokerage  firm 
sold  the  property,  received  the  money, 
and  turned  it  over  to  the  thief,  this 
amounted  to  a  conversion  of  the  prop* 
erty  for  which  the  brokers  were  lia« 
ble. 

One  who  merely  collects  for  a  thief 
a  government  voucher,  and  turns  the 
proceeds  over  to  him,  is  liable  for  con- 
version to  the  true  owner.  Koch  v. 
Branch  (1869)  44  Mo.  542,  100  Am. 
Dec.  324.  The  court  says  public  pol^ 
icy  as  well  as  private  rights  demand 
that  the  settled  rule  that  no  title  shall 
pass  through  a  thief  shall  not  be  re- 
laxed, and  those  who  buy  it  of  him 
shall  be  compelled  to  give  up  the  prop- 
trty  unless  they  have  converted  it, 
when  they  shall  be  held  for  its  value. 
Factors  and  agents  also  should  be  held 
to  the  same  accountability.  It  is  their 
duty  to  know  for  whom  they  act,  and 
whether  they  can  be  saved  harmless 


if  their  actions  shall  amount  to  a  con- 
version of  another's  property. 

But  one  who,  as  agent,  sells  coupons 
from  stolen  bonds  and  turns  the  pro- 
ceeds over  to  his  employer,  is  not  lia- 
ble in  trover  for  conversion  of  the 
coupons.  Spooner  v.  Holmes  (1869) 
102  Masfik  503,  3  Am.  Rep.  491.  The 
court  held  that  the  coupons  were  ne- 
gotiable and  subject  to  the, same  rules 
as  bank  bills  or  other  negotiable  in- 
struments payable  in  money  to  bearer. 
The  court  concluded  that  neither  tak- 
ing the  coupons  by  delivery,  transfer- 
ring them  by  delivery,  nor  paying  over 
the  proceeds  to  the  employer,  consti- 
tutes a  conversion  for  which  the 
broker  could  be  held  liable  in  an  ac- 
tion of  tort  in  the  nature  of  trover. 

The  agent  must,  however,  have  re- 
ceived the  coupons,  and  sold  them 
without  notice  of  the  infirmity  of  his 
employer's  title,  and  have  acted  in 
good  faith,  without  gross  negligence, 
as  agent  only,  without  receiving  any 
benefit  from  the  transaction. 

#.  Auctioneers 
••  In  general 

An  auctioneer  who  makes  sale  of 
property  which  does  not  belong  to  the 
one  employing  him,  and  passes  the 
title  to*  the  purchaser,  is  personally 
liable  to  the  true  owner  for  the  con- 
version. 

California.— Rogers  v.  Huie  (1851) 
1  Cal.  429,  54  Am.  Dec.  300 ;  Rogers  v. 
Huie  (1852)  2  Cal.  571,  56  Am.  Dec. 
863. 

Massachusetts.  —  Hills  v.  Snell 
(1870)  104  Mass.  173,  6  Am.  Rep.  216; 
Milliken  v.  Hathaway  (1888)  148 
Mass.  69,  1  L.R.A.  510,  19  N.  E.  16; 
Robinson  v.  Bird  (1893)  158  Mass, 
857,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  495,  33  N.  E.  891; 
Coles  V.  Clark  (1849)  3  Cush.  399. 

Michigan.  —  Kearney  v.  Clutton 
(1894)  101  Mich.  106,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 
394,  59  N.  W.  419. 

New  York.  —  Hoffman  v.  Carow 
(1838)  20  Wend.  21,  affirmed  in  (1839) 
22  Wend.  285;  Moloughney  v.  Hege- 
man  (1880)  9  Abb.  N.  C.  403. 

Canada.  —  Johnston  v.  Henderson 
(1896)  28  Ont.  Rep.  25. 

England.  —  Hardacre  v.  Stewart 
(1804)    5   Esp.   103;   Farebrother  v. 
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Ansley  (1808)  1  Campb.  343;  Adam- 
son  V.  Jarvis  (1827)  4  Bing.  66,  130 
Eng,  Reprint,  698,  6  L.  J.  C.  P.  68; 
Iredale  v.  Kendall  (1878)  40  L.  T.  N. 
S.  362;  Cochrane  v.  Rymill  (1879)  40 
L.  T.  N.  S.  744,  27  Week.  Rep.  776; 
Barker  v.  Furlong  [1891]  2  Ch.  172, 
60  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  368,  64  L.  T.  N.  S. 
411,  39  Week.  Rep.  621;  Consolidated 
Co.  V.  Curtis  [1892]  1  Q.  B.  495,  61 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  325,  40  Week.  Rep. 
426,  56  J.  P.  565,  26  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  162. 

Ireland. — Ganly  y.  Ledwidge  (1876) 
Ir.  Rep.  10  C.  L.  33. 

In  Hills  V.  Snell  (Mass.)  8upra» 
there  is  a  dictum  to  the  effect  that  an 
auctioneer  or  a  broker  who  sells  prop- 
erty for  one  who  has  no  title,  and  pays 
over  to  him  the  proceeds  with  no 
knowledge  of  the  defect  of  title  or 
want  of  authority,  is  liable  to  the  true 
owner  for  its  conversion. 

An  auctioneer  who,  with  notice, 
sells  property  of  a  third  person  at  the 
instance  of  his  client,  is  personally 
liable  to  the  true  owner.  Hardacre  v. 
Stewart  (Eng.)  supra.  The  court  said 
that  by  his  manner  of  conducting  him- 
self he  made: himself  quasi  principal. 
If  a  man  sells  property  of  others  with 
full  notice  that  he  is  doing  wrong,  and 
that  he  is  disposing  of  that  to  which 
he  has  no  title,  he  is  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion for  money  had  and  received. 

In  Adamson  v.  Jarvis  (1827)  4  Bing. 
66,  130  Eng.  Reprint,  693,  5  L.  J.  C.  P. 
68,  which  was  an  action  by  an  auction*- 
eer  for  contribution  from  the  one  who 
delivered  property  to  him  for  sale,  it 
appeared  that  the  auctioneer,  relying 
on  defendant's  claim  to  title,  had  sold 
the  property  to  a  third  person,  and 
had  been  compelled  to  make  restitu- 
tion to  the  true  owner. 

In  Farebrother  v.  Ansley  (1808)  1 
Campb.  (Eng.)  343,  where  a  judgment 
had  been  rendered  against  an  auction- 
eer for  selling  property  wrongfully 
seized  by  a  sheriff,  a  recovery  of  in- 
demnity which  he  sought  from  the 
sheriff  was  denied  on  the  ground  that 
there  is  no  contribution  between 
wrongdoers. 

An  auctioneer  who  has  actual  pos- 
session and  makes  delivery  of  goods 
sold  for  one  person  which  are  the 
property. of  another  is  liable  to  the 


latter  for  conversion.  Goi^ftolidated 
Co.  v.  Curtis  (Eng.)  supra. 
'  Where  «  mortgagee  of  some  cabs 
procured  a  loan  on  them  from  an  auc- 
tioneer, and  then  had  the  auctioneer 
sell  them,  after  which  the  auctioneer 
delivered  the  proceeds  to  him  over  and 
above  the  loan,  the  auctioneer  was 
held  liable  to  the  mortgagor.  Coch- 
rane v.  Rymill  (1879)  40  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  744,  27  Week.  Rep.  776.  The 
court  said  that  the  case  showed  a 
clear  dealing  with  the  property,  and 
an  exercising  of  dominion  over  the 
chattels,  and  a  delivery  af  them  to  the 
purchaser.  In  that  case  it  is  said  that 
if  a  man  goes  into  an  auctioneer's 
yard,  holding  a  horse  by  the  bridle, 
and  says:.  'Iwant  to  sell  my  horse;  if 
you  will  find  a  purchaser  I  will  pay  a 
commission.*'  And  the  auctioneer  says : 
^'Here  is  a  man  who  wants  to  sell  a 
horse;  will  anyone  buy  him?'' — ^if  he 
then  and  there  finds  him  a  purchaser 
and  the  seller  himself  hands  over  the 
horse,  there  will  be  no  act  on  the  part 
df  the  auctioneer  which  could  render 
him  liable  for  conversion.  But  in  the 
ease  before  the  court  there  was  a 
clear  dealing  with  the  property,  and 
exercising  dominion  over  the  chattel, 
and  a  delivery  of  it  by  the  defendant 
to  another  person,  to  do  what  he  liked 
with  it.  The  owner  has  a  right  to 
say:  ''You  have  undertaken  to  deal 
with  my  goods  as  though  you  had  a 
right  to  sell  them  or  deal  with  them; 
I  am  not  going  to  take  the  trouble  to 
trace  each  one  of  them,  but  I  look  to 
you  for  the  value  of  them." 

Where  an  auctioneer  proceeds  to 
sell  goods  as  the  property  of  a  tenant 
after  the  landlord  has  levied  a  distress 
upon  thenu  he  is  liable  for  a  rescue. 
Iredale  v.  Kendall  (1878)  40  L.  T.  N. 
S.  (Eng.)  362.  The  defense  was  that 
the  defendant  did  not  attach  the  goods, 
but  merely  received  the  bids  on  them, 
and  the  tenant  delivered  them  to  the 
purchaser;  but  the  court  said  that 
the  defendant  enabled  the  tenant  to 
dispose  of  the  goods  and  assisted  hina 
in  so  doing.  He  knowingly  and  inten« 
tionally  assisted  in  transferring  the 
dominion  to  property  in  the  goods  to 
the  purchaser,  and  was  therefore  lia<- 
ble. 
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But  where  horses  were  sold  in  the 
yard  of  an  auctioneer  by  one  who  had 
already  granted  a  bill  of  sale,  of  them 
to  a  third  person,  the  auctioneer  mere- 
ly taking:  a  commission  on  the  sale»  it 
was  held  that  he  did  not  interfere  with 
them  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  personally 
liable  for  the  conversion.  National 
Mercantile  Bank  v.  Rymill  (1881)  44 
L  T.  N.  S.  (Engr.)  767. 

In  one  English  case  it  was  held  that 
where  a  person  who  has  given  a  bill 
of  sale  of  a  cow  takes  it  to  an  auc- 
tioneer for  sale»  the  latter  will  not 
be  liable  for  making  the  sale,  where 
he  is  ignorant  of  the  fact  of  the.  prior 
bill  of  sale.  The  court  places  this  rul- 
ing upon  the  ground  that  he  is  a  mere 
conduit  pipe  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
veying the  interest.  Turner  v.  Hockey 
(1887)  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  SOL 
Bat  in  Consolidated  Co.  v.  Curtis 
[1892]  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  502,  61  L.  J^  Q. 
B.  N.  S.  325,  40  Week.  Rep.  426,  56  J. 
P.  565,  25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  162,  it  is 
said  that  if  delivery  under  the  con- 
tract be  assumed,  that  proposition  is 
not  law.  It  is  in  direct  conflict  with 
principle  and  with  authority.  The 
decision  is,  however,  justified  on  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  th^  auctioneer 
merely  obtained  an  offer  which  he 
communicated  to  the  seller,  who  ac^ 
eepted  it,  so  that  the  auctioneer  did 
no  more  than  act  aa  a  merie  intermedi* 
ary  in  the  transaction. 

h.  stolen  rnnd  mortgaged  property. 

The  rule  of  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  auctioneer  applies  even  though  the 
property  has  been  stolen  or  is  subject 
to  mortgage,  of  which  facts  he  is  ig- 
norant. 

A  salesmaster  in  a  public  market 
who  sells  a  stolen  cow  and  turns  the 
proceeds  over  to  the  one  offering  it 
for  sale  is  personally  liable  in  trover 
to  the  true  owner,  although  he  did 
not  know  that  it  was  stolen.  Ganly  v. 
Ledwidge  (1876)  Ir.  L.  Rep.  10  C.  L.  33, 

Where  an  auctioneer  receives  mis- 
appropriated goods  into  his  custody, 
and,  on  selling  them,  hands  them  over 
to  the  purchasers  with  a  view  to  pass- 
ing the  property  to  them,  he  is  guilty 
of  conversion.  Barker  v.  Furlong 
[1891]  2  Ch.  (Eng.)  172,  60  L.  J.  Ch. 


N-  S.  368,  64  L.  T.  N.  S.  411,  39  Week. 
Rep.  621.  The  court  says  the  general 
rule  is  that,  where  an  agent  takes  part 
in  transferring  the  property  in  a  chat- 
tel, and  it  turns  out  that  his  principal 
has  no  title,  his  ignorance  of  this 
fact  affords  him  no  protection.  And 
Turner  v.  Hockey  (1887)  56  L..  J.  Q. 
B.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  301»  where,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  auctioneer  was 
held  not  liable,  was  questioned. 

The  case  of  Hoffman  v.  Carow 
(1838)  20  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  21,  where  an 
auctioneer  was  held  liable  for  selling 
stolen  goods,  was  not  decided  strictly 
upon  the  question  of  the  liability  of 
an  agent,  but  merely  on  the  general 
question  of  the  public  policy  with  re- 
spect to  dealing  with  stolen  property. 
Senator  Verplanck,  in  writing  for  af- 
firmance on  appeal  in  (1839)  22  Wend. 
285,  said:  .  "The  policy  of  our  law  is 
to  make  every  man  look  to  the  charac- 
ter of  those  with  whom  he  deals,  and 
who  are  responsible  for  the  title  of 
property  in  the  articles  bought  and 
sold.  If  he  does  not  do  this,  he  must 
take  the  consequent  risk.  The  same 
considerations  of  public  policy  apply 
to  him  who  sells  as  the  agent  of  an- 
other, as  to  him  who  buys;  both  of 
them  are  to  look  to  the  character  of 
the  person  with  whom  they  deal.  If 
in  this  they  are  negligent,  or  have 
been  deceived,  they  must  take  the  con- 
sequences whenever  their  rights  come 
into  conflict  with  those  of  any  inno- 
cent sufferer  by  the  act  of  the  same 
guilty  third  party.  Accordingly,  the 
doctrine  of  our  decisions  is,  that  the 
original  and  true  owner  of  movable 
property,  who  has  not  by  his  own  act 
or  assent  given  a  color  of  title  or  an 
apparent  right  of  sale  to  another,  may 
recover  the  value  of  those  goods  from 
anyone  having  them  in  possession  and 
refusing  to  deliver  them  up,  or  who 
has  applied  them  to  his  own  use,  or 
has  in  any  other  way  converted  them; 
i.  e.,  has  changed  the  substance  of 
the  things  in  question,  their  charac- 
ter, use,  or  ownership,  to  the  injury 
of  the  real  owner."  But  he  further 
said :  "In  the  argument  before  us,  it 
was  very  strongly  urged  that  a  rule  of 
law  thus  charging  mere  agents  would 
work  great  public  injury  as  well  as 
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private  injustice,  as  it  would  extend 
to  common  carriers,  shipmasters,  and 
others,  through  whose  hands  goods 
feloniously  or  wrongfully  obtained 
might  pass.  There  may  be  some  cases 
going  to  that  length,  but  they  are  not, 
in  my  judgment,  within  the  principle 
or  the  policy  of  the  rule,  nor  are  they 
included  in  the  older  decisions.  .  .  • 
I  cannot  think  the  law  charges  one 
who  had  accidentally  a  temporary  pos- 
session of  goods  without  claim  of 
property,  and  with  which  he  has  part- 
ed before  demand.  It  requires  a 
wrongful  taking  or  conversion  of  the 
thing  itself  to  make  the  transaction 
tortious.  The  auctioneers  who  had 
sold  the  goods  now  in  question  have 
made  such  an  unauthorized  conversion, 
and  must  be  answerable  for  the  value. 
In  this  instance  the  rule  falls  hardly 
upon  innocent  and  honorable  men; 
but,  looking  to  general  considerations 
of  legal  policy,  I  cannot  conceive  a 
more  salutary  regulation  than  that  of 
obliging  the  auctioneer  to  look  well 
to  the  title  of  the  goods  which  he  sells^ 
and,  in  case  of  feloniously  obtained 
property,  to  hold  him  responsible  to 
the  buyer  or  the  true  owner,  as  the  one 
or  the  other  may  happen  to  suffer." 

In  an  early  California  case  it  was 
held  that  an  auctioneer  who  sells 
stolen  goods  and  turns  the  proceeds 
over  to  the  thief  is  liable  in  trover  for 
the  conversion.  Rogers  v.  Huie  (1851) 
1  Cal.  429,  54  Am.  Dec.  300.  But 
a  different  conclusion  was  reached  in 
that  case,  apparently,  on  a  rehearing. 
Rogers  v.  Huie  (1852)  2  Cal.  571, 
56  Am.  Dec.  363.  The  court  holds 
that  there  was  no  conversion  by 
the  auctioneer,  there  being  no  appro- 
priation of  the  goods  to  his  own  use, 
or  wrongful  intent,  which  was  held  to 
be  necessary  to  a  conversion.  It  says 
he  was  a  mere  agent  for  the  transmis- 
sion of  the  property  from  one  hand  to 
another.  Each  act  committed  in  con- 
nection with  the  goods  was  not  his 
act,  but  that  of  his  employer.  A  case 
relied  on  for  authority  held  that  one 
acting  in  the  usual  course  of  trade 
is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule. 
The  distinction  between  that  case  and 
that  of  a  servant  is  that  here  is  a  pub- 
lic employment.     In  Swim  v.  Wilson 


(1891)  90  CaL  126,  IS  LJI.A.  605,  25 
AnL  St.  Rep.  110,  27  Pac.  33,  however, 
the  later  opinion  is  cited  as  overruled. 

So,  an  auctioneer  is  liable  for  sell- 
ing mortgaged  goods  at  the  instance 
of  the  mortgagor.  Moloughney  v. 
Hegeman  (1880)  9  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.) 
403. 

Although  he  had  no  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  mortgage.  Coles  v.  Clark 
(1849)  3  Cush.  (Mass.)  399. 

An  auctioneer  who  persists  in  sell- 
ing under  a  mortgage  given  to  delay 
creditors  notwithstanding  demand  by 
a  representative  of  the  insolvent  mort- 
gagor is  liable  for  the  conversion. 
Milliken  v.  Hathaway  (1888)  148 
Mass.  69,  1  L.R.A.  510,  19  N.  E.  16. 

But  in  Frizzell  v.  Rundle  (1890)  88 
Teiut  396,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  908,  12  S. 
W.  918,  it  was  held  that  an  auctioneer 
is  not  liable  for  selling  for  a  mort- 
gagor the  mortgaged  property,  and 
turning  over  the  proceeds  to  him,  so 
as  to  deprive  the  mortgagee  of  his 
lien.  This  ruling  is  put  upon  the 
ground  that  the  constructive  notice  of 
the  record  did  not  bind  the  auctioneer, 
who  himself  asserted  no  title  to  the 
property. 

And  somewhat  in  accord  with  that 
doctrine  is  the  unreported  case  of 
Jacobs,  cited  in  Ashe  v.  Livingston 
(1797)  2  S.  C.  L.  (2  Bay)  84,  where 
it  was  held  that  an  auctioneer  is  not 
liable  to  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  in  case  he  turns  over  to  his 
employer  the  money  received  from  the 
sale,  although  the  property  sold  be- 
longed to  a  third  person.  There  is, 
however,  some  ground  for  distinction 
between  liability  in  the  two  forms  of 
action.  If  the  agent  is  regarded  as 
merely  having  received  the  money,  he 
must  have  received  it  as  a  mere  con- 
duit for  its  transmission;  whereas  if 
the  effort  is  made  to  hold  the  agent 
liable  for  dealing  with  the  property, 
he  may  be  regarded  as  assisting  in  the 
conversion,  and  so  be  liable  in  trover» 
as  the  cases  usually  regard  him. 

le.  FortHhle  entry  and  detainer. 

One  cannot  defeat  an  action  for 
forcible  entry  and  detainer  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  acting  as  agent. 
Luling  V.  Sheppard    (1896)   112  Ala. 
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688,  21  So.  352.  The  court  says  the 
act  is  a  tort,  and  no  principle  of  law 
if  more  general  and  better  settled 
than  that  one  guilty  of  a  tort  cannot 
justify  on  the  ground  that  he  was  act- 
ing in  the  capacity  of  an  agent,  and 
not  on  his  personal  responsibility. 
It  baa  never  been  questioned  that  an 
agent  is  liable  for  his  actual  torts. 

IV»  Misfeasance. 
a.  /ft  ffcnerat* 

As  has  been  seen  from  the  foregoing 
subdivisions  of  this  annotation,  there 
is  very  little  difficulty  in  determining 
what  is  an  act  of  malfeasance,  and  the 
liability  of  the  servant  or  agent  for 
eonunitting  it;  but  when  it  comes  to 
distinguishing  between  misfeasance 
and  nonfeasance,  and  laying  down  any 
rule  which  will  be  of  practical  value, 
very  great  difficulty  is  encountered. 
As  a  general  proposition  for  classifi- 
cation purposes,  the  acts  of  misfea- 
sance are  merely  acts  of  negligence, 
I  e.,  the  misperformance  of  acts 
which  there  is  a  perfect  right  to  per- 
form in  a  proper  way.  Very  slight 
consideration  will  show  that  the  true 
distinction  between  misfeasance  and 
nonfeasance  is  not  merely  between 
performance  and  omission  to  perform. 
For  example,  a  motorman  in  charge  of 
a  street  car  injures  a  pedestrian  at  a 
highway  crossing.  It  cannot  be  true 
that  he  would  be  liable  if  the  injury 
were  caused  by  driving  the  car  too 
fast,  but  would  not  be  liable  if  it  were 
caused  by  his  failure  to  stop  the  car 
in  time  to  avoid  the  injury.  Applica- 
tion of  the  formula  that  the  servant 
was  liable  for  misfeasance,  but  not 
for  nonfeasance,  would  render  the  con- 
ductor of  a  train  liable  in  case  he  in- 
jured a  drunken  passenger  by  negli- 
gently removing  him  from  the  car,  but 
not  liable  for  injury  by  the  drunken 
person  to  a  fellow  passenger,  result- 
ing from  the  conductor's  failure  to  re- 
move or  restrain  him.  In  many  of  the 
eases  where  the  courts  have  attempted 
to  apply  the  formula  they  have  held 
acts  of  omission  to  be  misfeasance. 
These  cases  will  be  considered  in  sub- 
division V.  of  this  annotation.  It  may 
be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  however, 
that  the  servant  or  agent  is  liable  for 


any  injuries  caused  to  third  persons 
by  active,  as  distinguished  from  pas- 
sive, negligence  on  his  part.  This 
does  not  mean  that  there  may  not  be 
liability  for  passive  negligence,  but 
that  question  will  be  considered  in 
later  subdivisions. 

United  States.— Standard  Oil  Co.  v. 
Anderson  (1909)  212  U.  S.  215,  53  L. 
ed.  480,  29  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  252. 

California.^ — Zibbell  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.  (1911)  160  Cal.  237,  116  Pac.  513. 

Coloradow— Miller  v.  Staples  (1893) 
8  Colo.  App.  93,  32  Pac.  81. 

Georgia. — Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Griz- 
zle (1906)  124  Ga.  734,  110  Am.  St. 
Rep.  191,  53  S.  B.  244;  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Reynolds  (1906)  126  6a.  657,  55  S. 
E.  1039;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Peoples  (1911)  136  Ga.  448,  71  S.  E. 
805;  Wadley  v.  Dooly  (1912)  138  Ga. 
275,  75  S.  E.  163. 

Illinois. — Johnson  v.  Barber  (1849) 
10  111.  425,  50  Am.  Dec.  416 ;  Tuller  v. 
Voght  (1851)  13  111.  277;  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Foulks  (1901)  191  111.  57,  60 
N.  E.  890 ;  Chicago  A  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Neil- 
son  (1905)  118  111.  App.  343.  | 

Indiana.r— Block  v.  Haseltine  (1891) 
8  Ind.  App.  491,  29  N.  E.  937 ;  Blue  v. 
Briggs  (1894)  12  Ind.  App.  105,  39  N. 
E.  885;  Indiana  Nitroglycerin  &  Tor- 
pedo Co.  V.  Lippincott  Glass  Co. 
(1904)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  72  N.  E.  183. 

Iowa.^-Hough  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
(1914)  169  Iowa,  224,  149  N.  W.  885; 
E.  H.  Emery  A  Co.  v.  American  Re^ 
FRiGESATOR  TRANSIT  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  86. 

Kentucky.  —  Chesapeake  A  O.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dixon  (1898)  104  Ky.  608, 
47  S.  W.  615;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Coley  (1905)  121  Ky.  385,  1  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  370,  89  S.  W.  234;  Chesapeake 
&  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Banks  (1911)  144  Ky. 
137,  137  S.  W.  1066,  affirmed  in  (1914) 
232  U.  S.  146,  58  L.  ed.  544,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  278. 

Louisiana.  *—  Le  Blanc  v.  Sweet 
(1902)  107  La.  355,  90  Am.  St.  Rep. 
303,  31  So.  766;  Englert  v.  New  Or- 
leans R.  &  Light  Co.  (1911)  128  La. 
473,  54  So.  963;  Burke  v.  Werlein 
(1918)  143  La.  788,  79  So.  405. 

Massachusetts.  —  Bell  v.  Josselyn 
(1855)  3  Gray,  309,  63  Am.  Dec.  741; 
Hawkesworth  v.  Thompson  (1867)  98 
Mass.  77,  93  Asl  Dec.  137 ;  Mulchey  v. 
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Methodist  Religious  Soc.  (1878)  125 
Mass.  487;  Bickford  v.  'Richards 
(1891)  154  Mass.  163,  26  Am.  St.  Rep. 
224,  27  N.  E.  1014;  Corliss  v.  Keown 
(1910)  207  Mass.  149,  93  N.  E.  143; 
Banfield  v.  Whipple  (1865)  10  Allen, 
30,  87  Am.  Dec.  618;  Parsons  v.  Win- 
chell  (1850)  5  Cush.  592,  52  Am.  Dec. 
745.  '■•      '     • 

Missouri  —  Harrimaii  ▼.  StoWe 
(1874)  57  Mo:  93;  Bilis  v.  Cook  (1875) 
60  Mo.  391.  » 

New  Jersey.  -^  Whalen  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co;  (1906)  73  N:  J.  L.  192, 
63Atl.993; 

New  iTork.  —  SUydam  v.  MoOre 
(1850)  8  Barb.  3S8;  Wright  v.  Wilcox 
(1888)  19  Wend.  348,  32  Am.  Dec.  507. 
'  North  Dakota.  -^  Schlosser  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1910)  20  N.  D.  406, 
127  N.  W.  502;  Edwards  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1919)  42  N.  D.  154, 
171  N.  W.  87J.  '  ' 

South  Ca^ollnaL— EUii  v.  Southern 
R.  Co.  (1905)  72  S.  C.  465,  2  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  378,  52  «.  E.  228,  19  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  541;  Able  V.  Southern'  R.  Co. 
(1906)  78  S:  GJ  178,  52  S.  E.  962,  19 
Am.  Neg.  Ret).  549;  C&rter  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (1910)  84^.  O.  546, 
66S.  E.  997. 

Tennessee^ — Nashville,  G.  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Price  (1911)  125  Tenn.  646, 
148S.W.219. 

Texas.— E^stin  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1906)  99  Tex.  654,  92  S.  W.  838. 

Washington. — Cronkhite  v.  Whalen 
(1920)  111  Wash.  31, 189  Pac.  94. 

England. — Morse  v.  Slue  (1673)  1 
Ventr.  238*,  1  Mod.  85,  86  Eng.  Reprint, 
159,  752,  T.  Raym.  220, 83  Eng.  Reprint, 
453,  5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  244;  Michael  v. 
Alestree  (1676)  2  Lev.  172,  83  Eng. 
Reprint,  504,  3  Keble,  650,  84  Eng.  Re- 
print, 932;  Stone  v.  Cartwright  (1795) 
6  T.  R.  411,  101  Eng.  Reprint,  622,  9 
Mor.  Min.  Rep.  672;  Williams  v.  Cran- 
ston (1816)  2  Starkie,  82;  Whitamore 
V.  Waterhouse  (1830)  4  Car.  &  P.  382; 
Quarman  v.  Burnett  (1840)  6  Mees.  & 
W.  499,  per  Parke,  B.,  p.  509,  151  Eng. 
Reprint,  509,  9  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  308, 
4  Jur.  969;  Woodman  v.  Joiner  (1864) 
10  Jur.  N.  S.  852. 

One  employed  to  make  excavations 
for  the  foundation  of  a  building  may 
be  personally  liable  for  so  negligently 


performing  the  work  that  an'adjoihihg 
building  is  undermined  and  ciius^dto 
fall.  Block  V.  Haseltine  (1891)  3  Ind. 
App.  491,  29  N.  E.  937. 

Where  one  employed  to  build  a  trap- 
door does  so  so  negligently  that  an- 
other falls  into  it  and  is  iiijur^d,  the 
servant  will  be  personally  liable  there- 
for. Harriman  v;  Stowe  (1874)  67  Mb. 
98.  The  court,  after  setting  out,  with 
apparent  approval.  Judge  Story's 
theory  of  nonliability  for  nonfeasance, 
says  the  agent  undertook  and  pro- 
ceeded to  build  the  trapdoor,  but  did 
it  so  negligently  as  to  cause  the  in- 
jury. Under  such  circumstances,  the 
action  would  be  maintained  against 
the  agent.   '  '  '^    '' 

Where  the  empldyee  of  a  corpora- 
tion which  had  undertaken  to  shoot  ah 
oil  well  for  plaintiff  so  ne£:ligently 
performed  the  work  that  the  well  was 
destroyed,  the  court  said  the  fault 
charged  ut>on  the  employee  was  not  an 
omission  to  perform  a  duty  of  his  mas- 
ter toward  the  injured  third  person, 
or  mere  negligence,  but  was  negligent 
conduct  in  the  doing  of  his  own  duty 
as  an  employee,  for  the  negligent  and 
unskilful  doing  of  which  both  the  em- 
ployer and  employee  are  liable.  Indi- 
ana Nitroglycerin  &  Torpedo  Co.  v. 
Lippincott  Glass  Co.  (1904)  —  Ind. 
App.  — ,  72  N.  E.  183. 

An  agent  who  constructs  an  improp* 
erly  covered  excavation  in  a  public 
street  is  personally  liable  for  injury 
to  a  pedestrian  who  falls  into  it. 
Burke  v.  Werlein  (1918)  143  La,  788, 
'79  So.  405. 

An  agent  of  a  railroad,  who,  in 
changing  the  course  of  a  highway, 
constructs  a  wire  fence  across  the 
abandoned  road,  without  marks,  is  per- 
sonally liable  for  injury  to  one  collid- 
ing with  it  in  the  dark,  in  attempting 
to  use  the  highway.  Blue  v.  Briggs 
(1894)  12  Ind.  App.  105,  39  N.  E.  885. 
The  court  says  he  who  commits  an  un- 
lawful act  or  act  of  misfeasance  and 
positive  and  aggressive  wrong  to  an- 
other cannot  escape  liability  therefor, 
upon  the  ground  of  his  being  en  agent 
for  another. 

One  who  superintends  the  making 
of  a  connection  with  a  sewer  which  is 
done  so  carelessly  as  to  cause  the 
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water  trom  the  sewer  to  flow  into  and 
injure  the  property  of  a  stranger  is 
personally  liable  for  the  injury. 
Hawkesworth  v.  Thompson  (1867)  98 
Haas.  77,  93  Am.  Dec.  137. 

Where   the   managing   agent   of  a 
block  of  tenements  ordered  the  water 
turned  on  when  a  faucet  in  one  of  the 
rooms  was  open  and  the  waste  pipe 
clogged,  so  that  the  water  overflowed, 
to  the  injury  of  occupants  of  a  lower 
room,  he  was  held  to  be  personally 
liable.    Bell  v.  Josselyn  (1855)  3  Gray 
(Mass.)  309,  63  Am.  Dec.  741.    The 
court  says  the  injury  was  caqsed  nq^ 
by  his  nonfeasance  but  by  his  misr 
feasance.     His  omission  to  examine 
the  pipes  in  the  house  before  the  water 
was  turned  on  was  nonfeasance;  but 
if  he  had  not  caused  the  water  to  be 
turned   on,   that   nonfeasance  w<^uld 
have  caused  no  injury..    As  the  facts 
are,  the  nonfeasance  caused  t^he  actpr 
done   to    be    a    misfeasance.  :  Thei^ 
was  no  less  a  misfeasance  by.re^oiv 
of  it  being  preceded  by  a  nonf  eas^ce. 
A  committee  of  a  religious  society, 
authorized  to  secure  the  painting  of 
the  interior  of  the  church,  will  be  per* 
sonally  liable  in  case  they  furnish  to 
the  painters  a  staging  which  is  insuffi- 
cient, and  causes  their  injury.    Mul- 
chey    V.     Methodist    Religious    Soc. 
(1878)  125  Mass.  487. 

Employees  of  one  who  has  contract- 
ed to  move  a  building  are  liable  to  the 
owner  for  their  negligence,  which  in- 
jures the  building.  Bickford  v.  Rich- 
ards (1891)  154  Mass.  163,  26  Am.  St. 
Kep.  224,  27  N.  E.  1014.  The  right  of 
action  depends  upon  the  fact  that  they 
have  wrongfully  or  negligently  done 
something  to  the  property  which  has 
injured  it.  The  gist  of  the  action  is 
the  breach  by  defendants  of  the  duty 
which  they  owed  to  the  owner  not  to 
injure  his  property  by  any  wrongful 
or  negligent  act  of  theirs. 

A  servant  of  the  lessee  of  a  horse, 
who  drives  it  so  immoderately  that  it 
dies,  is  personally  liable  to  the  owner 
for  its  value.  Banfield  v.  Whipple 
(1865)  10  Allen  (Mass.)  30,  87  Am. 
Dec.  618. 

The  abuse  and  injury  of  a  team  by 
overdriving  and  heating  by  the  agent 
to  whom  it  was  committed  by  one  who 


bad  hirqd  it  is  a  pqevitive.  damage,  and 
not  a  mere  omission  of  duty,  and  the 
agent  is  therefore  liitble  for  the  in- 
jury done.  Buis  v.  Cook  (1875)  60 
Mo.  391. 

An  agent  i^ho  kills  a  mare  in  negli- 
gently roping  her  for  the  purpose  of 
breaking  her,  which  his  employer  has 
been  engaged  to  do,  cannot  escape  lia- 
bility .on*  the  ground  that  he  was  mere- 
ly an.  ^gent..  Mijileir  V.  Staples  (1893) 
3  Colo..  App.  93,  32  Pac  81»  The  court 
says:  ''T)ie  frequent  attempts  of 
agents '  to  escape  responsibility  for 
their  .n^^gUgent  acts  by  shielding  them- 
selves beniiid  the^  prijicipal  whose 
business  they  may  be  transacting 
when  the  inju^ry  is  done  has  led  to 
many  discussions  as  ^  to  the  proper 
limits  of  the  defenses  based  on  the 
employment.  The  ryle  4s  pretty  well 
siettle^  .that  while  bot^  principal  and 
agent,  are  liable  for  the  injuries  which 
may  come  tfq  a  third  person  from  the 
agent's  mis;fe,asance  or.  malfeasance, 
thejinjured  qaxty  may  elect  to  sue 
one  or  the  other,  or  both,  at  his  pleas- 
ure. Doubtless  the  primary  responsi- 
bility rests  on  the  principal  as  to  the 
agent's  misfeasance,  and  he  should  be 
called  upo^  to  answer  for  the  damages 
resulting  from  the  negligent  perform- 
ance of  his  agent;  yet  the  servant  or 
agent  may  likewise  be  sued,  and  he 
eannot  escape  by  asserting  that  what 
he  did  was  done  while  working  for 
his  master.'' 

An  agent  for  the  sale  of  threshing 
machines,  who  takes  control  of  the 
testing  of  a  new  machine  which  has 
been  sold  and  has  undertaken  a  job, 
is  personally  liable  for  negligent  oper- 
ation of  the  engine,  so  that  it  sets 
fire  to  the  grain  stacks.  Cronkhite  v. 
Whalen  (1920)  111  Wash.  31,  189  Pac 
94, 

A  servant  in  charge  of  his  master's 
team  is  liable  for  wilfulness  or  negli- 
gence in  causing  injury  to  a  person 
who  attempts  to  board  the  wagon  for 
a  ride.  Wright  v.  Wilcox  (1838)  19 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  343,  32  Am.  Dec.  507. 

A  section  boss  of  a  railroad  is.  per- 
sonally liable  for  injuries  to  a  horse 
which  he  negligently  drives  over  a 
stock  gap.    Louisville  >&  N.  R.  Co.  v* 
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Peeples  (1911)  186  6a.  448,  71  S.  E. 
806. 

In  Parsons  v.  WincheH  (1850)  5 
Cush.  (Mass.)  592,  52  Am.  Dec.  745, 
where  the  question  was  whether  or 
not  a  joint  action  would  lie  against 
master  and  servant  for  injuries  done 
by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  mas- 
ter's horses,  the  court  says  that  the 
servant  is  answerable  to  the  person 
injured  by  his  acts  done  as  servant. 

In  holding  that  no  action  lay  against 
an  intermediate  servant  for  the  negli- 
gence of  those  under  him,  the  court 
said  the  action  must  either  be  brought 
ikgainst  the  servant  committing  the 
injury,  or  against  the  master.  Stone 
v.  Cartwright  (1795)  6  T.  R.  411,  101 
Eng.  Reprint,  622,  9  Mor.  Min.  Rep. 
672. 

,  In  Standard  Oil  Co.  ▼.  Anderson 
(1909)  212  U.  S.  215,  58  L.  ed.  480, 
29  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  252,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  for  personal  injuries 
caused  by  the  negligent  opet'ation  of 
a  winch  by  a  servant  in  charge  of  it, 
and  the  question  in  the  case  was  who 
was  the  master  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury, within  the  rule  that  the  master 
was  liable  for  the  negligent  act  of  his 
servant,  the  court  observed,  by  way 
of  dictum,  that  the  servant  himself  is, 
of  course,  liable  for  the  consequences 
of  his  own  carelessness. 

In  1  Bl.  Com.  431,  where  the  author 
is  considering  the  liability  of  the  mas- 
ter for  negligence  of  his  servant,  he 
states  that  if  a  smith'a  servant  lames 
a  horse  while  shoeing  him,  an  action 
lies  against  the  master,  and  not 
against  the  servant.  No  authority  is 
cited  for  this  proposition,  and  it  is 
questioned  in  the  notes  in  Lewis's  edi- 
tion of  that  work. 

h.  Driving  ear  or  tea$n  againat  traveler. 

A  railroad  engrineer  is  personally 
liable  for  injury  to  one  at  a  highway 
crossing  by  his  failure  to  give  the 
required  signals  when  approaching  it 
with  his  engine.  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Grizzle  (1906)  124  Ga.  735,  110  Am. 
St.  Rep.  191,  53  S.  E.  244.  The  court 
says:  ''An  agent  is  not  ordinarily 
liable  to  third  persons  for  mere  non- 
feasance. ...  An  agent  is,  how- 
ever, liable  to  third  persons  for  mis- 


feasance. Nonfeasance  is  the  total 
omission  or  failure  of  the  agent  to 
enter  upon  the  performance  of  some 
distinct  duty  or  undertaking  which  he 
has  agreed  with  his  principal  to  do. 
Misfeasance  means  the  improper  do- 
ing of  an  act  which  the  agent  might 
lawfully  do;  or,  in  other  words,  it  is 
the  performing  of  his  duty  to  his  prin- 
cipal in  such  a  manner  as  to  infringe 
upon  the  rights  and  privileges  of  third 
persons.  Where  an  agent  fails  to  use 
reasonable  care  or  diligence  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty,  he  will  be 
personally  responsible  to  a  third  per- 
son who  is  injured  by  such  misfea- 
sance. The  agent's  liability  in  such 
cases  is  not  based  upon  the  ground  of 
his  agency,  but  upon  the  ground  tiiat 
he  is  a  wrongdoer,  and  as  such  he  is 
responsible  for  any  injury  he  may 
cause.  When  once  he  enters  upon  the 
performance  of  his  contract  with  his 
principal,  and,  in  doing  so,  omits,  or 
fails  to  take  reasonable  care  in  the 
commission  of,  some  act  which  he 
should  do  in  its  performance,  whereby 
some  third  person  is  injUi^ed,  he  is 
responsible  therefor  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  if  he  had  conmiitted  the  wrong 
in  his  own  behalf.  .  .  .  Misfea- 
sance may  involve  also  to  some  extent 
the  idea  of  not  doing;  as  where  an 
agent  engaged  in  the  performance  of 
his  undertaking  does  not  do  something 
which  it  is  his  duty  to  do  under  the 
circumstances,  or  does  not  take  that 
precaution  or  does  not  exercise  that 
care  which  a  due  regard  to  the  rights 
of  others  requires;  All  this  is  not  do- 
ing, but  it  is  not  the  not  doing  of  that 
which  is  imposed  upon  the  agent  mere- 
ly by  virtue  of  his  relation,  but  of  that 
which  is  imposed  upon  him  by  law  as 
a  responsible  individual  in  common 
with  all  other  members  of  society.  It 
is  the  same  not  doing  which  consti- 
tutes actionable  negligence  in  any  re- 
lation. ...  In  the  present  case  the 
failure  of  the  engineer  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Blow-post 
Law  was  not  doing,  but  the  running 
of  the  train  over  the  crossing  at  a 
high  rate  of  speed  without  giving  the 
signals  required  by  law  was  a  positive 
act,  and  the  violation  of  a  duty  which 
both  the  engineer  and  the  railroad 
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company  owed  to  travelers  upon  the 
highway.  The  engineer  having  once 
andertaken»  in  behalf  of  the  principal, 
to  run  the  train,  it  was  incumbent  up- 
on him  to  run  it  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law;  and  a  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  law,  although  it  involved 
an  act  of  omission,  was  not  an  act  of 
mere  nonfeasance,  but  was  an  act  of 
misfeasance.'' 

Those  in  charge  of  a  locomotive  are 
personally  liable  for  their  own  negli- 
gence in  injuring  a  traveler  at  a  high- 
way crossing.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Coley  (1906)  121  Ky.  386,  1  L.R.A, 
(N5.)  870,  89  S.  W.  234;  Zibbell  v. 
Southern  P.  Co.  (1911)  160  CaL  237, 
116  Pac.  613 ;  Edwards  v.  Great  North- 
em  R.  Co.  (1919)  42  N.  D.  164,  171  N. 
W.  873;  Able  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
(1906)  73  &  C.  173,  62  S.  E.  962,  19 
Am.  Neg.  Rep^  649. 

Or  for  killing  him.  Chesapeake  & 
0.  R.  Co.  V.  Dixon  (1898)  104  Ey.  608, 
47  S.  W.  615. 

The  engineer  of  a  train  which  kills 
a  person  at  a  highway  crossing  can- 
not defeat  an  action  for  damages  on 
the  theory  that  he  was  merely  agent 
for  the  railroad  company.  Hough  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (1914)  169  Iowa,  224, 
149  N.  W.  886. 

Where  plaintiff  was  injured  by  the 
negligence  of  a  railroad  engineer  in 
running  his  engine  over  a  highway 
crossing,  the  court  said  his  liability  is 
made  to  appear  when  the  evidence 
shows  that  he  failed  to  use  reasonable 
care  and  diligence  in  the  performance 
of  his  duty,  and  such  misfeasance  re- 
sulted in  injury  to  a  third  person. 
When  an  agent  once  enters  upon  the 
performance  of  his  contract  with  his 
principal,  and  in  doing  so  omits,  or 
fails  to  take  reasonable  care  in  the 
commission  of,  some  act  which  he 
should  do  in  its  performance,  where- 
by third  persons  are  injured,  he  is 
responsible  therefor  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  if  he  had  committed  the  wrong 
in  his  own  behalf.  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Reynolds  (1906)  126  Ga.  667,  66  S. 
E.  1039. 

In  Ellis  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (1906) 
72  S.  C.  465,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)   378,  62- 
S.  £.  228,  19  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  641,  one 
ittemptinfiT   to  flag  a  train  at  night 


was  killed  by  the  negligence  of  the 
engineer  in  running  the  train  at  hign 
speed  past  the  stopping  place  after 
signaling  that  the  train  would  stop. 
The  court  says  the  question  is  whether 
or  not  an  agent  is  personally  liable  to 
a  third  person  for  nonfeasance  caus- 
ing injury.  And  after  reviewing  au- 
thorities, the  court  concludes  that  the 
true  rule  is  that  the  servant  is  per- 
sonally liable  to  third  persons  when 
his  wrongful  act  is  the  direct  and 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  whether 
such  wrongful  act  be  one  of  nonfea- 
sance or  misfeasance. 

A  fireman  on  a  locomotive  is  person- 
ally liable  for  the  death  of  a  pedes- 
trian attempting  to  cross  the  track  at 
a  much-used  crossing  near  the  rail- 
road station,  where  he  failed  to  keep 
a  lookout  as  the  train  started  up  to 
leave  the  station  after  discharging 
passengers.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co. 
V.  Banks  (1911)  144  Ky.  187, 137  S.  W. 
1066,  affirmed  in  (1914)  232  U.  S.  146, 
68  L.  ed.  644,  34  Sup.  Ct,  Rep.  278. 

Where  a  cow  was  killed  by  a  trains 
and  the  action  was  against  the  engi- 
neer and  fireman,  the  court  held  that  if 
the  railroad  company  would  be  liable, 
defendants  were  liable.  Suydam  v. 
Moore  (1860)  8  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  368. 
The  inclination  of  the  court  seems  to 
be  to  hold  the  defendants  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  their  employer  be- 
cause the  cow  was  upon  the  track  on 
account  of  absence  of  fences  and 
cattle  guards  which  the  company 
was  under  obligation  to  erect.  The 
court  says  defendants  were  not  bound 
to  remain  in  the  employ  of  the  com- 
pany after  it  had  neglected  to  erect 
the  fences.  Such  act  greatly  in- 
creased their  responsibility.  If  they 
continued  to  remain  at  their  respec- 
tive posts  they  had  no  just  cause  for 
complaining  if  the  public  held  them 
accountable  for  the  consequences  re- 
sulting from  this  omission  of  their  em- 
ployers. 

Under  the  Georgia  Code,  an  agent 
is  personally  liable  for  his  own  torts ; 
and  therefore  an  agent  in  charge  of 
an  automobile,  who  negligently  runs 
down  a  pedestrian  .on  the  highway, 
cannot  avoid  liability  merely  on  the 
theory  that  he  is  an  agent.    Wadley 
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v.  Dooly  (1912)  138  6a.  275,  75  S.  E. 
153. 

Where  a  servant,  by  command  of 
his  master,  takes  ungovernable  horses 
to  a  place  much  frequented  by  people, 
to  break  them,  he  will  be  personally 
liable  for  injury  done  by  their  run- 
ning down  a  stranger.  Michael  v. 
Alestree  (1676)  2  Lev.  172,  83  Eng. 
Reprint,  504,  3  Keble,  650,  84  Eng.  Re- 
print, 932. 

In  Quarman  ▼.  Burnett  (1840)  6 
Mees  &  W.  499,  151  Eng.  JReprint,  509, 
9  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  308,  4  Jur.  969, 
where  the  question  was  whether  the 
owner  of  a  team,  a  driyer,  or  a  hirer 
was  liable  for  the  driver's  negligence 
in  leaving  the  team  unattended,  so 
that  it  ran  away,  to  the  injury  of 
plaintiff,  the  court  said  the  question 
is  whether  anyone  but  the  coachman 
is  liable  to  the  person  injured;  for  the 
coachman  certainly  is. 

In  an  action  for  injury  caused  by 
the  driving  of  a  team  along  a  highway 
against  the  horse  on  which  plaintiff 
was  riding,  the  question  involved  was 
whether  trespass  was  the  proper  form 
of  action.  The  court  said  that  unless 
the  master  expressly  commanded  the 
servant  to  commit  the  trespass,  the 
servant  alone  is  liable  in  this  form  of 
action.  Tuller  v.  Voght  (1851)  13  IlL 
277. 

An  agent  of  the  owner  of  a  horse 
which  is  dangerous  to  be  used  on  the 
public  streets  is  liable  for  injuries 
to  a  traveler  by  the  running  away  of 
the  horse  while  it  is  being  used  in 
such  place  under  his  direction.  Cor- 
liss V.  Keown  (1910)  207  Mass.  149, 
93  N.  E.  143. 

In  Phelps  V.  Wait  (1864)  30  N.  Y. 
78,  where  the  agent  in  charge  of  a  team 
drove  over  plaintiff,  to  his  injury,  the 
question  was  whether  a  joint  action 
would  lie  against  him  and  the  owner 
of  the  team ;  and  there  seems  to  be  no 
question  that  the  driver  was  liable  to 
the  person  injured. 

And  the  principle  of  that  case  was 
followed  in  Montfort  v.  Hughes  (1854) 
8  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  591. 

o.  Agents  of  carriers. 

A  servant  in  charge  of  a  steamboat 
is  personally  liable  for  injury  to  a 


passenger  through  negligent  operation 
of  the  boat.  Whalen  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  (1906)  73  N.  J.  L.  192,  68  Atl. 
993. 

In  Le  Blanc  v.  Sweet  (1902)  107  La. 
355,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  303,  31  So.  766, 
where  a  passenger  on  a  boat  was 
drowned  through  the  negligence  of 
the  captain  iii  handling  the  boat,  while 
she  was  attempting  to  disembark,  the 
headnote  says  that  since  the  master 
was  acting  in  a  representative  capac- 
ity, the  owner  alone  was  liable,  and 
the  opinion  simply  states  that,  under 
the  circumptances,  no  reason  was 
found  for  holding  the  captain  liable. 

In  Whitamore  v.  Waterhouse  (1830) 
4  Car.  &  P.  (Eng.)  382,  which  was 
an  action  against  the  proprietors  of 
a  coach  and  the  servant  in  charge  of 
it,  for  injury  to  a  passenger  by  the 
latter's  negligence,  a  verdict  went  for 
defendants  for  lack  of  proof;  but  the 
court  was  of  opinion  that  the  servant 
would  be  personally  liable  to  the  pas- 
senger for  the  injury. 

In  Williams  v.  Cranston  (1816)  2 
Starkie  (Eng.)  82,  a  watch  which  had 
been  given  to  the  driver  of  a  stage- 
coach for  delivery  to  the  owner  was 
lost  and  suit  was  brought  against  the 
driver.  The  court  said  there  was 
nothing  to  indicate  that  he  received 
the  parcel  otherwise  than  in  the  char- 
acter of  servant,  and  that  the  loss  ap- 
pears to  have  resulted  from  the  negli- 
gence of  the  master  through  the  medi- 
um of  his  servants,  so  that  there 
could  be  no  recovery  against  the  serv- 
ant. 

A  railroad  company  which,  as  agent 
for  a  sleeping  car  company,  sells  an 
intending  passenger  a  sleeping  car 
ticket  for  a  car  which  does  not  follow 
the  route  called  for  by  the  transporta- 
tion ticket,  cannot  avoid  liability  for 
expulsion  of  the  passenger  from  the 
car  on  the  theory  that  it  is  a  mere 
agent.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Price  (1911)  125  Tenn.  646,  148  S. 
W.  219.  The  court  says  the  acts  were 
those  of  misfeasance  and  negligence 
for  which  the  agent  is  liable. 

So  E.  H.  Emery  &  Co.  v.  American 
Refrigerator  Transit  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  86,  holds  that  a  re- 
frigerating company  which  contracts 
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with  a  railroad  company  to  ice  fruit 
cars  is  liable  to  a  shipper  for  injury 
to  his  fruit  by  the  negligent  manner 
in  which  it  performs  its  agreement. 

The  negligence  of  a  railroad  com* 
pany  in  misbilling  freight  so  that  it  is 
delayed  on  the  road  is  an  act  of  mis- 
feasance, and  not  of  nonfeasance,  and 
therefore*  it  is  liable  notwithstanding 
it  was  acting  merely  as  agent  for  an- 
other   road.     Illinois    C.    R.    Co.    ▼• 
Foulks  (1901)  191  IlL  57,  60  N.  E.  890. 
A  station  agent,  of  a  railroad  coni- 
pany  who  refuses  to  route  eattle  over 
the  shorts  route  to  destination,  and 
sends  them  over  a  longer  route,  is 
personally  liable  for  an  injury  there- 
by caused  to  them.    Eastin  ▼•  Texas 
ft  P.  R.  Co.   (1906)   99  Tex.  664,  92 
S.  W.  888.    The  court  says  that  wher^ 
an  agent  is  empowered  to'  perform  a 
doty  for  his  principal  and  neglects  to 
perform  it,  and  damage  accrues  from 
the  f  ailure»  the  agent  is  not  responsi*- 
ble.    But  where  the  agent,  acting  for 
his  principal,  does  a  wrongful  act  and 
damage  results  to  a  third  person,  he 
is  responsible.    The  same  ruling  was 
made   on  second  appeal    (1907)    100 
Tex.  556,  102  S.  W,  105,  which  was  af- 
firmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  (1909)  214  U.  &  153, 
53  L.   ed.  946,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  564. 
Where   goods  were  delivered  to  a 
ship  for  transportation,  and  lost  be- 
fore the  ship  left  port,  an  action  was 
brought  against  the  master,  and  it  was 
objected  that  he  was  but  a  servant  to 
the  owners,  but  Lord  Hale  held  that 
the  law  takes  notice  of  him  that  he  is 
more  than  a  servant.    He  is  rather  an 
officer  than  a  servant,  and  is  charge- 
able   for    the    loss.     Morse   v.   Slue 
(1673)    1  Ventr.  238,  1  Mod.  85,  86 
Eng.  Reprint,  159,  752,  5  Eng.  Rul. 
Gas.  244,  T.  Raym.  220,  83  Eng.  Re- 
print, 458. 

In  Schlosser  v.  Great  Northern  R. 
Co.  (1910)  20  N.  D.  406,  127  N.  W. 
502,  which  involved  the  question  of 
liability  of  a  carrier  to  the  owner  for 
injuries  to  horses  which  had  been 
shipped  to  him  by  a  bailee,  the  court 
says  that  the  rule  is  that  an  agent 
is  liable  to  third  persons  for  negli- 
gence resulting  in  injury  to  them  in 
the  discharge  of  his  agency.  An 
20  A.L.R.— 10. 


agent,  like  other  persons,  in  discharg- 
ing his  duties  to  his  principal,  is 
bound  to  recognize  and  respect  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  others.  He 
must  take  care  that  he  does  not  by  his 
own  act  unnecessarily  injure  another. 
If  he  fails  to  do  so,  either  negligently 
or  intentionally,  and  thereby  causes 
an  injury  to  anoth^,  he  is  liable  in 
damages  to  the  person  injured.  The 
fact  that  he  was  acting  as  agent  at 
the  time  will  not  relieve  him  from  lia- 
bility. Everyone,  whether  he  is  prin- 
cipal or  agent,  is  responsible  directly 
to  persons  injured  by  his  negligence 
in  fulfilling  obligations  resting  upon 
him  in  his  individual  character,  and 
which  the  law  imposes  upon  him  inde- 
pendently of  contract.  Where  an 
agent  is  guilty  of  misfeasance,  that 
is,  where  he  has  actually  entered  up- 
on the  performance  of  his  duties  to 
his  principal,  and  in  doing  so  fails  to 
respect  the  rights  of  others,  by  doing 
some  wrong,  as  where  he  fails  or  neg- 
lects to  use  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence in  the  performance  of  his  du- 
ties, he  will  be  personally  responsible 
to  a  third  person  who  is  injured  by 
reason  of  his  misfeasance.  An  agent's 
liability  in  such  cases  is  not  based 
upon  the  ground  of  his  agency,  but  on 
the  ground  that  he  is  a  wrongdoer, 
and  as  such  is  responsible  for  any  in- 
jury he  may  cause. 

One  employed  to  unload  shells  from 
a  boat  for  use  of  a  railroad  company 
may  be  liable  for  injury  to  a  passen- 
ger caused  by  his  piling  them  so  close 
to  the  track  that  they  slid  onto  it  and 
derailed  a  car.  Englert  v.  New  Or- 
leans R.  &  Light  Co.  (1911)  128  La. 
473,  54  So.  963. 

d.  Negligent  flret. 

A  section  foreman  is  personally  lia- 
ble for  permitting  the  right  of  way  to 
become  covered  with  inflammable  ma- 
terial, so  that  it  ignites  and  causes  in- 
jury to  neighboring  property.  Carter 
V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  (1910) 
84  S.  C  546,  66  S.  E.  997. 

A  servant  employed  to  construct  a 
sign  in  a  shed  let  to  the  employer  for 
the  purpose  is  personally  liable  for 
destruction  of  the  shed  by  fire  caused 
by  his  negligence  in  lighting  his  pipe. 
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Woodman  v.  Joiner  (1864)  10  Jar.  N. 
S.  (Eng.)  852. 

Those  in  charge  of  a  locomotive,  the 
sparks  from  which  set  fire  to  private 
property,  are  personally  liable  for  the 
injuty  thereby  caused.  Chicago  &  E. 
R.  Co.  V.  Neilson  (1906)  118  UL  App. 
348. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  wrong- 
fully setting  fire  to  a  prairie,  to  the 
injury  of  plaintiff's  property,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  fire  was  set  by  one  de- 
fendant as  agent  of  the  other,  and  de- 
fendant requested  an  instruction  that 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  against  both 
defendants,  for  if  one  acted  under  the 
instructions  and  directions  of  the 
other,  then  the  latter  alone  would  be 
liable.  The  court  said,  the  instruc- 
tion is  clearly  wrong;  if  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  illegal,  the  fact  that 
one  of  the  defendants  committed  it 
under  direction  of  the  other  did  not 
relieve  him  from  responsibility.  All 
concerned  in  the  commission  of  a 
wrongful  act  are  responsible  for  the 
consequences.  Admit  the  principle 
asserted  in  this  instruction,  and  every 
person  charged  with  the  commission 
of  an  act  prohibited  by  law  would  ex- 
cuse himself  by  showing  that  he  acted 
in  obedience  to  the  command  or  under 
the  direction  of  another.  And  such  a 
doctrine  would  be  subversive  of  pri- 
vate rights  and  detrimental  to  the  pub- 
lic interests.  Johnson  ▼.  Barber 
(1849)  10  IlL  425,  50  Am.  Dec.  416. 

•.  Injury  to  fellow  servants. 

1.  In  general. 

Except  in  cases  where  the  courts 
have  become  confused  by  the  suggest- 
ed distinction  between  cases  of  mis- 
feasance and  nonfeasance,  the  general 
rule  is  that  the  servant  is  liable  for 
injuries  which  he  inflicts  upon  a  fel- 
low servant,  either  through  his  neg- 
ligence or  unskilful  management  of 
the  business  intrusted  to  him,  or 
through  omissions  to  perform  duties 
committed  to  him. 

United  States.  —  Warax  ▼.  Cincin- 
nati, N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  (1896)  72 
Fed.  637;  Hukill  v.  Maysville  &  B.  S. 
R.  Go.  (1896)  72  Fed.  745;  Oharman 
V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1900)  105 


Fed.  449 ;  Ghiarello  Bros.  Co.  v.  Peder- 
sen  (1917)  155  C.  C.  A.  258,  242  Fed. 
482. 

Alabama.  —  Wright  v.  McCord 
(1920)  206  Ala.  122,  88  So.  150. 

California.  —  Daves  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.  (1893)  98  Cal.  19,  35  Am.  St.  Rep. 
133,  32  Pac.  708, 13  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  367. 

Georgia^— Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Miller 
(1907)  1  6a.  App.  616,  57  S.  E.  1090, 
approved  in  (1907)  3  6a.  App.  410,  59 
S.  E.  1115,  which  is  affirmed  in  (1910) 
217  U.  &  209,  54  L.  ed.  732,  30  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  450. 

lUinofakr— Republic  Iron  &  Steel  Co. 
V.  Lee  (1907)  227  IlL  246,  81  N.  E. 
411. 

IiidiaBa.-*Hinds  ▼.  Harbon  (1877) 
58  Ind.  121;  Hinds  v.  Overacker 
(1879)  66  Ind.  547,  32  Am.  Rep.  114; 
Rogers  v.  Overton  (1882)  87  Ind.  410; 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Charman 
(1903)  161  Ind.  95,  67  N.  E.  ^8; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.   Co.  v.   OoUihur 

(1907)  40  Ind.  App.  480,  82  N.  E.  492. 
Kentucky. — ^Martin  v.  Louisville  & 

N.  R.  Co,  (1894)  95  Ky.  612,  26  S.  W. 
801;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Houchins 
(1905)  121  Ky.  526,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
375,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  205,  89  S.  W. 
530;    Ward    ▼.    Pullman    Car    Corp. 

(1908)  131  Ky.  142,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
343,  114  S.  W.  754;  Standard  Oil  Co. 
V.  Marlow  (1912)  150  Ky.  647,  150  S. 
W.  832;  Evans  Chemical  Works  v. 
Ball  (1914)  159  Ky.  399, 167  S.  W.  390. 

Louisiana. — Camp  v.  Church  of  St. 
Louis  (1852)  7  La.  Ann.  321. 

Maine^ — ^Hare  v.  Mclntire  (1890)  82 
Me.  240,  8  L.R.A.  450,  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
476,  19  Atl.  453;  Atkins  v.  Field 
(1896)  89  Me.  281,  56  Amu  St.  Rep.  424, 
36  Atl.  375. 

Massachusetts. — Osborne  v.  Morgan 
(1881)  130  Mass.  102,  39  Am.  Rep.  437, 
overruling  Albro  v.  Jaquith  (1855)  4 
Cray,  99,  64  Am.  Dec.  56;  Osborne  v. 
Morgan  (1884)  137  Mass.  1;  Kalleck 
V.  Deering  (1897)  169  Mass.  200,  47 
N,  E.  698,  3  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  671. 

Minnesota.  —  6riffiths  v.  Wolfram 
(1875)  22  Minn.  185;  Mayberry  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (1907)  100  Minn. 
79, 12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  675,  110  N.  W.  356, 
10  Ann.  Cas.  754;  Brower  v.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  (1910)  109  Minn.  385,  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  354,  124  N.  W.  10;  Jack- 


ANNO.— LIABILITY  OF  SERVANT  TO  THIRD  PERSON. 


147 


son  V.  Orth  Lumber  Co.  (1913)  121 
Minn.  461,  141  N.  W.  519. 

MisTHHurL — Malone  v.  Morton  (I8S4) 
84  Mo.  486;  Steinhauser  v.  Spranl 
(1893)  114  Mo.  551,  21  S.  W.  515,  859; 
Steinhauser  v.  Spraul  (1895)  127  Mo. 
641,  27  L.R.A.  441,  28  S.  W.  620, 
SO  S.  W.  102;  McGinnia  t.  Chicago, 
H  L  &  P.  R.  Ck>.  (1906)  200 
Mo.  847,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  880,  118  Anu 
St.  Rep.  661,  98  S.  W.  590,  9  Ann.  Gas. 
656;  Jewell  v.  Kansas  City  Bolt  &  Nut 
Co.  (1910)  231  Mo.  176,  140  Am.  St 
Rep.  515,  132  S.  W.  703;  Morin  ▼. 
Rainey  (1919)  —  Mo.  App.  -^  207  S. 
W. 858. 

MoBtaiub — ^Hagerty  ▼<.  Montanm  Ore 
Purchasing  Co.  (Hagerty-  t.  Wilson) 
(1908)  38  Mont.  69,  25  L.RJl.(N.S.) 
856,  98  Pac.  643;  Moyse  v.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  (1910)  41  Mont.  272, 108  Pac. 
1062. 

New  Jersey*  —  O'Brien  ▼.  Trasmor 

(1908)  69  N.  J.  L.  239,  55  Atl.  307/14 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  418;  Churchill  v.  Ste- 
phens (1917)  91  N.  J.  L.  195,  102  Atl. 
657;  Duffy  v.  Bates  (1918)  91  N.  J.  L. 
243,  108  Atl.  243. 

New  Yoric. — Murray  v.  Usher  (1889) 
117  N.  Y.  542,  23  N.  E.  564;  Fort  v. 
Whipple  (1877)  11  Hun,  586.      '' 

North  Carolina. — ^Wooten  v.  Holle- 
man  (1916)  171  N.  C.  461,  88  S.  E.  480. 

Oklahoma.  —  Coalgate  Co.  v.  ]^ross 

(1909)  25  Okla.  244,  138  Am.  St.  Rep. 
915, 107  Pac.  425. 

Oregon. — ^Hoag  ▼.  Washington-Ore- 
gon Corp.  (1914)  75  Or.  588,  144  Pac. 
574,  rehearing  in  (1915)  75  Or.  597, 
147  Pac.  756. 

Pennsylvania. — Durkin  v.  Kingston 
Coal  Co.  (1895)  171  Pa,  193,  29  L.R.A. 
808,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  801,  33  Atl.  237. 

Rhode  Island.  —  Hanna  v.  Granger 
(1894)  18  R.  I.  507,  28  Atl.  659. 

South  Carolina.  —  Schumpert  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.  (1903)  65  S.  C.  332, 
95  Am.  St  Rep.  802,  43  S.  E.  813,  13 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  676. 

Tennessee. — Fox  v.  Sandford  (1856) 
4  Sneed,  36,  67  Am.  Dec.  587. 

Texas,  —  Kenney  v.  Lane  (1894)  9 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  150,  36  S.  W.  1063. 

Waahington. — ^Morrison  v.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  (1904)  34  Wash.  70,  74  Pac. 
1064;   Gennaux  v.  Northwestern  Im- 


prov.  Co.   (1913)   72  *  Wash.  268,  130 
Pac.  495i. 

Wisconsin. — Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb 
Lumber  Co.  (1895)  90  Wis.  225,  28 
L.R.A.  439,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  911,  63  N. 
W.  93;  Lawton  v.  Waite  (Lawton  v. 
Chilton)  (1899)  108  Wis.  244,  46 
LJEI.A.  616b  79  N.  W.  321,  6  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  403. 

Scotland,  —  Wright  v.  Roxburgh 
(1864)  2  GL  Sese.  Cas.  3d  series,  748. 

If  one  by  his  negligence  injures  an* 
other,  it  is  no  defense  in  a  suit  against 
him  to  assert  that  they  were  both  em* 
ployed  under  -one  master.  Lawton  v. 
Waite  (Wis.)  supra.    . 

In  Hanna  v.  Granger  (1894)  URL 
507,  28  Atl.  659,  which  involved  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  the  master 
for  the  negligent  injury  of  a  servant 
by  his  fellow  servant,  the  court  says 
that  the  injured  servant  may  sue  his 
fellow  servant  for  his  negligence,  but 
not  the  master. 

In  Schumpert  v.  Southern  R.  Co* 
(1903)  65  S.  C.  332,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
802,  43  S.  E.  818,  13  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
676,  where  the  question  was  as  to 
whether  or  not  master  and  servant 
could  be  sued  jointly  for  negligent  in-> 
jury  to  a  fellow  servant,  the  court  says 
counsel  do  not  dispute  the  proposition 
that  the  servant  is  liable  for  his  own 
tort. 

In  Coalgate  Co.  v.  Bross  (1909)  25 
Okla.  244,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  916,  107 
Pac.  425,  which  involved  the  question 
of  the. right  to  join  the  negligent  serv- 
ant with  the  principal  in  an  action  by 
an  injured  fellow  servant  for  damages, 
it  seems  to  be  assumed  that  the  serv- 
ant Wits  liable,  the  court  saying  that 
it  is  argued  that  the  cause  of  action 
of  oi^e  servant  against  another  grows 
out  of  the  legal  duty  that  each  owes 
to  the  other  to  use  care  for  the  other's 
safety  in  the  conduct  of  the  common 
undertaking,  and  that  the  liability  of 
the  master  being  founded  on  a  differ* 
ent  principle,  the  parties  could  not  be 
joined. 

When  a  yard  foreman,  after  order* 
ing  brakemen  to  couple  two  broken 
cars  together  with  chains,  permitted 
the  engine  to  come  against  the  stand- 
ing cars  so  as  to  drive  together  the 
ears  upon  which  the  employees  were 
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working,  to  ttifeir  injutyv  the  f orenum 
was  held  personally  liable  for  the  in^ 
jury.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Char- 
man  (190S)  161  IncL  96,  67  N.  E.  923; 

And  the  same  ruling  was  inade  in 
the  Federal  court  between  the  same 
parties;  the  court  holding  that  where 
a  brakeman  ordered  to  couple  broken 
cars  together  with  a  chain  was  killed 
by  the  ikegligence  <ii  the  yardmaster 
in  permitting  the  engine  to  back 
against  the  train  in  which  he  was 
working,  the  duty  of  the  person  in 
charge  of  the-switch  yard  growing  out 
of  the  exigency  of  the  'social  order 
was  so  to  conduct  himself  about  his 
master's  business  as  not  to  injure  a 
fellow  servant  by  his  negligence  or 
want  of  due  care.  The  negligence  of 
the  person  in  charge  of  the  switch 
yard  gave  rise  to  a  twofold  breach  of 
duty;  namely,  that  of  the  person  in 
charge  of  the  switch  yard  and  that  of 
the  railroad  company.  Charman  v. 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1900)  105  Fed. 
449. 

The  engineer  of  a  train  is  liable 
for  the  death  of  a  railroad  employee 
through  the  negligence  of  the  engineer 
and  cannot  escape  responsibility  on 
the  contention  that  he  acted  merely 
as  agent  for  another.  Martin  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  (1894)  95  Ky.  612, 
26  S.  W.  801. 

In  an  action  to  hold  one  in  charge  of 
construction  work  liable  for  injury  to 
an  employee  through  his  negligence, 
the  court  says :  "An  agent  of  the  own- 
er of  property  who  has  the  complete 
control  and  management  of  the  prop- 
erty or  premises  is  bound  to  keep  and 
maintain  or  control  it  as  not  to  injure 
others,  and  for  this  breach  of  duty  is 
liable  to  third  persons  for  injury  prox- 
imately resulting  to  the  latter  while 
using  the  premises  in  an  ordinary  and 
appropriate  manner.  The  agent  can- 
not excuse  himself  on  the  plea 
that  his  principal  is  liable.  It  is  not 
his  contract  with  the  master  that  ex- 
poses  the  agent  to  liability  to  such 
third  persons;  it  is  the  liability  of  the 
servant,  independent  of  that  of  the 
master,  by  reason  of  the  servant's  com- 
mon-law obligation  to  so  use  that 
which  he  controls  as  not  to  injure  an- 
other.    The  mere  relation  of  agency 


db^s  not  exempt  a  person  from  liabil- 
ity for  an  injury  to  a  third  person 
proximately  resulting  from  the  neglect 
of  duty  of  such  agent  for  which  he 
would  otherwise  be  liable;  ... 
The  agent,  having  entered  upon  the 
construction  of  the  cottonseed  bins 
in  question,  was  in  duty  bound  to  use 
reasonable  care  in  the  manner  of  exe- 
cuting that  work  6s  not  tb  cause  any 
injury  to  third  persons  (working 
theteon  under  him  or  going  thereby) 
which  may  be  the  natural  consequence 
of  his  actionable  negligence  in  con- 
rtruction  of  the  bins  and  their  inse- 
curity and  dangerous  condition.  He 
may  not  exeihpt  himself  from  liability 
to  any  person  who  suffers  injury  by 
reason  of  his  having  it  so  negligently 
constructed  and  left  without  the  prop- 
er safeguard  of  a  sufficient  and  ade- 
quate support."  Wright  v.  McCord 
<1920)  :205  Ala.  122,  88  So.  160. 

But  to  render  the  employee  liable  to 
a  coemployee  he  must,  of  course,  owe 
him  some  dut^  the  breach  of  which 
caufteS'  the  injury. 

For  a  servant  of  a  miner  can  be 
held  liable  for  injury  .to  another  miner 
by  the  fall  of  a  rock  in  the  mine  only 
so  far  as  the  individual  acts  or  omis- 
sions within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment contribute  to  the  injury.  Allen 
V.  Bear  Creek  Coal  Co.  (1911)  43  Mont 
269,  115  Pac.  673. 

An  employee  acting  under  immedi- 
ate direction  of  superior  officers,  with- 
out knowledge  of  the  perilous  position 
of  a  servant  injured,  is  not  liable  for 
the  injury.  Chandler  v.  Chicago  &  A. 
R.  Co.  (1913)  251  Mo.  592,  158  S.  W- 
35. 

The  foreman  of  a  packing  plant 
does  not  owe  any  duty  to  employees 
to  have  the  working  place  safe,  so  as 
to  become  liable  for  injury  in  case  of 
defect  in  such  place.  Macutis  v.  Cud- 
ahy  Packing  Co.  (1913)  203  Fed.  291- 
The  court  says  the  act  of  the  foreman 
was  a  mere  nonfeasance, — ^mere  omis- 
sion on  his  part  to  perform  the  mas- 
ter's duty  as  to  inspection  and 
repairs.  For  this  the  foreman  is  not 
liable  to  the  injured  employee.  The 
consensus  of  judicial  opinion  is  such 
that  there  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  fair» 
debatable  question  as  to  the  joint  lia* 
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bility  of  mcast^  and  serearit  for  the 
flervanVg' misf  easance^ 

An'  agent  employed  to   operate  a 
mine  is  not  liable  merely  beeailse  of 
his  ageney  to  an  employee  injured  by 
an  explosion  of  gas  in  the  mine.    Stie- 
wel  V.  Borman  (1896)  63  Ark.  80>  37 
S.  W.  404.    The  court  says  if  he  owed 
the  employee  no  duty  he  was  not  lia^ 
ble.    A  legal  4uty  is  an  essential  ele- 
ment  of    negligence   Without   which 
there  can  be  no  negligence,  and  there 
can  be  no  duty  to  do  an  act  when 
there  is  no  legal  right  to  do  it.    An 
-agent  stands  in  the  relation  of  con* 
Udence  and  privity  to  no  one  except 
his  principal.     To  him  alone  he 'is 
under  obligations  to  perform  *th08e 
duties  which  he  expressly  or  imlplk^ly 
assumed  when  he  entered  into  that  re- 
lation, and  hence  to  him  alone  is  liable 
for  their    nonperformance.      Conse- 
quently, no  third  person  is  entitled 
to  ree6>f«r  against  him!  for  damages 
sustained  by  reason  t>f  the  nonpeit> 
formanoe  or  nelrlect  of  duty  which  his 
owed  to  his  principal.    He,  however, 
like  other  persons,  in  discharging  his 
duties  to  his  principal^  is  bound  to 
recognize  and  respect  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  others.     He  must  take 
care  that  he  does  not  by  his  own  act 
unnecessarily  injure  another.    'If  he 
fails  to  do  so,  either  negligently  or 
intentionally,  and  thereby  causes  an 
injury  to  another,  he  is  liable  for  dam- 
ages to  the  person  injured. '  The  fact 
that  he  is  acting  as  agent  At  the  time 
will  not  relieve  him  of  the  liability. 
The  court,  after  citing  cases  holding 
that  an  agent  in  charge  of  real  estate, 
or  of  the  construction  of  a  building, 
might  be  liable  for  negligence,  says : 
The  same  rule  applies  to  agents  hav- 
ing full  and  complete  control  and  man- 
agement of  any  business  enterprise  or 
undertaking,  and  the  power  and  au- 
thority to  do  whatever,  in  the  etercise 
of  ordinary  prudence,  he  finds  reasdn- 
ably  necessary  to  prevent  injury  tb 
ethers.     But  whether  the  failure  to 
use  such  precautions  be  misfeasance 
there  is  a  conflict  of  opinion^  but  the 
question   is  of  no  particular  impor- 
tance.    The  liability  of  the  servaiit 
rests  upon  his  failure  to  discharge  a 
duty,  as  in  misfeasance.    He  is  under 


obligation  so  to  use  what  it  under  his 
control  as  not  to  injure  another.  For 
a  failure  to  discharge  this  duty  he  is 
liable  in  damages  to  a  person  injured. 

je.  Acts  of  oomtnissian* 

.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if  the  servant 
.commits  an  act  of  positive  negligence 
by  which  hia  fellow  servant  is  injured, 
he  will  be  liable  for  the  consequences. 

A  servant  i^  liable  to  his  coservant 
for  misfeasance  in  pushing  upon  him 
a  hand  car  which  they  are  engaged 
in  loading  onto  ai^other  car.  McGinr 
nis  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (X906) 
200  Mo.  347,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  880,  118 
Am.  St  Rep.  66^,  98  S.  W.  590,  9  Ann. 
Cas^  65^6. 

The  general  ma9agers  of  an  electric 
.power  company  are  liable  to  a  line- 
man where  they  turn  the  power  on  a 
line  on  vi^hich  he  is  at  work  without 
giving  him  any  warning  of  the  dan- 
^r.  Hof^..  V.  Washington-Oregon 
Corp.  (i914)  75  Or.  588,  144  Pac.  574, 
rehearing  in  (1915)  75  Or.  597,  147 
Pac.  756. 

•  An  engineer  is  liable  for  injuries 
.inflicted  upon  a  postal  clerk  by  his 
.aegUgent  handling  of  his  engine.  Il- 
linois C.  R.  Co.v.  Houchins  (1905) 
.121  Ky.  526,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  375,  123 
4Un.  St.  Rep.  205,  S9  S.  W.  530. 
x;  A  train  despatcher  whPi  through  the 
negligent  •  transmission  of  orders, 
causes  a.  collision  and.  death  of  a 
hrakeman,  is  personally  liable  for  the 
injitry.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co»  v. 
.Gollihur  (1907)  40  Ind.  App.  480,  82 
iN.  E.  492. 

An  agent'  in  .charge  of  a  station  may 
be  hrid  liable  for  injury  to  a  boy  who 
is*  painting  barrels,  and  wliom  he  in- 
structs to  wash  in  gasolene  and  burn 
the  gasoldne  when  he  is  through,  if 
he  is  found  to  have  been  negligent  in 
givintr^ttch  instructions,  and  the  bo^ 
is*  injured  in'  carrying  them  out. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Marlow  (1912)  150 
.Ky.  647,  150S;  W.  832. 

In  Hare  v.  Mclntire  (1890)  82  Me. 
249,  8  L.R:A.  450,  17  Am.  St  Rep.  476, 
19  Atl.  453,  which  was  an  action  by 
^an  employee  in  a  quarry  against  an- 
other employee  for  injuries  caused  by 
the  negligent  firing  of  a  blasts  the 
i court-  said  ttke  right  of  action,  if  it 
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exists,  must  be  founded  "on  the  de- 
fendant's misfeasance,  which,  even  it 
it  could  be  deemed  a  breach  of  his 
contract  with  his  master,  would  not, 
for  that  reason,  exempt  him  from  lia- 
bility to  others  injured  thereby, 
provided  such  misfeasance  was  a  vio- 
lation of  a  duty  springing  from  the  re- 
lation between  them.  And  we  are  of 
opinion  that  where  two  or  more  per- 
sons are  engaged  in  the  same  general 
business  of  a  common  employer,  in 
which  their  mutual  safety  depends 
somewhat  upon  the  care  exercised  by 
them  respectively,  each  owes  to  the 
other  a  duty  resulting  from  their  re- 
lation of  fellow  servants,  to  exercise 
such  care  in  the  prosecution  of  their 
work  as  men  oT  ordinary  prudence 
usually  use  in  like  circumstances ;  and 
he  who  fails  in  that  respect  is  respon- 
sible for  a  resulting  personal  injury 
to  his  fellow  servant." 

Employees  of  a  mill  who  attach  a 
block  and  tackle  to  the  celling  and 
leave  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  dan- 
gerous to  other  employees  at  work  in 
the  mill  will  be  liable  for  an  injury 
caused  by  its  fall  on  such  employees. 
Osborne  v.  Morgan  (1881)  130  Masai 
102,  39  Am.  Rep.  437.  The  court  says : 
"In  the  case  at  bar,  the  negligent 
hanging  and  keeping  by  the  defend- 
ants of  the  block  and  chains  in  such  a 
place  and  manner  as  to  be  In  danger 
of  falling  upon  persons  underneath 
was  a  misfeasance  or  improper  deal- 
ing with  instruments  in  the  defend- 
ant's actual  use  or  control,  for  which 
they  are  responsible  to  any  person 
lawfully  in  the  room  and  injured  by 
the  fall,  and  who  is  not  prevented  by 
his  relation  to  the  defendants  from 
maintaining  the  action.  .  .  .  The 
plaintiff's  action  is  not  founded  on 
any  contract,  but  is  an  action  of  tort 
for  injuries  which,  according  to  the 
common  experience  of  mankind,  were 
a  natural  consequence  of  the  defend- 
ants' negligence.  The  fact  that  a 
wrongful  act  is  a  breach  of  a  contract 
between  the  wrongdoer  and  one  per- 
son does  not  ^cempt  him  from  the  re- 
sponsibility for  it  as  a  tort  to  a  third 
person  injured  thereby." 

In  that  case,  the  court  in  effect 
overrules  Albro  v.  Jaquith   (1855)  4 


Gray  (Maaa)  99,  64  Am.  Dec.  56, 
which  was  an  action  to  hold  the  su- 
perintendent of  a  mill  liable  for  inju- 
ries to  an  employee  through  his  negli- 
gence with  respect  to  the  handling  of 
the  gas  by  which  the  mill  was  lighted. 
In  the  latter  case  the  court  said :  "An 
agent  or  servant  is  always  responsible 
to  his  principal  or  employer  for  the 
negligent  or  unfaithful  performance 
of  his  duty,  where  loss  or  damage  re- 
'Sults  from  it.  But,  in  reference  to 
third  persons,  there  is  a  qualification 
of  his  liability.  There  is  a  well-estab- 
lished distinction  between  nonfea- 
sance and  misfeasance.  As  to  the  for^ 
mer,  which  is  merely  negligence  or 
carelessness  in  the  performance  of 
duty,  the  responsibili^  to  the  princi- 
pal arises  from  some  express  or  im- 
plied obligation  between  particular 
parties  standing  in  privity  of  law  or 
contract  with  each  other.  In  such 
;case  the  responsibility  is  commensu- 
rate with  the  obligation  assumed. 
But  this  is  the  extent  and  limitation 
of  his  liability.  He  is  not  bound  to 
answer  for  such  violation  of  duty  or 
obligation,  except  to  those  to  whom 
he  has  become  directly  bound  or  an* 
awerable  for  his  conduct.  .  .  .  This 
principle,  applied  to  the  facts  stated 
in  the  declaration,  is  decisive  against 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain 
her  present  action.  No  feasance  or 
positive  act  of  wrong  is  charged  or 
imputed  to  the  defendant.  The  whole 
ground  of  complaint  against  him  is 
that,  having  the  care  and  superintend- 
ence of  the  apparatus  and  fixtures 
used  in  the  mill  of  the  Agawam  Canal 
Company,  for  the  purpose  of  generat- 
ing, containing,  and  burning  inflam- 
mable gas,  he  was  negligent,  careless, 
and  unskilful  in  the  management  of 
them.  His  obligation  to  be  faithful 
and  diligent  in  this  particular  resulted 
either  from  an  express  contract  with 
his  principal,  or  is  to  be  implied  from 
the  nature  and  character  of  the  serv- 
ice in  which  he  was  engaged.  And  be- 
cause this  is  the  sole  origin  and  foun- 
dation of  his  duty,  he  is  responsible 
only  to  the  party  to  whom  it  was  due 
for  the  injurious  consequences  of  neg- 
lecting it.  It  is  not  pretended  that  he 
had  entered  into  any  stipulation,  or 
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made  any  positive  engasement,  with 
the  plaintiff,  in  relation  to  the  service 
which  he  had  agreed  to  render  to  their 
common  employer.  She,  therefore,  can 
have  no  legal  right  to  complain  of  his 
carelessness  or  unfaithfulness;  for 
he  had  made  himself,  by  no  act  or  eon- 
tract,  accountable  to  her/' 

An  agent  intrusted  with  the  man- 
agement of  a  construction  job  is  per* 
sonally  liable  for  injury  to  a  servant 
through  the  fall  of  a  scaffold,  due  to 
the  negligence  of  the  agent.  Fort  v. 
Whipple  (1877)  11  Hun  (N.  Y.)  686. 

Where  a  railroad  hand  was  injured 
by  the  movement  of  the  train  by  the 
engineer  while  the  hand  was  between 
the  cars,  the  court  said:    ^Ht  is  con* 
tended  that  the  failure  of  the  engineer 
to  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  his 
intention  to  move  the  train  while  the 
plaintiff  was  between  the  cars  was  a- 
mere  act  of  nonfeasance,  for  which 
the  plaintiff  must  look  to  the  master, 
and  not  to  the  servant.    This  conten* 
tion  cannot  be  supported*    Concedingi 
without  deciding,  the  rule  to  be  that, 
for  mere  nonfeasance,  the  servant  of 
the  master  cannot  foe  made  responsible 
to  third  persons  injured  thereby,  we  i 
are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  act  of 
the  engineer  in  backing  the  engine 
voluntarily,    without    giving    notice, 
was  misfeasance,  instead  of  nonfea* 
sance;  that  the  knowledge  he  had,  or 
ought  to  have  had,  of  the  presence  of 
the  plaintiff  between  the  cars,  madia 
his  movement  of  the  train  without  giv- 
ing notice  a  direct  trespass  or  wrong 
committed   by  him  against  plaintiff, 
without  regard  to  the  relation  existing 
between  each  of  them  and  the  railway 
company.     No  case  has  been  cited  to 
DS  in  which  such  an  act  of  a  servant 
in  the  business  of  his  master  has  been 
held  to  be   nonfeasance."     Warax  v. 
Cincinnati,    N.    O.   &   T.   P.   R.   Co. 
(1896)  72  Fed.  637. 

Car  inspectors  are  liable  for  placing 
scar  with  a  board  projecting  from  its 
roof  in  a  yard  in  such  a  position  that 
persons  working  on  their  trains  are 
likely  to  come  into  contact  with  it. 
Hukill  V.  Maysville  &  B.  S.  R.  Co. 
(1896)  72  Fed.  745.  The  court  says : 
It  is  orired  that  nothing  is  charged 
ftgainst  them  but  mere  omission  or 


nonfeasance  in  violation  of  their  duty 
to  their  employer,  and  that,  while  this 
may  subject  the  company  to  liability 
to  the  plaintiff  for  injuries  suffered 
by  him  because  of  such  nonfeasance, 
it  gives  him  no  right  of  action  against 
them,  for  the  reason  that  there  is  no 
relation  of  privity  between  him  and 
them.  Conceding  the  validity  of  the 
distinction  by  which  a  servant  is  held 
liable  directly  to  a  stranger  only  for 
positive  conduct  which  the  servant 
might  reasonably  anticipate  would  re* 
suit  in  injury,  and  which  did  so  while 
acting  in  the  business  of  his  master, 
and  not  for  an  entire  failure  to  enter 
upon  his  master's  business  at  all,  the 
averments  of  the  petition  make  it  in* 
applicable  here.  The  petition  charges 
that  the  defendants  (which  includes 
the  defendant  car  inspectors),  with 
gross  and  wanton  negligence,  placed 
the  car  with  the  board  projecting 
therefrom  in  a  defective,  unsafe,  and 
dangerous  condition,  whereby  the  de- 
fendant was  injured.  This  was  mis- 
feasance, because,  but  for  their  act  in 
placing  the  car  where  it  was,  in  its 
dangerous  condition,  the  plaintiff 
would  not  have  been  injured." 

An  agent  of  the  owner  of  a  lighter, 
who,  by  his  negligent  instructions  as 
to  loading  it,  causes  it  to  overturn,  to 
the  injury  of  an  employee,  cannot  es- 
cape liability  on  the  theory  that  he  is 
only  an  agent.  The  court  said  he 
would  be  liable  for  requiring  the  mas- 
ter to  do  a  dangerous  thing  which 
caused  the  injury.  Chiarello  Bros.  Co. 
V.  Pedersen  (1917)  155  C.  C.  A.  258, 
242  Fed.  482. 

Where  the  servant  in  charge  of  con« 
struction  of  a  building  caused  a  trench 
to  be  dug  at  the  bottom  of  the  wall  in 
such  a  manner  that  it  fell  and  injured 
another  servant  at  work  on  the  build- 
ing, it  was  contended  that  a  servant 
was  not  liable  for  injuries  happening 
through  his  negligence  to  a  fellow 
servant,  but  the  court  said  that  it  did 
not  clearly  perceive  how  it  could  well 
be  that,  in  the  little  community  of  em- 
ployees of  the  same  master,  upon  the 
same  general  undertaking,  the  com- 
mon duties  of  humankind  in  society 
generally  should  cease  to  exist,  and, 
as  a  consequence,  liability  for  breach 
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of  them.    Hinds  v.  Harbou  (1877)  68 
IndL  121. 

One  employee  is  liable  for  ordering 
another  into  a  dangerous  place  to 
work,  this  being  a  misfeasance.  Jew- 
ell v.  Kansas  City  Bolt  ft  Nut  Co. 
(1910)  231  Mo.  176,  140  Am.  St.  Rep. 
615,  132  S.  W.  703. 

In  Republic  Iron  ft  Steel  Co.  v.  Lee 
{1907)  227  IlL  246,  81  N.  E.  411,  in 
which  a  servant  was  injured  by  reason 
of  a  negligent  order  given  him  by  his 
superior,  and  sued  him  for  the  result- 
ing injury,  the  court  said  that  the  su- 
perior, personally  and  individually, 
owed  the  injured  servant  the  duty  not 
to  give  him  an  order  negligent  in  char- 
acter. If  the  order  was  given  by  the 
superior,  it  was  an  afSrmative  wrong 
done  by  him  in  violation  of  his  duty, 
and  rendered  him  liable  to  suit. 

A  servant  who  directs  a  fellow  serv- 
ant to  make  use  of  an  unsafe  ladder, 
to  the  injury  of  th6  latter,  will  be  lia- 
ble for  the  injury.  Steinhauser  v. 
Spraul  (1893)  114  Mo.  661,  21  S.  W. 
615,  859. 

The  action  failed,  however,  on  a  sub** 
sequent  appeal,  on  the  ground  of  as- 
sumption of  risk,  although  the  opinion 
of  Sherwood,  J.,  contains  a  discussion 
not  concurred  in  by  a  majority  of  the 
court,  upon  the  distinction  between 
nonfeasance  and  malfeasance,  holding 
that,  in  this  case,  there  was  mere  non- 
feasance. Steinhauser  v.  Spraul 
(1895)  127  Mo.  641,  27  L.R.A.  441,  28 
S.  W.  620,  30  S.  W.  102. 

The  act  of  a  superintendent  of  a 
bridge  company  in  refusing  to  adopt 
proper  precautions  to  protect  em- 
ployees from  injury  when  rolling  iron 
bars  along  the  uncovered  beams  of  the 
bridge  is  one  of  misfeasance  for  which 
he  is  personally  liable  to  an  employee^ 
injured  by  the  fall  of  a  roller  between 
the  beams.  Keiiney  v.  Lane  (1894)  9 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  150,  36  S.  W.  1063. 

A  foreman  having  direct  supervi- 
sion of  a  mine,  who  knows  the  danger- 
ous condition  of  overhead  rock,  and 
takes  no  steps  to  remedy  it,  to  the  in- 
jury of  an  employee,  is  personally 
liable  for  the  injury.  Grennaux  v. 
Northwestern  Improv.  Co«  (1913)  72 
Wash.  268,  130  Pac.  496. 


If  one  servant  owes  another  a  duty 
the  failure  to  perform  which  will  re- 
sult in  injury  to  such  other,  he  will 
be  liable  for  injury  resulting  from 
failure  to  perform  such  duty.  The 
true  reason  of  this  liability  is  the  fail- 
ure to  perform  the  duty  owing;  but 
some  of  the  courts  which  have  felt 
themselves  hampered  by  the  formula 
with  respect  to  misfeasance  and  non- 
feasance have  held  that  the  omission 
was  a  misfeasance,  notwithstanding  it 
was  negative  in  character. 

The  foreman  of  a  mine  may  be  liable 
to  lain  annployee  for  neglect  of  a  duty 
--'  to  examine  the  walls  for  the  purple 
ef  discovering  whether  or  not  there 
was  loose  material  liable  to  fall  and 
injure  jpersons  working  in%ithe  mine. 
Evans  Chemical  Works  v.  Ball  (1914) 
;^69  Ky.  899, 167  S.  W.  390. 

'*A  car  inspector,  who,  after  Inspec- 
tion and  approval,  sends  out  a  car 
which  he  knows,  or,  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care,  could  have  known, 
was  defective,  is  liable  in  damages  to 
a  brakeman  who,  because  of  the  de- 
fect, is  injured  in  attempting  to  use 
it  in  the  ordinary  manner,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  contributory  negligence  on 
his  part.''  Ward  v.  Pullman  Car  Corp. 
(1908)  131  Ky.  142,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
343,  114  S.  W.  764.  The  court  says: 
*'The  petition  here  charges  more  than 
a  mere  nonfeasance.  The  cars  could 
not  go  out  on  the  road  until  they  were 
inspected  and  passed  inspection. 
When  the  inspectors*  inspected  the 
cars  and  approved  them,  they  went 
out  on  the  road.  Their  approval  sent 
the  car  out  on  the  road  for  the  use  of 
the  trainmen;  if  they  sent  a  car  out 
which  was  defective,  and  which  they 
knew,  or  by  ordinary  care  could  have 
known,  was  defective,  they  are  as  ful- 
ly liable  tt  the  brakeman  who  was  in- 
jured by  reason  of  this,  as  if  they  had 
with  their  own  hands  handed  him  a 
wrench,  telling  it  was  safe  and  proper 
to  be  used,  when  it  was  in  fact  in  a 
dangerous  condition;  and  they  either 
knew  this,  or  could  have  known  it  by 
ordinary  care  in  such  inspection  as 
they  were  required  to  make.  They  did 
not  deliver  the  car  by  their  own  Imnds 
to  the  brakeman,  but  they  approved 
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lif  and  their  approval  pui;  the  ear  in 
the  hands  of  the  brakeman.    It  is  not 
a  case  of  mere-failnare  ta  act,  but  it  is 
a  case  of  one  who  was  chaargetl  with 
the  duty  of  seeinsr  that  the  car  was 
aafe  before  delivering^  it  to  another 
to  be  ased,  with  actuai  knowledge  that» 
if  it  was  unsafe,  it  would  endanger 
bis  life;  for  they  must  be  charged  with 
knowing  what  they  ahould  have  known 
by  the  jexercise  of  ordinary  care. when 
they  made  the  inspection  and  passed 
the  car.   If  they  had  not  inspected  the 
ear  at  all,  and  had. not  approved  the 
car  in  any  way,  thoy  would  have  don^e 
no  positive  act,  and  a  different  ques- 
tion would  be  presented." 

In  Southern  R.  Co..  v«  Miller  (1907) 
1 6a.  App.  616,  57  S.  E.  1090,  affirmed 
in  (1907)  8  Ga.  App.  410,  59  S.  E.  1115, 
the  crew  of  a  train  which  had  taken 
a  switch  toJet  another  pass  it,  left  the 
switch  open,   so  that  the   oncoming 
train  ran  into  it  and  collided  with  the 
standinsT  train,  to  the  injury  of  the 
former.      Negligence    wais-  charged 
against  them  in  leaving  the  switch 
open  and  failing  to  observe  that  it  was 
open.   These  were  claimed  to  be  mere* 
ly  acts  of  nonfeasance,  but  the  court 
says:     ''We  do  not  so  construe  the 
acts  of  negli^rence  set  up.    They  real- 
ty inv<rive  acta  t>oth  of  .omission  and 
conunission.    They  present  a  case  not 
where  the  amenta  failed  to  perform  the 
acts  which  it  was  their  duty  to  per- 
form, but  where  they  did  actually  per- 
form them,  but  in  a  negligent  nianner. 
They  were. all  -co-operating  In  the  run* 
ning  of  the  tirain,  and  in  the  specific 
acts  of  negligence  in  reference  to  the 
switch,  and  other  acts  charged  which 
caused   the   injury  to   the  plaintiff. 
'Nonfeasance  is  the  total  omission  or 
failure  of  the  agent  to  enter  upon  the 
performance   of  a   distinct   duty   or 
ondertaking  which  he  has  agreed  with 
hu  principal  to  do."* 

In  Daves  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  (1893) 
98  CaL  19,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  183,  82  Pac. 
708, 13  Am.  Neg.  Gas.  367,  a  judgment 
againat  a  section  foreman  for  leaving 
a  switch  open,  by  reason  of  which  a 
section  hand  was  killed,  was  affirmed. 
Where  the  a^ent  in  charge  of  a  saw- 
ing machine  set  an  inexperienced  hand 
to  work  upon  it  when  the  saw  was  in^ 


securely  fastened,  so  that  the  hand 
was  injured,  the  question  arose  as  to 
the  liability  for  the  injury.  Green- 
berg  V.  Whitcomb  Lumber  Co.  (1895) 
90  Wis.  225,  28  L.R.A.  489,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  911,  63  N.  W.  93.  The  court  says 
the  principle  is  well  settled  that  the 
servant  or  agent  is  responsible  to  third 
persons  only  for  injuries  which  are 
occasioned  by  his  misfeasance,  and  not 
for  those  occasioned  by  his  mere  non* 
feasance.  It  further  says-  that  it  wast 
defendant's  duty  to  have  the  machine 
safe.  His  neglect  to  do  tfo  was  non< 
feasance.  But  that  alone  would  not 
have  harmed  plaintiff  if  he  had  not 
been  set  to  work  upon  it.  To  set  him  to 
work  upon  the  defective  and  danger- 
ous machine  was  doin^  improperly  an 
act  which  one  might  do  in  a  proper 
manner.  It  was  a  misfeasance.  The 
misfeasance  was  the  efficient  cause  of 
the  accident. 

One  operating  a  derrick  to  assist 
timbers  to  their  place  in  a  buildinsr 
is  liable  for  injury  to  an  employee  re-^ 
ceiving  the  timbers  on  the  wall,  by  his 
negligent  operation  of  the  derrick,  so 
that  such  receiving  employee  is 
thrown  to  the  ground.  Fox  v.  Sand- 
ford  (1856)  4  Sneed  (Tenn.)  86,  67 
Am.  Dec.  587. 

One  in  charge  as  agent  of  the  trans- 
ferring of  logs  from  one  railroad  com 
pany  to  another  is  liable  for  injury  to 
an  employee  through  the  breaking  of 
an  unsafe  chain  which  he  furnishes 
for  use  of  the  employees.  Malone  v. 
Morton  (1884)  84  Mo.  436.  The  court 
emphasizes,  however,  the  fact  that  the 
injured  employee  did  not  know  that 
defendant  was  a  mere  agent. 

A  foreman  who,  in  erecting  a  der- 
rick, himself  selects  the  material  and 
directs  how  and  where  the  stays  shall 
be  located  and  fastened,  is  liable  to  a 
fellow  servant  for  injuries  caused  by 
its  proving  insecure  and  falling, 
through  his  negligence.  Atkins  v. 
Field  (1896)  89  Me.  281,  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  424,  36  Atl.  375.  The  court  says : 
"The  defendant  calls  our  attention  to 
Bt  distinction  made  in  some  cases  be- 
tween the  misfeasance  and  mere  non- 
feasance of  a  person  in  the  situation 
of  the  defendaiit.  Such  a  distinction* 
cannot  avail  here.    If  the  defentlant 
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had  not  undertaken  to  rig  and  set  up 
the  derrick,  or,  in  eo  doing,  had  aim* 
ply  executed  the  will  of  a  lawful  su^ 
perior  as  to  details  of-  mode  and  ma- 
terial, there  might  be  said  to  be  mere 
nonfeasance  on  his  part  But  he  did 
undertake  the  work,  and  practically 
exercised  his  own  discretion  as  to 
mode  and  material.  He  was  then 
bound  to  act  carefully  in  every  re* 
spect,  and  his  carelessness  in  any  re* 
spect  was  a  misfeasance.*' 

In  Camp  v.  Church  of  St.  Louis 
(1852)  7  La,  Ann.  321,  where  one  en- 
gaged in  the  construction  of  a  church 
was  injured  by  the  fall  of  a  portion 
of  the  work,  the  court  was  evenly  di- 
vided on  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  contractor  was  personally  liable 
for  the  injury.  The  chief  justice  says 
the  undertaker  who  puts  up,  to  the 
danger  of  the  public,  a  building  de- 
fective in  design,  materials,  or  work, 
is  liable  in  damages  for  its  falling 
down.  Indeed,  a  stronger  moral  re- 
sponsibility exists  on  his  part.  The 
owner  is  rendered  liable  from  the  pol- 
icy of  the  law  alone.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  undertaker  is  the  responsi- 
ble man. 

A  locomotive  engineer  is  liable  for 
injury  to  the  fireman  by  his  negligence 
in  failing  properly  to  protect  a  gauge 
which  he  installs  in  the  engine.  Brew- 
er V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (1910)  109 
Minn.  385,  25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  354,  124  N. 
W.  10.  The  court  says  defendant 
undertook  to  execute  the  duty  of  re- 
placing the  gauge,  and  performed  it 
negligently.  Hence  his  act  was  one 
of  misfeasance,  and  not  of  nonfea- 
sance. Strictly  speaking,  the  act  of  the 
engineer  in  failing  to  put  on  the  guard 
was  nonfeasance, — ^that  is,  not  doing 
an  act  which  he  was  required  to  per- 
form. But  the  distinction  between 
misfeasance  and  nonfeasance  is  some- 
times fanciful. 

In  Hagerty  v.  Montana  Ore  Pur- 
chasing Co.  (Hagerty  v.  Wilson) 
(1908)  38  Mont  69,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
356,  98  Pac.  643,  where  the  superin- 
tendent of  a  mine  was  sought  to  be 
held  liaible  for  injury  to  a  miner  be- 
cause of  the  unsafe  condition  of  a 
shaft,  it  was  contended  that,  at  most, 
he  was  guilty  of  nonaction,  or  omis- 


sion of  duty,  in  failing  to  have  the 
shaft  in  working  order,  or  in  not  for- 
bidding its  use,  and  that  such  omis- 
sion or  nonaction  amounts  only  to  non- 
feasance, for  which  he  is  not  liable  to 
a  third  peraon,  but,  if  liable  at  all, 
merely  to  his  principal;  and  that  the 
maxim  ^'respondeat  superior*'  applies. 
The  court  says :  'If  Wilson's  miscon- 
duct in  permitting  the  shaft  to  be  out 
of  repair,  and  in  permitting  its  use 
while  in  such  condition,  amounts  only 
to  nonfeasance,  then  the  contention 
of  his  counsel  may  be  well  founded. 
But  we  are  not  able  to  agree  with 
them  in  their  conclusion.  •  .  .  The 
courts  and  text-writers  have  not  al- 
ways been  accurate  in  defining  the 
terms  'nonfeasance'  and  'misfeasance,' 
or  in  discriminating  between  them. 
As  applied  in  cases  of  this  character, 
we  think  the  term  'nonfeasance'  refers 
to  the  omission  on  the  part  of  the 
agent  to  perform  a  duty  which  he  owes 
to  his  principal  by  virtue  of  the  rela- 
tionship existing  between  them;  but, 
whenever  the  omission  on  the  part  of 
the  agent  consists  of  his  failure  to 
perform  a  duty  which  he  owes  to  third 
persons,  then,  as  to  such  third  persons, 
his  onaission  amounts  to  'misfeasance,' 
for  which  he  is  responsiible." 

In  an  action  to  hold  employers  and 
their  foremen  liable  for  death  of  an 
employee,  due  to  the  falling  of  a  plat- 
form, the  necessary  repair  of  which 
the  foremen  had  been  instructed  to 
look  after,  the  court  held  that  the 
question  of  liability  for  nonfeasance 
had  not  been  properly  raised,  but  pro- 
ceeded to  state:  "The  agent  or  serv- 
ant is  himself  liable  as  well  as  the 
master,  where  the  act  producing  the 
injury,  although  committed  in  the 
master's  business,  is  a  direct  trespass 
by  the  servant  upon  the  person  or 
property  of  another,  or  where  he  di- 
rects the  tortious  act.  In  such  cases 
the  fact  that  he  is  acting  for  another 
does  not  shield  him  from  responsibili- 
ty. The  distinction  is  between  mis- 
feasance and  nonfeasance.  For  the 
former  the  servant  is,  in  general,  li- 
able ;  for  the  latter,  not.  The  servant, 
as  between  himself  and  his  master,  is 
bound  to  serve  him  with  fidelity  and 
to  perform  the  duties  committed  to 
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him.  An  omiMion  to  perform  thorn 
may  subject  third  peraons  to  harm, 
and  the  master  to  damages.  But  the 
breach  of  the  contract  of  service  is 
a  matter  between  the  master  and  serv- 
ant alone,  and  the  nonfeasance,  of  the 
servant,  causing  injury  to  third  per* 
sons,  is  not,  in  general,  at  least,  a 
ground  for  a  civil  action  against  the 
servant  in  their  favor."  Murray  v. 
Usher  (1889)  117  N.  Y.  542,  23  N.  £. 
564. 

A  mine  superintendent  who  is  re- 
quired by  statute  to  examine  the  work- 
ing conditions  of  the  mine  each  day 
is  personally  liable  for  injury  to  an 
employee  through  his  failure  to  per- 
form the  duty  so  imposed  upon  him. 
Durkin  v.  Kingston  Coal  Co.  (1895) 
171  Pa.  198,  29  L.R.A.  808,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  801,  33  Atl.  237.  The  court  says 
that  with  the  knowledge  of  the  con- 
ditions with  respect  to  overlying  rock 
he  did  nothing  to  protect  employees 
from  the  consequences  of  its  fall ;  and 
oontinues:  Whether  his  conduct  be 
considered  with  reference  to  the  stat* 
ote  or  regardless  of  it,  his  failure  to 
do  what  he  must  have  known  to  be 
necessary  was  a  neglect  of  duty  such 
as  should  render  him  liable  to  his  fel- 
Jow  servant  who  has  suffered  by  it. 

Other  cases  in  which  the  servant 
has  been  held  liable  after  a  discussion 
of  the  doctrine  of  nonfeasance  are 
found  infra,  Y.  c,  1. 

F.  Nonfea9ance. 

a.  Ah9etu»  of  dtUp  to  third  peroon. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a  dis- 
enssion  of  the  question  of  the  distinc- 
tion between  misfeasance  and  non- 
feasance upon  the  servant^s  liability 
is  found  in  very  many  of  the  cases  in 
which  actions  have  been  brought 
against  the  servant,  the  cases  in  which 
the  action  has  failed  are  comparative- 
ly few.  As  has  already  been  suggested 
ti&e  fundamental  question  which  must 
altinoately  famish  the  rule  of  deci- 
sion in  this  class  of  cases  is  wheth^ 
er  not  a  servant  owes  a  duty  to  th^ 
person  injured.  If  he  does,  he  is  lia- 
ble; if  he  does  not,  he  is  not  liable. 
Some  of  the  cases  have  made  this  test 
the  rule  of  decision,  as  will  appear 
from  the  following  citations : 


Where  a  man,  as  agent  for  his  wife, 
impounds  cattle  trespassing  on  her 
land,  and  places  them  in  her  posses- 
sion, he  is  not  answerable  for  injuries 
caused  by  failure  to  mark  them.  Kim- 
brough  V.  Boswell  (1903)  119  6a.  201, 
45  Si  E.  977.  The  court  says  that 
while  an  agent  is  personally  liable  to 
those  injured  by  his  misfeasance,  he 
is  ordinarily  not  liable  for  mere  non- 
feasance. 

A  laborer  employed  to  dig  a  ditch 
in  a  public  highway  is  not  personally 
liable  for  injuries  caused  by  failure 
to  properly  guard  it  at  night,  since 
that  duty  rests  upon  his  employer. 
Jessup  V.  Sloneker  (1891)  142  Pa.  527, 
21  Atl.  988. 

The  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, who,  under  a  permit  from  the 
city,,  constructs  a  covering  over  the 
sidewalk  while  Improvements  are  in 
progress  on  the  property,  is  not  liable 
for  injury  to  a  passer-by  through  its 
collapse.  Scheller  v.  Silbermintz 
(1906)  60  Misc.  175,  98  N.  Y.  Supp. 
280.  The  court  says  the  agent  owed 
no  duty  to  plaintiff,  and  unless  a 
servant  is  guilty  of  actual  misfea- 
sance or  tort,  he  cannot  be  held  liable 
with  his  master.  If  he  neglects  duty 
which  the  master  owes  to  third  per- 
sons, the  remedy  is  against  the  mas- 
ter alone. 

Where  an  action  was  brought 
against  a  railroad  company  for  delay 
in  shipment  of  freight  due  to  a  strike 
of  engineers  of  the  road,  the  court, 
as  a  reason  for  holding  the  railroad 
company  liable,  said  the  engineers 
owed  no  duty  to  the  shipper  which  the 
law  can  recognize.  If  they  had  com- 
mitted a  positive  torf  or  trespass  up- 
on the  property,  the  owner  might  pass 
by  the  principal  and  hold  them  re- 
sponsible; but  for  a  nonfeasance,  or 
simple  neglect  of  dtity,  they  were  only 
answerable  to  their  employers.  The 
maxim  "respondeat  superior"  applies. 
Blackstock  v.  New  Yoric  A  E.  R.  Co. 
(1869)  20  N.  Y.  48,  75  Am.  Dec.  372. 

In  Hill  V.  Caverly  (1834)  7  N.  H. 
216,  26  Am.  Dec.  735,  where,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  owner  of  a  dam,  his  agent 
kept  the  gates  shut  until  an  unsafe 
head  of  water  had  been  raised,  so  that 
the  dam  gave  way,  to  the  injury  of  a 
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lower  riparian  owner,  the  eourt  held 
the  servant  not  liable,  saying  that  no 
action  can  be  maintained  against  a 
servant  unless  he  can  be  considered  as 
a  wrongdoer.  He  is  never  liable  for 
a  neglect  of  his  master.  The  court 
stated  that  the  shutting  of  the  gatei 
was  no  wrongful  act  to  anybody.  The 
owner  had  a  right  to  raise  a  head  of 
water  as  high  as  the  dam  -would  saf  e^ 
ly  bear.  If  the  gate  ought  to  have 
been  raised  sobiier><t]KaA'wa8'the  busi- 
ness of  the  'Owher»  and  not  of  the 
agent.  He  had  no  authority  to  riaise 
it  except  when  directed  so  to  do.  *  The 
case  discusses  no  wrongful  act,  na 
breach  of  duty  in  the  agent,  no  neg- 
ligence which  can  render  him  liable 
to  the  lower  owner.  The  case  was 
evidently,  decided  as  ohe  of  fact,,  but 
it  is  submitted  that  the  court  took  too 
narrow  a  view  of  the  duties  of  the 
servant  to  a  third  perison;  Can  it 
properly  be  said  that  an  agent  can  oo-' 
operate  in  raising  a  heaid  of  water  be*< 
hind  a  defective  dam  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  it  is  merely  a  question  of 
the  height  to  which  the  water  rises 
when  the  dam  will  give  way  and  dev- 
astate property  along  the  stream  b^ 
low,  without  personal  liability  for  the 
act?  It  would  seem  that  the  servant, 
under  such- circumstances,  owed  some 
duty  to  the  lower  owners,  and  if  they 
were  injured,  he  could  not  shield  him- 
self behind  the  directions  given  him: 
by  the  ^nployer.  The  court  argued 
that  the  agent,  who  was  under  con-, 
tract  to  follow  directions  of  the  owner 
in  everything  relating. to  the  stoppage 
or  flowage  of  the  water,  cannot  be 
held  personally  liable  for  damages  to 
lower  proprietors,  caused  by  the  break- 
ing away  of  the  dam,  altHWigh  it  may. 
have  been  imprudent  and  improper 
to  raise  such  a  head  of  water  with 
such  a  dam.  That  he  had  no  authority 
from  his  master  to  raise  the  gate  ex- 
cept when  directed  to  do  so.  Such 
reasoning  is  certainly  peculiar.  If 
the  master  had  directed  the  servant  to 
load  and  aim  a  gun  at  the  neighbor's 
house  and  attach  to  it  a  time  clock 
which  would  discharge  the  gun  at  a 
given  hour,  and  then  watch  to  see  that 
nothing  interfered  with  the  prepared 
meohanism,  could  it  be  possible  that 


the  Servant  would  not  be  Itttble  for 
the  injury  caused  by  the  discharge  of 
the  guh  merely  because  he  was  obey- 
ing the -master's  orders,  and  had  no 
authority  from  the  master  to  interfere 
with  the  mechanism  which  had  been 
set  in  operation? 

An  agent  in  charge  of.  a  mill,. who 
bad  nothing  to  do  with  the  erection 
of  t)ie  dam,  is  not  personally  llabie 
for  setting  back  the  water  onto  upper 
wheels  merely  because  he  maintains 
the  dam  in  the  condition  and  at  the 
height  intended  by  the  owner^  Levf 
L.  Brown  Paper  Co.  ▼.  Bean  (1877  > 
128  Mass.  267.  The  court  says,  in 
respect  to  his  liability,  that  he  had  no 
such  control  as  would  authorize  him 
to  change  or  remove  any  such  struc- 
ture erected  upon  the  premises  by 
tiie  owner.  It  is  very  plain,  there- 
fore, that  he  could  not  be  liable  to 
other  persons  for  failing  to  do  what 
he  had  no  right  to  do. 
';  Wb^re.  &  building  the  raising  of 
which  was  being  superintended  by 
an  architect,  fell  and  injured  a  work- 
man^ the  architect  was  held  liable  for 
the  injury.  Lottman  v.  Bamett 
(1876)  62  Mo.  159.  T'he  court  said 
defendant  is  not  assumed  to  be  held 
responsible  for  omissions  of  duty  to 
his  employers*  He  is  held  responsible 
only  ior  positive  misfeasance,  for 
negligence  in  the  work  which  he  un* 
dertook  and  carried  out,  but  in  which 
he  failed  to  exhibit  the  care  and 
skill  which  the  law  imposed  upon 
hiuL  For  this  want  of  care  and 
skill, — in  other  words,  for  negligence, 
— ^he  is  responsible  to  persons  injured 
by  r^son  of  his  acts.        ,  ^^]J|k 

Wrore  a  foreiiian  whose  duty  ^ 
was  to  see  to  the  repair  of  the 
rolling  stock  of  a  railroad  put  into 
^n  engine  a  sight  tube  which  was  fur- 
nished by  the  railroad  company,  but 
which  was  alleged  to  have,  been  of 
an  improper  kind,  so  that  it  burst, 
to  the  injury,  of  an  engineer,  and  he 
was  made  a  party,  to  an  action  for 
the  injury,  the  court  said:  "Can  a. 
servant  be  made  liable  to  one  of  an- 
other grade  for  the  master's  failure 
to  provide  safe  and  suitable  machine 
ery,'  although  it  was  the  supe- 
rior servant's  duty  to  look  after  the 
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conditftm  of  theMnaohSnery?  For 
ftueh  servant's  careless  exr  negligent 
act,  ^^ch  Is  called  a  >  ^rnisf eassBce/ 
he  is  liable  to  anyone  injured  ther^ 
by.  Id  it£r  nature  it  is  or  becomes  a 
trespass.  And  the  fact  that  he  lb 
acting  for  another^  or  evdn  under  the 
positive  directions  of  another,  will  not 
excuse  hioL  .  But  where  the  injury )re- 
suits  to  some  third-  person  becausi» 
the  servant  failed  ta-  aet, — ^that.is,  be- 
cause of  his  nonfeasance, — it  is  held 
upon  authority  that  generally  ttaesetY- 
ant  is  not  personally  liable^  though 
his  master. is.  .  ;  •  Whether . tbts 
doctrine,  in  its  fullest  extent,  csan'be 
sustained  in  sound  reason^  'it:  is 
unnecessary  for  us  tOT  f  examine. 
Whether  the  nonf easande  of  Brown 
was  a  negative  act;  in  that  it  was  a 
failure  to  do  what  he  had  uikder- 
taken  to  4o,  and  therefore  had  done  it 
imperfectly,  we  are  relieved  from 
considering  by  the  state  of  the  plead- 
ings and  of  the  records;  for  it  is  not 
charged  that  Brown,  had  it  in  hie 
cower  to  do  anything  other  than 
exactly  what  he  did.  To  hold  him 
liable  in  this  state  of  case  would  be 
to  hold  that  every  servant  is  personalr 
ly  charged  with  the  *  same  liabilih 
ty  as  his  master,  although  the  .sole 
fault  was  that  of  the  master^  aver 
whose  action  the  servant,  of  course; 
had  no  control.  Such  a,  rule  would 
be  unreasonable."  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  & 
T.  P.  R,  Co.  V.  Robertson  (1903)H5 
Ky.  858,  74  S.  W,  106J, 

In  an  action  by  the  oyvner  of  cotton 
against  the  agent  of  a  factor  to  re- 
cover damages  because  of  his  failure 
to  transmit  to  the  factor  .the  owner's 
instructions,  as  to  the  disposal  of  th^ 
cotton,  which  resulted  in  a  substantial 
loss  to  the  owner,  tho  court  said 
it  was  conceded  at  th^  argument  that 
the  agent  is  not  liable  for:  damages 
to  a  third  person,  resulting  to  him 
from  nonperformance  or  neglect  of 
a  duty  which  the=  agent  owes*  to  the 
I^ncipal.  The  court  says  th^t  biy 
statute^  where  a  tort  is  for  a.  viola- 
tion of  any  private  obligation^  .that 
obligation  results  from;tber  fflations 
of  the  parties,  created  by.eontr^,  e?^ 
press-  or  implied.  \.  Raid ,  v.  Hiuni^ber 
(1873;- 48. G9..  207.   oNoF*  wJwtifflpl^ 


tionti  'existed  :  between-  the-  plaintiff 
and  defendant  imthis  case,  created  by 
contract,  either  express  or  implied? 
To  constitute  a  legal  contract,  there 
musV  be'a  cbnsideratiori.  *Wa8  there 
any  here?.  A  party  shipped  his  cotton 
H;b  Ms  factor;  he  theri  told  the  agent 
of*  that  factor,' who  was' at  another 
d^bt  from  ^  where  '  the  cotton  was 
shipped/ that  he"  did*  not  wish  the 
cotton  sold  until  further  orders:  Was 
there  a  legal  obligation  on  that  agent 
tOw^ards  the .  shipper  to  transmit  his 
dir^tiorts  fo  the  factor?  From  what 
did'it  spring?  ' 'ftie  agejit  was  bound 
to  his  principal,  and  would  have  been 
ifespoifsible  to  him  foi'.  any  damages 
rfecdvered  ag&ih^t'  the  principal,  on 
account  of  the  agent's  failure.  And 
^he  shipper^  may*  have  been  entitled 
•to  recover  against  the  principal,  either 
•fbi^  the  neglect  of  the  agent  in 
liot  forwarding  the'  instructions;  or 
for  the  viMaition '  of  Ihem  by  the 
principal,  if  that,  had  been  communi- 
cated.- But  '  we  cannot'  s^e  that 
<there  was  any  sUch  relation  between 
the  agenttand' the  shipper  to  tender 
the  agent  liable  to  him  f  oi*  the  neglect. 
Had  the  shipper  made  the  agent  his 
o^vn .  agent  in  the  matter  for  a  cbn- 
sideration,  the  dase  wbuld  be  differ- 
entl'  •  •  .7  ••  .  , 
''  ?An.  agent  Whb  has  charge  of  the 
renting  of  a  'building  owned  by  a 
nonresident,  and  i^-omises  a  tenant 
.that  hO'  will  pay  for  connecting  a 
.dt^in  with  a  se'wer,  but  expressly  re- 
fuses to  take  any  responsibility  in 
dhtecting  the'  wofk,  and  says  that 
authority  must  be  obtained. from*  some 
.other  source,  is  not  liable  for  the 
.neirligenee  .of  the  tenant  ih  leaving  an 
ungraded  excavation  iii  the '  street 
:while. doing  tlie.irotk."  Crandall  v. 
Xiolimis  <1%4)  58  Y/t.  664; . 

It  seems  probable  that  the  result 
reached. /in  some  of  the  above  cases 
was  influenced  by~^  the  idea,  that  the 
aervant  wasi  not  liable  f<^  amission 
!to  perforin  duties,  owing  his  mttster, 
the  ;coui<t  ireasoning  that  if  the  delict 
was  with  respee.t'  to  a  duty  owing  the 
n3tastar,':tttere  would  be  no.  delict^*  to- 
wards a  tiii^  pc^i^on;!  and  it-onay  be 
.^  at  •  >.the;  i  'tiecjsion  ;iisight  heave  :  l>een 
^Hng^  haA>the;xiue6ittet)ofYd«iliyito 
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the  person  injured  been  considered 
with  the  mind  free  from  the  mis- 
feasance-nonfeasance  formula. 

b.  Caaes   denying   UahUitiy   /or   fion/ee- 

aance. 

A  few  cases  have  adopted  and  made 
a  rule  of  decision  tlie  principle  that 
the  servant  is  not  liable  for  nonfea- 
sance. That  principle  being  without 
foundation  to  support  it»  the  decisions 
on  the  facts  in  the  respective  cases 
were  merely  fortuitous,  and  may  or 
may  not  have  been  rights  according 
to  whether  or  not  a  duty  was  owing 
to  plaintiff  by  defendant.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  have  held  that  a  serv- 
ant was  not  liable  to  a  stranger  for 
mere  nonfeasance: 

United  States^ — Carey  v.  Rochereau 
(1883)  16  Fed.  87;  Cheatham  v.  Red 
River  Une  (1898)  56  Fed.  248, 
reversed  on  other  grounds  in  (1894) 
60  Fed.  517 ;  Burch  v.  Caden  Stone  Co. 
(1899)  93  Fed.  181;  Kelly  v.  Chicago 
ft  A.  R.  Co.  (1903)  122  Fed.  286; 
Bryce  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (1903)  125 
Fed.  958;  Floyt  v.  Shenango  Furnace 
Co.  (1911)  186  Fed.  589;  Plunkett  v. 
Gulf  Ref.  Ck).  (1919)  259  Fed.  968. 

IndiaiUL  ^  Dean  v.  Brock  (1894) 

II  Ind.  App.  507,  88  N.  E.  829. 
Iowa.  —  Williams  v.  Dean   (1907) 

134  Iowa,  216,   11   L.R.A.(N.S.)   410, 

III  N.  W.  931;  Minnis  v.  Younker 
Bros.  (1908)  —  Iowa,  — ,  118  N.  W. 
532;  Cramblitt  v.  Percival-Porter  Co. 
(1916)  176  Iowa,  788,  L.R.A.1917C, 
77,  158  N.  W.  541;  Wendland  v.  Berg 
(1919)  188  Iowa,  202,  174  N.  W.  410. 

Kentucky.  —  Dudley  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  (1907)  127  Ky.  221,  18  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1186,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  835, 
96  S.  W.  835. 

Louisiana.  —  Delaney  v.  Rochereau 
(1882)  84  La.  Ann.  1123,  44  Am.  Rep. 
456. 

MissieeiiipL  —  Feltus  v.  Swan 
<1884)  02  Miss.  416. 

MisaovrL  —  Bissell  v.  Roden  (1868) 
34  Mo.  68,  84  Am.  Dec.  71;  O'Neil 
V.  C.  Young  ft  Sons'  Seed  ft  Plant  Co. 
(1894)  68  Mo.  App.  628. 

New  York.  —  Denny  ▼.  Manhattan 
Co.  (1846)  2  Denio,  115,  affirmed  in 
(1846)  5  Dealo,  688;  Phinn^  v. 
Phinnff    (1889)    17    How.    Pr.    197; 


Burns  v.  Pethcal  (1894)  76  Hun, 
437,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  499;  Van 
Antwerp  v.  Linton  (1895)  89  Hun, 
417,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  318,  affirmed  in 
(1899)  167  N.  Y.  716,  53  N.  E.  1133; 
Potter  V.  Gilbert  (1909)  130  App.  Div. 
682,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  425,  affirmed 
in  (1909)  196  N.  Y.  576,  90  N.  E.  1165. 

Ohio.  —  Stevens  v.  Little  Miami 
R.  Co.  (1850)  1  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint, 
335;  Chambers  v.  Ohio  L.  Ins.  ft  T. 
Co.  (1867)  1  Disney,  327;  Henshaw 
V.  Noble  (1857)  7  Ohio  St.  226. 

Tennessee.  —  Erwin  v.  Davenport 
(1871)  9  Heisk.  44;  Drake  v.  Hagen 
(1902)   108  Tenn.  265,  67  S.  W.  470. 

Texas.  —  Labadie  v.  Hawley  (1884) 
61  Tex.  177,  48  Am.  Rep.  278;  Mor- 
rison V.  Ashburn  (1893)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  21  S.  W.  993. 

In  Bissell  v.  Roden  (Mo.)  supra, 
which  was  an  action  against  a  sub- 
contractor by  the  property  owner  for 
injury  to  the  property  by  negligent 
performance  by  the  subcontractor  of 
his  contract,  the  court  sets  out  the 
section  of  Story's  Agency  relating  to 
the  servant's  liability  for  misfeasance 
and  nonfeasance,  and  declares  that  the 
case  comes  within  the  operation  of 
the  principle  thereby  set  out,  and  that 
there  is  no  liability. 

In  O'Neil  v.  C.  Young  ft  Sons'  Seed 
ft  Plant  Co.  (Mo.)  supra,  which  in- 
volved the  question  of  liability  of  an 
officer  of  a  corporation,  the  court  says 
it  is  only  where  the  agent  has  been 
guilty  of  active  negligence — ^that  is» 
of  some  act  of  misfeasance — ^that  he 
can  be  made  to  answer  to  third  per- 
sons. 

Where  an  action  was  brought 
against  transfer  agents  of  a  foreign 
corporation  because  of  their  refusal 
to  transfer  stock  on  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  which  were  in  their  pos- 
session for  that  purpose,  the  court 
held  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  a 
cause  of  action  against  anyone,  it  was 
against  the  principal,  and  not  the 
agents,  saying  that  for  a  neglect  to 
discharge  this  duty  they  were  answer- 
able to  their  principal,  and  to  no  one 
else.  If  third  persons  are  injured  hy 
the  negligence  of  a  known  agent,  th« 
rule  is  respondeat  superior.  Denn^ 
▼.  Manhattan  Co.  (N.  Y.)  supra. 
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Smployees  of  m  bank  are  not  per- 
aoitlly  UMit  for  turning  over  to  a 
liiird  person  money^  where  the  bank 
had  agreed  with  the  depositor  not  to 
tarn  over  such  money  until  such  per- 
son signed  a  certain  receipt,  which 
be  bad  not  done  when  the  money  was 
turned  over.  Morrison  v.  Ashbum 
(Tei*)  BupnL  The  court  says  the 
attempt  is  merely  to  hold  them 
liable  for  failure  to  perform  a  duty 
to  the  bank  as  its  agents. 

An  agent  for  the  rental  of  real 
•state,  who  permits  the  tenant  to 
place  a  cooking  range  on  the  property, 
18  not  personally  liable  for  injuries  to 
neighboring  property  by  operation  of 
the  range  when  its  use  proves 
to  be  a  nuisance.  Labadie  v. 
Hawley  (To:.)  supra.  This  ruling  is 
placed  upon  the  doctrine  of  nonliabili- 
ty for  nonfeasance.  The  court,  as 
a  preliminary  to  the  discussion,  how- 
ever, states  that  neither  the  construc- 
tion of  the  range  nor  failure  to  move 
it  caused  the  injury,  which  resulted 
solely  by  the  manner  in  which  the 
range  was  operated.  Therefore,  the 
liability  must  rest,  if  at  all,  upon 
the  ground  that  he  had  not  done  some- 
thing which  he  might  have  done. 
The  court  then  cites  with  approval 
▼arious  textbooks  which  have  laid 
down  the  rule  of  nonliability  for  non- 
feasance. 

Where  agents  for  the  care  of  prop- 
erty were  sued  because  of  injury  to 
a  tenant  by  the  unsafe  condition  of 
the  property  rented  by  them,  the  court 
disapproves  of  the  contention  that 
their  act  was  one  of  misfeasance  in- 
stead of  nonfeasance,  saying:  ''An 
agent,  ^vhile  obeying  the  command  or 
performingr  the  service  of  the  prin- 
cipal, 10  not  justified  in  committing  a 
tort,  and  if  he  does,  not  only  the  prin- 
cipal, but  the  agent,  may  be  made  to 
answer  in  damages  therefor.  But 
where  a  duty  rests  on  the  principal, 
and  not  on  the  agent,  its  nonperform- 
ance by  the  latter  creates  no  liability 
against  him,  if  injury  results.  True, 
he  may  owe  a  duly  to  the  principal 
to  faithf ally  discharge  his  duties  as 
agent,  but  he  owes  no  duty  to  others 
except  that,  in  the  performance  of 
those  duties,  he  shall  not  do  anything 


which  will  cause  injury  to  them.  If 
the  agent  fails  to  perform  a  duty 
which  he  owes  to  the  principal,  and 
by  reason  of  such  nonperformance  or 
neglect  of  duty  a  third  person  sus- 
tains injury,  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained against  the  agent  by  such 
third  person  on  account  thereof.*' 
Dean  v.  Brock  (1894)  11  Ind.  App. 
607,  38  N.  E.  829.  The  court  further 
says  the  case  cannot  be  said  to  be 
one  of  malfeasance,  because  the 
agents  were  under  no  legal  duty  to 
keep  the  property  in  repair  and  safe 
for  use.  They  simply  neglected  to 
perform  for  their  principal  the  duty 
which  he  owed  to  his  tenant  Their 
failure  to  do  this  was  merely  a  non- 
feasance, and  not  a  misfeasance. 

In  Cramblitt  v.  Percival-Porter  Co. 
(1916)  176  Iowa»  788,  L.R.A.1917C, 
77,  158  N.  W.  641,  it  appeared  that 
contractors  for  the  wiring  of  an 
apartment  house  left  an  improperly 
protected  hole  in  a  passage  during  the 
progress  of  the  work,  and  a  tenant 
of  the  building  was  injured  and  sought 
to  hold  agents  of  the  building 
liable  for  the  injury.  There  was 
nothing  to  show  that  they  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  work,  the  con- 
tract having  been  let  by  the  owner, 
and  the  agents  having  no  notice  of 
the  defect  in  the  passageway.  There 
was,  therefore,  no  ground  on  which 
they  could  have  been  held  liable,  but 
the  court,  in  disposing  of  the  case, 
said  that  the  most  that  can  be  said 
of  these  defendants  is  that  they 
neglected  to  perform  some  affirmative 
duty  which  they  owed  to  the  owner. 
It  is  a  case  of  nonfeasance,  and  not 
of  malfeasance,  on  the  part  of  these 
defendants,  as  to  anyone.  No  liability 
can  be  predicated  by  this  plaintiff 
upon  the  failure  of  these  agents  to 
discharge  a  contractual  duty  which 
they  owed  to  the  property  owner.  The 
court  says:  ''The  general  rule  is 
that  an  agent  is  not  liable  to  a  stran- 
ger simply  for  nonfeasance, — ^for  a 
failure  to  discharge  some  duty  which 
he  owes  to  his  master  or  principal, — 
even  though  the  master  and  principal 
owes  that  duty  to  the  person  injui^ 
The  agent  may  be  liable  as  for  a 
breach  of  contract,  but  only  to  his 
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l>rineipal.  Suefa  breach,  however,  is 
not  a  tort  of  which  a  dtranger  may 
complain.  In  the  instant  case,  if  these 
•defendants  owed  any  duty  to  keep 
this  building  in  safe  repaid,  it  was  a 
duty  which  they  owed  to  the  owner, 
growing  out  of  iaome  relationship 
existing  between  them.  If  they  a&- 
sumed  to  discharge  Ihis.  duty,  and 
were  guilty  of  dome  acti^^e  negligence 
to  the  hurt  of  the  plaintiff,  they  would 
be  clearly  liable  to  her  as  fbr  tort; 
but  a  mere  failure  to  diacharfire  the 
obligations  assumed  under  the  con- 
tractual relationship  with  the*  owne^, 
: — ^a  mere  failure  to  perform  those 
duties, — ^was  a  breach  of  the  contrac- 
tual duty  to  the  owner  of  which  the 
owner  might  complain,  but  of  which 
no  stranger  to-  such  contractual  re* 
lationship  could  compktin/' 

Agents  for.  the  care  and  rental  vf 
property  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
danger  are  npt  liable  for  injuries  to 
M  tenant  by  the  caving,  of  a  covered 
well  thereon.  Wendland  v.  Berg 
<1919)  188  Iowa,  202,  174  N.  W.  410. 
The  court  says  ap  agent  may  be  held 
personally  liable  for  wrongful  acts 
of  misfeasance  committed,  by  him. 
But  when  a  charge  of.  negligence 
against  an  agent  is  based  upon  mere 
nonfeasance,  quite  a  different  ques- 
tion is  presented.  Negligence  by  non- 
feasance can  occur  only  by  failure  to 
perform  some  duty  owing  to  the  in«- 
jured  person.-  It  is  the  general  rul^ 
recognized  in  thia  -atate,  that  ,tbe 
agent  is  not  personally  liable  to  a 
third  person  for  mere  nonfeasance. 

In  Chambers  v.  Ohio  L.  I|is.  &  T.  Co, 
(1857)  1  Disney  (Qhlo)  •  22/7,  which 
was  an  action  for  injury  to  a  passer-by 
through  the  fall  of  a  cornice  into  the 
street,  which  was  brought  against  the 
owner  of  the  building,  the  court,  in 
the  c course  of  its  argument,  said:  It 
ia  proper' to  advert  to  a  distinction 
which  -haa  been  noticed  in  one  of  the 
cases,  that  if  the  act  itself  be  unlaw- 
fuU  if  it  could  not  be-ddneoth^wise 
tiian  in:  an  unlawful  manner,  if  it 
be  a  wrong  and  trespass,  then  it  may 
well  be  that  he  who  orders  or  procures 
it  tto  be:  xdooiB/  and  he  who  does 
il;,  will  be  reBpO[nsible^but  if  theitUng 
to :  be^  done  is  isfwfiul:  astd  -.proper,  and 


the  wrongful  act  which  causes  in}tiry 
is  neglect  on  the  part  of  those  actual>- 
Ij  employed^  'then  their  principal  is 
responsible  to  third  persons,  and 
those  acting  as  servants  or  agents  are 
not  responsible.  >■ 

-  Where  an  agezkt  in  charge  of  prop- 
erty for  leasing  failed  to  repair  the 
defective  covering  of  a  drain,  er  to 
inform,  an  incominjg  tenant  of  the  de- 
fecty  so  that  the  tenant ' fell' through 
the  covering  and  was  injured,  the 
court'  held  that  it  was  a  mere  act  of 
nonfeasance  on  the  part  of  the  a£rent^ 
and  that  he  was  not  liable  for  the 
injury.  Drake  v.  Hagan  (1902)  108 
TeniL  265,  67  S.  W.  470.  The  court 
says  that  an  agent  i's  not  liable  to 
third  persons  for  injuries  received  by 
them  in  consequence  of  'his  not  per- 
forming some  duty  he  owes  his  prin- 
cipal. 

.  In  Williams  v.  Dean  (1907)  134 
Iowa,  216,  11  L.R.A.(N.B.)  410,  111 
N.  W.  9Sl>'which  wasan  action  against 
directors  of  an  agricultural  society 
for  injuries  to  a  patron  of  a  ball  game 
because  of  insufficiency  of  the  back 
stop,  the  court  says'  the  defendants 
were  agents  of  the  society*  If  liable 
at  all  it  Was 'biacause  of  what'  they 
did.  If  they  were  guilty  of  some 
misfeasance  or  trespass,  as  distin^ 
gttished  from  mere  nonfeasance,  then 
they '  are  liable,  and  cannot  shield 
themselves  by  daying4hat  they  were 
acting  as  agents,  for  the  society.  On 
the  other,  hand,  no  agent  is  liable  to 
a  stranger  simply  for  nonfeasances 
that  is  to- say,  for  failure  to  do  some 
act  which  his  principal  commits  to 
bis  charge.  ,  He  may  be  liable  for 
breach  of  contract  to  his  i)rincipaU 
but  not  to  a  stranger  for  a^  tort. 

Where  ice  formed  on  the  pavement 
in  front  of  property  for  the  ttare  and 
rental  of  which  defendants,  were 
agents,- an  action  was  brought  against 
them  for  injury  caused  by  a  fail  on 
the  ice.  Ther^  was  nothing  to  show 
that '  the  agents '  were  in- any  way 
responsible  for  the  ice;-  or  had 
knowledge  of  it.  The  court  says  the 
defendants  Were  guilty  of  no  misfea- 
sance^ and'  it  is  the  rule  -of  Iowa  that 
an  agent  -  is  not  liable  unless  he  ia 
guilty  ^  of  '  misf  daaance.      Mihnis  ^  r. 
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Younker  Bros.  (1908)  —  Iowa»  — ,  118 
N.  W.  532. 

In  Erwin  v.  Davenport  (1871)  9 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  44,  the  court  held  that 
subordinate  agents  of  the  state  were 
liable  for  their  positive  wrongs  to 
third  persons  to  the  same  extent  as 
priyate  agents.  They  were  responsi- 
ble for  misfeasance,  but  not  for  non- 
feasance. 

While  an  architect  may  be  liable  for 
the  fall  of  a  building,  due  to  defects 
In  the  plans  prepared  by  him,  he  is 
not  liable  for  injury  to  a  third  person 
by  his  failure  to  comply  with  his  con- 
tract with  the  owner  to  supervise  the 
erection  of  the  building,  so  that  unsafe 
or  insecure  work  gets  into  it.     This 
is  merely  nonfeasance,  for  which  he 
IB  not  responsible  to  third  persons. 
Potter  V.  Gilbert  (1909)  130  App.  Div. 
632,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  425,  affirmed  in 
(1909)  196  N.  Y.  676,  90  N.  E.  1166. 
The  court  says:    ''The  architect  may 
owe  a  duty  to  the  owner  to  visit  and 
inspect   the   work   hourly,    daily,    or 
weekly,  but  he  owes  no  duty  to  the 
employees   of  the  contractor  to  re- 
main on  the  ground  any  given  length 
of  time,  or  to  inspect  the   work  at 
sriven  intervals,  to  see  that  the  plans 
and  specifications,  which   fully   and 
definitely    prescribe    materials     and 
dimensions  and   quantities,   are  fol- 
lowed by  the  contractor,  who  is  pre- 
samed  to  be  competent,  or  to  employ 
a  superintendent  or  foreman  compe- 
tent to  follow  them.    It  was  the  duty 
of  the  employer  of  the  decedent,  un- 
der his  contract  with  the  owner,  to 
follow  the   plans  and  specifications. 
The  supervising  power  conferred  upon 
the    architect    was    to    insure    this 
result  for  the  protection  of  the  owner. 
If  the   architect  were  guilty  of   an 
affirmative  act  which  contributed  to 
the  accident,  as  by  directing  a  de- 
parture from  the  plans  or  specifica- 
tions, or  the  use  of  improper  mate- 
rials,   or    knowingly    suffering    such 
departure  from  the  plans  or  specifi- 
cations,   or    such    use    of    improper 
materials,  or  failing  to  condemn  im- 
proper work,  he  would  doubtless  be 
liable;  but  there  is  no  such  charge 
made  in  the  complaint"  >  The  dissent- 
%  judge,    however,  said:     **l  think 
20  A.L.R.— 11. 


the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  liction, 
because  it  charges  the  defendant  with 
misfeasance,  and  all  of  the  authorities 
agree  that  for  that  an  agent  may  be 
held  liable  to  a  third  party.  It  alleges 
that  the  defendant  undertook  to  su- 
pervise the  construction  of  the  buildr 
ing;  that  he  had  supervision  of  the 
work  when  the  wall  fell,  which  was 
occasioned  by  the  negligent  manner 
in  which  he  performed  his  work; 
that  the  improper  construction  of  the 
wall  was  known  to  him,  or  would  have 
been  if  he  had  exercised  reasonable 
diligence  in  the  performance  of  his 
duties.  The  negligent  performance 
of  his  contract  with  Graves,  not  mere 
nonperformance,  is  what  is  alleged. 
This  is  equivalent  to  a  charge  of  mis- 
feasance, and  not  nonfeasance/' 

Negligence  of  a  conunittee  ap- 
pointed by  a  corporation  owner  of 
exhibition  grounds  to  construct  a 
stand  for  the  use  of  patrons  of  a  game 
to  be  played  on  the  grounds,  in  failing 
to  see  that  it  is  safe  for  the  use  to 
which  it  is  to  be  put,  is  mere  non- 
feasance for  which  they  are  not  per- 
sonally responsible.  Van  Antwerp  v. 
Linton  (1895)  89  Hun,  417,  35  N.  Y. 
Supp.  318,  affirmed  in  (1899)  157  N.  Y. 
716,  63  N.  E.  1133.  The  court 
says:  "In  this  state  an  agent  or 
servant  is  not  liable  to  third  persons 
for  nonfeasance.  As  between  him- 
self and  his  master  he  is  bound  to 
serve  him  with  fidelity;  and  for  a 
breach  of  his  duty  he  becomes  liable 
to  the  master,  who,  in  turn,  may  be 
charged  in  damages  for  injuries  to 
third  persons  occasioned  by  the  non- 
feasance of  the  servant.  For  misfea- 
sance the  agent  is  generally  liable  to 
third  parties  suffering  thereby.  The 
distinction  between  nonfeasance  and 
misfeasance  has  been  expressed  by 
the  courts  of  this  state  as  follows :  If 
the  duty  omitted  by  the  agent  or 
servant  devolved  upon  him  purely 
from  his  agency  or  employment,  his 
omission  is  only  of  a  duty  he  owes 
his  principal  or  master,  and  the 
master  alone  is  liable.  While  if  the 
duty  rests  upon  him  in  his  individual 
character,  and  was  one  that  the  law 
imposed  .upon  him  independently:  of 
his  agency  or .  employment,   thent  he 
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is  liable.'  .  .  •  Appellant  urges 
that  although  these  individual  de- 
fendants were  charged  by  the  cor- 
poration with  the  duty  of  erecting 
this  stand,  and  the  acts. complained  of 
consisted  in  omitting  to  provide  for 
a  construction  of  sufficient  strength 
to  withstand  the  strain  to  which  it 
was  subjected,  nevertheless  they  were 
guilty  of  misfeasance  rather  than  non- 
feasance." 

The  contention,  however,  was  disal- 
lowed in  Feltus  v.  Swan  (1884)  62 
Miss.  416,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that 
a  levee  had  been  built  by  the  owners 
of  two  adjacent  plantations  for  pro- 
tection against  high  waters,  and  that 
it  had  always  been  the  custom  for 
the  owner  of  one  to  have  the  water 
from  his  plantation  drain  through 
the  other,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  owner  of  the  latter  to  keep  open  a 
drain  on  his  property  for  the  purpose 
of  such  drainage.  Neglect  of  the  per- 
formance of  this  duty  by  the  owner 
of  the  servient  plantation  and  his 
manager  was  alleged,  to  the  injury  of 
the  dominant  estate.  There  is  noth- 
ing to  show  the  foundation  of  the  duty 
or  its  extent,  but  the  court  disposes 
of  the  case  by  saying  that  the  man- 
ager, being  a  mere  agent,  was  not 
liable  for  an  omission  of  duty  except 
to  his  principal.  The  charge  against 
him  was  only  that  he  failed  to  do, 
and  not  that  he  had  done  ansrthing 
mischievously,  and  for  nonfeasance, 
or  omission  to  act  at  all,  the  agent  is 
answerable  only  to  his  employer. 

In  an  action  by  a  passenger  against 
the  railroad  company  and  the  engineer 
and  conductor,  for  injuries  caused  by 
the  derailing  of  a  train,  the  court  says 
an  agent  or  servant  is  not  always 
personally  liable  to  third  persons  for 
negligence.  When  he  is  charged  with 
negligence,  the  facts  must  be  stated 
wherein  the  negligence  exists, — 
whether  in  the  omission  of  an  act  he 
should  have  done,  or  in  the  commis- 
sion of  an  act  he  should  not  have  done. 
For  the  former,  he  will  not  be  liable. 
Bryce  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  (1903)  125 
Fed.  958. 

"For  mismanagement  of  an  estate 
by  an  agent  he  is  responsible  only  to 
his  principal,  and  not  to  other  persons 


who  may  claim  to  be  the  rightful 
owners  of  the  property."  Phinney  v. 
Phinney  (1859)  17  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
197. 

In  Stevens  v.  Little  Miami  R.  Co. 
(1850)  1  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  835»  the 
court,  in  arguing  in  favor  of  the 
liability  of  a  master  for  injury  done 
by  one  servant  to  another,  said  that 
if  the  plaintiff  had  sued  his  fellow 
servant,  he  would  have  been  turned 
out  of  court,  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  privity  of  contract;  and 
that  as  to  negligence  or  nonfeasance, 
the  servant  is  responsible  to  his  mas- 
ter, and  not  to  his  fellow  servant. 

In  an  action  by  an  employee  against 
his  master  and  a  co^nployee  for  in- 
juries caused  by  the  falling  upon, 
him  of  a  derrick,  the  court  says  it 
is  not  shown  that  the  coemployee  was 
guilty  of  any  wilful  or  intentional 
wrongdoing  respecting  the  derrick  or 
the  operations  of  the  corporation  by 
which  plaintiff  was  injured.  In  the 
absence  of  any  statement  that  he  was 
guilty  of  any  wilful  wrongdoing,  or 
that  he  had  control  superior  to 
that  of  plaintiff  over  the  operations 
of  the  derrick,  and  in  the  absence  of 
any  statement  connecting  him  with 
the  operations  of  the  derrick  in  any 
manner  not  directed  by  the  principal, 
or  not  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
plo3rment,  no  cause  of  action  is  shown 
against  him.  With  respect  to  the 
servant,  it  is  a  ease  of  negligence 
only;  and  mere  negligence,  however 
gross,  would  not  render  the  servant 
liable  unless  it  was  wilful  or  malv* 
cious.  Burch  v.  Caden  Storage  Co. 
(1899)  93  Fed.  181. 

The  failure  of  a  yardmaster  to  per- 
form his  duty  to  inspect  an  engine, 
and  permitting  it  to  go  out  on  the 
road,  to  the  injury  of  an  employee,  is 
a  mere  act  of  nonfeasance  or  omission, 
and  nothing  more.  The  servant  or 
agent  is  personally  liable  to  third 
persons  for  doing  something,  i.  e., 
committing  a  positive  act,  which  he 
ought  not  to  have  done,  but  not  for 
not  doing  something  which  he  ought 
to  have  done.  In  the  latter  case  he 
is  liable  only  to  his  employer.  Kelly 
V.  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (1908)  122 
Fed.  286. 
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Where  a  miner  was  injured  by  de- 
fects in  a  ladderway  leading  from  one 
level  to  another,  and  sued  the  mine 
captain  for  damages  on  the  theory  that 
it  was  his  duty  to  see  that  the  way 
was  safe,  the  court  said  the  only 
negligence  charged  against  him  is 
simply  nonfeasance,  in  that  he  failed 
to  perform  the  positive  duty  of  the 
master  properly  to  inspect  and  repair 
the  ladderway.  Upon  well-estab- 
lished principles  of  the  common  law 
he  was  not  liable  to  third  persons  or 
coemployees  for  nonfeasance.  For 
that  he  is  liable  only  to  his  employer. 
Floyt  V.  Shenango  Furnace  Co.  (1911) 
186  Fed.  539. 

Where  a  servant  engaged  in  clean- 
ing tar  from  a  boiler  or  vat  was  badly 
scalded  by  a  piece  of  false  bottom 
splashing  the   tar»   and  brought  an 
action  against  the  auperintendent  of 
construction  as  well  as  the  employer, 
alleging  negligence   in   using   a   de- 
fective appliance,  and  failing  to  warn 
him  of  the  danger,  the  court  said  the 
claim   was    that   the    superintendent 
was  guilty,  at  most,  of  nonfeasance, 
and    not    of    misfeasance,    such    as 
would  make  him,  an  employee,  liable. 
Plonkett  V.  Gulf  Ref.  Co.  (1919)  259 
Fed.  968.     The  court  says:     "Taking 
this  declaration  altogether,  the  only 
possible  wrong  that  can  be  charged 
to  the    defendant   Plunkett   is   that, 
knowing  the  tar  tank  to  have  a  false 
bottom,  he  failed  to  give  the  plaintiff 
notice  thereof.     The  only  thing,  ac- 
cording   to    the    declaration,    which 
caused   injury  to  the  plaintiff,  was 
the  falling  of  the  false  bottom  into 
the  tar,  causing  it  to  splash  on  the 
plaintiff,  severely  burning  him.    .    .    . 
The  most  that  the  defendant  Plunkett 
could  be   responsible  for  is  for  not 
telling    the    plaintiff    of    this    false 
bottom  and  that  it  was  likely  to  fall, 
and  that  is  clearly  nonfeasance.    And 
it  is  well  settled    ...    by  the  author- 
ities, that   for  mere  nonfeasance  an 
employee  of  a  corporation  will  not  be 
liable  to  a  third  person  for  injuries 
received." 

In  Dudley  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
(1906)  127  Ky.  221,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1186,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  385,  96  S.  W. 
835,  a  railroad  emidoyee  having  charge 


of  the  water  tanks  and  appli- 
ances was  sued  for  injuries  to  a 
brakeman  because  of  his  alleged  fail- 
ure to  remedy  a  defect  to  which  his 
attention  had  been  called.  The  court 
said  that  the  evidence  did  not  show 
what  his  authority  over  the  structure 
was,  whether  he  could  have  placed  it 
further  from  the  track  or  supplied 
different  appliancea,  or  that  he  had 
it  in  his  power  to  do  anything  more 
than  he  had  done.  But  the  court  says : 
"Assuming  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
Mitchell  to  keep  these  tanks  and 
appliances  In  repair,  and  that  the 
water  pipe  that  struck  appellant  was 
hanging  too  low  down,  Mitchell  could 
not  be  held  liable  to  appellant,  un- 
less a  servant,  such  as  Mitchell  was,  is 
liable  for  nonfeasance,  or  for  his 
failure  to  affirmatively  take  some  ac- 
tion to  remedy  defects  or  dangerous 
appliances  to  which  his  attention  may 
be  directed.^'  And  the  court,  on  the 
authority  of  the  Robertson  Case,  held 
that  the  employee  was  not  liable ;  but 
it  will  be  remembered  that  in  Cincin- 
nati, N.  O.  ft  T.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Robertson 
(1903)  116  Ky.  858,  74  S.  W.  1061, 
the  employee  used  in  repair  the  mate- 
jrials  which  were  furnished  him,  so 
that  he  was  not  in  fact  negligent; 
while  in  the  Dudley  Case,  he  did  not 
do  so,  but  left  a  known  dangerous  con- 
dition, to  the  injury  of  his  coem- 
ployee.  The  case  is  explained,  how- 
ever, in  Ward  v.  Pullman  Car  Corp. 
(1908)  131  Ky.  142,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
848,  114  S.  W.  754,  as  resting  upon  the 
ground  that  the  servant  had  done  all 
that  was  in  his  power,  and  therefore 
was  not  negligent. 

In  Burns  v.  Pethcal  (1894)  75  Hun, 
437,  27  N.  T.  Supp.  499,  an  action  was 
brought  to  recover  for  the  death  of  a 
laborer  in  a  trench,  against  the  fore- 
man of  the  job»  who  was  alleged  to 
have  been  negligent  in  permitting  the 
laborer  to  work  at  the  place  where  the 
accident  occurred,  because  of  its  dan* 
gerous  condition.  The  court  was  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  did  not  show 
any  negligence  on  his  part,  but  placed 
its  ruling  against  the  liability  on  the 
ground  that  the  foreman  was  guihy 
of  nonfeasance  only,  if  negligent  at 
all.     The  court  says:     'The  conflict 
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in  the  authorities  upon  this  question 
is  more  apparent  than  real.  It  has 
arisen  to  a  great  extent  from  a  failure 
to  observe  clearly  the  distinction 
between  misfeasance  and  nonfea- 
sance»  and  from  an  omission  to  point 
out  the  fact  that  while  a  servant  is 
liable  in  the  one  case,  he  is  not  in 
the  other.  Disregarding  this  distinc- 
tion, some  judges  and  authors  have 
stated  in  general  terms  that  a  servant 
is  liable  for  his  own  negligence 
to  a  person  injured  thereby.  Such  a 
statement  is  inaccurate  and  mislead- 
ing. Nonfeasance  is  the  omission  of 
an  act  which  a  person  ought  to  do. 
Misfeasance  is  the  improper  doing  of 
an  act  which  a  person  might  lawfully 
do.  If  the  duty  omitted  by  the  agent 
or  servant  devolved  upon  him  purely 
from  his  agency  or  emplojrment, 
his  omission  is  only  of  a  duty  he  owes 
his  principal  or  master,  and  the  mas- 
ter alone  is  liable.  While  if  the  duty 
rests  upon  him  In  his  individual 
character,  and  was  one  that  the  law 
imposed  upon  him  independently  of 
his  ageiicy  or  employment,  then  he 
is  liable.  •  .  .  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that,  as  the  defendant  in  this  ac- 
tion was  charged  only  with  nonfea- 
sance, and  not  with  misfeasance,  and 
as  the  evidence  disclosed  that  the 
defendant  was  guilty  only  of  an  omis- 
sion of  duty  which  devolved  upon  him, 
if  at  all,  purely  from  his  emplosrment, 
and  not  in  his  individual  character, 
he  was  not>  under  the  principle  of  the 
authorities  cited,  liable  for  the  injury 
to  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  and  that 
the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  grant 
the  defendant's  motion  for  a  nonsuit." 
In  Cheatham  v.  Red  River  Line 
(1893)  56  Fed.  248,  reversed  on  other 
grounds  in  (1894)  9  C.  C.  A.  124,  23 
U.  S.  App.  19,  60  Fed.  517,  which 
was  in  the  Federal  court  in  Louisiana, 
an  action  was  brought  against  the 
master  and  owners  of  a  vessel  for 
death  of  a  deck  hand  alleged  to  have 
been  kill-ed  through  the  negligent 
handling  of  the  boat.  The  court  said 
it  did  not  think  the  action  would  lie 
against  the  master.  He  was  acting 
avowedly  as  the  agent  of  others  and 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and 
lie  was  guilty  of  no  wilful- or  mali- 


cious act.   His  acts  are,  therefore,'  by  ' 
the    well-settled    principles    ^f    la^, 
those  of  his  principal  alone. 

In  Carey  v.  Rochereau  (1883)  16 
Fed.  87,  there  was  nothing  in  the  re- 
port of  the  case  to  show  what  the 
delict  on  the  part  of  the  agent  was, 
but  the  court  says  an  agent  is  liable 
only  to  his  principal  for  nonfeasance. 
At  common  law,  this  proposition  is 
not  disputed.  The  same  is  true  under 
the  law  of  Louisiana^  It  is  very 
doubtful  if  the  agent  per  se  is  liable 
to  a  third  person  on  any  account.  A 
person  acting  as  agent  for  another  is 
liable  for  his  own  misfeasance,  but 
this  results  not  from  the  agency,  but 
in  spite  of  it. 

In  Henshaw  v.  Noble  (1857)  7  Ohio 
St.  226,  which  was  an  action  against 
owners,  contractors,  and  servants,  for 
negligently  excavating  on  property 
adjoining  that  in  which  plaintiff's 
goods  were  stored,  so  that  the  build- 
ing was  thrown  down,  to  the  injury 
of  such  goods.  It  was  objected  that 
an  action  on  the  case  for  negligence 
could  not  be  maintained  by  a  third 
person  against  an  agent,  where  the 
negligence  consists  of  omission  of 
duty  imposed.  The  court  says :  *The 
agent  is  .  .  .  personally  liable 
to  third  persons  for  his  own  misfea- 
sance and  positive  wrongs.  But  he  is 
not,  in  general,  liable  to  third  persons 
for  his  own  nonfeasances  or  omissions 
of  duty  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. His  liability  in  these  latter 
cases  is  solely  to  his  principal,  there 
being  no  privity  between  him  and 
such  third  persons;  the  privity  exists 
only  between  him  and  his  principal. 
And  hence  the  general  maxim,  as  to 
all  such  negligences  and  omissions  of 
duty,  is,  in  cases  of  private  agency, 
'respondeat  superior.'  ...  A  mere 
nonfeasance,  or  neglect  to  perform  a 
duty,  however  wrongful  such  negli- 
gence may  be,  cannot  constitute  a 
technical  trespass,  which  is  a  positive 
act  of  misfeasance,  accompanied  with 
force.  For  such  acts  of  misfeasance, 
all  the  agents,  and  those  under 
whose  authority  they  act,  are  jointly 
and  severally  liable.  If,- therefore,  the 
injury  for  whioh  the  plaintiff  sues  in 
this  case  was  occasioned'  foy  the  dig:- 
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ging  in  the  street^  or  upon  the  adjaeent 
premises  leaaed  to  Curtis  and  Brown, 
we   apprehend    trespass    would    not 
be  the  proper  remedy.     Curtis  and 
Brown  might  lawfully  dig  a  cellar  up- 
on  their    own    premises,    and    they 
might  lawfully  dig  in  the  street,  by 
the  license  of  the  proper  authority. 
Neither  of  these  acts  is  a  direct,  for- 
cible invasion  of  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises.  Their  wrongful  character  arises 
solely  from  the  careless  and   negli- 
gent manner  in  which  they  were  per- 
formed; from  a  want  of  such  precau- 
tionary  measures    as    the    law    de- 
manded under  the  circumstances,  in 
order  to  prevent  coiisequential  injury 
to  the  plaintiff's  property.     For  this 
want  of  care  and  consequential  injury, 
the  remedy  is  by  action  on  the  case; 
and  the  liability  of  the   defendants 
must   be    determined    by    the    rules 
governing*  cases  of  negligence,   and 
not  by  those  applicable  to  trespass." 
In  Delaney  v.  Rochereau  (1882)  34 
La«  Ann.  1123,  44  Am.  Rep.  456,  agents 
of  a  nonresident  ovnier  of  a  building 
permitted  the  gallery  in  front  of  it  to 
become  out  of  repair  and ,  dangerous. 
They  permitted  the  property  to  stand 
vacant,  and  one  evening,  without  their 
knowledge,  third  persons  gained  ad- 
mission to  it  and  proceeded  to  hold 
a  party,  during  which  the  gallery  fell, 
precipitating  guests  of  the  party  to 
the  sidewalk,    and    killing    one,    for 
whose  death  the  agents  were  sought 
to  be  held  liable.    There  is  nothing  to 
show  any   liability   whatever  to   the 
persons  who  had  taken  possession  of 
the  property,  because  they  were  plain- 
ly trespassers ;  but  the  court  says  the 
theory  on  which  the  suit  rests  is  that 
the  agents  are  liable  to  third  persons 
injured   for  their  nonfeasance.     The 
court   says:      "At   common    law,    an 
agent    is    personally    responsible    to 
third    parties    for    doing    something 
which  he  ought  not  to  have  done,  but 
not  for  not  doing  something  which  he 
ought  to  have  done;  the  agent,  in  the 
latter  case,  being  liable  to  his  prin- 
cipal only.    For  nonfeasance,  or  mere 
neglect  in  the  performance  of  duty, 
the  responsibility  therefor  must  arise 
from  some  express  or  implied  obliga- 
tion between  particular  parties  stand- 


ing in  privity  pi  law  or  contract  with 
each  other.  No  man  is  bound  to 
answer  for  such  violation  of  duty  or 
obligation  except  to  those  to  whom  he 
has  become  directly  bound  or  ame- 
nable for  his  conduct.  Everyone, 
whether  he  is  principal  or  agent,  is 
responsible  directly  to  pendens  injured 
by  his  own  negligence,  in  ful- 
filling obligations  resting  upon  him 
in  his  individual  character,  and  which 
the  law  imposes  upon  him,  independ- 
ent of  contract.  No  man  increases 
or  diminishes  his  obligations  to 
strangers  by  becoming  an  agent.  If, 
in  the  course  of  his  agency,  he  comes 
in  contact  with  the  person  or  prop- 
erty of  a  stranger,  he  is  liable  for  any 
injury  he  may  do  to  either  by  his 
negligence  in  respect  to  duties  im- 
posed by  law  upon  him  in  common 
with  all  other  men. 

An  agent  is  not  responsible  to  third 
persons  for  any  negligence  in  the 
performance  of  duties  devolving  up- 
on him  purely  from  his  agency,  since 
he  cannot,  as  agent,  be  subject  to  any 
obligations  towards  third  persons 
other  than  those  of  his  principal. 
Those  duties  are  not  imposed  upon 
him  by  law«  He  has  agreed  with  no 
one,  except  his  principal,  to  perform 
them.  In  failing  to  do  so,  he  wrongs 
no  one  but  his  principal,  who  alone 
can  hold  him  responsible.' 


99 


e.  Cases  recognising  liahUity  for  nonfea^ 

sance, 

1,  In  general. 

The  numerical  weight  of  author- 
ity as  well  as  of  reason  ignores  the 
fact  that  the  delict  of  the  agent  was 
a  mere  nonfeasance  toward  his  mas- 
ter, and  tests  the  question  by  the  duty 
which  the  servant  owes  to  the  person 
injured. 

Alabama.  —  Mayer  v.  Thompson- 
Hutchison  Bldg.  Co.  (1894)  104  Ala. 
611,  28  L.R.A.  433,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  88, 
16  So.  620. 

Georgia.  —  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Rowe 
(1907)  2  Ga.  App.  557,  59  S.  E.  462; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Sewell  (1916)  18 
6a.  App.  544,  90  S.  E.  94. 

niinois.  —  Baird  v.  Shipman  (1890) 
132  111.  16,  7  L.R.A.  128,  22  Am.  St 
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Rep.   504,  23   N.   E.   384;    Rising   v. 
Ferris  (1919)  216  111.  App.  252. 

Indiana.  —  McNaughton  v.  Elkhart 
(1882)  85  Ind.  384;  Tippecanoe  Loan 
&  T.  Co.  V.  Jester  (1913)  180  Ind.  357, 
L.R.A.1915E,  721,  101  N.  E.  915. 

Kansas*  —  Wells  v.  Hansen  (1916) 
97  Kan.  305,  L.R.A.1916F,  566,  154 
Pac.  1033,  Ann.  Cas.  1918D,  230; 
Dowell  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1910)  83  Kan.  562,  112  Pac.  136. 
This  proposition  was  approved  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  in 
(1913)  229  U.  S.  102,  57  L.  ed.  1090, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  684. 

Kentucky.  —  Haynes  v.  Cincinnati, 
N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  (1911)  145  Ky. 
209,  140  S.  W.  176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B, 
719;  Murray  v.  Cowherd  (1912)  148 
Ky.  591,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  617,  147  S.  W. 
6. 

Maine.  —  Campbell  v.  Portland 
Sugar  Co.  (1878)  62  Me.  552,  16  Am. 
Rep.  503. 

Maryland.  —  Consolidated  Gas  Co. 
V.  Conner  (1910)  114  Md.  140,  32 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  809,  78  Atl.  725. 

Massachusetts.  —  Osborne  v.  Mor- 
gan (1881)  130  Mass.  103,  39  Am.  Rep. 
437. 

Michigan.  —  Ellis  v.  McNaughton 
(1889)  76  Mich.  237,  15  Am.  St  Rep. 
308,  42  N.  W.  1113;  Bannigan  v.  Wood- 
bury  (1909)  158  Mich.  206,  13^  Am. 
St.  Rep.  371,  l22  N.  W.  531. 

Missouri.  —  Orcutt  v.  Century 
Bldg.  Co.  (1907)  201  Mo.  424.  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  929,  99  S.  W.  1062;  Carson  v. 
Quinn  (1907)  127  Mo.  App.  525,  105 
S.  W.  1088. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Pittsfield  Cot- 
tonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe 
Co.  (1902)  71  N.  H.  522,  60  L.R.A.  116, 
53  Atl.  807,  13  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  363. 

New  Jersey.  —  Horner  v.  Lawrence 
(1874)  37  N.  J.  L.  46;  Van  Winkle  v. 
American  Steam  Boiler  Co.  (1890)  52 
N.  J.  L.  240,  19  Atl.  472. 
.  Pennsyhrania.  —  New  York  &  W. 
Printing  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Dryburg  (1860) 
85  Pa.  298,  78  Am.  Dec.  338. 

Virginia.  —  Belvin  v.  French  (1887) 
84  Va.  81,  3  S.  E.  891. 

Washington.  —  Lough  v.  John  Davis 
A  Co.  (1902)  30  Wash.  204,  59  L.R.A. 
802,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  848,  70  Pac.  491, 


17  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  146 ;  Howe  v.  North* 
em  P.  R.  Co.  (1902)  30  Wash.  569,  60 
L.R.A.  949,  70  Pac.  1100. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  above 
list  contains  citations  from  two  or 
three  states  which  appear  in  the  list 
in  the  preceding  subdivision.  This 
may  be  accounted  for,  perhaps,  by  the 
fact  that  the  cases  may  be  distin* 
guished  on  the  facts;  but  if  not,  the 
cases  upholding  the  liability  are  the 
more  recent,  so  that  they  must  be  re- 
garded as  representing  the  present 
rule  in  those  states. 

Where  an  action  wias  brought 
against  the  managing  i^ent  of  a  cor« 
poration  which  had  Contracted  to  con- 
struct a  building  adjacent  to  a  side- 
walk, for  injury  caused  to  a  passer-by 
by  a  brick  which  fell  from  the  top  of 
the  building,  the  court  said :  "If  the 
proof  had  shown  that  the  injury  re- 
sulted from  culpable  negligence  in  the 
construction  of  the  wall,  the  agent  in 
control,  by  whose  orders  it  was  thus 
constructed,  would  be  guilty  of  mis- 
feasance, and  jointly  liable  with  the 
contractor.  We  think  all  the  author- 
ities are  to  this  effect.  .  .  .  The 
second  count  charges  the  defendants 
with  neglect,  in  their  failure  or 
omission  to  erect  scaffold  or  guards 
so  as  to  prevent  brick  from  falling 
to  the  ground.  On  this  proposition 
the  defendant  Thompson  invokes  the 
doctrine  that  an  agent  or  servant  is 
not  liable  for  a  mere  omission  or  non- 
feasance. .  .  .  The  principle  upon 
which  the  rule  is  founded,  as  declared 
by  Story,  is  that  there  is  no 
privity  between  the  servant  or  agent 
and  third  persons,  but  the  privity 
exists  only  between  him  and  the  mas- 
ter and  principal.  This  relation  of 
privity  is  that  from  which  arises  the 
maxim  'respondeat  superior.'  The 
liability  of  the  principal  or  master 
to  third  persons  does  not  depend  up- 
on any  privity  between  him  and  such 
third  persons.  It  is  the  privity  be- 
tween the  master  and  servant  that 
creates  the  liability  of  the  master  for 
injuries  sustained  by  third  persons 
on  account  of  misfeasance  and  non- 
feasance of  the  servant  or  agent.  It 
is  difficult  to  apply  the  same  princit)les 
which  govern  in  matters  df  contract 
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between  an  agent  and  third  persona 
to  the  torts  of  an  agent  which  in- 
flict injury  on  third  persons,  whether 
they  be  of  misfeasance  or  nonfea- 
sance, or  to  give  a  sound  reason  why 
a  person  who,  acting  as  principal, 
woald  be  individually  liable  to  third 
persons  for  an  omission  of  duty,  be- 
comes exempt  from  liability  for  the 
same  omission  of  duty  because  he  was 
acting  as  servant  or  agent.  The  tort 
is  none  the  less  a  tort  to  the  third 
person,  whether  suffered  from  one 
acting  as  principal  or  agent;  and  his 
rights  ought  to  be  the  same  against 
the  one  whose  neglect  of  duty  has 
caused  the  injury.  .  .  .  We  hold 
that  the  mere  relation  of  agency  does 
not  exempt  a  person  from  liability  for 
any  injury  to  third  persons,  re- 
sulting from  his  neglect  of  duty,  for 
which  he  would  otherwise  be  liable." 
Mayer  v.  Thompson-Hutchison  Bldg. 
Co.  (1894)  104  Ala.  611,  28  L.R.A.  483, 
53  Am.  St.  Rep.  88,  16  So.  620. 

In  Haynes  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  A; 
T.  P.  R.  Co.  (1911)  146  Ky.  209,  140 
S.  W.  176,  Ann.  Gas.  1913B,  719, 
which  was  an  action  for  death  of  a 
fireman  because  of  alleged  negli- 
gence of  the  engineer,  the  court  held 
that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that 
he  was  negligent,  but  said:  *T.f  the 
accident  had  been  caused  by  either 
misfeasance  or  nonfeasance  amounts 
ing  to  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  engineer,  we  would  hold  him 
liable.  In  some  jurisdictions  the 
servant  is  not  held  accountable  to 
third  persons  for  nonfeasance,  but  is 
for  misfeasance;  but  a  contrary  rule, 
and  one  that  is  in  accord  with  the 
weight  of  modern  authority,  prevails 
in  this  state.  We  do  not  recognize 
any  distinction,  so  far  as  the  account- 
ability of  the  servant  is  concerned, 
between  acts  of  misfeasance  and 
nonfeasance.  ...  If  a  servant 
performs  in  an  unlawful  manner  an 
act  that  results  in  injury  to  a  third 
person,  or  If  a  servant  fails  to  observe 
a  duty  that  he  owes  to  third  persons, 
and  injury  results  from  his  fault  of 
omission,  he  is  liable  in  damages. 
There  is  no  reason  for  making  a  dis- 
tinction between  acts  of  commission 
and  onuBsion,  when  each  involves  a 


breach  of  duty.  The  servant  is  not 
personally  liable  in  either  case  be- 
cause the  breach  of  duty  was  com- 
mitted by  him  while  acting  in  the 
capacity  of  servant,  but  responsibility 
attaches  to  him  as  an  individual 
wrongdoer,  without  respect  to  the 
position  in  which  he  acts,  or  the  rela- 
tion he  bears  to  some  other  person. 
It  is  the  fact  that  the  servant  is 
guilty  of  a  wrongful  or  negligent  act 
amounting  to  a  breach  of  duty  that  he 
owes  to  the  injured  person  that  makes 
him  liable.  It  is  not  at  all  material 
whether  his  wrongful  or  negligent 
act  is  committed  in  an  affirmative  or 
wilful  manner,  or  results  from  mere 
nonattention  to  a  duty  that  he  owes 
to  third  persons,  and  that  it  is  en- 
tirely within  his  power  to  perform  or 
omit  to  perform.  There  are  innumer- 
able situations  and  conditions  pre- 
sented in  the  everyday  affairs  of  life 
that  make  it  the  duty  of  persons  to  so 
act  as  not  to  harm  others,  and  when 
any  person,  whatever  his  position  or 
relation  in  life  may  be,  fails,  from 
negligence,  inattention,  or  wilfulness, 
to  perform  the  duty  imposed,  he  will 
be  liable.'' 

In  Rising  v.  Ferris  (1919)  216  111. 
App.  252,  where  the  manager  of  a 
theater  was  sought  to  be  held  liable 
for  negligence  in  leaving  ah  un- 
guarded electric  switchboard  where  a 
child,  taking  part  in  a  performance 
on  the  stage,  came  in  contact  with 
it  and  was  injured,  liability  was  re- 
sisted on  the  ground  that  the  manager 
was  not  liable  for  mere  nonfeasance. 
The  court  held  that  the  statements  of 
nonliability  under  such  circumstances 
were  too  broad,  In  that  they  seemingly 
failed  to  recognize  the  fact  that  an 
agent  may,  in  some  cases,  owe  a  duty 
to  third  persons  at  the  same  time  that 
he  owes  a  duty  to  his  principal;  and 
that  the  common  duty  to  guard  the 
rights  of  others  is  none  the  less 
binding  upon  a  person  because  he 
happens  to  be,  at  the  time,  an  agent. 
And  the  court  held  the  manager  guilty 
of  such  negligence  as  to  render  him 
personally  liable. 

In  an  action  against  one  charged 

with  the  duty  of  inspecting  telephone 

'  poles,  to  bold  him  liable  for  fall  of  a 
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pole  across  a  highway,  to  the  injury 
of  a  passer-by,  he  contended  that  his 
negligence,  at  most,  was  mere  non- 
feasance, and  that  a  servant  is  not 
answerable  for  mere  nonfeasance,— 
that  failure  to  perform  his  duty  made 
him  answerable  only  to  his  employer. 
And  the  court  said  that  it  was  not 
his  position  as  servant,  but  his  rela^ 
tion  as  an  individual  wrongdoer  t6 
the  person  injured,  which  fixed  his 
liability.  It  was  this  defendant's  duty 
to  inspect  and  maintain  the  poles.  He 
owed  travelers  an  affirmative  duty,  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  to  in- 
spect and  maintain  the  poles  in 
safety.  For  his  negligent  failure  to 
perform  this  duty,  whether  it  be 
called  nonfeasance  or  misfeasance, 
liability  attaches  to  him  in  favor  of 
one  injured  by  it.  Murray  v.  Cowherd 
(1912)  148  Ky.  691,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
617,  147  S.  W.  6. 

In  Southern  R.  Co.  ▼.  Sewell  (1916) 
18  Ga«  App.  644,  90  S.  E.  94,  special 
attention  is  directed  to  a  statement 
found  in  31  Gyc.  1559,  that  while  an 
agent  is  not  responsible  to  third 
persons  for  injury  resulting  from  non- 
feasance, the  meaning  of  the  term 
''nonfeasance'*  in  this  connection  is 
confined  to  the  omission  by  the  agent 
to  perform  a  duty  which  he  owes 
solely  to  his  principal  by  reason  of 
his  agency.  In  other  words,  if  the 
injuries  arise  on  account  of  the  failure 
to  perform  a  duty  which  he  has  un- 
dertaken to  perform  by  virtue  of  a 
contract  with  his  principal,  but 
which  nevertheless  (when  once  under- 
taken) involves  an  obligation  on  his 
part  to  third  persons  or  to  the  pub- 
lic generally,  he  must  perform  the 
duty,  which  is  not  in  that  case 
solely  to  his  master,  in  such  a  way 
that  injury  may  not  result  to  third 
persons  on  account  of  negligent,  reck- 
less, or  wanton  failure  on  his  part 
to  carry  out  and  perform  the  duty  he 
has  80  undertaken  to  perform. 

Where  a  gas  company  under  con- 
tract to  supply  gas  to  a  city  for 
illuminating  purposes,  and  to  keep 
the  service  pipe  in  repair,  was  sued 
for  injuries  to  occupants  of  abutting 
property  because  of  gas  escaping  from 
a  defective  pipe,  it  contended  that  its 


duty  was  merely  to  the  city,  whose 
agent  it  was,  and  any  neglect 
to  perform  it  could  be  regarded  only 
as  a  nonfeasance  for  which  it  would 
not  be  liable  to  third  persons.  Con- 
solidated Gas  Co.  V.  Connor  (1910) 
114  Md.  140,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  809,  78 
Atl.  725.  The  court  says:  "The  dis- 
tinction between  these  two  classes  of 
negligence  has  been  frequently  con- 
sidered, and  it  is  well  settled  that 
nonfeasance  is  the  nonperformance  of 
a  duty  for  which  the  agent  is  liable 
only  to  his  principal,  while  misfea- 
sance is  the  improper  performance  of 
a  duty  for  which  the  agent  is  liable  to 
third  persons  injured  by  such  negli- 
gence. If,  for  example,  the  gas  com- 
pany in  this  case  had  failed  to  sup- 
ply gas  to  the  city  lamps,  in  accord- 
ance with  its  contract,  this  would 
have  been  a  nonfeasance,  for  which 
the  company  would  have  been  respon- 
sible only  to  the  city.  But  when,  in 
carrying  out  the  contract,  it  distrib- 
utes the  gas  through  defective  pipes, 
and  thus  permits  it  to  escape  into 
the  streets  and  houses  of  the  city, 
there  is  manifestly  involved  an  affirm- 
ative element  of  negligence  amount- 
ing to  misfeasance,  and  for  this  the 
company  is  liable  to  anyone  who  may 
suffer  in  consequence." 

A  demurrer  to  a  declaration  to 
hold  persons  who  had  contracted  to 
furnish  heat  to  a  mill  liable  for  in- 
jury to  goods  of  a  tenant  of  the  base- 
ment of  the  mill  through  the  bursting 
of  water  pipes  in  the  mill,  due  to 
failure  to  furnish  the  heat,  was  over- 
ruled in  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  (1902)  71 
N.  IL  622,  60  L.R.A.  116,  63  Atl.  807, 
18  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  363.  The  court 
says  the  ground  of  defendant's 
liability  to  others  is  explained  upon 
the  analogy  of  the  liability  of  a  serv- 
ant to  third  persons.  As  a  general 
rule,  a  servant  or  agent  who  has  con- 
tracted to  perform  a  duty  owed  by 
his  master  or  employer  is  liable  only 
to  his  employer  for  his  mere  failure 
to  perform  such  duty,  and  is  not 
liable  to  third  persons.  So  long  as 
the  servant  does  nothing,  his  con- 
tract creates  no  liability  to  third  per- 
sons; but  the  moment  he  enters  upon 
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the  work,  the  obligation  of  care 
arises.  He  cannot  create  a  dangerous 
situation  and  suddenly  abandon  the 
woric  without  care  for  the  danger  to 
others. 

An  insurance  company  which,  up- 
on insuring  a  steam  boiler,  takes  up- 
on itself  the  duty  of  inspection  and 
management  of  the  boiler,  is  liable  to 
a  stranger  injured  by  explosion  of 
the  boiler,  due  to  its  failure  properly 
to  perform  its  obligation.  Van  Winkle 
V.  American  Steam  Boiler  Co.  (1890) 
52  N.  J.  L.  240, 19  Atl.  472.  The  court 
says:  'In  all  cases  in  which  any 
person  undertakes  the  performance 
of  an  act  which,  if  not  done  with  care 
and  skill,  will  be  highly  dangerous  to 
the  persons  or  lives  of  one  or  more 
persons,  known  or  unknown,  the  law, 
ipso  facto,  imposes  as  a  public  duty 
the  obligation  to  exercise  such  care 
and  skill.  The  law  hedges  round  the 
lives  and  persons  of  men  with  much 
more  care  than  it  employs  when 
guarding  their  property,  so  that,  in 
this  particular,  it  makes,  in  a  way, 
everyone  his  brother's  keeper;  and 
therefore  it  may  well  be  doubted 
whether,  in  any  supposable  case,  re- 
dress should  be  withheld  from  an 
innocent  person  who  has  sustained 
immediate  damage  by  the  neglect  of 
another  in  doing  an  act  which,  if 
carelessly  done,  threatens,  in  a  high 
degree,  one  or  more  persons  with 
death  or  great  bodily  harm." 

In  New  York  &  W.  Printing  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Dryburg  (1860)  35  Pa.  298,  78 
Am.  Dec.  338,  which  involved  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  a  telephone 
company  to  a  sendee  for  missending 
the  message,  it  was  contended  that 
there  was  no  liability,  because  the  cor- 
poration was  the  agent  of  the  sender, 
and  was  therefore  not  liable  to  the 
sendee  for  negligence.  The  court 
says:  "For  nonfeasance,  I  agree,  the 
agent  is  responsible  only  to  his  em- 
ployer, because  there  is  no  privity  of 
consideration  betwixt  the  agent  and 
a  third  party.  The  remedy  in  such 
cases  must  be  sought  in  the  maxim 
Respondeat  superior;'  but,  even  to 
this  rule,  there  is  an  exception  in  the 
instance  of  masters  of  ships,  who, 
although  they  are  the  agents  or  serv- 


ants of  the  owners,  are  also,  in 
many  respects,  deemed  to  be  respon- 
sible as  principals  to  third  persons, 
not  only  for  their  own  negligences 
and  nonfeasances,  but  for  those  of 
subordinate  officers  and  others  em- 
ployed under  them."  And  the  court 
held  that  the  company  was  guilty  of 
misfeasance  for  which  the  action 
would  lie. 

One  who,  having  been  employed  to 
haul  logs,  obtains  permission  to  go 
through  a  neighbor's  property  on 
condition  that  the  gate-  be  kept  shut 
to  prevent  escape  of  hogs  pastured 
there,  is  liable  for  loss  of  hogs,  due 
to  his  failure  to  keep  the  gate  shut. 
Horner  v.  Lawrence  (1874)  37  N,  J.  L. 
46.  The  court  says  the  loss  was  due 
to  his  own  misfeasance,  for  which 
he  cannot  claim  exemption  as  agent, 
against  the  claim  of  the  person  in- 
jured. 

Where  the  conductor  of  a  vestibule 
train  refused  to  open  the  door  to  re- 
lieve a  passenger  whom  he  knew  was 
clinging  to  the  handrails  in  a 
perilous  position,  so  that  he  fell  from 
the  train  and  was  injured,  the  court 
said:  "The  conductor  was  under  con- 
tract to  operate  the  train  of  the  rail- 
way company  between  certain  points 
on  its  line,  on  certain  days  or  during 
certain  periods.  Had  he  failed  alto- 
gether to  take  charge  of  the  train  on 
any  particular  day  or  date,  as  re- 
quired by  his  contract  with  the  rail- 
way company,  and  in  consequence 
of  his  failure  to  perform  his  contrac- 
tual obligation  the  train  had  departed 
on  its  journey  in  charge  of  some 
flagman  or  other  underling,  through 
whose  incompetency  injury  resulted 
to  passengers  thereon  or  to  the 
general  public,  or  if,  on  account  of 
a  breach  of  his  contract,  the  depar- 
ture of  the  train  was  delayed  and 
damage  thus  resulted  to  any  patron 
of  the  railway  company,  the  persons 
injured  would  have  no  right  of  action 
against  him,  but  the  master  alone 
might  call  him  to  account  for  the 
breach  of  his  contract.  He  would  be 
guilty  of  nonfeasance,  in  that  he  had 
failed  to  perform  a  duty  which  he 
owed  solely  to  the  master;  that  is,  the 
duty  of  running   and  operating  the 
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train  of  the  master  in  accordance 
with  the  contract  between  himself 
and  the  master.  On  the  other  hand, 
where  a  conductor  undertakes  to 
operate  the  train  in  compliance  with 
his  obligation  to  his  master,  but  in 
its  operation  neglects  to  observe  that 
degree  of  care  and  caution  required 
of  him,  or  improperly  performs  some 
duty,  and  injury  results  to  a  third 
person  thereby,  the  injured  person 
has  a  right  of  action  against  him  as 
well  as  against  the  master,  because 
the  negligent  performance  of  the  duty 
undertaken  amounts  to  more  than 
nonfeasance,  and  may  properly  be 
characterized  either  as  misfeasance 
or  malfeasance.  .  .  .  While  run- 
ning the  train,  the  conductor  was  in 
the  performance  of  a  duty  which 
exacted  from  him  a  due  regard  for 
the  rights  and  safety  of  the  public; 
and  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  would 
incur  no  personal  or  individual  liabili- 
ty if,  on  account  of  his  failure  to 
perform  his  duty  towards  the  general 
public,  injury  resulted  to  one  of  that 
public,  even  though  the  injured  per- 
son was  at  fault."  Southern  R.  Co. 
v.  Sewell  (1916)  18  6a.  App.  544,  90 
S.  E.  94. 

Where  a  locomotive  engineer  negli- 
gently injured  a  track  hand,  it  was 
contended  that  he  was  not  liable  to 
third  persons  for  mere  omission  of 
duty,  but  the  court  said:  "This  con- 
tention overlooks  the  theory  that  a 
servant  owes  duties  to  third  persons 
as  well  as  to  his  master.  A  servant 
or  employee  of  a  corporation  cannot 
well  escape  liability  for  the  nonper- 
formance of  a  duty  which  he  owes 
to  an  injured  third  party.  ...  If 
it  were  granted  that  Johnson  was 
not  liable  for  mere  nonfeasance,  he 
would  nevertheless  be  liable  for  the 
negligence  charged  against  him  in 
appellee's  petition.  The  allegation  is 
that  he  carelessly  and  recklessly  ran 
down  and  injured  appellee  with  an 
engine  of  which  he  was  in  charge. 
This  amounts  to  a  charge  of  violating 
his  duty  to  appellee  and  of  doing 
something  to  the  latter's  injury. 
Johnson's  act  was  something  more 
than  a  breach  of  contract  with  his 
master   or   an    omission    of   duty   to 


the  railway  company.  It  was  a 
positive  wrong  to  appellee, — a  mis- 
feasance,— and  he  cannot  be  relieved 
from  liability  for  it  because  of  his 
contract  relation  with  his  master.'* 
Dowel  1  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co. 
(1910)  83  Kan.  562,  112  Pac.  136. 
This  proposition  was  approved  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  in 
(1913)  229  U.  S.  102,  57  L.  ed.  1090,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  684. 

In  an  action  against  a  section  boss 
for  injuries  arising  to  a  traveler  on 
the  highway  by  falling  into  a  trench 
which  he  had  dug  across  the  highway 
for  drainage  purposes  and  failed  to 
cover,  it  was  contended  that  the 
petition  charged  only  an  act  of  non- 
feasance. The  court  said  it  must  be 
remembered  that  misfeasance  may  be 
negligence  only.  The  section  boss 
would  be  guilty  of  misfeasance  if  the 
ditch  were  improperly  dug  or  im- 
properly guarded,  or  if,  without  re- 
gard to  the  rights  of  others,  it  was 
negligently  left  in  such  a  condition 
as  to  endanger  the  public  or  passers- 
by.  Misfeasance  is  the  omission  to 
do  an  act  as  it  should  be  done.  The 
court  summarizes  by  saying  misfea- 
sance is  the  improper  doing  of  an  act 
which  the  agent  might  lawfully  do. 
Where  the  agent  fails  to  use  reason- 
able care  or  diligence  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  duty,  he  will  be  personal- 
ly responsible  to  a  third  person  who 
is  injured.  His  liability  in  such  cases 
is  put  upon  the  ground  that  he  is 
a  wrongdoer,  and,  as  such,  respon- 
sible. Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Rowe 
(1907)  2  Ga.  App.  557,  59  S.  E.  462. 

"It  is  doubtless  true  that  if  an 
agent  never  does  anything  towards 
carrying  out  his  contract  with  his  prin- 
cipal, but  wholly  omits  and  neglects 
to  do  so,  the  principal  is  the  only  per- 
son who  can  maintain  any  action 
against  him  for  the  nonfeasance.  But 
if  the  agent  once  actually  undertakes 
and  enters  upon  the  execution  of  a 
particular  work,  it  is  his  duty  to  use 
reasonable  care  in  the  manner  of  ex- 
ecuting it,  so  as  not  to  cause  any 
injury  to  third  persons  which  may 
be  the  natural  consequence  of  his 
acts;  and  he  cannot,  by  abandoninsr 
its    execution    midway    and    leaving 
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things  in  a  daiigerouB  condition, 
exempt  himself  from  liability  to  any 
person  who  suffers  injury  by  reason 
of  his  having  so  left  them  without 
proper  safeguards.  This  is  not  non- 
feasance, or  doing  nothing;  but  it  is 
misfeasance, — doing  improperly/'  Os- 
borne V.  Morgan  (1881)  130  Mass.  108, 
29  Am,  Rep.  437. 

2.  Management  of  property, 

A  situation  which  brings  out  very 
clearly  the  inadequacy  of  the  formula 
that  an  agent  is  liable  for  misfea- 
sance, but  not  for  nonfeasance,  to 
solve  the  question  of  liability,  is  that 
where  an  agent  having  charge  of 
property,  with  authority  to  care  for 
and  rent  it,  permits  it  to  become  out 
of  repair  by  a  mere  act  of  nonfea- 
sance, 80  that  someone  is  injured  by 
its  defective  condition.  Here^  he  owes 
a  duty  to  the  property  owner  to  keep 
the  property  in  repair;  but  having 
sole  charge  of  it,  and  being,  perhaps, 
the  only  one  to  whom  the  public  can 
look  for  redress  in  case  of  injury,  be- 
cause of  nonresidence  of  the  property 
owner,  there  is  a  strong  tendency  on 
the  part  of  the  courts  to  hold  the 
agent  personally  liable. 

Thus,  an  agent  having  absolute 
eontrol  and  management  of  property 
for  rental  purposes  is  liable  for  let- 
ting the  property  with  a  rotten  and 
unsafe  railing  to  the  veranda,  which 
gives  way,  to  the  injury  of  the  tenant. 
The  contention  was  that  defendant 
was  not  liable,  because  his  act  was  a 
mere  nonfeasance,  but  the  court  says: 
"The  reason  assigned  to  sustain  this 
mle  is  that  the  responsibility  must 
arise  from  some  express  or  implied 
obligations  between  the  particular 
parties  standing  in  privity  of  law  or 
contract  with  each  other.  If  this  be 
true,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  differ- 
ence there  is  in  the  obligation  of 
their  principal  between  the  commis- 
sion of  an  act  by  the  agents  which 
they  are  bound  to  their  principal  not 
to  do  and  the  omission  of  an  act 
which  they  have  obligated  them- 
selves to  their  principal  to  do.  They 
certainly  stand  in  privity  of  law  or 
contract  veith  their  principal  exactly 
as  much  in  the  one  instance  as  in  the 


other,  for  the  obligati(»i  to  do  what 
ought  to  be  done  is  no  more  strong- 
ly implied  in.  the  ordinary  contract  of 
agency  than  is  the  obligation  not  to 
do  what  ought  not  to  be  done.  This 
reason  for  the  rule  not  being  tenable, 
and  no  other  reason  being  obvious, 
the  rule  itself  ought  not  to  obtain; 
for  jurisprudence  does  not  concern  it- 
self with  such  attenuated  refinements. 
It  rests  upon  broad  and  comprehen- 
'Sive  principles  in  its  att^npt  to  pro- 
mote rights  ,  and  redress  wrongs. 
If  it  takes  note  of  a  distinction,  such 
distinction  will  be  a  practical  one, 
founded  on  a  difference  in  principle, 
and  not  a  distinction  without  a  differ- 
ence; and  there  can  be  no  dis- 
tinction in  principle  between  the  acts 
of  a  servant  who  puts  in  motion  an 
agency  which,  in  its  wrongful  opera- 
tions, injures  his  neighbor,  and  the 
acts  of  a  servant  who,  when  he  sees 
such  agency  in  motion,  and  when  it 
is  his  duty  to  control  it,  negligent- 
ly refuses  to  do  his  duty,  and  suffers 
it  to  operate  to  the  damage  of  an- 
other. ...  If  the  omission  of  the 
act  or  the  nonfeasance  does  not  in- 
volve a  nonperformance  of  duty,  then 
the  responsibility  would  not  attach. 
If  it  does  involve  a  nonperformance 
of  duty  to  such  an  extent  that  the 
agent  is  liable  to  the  principal  for  the 
damages  ensuing  from  his  neglect, 
there  is  no  hardship  in  compelling  him 
to  respond  directly  to  the  in- 
jured party.  .  •  ,  Instances  in  the 
ordinary  transactions  of  life  might  be 
multiplied  almost  without  end,  the 
very  statement  of  which  shows  con- 
clusively the  fallacy  of  the  rule. 
.  .  •  The  obligation,  whether  for 
misfeasance  or  nonfeasance,  does  not 
rest  in  contract  at  all,  but  is  a  com- 
mon-law obligation  devolving  upon 
every  responsible  person  to  so  use 
that  which  he  controls  as  not  to  in- 
jure another,  whether  he  is  in  the 
operation  of  his  own  property  as  prin- 
cipal, or  in  the  operation  of  the  prop- 
erty of  another  as  agent."  Lough  v. 
John  Davis  &  Co.  (1902)  30  Wash.  204, 
59  L.R.A.  802,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  848,  70 
Pac.  491. 

And    that    case    was    followed    in 
Howe  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.   (1902) 
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80  Wash.  569,  60  L.R.A.  949,  70  Pac. 
1100. 

An  agent  in  charge  of  property  of 
his  nonresident  principal,  who  rents 
the  property  with  knowledge  that  it  is 
unsafe,  is  personally  liable  for  in- 
juries caused  by  the  defects.  Baird 
y.  Shipman  (1890)  182  IlL  16,  7  L.R.A. 
128,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  504,  23  N.  E.  884. 
The  court  says:  "An  agent  is  liable 
to  his  principal  only  for  mere  breach 
of  his  contract  with  his  principal.  He 
must  have  due  regard  to  the  rights 
and  safety  of  third  persons.  He  can- 
not, in  all  cases,  find  shelter  behind 
his  principal.  ...  It  is  not  his  con- 
tract with  the  principal  which  exposes 
him  to  or  protects  him  from  liability 
to  third  persons,  but  his  common-law 
obligation  to  so  use  that  which  he 
controls  as  not  to  injure  another. 
That  obligation  is  neither  increased 
nor  diminished  by  his  entrance  upon 
the  duties  of  agency,  nor  can  its 
breach  be  excused  by  the  plea  that  his 
principal  is  chargeable." 

In  an  action  to  hold  the  agent  of  a 
building  liable  for  negligence  in  per- 
mitting the  fastening  of  an  elevator 
door  to  become  out  of  order,  so  that 
the  door  stood  open  and  plaintiff 
fell  into  the  well,  where  it  was  ob- 
jected that  the  negligence  was  mere 
nonfeasance  for  which  the  company 
was  not  liable,  the  court  said:  "The 
real  ground,  as  we  see  it,  for  the 
application  or  nonapplication  of  the 
rule  as  to  liability,  is  not  one  of 
agency,  but  a  question  of  the  duty  im- 
posed by  general  principles  of  law  up- 
on the  owner,  or  those  in  control  of 
property  for  him,  to  so  use  or  man- 
age the  property  as  not  to  injure  the 
property  of  another  by  its  negligent 
use,  or  to  injure  the  person  of  another 
who  is  where  he  has  a  right  to  be, 
or  is  in  the  use  of  property,  for  which 
use  he  pays.  There  is  a  privity  in 
law,  by  virtue  of  which  everyone  in 
charge  of  property  is  under  obliga- 
tion to  so  use  it  as  not  to  injure  an- 
other. It  is  a  duty  imposed  by  law, 
it  is  true,  but  privity  arises  from  the 
obligation  to  those  in  a  situation  to 
insist  upon  its  respect,  and  the  neg* 
lect  of  performance  must,  in  order 
to  render  the  agent  liable,  be  neglect 


of  performance  of  a  duty  which  he 
owes  third  persons,  independent  of 
and  apart  from  the  agency,  which 
arises  from  contract.  ...  In  the 
case  at  bar,  even  upon  the  theory  of 
an  agent  not  being  liable  for  non- 
feasance, but  for  misfeasance  or  mal- 
feasance only,  the  nonfeasance  was 
not  inspecting  or  not  keeping  the 
elevator  apparatus  in  repair,  and  the 
misfeasance  in  causing  it  to  be 
operated  in  that  condition.  If  •  '•  • 
nonfeasance  is  held  to  apply  only 
to  cases  where  the  agent  fails  to  en- 
ter ux>on  the  performance  of  his  con- 
tractual obligations,  and  not  to  cases 
where  he  has  entered  upon  such  -per^ 
formance,  but  neglected  his  duties  in 
some  respects,  the  confusion  would 
not  arise.  That  is  to  say,  that  for 
failure  to  perform  his  contractual 
obligations  to  his  principal,  a  third 
person  cannot  hold  him  liable;  but  for 
negligence  of  omission  or  commission, 
after  he  has  undertaken  performance, 
he  is  liable  under  common-law  rules. 
The  violation  of  a  duty  giving  rise  to 
injury  and  a  cause  of  action  arises  as 
much  and  as  frequently  from  omission 
to  do  a  thing  which  ought  to  be  done 
in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  to  hia 
principal, — nonfeasance, — as  in  doing 
it  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  injure  another, 
— ^misfeasance."  Tippecanoe  Loan  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Jester  (1913)  180  Ind.  357, 
L.R.A.1915E,  721,  101  N.  E.  915. 

In  Campbell  v.  Portland  Sugar  Co. 
(1873)  62  Me.  552,  16  Ami  Rep.  503, 
where  the  agents  in  charge  of  a  wharf 
to  which  the  public  were  invited  let 
it  become  out  of  repair,  so  that  one 
going  there  on  business  fell  through 
a  hole  in  the  planking,  the  court 
said  that  the  agents  were  in  no  better 
position  than  their  principal.  It  was 
the  actual  personal  negligence  of  the 
agents  that  constituted  the  con- 
structive negligence  of  the  principal. 
When  the  acts  or  neglect  of  the  agents 
result  in  injuries  to  third  persons, 
they  are  equally  responsible  with 
their  principals. 

An  agent  having  charge  of  the  erec- 
tion of  a  building  is  personally 
liable  for  failurie  to  replace  a  walk  in 
front  of  it,  which  was  torii  up  by 
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workmen  bo  as  to  render  it  unsafe 
for  passers-by.    Ellis  v.  McNaughton 
(1889)  76  Mich«  237,  15  Am.  St.  Rep. 
308, 42  N.  W.  1113.    The  court  says  he 
was  bound  to  use  reasonable  eare  in 
the  erection  of  the  building  so  as  not 
to  cause  injury  to  third  persons.    'To 
say  that  he  only  was  guilty  of  a  non-- 
feasance— an  omission  of  duty  to  his 
principal — does   not  cover  the   case. 
He  not  only  omitted  a  duty  he  owed  to 
the  traveling  public,  but  by  his  acts 
he  increased  the  danger,  and  every 
day   committed    a    wrong    and    was 
guilty  of  a  misfeasance  in  keeping 
this  walk  torn  up,  and  using  it  as  a 
driveway,  in  the  e^cution  of  a  partic« 
ular  work  which  he  had  entered  up- 
on, and  of  which   he   had  complete 
superintendence     and     control.      Ir- 
respective of  his  relation  to  his  prin- 
cipal, he  was  bound,  while  doing  the 
work,  to  so  use  the  premises,  includ- 
ing this  sidewalk,  as  not  to  injure 
others.    Misfeasance  may  involve,  to 
some  extent,  the  idea  of  not  doing;  as 
where  an  agent,  while  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  his  undertaking,  does 
not  do  something  which  it  was  his 
duty  to  do  under  the  circumstances; 
as,  for  instance,  when  he  does  not 
exercise  that  care  which  a  due  regard 
for  the   rights   of   others   would   re- 
quire.   This  is  not  doing,  but  it  is  the 
not  doing  of  that  which  is  not  imposed 
upon  the  agent  merely  by  his  relation 
to  his  principal,  but  of  that  which  is 
imposed  upon  him  by  law  as  a  respon- 
sible individual  in  conunon  with  all 
other  members  of  society.    It  is  the 
same    not    doing    which    constitutes 
negligence    in    any   relation,   and    is 
actionable/* 

In  Orcutt  V.  Century  Bldg.  Co. 
(1907)  201  Mo.  424,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
929,  99  S.  W.  1062,  an  agent  having 
entire  charge  of  a  building  was  held 
personally  liable  for  injuries  caused 
by  negligent  operation  of  an  elevator 
in  it.  The  court  says:  We  concede 
that  for  mere  nonfeasance,  pure  and 
simple,  the  agent  or  servant  is  not 
liable  to  third  persons.  But  when 
the  agent  undertakes  the  manage- 
ment of  the  building,  it  undertakes 
to  do  for  the  principal  a  particular 
work;  and   after  it  enters  upon  the 


performance  of  the  work,  any  act 
which  it  does,  whether  by  omission  or 
conunission,  is  misfeasance.  After 
making  this  contract,  had  it  stood 
aloof  and  refused  to  take  the  manage- 
ment of  the  building,  and  in  so  doing 
thereby  failed  to  do  something  which 
resulted  in  injury  to  a  third  person, 
it  would  not  have  been  liable,  because 
we  would  thus  have  had  mere  non- 
feasance. But  after  it  assumed  the 
management  and  thereby  commenced 
to  do  the  work  it  contracted  and 
agreed  to  do,  then  acts  of  omission 
or  commission  constituted  misfea- 
sance, or  failure  properly  to  do  things 
which  it  had,  in  the  line  of  its  duty» 
commenced  to  do. 

Where  the  agent  in  charge  of  a 
tenement  building,  in  constructing  a 
walk  along  a  common  passage,  left  a 
hole  in  it,  into  which  a  tenant  fell 
and  was  injured,  the  court  says: 
''All  hold  that  the  agent  is  liable  to 
a  third  party  for  misfeasance  and 
for  acts  of  positive  wrong.  ...  A 
difficulty  often  arises  to  determine, 
under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  case,  whether  the  act  of  the  agent 
was  misfeasance  or  mere  nonfea- 
sance. Plaintiff  insists  that  the  mak- 
ing of  the  hole  in  the  court  common 
to  all  the  tenants  occupying  the 
premises,  and  leaving  it  open,  in  the 
circumstances  shown  in  the  evidence, 
exposed  the  tenants  to  danger  and  was 
a  positive  wrong,— *a  misfeasance.  De- 
fendant, on  the  contrary,  argues  that 
the  making  of  the  hole  was  a  neces- 
sary improvement,  and  leaving  it  open 
was  a  mere  omission  of  duty, 
and  therefore  should  be  classed  as 
nonfeasance.  .  .  .  Defendant  di- 
rected and  superintended  the  con- 
struction of  the  hole  or  trap,  had  ex- 
clusive control  of  and  supervision 
over  the  premises;  and  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence tends  to  show  he  left  the  hole 
uncovered,  and  thus  exposed  the 
tenants  to  danger.  In  these  circum- 
stances, the  omission  to  cover  the  hole 
was  not  mere  nonfeasance,  but  a 
violation  of  the  duty  defendant  owed 
the  plaintiff  and  other  tenants;  it  was 
a  positive  wrong  for  which  he  is  li- 
able." Carson  v.  Quini^  (1907)  127 
Mo.  App.  526,  105  S.  W.  1088. 
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Executors  who,  as  9ach,  care  for 
and  lease  property  belonging  to  the 
estate,  are  personally  liable  for  in- 
juries to  a  pedestrian,  due  to  the  un- 
safe condition  of  a  coalhole  in  the 
sidewalk  in  front  of  the  property. 
Belvin  v.  French  (1887)  84  Va.  81, 
8  S.  E.  891.  The  court  says  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  keep  the 
cover  in  a  safe  and  secure  condition, 
and  this  duty,  without  any  sufficient 
excuse,  they  failed  to  perform.  A 
fiduciary  ought  not  to*  be  permitted 
to  manage  a  trust  estate  in  his  hands 
in  such  manner  as  to  injure  others 
with  impunity  so  far  as  any  personal 
liability  on  his  part  is  concerned,  and 
to  hold  that  defendants  are  not  per- 
sonally liable  in  this  case  would  be 
as  inconsistent  with  natural  justice 
as  with  the  well-settled  principles  of 
the  common  law. 

\  An  agent  for  the  care  and  tental 
of  property  is  liable  to  a  tenant  when 
he  employs  an  incompetent  person  to 
repair  a  walk  on  the  premises,  and 
falsely  informs  the  tenant  that  the 
walk  is  repaired  and  safe.  Wells  v. 
Hansen  (1916)  97  Kan.  805,  L.R.A. 
1916F,  566,  154  Pac.  1038,  Ann.  Gas. 
1918D,  280. 

Where  an  agent  in  charge  of  city 
property  employs  men  to  make  an  ex- 
cavation in  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  it, 
he  is  personally  liable  in  case  the  ex- 
cavation becomes  a  nuisance,  and  a 
passer-by  is  injured  by  falling  into  it. 
The  court  said  that  he  is  guilty  of  a 
misfeasance.  McNaughton  v.  Elkhart 
(1882)  85  Ind.  884.  But  in  that 
case  the  court  held  that  it  agreed 
with  counsel  that  there  are  cases 
where  the  agent  employed  abotit 
his  master's  business,  and  acting  un^ 


der  his  direction,  is  not  liable  to  third 
persons  for  mere  omissions. 

One  employed  to  repair  a  walk  on 
leased  premises  is  liable  for  injury  to 
the  tenant  if  he  makes  insufficient  re- 
pairs, but  reports  to  the  tenant  that 
the  walk  is  safe  and  ready  for  use. 
Wells  V.  Hansen  (Kaiu)  supra. 

In  Bannigan  v.  Woodbury  (1909) 
158  Mich.  206,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  371, 
122  N.  W.  531,  which  involved  the 
liability  of  an  administrator  for  Injury 
caused  by  the  dangerous  condition  of 
property  under  his  control,  the  court 
says  an  agent  in  the  control  of  prop- 
erty is  responsible  for  his  own 
tortious  acts.  And  judgment  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  was  reversed 
on  a  second  appeal  in  that  case 
for  admission  of  incompetent  evi- 
dence, but  the  court  does  not  seem 
to  question  the  soundness  of  the 
rule  as  above  laid  down.  (1911)  166 
Mich.  491, 182  N.  W.  77. 

The  cases  which  have  not  held  those 
intrusted  with  the  care  of  buildingrs 
liable  for  injuries  caused  by  their 
failure  to  keep  them  in  repair  are  as 
follows : 

Indiana. — ^Dean  v.  Brock  (1894)  11 
Ind.  App.  507,  38  N.  E.  829. 

Iowa.— Williams  v.  Dean  (1907)  134 
Iowa,  216,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  410,  111  N. 
W.  931;  Minnis  v.  Younker  Bros. 
(1908)  —  Iowa,  — ,  118  N.  W.  532; 
Gramblitt  v.  Percival-Porter  Co. 
(1916)  176  Iowa,  733,  L.R.A.1917C,  77, 
158  N.  W.  541;  Wendland  v.  Berg 
(1919)  188  Iowa,  202,  174  N.  W.  410. 

Ohlo.^— Chambers  v.  Ohio  L.  Ins.  ft 
T.  Co.  (1857)  1  Disney,  327. 

Tennessee. — Drake  v.  Hagan  (1902) 
108  Tenn.  265,  67  S.  W.  470. 

H.   P.  P. 


ELMER  F.  BURROWS,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Mabel  E.  Burrows,  Deceased, 

,  V. 

GLADYS  T.  BURROWS,  Appt. 

M0S8€U}hu9eUa  Supreme  Judicial  Court -^  March  9$  1922m 

(—  Mass.  — ,  184  N.  E.  271.) 

Gift  —  by  check  ^  validity. 
1.  Delivery  by  the  drawer  of  his  personal  check  to  the  pajree  does  myt 
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constitute  a  valid  firift  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis,  but  it  is  .revocable  at 
any  time  before  presentation  to  the  drawee,  and  is  revoked  by  death  of 
the  drawer. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  an  pa^e  177.] 
Assignment  —  of  fonds  in  bank  —     mercial  bank  is  accompanied  by  the 


effect  of  check. 

2.  That  a  check  is  for  the  whole 
amount  which  the  drawer  has  on  de- 
posit does  not  take  it  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  a  statute  providing  that  a 
check  does  not  operate  as  an  assign* 
ment  of  the  funds  to  the  credit  of  the 
drawer  until  accepted  by  the  bank. 

[See  5  R.  C.  L.  489,  494;  1  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  418;  see  also  note  in  5  A.L.R. 
1667.] 

Gift  —   accompanying    check    with 
pass  book  —  effect. 
8.  That  a  gift  of  a  check  on  a  corn- 


drawer's  pass  book  does  not  make  it 

valid. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  945,  965;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  1516,  1520.] 

—  effect  of  permitting  bank  to  pay 

checks. 

4.  A  gift  of  a  check  not  collected 
before  death  of  the  drawer  is  not  vali- 
dated by  a  statute  permitting  the 
bank  to  pay  checks  during  a  specified 
time  after  the  drawer's  death. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  vacating 
the  finding  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County  (Murray,  J.)  in  her 
favor  and  ordering  judgment  for  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
the  proceeds  of  a  check  claimed  by  defendant  as  a  gift  from  plaintiff's 
intestate.  Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  Toye,  Halligan,  ft  Marray,         Delivery  of  the  pass  book  gives  no 
for  appellant:  title. 

20  Cyc.  1205;  Beak  v.  Beak,  L.  R.  13 
Eq.  489,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  470,  26 
L.  T.  N.  S.  281. 

The  delivery  of  the  check  was  not 
sufficient  to  give  title  to  the  funds  in 
the  bank. 

20  Cyc.  1195,  1196;  Beak  v.  Beak, 
supra;  Gerry  v.  Howe,  180  Mass.  360; 
Cardoza  v.  Leveroni,  238  Mass.  310, 
123  N.  E.  672. 

Negotiable  instruments  signed  by 
the  donor  are  not  the  subject  of  a 
valid  gift,  donatio  causa  mortis  or 
inter  vivos. 

Mason  v.  Gardner,  186  Mass.  515,  71 
N.  E.  952 ;  Re  Bartlett,  163  Mass.  515, 
40  N.  E.  899;  Warren  v.  Durfee,  126 
Mass.  388;  Carr  v.  Silloway,  111  Mass. 
24;  Parish  v.  Stone,  14  Pick.  198,  26 
Am.  Dec.  378;  Gerry  v.  Howe,  130 
Mass.  350;  Mason  v.  Gardner,  186 
Mass.  515,  71  N.  E.  952;  Hewitt  v. 
Kaye,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  198,  37  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  633,  16  Week.  Rep.  835;  Beak 
v.  Beak,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  489,  41  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  470,  26  L.  T.  N.  S.  281 ;  Second 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Williams,  IS  Mich.  282. 
The  gift  is  not  good  as  against 
creditors 

Chase  V.  Redding,  18  Gray,  418; 
Mitchell  V.  Pease,  7  Cusfa.  350;  Har- 


The  bank  'transferred''  the  "ac- 
count to  the  defendant's  own  name," 
without  notice  of  the  drawer's  death, 
within  ten  days  after  her  death.  This 
it  had  a  right  to  do  under  the  statute. 

Tate  V.  Hilbert,  2  Ves.  Jr.  Ill,  30 
Eng.  Reprint,  548,  2  Revised  Rep.  175 ; 
Hemphill  v.  Yerkes,  132  Pa.  545,  19 
Am.  St.  Rep.  607,  19  Atl.  342 ;  Taylor's 
Estate,  154  Pa.  183,  18  L.R.A.  855,  25 
Atl.  1061;  Harrison  v.  Wright,  100 
IncL  515,  50  Am.  Rep.  805;  Hawes  v. 
Blackwell,  107  N.  C.  196,  22  Am.  St 
Rep.  870,  12  S.  E,  245;  Schuler  v. 
Laclede  Bank,  27  Fed.  424. 

This  was  a  valid  gift  inter  vivos, 
but  if  this  fails  it  is  a  valid  gift 
causa  mortis. 

Pierce  v.  Boston  Five  Cents  Sav. 
Bank,  129  Mass.  425,  37  Am.  Rep.  371 ; 
Grover  v.  Grover,  24  Pick.  261,  35 
Am.  Dec.  819. 

The  delivery  was  as  complete  as  the 
donor  and  donee  could  make  it.  The 
donor  parted  with  ownership,  and  left 
nothing  essential  to  be.  done  in  the 
future. 

Moore  v.  O'Hare,  224  Mass.  288,  112 
H.  E.  863. 

Messrs.  Herbert  L.  Pratt  and 
Fnada  X  Geogan,  for  appellee: 
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mon  ▼.  Osgood,  161  Mass.  601,  24  N. 
E.  401. 

Crosby,  J.,  ddivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  Mabel 
E.  Burrows  to  recover  the  proceeds 
of  a  check,  drawn  by  the  intestate 
on  the  Commonwealth  Trust  Com- 
pany, and  payable  to  the  order  of 
her  daughter,  who  is  the  defendant. 
The  husband  of  the  intestate  is  the 
plaintiff.  The  circumstances  re- 
specting the  making  and  delivery  of 
the  check,  briefly  stated,  are  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  intestate,  who  had  been  in 
poor  health,  went  to  Florida,  where 
she  stayed  from  December,  1919, 
until  April,  1920.  She  was  accom- 
panied by  the  defendant.  The  lat- 
ter testified  that  on  April  12,  1920, 
they  boarded  a  train  in  Florida  to 
return  to  their  home  in  Scituate  in 
this  conmionwealth ;  the  next  morn- 
ing, while  on  the  train,  the  mother 
complained  of  being  ill;  that  she 
then  told  the  defendant  to  get  her 
check  book,  pen,  and  bank  book,  and 
bring  them  to  her ;  that  her  mother 
then  made  the  check  in  question, 
dated  April  16, 1920,  payable  to  the 
order  of  the  defendant  in  the  sum 
of  $700,  and  said  to  her,  "Gladys, 
this  is  for  you.  I  want  you  to  have 
it.  You  are  young  and  you  will  need 
it,''  and  handed  her  the  check,  to- 
gether with  her  pass  book  issued 
by  the  trust  company.  She  further 
testified  that  her  mother  died  on  the 
night  of  April  IS,  1920,  while  on  the 
train ;  that  she  kept  the  check  and 
pass  book  until  she  cashed  the  check 
at  the  trust  company  on  April  16, 
1920;  that  the  money  on  deposit 
with  the  company  was  money  her 
mother  had  earned  and  saved  and 
deposited  in  her  own  name. 

The  question  is  whether  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  retain  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  check,  or  is  bound  to 
account  therefor  to  the  administra- 
tor of  her  mother's  estate. 

There  is  no  evidence  which  would 
warrant  a  finding  that  there  was 
any  valuable  consideration  for  the 
delivery  of  the  check.   Although  the 


defendant's  counsel  contends  that 
the  trial  judge  may  have  found  that 
the  defendant,  being  of  full  age,  did 
not  accompany  her  mother  to  Flor- 
ida and  minister  to  her  wants  with- 
out expecting  to  be  paid  for  her 
services,  there  is  no  evidence  to 
support  that  contention.  The  claim 
that  the  delivery  of  the  check  to  the 
defendant  was  a  valid  gift,  either 
inter  vivos  or  mortis  causa,  cannot 
be  sustained,  nor  AMi»«me«t- 
can  it  be  held  to  be  of  fvmds  in  bank 
a  valid  equitable  as-  "•'•^  *'  **^"'- 
6ignment  of  the  "entire  deposit." 

General  Laws,  chap.  107,  §  208, 
defines  a  check  as  follows:  "A 
check  is  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
on  a  bank  payable  on  demand." 
Section  212  provides  that  "a  check 
of  itself  does  not  operate  as  an  as- 
signment of  any  part  of  the  funds 
to  the  credit  of  the  drawer  with  the 
bank,  and  the  bank  is  not  liable  to 
the  holder  unless  and  until  it  ac- 
cepts or  certifies  the  check." 

See  Carr  v.  National  Security 
Bank,  107  Mass.  45,  9  Am.  Rep.  6 ; 
Beauregard  v.  Enowlton,  156  Mass. 
895,  81  N.  E.  389. 

The  circumstances  that  the  check 
was  for  a  sum  equal  to  or  in  excess 
of  the  whole  amount  of  the  deposit 
due  the  intestate,  instead  of  for  a 
part  of  it,  does  not  render  the  pro- 
vision of  §  212  inapplicable.  As  the 
check  of  itself  did  not  operate  as  an 
assignment  of  any  part  of  the  funds, 
it  did  not  so  operate  as  to  the  whole 
of  them ;  in  other  words,  §  212  ap- 
plies to  the  whole  fund  on  deposit 
as  well  as  to  part  of  it.  The  general 
rule  is  well  established,  in  this  and 
many  other  jurisdictions,  that  tilie 
mere  delivery  of  a  donor's  personal 
check  or  promis- 
sory note  of  itself  SiSniiV.**^ 
does  not  constitute 
a  valid  gift,  as  it  is  revocable 
at  any  time  before  its  presenta- 
tion for  payment,  and  is  revoked 
by  the  death  of  the  donor.  Par- 
ish V.  Stone,  14  Pick.  198,  25 
Am.  Dec.  378 ;  Pierce  v.  Boston  Five 
Cents  Sav.  Bank,  129  Mass.  426,  37 
Am.  Rep.  371;  Gerry  v.  Howe,  130 
Mass.  850;  Re  Bartlett,  163  Mass. 


ehcek  with 
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509,  514,  515,  40  N.  E.  899 ;  Mason 
V.  Gardner,  186  Mass.  515,  71  N.  E. 
952;  Re  Beak  (1872)  L.  R.  13  Eq. 
489,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  470,  26  L,  T. 
N.  S-  281. 

The  delivery  by  the  donor  to  the 
defendant  of  the  bank  pass  book 

with  the  check  did 
not  make  the  gift 
valid.  By  delivery 
of  a  savings  bank  book  a  gift  may 
be  shown,  and  may  be  prov^  by  the 
presentation  of  the  bank  book  un- 
accompanied by  an  assignment. 
The  reason  for  this  is  because  of  the 
peculiar  character  of  such  a  bank 
book,  as  was  pointed  out  in  Pierce  v. 
Boston  Five  Cents  Sav.  Bank,  129 
Mass.  425,  87  Am.  Rep.  871;  Foss 
V.  Lowell  Five  Cents  Sav.  Bank,  111 
Mass.  286.  An  ordinary  pass  book, 
however,  stands  upon  a  different 
footing.  Its  production  is  not  neces- 
sary to  the  withdrawal  of  funds ;  the 
presentation  of  a  check  or  other 
order  being  required  for  that  pur- 
pose. The  production  of  the  pass 
book  will  not  entitie  a  depositor  to 
withdraw  any  part  of  his  deposit. 

The  death  of  the  drawer  before 
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1S4  y.  E,  f7i.) 

the  check  was  presented  for  pay- 
ment operated  as  a  revocation  of  the 
order,  and  rendered  it  invalid  either 
as  a  gift  inter  vivos  or  a  gift  mortis 
causa.  Cases  which  relate  to  gifts 
by  a  donor  of  promissory  notes  or 
other  choses  in  action  of  third  per- 
sons stand  upon  a  different  footing 
and  have  no  application  to  the  facts 
in  the  case  at  bar.  Grover  v.  Grov- 
er,  24  Pick.  261,  85  Am.  Dec.  819 ; 
Slade  V.  Mutrie,  156  Mass.  19,  80 
N.  E.  168. 

General  Laws,  chap.  107,  §  17, 
protects  a  bank  from  liability  by 
permitting  it  to  pay  a  chedc  or  de- 
mand draft  drawn  on  it  by  a  depos- 
itor having  funds  on  deposit  to  pay 

the  same,  notwith-  .^^^t  of  f^f- 
standing  his  death,  mittinv  immk  t« 
upon     presentation  ^^  «»e«iw. 
within  ten  days  after  its  date;  this 
statute  does  not  effect  the  rights  of 
the  parties  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  order  of  the  Appellate  Divi- 
sion vacating  the  finding  of  the  trial 
judge  and  ordering  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  for  $689.88  must  be 
affirmed. 

So  ordered. 


ANNOTATION. 


Donor's  own  check  as  subject  of  gift 


L  Scope,  177. 
II.  Rules  in  general: 

a.  Maj<M:ity  rale,  177. 

b.  Minority  rule,  182. 

c.  Where  contest  is  between  donee 

and  the  public,  184. 

1.  Scape, 

The  annotation  does  not,  in  general, 
include  cases  involving  checks  on 
savings  banks,  where  presentation  of 
the  pass  book  is  essential  to  cash- 
ing of  the  check,  these  cases  being  for 
the  most  part  distinguishable  from 
ordinary  checks  and  turning  largely 
upon  the  pass-book  feature.  As  mak- 
ing a  distinction,  see,  for  ^cample,  the 
reported  case  (Bubbows  v.  Bubrows, 
ante,  174). 

The  annotation  is  limited  to  checks, 
except  that  one  or  two  cases  are  cited 
20  A.L.R.— 12. 


III.  Where  check  is  for  entire  amount  of 

deposit,  184. 
rV.  Where   check   is    presented    but   not 

paid  during  donor's  lifetime,  185. 
V.  Payment     during     donor's     lifetime, 

187. 
VI.  Miscellaneous,  188. 

where  the  order  was  on  a  third  person, 
and  not  on  a  bank.  But  cases  of  notes 
or  bills  of  exchange  generally  are  not 
included.  The  note  also  includes  on- 
ly those  cases  where  the  intended 
gift  was  of  the  donor's  own  check,  and 
not  the  check  of  a  third  person.  As 
to  gifts  of  bills  or  notes  of  third  per- 
sons, see  annotation  following  Parker 
V.  Moot,  —  A.L.R.  — . 

II,  Rules  in  generoL 

a.  Majariiy  rul«. 

The  rule  in  most  jurisdictions  ap- 
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pears  to  be  settled  that  the  donor's 
check,  prior  to  acceptance  or  payment 
by  the  bank,  is  not  the  subject  of  a 
valid  gift,  either  inter  vivos  or  causa 
mortis. 

California.— Zeller  v.  Jordan  (1894) 
105  Cal.  148,  38  Pac.  640;  Pullen  v. 
Placer  County  Bank  (1902)  188  Cal* 
169,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  19,  66  Pac.  740,  71 
Pac.  83;  Edwards  v*  Guaranty  Trust 
&  Sav.  Bank  (1920)  —  Cal.  App.  -^ 
190  Pac.  57. 

Connecticut. — ^Thresher  ▼.  Dyer 
(1897)  89  Conn.  404,  37  Atl.  979. 

Indiana.  —  Roney      v.      Dunleary 

(1906)  39  Ind.  App.  108,  79  N.  E.  398; 
Zehner  v.  Zehner's  Estate  (1920)  — 
Ind.  App.  — ,  129  N.  E.  244. 

Kentucky. — ^Throgmorton  v.  Grigsby 

(1907)  124  Ky.  512,  99  S.  W.  650; 
FoxwOrthy  v.  Adams  (1910)  136  Ky. 
403,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  808,  124  S.  W. 
381,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  327;  Cox  v. 
Walker  (1910)  140  Ky.  172,  140  Am. 
St.  Rep.  867, 130  S.  W.  984  (recognizing 
rule,  but  holding  there  was  a  con- 
sideration for  the  check  in  this  in-* 
stance) . 

Louisiana* — ^Burke  v.  Bishop  (1875) 
27  La.  Ann.  465,  21  Am.  Rep.  567 
(obiter). 

Maine. — Whitehouse  v.  Whitehouse 
(1897)  90  Me.  468,  60  Am.  St.  Rep. 
278,  38  Atl.  374  (recognizing  rule). 

Massachu8etta.r— BUBSOWS  v.  Bull- 
BOWS   (reported  herewith)   ante,  174. 

Middgan, — Second  Nat.  Bank  ▼• 
Williams  (1865)  13  Mich.  282. 

Mississippi  —  Meyer  v.  Meyer 
(1913)  106  Miss.  638,  64  So.  420 
(obiter) . 

MissourL — ^Pennell  v.  Ennis  (1907) 
126  Mo.  App.  355,  103  S.  W.  147 ;  Nel- 
son V.  Diffenderffer  (1914)  178  Mo. 
App.  48,  163  S.  W.  271  (recognizing 
rule,  but  holding  that  in  this  case 
there  was  sufficient  consideration  for 
the  check  to  support  the  recovery 
thereon). 

New  Jersey*  —  Provident  Inst.  v. 
Sisters  of  the  Poor  (1916)  87  N.  J.  Eq. 
424,  100  Atl.  894,  affirmed  without 
opinion  in  (1917)  88  N.  J.  Eq.  349, 102 
Atl.  1053;  Pfeifer  v.  Badenhop  (1914) 
86  N.  J.  L.  492,  92  Atl.  273. 

New  Y<Hrk.— Harris  v.  Clark  (1849) 
8  N.  Y.  93,  51  AuL  Dec*  852  (draft 


on  third  person);  Curry  v.  Powers 
(1877)  70  N.  Y.  212,  26  Am.  Rep.  577 
Re  Smither  (1888)  30  Hun,  632 
Cloyes  V.  Cloyes  (1885)  86  Hun,  145 
Bainbridge  v.  Hoes  (1914)  163  App. 
Div.  870,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  20. 

Oliio*---Simmons  v.  Cincinnati  Sav. 
Boc.  (1877)  31  Ohio  St.  457,  27  Am. 
Rep.  521. 

Pennsylvania*^— Waynesburg  Col- 
lege's Appeal  (1885)  111  Pa.  180,  56 
Am.  Rep.  252,  8  Atl.  19 ;  Hawley's  Es- 
tate (1905)  32  Pa.  Co.  Ct  160;  Old- 
field's  Estate  (1919)  72  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
840. 

England* — ^Easton  v.  Pratchett 
(1835)  1  Cromp.  M.  &  R.  798, 149  Eng. 
Reprint,  1802  (bill  of  exchange)  ;  Hew- 
itt V.  Kaye  (1868)  L.  R.  6  Eq.  198,  37 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  638, 16  Week.  Rep.  885; 
Be  Beak  (1872)  L.  R.  18  Eq.  489,  41  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  470,  26  L.  T.  N.  S.  281;  Re 
Mead  (1880)  L.  R.  16  Ch.  Div.  651, 
50  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  80,  43  L.  T.  N.  S. 
117,  28  Week.  Rep.  891 ;  Re  Beaumont 
[1902]  1  Ch.  889,  71  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  478, 
50  Week.  Rep.  889,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  410; 
Re  Davis  (1902)  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  C89. 

Canada.r--Re  Bernard  (1911)  2  Ont. 
Week.  N.  716,  18  Ont.  Week.  Rep.  525 ; 
McLellan  v.  McLellan  (1911)  23  Ont. 
L.  Rep.  654,  affirmed  in  (1911)  25  Ont. 
L.  Rep.  214,  20  Ont  Week.  Rep.  673. . 

In  those  states  holding  that  a  check 
does  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of 
the  fund,  it  is  clear  that  the  donor's 
check,  before  payment  or  acceptance, 
cannot  constitute  a  valid  gift ;  delivery 
or  consummation  of  the  contract,  plac- 
ing it  beyond  the  power  of  revocation 
by  the  donor,  being  an  essential  of 
such  a  gift;  and  a  mere  promise  to 
make  a  gift  being  unenforceable.  The 
difficulty  with  respect  to  a  gift  of  the 
donor's  check,  if  the  check  does  not 
operate  as  an  assignment,  is  that  the 
mere  delivery  of  the  check  to  the 
donee,  or  to  some  other  person  for 
him,  does  not  place  the  srift  beyond  the 
donor's  power  of  revocation,  prior  to 
payment  or  acceptance.  And  there  is 
the  further  consideration,  if  there  is 
no  assignment,  that  the  death  of  the 
drawer  works  a  revocation  of  the 
check;  so  that  where  the  check  is  in- 
tended as  a  gift  causa  mortis  and  the 
donor  dies  before  payment  or  accept- 
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ance,  the  death  ordinarily  revokes  the 
gift.  Whether  the  gift  is  inter  vivos 
or  causa  mortis  does  not  always  ap^ 
pear,  and,  indeed,  does  not  seem  to  be 
a  material  circumstance  so  far  as  thd 
present  question  is  concerned,  al^ 
though  the  point  is  for  the  most  part 
preserved  in  the  subsequent  statement 
of  the  cases. 

It  may  be  noted  that  in  most  of  the 
states  in  which  the  above  cases  were 
decided,  the  courts,  in  cases  not  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  annotation,  have 
rejected  the  theory  that  a  check  con- 
stitutes an  assignment  of  the  fond.  On 
this  question,  it  appears  that  there  was 
a  conflict  of  authority  before  adoption 
of  the  Negotiable  Instruments  Law. 
The  great  weight  of  authority,  how- 
ever, was  against  the  assignment 
theory,  at  l^ast,  if  the  check  was  not 
for  the  whole  amount  of  a  particular 
fund,  in  the  absence  of  accept- 
ance by  the  drawee.  The  Nego- 
tiable Instruments  Law  expressly 
provides  that  a  check  of  itself  does  not 
operate  as  an  assignment  of  any  part 
of  the  funds  to  the  credit  of 
the  drawer  with  the  bank,  and  the 
bank  is  not  liable  to  the  holder  unless 
and  until  it  accepts  or  certifies  the 
check.  As  to  the  effect  of  this  law  up- 
on the  theory  of  operation  of  a  check 
as  an  assignment  of  the  drawer's 
funds,  see  annotation  following  Mc- 
Clain  &  Norvet  v.  Torkelson,  5  A.L.R. 
1667.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Ne- 
gotiable Instruments  Law  settles  the 
question  whether  a  check  of  the  donor 
may  constitute  a  valid  gift  under  the 
assignment  doctrine.  It  is  stated  in 
the  annotation  above  referred  to  that 
the  provision  of  the  law  relating  to 
a  check  operating  as  an  assignment 
does  not  clearly  indicate  whether  all 
the  results  that  were  ordinarily  held 
to  depend  upon  the  assignment  theory 
were  intended  to  be  affected,  or  only 
the  one  as  to  the  holder's  right  to  sue 
the  bank. 

It  has  been  held  immaterial  wheth- 
er the  intended  gift  of  the  donor's 
check  was  a  gift  inter  vivo6  or  causa 
mortis,  so  far  as  regards  the  validity 
of  the  gift  if  the  check  is  not  accepted 
or  paid  prior  to  the  drawer's  deaths 
the  gift  being  invalid  in  either  case 


because  lacking  a  complete  delivery. 
Pennell  v.  Ennis  (1907)  126  Mo.  App. 
856,  103  S.  W.  147;  Pullen  v.  Placer 
County  Bank  (1902)  188  CaL  169,  94 
Am.  St.  Rep.  19,  66  Pac.  740,  71  Pac. 
88. 

'It  is  well  settled  that  a  srift  cannot 
be  effected  by  the  delivery  of  a  check 
upon  an  ordinary  bank  of  deposit 
where  the  drawer's  account  is  good  for 
the  amount.  The  reason  is  that  until 
the  check  iir  cashed  the  drawer  may 
stop  payment.  In  such  a  ease  the 
donative  purpose  may  *be  absolute 
when  the  check  is  given,  and  ten  min- 
utes, or  ten  hours,  or  ten  days  later, 
at  any  time  before  the  check  has  been 
cashed,  such  donative  purpose  may  be 
wholly  changed  and  abrogated.  The 
fundamental  principle  of  the  law  of 
gifts  is  that  the  gift,  to  be  effective, 
must  place  the  thing  donated  beyond 
the  control  of  the  donor."  Provident 
Inst.  V.  Sisters  of  the  Poor  (1916)  87 
N.  J.  Eq.  424,  100  Atl.  894,  afikmed 
on  opinion  of  lower  court  in  (1917)  88 
N.  J.  Eq.  849,  102  Atl.  1068. 
'  The  death  of  the  alleged  donor  was 
held  in  the  reported  case  (Bubbows 
V.  Burrows,  ante,  174)  to  effect  a 
revocation  of  the  alleged  gift  of  a 
check  not  presented  for  payment  until 
after  such  death,  notwithstanding  a 
statute  protecting  the  bank  from  lia- 
bility in  case  of  payment  of  checks 
After  death  of  the  depositor,  within  a 
certain  time.  And  the  delivery  of  the 
pitss  book  with  the  check  was  held  not 
to  change  the  result,  the  court  distin- 
guishing between  an  ordinary  pass 
book,  as  in  this  case,  where  the  pro- 
duction of  the  book  was  not  necessary 
to  the  withdrawal  of  funds,  and  a  sav- 
ings bank  book. 

And  in  Re  Beak  (1872)  L.  R.  13 
Eq.  (Eng.)  489,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  470. 
26  L.  T.  N.  S.  281,  where  the  check 
was  given  to  the  donee,  together  with 
the  pass  books  of  the  drawer,  who 
was  then  in  his  last  illness,  but  the 
check  was  not  presented  for  pay- 
ment until  after  the  death  of  the 
drawer,  when  payment  was  refused, 
the  court  held  that  the  pass  book  was 
not  the  equivalent  of  a  deposit  nt>te. 
and  did  not  affect  the  rule  that  the 
drawer's  estate  is  not  liable  for  the 
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amount  of  the  check  given  to  an- 
other but  not  presented  for  payment 
until  after  the  donor's  death. 

A  check  delivered  to  the  payee,  but 
not  payable  un.til  after  the  death  of 
the  maker,  is  not  valid  as  a  gift  inter 
vivos.  Foxworthy  v.  Adams  (1910) 
136  Ky.  403,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  308,  124 
S.  W,  881,  Ann,  Cas,  1912A,  327. 

And  the  delivery  to  the  drawer's 
sons,  of  checks  payable  four  days 
after  his  death  for  part  of  the  funds 
in  his  name  in  banks,  was  held  not 
a  valid  gift,  in  Curry  v.  Powers 
(1877)  70  N.  Y.  212,  26  Am.  Rep.  677, 
so  as  to  be  enforceable  against  the 
estate  of  the  drawer  after  his  death, 
since  the  drawer  had  the  right  to 
make  other  checks  and  thus  retain 
control  of  the  fund  until  his  death, 
and  there  was  no  delivery  essential  to 
an  executed  gift.  Although  this  was 
a  savings  bank  case,  and  the  pass- 
book feature  was  involved,  the  case 
appears  to  be  authority  for  the  above 
rule,  independent  of  this  element  in 
it. 

So,  in  Waynesburg  College's  Appeal 
(1886)  111  Pa.  130,  56  Am.  Rep.  252,  3 
Atl.  19,  the  delivery  of  a  check  made 
payable  six  months  after  the  maker's 
death,  to  a  payee  named  therein  as 
trustee,  was  held  not  to  be  a  valid 
gift.  The  court  said  that  it  was  with- 
in the  maker's  power  to  control  the 
gift  or  cancel  and  destroy  the  check; 
and  that  the  facts  were  not  sufficient 
to  establish  a  gift  inter  vivos  or  to 
create  a  trust  which  equity  would  en** 
force. 

And  where  an  ordinary  form  of 
check  printed  on  the  back  of  a  de- 
posit note  was  signed  by  the  depos- 
itor, and  delivered  to  a  donee,  for  a 
part  of  the  fund,  which,  however, 
could  not  be  withdrawn  until  seven 
days  after  notice,  and  during  this 
period  the  drawer  died,  it  was  held  in 
Re  Mead  (1880)  L.  R.  15  Ch.  Div. 
(Eng.)  651,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  30, 
43  L.  T.  N.  S.  117,  28  Week  Rep. 
891,  that  the  case  came  within  the 
rule  that  the  gift  of  a  check  on  a 
bank,  which  is  not  payable  during  the 
donor's  life,  is  not  a  valid  gift  causa 
mortis. 

It  was  said  in  Re  Bernard  (1911) 


2  Ont  Week.  Notes,  716, 18  Ont  Week. 
Rep.  525, ,  that  the  authorities  are 
clear  that  a  check  not  paid,  either  ac- 
tually or  constructively  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  drawer,  is  not  ca- 
pable of  being  the  subject  of  donatio 
mortis  causa.  And  in  this  case  where 
the  check,  which  was  delivered  to  a 
third  party  for  safe-keeping,  was  ac- 
companied by  a  written  instruction 
that  it  was  to  be  presented  one  month 
after  the  donor's  death,  the  court,  in 
disallowing  the  claim  of  the  payee 
against  the  drawer's  estate,  said:  "A 
check  is  not  a  chose  in  action,  but 
merely  a  direction  to  someone  who 
may  or  may  not  have  in  his  possession 
funds  of  the  drawer  authorizing  him 
to  pay  to  the  payee  a  certain  sum  of 
money.  Death  of  the  drawer  before 
presentation  revokes  such  authority. 
Thus,  in  this  case,  the  claimant  is  met 
with  two  difficulties,  each  fatal  to  her 
claim,  one  being  that  the  check,  not 
having  been  acted  upon  by  acceptance 
or  payment,  never  lost  its  primary 
character  of  a  mere  check,  which  is 
not  a  chose  in  action,  and  is  not  the 
subject  of  donatio  mortis  causa; 
and  the  other  being  that  the  testa- 
trix's death  revoked  the  banker's  au- 
thority to  pay  the  check.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  deal  with  the  further 
question,  whether  there  ever  was  any 
active  or  constructive  delivery  of  the 
check  " 

In  Harris  v.  Clark  (1849)  8  N.  T* 
98,  51  Am.  Dec.  352,  the  donor's  own 
draft  upon  a  third  person  in  favor  of 
the  donee  was  held  not  a  valid  gift 
causa  mortis. 

Attention  is  called,  also,  to  Gerry  v. 
Howe  (1881)  130  Mass.  350,  in  whicb 
it  was  held  that  a  written  order  or 
direction  to  one  having  charge  of  the 
donor's  funds  in  the  bank,  to  draw  a 
certain  amount  and  hand  it  to  a  cer- 
tain person,  is  not  a  sufficient  gift,, 
where  the  direction  is  not  obeyed. 

The  enforcement  of  a  check  as  a 
gift  against  the  donor  himself  is  de- 
nied in  Cloyes  v.  Cloyes  (1885)  36 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  145,  where  a  check  waa 
given  by  husband  to  wife  as  a  wed- 
ding present,  and  after  its  dishonor 
she  brought  an  action  against  him 
thereon. 


ANNO.— GIFT— DONOB'S  CHECK. 


181 


\ 


A  similar  decision  was  rendered  in 
Easton  v.  Pratchett  (1886)  1  Cromp. 
M.  &  R.  798,  149  Eng.  Reprint,  1802, 
where  the  enforcement  as  a  gift  of 
a  bill  of  exchange  against  one  who 
drew  the  same  in  his  own  favor  and 
indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff  was  de- 
nied. 

In  Bainbridge  ▼.  Hoes  (1914)  168 
App.  Diy.  870,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  20, 
where  one  contemplating  suicide 
made  out  and  mailed  a  check  for  sub- 
stantially all  of  his  deposits  to  his 
fianc^  pasrment  of  which  after  his 
death  by  suicide  was  refused,  it -was 
held  that  there  was  no  valid  giftei* 
ther  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis. 

And  in  Pullen  v.  Placer  County 
Bank  (1902)  188  CaL  169,  94  Am.  St. 
Rep.  19,  66  Pac.  740,  71  Pac.  83,  where 
a  father  delivered  his  check  to  his  son, 
stating  that  he  wished  the  latter 
would  not  present  the  check  until  after 
the  father's  death,  the  son  complying 
with  this  wish  and  not  presenting  the 
check  and  receiving  payment  until  the 
day  after  the  father's  death,  of 
which  the  bank  had  notice,  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  completed  gift  at 
the  time  of  the  father's  death,  and  the 
bank  was  liable  to  his  estate  for  the 
amount  so  paid  out.  The  court  said 
that  a  gift  vests  the  donee  with  the 
absolute  property  in  the  thing  given, 
and  it  is  no  longer  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  donor;  but  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  thing  sriven  remains  under 
the  control  of  the  donor,  the  gift  is 
not  complete. 

It  was  said  in  McLellan  v.  McLellan 
(1911)  23  Ont.  L.  Rep.  654,  affirmed  in 
(1911)  25  Ont.  L.  Rep.  214,  20  Ont. 
Week.  Rep.  678,  that  the  law  is  well 
settled  that  the  delivery  of  the  donor's 
check,  which  is  not  presented  before 
the  donor's  death  is  not  a  good  dona- 
tio mortis  causa,  because  the  death  is 
a  revocation  of  the  authority  to  pay. 

In  Hewitt  v.  Kaye  (1868)  L.  R.  6  Bq. 
(Eng.)  198,  87  L.  J.  Gh.  N.  S.  633,  16 
Week.  Rep.  885,  where  one  in  extremis 
gave  a  check  for  a  charity,  but  died 
before  it  was  possible  to  present  the 
check,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
completed  gift  causa  mortis,  and  that 
the  donee  was  not  entitled  to  the 
fiind.    The  court  said  the  check  was 


worth  nothing  until  acted  upon*  and 
the  authority  to  act  upon  it  was  with- 
drawn by  the  donor's. defith;  and  by 
way  of  illustration  the  court  supposed 
a  case  where  one  directed  another  to 
bring  money  in  a  desk,  stating  that 
he  would  give  the  other  person  the 
money,  but  died  before  it  was 
brought,  in  which  case  there  would  be 
no  gift. 

There  is  no  doubt  of  the  correct- 
ness of  the  contention,  said  the  court 
in  Nelson  v.  Diffenderffer  (1914)  178 
Mo.  App.  48,  168  S.  W.  271,  that  a  gift 
of  a  check  is  not  complete  until  the 
check  is  paid,  and  if  the  same  is  with- 
out consideration  it  may  be  revoked  at 
any  time  before  actual  payment. 

The  death  of  the  maker  of  a  check, 
given  by  him  to  another  without  any 
consideration,  revokes  the  gift,  and 
the  payee  cannot  recover  the  amount 
from  the  maker's  estate.  Cox  v.  Walk- 
er (1910)  140  Ky.  172,  140  Am.  St. 
Rep.  867,  180  S.  W.  984. 

'The  proposition  that  a  check  drawn 
on  the  drawer's  general  account  in 
a  bank  will  not  constitute  a  gift  to  the 
payee  of  the  amount  otMhe  check,  if  it 
is  neither  accepted  nor  paid  prior  to 
the  death  of  the  drawer,  rests  on  the 
ground  that  a  complete  delivery  is  es- 
sential to  a  valid  gift,  and  the  check 
of  the  donor  is  n6  more  than  a  prom- 
ise to  give  the  amount  specified.  Pen- 
nell  V.  Ennis  (1907)  126  Mo.  App.  356, 
108  S.  W.  147. 

See  also  Oldfield's  Estate  (1919)  72 
Pa,  Super.  Gt  340,  involving  an  al- 
leged gift  of  a  check  on  a  savings 
bank,  in  which  the  court  said  that  it 
was  universally  conceded  that  there 
was  no  such  thing  recognized  by  the 
law  as  an  executory  gift;  that  this 
was  for  the  simple  reason  that  a  mere 
promise  to  make  a  gift,  being  unsup- 
ported by  a  valuable  consideration, 
is  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
prospective  donor,  and  such  a  prom- 
ise would  clearly  be  revoked  by  opera- 
tion of  law  by  the  death  of  the  prom- 
isor. 

Burke  v.  Bishop  (1875)  27  La.  Ann. 
465,  21  Am.  Rep.  567,  dontains  a  dic- 
tum to  the  effect  that  where  a  check 
is  a  gift,  the  death  of  the  donor  re- 
vokes the  check  because  the  demise 
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revokes  "the  mandate  to  hie  agenk, 
the  bank." : 

b.  Minority  rule. 

But  although  the  prevailing  rule  i$ 
that  above  indicated^  there  are  sev- 
eral casee  which  support  the  doctrine 
that  one's  check  or  draft  may  be  the 
subject  of  a  valid  gift  by  the  maker. 
Carter  v.  Greenway  (1922)  —  Ark. 
— ,  238  S.  W.  65;  First  Nat.  Bank 
v.  O'Byme  (1913)  177  111.  App.  473; 
May  V.  Jones  (1893)  87  Iowa,  -188, 
64  N.  W.  231;  Lawson  v.  Lawson 
(1718)  i  P.  Wms.  441,  24  Eng.  Re- 
print, 463;,RoUs  v.  Pearce  (1877) 
L.  B.  5  Ch.  Div.  (EngO  780,  46  I4. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  791,  36  L.  T.  N.  S.  438,  25 
l^eek.  Bep.  899.  (See  also  cases  under 
III.  infra,  holding  that  a  check  of  the 
entire  ftmount  of  the.  donor's  deposit 
in  the  bank  may  be  the  subject  of  a 
valid  gift,  since  it  constitutes  an  as- 
signment of  the  fund.) 

In  Lawson  v.  Lawson  (1718)  1  P. 
Wm8«  441,  24  .Eng.  Reprint,  463,  supra, 
a  draft  by  a  husband  intended  as  a  gift 
causa  mortis,  drawn  upon  his  gold- 
smith in  favor  of  his  wife,  was  held 
good  as  an  appointment,  although  it 
was  not  paid  during  the  donor's  life. 

And  in  Rolls  v.  Pearce  (Eng.) 
supra,  a  check  intended  as  a  gift 
causa  mortis  was  held  valid  although 
not  presented  to  the  bank  on  which  it 
was  drawn  until  after  the  donor's 
death.  The  check  was  given  in  a 
foreign  country,  where  it  w^s  put  into 
a  bank  .by  the  donee,  the  donor's  wif  ^, 
and  money  obtained  by  her  thereon 
was  used,  in  part,  to  pay  the  donor's 
debts.  The  court  held  that  the  donor 
must  have  anticipated  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  that  the  check 
would  pass  through  various  hands  be- 
fore reaching  the  bank  on  which  it 
was  drawn;  and  therefore  must  have 
intended  it  to  be  valid  even  if  he  died 
before  it  was  paid. 

See  also  Tate  v.  Hilbert  (1793)  2 
Ves.  Jr.  Ill,  30  Eng.  Reprint,  548,  2 
Revised  Rep.  175,  where  a  bill  in 
chancery  to  enforce  the  gift  of  a 
check  drawn  to  self  or  bearer,  and  in- 
tended as  an  immediate  gift,  was  dis- 
missed without  prejudice  to  a  suit  at 
law,  the  Lord  Chancellor  saying :  "I  do 


not  think  it  so  clear  as  It  seems  to 
have  been  taken  that  an  action  will 
not  lie  by  the  holder  against  the  exec- 
utor." 

In  Iowa  the  doctrine  was  adopted 
that  the  giving  of  a  check  drawn  upon 
a  general  deposit  fund  in  a  bank 
amounts  to  an  equitable  assignment 
pro  tanto  of  such  fund, — ^see,  for  ex- 
ample, Kuhnesk  vi  Cahill  (1905)  128 
Iowa,  594,  104  N.  W.  1025.  And  in 
accord  with  this  view,'  it  has  been 
held  that  the  donor's  check  may 
be  the  subject  of  a  valid  gift.  May  v. 
Jones  (1893)  87  Iowa,  188,  54  N.  W. 
231.  The  court  said :  'It  is  said  that 
as  a  check  was  designed  to  be  a  mere 
gift,  payment  was  required  to  give  it 
.effect,  and  that  the  death  of  the  donor 
before  it  was  paid  operated  to. revoke 
the  authority  of  the  bank  to  pay  it, 
and,  therefore,  the  gift  was  never  per- 
fected, and  the  check,  if  not  a  means 
of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
will,  should  be  treated  as  a  nullity. 

Some  authorities  hold  that  a  gift  by 
check  is  not  complete  until  the  check 
is  paid,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  an 
appropriation  of  money  of  the  drawer 
in  bank,  but  a  mere  request  or  order 
on  the  bank  to  pay  the  amount  speci- 
fied when  the  check  is  presented, 
which  may  be  revoked  before  accept- 
ance. ...  It  may  be  true  that  a 
check  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  as- 
signment of  'funds'  within  the  ordi- 
nary meaning  of  that  term,  but  it 
transfers  to  the  payee  a  right  to  re- 
cover its  amount  of  the  bank  on  which 
it  is  drawl),  if  the  drawer  have  a  suffi- 
cient deposit  when  it  is  presented,, 
and  that  right  vests  when  the  check  is 
delivered.  Some  authorities  distin- 
guish between  casqs  where  the  checks 
are  drawn  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion and  where  they  are  mere  gifts, 
the  holding  of  such  authorities  being: 
that  in  the  former  class  of  cases 
death  does  not  revoke  the  checks,  and 
that  in  the  latter  it  does.  .  .  .  But 
when  the  delivery  is  coupled  with  an 
intent  to  transfer  a  present  interest 
in  the  money  represented  by  the  check, 
and  no  revocation  is  attempted,  it 
seems  to  us  the  intent  of  the  donor 
should  be  given  effect,  and  the  trans- 
action is  held  to  transfer  a  present  in- 
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terest,  and  a  right  to  the  payment  of 
the  check  after  the  death  of  the  draw- 
er, as  well  as  before.  .  •  .  Whether 
the  check  in  controversy  should  have 
been  paid  by  the  bank,  or  by  the 
legal  representative  of  decedent^  we 
need  not  determine,  as  that  question 
is  not  discussed,  and,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  check  has  been  paid,  it  is 
not  material  in  this  case." 

In    First    Nat.    Bank    v.    O'Byme 
(1918)  177  IlL  App.  478,  although  the 
check  was  for  a  greater  amount  than 
the  donor  had  on  deposit,  and  was 
held,  therefore,  to  operate  as  an  as- 
signment of  the  deposit  to  the  donee, 
the  coart  was  of  the  opinion  that  in 
any  event  a  cheek  signed  by  the  donor 
and  delivered  to  the  donee  should  op- 
erate as  a  valid  gift,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  a  mere  promise  to  pay 
as  was  a  promissory  note.    The  court 
said:  ''The  authorities  generally  hold 
that  a  promissory  note  signed  by  the 
donor  to  the  donee,  and  delivered  to 
the  donee  as  a  gift,  is  void,  because 
it  is  merely  the  delivery  of  a  promise 
to  give  instead  of  a  delivery  of  the 
thing  promised  to  be  given.     It  has 
been  held,  apparently  for  the  same 
reason,  that  a  check  signed  by  the 
donor  and  delivered  to  the  donee  is 
void;  that  is  to  say»  that  it  is  not  the 
subject  of  a  valid  gift.    We  do  not 
regard  the  reasoning  for  such  hold- 
ing as    sound,   and   think  that   the 
modem   decisions  do  not  sustain  it. 
...    It  must  be  apparent  that  if  in 
any  case  a  check   is  delivered  as  a 
transfer  and  delivery  of  a  bank  fund 
and  as  a  gift,  and  the  gift  is  invalid 
because  of  an  insufficient  delivery,  it 
is  because  the  donor  cannot  or  did 
not  make  a  delivery  of  a  bank  fund  by 
his  check,  so  as  to  surrender  and  de- 
vest himself  of  all  right  and  dominion 
over  the  subject  of  the  gift,  and  not 
because  the  check  is  a  promise  to 
pay  or  to  make  a  gift  by  the  donor. 
.   .    .    The  question  of  whether  or  not 
there   was   a  consideration   for    the 
cheek  ought  not,  of  itself,  to  settle  the 
question  of  an  assignment  or  trans- 
fer of  the  fund.    More  evidence,  per- 
haps, should  be  required  in  any  case 
to  establish  an  assignment  or  a  de- 
livery of  a  bank  deposit  in  the  case  of 


gifts,  than  in  those  cases  where  there 
is  a  valuable  consideration  moving; 
but  we  are  not  willing  to  subscribe  to 
the  doctrine  that  an  assignment  or  a 
delivery  of  a  bank  deposit  cannot  be 
made  in  any  case  of  an  attempted 
gift  by  a  check  or  order  for  the  entire 
deposit.*' 

And  although  it  appears  that  the 
checks  were  for  the  entire  amount  of 
the  maker's  deposit  in  the  bank,  and 
the  case  mighl^  therefore,  have  been 
decided  under  the  doctrine  of  the  de- 
cisions holding  that  under  such  (Cir- 
cumstances there  is  an  assignment  of 
the  fund  (see  III.,  infra),  yet  it  seems 
that  the  conclusion  reached  in  the 
recent  case  of  Carter  v.  Greenway 
(1922)  —  Ark.  — ,  238  S.  W.  65,  is  not 
based  especially  on  that  ground  but 
upon  the  broad  proposition  that  the 
better  rule  is  that  there  may  be  a  valid 
gift  of  a  check  causa  mortis  where  the 
rights  of  creditors  are  not  involved. 
In  this  case  two  checks  payable  to  dif- 
ferent parties  were  drawn  by  the  de- 
positor aggregating  the  total  amount 
of  the  deposit;  the  checks  were  de- 
livered in  a  box  with  other  papers 
to  one  of  the  payees;  the  maker  was 
at  the  time  in  ill  health,  signed  the 
checks  only  several  days  after  being 
informed  of  his  serious  condition,  and 
died  about  four  months  after  the  de- 
livery of  the  checks,  which,  after  the 
maker's  death,  were  presented  at  the 
bank  and  certificates  of  deposit  issued 
to  the  payees.  In  holding  that  the 
payees  were  entitled  to  the  money  as 
against  heirs  of  the  maker  of  the 
checks,  the  court  said :  "It  is  earnest- 
ly insisted  by  counsel  for  appellants 
that  a  check  cannot  be  made  the  basis 
of  a  gift  causa  mortis.  There  is  some 
conflict  and  confusion  in  the  authori- 
ties on  this  question.  But  we  think 
that  the  better  reasoning  and  the 
trend  of  our  own  authorities,  where 
the  rights  of  creditors  are  not  in* 
volved,  is  that,  when  the  delivery  of 
the  check  is  coupled  with  an  intent  to 
transfer  a  present  interest  in  the 
money,  and  no  revocation  is  attempted, 
the  intent  of  the  donor  should  be  given 
effect,  and  that  the  donee  has  the  right 
to  the  payment  of  the  check  after  the 
death  of  the  drawer  as  well  as  before." 
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o.  Where  contest  is  he^ween  d^onee  and 

the  public. 

Even  though  the  check  is  not  for 
the  entire  amount  of  the  maker's  ac- 
count in  the  bank,  the  position  has 
been  taken  that  it  should  operate  as 
an  assignment  pro  tanto,  so  as  to  sus- 
tain the  check  as  a  gift  causa  mortis, 
where  the  contest  is  between  the  state 
and  the  donee.  Phinney  v.  State 
(1904)  36  Wash.  236,  68  L.R.A.  119, 
78  Pac.  927.  In  this  case  the  donor 
had  standing  to  his  credit  in  the  bank 
approximately  $4,400,  and  the  amount 
of  the  check  was  $4,000.  Payment  of 
the  latter  was  refusdd  by  the  bank 
because  of  the  maker's  death  before  it 
was  presented  for  payment.  In  hold* 
ing  the  gift  valid  as  a  gift  causa  mor- 
tis, as  against  the  state's  claim  of 
escheat,  the  court  said:  'The  modern 
authorities  almost  universally  hold 
that  the  greatest  latitude  ought  to  be 
given  to  carry  out  the  expressed  in? 
tent  of  the  donor,  and  that,  in  cases 
like  the  one  at  bar,  where  there  are  no 
conflicting  interests  by  creditors  or 
other  assignees  or  donees  of  the  de- 
ceased, the  giving  of  the  check  is  an 
assignment  of  the  interest.  Many  of 
the  courts,  it  seems  to  us  without  any 
sufficient  reason,  have  undertaken  to 
make  a  distinction  between  cases 
where  the  check  given  was  for  the 
whole  of  the  fund,  and  where  it  was 
only  for  a  portion  of  the  fund.  In  the 
case  at  bar,  we  think  it  may  be  justly 
concluded  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  donor  to  give  to  his  friend  the 
whole  of  his  estate.  He  evidently  did 
not  know  the  exact  amount  that  he  had 
in  the  bank,  and,  while  there  were  a 
few  hundred  dollars  over  and  above 
the  $4,000,  he  felt  that  he  was  going  to 
die  soon,  and,  according  to  his  expres- 
sions, as  shown  by  the  testimony,  it 
was  evidently  his  intention  that  all 
his  fortune  should  go  to  the  appel- 
lant. But,  in  any  event,  there  seems 
to  be  no  reason  why  the  giving  of  the 
check  for  a  portion  of  the  deposit 
should  not  be  an  assignment  pro 
tanto  of  the  deposit.' 


»» 


III,  Where  check  is  far  entire  amount 

of  deposit. 

See  Carter  v.  Green  way  (1922)  — 


Ark.  — ,  238  S.  W.  65,  under  XL  b, 
supra. 

It  has  been  held  in  several  cases 
that,  if  a  check  intended  as  a  ^'ift  is 
drawn  for  the  full  amount  of  the 
donor's  deposit,  it  will  be  regarded 
as  an  assignment  of  the  fund.  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  O'Byrne  (1913)  177  IlL 
App.  473;  Aubrey  v.  O'Byrne  (1914) 
188  III.  App.  601;  Varley  v.  Sims 
(1907)  100  Miniu  331,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
828,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  694,  111  N.  W. 
269, 10  Ann.  Gas.  473 ;  Taylor's  Estate 
(1893)  154  Pa.  183,  18  L.R.A.  855, 
25  Atl.  1061. 

In  Varley  v.  Sims  (1907)  100  Minn. 
331,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  828,  117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  694,  111  N.  W.  269,  10  Ann.  Gas. 
473,  the  court  held  that  a  check  on  a 
bank  for  the  entire  amount  of  the 
drawer's  credit  therein,  delivered  to 
one  as  a  gift  of  the  money,  though 
unaccepted  by  the  bank,  operates  as 
an  assignment  of  the  fund;  and  if  so 
delivered  and  intended  by  the  donor, 
in  anticipation  of  death  from  an  im- 
pending peril  from  which  he  subse- 
quently dies,  it  is  valid  as  a  gift  causa 
mortis. 

And  it  was  held,  also,  that  it  was 
unnecessary  that  the  check  should 
disclose  on  its  face  that  it  covered  the 
entire  bank  credit;  this  fact  being 
provable  dehors  the  instrument.  Ibid. 

In  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  O'Byrne  (lU.) 
supra,  a  check  intended  as  a.  gift 
causa  mortis,  for  the  greater  amount 
than  the  donor  had  on  deposit  (the 
donor,  being  unable  to  find  her  bank 
book,  made  the  check  in  such  sum 
as  would  insure  the  payee's  obtaining 
the  entire  deposit),  was  held  to  oper- 
ate as  an  assignment  of  the  deposit  to 
the  donee,  and  its  validity  as  a  gift 
was  sustained.  (See  this  case,  also,  un- 
der II.  b,  supra.) 

A  similar  conclusion  was  reached 
in  Aubrey  v.  O'Byrne  (111.)  supra,  an 
action  apparently  by  the  same  donee 
to  recover  from  the  executor  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  donor,  money  which  the 
donor  had  deposited  in  another  bank, 
and  which  was  claimed  by  the  donee 
as  a  gift  causa  mortis  under  a  check 
executed  by  the  donor  and  delivered 
to  the  donee  for  an  amount  exceeding 
that  on  deposit.    The  check  was  held 
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to  eonstitate  '  a  completed  gift  caaea 
mortis  of  the  amount  of  the  deposit, 
and  to  entitle  the  donee  to  maintain  an 
action  against  the  executor  to  recover 
the  same,  where  the  latter  wrongfully 
witiidrew  it  from  the  bank. 

Other  cases^  however,  are  opposed 
to  the  above.    Thus,  it  has  been  held 
that,  although  the  check  is  for  the  en- 
tire amount  of  the  maker's  deposit  in 
the  bank,  it  will  not  operate  as  an  as- 
signment of  the  fund,  so  as  to  consti* 
tute  a  valid  gift  causa  mortis  of  the 
check,  payment  of  which  can  be  en- 
forced by  the  donee  against  the  bank 
after  the  maker's  death.    Second  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Williams  (1866)  13  Mich.  282. 
Also,  in  Re  Smither  (1883)  30  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  632,  a  check  directing  pay- 
ment  of  ''the  amount  oif  my  deposit,"* 
payment  of  which  was  refused  on  pre- 
sentation after  the  drawer's  death,  was 
held  not  valid  as  a  gift  causa  mortis, 
the  court  applying  the  general  doc- 
trine that  delivery  of  a  check  or  order 
for  the  payment  of  money  is  not  of  it- 
self sufficient  to  effectuate  a  gift  of 
the  fund  upon  which  it  is  drawn.    The 
court  held  that  the  delivery  of  the 
check  was  not  an  equitable   assign- 
ment of  the  fund,  citing  authorities  to 
the  effect  that  a  valuable  considera- 
tion is  an  essential  element  of  an  equi<- 
table  assignment,  and  that  the  doc- 
trine of  equitable   assignment  does 
not  apply  to  uphold  an  unexecuted  or 
imperfect  gift. 

And  in  the  reported  case  (BURBOWS 
V.  BuBBOWS,  ante,  174)  the  court 
held  that  the  delivery  of  the  donor's 
check  to  her  daughter  was  not  a  valid 
gift  either  inter  vivos  or  causa  mor- 
tis, even  though  it  was  for  a .  sum 
equal  to  or  in  excess  of  the  whole 
amount  of  the  deposit,  since  the  check 
did  not  operate  as  an  assignment,  by 
reason  of  the  express  terms  of  the 
Negotiable  Instruments  Law,  this 
provision  applying  to  the  whole  fund 
on  deposit  as  well  as  to  a  part  of  it.  It 
may  be  observed,  however,  that  even 
before  the  adoption  of  the  Negotia- 
ble Instruments  Law,  the  Massachu- 
setts court  seems  not  to  have  accept- 
ed the  assignment  theory.  See,  for 
example,  BuUard  v.  Randall  (1854) 
1  Gray  (Masa.)  605,  61  Am.  Dec.  433; 


and  Dana  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank  (1866) 
13  Allen  (Mass.)  445,  90  Am.  Dec.  216^ 
the  check  in  the  former  of  these  cases 
was  for  less  than  the  amount  of  the 
general  fund  from  which  it  was  pay- 
able, and  in  the  latter  case  the  check 
greatly  exceeded  the  amount  of  the 
fund. 

Also,  in  Bainbridge  v.  Hoes  (1914) 
163  App.  Div.  870,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  20, 
the  check  was  for  substantially  all  of 
the  fund,  but  it  was  held  not  a  valid 
gift  either  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis. 

And  it  may  be  observed  that  in  Sim- 
mons V.  Cincinnati  Sav.  Soc.  (1877) 
31  Ohio  St.  457,  27  Am.  Rep.  521,  the 
check  was  apparently  for  the  whole 
amount  of  the  deposit,  but  the  court 
held  that  the  gift  was  not  complete 
until  payment  or  acceptance  of  the 
check  by  the  bank ;  that  the  check  be- 
ing the  mere  order  to  the  payee  to 
draw  the  money,  without  considera- 
tion, was  subject  to  revocation  while 
it  remained  unacted  upon  in  the  hands 
of  the  payee,  and  that  the  death  of 
the  drawer  operated  as  a  revocation 
of  the  check;  so  that  the  payee  could 
not  recover  from  the  bank,  which  had 
paid  the  money  to  the  administrator 
of  the  drawer. 

IF.  Where  che€^  is  presented  ^ta  wei 
pai4  during  d4mor'a  lifetime. 

Generally,  the  cases  hold  that  if 
the  check  is  not  paid  during  the  draw- 
er's lifetime  it  does  not  constitute  a 
valid  gift,  even  though  it  has  been 
presented  for  payment  prior  to  his 
death;  and  this  appears  to  be  the 
rule,  although  payment  is  refused  for 
an  erroneous  reason. 

Thus,  where  the  drawee  bank  re- 
fused payment  on  the  ground  that  the 
signature  on  the  check  was  incorrect, 
which  was  afterwards  found  to  be  a 
mistake,  it  was  held  that  the  subse- 
quent death  of  the  drawer  before  pay- 
ment prevented  the  intended  gift  of 
the  check  from  being  complete  before 
the  donor's  death,  and  the  check  could 
not  be  enforced  by  the  payee  against 
the  donor's  executor.  Edwards  v. 
Guarantee  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  (1920) 
—  CaL  App.  —  190  Pac.  57. 

And  in  Roney  v.  Dunleary  (1906)  39 
Ind.  App.  108,  79  N.  E.  398,  where 
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the  check,  which  was  given  as  a  gift 
to  a  servant  of  the  maker,  was  pre- 
sented for  pasrment  to  the  bank  on 
which  it  was  drawn,  during  the  life- 
time of  the  maker,  but  payment  was 
refused,  although  the  drawer  had 
sufficient  funds  on  deposit  to  pay  the 
same,  the  court  held  that  the  execu- 
tion of  the  check  was  not  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  gift  inter  vivos  or  causa 
mortis,  and  that  its  presentation  for 
payment  in  the  lifetime  of  the  draw- 
er, with  the  bank's  refusal  of  pay- 
ment, did  not  change  its  character  in 
this  regard;  that  there  was  no  right 
of  action  under  it  on  behalf  of  the 
payee  or  holder  against  the  bank; 
and  that,  without  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, the  check  could  not  constitute 
the  foundation  of  an  action  against 
the  drawer  in  his  lifetime,  or  of  a 
claim  against  his  estate. 

Also,  in  Zehner  v.  Zehner's  Estate 
(1920)  —  Ind.  App.  —  129  N.  E.  244, 
where  the  payment  of  the  check,  which 
was  presented  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  drawer,  was  refused  on  account  of 
insufficient  funds  to  pay  the  same,  it 
was  held  that,  there  being  no  valua- 
ble consideration,  no  action  could 
have  been  maintained  against  the 
maker  in  his  lifetime,  and  that  it  was 
not  a  valid  claim  against  his  estate} 
It  was  contended  in  this  case  that 
the  court  should  give  effect  to  the 
provision  of  the  Negotiable  Instru- 
ments Act  that  "every  negotiable  in- 
strument is  deemed  prima  facie  to 
to  have  been  issued  for  a  valuable 
consideration."  But  the  court  held 
that  while  there  was  no  direct  allega- 
tion that  the  check  was  delivered  as 
a  gift,  the  facts  alleged— that  the 
check  was  delivered  under  instructions 
to  use  the  money  to  educate  the 
payee's  son,  with  the  remainder,  if 
any,  to  be  divided  between  the  son  and 
other  children  of  the  payee — showed 
conclusively  that  it  was  delivered  as 
a  gift. 

And  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
valid  gift  causa  mortis,  where  one 
who  was  very  ill,  and  in  expectation 
of  death,  executed  a  check  which  was 
delivered  to  the  payee  and  presented 
at  the  bank  for  payment,  but,  the  ac- 
count being  overdrawn  and  the  sig- 


nature being  questioned  by  the  bank, 
the  latter  required  confirmation  of 
the  signature  before  payment,  and  be- 
fore that  confirmation  was  obtained 
the  drawer  died.  Re  Beaumont  [1902] 
1  Ch.  (Eng.)  889,  71  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  478, 
50  Week.  Rep.  389,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  410. 
It  did  not  clearly  appear  whether  pay- 
ment was  declined  because  of  doubt 
as  to  the  signature,  or  because  the  ac- 
count was  overdrawn;  but  the  court 
found  that  the  bank  intended  to  '*lend'' 
the  money  for  payment  of  the  check  if 
the  signature  was  found  to  be  correct. 
The  court  said  that^  even  if  the  ac- 
count had  not  been  overdrawn,  the 
drawee  would  not  have  obtained  any 
right  to  the  property,  although  it 
distinguished  a  possible  situation 
where  payment  is  declined  because  of 
the  locking  up  of  money  for  the  day 
with  a  promise  to  pay  the  next  day, 
in  that,  under  the  latter  circum- 
stances, if  the  donor  died  during  the 
night,  it  might  well  be  there  would  be 
an  appropriation  by  the  undertaking 
to  answer  the  check,  and  it  would  be 
a  good  donatio  mortis  causa.  The 
court  said  that  the  present  case  did 
not  come  up  to  that  supposed,  there  be- 
ing no  promise  in  the  case  before  it  to 
pay,  but  only  to  lend,  and  that  was  in- 
sufficient. 

Although  a  savings  bank  case,  at- 
tention is  called  also  to  Provident 
Inst.  V.  Sisters  of  the  Poor  (1916) 
87  N.  J.  Eq.  424,  100  Atl.  894,  affirmed 
on  opinion  of  lower  court  (1917)  88 
N.  J.  Eq.  S49,  102  Atl.  1063,  where 
a  check  for  part  of  the  drawer's  ac- 
count in  a  savings  bank  was  delivered 
to  the  payee,  with  the  pass  book,' 
and  the  bank  refused  payment  pend- 
ing investigation;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  subsequent  death  of  the 
drawer  revoked  the  gift  and  it  could 
not  be  enforced  against  her  estate. 
The  court  held  that  there  was  a  mere 
loan  of  the  pass  book,  which  it  was 
necessary  to  present  in  order  to  cash 
the  check ;  and  that  it  was  immaterial 
what  delayed  or  prevented  the  cash- 
ing of  the  check. 

But  in  Bromley  v.  Brunton  (1868)  L. 
R.  6  Eq.  (Eng.)  275,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
902,  18  L.  T.  N.  S.  628,  16  Week.  Rep. 
1006,  the  gift  of  a  check  inter  vivos 
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wu  held  valid,  although  it  waa  not 
paid  before  the  donor's  death,  where 
it  had  been  presented  and  payment 
delayed  merely  to  ascertain  the  gen- 
Qinraees  of  the  signature. 

F.  Paymeia  during  donor's  Ufetime. 

The  gift  of  the  donor's  check  may 
be  operative  and  unassailable  as  a 
completed  transaction,  if  the  payee 
has  tamed  the  same  into  cash  before 
the  drawer's  death. 

OOifomia.— Field  v.  Shorb  (1898) 
99  Cal.  661,  34  Pac.  504;  Frantz  v.  Por« 
ter  (1901)  132  CaL  49,  64  Pac.  92. 

Leuisiaiia. — De  Pouilly's  Succes- 
•ion  (1870)  22  La.  Ann.  97;  Stauffer 
?.  Morgan  (1887)  39  La.  Ann.  682,  2 
So.  98;  Desina's  Succession  (1909) 
123  La.  468,  49  So.  23. 

BUchiganv-Bangs  v.  Browne  (1907) 
149  Michu  478, 112  N.  W.  1107. 

New  Yodu—Pickslay  V.  Starr  (1896) 
149  N.  Y.  432,  32  L.R.A.  703,  52  Am, 
St  Rep.  740,  44  N.  £.  163. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Strang's  Estate 
(1917)  68  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  224. 

Soath  Caroliiuw— Sharpe  v.  Sharpe 
(1916)  105  S.  C.  459,  3  A.L.R.  891,  90 

Englajiid.— Bouts  v.  Ellis  (1853)  17 
Beav.  121,  51  Eng.  Reprint,  978,  af* 
finned  in  (1853)  4  DeG.  M.  &  G.  249, 
43  Eng.  Reprint,  502,  17  Jnr.  586,  1 
Week.  Rep.  400. 

In  Strang's  Estate  (Fa.)  supra,  the 
fift  of  the  check  was  sustained  aa  a 
completed  transaction  through  the 
transfer,  before  the  drawer's  death, 
of  the  money  from  the  drawer's  ac- 
count to  the  personal  credit  of  the 
payee. 

And  in  Bangs  v.  Browne  (Mich.) 
tapra,  it  was  held  that  acceptance 
would  be  presumed,  so  as  to  support  a 
valid  gift,  where  a  check  signed. by 
the  donor  was  presented  to  the  bank 
And  the  funds  transferred  to  an  ac* 
count  opened  in  the  name  of  the 
donee,  whose  pass  book  was  kept  by 
the  bank  subject  to  call  by  her,  al- 
though she  did  not  know  of  the  gift 
tintil  after  the  donor's  death.  As  to 
presamption  of  acceptance,  see  also 
Varley  v.  Sims  (Minn.)  under  VI.  in- 
fra. 

It  was  held  in  Pickslay  v.  Starr  (N. 


T;)  supra,  that  a  Christmai  gift  of  a 
check  to  an  employee^  according  to  a 
habit  of  previous  years,  although  it 
was  made  in  forgetf ulness  of  the  fact 
that  the  salary  had  been  increased 
during  the  year,  and  was  charged  to 
his  account  a  few  days  later> — ^with- 
out  giving  him  notice  of  that  fact,  how- 
ever, for  several  months, — could  not 
be  avoided  by  the  donor  on  the  ground 
of  mistake.  The  court  said.:  ''In  an* 
swer  to  the  argunaent  of  the  appellant, 
that,  the  delivery  of  the  donor's  check 
did  not  make  a  valid  gift  of  the  sum 
of  $2,500,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it 
is  not  like  the  making  of  a  promise^ 
such  as  would  be  the  donor's  promis- 
sory note,  where  the  gift  Is  not  con- 
summated uQtil  the .  delivery  of  the 
thing  promised  and  remains  revocable 
until  such  delivery.  The  delivery  of 
a  check  is  the  delivery  of  something 
which  represents  a  certain  sum  of 
money  which  the  drawer  of  the  check 
intends  that  the  payee  shall,  in  fact, 
have.  What  the  defendant  gave  to 
the  plaintiff,  while  in  form  his  own 
check,  in  fact  waa  a^  order  upon  the 
bank  to  pay  to  him  the  sum  of  money 
represented  by  it.  That  the  transac- 
tion was  complete,  by  the  payment  of 
the  check  to  the  plaintiff,  i?  amply 
evidenced,  if  by  nothing  else,  \)y  the 
very  direction  of  the  defendant  to  his 
bookkeeper  to  charge  its  amount  to 
the  account  of  the  plaintiff  in  his 
books." 

In  Sharpe  v.  Shart>e  (S.  C.)  supra, 
where  the  check  was  given  as  a  gift 
causa  mortis  to  a  third  person,  who, 
prior  to  the  donor's  death,  cashed  it 
and  placed  the  amount  to  his  own  ac- 
count in  the  bank,  afteifwards  giving 
the  donee  a  check  for  the  money, 
which  the'  bank  refused  to  pay,  it  was 
held  that  there  wad  a  sufficient  de- 
livery to  sustain  the  gift. 

In  Bouts  V.  ElHs  (Eng.)  supra,  a 
gift  of  the  donor's  check  to  a  third 
person  for  the  donor's  wife,  which 
was  paid  before  the  donor's  death, 
was  held  a  valid  gift,  although  a 
check  given  by  the  third  person  to  her 
was  worthless  because  unstamped 
and  postdated,  where  a  valid  check 
was  given  her  in  exchange  therefor 
after  the  donor's  death. 
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In  De  Pouilty's  Sucoesfiion  (1870) 
22  La.  Ann;  97>  ropra^  the  gift  of  one's 
own  check  was  held  to  be  that  of  a 
corporeal  movable,  and  to  constitute 
a  manual  gift,  needing  no  other  for- 
mality than  delivery,  under  a  pro- 
vision of  the  Code. 

In  Fate  v.  Leithead  (1854)  1  Kay, 
658,  69  Eng.  Reprint,  279,  23  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  736,  2  Week.  Rep.  630,  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  a  check  which  had  been 
collected  before  the  maker's  death, 
and  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  gift  eausa 
mortis,  but  a  trust  by  virtue  of  cer- 
tain memorandia  on  the  check  shoNiring 
that  intent. 

The  doctrine  that  a  check  cannot  be 
the  subject  of  donatio  mortis  causa 
unless  presented  and  paid  in  the  life- 
time of  the  donor  was  held  inappli- 
cable in  Whitehouse  v.  Whitehouse 
(1897)  90  Me.  468,  60  Am.  St  Rep. 
278,  38  Atl.  374,  on  the  ground  that,  in 
this  instance,  there  was  no  gift,  but  a 
contract  founded  on  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration, where  the  maker  of  the 
check,  who  had  been  engaged  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  caused  a  postponement 
of  the  marriage,  agreed  that  if  she 
consented  to  a  renewal  of  the  engage- 
ment he  would  provide  her  with  suffi- 
cient  means  of  support  in  case  he  died 
before  the  marriage  took  place,  and 
the  check  was  given  in  carrying  out 
this  agreement,  although  it  never  was 
delivered  to  the  payee,  the  circum- 
stances showing,  however,  a  construc- 
tive delivery  to  a  third  person  as  trus- 
tee. 

It  is  assumed  in  the  annotation  that 
the  transaction  is  merely  a  gift,  so 
that  the  question  as  to  what  will 
amount  to  a  consideration  so  as  to 
sustain  the  check  and  render  it  en- 
forceable is  not  covered. 

In  Philpot  V.  Temple  Bkg.  Co. 
(1908)  8  Ga.  Ai^.  742,  60  S.  E.  480; 


Re  Dillon  (1890)  L.  R.  44  Ch.  Div. 
(Eng.)  76,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  420,  62  L. 
T.  N.  S.  614,  38  Week.  Rep.  369,  and  in 
McDonald  v.  McDonald  (1903)  88 
Can.  S.  C.  145,  among  possibly  other 
cases  of  the  kind,  the  gift  of  a  certifi- 
cate of  deposit  was  held  to  be  valid, 
though  a  check  or  order  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof  was  also  gi^en,  and 
the  same  was  not  presented  for  pay- 
ment until  after  the  death  of  the 
donor. 

In  McKenzie  v.  Downing  (1858)  25 
6a.  669,  the  attempted  gift  of  a  check 
by  the  maker  was  held  invalid  be- 
cause there  was  no  delivery,  the 
check  remaining  in  the  custody  of 
the  drawer  until  after  his  death. 

It  was  held  in  Varley  v.  Sims  (1907) 
100   Minn.   331,  8   L.R.A.(N.S.)    828, 
117  Am.  St.  Rep.  694,  111  N.  W.  269. 
10  Ann.  Cas.  473,  that  the  delivery  of 
a'  check  as  a  gift  causa  mortis  to  a 
person  other  than  the  donee,  but  for 
his  use  and  benefit,  and  with  instruc- 
tions to  deliver  the  same  to  the  donee, 
is  a  sufficient  delivery  to  pass  title  al- 
though it  does  not  reach  the  hands  of 
the    donee    Until    after    the  donor's 
death;  that  the  person  to  whom  the 
delivery  is  made  is  presumed,  in  the 
absence  of  a  contrary  showing,  to  be 
the  trustee  of  the  donee;  and  that  ac- 
ceptance by  the  latter,  where  the  gift 
is  beneficial  and  imposes  no  burdens, 
will  be  presumed.    The  feature  of  the 
case,  apart  from  the  above  point  as  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  delivery  of  the 
check,  was  that  it  constituted  an  as- 
signment of  the  fund,  being  for  the 
total  amount  thereof.     (See  the  case 
under  III.  a,  supra.)    As  to  the  pre- 
sumption   of    acceptance,    see     also 
Bangs  V.  Browne   (Mich.)    under    V. 
supra. 

The  above  holding  was  approved  in 
Hillman  v.  Young  (1912)  64  Or.  73, 
127  Pac.  793,  129  Pac.  124,  a  case  in- 
volving the  sufficiency  of  the  delivery 
of  notes.  B.  E.  H. 
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PETER  HOFFMAN,  Respt., 

V.     .      . 

E.  R.  ROEHU  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 

» 

Montana  Supreme  Coutt^^Novemker  14,  1921* 

(—  Mont  — ,  203  Pac.  849.) 

Master  and.  servaat  -— *  scppe  of  employment  —  permitting:  stranger  to 
drive  automobile. 

One  sent  by  an  automobile  dealer  to  demonstrate' a  car  to  a  prospective 
customer  acts  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  in  acceding  to  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  customer  to  permit  an  inexperienced  member  of  his  family 
to  drive  the  car,  so  as  to  render  the  employer  liable  for  injury  caused  to 
a  pedestrian  by  the  driver  losing  control  of  the  car  and  colliding  with  the 
pedestrian,  where  the  agent  sat  beside  and  directed  the  driver,  and  had 
his  hand  on  the  steering  wheel  when  the  accident  happened. 

[See  note  on-  this  question  beginning  on  page  194.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  Roehl  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for 
Fergus  County  (Briscoe,  J.)  in  faVor  of  plaintiff,  and  froni  an  order  over- 
ruling a  motion  for  new  trial  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  defend- 
ant's servant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.    Belden    ft    De  Kalb    and     Ion,  217  Pa.  339,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  20^, 


Gonn,  Rasch,  ft  Hall»  for  appellant: 

Even  if  defendant  Roehl  himself, 
the  owner  of  the  car,  had  been  present 
and  had  turned  the  car  over  to 
Martha  Bean  for  her  use  in  making 
the  trip  to  Judith  place,  as  was  done 
by  Leedy,  his  employee,  there  would 
be  no  liability. 

Hari;ley  v.  Miller,  165  Mich.  116,  38 
LK.A.(N.S.)  81,  130  N.  W.  336,  1  N. 
C.  C.  A.  126 ;  McPariane  v.  Winters,  47 
Utah,  598,  L.R.A.1916D,  618,  155  Pac. 
437;  Lewis  v.  Steele,  52  Mont.  300, 157 
Pac.  575;  Heriihy  v.  Smith,  116  Mass. 
2S5;  Wollaston  v.  Park,  47  Pa.  Super, 
a  90;  Beville  v.  Taylor,  202  Ala.  306, 
80  So.  870 ;  Mangan  v.  Foley,  38  Mo. 
App.  250;  Cooper  v.  Lowery,  4  Ga. 
App.  120,  60  S.  E.  1015;  Hills  v. 
Strong,  132  111.  App.  174. 

The  defendant  Roehl  could  not  be 
held  in  damages,  even  if  Leedy,  in- 
stead of  Martha  Bean,  had  bben  oper- 
ating the  car. 

Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Anderson,  212 
0.  S.  215,  53  L.  ed.  480,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  252 ;  Wyllie  v.  Palmer,  137  N.  Y. 
248,  19  L.R.A.  285,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 
721,  33  N.  E.  381 ;  Clawson  v.  Pierce- 
Arrow  Motor  Car  Co.  182  App.  Div. 
172, 170  N.  Y.  Supp.  810;  Lotz  v.  Han- 


118  Am.  St.  Rep.  922,  66  Atl.  525,  10 
Ann.  Cas.  731;  Goodrich  v.  Musgrave 
Fence  &  Auto  Co.  154  Iowa,  687,  135 
N.  W.  68 ;  Slater  v.  Advatice  Thrfeshfer 
Co.  97  Minn.  305,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  598, 
107  N.  W.  188;  Clark  v.  Buckmobile 
Co.  107  App.  Div.  120,  94  N.  Y.  Supp. 
771 ;  Lewis  v.  Steele,  52  Mont.  309, 157 
Pac.  575;  Atherton  v.  Kansas  City 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  591,  81 
S.  W.  223;  Ludberg  v.  Barghoorn,  78 
Wash.  476,  131  Pac.  1165;  O'Brien  v. 
Stern  Bros.  223  N.  Y.  290,  119  N.  E. 
550;  Reilly  v.  Connable,  214  N.  Y. 
586,  L.R.A.1916A,  954,  108  N.  E.  853, 
Ann.  Cas.  I916A,*656;  Long  v.  Rich- 
mond, 68  App.  Div.  466,  73  N.  Y.  Supp. 
912;  Spradlin  v.  Wright  Motor  Car 
Co.  178  Ky.  772,  L.R.A.1918B,  990,  199 
S.  W.  1087 ;  Danf orth  v.  Fisher,  75  N. 
H.  Ill,  21  L,R.A.(N.S.)  93,  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  670,  71  Atl.  585;  Neff  v. 
Brandeis,  :91  Neb.  11,  39  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
983,  135  N.  W.  282;  Symington  v. 
Sipes,  121  Md.  813,  47  L.R.A;(N.S.) 
662,  88  Atl.  134;  Wright  v.  Inter- 
mountain  Motor  Car  Co.  58  Utah,  176, 
177  Pac.  237;  Brown  v.  Jarvis  Engi- 
neering Co.  166  Mass.  75,.  32*  L^R.A. 
605,  55  Am.  St  Rep.  382,  43  N.  E. 
1181 ;    Flinn    v.    World's   Dispensary 
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Medical  Asso.  64  App.  Div.  490»  72  N. 
Y.  Supp.  243;  Walker  v.  Hannibal  & 
St.  J.  R.  Co.  121  Mo.  575,  24  L.R.A. 
363,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  547,  26  S.  W. 
360. 

Plaintiff  not  only  failed  to  make  a 
case  against  the  defendant  Roehl,  but 
there  was  a  like  failure  of  showing 
negligence  on  the  part  of  Leedy  in 
connection  with  the  operation  of  the 
car. 

20  R.  C.  L.  "Negligence,"  t  22,  p. 
29;  Hughes  v.  Oregon  Improv.  Co.  20 
Wash.  294,  65  Pac.  119;  Bracey  v. 
Northwestern  Improv.  Co.  41  Mont. 
338,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  738,  109  Pac. 
706;  Eckert  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  4S 
N.  Y.  502,  8  Am.  Rep.  721;  Floyd  v. 
Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  162  Pa.  29, 
29  Atl.  396 ;  Ackerman  v.  Union  Trac- 
tion Co.  205  Pa.  477,  55  Atl.  16,  14 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  392;  Gumz  v.  Chicago, 
St.  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  52  Wis.  672,  10 
N.  W.  11;  Bishop  v.  Belle  City  Street 
R.  Co.  92  Wis.  139,  65  N.  W.  733 ;  Kelcfa 
V.  National  Contract  Co.  178  Ey.  632, 
199  S.  W.  796;  Pond  v.  Norfolk  &  W. 
R.  Co.  Ill  Va.  735,  69  S.  E.  949;  Hart- 
ley  V.  Lasater,  96  Wash.  407,  165  Pac. 
106. 

Messrs.  E.  K.  Cheadle  and  Wheeler 
&  Baldwin,  'for  respondent: 

Proof  that  the  driver  of  an  automo- 
bile was,  at  the  time  of  the  injury  re- 
sulting from  the  use  thereof,  in  the 
employ  of  the  owner  as  a  chauffeur, 
raised  the  presumption  that  his  use  of 
the  car  on  that  occasion  was  within 
the  scope  of  his  emplojrment. 

Reilly  v.  Connable,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A, 
661,  note;  Ferris  v.  Sterling,  214  N. 
Y.  249, 108  N.  E.  406,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D, 
1161 ;  Burger  v.  Taxicab  Motor  Co.  66 
Wash.  676, 120  Pac.  519 ;  Knust  v.  Bul- 
lock, 59  Wash.  141,  109  Pac.  329; 
Kneff  V.  Sanford,  63  Wash.  503,  115 
Pac.  1040. 

Ownership  of  the  car  being  estab- 
lished, that  makes  out  a  prima  facie 
case  that  the  operator  of  the  car  was 
engaged  in  the  owner's  service,  and 
the  burden  is  upon  the  owner  to  show 
that  such  is  not  the  fact. 

Hartnet  v.  Hudson,  165  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1034;  Ferris  v.  Sterling,  214  N.  Y. 
253,  108  N.  E.  406,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D, 
1161;  George  v.  Carstens  Packing  Co. 
91  Wash.  637,  158  Pac.  529;  Benn  v. 
Forrest.  130  C.  C.  A.  277,  213  Fed. 
763. 

The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  defendant  Roehl  was  the 
owner  of  the  car,  and  that  the  same 


was  actually  proceeding  under  the 
control  of  his  agent,  and,  under  this 
condition,  the  law  presumes  that  the 
car  was  being  driven  for  the  owner, 
Roehl,  and  that  in  driving  the  same 
the  defendant  Leedy  was  acting  with- 
in the  scope  of  his  employment. 

Ploetz  V.  Holt,  124  Minn.  169,  144 
N.  W.  745;  Daily  v.  Maxwell,  152  Mo. 
App.  415,  133  S.  W.  351;, Marshall  v. 
Taylor.  168  Mo.  App.  246,  153  S.  W. 
527,  6  N.  C.  C.  A.  313;  Hays  v.  Hogan, 
180  Mo.  App.  237,  166  S.  W.  1125; 
Birch  V.  Abercrombie,  74  Wash.  486, 
50  L.R.A.(N.S.)  59,  133  Pac.  1010; 
Johnson  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R. 
Co.  52  Mont.  73,  155  Pac.  971. 

The  owner  is  liable  for  the  chauf- 
feur if,  while  using  the  car  on  his 
employers'  business,  he  allows  a  third 
person,  riding  with  him,  to  assume  the 
management  of  the  car,  and  an  in- 
jury results  from  the  negligent  driv- 
ing of  such  person. 

Slothower  v.  Clark,  191  Mo.  App. 
105,  179  S,  W.  55;  Prince  v.  Taylor,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  171  S.  W.  826; 
Wooding  V.  Thom,  148  App.  Div.  21, 
132  N.  Y.  Supp.  50;  James  v.  Muehle- 
bach,  34  Mo.  App.  512;  Hollidge  v. 
Duncan,  199  Mass.  121,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  982.  85  N.  E.  186;  Thyssen  v. 
Davenport  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  134 
Iowa,  749,  13  L.R.A.(N,S.)  572,  112 
N.  W.  177;  Campbell  v.  Trimble,  76 
Tex.  270,  12  S.  W.  863;  Wellman  v. 
Miner,  19  Misc.  644,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
417,  2  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  218 ;  Bamberg  v. 
International  R.  Co.  53  Misc.  403,  103 
N.  Y.  Supp.  297;  Kilroy  v.  Delaware 
A  H.  Canal  Co.  121  N.  Y.  22,  24  N.  E. 
192;  Bank  of  California  v.  Western 
T7.  Teleg.  Co.  52  Cal.  280. 

Though  the  driver  has  been  usingr 
the  car  for  his  own  purpose,  he  is 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment when  he  starts  to  go  to  a  place 
to  which  he  has  been  directed  to  so 
by  his  employer. 

Barmore  v.  Vicksburg,  S.  A  P.  R. 
Co.  85  Miss.  427,  70  L.R.A.  627,  38  So. 
210,  3  Ann.  Cas.  574;  Graham  v.  Hen- 
derson, 254  Pa.  137,  98  Atl.  87a; 
Donahue  v.  Vorenburg,  227  Mass.  1.. 
116  N.  E.  246;  Ellinghouse  v.  Ajax: 
Livestock  Co.  51  Mont.  275,  L.R.A^ 
1916D,  836,  152  Pac.  481;  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Edwards,  —  Tex.  Civ* 
App.  — ,  67  S.  W.  891;  Slothower  v* 
Clark,  191  Mo.  App.  105,  179  S.  W« 
55;  George  v.  Carstens  Packing  Co. 
91  Wash.  637,  158  Pac.  529. 

Any  use  of  the  car  which  was  rea- 
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sonftbly  incidental  to  the  performance 
d  the  duties  with  which  the  defend- 
ant Leedy  was  charged  is  deemed  to 
be  within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment. 

House  V.  Fry,  30  Gal.  App.  157,  157 
Pac.  500;  Elliott  v.  O'Rourke,  40  R.  I. 
187, 100  Atl.  314;  Whimster  v.  Holmes, 
-  Mo.  App,  — ,  190  S.  W.  62;  Elling- 
house  V.  Ajax  Livestock  Co.  51  Mont. 
275,  LJIA.1916D,  836,  162  Fac.  481. 

Galen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  on 
account  of  personal  injuries  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of 
having  been  run  into  by  a  Ford  au- 
tomobile belonging  to  the  defendant 
E.  R.  Roehl,  driven  at  tike  time  on 
Main  street,  in  the  city  of  Lewis- 
town,  by  one  Majrtha  Bean,  the 
daughter  of  Daniel  Bean ;  the  latter 
at  the  time  having  been  negotiating 
with  Roehl  for  the  purchase  of  the 
car.  E.  R.  Roehl  and  Joseph  Leedy, 
employee^  were  jointly  made  defend- 
ants. It  appears  that  Daniel  Bean 
wanted  to  buy  a  Ford  automobile, 
and  approached  the  defendant 
Roehl,  an  automobile  dealer  in 
Lewistown,  and  inquired  whether 
he  had  any  bargains  in  Ford  cars. 
Roehl  replied  that  he  had  one  which 
he  would  seU  for  $250,  but  that  the 
engine  had  to  be  overhauled  and 
the  motor  cleaned  Bean  told  Roehl 
to  have  the  work  done,  ''prove  that 
the  car  would  run  uphill/'  and  he 
would  buy  it.  Three  or  four  days 
subsequently,  on  November  21, 1916, 
Bean  visited  Roehl's  place  of  busi- 
ness, and  Roehl  then  and  there  said 
that  the  car  was  cleaned  and 
in  readiness  to  make  a  ''go  out.'' 
Bean  aaked  Ro^l  whom  he  would 
send  out  with  the  car,  to  which  he 
replied,  ''Joe  Leedy."  At  the  time 
Roehl  was  in  his  office,  and  Bean 
went  therefrom  into  the  workroom 
adjoininir,  and  upon  inquiry  found 
Joe  Leedy.  Leedy  cranked  the  car, 
and  both  Leedy  and  Bean  got  into 
the  car  and  went  away.  At  Bean's 
suggestion,  Leedy  drove  the  car  to 
Bom's  residence,  several  blocks  dis- 
tant from  the  stiEtrting  point,  in  or- 
der that  Bean  might  show  it  to  his 
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wife  and  daughter.  After  arriving 
at  Bean's  house,  his  wife  and  daugh- 
ter came  out  and  looked  at  the  car. 
His  daughter  Martha  was  accom- 
panied by  a  friend.  Miss  Chris- 
topher, and  both  had  their  hats  and 
wraps  on,  as  Martha  was  intending 
to  go  across  town  to  Judith  place, 
in  order  to  make  delivery  of  a  dress 
to  a  lady  for  whom  she  had  made 
the  same.  Bean  invited  the  girls  to 
get  into  the  car,  and  requested 
Leedy  to  let  Martha  drive,  saying: 
"She  will  be  my  chauffeur  if  I  get 
it,  so  let  her  be  the  first  to  run  it." 
Martha  got  in,  took  the  wheel,  and 
Leedy  sat  in  the  front  seat  along- 
side of  her;  Mr.  Bean  and  Miss 
Christopher  getting  into  the  rear 
seat  The  car  was  then  driven  by 
Martha  across  town  to  Mrs.  Taft's 
residence,  where  she  stopped  the 
car  and  made  delivery  of  ^e  dress. 
She  then  started  the  car  again,  and 
proceeded  up  Main  street  to  the  in- 
tersection of  Fourth  avenue,  where 
traffic  was  greatly  congested.  At 
or  near  that  point  a  speedy  motor- 
cycle caused  two  men  to  jump  out 
of  its  way  and  into  the  path  of  the 
car  driven  by  Miss  Bean,  in  conse- 
quence whereof  she  lost  control  of 
tiie  car  and  Leedy  grabbed  hold  of 
the  wheel,  and  the  car  was  steered 
upon  the  sidewalk,  striking  and  se- 
riously injuring  the  plaintiff. 
Leedy  testified :  "I  have  resided  in 
Lewistown,  Montana,  since  Janu- 
ary, 1914,  continuously.  On  the 
21st  day  of  November,  1916,  I  had 
been  engaged  in  the  automobile 
business  as  an  employee  of  E.  R. 
Roehl  since  January,  1914.  I  saw 
Daniel  Bean  for  the  first  time  on 
November  21,  1916.  On  said  date 
I  took  a  certain  Ford  automobile 
from  the  garage  of  E.  R.  Roehl,  at 
Lewistown,  Montana,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exhibiting  or  demonstrating 
the  car  to  the  said  Daniel  Bean,  at 
the  direction  of  Mr.  Roehl.  I  first 
met  Martlia  Bean  on  that  day." 

At  that  time  the  plaintiff  was  em- 
ployed by  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee, 
ft  St.  Paul  Railroad,  as  an  engineer, 
and  was  earning  from  |160  to  $176 
per  month.    He  was  in  good  physi- 
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cal  condition;,  thirtyrfive  years  of 
age,  and  married. 

Issue  being  joined,  the  cause  was 
tried  to  a  jury  and  resulted  in  a 
verdict  and  judgnient  against  the 
defendant  Roehl  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $16,800.  At 
the  close  of  plaintiff's  case,  the  de- 
fendant Roehl  moved  for  a  directed 
verdict,  which  motion  was  denied, 
and  the  case  went  to  the  jury  with- 
out any  evidence  being  offered  in 
defense.  Appeal  is  prosecuted  by. 
the  defendant  Roehl  from  the  judg- 
ment and  order  overruling  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Several  errors  are  assigned,  in<^ 
volving  but  one  principal  question, 
solution  of  which  is  determinative 
of  the  case,  viz.,  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  Roehl  for  damages  on  ac- 
count of  plaintiff's  injuries,  in  ap- 
plication of  the  doctrine  of  respon- 
deat superior. 

The  rules  applicable  have  been 
crystallized  into  statute  in  this 
state.  Section  5442,  Rev.  Ck)des, 
provides :  "An  agent  represents  his 
principal  for  all  purposes  within 
the  scope  of  his  actual  or  ostensible 
authority,  and  all  the  rights  and  li- 
abilities which  would  accrue  to  the 
agent  from  transactions  within 
such  limitj  if  they  had  been  entered 
into  on  his  own  account^  accrue  to 
the  principal." 

And  §  5450  reads  as  follows: 
Unless  required  by  or  under  the 
authority  of  law  to  employ  ttiat  par- 
ticular agent,  a  principal  is  respon- 
sible to  third  persons  for  the  negli- 
gence of  his  agent  in  the  transac- 
tion of  the  business  of  the  agency, 
including  wrongful  acts  committed 
by  such  agent  in  and  as  a  part  of 
the  transaction  of  such  business, 
and  for  his  wilful  omission  to  ful- 
fil the  obligations  of  the  principal." 

These  statutory  provisions  are 
merely  declarative  of  the  common 
law,  and  in  their  application  to  the 
facts  in  the  case  before  us  the  li- 
ability of  the  employer  is  clear. 
The  employee,  Leedy,  was  directed 
by  his  employer  to  take  the  automo- 
bile from  the  garage  "for  the.  pur- 
pose of  exhibiting  or  demonstrating 
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the  car"  to  DakiielBeBii,  a 
tive  purchaser;  and  in  such'^bsi- 
tion,  and  acting  under  such  direc- 
tion of  his  employer,  the  object  and 
puipose  of  the  einployee  was  neces- 
sarily to  bring  about  accomplish- 
ment of  the  sale  in  contemi^tion. 
In  acceding  to  the 
wishes  of  Martha  Jlr^««t!2i»»e 
Bean  to  go  across  l^^^^SSttf  "*** 

town         to         Judith    mtrwaim^r  t« 

place  to  make  deliv-  JSjue"^^ 
ery  of  the  dress, 
and  to  the  request  of  her  father  that 
she  be  permitted  to  drive  the  car, 
we  think  Leedy  acted  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment.  The 
agent  took  his  place  in  the  front 
seat  of  the  automobile,  alongside  of 
Martha  Bean,  showed  her  how  to 
control  the  car,  how  to  start  it,  what 
pedals  to  use,  and  the  like.  Miss 
Bean  testified:  "Mr.  Leedy'  said 
that  I  was  doing  very  good,  and  I 
told  him  that  I  had  never  driven  a 
car  in  town  before  and  that  I 
wouldn't  drive  it  if  he  hadn't  been 
with  me.  I  told  him  to  pay  partic- 
ular attention  to  me  and  see  that 
nothing  happened,  to  be  ready  to 
help  me  if  anything  should  happen, 
because  I  didn't  feel  exactly  safe  on 
Main  street.  That  was  the  first 
time  I  had  ever  attempted  to  drive  a 
car  in  the  business  section  of  any 
town." 

As  applicable  to  this  case,  we 
quote  with  approval  the  language 
used  by  Mr.  Justice  Young,  speak- 
ing for  the  supreme  court  of  New 
Hampshire,  in  Danforth  v.  Fisher, 
75  N.  H.  Ill,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  93, 
189  Am.  St  Rep.  670,  71  Atl.  535, 
as  f dUows :  ''The  test  to  determine 
whether  a  master  is  liable  to  a 
stranger  for  the  consequences  of 
his  servant's  misconduct  is  to  in- 
quire whether  the  latter  was  doing 
what  he  was  employed*  to  do  at  the 
time  he  caused  the  injury  com- 
plained of.  If  he  was,  the  fact  that 
he  was  not  doing  it  in  the  way  ex- 
pected is  immaterial  [citing  cases] . 
But,  if  at  the  time  he  did  the  act 
which  caused  the  injury  he  was  not 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment, the  inaster  is  not  liable.'^ 
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And  this  view^ig^eotirely  coosist- 
ent  with  the  proviaiana  of  our  stat- 
ute  and  in  accord  .with  the  views 
expressed  by  this  court  in  Lewisi  v> 
gtede,.&2  Mantis  .aOOt*  157  £ac.  575. 

The  decisive  question  In  every  in!* 
stanca  i%  whether, thf^^^erejwt  or  em- 
ployee was,  at'the^tiina  ojF.neglig^t 
injury,  acting  within  the  scope  oi 
Us  employijlent:'  -  If  he  a^ted  hide- 
pendently  of  his  empfoyet*,  .bv  -was 
upon  missions  or  purposes  of  his 
own,  then  tiie  employer  is  not  tOpbe, 
held  accountable  in  damages.    Nee- 


and  not  connected;  with)  thci^busijiess 
of  the  employer,  i  o.  .     .:•  .  : 

We .  concede.  thQ ;  Uw  /as  .extended 
for  by  the  defend^,  tba^  where  the 
servant  steps  asid^}irom.  his  ia$^ 
ter'a  business,  if  but  for :  >a  short 
space  of  timc)^  ^d  >doe3  aa  act  not 
connected  >wi^>(the  biisuiess,  which 
is  hamifuli  tomkOitmiR,  tihe  mitster  is 
not  liable,  the  reason  being  >that  the 
elation  of  .Qiaat^r  A^d^ervant  does 
not  at  the  time  exist;  but  here  the 
servant  continued  about  the  busi- 

^ ness-'^of    his    employer,    adopting 

essvily,  iv,mort  InstaMesTiS^^  methods  dp^med  5XDedient,^esult- 

tion  is  on^  of  ^LTfTbe^omes  one  '  J**  it!  st  Iftffcf  i^wftl^S^tej&i^, 'and 
of  law,  however,  whenever  it  ap-"  the  employer  is  liable.  18  R.  C.  L. 
pears  that  ^e  jgiym  d^yial^ioi) , vm    ^' 


made  for  the  purtsibs^  of  doiiig;  some- 
thing which  had  no  connection  with 
the  servant's  duty.       . 

"In  determining,  whether  Jt>  par* 
ticular  act  is  done  ip  the  course  pf 
the  servant's,  emplcqrment,  it  is 
proper  first  to  inquire  iwrhethei;  th^ 
servant  was,f  at  tiie  tin^e,  engaged  jn 
serving  his  master. .  If  the  act  is 
done  while  the  servant  ifi  at  liberty 
from  serv|c^,wd  pyri^uing  his  own 
ends  exclusively,  th^re  c;an  be  no 
question  of  the  ulster's  freedom 
from  all  responsibility,  even  though 
the  injury  complain^  of  could  not 
have  been,  committed  wilhout  the 
facilities  afforded  to  the.  servant  by 
his  relation  to  liia  master," 
Shearm.  ft  Redf  .  Neg.  6th  ed.  §  147^ 

The  employer  or  principal  is  li- 
able for  the  negligent .  acta  of :  his 
employee  while  acting  as  his  rep^ 
resentative,  and  the  purpose  of  the 
act  rather  than. its  method  of  per^ 
formance  is  the  test  of  the  scoile  of 
his  employment.    26  Cyc.  1584; 

Defendant  has  dted  manjr  cases 
in  support  of  his  contention  6f  non- 
liabilfty,  but  they  are  all  distin- 
guishable from  the  case  under  con- 
sideration. In  those  cases  the  mis- 
sions of  the  servant  were  outiide 
the  scope  of  hiS'' employment  and 
pertained  prihiarily  to  the  em- 
I^yee's  personal  pleasure,  business, 
or  affairs,  or  were  instances  where 
the  employee  had  surrendered  con- 
trol of  thejautomDbilelaa  third>per- 
8on  tar  a  purpose  independent  of 
20  A.L.R.— 18. 


In^'Hillli  cittltf  the  pr6of  fleither 
shows  an  inde^ndeiit  missioh  by 
the  employed 'f of 'purposes '*of  his 
own  outside  thfescot)et)f  his  femploy- 
ment,  nor  the  surrender  of  control  of 
the  opeir«lti(fti  tJf  llle  car  to  a  strAn- 
ger.  In  making  exhibition  and  derii-^ 
onstr&tion  of  th^^caflk)  the  t>rospeci 
tive  purchaser,  Leedy  peimitted 
Miss  Bean  to  operate *'the  car;  and 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  he  wad 
by  her  side  on  his  master's  business, 
grabbed  the  wheel,  and  the  accident 
complained  of  resulted.  There  was 
no  break  in  the>eontinuity  and  pur- 
pose of  the  mission,  and  the  hand 
of  the  servant  was  physically  on  Hie 
steering  wheel  of  the  oai*  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.  It  is  plaan  that  the 
accident  occurred-  through  the  neg- 
ligence of  th^  agent  xii  the  transact 
tion  of  tbe  business  of  the  agency, 
and  in  consequenei&)of  the  principal  is 
liable. 

By  legal  intendment  the  act  of  the 
employee  became  the  act  of  the  em- 
ployer ;  the*  individuality  of  the  em- 
ployee being  identified  with  his  em- 
ployer. The  latter  is  deemed  to 
have  been  constructively  present, 
and  the  act  of  the  employee  that  of 
the  employer,  and  thus  the  .latter 
becomes,  ^accountable  for  his  own 
proper  iM^t  or  pmission.  18  R^  C.  L. 
p.  786.  .    ,    .     .  , 

.  ^'He  who. -expects  to  deiive  advan-^ 
tage  fromr.an  act  which,  is  done  by 
another  for  biqa  must  answer  for 
any*  injury  fwhich  a  third  perspn 
may  sustain  from  it,''   said   Lord 
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Caiief  Justice  Best  in  Hall  v.  Smithy 
2  Bing.  166,  130  Eng.  Reprint,  265. 
We  are  not  unmindful  that  the 
aj^lication  of  the  rule  may,  and 
often  does,  work  hardships,  and 
that  in  the  case  before  us  a  hardship 
is  undoubtedly  worked  upon  the  em- 
ployer; however,  the  rule  is  found- 
ed on  reason  and  looks  to  the  pro- 
tection of  third  persona.  The  ver- 
dict might  be  considered  excessive 


in  view  of  the  evidence,  but,  as  no 
contention  is  made  in  this  respect, 
the  subject  is  passed  without  fur- 
tiier  notice. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed 
from  are  a£9brmed. 

Branttr,   Ch.   J.,   and   ReynoMa, 
Cwqier,  and  HoDoway,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition    for    rriiearing    denied 
January  6, 1922* 


ANNOTATION. 


Who  is  ffpontiblt  for  injiBy  by  car  dwing 

deakr. 


dcmonstratioii  or  iiKlfuctMwi  by 


Ab  to  liability  of  employer  for  in- 
juries inflicted  by  automobile  while 
being  driven  by  or  for  salesman  or 
collector,  see  annotation  in  17  A.L.R. 
621. 

As  to  liability  of  owner  for  injury 
by  automobile  while  being  operated  by 
repair  man,  see  annotation  in  18 
A.L.R.  974. 

Although  an  automobile,  at  the 
time  an  injury  occurred,  was  being 
driven  by  a  prospective  purchaser, 
or  his  representative,  the  owner 
may  be  held  liable  if  the  act  of  his 
employee  sent  to  give  instructions,  in 
allowing  the  prospective  purchaser  or 
representative  to  drive,  was  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment  and  in 
furtheranciB  thereof.  Hoffman  v. 
RoEHL  (reported  herewith)  ante,  189; 
Wooding  V.  Thom  (1911)  148  App. 
Div.  21,  182  N.  Y.  Supp.  60;  Holmboe 
V.  Morgan  (1914)  69  Or.  895,  188  Pac. 
1084. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  re- 
ported case  (Hoffman  v.  Robhl)  it 
was  decided  that  one  sent  by  an 
automobile  dealer  to  demonstrate  a 
car  to  a  prospective  purchaser  acted 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment  in 
acceding  to  the  suggestion  of  the 
customer  to  permit  his  inexperienced 
daughter  to  drive  the  car,  so  as  to 
render  the  employer  liable  for  an  in- 
jury  to  a  pedestrian  by  the  driver 
losing  control  of  the  car,  where  the 
agent  sat  beside  and  directed  the  driv- 
er, and  had  his  hand  on  the  steering 
wheel  when  the  accident  occurred. 


And  in  Wooding  ▼•  Thom  (1911) 
148  App.  Div.  21.  182  N,  Y. 
Supp.  50,  affirmed  in  (1918)  209 
N.  Y.  588,  108  N.  E.  1185,  where 
the  owner  of  an  automobile  who 
wished  to  sell  it  sent  his  chauffeur  to 
demonstrate  it,  and  the  latter  per- 
mitted an  employee  of  a  prospective 
purchaser  to  drive  it,  the  owner  was 
held  liable  for  an  injury  caused  to  a 
pedestrian  by  the  negligent  operation 
of  the  car  by  the  employee  of  the 
prospective  purchaser.  The  court 
said:  "In  the  present  case  the  mas- 
ter's business  upon  which  Simmons 
was  engaged  was  demonstrating  the 
capabilities  of  the  car  with  a  view  to 
commending  it  to  a  i)08Sible  pur- 
chaser. The  evidence  clearly  shows 
that  the  act  of  Simmons,  who  was 
in  sole  control,  in  permitting  Eglit 
to  drive  the  car,  was  because  he 
(Simmons)  conceived  that  to  be  a 
good  way  to  demonstrate  the  quality 
of  the  car.  It  was  an  act  performed 
in  furtherance  of  his  emplojrment* 
It  is  not  important  that  he  had  not 
been  instructed  to  permit  anyone  but 
himself  to  drive;  for,  as  was  said  by 
Judge  Grover  in  Cosgrove  v.  Odgen 
(1872)  49  N.  Y.  255,  10  Am.  Rep.  361 : 
The  test  of  the  master's  responsibili^ 
ty  for  the  act  of  his  servant  is  not 
whether  such  act  was  done  according 
to  the  instructions  of  the  master  to 
the  servant,  but  whether  it  was 
done  in  the  prosecution  of  the  busi- 
ness that  the  servant  was  employed  by 
the  master  to  do.'    If  the  owner  him- 
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sdf  had  Hndertakeii  to  demonstrate 
tlie  ear,  and  as  a  part  of  auch  demon- 
ftntiim  had  permitted  Eirlit  to  drive 
it,  no  one  would  have  any  doubt  as 
to  SQch  owner's  liability.  The  case 
here  is  no  different.  Simmons  was 
anthorized  to  demonstrate  the  car; 
that  was  his  employment.  In  the 
course  of  that  employment,  as  a  part 
of  the  demonstration,  he  permitted 
EgUt  to  drive.  This,  I  think,  fastens 
upon  Simmons's  employer  liability  for 
the  negligence  which  resulted  in 
plaintiff's  injuries/' 

And  in  Holmboe  v.  Morgan  (Or.) 
supra,  where  an  injury  was  inflicted 
by  an  automobile  while  it  was  being 
operated    with    the  .consent    of    the 
seller's    demonstrator,    by    the    pur- 
chaser, at  the  letter's  request,  a  ver- 
dict against  the  seller  was  affirmed. 
The  court  said:    'It  is  contended  that 
Morgan  insisted  on  driving  the  car  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  and  therefore 
should  be   held  liable  for   damages. 
It  appears  that  Robinson  was  out  with 
Iforgan  for  the  express  purpose  of 
demonstrating  the  car  and  of  teach- 
ing  Morgan    how    to    run    it;    that 
Morgan  knew  nothing  about  it  or  how 
to  run   it,   had   run  it  only  3  or  4 
miles  the   day  before,  under  Robin- 
son's direction,  and,  at  the  time  of  the 
sccident,  was  at  tiie  wheel  for  the 
second  time  only,   under  Robinson's 
control    and    immediate    supervision. 
The  question  of  whether  Morgan  or 
Bobinson   was  the  efficient  cause  of 
the  accident,  or  whether  they  were 
jointly  liable,  was  squarely  and  plain- 
ly presented  to  the  jury  for  decision, 
and  was  the  only  question  so  sub- 
mitted.   All  of  the  facts  were  before 
it,  and    we    should    not   disturb    its 
findings  upon  that  matter.    Although 
the  defendant  Howard  contends  that 
Robinson    requested    Morgan    to    let 
him  (Robinson)  drive  the  car  when 
they  came  to  the  crowded  streets  of 
the  city,  that  did  not  relieve  Robinson 
of  the  control  of  the  machine.     He 
was  in   chargre  of  the  car  and  was 
to  instruct  Morgan  as  to  running  it, 
and,  if   he   thought  they  were  in  a 
locality  where  the  car  should  be  in 
the  hands   of  an  expert,  he  ahould 
bave  taken  control." 


And  in  Samson  ▼.  Aitchison 
[1912;  P.  C]  A.  a  (Eng.)  844,  82 
L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  1,  107  L.T.N.  S.  106, 
28  Times  L.  R.  559,  the  owner  of  an 
automobile  was  held  liable  for  an 
injury  caused  by  its  Negligent  opera- 
'tion  by  a  prospective  purchaser 
of  the  car  who  was  driving,  at  the 
owner's  suggestion,  to  test  its  quali- 
ties; it  appearing  that  the  latter 
•accompanied  the  driveor,  and  had 
given  directions  as  to  the  operation 
of  the  car.  ^ 

And  a  dealer  in  automobiles  is' 
liable  for  an  injury  to  a  prospective 
purchaser,  sustained  while  attempting 
to  crank  the  car  at  the  implied  in- 
vitation of  the  one  sent  to  demon- 
strate it,  who  allowed  the  customer 
to  get  out  of  the  car  and  attempt  to 
crank  it  without  warninir  him  of  the 
danger  of  xranking,  although  he  knew 
that  the  purchaser  was  ignorant  of 
such  dangers.  Martin  v.  Maxwell 
Brisco  Motor  Vehicle  Co.  (1911)  158 
Mo.  App.  188,  188  S.  W.  65. 

But  in  Keck  v.  Jones  (1916)  97  Kan. 
470,  155  Pae.  950,  where  an  automo- 
bile was  ordered  by  a  dealer  for  a 
.customer,  supplied  with  gasolene,  etc., 
and  inspected  and  tested  before 
noon  of  a  certain  day,  and  the  eus- 
tomor  called  and  paid  fior  it  in  the 
afternoon,  and  declined  assistance  in 
operating  it  because  he  had  had 
experience,  and  drove  it  away,  but 
returned,  after  driving  about  a  short 
time,  and  asked  for  someone  to  go 
with  him  ahd  listen  to  tiie  working  of 
the  car  and  make  any  necessary  ad- 
justments, it  was  held  that  the  dealer 
was  not  liable  for  an  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  which  occurred  while  it  was 
being  driven  by  the  purchaser,  ac- 
companied by  a  machinist  sent  solely 
to  observe  the  working  of  the  car  and 
adjust  it,  since  the  purchaser  was  not 
the  agent  of  the  dealer,  and  since  he 
desired  someone  to  accompiany  him, 
not  to  operate  the  car,  but  merely  to 
observe  its  mechanical  operations.  . 

And  one  who  purchased  an  automo- 
bile under  a  .conditional  bill  of  sale 
for  another,  to  whom  it  was  delivered, 
is  not  liable  for  an  injury  caused  by 
the  car  t^hile  the  latter  was  being 
driven  in  it  by  a  chauffeur  whom  she 
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hired  when  'she*  wanted  in  rMe/"  al- 
though ths^  one  >wUb  pu^cHased  the 
car  told  the  -  chauffeur  to  tak^  good 
care  of  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
delivered,  and  to  teach /her  to*  run  it 
and  instruct*  her ;  it  appearing  that 
he  had  never  hired'  the  chauffeur  to 
perform'  suefa-  service,  or  paid  him. 
Michael  v.  PulliUm  (1910) .—  Mo.  App. 
— ,  215  S.  W.  763.  '.: 

And  it  waj»  held  in  the  Michael  Case 
that,  even  if  it  could 'be  said  that  the 
one  who  purchased  the  car  had^  made 
the  chauffeur  his-  agent  to  teach  the 
•one  to  whom  the  car  was  delivered  to 
run  it,  he  would  not  be  liable  for  the 
injury,  .  since  it  .appeared  that  the 
chauffeuit  wa#  nob  tekchiag  her  to 
drive  the  ear .  at  the  time, '  but  was 
merely  taking  her  for  a  ride  and  act- 
ing afi  her  chauffeur. 

It  has*  been  held  that  a^ohauffeur 
sent  by  an  automobile  dealer  with  an 
inexperienced  customer,  to  take  a  car 
which  the  customer  had  purchased 
through  the»crowded'{Utrt-6f  the-tontn, 
and  ttira  it  over  to  him '  when  ithe 
business  *  stpeets'wer^  passed,  'might, 
while  en  route,  bi  found  to  be^acting 
for  the  dealer,  so  as  to  render  him 
liable  for  injuries*  caused  :  by  negli- 
gent drilling,  although,  hy  direction 
of  the  pui^haser,  they>  stopped  at 
various  places  to  do  errands-  for'  the 
latter.  Dalrymple  v*  Oovey  Motor 
Car  Co.  (1913)  66  »Orv  633,^  48  L;R.A. 
(N.S.)  424,  135  Pac.'91.  .    ;       » 

But  in  Janik>  V.  Ford  Motor  Go. 
(1914)  180  Miofa.  557,  52^  L;RuAi(N.S.) 
294,  147  N.  W.  610,  Aim:  >  Gas.  1916 A, 
669,  it  was  held  that  an  aeutomobile 
manufacturer  who,  after  seilihg>  a  car, 
delegates  one  of  his  employeed/at  the 
purchaser's  request,  to  driven  the  car 
to  the  city  limits;  'from  Which  place 
the  purchaser,  who  >is  an  experienced 
automobilist,  is  to-  drive-  it  to  the 
destination,  is  not  answerable  for*  an 
injury  by  the- driver  to  a'pebson  on 
the  street,  "Where  the  purchaser  is  an 
the  car  at  (the.. time  of  the  accident, 
although  his*  has  given  no  *  directions 
except  as  to  the  route  as  to  which  he 
wishes  'to  travel. 

In  HammofBS  v.  Setter  (1913)  f2 
Wash.  650,  )18^  Pad.  ai4I,  the  evi- 
dence'Was^beld  »8ufficiettt  to  warrant 


a  fitiding  that^av  em|>loyee  of  a' store- 
keeper ^  was  aciting  V  a» 'the  lattet^ 
agent,'  where  there  was  evidence  that 
a  seller >of  automobiles  agreed' to  deHi- 
onstrate  a  car  in  delivering  goods; 
that  th'e  defendant  told  the  demon- 
strator to 'Show  the  man  sent  on  the 
car  all  about  it;  and  that  after  they 
had  driven  around  some  the  defend- 
ant's employee  took  the  wheel,'  ahd 
while  he  ^as  driving  an  accident 
occurred.       ^  ..!'>■ 

'  And  in  Hiroux  v.  Baum  (1908)  187 
Wis.  197,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  83^  llfi 
N;  W.  633,  a  finding  was  held  jostMied 
that  the  son  of  the  defendant  was  the 
latter 's  servant,  and  not  the  servant 
of  the  one  who  sold  the  car  ta  the 
defendant,  where  there  ivas  evidence 
that  the  car  was  purchased  with  the 
understandihg^  that  the  son  should 
learn  to  operate  it;  and  that  thi^^eller 
had  agreed  to  teach  the  defendant's 
son  to  operate  the  car,  and  that  the 
son,  for  the  pu^ose  of  leariling  to  run 
Jt,  was  'driving  It,  accoxnpanied  by  the 
seller,  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured.  '      *    .:' 

But  jet  prospective  purchaser  who 
has  instructed  his  employee  merely  to 
examine  the,  engine  of  the  ,  car,  and 
stated  that  he  would  arrange  for  a 
demonstration  i£  the  report  was 
favorable,  is  not  liable,  for  his  em- 
ployee's negligeiice,  since  he  w;as  act- 
ipg  ,outside  the  n  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment in  dirivinjs^he  car.  Wooding  v. 
Thom  (1911)  148.  App.  Div.  21,  132 
N.  ¥•  Supp.  60,  affirmed  in  (1913)  209 
N.  Y.  683,.  103  N.  B.  1136. 

And  where  a  manufacturer  of  auto- 
mobiles* sells  a/number  of  machines 
to  the  defendant  ior  Use  in  its  busi- 
ness, and  agrees  to  furnish  chauffeurs 
to  instruct  its  employees  in  the  opera- 
tion  of  the  machines   for  a  certain 
time,  the  defendant  is  not  liable  for 
an    injury    inflicted    by    one   of    the 
machines  which  "was  being  drivem  by 
the  manufacturer's  chauffeur  to  the 
defendant's  store  "where  the  instcue- 
tion  was;  to  begin,  since  the  operator 
•;w8S  not  the  >ageai»  or  servant  of  thue 
defendants «    In.  iTomroos    v.    R.    H. 
White  ed.  (1916)  220  Masg.  336.  107 
N.  E.  1015. 


If  y 
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.And  in  employer  is  iMt  IlaUe  for 
an  iiu'ury  if  it  occurs  wtiilc  its  em- 
ployee is  using  the  employer's  motor 
track  after  business  hours  to  take 
things  to  his  own  home,  although  there 
was  evidence  that  he  had  been  in- 
strutted  by  his  employer  to  learn  to 
Operate  the  truck  as  soon  as  possible^ 
and  that  he  was  accompanied  by  the 
chauffeur  furnished  by  the  seller  of 
tl^e  titock  to  instruct  him  in  operating 
it  McGrath  v.  Welirle  (1819)  233 
MasB.  456,  124  N.  1BX  218. 

In  Buick  Auto.  Ck).  v.  Weaver  (1914) 
— Tex.  Civ. .  App.  —,  163  S.  W.  594, 
it  was'  held  that  a  'peremptory  Iq- 
struction  in  favor  of  the  seller  .of 
an  automobile, '  In'  hp  action  by  the 
purchaser  for  injuries,  was  properly 
refused,  where  there  was  evidence 
that  the  seller  agreed  to  furnish  a 
chauffeur  to  drive  the  car  to  the' 
purchaser's  home  and  teach  him  to 
operate  ft,  and  that  while  the  latter 
WM  negligent^  operating  the  car  the 


plaintiff  was  injured/  it  tblehtg  held 
that  the  fact  that  the  car  belonged 
to  the  plaintiff  was  not  determinative, 
the. master  b^ing  liable  for  the  serv- 
ants tortious  acts  done  in  further- 
ance of  the  master's  busines$(>  and 
tne  instrumentality  by  which  they  are . 
committed  .being  iinmaterial. 

In  Burnham  v.  Central  Auto.  Exch. 
(1907)  ^'p,  L  — ,  67  Ati.  429,  where 
the  purch^^ier  of  ^  iqotor.  c^^  claimed 
to  haye  received  an  injury,  while  rid- 
ing in  it»  by'reasion  of  th^  reckless 
driviing  of  a  c^auff^^r  fumisned  by 
the  SjeJler  to  teach  .tbe  farmer,  to 
qpera,i^  ^be  c^,  the  court  refuse^  to 
disturb  a  verdict  against,  the  seller, 
although  the  latter  claimed  the  ac- 
cident was  caused  by  a,  break  in  the 
machinery  due  to  the  purchaser's, 
previous  reckless  ^per&Jtion  of  the  car, 
and  not  to  the  negligence  of  the 
chauffeur,  as, under  the  evidence  the 
question  of  liability:  was  held  prop-> 
erly  submitted  to  the  jury.     J.  T.  W.   *' 
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BENJAMIN  F.  DOUGLAS 

"▼• 
GUNLEK  A.  BERGLAND,  Plff.  in  Em 

Mibhigm^  Supretme  C&wrt'-^  December  2t,  192$* 
(216  Mich.  380,  185  N.  W.  819.) 

NqiigeBce  —  duty  to  give  notice  of  change  of  condition  in  roHways. 

1.  The  owner  of  a  log  rollway  in  a  lake  is  not  bound  to  give  notice  to 
licenseeB  who  are  in  the  habit  of  fishing  from  it,  of  its  changed  condition 
due  to  the  removal  of  logs  for  use  in  his  mill,  failure  to  do  which  wiU  ren- 
der  him  liable  for  injury  to  a  fisherman  when  he  attempts  to  fish  from  the 
railway. 

[See  note  on  this  qvsation  beginning  on  page  202.] 


Water  —  riparian  right  to  use  anb* 
Merged  land* 

2.  An  owner  of  land  on  a  lake  has  a 
right  to  use  the  submerged  land  in 
front  of  his  property  for  storing  logs 
10  long  as  he  does  not  interfere  with 
the  public  right  of  navigation. 

—right  to  fish. 

3.  The  public  has  a  right  to  fish  in 
the  waters  of  a  navigable  lake  which 
has  been  stocked  with  fish  by  the 
poblic. 

[See  11  R.  C.  L.  1080,  1088;  see  also 
lote  in  5  A.L.R.  1066.] 

—right  to  use  riparian  land. 

4.  The  right  to  fish  in  the  waters  of 


a  navigable  lake  does  not  Include  the 
right  to  trespass  upon  the  fast  land  of 
a  ripariaii  owner  or  ude  his  dock  o^ 
rollway  of  logs  for  that  purpose. 
[See  11  R.  G.  L.  1083.] 

Negligence  —  invitee  —  showing  one 

where  to  fislL 
.  6.  The  mere  fact  that  a  riparian 
owner  points  out  to  a  person  using 
his  roUways  as  a  fishing  ground,  where 
the  owner  thinks  that  fish  may  be 
caught,,  does  not  make  the  fisherman 
an  invitee  so  that  the  riparian  owner 
will  be  bound  to  exercise  toward  him 
the  care  due  such  person. 
[See  20  R.  C.  L.  64.]    .. 
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Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Ontonagoh  County  (Driscolt,  J.)  to  re- 
view a  judgment  in  fav<)r  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam* 
ages  for  injuries  received  while  fishing  from  defendant's  log  roUwajrs,  for 
which  he  was  alleged  to  be  responsible.    Reversed. 


Statement  by  Fellows,  J.: 
Defendant  owns  and  operates  a 
sawmill  at  Bergland»  on  the  shore  of 
Lake  Gogebic.  The  lake  is  navi- 
gable and  of  considerable  propor- 
tions, being  17  miles  in  length  and 
3  miles  in  width  at  certain  places. 
The  village  of  Bergland  has  a  popu- 
lation of  about  400.  It  is  sustained 
by  defendant's  mills,  most  of  the  in- 
habitants being  his  employees  aiid 
tSieir  families.  It  is  located  on  the 
Duluth,  Soutti  Shore,  &  Atlantic 
Railroad.  A  spur  track  has  been 
built  out  into 'the  lake  several  hun- 
dred feet.  In  the  winter  months 
defendant  gets  in  Ms  supply  of  logs 
for  the  summer  operations.  They 
come  in  on  the  railroad;^  and  the' 
cars  are  run  out  on  the  sj^ur  track 
running  into  the  lake,  and  t3ie  logs 
are  unloaded  and  put  in  roUways  on 
the  ice.  As  the  weight  of  the  roll- 
ways  increases  with  the  addition  of 
logs  the  ice  breaks  and  the  rollways 
settle  in  the  water  and  re^t^onthe 
bottom ;  the  water  being  from  6  to  8 
feet  deep  at  this  place.  After  the 
Ice  has  gone  out  in  the  spring,  and 
during  the  summer  months,  the 
rollways  are  broken,  up  and  ^e  logs 
talcen  to  the  mill  to  be  manufactured 
int^  lumber.  In  breaking  up  thp 
rollways  it  was  customary  to  pick 
out  the  key  logs,  and  the  wind  and 
waves  would  then  more  readily 
cause  the  breaking  up  of  the  roll- 
ways.  To  prevent  the  logs  floating 
away  on  the  lake. a  boom  was  con- 
structed. 

.  .For  nine  seasons  prior  to  that  of 
1915  plaintiff  spent  the  summer 
months  at  Bergland.  While  there 
he  indulged  in  fishing,  sometimeti 
from  a  boat  and  sometimes  from  the 
rollways  of  defendant.  Others, 
mostly  defendant's  employees, 
also  fished  from  these  rollways. 
Plaintiff  came  to  Bergland  for  the 
season  of  1915.  On  June  28th, 
after  supper,  he  went  to  the  roll- 
ways  to  fish.  He  stepped  on  a  log, 
and,  finding  it  insecure,  stepped  on 
another     roUwky,     and     remained 


there  a  short  time,  when  it  likewise 
gave  way,  resulting  in  serious  in- 
juries to  him.  He  recovered  a 
judgment  in  the  court  below,  which 
is  here  reviewed  by  defendant. 

Messrs.  Vail  Slyck  tt  Wateh  for 
plaintiff  In  error. 

Mr.  James -A,  OTNeHl  fot  defendant 
in  «nror. 


A' 


Fellows,  J.,  d^jlivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court:         ,, 

,  There  can  be  no.  3erioua  question 
as  to  defendant^i  right  as  riparian 
owner  to  the  beneficial  use  of  the 
ftubaqueous^  land  w»t-*.rtp*rfit» 
adjoming  his  prem<p  h»m  to  ^^^^ 
ises  so  long  a3  he  ^•'**f  *^*- 
does  not  interfere  with  the  public 
rights  in  this  navigable  lake.  Rica 
V.  Ruddiman,  10  Mich.  125.  We 
do  not  under^nd  plaintiff's  counsel 
to  controvert  this  proposition.  He 
bases  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
here  upon  his  right  to  fish  in  the 
nawgaUe  waters  of  the  state,  up- 
on his  rights  as  an  invitee,  and  upon 
hiB  rights -'as  a  licensee,  and  dis- 
cusses thesie  rights  at  length.  We 
shall  take  them  up  in  their  order. 

1.  Lake*  Oog^bii  te- a  navigable 
hiike.  It  has  been*  stoeked  with  fish, 
which  are  theife  found  in  abundanee. 
There  can  be  no  question  oiC  plain- 
tiff's right  to  fi^h  in  •  ^  L  » 
its  waters.  ^But  -^«"'**  «•^• 
that  is  not  the  precise  question  here 
involved.  Plaintiff  is  not  a  riparian 
owner  on  thici  lake,  so  far  as  thisr 
record  discloses.  In  order  to  exer- 
cise his  right  to  fish,  he  must  pass 
over  the  premises  of  a  riparian 
owner,  either  those  of  defendant,- 
the  railroad  c6mpany,  or  someone 
else.  The  question  here  i$:  Was 
plaintiff  a  trespasi^ier  in  goin^ 
across  and  upon  premises  of  de^ 
fendant  for  the  purpose  of  exercis-^ 
ing  the  right  of  fishing?  Plaintiff's 
counsel  insists  that  this  question 
must  be  answered  in  tiie  negative 
on  the  authority  of  Marsh  v.  Colby, 
39  Mich.  626,  88  Am.  Rep.  439. 
There  is  language  used  in  that  opin- 
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ion  which  gives  color  to  coansel's 
oontoition.    This  has  prompted  us 
to  ejuunine  the  record  and  briefs  in 
thit  case  to  see  if  the  question  of 
trespass  to  the  fast  land  of  plaintiff 
was  there  involved.    We  find  it  was 
not.     The  testimony  only  showed 
that  defendant  went  over   plain- 
tiffs subaqueous  land   in   a  boat> 
and  plaintiffs  counsel  in  that  case 
conceded  that  defendant  ntered  the 
lake  from  the  land  of  one  Arnold, 
another  riparian  owner;  so  that  the 
question  of  trespass  to  fast  land 
was  not  involved.   In  Beach  v.  Hay- 
ner,  207  Mich.  9S,  6  A.L«B.  1(K^ 
178  N.  W.  487,  we  expressly  rec- 
ognised liie  right  to  firii  in  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  state  when 
lawfully  upcm  them.    And  in  Gid-^ 
dings  V.  Rogalewski,  192  Mich.  S19, 
168  N.  W.  961,  we  held  (quoting 
from  the  syllabus)  :        * 

The  right  of  the  state;  under  its 
police  power,  to  mforce  the  flsh  and 
game  laws  upon  the  lands  of  a  pri- 
vate owner,  does  not  take  away  ^e 
owner's  right  to  maintain  trespass 
against  those  who  invade  his  close 
without  permisrion  for  the  purpose 
of  fishings 

"Every  unauthofrisM  tntrusioh 
apcm  private  lands  is  a  trespass  for 
which  the  olmer  has  a  right  of  bkh- 
tion,  and  is  ratitled  to  at  least 
nominal  damages.^' 

Plaintiff,  being  lawfully  on  the 
lake,  no  doubt  would  have  the  right 
to  row  his  boat  over  the  subaqueous 
lands  of  defendant  and  flsh  there, 
but  he  would  not  have  the  right  to 
appropriate  defendant's  boat  for 
that  purpose  if  he  found  it  tied  to 
defendant's  dock,  nor  could  he,  with- 
out license  from  defendant,  use  his 
dock  or  railways  of  logs  for  that 
purpose.  Plaintiflfs  right  to  fish  in 
the  water  of  Lake  Grogebic  did  not 

carry  with  it  the 
h'tSSH^uXS.      rifirht     to     trespass 

upon  the  fast  land 
of  defendant,  or  to  appropriate  his 
property  in  the  exercise  of  such 
right. 

2.  Was  plaintiff  an  invitee?  The 
testimony  shows  that  plaintiff,  his 
wife,   and   others  fished  off  these 
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roUways.  On  one  occasion  defend- 
ant pointed  out  to  plaintiff's  wife 
where  he  thous^t  she  could  catch  a 
fish.  We  think  this  testimony  es- 
tablished license  at  most,  and  did 
not  establish  that 
phiintiff  was  an  in-  fn^^tS^^ 


vitee.  In  Benson  v.  JJ%Sf  •  wa«r« 
Baltimore  Traction 
Ca  77  Md.  536,  20  L.RJL  714,  39 
Anu  St.  Rep.  436,  26  Atl.  973,  the 
principal  of  the  training  school, 
Mr.  Saville,  had  written  to  the 
president  of  the  defendant  for  per- 
mission to  the  graduating  dass  to 
visit  its  power  house.  The  per- 
nussion  was  granted,  and  some 
thirty  or  more  of  the  scholars  and 
teachers  went  to  the  power  house 
and  were  shown  through  the  plant. 
Part  of  the  time  they  were  accom* 
panied  by  a  guide,  but  in  his  tem* 
porary  absence  plaintiff  fell  into  a 
vat  of  hot  water  used  by  defendant 
in  its  business^  and  received  serious 
injuries.  It  was  insisted  on  behalf 
of  plaintiff  that  under  th^  circum- 
stances he  was  an  invitee,  and  de* 
fendanfs  duty  towards  him  was 
measured  by  the  standard  of  such 
relation.  The  court  declined  to  ac-^ 
cept  this  view,  held  that  he  was  a 
licensee,  and,  after  reviewing  the 
authorities,  said:  ^And  so  in  this 
case  we  are  compelled  to  say  .that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  declaration, 
supidemented  with  the  request  of 
Mr.  Saville  and  the  asfemit  of  the 
appellee,  to  justify  the  conclusion 
that  the  appellant  was  in  any  man- 
ner invited  or  induced,  by  any  act 
of  the  appellee,  to  visit  its  power 
house,  but  he  went  there  solely  for 
his  own  personal  benefit  and  pleas- 
ure>  and  he  must  accept  the  con- 
sequences, unfortunate  though  they 
her 

We  are  persuaded  that,  at  most, 
plaintiff  can  claim  no  greater  rights 
than  those  of  a  licensee. 

S.  This  brings  us  to  the  crucial 
question  in  the  case:  Has  the  de- 
fendant been  guilty  of  failure  of 
any  duty  he  owed  plaintiff  as  licen- 
see? The  tiieory  advanced  by 
plaintiff's  counsel  to  sustain  this 
Judgmmt   is  that,   if   we   assume 
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plaintiff  was  a  licensee^  still  defend- 
ant owed  him  the  duty  not  to  so 
change  the  character  of  the  prem- 
ises as  to  render  them  dangerous 
without  notice  to  him  and  to  the 
public  generally,  and  that  defend- 
ant's agents,  by  undermining  the 
roUway  in  the  work  of  tearing  it 
down  and  getting  out  the  logs,  had 
changed  iU  condition  from  a  place 
of  safely  to  one  of  danger,  and  fftr 
such  action  the  defendant  is  liable, 
and  cbunsd  relies  most  sibrongly  on 
Morrison  v.  Carpenter,  179  Mich. 
207,  146  N.  W.  166,  Ann.  Cas. 
191 5D,  319,  to  sustain  such  conten- 
tion. But  that  case  involved  a  way, 
a  path,  and  the  text-writers  aikl 
courts  generally,  including  this 
court,  have  recognized  that  a  differ- 
ent rule  applies  to  the  licwse  to  use 
a  way  or  a  path  which  has  been 
openly  and  notoriously  held  out  to 
the  public  for  use,  from  a  license  to 
go  upon  premises  generally.  In.  29 
Cyc.  449,  it  is  said:  'The  rule  is 
well  settled  that  an  owner  of  prem- 
ises owes  to  a  licensee  no  duty  as 
to  the  condition  of  sudi  premises; 
unless  imposed  by  statute,  save  that 
he  should  not  knowingly  let  him  run 
upon  a  hidden  peril,  or  wantonly  or 
wilfully  cause  him  harm.  The  li- 
censee ttrters  upon  the  premises  at 
his  Qwn  risk,  and  enjoys  the  license 
subject  to  its  concomitant  perils. 
There  is  a  class  of  cases,  however, 
which  stand  on  a  ground  peculiar  to 
themselves.  They  are  where  de- 
fendant by  his  conduct  has  induced 
the  public  to  use  a  way  in  the  belief 
that  it  is  a  street  or  public  way 
which  all  have  a  right  to  use,  and 
where  they  suppose  they  will  be 
safe.  The  liability  in  such  a  case  is 
coextensive  with  the  implied  invita- 
tion.'' 

And  in  20  R.  C.  L.  64,  it  is  said : 
'While  an  invitation  to  go  upon 
premises  will  not  be  implied,  ordi- 
narily, from  the  fact  that  the  owner 
or  occupant  has  acquiesced  in  or 
tolerated  trespasses  thereon,  many 
decisions  have  recognized  an  excep- 
tion in  case  of  a  way  across  lands 
or  structures  thereon.  If  the  owner 
or  occupant  has  permitted  persons 


generally  to  use  or  establish  a  way 
imder  such  circumstances  as  to  in- 
duce a  belief  that  it  is  public  iii 
character,  he  owes  to  persons  avail- 
ing themselves  thereof  the  duty  due 
to  those  who  come  upon  premises 
by  invitation." 

Mr.  Justice  Stone,  who  wrote  the 
opinion  in  the  Morrison  Case,  very 
clear^  laid  down  the  rule  where  a 
way,  a  path,  was  involved,  and,  by 
pointing  out  the  distincdoa  betwe^i 
the  case  then  before  us  and  Habina 
V.  Twin  Cily  General  Electric  Co. 
160  Mich.  41, 13  LJl.A.(N.S.)  1126, 
lis  N/^.  586,  to  which  we  shall 
presently  refer,  pointed  out  the 
dicrt^inction  we  must  recognize  be- 
tween the  Morrison  Case  and  ibe 
one  now  before  us.  He  said:  ''Iii 
other  woitis,  if  the  licensee  has  been 
using  a  defined  path  for  a  lengtti  of 
time  with  the  knowledge  and  per- 
mission of 'the  licensor,  then,  if  the 
licensor  interferes  with  said  path 
by  making  it  more  dangerous,  he 
should  give  notice  to  the  licensee,  or 
guard  the  dangerous  place  so  made. 
We  think  this  doctrine  is  clearly 
recognized  by  this  court  in  Habina 
V.  Twin  City  General  Electric  Co. 
150  Midi.  41,  at  page  49.  In  that 
case  a  child  had  been  injured ;  but, 
unlike  this  case,  it  did  not  appear 
that  any  path  or  way  was  shown  to 
have  existed  at  or  over  the  land 
where  the  ditch  in  which  the  child 
was  injured  was  opened.  In  that 
case  it  was  distinctly  found  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff 
ever  traveled  over  the  premises  in 
a  path  or  way  in  a  direction  used 
by  anyone  else,  or  that  she  twice 
pursued  the  same  way  herself,  but 
that  she  and  others  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  roaming  over  the  entire 
premises.*' 

The  early  case  of  Hargreaves  v* 
Deacon,  25  Mich.  1,  has  been  fre- 
quently cited  by  this  and  other 
courts.  A  child  of  tender  years  had 
fallen  into  a  cistern  on  the  premises 
of  defendant  and  been  drowned. 
Mr.  Justice  Campbell,  who  wrote 
for  the  court,  first  pointed  out  that 
no  question  of  way  existed,  and  Uien 
proceeded  to  determine  tb» 
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of  plaintiff^s  decedent  as  a  licensee. 
In  the  course  of  the  opinion  he 
said: 

"But  where  injury  arises  to  a 
person  from  the  neglect  of  one,  in 
doing  his  lawful  business  in  a  law- 
ful way,  to  provide  against  accident, 
the  question  arises  at  once  whether 
he  was  under  any  legal  obligation 
to  look  out  for  the  protection  of 
that  particular  person,  under  those 
particular  circumstances.  For  the 
law  does  not  require  such  vigilance 
in  all  cases,  or  on  beh^df  of  all  per- 
sons.  .    •    • 

"Cases  are  quite  numerous  in 
which  the  same  questions  have 
arisen  which  arise  in  this  case,  and 
we  have  found  none  which  holds  that 
an  accident  from  negligence,  on 
private  premises,  caii  be  made  the 
ground  of  damages,  unless  the  party 
injured  has  been  induced  to  come  by 
personal  invitation,  or  by  employ- 
ment which  brings  him  there,  or  by 
resorting  there  as  to  a  place  of  busi- 
ness or  of  genera]  resort  held  out  as 
open  to  customerfii  or  withers  whose 
lawful  occasions  may  lead  them  to 
visit  there.  We  havie  found  no  sup- 
port for  any  rule  which  would 
protect  those  who  go  where  they 
are  not  invited,  but  merely  virith 
express  (H*  tacit  permission,  from 
curiosity  or  motives  of  private  con- 
venience, in  no  way  connected  with 
business  or  other  ralations  with  the 
occupant." 

lie  authorities  are  reviewed  at 
considerable  length,  and  the  opinion 
concludes  with  the  following :  ''We 
canned  help  feeling  much  sympathy 
for  the  sad  case  of  a  child  who  was 
only  following  the  natural  and  in- 
nocent curiosity  of  his  age  when  he 
met  with  the  accident  which  caused 
his  death.  But  there  is  nothing  to 
indicate  any  wanton  or  inhuman 
disposition  in  the  defendants,  and 
no  illegality  in  their  management 
of  their  business,  and  they  have  vio- 
lated no  right  of  the  plaintiff  or  his 
intestate." 

Habina  v.  Twin  Cily  General 
Electric  Co.  supra,  was  not  a  case 
of  a  way.  The  premises  had,  how- 
ever, beeu  used  suflSciently  by  the 
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f public  to. make  plaintiff  a  licensee, 
n  crossing  them  plaintiff  fe^  into 
a  ditch  which  contained  hot  water 
coming  from  defendant's  plant,  and 
was  injured.  There,  as  here,  it  was 
infusted  that  defendant  had  c^nged 
the  conditions  without  notice  to  the 
public,  but  it  was  hdd  that  to  en- 
title plaintiff  to  recover,  the  change 
must  be  such  as  indicated  a  reckless 
and  wanton  disregard  of  the  safety 
of  plaintiff  and  others*  There,  as 
here,  the  change  in  conditions  was 
the  result  of  the  necessities  of  the 
business,  and  we  denied  liability.  It 
was  there  said :  "But  assuming,  as 
the  trial  judge  did,  that  ^e  b^ 
longed  to  the  class  known  to  the 
law  as  naked  licensees,  'about  the 
least  favored  in  the  law  of  men  who 
are  not  actual  wrongdoers'  (Pol- 
lock, Torts,  pp.  424,  425),  her  posi- 
tion,  assuming  further  that  she 
exercised  proper  care,  is  not  im- 
proved, unless  it  should  be  said  that 
defendant's  conduct  in  opening  the 
ditch  and  leaving  it  unguarded  at 
the  point  where  plaintiff  fell  into  it 
was  such  a  change  in  the  condition 
of  the  premises,  such  creating  of  a 
new  danger  by  its  active  conduct, 
as  indicated  a  reckless  and  wanton 
disregard  of  the  safety  of  plaintiff 
and  others.  Here,  again,  we  come 
to  the  proposition  that,  if  in  the  con- 
duct  of  its  business  it  became  neces- 
sary to  change  the  condition  of  the 
surface  of  its  premises,  defendant 
could  change  tbem  in  no  ^lace,  in 
the  45,000  square  feet  occupied, 
without  giving  notice  *  of  such 
change."         '  .     ,  ^ 

The  instant  case  is  not  distin- 
guishable upon  principle  from  this 
case. 

In  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Michigan 
C.  R.  Co,  X13  Mich.  24,  67  Am.  St 
Rep.  442,  71  N.  W.  327,  3  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  194,  the  plaintiff  tripped  on  a 
wire  used  by  defendant  to  operate 
its  semaphore.  In  denying  liability 
it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Hooker, 
speaking  for  the  court:  "Whether 
these  persons  were  trespassers  or 
n^ed  and  gratuitous  licensees 
(which  last  we  do  not  mean  to  in- 
timate) is  unimportant.    In  neither 
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case  had  they  the  right  to  expect  the 
defendant  to  forego  a  reasonable 
use  of  its  land,  in  which  respect  it 
stood  on  the  same  plane  as  a  private 
person/' 

In  Gramlich  v.  Wurst,  86  Pa.  74, 
27  Am.  Rep.  684,  it  was  toid: 
''Gramlich  was  in  the  lawful  oc- 
cupancy of  the  lot  on  which  Wurat 
was  killed,  and  was  engaged  in  an 
emplojmient  that  was  entirely  Int- 
imate. In  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  show  the  existence  of  exceptional 
hazards,  he  was  not  required  to 
•provide  exceptional  safeguards.  An 
owner  of  land  may  improve  it  in 
his  own  time  and  in  his  own  way, 
so  that  he  violates  no  duty  that  he 
owes  to  any  adjacent  owner  or  to 
the  public.  .  .1  The  law  fully 
recognizes  the  right  of  him  who, 
having  the  dominion  of  the  soil, 
without  malice,  does  a  lawful  act  on 
his  own  premises,  and  leaves  the 
consequences  of  an  act  thereby 
happening  where  they  belong,  upon 
him  who  has  wandered  out  of  his 
way,  though  he  may  have  been 
guilty  of  no  negligence  in  the  ordi- 
nary acceptation  of  the  term.'' 

See  also  Newell  v.  Detroit,  G.  H. 
&  M.  R.  Co.  187  Mich.  697,  153  N. 
W.  1077,  157  N.  W.  894  (on  rehear- 
ing) ;  Sandstrom  v.  Minneapolis, 
St  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  198  Mich. 
99,  164  N.  W,  472;  Groesbeck  v. 
Sheldon,  185  Mich.  588,  152  N.  W. 
210 ;  Ryan  v.  Towar,  128  Mich.  468, 
55  L.ILA.  810,  92  Am.  St  Rep.  481, 
87  N.  W.  644;  Sturgis  v.  Detroit, 
G.  H.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  72  Mich.  619,  40 
N.  W.  914,  4  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  76; 
Formall  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.   127 


Mich.  496,  86  N.  W.  946,  10  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  402;  Downes  v.  Elmira 
Bridge  Co.  179  N.  Y.  136,  71  N.  E. 
748 ;  O'Brien  V.  Union  Freight  Co. 
209  Mass.  449,  36  L.B.A.(N.S.) 
492,  95  N.  E.  861 ;  Parker  v.  PorU 
land  Pub.  Co.  69  Me.  178,  81  Am. 
Rep.  262 ;  Vanderbeck  v.  Hendry,  34 
N.  J.  L.  467. 

While  the  declaradion  all^r^  that 
defendant  improperly  piled  roll- 
ways,  there  is  no  proof  to  support 
this  claim.  The  proof,  and  all  of  it, 
showed  that  tne  rollways  were 
properly  piled,  and  that  ihey  were 
broken  up  in  the  usual,  customary, 
and  economical  way.  While  plain- 
tiff claims  he  did  not  know  how  they 
were  broken  up,  for  nine  years  he 
had  seen,  must  have  seen,  as  the 
seasons  progressed,  one  after  an- 
other of  these  rollways  broken  up 
and  the  logs  floated  to  the  ndU.  He 
was  upon  the  premises  where  the 
accident  occurred  for  his  own  c<m- 
venience;  had  no  business  with  the 
owner ;  he  was,  at  most,  a  licensee. 
Defendant,  in  the  usual  and  cu»- 
tomajry  manner,  used  tiiese  prenir- 
ises  in  the  conduct  of  his  business. 
In  the  conduct  of  such  business,  and 
to  get  logs  for  the  mills,  he  broke 
up  these  rollways,  which  w^:e  but 
t^porary,  and  this  he.  did  in  tiie 
usual  and  cus-  ^^^^  ^^  ^^ 
tconary  maimer,  b^m  o«  oS  eiMire 
pefendjmt  has  ^.J^:**,"-  *- 

breached    no    duty 
he  owed  the  plaintiff,  and  is  not 
liable  in  this  action. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed, 
without  a  new  trial. 


ANNOTATION. 
Duty  of  owner  to  Hcensee  as  to  changing  condition  of  premises* 


I.  General  rule,  202. 
II.  Application  of  mle,  208. 
III.  Limitation  of  mle,  204. 

1.  General  rule. 

The  general  rule  is  that  where  the 
owner  or  occupant  of  premises,  with 
knowledge,  and  for  a  long  period  of 
time,  permits  the  public  to  use  the 


premises  without  objection,  for  the 
purpose  of  traveling  across  the  same 
on  a  well-established  and  safe  path  or 
highway,  he  cannot,  without  giving  no- 
tice, render  the  premises  unsafe  to  the 
injury  of  those  who  have  used  such 
highway,  and  have  no  notice  of  the 
changed  condition,  without  being  re- 
sponsible for  the  resulting  injury. 
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UBited  States.  t-«  Phipps  v.  Oregon 
fi.  k  NaY.  Go.  (1908)  161  Fod.  878. 
See  also  Nuirent  v.  Wann  (1880)  1  2ic- 
Crary,  438, 3  Fed.  79 1  Felton  v.  Aubr^ 
(1896)  20  C.  G.  A.  436,  43  U.  S.  App. 
278, 74  Fed.  860,  7  Am.  Neg.  Gas.  406 ; 
The  Ansonia  v.  Sullivan  (1917)  162  G. 
C.  A.  284,  239  fed.  296. 

AJabana.  —  Nashville,  €.  A  St.  JL 
B.  Co.  V.  Blackwell  (1918)  201  Ala. 
m,  79  So.  129. 

Califoniia.  -r-  See  CabUl  v.  E.  B.  A 
A  L  Stone  &  Co.  (1908)  168  Gal.  671, 
19LJR.A.(N.S.)  1094,  96  Pac.  84. 

CoiuieGticat*  -*-  See  Rooney  v.  Wool- 
worth  (1906)  78  Oona.  167,  61  Atl. 
366, 18  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  861. 

Kao8a& '—  De  Tarr  v.  F^rd.  Heim 
Brewing  Co.  (1909)  62  Kan.  188,  61 
Pae.  689. 

MichigaiL  *-r  MimiflOii  v.  Carpenter 
(1914)  179  Hich.  207»  146  N.  W.  106, 
Ann.  Caa.  1916D,  319. 

MiflBiaaiHiL  —  Lepnick  v.  Caddie 
(1^4)  72  MI6B.200,  26  L.R.A.  686»  48 
Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  16  So.  218. 

OJiieu  —  See  Bucbtel  College  v.  Mar- 
tin (1903)  26  Ohio  C.  C.  494. 

Pam^srlvania*  -^  See  Bnah  v.  Johne- 
ton  (1864)  23  Pa.  209. 

"tans.  —  Allieoii  v.  Haney  (1901) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  62  S.  W.  998; 
WiUiams  y.  Mudgett  (1880)  2  Posey, 
Unrep.  Cas.  264. 

l^rginia.  -^  See  Neebit  ▼.  Webb 
(1913)  116  Va.  862,  79  &  E.  880. 

WiBoonaiitr— Thayer  v.  Jarvis  (1878) 
44  Wis.  388.  See  also  Brinilson  v.  Chi- 
cago ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1911)  144  Wis. 
614,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  869,  129  N.  W. 
664. 

Bngland.  —  Corby  v.  Hill  (1868)  4 
C.  B.  N.  S.  666, 140  Eng.  Reprint,  1209, 
27  L.  J.  G.  P.  N.  S.  818,  4  Jnr.  N.  S. 
512,  6  Week.  Rep.  676.  See  also  Clark 
Y.  Cniambers  (1878)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  Div. 
327,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  427,  38  L.  T. 
N.  S.  454,  26  Week»  Rep.  61^  19  Eng. 
Bol.  Caa.  28. 
See  also  the  cases  cited  infra,  III. 
The  requirement  of  such  a  duty 
toward  a  licensee  is  justified  on  the 
nound  that  the'  creatiesi  of  a  danger 
on  premises  known,  to  be  used  by  li- 
censees, of  which  no  notice  is  given, 
constitutes  *^uttiBg  traps  or  pitfalls 
ia  the  licensee's  way.''    Nashville,  C. 


&  St  U  R.  Go.  V.  Blackw^  (Ala.) 
supra.  ,  • : 

So,  in  Morrison  v.  Carpenter  (1914) 
179  Mich.  207,  146  N.  W.  106,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916P,  319,  it  was  said:  "We 
think  the  rule  may  be  stated  that  after 
granting  a  lice^iBe  to  use  th^  preiiiises, 
the  owner  cannot  lawfully,  by  his  af- 
firmative action,  change  the  piiemises 
so  as  to  make  them  more  dangerous, 
without  notifying  the  licensee  of  that 
fact,  or  warning  him  of  the  added 
danger.** 

Similartar,  it  was  said  in  Phipps  v. 
Oregoii  R.  ft  Nav.  Co.  (1908)  161  Fed. 
876:  'The  view  founded  in  natural 
justice,  which  seems  to  have  approval 
4>f  many  authorities,  is  that  one  who 
knowingly,  and  for  a  long  period  of 
time^  permits  the  public  to  use  his 
premiaes,  without  objection,  for  the 
purpose  of  traveling  across  the  same 
upon  a  well-^sUblished  and  safe  path 
or  highway,  cannot,  without  giving 
notice,  render  the  same  unsafe  to  the 
injury  :of  those  who  have  used  such 
highway,,  and  have  no  notice  of  the 
changed  conditioi^  without  responding 
in  damages  for  resulting  injury."         * 


A  failure  to  give  notice  of  new  ob- 
structions of  a  dangerous  nature  on 
premises  across  which  persons  are  ac- 
customed to  pass  by  license  renders 
the  owner, of  the  premises  liable  for 
an  injury  to  licensees  passing  over  the 
premises.  Corby  v.  Hill  (1868)  4  C. 
B.  N.  S.  666, 140  Eng.  R^rint,  1209, 27 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  318,  4  Jor.  N.  S.  612, 
6  Week.  Rep.  676.  See  also  Clark  v. 
Chambers  (1878)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  Div. 
327,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  427,  38  L.  T. 
N.  S.  464,  26  Week.  Rep.  613,  19  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  23  (obstacle  placed  by  a 
third  penson) ;  Gahill  v.  E.  B.  &  A. 
L.  Stone  t  Ck>.  (1908)  163  Cal.  671, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1094,  96  Pac.  84; 
Quirk  V.  Siegel-Gooper  Co.  (1899) 
43  App.  Div.  464,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  228, 
6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  644,  a^brming  (1899) 
26  Misc.  244,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  49  (skid 
on  steps).  A  newly  built  barbed  wire 
fence  is  considered  a  dangerous  ob- 
stacle. Carskaddon  v.  Mills  (1892) 
6  Ind.  App.  22,  31  N,  E.  669;  Morrow 
V.  Sweeney  (1894)  10  Ind.  App.  626,  38 
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N.  E.  18T;  Allison  v.  Haney  (1901)  — 
Tex.  — ,  62  S.  W.  933 ;  Williams  v.  Mud- 
gett  (1880)  2'  Posey,  Unrep.  Gas. 
(Tex.)  254.  Compare  Worthington  v. 
Wade  (1891)  82  Tex.  26, 11  S.  W.  520; 
Galveston  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Levy 
(1896)  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  104,  80  &  W. 
504. 

The  owner  of  the  premises  used  by 
the  public  is  liable  for  injuries  in- 
curred by  persons  from  new  excava- 
tions, whertf  no  notice  of  their  exist- 
ence is  given.  Phipps  v.  Oregon  R;  & 
Nav.  Co.  (1908)  161  Fed.  876;  Graves 
V.  Thomas  (1884)  '95  Iiid.  361,  48  Am. 
Rep.  727;  Lepnick  v.  Gaddis  (1894)  72 
Miss.  200,  26  L.R.A.  686,  48  Ant  St. 
Rep.  547,  16  So.  213;  Hanson  v.  Spo- 
kane Valley  Land  &  Water  Co.  (1910) 
58  Wash.  6,  lOT  Pac.  863.  See  also 
Nugent  T.  Wann  (1880)  1  McGrary, 
438,  3  Fed.  79;  F^ltoh  ^  t.  '  Aubrey 
(1896)  20  C.  C.  A.  436,  43  U.S.  App. 
278,  74  FM.  350,  7  Aih.  N^;  Cas.  405; 
Rooney  v.Woolworth  (1905)  IBtCionu 
167,  61  Atl.  366, 18  Am.  Negi  Rep.  351 ; 
Young  V.  Harvey  (1861)  16  Iild."314; 
Oliver  v.  Worcester  (1869)  '102  Mass. 
489,  8  Am.  Rep.  485.  A  person  who 
makes  an  excayation  on  another's  land 
used  by  the  public  is  liable  for  injuries 
Caused  thereby  to  a  person  traveling 
over  the  land.  Hanson  v.  Spblcane  Val- 
ley'Land  &  Water  Co.  (1910)  58  Wash. 
6, 107  Pac.  863.  The  removal  Of  boards 
leaving  a  dangerous  hole  uncovered, 
renders  the 'owner  of  the 'premises  li- 
able for  ah  injury  to  a  licensee  passing 
over  the'  premises.  tXeTarr  vl  Perd. 
Heim  Brewing  Co.  (idOO)  62  Kan.  188, 
61  Pac.  689;  Wheeler  v.  St.  Joseph 
Stock  Yards  &  Terminal  Co;  (1896) 
66  Mo.  App.  260. 

The  placing  of  dangerous  substances 
on  premises  traveled  by  the  public, 
with  the  acquiescence  of  the  owner, 
renders  the  owner  liable  itt  case  of  in- 
jury if  there  is  no  warning  given. 
Penso  V.  McCormick  (1890)  125  Ind. 
116,  9  L.R.A.  313,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  211, 
26  N.  E.  156  (heap  of '  burning  em- 
bers); Thayer  v.  Jarvis  (1878)  44 
Wis.  388  (deposit  of  caustic  matter); 

In  The  Aftsonia  v.  Stillivan  (1917) 
152  C.  C.  A.  284,  239  Fed.  296,  it  ap- 
pieared  that  a  hotel  company,  desirous 
of  preventing  the  use- at  night  of 'a 


runway  leading  to  its  delivery  en- 
trance; stretched  !&  ehain  across  the 
same  in  the  evening,  removing  it  in 
the  morning.  A  person  desiring  to 
make  a  delivery  of  •  godds  to  the  hotel 
at  night  was  injured  by  the  chiEtin.  The 
court  held  that  the  hotel  company  was 
negligent  in  failing  to  give  warning, 
by  a  light  or  otherwise,  of  the  ob- 
struction. A  similair  result  was 
reached  in  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  Jm  R. 
€o:  V.  Blackwell  (1918)  201  Ala.  657, 
79  So.  129,  wherein  it  appeared  that 
a  railroad  company  stretched  a  rope 
across  a  roadway  Which  had  previous- 
ly been  used  by  the  public  by  license. 


in.  Lim^oMan  of  rule. 


k.. 


*  In  a  nuiiiber  6f  cases  it  has  been 
held,  without  directly  questioning  the 
general  rule  heretofbre  stated,  that  the 
mere  passive  acquiescence  of  tht  oWn- 
er  of  premises  in  their  use  by  other 
persolis  for  their  own  convenience  and 
pleasure  does  hoti'ender  him  liable 
for  injuries  to  them  caused  by  his 
failure 'to  give  notice  of  changes  in 
the  premises,  Wh^re  there  is  no  invi- 
tation, express'  or  implied,  to  use  the 
premises. 

Arkansas. — Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.'Co. 
V.  Payne  (1912)  lOS  Ark.  226,  39 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  217,  146  S.  W.  487. 

Indiana. — ^Martin  v.  Louisville  A  J. 
Bridge  €0.  (1908)  41  Ind.  App.  ^493, 
84  N.  E.  360.    ' 

Louisiana.  —  Butbank  v.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  (1890)  42  La.  Ann.  1156,  11 
L.R.A.  720,  8  So.  ^0,  9  Am.  Neg.  Gas. 
398. 

Massachusetts.  —  Reardon  v. 
Thompson  (1889)  149  Mass.  267,  21  N. 
fi.  369  (distinguishing  Toomey  v.  San- 
bom  (1886)  146  Mass.  28,  14  N.  E. 
921), 

Mifinesota.  *^  Ratte  y.  Dawson 
(1892)  50  Minn.  450;  52  N.  W.  965. 

New  York.  ^—  McCann  v.  Thilemann 

(1901)  36  Misc.  145,  72  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1076,   affirmed   on   opinion  below    in 

(1902)  74  App.  Div.  630,   77  N.   Y. 
Supp;  1181. 

Washington.  -^  MeConkey  ▼.  Ore- 
gon R.  &  Nav.  Co.  (1904)  35  Wash.  ^5, 
76  Pac.  526,  16  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  258. 

See  also  Evansville&T.  H^R.  Co.  v. 
Griffin    (1885)    100  Ind.  221,^  50  Am. 
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Sep.  78S;  Sweeney  ▼.  Old  Colony 
Je  N.  R.  Co.  (1865)  10  Allen  (Mass.) 
368, 87  Am.  Dec.  644 ;  Omaha  ft  R.  Val- 
ley R.  Co.  ▼.  Martin  (1883)  14  Nelu 
296, 16  N.  W.  696;  Phillips  v.  Library 
Co.  (1893)  55  N.  J.  L.  807,  27  Atl.  478 ; 
Beck  V,  Carter  (1877)  68  N.  Y.  283,  23 
Am.  Rep.  175;  Fox  v.  Wamer-Quinl'an 
Asphalt  Co.  (1912)  204  N.  Y,  240,  38 
LR.A.(N.S.)  895,  97  N.  E.  497,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913C,  745,  reversing  139  App. 
Div.  807,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  882;  Albert 
V.  New  York  (1902)  75  App.  Div.  553, 
78  N.  Y.  Supp.  855 ;  Clyde  v.  Brooklyn 
Union  Elev.  R.  Co.  (1912)  148  App. 
Div.  706,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  1;  Carroll 
▼.  State  (1911)  73  Misc.  516,  133  N.  Y. 
Supp.  274,  reversed  on  other  grounds 
in  (1912)  153  App.  Div.  514,  138  N.  Y. 
Supp.  442. 

In  some  of  the  foregoing  jurisdic- 
tiong  the  general  rule  heretofore  stat- 
ed has  been  laid  down  without  refer- 
ence to  the  limitation  just  referred  to, 
in  cases  which  apparently  did  not  call 
for  the  application  of  the  limitation. 

Indiana,  —  Young  v.  Harvey  (1861) 
16Ind.  314;  Graves  v.  Thomas  (1884) 
S5Ind.  861,  48  Am.  Rep.  727;  Penso  v. 
McCormick  (1890)  125  Ind.  116,  9 
LR.A.  313,21  Am.  St.  Rep.  211,  26  N.  E. 
256;  Carskaddon  v.  Mills  (1892)  5 
Ind.  App.  22,  81  N.  E.  569 ;  Morrow  ▼* 
Sweeney  (1894)  10  Ind.  App.  626,  38 
N.  E.  187.  See  also  Knapp  v.  Doll 
(1918)    180  Ind.  526,  108  N.  E.  385. 

Massachusetts.  —  Oliver  v.  Worces- 
ter (1869)  102  Mass.  489,  8  Am.  Rep. 
485;  Toomey  v.  Sanborn  (1888)  146 
Mass.  28,  14  N.  E.  921.  See  also 
Sweeny  ▼.  Old  Colony  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(1865)  10  Allen,  368,  87  Am.  Dec.  644; 
Stevens  ▼.  Nichols  (1892)  155  Mass. 
472,  15  L.R.A.  459,  29  N.  E.  1150. 

New  Jersey*  —  J*hlllips  v.  Library 
Co.  (1893)  55  N.  J.  L.  807,  27  Atl.  478. 
See  also   Nolaa  v.  Bridgeton  ft  M. 


Traction  Co.  (1907)  74  N.  J.  L.  559,  65 
Atl.  962. 

New  York.  —  Beck  v.  Carter  (1877) 
68  N.  Y.  283«  23  Am.  Rep.  175.  See  also 
Quirk  V.  Siegel-C^ooper  Co.  (1899)  43 
App.  Div.  464,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  228,  6 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  '644,  affirming  (1899)  26 
Misc.  244,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  49. 

Washington.  —  Hanson  v.  Spokane 
Valley  Land  ft  Water  Co.  (1910)  58 
Wash.  6, 107  Pac.  863. 

The  right  of  recovery  of  a  licensee 
for  an  injury  on  premises  used  by  the 
public  has  been  limited  by  some  courts 
to  cases  where  the  use  is  "definite, 
long,  open,  and  continuous."  Habina 
V.  Twin  City  General  Electric  Co. 
(1907)  150  Mick  41,  49,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1126,  113  N.  W.  586,  distin- 
guished in  Morrison  v.  Carpenter 
(1914)  179  Mich.  207,  146  N.  W.  106, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  319.  See  also  Beck 
V.  Carter  (1877)  68  N.  Y.  283,  23  Am. 
Rep.  175. 

In  the  reported  case  (Douglas  v. 
BiSGLAl^,  ante,  197)  the  general 
rule  is  held,  distinguishing  Morrison 
V.  Carpenter  (1914)  179  Mich.  207, 146 
N.  W.  106;  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  319,  supra, 
to  be  applicable  only  to  changes  in 
premisea  used  by  licensed^  as  a  way. 
It  is  accordingly  held  in  that  case  that 
the  owkudrof  a  log  rollway,  sometimes 
used  by  licensees  to  stand  on  while 
fishtng,  is  not  lia4>le  for  an  Injury  re- 
Mltihg  fT6tn  H  failure  to  jgive  notice 
of  the'  removal' bf  the  kfey  logs  for 
the,plirJiibi}e.of  illowing  the  rollway  to 
break  up. 

The  pusrner  of  priemises  is  not  liable 
where  a  licensee  wanders  from  the 
usual'way  and' falls  into  a  ditch  recent- 
ly dug  on  another  portion  of  his 
premises.  Etheredge  v.  Central  of 
Georiffa 'R.Xd.  <!l906)  122  6a.  853,  50 
S.  E.  1008.      ^  W.  A.  S.    . 
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CITY  OF  CHICAGO,  Appt,  : 

'     V.  • 

HEBARD  EXPRESS  &  VAN  COMPANY, 

tUinois  Supreme  Cotirt^  February  M,  1929 * 

...  •      .\  ■  .  _ 

(301  111.  570,  134  N.  E.  27.) 

Monicipal  c<Hporatioa  -—  reasonableness  of  ordinance  —  record  of  nto^inff. 

1.  An  ordinance  requiring  drajrinen  to  file  records  of  the  destination  of 
household  gpods  moved,  hj  them  is  not  a  reasonable  regulation  of  their 
business. 


[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  ptige  210.] 

• 


Commerce  —  interference  —  regula- 
tion of  draymen. 

2.  An  ordinance  requiring  drayn^^n 
to  file  a  notice  of  d^stinatioh  of  any 
household  goods  moved  by  them  does 
not  interfere  with  the  power  of  Con-' 
grass  over  commerce,  although  goods 
may  occasionally  be  moved  into  an- 
other state^    , 

Courts  —  power  to  pass  on  reasen^ 
ableaess  .of  ordinaoce. 

3.  The  reasonableness  of  an  ordir- 
nance  passed  by  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion in  the  exercise  of  power  conferred 
by  the  |!egislature  expressly  to  pass 
the  parhcalar  ordinance  in  question 
is  not  a  subject  for  judicial  inquiry. 
,  [See  19  R.  G.  L.  805;  8  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  974.3 

—  when  courts  nay  inquire  into  rea^ 
sonabloness  of  ordinance. 

4.  When  power  to  legislate  on  a 
particular  subject  is  conferjred  by  tho^ 
legislature  on  a  municipal  .corpora- 
tion, bui  the  particular  manner  of  its, 
exercise  is  not  prescribed/  the  ques* 
tion  whether  or  not  an  ordinance 
passed  purisuant  to  thci  power  is  a 
reasonable  exercise  of  it  is  a  ques- 
tion for  determination  by  tiie  courts. 


Evidence  —  presupiption  of  validity 
of  ordinance. 

5.  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of 
the  validity  of  an  ordinance  passed  in 
pursuance  of  statutory  authority. 

[See  19  R.  C.  L.  805.] 

Municipal    corporatfoii  -^  extent    at 

legislative  anthortty. 

€.  Statutory  authotiiy  to  regulate 
draymen  and  to  prescribe  their  com- 
pensation does  not  include  power  to 
require  them  to ,  file  records  of  the 
destination  of  household  goods  moved 
by  them. 

—  police  power  r-  requiring  record 
of  moving. 

7.  Power  conferred  upo^n  a  munici- 
pal corporation  to  enact  police  ordi- 
nances does  not  authorize  it  to  require 
draymen  to  file  records  of  the  owners 
of  household  goods  moved  by  them 
and  'the  destination  of  such  goods,  the 
facts  necessary  for  which  must  be 
furnished  by  the  owner  of  the  goods 
under  penalty^  and  information  con-. 
ceming  which  shall  be  furnished  to 
inquirers  by  municipal  en;iployees  for 
k  fee.       . 

[See  19'R.  C.  L:  861;  see  also  note 
in  12  A.L.R.  499.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Municipai  Couxt  ik  Chicago 
(Trude,  JO  in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  tc^  r^over  a  penalty 
for  violation  by  him  of  an  ordinance  of  the  city  Tegilatinig  tht^  business 
of  movers.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Samuel  A.  Ettelson,  Louis     ard  Express  &  Van  Company  in  the 


P.  PIquett,  Daniel  Webster,  and  Ru- 
pert F.  Bippus  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Brady,  Rutledge,  &  Devaney 
for  appellee. 

Dunn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  city  of  Chicago  sued  the  Heb- 


municipal  court  for  a  violation  of 
an  ordinance  of  the  city  by  moving: 
for  hire  certain  household  fumi- 
ture  and  personal  property  from 
No.  855  Ainslee  street,  in  the  city  of 
Chicago,  without  thereafter  filing: 
in  the  ofiice  of  the  bureau  of  statia- 


CHICAGO  Y.  HEBARD 

{$01  lU.  tto, 

tics  and  municipal  reference  library 
of  the  dty  of  Chicago  the  Btatement 
required  by  §  1  of  the  ordinanca 
The  court,  on  a  trial  without  a  jury; 
rendered  judgment  for  the  defends- 
int,  and  the.  city  jtppealed  to  this 
court;  the  judge  having  certified 
that  the  validity  of  an  ordinance 
was  involved,  and  the  public  inr 
teiest  required  that  the  i^n^eal 
flbould  be  taken  directly  to  thia 
court. 

The  first  three  sections  of  the  or- 
dinance are  as  follows : 

''Sec.  1.  Every  person,   firm  or 
corponttion    owning   or    operating 
any   moving    van,    furniture    car, 
transfer  wagon,  express  wagon,  de* 
livery  wagon,  or  any  other  vehicle 
engaged  in  moving  or  hauling  for 
hire  in  the  oily  of  Chicago,  shall 
keep  a  record  of  the  place  from 
which  and  the  place  to  which  he  or 
it  moves  the  household  goods  or  peru' 
aonal  property,  or  any  of  them,  of 
any    person    who    is,    or    persons 
who    are,    removing    or    vacating 
any   dwelling,   house,   flat,    apart- 
ment,   room,    ro<Mns    or   place   of 
residence    or    abode    or   place    of 
business   in  the  city  of   Chicago, 
which  record  shall  show  the  name 
and    address    of    the    mov»,    the 
name  of  the  person  for  whom  the 
moving  was  done,  the  name  of  the 
person  who  was  the  owner  or  osten- 
sible owner  of  the  said  housdiold 
goods  or  personal  property  moved, 
the  address  from  which  in  the  city 
of  Chicagro  and  to  whidi  in  the  city 
of  ChicafiTO,  or  outside  of  the  city  of 
Chicago,  as  the  case  may  be,  such 
moving  \iras  done,  and  the  name  and 
address  of  the  common  carrier  to 
whom  such  household  goods  or  per- 
sonal property  were  delivered,  with 
the  date  of  such  removal  or' deliv- 
ery, and  the  character  of  the  ar- 
ticles moved. 

'*Sec.  2.  Every  person,  firm  or 
corporation  owning  or  operating 
any  of  the  vehicles  aforesaid,  and 
any  person,  flnb  of  corporation  not 
engaged  in  movuig  or  hauling  for 
hire  in  the  city  of  Chicago  but  in 
control  or  possession  of  any  of  the 
vehicles  aforementioned,  who  shall. 
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fmr  a  valuable  consideration  or  oth« 
erwise,  move  the  household  goods  or 
personal  property,  or  any  of  them, 
of  any  person  who  is,  or  persons 
who  are,  removing  or  vacating  any 
dwelling,  house,  flat,  apartment, 
room  or  place  of  residence  or  abode 
or  place  of  business  in  the  city  of 
Chicago,  shall,  not  later  than  Mon- 
day following  the  date  of  such  mov- 
ing, file  in  the  office  of  the  bureau  of 
statistics  and  municipal  reference 
library  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  or 
send  by  registered  mail  to  such  bu- 
reau, a  full  and  correct  statement  of 
all  such  hauling  or  moving  done, 
containing  the  information  as  re^ 
quired  in  §  1  hereof.  Upon  re^ 
ceipt  of  such  statements  the  head 
of  such  bureau  of  statistics  and  mu- 
nicipal reference  library  shall  keep 
a  register  of  all  such  transactions  in 
a  book  or  books,  or  otlier  suitable 
form  of  maintaining  records,  to  be 
used  for  that  purpose,  with  an 
alphabetical  index  of  the  names  of 
the  persons  for  whom  such  hauling 
has  been  done.  Said  register  shall 
not  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  the 
public,  but  the  head  of  such  bureau 
shall  furnish  to  any  person  inquir- 
ing therefor,  inf onnation  as  to  any 
particular  change  or  removal,  for 
which  a  charge  of  60  cents  shall 
be  made  for  infomiation  concerning 
each  change  or  removal :  Provided, 
that  no  fee  shall  be  charged  for  any 
such  information  furnished  to  the 
department  of  police. 

"Sec.  3.  Upon  request  of  the  per- 
son, firm  or  corporation  owning  or 
in  charge  or  in  control  of  the  vehi- 
cle in  which  said  household  goods  or 
personal  property,  or  any  of  them, 
are  to  be  removed,  the  person  for 
whom  such  moving  is  being  done 
shall  give  to  said  owner  or  person 
in  charge  or  in  control  of  any  vehi- 
cle, all  information  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  make  and  keep  such 
record  or  statement.  It  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  to  give  to 
said  owner  or  person  in  charge  or 
in  control  of  any  vehicle  hauling  or 
moving  said  household  goods  or  per- 
sonal property,  or  any  of  them,  a 
fictitious  name  or  to  deceive  him,  or 
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to  make  knowingly  any  f  aide  state- 
ment, concerning  any  of  said  infor- 
mation requested  by  said  owner  or 
person  in  charge  or  in  control  of 
said  vehicle,  the  obtaining  of  Which 
is  necessary  to  enable  him  to  make 
and  keep  said  record  or  statement/' 

The  sixth  section  provides  for  a 
fine  not  exceeding  $200  for  any  vi- 
olation of  the  ordinance. 

It  was  stipulated  on  the  trial  that 
the  appellee  is  engaged  in  the  city 
of  Chicago  in  the  business  of  mov- 
ing and  hauling  for  hire;  that  it 
moved  the  property  of  Hobart  Mer- 
rifield  from  No.  855  Ainslee  street, 
in  the  city  of  Chicago,  to  some  other 
point  in  the  city,  and  did  not  file 
the  statement  required  by  the  ordi- 
nance. The  appellee  proved  that  in 
its  business  it  had  in  the  course  of 
a  year  approximately  5,000  moving 
jobs,  and  moved  anywhere  within  a 
radius  of  800  or  400  miles,  where 
the  roads  permitted;  that  80  to  90 
per  cent  of  the  moving  is  done  with- 
in the  city  of  Chicago,  about  9  per 
cent  from  Chicago  to  places  outside 
the  city,  in  the  state  of  Illinois,  and 
about  1  per  cent  to  places  outside 
the  state. 

The  appellee  contends  that  the 
ordinance  is  invalid  because  the  leg- 
islature did  not  confer  power  upon 
the  city  to  adopt  it,  because  it  is  un- 
just, unreasonable,  and  oppressive, 
and  because  it  is  in  conflict  with  the 
state  and  Federal  Constitutions. 

No  provision  trf  the  state  Consti- 
tution  is  referred  to  in  the  brief  or 
artrument  of  the  annellee.  and  no 
provision  of  the  PeHeral  Constitu- 
tion except  that  which  declares  that 
r««.-,— -^  Coneress  shall  have 

ffnf«»^fr»«"*nee>r- '  powor  to  reiTuIate 
d;S^iJ.~  •'       commerce      among 

the  several  states. 
The  ordinance  does  not  violate  this 
nrovision.  An  ordinance  adonted  in 
the  exercise  of  the  police  power,  for 
the  protection  of  the  community, 
may  extend,  incidentallv,  to  the  op- 
eration of  a  carrier  in  its  interstate 
business,  provided  it  does  not  sub- 
ject that  business  to  unreasonable 
demands  and  is  not  opposed  to  Fed- 
eral legislation.  Barrett  v.  New 
York,  232  U,  S.  14,    68  L.  ed.  483, 


34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  203;  SmiOi  v.  Ala- 
bama, 124  U.  S.  465,  31  L.  ed.  508, 1 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  804,  8  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  564;  Hennington  v.  Georgia, 
163  U.  S.  299,  41  L.  ed.  166, 16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1086 ;  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  R.  Co.  V.  New  York,  165  U.  S. 
628,  41  L.  ed.  853,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
418. 

The  appellant  contends  that  au- 
thority to  the  city  to  pass  the  ordi- 
nance is  found  in  clauses  42  and  66 
of  S  1  of  article  5  of  the  Cities  and 
Villages  Act  (Hurd's  Rev.  Stat 
1919,  chap.  24,  §  62) ,  which  are  as 
follows: 

*Torty.second.  To  license,  tax 
and  regulate  hackmen,  draymen, 
omnibus  drivers,  carters,  cabmen, 
porters,  expressmen,  and  all  others 
pursuing  like  occupations,  and  to 
prescribe  their  compensation. 
'  "Sixty-sixth.  To  regulate  the  po- 
lice of  the  city  or  village  and  pass 
and  enforce  all  necessary  police  or- 
dinances.'* 

Under  these  clauses  the  city  has 
the  right  to  regulate  persons  en- 
gaged in  the  business  mentioned  in 
me  ordinance;  that  is,  moving  or 
hauling  for  hire.    The  reasonable- 
ness of  an  ordinance  passed  by  a 
municipal  corporation  in  the  exer- 
cise of  a  power  given  by  the  legisla- 
ture expressly  to  pass  the  particular 
ordinance  is  not  a 
subject  for  judicial  S2Sr*i;:'?S;S-!^ 
inquiry,    but   when  ;w-:rce^' 
the  power  to  legis- 
late on  a  particular  subject  is  con- 
ferred and  the  particular  manner  of 
its  exercise  is  not  prescribed,  then 
the  question  wheth- 
er    an     ordinance  '^y^i^^f^J' 

passed    pursuant    to  into  reaaouble- 

the  power  is  a  rea-  SSS-e.'  *'**' 
sonable  exercise  of 
it  by  the  municipal  corporation  is  a 
question  of  law  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  court.    While  in  the  lat- 
ter   case    an    ordinance    which    is 
clearly  unreasonable,   unjust,   and 
oppressive  will  be  held  void,  the 
presumption    is    in 
favor  of  the  valid-  fJSLViSSiii  •# 
ity  of  an  ordinance  lSK*"iL*' 
passed     in     pursu- 
ance of  statutory  authority,  and  the 
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burden  is  on  the  person  questioning 
it  to  diow  clearly  that  it  is  unrea- 
sonable. Lake  View  v.  Tate,  130 
m.  247,  ei*.ILA.  268,  22  N.  E.  791 ; 
Hawea  v.  Chicago,  158  111.  663,  30 
LR.A.  226,  42  N«  E.  373;  Chicago 
ft  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Carlinville,  200  HI. 
314,  60  luRJL  891,  93  Am.  St.  Rep. 
190,  65  N.  E.  730;  People  ex  rel. 
Keller  v.  Oak  Park,  266  lU.  365, 107 
N.  E.  636. 

The  ordinance  is  clearly  not  a  rea- 
sonable  ordinance   regulating   the 

business.  The  in- 
formation required 
to  be  fumishcKJ  has 
no  relation  to  any 
purpose  of  regulat- 
ing the  business  of  moving.  The 
language  of  clause  42  indicates  the 
purpose  of  the  legislature,  in  giving 
the  power  of  ^regulation  to  a  city 
council,  to  be  the  fixing  of  compen* 
sation  and  to  rfegulate  the  business 
10  as  to  prevent  retortion,  imposi- 
tion, and  wrong  to  persons  com- 
pelled to  ttnploy  carriers  of  the 
dasses  mentioned  in  the  statute,  in 
having  their  property  or  persons 
carried  from  one  part  of  the  dty  to 
another.  The  information  here  re- 
quired would  be  of  no  assistance  to 
the  city  in  accomplishing  this  pur- 
pose, and  therefore  the  ordinance 
requiring  it  is  unreasonable  if  the 

ordinance  is  to  be 
referred  only  to  the 
exercise  of  the  pow- 
er conferred  by  clause  42.     It  is 
contended,  however,  that  the  power 
may  be  referred  to  clause  66,  and 
the  ordinance  held  valid  as  an  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  and  it  is 
claimed  that  the  information   ob- 
tained is  made  use  of  by  the  police 
for  the  purpose  of  looking  up  per- 
sons wanted  for  crime,  or  under 
suspicion,  or  missing,  and  is  of  mate- 
rial assistance  in  the  suppression  of 
crime.    It  is  also  claimed  that  the 
information  is  important  to  the  de- 
partment of  health  in  tracing  and 
locating  cases  of  contagious  disease 
in  the  city.     The  ordinance  is  not 
limited  to  these  purposes,  even  if 
possibly  it  may  be  incidentally  of 
some  value  for  such  purposes,  but 
provides  for  the  sale  of  the  infor- 
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mation  to  any  person  inquiring  as 
to  any  particular  change  or  remov- 
al. This  provision,  of  course,  has 
no  reference  to  the  suppression  of 
crime  or  the  discovery  of  contagiousi 
disease,  but  authoHzes  giving  the 
information  for  any  purpose,  public 
or  private,  to  any  person  who  may 
be  willing  to  pay  for  it  from  any 
motive,  friendly  or  unfriendly,  mali- 
cious or  merely  curious.  The  ordi- 
nance requires  the  carrier  to  state 
the  character  of  the  articles  re- 
moved, and  §  "S '  requires  the  per- 
son for  whom  the  moving  is  done 
to  give  the  carrier  all  the  informal 
tion  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
make  the  report,  and  imposes  a 
penalty  for  refusal  to  do  so  upon 
request.  The  ordinance  applies  to 
every  person  who  removes  from  any 
house,  flat,  apartment,  or  room  in 
tiie  city  of  Chicago  to  any  other 
place  in  the  city,  and  has  his  per- 
sonal property  removed.  His  per- 
sonal property  may  be  conteined  in 
one  or  more  trunks  or  boxes,  but, 
upon  the  request  of  the  person  mov- 
ing the  property,  the  owner  is  re- 
quired by  this  ordinance  to  furnish 
for  the  use  of  the  police  department 
of  the  city  of  Chicago,  or  any  other 
person  who  may  see  fit  to  inquire 
and  is  willing  to  pay  a  small  fee  for 
the  information,  a  statement  of  the 
character  of  the  property  which  he 
is  having  moved.  The  effect  would 
be  that  every  person  changing  his 
place  of  abode  in  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago would  be  obliged  to  report  for 
the  benefit,  not  only  of  the  police, 
but  of  every  inquirer,  the  place 
from  which  he  moved  and  the  place 
to  which  he  moved  and  the  charac- 
ter of  the  property  which  he  took 
with  him.  There  are  some  busi- 
nesses in  which  police  regulation  is 
peculiarly  needed,  such  as  those  of 
pawnbrokers  and  the  keepers  of 
junk  shops,  because  thieves  fre- 
quently attempt  to  dispose  of  stolen 
goods  at  the  places  where  such  busi- 
nesses are  carried  on,  and  the  keep- 
ers not  infrequently  become  fences 
for  such  goods,  and  therefore  provi- 
sions for  the  strict  regulation  and 
supervision  by  the  police  of  those 
engaged  in  those  businesses  and  of 
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their  dealings  have  been  sustained ; 
but  the  same  reason  does  not  apply 
to  the  business  of  moving  or  to  peo- 
ple generally  who  have  their  per« 
sonal  property  moved. 

The  appellant  cites  Lawson  v. 
Judge  of  Recorder's  Court,  175 
Mich.  375,  45  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1152, 
141  N.  W.  623,  in  support  of  the 
validity  of  the  ordinance.  The  or- 
dinance in  that  ease  was  limited  to 
public  moving  van  drivers,  and  re- 
quired a  report  to  the  police  com- 
missioner, only,  ef  rthe  place  from 
and  to  which  household  furniture 
was  moved,  and  the  name  of  the 
person  for  whom,  moved.  It  re- 
quired no  information  from  the 
owner  of  the  property  or  the  per- 
son from  whom  it  was  moved,  and 
imposed  no  penalty  or  requirement 
of  any  kind  on  them.  Even  if  we 
were  disposed  to  agree  with  that 
case,  it  affords  no  support  for  the 
broad  and  sweeping  terms  of  tiie 
ordinance  here  in  question.  An  or- 
dinance   more    nearly    resembling 


that  in  question  here'  was  sustained 
by  the  suprraie  court  of  Missouri  in 
Wagner  v.  St  Louis^  284  Mo.  410, 
12  A.L.R.  495,  224  S.  W.  413,  but 
we  do  not  agree  with  that  case.  It 
would  not  be  a  treasonable  exercise 
of  the  police  power  for  the  city  to 
require  any  person  occupying  tem- 
porarily or  for  an  indefinite  time  a 
home  or  room  in  the  tity  to  procure 
a  permit  from  the  chief  of  police  be- 
fore he  could  remove  to  anoth^ 
house  or  room  and  h&ve  his  bvg^sage 
or  property  moved^  Neither  is  it 
reasonable  to  require  him  to  report 
such  removal  to  tiie  police  depart- 
ment. 

Without  regard  to  any  constitu- 
tional question,  the  ordinance  is  an 
unreasonable!,  inquisitorial  interfer- 
ence with  the  liber-  ^p^nce  ^^ 
ty  of  individuals  to  ve««iHmST; 
move  from  place  to  •  »•▼»■»• 
place  and  have  their  property 
moved  without  intarfersnee,  and  is 
void. 

The  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 


ANNOTATION. 

VaBdfty  of  statnle  or  ordinance  in  relation  to  moving 

operations. 


vans  and  moving 


Earlier  cases  will  be  found  in  the 
annotation  in  12  A.L.R.  499. 

Aside  from  the  reported  case  (CHI- 
CAGO V.  Hebard  Exp.  &  Van  Co.  ante, 
206),  no  additional  cases  have  been 
found,  since  the  earlier  note,  that  have 
considered  the  question. 

Chicago  v.  Hebabd  Exp.  ft  Van  Co., 
it  will  be  observed,  while  recognizing 
generally  the  right  of  the  municipality 
to  regulate  persons  engaged  in  moving 
operations,  holds  that  the  ordinance  in 
question  was  not  a  reasonable  ordi- 
nancob  in  that  the   information  re- 


quired to  be  furnished  has  no  relation 
to  any  purpose  of  regulating  the  busi- 
ness of  moving,  criticizing  Wagoner 
V.  St.  Louis,  to  which  the  earlier  an- 
notation is  attached,  which  upheld  an 
ordinance  somewhat  similar  to  the  one 
under  consideration  in  the  reported 
case. 

It  will  be  further  observed  that  it 
is  held  in  the  reported  case  that  the 
ordinance  under  consideration  does 
not  violate  the  commerce  clause  of 
the  Federal  Constitution.     J.  EL  B. 
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AoetioQ  -^  riffht  to  xtcqiyw  fpvuiiiiisioA  from  ono  wko  ref 9860  to  complj 

•  with  bM» 

An  auctioneer  cannot  veceVer  damageft  for  loss  of  coimnissionfl  from 
one  who,  after  the  property  has  been  knocked  down  to  him,  reftities  to  com-' 
ply  with  his  bid  b^catise  of  a  mfsundersl^fllAfif  aAd  ia  reteased  1^  the 
owner.  ,       -.  .  . 

[See  note  cm  ihd»  quespipkbBg^nm^  214.1    ' 
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Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgRiont  pf  the  Superior  Court,  for  McDow- 
ett  Ckmntjr  (Shaw,  JO  au^taining  a  motion  for  nonsuit  of  aa  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  toss-of  commissions^   Afirmed* 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 

MessTs.  Pless,  Winboxne^  A'  Pleebr^ 
Inr  appellant: 

A. broker  cai)  hold  a  third  persoiir 
with  whom  he  has  no  eonikra^  for 
commissions  liable  foxi  his  .commis- 
sions upon  the  failure  of  sMd  third 
person  to  complete  the  sale  as  previ- 
ously agreed  to.  ^  .  /    ' 

Atkinson  v.  Pack,  114  N.  C.  B97,  19 
S.  E.  628;  Gavender  v.  Waddihgham, 
2  Mo.  App.  661;  4  R.  C.  L.  384;  Belles 
Bros.  V.  Parson,  11  Ann^Cas.  476,  and 
note^  182  Iowa,  648,  109.  N.  W.  1098; 
Livermore  v.  Crane,  26  Wash.  529,  57 
L.ILA.  401,  67  Pac.  221 ;  Lockwood  v. 
Halsey,  41  Kan.  166,  21  Pac  98;  Sey- 
mour V.  St.  Luke's  Hospital.  28  Ai)p« 
Div.  119,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  989;  Knapp 
V.  Wallace,  41  N/ Y.  479;  Kajley  v. 
Baker,  132  N.  Y.  1,  28  Am:  St.  Rep. 
542,  29  N.  E.  1091;  Eiehberg  v.  Ware, 
92  Ga.  608,  17  S.  B.  770. 

Messrs.  Avery  &-  Ervin  for  appellee. 

Stacy,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
fte  court: 

The  following  statement  of  the 
case  will  suffice  for  otir  pr^s^ni  de- 
cision : 

Plaintiffs  auctioneers,  by  agree- 
ment with  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, were  to  receive,  as  their  com- 
pensation for  eohductittg  the  sale, 
a  given  per  cent,  of  the  selling  price 
of  the  lands.  Th^  defendant  was 
present  and  becamie  the  last  an(f 
highest  bidd^  of  the  lots  in  qutoifon. 


and  signed  mraooranda  containing, 
the  following  stipulation :  ^'This  is 
to  certi^  tihat  I  have  this  day  bought 
of  R.  WilMams  through  Gibson  Land 
Atieiiion  Ocsnpany  ^  the  following 
real  estate ^as  shown  on  the  map  of 
the  R.  Williams  proj^rty,  and  on 
th^  terms  and  condltidns  announced 
at  sale  of  said  property .^^ 
<  The  defendant  refused  to  accept 
the  deeds;  which  were  tendered  for 
the  lots  bid  oflF  by  him,  land  declined 
to  pay  the  purchase  price,  as  per 
his*  agreement,  because  of  some  mis- 
understanding  on  his  part;  and  in 
consequence  of  which  the  owner  of 
the  land  afterwards  released  the  de- 
fendant from  his  bid,  and  sold  the 
lots  to  another  or  other  parties. 

The  written  contract  between 
plaintiffs  and  the  owner  of  the  land 
contained  a  stipulation  to  the  effect 
that  plaintiffs  should  receive  "a  com- 
mission of  10  per  cent  :^or  any  sale 
or  sales  of  any  part  or  all  of  the 
property  that  may  be  sold  by  the 
parties  of  the  second  part,  and  con- 
firmed by  the  parties  of  the  first 
part.'* 

The  plaintiffs  iiever  had  ai!iy  con- 
tract with  the  d^feftdant-  fbr  their 
Commissions,  and  the  sale  to  hini 
Wasr  not  carried  out.  It  is  alleged, 
however,  that  by  treason  of  the  do- 
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fendant's  failure  to  take  the  prop- 
erty»  accordion  to  his  bid  tft  th^ 
auction  8ale»  the  plaintiffs  have  suf- 
fered a  loss  to  the  extent  of  the 
value  of  their  commissions,  and  that 
the  defendant/ehould'be  held  liable 
in  damages  therefor. 

Upon  the  foregoing  fiacts  b^ing' 
made  to  appear  in  evidence,  his  Hon- 
or *  Ranted '  the  dfefeiidaftf  s  motioii 
for  judgment  as  of  nonsuit,  and  the 
appeal 'presents  for  review  th^  cor- 
rectness of  this  ruling. 
•  K  will  be  obser3^ed  ^at  the  plain- 
tiffs had  no  contract  with  the  de- 
fendant, but  their  comj^issions  wc^re 
to  be  paid  by  the  owner  of  the  land.' 
The  case,  therefore,  in  principle,  is 
not  unlike  Faison  v.  Marshbum,  108 
S.  E.  510,  it  the  present  term,  where 
a  recovery  waj^'denied  to  the  bro- 
ker,-^ho  had  sued 
4*rVcJ^?^oL.  the  prospective  pur- 
r-r^Jo'^«;.  ch«»er  when  he 
to  eompir  ^itii    alone  had  a  contract 

for  his  commissions 
with  the  owner.  Here,  as  was  the 
case  there,  an  attempt  is  being  made 
to  hold  the  rdefendant  responsible 
for  violating  his  contract,  not  with 
the  plaintiffs,  but  with  a  third  party, 
who  is  a  stranger  to  the  suit.  It  is 
conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no 
interest  in  the  land,  and  that  they 
cannot  sue  upon  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase. They  are  unable  to  perform 
the  contract  as  vendors,  or  to  en- 
force its  performance;  hence  they 
are  not  in  position  to  maintain  an 
action  for  its  breach.  The  only  con- 
tractual obligations  which  may  be 
insisted  on  by  reason  of  defendant's 
bid,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  are 
those  existing  between  the  defend- 
ant and  the  owner  of  the  land.  The 
plaintiffs  are  neither  parties  nor 
privies  to  the  contract  of  sale,  and 
the  defendant  is  neither  parly  nor 
privy  to  plaintiffs'  contract  for  com- 
missions. So  ^whatever  rights,  if 
any,  the  plaintiffs  may  have,  as 
against  the  defendant,  apparently 
are  not  contractual  in  their  nature. 
On  the  other  hand«  there  is  no  con- 
tention that  the  defendant  has 
breached  any  extracontractual  legal 
duty  for  whicb^^ha  plaintiffs  may 


maintain  an  action  in  tort.  In  all 
•invents,  if  the  plaintiffs  be  entitled 
to  recover,  they  must  recover  in  an 
action  growing  out  of  contract ;  and 
noiie  has  been  shown  with  the  de- 
fendant. 

In  all  the  cases  called  to  our  atten- 
tion by  the  plaintiffs,  seemingly  in 
support  of  their  position,  there  was 
a  ctmttSiCt  iSIrect  with  the  defend- 
ant, or  a  request  by  Iiim  for  tiie 
broker's  services;  and,  in  each  ctte^ 
recovery  was  allowed  on  this  con- 
tract, or  upon  an  implied  contract^ 
for  services  rendered  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  not  upon  tl^e  contract  of 
purchkse,  though  the  loss  of  commis- 
sions may  have  been  fixed  as  the 
proper  measure  of  damages.    4  R. 

In  Atkinson  v.  Pack,  114  N.  C. 
697,  19  S.  E.  628,  a  case  chiefly  re- 
lied on  hy  plaintiffs,  the  above  dis- 
tinction is  clearly  drawn,  tile  court 
saying:  "There  were  plainly  two 
contracts  made  by  plaintiffs,— flie 
one  with  defendiant,  the  effect  of 
which  was  that  plaintiffs  would 
OTovide  a  purchaser  of  the  land  at 
the  agreed  price,  commissions  to  be 
paid  by  the  ^purchaser;  the  other 
with  the  purchaser,  that  he  would 
pay  the  plaintiffs'  commissions  upon 
the  conclusion  of  the  sale:  If 
through  the  negotiation  of  plaintiffs 
the  parties  had  been  brought  to- 
gether and  had  concluded  the  trade 
between  them,  the  plaintiffs  would 
have  been  entitled  to  their  commis- 
sions from  Harding,  the  purchaser, 
according,  to  the  terms  of  their  con- 
tract. But  this  action  is  fOr  dam- 
ages. The  gravamen  of  the  charge 
is  that  defendant  committed  the 
wrong  and  injury  upon  plaintiffs  by 
a  refusal,  without  cause,  to  comply 
with  his  contract  with  plaintiffs  to 
sell  the  land  to  plaintiffs'  principal,. 
with  the  distinct  understanding  tiiat 
plaintiffs  were  to  be  compensated 
by  the  purchaser.  The  natural  ef- 
fect and  consequence  of  this  refusal 
by  defendant  was  the  loss  by  plain- 
tiffs of  their  commissions." 

To  like  effect  is  the  decision  of  the 
St.  Louis  court  of  appeals  in  the  case 
of  Cavender  v.  Waiddingham,  2  Mo.. 
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App.  661.  There  it  was  understood 
thiat  the  plaintiffs  were  to  receive/' 
as  commissions,  a  certain  percent- 
zge  of  the  puivhase  ptibe  of'  the 
land,  but  it  was  stqiuktted  that>tlH8 
should  be  paid  by  the  vendors,  and 
the  plaintiffs  would  divide  the  same, 
idien  realized,  with  the  defendant, 
aUowing  him  one  fifth  part  thereof. 
Plaintiffs  consummated  the  agree- 
ment for  the  purchase  in  exact  ac- 
cordance with  defendant's  direc- 
tions. The  defendant  then  refused 
to  accept  the  deed.  Upon  tiiese 
facts,  fhe  court  observed: 

'Tlie  first  question  to  which  our 
attrition  is  dhrected  is  whether,  up*- 
on  the  facts  stated,  the  plalBtiflk 
had  any  rififht  of  action  asraiMfethe 
defendant?    It  is  argued  that  they 
had  none,  because  it  was  expressly 
stipulated   that  their  commissions 
were  to  be  paid  by  Messrs.  Scuddeis 
and  not,  in  any  event,  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  that  this  is  an  attempt  to  hold 
a  par^  responsible  for  violating  his 
contrmt^  not  with  l^e  party  suing, 
but  with  a  third  party — the  def  endt- 
ant  here  having  violated  none  est- 
oept  that  made  through  the  plain- 
tiffs,  Messrs.   Scudder.     But  this 
argument    ignores   the   prominent 
fact  tiiat  there  were  two  distinct 
contracts, — one  was  nmde  by  de- 
fendant, through  his  agents,  in  the 
purchase  of  the  property ;  the  other 
was  made  with  the'  agents,  in  se- 
curing their  services  to  bring  about 
the  purchase.    The  latter  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  present  suit. 

''When  the  plaintiffs  were  em- 
ployed by  the  defendant  to  effect  a 
purchase  for  his  benefit,  they  under- 
took to  do  so  for  a  consideration, 
which  was  clearly  understood. 
This  was  that,  in  the  event  of  suc- 
cess, they  were  to  be  compensated, 
according  to  the  usages  of  their  busi- 
ness, by  a  percentage  upon  th6 
amount  of  purchase  money.  The 
defendant  said  to  them,  in  effect: 


/You  procure  the  consent  of  the 
property  owners  to  sell  to  me  upon 
the  terms  indicated.  I  u^qdertake, 
o«  :  «y  '  part,  to  *"  consummate  the 
trade  by  pajrinv  the  purchase  mon- 
ey, so  that  you  will  realize  your  com- 
missions/ The  defendant's  under- 
taking to  take  and  pay  for  the 
proper^  so  that  plaintiffs  wHnild 
get  their  compensation,  was  as  em- 
phatic and  as  binding  as  if  he  had 
agreed  to  pay  the  oonmiissions  him- 
self." 

'  Without  prolonging  tliis  discus- 
sion, it  may  be  stated  that  we  have 
examined  the  following  cases,  cited 
by  plaintiffs,  and  find  ttiem  to  be 
In  support  of,  rather  than  in  con- 
flict with,  what  is  said  above: 
Livermore  v.  Crane,  26  Wash.  529, 
67  Pac.  221,  and  cases  cited  in  briefs 
as  reported  in  67  L.R.A.  401 ;  Eells 
Bros.  V.  Parsons,  132  Iowa,  543, 109 
N.  W.  1098,  and  cases  cited  in  note 
as  reported  in  11  Ann.  Cas.  475; 
Ackerman  v.  Bryan,  33  Neb.  515, 
60  N.  W.  435;  4  R.  C.  L.  384,  and 
'Cases  theire  collected.  See  also  Tins- 
ley  V.  Dowell,  87  Tex.  23,  26  S.  W. 
•946,  and  Thompson  v.  Kelly,  101 
Mass.  291,  3  Am.  Rep.  353. 
'  But  for  a  further  reason  the  plain- 
titts  are  not  entitled  tp  maintain 
this  suit.  The  owner  of  the  land, 
plaintiffs'  principal,  has  voluntarily 
Released  the  defendant  from  his 
contradt  of  purchase;  hence  what- 
ever obligations  may  have  been  in- 
curred' by  the  defendant's  bid  are 
now  at  an  end.  They  have  been 
surrendered  and  discharged  with 
the  consent  of  the  owner,  who  alone 
was  entitled  to  insist  upon  perform- 
ance. There  is  no  contract,  now 
latent,,  of  any  kind^  relating  to 
this  matter,  to  which  the  defendant 
is  a  party.  Therefore  upon  the  rec- 
ord we  tiiink  tiie  judgment  aC  non* 
suit  must  be  upheld.  '^ 
Affirmed. 
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Right  of  brewer  oi  anctionjeer  fopployed  by  owner  ••  agninst  procpwtive  pwt*^ 

chaicr  oi  bidder  wba  rdFoset  to  complete  iMPcbaae. 


There  19  but  little  direct  autiiorily  on 
the  right  of  a  l)roker  or  aiuctioneer  to 
recover  from  a  prospective  purchaser 
who  refuses  to  complete  his  piurchase. 
In  nearly  all  cases  involving  the  right 
of  a'  broker  or  auetioteer  employed  by 
the  owner  of  land  to  recover  coinpen** 
sation  or  commissionfs  wheare  the  sale 
has  not  been  completed,  the  auit  has 
been  brought  against  the  ownor  on 
the  broker's  contract  of  Employment, 
and  not  against  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser..  In  the  comp/^ratiyely  ,few 
cases  considering  the  question  the  rule 
appears  to  be  that,  as  there  is  no  priv- 
ity of  contract  between  the  p^rtie^,  ^9 
right  to  recover  against  the  purchaser 
exists  in  favor  of  the  broker  or  ai^js- 
tioneer.  Evrit  v.  Bancroft  (1871)  22 
Ohio  St.  172;Tinsleyv.Dowell  (1894) 
87  Tex.  23,  26  S.  W.  946;  Tinsley:  V:. 
Anderson  (1895)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — r, 
S3  S.  W.  266;  Le  Master  v.  Dalhart 
Real  Estate  Agency  (1909)  66  Te«. 
Civ.  App.  302,  121  S.  W.  185.  And  BW 
the  reported  case  (Gibson  Land 
Auction  Co.  v.  Brittian,  ante,  211). 
See  also  Jenkins  v.  Hollingsworth 
(1899)  83  III.  App.  189.-  Compare 
Moscovitch  V.  Desambor  (1914)  21 
Rev.  de  Jur.  .(Can.)  81,  18  D.  L.  R.  23(). 

Thus,  in  Le  Master  v.  Dalhart  Real 
Estate  Agency  (1909)  56  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  302,  121  S,  W.  185,  supra,  thfe 
court  said :  "A  mere  selling  agent  or 
broker  has  no  such  interest  in  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  land  secured 
by  him  as  authorizes  a  recovery  of 
damages  in  the  way  of  lost  commies 
sions  from  the  proposed  purchaser 
who  has  refused  to  comply  with  the 
contract.*' 

In  Bvsit  :v.  Bancroft  (Ohio)  supt a, 
it  appeared  that  a  real  estate  agent'^ 
agreement  with  his  principal  provided 
that  he  should  receive  for  his  services 
in  selling  the  principal's  farm  all 
above  a  specified  price.  A  contract 
of  sale  was  entered  into  between  the 
agent  in  his  own  name  and  prospective 
purchasers,  who  subsequently  refused 


to  complete  the  sale.  In  denying  th» 
right  of  the  agent  to  tm^^J^  as  dam- 
.ages  from  the  purchasers  ttie*  amount 
of  the  difference  betweexu'ithe.sale 
price  and  the  amount  the^prii|e%>al  had 
■agreed  with  the  agent  tf^  aeo^t*  the 
icoiirt  said :  *The  claim  which  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  enforce  against  the 
defendants  consisted  of  the  compen* 
sation  to  which  he  would  have  been 
entitled,  under  his  agreement  with  hia^ 
inrineipal,  if  the  agreement  with  the 
defendants  for  the  sale  of  the  farm 
had.  been  performed.  As  his  loss  of 
ibis  oompenaation  resulted  from  tb» 
^default,  as  he  alleges,  df  the  defend- 
ants, he  claims  the  right  to  make  them 
respond  in  damages  to  the  extent  that 
may  be  necessary  to  repair  it.  We 
think  be  has  no  such  right.  The  de- 
fendants were  not  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment providing  for  this  compensation. 
-Their  .liabjUity  is  to  be  ascertained 
4roiJi  IhelTvOwn  agreement,  and  the 
rule  of  damages  is  the  same  whether 
the-  suit  is  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
princij^al,  or  in  the  name  of  the  agent- 
as  one  of  Uie  contracting  parties;^ 
'  Similarly,  in  Tinsley  v.  Dowell 
(1894)  87  Tex.  23,  26  S.  W.  946,  it 
•was'ehown  that  the  owners  of  lands* 
plaised  the  same  in  tiie  hatads  of  a 
real  estate  broker,  with  the  under- 
standing that  the  latter  was  to  receive- 
for  his  services  in  making  a  sale,  cer- 
tain commissions  and  $11  the  lands 
brought  above  a  stipulated  price.  iL 
contract  was  entered  into  by  the  agent 
and  an  intending  purchaser,  who  sub- 
sequently failed  to  carry  out  his  part 
of  the  contract.  The  agent  brought 
jiuit  to  recover  from  him  the  amount 
he  would  have  received  above  the 
.stipulated  price  had  the. sale  been  con— 
^uimniited.  ^^Th^  CQurt  held  that  np^ 
right  of  recovery  existed  against  the- 
purchaser,  saying:  "It  would  be  re- 
markable as  a  legal  consequence  that; 
a  man  who  was  not  bound  to  convey 
land,  and  could  not  be  held  liable  for 
a  failure  to  comply  with  the  contract. 
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ndghi  maantain  a  suit  against  the  oth- 
er iNurty  for  a  failure  to  complete  the 
purcluuse.    In  this  ease  Dowell  could 
not  have  been  made  liable  for  the 
damsges  if  the  land  had  appreciated 
in  value  and  Rogers  had  refused  to 
convey  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
tract   The     subject-matter    of    the 
contract  made  between  Tinsley  and 
Dowell  was  the  land  which  Rogers  and 
wife  authorised  Dowell  to  sell.    The 
question  is»  Did  Dowell  have  any  such 
interest  in  the  land  as  would  author- 
ize him  to  maintain  this  action?     If 
Dowell  had  any  such  interest,  he  must 
have  acquired  it  by  his  contract  with 
Rogers;  and  that,  being  an  authority 
to  sell  land,  did  not  by  its  terms  con- 
fer any  title  upon  Dowell;  the  power 
to  convey  was  reserved  by  Rogers  and 
wife.    A  vendor  with  no  power  to 
make  a  deed  would  be  an  anomaly  in 
the  law.    It  is  clear  that  Dowell  ac«- 
quired  no  title  by  virtue  of  that  con- 
tract   It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
the  interest  which  the  agent  has  must 
not  be  simply  in  the  contract^  or  in 
the  proceeds  to  be  derived  from  the 
execution  of  the  power;  it  must  be  an 
interest  in  the  land  itself.    .    •    .    A 
power  to  sell  land  or  other  property 
.    •    •    and  to  receive  a  part  of  the 
proceeds  as  compensation  for  services 
to  be  rendered  in  the  execution  of  the 
power  does  not  carry  an  interest  in 
the  property    •    •    •    to  the  agent.*' 
The  foregoing  decision  was  followed 
in  Tinsley  v.  Anderson  (1895)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  88  S.  W.  266,  wherein  the 
court  said:    'This  is  a  plain  declara- 
tion on  a  contract  to  purchase  land, 
and  the  liability  of  the  appellant  is 
based  on  his  failure  to  carry  out  the 
terms  of  the  contract.    Appellee  did 
not  own  the  land,  but  was  acting  for 
tiie  owners  in  the  sale  of  it.     It  is 
neither  alleged  nor  proved  that  appel** 
lee  had  been  made  and  eonstituted  the 
agent  of  the  appellant  to  buy  the  land, 
and  that  he  was  to  receive,  as  remu- 
neration for  his  services,  the  sum  of 
135  per  acre,  but  the  written  contract 
shows  that  it  was  a  mere  naked  offer 
to  buj  land  at  a  certain  price.    The 
contract  must  be  looked  to  as  the  cul- 
mination of  the  wishes  of  the  parties, 
sad  it  certainly  does  not  indicate  that 


the  relation  of  principal  and  agent 
existed  between  the  parties.  We  can 
see  no  material  difference  between  this 
case  and  that  of  Tinsley  v.  Dowell 
(1892)  —  Tex^  Civ.  App.  — ,  24  S.  W. 
928,  reversed  in  (1894)  87  Tex.  28,  26 
S.  W.  946.  .  .  In  the  case  before 
us,  Dignowity  and  others  owned  cer- 
tain land  in  the  city  of  San  Antonio, 
which  Anderson  was  authorized  to 
sell,  and  his  conqienBation  was  to  be 
all  that  he  obtained  in  excess  of  $240 
per  acre.  Anderson  made  a  contract 
of  sale  with  Tinsley  at  a  price  exceed^ 
ing  that  fixed  by  the  owners  in  the 
sum  of  1875.  Tinsley  failed  to  com- 
ply with  his  contract,  although  the 
owners  of  the  land  executed  a  deed  to 
the  land  to  him«  Anderson  sued  for 
the  excess  over  the  price  fixed  by  the 
owners  of  the  land.  In  both  cases 
there  was  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
land  at  time  of  default  was  not  of 
value  equal  to  the  value  agreed  to  be 
piaid  by  Tinsley.  The  Dowell  Case  is 
decisive  of  this,  and  to  it  we  refer  for 
the  law  applicable  to  the  facts  before 
us.** 

In  the  reported  case  (Gibson  Land 
AucmoN  Co.  V.  Bbittun,  ante,  211), 
it  is  held  that  as  there  is  no  privity 
of  contract  between  auctioneers  em- 
ployed by  the  owner  of  land  to  sell  the 
same,  and  a  purchaser  at  auction  who 
repudiates  his  contract  to  purchase  by 
refusing  to  accept  deeds  and  by  de- 
clining to  pay  for  the  land,  the  auc-> 
tioneer  cannot  maintain  an  action  for 
commissions  against  the  purchaser. 

The  case  of  Moscovitch  v.  Desambor 
(1914)  21  Rev.  de  Jur.  (Can.)  81,  18 
D.  L.  R.  280,  appears  to  be  in  direct 
conflict  with  the  rule  laid  down  in 
the  foregoing  cases.  In  that  case  it 
was  held  that  an  agent  who,  accord- 
ing to  a  landowner's  promises,  was  to 
receive  a  commission  for  selling  a 
parcel  of  land,  was  entitled  to  recover 
damages  against  a  prospective  pur- 
chaser refusing  to  complete  his  pur- 
chase, the  terms  of  which  had  been  ac- 
cepted by  the  owner;  although  the 
agent  might  subsequently  have  earned 
the  promised  commission  by  securing 
another  purchaser  for  the  same  parcel 
of  land. 

While  not  directly  in  point,  the  fol- 
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lowioir  analogous  defcisionB  are  -  Hi- 
eluded  in  the  note  as  being  of  po»- 
sible  value  to  the  reader: 

Faiaon  ▼.  Marshbum  (1921)  182 
N.  C.  183,  108  S.  E.  510.  was  a  joint 
action  by  the  owner  of  land  and  a  real 
estate  broker  employed  to  sell  the  same 
against  a  prospective  purchaser  to  re- 
cover the  amount  of  the  purchase  price, 
out  of  which  were  to  be  paid  the  brok- 
er's commissions.  Although  the  com- 
plaint alleged  that  the  purchaser  bad 
failed  and  refused  to  carry  out  his 
agreement,  it  appeared  that  the  owner 
had  not  insisted  on  or  demanded  per- 
formance. The  court  said :  "We  fully 
concur  with  bis  Honor  below  that,  up- 
on the  evidence,  J.  J.  Hatthis  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  of  the  defendant 
Harshbum,  and  further,  that  the  com- 
plaint fails  to  allege  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  valid  cause  of  action.  It 
will  be  observed  that  J.  F.  Faison,  the 
•wner  of  the  land,  is  not  insisting  or 
demanding  that  the  defendant  comply 
with  his  bid.  No  deed  has  been  ten* 
dered,  and  he  expressly  states  that  be 
is  not  asking  for  any  relief  in  this 
action.  The  broker  is  seeking  to  re- 
cover bis  commiBSiona  out  of  the 
prospective  purchaser  without  ai^ 
sale  having  been  consummated.  His 
agreement  was  with  Faisos,  the  owner 
of  the  landr  not  with  the  defendant." 

In  Hevia  t.  Wheelock  (1914)  162 
App.  Div.759,  148  N.  Y.  Supp.  165,  the 
complaint  alleged  that  the  broker  had 
been  employed  by  a  property  owner  to 
secure  a  loan  on  certain  property  to 
be  conveyed  to  ber  according  to  a  con- 
tract for  an  exchange  of  lands,  and 
that  by-  reason  at  the  refusal  of  the 
defendant,  who  was  the  other  party  to 
the'  contract  of  exchange,  to  convey, 
he  was  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of 
earning  hia  commiaaion.  The  court 
held  that  the  complaint  did  not  state 
a  good  cause  of  action,  as  the  defend- 


ant was  not  a  party:  to  tbe  contract  be- 
tween the  broker  and  property  owner. 
It  appeared  in  Eella  Bros.  v.  Parsons 
(1906)  1S2  Iowa,  548,  109  N.  W;'  1098, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  476,  that  a  real  estate 
broker  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
a  prospective  purchaser  of  land  under 
the  terms  of  which  the  latter  agreed 
to  buy,  if  suited,  land  which  the  bro- 
ker was  to  have  him  look  at.  The  own- 
ers were  to  payttie  broker's  commis- 
sions in  case  of  a  sale.  The  land  prov- 
ing satisfactory,  a  contract  of  purchase 
was  entered  into  between  tiie  owner 
and  the  purchaser,  which  the  latter 
subsequently  refused  to  carry  out.  On 
the  broker's  suit  for  damages  for 
breach  of  the  purchaser's  contract,  the 
court  upheld  the  right  to  a  recovery, 
saying:  "The  action  is  for  breach  of 
defendant's  contract,  and  not  for  the 
commissions  from  the  landowner;  To 
the  latter,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled, 
for  the  reason  that  through  defend- 
ant's fault,  as  it  alleged,  it  had  not 
earned  them.  It  is  for  damages  for 
defendant's  breach  of  contract  to  do 
as  he  agreed  in  purchasing  and  paying 
for  the  land  which  so  well  soited  bim 
that  he  entered  into  a  contract  for  its 
purchase,  which'  It  Is  cha^lced  he, 
withoiit  cause,  refused  to  pei'form.  If 
plaintiff  were  attempting  to  recover 
a  dommission  for  the  sale  of  the  land 
he  should  b<>  defeated,  for  defendant 
never  promised  him  this.  What  .!he 
(defendant)  did  agree  to  do  was!  to 
purchase  the  land  which' suited  him, 
thus  enabling  plaintiff  to  earn  his 
conunission.  tlie  parties  underatood 
when  they  made  ^he  contract  what 
plaintiff's  damages  would  be  in  the 
^vent  defendant  failed  to  peE^rm  it. 
In  other  words,  losa  of  plaintiff^a  pom- 
mission  iwra  within  the  eoatempUtipn 
•f  the  parties  in  the  event  of  defend- 
ant's failore  to  perform."      I«  F.  C    i 
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ASHTABULA  GAS  COMPANY  et  al.,  Plffa.  in  Err^ 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION  et  al. 

Ohio  Supreme  Court  ^Marefc  9,  1090. 
(102  Ohio  St  678, 188  N.  E.  915.) 

PobBe  seirlce  corpwation  —  rates  —  seryice  charge. 

Where  a  minimum  charge  for  service  to  be  rendered  is  made  or  pro- 
hibited by  the  ordinance  under  i;vtiich  a  public  utility  is  operated,  the  util- 
ity is  not  authorized  to  make  a  'Yeadiness-to-serve''  charge  to  be  paid  in 
addition  to  the  just  and,  reasonable  rate  fixed  for  the  rendering  of  the 
service. 

[See  fu4e  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  225.] 


Headnote  by  the  Court. 


EuMtt  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  review  its  order  fixing  the 
terms  and  rate»  which  the  gas  comt>any  should  be  permitted  to  make  for 
the  service  of  gas  to  the  city  in  a  proceeding  for  modification  of  such 
order.    Order  set  aside  and  cause  remanded  to  commission  with  instrue-^ 

turns. 


Statement  by  Johnson,  J. : 

This  is  a  proceeding  which  seeks 
the  modification  of  an  order  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  in  an 
appeal  proceeding  before  it,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  in  error  the 
Ashtabula  Gas  Company  and  others 
appealed  from  an  ordinance  of  the 
city  of  Ashtabula  passed  September 
14,  1914.  The  city  intervenes  by- 
cross  petition  in  error,  also  asking 
a  modification  of  the  order. 

The  order  complained  of  fixed  the 
terms  and  rates  which  the  gas  com- 
pany should  be  permitted  to  make 
for  the  service  of  gas  to  the  city. 

Prior  to  1901  the  gas  company 
famished  to  the  city  artificial  gas. 
IHiring  that  year  natural  gas  was 
discovered  in  the  vicinity  and  the 
company  secured  a  franchise  from 
the  city  to  lay  pipes  and  furnish 
both  artificial  and  natural  gas  for 
a  period  of  twenty-five  years. 

lo  November,  1901,  the  Ashta^- 
bnla  Gas  Company  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Northeastern 
Q^  k  Gas  Ck>mpany,  by  which  the 
latt^  agreed  to  furnish  natural  gas 
to  the  Ashtabula.  Company  ''as  long 
as  it  has  gas  or  can  get  it  at  a  rea- 
sonable expense,  the  Ashtabula  Com- 
luy  to  pay  the  Northeastern  Com- 


pany two  thirds  of  its  gross  charges 
for  sale  of  gas.'' 

In  November,  1906,  the  North- 
eastern Company  entered  into  a  con- 
traict  with  the  Clarion  Gas  Com- 
pany. On  July  5,  1904,  the  council 
of  Ashtabula,  supplementing  the 
former  franchise  ordinance,  passed 
a  price  ordinance  granting  to  the 
Afiditabula  Company  the  right  to 
serve  the  citizens  of  Ashtabula,  un- 
der the  previous  ordinance,  at  the 
price  of  33  cents  per  1,000  cubic 
feet,  with  a  discount  of  3  cents  per 
1,000  cubic  feet  if  paid  on  or 
before  the  10th  of  each  month. 
This  ordinance  expired  by  its  terms 
in  July,  1914. 

On  the  19th  of  October,  1914,  the 
council  passed  a  renewal  ordinance, 
fixing  the  price  which  the  company 
should  charge  for  gas  for  the  ensu- 
ing ten  years  at  the  same  rate  as  for 
the  previous  ten  years.  The  or- 
dinance  provided  that  the  com- 
pany might  collect  as  a  ''readi- 
ness-to-serve charge"  for  each 
meter  each  month  such  sum  as, 
added  to  the  net  gas  bill  for 
such  month,  would  make  a  total 
of  25  cents,  but,  if  the  net  gas 
bill  for  gas,. registered  by  any  meter 
amounted  in  any  month  to  26  cents, 
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no  ^readiness-to-serve  charge 
should  be.. charged  for  siich  meter 
during  said  month.  The  gas  com- 
pany notified  the  city  that  it  would 
not  accept  this  ordinance,  and  filed 
its  schedule  with  tih^  Utilities  Com- 
mission, fixing  the  price  for  which 
it  would  furnish  gas  at  39  cents,  less 
a  discount  of  3  cents  per  thousand 
if  paid  before  the  10th  of  the  month. 
The  company  appealed  from  the  or- 
dinance of  the  commission,  and  gave 
bond  to  authorize  it  to  charge  the 
rate  fixed  by  the  schedule  pending 
the  determination  of  the  appeal. 
The  hearings  were  extended  over  a 
considerable  period,  and  a  large 
amount  of  testimony  was  taken  on 
the  question  of  the  value  of  the  com- 
pany's property  used  and  useful  for 
the  service.  After  consideration  of 
this  testimony  and  argument  there- 
on, the  commission  found  that  the 
rates  fixed  by  the  ordinance  were 
unjust  and  unreasonable,  and  ought 
not  to  be  ratified,  and  ordered  that 
the  rates  and  charges  should  be 
fixed  at  not  exceeding  36  cents  per 
1,000  feet,  with  a  discount  of  2 
cents  per  thousand  if  paid  on  or  be- 
fore the  lOtfa  of  the  month  next 
following,  and  in  addition  thereto 
a  ''readiness-toi-serve  charge"  to  the 
distributing  company  of  20  cents 
per  meter  per  monlji.  As  stated, 
this  proceeding  is  brought  to  re- 
verse or  modify  tiiat  order. 

Messrs.  Freonan  T.  Eagleson  and 
L.  B.  Denning  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs.  John  G.  Price,  Attorney 
General,  and  Edward  E.  Com,  for  de- 
fendant in  error  Commission: 

The  "readiness-to-serve"  charge  is 
now,  without  exception,  recognized, 
and  is  the  fairest  and  most  equitable 
way  of  fixing  rates. 

State  V.  Sloan,  139  La.  882,  P.U.R. 
1916E,  1014,  72  So.  428;  Ben  Avon  v. 
Ohio  Valley  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1917C,  421 ;  Greensburg  v.  West  More- 
land  Water  Co.  (Pa.)  P.U.R.1918E, 
713;  Re  Hackensack  Water  Co.  (N.  J.) 
P.U.R.1917E,  179;  Re  Ocean  County 
Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1919B,  874:  Re 
New  Jersey  Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R. 
1918B,  438 ;  Re  New  York  &  Q.  E.  L. 
ft  P.  Co.  (N.  Y.  1st  Dist.)  P.U.R.1917D, 
778;  Wisconsin  Railroad  Commission, 
2  Wis.  R.  C.  24;  Wiseman  v.  Rupert 


Electric  Co.  (Idaho)  P.U.R.1919A, 
562;  Re  Manitowoc  Gas  Co.  (Wis.) 
P.U.R.1918A,  710;  San  Francisco  v. 
Spring  Valley  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  P.U.R. 
1919A,  427;  Landon  v.  Lawrence 
(Kan.)  P.U.R.1915E,  798;  Hartford  v. 
Hartford  City  Gaslight  Co.  (Conn.) 
P.U.R.1920F,  840;  Re  City  Ught  & 
Traction  Co.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1918F,  949; 
Pekin  v.  Pekin  Waterworks  Co,  (111.) 
P.U.R.1917C,  866;  Re  Indiana  Power 
&  Water  Co.  (Ind.)  P.U.R.1918A,  720. 
Messrs.  F.  R  Hogne  and  Harry  E. 
Hammar  for  the  city  of  Ashtabula. 

Johnson,  J.,  filed  the  following 
opinion : 

The  record  contains  considerable 
testimony  which  was  offered  touch- 
ing the  contentions  of  the  different 
parties.  The  results  of  extensive 
examinations  by  experts,  officers 
of  the  gas  company,  and  other  wit- 
nesses were  produced.  We  have  al- 
so had  the  benefit  of  the  written 
opinion  of  the  commission,  from 
which  it  appears  that  that  body,  in 
the  consideration  of  the  case,  pro- 
ceeded in  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  which 
defines  its  duties.  In  the  effort  to 
arrive  at  a  just  and  reasonable 
rate  as  required  by  Hie  statute,  it 
ascertained  values,  costs,  expenses, 
depreciation,  and  the  other  elements 
which  are  essential  to  approximate- 
ly a  correct  result. 

Before  this  court  will  interfere 
with  an  order  of  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  it  must  appear  from  a 
consideration  of  the  record  that  its 
action  was  unlawful  or  unreason- 
able. From  a  careful  examination 
of  the  evidence  and  briefs  of  coun- 
sel, we  are  not  able  to  say  that  the 
order  of  the  commission,  fixing  the 
rate  which  the  company  was  entitled 
to  charge  for  gas  at  36  cents  per 
1,000  cubic  feet,  with  a  discount 
of  2  cents  per  thousand  if  paid  on 
or  before  the  10th  day  of  the  month, 
was  unreasonable  or  unlawful.  We 
think  that  portion  of  its  order  was 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  rea- 
sons given  by  the  commission  in  its 
opinion  are  convincing,  and  are  suf- 
ficient on  that  part  of  its  order. 
But  the  order  contains  the  further 
provision  that  there  shall  be  paid. 
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*%  addition  thereto^  a  readinecu^to* 
serve  charge  to  the  distributing 
company  of  20  centa  per  meter  per 
month.''  . 

The  city  contenda  that  the  incln* 
don  of  the  charge  referred  to  is  un« 
reasonable  and  unlawful.    It  must 
be  conceded  that  there  has  been  con* 
siderable  confusion  and  inaptneas 
in  the  use  of  the  tenna  ^'mininium 
diarge''  and  "'readiness  to  serve/'  in 
eomieetion  with  public  utilities  rate 
flzing*    The  terminology  involved 
in  the  entire  aubjeet  is  as  yet>  too 
indefimte  and  extensive.    But  there 
is  not  much  dispute  eoaceraitig  the 
meaning  of  the  term  'Minimum 
charge,"  aa  Jipplied  to  that  service. 
In  substance  it  means  the  minimfum 
monthly  bill  which  will  be  rendered 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  the 
consumer  has  used  sufficient  of  the 
commodity  to  make  np-that  sum  at 
the  agreed;  rate.    If  the  >conaumer 
uses  as  much  of  the  gas  as  will 
make  up^  this  minimum  charge^  or 
more,  the  minimum  charge  is  sb^ 
BDTbed  in  that  sum.    It  meJEins  8im« 
ply  that  the  consumer  binds  himself 
to  pay  for  ''at  least"  ao  much  of  the 
conmiodity     during    each    month. 
It  is  manifest  that  the  main  purpose 
of  the  minimum  charge  is  to  make 
sure  that  each  consumer  shall  bear 
a  proper  proportion  of  the  expanse 
incurred  in  the  furnishing  of  the 
commodity  or  service.   The  consume 
er,  havingr  become  a  customer  of 
the  company,  simply  stands  in  the 
attitude  of  having  agreed  that  he 
will  pay  for  ''at  least"  so  much  per 
month  whether  he  has  used  that 
much  or  not.    It  is  easy  to  under- 
stand that  many  customers  do  not 
at  times  use  sufficient  service' to  tn- 
ear  a  bill  lai^  enough  to  meet  thdr 
proper  part  of  the  ibced  expenses  of 
the  company  in  furnishing  the  serv^ 
iee.    It  seems  clear,  therefore,  that 
a  minimum  charge  is  not  only  lieces^ 
sary  to  eompensate  the  company, 
bat  that  it  is  equitable  and  just  as 
between  th(^  company  and  all  of  the 
ecmsomers  taken  collectively.    As  to' 
the    "readiness-to-serve     charge,** 
while  there  is  some  difference  in  the 
statements  of  different  experts  and 


other  authorities  and  reported  cases, 
there  is  general  agreement  that  the 
^readiness^to-serve  charge-'  has 
been  understood  to  cover  the  cost  in- 
curred by  the  utility  in  holding  it- 
self in  constant. readiness  to  render 
the  aervice,  without  reference  to  the 
delivery  if  any  of  tihe  commodity  or 
the  rendering  of  any  of  the  service, 
it  being  understood  that  for  ttie 
actual  commodity  or  service  ren- 
dered or  used  payment  shall  be  made 
by  additional  rate  schedule. 

Now,  as  stat^,  the  order  of  ihe 
commission  in  this  case,  after  fixing 
the  thte  of  36  cents  per  thousand, 
is  that  there  diall  be  ^Mn  addition 
thereto  a  reltdiness-to-serve  charge 
to  the  distributing  company  of  20 
cents  per  meter  per  month/*  It  will 
be  observed  that  there  is  in  this 
clause  the  simple  provision  that 
there  shall  be  paid  to  the  company 
20  cento  per  meter  per  montti  in 
addition  to  the  amount  due  for  gas 
used.  There  is  nothing  in  addition 
to  this  to  indicate  what  is  meant 
by  the  term  ''-readinefi»-to-serve 
charge.'' 

Section  d3!29.  General  Code,  con- 
tains the  provision  that  lib  gas  com- 
pany shall  charge  rent  for  meters. 

Section  3982,  Generid  Code,  pro- 
vides that  the  council  may  regulate 
and  fix  the  price  which  such  com- 
panies iAiall  charge  fot  the  rent  of 
their  >meters,  and  such  ordinance 
may  provide  that  such  price  shall 
include  the  use  of  meters  to  be  fur- 
nished by  the  comx>anies,  and  in  such 
case  meters  shall  be  furnished  and 
kept  in  repaii"  by  the  company,  and 
no  separate  charge  shall  be  made, 
either  directly  or  Indirectly,  for  the 
uae  or  repair  of  them. 

In '  the  oiviinahce  appealed  from 
th«re  was  a  provision  that  the  com- 
pany might  collect  as  a  "readiness- 
to-serve  charge"  for  each  meter, 
each  month,  such  sum  as,  added  to 
the  net  gas  bill  for  such  month,  will 
make  a  total  of  25  cents,  but  if  the 
net  gas  bill  registered  by  the  meter 
for  any  one  month  amolints  to  25 
cents  or  more  Ao  readiness-to-serve 
charge  shall  be  charged  during  said 
month. 
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;.'It  17^11  ,be  otMierved  that  this  is 
simply  and  only  a  minunuqi  charge; 
that  is,  that  each  customer  agrees 
to  pay  at  least  .26  cents  a  month. 
If  he  uses :  that  or  more  there  is  no 
ready-to-servei  charge^  but.it  is  ab- 
sorbed'in  the  bill.  •  Butan  the  ordeit 
of  the  commission,  it  ist;provided 
that,  in  addition:  to  the^rate  fixed, 
there  shaU  be  a  ''readiness4o*serve 
charge"  of  20. cents  per  meter  per 
montib,.  which  is,  of  course,- a  very 
different  thing:  ;  Whatever  the  biU 
tot  any  meinth  may  be  tiie.diarge 
ift  added. 

By  the  provisions  of  §|  614-44, 
General  Code,:  the  'city  Ashtabulai 
was  empowered  to-;fix.the>rate  and 
do  the  things  provided  for  in.  §§ 
3982  and  3988,  G^eral  Code.  These 
sections  provide  that  the  council  may 
from  time  to.  time  regulate  'the  pride 
of  gas,  etc.,  and  also .  contain  the 
provision  as  to  regulating  the  charge 
for  meters  which  is  above  referred 
to.  The  ordinance  did  not  f egulate 
or  fix  the  priee  which  the  company 
could  charge  for  the  rent  of  mfeters; 
In  legal  effect  it  simply  provided 
for  a  rate  to  be  charged  for  gas,  and 
required  the  use  of  at  least  so  much 
at  that  rate.  That  ordinance  was 
the  thing  appealed  from. 

Section  614^6  provides  that  if 
the  commission  shall  be  of  the  opin-> 
ion  that  the  rate,  etc.,  so  fixed  by  or- 
dinance, is  or  will  be  unjust  or  un- 
reasonable or  insufficient  to  yield 
reasonable  compensation,  it  shall, 
under  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
detail  in  the  section,  proceed  to  fix 
and  determine  the  just  and  reason- 
able rate,  etc.,  to  be  charged  during 
the  time  fixed  by  the  ordinance.  In> 
this  case  the  order  of  the  commission 
not  only  found  that  the  rate  fixed  by 
the  ordinance  was  unjust  and  un- 
reasonable, and  fixed  a  rate  which 
it  found  to  be  just  and  reasonable; 
but  made  the  additional  charge  de- 
scribed. 

It  is  contended  that  by  the  pro- 
visions of  §  614-17  authority  was 
given  to  naake  the  addition  of  the 
"readiness-to-serve  charge'*  referred 
to.  That  section  contains  the  provi- 
sion that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  be 


to  piohibife  a  public  utility 
from  entering  into  any  reasonabte 
arrangement( .  witii  its  customers, 
consumers,  or  employees  for  the 
division  or  distribution  of  its 
surplus  profits,  or  providing  for 
a  sliding  scale  of  charges,  or  pro- 
viding for  a  minimum  charge  for 
service  to  be  rendered,  unleas 
such  minimum  charge  is  made  or 
prohibited  by  the  terms  of  the 
franchise,  grant,  qr  ooxlinance  un-» 
der  which  the  utility  isVoperated, 
the  classification  of  servtciel  based  up^ 
on  the  quantity  used,  13ie  time  when 
used,  the  purpose  for  Which  used^ 
duration  of  use,  and  any  ofiier  con- 
sideration, or  providing' any  other 
financial  device  that  may  be  prac- 
ticable or  advantageous  to  the  par- 
ties interested. 

'  The  section  provides  that  such 
arrangement,  etc.,  shall  be  first  filed 
with  the  commission  and  approved 
by  it  before  it  is  effective.  It  will 
be  observed  that  by  this  section 
there  is  an  express  provision  allow- 
ing a  minimum  charge,  unless  it  is 
fifiade  or  prohibited  by  the  ordinance 
under  which  the  utihty  is  operated. 
There  is  no  mention  of  a  provision 
for'  a  "readiness-to^^serve  charge,'' 
and  the  presumption  is  that  none 
was  intended  to  be  included  or  im- 
plied, unless  the  language  "provid-^ 
ing  any  other  financial  device''  per- 
mits a  readiness-to-serve  charge. 
This  language,  "any  other  financial 
device  that  may  be  practicable  or 
advantageous  to  the  parties  inter- 
ested," is  extremely  vague  and  in- 
definite, and  we  do  not  feel  warrant- 
ed to  hold  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended by  such  language  to  grant 
the  privilege  to  make  material 
additions  to  the  just  and  reasonable 
tate  which  the  public  is  required  to 
pay  for  the  service  of  the  public 
utility,  which  just  and  reasonable 
rate  is  fixed  (when  appeal  is  taken 
from  ordinances  fixing  rates)  hy 
the  commission  in  the  specific  man- 
ner laid  down  in  §  614-46,  General 
Code.  As  we  have  seen,  the  mini- 
mum charge,  which  is  provided  for 
with  due  regard  to  the  circumstan- 
ces, is  just  and  reasonable. 
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Moreover,  as  pointed  out^  §  614^  .  thus    modifiedy    the   order   of   the 
17,  General  Code,  above  l>ef erred  iii, '  OcmimissMtm  "WitL  be  aflbrmed. 
contains  an  express  provision  allow-  '      Order  modified  and  affirmed  as 
ing  a  minimum  charje/'i|i)le8»mad^.*  niodiiiiQ^'     ).^  I 
or  prohibited  by  the  ordinance/'         Nichob,  Ch.  J.,  and  Wanamaker 
1^18  ordinance  contems  what  is  tnr"  ^nd  Robinson,  JJ.,  concur, 
effect  a  minimufft  fc^rfipe, )1>iei«*. lit    :  ^  ^...^.'  :  i,  ;  i  •  >        .    xu    •  ^ 
is  denominated  a  readiness-to-serve, .      Mattllias,  J.,  concurs  m  the  judg- 
charge    in    the   ordinance.      It   isj,  nient. 
•*made  by  the  ordinance,'*  and  cart-       'Merrell,  J,,  not  participating. 

lowi,  frnm  tb«  nUin  ,ninH.ii«An  ...f     the  following  Per  CuTUun  response 


lows  from  the  plain  inapKaattoii<'iOf 
the  statute. 

The  commission  found  that  the 
rates  fteed;by  the  ordinance  w^rt^m^ 
just  and  pureasimable. «  Aa  pointed 
out,  it  ori)er€|d  that  the  rat^  s]^uld; 


was  ¥ahdbd  down  June  7,  1921 : 

The.  .^Qurt  ^^6r,^a .ta/'tbe  .yiewv 
stated  in  the  opinion ,  filed  ]^erein 
af t^r  ^e  former  hearing  .  of  the 
case;  but,  inasmuch  as  the  c6mmis- 


"be  fixed  at  not  exceeding  36  cents     «on/ow  asserts  that  the  language 
ner    1 000    f^et    and    in  ^difW  former  ordet  inadvertently 

of  20  cents  per  meter  per  month,     ^.'^F^f^^KJ''  addition  to  the  just 
The  effect  of  this  was  to  «et  ^Me^ '  l^lf^fWl^ V^^tT"*"*  ^  ^"^i 

that  the  language  of  the  order  of  the 


the  minimum  charge  :fixed  by  the 
ordinance  and  to  insert  ia.its  plaae 
the  readiness-to-serve  charge  re- 
ferred to. 

We  think  it  cleajT  that  the  pprtion 
of  the  commission's  order  touching 
the  readinesa-'to-serve  charge  and 

p>Mie  aer^iec  setti^fiT  aside  the 
«orpoMtfoa^  mininfium  'Charge 
SiSSI*"^***       was  not,  under  /Hie 

facts  and  cihrum- 
stances  of  this  case,  authorized  by 
oar  statutes.  And  it  is  ^eU  settleq 
that  the  comndission  has  only  siich 
authority  as  js  corif  er^-ed  by  the.  stai- 
ntes  which  caieated  it  and  which  dor 
fine  ite  powers  and  duties. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  wiH 
be  modified  by  striking  out  the  por- 
tion thereof  wTiich  refers  -  to'  -the 
readiness-to-serve  cbarge  and  in- 
serting therein  that  portion  of.  the 
ordinance  in  question  which  follows 
the  clause  fixing  the  jrat^  and^  as 
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commission  conveys  k  fheaning  not 
intended  by  the  commission,  it  is 
ordered  and  adifudged  ttiat  the  or- 
der heretofore  madte  by*  this  court 
herein  be  set  aside,  and  that  this 
cause  be  remanded  to  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  with  instruc- 
tions- to  fix  a  just  and  reasonable 
rate\  in  accorda^ce  with  the  statute 
and  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

'  Johnson^  Hough,  Robinson,  and 
M  atlhias,  JJ.,  concur. 

'  Marshall,  Ch.'  J.,  took  no  part  in 
the  consideration  or  decision  of  the 

case, 

. ,   ..  •    ...    ■ 

WOTCL 
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.  The  validity  of  service  charge  for 
gas  meters  is  the  subject  of  the  an- 
notation following  BIVEL14  V*  Pbovi- 
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FRANK  J.  Riy£I4iI  et  aL,  Appts^ 

V. 

PROVI0ENCB  GAS  GOMPAKY. 


» • 


CITY  COUNCIL  OF  CRANSTON,  Appt, 

■       .  V.      ■. 

SAME. 

(—  B.  L  — >  115  Atl.  461.) 

Gas  —  yalidity  df  Mrvice  charge. 

The  imposition  of  a  service  charge  upon  emA  consumer  hf  a  gas  eom- 
pany  is  not  unreasonable  or  prohibited  by  a  statute  imposing  a  penalty  on 
a  gas  company  which  shall  collect  a  larger  sum^  for  gas  than  appears  to 
be  due  by  inspection  of  the  meter  put  in  to  register  the  consumption. 

ISee  UQte  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  225.] 


Separate  appeals  by  complainants  from  an  order  and  decree  of  ihe 
Public  Utilities  Commission  dismissing  their  complaints  against  certain 
schedules  filed  by  the  respondent  gas  company  with  the  commission. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mr.  Frank  J.  RiveUi*  in  propria  perr     service  charge  is  not  unreasonable,  un- 


sona : 

The  service  charge,  so  called,  is  un- 
reasonable, unjust,  and  unlawful. 

Montgomery  Light  &  Water  Power 
Co.  V.  Watts,  165  Ala.  870,  26  L.RJI. 
(N.S.)  1109,  188  Am.  St.  Rep.  71,  61 
So.  726 ;  LfOUisville  Gas  Co.  V.  Dulaney, 
100  Ky.  405,  86  L.R.A.  125,  88  S.  W. 
703;  Buffalo  v.  Buffalo  Gas  Co.  81 
App.  Div.  505,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  1098; 
People  ex  rel.  McAuliffe  v.  New  York 
City,  129  App.  Div.  551, 114  N.  Y.  Supp. 
312;  Montgomery  v.  McDade,  180  Ala^ 
156,  60  So.  797 ;  Capital  Gas  ft  E.  Light 
Co.  V.  Gaines,  20  Ky.  U  Rep.  1464, 49  S. 
W.  462 ;  Re  Rochester  Gas  &  E.  Corp. 
(N.  Y.)  P.UJR.1921A,  415;  Re  Hannes 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (N.  D.)  P,U.R.1921B, 
396;  2  Wyman,  Pub.  Serv.  Corp.  § 
1251;  Re  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co. 
(Idaho)  P.U.R.1918D,  665;  Re  Port- 
land Gaslight  Co.  (Me.)  P.U.R.1921B, 
675  (abstract) ;  Re  Stadtlander  v.  New 
York  Edison  Co.  (N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1915B, 
685;  Re  Heisen  (111.)  P.U.R.1917B, 
644;  Re  Portland  Gaslight  Co.  (Me.) 
P.U.R.1919F,  148. 

Mr.  Frank  H.  Wildes  for  appellant 
city  council. 

Messrs.  Harold  W.  Thatcher^  Frank 
H.  Swan,  and  Swan,  Keeney,  &  Smith, 
for  appellee: 

The  establishment  of  a  so-called 


lawful,  or  discriminatory. 

Brown's  Directory  of  Am.  Gas.  Co. 
1921  ed.  p.  1015;  Re  Consolidated  Gas 
£.  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Md.)  P.UJt.l921D,  5; 
Re  Grand  Haven  (Mich.)  P.U.R. 
1921D,  818;  Re  New  Jersey  Gas  Co. 
(N.  J.).  P.U.R.1918B,  488;  Re  Roch- 
ester Ga^  &  E.  Corp.  (N.  Y.  2d  Dist.) 
P.U.R.1921A,  415;  Sellersville  v.  High- 
land Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  P.UJR.1920A,  321 ; 
Providence  v.  Providence  Gas  Co.  (R. 
L)  P.U.R.1921D,  842;  Re  UUh  Gas  & 
Coke  Co.  (Utah)  P.U.R.1919D,  645; 
Re  Middleboume  Gas  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
P.U.R.1917F,  742  (abstract) ;  State  v. 
Sloan,  139  La.  881,  P.U.R.1916E,  1014, 
72  So.  428;  Re  City  Light  &  Traction 
(3o.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1918F,  949;  Hartford 
V.  Hartford  City  Gaslight  Co.  (Conn.) 
P.UJ1.1920F,  840;  Kinch  v.  Concord 
Light  &  P.  CJo.  (N.  H.)  P,U.R.1919B, 
884;  Re  Ashtabula  Gas  Co.  (Ohio) 
P.U.R.1917D,  801;  Re  Ocean  County 
Gas  Co.  (N.  J.)  P.U.R.1919B,  878; 
Little  Rock  R.  ft  Electric  Co.  v.  New- 
man,  91  Ark.  89,  120  S.  W.  824. 

Sweeney,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

These  are  appeals  from  an  order 
and  decree  of  the  public  utilitiea 
commission  dismissing  the  com- 
plaints of  the  appellants,  and  are 
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hetrd  together  in  this  court  upon 
the  transcript  of  the  evidence  taken 
before  said  commission. 

The  reason  for  the  complaints  was 
Uie  filing,  April  14,  1920,  by  the 
Providoice  Gas  Company  with  the 
commission,  of  a  schedule  of  rates 
to  take  effect  May  17,  1920.  The 
schedule  of  rates  thus  filed  increased 
the  rates  for  gas,  provided  for  a 
service  charge  of  60  cents  for  each 
met^  each  month,  and  lowered  the 
standard  of  the  gas. 

The  appellants  filed  objections  to 
the  proposed  schedule  with  llie  com- 
mission, and  the  city  council  jot 
Providence  also  filed  its  c^jecticma 
to  the  proposed  rates.  AU  of  said 
(di>jections  were  heard  together  by 
said  commission  in  July,  1920,  and 
at  the  same  time  the  gas  company 
was  given  an  opportunity  to  intro* 
duce  testimony  to  justify  the 
changes  made  by  its  proposed  sched* 
Die.  Ei£^t  days  were  occupied  in 
presenting  testimony  or  reading  ex- 
hibits, and  the  transcript  of  l^e 
evidence  produced  in  this  court  is 
voluminous. 

The  commission  made  a  careful 
examination  and  analysis  of  the  evi- 
dence presented  to  it,  and  found  that 
the  gas  company  had  sustained  the 
burden  of  proof  imposed  upon  it 
by  showing  the  necessity  for  the 
increased  rate;  that  the  service 
charge  was  reasonable;  that  the 
schedule  of  rates  as  filed  was  just 
and  reasonable;  and  that  the  re- 
duction in  the  standard  of  gas,  un- 
der the  conditions  then  confronting 
the  company,  was  necessary^  and 
denied  and  dismissed  the  complaints 
on  the  14th  day  of  May,  1921. 

The  city  council  of  Providence 
claimed  no  appeal  from  this  action, 
but  the  cily  council  of  Cranston  and 
the  complainants  Rivelli  and  others 
duly  claimed  appeals  therefrom  to 
this  court. 

The  appellants  daim  in  their  rea^ 
sons  of  appeal  that  the  imposition 
of  the  service  charge  is  illegal  and 
unreasonable,  that  the  lowering  of 
the  standard  of  gas  is  unreasonable, 
and  that  the  proposed  schedule  of 
rates  is  unjustly  discriminatory. 
The  schedule  of  rates  was  filed  by 
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the  gas  company  with  the  commis- 
sion as  required  by  §  48,  chap.  795, 
Public  Laws  1912,  known  as  the 
Public  Utilities  Act,  which  provides, 
among  other  things,  that  no  change 
shall  be  made  in  existing  rates,  ex- 
cepting after  thirty  days'  notice  to 
the  commission  and  to  the  public  of 
the  changes  proposed  to  be  made  in 
the  schedule  then  in  effect,  and  the 
time  when  the  change  of  rates  will 
go  into  effect.  The  commission  has 
no  authority  to  fix  rates  for  a  pub- 
lic utility  excepting  when,  tdter  a 
hearing  and  investigation,  it  finds 
that  the  existing  rates  are  unjust, 
unreasonable,  insuflScient,  or  unjust- 
ly discriminatory,  or  to  be  preferen- 
tial or  otherwise  in  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  said  Public  Utilities 
Act,  §  21,  chap.  795,  Public  Laws 
1912. 

The  commission  found  that  the 
service  charge  made  by  the  com- 
pany, in  the  schedule  of  rates  under 
consideration,  was  reasonable,  and 
that  if  such  a  charge  was  not 
made  it  would  be  necessary  to 
directly  increase  the  price  of  gas. 

The  appellants  now  claim  that  the 
service  charge  is  illegal  because  it 
is  in  violation  of  §  53,  chap.  345, 
General  Laws  1909,  which  provides, 
among  other  things,  that  every  per- 
son or  corporation  who  shall  wil- 
fully collect  a  larger  sum  for  gas 
than  appears  to  be  due  on  inspec- 
tion of  the  meter  put  in  to  register 
the  same  shall  be  fined  not  exceed- 
ing $500.  This  law  does  not  penal- 
ize the  collection  of 

a  service  charge.  S^I^^ill^eT' 
It  only  provides  a 
penalty  on  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion for  wilfully  furnishing  a  meter 
which  does  not  correctly  register 
the  quantity  of  gas  consumed,  or 
who  collects  a  larger  sum  of  money 
for  gas  than  appears  to  be  due  upon 
an  inspection  of  the  meter.  It  im- 
poses a  penalty  for  using  meters 
incorrectly  registering  the  amount 
of  gas  consumed,  or  for  wilfully 
collecting  money  for  gas  not  shown 
by  the  meter  to  have  been  consumed. 
The  service  charge  is  a  uniform 
charge  to  all  customers  which,  to- 
gether with  another  charge  based 
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upon  ihe  atnount  of  gas  oonsuioied  as 
shown  by  the  meter,  constitutes  the 
entire  amount  to  be  paid.  The  serv- 
ice charge  is  an  equal  disti:ibuti6h 
of  those  burdens  incident  to  the 
mani^aoture  and  distribution  of 
gas  which  should  be  borne  by  all 
Isonsum^rs,  irrespective  of  the  quan- 
tity used.  The  eonsiuner  of.  gas 
pays:  his,  equalised  cost  of  the  serv- 
ice^ and  neither  this  small  consumer 
nor  the '  large  >oncii  is .  compelled  to 
carr3^ia  load  tiiat  should  be  shared 
by  bdth.  ' 

: .  The  principle  of  the  service  diarge 
Jias  b^  allowed  by  many  public 
utilities-  commissions  lliroughout 
the  United  States  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  equitable  and  just.  In  the  case 
of  the  Rochester  Gas  &  E.  Corp.  (N; 
Y;ad  Dist.)  P.U.B.1921A,  p,  416, 
at  page  420»  in  allowing  a  service 
chlirgei;  the  commission  said :  ''The 
corporation  provides  and  installs 
meters  and  it  bears  the  expense  of 
tiie  pipe  from  the  main  to  Uie  prop^ 
erty  line.  Here  is:  an  investanent 
upon  which  it  is  entitled  to  a  return, 
and  which  is  constant  whether  gas 
is  used  or  not  used.  Meters  must 
be  inspected  and  kept  in  repair  and 
so  must  the  service  pipes.  Meters 
must  be  reiad  whether  gas  is  used  or 
not,  accounts  must  be  kept  with  the 
individual  consumer,  and  bills  must 
be  rendered  and  accounts  collected. 
While  the  rendition  and  collection 
of  bills  are  not  regardless  of  whether 
any  gas  is  consumed,  the  expense  in 
no  wise  relates  to  the  amount  of  the 
consumption,  and  it  is  therefore  a 
dhai*^  wlUch  should  be  distributed 
among  the  customers  as  a  total.  Me- 
ters and  services  depreciate  regard- 
less of  the  consumption,  and  the  to->' 
tal  depreciation  depends  upon  the 
number  of  meters  and  number  of 
services.'*  * 

It  would  be  possible  to  Increase 
the  raftes  for  furnishing  gas  used  so 
as  to  t  cover  the  service  charge^ 
When  the  consumer  uses  such  a 
smidl  quantity- of  gas  that  the  profit 
upon  it  will  not  defray  the  costs  of' 
serving  him  with  it,  it  is  not  unrea- 
sonable that  he  should  be  required 
to  pay  for  such  service  in  ^idditrion^ 
to^ying for  thegasused'by  Mm.  '  i 


The  commission  fotind  ttiAt  the 
jedufction  in  the  standard  of  fios  was 
necessary  under  theconditionff then 
confronting  the  companyv  'Hte  com- 
pany presented  testimony  to  show 
that  it  has  ample  equipment^  to  prci- 
duce  coal  gas  and  water  gas  in  suffi- 
cient quantities  to  Meet  tibe  require- 
ments of  the  people  living  withiiv  the 
territory .  served  by  it:  It  Was  also 
shown  that  owing' to  the  extraordi* 
•nary  conditions  then  existing  it  was 
impossible  for  the  company  to  get 
its  necessary  supply  of  gas  ooal  and 
oil  to  produce  coal  gas  and  'water 
gas  at  prices  suffidently  low  to  en- 
able to  continue  to^  sell  gas  to  its 
consumeri^  at  the  i  proposed  rate» 
without  lowering' the  standard  or 
quality  of  the  gas.  The  testimony 
also  showed  that  the  lowering  of  the 
standard  of  gas  would  affect  the  use 
of  gas  for  illuminating  purposes  but 
slightly,  as  only  S  per  cent  of  the 
gas.  manufactured  is  used  for  this 
purpose,  and  the  objection  to  the 
lower  standard  of  gas  could  be  eas- 
ily overcome  by  the  use  of 'mantles 
instead  of  using  the  open  flame  burn- 
er; and  that  the  lower  standard 
of  gas  would  affect  but  little  its  use 
for  heating  or  industrial  purposes. 

The  claim  that  the  schedule  of 
irates  is  unjustly  discriminatory  is 
based  upon  the  claim  that  the  serv- 
ice charge  is  illegal  and  places  an 
imjust  burden  upon  the  so^^Ued 
^'small  consumer."  Inasmuch  as  we 
have  held  that  the  service  charge  ia 
legal  and  applies  to  all  consumers 
alike,  it  cannot  be  held  to  be  unjust- 
ly discriminatory. 

An  analysis  of  the  testimony  is 
stated  at  length  in  the  opinion  of 
the  commission,  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  incorporate  it  in  this  opin- 
ion. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  facts,  as  shown  by  the  testimony 
and  the  law  applicable  theret6^,  the 
court  is  of  the' opinion  that  the 
claims  made  by  the  appellants  ttak-^ 
not  be  sustained,  and  therefore  the* 
order  and  decree  of  the  Public  Utili- 
ties Commission  appeialed  from  is 
[Sustained  and  affirmed,  atd  t^e  ap- 
peals therefrom  artf  denied  attd  dia* 
mfesed.     .        :  if  '  > 
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Validity  of  service  diarge  for  gas  meter* 


In  the  absence  of  statutory  or  con- 
tract regulation  of  the  subject, 
it  seems  that  a  gas  company  may 
make,  under  ordinary  circumstances, 
a  reasonable  service  charge  for  the 
use  or  rental  of  its  meters.  .  Thus» 
in  Smith  v.  Capital  Gas  Co.  (1901) 
132  CaL  209,  54  LJEI.A.  769,  64  Pac. 
258,  holding  that  it  is  not  an  unlaw- 
ful discrimination  to  require  such  a 
payment  from  a  consi^mer  who  uses 
but  a  small  quantity  of  gas,  although 
larger  consumers  are  not  charged 
therewith,  the  court  said:  *'There 
can  be  no  doubt  ...  of  the  right 
of  gas  companies,  ordinarily,  to 
charge  rent  for  meters.** 

In  upholding  a  rule  or  regulation  of 
a  gas  company  prescribing  payment 
by  the  consumer  of  a  certain  sum 
per  month  as  meter  rent  where  the 
amount  of  gas  used  was  less  than  500 
cubic  feet,  which  was  attacked  as  un- 
reasonable, the  court,  in  State  ex  rel. 
Weise  v.  Sedalia  Gaslight  Co.  (1889) 
34  Mo.  App.  501,  said :  ''Can  it  be  said 
that  this  charge  of  $1.25  per  month 
on  a  consumer  of  less  than  500  cubic 
feet  of  gas  is  unreasonable?  We 
think  it  is  not  unjust  or  unreasonable. 
The  evident  purpose  of  this  rule  was 
to  exact  fair  compensation  from  those 
requiring  gas  connection  and .  gas 
furnished  at  hand,  though  th^  amount 
consumed  should  be  very  small,  al- 
most nominal.  It  is  a  matter  of  com- 
mon knowledge  that  to  furnish  the 
gas  at  hand  for  the  very  small  or 
nominal  consumer  requires  the  same 
outlay,  in  the  way  of  a  meter,  peri- 
odical inspection,  apd  .repairs,  with 
weekly  or  monthly  visitations,  that 
is  required  of  very  large  consumers. 
The  same  investment  and  the  .  same 
care  and  oversights  are  required 
where  the  gas  monthly  consumed 
shall  not  exceed  10  cubic  feet  or  even 
1  cubic  foot,  as  where  the  amount 
used  may  be  10,000  cubic  feet.  At 
the  rate  charged;  then  in  Sedalia,  as, 
alleged  ia  relator's.  cQinpl|tio1t>  the  gas. 
company  rw/ottldb  te  trequiredto  ,iiiv4st 
20  A.L.K.^15. 


and  expend,  for  the  benefit  of  this 
merely  nominal  consumer,  more  dol- 
lars than  cents  received." 

In  RiVELLi  V.  Pbovidencb  Gas  Co. 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  222,  ,it  is 
held  that  as  the  imposition  of  a 
monthly  service  charge  for  gas  meters 
is  but  a  fair  and  equal  distribution  of 
those  burdens  incident  to  the  manu- 
facture and  distribution  of  gas  which 
should  be  borne  by  all  consumers, 
irrespective  of  the  quantity  used,  such 
a  charge  is  not  violative  of  a  statute 
providing  that  every  person  or  cor- 
poration who  shall  wilfully  collect  a 
larger  sum  for  gas  than  appears  to 
be  due  on  inspection  of  the  meter 
shall  be  subject  to  fine. 

But  where  the  rate  to  be  charged 
for  gas  is  fixed  by  contract,  ordi- 
nance, or  statute,  a  meter  charge  is 
unauthorized.  Montgomery  Light  & 
Water  Power  Co.  v.  Watts  (1910)  165 
Ala.  370,  26  L.R.A-(N.S.)  1109,  138 
Am.  St.  Rep.  71,  51  So.  726;  Capital 
Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  v.  Gaines  (1899)  20 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1464,  49  S.  W.  462;  State 
ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Columbus\Gaslight 
&  Coke  Co.  (1878)  34  Ohio  St.  572, 
32  Am.  Rep.  390.  Compare  State  ex 
rel.  Weise  v.  Sedalia  Gaslight  Co. 
(Mo.)  supra. 

Thus,  in  Capital  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  v. 
Gaines  (1899)  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1464,  49 
S.  W.  462,  supra,  it  was  held  that  a 
gas  company  had  no  right  to  require^ 
consumers  to  pay  meter  rent  in  ad- 
dition to  the  rate  prescribed  by.  con- 
tract between  the  company  i^nd  the 
municipality  wherein  it  was.  located, 
although  a  usage  existed  at  the  tim^' 
the  contract  was  entered  into  to 
charge  meter  rents,  the  usage  being 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  th^. 
contract. 

In  Montgomery  Light  &  Wat^r 
Power  Co.  v.  W^tts  (Ala.)  supra^  the 
court  said:  ''The  decisions  are  not 
in  harmony  on  this  x|uestion^  though 
it  will  be  found  that  the.  cases* 
generally  which  justify ;PU^h  a  charge, 
are :  based  :  won  Q];dimnp.e&  i^r .  o^n- 
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tracts  differently  worded,  or  upon 
general  principles  without  regard  to 
any  contract, — all  of  which  can  be 
ascertained  from  ta  examination  of 
the  eases  cited  in  appellant's  brief. 
However,  the  ordinance  constitutes 
the  charter  of  the  company,  and  the 
contract  between  it  and  the  city  is 
for  the  benefit  of  the  citizens;  and 
the  reasoning  of  the  cases  which  deny 
such  right  to  the  company  under 
like  circumstances  commends  itself 
to  our  judgment.  It  may  be  admitted 
that,  upon  general  principles,  it 
would  be  reasonable  to  allow  such  a 
rule  where  the  amount  of  gas  con- 
sumed is  so  small  as  to  render  it  un- 
reasonable that  the  company  should 
furnish  a  meter  and  keep  it  up 
for  so  small  an  amount  of  business, 
yet  we  do  not  see  how  a  court  can 
write  into  the  contract  an  additional 
provision.  The  agreement  of  the  com- 
pany is  to  furnish  gas  at  so  much 
per  cubic  foot,  and  that  must  neces- 
sarily mean  that  all  the  means  and 
instrumentalities  necessary  to  furnish 
it  at  those  rates  shall  be  provided  by 
the  company.  It  may  adopt  any 
means,  suitable  and  accurate,  for 
ascertaining  the  number  of  feet  con- 
sumed, and  the  customer  cannot 
direct  or  provide  what  means  shall 
be  used;  his  only  concern  being  that 
he  receives  the  service  and  is  not 
charged  more  than  the  rate  fixed  by 
the  law  or  the  contract.  If  the 
company  desired  the  privilege  of 
charging  more  in  certain  cas.es,  it 
should  have  had  a  provision  to  that 
effect  inserted  in  the  ordinance  be- 
fore it  accepted  the  same.'' 

The  same  rule  obtain^  where  the 
rate  to  be  charged  is  prescribed  by  the 
charter  of  the  gas  company.  Thus, 
in  Louisville  Gas  Co.  v.  Dulaney 
(1897)  100  Ky.  405,  86  L.R.A.  125,  38 
S.  W.  703,  it  was  held  that  a  gas 
company,  having  accepted  its  charter, 
was  bound  by  a  provision  contained 
therein  limiting  the  rate  to  be  charged 
for  gas  furnished  to  a  certain  sum, 
and  could  not  charge,  in  addition 
thereto,  for  the  use  of  meters  which  it 
furnished  consumers  to  measure  the 
gas  supplied  to  them. 

The    exaction    of    a    ^'readiness-to 


serve  charge"  in  addition  to  the  rate 
stipulated  in  a  contract  between  a 
municipality  and  a  gas  company, 
where  the  contract  further  provides 
that  no  meter  rental  shall  be  charged 
by  the  company,  has  been  held  to  be 
violative  of  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
Lima  v.  Public  Utilities  Commission 
(1919)  100  Ohio  St.  416,  126  N.  E.  818. 

But  in  Otsego  v.  Allegan  County 
Gas  Co.  (1918)  208  Mich.  288,  168 
N.  W.  968,  it  appearing  that  the  gas 
company's  charter  provided  that  all 
gas  meters  should  be  furnished  by 
the  company,  free  of  charge,  subject 
to  removal  if  the  consumer  failed  to 
pay  a  certain  minimum  charge  per 
month,  the  court  said:  ''We  cannot 
accept  counsel's  argument  that  a 
meter  charge  is  forbidden  by  §  6. 
A  meter  charge  is  not  forbidden  by 
§  6  in  a  certain  contingency.  The 
meter  in  the  first  instance  must  be 
furnished  free  to  the  consumer,  and 
he  may  use  it  free  of  charge  as 
long  as  he  uses  some  gas  each  month. 
If  he  desires  to  retain  it,  without  us- 
ing any  gas,  he  must  pay  75  cents 
per  month,  or  be  deprived  of  it.  In 
other  words,  the  consumer  is  fur- 
nished a  mechanical  device  free.  He 
may  retain  it  in  one  of  two  ways, — 
either  by  taking  gas  each  month,  or 
paying  75  cents  each  month.  Under 
such  a  regulation  we  think  the 
average  mind  would  conclude  that  he 
was  paying  a  meter  rental,  rather  than 
a  minimum  price  for  gas.  This  was 
the  conclusion  of  the  parties  to  the 
contract,  and  they  dealt  with  each 
other  for  upwards  of  five  years  on 
the  theory  that  this  was  the  proper 
interpretation  of  the  contract." 

In  Ashtabula  Gas  (3o.  v.  Public 
Utilitibs  Commission  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  217,  it  was  held  that 
where  a  minimum  charge  for  service 
to  be  rendered  is  made  or  prohibited 
by  the  ordinance  under  which  a  gas 
company  operates,  it  is  beyond  the 
authority  of  the  Utilities  Com- 
mission to  order  a  ^'readiness-to- 
serve  charge"  of  20  cents  per  meter 
per  month  in  addition  to  the  amount 
due  for  gas  used.  The  court  distin- 
guished such  charge  from  a  charge 
provided  for  by  the  ordinance,  which. 
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although  denominated  a  ''readiness- 

to-serve  charge''  for  each  meter  was 

in  reality  a  minimum  service  charge; 

it,  unlike  the   charge   fixed   by   the 

commission,   being   absorbed    in    the 

bill  for  gas   consumed   if  that   bill 

reaches  a  certain  amount  per  month. 

Under  a  New  York  statute  (Transp. 

Corp.  Law  1890,  §  69;  62  McKinney, 

Consol.  Laws,  p.  42)  prohibiting  the 

charging,  directly  or  indirectly,  of  a 

rental  on  its  gas  meters,  a  minimum 

service  charge  graduated  according  to 

the  size  of  the  meter  has  been  held 

to  be   a    violation    of    the    statute. 

Buffalo  y.  Bu£Falo  Gas  Ck>.  (1908)  81 

App.  Div.  505,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093. 

Bat  in  Rochester  y.  Rochester  Gas 
t  E.  Corp.  (1922)  233  N.  Y.  39,  134 
N.  E.  828,  and  in  North  Hempstead  v. 
Public    Sendee    Commission     (1921) 
199  App.  Diy.  189, 191  N.  Y.  Supp.  394, 
an  order  of  a  public  service  commis- 
sion autiiorizing  a  gas  company  to 
charge    a    certain    rate    per    1,000 
cubic  feet,  together  with  a  monthly 
service  charge  for  each  meter,  was 
held  not  to  violate  the  New  York  stat- 
ute   heretofore     referred     to,     and 
in  the  latter  case   such   order   was 
held  by  the  lower  court  in  (1921)  116 
Misc.    585,    190    N.    Y.    Supp.    794) 
not  to  contravene  a  franchise  provi- 
sion that  the  company  '^shall  furnish 
and  connect  all  meters  free  and  shall 
not  make  a  minimum  charge  to  any 
consumer/' 

And  it  was  held  in  Rochester  v. 
Rochester  Gas  &  E.  Corp.  (N.  Y.) 
supra,  that,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  New  York  Public  Service  Com- 
mission Law,  §  66,  subds.  1,  2,  and  5, 
and  i  66,  subd.  14,  it  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  commission  to 
ioake  such  an  order,  and  that  such  a 
service  charge,  when  reasonably  com- 
puted, and  moderate  in  amount,  did 
not  involve  per  se  an  illegitimate  dis- 
crimination between  classes  of  con- 
sumers. In  replsring  to  the  argu- 
ment that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  com- 
mission was  limited  to  prescribing  the 
charge  for  gas  as  distinguished  from 
the  charge  for  service,'  the  court  said: 
"Ve  find  no  such  limitation  in  the 
statute.  'Every  gas  corporation'  is 
required  to  Varnish  and  provide  such 


service,  instrumentalities,  and  facili- 
ties as  shall  be  safe  and  adequate 
and  in  all  respects  just  and  reason- 
able/ Public  Service  Commission  Law, 
§  65,  subd.  1;  Consol.  Laws,  chap.  48. 
'All  charges  made   or  demanded  by 
any  such  gas  corporation,    .    .    .    for 
gas,    ...    or  any  service  rendered 
or  to  be  rendered,  shall  be  just  and 
reasonable,   and    not   more   than   al- 
lowed by  law  or  by  order  of  the  com- 
mission.'   §  65,  subd.  1.     'Every  un- 
just or  unreasonable  charge  made  or 
demanded  for  gas,    ...    or  any  such 
service,  or  in  connection  therewith,  or 
in  excess  of  that  allowed  by  law  or  by 
the  order  of  the  commission,  is  pro- 
hibited.'   §  65,  subd.  1.    We  are  told 
that    the    plaintiif,    being    a    public 
service  corporation,  is  bound  to  serve, 
and  that  since  it  is  bound  to  serv.e, 
it  may  not  charge  inactive  accounts 
for  maintaining  facilities  for  service. 
The  conclusion  does  not  follow  from 
the  premise.     The  law  imposes  the 
duty  to  establish  connections  for  the 
householder  who  demands  them,  but 
it  does   not  impose  the  duty  either 
to  install  or  to  maintain  gratuitously. 
No  one  is  under  an  obligation  to  per- 
mit connections  to  be  made  between 
his  building  and  the  mains.     If  he 
demands  the  facilities,  with  the  added 
expense  that  follows,  he  thereby  in- 
vites a  service,  and  must  be  numbered 
among   those   for    whom    service    is 
maintained.    The  legislature  has  no- 
where   said,  that    benefit    shall    be 
divorced  from  burden.     On  the  con- 
trary, permission  is  expressly  given  to 
assess  upon  the  householder  the  entire 
cost  of  installing  service  pipes  beyond 
the  street  line   (Transp.  Corp.  Law, 
§  62;  Consol.  Laws,  chap.  63;  Moore  v. 
Champlain    Electric    Co.    (1903)    88 
App.   Div.   289,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.   37), 
and  to  demand  a  deposit  in  advance 
sufficient  to  pay  therefor.    If  there  is 
a  right  to  require  payment  for  instal- 
lation, there  must  be  a  right  to  re- 
quire payment  for  repairs.     If  there 
is  a  right  to  insist  upon  payment  in 
a  lump  sum,  there  must  be  a  right  to 
distribute  the  payment  in  accordance 
with   the   monthly   average   of   cost. 
Even  if  installation  were  at  the  cost 
of  the  company  alone,  this  would  not 
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mean  that  ^a  returir-  upon  the  coat 
would  cease  to  be  a  factor  in  the  com- 
putation of  the  charge  for  service. 
The  burden  of  maintaining  the  agen- 
cies of  distribution  is  to  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  total  body  of 
patrons  for  whose  benefit  the  agencies 
exist.  No  doubt  it  is  to  be  appor- 
tioned fairly  and  reasonably.  But  if 
that  requirement  is  satisfied,  it  is  not 
a  ground  for  complaint  that  each  has 
been  required  to  contribute  his  share 
of  the  expense.  A  service  charge  is 
not  something  in  addition  to  the  price 
that  would  otherwise  be  fair  and 
reasonable.  It  enters  into  the  price 
of  the  commodity,  not  as  an  element 
'of  addition,  but  as  an  item  of  de- 
duction. In  the  case  at  hand,  the 
finding  is  that  if  the  service  charge 
were  dropped,  the  price  of  gas,  now 
11.30  per  1,000  cubic  feet,  would 
become  $1.45.  The  revenues  of  the 
•company  are  the  same  whether  rates 
are  computed  on  the  one  basis  or  the 
other.  The  variance  is  solely  in  the 
distribution  of  the  burden." 
^  And  in  discussing  the  objection  that 
the  service  charge  was  ^unjust  and 
unreasonable  or  unjustly  discrimina- 
tory, regardless  of  the  amount  there- 
of,'' the  court  in  Rochester  v. 
Rochester  Gas  &  E.  Corjp.  supra,  said: 
'The  statute  prohibits  a  gas  corpora- 
tion from  charging,  demanding,  col' 
lecting,  or  receiving  'from  any  person 
or  corporation  a  greater  or  less  com- 
pensation for  gas  ...  or  for  any 
service  rendered  or  to  be  rendered  or 
in  connection  therewith  .  .  .  than 
it  charges,  demands,  collects,  or  re- 
ceives from  any  other  person  or  cor- 
poration for  doing  a  like  and  con- 
temporaneous service  with  respect 
thereto  under  the  same  or  substantial- 
ly similar  circumstances  or  condi- 
tions." Public  Service  Commission 
Law,  §  65,  subd.  2.  Formal  equality 
there  indisputably  is.  The  service 
charge  is  imposed  not  on  some  only, 
but  on  all,  imd  on  all  at  the  same  rate. 
Discrimination,  if  it  exists,  must  in- 
here in  remoter  incidents  or  conse- 
quences. We  start  with  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  truth  that  perfect  equality 
in  operation' as  well  as  in  form  is  not 
to   be   attained  *  by   any  ^  vcheme   of 


rates.  Cll^ssification  is  not  forbidden, 
if  founded  upon  reason,  and  not  upon 
caprice  or  favor.  There  are  those  who 
think  that  a  schedule  which  does 
not  impose  a  service  charge  is  dis- 
criminatory, since  it  shifts  upon  some 
consumers  the  burden  of  carrjring  the 
others.  Occasional  hardships  there 
will  be  with  any  plan.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion largely  of  degree.  The  argu- 
ment against  the  charge  seems  to 
rest  upon  the  assumption  that  unjust 
discrimination  inheres  in  every  rate 
that  is  not  a  flat  or  uniform  rate  for 
every  foot  of  gas  supplied.  The  scale 
of  charges  must  not  be  graduated,  it 
is  said,  so  as  to  adapt  the  payment 
to  the  cost.  But  that  has  never  been 
the  rule  of  rate  making  for  pub- 
lic service  corporations.  Varying 
charges  are  not  prohibited  always  and 
everywhere,  but  only  varying  charges 
for  like  services  in  substantially 
similar  circumstances  or  conditions. 
The  conunuter  does  nat  pay  the  same 
rate  as  the  occasional  traveler.  The 
shipper  by  carload  is  not  charged  as 
the  shipper  of  a  single  package. 
Telephone  rates  per  message  are 
lowered  as  the  number  of  messages 
increases.  Gf.  New  York  Teleph.  Co. 
V.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  (1911)  202  N.  Y. 
602,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  560,  96  N.  E.  109. 
Charges  for  water  vary  with  the 
quantity  consumed.  Silkman  v.  Water 
Comra.  (1897)  152  N.  Y.  330,  37  L.R.A. 
827,  46  N.  E.  612.  If  there  was  ever 
.doubt  that  rates  for  gas  are  subject 
to  like  tests,  the  doubt  has  been  re- 
moved by  recent  amendments  of  the 
statute.  'Nothing  in  this  chapter 
shall  be  taken  to  prohibit  a  gas 
corporation  or  electrical  corporation 
firom  establishing  classifications  of 
service  based  upon  the  quantity  used, 
the  time  when  used,  the  purpose  for 
which  used,  the  duration  of  use  or 
upon  any  other  reasonable  considera- 
tion, and  providing  schedules  of  just 
and  reasonable  graduated  rates  appli- 
cable thereto.  No  such  classification, 
schedule,  rate  or  charge  shall  be 
lawful  unless  it  shall  be  filed  with 
and  approved  by  the  commission,  and 
every  such  classification,  rate  or 
charge  shall  be  subject  to  change, 
alteration    and    modification    by    the 
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eonniiwioii.  i  66,  sabd.  5»  Pablic 
Service  Commisaioii  Law,  as  amended 
by  Laws  1921,  chap.  184,  in  e£Fect 
March  30,  1921.  'The  commission 
shall  have  power  to  require  each  gas 
corporation  and  electrical  corporation 
to  establish  classifications  of  service 
based  upon  the  quantity  usisd,  the  time 
when  used,  the  purpose  for  which 
used,  the  duration  of  use,  and  upon 
any  other  reasonable  consideration, 
and  to  establish  in  connection  there- 
with just  and  reasonable  graduated 
rates  and  charges;  and  it  shall  have 
power,  either  upon  complaint  or  upon 
its  own  motion,  to  require  such 
charges  in  such  classifications,  rates 
and  charges  as  it  shall  determine  to 
be  just  and  reasonable/  Public  Serv- 
ice Conmiission  Law,  §  66,  subd.  14, 
as  amended  by  Laws  1921,  chap.  1S4. 
With  these  provisions  in  force,  we 
see  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
that  a  service  charge^  reasonably  com- 
puted, and  moderate  in  amount, 
does  not  involve  per  se  an  illegitimate 
discrimination  between  classes  of 
consumers.'* 

In  discussing  the  question  whether 
the  service  charge  constitutes  "rent* 
on  a  gas  meter*'  within  the  prohibition 
of  the  statute,  the  court  in  Rochester 
y.  Rochester  Gas  &  E:  Corp.  (1922) 
233  N.  T.  39,  134  N.  E.  828,  supra, 
said:  "Here  the  burden  of  the  con- 
sumer, so  far  as  affected  by  ^l^e  meters, 
is  limited  to  the  cost  of  installation 
and  repair.  The  charge  is  not  in- 
tended as  an  equivalent  for  the  value 
of  the  use.  It  is  compensation  for 
expenses  that  must  be  incurred  to 
put  the  meters  in  such  a  condition 
that  the  use  may  be  enjoyed.  True 
it  is  that  the  individual  must  pay 
his  monthly  quota  though  his  ovni 
meter  has  been  neither  changed  nor 
repaired  during  the  month,  just  as 
he  must  pay  his  quota  for  the  main- 
tenance of  service  pipes  and  their 
accessories  though  his  own  may  have 
remained  intact.  In  the  long  run, 
however,  and  on  the  average,  what 
he  pays  is  counterbalanced  by  what 
he  receives.  If  he  must  contribute 
to  a  fund  to  preserve  the  distributing 
agenciee  for  others,  they  must  con- 
tribute on  their  part  to  preserve  like 


agencies  tor  him.  We  think  it  would 
be  a  strained'  and  forced  construc- 
tion that  would  find  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  such  eoqpenses  among  the 
entire  body  of  consumers  the  quality 
of  rent.  Such  license  of  construction 
is  surely  not  permissible  to  extend  to 
doubtful  situations  the  prohibitions 
of  a  penal  statute.  .  .  .  Give  the 
words  their  uttermost  extension,  and 
a  gas  corporation  would  be  unable  to 
include  its  meters  or  the  cost  of  up- 
keep in  reckoning  the  price  of  gas, 
since  a  substitute,  for  rent  might  be 
found  in  an  increase  of  the  price. 
Such  an  extension,  would  involve  a> 
conflict,  if  not.  with  constitutional 
rights,  at  all  events  with  other  stat- 
utes which  assure  a  reasonable  and 
fair  return.  Public  Service  Gommis-. 
sion  Law,  §  72.  .  .  .  We  are 
satisfied  that  it  is  not  rent,  within 
any  fair  construction  of  a  penal  stat- 
ute, when  profit  is  excluded." 
:  In  Amesbury. .  &  .  S.  Gaa  >Go.  v. 
Gibn^  (1912)  210  Mass.  498,  97  N.  E.* 
88,  it  was  held  that  the  making  of 

contract  to  pay  rental  on  gas  meters 
for  a  season  of  four  months  was  not 
inconsistent;  with  a  statute  providing 
that  "no  charge  for  the  use  of  a 
meter  during  any  portion  of  twelve 
consecutive  months  shall  be  made  if 
the  consumer,  during  said  time,  uses 
gas  to  the  vallie  of  ^7.'* 

It  was  l^eld  in  State  ex  rel.  Weise 
V.  Sedalia  (Gaslight  Go.  (1889)  34  Mo. 
App.  .601^  that  a  gas  company  had 
authority,  under  a  city  ordinance 
granting  its  franchise,,  and  providing 
that  it  should  furnish  "a  good  article 
of  illuminating  gas,  at  a  price  per 
cubic  foot  not  exceeding  the  rate 
charged  in  similarly  situated  places,'* 
to  adopt  or  enforce  a  rule  prescrib- 
ing the  payment  of  a  meter  rental. 

In  Gunningham  v.  lola  (1911)  86 
Kan.  86,  119  Pac.  317,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  city,  which  owned 
and  operated  a  gas  works,  passed  an 
ordinance  providing  for  a  charge  of 
20  cents  per  1,000  cubic  feet,  and  a 
minimum  charge  of  50  cents  per 
month  whether  that  amount  of  gas 
was  used  or  not.  The  ordinance 
further  provided  for  a  monthly  rental 
of  20  cents  for  meters  furnished  to 
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a  landlord  for  his  tenants.  The. 
plaintiffs^  who  up  to  Uiat  time  had 
been  paying  a  flat  rate  for  all  gas 
consumed,  contended  that  the  ordi- 
nance was  void  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  unreasonable  and  discriminating. 
In  refusing  to  enjoin  the  defendant 
from  the  enforcement  of  the  ordi- 
nance, the  court  said:  ^'While  no 
specific  statutory  authority  is  cited 
for  the  enactment  of  an  ordinance, 
fixing  rates,  we  shall  assume,  as  the 
plaintiffs  apparently  have  done,  that 
such  power  exists  by  implication  and 
under  the  general  power  vested  in 
cities  of  the  second  class  to  make 
contracts  and  enact  ordinances.  The 
council  evidently  deemed  it  proper 
and  reasonable  to  collect  50  cents  a 
month  from  each  patron  whether  he 
used  gas  amounting  to  that  sum  dur* 
ing  the  month  or  not,  on  the  theory 
that  this  minimum  charge  would  pay 
for  reading  meters  and  other  services 
performed  by  the  city  in  connection 


v/ith  the  service,  although  the  amount 
of  gas  used  in  one  month  might  not 
entitle  the  city  to  this  sum.  .  .  . 
The  20-cent  rental  for  meters  placed 
in  buildings  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  landlord  to  know  how 
much  gas  each  tenant  used  was  doubt- 
less deemed  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion for  the  service  and  expense  on 
the  part  of  the  city.  What  the  exact 
circumstances  were,  and  what  facts 
may  have  justified  or  failed  to  justi- 
fy the  council  in  these  supposed 
views,  we  do  not  know.  No 'provi- 
sion appears  requiring  anyone  to 
purchase  or  procure  meters  from  the 
city,  the  provision  merely  being  that 
those  used  must  be  approved  by  the 
city  inspector,  and  if,  instead  of 
purchasing  seventeen  meters  for  their 
tenants,  the  plaintiffs  saw  fit  to  rent 
them  of  the  city,  we  see  no  reason  why 
the  required  rental  should  not  be 
paid."  L.  P.  C. 


NICOLAUS  H.  HULTIN 

V. 

T.  HENRY  KLEIN  et  al.,  Appts. 

flUnois  Supreme  Court »  Deoemher  22,  1991m 
(301  DL  94,  138  N.  B.  6M.) 

Covenant  — -  against  erection  of  oatboUdingB  —  greenhousea  as  breach. 

Greenhouses,  although  connected  with  the  dwelling  house,  are  outbuild- 
ings within  the  meaning  of  a  covenant  forbidding  the  erection  of  such 
buildings  on  a  specified  portion  of  granted  premised. 

[See  note  on,  this  question  beginning  on  pa^e  234.] 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Cook 
County  (Sullivan,  J.)  in  favor  of  complainant  in  a  suit  brought  to  restrain 
defendants  from  interfering  with  plaintiff's  use  of  an  easement  for  ingress 
and  egress  over  a  certain  strip  of  land.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mr.  Edward  J.  Kelley  for  appellants,     gross  and  egress  over  a  12-foot  strip 


Messrs.  Anderson  St  Anderson  for 
appellee. 

Dunn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  question  in  this  case  is  as  to 
Vtie  existence  of  an  easement  for  in- 


of  ground  for  the  benefit  of  adjoin- 
ing property.  A  bill  in  chancery 
was  filed  by  the  appellee  to  enjoin 
the  defendants  from  interferingr 
with  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement, 
and  after  a  hearing  the  court  en- 
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tered  a  decree  granting  the  relief 
prayed  for,  from  which  the  defend* 
ants  appealed. 

On  March  18,  1869,  Samuel  B. 
Chase,  through  whom  all  the  partiea 
claim,  made  a  deed  c<mve3ring  to 
Charles  H.  Cram  the  west  187  feet 
of  lot  28  in  Pine  Grove,  section  21, 
township  40,  range  14,  ^'together 
with  the  right  to  said  Cram,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  to  use 
for  the   purpose    of   ingress   and 
egress  to  said  premises  and  to  the 
south  half  of  the  west  187  feet  of 
lot  27  in  Pine  Grove,  and  for  no 
other  purpose  whatever,  the  12  feet 
in  width  next  east  of  and  adjoining 
said  west  187  feet  of  lot  28  and  the 
south  half  of  lot  27.     Said  Cram, 
for  himself,  his  heirs,  and  assigns, 
hereby  covenanting  and  accepting 
this  conveyance,  subject  to  the  con- 
dition that  neither  he,  they,  nor  any 
of  them  shall  place  or  allow  to  be 
placed  within  116  feet  of  the  south 
line  of  the  east  60  feet  in  width, 
east  and  west,  of  said  portion  here- 
by conveyed  of  said  lot  28,  any  shed, 
bam,  or  other  outhouse  or  outbuild- 
ing, and  that  a  violation  of  this 
condition  shall  have  these  effects: 
First,  to  subject  the  owner  of  that 
part    of    said    described    premises 
whereon  such  shed,  bam,  outhouse, 
or  outbuilding  shall  be  placed  to  the^ 
payment  of  $10  for  each  and  every 
day  the  same  shall  be  allowed  to  re- 
main in  violation  of  this  agreement, 
the  same  to  be  paid  to  the  owner  of 
the  land  (at  such  time  owning  the 
same)  lying  next  east  of  and  adjoin- 
ing said  strip  of  land  12  feet  wide; 
and,  second,  that  the  uses  of  said 
alley  right  shall,  upon  the  violation 
of  this  agreement,  forever  cease  as 
to  the  owner  or  owners  so  violating 
this  agreement  and  all  persons  who 
may  afterwards  own  or  have  any 
interest  in  that  part  of  said  prem- 
ises owned  by  him,  her,  or  them, 
the  right  to  use  said  private  alley, 
as    aforesaid,    to    run    with    said 
above-conveyed  land  as  appurtenant 
thereof/' 

On  August  1,  1870,  Chase  con- 
veyed the  112  feet  immediately 
east  of  the  west  187  feet  which  had 
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been  conveyed  to  Cram  to  William 
M.  Blackburn,  reserving  ''a  right  of 
way  over  the  west  12  feet  in  width 
in  lot  28  hereby  conveyed,  and  also 
reserving  and  making  this  convey- 
ance subject  to  such  right  of  way 
and  of  use  ovw  12  feet  in  width  as 
was  granted  to  C.  H.  Cram."  On 
August  10,  1889,  Blackburn  con- 
veyed the  property  so  conveyed  to 
him  to  Henry  P.  Klein,  subject  to 
such  rights  of  the  use  for  pur- 
poses of  ingress  and  egress  of  the 
west  12  feet  in  width  of  the  prem- 
ises described  as  were  reserved  or 
g|ranted  by  Chase  to  Cram.  At  the 
time  of  this  latter  conveyance  Will- 
iam H.  Chadwick  had  acquired  title 
to  the  Cram  property.  In  1891  or 
1893  he  erected  an  apartment 
building  and  a  dwelling  house  on 
this  proper^,  the  dwelling  house 
being  east  of  the  apartment  house. 
He  also  erected  on  the  east  side  of 
his  dwelling  four  greenhouses, 
which    covered    substantially    that 

Eart  of  the  premises  east  of  the 
ouse,  leaving  only  a  narrow  pas- 
sageway of  about  8  feet  east  of  the 
greenhouses.  There  were  four  of 
the  greenhouses,  two  extending 
east  and  west,  which  wdre  connect- 
ed by  two  extending  north  and 
south.  They  were  attached  to  the 
house,  and  there  was  an  entrance  to 
them  from  the  house,  and  also  from 
the  outside.  The  house  was  built  of 
briok  with  a  stone  front,  and  the 
greenhouses  were  built  with  Wobd- 
&i  walls  about  3  feet  high.  The 
roofs  were  of  glass.  Th6  front  of 
the  most  southerly  of  the  green- 
houses was  about  26  feet  from  the 
front  of  the  lot. 

When  Chadwick  built  his  house 
and  greenhouses  he  also  built  a 
fence  on  the  east  line  of  the  west 
187  feet  of  the  lot,  extending  all  the 
way  through  from  the  street  the  full 
length  of  the  lot.  When  Klein  took 
possession  of  his  premises  he  built 
a  bam  on  the  northwest  comer.  He 
had  some  disagreement  with  Chad- 
wick and  Schoeninger,  who  owned 
the  property  north  of  Klein's,  in  re- 
gard to  the  use  of  the  alley  anol  the 
location  of  this  bam  which  Klein 
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started  to  build,  covering  the  west 
12  feet  of  his  premises.  It  was  actu- 
ally constructed  with  the  west  side 
of  the  bam  12  feet  east  of  the  west 
line  of  Klein's  property,  leaving  the 
12  feet  clear.  There  was  at  one 
time  a  12-foot  gate  extending  from 
the  northwest  comer  of  the  bam  to 
the  west  side  of  the  lot.  There  is  a 
dispute  in  the  evidence  as  to  wheth* 
er  the  gate  was  kept  closed  and 
locked  or  not*  As  long  as  Chadwick 
continued  to  live  on  the  premises 
he  made  no  attempt  to  make  use  of 
the  right  of  way,  »ccei^  that  coal 
was  sometimes  delivered  at  the  back 
part  of  Chadwick's  lot  l^  teams 
coming  from  the  north  through  an 
alley  which  was  there,  and  backing 
down  over  the  north  few  feet  of  the 
12-foot  strip,  where  the  coal  was  un- 
loaded on  Chadwick's  premises  and 
the  teams  retumed  as  they  had 
come  in.  Chadwick  was  adjudi- 
cated a  bankrupt,  the  property  was 
conveyed  to  his  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  on  April  10,  1912,  by 
mesne  conveyances,  the  title  to  the 
east  37  feet  of  the  south  143  feet  of 
the  tract  became  vested  in  the  com- 
plainant. 

The  appellants  insist  that  the 
chancellor  erred  in  finding  that  the 
appellee  and  all  of  his  grantors  had 
always  observed  the  covenants  and 
conditions  contained  in  the  deed 
from  Chase  to  Cram ;  in  not  finding 
that  the  erection  of  the  greenhouses 
was  a  breach  of  the  condition 
against  placing  within  115  feet  of 
the  south  line  of  the  east  60  feet  of 
the  premises  any  shed,  bam,  or 
other  outhouse  or  outbuilding,  and 
terminated  the  easement  of  a  right 
of  way  over  the  west  12  feet  of  tiie 
appellants'  property;  and  in  not 
finding  that  the  complainant  was 
barred  from  maintaining  his  bill  by 
twenty  years'  adverse  possession 
of  the  defendants. 

The  property  in  controversy  is 
situated  oh  the  north  side  of  Bd- 
mont  avenue.  The  property  con- 
veyed to  Cram  was  bounded  on  the 
west  by  Evanston  avenue,  which  is 
now  known  as  Broadway.  Fur&er 
north  was  Melrose  avenue,  which 
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bounded  tHe  Uoek  -on  the. north. 
From  Melrose  avenue  an  alley  ex- 
tended south  through  the  middle  of 
the  block  to  the  northwest  comer 
of  the  Klein  property  and  then  at 
right  angles  east.  This  alky  would 
have  formed,  with  the  12-foot  strip 
in  controversy,  if  the  latter  had 
been  open,  an  alley  through  the 
block  from  Melrose  avenue  to  Bel- 
mont avenue.  When  Klein  took 
possession  of  the  property  he  put 
the  12-foot  strip  in  controversy  in 
grass;  a  flower  bed  extended  along 
the  fence;  an  arch  was  erected,  the 
west  side  of  which  rested  on  the 
west  9  feet  of  the  12-foot  strip;  and 
the  dHveway  which  entered  l£rough 
the  arch  occupied  dn^  tiie  east  3 
feet  of  the  extreme  south  end  of  the 
l2-foot  strip,  going  off  then  to  the 
northeast  to  Klein's  bam.  As  has 
been  said,  neither  Chadwick  nor  his 
successors  ever  attempted  to  make 
any  use  of  the  right  of  way,  so  far 
as  appears,  except  in  respect  to  the 
hauling  in  of  coal,  which  has  bem 
mentioned,  until  the'  complainant 
acquired  title.  Soon  afterward  he 
filed  a  bill  to  enforce  the  easement, 
which  for  some  reason  was  per- 
mitted to  be  dismissed  for  want 
of  prosecution  in  1916,  and  this  bill 
was  afterward  filed  and  brought  to 
a  hearing  in  1920. 

There  was  some  evidence  of 
teams  going  through  from  Melrose 
avenue  to  Belmont  avenue,  coming 
down  the  alley  in  the  north  half  of 
the  block,  and  going  through  the  12- 
foot  strip  west  of  Klein's  bam,  then 
turning  to  the  left  and  using  Klein's 
driveway  down  to  Belmont  avenue. 
But  for  the  greater  part  of  the  way 
this  was  not  a  use  of  the  12-foot 
rtrip,  and  it  was  not  a  use  of  the 
easement,  because  the  teams  thus 
going  through  from  Melrose  avenue 
to  Belmont  avenue  were  not  con- 
nected in  any  way  with  the  ease- 
ment. We  do  not  regard  it  as  neces- 
sary, however,  to  discuss  the  evi- 
dence in  regard  to  the  abandonment 
of  the  easement  or  its  loss  by  ad- 
verse possession.  The  deed  by 
which  the  easement  was  created  con- 
tained a  plain  provisi(m  that  tbe 
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permitting  of  any  shed,  bam,  or 
other  ouQioiiae  or  outbuilding  on 
the  south  116  feet  of  the  east  60 
feet  of  the  premises  should  termi- 
nate the  easement. 

SrS!!rt;*etf.  K  the  greenhouses 
•f  •«tb«iidiBs»  were  outbuildmgs 
Tte^!^?*^       the    easement    was 

terminated  by  thdr 
erection,  and  it  is  our  judgment  that 
they  w^re  outbuildings. 

Outhouses  are  defined  by  Bouvier 
as:  "Buildings  adjoining  or  be- 
longing to  dweUing  houses;  build- 
ings subservient  to  yet  distinct 
from  the  principal  mansion  house, 
located  either  within  or  witidout  the 
curtOage." 

The  definition  as  given  by  the 
Standard  Dictionary  is:  ''A  small- 
er building  standing  apart  from,  but 
appertaining  to,  a  main  or  larger 
building  or  dwelling/' 

And  an  outbuilding  is  "a  smaller 
building  appurtenant  to  a  main 
building  and  generally  separate 
from  it/' 

Webster's  New  International 
Dictionary  has  these  definitions : 

Outhouse:  "A  small  house  or 
building  at  a  little  distance  from  the 
main  house;  an  outbuilding/' 

Outbuilding:  ''A  building  sepa- 
rate from  and  subordinate  to  the 
main  house;  an  outhouse/' 

The  Century  Dictionary  defines 
an  outhouse  as  a  ''small  house  or 
building  separate  from  the  main, 
house;  an  outbuilding,  specifically 
in  law,  under  the  definition  of  arson^ 
a  building  contributory  to  habita- 
ticm  separate  from  the  main  struc- 
ture, and  so  by  the  common-law 
rules  a  parcel  of  the  dwelling  house 
or  not,  according  as  it  is  within  or 
without  the  curtilage/' 

At  common  law  the  curtil  .ge  was 
the  land,  with  the  castle  and  out- 
houses, inclosed  often  with  high 
walls,  where  the  old  barons  some- 
times held  court  in  the  open  air, 
from  which  comes  the  word  "court- 
yard/' Coddington  v.  Beebe.  31  N. 
J.  L.  485.  The  term  is  descriptive 
of  the  common  arrangement  of 
dwellings,  and  the  yards  surround- 
ing them,  in  England,  but  is  not  ap* 


plicaMe  to  the  common  description 
of  indosures  and  buildings  consti- 
tuting the  homestead  of  the  inhabit- 
ants of  this  country.  In  England 
dwdlings  and  outhouses  of  all  kinds 
are  usually  surrounded  by  a  fence 
or  stone  wall  inclosing  a  small 
piece  of  land  embracing  the  yards 
and  outbuildings  near  the  house, 
constituting  what  is  called  the 
court  Such  precautionary  ar- 
rangements have  not  been  neces- 
sary in  this  countiy.  People  v. 
Taylor,  2  Mich.  261. 

The  question  of  curtilage  is  of  no 
importuioe  in  this  case.  It  was  im- 
portant at  common  law  because  the 
protection  and  privilege  of  the 
mansion  house  extended  to  all  its 
branches  and  appurtenances  within 
the  curtilage,  and  if  a  bam,  stable, 
or  warehouse  were  parcel  of  the 
mansion  house,  and  within  the  same 
common  fence,  though  not  under  the 
same  roof  or  contiguous,  a  burglary 
might  be  committed  therein ;  other- 
wise not  4  Bl.  Com.  226.  An  out- 
building must  be  appurtenant  and 
appertain  to  the  main  building. 
Though  distinct  from  the  main 
building,  it  must  be  subservient  to 
it,  and  contributory  to  the  habitat 
tion.  It  must  belong  to  or  be  in- 
tended to  be  used  with  the  dwelling 
house.  The  principal  argument  of 
the  appellee  on  the  question  whether 
the  greenhouses  were  outbuildings 
is  that  they  were  erected  at  the 
same  time  with  the  house,  and 
were  attached  to  it,  and  could  be 
entered  from  the  house  as  well  as 
from  the  outside.  This  does  not 
affect  the  question.  From  the  defi- 
nitions which  have  been  given,  it 
will  be  seen  that  an  outbuilding  is 
usually  separate  from  the  main 
building,  but  this  does  not  neces- 
sarily imply  removal  to  such  a 
distance  as  to  not  be  adjacent  or 
abutting  and  in  tangible  connection. 
An  outbuilding  may  be  built  a  few 
feet,  or  a  few  inches  only,  from  the 
main  house.  It  may  be  connected 
with  the  house  by  a  covered  passage. 
If  for  convenience  the  covered 
passage  is  eliminated,  and  the  out- 
building moved  or  originally  con- 
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structed  immediately  against  the 
main  building,  it  would  not  there- 
fore cease  to  be  an  outbuilding.  If 
the  outbuilding  is  separated  from 
the  main  house  only  by  the  apace  of 
a  common  wall,  this  does  not  neces- 
sarily change  its  character  as  an 
outbuilding.  It  is  the  character  of 
the  building  and  the  use  which  is 
made  of  it  which  determine  whether 
or  not  it  is  an  outbuilding.  Though 
it  is  adjacent  to  the  house,  and  may 
be  entered  from  the  house  through 
a  passageway,  or  through  a  door 
directly,  it  is  still  an  outhouse  if  its 
use  is  not  for  the  ordinary  purpose 
of  a  dwelling,  but  for  some  subsid- 
iary purpose  in  connection  with  the 
dwelling.  A  washhouse,  a  wood- 
shed, a  granary,  a  bam,  may  all  be 
connected  with  the  house  so  that  a 
person  can  pass  from  tiie  house  to 
one  or  all  of  the  outhouses  men- 
tioned without  going  from  under 
the  roof,  and  yet  they  do  not  for 
that  reason  lose  their  character  of 
outhouses.  A  greenhouse  is  a 
building  covered  chiefly  with  glass, 
usually  provided  with  artificial  heat 
for  the  protection  and  growth  of 
exotic  and  other  tender  plants,  bi 
this  case  it  appears  that  Chadwick 
did  not  engage  in  the  raising  of 
flowers  as  a  business,  but  that  his 
building  of  the  greenhouses  was 
merely  for  pleasure,  and  he  took  de- 


light in  the  raising  of  orchids  and 
the  giving  of  flowers  to  his  neigh- 
bors and  friends.  The  greenhouses 
were  thus  subservient  to  his  use  of 
the  main  house  as  a  dwelling,  but 
they  were  entirely  independent  of 
the  house.  They  could  be  removed 
without  interfering  with  the  rest  of 
the  building,  and,  in  fact,  l^y  have 
been  removed.  If  they  had  been 
built  at  a  distance  of  several  yards 
from  the  house  they  would  un- 
doubtedly have  been  outbuildings, 
and  the  fact  that  one  wall  of  tiie 
house  was  used  for  a  wall  of  the 
greenhouses  did  not  change  the 
character  of  the  structures  from 
outbuildings  so  as  to  make  them  a 
part  of  the  dwelling  house.  In  our 
judgment,  the  construction  of  the 
greenhouses  was  a  violation  of  the 
condition  in  the  deed  from  Chase  to 
Cram,  which  terminated  the  ease- 
ment, and  the  action  of  the  parties 
is  consistent  with  their  assent  to  ttie 
same  view. 

The  defendants  are  not  entitled 
to  any  relief  on  their  cross  bill,  for 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  trespass 
on  their  premises  is  threatened. 

The  decree  will  be  reversed  and 
the  cause  will  be  remanded,  with 
directions  to  the  Superior  Court  to 
dismiss  the  bill  and  the  cross  bill. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied 
February  9, 1922. 
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The   term   "outhouse"   is   one  the     part  in  criminal  proceedings.    It  has 

meaning  of  which  in  the  law  has  been     become  important  in  prosecutions  for 
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anon  and  burglary  to  observe  and  de- 
fine the  lines  of  distinction  between 
three  classes  of  buildings;  to  wit, 
dwelling  houses  proper,  buildings 
used  in  connection  therewith  and 
known  as  outhouses,  and  buildings 
which  are  neither  dwelling  houses 
nor  used  in.  connection  therewith. 
The  term  has  also  been  frequently 
construed  by  reason  of  its  use  in  a 
restrictive  covenant.  The  distin- 
guishing feature  of  an  outhouse  has 
been  found  in  its  subserviency  to  the 
mansion  house,  or  principal  building. 
"This  test  serves  to  mark  the  distinc- 
tion between  outhouses  and  other 
buildings,  not  including  the  manor 
house,  which  do  not  possess  the  pecu- 
liar quality  assigned  to  outhouses.  It 
does  not,  however,  assist  in  distin- 
guishing between  the  dwelling  house 
and  outhouses  appurtenant  thereto.'' 
Bassett  v.  Pepe  (1920)  94  ConiL  631, 
110  Atl.  56. 

The  term  "outhouse"  has  been  vari- 
ously defined.  Thus  it  has  been  said 
that  an  outhouse  is  a  building  that  be- 
longs to  a  dwelling  house,  and  is  in 
some  respects  a  parcel  of  the  dwelling 
house  and  situated  within  the  cur- 
tilage. Such  was  the  meaning  of  the 
term  at  common  law,  and  under  the 
English  statutes  in  relation  to  the 
burning  of  houses.  State  v.  Roper 
(1883)  88  N.  a  656;  State  v.  Bowland 
Lumber  Co.  (1910)  153  N.  C.  610,  69 
S.  E.  58;  Elsmore  v.  St.  Briavells 
(1828)  8  Bam.  &  C.  461,  108  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1114,  6  L.  J.  K.  B.  372,  2  Moody 
&  R.  514;  Rex  v.  Haughton  (1833)  5 
C:ar.  &  P.  (Eng.)  555. 

Another  definition  is  that  it  is  a 
building  appurtenant  to  some  main 
building  or  mansion  house.  Firth  v. 
Marovich  (1911)  160  CaL  257,  116 
Pac.  729,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  1190;  State 
V.  Bailey  (1834)  10  Conn.  143;  Blake- 
more  V.  Stanley  (1893)  159  Mass.  6, 
33  N.  £.  689.  So  it  has  been  said  that 
an  outhouse  means  something  an- 
nexed to  an  in-house.  Reg.  v.  Ham- 
mond (1844)  1  Cox,  C.  C.  (Eng.)  60. 

But  a  building  is  not  an  "outhouse'' 
if  it  is  used  for  a  dwelling  or  for  busi- 
ness purposes.  Downey  v.  State 
(1896)  115  Ala.  108,  22  So.  479. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  it 
is    not    necessary    that    a    building 


should  be  within  the  curtilage  in 
order  to  be  an  outhouse.  Sbotwell  v. 
State  (1884)  43  Ark.  345.  So,  it  has 
been  said  that  an  outhouse  is  a  build- 
ing without  the  mansion  house,  in- 
tended for  the  acconmiodation  of  the 
owner  or  occupant;  that  it  is  the  sub- 
serviency of  it  to  the  mansion  house 
that  gives  it  the  denomination  of  an 
''outhouse,"  and  not  the  fact  that  it 
is  included  within  the  same  fence,  or 
within  what  is  denominated  the  cur- 
tilage or  homestead.  State  v.  Brooks 
(1823)  4  Conn.  446. 

Again,  it  has  been  said  that  the 
term  ''outhouse"  denotes  a  building 
contributory  to  the  habitation,  sepa- 
rate from  the  main  structure,  either 
within  or  without  the  curtilage. 
State  V.  Randall  (1904)  86  Wash.  438, 
78  Pac.  998. 

As  used  in  a  statute  relating  to  bur* 
glary,  the  term  "outhouse"  has  been 
said  to  denote  a  part  of  the  dwell- 
ing house  or  mansion,  if  it  is  so  near 
the  dwelling  house  that  it  is  used 
with  it  as  appurtenant  thereto,  though 
not  within  the  same  inclosure,  and 
hence  it  is  defined  to  be  a  small  house 
or  building  belonging  to  a  mansion  or 
dwelling  house,  and  usually  standing 
separate  from  or  without  it,  and  a 
small  distance  from  it  Wheelock  v. 
State  (1855)  15  Tex.  253. 

Under  a  statute  making  guilty  of 
burglary  every  person  who  shall  un- 
lawfully break  and  enter  any  dwell- 
ing house,  or  outhouse  thereunto  ad- 
joining and  occupied  therewith,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  term  "outhouse 
thereunto  adjoining  and  occupied 
therewith"  was  used  in  its  usual  and 
ordinary  sense,  and  meant  that  any 
outhouse,  to  be  a  subject  of  burglary, 
must  both  adjoin  the  dwelling  house 
and  be  occupied  therewith,  and  that 
other  outhouses,  even  though  within 
the  inclosure,  were  not  subject  to 
burglary  unless  they  were  specifically 
named  by  the  statute  or  fell  within 
the  meaning  of  buildings  named 
therein.  State  v.  Randall  (Wash.)  su- 
pra. 

It  has  been  said  that  an  outbuilding 
is  one  that  from  its  character  is  to  be 
used  in  connection  with  the  main 
building,  and  may  thus  be  held  to  be 
a  parcel  thereof,  even  if  not  immedi- 
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ately  attached  thereto,  as  the  barns, 
sheds,  wood  and  store  houses  belong- 
ing to  a  dwelling  house.  Com.  ▼.  Cer- 
tain Intoxicating  Liquors  (1885)  140 
Mass.  287,  8  N.  E.  4,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
627. 

f  f .  ParUeuiar  airucPure9, 
01.  Sam. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  bam  not 
connected  with  the  mansion  house  or 
any  other  building,  but  several  rods 
away,  and  used  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  hay,  grain,  and  cattle,  was  an 
^'outhouse"  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  against  breaking  and  entering 
''the  .  .  .  outhouse  of  another, 
whether  parcel  of  any  mansion  house 
or  not/'  State  y.  Brooks  (1823)  4 
ConiL  446. 

A  tobacco  barn  situated  in  a  10-acre 
field  in  which  there  was  no  other 
structure,  and  from  90  to  200  yards 
from  the  owner's  dwelling  house,  and 
built  for  the  purpose  of  storing  tobac- 
co, has  been  held  not  to  be  an  ''out- 
house" within  a  statute  penalizing  the 
breaking  and  entering  of  "any  out- 
house belonging  to  or  used  with  any 
dwelling  house."  White  v.  Com. 
(1888)  87  Ky.  454,  9  S.  W.  308. 

A  deed  conveying  the  north  half 
of  a  certain  dwelling  house,  "together 
with  the  land  under  the  same,  and  the 
land  used  with  it  and  belonging  there- 
to, and  all  outbuildings  and  fences 
thereon  and  thereto  belonging,  being 
the  same  premises  heretofore  occu- 
pied by  me  as  a  dwelling  house,"  has 
been  held  to  convey  a  barn  used  with 
and  belonging  to  the  house  as  one  of 
the  outbuildings.  Woodman  v.  Smith 
(1865)  53  Me.  79. 

Barn  as  "Outbuilding  to  which 
people  resort,"  see  infra,  III. 

In  Rex  V.  Haughton  (1833)  6  Car. 
&  P.  (Eng.)  555,  it  appeared  that  a 
building  had  been  built  for  an  oven 
to  bake  bricks,  but  was  afterwards 
roofed  and  a  door  attached.  In  this 
place  the  prosecutor  kept  a  cow.  Ad- 
joining it,  but  not  under  the  same 
roof,  was  a  lean-to,  in  which  another 
person  kept  a  horse.  Neither  the 
prosecutor,  nor  the  person  of  whom 


he  rented  this  building,  had  any  house 
or  farmyard  near  it,  nor  did  any  wall 
connect  it  with  any  dwelling  house, 
the  nearest  dwelling  being  100  yards 
o£P,  and  not  belonging  to  either  the 
prosecutor  or  his  landlord.  It  was 
held  that  the  building  was  not  an 
outhouse,  and  that  a  person  who  set 
it  on  fire  was  not  indictable  for  arson. 

o.  Building  on  adjoining  lot. 

A  search  warrant  authorizing  a 
search  of  "a  certain  building,  the  cel- 
lar under  the  same,  and  the  outbuild- 
ings within  the  curtilage  thereof," 
has  been  held  not  to  authorize  the 
search  of  a  building  situated  on  an 
adjoining  lot,  and  separate  from  the 
other  building  by  a  fence,  and  with 
distinct  modes  of  access  and  use,  al- 
though connected  by  a  passageway. 
Com.  v.  Certain  Intoxicating  Liquors 
(1885)  140  Mass.  287,  3  N.  E.  4,  5  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  627.  ; 

d.  Chicken  ho%tBe. 

A  chicken  house  on  the  same  lot 
with  a  dwelling  house,  and  about  60 
yards  therefrom,  owned  by  the  same 
person,  there  being  between  it  and  the 
house  a  garden  inclosed  by  a  wire 
fence  through  which  there  was  a 
passway,  has  been  held  to  be  an  "out- 
house" within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
,  ute  relating  to  breaking  and  entering. 
Price  v.  Com.  (1894)  16  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
837,  25  S.  W.  1062,  wherein  the  court 
said :  "The  evidence  shows  a  chicken 
house  was  broken  and  four  chickens 
carried  away  by  appellant.  But  it  is 
contended  that  the  chickien  house  in 
question  is  not,  in  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  an  outhouse,  and  consequent- 
ly he  was  not  guilty  of  the  offense 
for  which  he  was  indicted.  The 
chicken  house  broken  into  is  on  the 
same  lot  as  the  dwelling  house,  both 
being  owned  and  in  possession  of  the 
same  person.  It  adjoins  the  stable  of 
the  same  person,  and  is  about  60 
yards  from  the  dwelling  house,  there 
being  between  them  a  garden  inclosed 
by  a  wire  fence,  and  through  which 
there  is  a  passway  from  one  to  the 
other.  As  is  manifest  from  the  Ian- 
guage  of  the  statute,  an  outhouse  is 
not  to  be  understood  as  being  part  of 
the  dwelling  house;  but  it  must  be  a 
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house  belonging  to,  or  used  with,  the 
dwelling  house,  or,  in  language  used 
in  Bishop  on  Statutory  Crimes,  'con- 
tributory to  habitation/  It  seems  to 
us  the  statute  itself  plainly  enough 
shows  that  a  chicken  house,  like  a 
meat  house  or  ice  house,  was  intended 
to  be  regarded  and  treated  as  an  out- 
house, to  break  which,  and  take  away 
anything  of  value,  is  made  a  felony; 
for  unquestionably  it  does,  in  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  belong  to,  and  is 
used  with,  a  dwelling  house.** 

See  infra,  IH. 

/.  Freight   ear  used  «•   vmrelum^B* 

In  Carter  v.  State  (1898)   106  6a. 
372,  32  S.  E.  346,  71  Am.  St  Rep.  262» 
11  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  125,  the  defendant 
was  indicted  for  the  wilful  and  mali- 
cious burning  of  "a  certain  freight 
warehouse,     .     .     .    the  same  being 
then  and  there  an  outhouse."     The 
evidence  showed  that  the  body  of  a 
freight  car  had  been  taken  oif  the 
wheels  and  placed  near  the  railroad 
track  at  a  station;  that  it  was  sup- 
ported on  permanent  posts;  and  that 
a  platform,  to  be  used  in  transferring 
freight  to  and  from  the  car  body,  had 
been  attached  to  the  same.    It  further 
appeared  that  the  structure  thus  lo- 
cated was  used  as  ''a  freight  ware- 
house"  by  the  railway   company   in 
precisely  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had 
been  an  ordinary. warehouse  built  for 
this  identical  purpose.    There  was  no 
evidence    showing  that  the   railroad 
company  had  any  other  building  at 
this  station;  and  counsel  for  the  ac- 
cused   thereupon    insisted    that    the 
house  in  question  could  not,  in  legal 
contemplation,  be  an  ''outhouse,"  and 
accordingly  that  there  was   a  fatal 
variance   between  the  allegations  of 
the  indictment  and  the  proof.     The 
court  said :    ''It  is  true  that  the  word 
'outhouse'  primarily  means  a  building 
adjacent  to  a  dwelling  house  and  sub- 
servient  thereto,   but    distinct   from 
the  mansion  itself.    ,    .    .   After  care- 
ful consideration,  however,  we  have 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  word 
'outhouse,'  as  used  in  §§  136,  141,  and 
142  of  our  Penal  Code,  as  applied  to 
a  structure  not  located  within  a  city. 


town,  or  village,  is  intended  to  em- 
brace a  house  of  any  description 
which  is  not  a  dwelling  house.  .  .  « 
That  all  houses  other  than  dwelling 
houses,  thus  located,  were  intended  to 
be  regarded  as  'outhouses,'  seems 
manifest  from  the  provisions  of  §  142 
of  the  Penal  Code,  which  declares 
that  'setting  fire  to  an  outhouse  of  an- 
other, as  described  in  the  preceding 
section,  shall  be  punished,'  etc.;  for, 
unless  this  meaning  be  given  to  the 
word  'outhouse'  as  used  in  §  142,  we 
would  have  no  penalty  whatever  for 
the  offense  of  setting  fire  to  a  house 
of.  the  kind  described  in  the  present 
indictn^ent.  The  truth  is,  the  prefix 
'out'  was  totally  unnecessary  in  this 
connection,  except  for  the  exclusive 
purpose  of  distinguishing  dwelling 
houses  from  other  houses ;  but  the  use 
thereof  should  not,  we  think,  be  given 
the  effect  of  defeating  the  legislative 
will,  which  clearly  was  to  include 
buildings  other  than  those  which 
would  ordinarily  be  understood  as 
falling  within  the  class  designated  by 
the  word  'outhouse.'  " 

g.  Oarage. 

A  garage  afiixed  to  a  residence,  1.  e.» 
constructed  as  a  part  of  the  building, 
has  been  held  not  to  be  an  outhouse 
or  outbuilding.  Peirce  v.  Beyer 
(1919)  66  Colo.  654,  185  Pac.  348; 
Bassett  v.  Pepe  (1920)  94  Conn.  631, 
110  Atl.  56.  In  the  case  first  cited, 
the  court  said:  "The  parties  to  this 
action  were  owners  of  adjoining  lots, 
holding  under  deeds  containing  the 
restriction  that  'all  stables  and  out- 
buildings shall  be  placed  at  the  rear 
of  the  lots.'  Plaintiff  in  error  was 
proceeding  to  erect  a  one-story  brick 
garage  at  the  rear  of  his  house,  using 
a  portion  of  the  rear  wall  thereof  as 
a  part  of  one  of  the  walls  of  the 
garage.  The  garage  extended  to  with- 
in a  few  inches  of  the  lot  line  between 
the  lots  of  the  parties,  and  within  3 
feet  and  8  inches  of  the  sleeping 
porch  of  defendant  in  error.  The  lat- 
ter secured  a  permanent  injunction 
against  the  erection  of  said  garage; 
the  district  court  holding  that  it  was 
an  outbuilding  within  the  meaning  of 
said  restrictive  clause.    It  was  shown 
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in  evidence  that  the  construotion  of 
garages  as  part  of  residence  buildings 
is  not  uncommon,  and  that  this  garage 
was  to  be  architecturally  in  harmony 
with  .the  house  of  which  it  was  made 
a  iMtrt.  We  cannot  agree  with  the 
district  court  that  such  a  construction 
is  an  outhouse  within  the  meaning  of 
said  restriction.  No  objection  is 
made  to  the  use  to  which  the  room  is 
to  be  put,  and  we  see  no  more  reason 
for  calling  it  an  outhouse  than  for 
so  designating  it  if  it  were  to  be  used 
as  a  kitchen  or  bedroom.'' 
f  It  appeared  in  Bassett  ▼.  Pepe 
(Conib)  supra,  that  the  defendant's 
deed  contained  a  restrictive  covenant 
forbidding  'the  erection  or  nuiinte- 
nance  of  any  building  or  structure 
within  3  feet  of  the  side  lines,  or  the 
erection  or  maintenance  of  any  barn 
or  outhouse  on  the  land  conveyed." 
When  the  defendant  purchased  his  lot 
there  was  a  house  on  it,  but  no  garage 
or  other  accommodations  for  housing 
an  automobile.  To  provide  such  ac- 
commodations he  began  the  erection 
of  an  annex  to  the  house,  designed 
for  that  purpose,  and  planned  to  be 
permanently  attached  to  the  rear  of 
the  house  and  form  a  part  of  it.  The 
attachment  was  to  be  about  10  feet  in 
length  on  one  side  of  the  house  and 
8  feet  on  another.  At  all  points  the 
new  construction  was  to  be  located 
more  than  8  feet  distant  from  the  di- 
vision line  between  the  parties.  The 
work  of  construction  had  proceeded 
but  a  little  way  when  a  temporary  in- 
junction was  issued  in  the  case  at 
bar  to  prevent  the  completion  of  the 
building.  The  structure  planned  and 
begun  was  to  be  built  in  a  substantial 
manner,  and  would  not  have  been  un- 
sightly in  form  or  appearance.  The 
trial  court  held  that  the  proposed 
structure  was  neither  a  barn  nor  an 
outhouse,  in  the  strict  sense  of  those 
words,  that  it  was  not  within  their 
meaning  and  intent  as  used  in  the  re- 
strictive covenant  in  question,  and 
that  its  erection  and  maintenance 
would  not  be  in  violation  of  either 
the  letter  or  spirit  of  that  covenant. 
Ob  appeal  the  decision  of  the  trial 
judge  was  affirmed,  the  court  sajring: 
"The  term  'outhouse'    naturally  im- 


plies that  the  structure  under  con^^ 
sideration  is  not  one  with  a  dwelling 
house.  Clearly  it  must  be  something 
distinguishable  and  distinct  from  the 
dwelling  house  to  which  it  is  sub- 
servient. Otherwise  it  were  ill  named. 
Upon  the  question  as  to  what  the  re- 
quirement as  to  distinction  and  sepa- 
ration imports  and  what  it  signifies, 
adjudicated  cases,  in  so  far  as  we 
have  been  able  to  discover,  throw 
little  light.  .  .  .  Looking  at  the 
conditions  attending  and  surrounding 
the  Laurel  beach  properties,  the  char- 
acter of  their  use,  and  the  language 
of  the  restriction  itself,  its  purpose  is 
manifest.  Its  aim,  beyond  question, 
as  the  court  has  in  effect  found  it  to 
have  been,  was  to  contribute  to  make 
the  restricted  property  desirable  aa  a 
location  for  a  summer  residence  col- 
ony by  forbidding  erections  thereon 
which  might  detract  from  its  attract- 
iveness or  be  deemed  otherwise  objec- 
tionable. Small  structures  scattered 
over  the  tract  might  well  be  regarded 
objectionable  from  an  esthetic  point 
of  view,  and  structures  devoted  to 
certain  uses  might  be  offensive  for 
more  substantial  reasons.  At  the 
time  that  the  restriction  was  framed 
and  imposed  the  classes  of  structures 
which  might  most  reasonably  be  an- 
ticipated under  the  conditions  then 
existing  were  barns  where  horses 
could  be  stabled,  and  privies,  both 
objectionable  for  similar  substantial 
reasons,  and  naturally  expected  to  be 
erected,  if  erected  at  all,  quite  apart 
from  the  dwellings.  Such  other 
structures  as  might  have  been  antici- 
pated would  neither  in  themselves  nor 
in  their  use  have  been  of  a  kind  to 
be  objectionable  otherwise  than  ea- 
thetically.  This  would  be  true  of  the 
more  modern  garage,  and  it  is  scarce- 
ly conceivable  that  a  garage  appurte- 
nant to  a  house,  so  constructed  as  not 
to  give  the  effect  of  a  separate  build- 
ing, and  so  attached  to  the  house  as 
to  present  the  appearance  of  a  part 
of  it,  could  be  considered  objection- 
able from  that  point  of  view.  Thia 
garage,  as  we  read  the  record,  was  ao 
built  onto  the  house  that  no  one,  not 
critically  examining  it,  would  be 
struck  with  the  fact  that  it  was  aot 
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a  part  of  the  dwelUag-house  struc- 
ture, and  used  for  the  immediate  pur- 
poses of  residence  and  housekeepinflr 
therein.  Its  points  of  contact  witii 
the  house  were,  to  be  sure,  not  ex* 
tensive,  and  tiie  critical  observer 
might  conclude  that  there  were  no  in- 
terior means  of  conmiunication  be- 
tween it  and  the  house,  but  for  all 
that  it  might  well,  as  far  as  structure 
and  location  are  concerned,  be  adapt* 
ed  for  summer  housekeeping  pur- 
poses. Whether  or  not,  therefore,  an 
outhouse  is  of  necessity  a  structure 
separate  and  standing  physically 
apart  from  the  dwelling  house  to 
which  it  is  subservient,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  th,e  present  structure  is 
not  one  forbidden  by  either  the  letter 
or  spirit  of  the  restrictive  covenant 
in  controversy,  interpreted  according 
to  the  manifest  intent  and  purpose  of 
those  who  imposed  it.'* 

It  was  said  in  the  case  last  cited, 
however,  that  if  the  garage  as  con- 
structed was  to  be  considered  as  a 
structure  apart  from  the  dwelling 
house,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that, 
as  a  structure  subservient  to  the  use 
of  the  defendant's  dwelling,  it  would 
fully  meet  the  conditions  entitling  it 
to  be  considered  as  an  outhouse.  This 
statement  is  in  accord  with  the  con- 
clusion reached  in  Ringgold  v»  Den- 
hardt  (1920)  136  Md.  136,  110  Atl. 
321,  wherein  a  restriction  ''that  no 
other  building  is  to  be  made,  erected, 
placed,  or  put  upon  or  on  the  afore- 
said lot  other  than  that  now  erected, 
this  condition  to  include  and  embrace 
all  stables,  chicken  or  pigeon  coops, 
pigsties,  privies,  or  any  outbuildings 
of  whatsoever  description,"  was  held 
to  prohibit  the  construction  of  a  ga- 
rage. The  court  said :  ''As  the  garage 
about  to  be  erected  was  not  a  dwell- 
ing house,  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
doubt  about  it  being  embraced  in  the 
first  restriction.  No  building  other 
than  that  now  erected  would  have 
been  sufficient,  but  it  says  what  the 
condition  is  to  include  and  embrace; 
namely,  'all  stables,  chicken  or  pigeon 
coops,  pigsties,  privies,  or  any  out- 
buildings of  Whatsoever  description.' 
It  would  be  difficult  to  use  more  com- 
prehensive language  for  the  purpose 


of  prohibiting  the  erection  of  any 
building  not  then  on  the  lot.  A*  ga- 
rage is  a  building  'other  than  that 
now  erected,'  and  it  is  an  outbuilding 
of  some  description." 

The  reported  case  (Hultin  v. 
Klein,  ante,  230}  holds  that  green- 
houses are  outbuildings  within  the 
restriction  of  a  deed  providing  that 
the  permitting  of  any  shed,  barn,  or 
other  outhouse  or  outbuilding  shall 
terminate  an  easement  for  ingress 
and  egress  over  a  strip  of  ground  for 
the  benefit  of  adjoining  property* 

i.  lee  or  tneat  haUee, 

See  dictum  in  Price  v.  Com.  (1894) 
15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  837,  25  S.  W.  1062,  set 
out  supra,  II.  d. 

S.  Bioe^. 
In  Reg.  V.  Janes  (1844)  1  Car.  ft 
K.  (Eng.)  303,  2  Moody,  G.  C.  308,  the 
defendant  was  indicted  for  setting 
fire  to  an  outhouse.  The  building  set 
on  fire  was  a  pigsty,  situate  in  a  yard 
in  the  possession  of  the  prosecutor, 
into  which  yard  the  back  door  of  ttte 
prosecutor's  house  opened,  the  yard 
being  bounded  by  fences,  and  by  other 
buildings  of  the  prosecutor,  and  by  a 
cottage  and  barn  which  vrere  let  by 
the  prosecutor  to  a  tenant,  but  which 
did  not  open  into  this  yard.  The  pig- 
sty was  held  to  be  an  outhouse  within 
the  statute  against  arson. 

IB.  BeeiOenoe  violaHve  of  reeMe$ion  me 
to  eoBt  and  value* 

It  appeared  in  Firth  v.  Marovich 
(1911)  160  CaL  267,  116  Pac.  729, 
Ann.  Gas.  1912D,  1190,  that  the  plain- 
tiff conveyed  a  residential  lot  by  a 
deed  containing  the  following  provi- 
sions :  "This  conveyance  is  made  and 
said  real  property  is  sold  subject  to 
the  following  conditions:  That  no 
building  whatever  except  a  private 
residence  vrith  the  customary  out- 
buildings, including  a  private  stable, 
shall  be  erected,  placed,  or  permitted 
on  said  premises  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  that  such  building  shall  be  used 
as  a  private  residence  only,  and  shall 
cost,  and  be  reasonably  worth,  not 
less  than  fifteen  hundred  ($1,500)  dol- 
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lara,  and  shall  be  located  not  less  than 
twenty  (20)  feet  from  the  front  or 
street  line  of  said  lot»  namely,  on 
Vernon  avenue;  and  it  is  farther 
asrreed  that  no  barn  or  shed  or  other 
building  shall  be  built  or  located 
closer  than  ninety  (90)  feet  from  the 
front  or  street  line  of  said  lot."  It 
also  appeared  that  shortly  after  the 
defendant  went  into  possession  of  the 
property  she  erected,  without  the 
plaintiff's  consent,  a  building  the 
cost  of  which  did  not  exceed  $800. 
There  was  testimony  that  the  building 
complained  of  (which  was  admitted 
to  be  over  100  feet  back  from  the 
street  line)  was  a  one-story  structure, 
covering  a  space  of  24  by  26  feet,  and 
built  of  rough  boards,  battened.  It 
was  partitioned  into  rooms,  and  con- 
tained a  kitchen  with  a  sink  and  other 
conveniences.  It  was  furnished  and 
occupied  as  a  residence,  and  had  been 
so  occupied  from  the  time  it  was  built 
until  shortly  before  the  trial, — a  peri- 
od of  about  two  years.  In  this  state 
of  the  evidence  the  defendants  moved 
for  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  that 
there  had  been  no  violation  of  the 
restriction  in  the  deed,  which  was 
granted.  On  appeal  a  new  trial  was 
ordered,  it  being  held  that  the  struc- 
ture was  not  an  outbuilding.  The 
court  said :  "The  meaning  and  intent 
of  the  restrictive  clause  is  plain.  The 
purchaser  is  required,  if  he  desires 
to  put  improvements  upon  the  lot,  to 
erect  a  residence,  which  shall  cost 
and  be  worth  not  less  than  $1,500. 
Such  residence  may  be  accompanied 
by  the  'customary  outbuildings,  in- 
cluding a  private  stable.'  There  is  no 
provision  governing  the  cost  of  such 
outbuildings.  The  residence  is  to  be 
not  less  than  20  feet  from  the  street 
line.  The  provision  that  'such  build- 
ing shall  be  used  as  a  private  resi- 
dence only,'  of  course,  refers  to  the 
main  building,  not  to  the  stable  or 
other  outhouses.  So  far  there  is  no 
room  for  doubt.  The  respondents 
point,  however,  to  this  clause,  'And 
it  is  further  agreed  that  no  barn  or 
shed  or  other  building  shall  be  built 
or  located  closer  than  ninety  (90) 
feet  from  the  front  or  street  line  of 
id  lot,'  and  argue  that  it  permits  the 


erection,  at  a  distance  of  90  feet  or 
more  from  the  street  line,  of  any 
building,  whatever  its  cost,  and  for 
whatever  use.  This  is  an  entirely  in- 
admissible construction  of  the  lan- 
guage. In  view  of  the  earlier  provi- 
sions that  no  building  except  a  resi- 
dence with  outbuildings  should  be 
erected  on  the  premises  or  any  part 
thereof,  the  words  'or  other  building* 
plainly  have  reference  to  the  out- 
buildings permitted  at  the  outset  of 
the  paragraph.  This  meaning  is 
rendered  more  evident  by  the  fact 
that  this  phrase  is  used  in  connection 
with  and  following  the  words  'barn 
or  shed.'  The  effect  of  this  final  pro- 
vision, reading  it  as  a  part  of  the  en- 
tire restrictive  clause,  is  to  require 
outbuildings  to  be  set  back  90  feet 
from  the  street  line,  while  the  main 
residence  building  may  be  built  at  a 
distance  of  only  20  feet  from  the 
street  The  word  'outbuilding'  or 
'outhouse'  has  been  defined  as  'a 
building  adjoining  or  belonging  to  a 
dwelling  house'  (Bouvier's  Law 
Diet.).  'It  is  the  subserviency  of  it 
to  the  mansion  house  that  gives  it  the 
denomination  of  an  outhouse.'  State 
V.  Brooks  (1828)  4  Conn.  446.  An 
outbuilding  is  'something  which  is  to 
be  used  in  connection  with  a  main 
building.'  Blakemore  v.  Stanley 
(1893)  159  Mass.  6,  38  N.  E.  689.  The 
structure  erected  by  Mrs.  Marovich 
was  not  an  outbuilding.  It  was  not 
an  adjunct  to  any  main  building.  So 
far  as  the  evidence  and  the  admis- 
sions of  the  pleadings  show,  it  was 
built  for  no  other  purpose  and  put  to 
no  other  use  than  that  of  a  dwelling. 
Viewed  as  a  residence,  it  did  not  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  of  the  deed 
as  to  cost  and  value." 

I.  Sample  room. 

A  house  contiguous  to  and  used  in 
connection  with  a  hotel  as  a  sample 
room,  and  used  and  controlled  by  the 
owner  of  the  hotel,  has  been  held  to 
be  an  outhouse.  Shotwell  v.  State 
(1884)  43  Ark.  845. 

fn.  SehooIhotM0. 

In  an  early  Connecticut  case,  State 
V.  Bailey  (1834)  10  Conn.  118,  over- 
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runng  Stole  v.  O'Brien  (1797)  2  Root 
(Conn.)  516,  it  was  held  that  a  school- 
house  was  not  an  outhouse.     It  ap- 
peared that  the  building  described  in 
the  information  was  occupied,  at  the 
time  specified,  as  a  schoolhouse,  for 
the  purpose   of  teachinsr  a   district 
school  therein;  that  at  evening  the 
schoolhouse  was  locked  up;  that  there 
were  deposited  therein  the  bo<rics  used 
by  the  scholars ;  and  that  the  prison- 
er, in  the  night  season,  broke  and 
entered  the  schoolhouse,  with  an  in- 
tent to  steal.    The  court  said :    '^The 
prisoner  was  charged,  by  the  informa- 
tion, with  breaking  and  entering  an 
outhouse,    wherein    were    deposited 
iroods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  in  the 
night  season,  with  an  intent  to  steal, 
under  the  80th  section  of  the  'act  con- 
cerning crimes  and  punishments.*    On 
trial  he  was  convicted  and  sentenced 
to  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison, 
where  he  now  is.    The  outhouse  men- 
tioned and  described  in  the  informa- 
tion was  a  district  schoolhouse,  con- 
taining   books    and    other    articles 
commonly  used  in  district  schools.    In 
the  case  of  State  v.  O'Brien  (Conn.) 
supra,  it  is  said  that  a  schoolhouse 
may  come  under  the  denomination  of 
a  dwelling  house  or  outhouse ;  and  it 
was  in  that  case  adjudged  that  the 
felonious  burning  of  such  a  building 
was  arson.    The  doctrine  of  that  case 
cannot  be  approved  without  an  entire 
disregard  of  an  established  principle 
of  the  law  that  penal  laws  are  to  be 
construed  strictly.     Subsequently,  at 
the  revision  of  the  statute,  and  when 
the  law  punishing  arson  was  re-en- 
acted, schoolhouses  were  included  in 
the  enumeration  of  buildings  in  addi- 
tion  to    outhouses, — ^a    circumstance 
▼ery  clearly  implying  that  the  legis- 
lature did  not  consider  a  schoolhouse 
to  be  an   outhouse,  notwithstanding 
O'Brien's    Case.     An   outhouse   is   a 
building  appurtenant  to  some  main 
building     or     mansion     house;     and 
whether  it  te  parcel  of  it  or  not  de- 
pends upon  its  particular  location,  or 
its   connection    with    such    mansion 
house.    It  is  plain  that  a  schoolhouse 
is  not  of  this  description,  and  there- 
fore is  not  an  outhouse,  in  legal  sig- 

niftcation.'' 

20  A.I..B.— 16. 


The  Maryland  court,  however, 
reached  the  conclusion  in  Jones  v. 
Hungerford  (1882)  4  Gill  &  J.  (Md.) 
402,  that  a  schoolhouse  which  was  not 
a  parcel  of  a  dwelling  house  was  em- 
braced within  the  terms  "any  other 
outhouse,  not  parcel  of  any  dwelling 
house,"  as  used  in  a  statute  relating 
to  arson. 

So,  in  Rex  v.  Winter  (1815)  Buss* 
&  R.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  295,  it  was  held  that 
a  schoolroom  separated  from  a  dwell- 
ing house  by  a  narrow  passage  about 
a  yard  wide,  with  the  tile  roof  of  the 
house  reaching  over  part  of  the 
schoolroom  within  the  same  inclo- 
sure,  was  an  "outhouse"  within  the 
law  making  it  a  felony  to  set  fire  to 
any  "house,  bam,  or  outhouse." 

n.  Shed. 

An  epen  shed  in  a  farm  yard,  eon* 
structed  of  upright  posts  supporting 
pieces  of  wood  laid  across  them  and 
covered  with  straw  as  a  roof,  has 
been  held  to  be  an  "outhouse"  within 
the  statute  against  arson.  Rex  v. 
Stallion  (1834)  1  Moody,  C.  C.  (Eng.) 
398.  But  an  open  building  in  a  field, 
at  a  distance  f^om  and  out  of  sight 
of  the  owner's  house,  though  boarded 
and  covered  in,  has  been  held  not  to 
be  an  outhouse  within  the  same  stat- 
ute. Rex  v.  Ellison  (1832)  1  Moody, 
C.  G.  (Eng.)  336.  Likewise,  it  has 
been  held  that  a  cart  hovel,  consisting 
of  a  stubble  roof  supported  by  up- 
rights, in  a  field  at  a  distance  from 
other  buildings,  is  not  an  outhouse 
within  the  statute.  Rex  v.  Parrot 
(1834)  6  Car.  &  P.  (Eng.)  402. 

o.  8fnokehou9e. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  smokehouse 
is  not  necessarily  an  "outhouse  be- 
longing to  or  used  with  a  dwelling 
house,"  within  a  burglary  statute. 
Dunn  V.  Com.  (1905)  119  Ky.  457,  84 
S.  W.  821,  wherein  the  court  said :  "It 
will  be  observed  that  the  charge  in 
the  indictment  is  that  the  defendant 
feloniously  broke  and  entered  the 
smokehouse  of  J.  N.  Chambers,  and 
that  the  statute  punishes  the  breaking 
of  any  dwelling  house  or  any  outhotise 
belonging  to  or  used  with  any  dwell- 
ing house.    It  is  not  charged  in  the 
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indictment  that  the  house  broken  be- 
longed to  or  was  nsed  with  any  dwell'- 
infir  house.  It  is  said  that  a  smoke- 
house is  used  with  a  dwelling  house, 
and  therefore  the  charge  that  the  de- 
fendant broke  the  smokehouB^e  is  suffi- 
cient. But  the  eourt  cannot  so 
declare  as  a  matter  of  law.  A  sinok^ 
house  is  not  necessarily  an  outhouse 
belonging  to  or  used  with  a  dwelling 
house.  True,  it  usually  is  used  with  a 
dwelling,  house,  but  is  not  always  so. 
The  smokehouse  may  be  at  one  place 
and  the  dwelling  house  at  another. 
The  owner,  as  where  his  dwelling 
house  is  burned,  or  where  he  has 
moved  to  another,  may  still  retain  the 
smokehouse  at  the  old  site.  The 
charge  in  the  indictment  that  it  was 
a  smokehouse  which  was  broken  is 
not,  therefore,  equivalent  to  the 
words  of  the  statute  punishing  the 
breaking  of  'any  outhouse  belonging 
to  or  used  with  any  dwelling  house/ 
The  indictment  is  therefore  insuffi- 
cient, and  the  court  should  have  sus- 
tained the  demurrer  to  it." 

fi.  Spring  houae, 

A  ''spring  house"  has  been  held  to 
be  embraced  within  the  term  "out- 
house." Willoughby  v*  Shipman 
(1859)  28  Mow  60. 

q,  SUMS, 

A  stable  has  been  held  not  to  be  an 
outhouse  within  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  "if  any  tenant 
shall,  during  his  term  or  after  its  ex- 
piration, wilfully  and  unlawfully  de- 
molish, destroy,  injure,  or  damage  any 
tenement  house,  uninhabited  house, 
or  other  outhouse  belonging  to  his 
landlord  or  upon  his  premises,  .  .  . 
he  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 
State  V.  Rowland  Lumber  Co.  (1910) 
158  N.  a  610,  69  S.  E.  58. 

In  Reg.  V.  Hammond  (1844)  1  Coz, 
C.  G.  (Eng.)  60,  it  was  held  that  a 
stable  not  connected  with  a  dwelling 
house  was  not  an  outhouse,  the  court 
saying:  "An  outhouse  means  some- 
thing annexed  to  an  in-house." 

So,  where  a  building  restriction  in 
a  deed  provided  that  no  building 
should  be  erected  other  than  dwell- 
ings,   with    necessary    outbuildlngSt 


said  dwellings  to  cost  not  less  than 
$2,000  each,  and  all  of  said  buildings 
to  be  not  less  than  20  f^et  from  the 
street  line,  it  was  held  that  a  stable 
could  not  be  erected  on  the  lot  before 
there  was  a  dwelling  l&ereon.  Blake- 
more  V.  Stanley  (1898)  159  Mass.  6, 
83  N.  E.  689. 

See  also  Rex  v.  Haughton  (1888)  6 
Car.  db  P.  (Bug.)  665^  set  out  supra, 

n.  b. 

r.  SUUhtm^s. 

A  stillhouse,  or  distillery,  has  been 
held  to  be  an  outhouse  under  an  act 
to  prevent  ganung  i|i  "any  house  used 
as  a  place  of  gaming,  or  in  any  barn, 
kitchen,  stable,  or  other  outhouse," 
the  court  saying:  "There  is  nothing 
in  the  act  to  linait  their  meaning  to 
the  outhouses  appurtenant  to  the 
mansion  house.  The  policy  of  the  law 
should  lead  us  to  extend  it  to  out- 
houses of  every  description.  For  its 
professed  pbject  is  to  prevent  the 
pernicious  practice  of  gaming/  With 
that  view  it  is  made  to  embrace  high- 
ways, open  fields,  and  race  paths, 
kitchens,  bams,  stables,  and  every 
other  outhouse*  It  would  have  been 
difficult  to  have  n&ade  use  of  words 
more  comprehensive.  Both  the  latter 
and  the  spirit  of  the  act,  therefore, 
seem  to  lead  to  the  same  construction. 
If  gaming  has  a  tendency  to  lead  to 
quarrels  and  controversies,  and  to  the 
corruption  of  morals,  etc.,  when  car- 
ried on  in  an  open  field,  that  tendency 
cannot  be  much  lessened  by  carrying 
it  on  at  a  stillhouse.  And  although 
penal  laws  are  not  to  be  extended  by 
construction,  yet  the  policy  of  the  law 
is  to  be  regarded.  In  this  case,  how- 
ever, the  court  can  discover  no  incon- 
sistency between  the  letter  and  policy 
of  the  law."  State  v.  Faulkener 
(1823)  18  S.  a  L.  (2  M'Cord)  488. 

a.  Storeho%t9e. 

In  State  v.  Roper  (1888)  88  N.  C. 
656,  an  old  building  located  at  a  cross- 
road, and  not  inclosed  or  used  in  any 
way  as  a  dwelling  house,  but  which 
was  occupied  at  the  time  of  the  burn-> 
ing  as  a  storehouse,  was  held  not  to 
be  an  "outhouse,"  as  that  term  was 
used  in  a  statute  making  it  a  misde* 
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flieanor  aniawfully  and  wilfully  to 
burn  any  charch,  uninhabited  house, 
outhouse,  or  other  house  or  building. 
Storehouse  as  "Outhouse  where 
people  resort,**  see  infra.  III. 

f.  UnfinUhed  dufeUing  houae. 

A  building  intended  for  and  con- 
structed as  a  dwelling  house,  but 
which  was  not  completed  or  inhabited; 
and  in  which  the  owner  had  deposited 
straw  and  agricultural  implements, 
has  been  held  not  to  be  an  outhouse 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  en- 
titling the  owner  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  hundred  for  an  in- 
jury sustained  by  him  in  consequence 
of  maliciously  setting  fire  to  an  out- 
house. Elsmore  v.  St.  Briavells 
(1828)  8  Barn.  &  C.  461,  108  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1114,  6  L.  J.  K.  B.  372,  2  Mann 
AR.614. 

«.  Vnoctmpied  hMts0. 
See  infra.  III. 

IlL  "Ouihauae  where  people  renwrtJ* 

The  phrase  "outhouse  where  people 
resort**  in  laws  to  suppress  gaming 
has  been  held  to  be  used  in  the  ordi- 
nary and  popular  acceptation  of  the 
term  as  meaning  any  house  standing 
out  and  apart  from  houses  occupied 
and  used  as  dwelling  or  business 
houses,  and  therefore  as  including  all 
unoccupied  houses  "where  people  re- 
sort^* for  gaming  and  other  purposes. 
Pickens  y.  State  (1893)  100  Ala.  127, 

14  So.  672;  Wheelock  ▼.  State  (1856) 

15  Tex.  260.  Therefore  such  a  statute 
does  not  apply  to  an  unoccupied 
dwelling  house.  Pickens  v.  State 
(Ala.)  supra. 

It  seems  that  an  outhouse  to  which 
people  may  and  do  resort  at  pleasure, 
for  the  purpose  of  gaming,  though  it 
may  be  only  occasionally,  comes  with- 
in the  statutory  provision.  Downey  ▼• 
State  (1890)  90  Ala.  644,  8  So.  869. 


Under  a  statute  prohibiting  card 
playing  in  any  "outhouse  where  peo- 
ple resort,"  it  has  been  held  that  the 
fact  that  the  house  where  the  playing 
took  place  was  detached  from  the 
others,  and  inclosed  by  a-  fence,  did 
not  show  that  it  was  not  such  as  the 
statute  alleged;  that  to  make  it  an 
"outhouse,"  within  the  contemplation 
i5f  the'l^jrislature,' ifwas  not  neces- 
sary that  it  should  be  in  the  same  in- 
closure  with  a  mansion  house,  or  oth- 
er building  in  which  persons  resided. 
Cameron  v.  State  (1849)  16  Ala.  383. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  a  vacant 
storehouse  which  was  commonly  kept 
locked,  and  which  was  one  of  a  con- 
tinuous line  of  buildings  fronting  on 
the  street,  was  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  Swallow  v.  State  (1862) 
20  Ala.  30;  Downey  v.  State  (1896) 
110  Ala.  99,  20  So.  439;  Downey  v. 
State  (1896)  115  Ala.  108,  22  So.  479. 

It  was  held  in  Sisk  v.  State  (1890) 
28  Tex.  App.  432,  13  S.  W.  647,  that  a 
room  used  as  a  sleeping  room  in  a 
building  in  which  no  other  rooms 
were  occupied  might  be  an  "outhouse 
where  people  resort"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute. 

Likewise,  in  Huse  v.  State  (1904) 
46  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  685,  80  S.  W.  618, 
it  was  held  that  a  dugout  within  a 
few  feet  of  a  dwelling  house  and  oc- 
casionally used  in  connection  with  the 
house  was  an  "outhouse  where  people 
resort,"  when  gambling  occurred 
there. 

A  barn  used  for  keeping  stock  and 
storing  grain,  and  used  in  connection 
with  the  residence  of  the  owner,  is 
not  shown  to  be  "an  outhouse  where 
people  resort^"  where  the  only  proof 
is  that  the  defendant  and  another  per- 
son played  a  game  of  cards  there,  no 
others  being  present  when  the  game 
was  played.  Stockton  v.  State  (1898) 
--T  Tex.  CrinsL  Rep.  — ,  44  S.  W.  609. 

A.  S.  A. 
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HOLUS  ft  RAY,  Appts., 

V. 

J.  M.  ISBELL. 

MUsUsippi  Supreme  OeuH  (DiviaUm  B)-^  March  7,  19Bt. 

(124  Mi88.  799»  87  So.  273.) 

Mechanic's  lien  —  priority  -—  existing  lien. 

All  liens  are  created  by  law  or  hy  contract*  and  to  establish  a  lien  the 
contract  must  be  made  by  the  owner  of  the  property  upon  which  a  lien 
is  sought  to  be  impressed.  The  contract  may  be  expressed  or  implied. 
But*  where  a  mechanic  repairs  property  on  which  there  exists  a  prior  lien 
which  he  knows  exists*  his  lien  for  repairs  will  be  subject  to  the  prior 
lien*  unless  the  facts  show  a  waiver  by  the  prior  lienholder*  or  an  implied 
contract  to  subordinate  his  lien  to  that  of  the  mechanic 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  249.] 

Headnote  by  Ethridge,  J. 


Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Copiah 
County  (Miller*  J.)  reversing  a  judgment  in  their  favor  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace*  in  a  suit  to  establish  a  mechanic's  lien  on  an  automobile  re- 
paired by  them  for  defendant.    Ajfirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  R.  N.  Miller  and  L.  F.  Hen-  out  a  jury.    The  agreed  statement 

dridc  for  appellants.  of  facts  reads  as  follows : 

Mr.  J.  F.  Guynes  for  appellee.  «in  this  case  it  is  agreed  between 

Ethridge,  J.*  delivered  the  opinion  counsel    to    submit   to    the    courts 

of  the  court:  waiving  a  jury,  the  following  facts: 

HoUie  &  Ray  instituted  a  pro-  "It  is  agreed  that  Atkinson  &  Me- 
ceeding  to  establish  a  mechanic's  Donald  Company*  on  March  22, 
lien  on  an  automobile  which  they  1919*  sold  and  delivered  to  J.  M. 
had  repaired  for  Isbell.  Isbell  had  Isbell  a  Maxwell  touring  car  for  the 
bought  the  automobile  from  Wil-  sum  of  $275  and  interest*  for  which 
liam  Atkinson  &  McDonald  Com-  amount  they  accepted  his  note,  re^ 
pany,  a  corporation*  which  had  serving  to  the  said  company  title  ta 
retained  title  until  the  purchase  the  said  car  until  the  purchase 
money  was  paid.  The  suit  origi-  money  should  be  paid;  tiiat  said 
nated  in  a  justice  of  the  peace  court*  note  is  filed  herewith  as  exhibit  A 
in  which  court  there  was  a  judg-  hereto.  On  the  —  day  of  Septem- 
ment  holding  the  appellants'  claim  ber,  1919,  there  was  due  on  the  said 
superior  to  that  of  Atkinson  &  Mc-  note  a  balance  of  $216,  which  fact 
Donald  Company,  from  which  judg-  that  there  was  a  balance  due  by 
ment  an  appeal  was  prosecuted  to  Isbell  on  the  car  to  claimant  was- 
the  circuit  court,  where  there  was  fully  known  to  HoUis  &  Ray*  plain— 
a  judgment  holding  that  the  lien  of  tiffs  in  the  original  suit. 
Atkinson  &  McDonald  Company  "On  the  last  date  named*  without, 
was  superior  to  that  of  the  appel-  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Wil- 
lants*  from  which  judgment  this  Ham  Atkinson  &  McDonald  Corn- 
appeal  is  prosecuted.  pany*    the    said    Isbell    took    the- 

The  case  was  tried  in  the  circuit  automobile  to  Hollis  &  Ray  for  r&- 

court  on  an   agreed  statement  of  pairs*  and  they  repaired  it  at  their 

facts*  before  the  circuit  court  with-  garage.    The  amount  due  for  said! 


repairs  amounted  to  $61.  Before 
the  aaid  bill  was  paid  they,  HoUis  & 
Ray,  ciHisented  for  the  said  Isbell  to 
take  possessi(m  of  said  car. 

"On  the  —  day  of  ,  1920, 

the  said  bill  for  repairs  being  still 
due  and  unpaid,  said  Hcllis  &  Ray 
filed  their  suit  in  the  justice  of  the 
peace  court  to  enforce  their  lien  on 
said  car  for  the  said  sum.  The  car 
was  seized.  Atkinson  &  McDonald 
Company,  before  the  trial,  filed 
their  claimant's  issue,  claiming  the 
title  to  said  car  by  virtue  of  said 
note. 

"At  the  trial  HoUis  &  Ray  ob- 
tained judgment  for  said  amount  of 
151,  and  for  the  sale  of  said  car  for 
which  to  pay  the  said  amount.  On 
trial  of  clairiiant's  issue  the  said  lien 
of  HoUis  &  Ray  was  held  to  be  para^ 
mount  to  the  claim  of  title  of 
Atkinson  &  McDonald  Company. 
Whereupon  said  company  appealed 
to  the  circuit  court" 

The  appellant  relies  upon  the 
case  of  Broom  v.  Dale,  109  Miss. 
52,  L.R.A.1915D,  1146,  67  So.  659, 
in  which  this  court  held  that  where 
a  vendor  reserving  title  to  secure 
the  purchase  money  had  knowledge 
that  a  car  sold  with  title  retained 
was  being  repaired  by  a  mechanic, 
and  made  no  objection  thereto,  the 
mechanic's  lien  was  superior  to  that 
of  the  vendor.  The  appellant  also 
relied  on  the  case  of  Orr  v.  Jackson 
Jitney  Co.  115  Miss.  140,  75  So.  945. 
In  the  Broom  Case,  supra,  a  ground 
of  liability  rests  upon  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  vendor  had  knowledge, 
and  impliedly  consented  to  the  re- 
pair of  the  car,  and  that  the  re- 
pair resulted  to  his  benefit  as  well 
as  to  the  benefit  of  the  vendee.  In 
the  case  before  us  the  vendor  had 
no  knowledge  whatever  that  re- 
pairs were  being  made,  or  were  to 
be  made,  until  after  their  comple- 
tion. There  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  show  that  the  repairs  in- 
creased the  value  of  the  car  over 
and  above  its  value  at  the  time  of 
the  sale. 

The  appelant  also  argues  that 
the  princii^e  of  commercial  neces- 
sity enters  into  this  case,  and  for 
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that  reason  a  mechanic's  lien  should 
be  superior  to  the  vendor^s  lien  or 
the  vendor^s  title,  even  though  the 
mechanic  had  knowledge  of  the 
seller's  rights. 

In  3  R.  C.  L.  133,  §  5&,  it  is 
stated:  ^'AU  liens  are  created  by 
law  or  by  contract  of  the  parties. 
Hence,  while  ordinarily  a  bailee  has 
a  lien  on  a  chattel  where,  by  the  be- 
stowal of  skill  and  labor,  he  has 
enhanced  its  value,  such  a  lien 
arises  from  his  employment  to  ren- 
der the  services,  and,  as  a  lien  is  in 
effect  a  proprietary  interest  or 
qualified  ownership,  it  follows  that 
tiie  emplo3rment  must'  be  by  tihe 
owner  whose  property  is  to  be  af- 
fected by  the  lien,  or  by  his  consent, 
express  or  implied;  otherwise  the 
bailee  has  no  lien,  and  the  true 
owner,  on  demand,  is  entitled  to  a 
delivery  thereof  without  satisfying 
any  charges  which  may  have  ac- 
crued in  favor  of  the  bailee  against 
his  bailor.'' 

The  general  rule  of  priority  is 
that  one  acquiring  a  right  with 
knowledge  of  a  prior  right  acquires 
subject  to  the  prior  right,  and  this 
rule  will  be  enforced,  unless  circum- 
stances are  such  that  an  agreement 
to  the  contrary  may  be  implied  on 
the  part  of  the  holder  of  the  prior 
right.  In  many  cases  the  circum- 
stances warranted  the  court  in  hold- 
ing from  the  circumstances,  that  the 
prior  lienholder  has  waived  his  lien 
or  agreed  to  subordinate  it  to  that  of 
the  subsequent  lienholder,  and  that 
was  the  foundation  upon  which  the 
case  of  Broom  v.  Dale  rested.  In  the 
present  case  it  was  agreed,  in  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts  above  set 
out,  ti^at  the  seller  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  transaction  between  the 
mechanic  and  his  vendee,  but  shows, 
on  the  contrary,  that  the  mechanic 

had  full  knowledge  Mechamic.  iie> 
of  the  seller's  right.  -priontT-- 
This  being  true,  he  "*'**-•  "— 
must  have  contracted  upon  the  faith 
of  the  credit  of  the  vendee  and  such 
right  as  the  vendee  had  in  the 
property  repaired.  There  are  no 
circumstances  in  this  record  suffi- 
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cient  to  warrant  us  in  applying  the 
doctrine  of  Broom  v.  Dale,  supra, 
to  this  case.  There  is  a  clear  dis^ 
tinction  between  this  case  and  that 
one. 

The  learned  court  below  decided 
in  accordance  with  this  opinion,  and 
tbe  judgment  is  affirmed 


The  question  of  priority  as  between 
a  lien  for  repairs  and  the  right  of  the 
seller  under  conditional  contract  is  the 
subject  of  the  annotation  following 
SooTT  V.  Mercer  Gabagb  &  Auto  Sales 
Co.  post,  249. 


W.  A.  SCOTT,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

MERCER  GARAGE  &  AUTO  SALES  COMPANY. 

We&i  Virginia  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals '^  Mart^  i,  199 !• 

(88  W.  Va.  92,  106  S.  E.  425.) 

Lien  —  priority  —  mechanic's  and  vendor's. 

The  common-law  lien  of  a  mechanic  for  repairs  on  a  chattel  in  his  pos** 
session  is  subordinate  to  the  lien  of  a  former  owner  of  the  chattel,  who, 
in  his  contract  of  sale,  reserved  the  title  as  security  for  unpaid  purchase 
money,  duly  recorded  as  provided  by  §  3  of  chapter  74  (§  3831)  of  the 
Code,  unless  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  by  the  subsequent  conduct 
of  the  seller,  he  has  given  express  or  implied  authority  to  the  vendee  to 
keep  the  property  in  repair. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  249.] 

Headnote  by  MnxEat,  J. 


Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mercer  County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  possession  of  an  auto- 
mobile.   Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  Sexton  &  Roberts  for  plain- 
tiff in  error. 

Mr.  Arthur  F.  Kingdon,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

Even  if  the  plaintiff  had  a  valid  lien 
against  the  purchaser  of  the  automo- 
bile, nevertheless  the  defendant's  lien 
would  take  precedence  over  the  plain- 
tiff's lien. 

Jones,  Liens,  §  744;  Watts  v.  Swee- 
ney, 127  Ind.  116,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  615, 
26  N.  E.  680;  Allred  v.  Haile,  84  Ga. 
570,  10  S.  E.  1095;  Smith  v.  Stevens, 
86  Minn.  303,  81  N.  W.  55;  Ruppert  v. 
Zang,  78  N.  J.  L.  216,  62  Atl.  998; 
Drummond  Carriage  Co.  v.  Mills,  54 
Neb.  417,  40  L.RJI,  761,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  719,  74  N.  W.  966;  Reeves  &  Co. 
V.  Russell,  28  N.  D.  265,  L.R.A.1915D, 
1149,  148  N.  W.  654;  Peter  Barrett 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Van  Ronk,  212  N.  Y.  90, 105 
N.  E.  811 ;  Gardner  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 


122  Ark.  464,  184  S.  W.  51;  Globe 
Works  V.  Wright,  106  Mass.  207;  Ham- 
mond V.  Danielson,  126  Mass.  294;  & 
R.  C.  L.  p.  83;  Meyer  v.  Berlandi,  39 
Minn.  438,  1  L.R.A.  777,  12  Am.  St* 
Rep.  663,  40  N.  W.  513;  Tucker  v. 
Werner,  2  Misc.  193,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
264;  Garr  v.  Clements,  4  N.  D.  559,  62 
N.  W.  640. 

Miller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

In  this  action  of  detinue,  begun 
in  the  circuit  court  of  Mercer 
county,  and  there  determined  ad- 
versely to  plaintiff,  upon  agreed 
facts  submitted  to  the  court  in  lieu 
of  a  jury,  the  question  is  now  pre- 
sented for  our  decision  whether  the 
common-law  lien  of  the  defendant 
company  for  repairs  upon  an  auto- 
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mobile^  done  in  Decradl)er»  1916rand 
for  the  pasnpQ^it  of  which  it  was 
detaining  said  machine,  is,  as  the 
circuit  court  held»  superior  and 
paramount  to  that  of  the  plaintiff 
for  the  purchase  money  thereof, 
represented  by  notes,  for  which  in 
hift  written  contract  of  sale  he  re- 
tained the  title  thereto,  duly  record- 
ed in  the  clerk's  offioe  of  the  said 
county,  prior  to  the  delivery  there- 
of to  the  defendant  by  Maiy  L. 
HoUey,  or  her  husband,  the  pur- 
chaser thereof,  for  the  purpose  of 
such  repaara 

The  contract  of  sale^  made  a  part 
of  the  agreement  of  facts,  after 
describing  the  parties  and  reciting 
the  consideration,  $750,  $150  where- 
of is  acknowledged  as  paid,  and  the 
balance,  $600,  represented  hy 
twelve  negotiable  notes  of  $50  eadi, 
payable  one  each  month  with  inter- 
est, for  the  period  of  twelve  months, 
further  provides :  "The  title  to  the 
above-mentioned  automobile  is  re- 
served to  the  party  of  the  first  part 
luitil  all  said  purchase-money  notes 
are  fully  paid/' 

Another  provision  of  the  contract 
is:  ''It  is  further  understood  and 
agreed  between  the  parties  hereto 
that  in  the  event  the  party  of  the 
second  part  shaU  fail  to  discharge 
any  two  of  said  notes  as  they  fall 
due,  and  any  two  or  more  of  said 
notes  shall  be  due  at  the  same  time, 
then  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall 
have  the  right,  or  option,  if  he  so 
desires^  to  retake  possession  of  said 
automobile,  in  the  event  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  cannot  other- 
wise collect  said  notes/' 

The  facts  agreed  show  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  know  said  car  was  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  purchaser 
and  in  possession  of  defendant  until 
sometime  in  1918,  but  believed  it  to 
be  in  his  possession;  that  four  of 
the  purchase-money  notes  had  been 
paid,  but  that,  the  remainder  being 
unpaid,  suit  was  brought  thereon 
by  plaintiff,  judgment  taken  there- 
for against  maker  and  indorser  in 
May,  1918,  for  $410.92  and  costs, 
and  every  legal  remedy  available 
was  teken  to  collect  the  same,  with- 


out avidl;  and  that  thereaftar  de- 
mand for  the  possession  of  the  said 
automobile  was  made  by  plaintiff 
upon  defendant,  which  being  re- 
fused, this  suit  was  brought  to  ob- 
tain possession  thereof. 

We  recognize  the  fact  that  we  are 
presented  a  clear  ease  of  a  common- 
law  lien  of  a  repair  man  in  posses- 
sion of  the  chattel,  holding  it  as 
security  for  labor  and  material  ex- 
pended upon  it.  But  we  also  em- 
phasize the  fact  that  plaintiff  is  the 
vendor  thereof,  with  recorded  res- 
ervation of  title  held  as  security 
for  the  purchase  money,  giving 
notice  to  creditors  of  and  purchas- 
ers from  the  vendee,  the  mortgagor. 
This  lien  was  good  at  common  law 
without  notice,  but  by  §  3  of  chapter 
74  (§  3831)  of  the  Code,  such  lien 
for  purchase  money  is  lost  without 
recorded  notice  thereof  as  therein 
provided.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
equities  of  the  case  now  before  us 
which  should  allow  the  subsequent 
lien  to  supplant  the  prior  lien  of  the 
vendor.  The  defendant  no  doubt 
acquired  a  common-law  lien  on  the 
chattel  for  the  amount  of  the  re- 
pairs, but  was  it  not  subordinate  to 
that  of  plaintiff  for  purchase 
money?  Plaintiff  furnished  the 
automobile,  practically  new,  with 
all  the  material  and  labor  bestowed 
upon  it  to  make  it  a  valuable  ma- 
chine, and  there  is  nothing  in  tilie 
provisions  of  the  contract  of  sale 
implying  authority  in  the  purchaser 
to  encumber  the  proper^,  volun- 
tarily or  involuntarily,  in  such  a 
way  as  to  supersede  the  prior 
lien  for  purchase  money.  The 
instrum^it  so  reserving  title  of 
a  chattel  partakes  of  the  nature  of 
a  mortgage,  the  vendor  being 
mortgagee,  the  vendee  the  mort- 
gagor. As  a  general  rule,  say  all 
tke  authorities,  a  mortgagor  cannot 
create  a  lien  upon  the  properly  to 
take  precedence  over  his  recorded 
mortgage.  Jones,  Ghat  Mortg.  § 
472.  This  authori^  says:  ''An 
agreement  which  will  defeat  the 
purpose  of  the  transaction  should 
not  be  inferred  or  implied  against 
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a  mortgagee,  without  very  cogent 
evidence." 

Following  the  general  rule  re- 
ferred to,  we  find  directly  in  point 
the  case  of  Denison  v.  Shuler,  47 
Mich.  598,  41  Am.  Rep.  784,  11  N. 
W.  402,  opinion  by  Graves,  Ch.  J,, 
holding  that  a  mechanic's  lien  for 
repairs  is  subordinate  to  a  prior 
duly  recorded  mortgage  thereon  for 
the  purchase  mon^.  This  case  in- 
volved repairs  on  a  steam  engine 
which  was  then  in  the  possession 
of  the  defendants,  tiie  mechanics, 
and  held  by  them  for  the  repair  bill 
of  $185.86.  The  court,  referring 
to  the  fact  ttuA  the  plaintiff  had 
furnished  the  machine,  says :  ''The 
repairers  did  less.  Their  expendi- 
ture was  comparatively  snudl,  and 
they  acted,  in  making  it,  under 
circumstances  which  charged  them 
with  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  prior 
lien.  Why  should  their  claim  be 
iwef erred  T^ 

What  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
MarshaU,  in  Rankin  v.  Scott,  12 
Wheat.  177,  179,  6  L.  ed.  592,  593, 
referred  to  by  the  Michigan  court, 
is  as  applicable  here  as  in  that  case, 
namely,  that  a  prior  lien  gives  a 
prior  claim,  which  is  entitled  to 
prior  satisfaction  of  the  subject  it 
binds,  unless  the  lien  be  intrinsi- 
cally defective,  or  be  displaced  by 
some  act  of  the  party  holding  it, 
which  shall  postpone  him  in  a 
court  of  law  or  equity,  to  a  subse- 
quent claimant. 

The  comparatively  recent  case  of 
Shaw  V.  Webb,  181  Tenn.  173, 
L.R.A.1915D,  1141,  174  S.  W.  273, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  626,  involved 
the  lien  of  a  repairer  of  an  automo- 
bile— first  a  common-law  lien  lost 
by  surrender  of  possession,  but  for 
which  the  statute  also  gave  him  a 
lien.  In  that  case  the  court  in  a 
well-considered  opinion,  which  re- 
views many  of  the  decisions  and 
analyzes  them,  held  that  the  lien 
given  by  statute  was  subordinate  to 
the  lien  of  the  vendor  of  the  chattel 
reserved  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-money  notes,  and  that 
if  the  vendor  intended  to  subordi^ 
nate  his  lien  to  that  of  the  mechanic 


for  repairs,  it  should  be  manifested 
in  the  contract  <in  that  case,  in  the 
purchase-money  notes),  in  which 
the  title  was  reserved  to  secure  the 
payment  thereof,  else  the  notes 
would  be  deprived  of  a  considerable 
element  of  marketability.  In 
Baughman  Auto.  Co.  v.  Emanuel, 
137  Ga.  354,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  97, 
73  S.  E.  511,  the  common-law  lien 
of  the  repairer  of  an  automobile 
was  held  to  be  subordinate  to  the 
rights  of  the  vendor,  in  his  title  re- 
tained to  secure  the  purchase  mon- 
ey. In  that  case  it  appears  tliat  the 
lien  claimant  had  notice  of  the 
rights  of  the  conditional  vendor. 
Here  our  recording  statute  was  the 
legal  equivalent,  for  it  gave  defend- 
ant record  or  constructive  notice 
binding  him. 

An  examination  of  the  cases  ap- 
parently in  conflict  with  those  cited, 
and  others  that  might  be  referred 
to, — unless  it  be  those  of  New 
Jersey,  constituting  an  exception, — 
will  show  that  wherever  such  com- 
mon-law lien  has  been  allowed  to 
supersede  a  lien  reserved  by  the 
vendor  of  the  chattel,  the  courts 
have  attempted,  at  least,  to  refer 
their  conclusions  to  some  actual  or 
implied  authority  of  the  vendor  or 
mortgagee  to  have  the  chattel  kept 
in  repair.  An  illustration  is  the 
case  of  Hammond  v.  Danielson,  126 
Mass.  294,  involving  a  mortgage  of 
a  hack  described  as  ''let  for  hire," 
and  "now  in  use,**  from  which  au- 
thority was  implied  in  the  mortga- 
gor to  keep  the  vehicle  in  repair. 
And  in  accordance  with  this  class  of 
cases,  it  was  sought  in  the  present 
case  to  imply  authority  in  the  ven- 
dee to  cause  the  automobile  to  be 
repaired,  because  of  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  knew  that  the  purchaser 
intended  to  use  the  machine  on  some 
occasions  to  carry  passengers  for 
hire.  No  such  authority  was  given 
in  the  recorded  contract.  May  he 
not  stand  on  that,  if  he  has  done 
nothing  in  the  meantime  to  deprive 
him  of  his  rights?  The  facts 
agreed  show  hothing  justifying  any 
such  implied  authority. 

For  the  reasons  aforesaid,  ym 
are  of  opinion  that  plaintiff  is  en- 
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titied  to  reeover  possession  of  the 
Lie>-pri«ritT  property  ^ed  lor, 
^43?***'*  *■*  and  that  the  judg-* 
^\"  *  ■*  ment    below    must 

be  reversed.  But  as  the  facts 
agreed  do  not  include  the  value  of 
theproperty^  and  the  court  made  no 
finding  thereon,  before  a  final  judg- 
mrat.the  value  oi  tiie  property  muit 
be  ascertained,  as  prodded  by  § 
6  of  chapter  102  (§  4463)  of  the 
Code. 


'  We^  therefore,  reverse  the  judg- 
mmii  and  remand  the  ease  to  the 
Circuit  Court,  with  direction  l^ 
proper  proceedings  to  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  property  and  give 
judgment  tor  the  plaintiff  for  pos- 
session thereof »  if  possession  there- 
of can  be  had;  if  not,  for  the  value 
thereof,  with  posts  according  to  law. 

1  ■ 

.  Petition    for    rehearing    denied 
March  2d»  1921; 


ANNCyTAtiON. 

•  .  .  . 

Priority  as  between  Ben  for  repairs  and  rii^t  ef  seller  nnder  conditional 


» • 


contmcL 


>  I 


As  a  general  rule,  the  lien  of  a 
person  making  repairs  to  a  chattel, 
at  the  instance  of  the  buyer  in  pbiises- 
sion  thereof,  is  subordinate  to  the 
riirhts  of  the  seller  under  a  contract 
of  conditional  sale  of  which  the 
person  making  the  repairs  has  actual 
or  constructive  notkel  Baughntan 
Auto.  Co.  V.  Emanuel  (1911)  137  6a. 
354,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  97,  73  S.  E.  511; 
Small  V.  Robinson  (1879)  69  Me.  425, 
31  Am.  Rep.  299;  H6LLIS  v.  ISBELL  (re- 
ported hiere'with)  ante,  244;  Shaw  ▼• 
Webb  (1914)  131  T«n.  173,  L;R.A. 
1915D,  1141,  174  S.  W.  273,  Ann.  Gas. 
1916A,  626.  See  also  SOOTT  v.  MEBGEK 
Garage  db  Auto  Sales  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  246. 

Thus,  in  HOLLis  v.  ISBELL  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  244,  it  was  held  that 
the  title  retained  by  a  seller  under 
a  recorded  contract  of  conditional 
ttle  was  superior  to  a  lien  for  repairs, 
made  at  the  instance  of  the  buyer 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  seller. 
The  court  distinguished  Broom  v.  Dale 
(1915)  109  Miss.  62,  L.R.A.1915D, 
1146,  67  So.  659,  on  the  ground  that 
the  agreed  statement  of  facts  in  the 
latter  ease  showed  Imowledge  on  the 
part  of  tBe  seller  that  the  repairs 
were  being  made.  See  infra,  under 
implied  consent  of  seller  to  repair.'' 
A  fortiori,  where  the  person  making 
the  repairs  has  actual  notice  that  a 
conditional  buyer  who  requests  re* 
P^rs  on  a  chattel  is  not  the  owner 
thereof,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to 


assert  a  lien  for  repairs  as  against 
the  seller  who  retains  the  title  to  the 
chattel.  Baughman  Auto.  Co.  y. 
Emanuel  (Ga»)  supra.. 
.  However,  under  a  statute  provid- 
ing that  ''a  person  who  makes,  alters, 
or  repairs  any  article  of  personal 
property,  at  the  request  of  the  owner 
or  legal  possessor  of  the  property, 
has  a  lien  on  the  saline  for  his  reason- 
able charges  for  the  balance  due  for 
such  work*  done  and  materials  fur- 
nished, and  may  retain  possession  of 
the  same  until  the  charges  are  paid," 
it  has  been  held  that,  a  person  making 
repairs  to  an  automobile  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  buyer  was  entitled  to 
a  lien,  even  as  against  an  unpaid 
conditional  seller  thereof.  Daven- 
port V.  Grundy  Motor  Sales  Co. 
(1915)  28  CaL  App.  409,  152  Pac.  932, 
wherein  the  court  said:  "The  sole 
question  involved  is  whether  or  not 
the  Grundy  Motor  Sales  Company 
was  entitled  to  a  lien  for  the  work 
done  and  materials  furnished  in  mak- 
ing repairs  upon  the  automobile  at 
the  request  of  Seymour,  to  whom  the 
plaintiff  had  delivered  possession  un- 
der the  terms  of  the  contract  for  the 
conditional  sale  thereof.  Appellant 
insists  that,  as  Sesrmour  did  not  have 
title  to  the  property,  no  lien  for  re- 
pairs could  be  based  upon  any  act  or 
request  of  his.  This  contention,  how- 
ever, is  contrary  to  the  plain  import 
of  the  language  used  in  the  statute, 
which,  as  we  have  seen,  expressly 
pirovidei^  that  one  making  repairs  at 
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the  request  of  the  le^al  possessor  of 
the  property  shall  have  a  lien  there* 
for.     That   Seymour   was   the   legal 
possessor  of  the  automobile  admits  of 
no  question." 

Likewise,  under  a  statute  proyidinflr 
that  whenever  any  person  shall  in- 
trust to  any  mechanici  artisan,  or 
tradesman  an  article  of  value  to  be 
repaired,  such  mechanic,  artisan,  or 
tradesman  shall  have  a  lien  on  the 
article,  it  has  been  held  that  a  lien 
for  necessary  repairs  by  a  mechanic 
was  effective  as  against  an  owner  and 
conditional  seller^  where  the  mechanic 
made  the  repairs  at  the  xequest  of  the 
purchaser  and  without  objection  from 
the  seller,  though  the  latter  had 
advance  notice  of  the  contemplated 
repairs,  and  told  the  mechanic  not 
to  let  the  automobile  go  out  of  his 
possession  until  he  was  paid  for 
them.  Etchen  v.  Dennis  &  Son 
Garage  (1919)  104  Kan.  241,  178  Pac. 
408.  The  decision  in  that  case  ap- 
pears to  have  been  based  both  on  the 
extent  of  the  lien  under  the  statute, 
and  the  consent  of  the  owner  to  the 
making  of  the  repairs.  See  infra, 
under  "Implied  consent  of  seller  to 
repairs." 

Ill  New  York,  by  an  express  provi- 
sion of  the  statute  relating  to  liens  for 
the  repair  of  motor  vehicles  (Lien 
Law,  §  184,  32  McKinney,  Consol. 
Laws,  p.  177),  a  conditional  vendee 
is  regarded  as  an  owner  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause  creating  a 
lien  for  repairs  made  on  a  motor 
vehicle  at  the  request  of  its  owner. 
See  Lloyd  v.  Kilpatrick  (1911)  71 
Misc.  19,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  1096. 
And  in  Terminal  &  Town  Taxi 
Corp.  V.  O'Rourke  (1922)  117  Misc. 
761,  193  N.  Y.  Supp.  238,  it  was  held 
that  §  184,  so  far  as  repairs  are  con- 
cerned, is  merely  declaratory  of  com- 
mon-law rights,  and  that,  irrespective 
of  statute,  a  repair  company's  lien 
for  repairs  made  under  contract  with 
one  who  had  acquired  the  interest  of 
the  vendee  under  a  conditional  con- 
tract is  superior  to  the  right  of  the 
conditional  vendor;  and  that  the  sec- 
tion is  not  unconstitutional  as  con- 
travening   the    due    process    of   law 


provision  of  the  state  and  Federal 
Constitutions.  See  also  a  similar  Min* 
nesota  statute,  referred  to  in  Reed  v. 
Horton  (1916)  185  Minn.  17,  159  N. 
W.  1080. 

In  Crosier  v.  Cudihee  (1915)  85 
Wash*  237,  147  Pac.  1146,  the  court 
held  to  be  constitutional  a  statute 
giving  a  lien  to  any  person  who  ex- 
pends labor,  skill,  or  material  on  a 
chattel  at  the  request  of  the  owner 
or  his  authorized  agent,  providing  that 
a  person  in  possession  of  a  chattel 
under  an  agreement  for  its  purchase 
shall  be  considered  the  owner  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act»  whether  he  have 
the  legal  title  or  not,  and  making 
the  lien  superior  to  the  right  of  the 
holder  of  the  legal  title  or  any  pre* 
vious  lien.  The  court  said:  "Appel- 
lant contends  that  §  1156,  Rem.  & 
Bal.  Code  (P.  C.  309,  §  167),  is  uncon- 
stitutional, in  that  it  prefers  liens 
of  this  character  over  any  prior  se- 
curity held  by  a  vendor,  and  grants  a 
lien  against  the  interest  of  the  vendor, 
when,  as  here,  suc^  interest  is  evi- 
denced by  a  conditional-sale  con- 
tract. It  is  also  asserted  that  the 
effect  of  the  statute  deprives  appel- 
lant of  his  property  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law.  Appellant  cites  no  direct 
authority  supporting  his  contention, 
and  we  find  none.  We  cannot  recall 
any  rule  of  law  which  would  make 
this  statute  unconstitutional.  Stat- 
utes establishing  priorities  as  between 
liens  are  not  uncommon,  and  such 
statutes  have  never  been  successfully 
attacked  because  liens  of  this  char- 
acter have  been  granted  priority  over 
vendors,'  mortgagors,'  and  other  liens. 
The  fact  that  appellant  is  in  court 
seeking  the  validity  of  his  lien  against 
that  of  respondents  is  a  sufficient  an- 
swer to  his  contention  that  he  has 
been  deprived  of  his  property  without 
due  process  of  law." 

Under  a  statute  requiring  that  a 
contract  of  conditional  sale  must  be 
recorded  in  order  to  be  valid  as 
against  third  persons,  a  lien  for  re- 
pairs made  at  the  instance  of  the 
buyer,  is  superior  to  the  right  of  a  sell- 
er who  has  failed  to  record  the  con- 
tract reserving  title  to  him.  Winton 
Ck>.  V.  Meister   (1918)   133  Md.   318, 


ANNO.— LIEN  FOR  REPAIRS-^CONDITIONAL  VENDOR— PRIORITY.  251 


105  Ail.  801.  See  also  Landreth 
Machinery  Co.  y.  Roney  (1914)  185 
Ma  App.  474,  171  S.  W.  681. 

The  unusual  situation  has  been  pre- 
sented, in  two  cases,  of  a  claim  of 
Uen  for  repairs  by  a  conditional  sell- 
er entitled  to  resume  possession  be- 
cause of  defaults  in  payment.    Ordi- 
narily, it  would  seem  that  he  cannot 
claim  a  Uen,  since  he  is  the  holder  of 
the  legal  title,  and  the  claim  of  a 
lien  is  not  consistent  with  his  title. 
Alexander  y.  Mobile  Auto  Co.  (1917) 
200  Ala.  586,  76  So.  944.    In  that  case 
it  appeared  that  a  conditional  seller 
of  an  automobile  bought  an  action 
against   the    buyer    for    the    price, 
though  he  had  resumed  the  posses- 
sion of  the  machine.    The  contention 
of  the  seller  was  that  he  had  taken 
possession  because  he  was  entitled  to 
a  lien  for  repairs  made  by  him  after 
the  sale.     The  court  held  that  the 
seller,    having    reserved   title,    could 
not   assert    a    lien    on    the    chattel 
sold;  that   his   resuming   possession 
amounted  to  an  election  to  enforce 
the  condition  in  the  contract  of  sale, 
and  he  could  not  afterward  maintain 
an   action    for    the   price.      But    in 
Gilbert  v.  Bishop  (1912)  78  Misc.  560, 
188  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  it  was  held,  un- 
der a  lien  act  providing  that  a  garage 
owner  or  other  person  keeping  a  place 
for  the  repair  of  motor  vehicles  shall 
have  a  lien  for  repairs  made  at  the 
request,  or  with  the  consent  of,  the 
owner,  whether  he  is  a  conditional 
Tendee  or  a  mortgagor  remaining  in 
possession,  that  the  seller  of  an  auto- 
mobile who   retained  title  until  the 
purchase  price  was  paid  could  take 
possession  of  the  machine  to  enforce 
a  lien  for  repairs  made  by  him,  and 
that,  under  such  circumstances,  his 
act  in  taking  possession  did  not  bar 
an  action   by  him  against  the  pur- 
chaser for  the  price. 

IsfUed  eosflest  of  seller  to  vopair. 

Where  the  circumstances  of  a  con- 
ditional sale  of  a  chattel  are  such 
as  to  imply  a  consent  by  the  seller 
that  the  buyer  may  have  it  repaired 
▼hen  necessary,  the  lien  of  the  person 
making  the  repairs  is  superior  to  the 
rights  of  the  seller.  Thus,  an  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  to  a  con- 


tract for  the  conditional  sale  of  a 
vehicle,  that  it  is  to  be  used  to  carry 
passengers  for  hire,  has  been  held 
to  imply  that  the  buyer  is  author- 
ized to  subject  the  vehicle  to  a  lien 
for  repairs,  and,  therefore,  to  give 
to  one  who  repairs  it  a  lien  enforce- 
able against  the  seller.  Weber  Imple- 
ment &  Auto.  Go.  V.  Pearson  (1917) 
182  Ark.  101,  L.R.A.1918D,  327,  200 
S.  W.  278.  In  that  case  it  appeared 
that  a  conditional  sale  was  made  of 
three  automobiles,  with  the  under- 
standing that  they  were  to  be  used 
in  a  livery  service,  and  were  to  be 
paid  for  from  the  earnings  of  the 
business.  In  holding  that  the  pur- 
chaser, in  having  repairs  made,  was 
acting  as  an  agent  for  the  seller,  the 
court  said:  ''Necessary  repairs  are 
for  the  betterment  of  the  property, 
and,  under  circumstances  like  the 
present  case,  it  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  property  should  be  kept  in 
repair,  and  the  purchaser  in  posses- 
sion will  be  deemed  the  agent  of  the 
conditional  vendor  to  procure  the  re- 
pairs to  be  made.  One  corporation 
sold  the  three  cars  to  the  Avens. 
They  knew  that  they  were  to  be  used 
in  the  livery  business,  and  that  it 
would  be  necessary  to  make  repairs 
on  them  from  time  to  time,  to  keep 
them  in  running  order.'' 

However,  in  a  Maine  case  (Snuill  v. 
Robinson  (1879)  69  Me.  425,  31  Am. 
Rep.  299),  the  court  reached  an  op- 
posite conclusion  on  substantially  the 
same  state  of  facts.  It  appeared  in 
that  case  that  the  owner  of  two 
horses,  a  set  of  harness,  and  a  hack 
parted  with  their  possession  under 
an  agreement  which  was  substantially 
a  conditional-sale  contract,  though 
not  so  designated  by  the  court.  The 
buyer,  a  hack  driver,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  the  seller,  had  the 
possession  of  the  hack,  using  it  in  his 
business,  though  it  was  stipulated  in 
the  note  given  for  the  price  that 
title  should  remain  in  the  seller  un- 
til the  note  was  paid,  with  interest. 
In  an  action  of  replevin  brought  by 
the  seller  against  a  person  who  had 
made  necessary  repairs  on  the  hack, 
it  was  held  that  the  buyer  had  no 
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^utl^ority  to  subject  it  to  a  )ien  lor 
repairs. 

Under  a  ''hire-purchase  agreement'' 
which  provided  that  the  prospective 
purchaser  of  a  dogcart  should  keep 
and  preserve  it  from  injury,  it  has 
been  held  that  he  had  the  authority 
to  have  necessary  repairs  made  on 
the  cart,  and  that  the  lien  therefor 
was  enforceable  against; the  owner. 
Keene  v.  Thomas.  [1905]  1  K.  B. 
(Eng.)  136,  74  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  21,  58 
Week.  Rep.  336,  92  L.  T.  N.  S.  19,  21 
Times. L.  R.  2. 

Tl^e  recording  of  a  contract  provid- 
ing fpr  .  the  conditional  sale  of  a 
vehicle,  which  does  not  refer  to  its 
use  for  the  carriage  of  passengers  for 
hire,  is  held  in  Soorr  v.  Mercer  Ga-. 
SAGE  &  Auto  Sales  Co.  (reported, 
herewith)  ante,  246,  to  avoid  tfa,^ 
effect  of  an  understanding  for  such, 
use,  and  to  prevent  the  title  of  the 
seller  from  becoming  subject  to  the 
lien  of  one  whp  makes  repairs  on 
the  vehicle  at  the  instance  of  the 
buyer.  The  defendi^ht  company  con- 
tended that  its  lien  for  repairs  on 
an  automobile  was  superior  to  the 
right  of  an  unpaid  seller  under  a 
conditional-sale  contract  duly  re- 
corded, on  the  ground  that  the  sell- 
er knew,  at  the  date  of  the  sale,  that 
the  automobile  would  sometimes 
be  used  for  carrying  passengers,  and 
that  there  was,  therefore,  an  implied 
authority  granted  to  the  purchaser 
to  have  the  machine  repaired.  The 
court  holds  that,  since  nothing  in  the 
recorded  contract  can  be  construed  as 
an  authority  for  the  purchaser  to 
have  repairs  made,  the  lien  for  re- 
pairs is  subordinate  to  the  seller's 
right  to  possession  under  his  reser- 
vation of  title  in  the  sale  agreement. 
The  court  distinguishes  an  analogous 
case  involving  the  respective  rights  of 
a  mortgagee  and  a  conditional  seller 
(Hammond  v.  Danielson  (1879)  126 
Mass.  294),  wherein  a  different  result 
was  reached  on  the  ground  of  an  im- 
plied authority.  It  is  pointed  out  that 
the  mortgaged  vehicle  referred  to  in 
that  case  was  described  as  "let  for 
hire,"  and  "now  in  use." 

In  Baughman  Auto.  Co.  v.  Emanuel 
(1911)  137  Ga.  354,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
97,  78  S.  E.  511,  knowledge  on  the  part 


of  a  conditional  sellcir  of  a  chattel  that 
the  buyer  was  having  repairs  made 
on  it  was  held  not  to  have  the  effect 
of  an  agreenient  for  the  making  of  the 
repairs,  oj:  to  subordinate  the  re- 
served title  of  the  seller  to  the  lien 
fur  the  repairs. 

In  Mississippi,  however,  the  opposite 
view  has  been  adopted  as  to  the 
effect  of  knowledge  of  the  repairs  on 
the  part  of  the  conditional  seller. 
Broom  v.  Dale  (1915)  109  Miss.  52, 
L.R.A.1915D,  1146,  67  So.  659.  In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  tiie  buyer 
of  an  automobile  under  a  conditional 
contract  of  sale  had  repairs  made  on. 
it  with  the  knowledge  of  the  sellers. 
i«  holding  that  the  lien  for  the  re- 
pairs was  superior  to  the  rights  of 
the  sellers,  the  court  said:  "In  the. 
pase  at  bar  the  automobile  was  in  the 
possession  of  Mr.  Polk,  and  being 
used  by  him  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  appellees,  which  use  con- 
tinued for  a  long  period  of  time. 
Appellees  not  only  knew  and  consented 
to  the  general  use  of  the  auto- 
mobile .  by  Mr.  Polk,  but  also  had 
knowledge  that,  in  the  course  of  his 
use  of  the  property*  he  was  having 
it  repaired.  Appellees,  with  this 
knowledge,  made  no  objection  to  the 
repairs  being  made.  From  the  sole 
possession,  control,  and  the  use  of. 
the  automobile  by  Mr.  Polk,  by  agree- 
ment with  appellees,  from  the  manner 
of  its  use  and  the  necessity  of  repair- 
ing to  preserve  it  and  keep  it  in 
running  order  and  prevent  its  de- 
terioration, and  from  the  making  of 
such  repairs  with  the  knowledge  of 
appellees,  we  conclude  that  there  was 
an  implied  authority  and  permission 
from  appellees,  as  mortgagees,  to 
Mr.  Polk,  as  mortgagor,  to  have  such 
repairs  made,  and  that  appellants 
have  a  paramount  and  superior  lien 
to  that  of  appellees  on  the  property, 
for  the  payment  of  the  labor  they 
performed  and  materials  furnished  in 
repairing  it." 

Apparently,  Etchen  v.  Dennis  & 
Son  Garage  (1919)  104  Kan.  241,  178 
Pac.  408,  is  to  the  same  effect,  though 
the  decision  is  based,  in  part,  on  the 
language  of  a  Kansas  statute.  See 
si^pra,  under  "In  general." 

It  would  seem  that  the  mere  fact 
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that  repairs    are    neccfifiarsr, *  4f   the. 
conditional  buyer  of  a  chattel  is -to 
continue  to  use  it,  i8^not.«sufi^clent 
to  imply  a  firrant  of  authonty  to  the 
buyer  to  subject  the  reserved  title  of 
the  seller  to  a  lien  for  repairs.    Shaw 
V.Webb  (1914)  131  Teiin.  178,  L.fe;A. 
1915D,  1141,  174  S.  W.  273,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916A,  626.    In  that  case  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien 
against  a  conditional  buyer,  under  the 
following:  section  of  a  Tennessee  stat- 
ute:   "There  shall  be  a  lien  upon  any 
vehicle    .    .    .    for  any  repairs  or  im- 
provements made  or  fixtures  or  ma- 
chinery furnished  at  the  request  of 
the  owner  or  his  agent  in  favor  of  the 
mechanic,  contractor,  founder,  or  ma- 
chinist  who    undertakes    the   work." 
It  appeared  that  the  conditional  buyer 
who  ordered  the  repairs  had  given  two 
notes  in  pasrment,  each  of  which  re- 
cited that  the  seller  was  to  retain 
title  to   secure   the   purchase   price. 
After  reviewing  the  authorities,  the 
court  said,  with  respect  to  the  author- 
ity of  a  conditional  buyer  to  subject 
the  purchased  chattol  to  a  lien :    "We 
are  of  opinion    •    .    .    that  something 
more  is  required  than  the  fact  that 


a.  vehicle^  which  may  Tveed^repaixi  in 
order  to  continue  personal  use  by.  the 
vendee,,  is  placed  in;  the  possession 
of  the  conditional  vendee.  The  vendor 
in'stich  case  should  not  be  considered 
as  consenting  in  advance  to  the 
subordination  to  that  which  both 
parties  patently  intended  to  make 
superior — ^the  title  retained  for  the  se- 
curity of  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  The  intent  of  the  vendor  to 
permit  repairs  to  be  made,  and  a 
consequent  lien  to  attach  to  his  in- 
terest, should  have  been  manifested 
in  the  note  contract,  since,  upon  a 
transfer  of  the  note,  the  transferee 
is  vested  with  the  rights  of  the  condi- 
tional vendor.  To  announce  a  doc- 
trine such  as  is  contended  for  by  the 
mechanic  in  this  case  would  be  to 
deprive  a  note  which  contain^  a  reser- 
vation of  title  to  personalty,  of  a  no 
inconsiderable  element  of  market- 
ability. The  transferee  of  such  paper 
should  hot,  we  believe,  take  it  subject 
to  the  risk  of  having  his  right  em- 
barrassed or  lessened  by  such  act  of 
the  vendee-maker,  when  the  note 
contains  nothing  to  put  him  on 
notice/'  W.  S.  R. 


RE  JOSEPH  6REENBERG,  Bankrupt. 

EX  PARTE  JOHN  HANCOCK  MUTUAL  UFE  INSURANCE 

COMPANY, 


VnUed  Stai09  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Cirotiit'^  January  t4,  1921, 

(271  Fed.  258.) 

■ 

bsuranee  —  change  to  bankmptcy  trustee  —  right  of  insurer  to  refuse. 

1.  The  insurer  cannot,  under  a  policy  taken  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife 
of  the  insured,  which  provides  for  a  change  of  beneficiary  "with  consent 
of  the  company,"  refuse  to  consent  to  a  change  to  the  bankruptey  trustee 
of  the  insured,  so  as  to  permit  him  to  realize  the  surrender  value  of  the 
policy,  although  its  refusal  is  based  on  the  attempt  to  protect  the  rights 
of  the  beneficiary. 

[See  note  en  this  question  beginning  (m  page  266.] 

—vested  interest  of  beneficiary. 

2.  A  beneficiary  in  a  life  insurance 


beneficiary  at  will  has  no  vested  in- 
terest. 

[See  14  R,  C.  L.  1376;  8  R.  C.  L. 
policy  which  provides  for  change  of     Supp.  392.] 


(Ward,  Circuit  Judge,  dissents.) 
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Petition  by  the  Insurance  Comimny  to  revise  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  requir- 
ing pajrment  of  the  admitted  surrender  value  of  a  policy  of  life  insurance 
issued  Iqr  it  upon  the  life  of  a  bankrupt,  to  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy. 
Affirmed^ 


Statement  by  Hoogh,  Circuit 
Judge : 

Greenberg  became  bankrupt  while 
in  possession  of  a  policy  of  life  in- 
surance in  the  Hancock  Company. 
The  policy  had  been  obtained  some 
years  before  petition  filed,  by  the 
bankrupt  himself,  and  therein  his 
wife  was  designated  as  beneficiary. 
The  lower  court  has  found  as  a  fact 
that  Mrs.  Greenberg  never  did,  ''at 
any  time,  take  out,  own,  or  pay  for 
the  policy^'  above  named. 

By  the  policy  terms  the  insured 
bankrupt  could  ''change  the  bene- 
ficiary from  time  to  time  with  the 
consent  of  the  company,  by  written 
notice  to  said  company,^'  provided, 
however,  that  "no  other  than  the 
insured's  estate,  father,  mother,  hus- 
band, wife^  or  dependent  child  will 
be  made  beneficiary  under  this  pol- 
icy/' 

This  proceeding  began  by  the 
trustee  (having  the  policy  in  pos- 
session) demanding  that  the  insur- 
ance company  pay  him  the  surrender 
value  of  the  same.  From  this  we 
assume  that  previous  demand  had 
been  made  upon  the  bankrupt,  pur- 
suant to  §  70  of  the  act  (Comp.  Stat. 
§  9664,  1  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  2d  ed. 
p.  1150),  that  he  pay  the  trustee 
such  surrender  value,  that  he  had 
declined  so  to  do,  and  that  the  policy 
had,  therefore,  pursuant  to  the 
statute,  passed  to  the  trustee  as  as- 
sets. No  other  assumption  is  con- 
sistent with  the  form  of  this  pro- 
ceeding, which  is  an  application  to 
compel  the  insurance  company  to 
pay  over  said  surrender  value,  pur- 
suant to  the  trustee's  requirement. 

The  insurance  company  appeared, 
has  never  objected  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion, and  contended,  and  still  con- 
tends, that  the  policy  is  vested  in 
the  wife,  or  (if  no  such  vesting  has 
squally  taken  place)  that  it,  as  in- 
surer, may  refuse  to  give  its  con- 
sent to  any  change  of  beneficiary. 


and  thereby   defeat   the  trustee's 
claim. 

The  district  court,  having  made 
the  finding  of  fact  above  set  forth, 
held  that  the  insurance  company's 
action  was  unwarranted  and  "arbi- 
trary.*'  It  therefore  entered  an 
order  requiring  the  payment  of  the 
admitted  surrender  value.  To  re- 
view such  order  this  petition  was 
filed. 

Argued  before  Ward,  Hough,  and 
MantMi,  Circuit  Judges. 

Messrs.  Frederick  C  Tanner  and 
Morris  E.  Kinnan,  for  petitioner: 

In  construing  the  Bankruptcy  Law 
as  to  life  insurance,  in  connection  with 
the  statute  of  exemption  in  various 
states,  most  of  the  courts  have  held 
that  no  interest  in  the  cash  surrender 
value  passes  to  the  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Re  Orear»  111  C.  C.  A.  160,  189  Fed. 
888 ;  Re  Booss,  164  Fed.  494 ;  Re  Pf af- 
finger,  164  Fed.  626;  Re  Whelpley,  169 
Fed.  1019;  Re  Johnson,  176  Fed.  691; 
Re  Young,  208  Fed.  378;  Frederick  v. 
Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  235  Fed.  639; 
Young  v.  Thomason,  179  Ala.  454^  60. 
So.  272;  Grems  v.  Traver,  87  Misc.  644, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  200,  afiirmed  in  164 
App.  Div.  968,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  1085; 
Sanders  v.  .£tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  95  S.  C. 
36,  78  S.  E.  532,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  1284. 

Under  the  law  of  the  state  of  New 
York  this  policy  and  its  proceeds  are 
exempt. 

Guardian  Trust  Co.  v.  Straus,  189 
App.  Div.  884,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  852, 
affirmed  in  201  N.  Y.  546,  95  N.  E. 
1129;  Whitehead  v.  New  York  L.  Ins. 
Co.  102  N.  Y.  143,  55  Am.  Rep.  787,  6 
N.  E.  267;  Grems  v.  Traver,  87  Misc. 
644, 148  N.  Y.  Supp.  200;  Ruoflf  v.  John 
Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  86  App.  Div. 
447,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  758;  Newman  v. 
John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  45  Misc. 
320,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  471. 

Mr.  Bernard  Bembaum  for  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy. 

Hough,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  beneficiary  of  a  life  insur- 


BE  greenbebg; 
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anee  poHcyt  who  may  at  any  time 

be  removed  from 
the  ben^ted  posi- 
tion by  the  insured, 
and  against  the  beneficiary's  will, 
cannot  have  a  vested  interest.  In 
Grems  v.  Traver,  87  Misc.  644, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  200,  afBrmed  in 
164  App.  Div.  968,  149  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1085,  there  was  one  policy  consid- 
ered much  like  the  one  at  bar;  but 
the  court  held  as  a  fact  that  such 
policy  'Vas  taken  out  for  the  es- 
pecial benefit  of  the  wife,  under 
agreement  that  it  should  be  held 
for  her  protection.''  No  such  agree- 
ment is  here  shown,  and  it  may  be 
noted  that  the  cases  from  United 
States  courts,  cited  and  relied  on  in 
the  Grems  Case,  are  from  lower 
courts,  and  for  tibie  most  part  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  subsequent  de- 
cision in  C!ohen  v.  Samuels,  246  U. 
S.  53,  62  L.  ed.  143, 88  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
36. 

This  being  a  petition  to  revise, 
we  can  inquire  only  into  the  law; 
the  facts  (unless  without  any  evi- 
dence to  support  them)  we  must 
take  as  found  by  the  lower  court. 
That  court  having  declared  that  the 
bankrupt's  wife  never  took  out, 
owned,  or  paid  for  the  policy,  there 
is  no  ground  for  asserting  that  the 
wife  was  within  the  protection  of 
§  52  of  the  Domestic  Relations  Law 
(Consol.  Laws,  chap.  14)  of  this 
state.  By  "owned,"  we  take  it  tiiat 
the  district  judge  meant  that  the 
policy  had  not  vested  in  the  wife, 
which  is  the  meaning  in  which  we 
used  the  word  in  Re  Samuels,  166 
C.  C.  A.  221,  254  Fed.  776. 

lliis  case  presents  but  one  point, 
for,  strictly  speaking,  the  wife  is 
not  before  us  at  all ;  she  is  not  mak- 
ing any  claim  to  the  policy,  or  the 
proceeds  thereof ;  she  is  not  a  party 
to  this  proceeding,  which  is  against 
the  insurance  company  alone,  and 
at  bar  that  company  substantially 
takes  the  position  that  it  can,  by 
refusing  consent  to  a  change  of 
beneficiary,  secure  to  the  wife  the 
enjoyment  of  that  to  which  she 
makes  no  demand.  This  raises  the 
question   as    to  the   scope  of   the 


8ff8.) 

phrase  which  gave  to  the  insured 
the  right  of  changing  his  beneficiary 
''from  time  to  time,  with  the  consent 
of  the  company,  by  written  notice 
to  said  company.'' 

It  is  doubtless  true  that  where 
a  specific  and  foirmal  manner  of 
changing  beneficiary,  issuing  new 
certificate  or  policy  of  insurance,  or 
of  assigning  the  policy  itself,  is 
agreed  to  and  plainly  expressed 
when  the  policy  is  obtained,  no  oth- 
er method  of  effecting  such  change 
or  assignment  can  ordinarily  be 
recognized ;  at  least  as  between  con- 
flicting claimants.  The  matter  is 
amply  discussed  in  Freund  v. 
Freund,  218  111.  189,  109  Am.  St. 
Rep.  288,  75  N.  E.  925;  and  see  a 
long  list  of  citations  in  L.R.A.1915A, 
109. 

But  the  contest  here  is  not  be- 
tween the  original  beneficiary  and 
another  person  selected  for  succes- 
sion by  the  insured.  By  force  of  the 
bankruptcy  statute,  the  trustee  has 
succeeded  by  operation  of  law  to  all 
the  rights  of  the  bankrupt  in  the 
premises.  For  practical  purposes 
this  contest  is  between  the  insured 
bankrupt  and  his  insurer,  and  the 
question  would  be  the  same  if  Green- 
berg  had  attempted  to  substitute 
for  his  wife  another  beneficiary 
(MTithin  the  class  limited  in  the  pol- 
icy), and  the  company  refused  con- 
sent to  the  change.  Under  such 
circumstances  it  is  to  be  remem- 
bered that  this  exact  provision  for 
the  consent  of  the  company  to  the 
change  is  solely  for  its  own  protec- 
tion. John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Ck>.  V.  White,  20  R.  I.  457,  40  Ati. 
5.  And  so  the.  question  becomes 
this:  Can  the  insurer  coerce  the 
will  of  the  insured  in  respect  of 
change  of  beneficiary,  although  its 
own  rights  are  not  in  any  way  en- 
dangered? 

No  similar  proceeding  on  the  part 
of  an  insurer  can,  we  think,  be  dis- 
covered in  the  books ;  but,  on  princi- 
ple, the  matter  is  covered  by  the  de- 
cision of  Justice  Brown,  then  dis- 
trict judge,  in  Supreme  Conclave,  R. 
A.  V.  Cappella  (C.  G.)  41  Fed.  1,  and 
Lahey  v.  Lahey,  174  N.  Y.  146,  61  L. 
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R.A.  791»  95  Am.  St  Rep;  654,  66  N. 
E.  670,  to  the  effect  that  :^here  the 
insured  is  physically  unable  to  com- 
ply with  the  formalities,  or  where 
the  insurer  itself  is  so  physically 
unable,  equity  will  deem  that  to  be 
done  which  ought  to  have  been  done, 
and  proceed  accordingly.  In  the 
present  instance  there  is  no  physical 
inability;  th^re  is  a  flat  refusal  to 
perform  on  the  part  of  the  insurer, 
for  reasons  having  no  relation  to  its 
own  security,  or,  indeed,  to  its  own 
business.  It  is  avowed  at  bar  that 
the  company  prefers  to  pay  the 
bankrupt's  l^e  the  whole  of  the 
policy,  rather  than  pay  the  trustee 
the  surrender  value  thereof. 

Bankruptcy  is  equity,  and  just 

as  it  will  *  presume 

teMk?fpte?  ^^    occasion     that 

tr«iite^^ri«itt  of  that  has  been  done 

i^ZZ'  *•  which  ought  to  be 

done,  so  on  other 
occasions  it  will  compel  that  to  be 
done  which  ought  to  be  done.  This 
is  one  of  those  occasions. 

The  order  under  review  is  af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

Ward,  Circuit  Judge,  dissenting: 
The  question  in  this  case  is 
whether  the  beneficiary  of  the  pol- 
icy can  be  changed  without  the  in- 
surance company's  consent.  This 
is  a  question  of  law  which  we  can 
dispose  of  upon  petition  to  revise. 
Of  the  cases  cited  by  the  court, 
Grems  v.  Traver,  87  Misc.  644,  148 
N.  Y.  Supp.  200,  involved  a  policy 
under  which  the  insured  had  the 
right  to  change  the  beneficiary  at 
any  time,  and  in  John  Hancock  Mut. 


li.  Ins.  CA;  V,  Whitfe/  20  R.  I.  467, 
40  AtL  5,  the  court  held  that,  the 
company  was  estopped  from  refus- 
ing to  consent  to  the  change. 
.  I  cannot  see  how  any  court  can 
delete  this  provision  ot  a  contract, 
or  say  that  it  will  b^  disregarded 
because  "arbitrary.*'  If  the  bank- 
rupt were  to  ask  Uie  insurance  com- 
pany to  consent  to  substitute  his 
trustee  in  bankruptcy  in  place  of  his 
wife  as  betieficiary,  it  would  be  the 
plain  duty  of  the  company  to  refuse, 
and  the  refusal  for  the  protection 
of  the  wife  could  not  be  regarded 
as  arbitrary.  On  the  contrary,  con- 
sent would  defeat  die  pu)rt>6se  of  the 
policy,  which  was  to  protect  the 
wife.  Yet  the  order  of  the  court 
below  accomplishes  this  very  thing. 

The  case  of  Cohen  v.  Samuels, 
245  U.  S.  63,  62  L.  ed.  145,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  Eep»  36,  does  not  control.  The 
ratio  decidendi  proceed^  upon  facts 
not  found  in  this  case  at  all.  In 
it  the  insured  had' an  absolute  right 
to  change  the  beneficiary,  and  this 
right  the  court  held,  under  §  70  (a) 
subd.  (3)  of  the  Bankruptey  Act 
(Comp.  Stat.  §  9664,  1  Fed.  Stat. 
Anno.  2d  ed.  p.  1169),  was  vested 
in  the  trustee  as  one  of  the  '^powers 
which  he  [tihe  bankrupt]  might 
have  exercised  for  his  own  benefit." 
And  also,  under  subdivision  (6), 
as  '^property  which  prior  to  the  fil- 
ing of  the  petition  he  could  have 
transferred."  The  bankrupt  in  this 
case  could  have  done  neither  of 
these  things,  and  his  trustee  stands 
in  no  better  position. 

I  think  the  order  should  be  re- 
versed. 


lUfusalofi 


ANNOTATION. 

to  conaent  to  change  of  beneficiary  in  life  policy  as  all ectms 
right  of  trustee  in  bankmptey  of  inturedL 


The  decision  of  the  majority  of  the 
court  in  the  reported  case  (Re  Green- 
BBKG,ante,  268),  to  the  effect  that  an 
insurance  company,  issuing  a  life  pol- 
icy providing  for  a  change  of  bene- 
ficiary "with  conaent  of  the  company,'* 
cannot  tefuse  to  consent  to  a  change 


to  the  trustee  in  baiikruptey,  6f  the 
insured,  so  as  te  permit  him  to  realize 
the  surrender  value  of  thd  policy,  al- 
though its  '  refusal'  is  based  on  the 
gtound  that  it  wishes  to  protect  the 
rights  of  th6  beneficiary  named  in  the 
pblicy,  is  clearly  in  accord  with  the 
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better  reasoning,  especialljr  since,  in 
this  case,  the  original  beneficiary  was 
not  maidng  any  claim,  and  the  com- 
pany's own  rights  were  not  in  any  way 
endangered,  which  lacts  would  make 
jts  refusal  arbitrary;  the  provision  for 
consent  being,  as  has  often  been  he^d, 
solely  for  the  protection  of  the  in- 
surer. 

And   support    for    the    conclusion 
reached  in  the  Gbjesbnbebg  Case  is  also 
found  in  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Middle- 
luunp  (1919)   67  Colo.  162,  185  Pac. 
335,  where   a  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
brought  an  action  to  recover  the  cash 
surrender  value  of  a  life  insurance 
policy  on  the  life  of  the  bankrupt, 
which  policy  ehtitled  the  insured  to 
change  the  beneficiary,  which  change 
could  take  effect  only  when  the  "writ- 
ten consent''  of  the  insurer  was  in- 
dorsed upon  contract,  it  having  bee^n 
held,  in  refuting  the  argument  that 
the  insurance  company  had  not  con- 
sented to  the  payment  to  the  trustee, 
that  such  refusal   of  consent  could 
make  no  difference,  since  "the  rights 
of  the  trustee  exist  by  operation  of 
law,  which  binds  equally  the  insurer 
and  the  insured,"  in  view,  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  giving 
the  trustee  in  bajdmiptcy  all  powers 
which  the  bankrupt,  might  have  exer- 
cised for  his   own  benefit*  and   all 


pro|>eity  ithidh  he  coald  by  any  misans 
have  transferred. 

And  see  Ulick  v.  Western  Travelers 
Acci.  Asso.  (1908)  81  Neb,  327,  116  N. 
W.  48,  where,  in  discussing  the  effect 
of  a  provision  in  an  insurance  policy, 
requiring  the  consent  of  the  insurer 
^0  effect  a  change  of  beneficiary,  the 
court  said  that  ''undoubtedly  the  in- 
surance company  would  have  no  right 
to  refuse  to  grant  a  request  unequivo- 
cally made  in  accordance  with  the 
statute  [requiring  consent]  and  the 
rules  of  the  company,"  etc.  This, 
however,  was  not  a  bankruptcy 
case. 

With  respect  to  Industrial  life  insur- 
ance, which  vests  a  discretion  in  the 
Insurer  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  policy 
to  axi^  person  appearing  to  be  equita- 
bly entitled  thereto,  it  would  seem  th;a|t 
such  a  policy,  having  a  cash  surrender 
value,  would  not,  as  against  the  in- 
sistence of  the  insurer,  necessarily 
pass  to  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of 
the  insured,  since  the  insurer,  in  the 
reasonable  exercise  of  the  discretion 
vested  in  it,  could,  were  there  such 
a  person  or  persons,  pay  the  money  to 
any  other  or  others  equitably  entitled 
to  the  same.  For  a  case  where  it  was 
80  held,  see  Re  Gannon  (1917)  24Z 
Fed.  733,  affirmed  in  (1917)  160  C.  0. 
A.  122,  247  Fed.  932.  6.  J.  C. 


SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY  IN  KENTUCKY,  Appt., 

v. 

JOHN  T.  BARBEE  &  COMPANY. 

JCenfiM^  Court  of  AppeaU'^  December  17,.  1920, 

(190  Ky.  63.  226  S.  W.  376.) 

(Carrier  — -  necessity  of  exercising  eare  to  remove  property. 

1.  A  railroad  company  cannot,  although  its  contract  exempts  it  from 
liability  for  loss  by  mob,  escape  liability  for  freight  destroyed  by  fire 
started  hy.  a  mob,  if  there  was  ample  time  bet5>ireen  the  starting  of  the  fire 
and  the  destruction  of  the  freight,  by  the  exercise  o|  ordinary  care,  to  have 
removed  it  from  the  danger  zone  to  a  place  of  safety. 

[See  note  an  this  qtiestUm  beginning,  on  page  262.} 

20  A.LJC.— 17.  '  , 
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— destmction  of  freight  hy  aiob  -^ 

liability. 

2.  A  railroad  compaiiy  cannot  re- 
lieve itself  from  liabili^  for  freight 
destroyed  by  a  mob,  without  showing 
further  that  the  destruction  did  not 
result  through  its  negligence. 

—  failure  to  remove  ear  to  safety. 
8.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  for 


freight  in  its  can,  destroyed  by  fire 
communicated  to  the  can  from  build- 
ings in  the  vicinity  of  its  yard,  if  for 
hours  it  knew  that  a  riot  was  in  prog- 
ress, and  that  the  fires  were  being 
started,  without  any  attempt  to  remove 
the  cars  to  a  place  of  safety  or  to 
guard  them  from  danger. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  Brandi, 
Fourth  Division  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County,  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  shipment  of  whisky 
destroyed  by  fire,  which  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  negligently  failed 
and  refused  to  transport.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  Humphrey,  Crawford,  Mid-     6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  882,  106  N.  W.  498,  8 


dleton,  &  Humphrey  and  Louis  Seel- 
badi,  Jr.,  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Lawrence  S.  Leopold*  for  ap- 
pellee: 

Even  though  merchandise  in  the 
hands  of  a  common  carrier  is  destroyed 
fay  the  act  of  God  or  other  excusable 
occurrence,  if  the  carrier  was  guilty 
of  negligence  in  not  safeguarding  the 
merchandise  so  that  the  act  of  God, 
etc.,  could  not  intervene,  the  carrier 
is  libel. 

10  G.  J.  ISO ;  Merchants  Transfer  Co. 
V.  Kiser.  179  Ky.  324,  L.R.A.1917C,  658, 
200  S.  W.  454;'  Gressap  v.  Adams  Exp. 
Co.  1  Ky.  Ops.  295;  Chesapeake  &  0. 
R.  Co.  V.  Williams,  156  Ky.  114,  49 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  347, 160  S.  W.  769;  Holla- 
day  V.  Kennard,  12  Wall.  254,  20  L.  ed. 
390;  Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  319. 

At  common  law,  loss  of  goods  due  to 
a  riot  or  the  action  of  a  mob  did  not 
exonerate  a  carrier. 

10  C.  J.  p.  113;  Forward  v.  Pittard, 
1  T.  R.  27,  99  Eng.  Reprint,  953, 
1  Revised  Rep.  142,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Gas. 
216;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nevill,  60 
Ark.  375,  28  L.R.A.  80,  46  Am.  St. 
Rep.  208,  30  S.  W.  425;  Pittsburgh, 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Hollowell,  66  Ind. 
188,  32  Am.  Rep.  63. 

Where  goods  are  delivered  to  a  car- 
rier, but,  through  an  unreasonable  de- 
lay in  transporting  the  same,  an  act  of 
God  or  some  other  like  casualty  inter- 
venes, the  delay  is  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  loss,  and  the  carrier  is  there- 
fore not  relieved  of  liability. 

Bibb  Broom  Com  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T. 
A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  94  Minn.  269,  69  L.R.A. 
509,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  861,  102  N.  W. 
709,  8  Ann.  Gas.  450,  17  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
590;  Green-Wheeler  Shoe  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  L  A  P.  R.  Co.  130  Iowa,  123, 


Ann.  Gas.  45;  Gulf  Coast  Transp.  Co. 
V.  Howell,  70  Pla.  544,  L.R.A.1916D, 
974,  70  So.  567;  Central  Georgia  R. 
Go.  V.  Sigma  Lumber  Co.  170  Ala.  627, 
54  So.  205,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  965;  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Miles,  92  Ark. 
573,  128  S.  W.  775,  124  S.  W.  1043; 
Wald  V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St  L.  R. 
Co.  162  111.  545,  85  L.R.A.  356,  53  Am. 
St.  Rep.  332,  44  N.  E.  888;  10  C.  J.  p. 
127,  notes  67-69;  Hutchinson,  Carr.  §§ 
801-306. 

Sampson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

On  June  27, 1917,  Barbee  &  Com- 
pany shipped  a  consignment  of 
thirty-nine  packages  of  whisky 
from  Milner,  Kentucky,  near  Louis- 
ville, to  a  point  in  Texas,  and  on  the 
next  day  shipped  two  barrels  of 
whisky  to  another  point  in  tiie  state 
of  Texas,  in  each  case  taking  a  bill 
of  lading.  Neither  of  the  consign- 
ments was  delivered  by  the  railviray 
company,  and  this  action  was  com- 
menced by  Barbee  &  Company, 
against  the  Souther^  Railway  Com- 
pany in  Kentucky,  initial  carrier^ 
to  recover  the  value  of  the  whisky, 
alleged  to  be  $634.68,  averring  that 
the  railway  company  had  wrong- 
fully and  negligently  failed  and  re- 
fused to  safely  transport  or  cause 
to  be  transported  said  whislQr  from 
Milner,  Kentucky,  to  the  destination 
in  the  state  of  Texas,  and  then  and 
there  safely  deliver  the  same  to  the 
consignee,  as  it  had  agreed  in  its 
bill  of  lading  to  do,  and  had  wrong- 
fully failed  to  account  to  Barbee  & 
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C(Hnpany,   or   to   anyone   for   the 
plaintiffs,  for  said  idiisky»  or  any 
part  thereof  9  and  had  converted  the 
same  to  its  own  use.   The  answer  of 
the  railway  company  traversed  the 
material  allegations  of  the  petition. 
The  answer  averred  that  the  bill  of 
lading,  the   contract   between   the 
parties,  expressly  provided  that  nei- 
ther the   defendant   railway  com- 
pany nor  any  of  its  connecting  car- 
riers   transporting    said    whisky 
should  be  liable  for  any  loss,  dam- 
age, or  injury  to  same,  resulting 
from  riots  or  consequences  thereof ; 
that  while   the   said   shipment  of 
whisky  was  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  transportation  from  Milner,  Ken- 
tucky, to  its  destination  in  Texas, 
it  was  destroyed  in  and  by  virtue 
of  a  riot  occurring  in  East  St.  Louis, 
Dlinois;  that  in  said  riot  and  as  a 
direct  result  thereof  the  said  whiii- 
ky  was  set  on  fire^  and  in  this  man- 
ner   was    burned    and    destroyed 
without  negligence  of  any  kind  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  railway 
company;   and,   further,   that   the 
railway  company  had  exercised  all 
possible   care  to   safely  transport 
said  whisky  and  to  deliver  same  to 
the  consignee  thereof,  and  that  its 
destruction  was  without  fault  or 
negligence,  or  any  breach  of  duty» 
on  the  part  of  the  railway  company, 
but  came  about  through  causes  en- 
tirely beyond  the  control  of  the 
defendant.    A  demurrer  to  the  af- 
firmative part  of  the  answer  was 
overruled,     whereupon    Barbee    & 
Company  filed  reply,  in  which,  after 
traversing  the  matierial  parts  of  the 
answer,  it  was  averred  that  the  rail- 
way company  negligently  delayed 
the  transportation  of  the  whisky 
after  it  was  delivered  to  it  at  Mil- 
ner, and  because  of  such  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  railway  company 
the  said  whisky  failed  to  arrive  in 
East  St.  Louis  prior  to  July  2d,  the 
date  of  its  destruction  by  the  riot, 
if  it  was  so  destroyed,  and  that  the 
delay  was  caused  by  negligence  of 
the  railway  company,  and  but  for 
said  negli^rence  on  its  part  to  sooner 
transport  said  whisky  so  that  the 
same  could  arrive  in  East  St.  Louis 


and  leave  East  St.  Louis  prior  to 
July  2, 1917,  the  said  whisky  would 
not  have  become  subject  to  the  riot 
and  fire  ensuing  therefrom ;  and  it 
was  further  averred  that  the  delay 
in  transporting  said  whisky  was  a 
proximate  cause  and  reason  for  its 
destruction,  and  the  railway  com- 
pany is  liable  for  said  negligence. 
A  general  demurrer  was  sustained 
to  this  paragraph  of  the  reply.  It 
was  further  pleaded  by  the  reply 
that  on  July  1,  1917,  mobs  formed 
in  the  city  of  East  St.  Louis  began 
oonrmiitting  various  excesses  and 
acts  of  violence  and  depredations; 
that  hundreds  of  men  began  rioting 
in  East  St.  Louis  on  July  1,  1917, 
and  in  defiance  of  the  public  author- 
ities, and  that  these  facts  were  given 
great  notoriety,  and  the  public  had 
notice  thereof,  and  that  the  agents 
and  employees  of  the  railway  com- 
pany in  charge  of  the  shipment  of 
whisky  knew,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care  could  and  should  have 
known,  that  the  said  mobs  were  com- 
mitting said  excesses  and  acts  of 
violence  and  depredations  in  that 
city  on  July  1,  1917 ;  that  the  mobs 
had  not  dispersed  on  July  2d,  and 
that  on  that  day  the  mobs  were 
committing  acts  such  as  endangered 
the  safety  of  the  consignment  of 
whisky ;  tiiat  the  defendant  railway 
company  negligently,  and  in  dis- 
regard of  the  safely  of  the  goods, 
permitted  and  caused  the  same  to  be 
carried  over  its  line  of  railroad 
from  the  city  of  Louisville  into  its 
yards  in  the  city  of  East  St.  Loui3 
while  the  riots  were  in  progress, 
and  to  remain  in  East  St.  Louis 
while  the  riots  were  in  progress  at 
that  time  for  many  hours  after  the 
arrival  of  the  consignment  in  that 
city,  and  in  doing  so  the  railway 
company  was  guilty  of  such  negli- 
gence as  to  make  it  liable  for  any 
damage  resulting  from  any  acts 
committed  by  said  mob  or  said  riot- 
ers on  that  date,  including  the 
burning  of  the  whisky.  A  general 
demurrer  to  this  paragraph  of  the 
answer  was  overruled. 

The  rejoinder  merely  traversed 
the  affirmative  allegations  of  the 
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reply.  A  trial  before  a  jury  result* 
ed  in  a  verdict  for  Barbee  &  Com* 
pany  for  the  full  amount  claimed, 
and  the  railway  company  appeals. 

The  parties  filed  a  stipulation  of 
facts,  which  was  read  as  evidence 
to  the  jury,  and  is  as  follows : 

"(1)  On  June  27, 1917,  the  plain- 
tiff  John  T.  Barbee  &  Company  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff  Southern 
Railway  Company  in  Kentucky,  at 
Milner,  Kentucky,  thirty  eight  cases 
and  one  box  of  whislqr,  for  ship- 
ment to  San  Benito,  Texas,  con- 
signed to  the  order  of  the  plain- 
tiff, with  inscructions  to  notify  Rob- 
erts &  Buesing,  at  destination,  and 
a  bill  of  lading  was  issued,  executed, 
and  delivered  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  ac- 
cepted by  tile  plaintiff,  as  the  con- 
tract of  shipment  between  the  par- 
ties, a  copy  of  which  is  hereto 
attached  as  exhibit  A. 

"(2)  The  said  thirty-eight  cases 
^and  one  box  of  whisky  were  of  the 
value  of  $424.25. 

"  (3)  On  June  28, 1917,  the  plain- 
tiff delivered  to  the  defendant,  at 
Milner,  Kentucky,  two  barrels  of 
whisky,  for  shipment  to  Cameron, 
Texas,  consigned  to  the  order  of 
the  plaintiff,  with  instructions  to 
notify  W.  J.  Hair  at  destination ;  and 
a  bill  of  lading  therefor  was  issued, 
executed,  and  delivered  by  and  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, and  accepted  by  the  plaintiff, 
as  the  contract  of  shipment  between 
the  parties,  a  copy  of  which  is  here- 
to attached  as  exliibit  B. 

"(4)  The  value  of  said  two  bar- 
rels of  whisky  was  $210.43. 

"  (5)  The  shipment  of  thirty-eight 
cases  and  one  box  left  Milner,  Ken- 
tucky, on  the  line  of  the  defendant, 
on  June  27,  1917,  and  arrived  in 
Louisville  the  next  day  (June  28, 
1917). 

"The  shipment  of  two  barrels  left 
Milner,  Kentucky,  on  June  28,  1917, 
on  the  line  of  the  defendant,  and  ar- 
rived in  Louisville  the  same  day. 

"(6)  These  two  shipments  were 
at  Louisville,  Kentucl^,  placed  in 
one  car  (S*,F.  R.  D.  11.250)  and  left 


Louisville  at  4:30  A.  H.  on  July  1, 
1917,  and  arrived  at  the  Coapman 
yards  of  the  Southern  Railway  Com- 
pany in  East  St.  Louis  at  10:45 
A.  M.  on  July  2,  1917. 

''At  4 :80  P.  M.,  on  July  2,  the  said 
car,  containing  the  said  two  ship- 
ments, was  placed  on  track  No.  4 
in  the  Sixth  street  yards  at  East 
St.  Louis. 

''(7)  About  8  P.  M.,  on  July  2, 
1917,  some  houses,  to  wit,  private 
residences  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Sixth  street  yards  and  near  the 
track,  and  place  on  said  track,  where 
said  car  was  located,  were  set  on 
fire  by  the  rioters  in  East  St.  Louis, 
and  the  said  car  and  the  two  ship- 
ments of  whisky  therein  contained 
were  consumed  by  the  said  fire  about 
8:30  P.  M.  on  July  2,  1917,  which 
fire  was  communicated  to  said  car 
from  said  residences,  the  conflagra- 
tion having  spread  from  the  said 
residences  to  the  said  car. 

"(8)  The  shipments  of  whisky 
above  referred  to  are  those  referred 
to  in  the  petition." 

From  the  newspapers  filed  in  the 
record  and  from  the  evidence  of 
witnesses  it  is  quite  manifest  that 
on  July  1,  1917,  a  race  riot  of  no 
mean  proportions  broke  out  and 
was  raging  in  East  St.  Louis,  Illi- 
nois, and  continued  throughout  that 
day  and  the  next,  resulting  in  much 
loss  of  life  and  property.  Some 
members  of  the  police  force  were 
killed  by  colored  persons,  and  this 
provoked  the  riot.  Several  hundred 
white  persons  joined  themselves  to- 
gether and  went  through  the  city, 
killing,  and  attempting  to  kill,  all 
colored  persons,  or  to  drive  them 
out  of  the  city;  later  on  they  en- 
gaged themselves  at  burning  and 
destroying  the  property  of  colored 
people  and  property  in  which  col- 
ored people  resided.  Fires  were 
started  in  all  colored  districts  of  the 
city,  and  practically  all  of  the  so- 
called  **black  belt"  was  wiped  out  by 
the  conflagration.  The  fury  of  the 
mob  was  intensified  by  its  progress, 
and  towards  evening  of  the  2d  day 
of  July  a  number  of  fires  were  start- 
ed in  the  negro  district  alongside 
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and  near  the  yards  of  the  Southern 
Raihiray  Company,  and  hundreds  of 
frantic  men  were  firing  guns,  fight* 
ing  and  threatening,  and  otherwise 
creating  a  tremendous  tumult  near 
the  yards  of  the  railroad  company 
in  which  the  consignment  of  whisky, 
with  much  other  freight;  was  situ- 
ated.   Everybody  in  the  city  was 
alarmed  by  the  size  and  fury  of  the 
mob,  and  much  of  the  property  was 
threatened  by  destructive  fires.   The 
newspapers  were  full  of  lurid  ac- 
counts of  the  doings  of  the  mob. 
Notwithstanding  this,  the  railway 
company  seems  not  to  have  taken 
any  precaution  whatever,  at  least 
none  out  of  the  ordinary,  to  protect 
the  consignment  of  freight  whidi 
is  the  subject  of  this  litigation,  nor 
in  fact  any  freight,  of  which  tiiere 
was  a  great  quantity  then  in  its  cus- 
tody in  its  yards  in  the  mob-stricken 
city.    While  there  may  have  been  a 
few   watchmen    in    their    several 
yards  about  East  St.  Louis,  no  extra 
precaution  commensurate  with  the 
fire   situation    and    the    imminent 
danger  from  the  mob  was  exercised 
by  the  railroad  company,  or  its  em- 
ployees in  charge  of  the  yards,  for 
the  protection  of  the  consignment  of 
freight  in  litigation,  or  any  freight 
in  Uie  custody  of  the  railroad  in 
said  yards.    In  fact  it  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  the  railroad  offi- 
cials in  charge  of  the  yards,  and 
whose  duty  it  was  to  look  after  the 
safety  of  the  freight  therein,  left 
their  posts  of  duty  early  in  the  eve- 
ning and  went  to  their  homes  with- 
out having  made  any  special  ar- 
rangements   or    effort    to    inform 
themselves  of  the  progress  of  the 
fires  or  the  threatened  danger  to  the 
other  freight  in  the  yards  from  the 
mob,  although  the  rioting,  shooting, 
and  burning  were  going  on  very 
near  the  Sixth  street  railway  yards 
of  the  company,  in  which  this  par- 
ticular consignment  was  at  the  time, 
and  in  which  large  quantities  of 
other  freight  were  also  standing. 
Some  at  die  houses  burned  were 
within  a  few  feet  of  the  railroad 
tra^  on  which  loaded  cars  were 
standing.    This  district  was  largely 


occupied  by  colored  residents,  the 
object  of  the  mob ;  and  it  was  com- 
mon knowledge  that  the  mob  was 
attempting  to  kill  the  n^oes  and  to 
bum  and  destroy  their  property, 
and  in  fact  had  been  for  hours  burn- 
ing their  houses  and  the  houses  in 
which  they  lived. 

The  railroad  employees  in  charge 
of  the  yards  were  charged  with  the 
duty  of  protecting  the  freight  con- 
signed therein.  In  fact,  tiie  railway 
company  was  an  insurer,  and  it 
could  not  and  cannot  relieve  itself 
of  liability  merely  by  pleading  and 
showing  that  a  mob  was  in  prog- 
ress in  the  city,  and  that  a  confla- 
gration, started  by  the  mob,  spread 
to  and  consumed  the  freight  in  ques- 
tion, unless  it  further  shows  that 
such  destruction  did  ^ 
not  result  through  t^l'oTfeiriXt*' 
its  negligence.  In  SifcuitJ^T 
other  words,  if  the 
railway  company,  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care,  could  have  saved 
the  freight  consignment  from  the 
fire  after  its  danger  from  the  fire 
was  discovered,  but  failed  to  do  so, 
it  cannot  be  relieved  of  responsi- 
bility by  showing  that  a  mob  started 
the  fire.  It  was  charged  with  the 
duty  of  exercising  ordinary  care 
to  save  the  freight  consignment 
after  the  fire  which  threatened 
its  destruction  was  discovered.  If 
it  failed  in  its  duty  in  this  regard  it 
is  liable.  The  accepted  rule  is  that 
a  railroad  company  may  contract 
against  liability  for  loss  of  goods 
while  in  transit  through  mobs  or 
riots,  but  it  cannot  contract  against 
its  own  negligence,  and,  although 
a  fire  may  be  started  by  a  mob,  the 
railroad  company  is  not  relieved  of 
liability  by  merely  showing  that  the 
fire  was  started  by  a  mob,  if  the 
facts  are  sufficient  to  show,  as  in 
this  caise,  that  ther^  was  ample  time 
between  the  start- 
ing of  the  fire  and  7wSSling  ^re 
the  destruction  of  JJo^^^tV.* 
the  property,  in 
which  the  freight  might,  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  company,  have 
been  removed  from  the  danger  zone 
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to  a  safe  place.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  case,  we  might  wholly  disre- 
gard Vtie  fact  that  the  mob  started 
the  fire.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
fury  of  ttie  mob  was  not  in  any  de- 
gree directed  toward  the  destruc- 
tion of  freight  cars  or  their  contents, 
but  only  towards  the  shacks  near 
the  tracks  in  which  negroes  lived. 
It  is  also  agreed  that  the  fires  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  yards,  in  which 
the  consignment  of  freight  was 
started  about  5  or  5:30  o'clock  in 
the  evening.  According  to  some  of 
the  evidence,  these  fires  increased 
very  rapidly,  starting  in  different 
houses  in  the  same  district  One 
witness  testifies  that  as  many  as  ten 
or  twelve  fires  were  going  at  the 
same  time  in  the  same  vicinity.  Ac- 
companying all  this  was  a  great  up- 
roar and  much  shooting,  all  of 
which  was  calculated  to  attract  at- 
tention. There  was  much  flame  and 
smoke,  which  could  be  seen  for  a 
long  distance.  Notwithstanding 
this  the  railway  company  did  not 
provide  any  engine  in  the  Sixth 
street  yards  that  evening  with 
which  to  handle  the  freight  cars, 

r«moTe  emrtm  emergency,  to  re- 
Mffety.  move  them  or  shift 

them  to  avoid  the  several  fires  which 
were  in  progress  near  by,  and  this 
though  some  of  the  houses  in  which 
colored  people  resided,  and  which 
were  that  evening  destroyed  by  fire, 
stood  within  a  few  feet  of  the  tracks 
Af  the  railroad,  on  which  loaded 
freight  cars  were  stored.  Stranger 
still  is  the  fact  that  no  sufficient 
guard  was  placed  in  these  yards  on 
that  wild  night  to  assist  in  protect- 
ing the  property  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany and  f reis^t  in  its  charge,  and 


no  arrangements  even  were  ikiade 
by  the  railway  officials  to  keep  in- 
formed of  the  progress  of  ttie  fires 
towards  the  freight  yards.  In  fact, 
the  master  of  the  yards  did  not  call 
up  the  conductor  in  charge  of  a  yard 
engine  to  ask  that  he  go  to  the  res- 
cue of  the  burning  freight  property 
until  about  8  o'clock,  or  perhaps  a 
little  later.  In  other  words,  the 
fire  had  been  in  progress  in  the  dis- 
trict of  the  freight  yards  for  three 
hours  or  more  before  the  railroad 
company  even  took  the  precaution 
to  ask  one  of  its  yard  crews  to  take 
an  engine  to  the  Sixth  street  freight- 
yard  and  to  try  to  save  the  burning 
freight.  After  this  request  was 
made,  it  took  some  twenty  or  thirty 
minutes  for  the  engine  to  go  from 
the  place  it  was  situated  to  the 
place  of  the  fire.  There  is  much  evi- 
dence,— in  fact,  it  is  practicaUtT  con- 
ceded,— ^that  if  an  engine  had  been 
placed  by  the  railroad  company  in 
the  Sixth  street  yards  when  the  fires 
first  originated  in  that  district,  the 
consignment  of  freight  which  was 
lost,  and  of  which  complaint  is  now 
made,  would  have  been  saved.  This 
was  the  plain  duty  of  the  railroad 
company.  Common  prudence,  it 
seems,  would  have  suggested  the 
propriety  of  keeping  a  lookout  where 
a  mob,  bent  on  destruction  by  fire, 
was  operating  in  close  proximity  to 
valuable  property  of  which  the  rail- 
road company  was  the  trustee  and 
insurer.  These  facts,  it  seems  to  us, 
fully  warranted  the  jury  in  con- 
cluding that  the  railroad  company 
was  guilty  of  negligence,  and  the 
verdict  finds  abundant  support  in 
the  facts. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


•y 


ANNOTATION. 


LbbOityor 


for  lots  of 9  or  damage  to»  freight  by  ads  of  mob  or 

ttrilEert. 


This  annotation  does  not  include 
cases  of  loss  or  damage  to  freight 
from  delay  caused  by  the  refusal  of 
strikers  to  work,  or  by  the  interfer- 


ence of  a  mob  or  party  of  strikers 
with  the  movement  of  the  cars. 

The  common*law  rule,  as  stated  in 
4  R.  C.  L.  696,  is  that  a  carrier  is 
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liable  for  all  loss  or  damage  to  freight, 
except  such  as  is  caused  by  the  act  of 
God  or  the  public  enemy. 

Of  course,  loss  or  damage  due  to 
acts  of  a  mob  or  a  body  of  strikers 
cannot  be  attributed  to  an  act  of 
God,  since,  as  stated  in  4  R.  C.  L.  709, 
practically  all  the  definitions  of  an 
act  of  God  iafirree  in  requiring  the 
entire  exclusion  of  human  agency  from 
the  cause  of  the  damage  or  loss. 

And  that  a  mob  is  not  a  public 
enemy  within  the  rule  exempting  car- 
riers from  liability  for  loss  or  damage 
caused  by  public  enemies  is  held  in 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nevill  (1895)  60 
ArL  875,  28  L.R.A.  80,  46  Am.  St 
Rep.  208,  30  S.  W.  425;  Pittsburg, 
C.  C.  ft  St  L.  R.  Go.  V.  Chicago 
(1909)  242  IIL  178,  44  L.R.A.<N.S.) 
S58,  134  Abl  St  Rep.  316,  89  N.  E. 
1022;  Pittsburgh,  C.  ft  St  L.  R.  0>.  v. 
Hollowell  (1879)  65  Ind.  188,  32  Am. 
Rep.  63;  Lewis  v.  Ludwick  (1869)  6 
Ck>]dw.  (Tenn.)  368,  98  Am.  Dec.  454; 
and  Gulf,  C.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Levi 
(1889)  —  Tex.  — ,  12  S.  W.  677. 

Thus,  a  railroad  company  is  liable 
for  the  destruction  of  freight  by  the 
act  of  a  mob  of  negroes,  which  the 
civil  authorities  were  unable  to  con- 
trol, in  setting  fire. at  night  to  tiie 
railroad  station  house  in  which  the 
freight  had  been  deposited  on  its 
arrival.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nevill 
(Ark.)  supra. 

Carriers  have  generally  sought  to 
relieve  themselves  from  this  common- 
law  liability  by  stipulations  in  the 
bill  of  lading  but  even  such  stipula- 
tions fail  to  relieve  them  from  liabil- 
ity, where  the  loss  or  damage  is 
caused  by  their  own  negligence; 
aince,  according  to  the  great  weight 
of  authority,  a  carrier  cannot  con- 
tract against  its  own  negligence. 

Thus,  a  stipulation  in  a  bill  of  lad- 
ing to  the  effect  that  the  railroad 
company  should  not  be  liable  for  any 
loss  or  damafiTO  to  freight  resulting 
from  riots  or  consequences  thereof 
was  held  in  the  reported  case 
(SoOTHEBN  R.  Co.  V.  John  T.  Barbeb 
&  Co.  ante,  267)  not  to  relieve  the 
railroad  from  liability  for  freight  in 
its  cars,  destroyed  by  fire  communi- 
cated to  the  cars  from  buildings  in 


the  vicinity  of  its  yard,  which  had 
been  fired  by  a  mob  in  a  race  riot, 
where  the  railroad  company,  for  hours» 
knew  that  a  riot  was  in  progress,  and 
that  the  fires  were  being  started,  and 
had  ample  time,  between  the  starting 
of  the  fire  and  the  destruction  of  the 
freight  thereby,  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  to  have  removed  it 
from  the  danger  zone  to  a  place  of 
safety. 

But  in  Hall  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
(1880)  1  Fed.  226,  14  Phila.  414,  8 
W.  N.  C.  269,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,769, 
a  railroad  company  was  held  to  be 
released  from  liability  for  goods 
burned  by  a  lawless  mob,  by  a  provi- 
sion in  the  bill  of  lading  exempting 
the  carrier  from  liability  for  loss  or 
damage  by  fire  or  other  casualty, 
where  the  railroad  company  was  not 
guilty  of  any  negligence  in  connec- 
tion with  the  burning  of  such  goods. 
The  court  held  that  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  railroad  company  was 
not  negligent,  it  appearing  that  a  mob 
took  possession  of  the  railroad  prop- 
erty, that  the  railroad  called  upon  the 
sheriff  for  assistance,  and  that  he 
.  obtained  troops  from  the  governor  of 
the  state,  that  they  came  into  con- 
tact with  the  mob,  but  failed  to  re- 
take the  railroad  property  therefrom, 
and  that  immediately  thereafter  the 
mob  set  fire  to  the  cars  containing  the 
freight  in  question. 

And  in  Wertheimer  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  (1880)  17  Blatchf.  421,  1  F^ 
232,  involving  the  destruction  of 
freight  by  the  same  mob,  and  in  the 
same  manner,  as  in  the  preceding  case, 
the  same  railroad  company  was  held 
not  liable  under  a  bill  of  lading  con- 
taining the  condition  that  the  railroad 
company  should  not  be  responsible 
for  loss  or  damage  by  fire  unless  it 
could  be  shown  that  such  damage  or 
loss  occurred  through  its  negligence. 
The  effect  of  this  condition  was  held 
to  impose  upon  the  shipper  the  burden 
of  proving  that  the  loss  of  the  goods 
by  fire  arose  from  the  negligence  of 
the  railroad  company;  but  the  court 
said  that,  irrespective  of  ai^y  question 
concerning  the  burden  of  proof,  the 
railroad  company  could  not  be  said 
to   have  been   guilty   of   negligence. 
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where  it  appeared  that  the  fire .  by 
which  the  goods  were  destroyed  was 
the  act  of  a  mob  engaged  in  a 
struggle  with  the  military  authorities 
of  the  state,  without  an3i;hing  to  show 
that  the  railroad  company  was  bound, 
from  the  circumstances,  to  anticipate 
such  a  result. 

In  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Coutourie 
(1904)  68  C.  C,  A.  177,  135  Fed.  465, 
an  action  to  recover  for  cotton  burned 
while  stored  on  a  railroad  company's 
wharf,  and  in  its  cars,  where  the  bill 
of  lading  exempted  it  from  liability 
for  destruction  by  fire,  testimony  in 
reference  to  labor  riots  was  held  ad- 
missible as  bearing  upon  the  negli- 
gence of  the  railroad  company  in  fail- 
ing to  increase  the  number  of  its 
watchmen  after  a  prior  fire  on  the 
wharf. 

And  in  Lang  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
(1893)  154  Pa.  342,  20  L.R.A.  360« 
35  Am.  St  Rep.  846,  26  Atl.  370,  the 


railroad  company  waa  held  liable,  al- 
though the  bill  of  lading  provided  that 
the  company  should  not  be  liable 
for  loss  or  damage  by  causes  beyond 
its  reasonable  control,  by  a  riot,  or  for 
any  other  reason  not  directly  trace- 
able to  the  negligence  of  its  servants, 
where  it  appeared  that  a  train  con- 
taining several  carloads  of  whisky 
was  overtaken  by  the  Johnstown 
flood,  and  owing  to  the  destruction  of 
the  track  was  unable  to  proceed,  and 
the  dangerous  element  in  the  conunu- 
nity  began  to  break  open  the  cars  with 
axes,  the  trainmen  making  no  effort 
to  protect  the  train,  and  leaving  the 
neighborhood;  that  a  volunteer  guard 
of  citizens  then  protected  the  train 
during  the  night  and  part  of  the 
following  day,  and,  when  no  longer 
able  to  protect  the  property,  destroyed 
the  remainder  of  the  whisky  to  pre- 
vent it  from  falling  into  the  hands 
of  the  mob.  6.  V.  I. 
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WUeaiMin  Supreme  Court '^Deeetnher  18,  1921. 

(_  Wis.  — ,  185  N.  W.  536.) 

C^rperation  —  resignation  of  officer  —  effect. 

1.  The  resignation  of  an  ofldcer  of  a  private  corporation  terminates  the 
office  and  a  vacancy  is  at  once  created;  and  service  of  process  on  such 
resigned  officer  is  not  service  on  the  corporation,  notwithstanding  a  by- 
law providing  the  directors  of  said  corporation  shall  hold  office  until  their 
successors  are  duly  elected. 

[Bee  note  on  this  Question  beainninp  on  page  267.] 


Judgment  —  absence  of  service  — 

nullity. 

2.  A  judgment  rendered  in  the  ab- 
sence of  service  of  process  on  the  de- 
fendant should  be  vacated,  set  aside, 
and  expunged  from  the  record,  and  a 

Headnotes  by  Owen,  J. 


motion  made  for  that  purpose  need  not 
be  coupled  with  a  showing  that  the 
defendant  had  a  meritorious  defense 
to  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the 
complaint. 

[See  16  R.  C.  L.  786.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the  Municipal  Court  for  Racine 
County  (Palmer,  J.)  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  a  judgment 
in  an  action  upon  a  contract  for  the  recovery  of  a  certain  sum  of  money. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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Mr.  Eugene  Wright  Lawtpn,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

Elholm  was  not  a  person  who  had 
any  connection  with  the  defendant 
company,  as  required  by  the  statute 
for  service.  Therefore,  service  on  him 
was  not  service  upon  the  company. 

Carr  v.  Commercial  Bank,  16  Wis.  51 ; 
Pallard  v.  Wegener,  13  Wis.  570 ;  Rape 
V.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328,  76  Am.  Dec.  269 ; 
Toepfer  v.  lAmpert,  102  Wis.  469,  78 
N.  W.  779;  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Dett- 
laff,  116  Wis.  322,  93  N.  W.  14;  Jordan 
V.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  125  Wis.  590, 
1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  885,  110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
865,  104  N.  W.  803,  ,4  Ann.  Cas.  1113. 
An  ofScer  may  resign  at  any  time; 
and  if  he  does  resign  and  vacate  his 
office,  he  thereupon  ceases  to  be  an 
officer  of  the  corporation. 

Fletcher,  Cyc.  Corp,  §  1811;  Mc- 
Naughton's  Will,  138  Wis.  208,  118  N. 
W.  997,  120  N.  W.  288;  Thomp.  Corp. 
7th  ed.  §  8460. 

Messrs.  Gittinga  &  Moyle,  for  re- 
spondent : 

A  meritorious  defense  muat  be 
shown  by  defendant. 

Stokes    v.    Knarr,    11    Wis.    389; 
Thomas  v.  West,  59  Wis.   103;   Mil- 
waukee Mut.   Loan  &  Bldg.  Soc.   v. 
Jagodzinski,  84  Wis.  35,  54  N.  W.  102; 
Superior  Consol.  Land  Co.  v.  Dunphy, 
93  Wis.  188,  67  N.  W.  428;  16  R.  C.  L. 
737;  Tootle  v.  Ellis,  63  Kan.  422,  88 
Am.  St  Rep.  246,  65  Pac.  675;  Gifford 
▼.  Morrison,  37  Ohio  St  502,  41  Am. 
R^.  587;  Preston  v.  Kindrick,  94  Va. 
760,  64  Am.  St  Rep.  777,  27  S.  E.  588; 
Brandt  v.   Uttle,  47  Wash.   194,  14 
LJtA.(N.S.)  213,  91  Pac.  765;  Janes 
V.  Howell,  87  Neb.  320,  40  Am.  St  Rep. 
494,  65  N.  W.  965;  Wilson  v.  Shipman, 
34  Neb.  573,  38  Am.  St  Rep.  660,  52 
N.  W.  576;  Gregory  v.  Ford.  14  Cal.  138, 
73  Am.  Dec.  639;  Massachusetts  Ben. 
Life  Asso.  V.  Lohmiller,  20  C.  C.  A. 
274,  46  U.  S.  App.  103,  74  Fed.  23; 
Jeffery  v.  Fitch,  46  Conn.  601;  New- 
man V.  Taylor,  69  Miss.  670,  13  So. 
831 ;  Brandt  v.  Little,  47  Wash.  194,  14 
LJLA.(N.S.)  213,  91  Pac.  765;  Dunklin 
V.  Wilson,  64  Ala.  162. 

The  service  secured  was  binding 
on  the  defendant. 

21  R.  C.  L.  1336,  §  85;  Colorado  De- 
benture Corp.  V.  Lombard  Invest.  Co. 
66  Kan.  251,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  373,  71 
Pac.  584. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  defendant 
to  show  from  the  record  that  the  judg- 
ment from  which  it  desires  relief  is 
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Jiot  only  irregular  or  void,  but  also 
that  it  is  unjust  and  inequitable. 

J.  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Hilbert,  91  Wis. 
437,  30  JmRJL  235,  65  N.  W.  172. 

Owen,  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  are  Wis- 
consin corporations.  Service  of  the 
summons  in  this  action  upon  the 
defendant  was  attempted  by  de- 
livering to  and  leaving  a  copy  there- 
of with  one  M.  Elholm,  on  the  12th 
day  of  May,  1920,  who,  at  the  time 
of  such  delivery,  was  supposed  to 
be  the  secretaxy  of  the  defendant 
corporation.  Ilie  defendant  made 
default,  and  judgment  was  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
cause  of  action  set  forth  in  its 
complaint.  Thereafter  the  defend- 
ant procured  an  order  requiring 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  such 
judgment  should  not  be  set  aside 
for  the  reason  that  the  court  had 
never  obtained  jurisdiction  of  the 
defendant^  which  said  order  to  show 
cause  was  based  upon  an  affidavit 
of  the  president  of  the  defendant 
corporation  to  the  effect  that,  at  the 
time  of  such  attempted  service,  the 
said  M.  Elholm  was  not  the  secre- 
tary of  the  said  defendimt  corpora- 
tion, nor  was  he  any  other  officer 
thereof  upon  whom  service  of  sum- 
mons .upon  said  corporation  might 
have  been  made ;  that  he  was  secre- 
tary of  said  defendant  corporation 
prior  to  the  1st .  day  of  October, 
1919,  but  on  said  latter  date  he  re- 
signed said  office,  in  writing  and 
that  he  likewise  on  said  date  re- 
signed his  office  as  a  member  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  said  company. 
In  response  to  such  order  to  show 
cause  there  was  filed  an  affidavit, 
sworn  to  by  Miller  Patterson,  presi- 
dent of  plaintiff  corporation,  in 
which  he  deposed  that  he  was  in- 
formed and  verily  believed  that  one 
M.  Elholm  was  secretary  and  di- 
rector of  the  defendant  prior  to  the 
1st  day  of  October,  1919;  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  his  resigning 
his  office;  and  that,  as  he  is  in- 
formed and  believes,  no  successor 
was  dther  elected  or  qualified  in 
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bis  place,  either  as  director  or  secre- 
tary. 

There  is  no  denial  of  the  fact  that 
Elholm  did  resign  as  secretary  of 
the  company  on  the  31st  day  of 
October,  1919,  and  we  regard  it  as 
a  verity  in  the  case  that  at  the  time 
of  the  attempted  service,  May  12, 
1920,  he  was  not  an  officer  of  the 
corporation,  unless,  as  contended  in 
this  court  by  respondent,  he  con- 
tinued in  office  until  his  successor 
was  elected  and  qualified.  Patter- 
son deposes  that,  as  "he  is  informed 
and  verily  believes,  the  by-laws  of 
the  American  Metal  Shoe  Company 
provide  that  the  directors  of  said 
corporation  shall  hold  office  until 
their  successors  are  duly  elected." 
It  has  been  held  by  this  court  that 
such  a  provision  in  the  by-law  of  a 
corporation  does  not  prevent  the  ex- 
corpoimtio».  istenco  of  a  vacancy 
"•^^K"***®*  ot      in    an    office   of   a 

private  corporation 
upon  the  filing  of  a  resignation  by 
one  who  is  then  an  incumbent  of 
such  office.  The  resignation  termi- 
nates the  office,  and  a  vacancy  is 
at  once  created.  McNaughton's 
Will,  138  Wis.  179,  208,  118  N.  W. 
997,  120  N.  W.  288.  It  accordingly 
follows  that  no  summons  was  ever 
served  upon  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  trial  court  never  acquired  ju- 
risdiction to  render  judgment  in  the 
action. 

It  is  contended,  however,  Hiat  the 
judgment  rendered  should  not  be  va- 
cated or  set  aside  because  the  mo- 
tion to  that  end  was  not  coupled 
with  a  showing  that  the  defendant 
had  a  meritorious  defense  to  the 
cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint While  the  affidavit  filed  in 
support  of  the  order  to  show  cause 
avers  ^'that  the  said  American 
Metal  Shoe  Company  has  a  good  and 
sufficient  defense  to  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in 
the  above-entitled  cause,"  it  can- 
not be  said  to  disclose  a  meritorious 
defense  under  the  requirements  of 
our  practice. 

There  seems  to  be  respectable 
authority  in  support  of  the  proposi- 
tion that,  even  though  a  judgment 


be  rendered  against  a  defendant  in 
the  absence  of  any  service  upon 
him,  yet  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
set  such  judgment  aside,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  that  the  defend- 
ant has  a  defense  upon  the  merits  to 
the  cause  of  action.  In  16  R.  C.  L. 
737,  it  is  stated  that  a  large  pre- 
ponderance of  the  authorities  hold 
that,  notwithstanding  an  alleged 
want  of  service  or  notice,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  to  set  aside 
a  judgment  until  it  appears  that  the 
result  upon  a  subsequent  trial  will 
be  other  than  that  already  reached ; 
or,  in  other  words,  that  there  was  a 
meritorious  defense  to  the  action. 
A  note  to  the  case  of  Brandt  v. 
Little,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  218,  collates 
a  number  of  decisions  announcing 
such  doctrine. 

While  this  rule  has  been  applied 
in  this  state  in  actions  brought  to 
set  aside  judgments  rendered  by 
justices  of  the  peace  where  juris- 
diction was  lost  by  reason  of  irregu- 
larities (Stokes  V.  Knarr,  11  Wis. 
389;  Thomas  v.  West,  59  Wis.  103, 
17  N.  W.  684),  it  has  never  been 
applied  in  cases  where  a  judgment 
was  rendered  in  the  absence  of  any 
service  upon  the  defendant. 

The  idea  that  a  court  will  not  re- 
lieve against  a  judgment  rendered 
in  proceedings  of  which  the  defend- 
ant had  no  notice  is  obnoxious  to 
our       notions       of  4»a»»«»t^ 

fundamental         jus-   absence  of  aei-r- 

tice,  even  though  »^»«««*^- 
he  have  no  defense  upon  the  merits. 
The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  provides  that  property  shall 
not  be  taken  without  due  process  of 
law,  and  to  seize  a  man's  property 
by  virtue  of  a  judgment  rendered 
by  a  court  which  never  acquired  any 
jurisdiction  of  the  judgment  debtor, 
in  an  action  of  which  he  had  no  no- 
tice and  was  never  accorded  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard  in  defense 
thereof,  would  seem  to  be  nothing 
less  than  a  taking  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.  It  may  be 
that  he  lutd  no  defense  to  the  action, 
but  the  fundamental  law  of  the  land 
secures  to  him  the  right  to  be  heard 
in  his  defense;  and,  as  this  right  ^ 
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was  deoned  suflteiently  sacred  to  be 
I»rotected  by  constitutional  provi- 
«(«,  any  action  of  a  court  in  viola- 
tion of  such  right  is  without  vestige 
or  shadow  of  authority,  and  its 
pronouncement  under  such  circum- 
stances is  not  a  judicial  pronounce- 
ment in  any  sense  of  the  word. 
However,  it  ia  not  necessary  for  us 
to  discuss  at  length  these  f  undar 
mental  principles  which  we  think 
demonstrate  the  unsoundness  of  the 
doctrine  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  set  aside  a  judgment  ob- 
tained under  such  circumstances, 
as  this  court  has  spoken  definitely 
and  often  upon  the  very  question 
here  imsented.  It  is  fiiinly  estab- 
lished in  this  jurisdiction  that 
where  a  motion  is  made  in  the 
same  case  to  set  aside  a  judgment 
void  for  want  of  service  upon  the 
defendant^  no  showing  in  the  nature 
of  a  meritorious  defense  is  neces- 
sary. The  judgment  is  held  abso- 
lutdy  void,  and  the  court  should 
expunge  it  from  the  record  when- 
ever its  attention  is  called  to  the 


18S  V,  W.  S8S,) 

fact  that  jurisdiction  of  ihe  defend- 
ant was  not  acquired,  by  reason  of 
a  lack  of  service  of  process  upon 
him.  Carr  v.  Commercial  Bank, 
16  Wis.  50;  Wendel  v.  Durbin,  26 
Wis.  890;  Godfrey  v.  Wright,  151 
Wis.  872, 189  N.  W.  193.  A  perusal 
of  those  cases  with  Rape  v.  Heaton, 
9  Wis.  828y  76  Am.  Dec.  269,  and 
Pollard  v.  Wegener,  18  Wis.  569, 
fully  reveals  tiie  attitude  of  this 
court  upon  the  question  of  enforc- 
ing a  judgment  rendered  in  the  ab- 
sence of  service  of  process.  Such  a 
judgment  has  always  been  regarded 
as  a  mere  nullify.  It  is  not  a  judg- 
ment. It  is  the  mere  image  of  a 
judgment.  Its  enforcement  con- 
stitutes a  taking  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  will  not 
be  tolerated.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
trial  court  to  expunge  the  judgment 
from  the  record. 

Order  appealed  from  reversed, 
and  cause  remanded,  with  direc^ 
tions  to  vacate  the  judgment. 

Siebecker,  Ch,  J.,  took  no  part. 


ANNOTATION. 
When  reiignatioB  of  officer  of  private  corporatioB  becomes  effective. 


Gtm&rml  rale. 

As  a  general  rule,  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  restrictions  or  limitations  in 
the  by-laws  of  a  corporation,  the  resig- 
nation of  a  corporate  officer,  to  take 
effect  immediately,  becomes  complete 
OB  its  delivery  to  the  proper  authority. 
No  action  on  the  part  of  the  corpora- 
tion is  essential,  and  acceptance  there- 
of by  the  board  of  directors  or  other 
f  oreming  body  is  not  required.  Fear- 
ing V.  Glenn  (1896)  19  C.  G.  A.  888, 
38  U.  S.  App.  424,  73  Fed.  116;  Inter- 
national Bank  v.  Faber  (1898)  30  C. 
C.  A.  178,  67  U.  S.  App.  153,  86  Fed. 
443,  writ  ofcertiorari  denied  in  (1899) 
172  U.  S.  648,  43  L.  ed.  1182,  19  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  885;  Chandler  v.  Hoag  (1874) 
2  Hun  (N.  T.)  613,  affirmed  in  (1875) 
63  N.  Y.  624;  Blake  v.  Wheeler  (1879) 
18  Hun  (N.  Y.)  496,  affirmed  on  other 
grounds  in  (1880)  80  N.  Y.  128;  Smith 
▼.  Danzig  (1888)  64  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
320;  Wilson  v.  Brentwood  Hotel  Co. 


(1886)  16  Misc.  48, 87  N.  Y.  Supp.  655; 
Noble  V.  Euler  (1897)  20  App.  Div. 
548,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  802;  Manhattan 
Co.  V.  Kaldenberg  (1900)  165  N.  Y.  1, 
58  N.  E.  790 ;  Zeltner  v.  Zeltner  Brew- 
ing Co.  (1903)  174  N.  Y.  247,  95  Am. 
St.  Rep.  574,  66  N.  E.  810,  affirming 
(1903)  80  App.  Div.  631, 80  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1151;  McNaughton's  Will  (1909)  138 
Wis.  179,  118  N.  W.  997,  120  N.  W. 
288;  Glossop  v.  Glossop  [1907]  2  Ch. 
(Eng.)  370,  76  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  610,  97 
L.  T.  N.  S.  372,  14  Manson,  246,  51  Sol. 
Jo.  606;  Re  Gloucester,  A.  &  S.  W.  R. 
Co.  (1853)  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  769,  43 
Eng.  Reprint,  708;  and  see  the  report- 
ed case  (Western  Pattern  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  American  Metal  Shoe  Co.  ante, 
264).  See  also  Re  Guanaceir  Tunnel 
Co.  (1912)  119  C.  C.  A.  554,  201  Fed. 
316;  Goodrich  Rubber  Co.  v.  Helena 
Motor  Car  Co.  (1917)  53  Mont.  526, 
165  Pac.  454.  Compare  Municipal 
Freehold    Land    Co.    v.    Pollinirton 
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(1890)  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  734, 
63  L.  T.  N.  S.  239,  2  Megone,  307. 

In  Zeltner  v.  Zeltner  Brewing  Co. 
(1903)  174  N.  Y.  247,  95  Am.  St  Rep. 
574,  66  N.  E.  810,  the  court  said: 
"When  we  come  to  consider  the  gen- 
eral right  of  officers  and  directors  of 
corporations  to  resign,  .  .  .  we  may 
admit  .  .  .  that,  as  a  general  rule, 
such  officers  may  resign  at  will;  and 
that  the  validity  of  such  resignations 
does  not  depend  upon  their  formal  ac- 
ceptance.'' 

So,  a  trustee  of  a  corporation  may 
resign  and  relieve  himself  from  liabil- 
ities thereafter  incurred  by  the  cor- 
poration, although  his  resignation  is 
not  acted  on  by  the  board  of  trustees 
or  entered  in  the  corporate  books. 
Blake  v.  Wheeler  (1879)  18  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  496,  affirmed  on  other  grounds 
in  (1880)  80  N.  Y.  128.  See,  to  the 
same  effect,  Chandler  v.  Hoag  (1874) 
2  Hun  (N.  Y.)  613,  affirmed  in  (1875) 
63  N.  Y.  624. 

In  Manhattan  Co.  v.  Kaldenberg 
(1900)  165  N.  Y.  1,  58  N.  E.  790,  the 
court  said :  "There  was  evidence  that 
Faber  tendered  his  resignation  in  a 
letter  which  he  delivered  to  the  presi- 
dent about  November  1, 1891.  Assum- 
ing this  to  have  been  done,  Faber's 
resignation  was  complete  when  it  was 
tendered.  It  was  not  necessary  for 
him  to  do  more.  .  .  .  Nor  was  the 
validity  of  his  resignation  dependent 
upon  its  acceptance  by  the  directors." 
See  also  International  Bank  v.  Faber 
(1898)  30  C.  C.  A.  178,  57  U.  S.  App. 
153,  86  Fed.  443. 

In  McNaughton's  Will  (1909)  138 
Wis.  179,  118  N.  W.  997,  120  N.  W. 
288,  the  court,  in  disposing  of  the  con- 
tention that  an  officer  of  a  corporation* 
where  the  organic  law  provides  that 
his  term  of  office  shall  continue  until 
his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified, 
remains  an  officer  until  such  time,  not- 
withstanding his  resignation,  stated 
its  opinion  as  follows:  'That  is  not 
the  law.  On  the  contrary,  .  .  . 
even  in  case  the  corporate  charter  pro- 
vides that  the  officer  shall  hold  till 
his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified, 
or  appointed  and  qualified,  he,  never- 
theless, by  resignation,  without  any 
acceptance,  unless  aeceptance  is  spec- 


ially required  by  such  charter,  vacates 
the  office  for  all  general  purposes.** 

It  has  been  held  that  service  of 
process  on  a  director  who  has  sent 
in  his  resignation  does  not  bind  the 
corporation,  though  the  resignation 
has  not  been  formally  accepted,  and 
his  withdrawal  reduces  the  number  of 
directors  below  the  minimum  allowed 
by  law,  if  there  is  no  provision  in  the 
by-laws  to  the  effect  that  an  officer 
or  director  shall  continue  to  hold  of- 
fice until  his  successor  is  elected  and 
qualifies.  Wilson  v.  Brentwood  Hotel 
Go.  (1896)  16  Misc.  48,  87  N.  Y.  Supp. 
655.  And  in  the  reported  ease  (West- 
ern Pattern  &  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Akebigan 
Metal  Shoe  Co.  ante,  264)  it  is  held 
that,  despite  the  provisions  of  a  by- 
law to  the  effect  that  the  directors  of 
the  corporation  shall  hold  office  until 
their  successors  are  elected,  the  serv- 
ice of  process  on  an  ofilcer  who  has 
filed  his  resignation  will  not  bind  the 
corporation. 

At  common  law  it  is  sufficient  for 
a  corporate  officer  to  deliver  his  writ- 
ten resignation  to  the  president  of 
the  corporation,  and  thereafter  refrain 
from  acting  as  an  officer.  Gk>odrich 
Rubber  Co.  v.  Helena  Motor  Car  Co. 
(1917)  53  Mont  526, 165  Pac.  454. 

The  resignation  involved  in  Briggs 
V.  Spaulding  (1891)  141  U.  S.  132,  85 
L.  ed.  662,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  924,  was 
orally  tendered  to  the  president,  and 
inferentially  accepted  by  the  perform- 
ance of  certain  acts  in  recognition 
thereof.  The  court  said:  "While  the 
•  .  .  law  is  silent  as  to  the  time 
when  and  the  method  by  which  the  of- 
fice of  director  may  be  resigned,  we 
think  that  leaves  it  as  at  common  la^v, 
and  that  this  resignation  was  effec- 
tive." 

In  England  it  has  been  held  that  as 
a  director  of  a  corporation  is  entitled 
to  relinquish  his  office  at  any  time  he 
sees  fit,  by  proper  notice  to  the  com- 
pany, his  resignation  depends  on  hia 
notice,  and  is  not  dependent  on  any 
acceptance  by  the  company,  for  the 
reason  that  the  latter  is  not  in  a  poai* 
tion  to  refuse  acceptance.  Glossop  v. 
Glossop  [1907]  2  Ch.  (Eng.)  370,  76 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  610,  97  L.  T.  N.  S.  372, 
14  Manson,  246,  51  Sol.  Jo.  606.     In 


ANNO.— CORPORATB  OFFICES— RESIGNATION. 


269 


the  case  of  Re  Gloucester,  A.  k  S.  W* 
R.  Cp.  (1853)  4  De  G.  M.  t  G.  769, 
43  En;.  Reprint,  708,  the  court  said: 
**It  may  not  be  important  to  consider 
whether  the  resignation  or  retirement 
of  Mr.  Maitland,  the  elder,  was  com« 
plete  and  effectual'  or  not.  I  am  of 
opinion,  however,  that  it  was  not  pro* 
visional  nor  conditional,  was  author* 
ixed  by  the  terms  of  the  constitution 
of  the  association  in  question,  and  was 
complete  and  effectual,  whether  ac* 
cepted  or  not  accepted  by  any 
other  person  or  body  of  persons, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  duly  communi- 
cated to  the  persons  to  whom,  and 
in  the  time  and  manner  in  which, 
it  was  necessary  or  right  that  it 
should  be  communicated.  In  Hunici* 
pal  Freehold  Land  Co.  v.  Pollington 
(1890)  59  L.  J.  Gh.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  784, 
63  L.  T.  N.  S.  238,  2  Megone,  307,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  resignation  of  a 
director  was  held  to  be  ineffective  un« 
tii  accepted  by  the  company  at  a  gen- 
eral meeting. 

Uaitatloas  om  rale. 

Where  the  by-laws  provide  that  a 
corporate  officer  shall  continue  to  hold 
office  until  the  election  of  his  succes- 
sor, the  resignation  of  such  an  officer 
does  not  take  effect  until  the  election 
of  his  successor.  Timolat  v.  S.  J.  Held 
Co.  (1896)  17  Misc.  566,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
962,  wherein  the  court  said:  "There 
is  no  question  here  of  the  personal 
liability  of  the  resigning  director  to 
the  creditors  of  the  company,  but  only 
a  question  between  such  creditors  and 
the  company,  under  its  own  by-laws, 
tnd  for  its  own  neglect  to  terminate 
its  official  relations  with  the  director 
hy  electing  his  successor.  When,  by 
its  by-law,  it  declares  that  he  shall 
serve  until  his  successor  is  chosen,  it 
constitutes  him  its  officer  until  that 
event,  with  the  same  effect,  so  far  as 
the  corporation  is  concerned,  as  if  he 
were  serving  in  the  term  for  which 
he  was  elected,  and  had  not  resigned. 
It  was  in  the  power  of  the  company  to 
terminate  his  agency  at  any  time  by 
electing  a  successor,  and  if  it  chose 
rather  to  continue  such  agency,  he 
niiist  be  treated,  in  actions  against  the 
company,  as  its  duly  constituted  of- 
ficer."   See  also  Oblorado  Debenture 


Corp.  V.  Lombard  Invest.  Co.  (1903) 
66  Kan.  251,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  373,  71 
Pac  584.  Compare  the  reported  case 
(Western  Patteen  A  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Amqucan  Mbtal  Shoe  Co.  ante,  264) . 
So,  under  such  a  by-laW  in  a  case 
wherein  it  appeared  that,  prior  to  the 
date  of  service  of  process  on  a  corpo- 
rate officer,  he  tendered  his  resigna- 
tion to  the  proper  authorities  without 
any  action  being  taken  thereon,  there^ 
after  continuing  in  control  of  the  af- 
fairs of  the  corporation,  attending 
meetings  of  the  board  dt  directors,  and 
being  recognized  by  them  as  such,  and 
no  knowledge  of  such  tender  of  resig- 
nation was  shown  on  the  part  of  those 
in  whose  behalf  process  was  served,  it 
was  held  that  the  corporation  could 
not  successfully  claim  a  valid  resigna- 
tion qn  the  part  of  such  officer.  Ven- 
ner  v,  Denver  Union  Water  Co.  (1907) 
40  Celo.  212,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  1086,  90 
Pac.  623,  wherein  the  court  said: 
"Whether  or  not  a  director  or  other 
officer  of  a  corporation  hals  resigned 
is  a  question  of  fact,  to  be  determined 
from  the  circumstances  of  each  case, 
and  which,  to  some  extent,  it  appears 
may  depend  upon  the  parties  who 
raise  the  question.  In  the  present 
case  Mr.  Sullivan  tendered  his  resig- 
nation to  the  proper  autiiorities,  but 
it  was  never  acted  upon.  He  con- 
tinued in  the  control  of  the  affairs  of 
the  company  the  same  as  though  his 
resignation  had  never  been  offered. 
He  attended  meetings  of  the  board, 
acted  as  a  director,  and  was  recog- 
nized by  his  codirectors,  including 
Mr.  Venner,  in  that  capacity.  Tt  does 
not  appear  that  the  parties  who  com- 
menced the  foreclosure  suits  in  which 
service  of  summons  was  had  upon  Mr. 
Sullivan,  as  president  or  vice  presi- 
dent, of  the  American  Water  Works 
Company,  had  any  knowledge  that  he 
had  ever  tendered  his  resignation  to 
the  company.  In  such  circumstances 
the  company  will  not  be  permitted  to 
claim  that  he  had  resigned  prior  to  the 
service  of  process  upon  him,  by  merely 
tendering  his  resignation.  Further,, 
the  articles  of  incorporatioin  .  .  .. 
pi^vide'that  its  directors  shall  hold 
office  until  their  successors  are  elect-^ 
ed.   This  is  not  a  case  where  a  director 
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has  endeavored  to  resigrn,  and  there- 
after taken  no  part  in  the  management 
or  control  of  its  affairs.  Neither  does 
it  present  a  question  affecting  the  lia- 
hility  of  Mr.  Sullivan,  but  is  only  one 
between  parties  and  the  corporation, 
wherein  the  latter  now  seeks  to  avoid 
service  of  summons  upon  one  whom  it 
treated  as  an  official,  and  who  acted 
as  such  after  he  tendered  his  resigna- 
tion. By  its  own  failure  to  observe 
the  provision  of  its  articles  of  incor- 
poration it  has  neglected  to  terminate 
the  official  relations  of  Mr.  Sullivan. 
The  company  had  the  power  to  termi- 
nate his  relations  to  it  as  an  official  at 
any  time  by  electing  his  successor, 
and  where  it  chose  to  continue  that 
relationship  by  failing  to  act  in  ac« 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  its 
articles  of  incorporation,  he  must  be 
treated  in  actions  against  the  com- 
pany, in  so  far  as  service  of  process  is 
concerned,  as  its  duly  constituted 
agent." 

In  case  tihe  resignation  of  a  corpo- 
rate officer  is  offered,  to  take  effect  on 
acceptance,  it  is  essential  that  action 
shall  be  taken  thereon,  and  a  formal 
acceptance  recorded.  Thus,  in  Lin- 
coln Court  Realty  Co.  v.  Kentucky 
Title  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  (1916)  169 
Ky.  840,  185  S.  W.  156,  the  attempted 
resignation  of  the  officers  and  direc- 
tors of  a  corporation  by  notice  ad- 
dressed to  themselves  was  held  to  be 


ineffectual  witiiout  acceptance,  the 
court  sajring:  '^That  the  attempted 
resignation  of  Riehm,  Brock,  and  Dun- 
don,  as  officers  and  directors  of  the 
defendant,  was  of  no  effect  whatever, 
is  perfectly  apparent.  By  our  statutes 
(§  551)  the  directors  of  such  corporar 
tions  continue  such  'until  their  sveces- 
sors  are  respectively  elected  and 
qualified.'  The  only  corporate  author- 
ity who  had  a  right  to  act  upon  these 
alleged  resignations  was  the  board  of 
directors  which  elected  them  in  the 
first  instance.  The  three  resigners 
constituted  that  board,  and  the  com- 
munication by  which  they  attempted 
to  resign  was,  in  law,  one  addressed 
to  themselves;  but  it  seems  that,  as 
directors,  they  were  not  so  anxious  to 
make  their  resignations  effectual  by 
acceptance,  as  they  were  as  individu- 
als to  tender  them.  At  any  rate,  there 
was  no  record  made  in  tiie  books  of 
the  corporation  as  to  the  tendering  of 
their  resignations;  nor  was  there 
ever  any  acceptance  of  them  recorded 
on  the  corporation  books  or  otherwise. 
Until  there  is  such  an  acceptance,  they 
continued  to  remain  directors." 

So,  in  Seal  of  Gold  Min.  Co.  v. 
Slater  (1911)  161  CaL  621,  120  Pac. 
15,  it  was  held  that  a  director  who 
tendered  his  resignation,  to  take  effect 
on  acceptance,  was  entitled  to  partici- 
pate in  meetings  of  the  board  until  his 
resignation  was  accepted.  I*  F.  G. 


HANNAH  HILL,  Plff.  in  Err^ 

V. 

FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  MARIANNA  et  al. 

jnarida  Supreme  Courts  March  26,  1990* 

(79  Pla.  391,  84  So.  190.) 

Set-off  —  jodgment  against  claim  for  invasion  of  homestead. 

1.  B.  recovered  a  judgment  against  H.  and  another.  Execution  issued 
upon  such  judgment  and  was  levied  upon  certain  personalty  and  certain 
realty  of  H.  The  property  so  levied  upon  was  claimed  by  H.  as  exempt 
from  seizure  and  sale  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  such  judgment  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  the  homestead  of  H.,  luid  exempt  from  forced  sale 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  this  state.  Upon  an  application  to 
enjoin  the  sale,  the  circuit  judge  held  such  property  not  to  be  exempt ; 
but  upon  appeal  to  this  co^rt  this  ord^r  was  reversed  and  the  propert^r 


HILL  V.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK.  271 

(7f  ria.  891,  94  Bo.  1$0,) 

held  to  be  exempt  from  forced  sale  for  the  satisfaction  of  such  judgment. 
Hereafter  defendant  in  execution  sued  ihe  plaintiff  in  execution  to  re- 
cover certain  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  because  of  the 
wrongful  seizure  and  sale  of  such  property.  In  this  suit  the  original  judg« 
ment  was  attempted  to  be  set  off  against  plaintiff's  claim.  Held»  that  such 
judgment  is  not  available  as  a  set-off  against  plaintiff's  claim  for  damages 
to  her  exempt  property,  and  that  the  plea  attempting  to  set  off  such  judg- 
ment against  plaintiff's  claim  is  not  allowable. 
[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  276.] 


Homestead  —  liberal  constractloii  of 
statutes. 

2.  Constitutional  and  statutory  pro- 
visions relating  to  homestead  exemp- 
tions are  liberally  construed  in  the 
interest  of  the  family  home. 

[See  13  R.  C.  L.  M7;  8  B.  C.  L. 
Supp.  61.] 

—scope  of  rii^t, 

3.  The  ''homestead  right"  is  not  lim- 
ited to  a  mere  holding  of  the  legal 
title  to  the  exempt  property  "from 
forced  sale."  It  contemplates  and  in- 
cludes the  beneficial,  peaceful,  and  un- 
interrupted use  and  enjoyment  of  such 
property.  Such  right  is  superior  to 
the  claim  of  creditors.  The  policy  of 
the  law  concerning  it  is  to  preserve 
the  home  for  the  family,  even  at  the 
sacrifice  of  just  demands,  and  to  pro- 
tect the  family  from  destitution  and 
want 

[See  IS  R.  a  L.  645;  3  R.  a  L. 
Supp.  61.] 

—theory  of  laws. 

4.  The  theory  of  the  law  with  rela- 
tion to  homesteads  is  based  upon  the 
idea  that,  as  a  matter  of  public  policy, 
for  the  promotion  of  the  prosperity  of 
the  state,  and  to  render  independent 
and  above  want  each  citizen  of  the 
government,  it  is  proper  he  should 
have  a  home  where  nis  family  may  be 
sheltered  and  live  beyond  the  reach  of 

Headnotes  by  West,  J; 


financial  misfortune  and  the  demands 
of  creditors,  who  have  given  credit 
under  such  a  law. 

[See  13  R.  C.  L.  543;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
6U 

—  set-off  in  actioii  for  invaaiaii  of 
rights. 

5.  To  allow  a  defendant  the  benefits 
of  a  plea  of  set-off  in  an  action 
brought  against  him  to  recover  the 
amount  of  damage  sustained  because 
of  his  wrongful  invasion  of  plaintiff's 
homestead  right  would,  if  defendant's 
plea  prevail,  result  in  the  subjection 
by  indirect  methods  of  exempt  prop- 
erty to  the  payment  of  defendant's 
demands  against  the  plaintiff,  al- 
though its  subjection  thereto  directly 
is  not  permitted. 

[See  24  R.  C.  L.  816.] 

Maxim  —  indirect  action. 

6.  One  cannot  accomplish  by  indi- 
rect means  what  he  is  prohibited  from 
doing  directly. 

Exemptions  —  damages  for  favrasion 
of  homestead. 

7.  The  amount  of  compensation  for 
actual  damage  sustained  because  of 
an  unlawful  invasion  of  plaintiff's 
homestead  rights,  which  he  is  en- 
titled to  recover,  partakes  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  homestead  property,  and 
is  exempt 


Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  County  (Wilson,  J.)  to  review 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  alleged  wrongful  seizure  and  sale  of  plaintifif's  exempt  property. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  D.  L.  McKinnon,  for  plaintiff  in  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  239,  243; 

error:  Robinson    v.    L'Engle,    18    Fla.    482; 

To   be   available   as   a   set-off  the  Matthews  v.  Lindsay,  20  Fla.  962;  34 

claim    must    be    '^mutual;"    that    is,  Cyc.  658,  and  notes. 


Srowing  out  of  the  dealing  between 
the  parties,  who  either  expressly  or 
impliedly  recognised  the' 


A  set-off  claim  must  be  against  the 
plaintiff  only^  and  not  against  the 
plaintiff  and  someone  else. 
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S4  Cyd.  731-735 ;  22  Ain.  &  Eng.  Ene. 
Law,  270;  Robinson  v.  UEngle,  18  Fla. 
482. 

Judgments  may  be  set  off  against 
judgments  in  a  court  of  equity,  when 
the  equities  involved  may  be  settled, 
but  not  against  a  claim  of  trespass, 
unless  specially  authorized  by  the 
statute. 

25  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  610 
and  notes. 

Mr.  Paul  Carter  for  defendants  in 
error. 

West,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  declaration  in  this  case  is, 
omitting  fonnal  parts,  as  follows: 

''The  plaintiff,  Hannah  Hill,  sues 
the  defendant  First  National  Bank 
of  Marianna,  Florida,  a  corporation, 
and  H.  A.  Bowles,  as  sheriff  of 
Jackson  county,  Florida,  because 
the  said  sheriff,  by  the  direction  of 
said  bank,  levied  an  attachment  and 
execution  in  favor  of  said  bank 
against  plaintiff  and  H.  A.  Bowles 
as  administrator  of  John  Hill,  de- 
ceased, on  the  E.  i  of  N.  E.  i,  sec- 
tion 8,  township  4,  range  10  west, 
in  which  plaintiff  owned  a  two- 
thirds  undivided  interest,  except  1 
acre,  and  sold  the  same  under  said 
execution,  both  defendants  well 
knowing  at  the  time  that  she  was 
t^  hei^  of  a  family  living  upon 
the  homestead,  that  it  was  exempt 
from  forced  sale  under  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  Florida,  notwith- 
standing plaintiff  claimed  said  ex- 
emption, and  duly  applied  to  said 
sheriff  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law  to  have  the  same  exempt  as  her 
homestead  before  said  sale.  That 
in  consequence  of  said  levies  and 
sales,  she  failed  to  make  a  crop 
on  said  land,  as  she  did  not  know 
how  soon  she  might  be  dispossessed, 
and  was  put  to  much  expense, 
trouble,  and  annoyance  to  ob- 
tain a  living  for  herself  and  or- 
phan grandchildren  that  year  and 
the  succeeding  year,  1917.  That  she 
had  to  employ  counsel  at  great  ex- 
pense to  bring  suit  to  have  said  lev- 
ies and  sales  set  aside,  and  to  enjoin 
defendants  from  making  any  fur- 
ther sale  of  said  homestead,  and 
said  suit  was  carried  to  the  supreme 


court  of  the  state  at  great  expense 
to  her  before  it  was  finally  decided, 
and  she  put  to  much  trouble,  loss 
of  time,  and  expose  in  attending 
the  circuit  court  and  preparing  her 
case,  for  which  she  claims  $160 
damages. 

''  (2)  And  for  second  count  plain- 
tiff, alleging  each  and  every  allega- 
tion in  the  first  count,  says  that  said 
defendants  levied  said  attachment 
and  execution  upon  one  cow  and 
calf,  of  the  value  of  $35,  belonging 
to  plaintiff,  and  sold  them,  not^th- 
standing  she  protested  against  the 
sale,  claiming  them  as  exempt  to 
her.  Therefore  she  claims  $300 
damages." 

There  were  pleas  of  (1)  not 
guilty;  (2)  no  damage  to  plaintiff 
as  alleged ;  (3)  that  the  sale  of  said 
propel^  was  made  after  a  final  de- 
cree had  been  entered  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Jackson  county,  in  a  suit 
brought  by  plaintiff  to  enjoin  such 
sale,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
property  described  in  the  declara- 
tion was  not  the  homestead  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  was  not  exempt  from, 
but  was  subject  to,  sale  under  the 
execution  levied  ^ereon  by  the 
sheriff  of  the  county;  (4)  denying 
that  defendants  knew  that  plaintiff^ 
was,  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  the 
head  of  a  family  residing  upon  said 
land,  and  that  it  was  exempt  from 
forced  sale  under  the  Constitution 
and  the  laws  of  this  state;  and  (5) 
denying  that  plaintiff  duly  applied 
to  said  sheriff,  before  said  sale,  to 
have  said  land  exempt  as  a  home- 
stead. 

The  sixth  plea  is  as  follows: 
''That  at  and  before  the  institution 
of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
debted to  the  defendant,  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Marianna,  Flor- 
ida, in  the  sum  of  $861.32  and 
interest  thereon  at  8  per  cent  from. 
October  20,  1915,  in  this,  to  wit: 
That  the  circuit  court  of  Jackson 
county,  Florida,  on  the  20th  day  of 
October,  1915,  in  the  suit  of  First 
National  Bank  of  Marianna,  Flor* 
ida,  V.  Hannah  Hill  et  al.,  duly- 
rendered  a  judgm^it  against  the 
said   defenduits,   for  the   sum   of 
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$831.16,  and  also  $30.17,  costs  of 
courlj  and  said  judgment  is  of  rec- 
ord in  Minute  Book  S;  page  42, 
Minutes  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Jackson  County,  Florida,  and  is 
wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  and 
defendants  here  offer  to  set  off  so 
such  of  said  judgment  against 
plaintiflTs  claim  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  cover  the  same/' 

The  seventh  plea  is  the  same  in 
substance  as  the  sixth,  pleading  the 
same  judgment  as  a  set-off  in 
sUghtly  different  form. 

Is^ue  was  joined  on  the  first  and 
second  pleas.  AD  the  other  pleas 
were  demurred  to.  The  demurrer 
was  sustained  as  to  the  third, 
fourth,  and  fifth,  but  overruled  as 
to  the  sixth  and  seventh.  There 
was  a  replication  to  the  sixth  and 
seventh  pleas^  to  which  a  demurrer 
was  sustained,  and  the  case  proceed- 
ed to  triaL 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  testi- 
mony, the  court  instructed  the  jury 
that  'the  Constitution  of  the  state 
of  Florida  exempts  from  levy  and 
sale  a  homestead  of  160  acres  of 
land  without  the  limits  of  an  incor- 
porated town  or  city  to  any  head  of 
a  family  residing  in  the  state.  I 
therefore  instruct  you  that  if  the 
sheriff  levied  the  execution  on  the 
homestead  of  the  plaintiff,  as  al- 
leged in  the  declaration,  and  sold  it 
under  execution  in  favor  of  the 
First  National  Bank  of  Marianna, 
a  corporation,  it  was  a  trespass,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
all  the  damages  she  sustained  in  con- 
sequence of  said  levy  and  sale,  and 
aiso  for  the  value  of  the  cow  and 
calf,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  the  sheriff  levied  upon  and 
8old  them  under  said  execution. 
You  will  ascertain  from  the  evi- 
dence the  amount  of  damages  which 
the  plaintiff  sustained,  including 
any  attorneys'  fees  she  has  paid  or 
contracted  to  pay  in  the  injunction 
auit,  allowing  interest  on  the 
amount  from  the  commencement  of 
tiiis  suit  You  will  then  deduct  this 
amount  from  the  judgment  of  the 
First  National  Bank  of  Marianna, 

20  A.L.R.— 18. 


pleaded  as  a  set-off,  and  render  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  said  bank  for  the 
balance  due  upon  said  judgment 

There  was  a  verdict  accordingly, 
and  judgment  pursuant  thereto,  by 
whidi  it  was  adjudged  that  plain- 
tiff take  nothing  by  this  action,  and 
that  the  defendants  have  and  recov- 
er from  her  their  costs  expended 
therein*  The  case  is  here  upon  writ 
of  error  for  review.  For  conven- 
ience we  shall  in  this  opinion  refer 
to  the  parties  as  plaintiff  and  de^^ 
fendaiits.   . 

Several  rulings  of  the  trial  court 
are  assigned  as  error,  but  the  prin* 
cipal  contentions  are  that,  first,  a 
judgm^it  is  not  a  proper  S:ubject  of 
set-off  in  any  case ;  and,  second,  that 
a  debt  or  demand  arising  under 
contract  is  not  available  as  a  set-off 
in  an  action  of  tort  There  is,  how- 
ever, presented  by  this  record  a 
question  more  important  than  ei* 
ther  of  these.  It  goes  to  the  right 
of  the  defendants  to  set  off  the 
judgment  described  in  defendants' 
sixth  and  seventh  pleas  against  the 
claim  for  damages  described  in 
plaintiff's  declaration,  and  is,  we 
think,  the  decisive  question  in  the 
case.  If  defendants'  judgment  is 
not  available  in  any  event  as  a  set- 
off against  plaintiff's  claim  as  de- 
scribed in  her  declaration  for  dam- 
ages, a  decision  of  the  two  questions 
stated  becomes  unnecessary. 

By  §  1  of  article  10  it  is  ordained 
that  ''a  homestead  to  the  extent  of 
160  acres  of  land,  or  the  half  of  1 
acre  within  the  limits  of  any  incor- 
porated city  or  town,  owned  by  the 
head  of  a  family  residing  in  this 
state,  together  with  one  thousand 
dollars'  worth  of  personal  property, 
and  the  improvements  on  the  real 
estate,  shall  be  exempt  from  forced 
sale  under  process  of  any  court,  and 
the  real  estate  shall  not  be  alienable 
without  l^e  joint  consent  of  hus- 
band and  wife,  when  that  relation 
exists,  .  .  .  and  no  judgment  or 
decree  or  execution  shall  be  a  liai 
&pon  exempted  property  except  as 
provided  in  this  article." 

Constitutional  and  statutory  pro- 
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visions  relating  to  homestead  ex- 
H»«-*«.«-        emptions  are  liber- 

liberal   construe-  ally       COnStrued       111 

tion  of  .tatnte-  ^^  interest  of  the 
family  home.  Milton  v.  Milton,  63 
Fla.  533,  58  So.  718;  13  R.  C-  L. 
547. 

The  properly  described  in  the 
declaration  has  been  held  by  this 
court  to  be  the  homestead  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  ''exempt  from  forced 
sale/'  HiU  v.  First  Nat  Bank,  73 
Fla.  1092,  75  So.  614. 

It  is  a  matter  of  record  and  was 
also  stated  in  fh^  oral  argument  in 
this  case  that  the  judgment  offered 
to  be  set  off  against  plaintiff's 
claim  is  the  .  identical  judgment 
which  this  court,  reversing  the 
court  below,  had  held  was  not  a  lien 
upon  the  property  described  in  tiie 
declaration,  and  from  whidi  judg* 
ment  and  the  execution  issued 
thereon  such  property  was  exempt 
from  sale.  So  that  the  question  is 
whether  Uiis  judgment  may  be 
available  as  a  set-off  in  a  suit  by 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant  bank 
and  the  sheriff  of  the  county  to  re- 
cover damages  sustained  by  her  be- 
cause of  the  unlawful  levy  upon  and 
sale  of  her  homestead  under  such 
judgment.  Such  homestead  itself 
was  exempt  from  forced  sale,  and 
plaintiff  could  not  be  lawfully  de- 
prived of  its  use  and  enjojmient  by 
any  coercive  process.  The  actual 
damage  sustained  by  her  because  of 
the  injury  suffered  as  a  result  of  the 
trespass  by  defendants  upon  the  ex- 
empt real  property  and  the  conver- 
sion by  them  of  the  exempt  person- 
dty,  and  the  judgment  recovered 

therefor,  partake 
^SSiVm^'f^  of  the  nature  of  the 
h^e^ead!'  homestead  property 

and  are  also  ex- 
empt, o  Thompson,  Homestead  & 
Exemptions,  §  748;  Millington  v. 
Laurer,  89  Iowa,  322,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  385,  56  N.  W.  533 ;  Reynolds  v. 
Haines,  83  Iowa,  342, 13  L.R.A.  719, 
32  Am.  St.  Rep.  311,  49  N.  W.  861 ; 
Kaiser  v.  Seaton,  62  Iowa,  463,  17 
N.  W.  664;  Ellis  v.  Pratt  City,  111 
Ala.  629,  33  L.R.A.  264,  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  76,  20  So.  649. 


In  the  case  of  Carter  v.  Carter, 
20  Fla.  558,  51  Am.  Rep.  618,  it  was 
held  that,  when  property  which  may. 
be  claimed  as  exeihpt  from  the  sat- 
isfaction of  debts  has  been  sold  or 
converted  into  money  by  an  admin- 
istrator, the  heirs  entitled  to  such 
property  may  claim  its  value  out  of 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  adminid- 
trators.  By  analog  it  would  seem 
to  follow  necessarily  that,  where 
injury  has  been  sustained  because 
of  an  unlawful  seizure  and  sale  of 
exempt  property,  the  amount  re- 
covered as  compensation  for  such 
injury  within  the  constitutional 
limit  would  likewise  be  held  exempt. 
The  fallacy  in  the  court's  holding 
was  due  to  a  f aflure  to,  recognize 
this  principle.  By  such  holding 
defendants  were  permitted  in  a 
measure  to  do  indirectly  what  they 
were  forbidden  to  do  directly.  The 
homestead  of  plaintiff  is  adjudged 
to  *^  exempt  from  forced  sale  un- 
der process  of  any  court,"  and  yet, 
under  the  charge  of  the  court  in 
this  case,  the  amount  of  damage 
sustained  by  her  because  of  an  un- 
authorized "forced  sale"  of  such 
exempt  property,  and  for  which 
damage,  under  the  charge  of  the 
court,  she  was  entitled  to  recover,  is 
taken  from  her  and  given  to  defend- 
anto  as  a  part  pajrment  on  a  judg- 
ment which  the  court  had  adjudg^ 
could  not  be  ^iforced  against  such 
property. 

"Die  homestead  right  is  not 
limited  to  a  mere  holding  of  the 
legal    title   to    the 

exempt  property  2S5?  of  rt^t. 
''from  forced  sale;" 
it  contemplates  and  includes  the 
beneficial,  peaceful,  and  uninter- 
rupted use  and  enjoyment  of  such 
property.  Such  right  is  superior 
to  the  claims  of  creditors.  The 
policy  of  the  law  conferring  it  is  to 
preserve  the  home  for  the  family 
even  at  the  sacrifice  of  just  de- 
mands, and  to  protect  the  family 
from  destitution  and  want. 

"The  whole  theory  of  the  law 
witii  relation  to  homesteads  is  based 
upon  the  idea  that»  as  a  matter  of 
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public  policy,  for  the  promotion  of 

the  prosperity  of 
-tkeorx  of  tew- y^^    State,    and    to 

render  independent  and  above  want 
each  citizen  of  the  govemnient,  it 
is  propeor  he  should  have  a  home 
where  his  family  may  be  sheltered, 
and  live  beyond  the  reach  of  finan* 
cial  misfortune  and  the  demands  of 
creditors,  who  have  given  credit 
under  such  a  law/'  18  R.  0.  L. 
643;  Carter  v.  Carter,  supra. 

The  rights  of  the  wife  and  family 
in  homestead  real  estate  are  such 
that  it  ''cannot  be  alienated  without 
the  joint  consent  of  husband  and 
wife  when  that  relation  exists'*  (§1, 
art.  10,  ConstitutJon  of  Florida), 
and  an  att^npted  conveyance  in 
which  there  is  not  such  joinder 
when  such  relittion  exists  is  inef- 
fectual to  convey  any  title  to  such 
property.  Thomas  v.  Craft,  55  Fla. 
842,  46  So.  594,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1118. 
The  benefits  of  the  Homestead  Ex- 
emption Law  may  not  be  waived 
hj  a  householder  in  such  a  way  as 
to  deprive  his  family  of  its  protec- 
tion. Carter  v.  Carter,  supra.  Nei- 
tiier  does  the  death  of  such  house- 
holder strip  property  so  impressed 
of  its  character  as  a  homestead.  It 
descends  to  his  heirs  ex^npt  from 
liability  for  the  indebtedness  of  the 
head  of  the  family  (§  2,  art  10, 
Constitution  of  Florida),  and  the 
right  of  the  heirs  to  its  exemption 
after  it  passess  to  them  is  not  de- 
pendent upon  a  use  by  them-  of  such 
property  as  a  homestead.  Miller  v. 
Finegan,  26  Fla.  29,  6  L.R.A.  818, 
7  So.  140 ;  Raulerson  v.  Peeples,  77 
Fla.  207,  81  So.  271. 

To  allow  a  defendant  the  benefits 
of  a  plea  of  set-off  in  an  action 
brought  against  him  to  recover  the 

amount  of  dam- 
a«tioM  for  &gs    sustained    be- 

iTrttl?"  *'  cause  of  his  wrong- 

ful invasion  of 
plaintiff's  homestead  rights  would, 
if  defendant's  plea  prevailed,  result 
in  the  subjection  by  indirect  meth- 
ods of  exempt  property  to  the 
payinent  of  defendant's  demands 
against  plaintiff,  although  its  sub- 
jection Uiereto  directly  is  not  per- 


mitted. The  soundness  of  tbis 
assertion  is  susoeptiUe  of  demon- 
stration. In  the  case  under  consid- 
eration, the  exempt  personal  prop- 
erty of  plaintiff  alleged  to  have  been 
levied  upon  and  sold  by  defendants 
under  the  judgment  in  their  favor 
against  iriaintiff  is  one  cow  and  calf. 
This  cow  and  calf  were  sold  and 
weoe  never  returned  to  plaintiff. 
Suppose  that,  instead  of  one  cow 
and  calf  taken,  there  had  been  taken 
twenty  cows  of  the  aggregate  value 
of  $400,  and  that  such  cows  had 
been  sold  and  not  returned  to  plain- 
tiff, just  as  the  one  oow  and  calf 
were.  Plaintiff  clearly  would  have 
been  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
such  cows  because  of  the  unwar- 
ranted conversion  of  them,  ihe  court 
having  previously  held  them  exempt 
from  forced  sale  because  of  their 
character  as  homestead  property. 
But,  by  way  of  set-off,  defendants 
plead  the  very  judgment  that  had 
been  held  unenforceable  against 
such  property,  and,  upon  a  trial,  the 
court  directs  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
plaintiff,  but  directs  further  that 
the  amount  of  such  verdict  shall  be 
credited  on  the  judgment  of  the  de- 
fendant bank  against  plaintiff 
which  was  pleaded  as  a  set-off 
against  plaintiff's  claim.  It  is  per- 
fectly clear  that  such  procedure 
operates  to  defeat  entirely  the 
i^ole  purpose  of  the  Exemption 
Law  by  subjecting  exempt  properly 
to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
owner,  and  deprives  him  of  a  right 
secured  by  organic  law.  So  far  as 
the  defendant  bank  is  concerned,  it 
amounts  in  the  end  to  the  same 
thing  as  permitting  it  to  proceed 
directly  against  such  property  in 
the  satisfaction  of  its  judgment, 
and  gives  to  it  all  the  benefits  of 
its  unlawful  forced  sale  of  plain- 
tiff's exempt  homestead  property. 
It  may  be  said  that  the  Constitu- 
tion protects  homestead  property 
from  a  •'forced  sale"  only,  and  that 
the  plea  of  set-off  in  this  case  does 
ndt  amount  to  a  "forced  sale"  of 
plaintiff's  exempt  property.  But 
such  contention  would  be  out  of 
harmony  with  what  the  courts  al- 
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most  universally  YuAd  to  be  the  ob- 
ject and  policy  of  exemption  laws. 
It  ignores  the  rule  of  liberal  con- 
struction to  which  this  court  'and 
many  other  courts  are  committed. 
In  this  case  it  would  give  to  defend- 
ants the  fruits  of  a  ''forced  sale/' 
although  such  sale  was  illegal  and 
therefore  wrongful.    It  would  per^ 

mit  defendants  to 
do  indirectly  what 
they  are  enjoined 
from  doing  directibr»  and  thereby 
defeat  the  beneficial  purpose  of  the 
law.  Judicial  sancticm  should  not 
be  gi vol .  to  a  construction  which 
leads  to  this  result 

We  hold,  therefore,  that  a  plea  of 
set-off  is  not  allowable  in  a  case  of 

this  kind.  To  hold 
otherwise  would  be 
to  destroy  the  spir- 
it and  efficacy  of 
the  Homestead  Ex- 
emption Laws.  In  so  holding  we 
are  in  accord  with  the  great  weight 
of   authority.     Tliompson,    Home- 


elalm  for 
iM-raBloM  of 
koi 


steads  &  Exraiptions,  §  893 ;  Free- 
man, Executions,  §  235;  Millington 
V.  Laurer,  89  Iowa,  322,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  886,  66  N.  W.  533;  Cleveland 
V.  McCanna,  7  N.  D.  465,  41  L.R.A. 
862,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  75  N.  W. 
908 ;  Ex  parte  Hunt,  62  Ala.  1 ;  Ck>l- 
lier  V.  Murphy,  90  Tenn.  300,  25 
Am.  St.  Rep.  698,  16  S.  W.  465; 
Wilson  V.  McElroy,  32  Pa.  82 ;  Beck- 
man  V.  Manlove,  18  Cal.  389 ;  Treat 
V.  Wilson,  65  Kan.  729,  70  Pac.  893 ; 
Curlee  v.  Thomas,  74  N.  C.  51; 
Staggs  V.  Piland,  31  Tea.  Civ.  App. 
245,  71  S.  W.  762;  Atkinson  v.  Pitt> 
man,  47  Ark.  464,  2  S.  W.  114. 

Defendants'  sixth  and  seventh 
pleas  set  up  no  defense  to  the  cause 
of  action  stated  in  plaintiff's  dec- 
laration, and  such  pleas  should 
have  b^  stricken.  l%ere  was  also 
error  in  the  court's  charge  to  the 
jury. 

The  judgment  is  reversed. 

Browne,  Ch.  J.,  and  Taylor,  Whit- 
field, and  Ellis,  JJ.,  concur. 


ANNOTATlOrL 

Availability  of  jadgmenl  vnder  which  exempt  property  hat  been  seiaed  as  a 
tet-off  or  covnterdaim  against  claim  based  on  the  wrongfol 

In  order  to  accomplish  the  object  of 
Exemption  Laws  it  is  a  well-estab- 
lished rule  that  they  should  be  liberal- 
ly construed;  and  by  the  weight  of 
authority  a  judgment  under  which 
exempt  property  has  been  seized  is 
held  not  available  as  a  set-off  or 
counterclaim  in  an  action  based  on 
the  wrongful  seizure,  since  the  judg- 
ment in  the  action  for  conversion 
partakes  of  the  nature  of  the  exempt 
property,  and  to  allow  the  judgment 
under  which  the  property  was  seized 
as  a  set-off  would  destroy  the  spirit 
and  efficacy  of  the  Exemption  Laws. 

Alabama.  —  Ex  parte  Hunt  (1878) 
62  Ala.  1. 

California.  —  Beckman  v.  Manlove 
(1861)  18  Cal.  889. 

Florida.^*HiLL  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  270. 

Kentiicliy.r-Collett  v.  Jones  (1847) 
7  B.  Mon.  586. 


Nevada.  —  Elder  v.  Frevert  (1884) 
18  Nev.  446,  6  Pac.  69. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Wilson  v.  McElroy 
(1858)  32  Pa.  82. 

South  Dakota.  —  Long  v.  Collins. 
(1901)  15  S.  D.  259,  88  N.  W.  571. 

Tennessee.  —  Duff  v.  Wells  (1871) 
7  Heisk.  17. 

Texas.  —  Craddock     v.     Goodwin 
(1881)  54  Tex.  578;  Wilson  v.  Man- 
ning (1896)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  35^ 
S.  W.  1079;  Stagfirs  v.  Piland  (1903) 
31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  245,  71  S.  W.  762. 

Utah.  —  Snow  v.  West  (1910)  ZT 
Utah,  528,  110  Pac.  52. 

Wisconsin.  —  Below     v.     Bobbins 
(1890)  76  Wis.  600,  8  L.R.A.  467,  20- 
Am.  St  Rep.  89,  45  N.  W.  416. 

In  Collett  V.  Jones  (Ky.)  supra». 
where  a  creditor  caused  execution  to- 
be  levied  on  an  exempt  horse,  it  waa- 
held  that  that  judgment  could  not  be- 
set off  against  a  judgment  recovered. 
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by  the  debtor  for  the  wrongf al  taking 
of  the  horse,  and  this  was  held  al- 
though the  debtor  was  entirely  in- 
folvent.     The  court  said:     "To  the 
argument  that  the  statute  exempted 
the  horse,  and  not  a  judsrment  for  his 
value  or  for  taking  him,  and  that  it 
would  be  inequitable  to  allow  an  in- 
solvent   debtor    to    draw    from    his 
creditor  the  only  means  of  satisfying 
the  debt,  it  is  a  sufficient  reply  that, 
but  for  llie  illegal  act  of  the  complain- 
ants, the  subject  to  which  the  privi- 
lege  of  exemption  attached  would  have 
been  unchanged;  and  they  should  de- 
rive no  advantage  from  their  own 
wrong;  and  that,  highly  as  the  right 
of  the  creditor  is  regarded,  it  is  by 
the  paramount  authority  of  the  legis- 
lature  expressly    postponed    to    the 
right  of  the  debtor  and  his  family  to 
the  services  of  an  only  work  beast, 
and  cannot,  therefore,  be  preferred 
by  a  court  of  equity,  which  would 
violate  its  own  principles  by  protect- 
ing the   creditor    in    an    advantage 
wrongfully  obtained  against  the  su- 
perior, and,  as  we  may  assume,  prior 
equity  of  the  debtor.    Whether  other 
creditors  may  or  may  not  be  entitled 
in  equity  to  subject  to  their  demands 
the  judgment  of  Gollett  for  the  vio- 
lation  of   his   right   in   taking   this 
horse  is  immaterial  to  the  argument 
in  the  present  case.    3o  far  as  they 
are  concerned,  it  might  not  be  essen- 
tial   to     the     preservation     of     the 
authority  of  the  statute  to  extend  its 
protection  to  a  judgment  against  an- 
other for  the  violation  of  a  privilege 
which  they  have  respected,  and,  at 
any  rate,  they  can,  with  a  clear  eon- 
science,  rely  upon  the  difference  be- 
tween the   damages   for  taking  the 
horse  and  the   horse   its'elf,   as  the 
conversion  would  not  have  been  the 
consequence  of  their  own  unlawful 
act    The  argument  that,  as  the  stat- 
ute secures  the  right  in  the  specific 
thing,  it  should  only  be  understood  as 
protecting    the   remedy   for   the   re- 
covery of  that  specific  thing,  and  not 
the  remedy  for  general  damages,  is 
more  specious  than  solid.    The  debtor 
might  not  be  able  to  give  the  security 
required  for  obtaining  possession  of 
the  property  in  the  action  of  replevin. 


or  the  property  might  be  eloigned 
before  he  could  do  so;  and  he  might, 
in  that  action  or  in  detinue,  have 
nothing  at  last  but  his  judgment  for 
damages.  Some  of  the  articles  which 
are  exempted  by  the  statute  might  be 
consumed  before  they  could  be 
reached  by  any  remedy,  and  the  only 
redress  would  be  in  a  judgment 
for  damages.  But  in  truth  the  stat- 
ute neither  provides  nor  prefers  any 
particular  remedy  for  its  violation. 
In  exempting  certain  articles  or 
species  of  property  from  execution,  it 
prohibits  a  seizure  of  them  by  the 
creditor,  and,  expecting  obedience,  it 
leaves  the  consequences  of  disobedi- 
ence to  be  determined  by  the  general 
principles  of  the  law.  Of  these  prin- 
ciples, one  of  the  most  important  is 
that  the  mandate  of  a  statute  shall  be 
enforced,  and  its  authority  main- 
tained, by  discountenancing  every 
violation  of  its  letter  or  spirit,  and 
especially  by  withholding  the  aid  of 
the  law  from  giving  effect  to  any  such 
violation,  and,  in  many  cases,  by  af- 
fording a  positive  remedy  for  the  re- 
dress of  the  injured  party,  and  to  de- 
prive the  wrongdoer  of  the  fruits  of 
his  wrongful  act.  If  a  judgment 
creditor,  seizing  and  appropriating 
the  privileged  property  for  the  satis- 
faction of  his  debt,  in  violation  of  the 
statute,  is  entitled  to  a  decree  setting 
off  the  damages  recovered  for  the 
seizure,  against  his  debt,  his  illegal 
act  is  in  effect  sanctioned  and  legal- 
ized, the  authority  of  the  statute  in 
the  particular  instance  is  prostrated, 
and  a  way  opened  for  its  successful 
violation  in  every  case.  Upon  this 
principle  the  creditor  would  be  abso- 
lutely secure  in  the  appropriation  of 
the  privileged  property  to  his  debt,  if 
he  could  succeed  in  placing  it  beyond 
the  reach  of  a  specific  remedy.  The 
statute  imposes  no  peculiar  duty  or 
burden  on  the  debtor,  and  no  restric- 
tion of  his  right  or  remedy,  but  gives 
unconditional  exemption  to  certain 
property.  And  it  is  the  province  of 
the  courts  to  give  to  it  such  effect  as 
not  to  allow,  and  much  less  to  en- 
courage, either  a  violation  or  evasion 
of  its  provision." 

And  it  vrill  be   observed  that  in 
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the  reported  case  (Hill  v.  Fibst  Nat. 
Bank^  ante,  270),  where  the  statute 
provided  that  a  homestead  of  a  certain 
extent  and  value  should  be  exempt 
from  forced  sale  under  process  of  any 
court,  and  that  no  judgment  or  decree 
or  execution  should  be  a  lien  upon 
exempt  property,  it  was  held  that  the 
judgment  recovered  in  an  action  for 
damages  because  of  the  wrongful 
levy  and  sale  of  homestead  property 
partook  of  the  nature  of  the  homestead 
property  and  was  also  exempt,  and 
that  the  judgment  to  satisfy  which 
the  levy  was  made  was  not  available 
as  a  setoff,  as  the  allowance  of  it 
would  defeat  the  object  of  the  exemp- 
tion statute. 

And  in  Snow  v.  West  (1910)  87 
Utah,  528,  110  Pac.  62,  where  the 
statute  expressly  provided  that  when- 
ever any  exempt  personal  property 
is  levied  upon,  seized,  or  sold*  by  vir- 
tue of  an  execution,  or  wrongfully 
and  unlawfully  taken  or  detained,  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  owner 
thereof  by  reason  of  such  levy,  seizure, 
or  sale,  or  unlawful  detention  or 
taking,  and  any  judgment  recovered 
therefor,  shall  be  exempt  from  execu- 
tion, it  was  held  that  the  judgment 
under  which  exempt  property  was 
taken  on  execution  could  not  be  set 
off  against  a  judgment  recovered  in 
an  action  for  the  conversion  of  the 
property  taken. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Hunt  (1878)  62 
Ala*  1,  where  the  defendant  in  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  on  account  of  exempt 
property  sought  to  have  the  judgment 
against  him  reduced  by  setting  off 
a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  the 
right  of  set-off  was  denied  nojtwith- 
standing  a  provision  of  the  statute 
authorized  the  court  in  which  judg- 
ments were  rendered  to  set  off  one 
against  the  other.  It  is  not  entirely 
clear  in  this  case  whether  the  judg- 
ment sought  to  be  set  off  was  that 
under  which  the  exempt  property  was 
taken. 

And  in  Below  v.  Robbins  (1890)  76 
Wis.  600,  8  L.R.A.  467,  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  89,  45  N.  W.  416,  it  was  held  that 
a  judgment  for  the  conversion  of 
exempt  property  could  not  be  dis- 
charged by  the  defendant  paying  that 


amount  to  the  sheriff,  to  be  applied 
on  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
for  the  payment  of  which  the  prop- 
erty was  taken,  although  a  statute 
provided  that,  after  the  issuing  of 
execution,  any  person  indebted  to  the 
judgment  debtor  might  pay  to  the 
sheriff  the  amount  of  his  debt. 

And  in  Howard  v.  Tandy  (1891)  79 
Tex.  450,  15  S.  W.  578,  where  a  sheriff 
claimed  the  right  to  apply  money  in 
his  hands  which  had  been  realized 
upon  a  judgment  rendered  for  the  con- 
version of  exempt  property,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  an  execution  issued  on 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  one  guilty 
of  the  conversion,  it  was  held  that 
this  could  not  be  done.  The  court 
^said:  'To  permit  the  money  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  which  had  been 
realised  by  Tandy  from  his  judg- 
ment against  Low  &  Low  et  al.  for 
damages  resulting  from  their  seizure 
and  conversion  of  his  exempt  prop- 
erty, to  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction 
of  an  execution  held  by  the  same 
officer  against  Tandy,  and  in  favor  of 
said  Low  &  Low,  as  the  appellants 
contend  should  have  been  done,  would 
in  effeot  render  nugatory  the  exemp- 
tion law  of  our  state  relating  to  per- 
sonal property.  It  would  also,  we 
think,  operate  practically  to  make  a 
suit  resorted  to  to  secure  the  benefit 
and  protection  of  the  exemption  law 
by  one  whose  personal  property 
had  been  illegally  seized  result  in 
subjecting  the  proceeds  of  such  suit 
to  execution,  thus  defeating  the  very 
purpose  of  the  suit  itself,  and  in- 
directly reaching  the  property  which 
the  law  says  shall  not,  by  judicial 
process,  be  made  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts.  But  it  is  ingeniously 
argued  that  where  one  whose  exempt 
personal  property  has  been,  as  in  this 
case,  unlawfully  seized  under  legal 
process,  if  the  owner  desires  to  avail 
himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  exemp- 
tion made  by  the  law  in  favor  of 
such  property,  he  should  pursue  the 
property  itself,  and  resort  to  such 
judicial  process  as  will  give  him  the 
possession  of  it.  That  if,  in  lieu  of 
this,  he  sues  for  damages  for  its 
unauthorized  seizure  and  recovers 
judgment  therefor,  the  satisfaction  or 
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paTment  of  this  jtidgnient  operates  M 
a  transfer  of  the  property*  and  vests 
the  title  thereto  in  the  defendant. 
That,  this  being  a  voluntary  exchanffe 
of  exempt  property  for  that  which  is 
not,  the  proceeds  are  liable  to  execu- 
tion. We  cannot  concur  in  this  view. 
If  this  position  be  correct,  it  follows, 
we  think,  that  to  secure  the  benefit 
and  full  protection  of  the  exemption 
law  in  case  of  the  illegal  seizure  of 
exempt  personal  property  will  depend 
rather  upon  the  character  of  suit 
brought  or  the  nature  of  the  remedy 
resorted  to  for  that  purpose,  and  not 
upon  the  fact  that  the  property  is 
exempt.  The  fact  that  the  Qwner  of 
the  property  so  seized  may  not  be  able 
to  give  bond  and  avail  himself  of  the 
more  expeditious  remedy  of  suing  out 
such  process  as  will  place  liim  in 
possession  of  the  property,  and  that 
instead  thereof  he  sues  for  damages 
and  obtains  judgment,  which  is  paid, 
should  not  operate  in  the  latter  case 
to  practically  deprive  him  of  the  ror 
suits  of  the  suit  aChd  the  benefit  of 
the  exemption.'* 

And  in  Moore  v.  Graham  (1902)  29 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  235,  69  S.  W.  200, 
where  a  suit  was  brought  to  recover 
on  a  note,  and  defendant,  whose  grow- 
ing cotton  was  seised  under  attach^- 
ment,  claimed  that  the  crop  was 
exempt,  and  sought  damages  for  its 
conversion,  it  was  held  that  judg- 
ment in  reconvention,  recovered  by 
the  defendant,  was  properly  entered, 
with  a  provision  that  the  amount  re- 
covered should  not  be  offset  by  the 
judgment  recovered  against  him  by 
the  plaintiff,  since,  if  the  judgment 
could  be  offset  by  a  judgment  for  a 
debt  recovered  by  the  adverse  party 
in  the  same  suit,  the  exemption  laws 
would  be  ineffective. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  costs 
recovered  by  one  in  protecting  the 
exempt  property,  and  preventing  the 
setting  off  of  the  judgment  on  which 
the  execution  under  which  the  exempt 
property  was  taken  issued,  against 
the  judgment  for  conversion  of  the 
property,  takes  the  character  of  the 
exempt  property,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment under  which  the  property  was 
taken    cannot   be   set   off   against  a 


judgment  for  such  costs.  Long  v. 
Collins  (1903)  16  S.  D.  625,  102  Am. 
St  Rep.  724,  94  N.  W.  700. 

But  in  Mallory  v.  Norton  (1856)  21 
Barb.  (N*  Y.)  424,  it  was  held  that 
where  ofie  brought  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  exempt  property 
wrongfully  seized  and  sold  on  execu- 
tion, and  obtained  a  judgment,  that 
judgment  was  subject  to  have  set  off 
against  it  the  judgment  on  which  the 
execution  under  which  the  property 
was  taken  was  issued;  the  court 
holding  that  if  the  party  whose  prop- 
erty had  been  wrongfully  taken 
wished  to  protect  his  exemption 
rights,  he  should  have  instituted  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  replevin  for 
the  delivery  of  his  property,  and  have 
it  restored,  and  should  not  have 
brought  suit  for  its  value. 

And  the  same  position  was  taken 
also  in  Temple  v.  Scott  (1859)  3  Mimu 
419,  Gil.  306.  It  is  not  entirely  clear 
that  the  judgment  which  was  set  off 
in  this  case  wai^  the  one  upon  which 
execution  issued.  The  court,  in 
answering  the  contention  that  the  set- 
off should  be  denied,  said:  "We  think 
there  are  two  valid  reasons  why  this 
point  is  untenable.  It  is  the  policy 
of  the  law  of  exemptions  to  protect 
every  debtor  in  the  possession  and  en- 
joyment of  certain  useful  articles 
deemed  necessary  for  the  mainte- 
nance and  eomfort  of  his  family.  It 
is  the  specific  articles  which  are 
exempted,  and  not  their  value  as  prop- 
erty. The  law  does  not  intend  that 
the  insolvent  debtor  shall  reserve 
from  his  estate  an  amount  certain, 
to  be  disposed  of  and  applied  as  he 
may  prefer,  but  designated  the  char- 
acter and  nature  of  the  specific  prop- 
erty as  best  suited  to  his  circum- 
stances; and  where  an  amount  in 
money  is  mentioned  in  the  statute, 
it  is  simply  as  a  limitation  upon  the 
quantity  of  specified  articles  of  prop- 
erty. In  no  case  are  moneys  in  posses- 
sion, or  credits  due  the  debtor,  ex- 
empted from  seizure  upon  execution. 
We  had  occasion  to  hold,  in  the  case  of 
Grimes  v.  Bryne  (1858)  2  Minn.  106, 
Gil.  72,  that  statutes  of  this  nature 
are  in  derogation  of  the  common  law, 
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and  must  be  strictly  construed,  and 
that  nothing  can  be  taken  by  implica^ 
tion.  Adhering  to  this  view,  we  can- 
not adopt  such  an  interpretation  of 
the  statute  as  would  allow  the  privi- 
lege of  exemption  to  leave  the 
specific  property  of  the  debtor,  and 
follow  and  attach  itself  to  all  the 
various  representatives  of  that  prop- 
erty during  the  course  of  a  litigation 
concerning  it,  after  it  has  left  the 
possession  of  the  debtor.  If  the 
legislature  had  designed  the  value  of 
the  exempt  articles  to  enjoy  the  same 
privilege  as  the  articles  themselves, 
they  should  have  said  so;  we  cannot 
infer  it.  It  is  not  in  the  power  of  the 
creditor  to  deprive  the  debtor  of  his 


exempt  property,  because  the  mere 
seieure  of  the  articles  does  not  devest 
their  title  or  destroy  their  privileged 
character,  and  the  law  furnishes  the 
debtor  ample  means  of  reclaiming  the 
specific  property,  which,  if  resorted 
to,  will  reinstate  him  in  all  his  rights 
and  compensate  him  in  damages  for 
the  attempted  infringement  of  them; 
but,  if  the  debtor  abandons  the  pur- 
suit of  the  property  itself,  and  relies 
upon  recovering  its  value,  he  cannot 
claim  for  the  representative  of  that 
value,  whether  it  be  in  money,  notes, 
or  a  Judgment,  any  higher  character 
than  property  of  the  same  class  is 
entitled  to  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances.**  J.  T.  W. 


EDWARD  H.  WATSON,  Appt, 

V. 

GEORGE  T.  ODELL  et  al.,  Respta. 

Vt4ih  Supreme  CvmH^Mo^p  5,  1091m 

(—  Utah,  — ,  198  Pac  772.) 


Broker  «-  right  to  commission  —  contract  f iht  effecting  sale. 

1.  Actual  sale  is  necessary  to  entitle  a  broker  to  his  commission  under 
a  contract  by  which  property  is  to  be  sold  at  a  specified  price  for  a  speci- 
fied conmiission,  to  be  paid  the  broker  out  of  instalments  of  purchase  price 
as  paid,  unless  the  property  owner  refuses  to  deal  with  the  custcnner  pro- 
duced by  the  broker,  who  is  ready,  able,  and  veiling  to  purchase  on  th6 
terms  stated. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  289.] 


—  effect  of  naming  price. 

2.  The  price  named  in  an  undertak- 
ing by  a  broker  to  sell  land  for  a 
named  price  for  a  specified  commission 
is  not  merely  a  basis  for  future  nego- 
tiations, but  the  sale  must  be  for  the 
price  named  to  entitle  the  broker  to 
his  commission. 

[See  4  R.  G.  L.  313,  314.] 

*-  change  of  terms  by  owner  —  effect. 

3.  A  broker  contracting  to  sell  real 
estate  for  a  specified  sum  for  a  stated 
commission  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission upon  producing  a  customer 
with  whom,  after  negotiation,  the  own- 
er enters  into  a  contract  of  sale  on 
different  terms,  where  it  is  not  shown 


that  he  was  ready,  able,  and  willing  to 
purchase  on  the  terms  stated  in  the 
original  contract;  at  least,  where  the 
contract  between  buyer  and  seller  was 
merely  executory,  and  was  never  per- 
formed, because  conditions  could  not 
be  complied  with. 
[See  4  R.  C.  U  822.] 

Contract  —  snbject  to  approval  of  at- 
tomesns  —  conditional  character. 
4.  A  contract  for  sale  of  real  estate 
upon  certain  conditions,  which  are  to 
be  approved  by  the  purchaser's  at- 
torneys, is  merely  tentative  and  condi- 
tional, and  does  not  become  binding 
upon  the  parties  until  carried  into 
effect. 


WATSON  V.  ODBLL.  281 

(—  Utah,  — ,  198  Pac.  77t.) 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Salt  Lake 
County  (McCarthy,  J.)  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  a  broker^s  commission.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Ball,  Musser,  &  Robertsoii      107  N.  Y.  Supp.  26;  Brown  v.  Adams, 


and  Ogden  Hiles  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Walton  &  Walton,  Ray  & 
Rawlins,  and  Charles  C.  Dey,  for  re- 
spondents: 

There  was  no  purchaser,  and  so  dis- 
posal or  sale  of  the  proper^  plaintiff 
was  authorized  to  deal  with. 

Close  V.  Browne,  280  111.  228,   13 
LR.A.(N.S.)  684,  82  N.  E.  629;  Cos- 
srove  V.  Leonard  Mercantile  &  Realty 
Co.  175  Mo.  100,  74  S.  W.  986;  2  Bl. 
Com.  446;  Schermerhom  v.  Talman, 
14  N.  Y.  117;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8 
How.  495,  12  L.  ed.  1170;  Five  Per 
Cent  Cases,  110  U.  S.  471,  28  L.  ed.  198, 
4    Sup.    Gt    Rep.    210;    Halprin    v. 
Schachne,  21  Misc.  519,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
711,  affirmed  in  25  Misc.  797,  54  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1103 ;  4  R.  C.  L.  815 ;  Kimberly  v. 
Henderson,   29  Md.  512;   Ramsey  v. 
West,  31   Mo.   App.  676;   Tousey  v. 
Etzel,  9  Utah,  329,  34  Pac.  291 ;  Pape 
V.  Romy,  16  Ind.  App.  470,  44  N.  E. 
654,  45  N.  E.  671;  Wamekros  v.  Bow- 
man, 14  Ariz.  348,  43  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  91, 
128  Pac.  49 ;  Rhodes  v.  Wetherill,  236 
Pa.  66,  84  Atl.  660 ;  Ward  v.  Kennedy, 
51   Misc.   422,   101   N.  Y.  Supp.   524, 
affirmed  in  122  App.  Div.  890,  106  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1149;  Brown  v.  'Eeegan,  32 
Colo.  463,  76  Pac.  1056;  Cameron  v. 
Ayers,    175   Gal.   662,   166   Pac.   801; 
Sullivan  v.  Turner,  120  Miss.  481,  82 
So.  326;  Wilson  v.  Ellis,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,   106  S.  W.  1152;  Dwyer  v. 
Rabom,    6  Wash.  213,  33  Pac.  350; 
Airier  v.  Carpenter  Place  Land  Co.  51 
Kan.  718,  33  Pac.  593. 

Whatever  may  be  plaintifTs  rights 
on  a  quantum  meruit,  he  cannot  re- 
cover here  under  the  express  contract 
upon  which  he  sues. 

Sullivan  v.  Milliken,  51  C.  C.  A.  79, 
113  Fed.  93;  McGavock  v.  Woodlief, 
20  How.  221,  15  L.  ed.  884;  Tousey  v. 
Etze],  9  Utah,  329,  84  Pac.  291;  Little 
▼.  Fleishman,  35  tJtah,  566,  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1182,  101  Pac.  984;  Burt  v. 
Strinsrfellow,  48  Utah,  330,  159  Pac. 
S27;  Hicks  v.  CJhristeson,  174  Cal.  712, 
164  Pac.  395  ;  Johnson  Bros.  v.  Wright, 
124  Iowa,  61»  99  N.  W.  103 ;  Beamer  v. 
Stober,  164  Iowa,  809,  145  N.  W.  936; 
Sanden  ft  Huso  v.  Ausenhus,  185  Iowa, 
389,  168  N.  W.  801;  Karr  v.  Moffett, 
105  Kan.  692,  185  Pac.  890;  4  R.  C.  L. 
297;  Schano   v.  Storch,  56  Misc.  484, 


—  R.  I.  — ,  69  Atl.  601;  Williams  v. 
McGraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227 ; 
Ghilds  V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  Pac. 
714;  Lunney  v.  Healey,  56  Neb.  313, 
44  L,R.A.  611,  76  N.  W.  558;  Clark  v. 
Asbury,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ^  134  S. 
W.286. 

Plaintiff  is  not  in  privity  with  the 
contract  of  May  20th.  And,  since  he 
cannot  perform  his  own  contract,  or 
furnish  a  buyer  under  the  terms  of  his 
commission  contract,  as  to  him,  any 
agreement  to  modify  the  terms  of  his 
commission  contract  would  be  without 
consideration. 

Sullivan  v.  Turner,  120  Miss.  481,  82 
So.  325;  Wilson  v.  Ellis,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  106  S.  W.  1152. 

The  agreement  of  May  20th  was  not 
for  his  benefit,  and  he  can  maintain  no 
action  by  reason  thereof. 

4  Page,  Contr.  §  2399;  Montgomery 
V.  Rief,  15  Utah,  495,  50  Pac.  623; 
Brion  v.  Gahill,  34  Cal.  App.  258,  165 
Pac.  705;  Jennings  v.  Jordan,  31  Cal. 
App.  335^  160  Pac.  576. 

Where  a  contract  makes  the  right  to 
commissions  depend  on  consummation, 
a  broker  cannot  recover  commissions 
unless  such  contract  has  been  con- 
summated and  the  money  paid. 

Walker,  Real  Estate  Agency,  §  449; 
Lindley  v.  Fay,  119  Cal.  239,  51  Pac. 
333 ;  Cremer  v.  Miller,  56  Minn.  52,  57 
N.  W.  318;  Dorrington  v.  Powell,  52 
Neb.  440,  72  N,  W.  587;  Munroe  v. 
Taylor,  191  Mass.  483,  78  N.  E.  106; 
Lyle  V.  University  Land  &  Invest.  Co. 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  30  S.  W.  723. 

Weber,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  averments  of  the  complaint 
are  in  substance:  (1)  That  on  and 
prior  to  June  15»  1915,  the  Rich- 
lands  Irrigation  Company  was  a 
Utah  corporation;  (2)  that  the 
corporation  owned  certain  water 
rights  and  real  estate,  consisting  of 
an  option  to  purchase  20,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  from  the  Deseret  Ir- 
rigation Company,  a  preference 
right  under  the  Carey  Act  of  10,- 
800  acres  of  land  in  Millard  county, 
and  certain  water  rights  and  reser- 
voir sites;     (8)  that  the  Richlands 
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Company  represented  to  plaintiff 
that  it  desired  to  sell  its  holdings 
to  anyone  who  would  pay  $260,000 
for  them ;  (4)  that  defendants  em- 
ployed plaintiff  to  find  purchasers 
ready,  able,  and  willing  to  purchase 
the  same,  and  promised  to  pay  plain- 
tiff $30,OhOO  commission  for  his  serv- 
ices; (5)  that  plaintiff  procured 
certain  persons  ready,  able,  and 
willing  to  purchase  the  property  de- 
fendants had  for  sale,  and  brought 
the  sellers  and  prospective  purchas- 
ers together,  and  tliat  the  persons 
so  found  by  plaintiff  ''offered  to  pur- 
chase from  said  Richlands  Company 
the  property  it  desired  to  sell  as 
aforesaid  at  the  price  at  which  it  had 
proposed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff;'' 
(6)  that  after  various  conferences 
between  the  proposed  purchasers 
and  defendants  these  defendants 
proposed  to  the  purchasers  that» 
instead  of  conveying  the  land 
and  water  rights  and  having  the 
consideration  therefor  paid  to 
the  corporation*  it  would  be  bet- 
ter to  adopt  the  scheme  pro- 
posed in  the  tri-party  agreement  of 
May  20,  1916,  attached  to  the  com- 
plaint as  exhibit  A ;  that  as  part  of 
the  transaction  embodied  in  exhibit 
A,  dated  May  20,  1916,  ''in  consid- 
eration of  the  contract  which  he 
[plaintiff]  had  theretofore  made 
with  said  corporation  and  of  his 
rights  thereunder,  and  of  his  serv- 
ices in  procuring  said  proposed  pur- 
chasers," the  individual  defendants 
agreed  with  plaintiff  to  pay  him 
$30,000  as  a  commission;  (8)  that 
the  proposed  purchasers,  after  mak- 
ing the  contract  aforesaid,  continued 
at  all  times  ready,  able,  and  Willing 
to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, and  to  pay  defendants  the 
sum  of  $260,000,  but  defendants 
failed,  neglected,  and  refused  to 
procure  the  Deseret  Irrigation  Com- 
pany to  transfer  and  deliver  to  the 
Richlands  Company,  refused  to  se- 
cure the  execution  by  the  State  Land 
Board  of  a  Carey-Act  contract, 
failed  to  cause  the  Richlands  Com- 
pany to  issue  bonds,  and  was  there- 
fore unable  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  its  contract  witii  the  purchasers. 


Exhibit  A,  which  is  attached  to 
the  complaint,  and  is  also  found  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  was  executed 
May  20, 1916,  with  George  T.  Odell, 
D.  B.  Macintosh,  and  W.  C.  Alex- 
ander as  parties  of  the  fhnst  part, 
the  Deseret  Irrigation  Company,  a 
corporation,   party   of  the   second 
part,  and  Ernest  Shields,  George  T. 
Franck,    Robert    P.    Franck,    and 
Thomas  C.  Hickman,  of  San  Diego, 
California^  the  proposed  purchas- 
ers,   parties    of    the    third    part. 
The    first    parties    agree:      First, 
to    cause    a    certain    agreement 
between    second    parties    and    the 
Richlands  Company,  as  modified,  to 
be  ratified,  adopted,  and  confirmed 
by  resolution  of  the  board  of  direc- 
tors  of  the   Richlands   Company; 
second,  to  secure  within  thirty  dayB 
from   date  the   execution   l^   ^e 
State  Board  of  Land  Commissioners 
of  Utah  a  Carey-^Act  contract  be- 
tween the  state  of  Utah  and  the 
Richlands  Company  in  form  satis- 
factory to  the  legal  Urm  of  Story  & 
Steigmeyer,  of  Salt  Lake  City,  sub- 
stantially in  the  form  of  exhibit  B, 
attached  to  the  agreement,  and  to 
cause    the    Riqhlands    Company's 
board  of  directors  to  adopt  a  reso- 
lution authorizing  and  directing  the 
proper  ofiieers  of  the  corporation  to 
execute  said  Carey-Act  contract  on 
its  part,  "provided  first  parties  shall 
not  be  liable  for  breach  of  this  cove- 
nant if  they  make  an  effort  in  good 
faith  to  obtain  such  a  contract  from 
the  state,  and  are  unable  to  accom- 
plish such  purpose ;''  third,  to  cause 
said  Richlands  Company  to  issue 
its  6  per  cent  bonds  dated  July  1, 
1916,  in  the  sum  of  $800,000,  pay- 
able in  ten  series,  one  of  which  shall 
mature  July  1,  1917,  and  one  an- 
nually thereafter,  and  to  secure  said 
bonds  by  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust 
in  favor  of  Columbia  Trust  Com- 
pany, of  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  as 
trustee,   upon  all   the   assets   and 
proper^  of  the  company ;  fourth,  to 
cause  the  Richlands   Company   to 
purchase  all  of  its  outstanding  stock 
except  5,000  shares  of  preferred 
stock  and  5  qualifsring  shares  of  its 
directors  for  the  consideration  at 
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|80,000»  payable:  (a)  $13,300 
cash;  (b)  tiie  promissory  note  of 
the  Richlandfl  Company  payable  to 
W.  C.  Alexander  as  trustee,  secured 
by  pledge  of  b^ids  of  said  first  se* 
ries,  for  $12,600;  (c)  serial  bonds 
of  ttie  Richlands  Company  to  be  is- 
sued agigregatin^  $49,100.  ''Second 
party  agrees  to  extend  each  pay- 
ment on  contract  of  January  10, 
1916,  and  the  contract  referred  to  is 
otherwise  changed  and  modified. 
Third  parties  agree  that  within  five 
days  idTter  first  parties  have  fully 
performed  the  covenants  by  them  to 
be  kept  and  performed  to  the  satis- 
faction of  said  Stoiy  ft  Steigmeyer, 
they  will  purchase  and  pay  for  in 
cash,  at  par,  bonds  of  the  Richlands, 
in  the  aggregate  principal  amount 
of  not  less  than  $28,000,^  of  which 
$25,000  shall  be  used  for  making 
the  cash  pajonents  to  first  and  sec- 
ond parties.'' 

Attached  to  the  agreement  is  a 
form  of  state  land  contract,  para- 
graph 16  of  which  provides  that  if, 
within  one  year  from  the  execution 
of  Ihe  contract,  the  state  engineer 
shall  determine  and  first  party  (the 
state  of  Utah)  shall  so  notify  sec- 
ond party  (Richlands  Company) 
that  a  dnunage  system  is  necessary 
for  the  reclamation  of  tiie  lands  of 
said  segregation,  then  witiiin  the 
period  fixed  in  the  contract  for  the 
construction  of  works  second  party 
shall  construct  such  drainage  sys- 
tem according  to  the  specifications 
approved  by  the  state  engineer  of 
Utah. 

The  defendants  answered  the 
complaint,  and  after  admitting  the 
matters  of  inducement,  and  that  cer- 
tain contracts  had  been  entered  into 
between  plaintiff  and  defendants, 
denied  all  other  allegations  in  the 
complaint. 

Upon  these  issues  a  trial  to  the 
district  court,  sitting  without  a  jury, 
resulted  in  findings  against  plain- 
tiff's contentions  and  in  favor  of 
defendants,  upon  which  judgment 
was  duly  entered,  from  which  plain- 
tiff appeals. 

On  March  7,  1916,  plaintiff  and 
the  Richlands  Company  entered  into 
a  written  agreement  by  which  all 
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former  agreements  and  extensions 
thereof  between  plaintiff  and  the 
Richlands  Company,  relating  to  the 
sale  of  the  project,  were  canceled. 
It  was  stipulated  that  the  following 
commission  contract  would  be  recog- 
nized '^so  long  as  the  Richlands  Ir- 
rigation Company  deals  with  the 
late  J.  D.  Mollison's  associates  un- 
der extensions  granted  said  Rich- 
lands  Irrigation  Company  by  the 
Deseret  Irrigation  Company.''  The 
sale  price  of  the  property  and  assets 
of  the  Richlands  Company  was  fixed 
at  $260,000,  payable  as  follows: 
$25,000  cash;  $40,000,  with  6  per 
cent  interest,  on  or  before  one  year 
from  date  of  first  payment ;  $195,- 
000  in  nine  equal  instalments  with 
interest  on  whole  amount  unpaid  to 
be  paid  ahnually,  commission  to 
Watson  (plaintiff  herein)  to  be 
^0,000,  payable  $10,000  out  of  the 
first  cash  payment  of  $25,000, 
$5,000  out  of  second  payment  of 
$40,000,  $5,000  out  of  each  of  the 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  instalments, 
when  paid.  It  was  further  provided 
that  in  event  of  the  sale  of  the  Rich- 
lands  project  (not  including  con- 
tract for  purchase  of  Deseret  water) 
to  the  late  J.  D.  Mollison's  associ- 
ates the  following  price  and  com- 
mission would  be  recognized: 
Price,  $67,500,  with  6  per  cent  in- 
terest on  all  deferred  payments, 
from  which  a  commission  of  $12,- 
500  would  be  paid  from  the  instal- 
ments paid,  pro  rata  as  made. 

On  May  10, 1916,.  the  plaintiff  and 
the  individual  defendants  W.  C. 
Alexander,  A.  L.  Hoppaugh,  C.  L. 
Cundick,  R.  E.  Mark,  D.  B.  Macin- 
tosh, and  George  T.  Odell  entered 
into  a  written  agreement  with  plain- 
tiff as  follows,  in  substance :  "In  the 
event  of  the  closing  of  the  pending 
sale  of  the  Richlands  Irrigation 
Company's  holdings  to  Mr.  Shields 
and  his  associates  from  California, 
we,  the  undersigned,  stockholders 
of  the  Richlands  Irrigation  Com- 
pany, hereby  agree  to  pay  you  as 
commission  the  sum  of  $30,000,  said 
amount  to  be  paid  as  follows :  $10,- 
000  out  of  the  first  payment  of  $25,- 
000,  and  $5,000  out  of  eadi  of  the 
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following  four  payments  as  they 
are  respectively  made." 

The  contract  of  May  20,  1916, 
beinsT  exhibit  A  of  the  complaint, 
was  introduced  in  evidence  by 
plaintiff.  The  contract  referred  to 
was  ratified  and  approved  by  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Richlands 
Company  and  also  by  the  stockhold- 
ers of  that  corporation. 

On  June  23, 1916,  Shields  and  his 
associates  wrote  to  Moody,  Alex- 
ander &  Watson,  sayinR  they  had 
had  a  conference  with  Mr.  Steig- 
meyer  and  understood  that  the  deal 
was  off,  and  that,  as  the  deal  seemed 
to  have  fallen  down,  they  demanded 
reimbursement  for  the  costs  and  ex- 
I)enses  to  which  tiiey  had  been  put. 

A  letter  dated  July  1,  1916,  from 
George  T.  Odell,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, to  the  secretary  of  the  State 
Land  Board,  was  introduced,  in 
which  he  spoke  of  two  plans  that  had 
been  before  the  Land  Board  regard- 
ing the  Richlands  project  He  said 
he  had  always  been  in  favor  of 
adopting  the  first  plan,  which  in- 
volved an  expenditure  of  $100,000  or 
less,  while  the  second  plan  would 
mean  an  expenditure  of  $300,000  or 
$400,000.  He  also  said  that,  inas- 
much as  the  delay  beyond  the  15th 
of  June  has  ''put  our  San  Diego 
friends"  in  a  peculiar  mood,  "which, 
I  judge  from  our  correspondence  re- 
ceived, has  caused  them  to  waver, 
and  so  it  may  be  possible  that  they 
will  call  their  side  of  the  deal  off, 
which  they  have  a  right  to  do  after 
the  15th  of  June,''  and  he  suggested 
that  no  additional  work  be  com- 
menced or  expense  incurred  until 
officially  advised  by  the  Richlands 
Company. 

On  this  record,  together  with 
other  evidence  that  will  be  referred 
to  hereinafter,  plaintiff  demanded 
judgment  for  $30,000. 

The  controlling  question  in  thia 
controversy  arises  out  of  the  letter 
of  May  10,  1916,  signed  by  the  in- 
dividual defendants,  who  therein 
agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  $30,000  out 
of  expected  pasrments  ''in  the  event 
of  the  closing  of  the  pending  sale 
of  the  Richlands  Irrigation  Com- 


pany's holdings  to  Mr.  Shields  and 
his  associates  from  California." 

What  is  meant  by  "pending  sale"  ? 
The  only  price  at  which  plaintiff  had 
been  authorized  to  sell  was  for 
$260,000,  with  a  commission  of 
$30,000,  as  shown  by  the  ccmipany's 
contract  of  March  7,  1916,  with 
plaintiff.  The  record  is  devoid  of 
any  proof  that  as  a  part  of  the 
scheme  of  May  20  the  individual 
defendants,  by  their  agreement  of 
ten  days  before,  agreed  to  pay  plain- 
tiff $30,000.  They  agreed  to  pay 
$30,000  out  of  payments  when  made, 
and  that  the  money  due  plaintiff 
should  be  paid  to  a  trustee  to  be 
named  by  him.  These  individual 
defendants  agreed  that,  at  the  ter- 
mination of  the  pending  sale,  plain- 
tiff should  receive  his  commission  of 
$30,000  in  the  amounts  and  at  the 
times  specified  in  the  sale  contract 
for  $260,000.  Appellant  insists  that 
the  defendants  had  the  tri-party 
agreement  of  May  20th  in  mind 
when  the  contract  of  May  10th  was 
entered  into.  That  is  an  inference 
that  is  not  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence. No  proof  was  produced  that 
any  sale  was  pending  except  the  one 
plaintiff  was  authorized  to  negoti- 
ate for  $260,000.  Nor  was  there 
any  proof  that  these  individual  de- 
fendants, or  any  of  them,  were  then 
engaged  with  Shields  and  his  as- 
sociates in  the  negotiations  which 
culminated  in  the  agreement  of  May 
20th.  Plaintiff  himself  testifies 
that  he  wanted  the  contract  of  May 
10th  for  his  own  protection,  and 
that  at  the  time  it  was  made  he 
thought  the  sale  was  for  $260,000^ 

The  fact  that  a  sale  for  a  definite 
amount  of  money  is  mentioned  in 
the  agreements  of  March  7th  and 
May  10th  indicates  that  no  such 
cumbersome,  conditional,  and  unen* 
forceable  contract  as  that  of  May 
20th  was  in  contemplation  of  the 
individual  defendants  when  they 
signed  the  agreement  of  May  10, 
1916.  A  sale  is  ordinarily  under- 
stood to  mean  a  transfer  of  property 
for  money.  Pope,  Legal  Definitions, 
1437.  Ultimately  the  contract  of 
May  10th,  if  successfully  consum- 
mated, would  eventuate  in  the 
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ceipt  of  money  by  the  stockholders, 
but  nevertheless  it  is  fanciful  and 
far-fetched  to  speak  of  the  agree- 
ment as  a  sale.  A^ssumingr  that 
plaintiff  was  employed  by  Hm 
individual  defendants  by  the  con- 
tract of  May  10th,  that,  never- 
theless, was  not  a  general  em- 
plo3nnent  Both  by  the  contract 
of  March  7th  and  the  correlat- 
ed agreement  of  May  10th  his  em- 
ployment was  special,  on  definite, 
special  terms, — a  definite  sale  price 
of  $260,000;  a  definite  commissioti 
of  $80,000,  payable  pro  rata  as  the 
purchase  price  would  be  paid.  No 
commission  was  payable  except  in 
tlie  event  of  the  consummation  of  a 
sale,  and  no  commission  was  pay- 
able except  as  the  purchase  price 
was  paid.  These  contracts  required 
more  from  the  plaintiff  than  merely 
to  find  purchasers  able,  willing,  and 
ready  to  buy.  The  actual  payment 
,_  of     the     purchase 

Si-E3i£L*  ^  price  was  required, 

tmJSS^^  2Se.      ^?^  only  as  the  pur- 
chase    price     was 
paid  were  the  commission  instal- 
ments due  and  payable. 

In  his  complaint  plaintiff  alleges 
that  he  was  employed  by  the  Rich- 
lands  Company  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  the  Richlands  holdings  at  $260,- 
000,  and  that  both  the  corporation 
and  the  individual  defendants 
agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission  of 
$30,000.  He  further  nleads  that  hie 
procured  persons  ready  and  willing 
to  buy  and  able  to  pay  $260,000. 
The  allegation  as  to  having  pro- 
cured purchasers  or  persons  able, 
willing,  and  ready  to  buy  has  no 
support  in  the  record  unless  enter- 
ing into  the  contract  of  May  20th, 
and  the  statement  therein  contained 
fiiat  the  parties  of  the  third  nart 
were  "ready  and  willing  to  purchase 
stock  and  other  securities  of  the' 
said  RicUanda  Irrigation  Company 
on  the  terms  hereinafter  stated," 
be  accepted  as  evidence  that  the 
third  parties  were  able  and  willing 
to  buy  the  Richlands  property  for 
1260,000.  If  plaintiff  had  furnished 
such  persons,  and  defendants  had 
refused  to  deal  with  them,  or  had 
insisted  upon  some  other  terms', 
plaintiff  might  be  entitled  to  pay  for 
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his  services.    But  there  is  no  such 
evidence. 

The  contract  of  March  7th  was 
signed  by  the  corporation  alone ;  that 
of  May  10th  by  the  stockholders; 
the  contract  of  May  20th  by  Odell, 
Macintosh,  and  Alexander,  evident- 
ly acting  for  the  company.  Under 
our  statute,  the  plaintiff  could  -  re- 
cover a  commission  only  by  virtue 
of  a  contract.  He  could  not  recover 
as  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  Case 
V.  Ralph,  —  Utah,  — ,  188  Pac.  640. 
Moreover,  the  $S0,000  was  to  be 
paid  only  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  when  received.  There  never 
were  any  proceeds  of  a  sale.  What- 
ever plaintifPs  rights  to  payment 
for  services  may  be,  he  cannot,  un- 
der the  evidence  in  this  case,  recov- 
er on  his  special  contract,  because 
he  never  complied  with  the  terms 
of  tiiat  contract. 

Nor  does  the  evidence  Justify  the 
inference  that  defendants,  or  any  of 
them,  refused  to  proceed  with  the 
contract  of  March  7th,  or  that  they 
preferred  the  tri-piarty  agreement  to 
a  $260,000  sale. 

Plaintiff  must  therefore  rely  upon 
his  special  contract,  not  upon  a  gen- 
eral employment. 

The  line  of  demarcation  between 
the  principles  applying  to  the  rights 
of  a  broker  under  a  special  contract 
and  to  his  rights  under  a  general 
employment  is  clear  and  cQstinct. 
As  stated  in  Karr  v,  Moffett,  105 
Kan.  692,  185  Pac.  890 :  'The  ordi- 
nary rule  that  a  real  estate  agent 
is  entitled  to  his  commission  when 
he  procures  a  purchaser  who  is 
reacb^,  willing,  and  able  to  buy,  or 
when  he  brings  a  buyer  and  seller 
together  who  make  a  bargain  on 
different  terms  than  those  thereto- 
fore dictated  to  the  agent,  does  not 
apply  when  the  agent's  commission 
is  governed  by  a  special  contract  be- 
tween him  and  his  principal.^' 

In  the  opinion  on  rehearing  of 
Karr  v.  Moffett,  106  Kan.  379,  187 
Pac.  683,  the  supreme  court  of  Kan- 
sas said:  "Appellee  sued  for  an 
ordinary  real  estate  dealer's  com- 
mission, alleging  that  he  had  earned 
it  in  the  usual  way.  .  .  .  r  Th^ 
proof  of  existence  of  the  special  con- 
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tract  was  surely  an  effective  way  of 
disproving  that  the  defendants  owed 
the  plaintiff  for  services  under  an 
ordinary  real  estate  dealer's  eon- 
tract,  such  as  would  entitle  the 
agent  to  the  usual  commission  when 
he  had  brought  buyer  and  seller  to- 
gether, whereby  they  consummated 
a  sale  on  terms  agreeable  to  each 
other,  Vhen  he  had  been  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale/  as  the 
stock  phrasing  in  such  cases  is  ex- 

In  Murphy  v.  W.  &  W.  live  Stock 
Co.  26  Wyo.  455, 189  Pac.  857,  it  is 
said:  "Where,  by  the  contract  of 
employment,  the  commission  is  made 
dependent  upon  certain  conditions 
or  contingencies,  as  upon  the  actual 
consummation  of  a  sale,  or  the  full 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  or 
a  specified  part  thereof,  such  as  an 
agreed  first  payment,  or  a  net  price 
to  the  owner,  these  stipulations  will 
govern,  and  a  fulfilment  or  perform- 
ance of  the  prescribed  conditions  is 
generally  essential  to  the  right  to 
compensation/' 

In  Lindley  v.  Fay,  119  CaL  239, 
51  Pac.  333,  it  is  said:  **The  evi- 
dence •  .  .  tends  to  show  an 
agreement  to  pay  commissions  out 
of  tiie  first  money  received,  and  no 
money  has  ever  been  received.  Un- 
der such  a  contract,  the  broker  is 
not  entitled  to  compensation  when 
he  finds  a  purchaser  ready,  willing, 
and  able  to  purchase  on  the  pre- 
scribed terms.  There  must  be  a 
sale  and  a  first  payment  to  entitle 
him  to  recover.  It  is  so  nominated 
in  the  bond." 

Under  the  contract  of  March  7th 
the  commission  was  to  be  paid  out 
of  proceeds  of  sale  when  received, 
and  unless  a  payment  be  made  no 
commission  would  be  due.  "It  is 
so  nominated  in  the  bond." 

In  Clark  v.  Asbury,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  134  S.  W.  286,  a  broker 
sued  upon  an  express  contract.  He 
produced  a  customer  able  and  will- 
ing to  buy  upon  different  terms. 
Holding  that  the  broker  must  re- 
cover, if  at  all,  upon  the  written 
contract  sued  upon,  the  court  said: 

"In  O'Brien  v.  Gilliland,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  40,  23  S.  W.  244,  where 


the  contract  with  the  broker  was  to 
sell  for  cash,  and  he  produced  a  pur- 
chaser who  was  willing  to  buy  the 
land  and  pay  one  half  cash  and  ex- 
ecute vendors'  lien  notes  for  the  re- 
mainder, and  the  broker  had  ar- 
ranged to  sell  these  notes  for  cash, 
it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a  sale 
in  compliance  with  his  contract  to 
sell  for  cash. 

"In  Thornton  v.  Stevenson,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  31  S.  W.  233,  it 
was  held  that,  where  a  broker  was 
to  sell  property  at  a  certain  price, 
and  discussed  the  sale  with  a  party 
who  afterwards  purchased  from  the 
owner  at  a  different  price,  he  could 
not  recover  his  commissions  in  a 
suit  on  his  contract  In  a  suit  for 
commissions  on  a  contract,  the  re- 
covery must  be  confined  to  the  con- 
tract itself.  Edison  v.  Saxon,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  30  S.  W.  958, 
959.  These  are  sound  propositions 
of  law,  and  a  broker  who  sues  upon 
a  contract,  and  not  upon  quantum 
meruit,  cannot  recover  unless  he 
shows  compliance  with  the  contract, 
or  unless  he  was  prevented  from 
carrying  out  the  same  by  the  seller. 
Owen  V.  Euhn,  L.  &  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  72  S.  W.  432.  Giving  an 
agent  an  exclusive  agency  does  not, 
of  itself,  preclude  the  owner  from 
making  a  sale.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Wright  Hardware  Co. 
61  Tex.  Civ.  App.  481,  130  S.  W. 
729;  Dole  v.  Sherwood,  41  Minn. 
535,  6  L.R.A.  720,  16  Am.  St.  Rep. 
731, 43  N.  W.  569.  And  if  the  owner 
make  a  sale  upon  other  and  different 
terms  from  those  set  forth  in  his 
contract  with  the  agent,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  agent  has  made  a 
sale  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
said  contract ;  and  if  in  such  case  he 
is  entitled  to  any  compensation,  it 
must  be  upon  quantum  meruit,  and 
not  upon  contract." 

See  also  Murray  v.  Rickard,  103 
Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871 ;  Edwards  v. 
Baker,  39  Cal.  App.  755,  180  Pac. 
33 ;  Columbia  Realty  Co.  v.  Alameda 
Land  Co.  87  Or.  277,  168  Pac.  64, 
440 ;  Cremer  v.  Miller,  56  Minn.  52, 
57  N.  W.  318 ;  Van  Norman  v.  Fit- 
chette,  100  Minn.  145,  110  N.  W. 
851. 


WATSON 

It  is  argued  that  the  price  fixed 
in  the  March  contract  was  only  a 
basis  for  future   negotiations  be- 
tween the  owner  and  the  purchasers. 
If  the  selling  price  was  only  a  basis 
for  future  negotiations,  why  would 
not  the  $30,000  mentioned  as  a  com- 
mission be  equally  subject  to  fluc- 
tuation?   Would  a  sale  for  $30,000 
entitle  the   broker  to   the    whole 
amount  as  a  commission?    But  the 
contract  is  definite  as  to  the  sale 
price.    It  plainly  says  the  price  is 
$260,000,  out  of  which  the  stipulat- 
ed commission  of  $30,000,  not  a  per- 
centage,  shall   be  paid.     Toulmin 
y.  Millar,  S  Times  L.  R.  836,  an  Eng^ 
lish  case  dted  by  appellants  coun- 
sel, seems  to  uphold  their  contcintion, 
bat,  as  the  facts  are  not  stated  in 
the  opinion,  what  seems  to  be  obiter 
dictum  to  the  effect  that  '^e  men- 
tion of  a  specific  sum    ...    is 
merely  given  as  the  basis  for  future 
negotatidns,  leaving  the  actual  price 
to  be  settled  in  the  course  of  these 
negotiations,^'  is  not  persuasive,  and 
if,  on  authority  of  that  case,  it  is 
claimed  that,  under  such  a  contract 

as  tiiat  between 
plaintiif  and  the 
Richlands  (Tompa- 
ny»  the  price  is  merely  a  basis  for 
future  negotiations,  we  do  not 
agree  with  the  proposition  thus  ad- 
vanced. 

In  George  v.  Howard,  6  Alberta 
L  R.  391,  2  West.  Week.  Rep.  443, 
4  D.  L.  R.  257,  the  contract  was  that 
Howard,  the  seller,  would  sell  his 
hotel,  except  personal  effects  and 
stock,  for  $40,000,  and  pay  George, 
the  agent,  5  per  cent  commission. 
The  court  held  that,  as  a  matter  of 
interpretation,  ''in  the  light  of  the 
surrounding  circumstances,'*  the 
contract  was  not  to  pay  a  commis- 
sion on  $40,000,  but  on  the  pur- 
chase price,**  whatever  that  might 
ultimately  be  fixed  at,  accompanied 
by  a  statement  that  the  basis  of  the 
negotiation  was  to  be  a  price  of 
$40,000.  Plaintiif  secured  a  pur- 
chaser for  $34,000.  This  amount 
was  accepted  by  the  owner,  the  sale 
completed,  and  the  broker  was  held 
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entitled  to  the  6  pcx  cent  commis- 
sion. 

In  the  case  of  Little  y.  Fleishman, 
35  Utah,  566, 24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1182, 
101  Pac.  984,  is  announced  the  gen- 
eral rule  that,  when  the  broker  pro- 
cures a  purchaser  ready,  able,  and 
willing  to  buy  for  the  price  and  on 
the  terms  satisfactory  to  his  em- 
ployer, he  did  all  that  was  required 
of  him.  The  broker's  contract  in 
Little  V.  Fleishman,  supra,  shows 
the  inapplicability  of  that  case  to 
any  question  involved  in  this  con- 
troversy. The  proposition  that  was 
submitted  l^  Fleishman,  the  em- 
ployer, to  Little  ft  Little,  the  bro- 
kers, was  this :  ''You  are  given  ex- 
clusive authority  to  sell  for  me  the 
following  described  property,"  situ- 
ated in  Salt  Lake  Cify,  ''for  tlie  sum 
of  $33,000,  upon  the  following 
terms,  to  wit:  $25,000  cash,  bal. 
thirty  days;  and  in  the  event  of  a 
sale  at  any  price  agreed  upon,  I 
agree  to  pay  the  regular  conunission, 
which  is  5  per  cent,  on  amounts  up 
to  $2,500  and  2^  per  cent  on  anK)unts 
in  excess  thereof.  This  order  good 
for  till  5  P.  M.  to-day.** 

Within  the  stipulated  time  a  cus- 
tomer was  procured  who  was  ready, 
able,  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the 
terms  specified,  and  who  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  owner  for 
the  purchase  of  the  property. 
Though  the  sale  was  not  consum- 
mated, because  of  the  owner's  in- 
ability to  furnish  a  sufficient  ab- 
stract of  title,  the  broker  was  held 
to  be  entitled  to  his  commission. 

Fritsch  v.  Hess,  49  Utah,  75,  162 
Pac.  70,  is  also  not  apposite  to  any 
issue  in  the  instant  case. 

As  we  understand  the  argument 
of  plaintiffs  counsel,  it  may  be  sum- 
marized: Defendants  in  writing 
employed  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  bro- 
ker, to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the 
Richlands  holdings.  Purchasers 
were  produced  by  plaintiff  who  were 
ready,  willing,  and  able  to  purchase 
same  on  terms  specified.  Defend- 
ants entered  into  a  binding  written 
agreement  of  sale  with  the  pur- 
chasers, the  terms  being  satisfac- 
tory to  all  parties  concerned,  and 


288 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R, 


which  ccmtract  was  substituted  for 
the  proposition  to  sell  for  $260»000. 
By  the  contract  of  May  20,  1916, 
the  Richlands  holdings  were  actual- 
ly sold  to  the  purchasers,  and  de- 
fendants are  estopped  as  against 
plaintiff  to  say  that  the  transaction 
was  not  a  sale  of  the  Richlands 
holdings.  The  reasoning  is  logical. 
The  argument  is  sound,  and  it 
would  be  unassailable  were  it  not 
founded  upon  what  to  us  appears 
to  be  a  misconception  of  whiat  the 
ultimate  facto  are.  The  employ- 
ment of  plaintiff  was  not  general. 
He  had  a  special  contract  with  the 
Richlands  Company  and  with  the 
individual  defendants,  if  he  was  em- 

-chanse  of  ployed  by  the  latter 

terms  br  •wmev  at  all.  That  the 
-effect.  proposed    purchas- 

ers produced  by  plaintiff  were 
ready,  able,  and  lulling  to  buy 
on  the  terms  of  ttie  contract 
of  March  7,  1916,  is  not  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence.  The  con- 
tract of  May  20,  1916,  was  not, 
in  our  opinion,  a  contract  of  sale. 
It  was  not  an  enforceable  contract. 
It  was  executory  and  conditional. 
It  provided  that  if,  within  a  year, 
the  state  engineer  should  determine 
a  drainage  system  to  be  necessary 
for  the  reclamation  of  the  segre- 
gated lands^  the  Richlands  Company 
should  construct  such  drainage  sys- 
tem according  to  the  specifications 
approved  1^  tiie  state  engineer.  As 
we  understand  the  evidence,  the 
State  Land  Board  would  not  enter 
into  a  contract  waiving  the  drain- 
age clause.  Mr.  Alexander,  the  sec- 
retary of  the  Richlands  Company, 
testified  that  the  State  Land  Board 
required  the  drainage  provision  in 
the  contract;  that  after  May  20, 
1916,  Story  &  Steigmeyer,  attor- 
neys for  Mr.  E.  J.  Shields  and  his 
associates,  had  advised  him  that 
they  would  not  approve  a  contract 
containing  the  drainage  features. 
The  tri-party  contract  contained  a 
clause  providing  that  the  Carey-Act 
contract  between  the  state  and  the 
Richlands  Company  must  be  ''in 
form  satisfactory  to  the  legal  firm 
of  Story  &  Steigmeyer,  of  Salt  Lake 


City,  expressed  in  writing.'*  How 
could  it  be  the  fault  of  defendants 
that  a  contract  satisfactory  to  Story 
&  Steigmeyer  was  not  obtained 
from  the  state  when  they  could  not 
procure  a  contract  with  the  drain- 
age features  omitted,  and  when 
Story  &  Steigmeyer  had  informed 
defendanto  that  they  would  not  ap- 
prove a  contract  containing^,  the 
drainage  clause?  The  contract  of 
May  20,  1916,  being,  therefore,  ex- 
ecutory and  conditionalr  never  hav- 
ing been  consummated,  not  a  dollar 
having  been  paid  thereon,  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  the  $80,000  com- 
mission that  was  payable  to  him  in 
.the  event  only  of  tiie  purchase  price 
being:  received  by  the  defendants. 
Being  dependent  on  the  approval  of 
the  attorneys  for  the  third  parties 
to  the  contract,  the  tri-par^  agree- 
ment was  only  ten- 
tetive  and  ^ndi-  ^^$St^ 
tional.  It  was  not  X8SS2^' 
binding:  on  the  par-  eonditioui 
ties  and  was  not  •"*•'•***'• 
ciarried  into  effect.  The  execution 
of  such  a  contract  does  not  give  to 
the  broker  a  right  to  compensation. 
9  C.  J.  603. 

In  Halprin  y.  Scihachne,  21  Misc. 
519,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  711,  affirmed  in 
25  Misc.  797,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  1103, 
it  is  held  that,  where  a  broker  for 
the  sale  of  re^  property  brings  par- 
ties together,  but  a  contract  made 
by  them  is,  by  ite  terms,  conditional 
upon  the  subsequent  approval  of  the 
attorney  for  one  of  them,  who  fails 
to  approve,  the  broker  is  not  enti- 
tled to  commission.  The  court  says : 
"This  shows  that  in  law  this  agree- 
ment is  made  upon  a  condition,  and 
is  dependent  upon  the  performance 
of  that  condition;  and,  if  the  con- 
dition is  not  complied  with,  no  ob- 
ligation thereunder  arises,  and  no 
rights  thereunder  attach.  The  rule 
of  law  is  that  a  broker  is  entitled  to 
his  commission  when  the  minds  of 
the  parties  have  met  on  every  ma- 
terial particular  of  the  transaction. 
Here,  in  this  case,  however,  the 
minds  of  the  parties  in  regard  to 
the  transaction  have  never  met,  be* 
cause  the  validity  of  the  contract 
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was  made'*depeiideirt  uplbn-  ^e  con- 
dition that  the  defendant's  attoirn^y 
approve  of  tne  contract.  *  The  de- 
fendant's attorney  never  fifpproied 
of  the  contract.  *  In  Ihst  event  the 
contract  and  tiie  wh61e  transaction 
were  to  be  Mil  and  void  to  the  sam^ 
effect  as  if  no  >  transiustion  whatso^ 
ever  iiad  been  agreed  ^ipon  and 
entered  intd  between  the  parties'. 
For  that  reason  the  condition  upon 
which  the  broker's  connnisslon  de^ 
pended,  and  whieh  entitled  him  in 
law  to  recover,  was- never  fulfilled^ 
and  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover/^ 
Among  other  eases  supporting 
the  doctrine  abo^e  announced  are 
these:  Hawkins  v.  Green;  87  W. 
Va.  116,  104  S/E.  279;  Merritt  v: 
Lillyblade,  67  Wash,  159,  106  Pac. 
621;  Condict  v.  Oowdrey,  139  N.  Y. 
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273,  84  N.  E.  781t;  SttlUvaii  v;  Mllli^ 
Itfen,  51  €.  C.  A.  79^  11»  Fed.  93; 
Rhodes  v.  Wetherill,  286  l^a.  66,  84 
AtL  660 ;  Ward' v.  Kennedy,  51  Misc. 
422,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  624;  Id.  122 
App.  DiV.  890, 106  N.  Y.  Supp.  1149 ; 
Brown  v.  Keegan,  32  Colo.  463,  76 
Pac.  1056;  Oameron  v.  Ayers,  175 
Cal.  662,.  166  Pac.  801. 

We  thi^k'  liie  ftndings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  Taw  of  the  trial  court 
were  right,  and  that  the  record  con- 
tains no  errors  justifying  a  rever- 
sal. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  af- 
firmed, vrith  costs. 


• » 


Corf  man,.  Ch.    J.,    and    Gideon, 
Thnrman,  and  Frick,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition    for    rehearing    denied 
June  24»  1921. 


ANNOTATION. 


Kght  of  real  estate  broker  to  comwiiifion%  under  a  contract  providing  lor 

pjaymeoi.qt  commitkms  out  of  piircha$e  price. 


I.  Introduction,,  289. 
H.  Parchaser's  default: 

a.  View  denying  iigi\t  to  commis- 

fllon,  290. 

b.  View  M«taiiiing  Hght,  292. 

c  GemmiBsionB  payable  out  of  flnrt 
monejy  294.     • 
HL  Owner's  default: 

a.  Cases  sostaimng  right  to  com** 

mission,  294, 

b.  Cases  denying  ^rightj  295. 

It  is  a  general  I'ule  tltat,  in  the 
absence  of  a  sp^iiil  contract,  a  ie^X 
estate  broki^r  is'etititled'to  his  com- 
mission when  he  had  procured  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  able,  and  willing  to 
purchase  the  property  upon  the  terms! 
fixed  by  the  owner.  4  R.  C.  t.  pp.  303, 
307,  §§  46,  49. ,  the  parties  niay,  by. 
special  coiltractj  ^midify  this  general 
role.  The  present  annotation  is  con- 
cerned with  cptttractii,  mating  the 
commissions  payable  oiit  of  the  pur- 
chase price;  It  fceihg'the  purpose  to 
examine  into  th'e  broker's  right  to  com- 
mission under  ^such  ia  cbntract.  It  is 
apparent  thai  if  the  sale  is  completed 
and  the  purchase  price  .paid,  the 
broker's  right  to  cbmratssion,  as'/dis- 
'20  A:L.«'.l-lb.'         •      '  '  ^•''^* 


tinguished  from  the  time  for  payment 
thereof,  under  an  agreement  making 
quch  conuni;3sion  payable  out  of  the 
purchase  price,  stands  upon  the  same 
rootiqg  as  under  the  ordinary  con^ 
tract.  It  is  only  when  the  sale  has 
not  been  consummated  that  ^  distinc- 
tion exists.  There  are  two  general 
theories  upon  the  broker's  rigl^t  to 
caipn^issioms : ,  one  denying  such 
rigbt  the  other  sustaining  it.  These 
two  theories  appear  where  the  s^let 
has  failed  because  of  the  owner's  de- 
fault, as  well. as  wl^ere  the  purch^9ez; 
has  defaulted.  The  tendency,  .hgw:? 
ever,  seems  to  be  to  hold  the  br.pker 
not  entitled  ^o  commissions  wh^re  t;he 
sale  fails  because  of  the.  purc.b^^er  » 
default,  and  to  ^ustain  the  iright  tO; 
Qon^misaions  where  ^t  fails  ))ecauaHe, 
of  the  owner's  default.  Where.  ^,title: 
has  passed  to ,  the  purcl\as^r,  whof 
thereafter  defaults  in  the  payment  ot 
notes  .  given  ta  evidence  the  unpi^id 
purchase  price,  <  the,  cases,  are  more 
evenly  divided. .,  - .,       ■  .    /    , 

^  The  present  annotation  does  .  not{ 
di^cups  generally  brokers'  .contrapts. 
uijdei;  'which  .the  brpkef .  is  to  rbave. 
all  tjj^at  he  gets,  ov^r  a.  c^rtai^  ^pncq», 
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although  in  some  such  tontracta  the 
wording  is  very  similar  to  that  ot  the 
contracts  here  invplved,  in  that  h#  is 
to  receive  this  sum  out  of  the  price 
paid,  and  some  such  cases  have  been 
included ;  but  generally  they  have  been 
excluded  from  this  discussion.  A  very 
excellent  discussion  of  such  con- 
tracts appears  in  Murphy  v.  W.  ft  W. 
Live  Stock  Co.  (1920)  26  Wyo.  456, 189 
Pac.  857.  The  court  tiiere  states  the 
general  rule  to  be  that  "where,  by 
the  contract  of  employment,  the  com- 
mission is  made  dependent  upon  cer- 
tain conditions  or  contingencies,  as 
upon  the  actual  confirmation  of  a  sale 
or  the  full  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  or  a  specified  part  thereof, 
such  as  an  agreed  first  payment,  or  a 
net  price  to  the  Qwnser,  these  stipu- 
lations will  govern,  and  a  fulfilment  dfr 
performance  of  the  prescribed  condi- 
tions is  generally  essential  to  the  right 
to  compensation."  It  was  held  in 
Seattle  Land  Co.  v.  Day  (1891)  2 
Wash.  451,  27  Pac.  74,  that  one  hold- 
ing land  under  a  contract  of  purchase, 
who  has  employed  a  broker  to  sell  it, 
and  agreed  to  give  the  broker  all  he 
could  obtain  after  making  the  prin- 
cipal a  profit  of  $500,  is  not  liable 
for  commissions  where  a  sale  made  by 
the  broker  failed  because  of  defects 
in  title. 

Some  contracts  expressly  provide 
that  the  payment  of  the  commission, 
which  is  to  be  a  certain  per  cent  of 
the  purchase  price,  is  to  be  paid  the 
broker  at  the  date  of  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  price  or  instalments, 
according  to  the  payment  by  such 
purchaser.  Under  such  a  contract, 
where  the  purchase  price  is  paid  in 
instalments,  the  broker  is  entitled, 
upon  the  making  of  such  payments,  to 
his  percentage  thereof.  The  payment 
of  his  commission  is  not  dependent 
upon  the  payment  by  the  purchaser  of 
the  entire  purchase  price.  Frank  v. 
Bonnevie  (1904)  20  Colo.  App.  164, 
77  Pac.  363. 

It  is  assumed  in  Gorham  v.  Heiman 
(1891)  90  Cal.  346,  27  Pac.  289,  that 
a  broker  who  is  entitled  to  receive  as 
his  commission  a  percentage  of  the 
amount  actually  paid  by  a  purchaser 
is  not  entitled  to  his  commission  ex- 
cept as  the  purchase  price  is  paid. 


a.  View  denying  right  to  eentmisMon, 

It  is  the  general  doctrine  of  some 
cases  that  where  the  commissions  are 
payable  out  of  the  pacchase  money, 
the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  his  com- 
mission where  the  purchaser  defaults. 

Thus,  where  the  owaeor  of  the  prop- 
erty has  given  to  the  broker  a  con- 
tract for  the  payment  of  money,  con- 
taining a  provision  that  it  is  "to  be 
paid  only  out  of  the  money  to  be  paid 
hy*  the  purchaser  or  his  assigns  for 
the  purchase  price  of  the  land,  the 
broker  cannot  recover  .where  the  pur- 
chaser procured  by  hint  makes  de- 
fault Edwards  v.  Baker  (1919)  39 
CaL  App.  755,  180  Pac.  33. 

A  broker  to. whom  the  owner  agreed 
to  pay  a  commissioii  of  a  certain  per^ 
centage  of  the  amount  he  received 
is  no^  entitled  to  his  commission 
where  a  purchaser  procured  by  him 
refused  to  proceed  with  the  purchase 
of  a  plantation  after  a  contract  was 
made,  and  upon  discovery  that  a  suit 
had  been  filed  against  the  pwner 
which  might  affect  his  title  to  the 
land.  Lee  v.  Greenwood  Agency  Co. 
(1920)  123  Miss.  823,  86  So.  449. 

A  broker  whose  commissions  were 
to.be  paid  out  of  the  sale  price,  accord- 
ing to  the  written  agreement,  and, 
according  to  an  oral  agreemeht,  were 
to  be  paid  in  the  final  settlement  be- 
tween the  owner  and  the  purchaser 
procured  by  the  broker,  out  of  the 
money  paid  by  the  purchaser  to  the 
owner,  was  denied  the  right  to  re- 
cover commissions  in  Lowenstein  v« 
McPeak  (1911)  48  Pa.  Super.  Ct  280, 
where  the  purchaser  defaulted  after 
entering  into  an  agreement  with  the 
owner  and  making  a  cash  payment. 
The  broker  in  this  case  admitted  the 
default,  and  said  to  the  owner  that  >^e 
would  endeavor  to  get  another  pur- 
chaser. 

A  broker  who  has  agreed  to  procure 
a  purchaser  of  land  at  a  stated  price,, 
of  which  he  was  to  have  a  stipulated 
sum  as  commissions  when  the  pur- 
chase price  was  paid,  cannot  recover 
his  commissions  upon  the  mere  show- 
ing that  he  procured  a  purchaser  who 
entered  into  a  contract  and  made  & 
payment,  it  being  admitted  that 
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the  sale  was  never  completed,  and 
there  being  no  evidence  of  the  owner's 
unwillingness  to  complete  the  same. 
Norris  t.  Walsh  (1922)  —  Colo. 
-,  205  Pae.  276.  The  fact  that  there 
was  an  enforceable  contract  does  not 
entitle  the  broker  to  commissions;  the 
owner's  agreement  was  to  pay  com- 
miasions  when  the  property  was  sold 
and  the  purchase  price  received. 

An  owner  who  has  agreed  to  pay 
the  broker's  commission  out  of  the 
paivhase  money  is  not  liable  for  com- 
mission where  the  sale  fails  because 
of  the  inability  of  the  purchaser  pro- 
cured by  the  broker  to  complete  it. 
Fletcher  v.  Campbell  (1918)  19  Out 
L  Rep.  501,  16  D.  U  R.  420. 

See  Golvin  v.  Post  Mortg.  A  LajiA 
Co.  (1919)  226  N.  Y.  610, 122  N.  E.  464, 
infra,  III.  a.  See  the  reported  ease 
(Watson  v.  OoBUi,  ante,  280). 

Some  cases   denying  the   right  to 
eommissioiis     where    the    purchaser 
has  defaulted  have^  however,  found 
in  the  facts  some  right  in  the  owner, 
neognised  by  the  broker,  to  declare 
a  forfeiture  in  case  of  default.   Under 
an   agreement    between    owner    and 
broker  that  the  broker  should  have 
the  right,  in  case  the  land  was  sold 
on  instalments,  to  rotain  a  certain 
precentasre    of    each    instalment    as 
paid,  and  a  supplementary  agreement 
regulating  the  commission  on  account 
of  a  resale  of  lots  declared  forfeited, 
the  owner,  who  has  declared  a  pur- 
chase forfeited  for  default  in   pay- 
ments, is  not  liable  for  the  commis- 
sions, so  far  as  they  remain  unpaid. 
Holbrook  v.  Investment  Co.  (1897)  30 
Or.  269,  47  Pac.  920.     In  Columbia 
Realty  Invest.  Co.  v.  Alameda  Land 
Co.  (1918)   87  Or.  277,  168  Pac.  64, 
440,  an   action  on  a  contract  under 
which  the  brokers  were  entitled  to  a 
eoBunission  out  of  the  selling  price 
of  the  land,  the  court  said  that  such 
a  promise  to  pay  is  enforceable  only 
on  allegation  and  proof  that  the  fund 
named  was  adequate  for  the  payment 
demanded,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
brokers   cannot   recover  commissions 
witiiout  proof  that  enough  of  the  pur- 
chase price  had  been  paid  to  cover 
the  commissions  claimed.    In  this  case 
the  contract  between  the  parties  rec- 
ognized that  some  of  the  contracts 


of  purchase  and  sale  of  the  land 
might  have  to  be  declared  forfeited. 
The  dispute  in  the  case  was  over  con- 
tracts which  had  thus  been  declared 
forfeited. 

Where  a  principal  has  entered  in- 
to an  agreement  with  a  broker,  who 
has  effected  a  sale  for  him,  to  pay  a 
certain  part  of  the  commission  out 
of  money  deposited  by  the  purchaser 
and  the  remaining  part  out  of  the 
final  cash  payment  to  be  made  on  the 
delivery  of  the  deed,  failure  to  allege 
that  this  final  payment  has  been  made 
is  fatal  to  a  complaint  by  the  broker 
to  recover  his  commission.  Nekarda 
V.  Presberger  (1908)  128  App.  Div. 
418,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  897. 

A  broker  who  had  undertaken  to 
secure  a  contract  for  the  manufacture 
of  munitions  for  his  principal  under 
an  agreement  that  his .  commissions 
should  become  due  and  payable  only 
as,  and  when,  and  in  the  same  propor- 
tion as  his  principal  received  pay- 
ment from  the  purchaser,  that  is,  the 
commission  was  only  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  payments  under  the  contract, 
was  held  not  entitled  to  recover  com- 
missions where  the  contract  failed  for 
a  fault  not  that  of  his  principal. 
Fuller  V.  Bradley  Contracting  Co. 
(1918)  183  App.  Div.  6, 170  N,  Y.  Supp. 
320,  affirmed  in  (1920)  229  N.  Y.  606, 
.129  N.  E.  926. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  a  patent 
right,  who,  under  his  contract  with 
his  employer,  was  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission of  a  certain  percentage  of 
any  kind  of  consideration  received  by 
the  employer  except  in  case  of  for- 
feiture, was  held  not  entitled  to  any 
commission  in  case  of  forfeiture  nor 
upon  any  stocks  which  should  revert 
to  the  employer  through  failure  to  pay 
the  purchase  price  of  the  patent  right 
in  cash.  Phelps  v.  Cable  R.  Co.  (1890) 
122  N.  Y.  639,  25  N.  E.  394. 

Even  though  the  land  has  been 
deeded  to  the  purchaser,  if  he  after- 
wards defaults  in  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  price,  the  broker  cannot  re- 
cover his  commission.  A  real  es- 
tate broker  who  has  effected ,  a  sale 
of  land,  and  to  whom  the  owner  has 
given  notes  for  his  commission,  con- 
taining the  provision  that  they  are  not 
to  become  obligations  of  the  maker 
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until  the  notes  whitihhave  been  grivlBn 
to  him  for  the  purchase  money:  <rf 
the  land  have  been  pa^id;  cannot  re- 
cover his  ciWnmission  where  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  land  has  made  default, 
and  the  owner  has  been  compelled  to 
sell  the  laind  under  a  vendor's  lien 
reserved  by  him,  and  has  become  the 
purchaser  at  the  sale.  Roach  v.  Mc^ 
Donald  (1914)  187  Ala.  64,  66  So.  823. 
According  to  the  court,  it  was  the  in- 
tent of  all  the  parties  by  their  con- 
tract to  declare  that  if  the  seller  was, 
because  of  the  failure  of  the  buyer  to 
complete  his  part  of  the-  contract  of 
purchase  by  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  notes  in  cash,  forced  to  take 
his  land  back,  then  that  he  should  not 
be  liable  to  the  real  estate  agent  for 
the  commissions  which  were  repre- 
sented by  the  notes.  But  see  Crane 
V.  Eddy  (1901)  191  111.  645,  85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  284,  61  N.  E.  431,  infra,  II.  b. 
A  broker  who  had  an  agreement 
vi^ith  the  landowner  that  the  latter 
should  pay  the  broker's  commission 
when  the '  purchasers  paid  to  the 
owner  a  stipulated  sum  on  account 
of  the  price  of  the  sale,  and  executed 
to  him  their  notes  and  mortgage 
for  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money,  cannot  recover  his  commission 
where  the  purchasers  executed  their 
notes  and  mortgage,  but  failed  to  pay 
the  stipulated  sum,  although  the  land- 
owner extended  the  time  of  payment, 
and  used  all  reasonable  meftns  to  pro- 
cure the  money,  but  Was  finally  com- 
pelled to  take  back  the  property. 
McPhail  V.  Buell  (1890)  87  Gal.  115, 
25  Pac.  266.  An  owner  of  land  who 
has  contracted  to  pay  a  broker  com- 
missions "out  Of  the  patyments  as 
made,"  and  who,  upoh  the  default  of 
the  purchaser  procured  by  the  bi-oker, 
accepts  a  reconveyance  After  a  long 
period  of  tinie,  is  not  liable  to  the 
broker  for  commissions^  Murray  v. 
Rickard  (1904)  103  Va.  132,  48  S.  E. 
871.  •  The  reconveyance  of  the  land 
and  the  surrender  of  the  purchase- 
money  bond  were  in  accordalice  with 
the  terms  of  the  contract  entered  into 
by  the  parties. 

Where  i '  broker  '  has  procured 
a  purchaser  for  a  mih6,  who  has  en- 
tered into  a  contract  ^ith  the  owner 


to  pay  'the  purchase  price  out  of  the 
gross  proceeds  of  the  mine,  bnd  in 
BO  other  way,   and  the  broker  has 
^acqaiesced  in  this  arrangement,  and 
has  agreed  to  accept  as  his  conmiis- 
sion  a  certain  percentage  of  the  gross 
proceeds  of  the  mine,  thus  paid  on  the 
purchase  price,  it  is  held  that  he  has 
an  interest  in  the  contract  between 
the  purchaser  and  the  owner  which 
entitles  him  to  recognition,  and  en- 
titles him  to  receive,  during  the  lif^ 
time  of  the  contract,   his   share   of 
the    proceeds    without    interruption 
from  the  owner.    No  very  clear  state- 
ment   :of     his     right     to     recover, 
•hch^ever,  ap^iears  in  this  case,  which 
was  an  action  by  the  broker  against 
the  otfrner  after  the  owner  had  en- 
tered'into  a  new 'contract  with  the 
purchaser.    It  was  claimed  that  this 
contract  was  entered  into  after  the 
puiKihaser    had    abandoned    his    first 
contract,,  but  there  is  held  to  be  evi- 
dence from  which  iihe:  jury  might  have 
arrived  at  a  different  conclusion.     It 
is  held,  further,  that  the  tefett  of  the 
broker's  right  to  recover  commissions 
is   not  dependent   upon   whether    or 
not  the  owner  fraudulently  entered 
into  the  contract,  or  whether  he  en- 
tered into  ft  in  good  faith.     Bishop 
V.  Averill  (1897)  17  Wash.  209,  49  Pac. 
237,  50  Pac.  1024. 

h*  View  9W9taining.  rights, . 

In  Pinkertott  v.  Hudson  (1908)    87 
Ark.  506,  113  S.  W.  85,  a  broker,  under 
a  contract  for  commission^  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  was  held  entitled 
to  his  commissions  where  he  procuired 
a  purchaser   with   whom*  the  owAer 
entered  into  an  enforceable  contract, 
although  the  purchaser  af tefwards  de- 
faulted.   In  this'  c^se  the  owner  "had 
entered  into  a  contract  for  sale  with 
the  purchaser  furnished  by  the  broker, 
and    had    furnished    an    abstract     in 
accbrdance  with  the  contract,  but  the 
purchaser  refused  t6  accept  it,    and 
refused  to"  carry  out  the  contract  of 
purchase    b3^  paying   over   the    atim 
stipulated     therein;    thereafter     the 
owne^    brought   a    suit   in    chancery 
against  the  purchater  for  Hie  spaeiflie 
enforcement    of    the    contract;     but 
afterwards,  Upon  ft  dfsagreeoaent 
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tween  himself  and  tJie  broker  as  to  the 
payment  of  costs,  dismissed  it.  The 
a^eement  as  to  payment  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  is  regarded  as 
a  mere  postponement  of  the  time  the 
commission  is  payable,  and  not  as  a 
oosdition  of  the  broker's  right  there- 
to. It  is  accordingly  held  to  be  the 
owner's  duty  to  enforce  his  contract 
of  sale  and  collect  the  purchase 
money.  In  this  ease  the  purchaser's 
default  occurred  .  before  deed  was 
made  and  delivered* 

But  in  this  jurisdiction  it  has  been 
held,  where  the  purchaser  is  financial- 
ly unable  to  respond  to  the  terms  of 
his  contract,  that  the  broker  whose 
commissions  are  payable  out  of  the 
purchase  money  is  not  entitled  to  his 
commissions  upon  the  purchaser's  de* 
fault.  Boysen  v.  Frink  (1906)  80  Ark. 
254,  96  S.  W.  1066.  In  this  case,  un- 
der the  contract  between  the  broker 
and  the  landowner,  the  broker's 
conunission  was  to  be  paid  one  half 
when  one  Uiird  of  the  purchase  price 
had  been  paid,  the  other  half  when 
one  half  of  the  purchase  price  had 
been  paid;  the  owner  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  purchaser  under 
the  terms  of  which  a  certain  payment 
was  to  be  made  in  ten  days,  evidenced 
by  a  note,  and  two  other  notes 
were  to  be  paid  for  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  price;  the  purchaser 
failed  to  pay  any  of  the  notesi  and 
about  six  months  afterwards  a  com* 
promise  was  made  by  the  payment 
of  a  certain  sum  and  the  giving  up  of 
the  notes  by  the  landowner.  The 
court  said  that  if  the  payment  of  the 
compromised  sum  was  accepted  in 
good  faith  as  a  reimbursement  of 
losses  for  the  purchaser's  breach  of 
the  contract,  and  the  contract,  to  the 
extent  of  the  broker's  interest,  could 
not  have  been  enforced,  the  broker 
could  not  recover  for  his  commission; 
but  if  the  sum  paid  was  not  in  good 
faith  accepted  as  a  settlement  of  an 
otherwise  uncoUectable  debt,  but  was 
a  good  business  deal,  and  it  was  to 
the  advantage  of  the  landowner  to 
accept  it  and  hold  the  land  instead 
of  enforcing  a  valid  sale,  he  must  pay 
the  conunission. 

Where  a  deed   has  been  made  to 


the  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker, 
and  the  purchaser  has  given  back 
notes  secured  by  a  lien  on  the  land, 
and  afterwards .  defaults  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  notes,  and  the  vendor 
forecloses  his  lien  and  bids  in  the 
land,  the  courts  are  not  agreed  as  to 
the  owner's  liability  for  the  commis- 
sion. That  he  is  not  liable  is  held  in 
the  cases  set  out  supra,  II.  a.  On  the 
contrary,  the  Illinois  court  holds  that 
he  is  liable.  Crane  v.  Eddy  (1901) 
191  ni.  645,  85  Am.  St  Rep.  284,  61 
N.  E.  431.  The  court  here  argues  that 
tile  situation  is  the  same  as  if  a  third 
person  had  purchased  the  land  and 
paid  the  money.  There  was  the  ad- 
ditional fact  in  this  case,  on  which 
some  reliance  is  placed,  that  some  of 
the  payments  had  been  made  by  the 
purchaser,  and  upon  his  making  pay- 
ment part  of  the  land  bad  been  re- 
leased withouf;  tl^e  )t)roker's  consent. 
It  is  argued  that  if  this  part  had  not 
been  released,  it  might  be  that  the 
land  would  have  sold  to  a  stranger  for 
the  full  amount  due  the  vendor; 
therefore,  he  would  have  received  pay- 
ment in  full  in  money.  The  agree- 
ment to  pay  commissions  in  this  case 
was  in  the  form  oY  a  duebill  stat- 
ing that  there  was  due  the  broker  so 
much  commission,  '^he  saine  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  purchase  money  as  it 
is  paid  to  me  on  the  various  payments 
in  proportionate  amounts  with  in* 
terest  at  6  per  cent  per  annum." 

In  Bush  V.  Abraham  (1896)  25  Or.' 
336,  35  Pac.  1066,  where  the  owner, 
who  had  conveyed  his  property  to  the 
purchaser  procured  by  the  broker,  for 
a  cash  payment  and  notes  for  the 
balance,  secured  by  mortgage,  gave 
the  broker  a  note  for  his  commission, 
payable  when  the  notes  of  the  pur- 
chaser were  payable,  it  was  held  that 
the  acceptance  by  the  owner,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  insolvency  of  the  pur- 
chaser, and  to  save  himself  from 
further  loss  and  expense,  of  a  recon- 
veyance of  the  property  and  an  order 
on  a  third  person  for  a  stated  sum  in 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the 
purchase-price  notes,  and  other  con- 
sideration named;  was  a  substituted 
payment,  or  accord  and  satisfaction  of 
such  purchase-price  notes,  and  that 
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the  owner  was  liable  to  the  broker 
for  his  commission. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  broker  whose 
contract  with  the  owner  provided 
that  the  broker's  commission  was  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  payments  made  by 
the  purchaser  on  notes  given  to  evi* 
dence  the  unpaid  part  of  the  purchase 
price,  and  that  in  the  event  the  pur- 
chaser failed  to  pay  and  the  vendor 
should  foreclose,  the  broker  was  not 
to  be  entitled  to  commission,  is  en- 
titled to  commission  although  there 
was  default  in  payments  and  the  ven- 
dor foreclosed,  where  upon  fore- 
closure the  notes  and  all  costs  were 
paid  in  full»  one  of  the  notes  being 
paid  before  it  would  have  been  paid 
but  for  the  foreclosure.  White  v. 
Murphy  (1922)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  286 
S.  W.  674. 

Although  brokers  have  agreed  that 
no  commission  should  be  paid  unless 
the  purchases  procured  by  them  made 
p  deferred  payment,  they  arie  entitled 
to  their  comihission  where  the  pur- 
chaser was  able  to  make  the  payment, 
but  the  contract  was  rescinded  by 
mutual  consent  of  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser. Brown  v,  Marty  (1922)  — 
Wis,  — ,  187  N.  W.  181. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  maehin* 
ery  under  a  contract  for  commissions 
as  soon  as  the  purchase  price  had 
been  collected  was  held  entitled  to 
his  commissions,  in  Dillon  v.  Turkey 
Gap  Coal  ft  Ck)ke  Co.  (1921)  89  W.  Va. 
395,  109  S.  E.  334,  although  the  entire 
purchase  price  had  not  been  collected, 
it  being  due,  the  purchaser  being  sol* 
vent,  and  the  principal  having  re- 
fused to  take  steps  to  collect. 

e.  Commissions    payaJile    out    mf    1^*^ 

«toney. 

A  broker  whose  commissions  are 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  first  money  col- 
lected is  entitled  to  his  commissions 
where  more  than  the  amount  thereof 
is  collected,  although  the  purchaser 
afterwards  defaults,  and  may  be 
financially  unable  to  complete  the 
transaction.  Moore  v.  Irwin  (1909) 
89  Ark.  289,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1168,  131 
Am.  St.  Rep.  97.  116  S.  W.  662. 


///.  Ownerfs  defauU, 
a.  Cases  sustaining  right  to  eonMnissian. 

Where  the  broker's  conmiissions  are 
payable  out  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  the  owner  has  refused  to  accept 
the  purchaser  found,  or,  for  some 
other  default  on  his  part,  the  sale  has 
failed,  he  cannot  defend  an  action 
for  commissions  on  the  theory  that  no 
purchase  money  was  paid.  Fiske  v. 
Soule  (1891)  87  CaL  318,  26  Pac.  430; 
Finch  V.  Guardian  Trust  Co.  (1901) 
92  Mo.  App.  263;  Colvin  v.  Post 
Mortg.  ft  Land  Co.  (1919)  225  N.  Y. 
510,  122  N.  E.  464;  Cheatham  ▼. 
Yarbrough  (1890)  90  TeniL  77,  15 
S.  W.  1076;  Pederson  v.  North 
Yakima  ft  E.  S.  Irrig.  Co.  (1911)  63 
Wash.  636,  116  Pac.  279;  Hugill  v. 
Weekly  (190B)  64  W.  Va.  210,  15 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1262,  61  S.  B.  360. 

In  Fiske  v.  Soule  (CaL)  supra, 
where  the  contract  of  employment  of 
the  broker  contained  a  provision  that 
the  owner  would  pay  the  broker  a 
commission  ''of  all  I  receive  over  and 
above  the  price  above  mentioned  on 
amount  of  said  sale  or  exchange,"  it 
was  urged  that  the  broker  was  not  en- 
titled to  recover  c^ommissions  until 
the  purchase  money  was  paid.  In 
answer  to  this  contention  the  court 
says:  "It  may  be  conceded  that  this 
would  be  so  if  the  purchaser  had 
failed  to  pay  the  purchase  money, 
but  the  defendant  could  hardly  de- 
fend on  this  ground  when  the  pur- 
chase money  was  not  paid  solely  be- 
cause he  refused  to  accept  it." 

In  Finch  v.  Guardian  Trust  Co. 
(1901)  92  Mo.  App.  263,  the  owner 
refused  to  complete  a  sale  to  a  pur- 
chaser procured  by  the  broker  after 
being  advised  by'  his  attorney  that, 
if  he  did  so,  the  broker  would  be  en- 
titled to  his  commission.  The  court, 
in  allowing  a  commission,  says: 
"That  clause  in  plaintiff's  contract 
with  the  defendant,  offered  in  evi- 
dence, 'this  commission  shall  be  pay- 
able out  of  the  first  cash  pa3mient  of 
one  third  of  the  purchase  price/  is  not 
a  condition  precedent  to  plaintiff's 
right  of  recovery.  And  the  contract 
by  its  terms  does  not  require  a  cash 
payment  of  one  third  of  the  purchase 
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price  before  the  agent  is  to  get  his 
fee;  it  merely  provides  that  his  com- 
mission shall  be  payable  out  of  that 
fond.  It  was  not  intended  that,  unless 
there  was  a  cash  payment  of  ono  third 
of  the  purchase  price,  the  agent  was 
to  get  no  commission.^  Finch  v. 
Guardian  Trust  Co.  is  approved  in 
Brown  v.  Russell  (1920)  —  Mo.  App. 
-,  221  S.  W.  7M. 

In  Colvin  v.  Post  Mortg.  ft  Land  Co. 
(1919)  225  N.  Y.  510,  122  N.  E.  454, 
where   it    was    agreed    between    the 
broker  and  the  owner  that  the  broker's 
commission  should  be  a  certain  per- 
centage of  the  purchase  price,  'pay- 
able pro  rata  from  each  *  instalment 
of  the  purchase  price  as  and  when 
the  same  is  receiTed"  by  the  owner, 
the  final  instalment  to  be  due  when 
the  final  cash  payment  and  the  bond 
and  mortgage  securing  the  balance 
are  turned  over,  it  is  held  that  if  the 
sale  fails  through  the  seller's  fault, 
there   is    no    indication    of   any    in* 
tention  that,  in  such  an  event,  the 
broker  shall  lose  what  he  has  earned, 
although     if     the     sale     fails     be^ 
cause  of  the  purchaser's  default,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  commissions.     The 
rule  of  this  case  was  held  applicable 
in    Traylor    v.    Orucible    Steel    Co. 
(1920)   192  App.  Div.  445,  183  N.  Y. 
Supp.  181,  affirmed  without  opinion  in 
(1922)  282  N.  Y.  583,  134  N.  E.  581, 
to  a  broker's  right  to  recover  comnods-* 
sions  on  war  contracts,  payable   as 
and  when  pasrments  were  made  to  his 
principal,  and  the  broker  was  held  en- 
titled to  commission  on  contracts  al- 
though    no     payments     were     made 
thereon,  because  the  contract  was  can- 
celed, due  to  the  principaPs  default. 
A  broker  to  whom  the  owner  has 
agreed  to  pay  a  commission  out  of  the  -• 
purchase  money,  who  has  furnished 
a  purchaser  ready^  able,  and  willing  . 
to  buy  on  terms  satisfactory  to  the 
owner,  but  who  refuses  to  complete 
the  transaction  because  of  a  defective 
title,    may    recover    his    commission. 
According  to  the  court  the  fact  that 
the  broker  was  to  receive  his  compen- 
sation out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
did  not  make   his   right  to  compen- 
sation dependent  at  all  events  on  the 
completion   of  the  sale.     If  he  per- 


formed his  part  of  the  contract,  and 
the  trade  was  defeated  alone  by  the 
inability  of  his  principal  to  make  a 
good  title,  then  he  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive compensation  for  his  services 
though  it  cannot  be  paid,  as  agreed, 
out  of  the  purchase  money.  Cheat- 
ham V.  Yarbrough  (1890)  90  Tenn. 
77,  15  S.  W.  1076. 

An  owner  of  land  who  has  con^ 
tracted  to  pay  a  broker  commissions 
of  a  certain  percentage  "on  the  pur- 
chase price  of  said  land,  and  shall 
be  liable  only  for  the  portion  of  each 
of  said  purchase-money  instalments 
coming  to  second  party  as  the  same 
may  be  collected  by  the  first  party, 
and  hot  otherwise,"  is  liable  for  com- 
missions where  a  sale  failed  because 
of  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
in  furnishing  water  to  the  land  for 
itrigation  purposes,  as  he  had  agreed 
to  do.  Pederson  V.  North  Yakima  Sc 
E.  S.  Irrig.  Co.  (1911)  68  Wash.  636, 
116  Pac.  279. 

An  owner  who  has  contracted  to 
pay  a  broker  a  certain  percentage 
commission  out  of  the  first  payment 
is  liable  for  the  commission  although 
the  sale  failed  because  of  alleged  mis- 
representations by  an  employee  of  the 
owner.  Hugill  v.  Weekly  (1908)  64 
W*  Va.  210,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1262,  61 
S.  E.  360. 

A  broker  employed  to  secure  a  loan, 
who  has  agreed)  with  his  principal 
that  the  amount  to  be  paid  him  should 
be  deducted  from  the  loan,  is  entitled 
to  his  commission  where^ihe  loan  fails 
because  of  a  defective  title  to  the 
property  which  was  to  be  given  as 
security.  Putzel  v.  Wilson  (1888)  49 
Hun,  220,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  47. 

b.  Cases  denying  right*  . 

Other  cases  deny  the  broker's  right 
to  commissions  even  though  the  sale. 
fails  because  of  the  owner's  default. 
Lindley  v.  Fay  (1897)   119  Cat.  239. 
51  Pac.  333. 

The  contract  involved  in  Cremer  v. 
Miller  (1898)  56  Minn,  52,  67  N.  W. 
318,  gave  the  broker  as  his  commission 
whatever  sum  he  should  obtain  over 
a  stipulated  price.  The  testimony  left 
it  uncertain  whether  the  commission 
was  payable  on  the  production  of  a 
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customer  acceptable  to  the  owner,  or 
out  of  the  payments  made  by  such 
customer  in  compliance  with  the  con- 
tract. The  court  says:  "Under  the 
rule  in  Flower  v.  Davidson  (1890)  44 
Minn.  46,  46  N.  W.  308,  if  the  contract 
requires  the  sale  to  be  consummated, 
and  the  plaintiff's  compensation .  de« 
pended  upon  the  payment  ^f  the  pur- 
chase money,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  unless  these  conditions  should 
exist,  or  unless  the  plaintiff  was 
defeated  by  the  fraud,  bad  faith,  or 
wrongful  act  of  the  defendant.  And 
it  is  clear  that  inability  to  make  title 
within  the  time  specified  would  not 
subject  the  defendant  to  liability  if 
the  contract  was  not  carried  out  for 
that  cause,  nor  would  the  burden  of 
proof  rest  on  defendant  to  show  that 
the  failure  of  the  contract  was  not 
due  to  the  acts  or  omissions  of  the 
defendant  in  the  premises."  Cremer 
V.  Miller  (Minn.)  supra.  The  sals 
made  in  this  case  was  not  completed 
because  the  owner  was  unable  to  give 
a  merchantable  title. 

One  employing  a  broker  to  purchase 
property  for  him,  who  has  the  right  to 
approve  or  reject  any  contract  for  the 


purchase  of  the  property  which  might 
be  agreed  on  by  the. broker  and  the 
owner,  and  who  has  .agreed  to  pay 
commissions  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
deal,  cannot  be  held  liable  for  eom- 
missions  where  the  transaction  failed, 
although  it  failed  because  of  the  re- 
f  iCsal  of  the  person  thus  employing  the 
broker  to  consummate  it.  Kiam  v. 
Turner  (1899)  21  Te%.  dr.  App.  417, 
52  S.  W.  1043. 

In  Lindley  v.  Fay  (1897)  119  CaL 
239,  51  Pac.  333,  where  the  sale 
failed  because  the  owner  refused  te 
go  on  with  it»  the  brokers  were  held 
not  entitled  to  commissions  where^ 
under  the  contrac.t,  they  were  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  first  money  received. 
The  court  says:  The  contract  "tends 
to  show  an  agreement  to  pay  commis- 
sions out  of  the  first  money  received, 
and  no  money  has  ever  been  received. 
Under  such  a  contract  the  broker  is 
not  entitled  to  compensation  when  he 
finds  a  purchaser  ready,  willing,  and 
able  to  purchase  on  the  prescribed 
terms.  There  must  be  a  sale  and  a 
first  payment  to  entitle  him  to  recover. 
It  is  80  nominated  in  the  bond.'' 

W.  A.& 


CITY  OIL  WORKS  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

HELENA  IMPROVEMENT  DISTRICT  NO.  1. 


Arkansas  Supreme  Courts  June  20  f  1921* 
(149  Ark.  285,  232  S.  W.  28.) 

Damages  —  leaving  property  outside  levee. 

1.  Destruction  of  value  of  property  by  being  left  outside  a  levee  is  not 
an  element  of  damages  to  be  allowed  for  condemnation  of  a  right  of  v^ay 
across  the  property  for  construction  of  the  levee. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  302.] 


—  eminent  domain  —  right  of  way  for 
levee  —  depreciation  of  value  of 
property. 

2.  The  damages  to  be  paid  by  a 
levee  district  for  a  right  of  way  across 
mill  property  for  the  construction  of 
a  levee  which  depreciates  the  value  of 


the  property  by  cutting  off  switch 
connections  with  a  railroad  in  the 
construction  of  the  levee  is  not  limited 
to  the  mere  value  of  the  land  taken, 
but  includes  the  injury  so  caused. 

[See  10  R.  C.  L.  168;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
982.] 
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—  cuttkii;  off  switch  coimectians  — 
property  not  valueless. 

3.  If  property  is  not  rendered  value- 
by  being  left  outside  a  levee,  the 


levee  district  cannot  avoid  liability  for 
injury  done  to  it  by  cutting  off  its 
switch  connections  with  a  railroad  by 
the  construction  of  the  levee. 


(Smithy  J.»  dissents.) 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Phillips 
County  (Jackson,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  condemn 
a  right  of  way  over  property  belonging  to  the  defendant  oil  works  for  the 
oHistruction  of  a  levee.    Reversed^ 


Statement  by  Hart,  J.: 
This  action  was  brought  in  the 
circuit  court  by  Helena  improve- 
ment district  No.  1  against  the  City 
Oil  Works  to  condemn  a  right  of 
way  over  property  belonging  to  the 
defendant  in  Helena,  Arkansas,  fo^ 
the  construction  of  a  levee.  Sub- 
sequent purdmsers  of  the  property 
fnHn  this  defendant  were  also  made 
defendants.  They  answered,  set- 
ting up  damages  by  reason  of  the 
actual  taking  of  a  part  of  the  land 
and  the  injury  to  the  remainder. 

The  board  of  commissioners  for 
the  levee  district  and  the  engineers 
were  witnesses  for  it  at  the  trial  of 
the  condemnation  proceedings.    Ac- 
cording to  their  testimony  the  levee 
was  first  constructed  in  front  of  the 
oil  mill  of  the  defendants,  and  the 
levee  protected  the  mill  from  the 
high  waters  of  the  Mississippi  river. 
There  was  a  subsidence  in  the  levee, 
fiy  this  is  meant  that  the  levee  sank 
down,  and  the  cause  of  it  was  the 
0oft   foundation.     The  subsidence 
in  that  part  of  the  levee  in  front  of 
file  mill.    The  conunissioners  of  the 
levee  district  expended  about  $20;- 
000  in  trying  to  repair  and  maintain 
the  levee  in  front  of  the  oil  mill. 
They  were  unable  to  do  so,  and  after 
the  levee  hud  sunk  down  again  and 
a  part- of  it  had  caved  into  the  river, 
it  wds  deemed  advisable  to  construct 
the  levee  behind  the  oil  mill.     In 
doing*   this^    th^    used   about    six 
tenths  of  an  acre  of  the  land  on 
which  the  oil  mill  was  situated  and 
built  the  levee  across  an  industrial 
railroad  track  which  had  been  ex- 
tended from  the  main  track  of  the 
railroad  company  to  the  oil  mill  for 
the  purpose  of  carrjring  freight  to 
and  from  the  mill.    This  left  the  oil 


mill  in  front  of  a  levee  60  feet  high 
without  means  of  carrying  its 
frei^t  from  the  mill  to  the  tracks 
of  the  railroad  company.  The  value 
of  the  land  upon  which  the  mill  was 
situated  was  $1,000  per  acre. 

According  to  the  testimony  of  G 
W.  Willey,  the  president  and  man- 
ager of  the  oil  mill,  his  company 
was  engaged  in  crushing  cottonseed 
and  in  the  cottonseed  oil  business. 
It  is  impractical  to  operate  an  oil 
mill  of  that  size  without  an  indus- 
trial track.  After  the  levee  was 
constructed  behind  the  oil  piill  it 
destroyed  the  industrial  track  so 
that  the  company  was  unable  to 
move  its  freight  to  and  from  the 
mill  to  the  railroad.  It  was  im- 
practical to  operate  the  mill  after 
the  levee  had  been  constructed 
across  its  industrial  track  so  that 
cars  could  not  be  brought  from  the 
railroad  track  to  the  mill  for  the 
purpose  of  loading  and  unloading. 
The  value  of  the  plant  before  the 
levee  was  constructed  behind  it  was 
$70,000.  After  that  its  value  was 
practically  destroyed,  and  it  was 
necessary  to  sell  the  machinery 
piece  by  piece. 

He  further  stated  that  this  would 
have  been  prevented  if  the  old  levee 
had  been  permitted  to  remain.  Ac- 
cording to  his  testimony  also,  the 
construction,  of  the  new  levee  made 
it  impossible  to  operate  the  plant. 
The  reason  given  was  that  the  levee 
occupied  that  portion  of  the  ground 
that  had  been  formerly  used  for 
trackage  purposes,  and  '  the  con- 
struction of  the  levee,  which  was  60 
feet  high  across  the  industrial  track 
leading  into  its  mill,  damaged  the 
property  the  whole  value  of  the  mill. 
The  reason  that  the  taking  deprived 
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them  from  operating  the  mill  was 
because  it  was  impossible  to  main- 
tain thereafter  a  railroad  connec- 
tion. In  short,  the  taking  of  the 
particular  piece  of  land  and  the 
building  of  the  levee  across  the  in- 
dustrial track  practically  destroyed 
the  value  of  the  mill,  and  made  it 
impracticable  to  operate  it. 

No  subsidence  has  occurred  in  the 
old  levee  in  front  of  the  mill  since 
the  construction  of  the  new  levee 
behind  it.  Accretions  are  forming 
in  the  river  in  front  of  the  mill,  and 
willow  trees  are  growing  up  there. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  and  assessed  the  value 
of  the  land  taken  by  it  in  the  sum 
of  $60. 

From  the  judgment  rendered,  the 
defendants  have  duly  prosecuted  an 
appeal  to  this  court. 

Messrs.  Moore  &  Vineyard  and  W. 
6.  Dinning,  for  appelUnts: 

The  improvement  district  is  liable 
to  the  appellants  for  the  4amages 
caused  to  their  property  as  a  whole 
by  the  building  of  the  levee  across  a 
portion  of  their  lands. 

Little  Rock,  M.  R.  ft  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  41  Ark.  481;  Springfield  A  M. 
R.  Co.  V.  Henry,  44  Ark.  860;  Fayette- 
ville  ft  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hunt,  51  Ark.  880, 
11  S.  W.  418;  8t  Louis,  A.  ft  T.  R.  Co.  y. 
Anderson,  89  Ark.  167;  Pine  Bluff  ft 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Kelly,  78  Ark.  83,  93  S. 
W.  562;  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Anderson,  88  Ark.  129,  118  S.  W. 
1030,  16  Ann.  Cas.  784;  Dickerson  v. 
Okolona,  98  Ark.  206,  86  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
1194,  185  S.  W.  868;  Newport  Levee 
Dist.  v.  Price,  148  Ark.  122,  229  S.  W. 
12. 

Messrs.  P.  R  Andrews  and  J«  6. 
Burke  for  appellee. 

Hart,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

There  is  no  conflict  in  the  testi- 
mony that  it  was  necessary  to  con- 
struct the  new  levee  in  order  to 
protect  the  lands  within  the  district 
from  the  overflow  of  the  Mississippi 
river.  It  is  conceded  that  the  com- 
missioners acted  in  good  faith  in 
locating  and  constructing  the  new 
levee,  and  that  this  was  within  the 
power  of  the  commissioners  under 
the  act  creating  the  improvement 
district. 


The  evidence  shows  that  the  levee 
as  originally  constructed  was  be- 
tween the  oil  mill  of  the  defendants 
and  the  Mississippi  river.  So,  it 
may  be  said  that  the  oil  mill  was  on 
the  inside  of  the  levee.  By  the  con- 
struction of  the  new  levee  the  oil 
mill  was  placed  outside  of  the  levee ; 
in  other  words,  the  oil  mill  of  the 
defendants  is  between  tiie  new  levee 
and  the  Mississippi  river.  There 
was  an  industrial  track  extending 
from  the  oil  mill  of  the  defendants 
westward  to  thq  main  line  of  a  rail- 
road. The  levee  was  constructed 
across  the  industrial  track  on  a  part 
of  the  land  of  the  oil  mill.  The  lev- 
ee as  constructed  was  60  feet  high 
and  destroyed  entirely  the  use  of 
the  industrial  track  of  the  oil  mill; 
80  that  communication  from  the  miU 
with  the  railroad  by  cars  operating 
on  tihe  industrial  track  was  entirely 
cut  off.' 

In  instructing  the  jury  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  refus- 
ing to  give  instructions  asked  by 
the  defendants,  the  court  limited  the 
damages  to  be  recovered  to  the  value 
of  the  land  actually  taken  in  the 
construction  of  the  levee,  and  denied 
the  def endante  the  right  to  recover 
on  account  of  the  levee  being  built 
across  the  industrial  trade  running 
from  the  main  line 
of  the  railrpad  to  2SSIeEt"d«^mi» 
the  oil  mill  of  the  ;***YevJl-35r 
defendanto.       This  ^Icimuom  oT 
was  error.   The  rul-  I?t*r  *'  '"•'" 
ing   on   this   point 
would  have  been  correct  if  the  un- 
contradicted  evidence   had   shown 
that  the  practical  use  of  the  oil  mill 
had  been  destroyed  on  account  of 
ite  being  outeide  of  the  levee,  by  the 
construction  of  the  new  levee. 

In  McCoy  y.  Plum  Bajrou  Levee 
Dist.  95  Ark.  345,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
896,  129  S.  W.  1097,  the  court  held 
that  a  levee  district  may  rightfully 
build  ite  levee  across  depressions, 
swales,  and  low  places  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  escape  of  flood  water  from 
a  river  into  surrounding  lo^ands 
sought  to  be  protected,  though  it  has 
the  effect  of  raising  the  water  high- 
er on  lands  between  the  levee  and 
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river,  without  becoming  liable  to  Hie 
owner  of  such  intervening  lands  so 
damaged. 

The  court  further  held  that  a  lev- 
ee district,  which  builds  a  levee  so 
as  to  protect  lands  from  overflow  of 
the  waters  of  a  stream  at  flood  time, 
will  not,  under  article  2,  §  22,  of  the 
Constitution  of  1874,  providing  that 
private  property  shall  not  be  ''tak- 
en, appropriatedi  or  damaged  for 
public  use,  without  just  compensa- 
tion therefor,"  become  liable  for 
injuries  to  land  lying  between  the 
levee  and  the  river,  resulting  from 
the  flood  water  being  raised  higher 
between  the  levee  and  the  river 
than  before  the  levee  was  construct- 
ed. 

In  Jackson  v.  United  States,  230 
U.  S.  1,  57  L.  ed.  1363,  33  Sup*  Ct 
Bep.  1011,  and  Hughes  v.  United 
States,  230  U.  S.  24,  57  L.  ed.  1374, 
46  L,R.A.(KS.)  624,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
Rqp.  1019,  the  court  held  that  the 
United  States  is  not  responsible  for 
damages  by  overflow  or  for  failure 
to  construct  additional  levees  along 
the  Mississippi  river  so  as  to  afford 
increased  protection  from  increased 
overflow  caused  by  the  levees  that 
were  constructed  by  state  and  Fed- 
end  autiiorify  at  other  points;  nor 
do  such  damages  amount  to  taking 
the  land  overflowed  for  public  use 
within  the  meaning  of  the  5th 
Anoendment. 

Under  the  rule  announced  in  those 
eases,  the  landowner  is  not  entitled 
to  damages  because  of  the  failure  to 
80  construct  the  levee  as  to  protect 
his  land  from  the  waters  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi, or  because  the  levee  as  con- 
-i«i^i>»  prop,     structed    may   pre- 

ertjr  •vtside  Veut       SUCh        WStCr 

*^**'  from  flowing  off  as 

it  otherwise  would,  or  it  may  deepen 
the  water  in  an  overflow  on  the  land 
between  the  embankment  and  the 
river. 

The  intention  of  the  legislature 
was  to  protect  the  lands  in  the  im- 
provonent  district  against  the  wa- 
ters from  the  Mississippi  river  by 
constructing  a  levee  for  that  pur- 
pose, and,  if  it  was  necessary  to  con- 
struct the  levee  so  as  to  leave  prop- 


erty between  it  and  the  river,  this 
would,  in  the  very  nature  of  things, 
be  unavoidable.  Hence  it  has  been 
held  that  the  landowner  must  sub- 
mit to  the  consequent  loss  resulting 
to  him  as  his  misfortune  to  be  borne 
for  fh^  general  good. 

Therefore  the  levee  district  is  not 
liable  for  damages  inflicted  upon  the 
land  by  the  Mississippi  river.  But  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  levee  district 
should  not  be  liable  for  damages 
produced  by  independent  causes  oth- 
er than  being  outside  of  the  levee, 
if  these  elements  of  damages  are 
proper  in  other  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings. This  rule  is  supported  by 
the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Mississippi.  A  section 
of  the  Constitution  of  that  state  ex- 
cludes compensation  for  damages 
accruing  to  land  ''because  it  is  left 
outside  the  levee."  The  court  said 
that  the  words  used  in  the  Consti- 
tution present  the  idea  of  defense- 
lessness  against  the  ravages  of  the 
Mississippi  river. 

In  Duncan  v.  Levee  Comrs.  74 
Miss.  128, 20  So.  839,  the  court  said : 
''All  damages,  therefore,  which  ac- 
crue to  laiods  from  the  ravages  of 
the  river  because  not  protected 
against  it  by  the  levee,  are  not  to  be 
compensated  for.  But  damages  pro- 
duct by  independent  causes  other 
than  being  left  outside  the  levee,  if, 
in  their  nature,  allowable  within  the 
rules  of  law,  are  still  recoverable." 

Again,  in  the  case  of  Richardson 
V.  Levee  Comrs.  68  Miss.  539,  9  So. 
351,  the  court  held  that  the  land- 
owner is  not  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion because  the  construction  of  the 
levee  renders  the  land  lying  between 
it  and  the  river  practically  worth- 
less for  agriculture,  and  necessitates 
the  removal  of  houses  to  the  pro- 
,tected  side  of  the  levee,  as  these 
are  consequential  damages.  In  dis- 
cussing the  question  the  court  said : 
"The  landowner  is  not  entitled  to 
damages  because  of  a  failure  to  so 
place  levees  as  to  protect  his  land 
from  the  water  of  the  Mississippi, 
or  because  the  levee  may  prevent 
such  water  from  flowing  off  as  it 
otherwise  would,  and  may  deepen 
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the  water  in  an  overflow  on  the  land 
between  the  embankment  and  the 
river.  These  are  consequences  of 
the  situation,  and  the  authorized  ef- 
fort to  promote  the  general  good  by 
the  construction  of  levees,  and  must 
be  borne,  because  they  are  unavoid- 
able in  the  nature  of  things.  The 
legislative  scheme  is  to  protect 
against  water  from  the  Mississippi 
river  by  an  embankment  sufficient 
for  the  purpose,  and  it  is  to  be  put 
where  the  board  intrusted  with  the 
execution  of  the  scheme  may  deter- 
mine ;  and  the  landowner  must  sub- 
mit to  any  inconvenience  or  disad- 
vantage or  loss  resulting  to  him 
consequentially,  as  his  misfortune, 
to  be  borne  for  the  general  good,  to 
which  individual  convenience  must 
be  subordinated,  except  where  it  is 
otherwise  provided.  Levee  Comrs. 
v.  Harklerbads,  62  Miss.  807.  .  .  . 
That  damage  caused  by  the  success 
of  the  scheme  in  confining  the  water 
of  the  river  is  excluded  seems  clear, 
and  has  already  been  announced. 
That  all  other  damage  which  is  not 
remote  and  arises  directly  from  the 
taking  of  part  for  levee  purposes,  re- 
sulting to  the  owner's  adjactot  land 
immediately  from  the  constructing 
of  the  levee,  is  to  be  compensated 
for,  seems  as  clear  as  the  denial  of 
damage  by  the  river.  This  is  con- 
sonant with  natural  justice,  and  it 
may  be  assumed  that  it  was  the 
legislative  purpose  to  secure  to  the 
owner  whose  land  is  taken  for  a  lev- 
ee indemnity  for  all  damages  done 
him  as  to  the  adjacent  land  he  owns, 
not  arising  from  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  object  of  the  levee,  and 
directly  produced  by  depriving  him 
of  so  much  of  his  land  as  is  taken 
from  him,  and  converting  it  into 
such  a  shape  as  to  do  harm  to  his 
adjacent  land.  We  are  not  willing 
to  declare  a  rule  more  precise  than 
this ;  f or,  while  there  may  be  a  gen- 
eral resemblance  in  all  cases  of  land 
near  the  river,  there  must  be  indi- 
vidual differences,  and  each  case 
must  be  governed  by  its  own  pe- 
culiar circumstances,  subject  to  the 
general  rules  announced.'' 
It  results  from  these  views  that,* 


If  the  undisputed  evidence  had 
shown  that  the  oil  mill  of  the  de- 
fendants had  been  rendered  practi- 
cally useless  by  the  construction  of 
the  new  levee  so  as  to  place  the  mill 
outside  of  the  levee,  and  the  mill 
could  not  thereafter  be  operated, 
the  owner  could  not  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  consequent  depreciation 
in  the  value  of  his  property  or  the 
cost  of  removing  the  mill  and  its 
machinery  to  another  site  where  the 
mill  could  be  operated.  The  reason 
is  that  the  damages 
suffered  under  such  i^STteh 
a  state  of  the  record  «o»«--p«»p*»*t 

would  follow  as  an 
incident  to^the  construction  of  the 
levee  so  as  to  leave  the  property 
outside  of  its  protection. 

The  undisputed  evidence  in  the 
case  at  bar,  however,  does  not  show 
that  the  oil  mill  was  rendered  vsdue- 
less  as  an  oil  mill  because  the  levee 
was  constructed  so  as  to  leave  it  on 
the  outside  of  the  levee.    It  is  true 
there  is  some  confusion  in  tiie  testi- 
mony on  this  point,  but,  when  the 
evidence  is  given  its  strongest  pro- 
bative force  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ants, it  does  not  appear  to  us  that 
the  oil  mill  could  not  be  operated  at 
all  because  the  conistruction  of  a  new 
'  levee  placed  it  between  the  levee  and 
the  Mississippi  river. 
'  The  evidence  does  show  that  the 
oil  mill  was  greatly  depreciated  in 
value  on  this  account.    According  to 
the  testimony  of  the  defendants' 
witnesses,  it  was  rendered  imprac- 
tical to  operate  it  because  the  new 
levee  was  constructed  across  the  in- 
dustrial track  leading  from  the  rail- 
road to  the  oil  mill,  and  thus  the  oil 
mill  company  was  prevented  from 
carrying  cars  over  the  industrial 
track  to  and  from  Its  mill  for  the 
purpose  of  loading  arid  unloading 
freight.     The  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendants shows  that  it  was  imprac- 
tical to  operate  the  oil  mill  without 
this  connection.    According  to  their 
testimony,  however,  it  was  not  whol- 
ly impractical  to  operate  the  oil  mill, 
because  it  was  on  the  outside  of  the 
levee.     To  sum   up,   the  evidence 
shows  that  before  the  new  levee  Mras 
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constructed  the  oil  mill  was  worth 
$70,000.  Suppose  the  uncontra- 
dicted evidence  had  shown  that  the 
construction  of  the  new  levee  ren- 
dered the  property  valueless  as  an 
oil  mill,  and  that  it  could  not  be  op- 
erated as  such  on  account  of  the 
ravages  of  the  waters  from  the  Mis- 
sissippi river;  then  the  defendants 
would  be  only  entitled  to  recover 
the  value  of  the  land  taken,  and  the 
instructions  given  by  the  court 
would  have  been  correct. 

It  is  fairly  inferable,  however, 
from  all  the  evidence,  that  while  the 
oil-mill  property  was  materially  in- 
jured by  being  placed  outside  of  the 
new.  levee,  still  it  was  practical  to 
operate  it,  if  its  industrial  track 
had  not  been  destroyed  by  the  con- 
struction of  the  new  levee.  This 
shows  that  the  construction  of  the 
new  levee  across  the  industrial  track 
was  an  independent  cause  which 
rendered  the  oil-mill  property  value- 
less as  such  and  made  it  impracti- 
cable to  operate  it. 

The  error  in  the  instructions  of 
the  court  evidently  arose  from  the 
fact  that  it  considered  the  construc- 
tion of  the  levee  across  the  indus- 
trial track  as  a  mere  incident  in- 
stead of  an  independent  cause 
producing  damages.  It  is  true  the 
only  practical  way  to  construct  the 
new  levee  was  to  build  it  across  the 
industrial  track.  The  evidence  for 
the  defendants  shows  that  ^  such 
construction  damaged  their  oil-mill 
property  b^rause  it  prevented  the 
defendants  from  carrying  cars  of 
frei^t  to  and  from  the  oil  mill  over 
the  industrial  track.  Manifestly 
this  was  not  damage  accruing  be- 
cause of  the  oil-mill  property  being 
left  outside  of  the  levee,  but  the 
damage  accrued  because  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  levee  over  the  in- 
dustrial track.  In  short,  this  dam- 
age was  caused  not  because  the 
property  of  the  oil-mSU  company 
was  unprotected  by  the  levee,  but 
it  was  caused  by  the  levee  itself. 
Whether  inside  or  outside  of  the 
levee,  the  damage  to  the  oil  mill 
in  this  respect  was  caused  by  the 
building  of  the  levee  itself,  and  not 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  oil 


mill  was  left  outside  of  the  levee. 
The  facilities  afforded  by  the  in- 
dustrial track  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  freight  between  the  railroad 
and  the  oil  mill  were  a  valuable 
property  right  which  belonged  to  the 
oil-mill  company,  and  its  injury  by 
the  appropriation  of  the  land  on 
which  it  was  situated  and  the  con- 
struction of  the  levee  across  it  con- 
stituted a  damage  to  the  remaining 
property  for  which  the  defendants 
should  be  compensated.  Chicago, 
S.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  McGrew,  104 
Mo.  282,  15  S.  W.  931 ;  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  V.  Blacker,  178 
Mass.  386,  59  N.  E.  1020. 

In  the  latter  case  the  court,  in 
discussing  a  similar  question,  said : 
''The  fact  that  this  land  was  situat- 
ed on  the  line  of  the  railroad,  and  at 
a  level  with  it,  so  that  spur  tracks 
could  be  (as  tiiey  were)  built,  run- 
ning onto  it,  made  it  valuable  for 
any  business  which  could  be  eco- 
nomically carried  on  by  having 
freight  delivered  to  it  directly  from 
the  cars  without  the  expense  of 
handling  and  carting.  That  was  an 
element  which  in  fact  gave,  or 
might  have  given,  value  to  this  land, 
and  which  could  properly  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  what  the 
fair  market  value  of  it  was.*' 

The  holdings  in  those  cases  are  in 
accord  with  our.  own  decisions.  In 
Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Boles,  88  Ark.  533,  115  S.  W.  375, 
the  court  held  that,  although  sev- 
eral lots  of  land  sought  to  be  con-^ 
demned  for  railway  purposes  are* 
separated  by  an  alley,  they  may  be 
treated  as  parts  of  a  single  tract  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  dam- 
ages if  the  testimony  shows  that 
they  are  used  as  a  unit. 

In  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  39  Ark.  167,  the  court 
held  that  the  elements  of  damages 
in  condemnation  proceedings  are 
not  alone  the  market  value  of  the 
land  actually  appropriated,  but  in- 
clude also  the  injury  to  the  owner 
of  the  remaining  land  arising  from 
the  increased  difficulty  of  communi- 
cation between  the  parts  of  the  sev- 
eral tracts,  etc. 
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the  railroad  by  mleans  of  the  indus- 
trial track. 

For  this  error  the  judgment  must 
be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Smithy  J.,  dissents. 


It  follows  that  the  court  erred  in 
not  submitting  to  the  jury  as  an  ele- 
ment of  damages  the  loss  suifered 
by  the  defendants  on  account  of  the 
levee  having  been  constructed  across 
the  industrial  track  so  as  to  cut  oif 
connection  between  the  oil  mill  and 


ANNOTATION. 
Right  to  compensation  for  damages  to  land  left  oMtide  of  levee. 


As  the  title  indicates,  the  annota* 
tion  is  confined  to  damages,  whether 
of  a  positive  or  negative  character, 
consequent  upon  land  being  left  out- 
side of  the  levee;  and  the  right  to 
compensation  for  land  taken  or  dam- 
aged in  other  ways  is  beyond  its 
scope. 

■  The  reported  case  (City  Oil 
Works  v.  Helena  Improv.  Dist.  ante, 
296)  is  in  harmony  with  the  general 
rule  that  there  is  no  liability  to  com- 
pensate for  injuries  to  property  due 
to  fact  that  land  is  left  outside  of  a 
levee. 

So  far  as  the  lower  Mississippi  val- 
ley, which  may,  perhaps,  be  regarded 
as  governed  by  the  civil  law,  is  con- 
cerned, it  is  now  settled  by  Gubbins  v. 
Mississippi  River  Commission   (1916) 
241  U.  8.  851,  60  L.  ed.  1041,  36  Sup. 
Gt.  Rep.  671,  that  there  can  be  no  re- 
covery for  raising  the  height  of  water 
in  a  river  by  government  levees  so  as 
to  overflow  and  destroy  private  prop- 
erty.   The    opinion,    however,    deals 
almost  entirely  with  the  Roman  law. 
•    [In  Levee  Inspectors  v.  Crittenden' 
(1899)  36  C.  C.  A.  418,  94  Fed.  613, 
which  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
present  annotation,  the  court  said  that 
even  though  in  the  original  Louisiana, 
territory  there  was  a  servitude  upon 
land  bordering  upon  the  Mississippi 
river  as  to  levees,  which  justified  the 
taking  of  land  therefor  without  com- 
pensation,   that    principle    was    not 
available  to  a  levee  district  established 
under  the  laws  of  Arkansas,  since  that 
state  had  never  exercised  or  asserted 
the  right,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the 
act  under  which  the  levee  was  cozi-. 
structed  provided  for  awarding  to  the 
landowner  on  whose  land  the  levee 
is  located  and  built,  such  damages  as. 


six   landowners   of  the   county  may 
deem  just  and  right.] 

A  levee  district  may  rightfully  con- 
struct a  levee  across  sloughs,  swales, 
and  other  low  places  which  help  to 
absorb  the  flood  waters  of  a  river, 
without  liability  to  a  riparian  owner 
whose  lands  are  left  between  the  levee 
and  the  river,  and  which  are  injured 
as  a  result  of  the  levee  raising  the 
height  of  flood  waters.  McCoy  v. 
Plum  Bayou  Levee  Dist  (1910)  95 
Ark.  345,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  129  S. 
W.  1097 ;  and  see  also  Cobbins  v.  Mis- 
sissippi R.  Commission  (1913)  204 
Fed.  299. 

Nor  is  there  any  liability  under  a 
constitutional  provision  that  '^private 
property  shall  not  be  taken,  appropri- 
ated, or  damaged  for  public  use  with* 
out  just  compensation  therefor/* 
Cobbins  v.  Mississippi  B.  Commission 
(Fed.)  supra.  The  court  stated  that 
where  no  rights  have  heen  violated,* 
there  is  no  injury  for  which  the  law 
affords  compensation ;  that  it  ia  a 
case  of  an  injury  wittiout  damages. 

Levee  commissioners  have  the  le^ral 
right  to  protect  the  lands  in  the  dis- 
trict   by    leveeing    against    vagrant 
flood   waters,    and   thus   incidentally 
throwing  them  upon  the  landowners 
between  the  levee  and  the  river,  when 
incident  to  and  reasonably  necessary 
to  the  effective  protection  of  the  lands 
in  the  levee  district,  and  such  dam- 
ages are  within  the  phrase  "damnum 
absque  injuria."    Indian  Creek  Drain- 
age Dist.  V.  Garrott  (1920)  123  Mtss^ 
301,  85  So.  312.    The  court  said :    *Tfce 
damages  resulting  are  without  le^al    . 
injury  and  must  be  borne  for  the  com- 
mon good.    The  act  causing  the  dam- 
age is  done  for  protection  against  1;l&e 
common   enemy, — roaming   flood 
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ters.  It  18  aimllar  in  principle  to  the 
right  to  protect  from  violence  againat 
an  outlaw  who  nuaa  amuck,  eyen 
thou£:h  a  neighbor  is  incidentally  hurt 
in  the  exercise  of  the  right."  The 
court  added  that  the  constitutional 
provision  that  private  property  shall 
not  be  damaged  for  public  use  except 
on  doe  compensation  does  not  com^ 
pensate  dMnages  resulting  without, 
legal  injury,  as  in  the  case  at  bar> 
and  cited  the  McCoy  Case  (AriL)  su- 
pra, as  being  so  identical  with  the 
case  before  them  that  it  was  referred 
to  as  a  sound  authority  upon  which 
to  rest  ,  , 

So,  a  city  nuiy.  construct  a  levee  to 
prevent  the  overflow  of  a  portion  of 
its  territory  without  liabili^  for  dam- 
age to  property,  outside  the  levee,  due 
to  the  levee  causing  water  to  stand 
upon  the  lot  between  it  and  the  river 
in  time  of  flood,  which  theretof  Qre  bad 
passed  over  the  protected  part  and  on 
into  the  river*  sonie  distance  below  • 
the  city.  Hoard  v.  Des  Moines  (1888) 
62  Iowa,  326, 17  N,  W.  527.  This  right, , 
the  court  said,  was  the  same  as  every . 
owner  of  land  has  to  protect  himself 
from  overflow  by  water  from  a  river, 
e?en  though,  by  esurluding  the  water 
from  his  own  premises,  he  deepens  it 
between  his  land  and  the  river.  , 

And  the  erection  by  the  Federal* 
government,  in  improving  navigation, 
of  a  levee  behind  a  plantation,  which 
was  thereby  placed  between  the  old 
and  the  new  levee,  was  not  a  taking 
of  property  for  which  compensation 
must  be  made.  Hughes  v.  United 
States  (1913)  230  U.  S.  24,  57  L.  ed., 
1374,  46  L,R.A.(N.S.)  624,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1019. 

As  to  compensation  to  owner  for 
land  taken  for  levee  purposes,  the  . 
court,  in  Richardson  v.  Levee  Comrs. 
(1891)  68  Bfiss.  539,  9  So.  851,  said: 
"The  landowner  is  not  entitled  to 
damages  because  of  a  failure  to  so  . 
place  leveee  as  to'  protect  his  land 
from  the  water  of  the  Mississippi,  or 
because  the  levee  may  prevent  such 
water  from  flowing  off  as  it  otherwise 
would,  and  may  deepen  the  water  in  an 
overflow  on  the  land. between  the  em- 
bankment and  the  river.  These  are 
consequences  of  the  situation  and  the 


authorized  effort  to  promote  the  gen- 
eral good  by  the  construction  of  levees 
that  must  be  borne  because  they  are 
unavoidable  in  the  nature  of  things. 
The  legislative  scheme  is  to  protect 
against  water  from  the  Mississippi 
river  by  an  embankment  suflicient  for 
the, purpose,  and  it  is  to  be  put  where 
the  board  intrusted  with  tjxe  execution 
of  the  scheme  may  determine ;  and  the 
landowner  must  submit  to  any  incon- 
venience, or  disadvantage,  or  loss  re- 
sulting to  him  consequentially,  as  his 
misfortune,  to  be  borne  for  the  geur 
oral  good,  to  which  individual  conven- 
ience must  be  subordinated  except 
where  it  is  otherwise  provided.  .  .  • 
The  Constitution  guarantees  due  com^ 
pensation  to  .the  owner  for  property 
taken  for  pub)k  use,  and,  in  observ- 
ance of  this  guaranty,  the  act  under, 
which  this  condemnation  was  made 
declares  that  the  ^cash  value  of  the 
land  or  material  occupied  or  used 
•  .  •  for  the  right  of  way  of  said 
levee  or  for  ether .  purposes,  and  also 
the  damages  caused  tO)the  owner's  ad- 
jacent property  by  reason  of  the  use 
of  his  land  or  other  property  for  right 
of  way  for  said  levee  or  for  other 
levee  purposes'  shall  be  the  measure 
of  due  compensation  to  him.  The  only 
place  for  interpretation  is  as  to  what 
damages  are  caused  to  the  owner's  ad- 
jacent property  by  reason. of  the  use 
of  part  of  his  land  for  levee  purposes 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  act. 
That  damage  caused  by  the  success  of 
the  scheme  in  confining  the  water  of 
the  river  is  excluded  seems  clear  and 
has  already  been  announced.  That  all 
other  damage  which  is  not  r^note, 
and  arises  directly  from  the  taking  of 
part  for  levee  purposes,  resulting  to 
the  owner's  adjacent  land  immediate- 
ly from  the  construction  of  the  levee, 
is  to  be  compensated  for,  seems  as 
clear  as  the  denial  of  damage  by  the 
river.  This  is  consonant  with  natural 
justice,  and  it  may  be  assumed  that  it 
was  the  legislative  purpose  to  secure 
to  the  owner  whose  land  ii^  taken  for 
a  levee  indemnity  for  all  damages 
done  him  as  to  the  adjacent  land  he 
owns,  not.  arising  from  the  accom- 
plishment, of  the  object  of  the  levee, 
and  directly   produced  by  depriving 
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him  of  so  much  of  his  land  as  is  taken 
from  him,  and  converting  it  into  such 
a  shape  as  to  do  harm  to  his  adjacent 
land.  We  are  not  willing  to  declare 
a  rule  more  precise  than  this,  for 
while  there  may  be  a  general  resem- 
blance in  all  cases  of  land  near  the 
river,  there  must  be  individual  dif- 
ferences, and  each  case  must  be  gov* 
erned  by  its  own  peculiar  circum- 
stances, subject  to  the  general  rules 
announced."  And  see  also,  to  the 
same  effect,  Levee  Comrs.  v.  Harkle- 
roads  (1885)  62  Miss.  807,  the  court 
in  that  case  stating  that  the  overflow- 
ing water  of  the  Mississippi  river  is 
the  enemy  of  the  public,  and  the  state, 
in  assuming  to  deal  with  the  danger 
arising  therefrom,  has  not  provided 
for  compensating  the  owners  of  land 
lying  along  the  borders  of  the  river 
for  any  injury  which  may  incidentally 
and  possibly  arise  from  the  confining 
of  water  within  the  limits  fixed  by  the 
levee. 

But  the  construction  of  a  levee  for 
the  reclamation  of  land  from  the  flood 
water  of  a  river  will  not,  although  it 
is  for  a  public  use,  be  permitted  to 
destroy  a  portion  of  the  water  supply 
system  of  a  municipal  corporation. 
Ft.  Worth  Improv.  Dist.  v.  Ft.  Worth 
(1913)  106  Tex.  148,  48  L.R.A.(N.3.) 
994,  158  S.  W.  164. 

The  building  of  levees  along  the 
bank  of  the  Mississippi  river,  or  the 
closing  of  breaks  therein,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  retaining  the  water  in  the 
river,  whereby  the  levee  of  riparian 
owners,  built  to  protect  their  land,  be- 
came ineffective  because  of  the  result- 
ing increase  of  the  volume  of  water 
in  the  river  and  the  raising  of  the 
flood  level,  would  not  give  a  right  of 
action  as  against  an  individual  for  the 
resulting  injury  to  the  land  and  crops, 
and  much  less  will  support  a  claim 
against  the  United  States,  where  the 
acts  are  those  of  the  government,  on 
the  theory  of  taking  property  for 
which  compensation  must  be  made. 
Jackson  v.  United  States  (1912)  230 
U.  &  1,  57  L.  ed.  1363,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1011. 

So,  also,  the  raising,  strengthening, 
and  extending  the  line  of  levees  at 
certain  points  along  the  Mississippi 


river,  and  thus  temporarily  increasing 
the  flood  level  in  time  of  high  water, 
without  building  a  line  of  levees  along 
minor  stations  on  the  east  bank,  to 
afford  means  of  protection  from  the 
increased  danger  of  overflow,  would 
not  render  even  an  individual  liable 
for  the  resulting  injury  to  land  and 
crops,  and,  when  the  acts  are  those 
of  the  Federal  government^  do  .not 
amount  to  a  taking  of  property  for 
which  compensation  must  be  made. 
Ibid. 

Although,  in  condemnation  proceed- 
ings for  levee  purposes,  the  landowner 
is  not  entitled  to  damages,  because  a 
part  of  his  land  is  left  outside  the 
levee,  yet  such  landowner  is  entitled 
to  damages  for  an  obstruction  of 
drainage  on  such  land.  Duncan  v. 
Levee  Comrs.  (1896)  74  Miss.  125,  27 
So.  838;  Ham  v.  Levee  Oomrs.  (1903) 
88  Misa  534,  35  So.  948.  And  see  also 
Richardson  v.  Mississippi  Levee 
Comrs.  (1899)  77  Miss.  518,  26  So.  963. 

And  in  Inter-River  Drainage  Dist. 
V.  Ham  (1918)  275  Mo.  384,  204  S.  W. 
723,  where  a  contemplated  levee  was 
so  run  as  to  bisect'  certain  land,  leav- 
ing a  portion  of  it  between  the  levee 
and  a  river,  thus  causing  the  water 
of  the  river  to  overflow  the  land  be- 
tween the  levee  and  the  river  bank  to 
a  greater  depth  and  at  more  frequent 
intervals,  it  was  held  that  the  dam- 
ages were  not  damnum  absque  in- 
juria, but  that  the  levee  district  was 
liable  under  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision that  "private  property  shall  not 
be  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use 
without  just  compensation."  The  court 
based  its  decision  on  the  fact  that  the 
district  was  seeking  to  condemn  a 
right  of  way  for  the  levee  through,  and 
not  outside  of,  the  complainant's  land, 
distinguishing  Jackson  v.  United 
States  (1912)  230  U.  S.  1,  57  L.  ed. 
1363,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1101,  and 
Hughes  V.  United  States  (1913)  2SO 
U.  S.  24.  57  L.  ed.  1374,  46  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  624,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1019  (both 
of  which  cases  are  cited  in  this  an- 
notation), stating  that  in  both  those 
cases  the  levees  were  not  constructed 
upon  the  lands  of  the  complainant^ 
but  behind  them,  and  that  if,  in  the 
instant  case,  the  levee  was  so  built 
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u  to  l^ve  all  of  the  Imnd  between 
the  levee  and  the  river,  those  two 
cases  would  be  in  point. 

And  in  Jones  v.  Mississippi  Levee 
Gomrs.  (1914)  108  MiM.  149,  L.R.A. 
1916F,  1194,  66  So.  418,  it  was  held 
that  the  owner  of  land  lying  between 
an  inner  and. enter  levee,  erected  to 
protect  a  district  from  the  overflo^r 
af  a  river,  is  entitled  to  compensation 
for  property  destroyed  by  the  cutting 
by  the  levea  commissioners  of  the 
outer  levee  in  order  to  use  the  water 
covering  the  space  between  the  two 
aa  a  cushion  to  protect  the  inner  one» 
the  result  of  which  is  to  devastate  the 
land  of  claimant. 

And  see  the  reported  case  (City 
On.  Works  v.  Helena  Impbov.  Dist. 
ante,  296),  which  holds  that  where 
property  left  outside  of  levee  is  not 
valueless  there  will  be  liability  for 
injury  done  to  it  by  cutting  off  switch- 
ing connections. 


In  Louisiana  the  rule,  which  ante- 
dates the  purchase  of  the  territory  by 
the  United  States,  is  that  the  riparian 
owner  holds  his  land  subject  to  a 
servitude  of  the  right  on  the  part  of 
the  public  to  construct  levees  upon  it 
without  making  compensation  to  him 
for  the  land  used.  See  Eldridge  v. 
Trezevant  (1895)  160  U.  S.  462,  40  L. 
ed.  490,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  845,  infra. 

Wherever  the  taking  Or  damaging  of 
property  is  merely  the  enforcement  of 
the  servitude  which  that  property 
owes  or  to  which  it  is  subject,  there 
is  no  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  and  the  constitutional  limita- 
tion making  compensation  a  condition 
to  be  previously  performed  has  no  ap- 
plication ;  for  If  the  land  or  the  owner 
is  about  to  be  compelled  to  submit  to 
only  an  obligation  impressed  by  the 
law  upon  property  by  the  original 
srant,  or  by  a  statute  under  which  it 
has  been  acquired  or  held,  and  inde- 
pendently of  the  right  of  eminent  do- 
main, there  is  no  propriety  in  consid- 
ering whether  a  previous  compensa- 
tion has  been  paid  or  no  compensation 
of  any  sort  is  due.  Hart  v.  Levee 
Comrs.  (1893)  54  Fed.  559. 

So,  in  Zenor  v.  Concordia  Parish 
(1852)  7  La.  Ann.  150,  a  riparian  own- 
20  A.L.R.— 20. 


er  upon  whose  land  a  levee  had  been 
constructed  by  the  police  jury  of  the 
parish  was  held  to  have  no  claim  for 
damages,  there  being  no  question  but 
that  the  levee  was  a  necessity,  or  that 
it  was  placed  at  a  reasonable  distance 
from  the  river,  considering  the  history 
of  that  part  of  its  bank  and  its  badly 
caving  character.  In  the  course  of 
its  opinion  the  court  said:  "In  this 
state,  so  mvttk  exposed  to  ruinous  in- 
undations, the  public  have  the  un- 
doubted right  on  the  shores  of  the 
Mississippi  river,  to  the  use  of  the 
space  of  ground  necessary  for  the 
nsaking  and  repairing  of  the  public 
levees  and  rpads.  ...  It  was  the 
condition  of  the  ancient  grants  of  land 
on  the  Mississippi  river,  and  sufficient 
depth  was  always  given  to  each  tract 
to  prevent  the  exercise  of  the  public 
rights  from  proving  ruinous  to  the  in- 
dividual. Speculation  and  other  mo- 
tives have  in  latter  times  caused  the 
division  and  sale  of  some  tracts  and 
entries  of  others  with  large  fronts  and 
little  depth,  in  opposition  to  the  gen- 
eral poiiey  of  the  country.  Thus,  in 
the  present  case  the  plaintiff  had 
scarcely  any  depth,  with  a  large  front, 
and  a  deep  bend  with  a  caving  bank. 
The  poiiey  of  the  country  and  the  laws 
of  the  land,  made  for  the  general 
safety,  cannot  yield  to  cases  of  indi- 
vidual hardship.  Those  who  purchase 
and  own  the  front  on  the  Mississippi 
river  gain  all  that  is  made  by  alluvion 
and  lose  all  that  is  carried  away  by 
abrasion.  And  those  who  choose  to 
purchase  tracts  with  little  deptii  in 
caving  bends  expose  themselves  know- 
ingly to  total  loss,  and  must  suffer  the 
consequences  when  they  occur.  They 
suffer  damnum  absque  injuria.'* 

And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  proprietor 
of  a  tract  of  land  to  accommodate 
himself  to  the  change  where  a  levee 
is  necessarily  moved  back — ^as  much 
so  as  if  such  change*  had  been  oc- 
casioned by  the  sudden  caving  of  the 
banks  of  the  river.  West  Baton  Rouge 
V.  Bozman  (1866)  11  La.  Ann.  94.  And 
so  the  owner  of  such  a  tract  was  held 
liable  for  the  expense  of  a  side  levee, 
made  necessary  by  the  moving  back 
of  a  levee. 

And  so,  also,  a  riparian  owner  holds 
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his-  land  subject  to  the  servitude  of  a 
new  levee,  rendered  necessary  by  the 
caving  in  of  the  bank  of  the  river,  and 
has  no  action  for  damages  for  injury 
to  his  property,  although  it  is  placed 
out  of  the  protection  of  the  new  levee. 
Dubose  V.  Levee  Gomrs.  (1866)  11  La. 
Ann.  165.  The  court  said:  "The 
plaintiff  in  this  case  has  been  ap* 
parently  a  sufferer,  but  we  are  not 
prepared  to  say  that  tte  board  of 
levee  commissioners  acted  arbitrarily, 
or  wantonly,  or  unjustifiably  in  plac- 
ing the  new  levee  where  they  did.  To 
reconcile  the  controlling  interest  of 
the  public  with  the  subordinate  inter- 
est of  the  individual  is  ev^r  a  delicate 
problem;  when  they  come  in  conflict, 
the  latter  must  yield.  In  this  case,  if 
the  plaintiff  suffers,  it  must  be  at- 
tributed to  an  unfortunate  or  improvi- 
dent investment  upon  a  caving  bank. 
He  could  not  expect  the  state  to  war- 
rant him  against  the  abrasions  of  the 
Mississippi  river,  or  to  move  the  levee 
back,  inch  by  inch,  as  the  river  en* 
croached  upon  the  bank,  'SO  as  to  save 
him  the  utmost  amount  of  property. 
The  safety  of  the  public  has  to  be  first 
consulted.  When  a  new  and  expensive 
levee  is  to  be  built^  prudence  dictates 
that  it  should  be  so  located  as  to  be  se- 
cure for  many  years  from  crumbling 
into  the  river.  The  evidence  in  this 
cause  shows  that  such  were  the  views 
which  governed  the  inspector  and 
commissioners.  The  facts  with  refer- 
ence to  the  condition  and  history  of 
the  bank  opposite  the  plaintiff's  house 
seemed  to  have  justified  their  action. 
.  .  .  The  law  concemijig  the  expro- 
priation of  private  property  for  public 
use  does  not  apply  to  such  lands  upon 
the  banks  of  navigable  rivers  as  may 
be  found  necessary  for  levee  pur- 
poses. The  quantity  of  land  to  be 
taken  for  such  purposes  presents  a 
question  of  police  or  administration  to 
be  decided  by  the  local  authorities, 
whose  decision  should  not  be  revised 
by  this  tribunal  except  for  the  most 
cogent  reasons,  and  where  there  has 
been  manifest  oppression  or  injus- 
tice." 

Again,  in  Bass  v.  State  (1882)  34 
La.  Ann.  494,  where  a  levee  was  con-: 
structed  in  the  rear  of  a  plantation,  so 


that  it  not  only  threw  the  plantation 
oat  of  its  protection,  but  obstructed 
the  natural  flow  of  ^e  water  back  into 
a  bayou  and  swamp  in  the  rear,  so 
causing  the  water  to  back  up  and  en- 
tirely overflow  the  plantation,'  which, 
from  its  peculiar  position,  was  not 
o^erwise  liable  to  inundation,  it  was 
held  that  there  was  no  right  to  com- 
pensation either  for  the  property 
tidcen  or  for  the  injury  sustained. 
The  decision,  however,  was  based  not 
on  the  fact  that  the  land  owed  a  servi- 
tude, but  that  the  building  of  the 
levee  was  an  exercise  of  tiie  police 
power;  the  court  stating  that  this  was 
very  different  from  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain,  which  expropriates  upon 
indemnity  for  public  utility.  That  it 
is  the  police  power  which  is  inherent 
in  every  government  under  its  organic 
law,  and  which  is  exercised  wittiout 
making  compensation,  the  damage  or 
injury  occasioned  by  such  eocercise  of  ' 
such  power  being  damniim  absque  in- 
juria. This  conclusion  of  the  court  in 
the  Bass  CJase,  that  there  was  no  right 
to  compensation  because  Mhe  con- 
structing of  the  levee  was  an  exercise 
of  the  police  power,  the  court,  in 
Eldridge  v.  Trezevant  (U.  8.)  supra, 
in  reviewing  the  Bass  Case,  said  was 
difficult  tor  be  reconciled  to  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Louisiana  atiite  Constitu- 
tion that  private  property  will  not  be 
taken  for  public  use  without  just  and 
adequate  compensation  fljrst  made,  and 
intimated  that  the  decision  would  bet- 
ter have  been  based  upon  the  doctrine 
of  servitude  recognized  through  a  lonff 
line  of  Louisiana  decisions. 

In  Peart  v.  Meeker  (1898)  45  La. 
Ann.  421, 12  So.  490,  an  action  to  recov- 
er for  damages  caused  by  the  construc- 
tion of  a  levee  in'  such  manner  as  to 
leave  property  outside  of  the  levee  ex- 
posed to  overflow,  and  so  render  it 
unfit  for  cultivation  by  reason  not 
only  of  such  exposure,  but  also  by  the 
consequent  obstruction  of  drainaere, 
in  holding  that  there  was  no  right  to 
compensation,  the  court  stated  that, 
whatever  may  be  ^e  law  elsewhere, 
under  the  Civil  Code  riparian  prop- 
erty on  navigable  rivers  in  this  state 
is  subject  to  the  servitude  or  ease- 
ment imposed -by.  law  for  th6  public 
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or  common  utility,  autfaorifling^  the  sp* 
propriation  by  the  government,  under 
proper  laws,  of  the  space  required  for* 
the  making  and  repairing  of  the  }e^ 
•ees;  and  that,  in  locating  and  build-: 
ing  levees  the  property  is  not  ezpr^ 
priated,  but  lawfully  appropriated  to 
a  use  to  which  it  is  subject  under  the 
title  itself. 

And  in  Egan  v.  Hart  (189»)  45  La. 
Ann.  1358, 14  So.  244,  a  private  injury 
resulting  from  the  location  of  a 
levee  was  said  to  be  damnum  absque 
injaria.  ' 

And  that  lots  which  do  not  front  or 

lie  upon  the  river,  and  so  are  not  rl* 

parian,  owe  a  servitude  as  to  levees 

so  that  compensation  for  land  taken 

or  for  resulting  damages  need  not  be 

made  where  a  levee  is  constructed 

thereon,  is  the  decision  in  Hart  v. 

Levee  Gomrs.  (1898)  64  Fed.  559.  The 

court  stated  that,  under  the  provision 

of  the  Code  that  on  the  borders  of  the 

Mississippi     and      ether     navigable 

streams,  where  there  are  levees  >estabr 

Ijshed  according   to   law,   the  levee 

shall  form  the  bank,  it  follows  that 

no  matter  what  would  be  the  law  in 

other  states,  in  Louisiana,  so  far  aS} 

relates  to  the  Mississippi  river,  th#i 

levees  established  according .  to  law 

are  the  banks.    Wherever  the  levees 

are  located,  there  are  the. banks  of  the 

river.    It  is  conceded  that  the  proper 

levee   authorities   have    located   this 

levee    upon    the    complainant's    lot. 

Therefore  the  proper  authorities  have 

determined  that  the  present  bounds  of 

the  river  bring  it  to  the  land  of  the 

complainant,  and  it  is,  in  the  strictest 

statutory  sense,   riparian.     In   other 

states  the  river  comes  to  land  only 

when,  by  the   flow   of  its  water,   it 

touches  the  soil  or  earth  which  com* 

poses  it.     In  this  state,  by  law  and 

according   to    legal    intendment,    the 

Hississippi  river  touches  land  when 

its  artificial  banks  or  levees  touch  it. 

Under  the  operation  of  this   statute 

the  complainant's  land  is  riparian. 

But  in  Pontchartrain  R.  Co.  v.  Lev- 
ee Comrs.  (1897)  49  La.  Ann.  570, 
21  So.  765,  it  was  held  that  while  front 
proprietors  on  the  Mississippi  river 
or  other  navigable  rivers  must  yield 
without   compensation    the    property 


t&r  levee  and  road  purposes,  land  not 
on  the  river  owes  no  such  servitude, 
and  so  a  railroad  company  across 
whose  road  a  levee  was  constructed 
was  entitled  to  compensation  for  land 
taken,  and  the  cost  of  elevating  the 
grade  and  taking  up  and  relaying  the 
traeks.  No  reference  waa  made  to  the 
Hart  Case  (Fed.)  supra,  or  to  the 
Code  provision  referred  to  therein.  It 
may  be  stated  that  in  this  case  the 
court,  in  answer  to  the  contention 
that  the  construction  of  the  levee  was 
an  exercise  of  the  police  power  to 
which  all  must  submit,  and  in  respect 
to  which  no  compensation  for  result* 
ing*  loss  can  be  claimed,  said :  "Where 
land  is  taken,  or  the  use  of  it  is  in- 
commoded, or  a  burden  is  imposed  on 
the  owner  to  build  a  levee,  or,  to  take 
another  illustration,  to  open  a  street, 
the  right  of  the  owner  to  compensation 
is  not  to  be  denied  because  of  the  sup* 
posed  exercise  of  the  police  pow^,  but 
the  owner's  claim  for  compensation 
falls  within  the  operation  of  the  prin- 
ciple that  secures  compensation  when 
private  property  is  taken  for  the  pub- 
lic utility.''  This  sustains  the  con- 
tention of  Eldridge  v.  Tresevant 
(1896)  160  U.  &  452,  40  L.  ed.  490,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  845^  in  reviewing  the 
Bass  Case. 

It  is  the  soil  alone  which  owes  the 
servitude.  MithofT  v.  Carrollton  (1857) 
12  La.  Ann.  185,  and  so  an  owner  of 
buildings  in  the  line  of  a  levee,  which 
have  to  be  destroyed,  and  which  were 
built  at  a  time  when  the  land  owed  no 
seirvitude,  is  entitled  to  compensation 
for  their  destruction.  The  court  dis- 
tinguished this  from  the  Dubose  Case 
(La.)  supra,  stating  that  in  that  case 
the  houses  were  left  standing  and  the 
levee  was  built  in  the  rear  of  them, 
while  in  the  instant  case  the  houses 
were  on  the  line  of  the  new  levee,  and 
it  was  determined  that  they  should  be 
torn  down,  and  an  ordinance  to  that 
purpose  was  passed  and  carried  into 
effect.  In  holding  that  the  Dubose 
Case  is  not  decisive  in  the  present 
case,  the  court  stated  that  "whilst  we 
acknowledge  the  correctness  of  the 
decision  in  the  Dubose  Case,  we  think 
a  distinction  must  be  made  between 
the  resumption  of  servitude  which  the 
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soil  upon  the  banks  of  the  Mississippi 
river  alone  owes  to  the  public  and 
the  destruction  of  building  (placed* 
upon  the  soil  before  the  servitude  be* 
comes  due)  in  order  to  arrive  at  the 
use  of  such  servitude.  At  the  time 
the  owners  of  the  lots  for  which  com- 
pensation is  claimed  built  upon  them, 
they  owed  no  immediate  servitude  to 
the  public  of  any  kind.  When  they 
erected  the  buildings  upon  them  they 
had  the  undoubted  right  to  build  in 
such  form  and  manner  as  they 
pleased,  and  were  at  liberty  to  put  up 
buildings  costly  or  plain,  according  to. 
their  fancy,  whatever  that  fancy 
might  be.  When  so  erected  the  build-* 
ings  were  theirs  in  the  highest  sense 
of  the  term,  and  the  property  thereof 
being  vested  in  them  as  such  owners, 
they  were  protected  from  an  expro^ 
priation  in  order  to  arrive  at  the 
servitude  which  the  soil  alone  came 
to  owe  by  the  Constitution,  which  re- 
quires compensation  to  be  made  in 
such  cases.  ...  By  the  wearing 
away  of  the  bank  of  the  river  the 
safety  of  the  public  required  the 
houses  ...  to  be  demolished  and 
a  levee  to  be  constructed  over  the 
ground  occupied  by  their  buildings. 
Their  land,  therefore,  by  virtue  of  its 
location  and  vicinity  to  the  river,  be- 
came bound  under  the  laws  which  pre- 
scribed the  obligation  of  proprietors 
of  la^ds  bordering  upon  the  river  to 
suffer  the  servitude  of  the  levee,  and 
nothing  more.  The  buildings  had  not 
been  put  up  in  violation  of  any  law, 
and  they  could  not  be  removed  from 
the  soil  without  compensating  the 
owners  for  them.  The  town  authori- 
ties might,  as  was  done  in  the  Dubose 
Case,  .  .  .  have  run  the  levee  be- 
hind these  buildings  or  in  front,  so  as 
not  to  obstruct  them  absolutely,  and 
the  proprietors  could  not  complain. 
But  when  the  public,  by  its  proper  au- 
thorities, chose  to  pull  down  the 
houses,  it  took  from  the  owners  some- 
thing more  than  the  mere  servitude 
which  was  due  by  the  soil, — it  took  a 
part  of  the  property  itself,  for  which 
the  defendant  owes  the  plaintiff  com- 
pensation." In  a  dissenting  opinion, 
Judges  Spofford  and  Lea  considered 
that  the  doctrine  of  the  Dubose  Case 


was  applicable  to  the  instant  case,  or, 
at'  least,  so  far  as  the  right  to  recover 
for  buildings  necessarily  destroyed, 
and  .stated  that  there  was  no  sound- 
ness in  the  distinction  that  the  build- 
ings were  put  up  when  the  land  owed 
no  servitude  to  the  public  because  the 
land  was  not  bought  with  the  front  on 
the  river,  as  it  is  impossible  to  con- 
Use'  the  Mississippi  river  to  its  primi- 
tive bed,  stating  that  '*the  banks  of 
navigable  rivers,  and  especially  of  the 
Mississippi  in  this  latitude,  are  con- 
stantly undergoing  changes  by  attri- 
tion on  one  side  and  accretion  on  the 
other.  If,  in  the  course  of  time,  they 
reach  the  land  of  a  proprietor  who  did 
not  buy  originally  with  a  front  on  the 
river,  he  becomes,  by  that  fact  alone» 
subject  to  all  the  servitudes  imposed 
by  law  upon  front  proprietors :  .  .  • 
As  well  might  it  be  contended  that  the 
government  is  bound  to  warrant  such 
a  proprietor  against  the  action  of  the 
elements  and  the  encroachments  of 
'the  river  upon  his  lands,  as  that  he 
should  be  exempted  from  contributing 
to  the  public  utility,  by  yielding  his 
land  for  levee  purposes  without  com- 
pensation, when  the  advancing  tide 
makes  such  a  protection  necessary. 
And  it  results,  as  a  logical  inference^ 
that  when  the  houses  he  has  built  are 
upon  land  thus  invaded  by  the  stream^ 
and  rendered  indispensable  to  be  used 
for  levee  purposes,  they,  too,  like  the 
land  on  which  they  are  built  and  of 
which  they  form  a  part,  should  be 
yielded  up  to  the  public  service,  with- 
out compensation,  for  it  is  not  the  act 
of  man,  but  the  act  of  God  and  the 
law  which  causes  their  demolition. 
By  the  location  of  the  new  levee  (if 
it  be  lawfully  and  properly  located),  it 
becomes,  under  article  448  of  the  Code, 
the  river  bank,  and  no  man's  houses 
shall  obstruct  the  bank.  Their  de- 
struction is  necessary  to  the  exercise 
of  the  servitude;  or,  rather,  it  becomes 
a  part  of  the  servitude.  I  am,  there- 
fore, of  the  opinion  that,  under  the 
general  principles  of  law  which  were 
recognized  and  enforced  in  the  Dubose  - 
Case,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  no> 
compensation  whatever  for  their  land,, 
nor  for  such  of  their  houses  as  stood,. 
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directly  upon  the  line  of  the  new  levee 
as  located/' 

A  case  in  decided  conflict  with  the 
Louisiana  decision  is  Hollingsworth  v. 
Tensas  Parish  (1883)  4  Woods,  280, 
17  Fed.  109.  This  was  an  action  to 
recover  for  damages  caused  by  the 
construction  of  a  leree  so  as  to  leave 
out  of  its  protection  certain  property, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  the 
property  was  entitled  to  compensation. 
The  court,  after  referring  to  the 
Louisiana  Code  provision  that  the  ri- 
parian property  was  subject  to  servi- 
tude as  to  levees,  said  that  in  Louis- 
iana, as  well  as  in  all  the  states,  the 
imphed  powers  are  suilicient  to  war- 
rant the  imposition  of  this  service  on 
lands  adjacent  to  navigable  rivers, 
and  tiie  imposition  of  such  service 
nay  be  the  offspring  of  a  wise  public 
policy;  but  the  court  did  not  con- 
sider that  it  followed  that  there  was 


in  the  state  or  Federal  aystem  any 
power  ootside  of  and  apart  from  tile 
eminent  domain  rights  lawfully,  by  di- 
rect or  implied  legislation,  to  take  any 
private  property,  or  take  the  use  of 
it,  or  so  damage  it  as  to  deprive  the 
owner  of  its  use  or  profit  with  or  with- 
out compensation.  The  court  conced- 
ed that  there  was  a  line  of  Louisiana 
deci8i(MiB  denying  the  right  to  com- 
pensation in  such  cases,  but  stated 
<  that  it  was  not  bound  to  follow  those 
decisions,  as  they  were  employed  in 
giving  effect  to  general  principles  of 
law,  and  not  in  giving  effect  to  or  in 
the  interpretation  or  construction  ef 
state  statutes  or  local  laws. 

The  court  in  Hart  v.  Levee  Comns. 
(1898)  54  Fed.  559,  said  that  in  the 
Hollingsworth  Case  the  court  dealt 
Willi  the  authority  to  locate  levees  as 
a  question  relative  to  an  exercise  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain. 

J.  B.  B. 


GERTRUDE  SIGHTERMAN 

V. 

KENT  STORAGE  COMPANY  et  al.,  Plffa.  in  Certiorari. 

MieMgmn  Supreme  Court  ~  February  S,  1922. 
(—  Mich.  — ,  186  N.  W.  498.)  1 

Workmen's  compensation  —  employee  on  errand  of  mercy. 

1.  Injury  to  a  salesman  traveling  in  his  own  motor  car  to  make  his  calls, 
when  he  has  left  his  car  and  gone  to  the  assistance  of  another  person  hit 
by  another's  automobile  on  the  highway,  does  not  arise  out  of  his  employ- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  the  Worfanen's  Compensation  Act. 

[See  note  on  this  qtiestion  beginning  on  page  3191] 


—  injury  must  have  been  in  the  serv- 
ice of  the  master. 
2.  To  justify  an  award  under  the 

Workmen's  Compensation  Act  the  in- 


jury mvst  have  ot^urred  in  t^e  serv- 
ice of  the  master  and  by  reason  there- 
of. 

[See  28  R.  G.  L.  796  et  ^eq.] 


Certiorari  to  the  Industrial  Accident  Board  to  review  its  award  to 
claimant  in  a  proceeding  by  her  under  the  Workmen^s  Coi^piensation  Act 
to  recover  compensation  for  the  deatb  of  her  husband.    Award  vacaied. 


Statement  by  Fellows^  Ch.  J. : 
Harry  Sichterman  was  a  travel- 
ing salesman  in  the  employ  of  de- 
fendant Kent  Storage  Company. 
His  territory,  which  he  covered  once 
a  wec^,  surrounded  Grand  Rapids, 


where  he  lived  and  where  vdefend- 
ant's  place  of  business  .was  located. 
He  made  his  territory  by  automAo- 
bile,  leaving  Grand  Rapids  in  the 
morning  and  returning  at  night. 
Either  at  night  or  the  following 
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morning:  he  turned  in  his  orders  to 
the  compaQy.  On  November  10, 
1920,  he  made  his  usual  trip  for  that 
day,  winding  up  at  Freeport*  The 
usually  travelled  road  from  that 
town  to  Grand  Rapids  is  known  as 
the  "Cascade  road''  and  was  the  one 
taken  by  Mr.  Sichterman.  About 
2  miles  from  Grand  Rapids,  and  aft- 
er it  had  grown  dark,  he  came 
across  a  peddler,  with  his. wagon  at 
the  side  of  the  road.  The  peddler's 
wagon  had  been  struck  by  an  auto- 
;  mobile  about  an  hour  before.  Mr. 
Sichterman  drove  his  car  about  25 
feet  beyond  where  the  peddler  was, 
getting  it  to  the  side  of  the  road, 
and  stopped,  got  out  of  the  machine, 
and  :  walked  back  in  the  road  to 
where  the.  peddler  was,  and  had  just- 
asked  him  if  there  was  anything  he 
could  do  for  him,  when  he  was 
struck  by  an  automobile  and  30  se- 
riously injured  that  he  shortly  after 
died,  leaving  a  widow,  the  plaintiff, 
and  a  son  Robert,  only  four  years 
old-  The  defense  to  the  claim  for 
compensation  is  that  the  accident 
did  not  arise  out  of  and  was.not  re«> 
ceived  in  the  course  of  decedent's 
employment. 

Messrs.  Brown  &  Kelley,  for  plain- 
tiffs in  certiorari : 

Accidents  to  employees  in  the  act  of 
going  from  their  work  are  not  usual*  i 
ly  regarded  as  arising  out  of  the  em- 
ployment or  in  the  course  thereof.*  In 
such  cases,  it  is  generally  true  that  the 
relations  of  cause  and  effect  between 
the  accident  and  the  duties  of  the  in- 
jured employee  to  his  employer  in  the 
employment  are  too  vague  and  inci- 
dental to  permit  the  founding  of  a  lia^ 
bility. 

Hills  V.  Blair,  182  Mich.  20,  148  N. 
W,  243,  7  N.  C.  C.  A.  409;  Draper  v. 
University  of  Michigan,  195  Mich.  455, 
161  N.  W.  956. 

There  was  no  sudden  emergency  to 
a  fellow  employee,  or  to  any  person  in 
any  manner  associated  with  the  busi** 
ness  or  affairs  of  the  employer. 

Waters  v.  William  J.  Taylor  Co.  218 
N.  Y.  248,  L.R.A.1917A,  347,  112  N.  E. 
727 ;  General  Acci.  F.  &  L.  Assur.  Corp. 
V.  Evans,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  201  S. 
W.  706. 

There  was  in  any  event  no  causal  re- 
lation between  the  employment  and  the 
accidental  injury;  the  death  of  dece- 


dent, Sichterman,  was  not. due  to  the 
risk  or  hazard  of  the  employment. 

Clark  V.  Clark,  189  Mich.  654,  155 
N.  W.  507;  Guastelo  v.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  194  Mich.  382,  L.R.A.1917D,  69, 
160  N.  W.  484;  Hopkins  v.  Michigan 
Sugar  Co.  184  Mich.  87,  L.R.A.1916A, 
310,  150  N,  W.  326;  Buvia  v.  Oscar 
Daniels  Co.  203  Mich.  76, -7  A.L.R. 
1301,  168  N.  W.  1009;  Marshall  v. 
Baker-Vawter  Co.  206  Mich.  466,  173 
N.  W.  191;  Tarpper  v.  Weston-Mott 
Co.  200  Mich.  275,  L.R.A.1918E,  507, 
166  N.  W.  857;  Di  Salvio  v.  Menihan 
Co.  225  N.  Y.  128,  121  N.  E.  766; 
Rockford's  Case,  234  Mass.  98,  124  N. 
£.  891 ;  O'Toole's  Case,  229  Mass.  165, 
118  N.  E.  303;  Borck  v.  Simon  J. 
Murphy  Co.  205  Mich.  472,  171  N.  W. 
470;  Beaudry  v.  Watkins,  191  Mich. 
445,  L.R.A.1916F,  576,  158  N.  W.  16; 
N.  K.  Fairbank  Co.  v.  Industrial  Com* 
mission,  286  111.  11,  120  N.  E.  457; 
Erickson  v.  St.  Paul  R.  Co.  141  Minn. 
166,  169  N.  W.  532;  McMinn  v.  C.  Kern 
Brewing  Co.  202  Mich.  414,  168  N.  W. 
542;  Re  Verkamp,  Ohic^  Iiid.  Comm. 
No.  39,943,  cited  in  12  N.  C.  C.  A.  907. 

Mr«  Martin  H.  Carmody  for  defend- 
ant in  certiorari. 

Fellows,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  state,  like  many  of  our  sister 
states,  has  followed  the  English  act 
in    providing    that    compensation 
shall  be  paid  in  industrial  accidents 
where  the  accident  arises  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  the  employment. 
The  English  courts  and  the  courts 
of    this    country    with    uniformity 
have  agreed  that  both  requirements 
must  be  met  to  justify  an  award. 
Botii  requirements  are  indicative  of 
the  underlying  thought  that  com- 
pensation  is  to  be 
awarded  when  and  J^^^uon^ 
where  the  accident  1"'"^  "J"",*   *•.-. 
occurs  m  the  serv-  •e»vic«  9t  the 
ice   of   the   master  ■*•■*•'• 
and  by  reason  thereof. 

In  an  exhaustive  note  found  in 
L.R.A.1916A,  23,  following  our  case 
of  Rayner  v.  Sligh  Furniture  Co, 
180  Mich.  168,  146  N.  W.  665,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916 A,  386,  4  N.  C.  C.  A.  851, 
the  subject  of  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Acts  is  fully  treated.  At 
page  41  of  L.R.A.1916A,  the  edi- 
torial writer  lays  down  the  general 
principle:    ''It  may  be  stated  gen- 
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erally  that  the  phrase  'out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment'  em- 
braces only  those  accidents  which 
happen  to  a  servant  while  he  is  m- 
gaged  in  the  discharge  of  sonle 
function  or  duly  which  he  is  au- 
thorized to  undertake,  and  which  is 
calculated  to  f  urther»  directly  or  in- 
directly, the  master^s  business/' 

The  courts  recognize  the  general 
principles  which  control,  but  en- 
counter many  difficulties  in  their 
application  in  determining  whether 
the  conditions  justifying  compensa- 
tion have  been  met.  In  consider- 
ing the  case  before  us  we  shall  first 
consider  the  authorities  f ronl  other 
jurisdictions,  reserving  the  consid- 
eration of  our  own  cases  until  the 
last 

The  case  of  Robinson  v.  State,  93 
Conn.  49,  104  Atl.  491,  supports 
plaintiff's  contention..  The  court, 
however,  cites  no  authorities  to  sus- 
tain its  conclusion,  and  indulges  in 
no  reasoning  in  support  of  its  hold- 
ing. The  English  cade  of  Coriett  v. 
Lancashire  &  Y.  R,  Co.  120  L.  T.  N. 
S.  236,  63  SoL  Jo.  115,  and  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  of  appeals  of  In- 
diana, in  Re  Raynes,  66  Ind.  App. 
321,  118  N.  E.  387,  also  have  that 
tendency,  although  the  English  case 
is  not  fully  in  accord  with  Warren 
V.  Hedley's  Conieries  Co.  [19l3]  W. 
C.  ft  Ins.  Cas.  172,  and  in  the  In- 
diana case  the  employee  had  gotten 
out  of  the  taxicab  in  which  he  was 
riding  to  allow  the  driver  to  get 
some  gasolene,  an  incident  of  the 
trip. 

In  London  &  E.  Shipping  Co.  v. 
Brown,  42  Scot.  L.  R.  357;  Drago- 
vich  V.  Iroquois  Iron  Co.  269  111. 
478,  109  N.  E.  999,  10  N.  C.  C.  A. 
475;  and  General  Acci.  F.  &  L. 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Evans,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  201  S.  W.  705,  liability  was 
siuitained  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred in  attempting  to  rescue  a 
fellow  workman  from  a  perilous 
position,  the  Illinois  court  saying: 
'^nder  these  authorities  it  i&  clear 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  an  employer 
to  save  the  lives  of  his  employees, 
if  possible,  when  th^  are  in  danger 
while  in  his  emplo3rment»  and  there- 


186  N.  W.  ^98.) 

fore  it  is  the  duly  of  a  workman  in 
his  employ,  when  occasion  presents 
itself,  to  do  what  he  can  to  save  the 
lives  of  his  fellow  employees  when 
all  are  at  the  time  working  in  the 
line  of  their  employment.  Any  oth- 
er rule  of  law  would  be  not  only  in- 
human, but  unreasonable  and  un- 
economical, and  would,  in  the  end, 
result  in  financial  loss  to  employers 
on  account  of  injuries  to  their  em- 
ployees. From  every  point  of  view 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  deceased,  as  a 
fellow  employee,  in  the  line  of  his 
duty  to  his  employer,  to  attempt  to 
save  the  life  of  his  fellow  employee 
under  the  circumstances  here 
shown.'* 

The  Texas  court,  treating  the 
question  as  a  new  one  to  that  juris- 
diction, said:  ''The  question  has 
not  been  passed  upon  by  any  appel- 
late court  of  this  state,  so  far  as  we 
are  aware,  and  in  cases  in  which  the 
question  arose  in  other  states  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  are  at  some 
variance.  In  some  of  them  it  was 
held  that  a  workman  who  goes  to 
the  rescue  of  his  mairt:er.or  of  anoth- 
er workman,  and  is  thereby  injured, 
is  not  entitled  *  to  compensation. 
But  courts  of  recognized  ability 
have,  on  the  contrary,  held  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  workman,  when  the 
necessity  arises,  to  do  what  he  can 
to  save  the  life  of  his  fellow  em- 
ployees when  they  are  at  the  time 
working  in  the  line  or  course  of 
their  employment** 

The  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York  went  a  step  furtiier,  and  in 
Waters  v.  William  J.  Taylor  Co.  218 
N.  Y.  248,  L.R.A.1917A,  347, 112  N. 
E.  727,  held  that  there  was  liability 
under  the  New  York  act  where  an 
employee  went  to  the  rescue  of  an 
employee  of  another  contractor  en- 
gaged in  a  common  enterorise,  and 
held  that  liability  was  not  defeated 
though  Waters  was  "technically**^ 
working  for  another  employer. 
But,  in  concluding  the  opinion,  it 
was  said:  "Of  course,  what  we 
•thus  say  is  to  be  read  in  the  light 
of  the  facts  presented  on  this  ap- 
peal. There  is  no  trouble  in  outlin- 
ing a  case  where  an  employee,  even 
with  the  laudable  purpose  of  help- 


312 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


ing  another,  mifi^t  go  so  far  from 
his  eniiployment  and  become  so  -thor- 
oughly discomiected  from  the  serv- 
ice of  his  employer  that  it  would  be 
entirely  unreasonable  to  say  that  in- 
juries suffered  by  him  arose  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we 
do  not  regard  the  case  now  present- 
ed to  us  as  being  such  a  one  as  we 
have  suggested/' 

That  tile  New  York  court  had 
gone  further  in  the  Waters  Case 
than  other  courts  had  gone  was 
recognized  by  that  court  in  Di  Sal- 
vio  V.  Menihan  Co.  225  N.  Y.  128, 
121  N.  E.  766,  where,  after  review- 
ing cases  from  other  jurisdictions,  it 
said,  referring  to  the  Waters  Case : 
*'And  this  court,  perhaps,  went  far- 
ther than  any  of  these  cases  in  ex- 
tending the  benefits  of  a  compensa- 
tion acV* 

In  the  Di  Salvio  Case  the  work- 
man wished  to  say  good-li^  to  a 
fellow  workman  before  he  went  to 
the  front.  In  doing  so  he  crossed  the 
rootn  and  there  received  the  inju- 
ries for  which  compensation  was 
asked.  Both  New  York  cases  were 
written  by  Justice  Hiscock.  In  the 
Di  Salvio  Case  he' said,  speaking  fot 
the  court  after  considering  the  Wa- 
ters Case  and  cases  from  other  ju- 
risdictions : 

''In  each  of  these  cases  an  award 
was  sustained  because  tiie  court  was 
able  fairly  to  say  that,  between  the 
work  for  which  the  employee  was 
engaged  and  the  disputed  act  which 
led  to  the  accident,  there  was,  either 
naturally  or  as  the  result  of  some 
act  of  the  employer  or  of  custom,  a 
real  relationship  which  brought  the 
accident  within  the  range  of  em- 
ployment, and,  therefore.  It  could 
be  said  to  have  arisen  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment. 

"But  in  the  present  case  we 
search  in  vain  for  any  such  feature 
or  relationship.  There  was  no  con- 
nection between  the  employment  for 
which  claimant  was  engaged,  of 
marking  soles,  and  his  trip  across 
the  shop  to  say  good-by  to  a  fellow 
employee.  This  act  did  not  enable 
him  either  directly  or  indirectly,  in 
any  tangible  sense,  the  better  to 


perform  his  work,  discharge  his  du- 
ties, or  carry  forward  the  interests 
of  his  employer.  It  was  not  a  nat- 
ural incident  to  the  work  for  which 
he  was  hired.  It  did  not  grow  out 
of  any  emergency  where  he  viras  jus- 
tified in  taking  an  unusual  step  to 
protect  his  employer's  interests.  It 
was  simply  and  sdely  the  expres- 
sion of  a  private  desire  and  the  con- 
sununation  of  a  personal  purpose. 
However  natural  and  even  com- 
mendable his  act  may  have  been,  it 
was  neither  beneficial  to  his  em- 
ployer nor  to  himself  in  the  way  of 
completing  and  performing  his 
work." 

An  English,  case  frequently  cited 
both  by  tiie  courts  of  England  and 
of  this  country  is  Reed  v.  Great 
Western  R.  Co.  99  L.  T.  N.  S.  781 
(also  found  reported  In  78  L.  J.  K. 
B.  N.  S.  31,  [1909]  A.  C.  81,  25 
Times  L.  R.  36,  53  SoL  Jo.  31,  2  B. 
W.  C.  C.  109) ,  decided  by  the  House 
of  Lords  in  1908.  The  workman,  an 
engineer,  left  iiis  engine  when  it 
was  standing  at  rest  to  get  a  book 
from  a  fellow  Employee,  and  was  in- 
jured so  seriously  that  he  died.  It 
was  held  that  the  accident  did  not 
arise  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the 
^nployment.     : 

<  In  Smith  v.  Lancashire  &  Y.  R. 
Co.  79  L.  T.  N.  S.  633,  [1899]  1  Q. 
B.  141,  68  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  51,  47 
Week.  Rep.  146,  15  Times  L.  R.  64, 
a  ticket  collector  collected  the  tick- 
ets from  a  certain  train,  but  had  not 
completed  his  day's  work.  He  got 
on  the  footboard  to  speak  to  a  grirl 
he  knew,  and  was  injured.  It  was 
held  that  the  accident  did  not  arise 
out  of  the  employment. 

In  Murray  v.  Allan  Bros.  .&  Co. 
[1913]  W.  C.  A  Ins.  Rep.  193,  the 
employee  was  injured  while  watch- 
ing laborers  at  work  repairing:  a 
vessel.  He  was  returning  by  the 
shortest  way  to  his  place  of  employ- 
ment. It  was  held  that  the  accident 
did  not  arise  out  of  the  employment. 

The  supreme  court  of  Illinois  in 
N.  K.  Fairbank  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  285  111.  11,  120  N.  E. 
457,  has  this  to  say: 

"The  •  Workman's  Compensation 
Act  is  designed' to  protect  workm 
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and  compeaisate  them  for  injuries 
received  while  performing  any  duty 
necessary  to  be  performed  in  the 
course  of  their  employment  or  inci** 
dent  to  it.  It  was.  not  intended  by 
this  act  that  the  employer  who 
comes  within  the  provisions  of  the 
act  shall  be  the  insurer  of  the  safe* 
ty  of  his  employee  at  all  times  dur- 
ing  the  period  of.  the  employm^it. 
The  employer  is  liable  for  compen- 
sation only  for  an  i^jui^  which  oc- 
curs to  the  employee  while  perf  orm^- 
ing  some  act  for  the  employer  in  the 
course  of  his  employment^  or  inci- 
dental to  it    .    .    . 

"An  injury  occurs  in  the  course 
of  the  emplojrment,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Ck>m^ 
pensation  Act,  when  it  occurs  wi^-^ 
in  the  period  of  the  employment  at 
a  place  where  the  employee  may 
reasonably  be,  and  while  he  is  rea- 
sonably fulfilling  the  duties  of  his 
employpGbent  or  is  engaged  in  doing 
something  incidental  to  if 

In  O'Toole's  Case,  229  Mass.  166,. 
118  N.  E.  303,  the  decedent,  a  city 
employee,  was  engaged  in  spreading 
cracked    stone   on   the   roads.     A 
rteam  roller  was  used  by  the  city  in 
ttie  work.    Deceased  went  upon  the 
roller  at  the  invitation  of  the  en- 
gineer for    personal    conversation. 
While  there  he  was  injured.    In  de- 
nying   liability,    the    court    said: 
''There  are  cases  which  hold  that 
an  employee  is  protected  by  the 
Workmen's  Ck>mpensation  Act,  al- 
though not  at  the  time  actually  en- 
gaged in  the  work  for  which  he  was 
hired.    If  the  employee  is  injured  in 
going  to  or  returning  from  his  work 
upon  the  master's  premises,  or  oa 
premises  available  for  the  purpose, 
or  if   during  intervals   of   leisure 
which  occur  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment he  is  injured,  he  may  still 
be  within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment and  entitled  to  the  benefits  of 
the  act.     Sundine's  Case,  218  Mass. 
1,  L.R.A.1916A,  318,  105  N.  E.  433, 
5  N.  C.  C-  A.  616.    Blovelt  v.  Saw- 
yer, 6  W.  C.  C.  16.    But  the  prin- 
dple  of  these  cases  is  not  applicable 
where  the  servant  leaves  the  sphere 
of  his  employment  for  some  purpose 
of  his    own    entirely   disconnected 


with  and  not  in  any  way  incidental 
to  the  emplosrment." 
..  The  same  court,  in  McNicol's 
Qu9e,  215  Mass.  497,  L.R.A.1916A, 
806,  102  N.  E.  697,  4  N.  C.  C.  A. 
522,  had  this  to  say:  "It  is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  an  injury  is  re- 
ceived ;  'in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment when  it  comes  while  the 
workman  is  doing  the  duty  which 
he  is  employed  to  perform.  It 
'arises  out  of  liie  emplo3rment» 
when  there  is  apparent  to  the  ra- 
tional mind^  upon  consideration  of 
all  the  circumstances,  a  causal  con- 
nection between  the  conditions  un- 
der which  the  work  is  required  to  be 
performed  and  the  resulting  injury. 
Und»  this  test,  if  the  injury  can  be 
seen  to  have  followed  as  a  natural 
incident  of  the  work  and  to  have 
been  contemplated  by  a  reasonable 
person  familiar  with  the  whole  sit- 
uation as  a  result  of  the  exposure 
occasioned  by  the  nature  of  the  em- 
ployment, then  it  arises  ^out  of  the 
emplosrment.  But  it  excludes  an  in- 
jury which  cannot  fairly  be  traced 
to  the  employment  as  a  contribut- 
ing proximate  cause  and  which 
comes  from  a  hazard  to  which  the 
workman  would  have  been  equally 
exposed  apart  from  the  employ- 
ment. The  causative  danger  must 
be  peculiar  to  the  work  and  not 
common  to  the  neighborhood.  It 
must  be  incidental  to  the  character 
of  the  business  and  not  independent 
of  the  relation  of  master  and  serv- 
ant. It  need  not  have  been  foreseen 
or  expected,  but  after  the  event  it 
must  appear  to  have  had  its  origin 
in  a  risk  connected  with  the  employ- 
ment, and  to  have  flowed  from  that 
source  as  a  rational  consequence/' 

This  court  has  recognized  the 
principle  of  this  case,  as  we  shall 
presently  see. 

Turning  now  to  our  own  cases,  we 
find  that  the  precise  state  of  facts 
here  involved  has  not  been  before 
the  court,  although  we  are  persuad- 
ed that  our  former  opinions  are  by 
analogy  conti'olling.  In  the  recent 
case  of  Sebo  v.  Libby,  McNeil  & 
Libby,  216  Mich.  351,  185  N.  W. 
702,  the  employee  was  a  gardener; 
he .  attempted  to  stop  a  runaway 
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team,  which  was  hauling  milk  con- 
signed to  the  employer,  and  re- 
ceived injuries  resulting  in  his 
death.  We  held  that  his  act  was  one 
to  prevent  loss  to  the  employer,  and 
was  in  the  furtherance  of  the  em- 
ployer's business,  and  sustained  li- 
ability. But,  in  Spooner  v.  Detroit 
Saturday  Night  Co.  187  Mich.  125, 
L.R.A.1916A,  17,  158  N.  W.  657,  9 
N.  C.  C.  A.  647,  where  the  em- 
ployee, as  a  friendly  act,  took  per- 
sons up  on  an  elevator  he  was  not 
employed  to  run,  and  while  so  doing 
was  injured,  this  court  held  the 
master  was  not  liable.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Stone,  who  wrote  for  the  court, 
there  said :  ''At  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury we  think  that  he  was  engaged 
in  an  act  outside  of,  and  not  in  the 
course  of,  his  emplo3m[ient,  and  the 
injuries  he  received  and  which 
caused  his  death  did  not  arise  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. The  elevator  shaft  was  in 
pitch  darkness,  by  the  undisputed 
evidence,  and  in  using  it  he  not  only 
risked  his  own  life,  but  that  of  the 
men  he  took  up  on  the  elevator  with 
him.  Had  he  remained  in  the  place 
where  his  duties  called  him  and  at- 
tended to  those  duties,  he  would  not 
have  been  injured,  so  far  as  this 
record  shows.  The  material  ques^ 
tion  is  not  what  he  had  done  at 
times,  for  his  own  convenience  or 
otherwise,  while  in  the  employ  of 
Winn  &  Hammond  Company,  but 
the  pertinent  question  is :  What 
was  he  employed  to  do  upon  this 
night?  Manifestly,  to  run  and  care 
for  the  engine  and  dynamo.  This 
injury  occurred  while  he  was  away 
from  his  woiic,  and  while  he  was  a 
voluntary  visitor  to  the  employee  of 
the  appellant,  and  the  act  was  for 
his  own  pleasure  or  satisfaction.*' 
He  then  considers  a  Vermont  case 
(Miner  v.  Franklin  County  Teleph. 
Co.  83  Vt.  811,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1195,  75  Atl.  658)  and  says:  '^We 
think  the  case  readily  distinguish- 
able from  the  instant  case.  In  fact 
it  might  be  said  the  plaintiff  there 
was  in  the  performance  of  and  car- 
rying on  the  very  work  for  which 
he  was  employed,  to  wit,  he  was  as- 
sisting his  foreman,  who  undoubt- 


edly represented  the  master.  In  the 
instant  case  Spooner  was  rendering 
no  service  which  was  either  accept- 
ed by  or  known  to  his  superior,  but 
was  engaged  in  a  voluntary,  friend- 
ly act,  entirely  outside  the  scope  of 
his  employment,  upon  the  night  in 
question.'' 

In  Camahan  v.  Mailometer  Co. 
201  Mich.  158, 167  N.  W.  9,  the  em- 
ployee, by  direction  of  the  shipping 
clerk,  delivered  a  heavy  case  of 
books  to  the  home  of  one  of  the 
stockholders.  He  delivered  it  with 
safety  to  himself.  At  the  request 
of  the  maid,  and  prompted  by  chiv- 
alrous motives^  he  calried  the  books 
upstairs.  This  extra  strain  pro- 
duced tiie  injury.  After  consider- 
ing whether  the  delivery  of  the 
books  was  labor  in  the  master's 
service,  Mr.  Justice  Steere,  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  i^aid:  *'But  pass- 
ing these  questions,  and  even  con- 
ceding that  in  rendering  this  casual 
service,  as  directed,  to  a  stockhold- 
er 'Of  the  corporation  during  the 
noon  hour,  plaintiff  was  in  the  usual 
course  of  his  employment,  because 
obeying  an  order  emanating  from 
the  manager  undw  whom  he  was 
employed,  his  own  testimony  shows 
that  he  had  executed  the  order  as 
given,  and  fully  performed  the  serv- 
ice directed  before  the  accident  oc- 
curred. Neither  the  nature  of  his 
employment  nor  the  special  order 
given  him  by  the  shipping  (Awk  can 
be  said  to  contemplate  that  after  he 
had  succeeded  in  delivering  this 
heavy  box,  weighing  140  pounds 
and  containing  100  books,  as  he  es- 
timated, at  Mr.  Hunt's  residence, 
he  would  then,  at  the  unreasonable 
request  of  some  woman  whom  he 
hated  to  refuse,  undertake  to  carry 
it  on  his  back  up  a  winding  stair 
to  the  second  floor, — ^an  undertak- 
ing on  which  he  Shouldn't  take  a 
chance  even  around  the  factorjr* 
with  which  he  was  employed. 
There  is  no  competent  evidence  in 
the  case  to  support  the  finding  that 
an  injury  resulting  from  such  an 
undertaking  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment." 

These  three  cases  we  think  clear- 
ly show  the  line  of  demarcation.    In 
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the  Sebo  Case  the  act  was  one  in  the 
master's  inter^rt;,  for  his  benefit  and 
in  furtherance  of  his  business,  and 
Uabili^   was    sustained.      In    the 
Spooner  Case  the  act  was  a  friendly 
act  to  a  stranger,  not  in  further- 
ance of  the  master's  business ;  in  the 
Camahan  Case,  the  act  was  an  act 
of  chivalry,  not  in  furtherance  of 
the  master's  business ;  in  both  these 
eases  the  act  which  caused  the  in- 
jury did  not  arise  out  of  the  employ- 
ment,   and    liability    was    denied. 
That  this  court  has  constantly  kept 
in  mind  the  provision  of  the  statute 
requiring  that  the  accident  must 
arise  out  of  the  employm^it  will  be 
demonstrated  by  an  examination  of 
our  own  authorities,  to  a  few  of 
which  we  shall  refer.    In  Clark  v. 
Clark,  189  Mich.  652,  155  N.  W. 
607,  the  claimant  was  injured  by  a 
missile  thrown  by  a  party  attacktesr 
his  brother  for  whom  he  was  at 
work.    Mr.  Justice  Bird«  speakisfl: 
for  the  court,  said:    "It  may  have 
been  commendable  in  him  to  volun- 
teer to  assist  his  brother  against 
such  great  odds,  but  that  does  not 
aatisfactorily  answer  the  question 
irtiat  connection  his  acts  had  with 
his  employment.    He  was  not  called 
upon  to  protect  his  master's  prop- 
erty, as  on  the  previous  day.     He 
was  not  asked  to  assist  his  master 
in  the  fight  on  the  second  day.    His 
action  was  purely  a  voluntary  one, 
and  it  seems  to  us  no  different  than 
as  though  he  had  discovered  the 
same  men  fighting  with  his  brother 
a  week  afterward  ten  blocks  away, 
or  as  though  claimant  had  observed 
a  fight  going  on  across  the  street 
and  had  gone  there  to  get  a  better 
view,  and  while  there  had  been  hit 
^v  a  Hying  missfle   and   injured. 
Bad  claimant  remained  at  his  work 
he  would   not  have  been   injured. 
His  presence  at  the  place  of  fighting 
was  in  pursuance  of  no  demand  ox 
his  emplojrment." 

In  Marshall  v.  Baker-Vawter  Co. 
206  Mich.  466.  173  N.  W.  191,  the 
plaintifiT  was  foreman  of  the  com- 
posing room,  and  was  shot  by  the 
janitor.  The  board  found  that  the 
shot  was  fired  through  personal 
spite,  and  denied  liability.    We  af- 


18$  N,  W,  ^$8,) 


firmed  the  award  because  of  the 
finding  of  the  board  on  the  disputed 
question  of  fact,  but  recognized  the 
doctrine  of  McNicol's  Case,  supra. 
'  In  Tarpper  v.  Weston-Mott  Co. 
200  Mich.  275,  L:R.A.1918B,  507, 
166  N.  W.  857,  we  held  ttiat,  where 
the  injury  resulted  from  'iarking,'* 
as  our  English  brethren  term  it 
(Fitzgerald  v.  W.  G.  Clarke  &  Son 
[1908]  2  K.  B.  796,  77  L.  J.  K.  B. 
N.  S.  1018,  99  L.  T.  N,  S.  101,  1  B. 
W.  C.  C.  197 ;  Federal  Rubber  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Havolic,  162  Wis.  841,  L.R.A. 
1916I>.  968,  156  N.  W.  143),  there 
could  be  no  recovery.  The  injury 
may  occur  when  the  employee  is  at 
work  for  the  master,  and  be  pro- 
duced by  a  fellow  workman,  but  it 
does  not  arise  out  of  the  employ- 
ment, and  as  we  there  said :  ^That 
the  injury  suffered  by  the  employee 
must  arise  out  of  the  employment  as 
well  as  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment is  well  settled  by  our  own  de- 
cisions." 

•  The  following  cases  are  of  in- 
terest: Bayer  v.  Bayer,  191  Mich. 
423,  158  N.  W.  109;  Bischoff  v. 
American  Car  &  Foundry  Co.  190 
Mich.  229,  157  N.  W.  34 ;  Kennelly 
V.  Steams  Salt  &  Lumber  Co.  190 
Mich.  629,  157  N.  W.  378;  Borck  v. 
Simon  J.  Murphy  Co.  205  Mich.  472, 
171  N-  W.  470 ;  Buvia  v.  Oscar  Dan- 
iels Co.  208  Mich.  73,  7  A.L.R.  1301, 
168  N.  W.  1009 ;  Guastelo  v.  Michi- 
^n  C.  R.  Co.  194  Mich.  382,  L.R.A. 
1917D,  69,  160  N.  W-  484 ;  Draper 
V.  Itniversity  of  Michigan,  195 
Mich.  449,  161  N.  W.  956 ;  Mitchin- 
son  V.  Day  Bros.  [1913]  1  K.  B.  603, 
82  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  421,  108  L.  T. 
N.  S.  193,  29  Times  L.  R.  267, 
57  Sol.  Jo.  300,  6  B.  W.  C.  C. 
191;  Davies  v.  Crown  Perfumery 
Co.  6  B.  W.  C.  C.  649;  Collins 
V.  Collins  [1907]  2  Ir,  R.  104;  Ait- 
ken  V.  Finlayson,  B.  &  Co.  [1914]  S. 
C.  770,  51  Scot.  L.  R.  653,  7  B.  W.  C. 
C.  918 ;  State  ex  rel.  McCarthy  Bros. 
Co.  V.  District  Ct  141  Minn.  61,  169 
N.  W.  275 ;  Erickson  v.  St.  Paul  City 
R.  Co.  141  Minn.  166,  169  N.  W. 
533;  State  ex  rel.  London  &  L.  In- 
demnity Co.  V.  District  Ct.  141 
Minn.  348,  170  N.  W.  218 ;  note  to 
Spooner  Case,  9  N.  C.  C.  A.  647. 


816 


AMERICAN :  LAW  iREFORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.B. 


This    unfortunate    accident    oc- 
curred when  deceased  was  perform- 
ing an  act  of  hu^ 
manity,  entirely  dis^ 
sociated    from    the 
master's  work.    It  did  not  arise  out 
of  the  employment. 
The  award  must  be  vacated. 


id  of  m^roy. 


For  death  or  injury  while  travel- 
ing, as  arising  out^  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  employment  within 
workmen's  compensation  acts,  see  an- 
notation following  Stansbebry  v. 
MONHOB  Stove  Co.  post,  319, 


PAULINE  STANSBERRY  et  al.,  Respts., 

V. 

MONITOR  STOVE  COMPANY,  Appt 

Minnesota  Supretns  Cotirt— /tUy  16,  1921. 

(—  Minn.  — ,  183  N.  W.  977.) 

Workmen's  compensation  •—  right  of  traveling  salesman. 

1.  A  traveling  salesman  employed  in  connection  with  the  business  local- 
ized in  this  state,  is  within  the  Minnesota  act»  though  injured  by  accident 
outside  of  the  state. 

[See  note  on  this  questwn  beginning  on  page  319.] 

—  application  of  statute  to  foreign     obliged  to  stop  at  hotels  in  the  course 


corporation. 

2.  An  Ohio  corporation  whose 
northwestern  business  is  localized  lit  a 
Minneapolis  branch  is,  as  to  employeies 
of  that  branch,  within  the  Minnesota 
Compensation  Act. 

•—  death  in  hotel  fire  —  ris^t  to  eorn^ 
pensation. 

3.  Where     a    traveling    salesman, 

Headnotes  by  Haixam,  J, 


of  his  travel  and  to  furnish  his  employ- 
er with  a  list  of  the  cities  on  his  itiner- 
ary, the  names  of  the  hotels  at  which 
he  is  to  stop,  and  the  time  he  is  to  be 
at  each  hotel,  is  killed  while  attempt- 
ing to  escape  during  a  fire  in  one  of 
such  hotels  in  which  he  is  stopping^ 
compensation  may  be  recovered. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Hen- 
nepin County  (Jelley,  J.)  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  claimants  in 
a  proceeding  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  to  recover  compen- 
sation for  the  death  of  their  husband  and  father.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr  A.  A.  Tenner,  for  appellant:  Carthy.  Bros.  Co.  v.  District  Ct.  141 

The  Minnesota  Workmen's  Compen-     Minn.  61,  169  N.  W.  274;  Anderson  v. 


sation  Act  has  no  extraterritorial  ap- 
plication to  a  contract  of  employment 
entered  into  in  this  state,  which  is  to 
be  wholly  and  exclusively  performed 
in  North  Dakota,  which  state  has  a 
compulsory,  monopolistic,  and  manda- 
tory compensation  act  applicable  to 
every  employer  and  employee  operat- 
ing within  its  borders. 

Johnson  v.  Nelson,  128  Minn.  158, 
160  N.  W.  620;  State  ex  rel.  Chambers 
V.  District  Ct.  139  Minn.  205,  3  A.L.R. 
1347,  166  N.  W.  185;  State  ex  rel.  Mc- 


Miller  Scrap  Iron  Co.  169  Wis.  106,  170 
N.  W.  275,  171  N.  W.  936;  Banks  v, 
Albert  D.  Howlett  Co.  92  Conn.  368. 
102  Atl.  822 ;  North  Alaska  Salmon  Co. 
V.  Pillsbury,  174  Cal.  1,  L.R.A.1917E, 
642,  162  Pac.  93;  Perils  v.  Lederer, 
189  App.  Div.  426,  178  N.  Y.  Supp. 
449;  Thompson  v.  Foundation,  188 
App.  Div.  506,  177  N.  Y.  Supp.  58; 
Gould's  Case,  215  Mass.  480,  102  N.  E. 
693,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  372,  4  N.  C.  C. 
A.  60;  13  C.J.  p.  249. 
The  death  of  Frank  J.  Stansberry 
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waft  not  due  to  an  accident  ^ari^ing 
out  of  aaci  in  the  course  of  hip  >  em- 
ployment," and  thiSjrefore  J0  not  CQm- 
pensable. 

Bryant  v.  Fripsell,  84  N.  J,  U  72,  8/5 
Atl.  458,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  585;  State  ex  Tel. 
Duluth  Brewing  &  Malting  Co.  v.'  Dis- 
trict Ct.  129  Minn.  176,  151  N.  W.  912; 
Fitzgerald  v.  W.  G.  Clarke  ft  So^, 
[1908]  2  K.  B.  T96,  77  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1018.  99  U  T.  N.  S.  101^1  B.  W.  €i  C. 
201;  Moore  v.  Manchester  Linere 
[1910]  A.  C.  498,  79  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1175, 103  L.  T.  n;  S.  226,  26  Times  JU 
R.  618,  64  Sol.  Jo.  703,  3  B.  W,  C.  C. 
529;  15  Am.  ft  Eng.  mc  Law.  2d  ei. 
766;  O'Brien  v.  Star  Line,  IB.  W,  C.  C. 
177;  Mahowald  v.  ThorApson-Starrett 
Co.  134  Minn.  118,  168  N.  W.  915,  159 
N.  W.  565;  CraAe  v.  Wig«n  [1909]  2 
K.  B.  635,  78  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  994,  101 
L  T.  N.  S.  6.  25  Times  L.  R.  63?,  M 
Sol.  Jo.  560,  2  B.  W.  C;  a  85;  Kelly  v. 
Kerry  Counfy  Council,  1  3.  W,  C.  Q. 
194;  R.  ft  3.  M'Crea  v.  Renfrew.  [1914] 
S.  C.  539,  61  Scot.  L.  R.  467,  7  B.  W. 
C.  C.  898;  Sheldon  v.  Needham  [1914] 
W.  C.  ft  Ins.  Rep.  274,  111  L.  T.  N:  S. 
729, 30  Tim^s  L.  R.  590,  58  Sol.  Jo;^652, 
7B.  W.  C.  C.  471;  Forman  v,  Induatrial 
Aeci.  Commission,  31  Cal.  App.  441, 
160  Pac.  867;  Kass  v.  Hirsohberg;  S. 
k  Co.  191  App.  Div.  800,  181  N.  Y. 
Supp.  350, 

Messrs.  Ware  A  Melrin^  for  respond- 
ents: 

The  Minnesota  Workmen's  Coinpen- 
sation  Act  operates  extrateri^itorialiy 
when  it  permits  a  recovery  for  ah  in- 
jury  occurring  in  another  state,  where 
the  services  are  to  foe  performed  ez- 
clusively  an4  the  contract  of  enaplojr- 
meat  is  made  in  the  state  qf.  Minne- 
sota, f 

Twin  City  Box  Factory  v.  Adii^on- 
dack  F.  Ins.  Co.  114  Minn.  475,  131 
N.  W.  497;  Kolliher  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  12£(.  Minn.  123,  52  L.R.JSL. 
(N.S.)  1180,  147  N.  W.  961}  Askreti  V. 
Continental  Oil  Co.  292  U.  S.  444,  64 
L  ed.  654,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  355. 

If  the  contract' of  empl<^yment>did 
not  contemplate  the  renlditioil  of  serv- 
ices in  Minnesota,  and  none;  in* fact 
were  rendered,  the  right  of  recovery 
being  contractual,  plaintiff  may  re- 
cover, since  the  business  transacted  in 
the  foreign  state  was  referable  to  the 
business  of  defen(fant,  localized  in  the 
state  of  Minnesota.       '       " 

State  ex  rel.  Chambers  v.  District 
Ct.  139  Minn.  205,  S  )A.L:R.  1347,  166 
N.  W.   18&;  1  SitatQ  ^^d  /redi   Maryland 


Gasualtt  06.  v.  DistrieV  Ct.  140  Minn. 
427,  168  N.  W.  177 ;  State'  eitT  rel.  Mc- 
Carthy BiTQe*  Co.  v... District  Ct.  141 
Minn.  61,  169  N.  W.  274;  1  Bradbury, 
Workmen's  Comp.  2d  ed^  p.  56.  See 
also  note  to  3  A.L.R.  l35i. 

Dea^h  resulted  from  an  injury  sus- 
tained in  the  course  of  the  entploy- 
ment.' 

State  ex  rel.  McCarthy  Bros.  Co.  ▼. 
^District  Gt.  141  Minn.  61,  169  N..  W. 
274;  State  ex  rel.  Chambers  v.  Diatriot 
Ct.  supra;  State  ex  rel.  Niessen  v.  Dis- 
trict Ct.  .142  Minn.  335, 172  N.  W-  1^3; 
Hansen  v.  Northwestern  Fuel  Co.  144 
Minii.  105,  174  N.  W.  726;  "Wold  v. 
ChevrolWe  Motor  Co.  147  Miiin.  17,  179 
N.'  Wi  219;  Stkte  (ex  reli  Grelit  North- 
ern Exp.  Co.  V.  District  Ct.  142  Minn. 
410,  .17^  N.  W.  910;  Lawless  v.  Wigan 
Goal  ft  I.  Co.  1  B.  W.  C.  C.  153;  Keenan 
rV.  Fleming^on  CoaLCo.  5  Sc.  Sess.  Gas. 
5th  series  164,  40  Scot.  L,  R.  144,  10 
Scot.  L.  T.  409;  Goodlet  y,  Caledonian 
K.  Co.  4  Sc.  Sess.  Gas.  5th  series  986, 
39  Scot.  L.  B.  759,  10  Scoi  L.  T. 
203;  Kitchenham  v.  Johannesburg 
(1910]  W.  N.  275,  56  Sol.  Jo.  124,  27 
Times  L.- R.  Id4;  Blovelt  v.  Sawyi^ 
[1904]  IK.  a  2?1,  73  L.  J;  K.  B.  N.  8. 
155,  68  J.  P.  100»  52  Week.  Rep.  503, 
89  L..  T.  N.  S.  658,  20  Times  L.  R. 
105,  6  W.  C.  C.  16;  Foley  v.  Home 
Rubber  Co.  39  N.  J.  U  J.  115;  Marshall 
V.  The  Wild  Rose  [1910]  A.  C-  486,  79 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  912,  108  L.  T.  N.  S. 
114,  26Tin(e8  L.  R.  608,  64. Sol.. Jo. 
676,  3  B.  W.  C.  C.  514;  Ohitty  v.  Nelson, 
2  B.  W.  C*  C.  496;  Wray  v.  Taylor  Bros, 
ft  Co.  [1913]  W.  C.  ft  Ins.  Rep.  446, 
109  L.  T.  N.  S.  120,  6  B.  W.  C.  a  530, 
4  N.  C.  C.  A.  935 ;  Re  Bollman,  -^  Ind. 
App.  — ,  126  N,  E.  639. 

The  accident  arose  out  of  the  em- 
'ployment. 

Strite  ex  rel.  McCarthy  Bros.  Co^  v. 
.District  Ct.  141.  Minn.  61,  169  N.  W. 
274;  Static  ex  fel.  Rau  v.  District  Ct. 
138  Minn.  250,  L.IR.A.1918P,  918,  164 
N.  W.  916?  WVay  v.  Taylor  Brps,  &  Co. 
![1918]  W.  C:  ft  Ins;  Rep.  446,-  1G9  L. 
T.  N.  S.  120,  6  B^  W.  C.  C.  530,  4  N.  C. 
C.  A.  935;  Re  Bollman,  supra;  State 
egc  rel.  Virginia  ft  R»  ]Li.  Co.  v.  District 
Ct.  138  Minn,  131,.^R.A4518C, /Ufi, 
164  N.  W.  585.     ,y      /    ,  ,      :       ' . 

Where  th$  employe'e,  acting  in  An 
emerge^icy,  eveh  after  regular  hours, 
ih  an  attemplj  to  save 'prdperty  of  the 
employer,  is  injured,  a  recovery  ib  per- 
mitted. .   » 

Southern  •  Surety  Co^  v.JStubbs,  ~ 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  199  S.  W.  343 ;  Munn 
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V.  Industrial  Bd.  274  111.  70,  113  N.  E. 
110,  12  N.  C.  C.  A.  652. 

Hallam,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Frank  J.  Stansberry  was  a  trav- 
eling salesman  for  defendant  com- 
pany. While  in  the  Frederic  Hotel 
at  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  a 
fire  broke  out  at  night  and  Stans- 
berry was  killed  while  attempting 
to  escape.  His  widow  and  minor 
children  made  claim  for  compensa- 
tion under  the  Minnesota  Work- 
men's Compensation  Statute  (G^i. 
Stat.  1913,  §§  8195-«280).  The 
claim  was  allowed.  Defendant  ap- 
peals. 

1.  Defendant  is  an  Ohio  corpora- 
tion. It  manufactures  and  sells 
furnaces.  It  maintains  a  permanent 
branch  office,  warehouse,  and  agency 
in  Minneapolis,  Minnesota.  The 
sale  and  distribution  of  furnaces  in 
the  Northwest,  including  Minnesota 
and  North  Dakota,  are  made 
through  the  Minneapolis  agency. 
Stansberry  was  employed  by  the 
Minneapolis  branch  and  worked 
under  its  direction.  For  purposes 
of  this  case  the  situation  is  the  same 

as  though  the  head 
^miSSitiom^  office  instead  of  a 
IS5J^S?*to*  *'  branch  were  located 
foreiss  oorporA-  in  Minnesota.  The 
**•*■•  busmess    in   which 

Stansberry  was  employed  had  a  si- 
tus in  this  state. 

2.  The  territory  in  which  Stans- 
berry traveled  was  for  the  most  part 
in  North  Dakota.  The  business  in 
which  he  was  engaged  was  localized 
in  this  state,  and  in  such  a  ca^e 
our  Compensation  Act  applies  and 
compensates  for  injuries  in  a  serv- 

-rijrht  of  ^^®  incident  to  its 

traveiiBff  Mies-  conduct  sustained 
"*''  beyond  the  borders 

of  the  state.  State  ex  rel.  Chambers 
V.  District  Ct.  139  Minn.  205,  3  A.L. 
R.  1347, 166  N.  W.  185  (distinguish- 
ing Johnson  v.  Nelson,  128  Minn. 
158,  150  N.  W.  620) ;  State  ex  rel. 
Maryland  Casualty  Co.  v.  District 
Ct  140  Minn.  427,  168  N.  W.  177 ; 
State  ex  rel.  McCarthy  Bros.  Co.  v. 
District  Ct  141  Minn.  61, 169  N.  W. 
274. 


3.  A  more  difficult  question  is 
whether  the  death  of  Stansberry 
was  due  to  an  accident  arising  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment as  provided  in  Gen.  Stat  1913, 
§  8195.  The  death  of  Stansberry 
was  accidental  as  that  term  is  used 
in  the  act.  The  fact  that  death  re- 
sulted from  an  attempt  to  escape 
from  the  fire  puts  the  case  in  no 
different  position  from  what  it 
would  have  been  had  he  perished  in 
the  fire. 

The  court  found  that  Stansberry 
lost  his  life  ''while  in  the  act  of 
furthering  the  interests  and  busi- 
ness of  the  defendant  and  while  en- 
gaged in  saving  certain  property  of 
the  defendant,  and  then  and  there  in 
his  possession,  and  in  attempting  to 
save  his  life.''  The  property  re- 
ferred to  was  a  portfolio  containing 
advertising  matter,  a  sales  order 
book,  report  sheet,  and  advertis- 
ing samples.  We  should  not  predi- 
cate liability  on  the  fact  of  the  ef- 
forts of  Stansberry  to  save  these 
^mall  items  of  property. 

The  important  facts  are  that  he 
was  a  traveling  salesman  engaged  in 
the  service  of  his  employer.  As 
such  he  was  obliged  to  stop  at  ho- 
tels in  the  course  of  his  travels  and 
to  furnish  the  Minneapolis  office 
with  a  list  of  the  cities  on  his  itiner- 
ary and  the  names  of  the  hotels  at 
which  he  was  to  stop  and  how  long 
he  was  to  be  at  each  hotel,  and  it 
was  his  duty  to  carry  out  such  sched- 
ule. He  had  given  Grand  Forks  as 
one  of  such  cities  and  the  Frederic 

Hotel  as  his  stop-  ^eatu  m  hotel 

?ing    place    there.  aw^riKht  t© 
'he      question     is  ;^«»«-**-- 
whether  such  an   injury  received 
while  stopping  there  arose  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment.   We  think  it  did. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Chambers  v.  Dis- 
trict Ct.  supra,  it  was  held  that  a 
traveling  representative,  injured  by 
the  overturning  of  an  automobile 
used  by  him  in  the  course  of  his 
travels,  was  within  the  statute. 

In  State  ex  rel.  McCarthy  Bros. 
Co.  v.  District  Ct  8upra»  it  was  held 
that    a    traveling    representative^ 
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drowned  while  xmng  a  boat  to  cafteh 
a  train  during  a  &od  was  within 
the  statute. 

In  Foley  v.  Home  Rubber  CrO.  89 
N.  J.  L  J.  116,  a  aalesman  who  lost 
his  life  on  the  sinkina  of  the  Lusi- 
tania  was  heL4  within  the  act. 

In  Chitty  v.  Nelson,  2  B.  W.  O. 
G.  496,  a  servant  in  a  hotel,  occupy- 
ingaroom  in  a  hotel  in  order  to  per- 
form her  duties  as  servant,  who  was 
suffocated  in  a  fire  that  broke  out  in 
the  nighttime,  was  held  within  the 
act 

In  Re  Bolhnan,  — *  Ind.  App.  •— > 
126  N.  E.  689,  a  threddng-maehine 
man,  sleeping  in  a  bam  on  a  farm 
where  the  machine  was  iqierating; 
injured  while  asleep  by  the  falling 
of  a  wagon  box,  was  held  within  the 
act 

In  Marahall  v.  The  Wild  Rose 

[1910]  A.  C.  486, 79  lu  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 

912, 108  L.  T.  N.  &  114,  26  Times 

L  R.  608,  64  SoL  Jo.  678,  8  B.  W. 

C.  a  614,  a  sailor  left  his  berth  in 

the  night  and  went  on  deck,  and 

next  day  was  found  missing.     No 

recovery  was  allowed,  but  it  was 

said  that  if  it  appeared  that  de* 

ceased  was  washed  overboard,  even 

at  a  time  when  he  was  sleeping,  re^ 

covery  would  have  been  permitted. 

In  Blovdt  V.  Sawyer,  73  L.  J.  E. 

B.  N.  S.  166,  [1904]  1  K.  B.  271,  68 

J.  P.  110,  62  Week.  Rep.  603,  89 

L  T.  N.  S.  668,  20  Times  L.  R.  106, 

6  W.  C.  C.  16,  a  Mcklayer,  while 

eating  dinner  on  the  premises  of 

his  employer,  injured  by  the  collapse 

ot  a  wall,  was  l^ld  within  the  act. 

Our  decision  that  the  case  is  with- 


in the  statute  seems  to  us  in  har 
mony  with  the  principle  of  our  for 
mer  decisions  and  with  the  weight 
of  authorily  elsewhere. 

Forman  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Com 
mission,  31  Cal.  App.  441,  160  Pae 
867,  and  Kass  v.  Herschberg,  S.  t 
<3o.  191  App.  Div.  800,  181  N.  Y. 
Supp.  36,  relied  on  by  counsel  for 
relator,  seem  to  us  fairly  distin- 
guishable. In  the  California  case 
the  employee  was  selling  real  estate 
on  commission,  and,  for  an  indefi- 
nite time,  was  located  in  the  town 
and  quartered  at  the  hotel  where 
he  was  injured.  In  tiie  New  York 
case  it  was  held  that  the  employer, 
engaged  in  the  business  of  ''whole- 
sale dress  trimmings,'*  Was  not 
within  the  New  York  Act.  Any- 
thing further  said  in  the  opinion 
Would  seem  to  be  obiter. 

Gen.  Stat  1913,  §  82,301,  pro- 
vides that  the  act  is  declared  ''not 
to  cover  workmen  except  while  en- 
gaged in,  on,  or  about  the  premises 
where  their  services  are  being  per- 
formed, or  where  their  service 
Irequires  their  presence  as  a  part  of 
such  service  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury, and  during  the  hours  of  serv- 
ice as  such  workmen.'' 

Relator's  counsel  argue  persua- 
sively that  the  above  language  ex- 
cludes this  case.  If  the  question 
were  a  new  one  it  would  be  worthy 
of  grave  consideration.  .  But  we 
think  the  language  permits  recovery 
in  this  case  as  clearly  as  in  the 
Chambers  or  McCarthy  Cases. 

Affirmed. 


ANNOTATION. 

Workmcn*s  compensation:  death  or  mjary  while  traveling  as  aridng  out  ol 

and  in  the  coorae  of  employment. 


I.  Introdaction,  319. 
n.  While  at  hotel,  320. 
ni.  While  travelina  on  boat  or  traia, 

321. 
IV.  While  traveling  hi  taxi  or  antomo- 

bUe,  322. 

1.  IntrodneNiMt. 

Death  of,  or  injury  to,  train  em- 
pbyeea,  is  not  within  the  scope  of 
the  annotation. 


V.  While  waHing  mr  resting,  322. 
VI.  While  going  toward  station,  hotel, 

conveyance,  or  home,  323. 
VII.  While    going   home   for    week-end. 

326. 
VIII.  While  performing  work,  326. 

Attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that 
the  question  of  the  extraterritorial 
operation  of  workmen's  compensation 
acts  was  involved  in  Stansberby  v. 
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MONITOR'  ST0V1&  Co.  (repoirtedifllem- 
with)  ante,  ^16,  and  also  in  State 
ex  reL  McCarthy  Bros.  Go.  y.  DIstviot 
Ct.  (1918)  141  Miiuu  61,  169  N..  W. 
274;  .and  State  ex  rel.  Chambers  v. 
District  Ct  (1918)  ia9>MiiiiL  205,  8 
A.L.R.  1347,  166^  N.  W.  185;  which  are 
included  in  this  annotation.  Th^  gen- 
eral question  aq  to  extraterrj^orial 
operation  of  workmen's  cona{)epBation 
statutes  and  conflict  of  laws  is  cov- 
ered in  the  annotation.  jn.?.,A-L«R. 
1351,  which  is  supplemented  in,  the 
note  appended  to  Crane  v..LeoQmr4, 
Crossette  &  Riley,  .18  A.KR.  29,5. 

As  to  inju^  while  riding  to  pr  from 
work  in  employer's  .  conveyance,  as 
arising  out  of  or  in  the  course  of  em; 
ployment  within  meaning  of,  work,- 
men's  compensation  ac^,  i^ee  annota- 
tation  in  ^.10  A.L.R.  169.     /  '       . 

As  a  general  rule  the  phrase  ;"ou^ 
of  ^nd  in  the  course,  of.  the  employ- 
ment" embraces  only  those  accidexxt^ 
which  happen  to  an  employee  while  he 
is  engjaged  in  the  discharge  of  some 
function  or  iuty  which  he  ^is  authorr 
ized  to  undertake,  and  which  is  cajcur 
lated  to  further,  directly  or  indirectly, 
the  master's  business.  Considerable 
difficulty  is  encountered  in  applying 
this  rule,  however,  and  the  decision  in 
each  case  depends  to  a  great  extent^ 
upon  the  facts  and  circippstavices. 

,   11*  While  at  hQtef,. 

In  Stansbesry'  v.  Monitor  Stovb 
Ca.  (reported  herewith)  ante,  ;81y6,  it 
was  held  that  the  employee's  death 
was  the  result  of*  an  acoident  arising . 
out  of  and .  in  the.  course  of  his  em-» 
ployment,  where  it  appeared  that  he 
was  a  traveling  salesman,  obliged  to 
stop  at  hotels,  keep  his  employe^  .to'' 
formed  of  and  carry  out  his  schedule, 
4Bd^  was  killed'. whj^le  a^empting  ^to 
save  his  life  and  certain. property  of 
his  employer  from  destruction  by  a 
fire  In  the  hotel  at  w^iich-  he  was 
stopping.  The  court  stated  that  'the 
fact  that  the  employee's  dedth  result- 
ed from  an  attempt  to  escape  from  the 
fire  in  the  hotel  put  the  case  in  nq 
different  position  than  it  would  hav6 
been  had  he  perished  in  the  fire.' 

In  two  cases*  involving  circum** 
stances  somewhat  similar  to  those  .in 
Stansberry  v.  MoNrroR  Stove  Co.  (ren 


i)ol3ted  hereirithD,  a  eontfaryr^tAt 
haa  been.^reaeiied.    >  :-  •  ' 

Thus,  in  Forman  v.  Industrial  Aeci. 
Commission  (1916)  81  CaL  App.  441, 
160  Pae.  857,  where  one'  employed  to 
sell  real  estate  on  commismon,  wtth 
no  regular 'Wovking  hours;  was  direcli- 
ed  to  go  to  a  certain  town  for  the  pur- 
{K)ae  of  selling  real  estate' and  remain 
indefiiiitely,  awd  while  stopping  at  a 
hotel  at  that  place  was  injured  by  a 
£re  which  occurred  in  the  hotel  at 
nlgbt,  it  was  hehl  that  his  injuries 
were  not  sustained  by  accident  arisIiHr 
out  of  and'itt  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment. Tke  court  in  Stansbbkry 
▼.  Monitor  Stove  Co.  (reported  here- 
with) stated  that  this  case  was  dis- 
tinguishable, aar  tiie  aalesman  was  to 
be  located  ki  the  hotel  for  an  indefi- 
nite time. 

'  Aid  in  KaS8l^^  Htrsbhbeig',46.  A  Co. 
(1920)  191  App.  Div.  aoa,  181  N.  Y. 
Supp.  35/the  couftr  ^telr  h6ldin|r  that 
the  employer's  occnpation  tiriut  not  a 
hazardous  one  within  the'^aet;  said  in 
effect  that  the  injmy  did  not  arise  oat 
of  or  in  the  course  of  the  employment 
wliere  the  einployee»  a  traveling  sales- 
man who  had  taken,  a  room  at  a  hotel, 
gave  instructions  that  he  was  not  to 
be  disturbed  on  Sunday^  and  on  Mon- 
day morning  was  found  asphyi^ated, 
apparently  due  to  fiie  negligence  of 
the  manajBreflleht  of  the  hdtel.  The 
court  said!  "But»  a^sttttuntt  that  thb 
employier  was  a  manufatsturer  of 
^articles  from  textiles  or  fabrios,'  and 
that  the  decedent  was  away  from  the 
plant  in  the  employment  of  the  em- 
ployer, can  it  be  said  that  a  traveling 
salesman,  retiring  to  a  hotel  atid  in- 
jured through  the  negligence  of  the 
niiaiia^ment  of  the  hotel,  is  a  legiti- 
mate subject  .for  compensation?  A 
hotel,  in  cbiitemplfatioli'bf  law,  is  a 
temporary  home  (15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  766,  and  authorities  there 
cited),  and  it  .is  difficult  to  under- 
stand how 'an  employee  of  a  manufac- 
turing plant,  going  to  his  own  home 
and  retiring  for  the  night,  can  be  said 
to  have  sustained  an  injury  within  the 
definition  of.  .ti^^ ,  9ti^tut«.  The  act 
provides  (§  3,  subd.,7)  1;hat.'"injmor'' 
and  "personal  injury"  n^ean  only  Ac- 
cidental injuries  arising.,  out.  of  and 
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in  the  course  of   emplosrm^nt,'   and 
surely  the  accident  here  under  cim- 
sideration  did  not  arise  out  of  tte 
employment.    The  accident  arose  out 
of  the  negligence  not  of  the  master, 
but  of  a  third  party.     It  wa^  not  a 
whit  different  than  an  accident  of  the 
same   character    which    might    have 
happened  at  the  decedent's  own  home 
after  his  day's  work  was  done.    While 
the  statute,  as  amended  hy  chapter  622 
of  the  Laws  of  1916,  has  enlarged  the 
liability  of  employers,  it  has  not  had 
the  effect  of  insuring  their  employees 
generally  against    those     accidents 
which  are  common  to  mankind;  it  is 
only  as  to  accidents  'arising  out  of. 
and  in  the   course   of   employment/ 
Dose    V.    Moehle    Lithographic    Co. 
(1917)  221  N.  Y.  405,  117  N.  E.  616, 
16  N.  G.  C.  A.  633.    TJie  act  do^  not 
afford  compensation  for  injuries  or 
misfortunes   which    merely   are   con- 
temporaneous or  coincident  with  the 
employment,  or  collateral  to  It     Not 
every  diseased  person,  suffering  a' mis- 
fortune while  at  work  for  an  employ- 
er, is  entitled  to  compensation.     The 
personal  injury  mu6t  he  the  result  of 
an  employment  and  flow  from  it  as  the 
inducing  proximate  cause.    The  direct 
connection  between  the  personal  in- 
jury as  a  result  and  the  employment 
aa  its  proximate  cause  must  be  proved 
by  the  facts  before  the  right  to  com- 
pensation springs  into  being.     Mad- 
den's   Case    (1916)    222    Mass.    487, 
L.R,A.1916D,  1000,  111  N.  B.  879;  Al- 
pert  V.  Powers  (1918)  22S  N.  Y.  101, 
119  N.  £.  229.    The  accident  here  un- 
der consideration  had.no  relation  to 
the  employment,  the  decedent  was  not 
doing  anything  for  the  employer  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  and  there 
is  no  ground  for  this  award."     The 
court    in    Stansbebry    v.    Monitor 
Stovb  Co.    (reported  herewith)   ante, 
316,  sought  to  distinguish  l^his  case, 
stating  that  the  observations  on  the 
above  point  were  merely  obiten 

UL  While  traveUng  an  hoot  or  train* 

A  traveling  salesman  who  lost  his 
life  by  the  torpedoing  of  the  vessel 
upon  which  he  was  sailing  in  the 
course  of  his  emplojrment:  and  with 
the  knowledge  of  tte;  employer,-  by  a 
20  A.L.R.— 21. 


%a)r  vessel,  niKf  be^  f  oUnd  to  have  duf- 
f^red  death  from  accident  arising  out 
.of  the  emplo3rment.  Foley  v.  Home 
Rubber  Co.  (1917)  89  N.  J.  L.  474,  99 
Atl.  624,  afiirmed  without  opinion  in 
(1917)  91  N.  J.  L.  828,  102  Atl.  1063. 
The  court  said:  "It  (the  employer) 
was  bound  to  take  notice  that  a  con- 
.dition  of  war  existed  between  Great 
Britain  and  Germany,  and  that  ships 
of  the  enemy  were  subject  to  be  cap- 
tured or  destroyed  by  such  warring 
nations.  This  was  a  danger  reason- 
ably to  be  apprehended.  This  danger 
attached  itself  to  every  traveler  on 
an  enei!hy  ship,  whether  engaged  in 
the  pursuit  of  pleasure  or  in  the 
course  of  his  or  her  employment.^' 

And  in  Nisbet  v.:  Payne  [1910] 
2  K.  B.  (Eng.)  689,  80  L.  J.  E. 
B.  N.  S.  84,  103  L.  T.  N.  S.  178,  26 
Times  L.  R.  632,  54  Sol.  Jo.  719,  3  B. 
W.  C.  C.  507,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  268,  where 
a  cashier  whose  regular  duty  required 
Jdim  to  carry  large  sums  of  money  by 
train  to  pay  wages  was  shot  while 
traveling  in  a  train  in  discharge  of 
this  duty,  and  the  money  stolen,  it 
was  held  that  he  sustained  >  an  acci- 
dent which  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  employment. 

But  a  clerk  in  the  auditing  depart- 
ment of  a  railroad,  who  is  tratejiing 
under  orders  to  check  up  the  accounts 
Of  an  agent  at  a  station  on  the  road, 
is  not  acting  within  the  course  of  his 
employment,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Compensation  Act,  in  leaving  the 
train  when  an  injured  passenger  at- 
tempts to  board  it,  .-eyen  though  he 
intends  to  aid  in  caring  for  the  in- 
jured man  if  called  upon  to  do  so,,  so 
as  to  be  entitled  to  compensation,  if 
injured  when  attempting  to  re-enter 
the  train.  Northwestern  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Industrial  Acci.  Commission  (1917) 
174  Cal.  297,  L.RJL1918A,  286,  163 
Pac.  1000. 

And  a  workman  required  to  travel 
tby  train  is  outside  the  scope  of  his 
employment  in  attempting  to  mount  a 
train  while  in  motion,  although  it  was 
necessary  for  him  to  take  that  par- 
ticular train  in  order  to  keep  an  ap- 
pointment made  for  him  by  his 
^employers.  Jibb  v.  Chad  wick  [19151 
2  E.  B.  (Btig;)  M,  81  Times  L.  R.  185, 
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[1916]  W.  N.  52,  84  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1241,  112  L.  T.  N.  S.  878,  8  B.  W. 
G.  C.  152.  Lord  Cozens-Hardy,  M.  R., 
and  Swinfen  Eady,  L.  J.,  pointed  out 
that  if  it  was  his  duty  to  take  that 
train  in  order  to  keep  his  appointment 
with  his  employers,  it  was  also  his 
duty  to  be  at  the  station  in  time  to 
take  such  train  in  a  proper  manner; 
and  it  was  also  pointed  out  that  there 
was  nothing:  in  the  evidence  to  show 
that  his  employment  had  prevented 
him  from  being  at  the  station  in 
proper  time. 

/F.  WhUe    traveling   in    taaH   or    atilo- 

molMe, 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  Sightebt 
MAN  V.  Kent  Storact  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  809,  where  a  travel- 
ing salesman  who  covered  his  terri- 
tory by  automobile  stopped  his 
machine  while  returning  at  night  after 
having  visited  his  customers,  and  was 
struck  by  another  automobile  when 
walking  back  to  assist  a  traveler,  it 
was  held  that  the  injury  did  not  arise 
out  of  the  employment,  but  occurred 
while  the  employee  was  performing  an 
act  of  humanity  entirely  disassociated 
from  the  employer's  work. 

In  Re  Raynes  (1917)  66  Ind.  App. 
321,  118  N.  B.  887,  it  was  held  that  if 
an  employee  who  had  charge  of  the 
collection  of  accounts  went  to  an  ad*- 
joining  city  exclusively  to  collect  ac- 
counts, and,  in  spite  of  having  been 
diligently  engaged  in  such  work,  was 
unable  to  complete  it  until  the  last  car 
had  gone,  and  was  injured  while  on 
the  way  home  in  a  taxicab,  the  acci- 
dept  arose  out  of  and  in  the  course  of 
his  employment;  but  that,  if  the  col- 
lecting of  accounts  was  a  mere  inci- 
dent of  a  trip  which  was  taken  mainly 
for  his  own  pleasure,  and  he  missed 
the  car  because  the  sociabilities  of  the 
occasion  caused  him  to  become  ob- 
livious of  time,  the  injury  did  not 
arise  out  of  or  in  the  course  of  the 
employment. 

In  Messer  v.  Manufacturers  Light  & 
Heat  Go.  (1919)  268  Pa.  5,  106  Atl. 
85,  an  engineer  who  was  on  his  vaca- 
tion with  pay,  but  subject  to  call,  was 
held  to  have  sustained  an  injury  by 
accident  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 


ment, where  the  superintendent  of  the 
company  employing  him  telephoned 
him  to  inspect  a  certain  pumping  sta- 
tion, located  in  another  town,  to  in- 
crease his  efficiency,  and  he  was 
injured  while  driving  his  automobile, 
although  the  accident  apparently  oc- 
curred after  he  had  turned  the  ma- 
chine toward  home. 

So,  a  millwright  whose  duties  were 
to  assist  in  the  manufacture  and  as- 
sembling of  machinery,  and  who,  when- 
ever his  employer  secured  a  contract 
for  the  installation  of  machinery  in 
any  particular  place,  was  required  to 
go  to  that  place  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
stalling it,  is  entitled  to  compensation 
for  injuries  in  an  automobile  accident 
which  occurred  while  he  was  traveling 
to  a  place  to  install  machinery.  Lon- 
don &  L.  Ck).  V.  Industrial  Acci.  Com- 
mission (1917)  85  CaL  App.  681,  170 
Pac.  1074. 

F.  While  waiting  or  reeting. 

Attention  may  also  be  called  to  Re 
Bollman  (1920)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  126 
N.  E.  639,  where  one  employed  as  an 
engineer  with  a  threshing  outfit,  go- 
ing from  farm  to  farm,  was  required 
to  stay  with  the  outfit  at  night  to 
watch  the  machinery,  and  was  killed 
by  a  wagon  body  falling  on  him  while 
he  was  sleeping  in  a  bam  on  a  farm 
to  which  the  machinery  had  been 
moved  for  threshing,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  injury  arose  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment 

A  commercial  traveler  who  goes  to 
a  town,  but  makes  no  attempt  to 
transact  business,  and  becomes  intoxi- 
cated, and  while  at  the  station  await- 
ing the  train  home  is  injured  by  a 
passing  train,  does  not  suffer  injury 
by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  R.  &  J. 
M'Crae  v.  Renfrew  (1914)  51  Scot.  L. 
R.  467,  7  B.  W.  C.  C.  898.  The  lord 
justice  clerk  said:  ''The  only  state- 
ment of  fact  regarding  his  being  there 
is  that  he  got  himself  into  such  a  state 
of  intoxication  that  when  he  went  to 
a  second  public  house,  his  condition 
was  such  that  he  was  refused  when 
he  asked  for  a  drink  because  he  was 
intoxicated.  He  was  therefore  unfit 
for   business,    and   was    not   in    the 
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conrae  of  his  onployment.  He  had 
chosen  to  take  a  course  of  conduct 
which  was  inconsistent  with  his  ac- 
tions beinir  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. I  cannot  for  my  part  accept 
the  idea  that,  having  gone  out  of  the 
coarse  of  his  employment,  he  entered 
it  again  that  night  because  he  set  off 
in  his  sta£[gering,  drunken  state  to 
endeavor  to  get  home.  To  me  it  ap- 
pears just  to  say  that  a  man»  the 
course  of  whose  ordinary  employment 
would  cover  his  return  home  after  a 
joumeyi  may  break  off  from  the  course 
of  his  employment,  and  that  it  is  en- 
tirely a  question  of  circumstances 
whether  he  can  be  held  to  have  taken 
up  the  course  of  his  emplosrment 
again  merely  because  he  later  proceeds 
to  make  his  way  home." 

yi.  WhUe  going  UwHird  tiatiinif   hotel, 
conveyance,   or  home. 

In  Re  Harraden  (1917)  66  Ind.  App. 
298,  118  N.  £.  142,  it  was  held  that 
an  insurance  agent  suffered  an   in- 
jury arising  out  of  his  employment, 
when  he  slipped  on  an  icy  sidewalk  in 
going  from  the  station  to  a  hotel,  in  a 
town  to  which  the  insurance  company 
had  sent  him.     The  court  said:     "In 
the  case  at  bar  the  duties  of  the  em- 
ployee required  him  to  visit  towns  and 
cities  at  a  considerable  distance  from 
the   home   office,    without   regard   to 
conditions  of  the  weather.    The  local- 
ities to  which  he  was  sent  in  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  his  employ- 
ment constituted  the  place  or  places 
in  which  he  was  required  to  work.    By 
reason  of  his  employment  he  was  at 
the  place  where  he  was  injured.    He 
was  where  his  employment  took  him, 
and  the  hazard  of  the  icy  street  was 
incidental  to  such  employment.    This 
proposition  is  not  changed  by  the  fact 
that  the  public,  generally,  in  that  vi- 
cinity, veas  exposed  to  the  hazards  of 
the  icy  street.    The  facts  show  that 
Harraden's  emplo3rment  exposed  him 
to  increased  hazards,  generally,  among 
which  was  the  one  which  caused  his 
injury.      The  admitted  facts  compel 
the  inference  that  the  injury  of  Har- 
raden  resulted  from  conditions  pro- 
duced  by  the  weather,  and  likewise 
because  he  was  in  the  particular  local- 
ity at  the  time  in  question.    The  lat- 


ter fact  is  due  to  his  employment.  The 
facts  admit  of  no  other  inference  but 
that  for  his  employment  he  would  not 
have  been  in  that  locality  at  the  time 
of  his  injury.  His  employment  was, 
therefore,  a  contributing  proximate 
cause  of  his  injury.  By  reason  of  it, 
he  was  exposed  to  a  hazard  which,  in 
all  reasonable  probability,  he  would 
not  otherwise  have  encountered.  The 
work  he  was  employed  to  do  required 
travel  and  made  him  particularly  sub- 
ject to  hazards,  to  an  extent  far  great- 
er than  like  hazards  encountered  by 
the  general  public." 

And  in  Bachman  v.  Waterman 
(1918)  68  Ind.  App.  580,  121  N.  E.  8, 
where  a  salesman  was  employed  to  sell 
flour  in  Indianapolis  and  surrounding 
territory,  the  evidence  was  held  to 
justify  a  finding  that  the  injury  arose 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment, there  being  testimony  that 
he  was  struck  by  an  automobile  about 
6  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  while  cross- 
ing the  street,  going  in  the  direction 
of  prospective  customers'  places  of 
business,  and  also  proceeding  toward 
a  street  car  which  would  have  taken 
him  to  his  home,  from  which  it  was 
his  custom  to  telephone  the  orders  he 
had  taken  to  the  office. 

And  in  J.  E.  Porter  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1921)  801  HL  76,  133  N. 
E.  652,  it  was  held  that  the  injury  to 
a  traveling  salesman  arose  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
where,  on  his  return  from  a  trip,  he 
went  to  his  home  for  his  lunch,  and 
as  he  was  about  to  board  a  street  car 
to  go  from  his  home  to  his  employer's 
factory  to  settle  up  for  the  week,  turn 
in  his  expense  account,  and  collect  his 
salary,  he  was  struck  by  an  automo- 
bile. 

And  in  Haddock  v.  Edgewater  Steel 
Co.  (1919)  263  Pa.  120,  106  Atl.  196, 
where  an  engineer  employed  on  a  sal- 
ary, with  no  fixed  hours  of  service, 
was  instructed  by  the  president  of  the 
company  for  which  he  worked  to  go  to 
a  certain  city  and  inspect  a  plant  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  information 
to  be  used  by  the  company,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  injured  by  accident 
during  the  course  of  his  employment, 
upon  it  appearing  that  he  went  to  the 
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place  in  question,  examined  the  plant, 
and  returned  by  train  to  his  home  city, 
where  he  arrived  at  night,  and  that 
while  on  the  way  to  his  residence  to 
spend  the  night  he  was  struck  by  4in 
automobile.  The  court  said:  'This  is 
not  the  case  of  an  employee  injured, 
after  regular  workihg  hours,  on  the 
way  to  his  home  ^  and  we  agrree  with 
the  court  below  that-  there  is  nothing 
upon  the  rec<ird  to  show  Haddock  had, 
at  th.e  time,  of  the  accident^  'ceased  to 
be  active  in  the  furtherance  of  his 
employer's  business/  True,  the  facts 
as  found  indicate  that  plaintiff^s  hus- 
band intended  stopping  at  his  own 
residence,  to  sleep  for  the  night,  be- 
fore reporting  the  results  of  his  trip 
of  investigation  to  the  president  of 
the  defendant  corporation;  but,  none 
the  less,  he  was  still  upon  his  employ- 
er's errand,  and,  in  that  sense,  actual- 
ly engaged  in  the  furtherance  of  the 
latter's  business  or  affairs.  Since  de- 
ceased was  compelled  to  return  to 
the  city  at  an  hour  when  he  could  not 
at  once  communicate  with  his  supe- 
:rior,  and  Had  to  stay  somewhere  until 
he  could  report,  he  cannot  be  charged 
with  a  departure  from  his  employer's 
service  because,  when  hurt,  he  was 
going  to  his  home  for  a  lodging,  rath- 
er than  to  a  hotel ;  hence  the  findings 
of  the  referred  are  ample  to  sustain 
the  ultimate  conclusion  upon  which  the 
award  of.  compensation  rests,  to  the 
effect  that  plaintiff's  husband  met  his 
death  by  accident  during  the  course 
of  his  employment  with  the  defend- 
ant company/' 

And  a  salesman  engaged  in  selling 
the  wares  of  his  employer  in  any  terri- 
tory to  which  he  was  sent,  who  was 
paid  by  commission  on  the  amount  of 
his  sales,  and  who,  by  the  direction 
of  the  employer,  used  a  horse  and 
conveyance  Which  belonged  to  an- 
other employee,  and  who  was  injured 
while  being  driven  back  to  the  stable 
after  the  day's  work  was  done,  suf- 
fered injury  by  accident  arising  out 
of  his  employment.  DufHeld  v.  Peers 
(1916)  87  Ont  L.  Rep.  652,  22  D.  L. 
R.  339. 

And  in  Chase  v.  Emery  Mfg.  Co. 
(1921)  271  Pa.  265,  113  Atl.  840,  m 
injury  to  a  tiUiyeHiig.«al6smi^n«  grow- 


ing out  of  courtesy  extended  to  a 
customer,  was  held  to  have  been  with- 
in the  course  of  his  employment, 
where  it  appeared  that  his  duties  re- 
quired him  to  be  attentive  in  securing 
orders,  and  also  courteous  and  oblig- 
ing, and  frequently,  to  aid  in  making 
sales,  to  perform  services  not  strictly 
relating  to  sales. 

But  an  employee  of  a  sugar  com- 
pany whose  duty  required  him  to  in- 
spect plants  in  different  places  is  not, 
after  his  return  from  a  tour  of  in- 
spection to  his  own  city,  within  his 
employment  when  injured  by  slipping 
upon  the  ice  while  running  to  get  a 
street  car  to  return  to  his  home,  so  as 
to  render  his  employers  liable  to  c<mi- 
I>ensation,  the  danger  of  slipping  upon 
the  street  not 'being  a  hazard  inci- 
dental to  the  emplo^Tnent  of  thosQ  who 
are  called  upon  to  make  journeys  be- 
tween towns  on  business  missions. 
Hopkins  v.  Michigan  Sugar  Co.  (1915) 
184  Mich.  87,  L.R.A.1916A,  310,  150 
N.  W.  325. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  travel- 
ing salesman,  who,  after  completing 
his  business  with   a  customer  in   a 
town  away  from  the  employer's  place 
of  business,  slipped  on  the  ice  and  re- 
ceived an  injury  while  on  his  way  to 
an  electric  car  to  go  to  another  place 
where  he  was  to  transact  business, 
did  not  suffer  an  injury  arising  out  of 
the  employment,  the  court  holding  that 
the  risk  of  slipping  upon  the  icy  pave- 
ment was  common  to  the  public  who 
had  occasion  to  pass  over  it.  on  foot. 
Donahue's  Case  (1917)  226  Mass.  595, 
L.R.A.1918A,  215,  116  N.  E.  226,    14 
N.  CCA.  491.   The  court  said :    "'An 
injury  arises  out  of  the  employment 
when  there  is  a  causal  connection  be- 
tween the  conditions  under  which  the 
work  is  to  be  performed  and  the  re- 
sulting injury.    An  injury  cannot  be 
found  to  have  arisen  out  of  the  em- 
ployment unless  the  employment  waa 
a    distributing    proximate   cause.     If 
the  risk  of  injury  to  the  employee  was 
one  to  which   he  would   have   been 
equally  exposed  apart  from  his  em- 
ployment, then  the  injury  does   not 
arise  out  of  it.'    This  seems  to  be  an 
extreme  decision.     It  is  to  b^  noted 
that  the  place  wbfarfi  the  mipley^ 
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ceived  his  injury  was  not  the  place  of 
the  employee's  business,  nor  in  the 
vicinity  of  his  own  home.  He  was  re* 
quired  to  be  in  this  place  solely  be* 
cause  of  the  employment,  and  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  sidewalks 
were  very  slippery  from  the  ice,  and 
he  was  obliged  to  walk  in  the  street 
because  of  the  condition  of  the  side* 
walks.  It  would  appear  that  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Indiana  and  Oalifomia 
courts  are  more  reasonable  in  their 
construction  of  the  acts.** 

And  in  Wilson  y.  H.  C.  Frick  Coke 
Go.  (1920)  268  Pa.  256,  110  Atl.  728, 
it  was  held  that  the  injury  was  not 
due  to  an  accident  while  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  where  a  day  labor- 
er, ordered  by  his  foreman  to  sro  on  a 
certain  night  to  another  place  to  be 
ezanuned  by  a  physician,  did  not  go 
until  the  following  night,  and/  when 
returning  and  crossing  a  river,  was 
drowned. 

And  in  Ck)ntinental  Casualty  Go.  v. 
Industrial  Acci.  Commission  (1920) 
—  Gal.  App.  — ,  190  Pac.  849,  it 
was  held  that  an  injury  to  a  sales 
manager  did  not  arise  out  of  his 
eniplosrment  where  he  was  spend- 
ing his  vacation  on  a  ranch  6  miles 
from  a  railroad  station,  and  went 
to  the  postoffice  on  horseback,  filled 
out  his  questionnaire  and  finished 
a  reply  to  a  business  letter  to  his  em- 
ployer, and,  after  mailing  these, 
mounted  his  horse  to  return  to  the 
ranch,  and  was  thrown  therefrom  and 
injured.  The  court  stated  that  he  was 
no  more  entitled  to  claim  compensa- 
tion from  his  employer  for  such  in- 
jury than  he  would  have  been  while 
he  was  traveling  from  his  home  to  the 
place  where  his  vacation  was  to  be 
spent. 

F/I.  While  going  Hotne  ft^r  u>eek'end. 

In  State  ex  rel.  McCarthy  Bros.  Go. 
?.  District  Gt.  (1918)  141  Minn.  61, 
1G9  N.  W.  274,  where  a  salesman  for 
a  Minnesota  grain  brokerage  concern 
who  received  a  salary  and  traveling 
expenses,  excepting  board  and  lodg- 
ing, resided  in  North  Dakota,  and 
transacted  business  on  Saturday 
across  the  Missouri  river  from  his 
hone,  and  was  drowned  while  attempt- 


ing to  go  home  on  Sunday  by  crossing 
the  river,  which  flooded  the  railroad 
track,  it  wiis  held  that  the  injury  arose 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment. The  court  said:  '*It  is 
urged  that  decedent  was  not  within 
the  protection  of  the  '  Minnesota 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  because  it  appears 
that  he  did  not  come  to  his  death  by 
reason  of  an  accident  arising  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment; 
tiiat  at  the  tirqe  of  the  accident  he 
had  been  through  with  his  work  since 
the  preceding  day;  that  there  was  no 
necessity  f ot  his  getting  home  on  Sun- 
day; that  in  >  order  to  do  BO  he  under- 
took an  extremely  hazardous  trip  for 
his  own  purposes,  and  not  in  connec- 
tion with,  the  business  of  his  employ- 
ers. We  are  unable  tor  agree .  with 
these  contentions.  Decedent's  duties 
required  his  traveling  from  place  to 
place  in  his  territory,  which  was  sev- 
eral hundred  miles  from  his  employ- 
er's place  of  business.  It  was  proper 
that  be  have  some  regular  or  fixed 
place  for  communicating  with  his 
employers.  His  home  was  near  his 
field  of  labor.  He  made  it  his  head- 
quarters as  well  as  his  retreat  for 
over  Sunday,  as  he  properly  would, 
and  as  his  employers  must  naturally 
have  expected  and  intended  he  should 
do.  Indeed  all  of  the  correspondence 
between  them  so  indicates.  We  see 
no  reason  why  he  might  not  properly, 
and  without  stepping  outside  the  scope 
of  his  employment,  return  to  his  home 
from  his  field  of  labor  on  the  Sab- 
bath day." 

In  International  Harvester  Go.  v.  In- 
dustrial Bd.  (1918)  282  111.  489,  118 
N.  E.  711,  where  the  deceased  work- 
man was  employed  to  go  to  places 
within  a  radius  of  about  8  miles  of 
Detroit  to  assemble  agricultural  ma- 
chinery, and  was  expected  to  stay  on 
each  job  until  it  was  finished  unless 
he  received  orders  to  the  contrary,  it 
was  held  that  the  accident  resulting 
in  his  death  did  not  arise  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  there 
being  testimony  showing  that  he  was 
sent  to  a  certain  place  to  set  up  three 
machines,  and  that,  while  working  on 
the  last  one,  without  instructions  or 


326 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


authority,  he  started  the  middle  of 
Saturday  afternoon  for  Detroit  to 
spend  Sunday,  and  was  killed  when 
the  jitney  bus  in  which  he  was  riding 
to  the  station  was  struck  by  a  train, 
the  trip  being  unauthorized  and  un- 
necessary 80  far  as  the  company  was 
concerned. 

Tin.  WMle  performing  worUm 

In  Larke  v.  John  Hancock  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  (1916)  90  C<hui«  303,  L.R.A. 
1916E,  584,  97  Atl.  320,  12  N.  C.  C.  A. 
308,  the  injury  was  held  to  have  arisen 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
plojrment  where  one  employed  as  a 
soliciting  and  collecting  agent  for  an 
insurance  company  left  home  early 
on  a  cold  winter  morning,  and  drove 
15  or  20  miles  in  the  regular  course 
of  his  business,  going  in  and  out  of 
heated  buildings  while  making  calls, 
and  suffered  frostbites,  which  de* 
veloped  into  erysipelas  and  death. 
The  court  said :  "An  attempt  to  frame 
an  all-embracing  definition  so  as  to 
include  all  injuries  arising  in  the 
course  of  one's  employment  would 
probably  prove  its  inadequacy  under 
the  changing  conditions  of  time.  In 
a  general  way,  sufficient  for  this  ease, 
and  perhaps  helpful  in  the  consider- 
ation of  other  cases,  we  may  say  that 
an  injury  to  an  employee  is  said  to 
arise  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
when  it  occurs  within  the  period  of 
his  emplo3rment,  at  a  place  where  he 
may  reasonably  be,  and  while  he  is 
reasonably  fulfilling  the  duties  of  his 
employment,  or  engaged  in  doing 
something  incidental  to  it.  'In  the 
course  of  points  to  the  place  and  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  accident 
takes  place  and  the  time  when  it  oc- 
curred. .  .  .  The  period  of  employ- 
ment has  sometimes  been  held  to  cov- 
er a  period  other  than  that  for  which 
wages  are  paid.  The  place  of  em- 
ployment in  some  cases  has  been  held 
to  include  the  places  upon  the  mas- 
ter's premises  traversed  by  the  em- 
ployee in  going  to  and  from  his  work, 
and  the  places  used  by  the  employee 
with  the  master's  consent.  The  duty 
ancillary  or  incident  to  the  employ- 
ment has,  in  some  instances,  been  held 
to  include  the  doing  of  something  pri- 


marily for  the  benefit  of  the  employee, 
but  ultimately,  it  is  assumed,  for  the 
master,  as  the  preparation  of  a  noon- 
hour  lunch,  or  the  doing  of  something 
by  the  employee  which  he  reasonably 
believes  is  for  the  master's  interest. 
These  distinctions  and  their  applica- 
tion to  given  cases  furnish  difficult 
questions  for  decision.  The  circuDH 
stances  surrounding  the  case  of  Mr. 
Larke  are  free  from  these  difficulties. 
He  contracted  frostbite  while  driving 
from  place  to  place  up(m  his  master's 
business  in  the  customary  way  and  in 
a  way  known  to  the  master,  and  there- 
fore he  suffered  his  injury,  as  the 
trial  court  found,  in  the  course  of  his 
employment.  Passing  the  claim  for 
a  correction  of  the  finding,  the  most 
seriously  contested  question  is  wheth- 
er the  injury  of  the  decedent  arose 
'out  of  his  employment.  An  injury 
which  occurs  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment will  ordinarily  arise  out  of 
the  employment;  but  not  necessarily 
so,  for  the  injury  might  occur  out  of 
an  act  or  omission  for  the  exclusive 
benefit  of  the  employee,  or  of  another - 
than  the  master,  while  the  employee  is 
engaged  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. In  order  to  restrict,  beyond 
the  reach  of  question,  the  words  'in 
the  course  of  the  employment,'  the 
words  'arising  out  of  were  added,  so 
that  the  proof  of  the  one  without  the 
other  will  not  bring  a  case  within  the 
act.  The  term  'arising  out  of  in  this 
act  points  to  the  origin  or  cause  of 
the  injury.  Fitzgerald  v.  W.  G.  Clarke 
Sl  Son  [1908]  2  K.  B.  (Eng.)  799,  77 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1018,  99  L.  T.  N.  S. 
101,  1  B.  W.  G.  G.  197.  It  presupposes 
a  causal  connection  between  the  em- 
ployment and  the  injury.  Speaking 
generally,  an  injury  'arises  out  of  an 
an  emplojrment  when  it  occurs  in  the 
course  of  the  employment  and  as  a 
proximate  cause  of  it.  An  injury 
which  is  a  natural  and  necessary  in- 
cident or  consequence  of  the  employ- 
ment, though  not  foreseen  or  expected, 
arises  out  of  it.  ...  If  the  nature 
of  the  employment,  or  the  conditions 
under  which  it  was  pursued,  or  the 
exposure  to  injury  it  entails,  or  the 
doing  of  something  incidental  to  the 
employment,  was  a  proximate  cause  o^f 


^^NO.— WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION— TRAVELING. 


827 


the  injary,  it  arises  out  of  the  em- 
ployment.   An  injury  of  this  descrip- 
tion is  one  of  the  risks  of  the  employ- 
ment,  for  it  is  due  to  it  and  arises 
from  it,  either  directly  or  as  incident 
to  it,  or  to  the  conditions  and  exposure 
surroanding  it.     And  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury  is  not  necessarily 
that  which  immediately  arises  out  of 
the  employment,    but   may    be   that 
which  is  reasonably  incidental  to  it. 
.   .   .    The  conditions  of  employment 
which  expose  the  employee  to  an  in- 
jury which  arises  out  of  the  employ- 
ment are  such  as  are  peculiar  to  this 
employment,  and  not  such  exposures 
as  the  ordinary  person  is  subjected 
to.    It  is  therefore  immaterial  where 
the  exposure  originates,  whether  from 
the  employment  or  outside  of  it.    In 
the  one  case  the  conditions  of  danger 
from  the  conduct  of  the  employment 
cause  it:    in  the  other  the  conditions 
of  danger  which   arise   outside   the 
employment,  but  are  peculiar  to   it, 
cause  it.    Amys  v.  Barton  [1912]  1  K. 
B.   (Eng.)    40,   105  L.  T.  N.  S.  619, 
[1911]  W.  N.  205,  81  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
65,  28  Times  L.  R.  29,  5  B.  W.  C.  C. 
117;   Mann   v.  Glastonbury  Knitting 
Co.  (1916)  90  Conn.  116,  L.R.A.1916D, 
86,  96  Atl.  368,  12  N,  C.  C.  A.  891.   But 
if  injury  results  to  an  employee  from 
the  doing  of  something  which  the  em* 
ployment  neither  required  nor  expect- 
ed, or  in  a  place  where  his  employment 
should  not  take  him,  it  cannot  be  said 
to  arise  out  of  the  employment.    Un*- 
less  the  conditions  under  which  Larke 
pursued  his  employment  exposed  him 
to  the  danger  of  frostbite,  and  this 
exposure  was  peculiar  to  his  employ- 
menty  and  not  shared  by  the  ordinary 
person,  no  causal  connection  between 
the  frostbite  and  the  employment  can 
be  found.    If  the  employment  brings 
with   it  no   greater  exposure   to   in- 
jurious results  from  natural  causes, 
and    neither   contributes  to   produce 
these  nor  to  aggravate  their  effect,  as 
from  lightning,  or  severe  heat  or  cold, 
than  those  to  which  persons  generally 
in  that  locality,  whether  so  employed 
or  not,  are  equally  exposed,  there  is 


no  causal  connection  between  the  em- 
ployment and  the  injury;  but  where 
^e  emplo3rment  brings  with  it  greater 
exposure  and  injury  results,'  the  in- 
jury does  arise  out  of  the  employment. 
Taming  to  the  finding,  we  think  it 
presents  a  clear  case  of  an  employee 
injured  as  a  result  of  a  greater  ex- 
posure to  the  elements  than  persons 
in  that  locality  are  ordinarily  sub- 
jected. Mr.  Larke's  employment, 
which  compelled  him  to  drive  15  or 
20  miles  on  a  very  cold  day,  going  in 
and  out  of  h^ted  houses,  in  making 
upward  of  fifty  calls,  exposed  him  to 
the  severity  of  the  weather  and  to  the 
danger  of  frostbite  very  much  more 
than  the  ordinary  person  in  that  local- 
ity was  exposed.  The  risk  of  frostbite 
to  Mr.  Larke  was  either  created  or 
greatly  aggravated  by  his  employment, 
which  subjected  him  to  open-air  work 
in  severe  cold.''  And  in  State  ex  rel. 
Chambers  v.  District  Ct.  (1918)  189 
Minn.  205,  3  A.L.R.  1847,  166  N.  W. 
185,  where  one  was  employed  by  a 
grain  brokerage  firm  to  solicit  busi- 
ness in  Minnesota  and  other  states, 
and  was  killed  by  the  overturning  of 
an  automobile,  furnished  by  the  em- 
ployer, while  he  was  using  it  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  in  North 
Dakota,  the  court  stated  that  the  acci- 
dent arose  out  of  and  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.  The  point  at  issue 
in  the  case,  however,  was  as  to  wheth- 
er compensation  could  be  awarded  for 
an  accident  occurring  outside  the 
state  of  Minnesota. 

And  where  a  workman  was  em- 
ployed to  travel  and  inspect  scrap  iron 
consigned  to  his  employees  at  various 
railroad  stations,  it  was  held  that  his 
injury  arose  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  upon  its  appearing 
that,  in  returning  from  an  inspection 
to  a  warehouse  and  crossing  the  lines 
of  the  railroad  while  shunting  opera- 
tions were  in  progress,  contrary  to 
rules,  he  was  killed.  Sanderson  v. 
Henry  Wright  (1914)  110  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  517,  30  Times  L.  R.  279,  [1914] 
W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  177,  7  B.  W.  C.  C. 
141.  J.  T.  W. 
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STATE  OF  SOUTH  CAROUNA,  Appt, 

V. 

CARLOS  CORBETT,  Respt. 

amUh  Carolina  Supr^ne  Court  —  Oe^ober  iO»  1921* 
(—  S.  C.  — ,  109  S.  E.  133.) 

Judgment  —  Imu-  to  subsequent  prosecution  —  separate  killing:  by  sinsrle 
act. 

1.  The  shooting  of  three  men  by  separate  shots  as  fast  as  they  could  be 
fired,  in  an  attempt  to  protect  the  habitation  and  person  of  the  one  doing 
the  shooting  from  their  aggression,  is  not  a  single  act  within  the  rule  that 
acquittal  upon  trial  of  an  indictment  for  shooting  one  is  a  bar  to  a  prose- 
cution for  shooting  another  by  the  same  act. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  341.] 

Pleading  "—  effect  of  demurrer. 

2.  A  demurrer  to  a  plea  admits  the 
allegations  of  fact  contained  in  it. 


Appeal  —  exceptions  to  properly  strik- 
ing testimony  from  record. 

3.  Exceptions  to  the  striking  out  of 
testimony  improperly  incorporated  in 
a  transcript  for  appeal  will  be  dis- 
missed. 

Pleading  —  demurrer  '• —  admission  of 
inference  drawn  fr<mi  facts. 

4.  A  demurrer  does  not  admit  an 
inference  drawn  by  the  pleader  from 
the  facts  stated. 

Judgment  —  separate  offenses  from 
single  act. 

5.  Even  though  the  killing  of  sev- 


eral men  in  rapid  succession  in  an  at- 
tempt to  defend  the  person  and  habi- 
tation of  the  one  doing  the  lulling 
from  their  attacks  could  be  regarded 
as  but  a  single  act,  the  result  may 
constitute  more  than  one  offense,  so 
that  acquittal  on  a  trial  for  killing 
one  will  not  prevent  a  prosecution  for 
killing  another. 


—  right    to    answer    over 
after  overruling  of  demurrer. 

6.  The  state  may,  upon  overruling 
of  its  demurrer  to  a  plea  in  a  criminal 
case,  be  accorded  the  privilege  of 
answering  over. 


Appeal  by  the  state  from  an  order  of  the  General  Sessions  Circuit 
Ck>urt  for  Orangeburg  County  (Shipp,  J.)  overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  plea 
of  former  acquittal  and  sustaining  the  plea  to  an  indictment  charging  de- 
fendant with  murder.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The    ruling    of    Shipp,    Circuit     impaneled  and  that  he  was  duly  ac* 


Judge,  on  motion  to  direct  a  verdict 
on  the  ground  of  previous  acquittal, 
was  as  follows : 

The  defendant  in  this  case  sets 
up  the  plea  of  former  acquittal,  au- 
trefois acquit;  he  alleges  substan- 
tially in  his  plea  that  he  was  indict- 
ed on  March  27,  1920 ;  that  hereto- 
fore in  September,  1920,  he  was  ar- 
raigned, and  pleaded  not  guilty  to 
the  indictment  found  against  him 
by  the  grand  jury  of  Orangeburg 
county,  charging  him  with  the 
murder  of  Bryan  Salley  on  the  27th 
of  March,  1920;  that  the  jury  was 


quitted  on  that  charge.  He  further 
states  that  he  is  now  called  at  the 
bar  of  the  court  to  answer  to  an  in- 
dictment charging  him  with  the 
murder  of  one  Julian  Cooper  on  the 
27th  of  March,  1920 ;  he  alleges  that 
he  was  in  former  jeopardy  in  the 
trial  for  the  murder  of  Bryan  Sal- 
ley,  because  he  alleges  the  evidence 
necessary  to  prove  the  charge 
against  him  for  the  murder  of  Juli- 
an Cooper  would  be  the  same  evi- 
dence as  was  used  against  him  in 
the  case  charging  him  with  the  mur«. 
der  of  Bryan  Salley.    He  goes  on  in 


STATE  V. 

his  plea  to  state  that  at  his  former 
trial  it  was  in  evidence  that  at  his 
home,  in  his  front  yard,  on  the  night 
of  March  27»  1920,  he  fired  several 
shots  in  quick  succession  at  three 
men,  mentioning  them,  Bryan  Sal- 
ley,  Julian  Cooper,  and  Hugh  Fan- 
ning; that  these  three  parties  were 
making  an  attack  upon  him  jointly 
in  his  own  yard,  and  that  he  shot 
from  the  necessity  of  defending  and 
protecting  his  life  and  home.  He 
further  alleges  that  the  act  of  shoot- 
ing at  these  three  men,  alleged  ag- 
greesors,  constituted  one  act  and 
one  volition ;  that  he  shot  at  no  par- 
ticular one,  but  was  endeavoring  to 
protect  himself  and  his  home 
against  aggression;  that  he  killed 
all  three  of  these  men  at  one  time, 
and  that  it  was  in  pursuance  of  one 
act  and  one  volition. 

The  defendant  further  alleges 
that  all  of  these  facts  came  out  in 
the  trial  for  his  killing  Bryan  Sal- 
ley,  and  that  at  that  trial  three  is- 
sues were  submitted  to  the  jury  who 
tried  the  case;  that  three  theories 
were  presented  to  the  jury.  The 
three  theories  that  he  sets  up  in  his 
plea  are:  (1)  That  the  defendant 
purposely  fired  at  and  killed  Bryan 
Sailor  with  malice;  (2)  that  the  de- 
fendant fired  at  Julian  Cooper  and 
Hugh  Fanning,  and,  missing  them, 
killed  Salley;  (3)  that  with  a  reck- 
less disregard  of  human  life  the  de- 
fendant fired  at  the  three  men,  kill- 
ing them.  He  says  that  those  three 
issues  were  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  that  he  was  duly  acquitted  by 
the  jury,  and  he  alleges  that  the  ac- 
tion of  the  jury  in  acquitting  him  is 
the  equivalent  to  finding  that  he  was 
excusable  in  the  act  that  he  commit- 
ted on  that  occasion.  That  is  sub- 
stantially what  he  alleges. 

When  a  defendant  puts  in  a  spe- 
cial plea  of  former  acquittal  or  for- 
mer conviction,  two  courses  are 
open  to  the  state— the  state  may 
traverse  the  plea  by  denying  the  al- 
legations thereof,  and  the  question 
would  then  be  one  of  fact  to  be  tried 
ly  a  jury,  or  the  state  may  demur 
to  the  plea,  and  then  it  becomes  a 
question  of  law;  not  a  fact  for  the 
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consideration  of  the  jury,  but  a 
question  of  law  for  tiie  court 
When  the  defendant  demurs  to  a 
paper,  that  is  an  admission  of  the 
facts  stated  in  tiie  paper;  it  is  not 
an  admission  of  any  legal  conclu- 
sions, but  it  is  an  admission  of  the 
truth  of  any  fact  pleaded  in  the  pa- 
per that  is  properly  pleaded.  That 
is  held  in  the  case  of  State  v.  De 
Wees,  76  S.  C.  74,  66  S.  E.  674,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  991. 

In  considering  a  question  of  for- 
mer acquittal  it  involves  a  consid- 
eration of  the  record.  Two  indict- 
ments involved  in  the  case  are  made 
a  part  of  the  plea  and  a  part  of  the 
demurrer ;  that  is  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  court.  The  court  consid- 
ers the  record,  the  indictments,  and 
it  also  considers  partially  in  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  where  there  is  the  idle- 
gation  in  the  plea  that  it  is  the  same 
act,  the  same  transaction,  and  the 
same  volition ;  that  is  a  question  of 
fact.  If  the  indictment  shows  that 
the  offenses  charged  are  so  distinct 
and  separate  that,  notwithstanding 
the  demurrer  on  the  part  of  the 
state,  if  the  indictment  ahows  that 
the  charges  were  so  separate  and 
distinct,  notwithstanding  the  ad- 
missions, tiie  court  comes  to  tiie  con- 
clusion that  they  are  separate  and 
distinct,  the  court  would  have  to 
sustain  the  demurrer.  That  in- 
volves a  question  of  fact ;  still,  if  the 
indictment  shows  on  its  face  that  it 
could  not  result  from  the  same  act, 
the  state  would  lose  nothing  by  the 
demurrer.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
there  can  be  shown,  or  if  they  might 
have  been  the  result  of  the  same 
act,  that  is  an  admission  on  the  part 
of  the  state. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  in  South 
Carolina  the  supreme  court  of  this 
state  has  never  ruled  on  the  precise 
question  in  this  case  in  any  similar 
case.  The  state  relies  on  the  case  of 
State  V.  Thurston,  27  S.  C.  L. 
(2  McMuU.)  382,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  the  indictments  in  the 
Thurston  Case  were  so  separate  and 
distinct,  that  notwithstanding  the 
admissions  by  the  demurrer,  the 
court  was  justified  in  holding  that 
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the  offenses  charged  were  not  the 
same  act.  An  examination  of  the 
Thurston  Case  shows — ^and  I  have 
not  had  as  much  time  to  examine 
these  cases  as  I  would  like  to  have 
had,  because  I  have  to  rule  prompt- 
ly— an  examination  of  the  Thurston 
Case  shows  that  the  indictment  in 
that  case  involved  the  question  of 
larceny;  where  a  person  is  charged 
with  the  stealing  of  goods  belonging 
to  A,  he  cannot  be  convicted  for  the 
stealing  of  goods  belonging  to  B. 
That  is  true,  of  course,  because,  to 
convict  of  larceny,  you  have  to 
prove  the  owner  is  not  a  different 
person,  the-  very  nature  of  the  own- 
ership  or  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  where  the  case  could  not 
be  the  result  of  one  act.  It  remains 
to  be  seen  that  where  a  person  kills 
two  persons,  that  may  be  shown  to 
be  the  result  of  the  same  act. 

Counsel  for  the  state  has  cited 
the  case  of  State  v.  Evans,  S3  W. 
Va.  417,  10  S.  E.  792,  a  West  Vir- 
ginia  ease.  An  examination  of  the 
Evans  Case  shows  that  the  plea  was 
not  set  out  in  that  case,  and  I  have 
not  the  benefit  of  knowing  exactly 
what  was  alleged  in  the  special  plea 
set  up.  The  court  held  in  that  case 
that  it  could  not  be  one  act,  because 
the  circumstances  alleged  showed 
that  there  was  aggravation  from 
one  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
other.  The  judge  who  rendered 
the  opinion  stated  that  he  could  con- 
ceive of  a  case  in  which  the  prin- 
ciple might  apply,  and  he  cited  the 
case  referred  to  by  Mr.  Raysor, 
where  an  engineer  was  charged 
with  killing  a  number  of  people 
through  the  negligent  running  of  a 
train,  and  the  plea  interx)osed  was 
that  it  was  accidental;  he  was 
charged  with  the  murder  of  one  of 
the  passengers,  and  the  jury  ren- 
dered the  verdict  of  acquittal,  and 
it  was  held  that  that  was  an  adjudi- 
cation, and  no  further  criminal  li- 
ability attached,  and  he  could  not  be 
held  for  the  death  of  other  passen- 
gers resulting  from  the  same  act. 

It  is  recognized  by  the  court  that 
there  may  be  cases  where  a  person 
may  kill  more  than  one  person  as 


the  result  of  the  same  act  That  is 
one  case.  I  can  conceive  of  another 
case;  a  sheriff  is  charged  with  the 
custody  and  with  the  safety  of  the 
prisoners  in  jail;  he  stands  there 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  those 
prisoners;  an  attack  is  made  on 
him,  and  he  kills  ten  men,  and  he  is 
called  for  trial  for  the  killing  of  one 
of  the  ten  men;  he  sets  up  the  de- 
fense that  he  killed  the  ten  men  in 
the  discharge  of  his  official  duty; 
that  a  mob  came  there  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  the  prisoners  from 
the  jail,  and  in  defense  of  their 
lives  he  took  the  lives  of  ten  men  who 
were  killed.  He  is  tried  for  killing 
one  of  those  men,  and  that  question 
is  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the 
jury  say  he  is  not  guilty;  that  he 
was  excusable  in  taking  life.  There 
is  one  act  and  one  purpose  to  pro- 
tect the  prisoner;  that  is  an  adjudi- 
cation the  sheriff  acted  within  the 
law.  There  is  an  instance  where 
the  sheriff  shot  repeatedly,  but  it 
was  from  one  design  and  one  pur- 
pose, and  an  adjudication  in  one 
case  would  be  an  adjudication  in 
all. 

No  one  can  testify  as  to  the  in- 
tent of  a  person.  I  cannot  testify 
as  to  what  is  in  the  mind  of  any 
other  man,  but  I  can  testify  as  to 
my  own  intent,  and  the  only  person 
who  can  testify  as  to  the  intent  of 
any  person  is  that  person  himself. 
We  have  in  this  paper  here,  admits 
ted  by  the  demurrer,  the  declaration 
of  the  defendant  under  oath  that  he 
had  one  purpose  and  one  intent,  and 
that  was  to  defend  himself  against 
his  aggressors.  It  has  been  held  in 
a  number  of  cases  that  the  defend- 
ant may  testify  as  to  his  purpose 
and  intent.  That  is  the  only  evi- 
dence we  have  in  the  case,  and  that 
is  admitted  by  the  demurrer. 

I  am  sorry  that  the  state  admit- 
ted these  facts  in  the  demurrer.  I 
am  called  on  to  rule  on  this  paper 
with  an  admission  on  behalf  of  the 
state ;  it  becomes  a  question  of  law, 
and  I  am  bound;  I  could  not  rule 
otherwise  with  this  admission  of 
intent,  the  admission  of  one  purpose 
and  one  act,  I  could  not  rule  other-- 
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wise  than  that  the  demurrer  must 
be  overruled  in  the  case,  and  there- 
fore it  becomes  a  question  of  law, 
and  it  being  admitted  that  the  kill- 
ing of  the  three  men  was  the  result 
of  one  impulse,  and  it  being  alleged 
that  it  was  done  in  defense  of  the 
defendant's  home  and  person,  I  can- 
not say  that  that  does  not  state  a 
proper  def aise. 

I  will  have  to  overrule  the  demur- 
rer, and,  for  the  reasons  stated 
above,  the  demurrer  is  overruled. 

Messrs.  T.  M.  Rayson,  A.  H.  Moss, 
and  A.  J.  Hydrick  for  the  State. 

Messrs.  Wolfe  &  Berry,  Cole  L. 
Blease,  M.  L.  Smith,  J.  L.  Dukes,  I. 
H.  Fanning,  and  &  J.  Wingard  for 
respondent. 

Cothran,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

At  the  May  term  of  the  court  of 
general  sessions  for  Orangeburg 
county  true  bills,  upon  separate  in- 
dictments, were  returned  against 
the  defendant,  charging  him  with 
the  murders,  respectively,  of  Bryan 
Salley,  Julian  Cooper,  and  Hugh 
Fanning,  on  March  27,  1920.  At 
the  September  term  he  was  tried 
upon  the  indictment  charging  him 
with  the  murder  of  Bryan  Salley, 
and  was  acquitted.  At  the  follow- 
ing January  term  he  was  called  for 
trial  upon  the  indictment  charging 
him  with  the  murder  of  Julian 
Cooper.  He  thereupon  filed  a  plea 
of  former  acquittal,  based  upon  the 
proposition  that  the  three  homi- 
cides, resulting  from  a  single  act, 
intent,  impulse,  and  volition,  con- 
stituted but  one  offense,  and  that, 
having  been  acquitted  of  any  crimi- 
nality in  connection  therewith,  as 
evidenced  by  his  acquittal  as  stated, 
he  was  entitled  to  be  discharged. 

To  this  plea  the  state  demurred, 
ppon  the  ground  that  the  indictment 
m  the  case  in  which  the  acquittal 
occurred  and  that  in  the  case  at  bar 
show  that  the  offenses  charged  in 
flie  two  indictments  are  distinct  and 
different,  and  require  proof  of  dis- 
tinct  and  different  facts. 

The  circuit  judge  heard  argument 
upon  the  plea  and  the  demurrer,  and 
orally  announced  his  ruling  (which 
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is  incorporated  in  the  record  and 
should  also  be  in  the  report)  over- 
ruling the  demurrer.  He  then 
passed  a  formal  order,  reciting  the 
fact  that  he  had  overruled  the  de- 
murrer, and  adjudging  that  the  plea 
of  former  acquittal  be  sustained. 
From  said  ruling  and  order  the 
state  appeals. 

Upon  the  presentation  of  the  plea 
two  courses  were  open  to  the  state : 
To  traverse  the  plea,  or  to  demur. 
The   state   adopted 
the    latter    course^  S^SfiSKf.**^ 
and  the  legal  effect 
thereof  was  tof  admit  the  allegations 
of  fact  contained  in  ttie  plea.    State 
V.  De  Wees,  76  S.  C.  74, 56  S.  E.  674, 
11  Ann.  Gas.  991. 

The  question  at  issue  must  there- 
fore be  decided  upon  the  ptea,  the 
demurrer,  and  the  two  indictm^its, 
without  reference  to  the  testimony 
taken  upon  the  trial  which  has  been 
had.  It  was  unnec- 
essary and  improp-  ^XJ^}t*J^J!^^ 

XV    J.     J.V*        J.    ^      ilon«  to  prop- 
er    that     this     teStl-    «rl7  •trlktnfr 

mony  oe  mcorpo-  record, 
rated  in  the  record 
for  this  appeal.  The  exceptions  of 
the  state  to  the  order  of  the  circuit 
judge  striking  out  this  testimony,  in 
settling  the  case  for  appeal,  are 
therefore  dismissed. 

The  main  facts,  pertinent  to  the 
present  inquiry,  alleged  in  the  plea 
and  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  are 
the  following,  omitting,  those  al- 
ready stated  herein  and  certain  ar- 
gumentative statements  therein: 

On  the  night  of  March  27,  1920, 
while  the  defendant  was  in  his  front 
yard,  several  men,  among  whom 
were  Bryan  Salley,  Julian  Cooper, 
and  Hugh  Fanning,  advanced  upon 
him ;  that  in  self-defense,  to  protect 
his  person  and  habitation  from 
their  joint  and  confederated  attack, 
the  defendant  fired  at  them  several 
times  with  an  automatic  revolver, 
firing  as  rapidly  as  the  pistol  would 
fire,  not  aiming  particularly  at  any 
one  of  them,  but  shooting  at  them 
one  and  all,  whereby  the  three  men 
named  were  instantiy  killed ;  that  in 
said  shooting  the  defendant  was 
actuated  and  moved  by  the  same 
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and  identical  impulse,  a  single  act 
of  volition  to  do  anything  and  ev- 
ersrthing  against  said  three  men  to 
protect  his  person  and  habitation 
against  their  joint  and  confederated 
aggression. 

The  validity  of  the  defendant's 
plea  of  former  acquittal  depends  up- 
on a  solution  of  tiie  following  ques- 
tions, battle  ground  upon  which  the 
defendant  has  pitched  this  contro- 
versy : 

(1)  Were  the  three  homicides  a 
single  act  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant? 

(2)  If  the  three  homicides  were 
a  single  act  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, is  he  entitled  to  claim  that 
the  act  constituted  but  one  offense? 

It  is  apparent  that  if  each  homi- 
cide was  a  separate  act,  then  neces- 
sarily each  act  constituted  a  distinct 
and  separate  offense ;  or,  if  the  three 
homicides  were  a  single  act  from 
which  distinct  and  separate  results 
flowed,  each  homicide  was  a  sep- 
arate offense. 

1.  Were,  the  three  homicides  a 
single  act  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant? 

The  defendant  so  alleges  in  his 
plea,  and  now  contends,  that  the 
state  by  its  demurrer  had  admitted 
that  to  be  a  fact  We  do  not  so  re- 
gard the  demurrer.  The  allefration 
in  the  plea  is  nothing  more  than  a 
characterization,  in  the  interest  of 

the  defendant — an 

«\r?re;iSd!5;^  inference  favorable 
iiion  of  iBfer-       to    him,    which    he 

#*nce  dravra  from    j*^^     _    *  _,     . 

facts.  draws  from  certain 

alleged  facts ;  the 
issue  is  one  of  law,  therefore,  not  of 
fact;  and  a  demurrer  admits  only 
facts. 

As  is  declared  by  the  court  in 
State  V.  De  Wees,  76  S.  C.  75,  56  S. 
E.  675,  11  Ann.  Cas.  991 :  ''If  the 
two  indictments  charged  offenses 
which  in  their  nature  are  so  sep- 
arate and  distinct  as  to  be  incapable 
of  legal  identity,  then  defendant's 
allegation  that  they  charged  the 
same  offense  would  not  make  it  so, 
since  the  demurrer  only  admits  the 
facts  properly  pleaded.'* 

So  here,  when  the  defendant  al- 


leges the  circumstances  of  the  af- 
fray ;  that  the  three  men  and  anoth- 
er were  advancing  upon  him;  that 
he  shot  them  down,  inferentially, 
one  at  a  time ;  that  he  fired  his  pis- 
tol as  rapidly  as  it  would  turn  the 
cylinder;  that  he  was  determined 
to  do  anything  and  everything  to 
Btop  their  confederated  aggression, 
which,  of  course,  included  as  many 
shots  and  reloadings  as  might  be 
necessary, — ^it  is  not  for  him  to  de- 
cide or  for  the  state  to  admit  by  its 
demurrer,  that  such  intense,  deter- 
minedy  continuous,  and  effective 
warfare,  defensive  though  it  may 
have  been,  was  a  single  act. 

Assume,  as  we  must,  that  the  de- 
fendant acted  not  in  malice  or  in 
the  hot  blood  of  aggravation  and 
exasperation,  but  in  defense  of  his 
home  and  person,  a  circumstance 
which  goes  to  the  merits  of  his  de- 
fense, and  not  to  the  discussion  of 
the   question   whether  or  not  his 
shooting  down  three  men  with  sep- 
arate shots  was  a  single  act,  the 
circumstances  cry  out  against  his 
favorable  interpretation.    His  pur- 
pose, as  he  states,  was  to  halt  this 
confederated   aggression;    at   least 
four  men  were  advancing  upon  him ; 
he  had  a  pistol  as  his  weapon  of  de- 
fense ;  he  knew  that  it  fired  only  one 
shot  at  a  time,  he  could  not  possibly 
kill  all  four  at  one  shot ;  he  necessa- 
rily,   therefore,    predetermined    to 
fire  at  least  four  times,  each  firing 
being  a  separate  act,  and  each,  as 
events  developed,  followed  by  the 
fall  of  a  man.    The  admitted  facts, 
aside  from  the  argumentative  char- 
acterization of  the  shooting  as   a 
single  act,  show  a  predetermined 
and  pursued  series  of  acts,  to  shoot, 
and  shoot,  and  shoot;  to  do  '^any- 
thing  and  everything  against  the 
three  men     ...    to  protect  his 
person  and  habitation."     We   are 
concerned  here  with  what  he  did, 
not  with  the  purpose ;  and  in  the  at- 
tempted justification  of  his  conduct 
he  reveals  the  character  of  his  con- 
duct as  a  series  of  acts,  and  not  a 
single  act. 

The  authorities  are  simply  over- 
whelming that  under  the  circum- 
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stmees  stated  the  defendant  was 

guilty  of  a  separate 
crime  (if  a  crime) 
against  each  one  of 
'  his  victims,  and 
that  the  acquittal  of 
one  charge  is  not  a  bar  to  a  further 
prosecution. 

"But  where  one  assaults  or  kills 
two  persons  by  separate  shots  or 
strokes,  although  in  the  same  riot 
or  affray,  an  acquittal  or  conviction 
of  one  assault  or  homicide  is  no 
bar  to  an  indictment  for  the  other, 
as  they  are  distinct  acts.**  12  Cyc 
289. 

In  Gunter  v.  State,  111  Ala.  23, 
20  So.  632,  56  Am.  St  Rep.  17,  the 
court  declared :  ''If,  in  the  same  af- 
fray, one  person  shoots  and  kills  one 
person,  and  by  a  second  act  shoots 
and  wounds  another,  in  such  case 
the  two  results — the  killing  of  the 
one  and  the  wounding  of  the  other, 
by  different  acts  of  shooting,— can- 
not be  said  to  grow  out  of  the  same 
unlawful  act,  but  out  of  two  dis- 
tinct acts,  and  the  party  shooting  is 
responsible  for  the  two  results  from 
the  two  separate  acts,  and  may  be 
indicted  and  punished  separately 
for  each." 

In  Bell  V.  State,  120  Ark.  530, 180 
S.  W.  186,  the  defendant  was  in- 
censed with  the  sister  of  his  wife, 
her  husband,  her  father,  and  her 
brother,  on  account  of  their  alleged 
participation  in  the  separation  of 
himself  and  wife.  He  determined 
to  exterminate  the  entire  family; 
armed  with  a  repeating  shotgun  he 
.went  to  their  home,  and  in  turn 
killed  each  one.  It  was  one  intent, 
one  volition,  one  transaction,  one 
impulse.  He  was  convicted  of  the 
murder  of  the  husband  and  sen- 
tenced to  life  imprisonment.  Upon 
the  trial  for  the  killing  of  his  wife's 
sister,  he  pleaded  former  conviction. 
The  court  said :  "The  court  did  not 
err  in  overruling  appellant's  plea  of 
former  conviction.  The  conviction 
of  appellant  at  a  former  term  of  the 
court  for  the  crime  of  murdering 
Eard  Bearden  was  a  conviction  for 
an  entirely  separate  offense  than 
that  of  the  murder  of  Abbie  B^ird- 
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en.  The  proof  shows  that  ihe  kill- 
ings were  not  simultanews ;  that 
they  were  not  the  result  of  one  shot^ 
but  were  the  result  of  entirely  sep- 
arate acts.  The  question  as  to 
whether  the  murder  of  two  persons 
by  the  same  act  would  constitute 
but  one  offense  is  not  presented. 
Therefore  a  conviction  in  one  of  the 
cases  could  not  be  set  up  in  bar  of 
a  prosecution  for  the  other.**  I 

In  Morris  v.  Territory,  1  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  617,  99  Pac.  760,  101 
Pac.  Ill,  the  defendant  claimed  to 
have  been  attacked  by  father  and 
son,  and  that  in  self-defense  he 
killed  them  both,  shooting  as  fast  as 
he  could  with  a  shotgun  and  a  pis- 
tol. The  father  was  killed  by  shots 
from  the  gun;  the  son,  from  the 
pistol,  not  more  than  thirty  sec- 
onds later ;  the  transaction  was  one ; 
the  intent,  purpose,  volition,  im- 
pulse, were  one.  The  defendant 
was  acquitted  of  the  murder  of  the 
father,  and  pleaded  that  acquittal 
as  a  bar  to  the  indictment  for  kill- 
ing the  son.  The  court,  upon  full 
discussion  of  the  subject,  ruled, 
quoting  from  the  syllabus:  "If  in 
the  same  affray  a  person  shoots  and 
kills  one  person,  and  by  a  second 
shot  kills  another  person,  he  may  be 
separately  prosecuted  for  killing 
each  of  tiiem,  and  may  be  properly 
acquitted  in  one  case  and  convicted 
in  the  other." 

In  Com.  v. '  Anderson,  169  Ky. 
372,  188  S.  W.  898,  the  defendant, 
in  an  alleged  effort  to  defend  him- 
self against  a  confederated  attack 
by  two  brothers,  rapidly  firing, 
killed  one  of  them  and  wounded  the 
other.  He  was  acquitted  of  mur- 
der in  the  one  case,  and,  to  a  sep- 
arate indictment  for  assault  upon 
the  other  brother,  pleaded  former 
acquittal.  The  court  refused  to  sus- 
tain the  plea,  holding:  "But  we 
have  been  unable  to  find  any  case 
holding  that  where,  by  two  separate 
and  distinct  acts  of  the  defendant, 
two  separate  and  distinct  offenses 
were  committed,  they  could  in  any 
sense  be  called  *the  same  offense'  as 
is  required  to  successfully  invoke 
the  constitutional  provision.     The| 
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fact  that  these  two  distinct  offenses 
were  committed  in  close  proximity 
as  to  time,  and  while  engaged  in  one 
affray,  cannot  be  allowed  to  unify 
the  two  offenses,  when  as  a  matter 
of  fact  they  are  not  so.  The  time 
intervening  between  the  commis- 
sion of  the  two  offenses  can  have  no 
effect  on  the  case  whatever,"— cit- 
ing 12  Cyc.  289,  and  many  cases 
from  Kentucky;  Keeton  v.  Com.  92 
Ky.  522,  18  S.  W.  859;  Com.  v. 
Browning,  146  Ky.  770,  143  S.  W. 
407. 

The  case  of  Com.  v.  Browning, 
supra,  cited  in  the  Anderson  Case, 
is  stronger  for  the  defendant  than 
the  Anderson  Case  or  the  case  at 
bar,  and  while  we  are  not  called  up- 
on to  approve  its  conclusions,  the 
facts  are  interesting  in  this  connec- 
tion and  its  reasoning  instructive. 
In  that  case  the  defendant,  with  one 
shot  from  a  pistol,  wounded  two 
men  with  whom  he  was  engaged  in 
a  fight.  Defendant  was  convicted 
of  assault  upon  one  of  the  men,  and 
to  a  senarate  indictment  for  assault 
upon  the  other  he  pleaded  former 
conviction.  The  court  overruled  the 
plea,  saying: 

^'Manifestly,  appellee,  if  first 
tried  for  the  shooting  and  wounding 
of  Caywood,  could  not  be  convicted 
on  proof  that  he  shot  Stewart, 
though  both  Caywood  and  Stewart 
were  wounded  by  one  and  the  same 
shot.  As  well  might  it  be  argued 
that,  in  the  killing  of  several  of  the 
same  family  by  nutting  poison  in  the 
food  eaten  by  them,  conviction  of  the 
poisoner  for  the  death  of  one  of 
them  would  bar  a  prosecution  for 
the  killing  of  the  others.    .    .    . 

"The  offenses  committed  by  ap- 
pellee were  not  included  within  one 
another,  though  resulting  from  the 
same  act.  but  were  separate  and  dis- 
tinct offenses.  Therefore  he  was 
not  protected  by  §  13,  Bill  of  Riorhts, 
against  a  prosecution  for  either  by 
a  conviction  or  acquittal  for  one  of 
them." 

In  Keeton  v.  Com.  92  Ky.  522,  18 
S.  W.  359,  it  was  held,  quoting  from 
the  syllabus:  "Presenting  a  pistol 
at  two  persons  at  the  same  time, 
coupled   with   a   demand   of  their 


property,  and  compelling  a  surren- 
der thereof  by  both  at  the  same 
time,  constitutes  distinct  offenses 
against  them, — an  assault  on  and 
robbery  of  each.'* 

In  Kelley  v.  State,  48  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  40,  62  S.  W.  915,  the  defendant 
and  the  two  De  Walt  brothers  were 
working  in  adjoining  fields,  a  wire 
fence  separating  them;  one  of  the 
De  Walts  accused  defendant  of 
sending  a  valentine  reflecting  upon 
their  sister;  hot  words  ensued,  and 
the  two  De  Walts  made  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  as  they  were  in  the  act 
of  breaking  down  the  strands  of 
wire  to  cross  the  fence  to  attack  the 
defendant,  he  fired,  killing  one  and 
wounding  the  other.  He  was  tried 
for  the  murder  of  the  one  killed, 
and  acquitted ;  upon  the  trial  for  as- 
saulting the  other,  he  pleaded  for- 
mer acquittal.  The  court  held  that 
the  plea  was  insufficient. 

In  Augustine  v.  State,  41  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  59,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  765, 
52  S.  W.  77,  the  defendant  was  one 
of  a  mob  which  fired  at  and  killed 
two  men,  they  being  killed  by  differ- 
ent shots  from  different  members  of 
the  mob.  The  defendant  was  ac- 
quitted of  the  murder  of  the  one 
whom  he  had  not  shot,  and  upon 
trial  for  the  murder  of  the  other, 
whom  he  had  shot,  he  pleaded  for- 
mer acquittal.  The  court  overruled 
the  plea,  saying :  "But  here  the  tes- 
timony shows  that  the  parties  were 
killed  by  distinct  acts.  Mr.  Bishop 
says:  'Obviously,  there  is  a  differ- 
ence between  one  volition  and  one 
transaction,  and  on  the  view  of  our 
combined  authorities  there  is  little 
room  for  denial  that  in  one  transac- 
tion a  man  may  commit  distinct  of- 
fenses of  assault  or  homicide  upon 
different  persons,  and  be  separatdy 
punished  for  each.'  " 

In  State  v.  Robinson,  12  Wash. 
491,  41  Pac.  884,  the  defendant  in 
an  affray  killed  two  men,  Schullz 
and  Smith;  he  was  acquitted  of  the 
murder  of  Schultz,  and  then,  upon 
trial  for  the  murder  of  Smith,  he 
pleaded  former  acquittal.  We  quote 
at  length  from  the  interesting  opin- 
ion of  the  court:  **It  follows  that» 
if  the  killing  of  each  of  the  men 
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constituted  a  distinct  crime,  there 
wsis  no  proof  tending  to  show  that 
the  appellant  had  been  formerly  ac- 
quitted of  the  crime  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  in  the  killing  of 
Smith.   The  fact  that  the  same  line 
of  proof  was  introduced  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  he  was  guilty 
of  the  killing  of  Schultz  as  that  in- 
troduced to  show  his  guilt  in  the 
killing  of  Smith  would  in  no  manner 
tend  to  show  that  an  acquittal  for 
the  killing  of  the  former  would  con- 
stitute an  acquittal  for  the  killing  of 
the  latter,  if  the  killing  of  each  was 
a  distinct  crime.    That  such  proofs 
in  reference  to  two  prosecutions  for 
the  commission  of  a  single  offense 
would  be  proper  to  go  to  a  jury  up- 
on the  question  of  former  acquittal 
or  conviction  is  beyond  question,  but 
to  us  it  seems  equally  clear  that 
proof   which    was    necessary    and 
competent  to  convict  of  one  crime 
would  have  no  weight  upon  such 
question    in    the    prosecution    for 
another,   even   although   the   same 
criminating  circumstances  were  re- 
lied upon  in  the  latter  as  in  the 
former  case.     Was  the  killing  of 
each  of  these  men  a  distinct  crime? 
They  were  killed  in  a  single  affray, 
and  the  connection  of  the  appellant 
was  substantially  the  same  in  his  re- 
lations to  such  affray,  as  it  related 
to  each  of  such  men.    If  the  result 
of  the  meeting  at  which  the  tyro 
were  killed  had  been  the  deatli  of 
only  one  of  them,  a  prosecution  for 
murder  could  have  been  founded 
upon  his  death,  and  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  this  would 
have  been  true  whether  the  one  so 
killed  had  been  Schultz  or  Smith; 
and  there  can  be  no  good  reason 
why  that  which  would  have  war- 
ranted  a  prosecution   for  murder 
should  lose  force  by  reason  of  the 
fact    that    another    circumstance, 
which  in  itself  would  warrant  such 
a  prosecution,  occurred  at  the  same 
time  and  place.    If  the  prosecution 
had  been  founded  upon  the  killing 
of  the  two,  and  the  case  had  gone 
to  trial  upon  a  plea  of  not  guilty, 
proof  of  the  killing  of  either  of 
them  would  have  warranted  a  con- 
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viction.  It  follows  that  the  killing 
of  each  was,  so  far  as  the  homicide 
was  concerned,^  a  distinct  transac- 
tion. The  taking  of  a  human  life 
with  certain  intent  constitutes  mur- 
der, and  neither  law  nor  public  pol- 
icy will  justify  a  holding  that  each 
life  is  of  less  value  when  taken  with 
another  than  it  would  be  if  taken 
alone.  If  a  person  without  justifi- 
cation intends  to  kill  A  and  does  so, 
he  will  be  guilty  of  a  crime;  if  he 
intends  to  kill  B,  he  will  be  guilty  of 
another  and  a  different  crime;  and 
the  fact  that  he  entertains  the  in- 
tent to  kill  both,  and  carries  such  in- 
tent into  effect  at  the  same  time  and 
place,  should  not  be  held  to  make  of 
that  which  would  otherwise  be  a 
foundation  for  two  distinct  prosecu- 
tions a  foundation  for  only  one.  In 
our  opinion,  the  undisputed  proofs, 
when  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the 
law  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  find,  clearly  showed  that 
the  appellant  had  never  been  on  trial 
for  the  killing  of  Smith." 

In  Winn  v.  State,  82  Wis.  571,  52 
N.  W.  775,  the  defendant  had  an  al- 
tercation with  one  De  Foy  in  a 
saloon,  and  was  assaulted  by  him ;  he 
went  home,  secured  a  pistol,  and  re- 
turned ;  De  Foy  was  on  the  sidewalk 
with  others,  including  one  Coates; 
the  defendant  snapped  his  pistol  at 
De  Foy,  and  in  the  struggle  to  dis- 
arm him  the  pistol  was  discharged, 
killing  Coates;  the  defendant  was 
acquitted  of  the  murder  of  Coates, 
and  was  then  indicted  for  tiie  as- 
sault on  De  Foy ;  he  pleaded  former 
acquittal.  The  court  disallowed  the 
plea,  holding:  "The  rule  is  that  the 
offenses  charged  in  two  indictments 
are  not  identical  unless  they  concur 
both  in  law  and  in  fact,  and  that  the 
plea  of  autrefois  acquit  or  convict  is 
bad  if  the  offenses  charged  in  the 
two  indictments  be  distinct  in  law, 
no  matter  how  closely  they  are  con- 
nected in  fact.  In  order  to  deter- 
mine whether  there  is  a  concur- 
rence in  law,  that  is,  whether  a 
conviction  or  acquital  on  one  indict- 
ment is  a  good  bar  to  a  prosecution 
on  another,  the  true  inquiry  is 
whether  the  first  indictment  was 
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such  that  the  accused  might  have 
been  convicted  under  it  by  proof  of 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  other  indict- 
ment. If  he  could  not,  the  convic- 
tion or  acquittal  under  the  first  in- 
dictment is  no  bar.  The  result  of 
an  application  of  this  test  to  the 
present  inquiry  is  obvious.  Winn 
could  not  have  been  convicted  of  the 
murder  of  Coates  merely  upon 
proof  that  he  made  a  felonious  as- 
sault upon  De  Foy.  Proof  that  he 
killed  Coates  would  also  be  required. 
Hence  an  acquittal  on  the  informa- 
tion charging  the  murder  of  Coates 
is  no  bar  to  this  information  for  a 
felonious  assault  on  De  Foy,  and  the 
special  plea  was  properly  over- 
ruled." 

In  a  note  to  Roberts  v.  State,  58 
Am.  Dec.  540,  Judge  Freeman  says : 
''When  same  act  constitutes  two  or 
more  distinct  offenses,  eadi  is  sep- 
arately indictable.  The  defendant 
may  be  separately  punished  for 
each  oifense,  and  an  acquittal  or 
conviction  or  pardon  of  one  of  these 
distinct  offenses  is  no  bar  to  the 
prosecution  of  the  others.  [Citing 
cases.]  And  the  test  will  here  ap- 
ply. In  each  case  the  plea  of  autre- 
fois acquit  or  convict  is  bad,  be- 
cause the  facts  of  the  two  offenses 
are  differlent.  The  proof  of  the  al- 
legations of  the  second  indictment 
would  not  secure  a  legal  conviction 
under  the  allegations  of  the  first.  A 
well-settled  example  of  this,  of  two 
offenses  distinct  from  each  other, 
arising  from  the  same  act  occurs 
when  the  criminal  act  affects  two 
different  persons" — citing  State  v. 
Fife,  17  S.  C.  L.  (1  Bail.)  1. 

Further  the  learned  annotator  ob- 
serves: "So,  where  the  defendant, 
by  his  act,  injures  in  fact  two  or 
more  persons,  though  it  be  accom- 
plished in  the  same  transaction,  yet 
as  many  distinct  offenses  are  com- 
mitted. The  facts  of  one  are  mate- 
rially variant  from  those  of  the  oth- 
er. Such  is  the  case  where  two  or 
more  persons  are  shot  at  the  same 
time.'* 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the 
killing  of  Bryan  Salley  physically 
could  not  have  been  the  same  act  as 


that  which  took  the  life  of  Julian 
Cooper,  and  that  the  law,  so  far 
from  compelling  a  disregard  of 
what  we  know  the  fact  to  have  been, 
is  in  harmony  with  the  dictates  of 
reason,  physical  laws,  and  common 
sense. 

2.  If  the  three  homicides  were  a 
single  act  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, is  he  entitled  to  claim  that  the 
act  constituted  but  one  offense? 

Assuming,  however,  for  the  sake 
of  argument  that  the  defendant's 
contention  in  this  regard  may  be 
sustained,  it  by  no  means  follows 
necessarily  that  but  a  single  o£Fense 
has  been  committed.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  rule  in  this  state  is  that 

under    certain    cir-  ^ep*rate  of- 
cumstances       more  fen»e«  from  " 
than     one     offense  "■»*•  •**' 
may  follow  from  a  single  act. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Burton  v.  Wil- 
liams, 11  S.  C.  292,  the  court  de- 
clared :  "And  of  the  other  result — 
that  of  subjecting  an  offender  to 
two  punishments  for  the  same  act, 
not  the  same  offense — it  may  be 
said  that  it  is  not  so  monstrous  as 
might  at  first  be  supposed,  inas- 
much as  we  find  that  our  own  courts 
have  decided  that  for  the  same  act 
a  man  may  be  twice  punished,  be- 
cause by  the  one  act  he  has  violated 
two  distinct  statutes  of  the  state, 
committed  two  distinct  offenses, 
and  is  therefore  liable  to  two  dis- 
tinct punishments.'^ 

In  State  v.  Switzer,  65  S.  C.  187, 
48  S.  E.  518,  the  court  says :  ''It  is 
not  sound  to  say  unqualifiedly  that 
more  than  one  criminal  offense  can- 
not be  predicated  upon  a  single  act ; 
for  when  a  single  act  combines  the 
requisite  ingredients  of  two  dis- 
tinct offenses,  the  defendant  may  be 
separately  indicted  and  punished 
for  each,  as  shown  in  State  v.  Tay- 
lor, 18  S.  C.  L.  (2  Bail.)  49,  and 
State  V.  Thurston,  27  S.  C.  L,  (2 
McMull.)  895.*' 

In  State  v.  Thurston,  27  S.  C.  L. 
(2  McMull.)  382,  the  defendant  was 
charged  in  three  separate  indict- 
ments with  having  stolen  at  the 
same  time  cotton  belonging  to  three 
separate  individuals.     The  act,  in- 
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tent»  and  volitito  were  cme  and  the 
same.  The  court  held  (quoting 
from  syllabus)  'that  the  cotton  so 
stolen  by  the  defendant  belonged  to 
three  different  individuals^  and  he 
was  very  properly  indicted  in  three 
cases,  and  a  conviction  in  one  case 
was  no  bar  to  a  conviction  in  the 
two  others.  The  stealing  of  the 
goods  of  different  persons  is  always 
a  distinct  larceny/' 

In  State  v.  Sonnerkalb,  11  S.  C.  L. 
(2  Nott  &  M'C.)  280,  the  defendant 
raised  the  question  of  being  liable 
to  two  indictmaits  for  s^arate  of- 
fenses, both  growing  out  of  a  single 
act  The  court  said :  ''But  let  it  be 
admitted  that  the  defendant  com- 
mitted physically  but  one  act;  two 
offenses  may  be  committed  by  one 
act,  even  at  the  common  law ;  a  per- 
son fires  a  gun,  kills  one,  and 
wounds  another;  if  he  escapes  for 
the  homicide  (that  is,  if  his  life  be 
not  taken),  he  may  be  indicted  for 
the  assault  on  the  other ;  or  suppose 
he  severely  wounded  two,  he  may  be 
indicted  for  two  assaults,'* 

In  Hellams  v.  Switzer,  24  S,  C.  89, 
the  action  was  brought  by  several 
plaintiffs  severally  owning  land, 
claiming  damages  on  account  of  a 
dam  of  the  defendant.  The  court 
held  that  they  could  not  maintain  a 
joint  action;  that  their  injuries 
were  several.  The  opinion  contains 
this  statement  pertinent  to  the 
pending  issue:  "The  principle  un- 
derlying is  that  it  is  not  the  act,  but 
the  consequences,  which  awe  looked 
at  Thus,  if  two  persons  are  in- 
jured by  the  same  stroke,  the  act  is 
one,  but  it  is  the  consequences  of 
that  act,  and  not  the  act  itself, 
which  is  redressed;  and  therefore 
the  injury  is  several/' 

In  a  full  note  by  Judge  Freeman 
to  People  v.  McDaniels,  92  Am.  St. 
Rep.  120,  he  points  out  the  two  lines 
of  decisions  in  reference  to  a  single 
act  causing  death  to  two  or  more 
persons,  placing  this  state  in  line 
with  ottiers  holding  that  two  of- 
fenses have  been  committed,  though 
rather  leaning  to  the  opposite  hold- 
ing. He  points  out  very  clearly, 
however,  that  whatever  doubt  mi^y 
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&iiBt  upon  that  proposition  there  is 
hone  where  more  than  one  act  has 
been  committed.  He  says :  ^'If  one 
shot  is  fired  and  injures  two  people, 
there  is,  as  we  have  seen,  a  conflict 
of  authority  as  to  the  possibility  of 
separate  and  successive  prosecu- 
tions. But  where  several  shots  are 
fired,  each  injuring  one  person,  the 
mere  propinquity,  in  point  of  time 
or  action,  of  the  two  assaults,  does 
not  make  them  a  single  assault,  and 
all  the  authorities  agree  in  holding 
that  there  may,  in  such  a  case,  be  as 
many  prosecutions  as  there  were  as- 
saults.** 

A  familiar  illustration  of  the 
rule  is  where  the  single  act  is  a  sep- 
arate and  distinct  offense  under  mu- 
nicipal, state,  and  Federal  statutes, 
or  where  the  single  act  is  a  distinct 
infraction  of  more  than  one  state 
statute.  Surely,  if  a  single  sale  of 
liquor  may  constitute  three  statu- 
tory offenses,  or  if  a  single  act  of 
theft  may  constitute  more  tiian  one 
offense,  a  single  murderous  shot 
may  constitute  a  separate  offense  as 
to  each  human  being  whose  life  is 
cut  short.  If  a  malpractising 
physician,  in  producing  an  abortion, 
should  cause  the  death  of  the  moth- 
er and  of  the  child  breathing  after 
its  forced  birth,  can  there  be  a  ques- 
tion that  from  his  single  act,  actu- 
ated and  moved  by  a  single  intent, 
impulse,  and  volition,  there  would 
spring  three  separate  offenses? 

If,  the  act  being  sin^e,  only  one 
offense  has  been  committed,  the  rule 
should  apply  to  civil  actions  as  well 
•  as  to  criminal  prosecutions ;  and  yet 
we  do  not  apprehend  that,  if  the  de- 
fendant should  have  prevailed  in  an 
action  by  the  administrator  of  Bry- 
an Salley  for  damages  on  account  of 
his  alleged  wrongful  death,  he  could 
defeat  a  similar  action  by  the  ad- 
ministrator of  Julian  Cooper  upon 
the  ground  of  former  adjudication ; 
or  that  that  rule  would  apply  in  the 
case  of  a  negligent  collision  at  a 
railroad  crossing  by  which  the  lives 
of  several  persons  were  lost.  It 
would,  indeed,  be  anomalous  to  hold 
in  the  criminal  prosecution  that  the 
act  was  single,  and  only  one  offense 
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was  committed,  and  in  the  civil  ac- 
tions thQ  act  was  sinsrle  and  several 
offenses  (civil)  were  committed; 
the  plea  of  former  adjudication  be- 
ing sustained  in  the  one  case  and 
denied  in  the  other  upon  opposite 
conclusions  from  the  identical  state 
of  facts. 

Mr.  Van  Fleet  in  his  work  on 
Former  Adjudication,  vol.  S,  H  622, 
states  that  the  rule  that,  if  several 
persons  are  injured  in  person  or 
property  by  the  same  act,  there  is 
but  one  offense,  is  maintained  in  the 
courts  of  several  states  named,  but 
that  the  contrary  is  held  in  Arkan-' 
sas,  California^  Kentucky,  New 
York,  South  Carolina,  and  Virginia. 

There  is  another  view  of  this 
question  which,  however,  it  is  re^y 
not  necessary  to  discuss,  in  view  of 
the  foregoing  conclusions,  but 
which  is  equally  fatal  to  the  defend- 
ant's plea.  The  constitutional  pro- 
vision invoked  is:  "Nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  tiie  same  of- 
fense to  be  twice  put  in  jeopiurdy  of 
life  or  liberty.''    Const,  art.  1,  §  17. 

Note  that  the  identity  of  the  of- 
fense, and  not  of  the  act,  is  referred 
to.  Hence,  in  order  to  claim  the 
benefit  of  this  protection  it  must  be 
made  to  appear  that  the  latter  in- 
dictment contains  a  charge  of  the 
same  offense  of  which  the  defendant 
may  have  previously  been  acquitted 
or  convicted. 

From  a  common-sense,  layman's 
view  there  could  be  no  hesitation  in 
saying  that  the  first  indictment 
charges  the  murder  of  Bryan  Sal- 
ley,  one  distinct  crime;  the  second, 
of  Julian  Cooper,  another  distinct 
crime.  But  we  are  expected  to 
throw  to  the  winds  this  chart  and 
compass,  and  be  guided  by  a 
strained  technicality  of  the  law. 
The  law  does  not  compel  this  con- 
clusion. In  determining  the  ques- 
tion of  the  identity  of  the  offenses, 
the  law  prescribes  the  following 
test: 

In  State  v.  Glasgow,  23  S.  C.  L. 
(Dud.)  40,  the  court  declares: 
"The  test  by  which  the  question  is  to 
be  determined,  whether  a  former 
conviction  is  a  bar  to  another  pros- 


ecution, is  this:  Would  the  evi- 
dence necessary  to  support  the  sec- 
ond indictment  have  been  sufficient 
to  procure  a  legal  ccmviction  on  the 
first?" 

The  same  test  is  applied  in  the 
case  of  State  v.  Thurston,  27  S.  C. 
L.  (2  McMuU.)  882,  and  in  State  v. 
Risher,  30  S.  G.  L.  (1  Rich.)  219, 
in  practically  the  identical  terms. 
In  State  v.  Parish,  42  S.  C.  L.  (8 
Rich.)  322,  the  r*ourt  declared  (re- 
ferring to  former  conviction)  :  "To 
constitute  this  a  good  defense  the 
offense  must  be  identical  or  neces- 
sarily included  the  one  within  the 
other." 

In  State  v.  Jenkins,  20  8.  G.  861, 
the  court  lays  this  down  as  the  test : 
''Could  the  accused  have  been  con- 
victed at  the  first  trial  and  under 
the  first  indictment  of  the  offense 
charged  in  either  of  llie  other  two? 
•  .  .  If,  then,  ihe  accused  could 
not,  under  any  circumstances,  have 
been  convicted  of  the  present  of- 
fense in  the  former  trial,  how  then 
can  it  be  said  that  upon  the  present 
trial  he  has  been  put  In  jeopardy 
twice  for  the  same  offense?" 

In  State  v.  Switzer,  66  S.  C,  187, 
48  S.  E.  613,  the  court  says:  "In 
determining  whether  both  indict- 
ments charged  the  same  offense,  the 
test  generally  applied  is  Vhether 
the  evidence  necessary  to  support 
the  second  indictment  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  procure  a  legal 
conviction  upon  the  first.' " 

In  State  v.  Switzer,  65  S.  C.  191, 
43  S.  E.  613,  it  is  held  that  the  plea 
of  former  acquittal  must  be  sus- 
tained when  it  appears  that  the  of- 
fense charged  in  the  second  indict- 
ment is  not  legally  distinct  from 
that  in  the  first. 

In  State  v.  Van  Buren,  86  S.  C. 
297,  68  S.  E.  668,  the  court  de- 
clares :  ''The  test  laid  down  as  use- 
ful and  generally  adequate,  though 
not  infallible,  by  which  it  may  be 
decided  whether  two  indictments 
charge  the  same  offense,  is :  'Would 
the  evidence  necessary  to  support 
the  second  indictment  have  been 
sufficient  to  procure  a  legal  convic- 
tion upon  the  first?*  ^ 


In  State  ▼•  Bodgers,  100  S.  C. 
77,  84  S.  E.  804,  the  same  test  was 
applied  as  in  the  ease  of  State  v. 
Jenkins,  20  S.  G.  361. 

In  Burton  v.  United  States,  202 
U.  S.  344,  50  L.  ed.  1067,  26  Sup. 
a.  Rep.  688,  6  Ann.  Gas.  362,  it  is 
said:  ''A  plea  of  autrefois  acquit 
must  be  upnon  a  prosecution  for  the 
same  identical  offense.  4  Bl.  Gom. 
336.  It  must  appear  that  the  of- 
fense charged,  using  the  words  of 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  was  the  same  in 
law  and  in  fact.  The  plea  will  be 
vicious,  if  the  offenses  charged  in 
the  two  indictments  be  perfectly 
distinct  in  point  of  law,  however 
nearly  th^  may  be  connected  in 
fact'" 

In  Ebeling  v.  Morgan,  237  U.  S. 
625,  59  L.  ed.  1161,  36  Sup.  Gt.  Rep. 
710,  it  is  said:  "The  principle  ap- 
plied in  Gavieres  v.  United  States, 
220  U.  S.  338,  55  L.  ed.  489,  31  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  421,  is  applicable,  where 
this  court  held  that,  when  in  the 
same  course  of  conduct,  and  upon 
the  same  occasion,  certain  rude  and 
boisterous  language  was  used,  and 
an  officer  insulted,  two  offenses 
were  committed,  separate  in  ttieir 
character,  and  this,  notwithstand- 
ing the  transaction  was  one  and  the 
same.  The  principle  stated  by  the 
supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachu- 
setts in  Morey  v.  Gom.  108  Mass. 
433,  was  applied,  where  it  was  held 
that  a  conviction  upon  one  indict- 
ment would  not  bar  a  conviction 
and  sentence  upon  another  indict- 
ment, if  the  evidence  required  to 
support  the  one  would  not  have  been 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  conviction 
upon  the  other  without  proof  of  an 
additional  fact.'' 

In  Morgan  v.  Devine,  237  U.  S. 
632,  69  L.  ed.  1163,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
712,  it  is  said,  quoting  from  Bishop : 
*The  test  is  whether,  if  what  is  set 
out  in  the  second  indictment  had 
been  proved  under  the  first,  there 
could  have  been  a  conviction ;  when 
there  could,  the  second  cannot  be 
maintained;  when  there  could  not, 
it  can  be." 

In  Blair  v.  State,  81  Ga.  629,  7  S. 
E.  866,  the  rule  is  thus  stated :    ''If 
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the  evidence  required  to  convict  un- 
der the  first  indictment  would  not 
be  sufiScient  to  convict  under  the 
second  indictment,  but  proof  of  an 
additional  fact  would  be  necessary 
to  constitute  the  offense  charged  in 
the  second  indictment,  then  the  for- 
mer conviction  or  acquittal  could 
not  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  second 
indictment." 

In  a  note  to  Gom.  v.  Vaughn,  45 
L.R.A.  868,  it  is  said:  "For  this 
reason,  therefore,  a  conviction  of 
one  offense  will  not  bar  a  prosecu- 
tion for  the  other,  or  entitle  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plea  of  former  jeop- 
ardy, autrefois  convict,  or  autrefois 
acquit,  as  such  plea  can  only  avail  a 
defendant  who  has  already  been 
convicted  or  acquitted  upon  the 
same  charge  or  offense  for  which  he 
is  charged  the  second  time,  or,  in 
other  words,  when  the  two  offenses 
are  identically  the  same." 

In  Morey  v.  Gom.  supra,  cited 
with  approval  in  Gavieres  v.  United 
States,  220  U.  S.  342,  66  L.  ed.  490, 
31  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  422,  it  is  said :  "A 
conviction  or  acquittal  upon  one  in- 
dictment is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent 
conviction  and  sentence  upon  anoth- 
er, unless  the  evidence  required  to 
support  a  conviction  upon  one  of 
them  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  conviction  upon  the  oth- 
er. The  test  is  not  whether  the  de- 
fendant has  already  been  tried  for 
the  same  act,  but  whether  he  has 
been  put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same 
offense." 

The  Massachusetts  case  was  also 
cited  with  approval  in  Garter  v.  Mc- 
Claughry,  183  U.  S.  394,  46  L.  ed. 
260,  22  Sup.  Gt.  Jtep.  198,  where  the 
court  said:  "The  offenses  charged 
under  this  article  were  not  one  and 
the  same  offense.  This  is  apparent 
if  the  test  of  the  identity  of  offenses 
that  the  same  evidence  is  required 
to  sustain  them  be  applied.  The 
first  charge  alleged  'a  conspiracy  to 
defraud,*  and  the  second  charge  al- 
leged 'causing  false  and  fraudulent 
claiihs  to  be  made/  which  were  sep- 
arate and  distinct  offenses,  one  re- 
quiring certain  evidence  which  the 
other  did  not    The  fact  that  both 
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charges  related  to  and  grew  out  of 
one  transaction  made  no  differ- 
ence.'' 

In'  KeUy  v.  United  States,  169  C. 
C.  A.  408,  258  Fed.  392,  it  is  said : 
''This  was  in  effect  a  plea  of  autre- 
fois acquit.  Such  a  plea,  however, 
is  unavailing  unless  the  offense 
presently  charged  is  precisely  the 
same  in  law  and  fact  as  the  former 
one  relied  on  under  the  plea;  thus, 
as  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  said  (Burton 
V.  United  States,  202  U.  S.  844,  380, 
50  L.  ed.  1057,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  688, 
698,  6  Ann.  Gas.  362) ,  in  adopting 
language  of  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  it 
must  appear  that  the  offense 
charged  'was  the  same  in  law  and  in 
fact  The  plea  will  be  vicious,  if  the 
offenses  charged  in  the  two  indict- 
ments  be  perfectly  distinct  in  point 
of  law,  however  nearly  they  may  be 
connected  in  fact/ '' 

In  Bens  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.)  266  Fed.  152,  it  is  said:  "The 
prohibition  of  the  Constitution  is 
against  a  second  jeopardy  for  the 
'same  offense ;'  that  is,  for  the  iden- 
tical crime.  The  offenses  charged 
in  the  two  prosecutions  must  be  the 
same  in  law  and  in  fact  Burton  v. 
United  States,  supra;  Thomas  v. 
United  States,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  720, 
84  C.  C.  A.  477,  156  Fed.  897,  16 
C.  J.  263.  If  the  facts  which  would 
convict  on  the  second  prosecution 
would  not  necessarily  have  convict- 
ed on  the  first,  then  the  first  will  not 
be  a  bar  to  the  second,  although  the 
offenses  charged  may  have  been 
committed    in   the   same   transac- 

In  United  States  v.  Farhat  CD 
C.)  269  Fed.  83,  it  is  said:  "The 
test  of  identity  of  offenses,  when 
double  jeopardy  is  claimed,  is 
whether  the  same  evidence  is  re- 
quired to  sustain  them.  If  not, 
then  the  fact  that  both  charges  re- 
late to  and  grow  out  of  one  transac- 
tion does  not  make  a  single  offense, 
where  two  are  defined  by  the  stat- 
utes." 

In  People  v.  Majora,  65  Cal.  188, 
52  Am.  Rep.  295,  8  Pac.  597,  5  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  486,  the  defendant  had 
counseled  and  advised  another  to 


rob  a  certain  man  at  his  home;  the 
emissary  took  with  him  a  confeder- 
ate; they  found  unexpectedly  a 
friend  at  the  home  of  tiie  man  to  be 
robbed :  in  the  attempt  to  carry  out 
the  design  of  robbery  both  the  man 
to  be  robbed  and  his  friend  were 
killed  at  the  same  time  by  the  emis- 
sary and  his  confederate.  The  de- 
fendant was  convicts  of  murder  in 
the  case  of  the  man  who  was  to  have 
been  robbed,  and  to  an  indictment  in 
the  case  of  his  friend  he  pleaded 
former  conviction.  The  court  over- 
ruled the  plea»  saying  (quoting 
from  syllabus) :  "The  murder  of 
two  persons  constitutes  two  sepa- 
rate crimes,  for  each  of  which  a  de- 
fendant is  liable  to  a  separate  pros- 
ecution and  trial,  though  the  killing 
be  by  the  same  act;  and  a  convic- 
tion or  acquittal  in  one  case  does  not 
bar  a  prosecution  in  the  other  on  tiie 
plea  of  once  in  jeopardy." 

Applying  this  test,  it  must  be  ap- 
parent that  the  plea  must  fail.  In 
the  first  case,  the  defendant  was 
charged  with  the  murder  of  Bryan 
Salley.  The  state  was  required  to 
make  good  the  allegation  that  the 
defendant  took  the  life  of  Bryan 
Salley;  it  was  compelled  to  prove 
the  corpus  delicti.  In  the  second, 
the  same  burden  was  upon  it  with 
reference  to  Julian  Cooper,  necessa- 
rily a  difference  in  the  proof.  The 
proof  of  Cooper's  death  would  not 
have  answered  the  obligation  rest- 
ing upon  the  state  in  the  first  case 
to  prove  the  death  of  Salley,  and. 
conversely,  the  same  could  be  said 
of  the  second  case. 

In  People  v.  Alibez,  49  Cal.  452^ 
1  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  345,  an  indict- 
ment charged  the  defendant  with 
the  murder  of  three  persons  by  the 
administering  of  strychnine  at  the 
same  time.  The  court  arrested  the 
judgment  upon  the  ground  that 
three  distinct  offenses  had  beoti 
charged  in  one  indictment. 

We  take  occasion  to  say  that  it 
did  not  necessarily  follow  from  the 
order  overruling  the  demurrer  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  an  or- 
der  sustaining  his  plea  of  former 
acquittal.     Assimilated  to   demur- 
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ten  in  civil  actions,  the  demurrant 

is  usually  accorded 
SlS?.*^55:tf?/  the  privilege  of  an- 
iJ*21-J?JS!I?^**  sweringr  over;  and 

doubtless  this  privi- 
lege, that  of  traversing  the  plea, 
would  have  been  allowed  the  state 
if  it  had  been  applied  for.  In  the 
absence  of  such  a  request  fhe  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  and  the  cir- 
cuit judge  was  authorized  to  pass 
the  order  in  question,  subject,  of 
course,  to  review  on  appeal. 

The  judgment  of  this  court  is  that 
the  onler  appealed  from  be  re- 
versed, and  that  l^e  case  be  remand- 
ed to  the  Court  of  General  Sessions 
for  Orangeburg  County  for  trial. 

Eugene  B.  Gary,  Ch.  J.,  Fniaer, 
J.,  and  Prince,  Wilson,  Sease,  Frank 
B.  Gary,  Moore,  Bowman,  Townsend, 
and  Peurifoy,  Circuit  Judges,  concur 
in  the  opinion  of  Cothran,  J. 

De  Yore  and  Rice,  Circuit  Judges, 
concur  in  the  result. 

Eugene  B.  Gary,  Ch.  J,,  concur- 
ring: 

The  defendant  was  charged  in 
three  separate  indictments  for  the 
murder  of  Bryan  Salley,  Julian 
Cooper,  and  Hugh  Fanning.  He 
was  tried  under  the  indictment 
charging  him  with  the  murder  of 
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iff  s.  s,  iss.) 

Bryan  Salley,  and  the  jury  rendered 
a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  At  the  next 
term  of  the  court,  he  was  called  up- 
on to  answer  to  an  indictment 
charging  him  with  the  murder  of 
Julian  Cooper,  and  set  up  the  plea 
of  former  jeopardy.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  a  motion  was  made  to  con- 
solidate the  cases  and  try  them  to- 
gether. If  they  had  been  tried  at 
the  same  time,  and  the  jury  had  ren- 
dered a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to 
the  homicide  of  Bryan  Salley  alone, 
the  defendant  could  not  again  have 
been  placed  in  jeopardy.  But  those 
were  not  the  facts.  Having  failed  to 
make  such  motion,  he  was  not  in 
jeopardy  for  the  killing  of  Julian 
Cooper  when  he  was  only  tried  for 
the  murder  of  Bryan  Salley. 

It  would  be  an  anomaly  to  allow 
a  plea  of  former  acquittal,  unless 
there  had  been  a  former  trial  for  the 
homicide  of  Julian  Cooper. 

Watts,  J.,  concurring: 

For  the  reasons  assigned  by 
Judge  Shipp,  I  think  the  exceptions 
should  be  overruled  and  the  judg- 
ment affirmed. 

Writ  of  error  dismissed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  March  20,  1922  (U.  S.  Adv. 
Ops.  1921^22,  p.  365)  —  U.  S.  — , 
66  L.  ed ^  42  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  315. 
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ivictioii  or  aequitlal  upon  diarige  of  mnrder  of,  or  atsaidt  apon,  one  person 
as  bar  to  protecotioa  for  like  offense  agakisl  another  person  «l  the  same 
tame* 


I.  General  rale,  841. 
n.  Application  of  rule,  842. 
III.  Exceptions  to  rule,  346. 

Gases  in  which  the  defendant  unin- 
tentionally assaults  or  kills  one  per- 
son while  assaulting  or  killing  an- 
other person  are  excluded  from  this 
annotation,  since  they  will  be  found  in 
the  note  in  2  A.L.R.  606,  upon  the 
subject  of  acquittal  on  charge  as  to 
one  as  bar  to  charge  as  to  another, 
where  one  parson  is  killed  or  as- 
aaulted  by  acts  directed  at  another. 


/.  €^enm*4U  rula. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  con- 
viction or  acquittal  of  one  charged 
with  the  murder  of,  or  an  assault  up- 
on,  one  person,  is  not  a  bar  to  his 
subsequent  prosecution  for  the  mur- 
der of,  or  an  assault  upon,  another 
person  at  the  same  time. 

United  States.  —  Hotema  y.  United 
States  (1902)  186  U.  S.  413,  46  L.  ed. 
1225,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  895;  Flemister 
V.  United  States  (1907)  207  U.  S.  872, 
52  L.  ed.  252,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  129. 
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Alabama.  —  State  v.  Standifer 
(1837)  5  Port  523;  Gunter  v.  State 
(1895)  111.  Ala.  23,  56  Am.  St.  Rep. 
17,  20  So.  632. 

Arkansas.  —  McCoy  v.  State  (1885) 

46  Ark.  141;  Jones  v.  State  (1895)  61 
Ark.  88,  32  S.  W.  81;  Bell  v.  State 

(1915)  120  Ark.  530,  180  S.  W.  186. 
California.  —  People     v.     Majors 

(1884)  65  Cal.  138,  52  Am.  Rep.  295, 
8  Pac.  597,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  486. 

Colorado.  —  Seiwald  v.  People 
(1919)'  66  Colo.  332,  182  Pac.  20. 

Florida.  —  McNish  v.  State  (1904) 

47  Fla.  66,  36  So.  175. 

Georgia.  —  Crocker  v.  State  (1873) 
47  Ga.  568;  Johnson  v.  State  (1880) 
65  Ga.  94;  Fews  v.  State  (1907)  1 
Ga.  App.  122,  58  S.  E.  64. 

Illinois. — People  v.  Stephens  (1921) 
297  111.  91,  130  N.  E.  459. 

Indiana.  —  Greenwood  y.  State 
(1878)  64  Ind.  250,  3  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
154. 

Kentucky.  —  Keeton  v.  Com.  (1892) 
92  Ky.  522,  18  S.  W.  359;  Baker  v.  Com. 
(1898)  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  879,  47  S.  W. 
864;  Com.  v.  Browning  (1912)  146  Ky. 
770,  143  S.  W.  407;  Com.  v.  Anderson 

(1916)  169  Ky.   372,   183  S.  W.  898. 
Louisiana.  —  State  v.  Vines  (1882) 

34  La.  Ann.  1079,  4  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
296. 

Michigan.  —  People  v.  Ochotski 
(1898)   115  Mich.  601,  73  N.  W.  889. 

Mississippi.  —  Teat  v.  State  (1876) 
63  Miss.  439,  24  Am.  Rep.  708. 

Missouri.  —  State  v.  Temple  (1906) 
194  Mo.  228,  92  S.  W.  494. 

New  Jersey.  —  State  v.  Rosa  (1905) 
72  N.  J.  L.  462,  62  Atl.  696. 

New  York.  —  People  v.  Warren 
(1852)   1  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  338. 

North  Carolina.  —  State  v.  Nash 
(1882)  86  N.  C.  650,  41  Am.  Rep.  472. 

Oklahmna.  —  Morris  v.  Territory 
(1909)  1  Okla.  Crim,  Rep.  617,  99 
Pac.  750,  101  Pac.  111. 

South  Carolina.  —  State  v.  COBBEfrr 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  328. 

Texas.  —  Ashton  v.  State  (1893) 
31  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  482,  21  S.  W.  48; 
Augustine  v.  State  (1899)  41  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  59,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  765, 
62  S.  W.  77;  Taylor  v.  State  (1900)  41 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  664,  55  S.  W.  961; 
Keaton  v.  State  (1900)  41  Tex.  Crim. 


Rep.  621,  57  S.  W.  1125;  Kelley  ▼. 
State  (1901)  43  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  40, 
62  S.  W.  915;  Lillie  v.  State  (1916) 
79  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  616,  187  S.  W.  482. 

Virginia.— Vaughan  v.  Com.  (1821) 
2  Va.  Cas.  273. 

Washington*  —  State  v.  Robinson 
(1895)    12   Wash.   491,   41   Pac.   884. 

West  Virginia.  —  State  v.  Evans 
(1890)   33  W.  Va.  417,  10  S.  E,  792. 

The  plea  of  former  jeopardy  where 
more  than  one  person  is  assaulted  or 
murdered  at  the  same  time  by  the 
same  person  rests  upon  the  idea  of 
identity  of  the  two  or  more  offenses^ 
that  each  offense  occurred  during  or 
in  the  same  transaction  or  difficulty, 
and  as  the  result  of  it.  It  is  an 
ancient  right  which  has  been  incor- 
porated into  all  American  constitu- 
tions, that  no  person  shall,  for  the 
same  offense,  be  twice  put  in 
jeopardy  of  his  life  or  limb.  In  order, 
however,  to  entitle  one  to  the  benefit 
of,  and  to  successfully  invoke  the 
protection  of,  this  constitutional  right, 
the  facts  in  the  case  wherein  the  plea 
is  interposed  must  be  the  same  as  in 
the  charge  wherein  the  defendant  was 
placed  in  jeopardy.  If  no  identity 
of  offense  exist,  the  plea  will  not  be 
allowed.  Com.  v.  Anderson  (Ky.) 
supra. 

II,  AppUeatian  of  rule, 

M vrder  of  ti^o  persons. 

The  fact  that  the  killing  of  two 
persons  was  so  closely  connected  in 
point  of  time  that  it  is  impossible  to 
separate  the  evidence  relating  to  each 
of  them  would  not  necessarily  make 
the  killing  of  the  two  one  act  or  one 
offense,  and  therefore  a  plea  of  former 
conviction  of  the  murder  of  one  per- 
son is  not  good  as  against  a  demurrer 
upon  a  prosecution  for  the  murder  of 
another  person  at  the  same  time,  al- 
though the  testimony  in  the  subse- 
queilt  case  will  be  the  same  as  in  the 
former  case,  and  the  same  facts,  cir- 
cumstances, and  matters  urged  against 
the  defendant  in  the  former  trial 
will,  in  every  respect,  be  the  same 
that  will  be  urged  against  him  in  the 
subsequent  trial,  the  plea  being  de- 
fective because  of  its  failure  to  state 
that  the  two  persons  were  killed  by 
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the  same  act  and  volition.  Jones  v. 
State  (1895)  61  ArL  88,  22  S.  W«  SI. 

A  plea  of  former  acquittal  of  mur- 
der of  one  person  upon  a  subsequent 
indictment  for  the  murder  of  another 
person  at  the  same  time  is  demur- 
rable, where  it  fails  to  allege  that  both 
homicides  were  produced  by  the  same 
act  of  the  person  indicted.  State  ▼. 
Rosa  (1905)  72  N.  J.  L.  462,  62  Atl. 
696. 

And  in  State  ▼.  Evans  (1890)  88 
W.  Va.  417,  10  S.  E.  792,  the  court 
held  demurrable  a  similar  plea  which 
alleged  that  the  crime  charged  against 
the  defendant  in  the  present  indict- 
ment was  the  same  felonious  act 
charged  against  him  in  a  former  in- 
dictment for  the  murder  ^of  another 
person  at  the  same  time,  and  that 
the  eWdence  whereby  the  state  can  or 
will  attempt  to  prove  the  present  in- 
dictment will  be  the  same  as-  that 
produ-eed  against  him  on  the  trial  of 
a  former  indictment,  where  the  facts, 
as  stated  in  the  plea,  clearly  estab- 
lish that  the  offenses  charged  in 
the  respective  indictments  were  sep- 
arate and  distinct. 

A  plea  of  former  jeopardy  to  an 
indicbnent  for  murder  cannot  be  based 
apon  the  fact  that,  upon  the  trial  of 
two  consolidated  indictments  for  two 
other  murders,  committed  by  defend- 
ant on  the  same  day  as  the  one 
charged  in  the  indictment  in  ques- 
tion, he  was  found  not  guilty  on  the 
issue  of  insanity,  which  is  the  de- 
fense set  up  to  such  indictment. 
Hotema  v.  United  States  (1901)  186 
U.  S.  418,  46  L.  ed.  1225,  22  Sup.  Gt 
Rep.  895. 

In  the  following  cases  a  conviction 
of  the  murder  of  one  person  was  held 
not  to  be  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for 
the  murder  of  another  person  at  the 
same  time: 

— where  the  killings  were  not 
simultaneous,  and  were  not  the  re- 
sult of  one  shot,  but  were  the  result 
of  entirely  different  acts.  Bell  v. 
State  (1915)  120  Ark.  580,  180  S.  W. 
186; 

—where  the  defendant  counseled 
and  advised  a  man,  who  took  another 
man  with  him,  to  commit  robbery, 
and,   in    attempting   to   commit    the 


robbery,  they  killed  two  persons ;  and 
the  court  said  that  on  the  trial  of 
the  defendant  for  the  murder  of  one 
of  such  persons,  he  could  not  have 
been  convicted  of  the  murder  of  the 
other,  and  that  the  two  crimes,  al- 
though committed  at  one  time  and  by 
the  same  act,  were  entirely  different 
in  their  elements,  and  the  evidence 
required  to  convict  in  the  one  case  was 
very  different  from  that  essential  to 
a  conviction  in  the  other.  People 
v.  Majors  (1884)  65  CaL  188,  52  Am. 
Rep.  295,  8  Pac.  597,  5  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  486; 

—  where  a  father  and  son,  in  exe- 
cution of  a  conspiracy  to  kill  another, 
lay  in  wait  for  him,  and,  upon  his 
approach  with  his  father-in-law,  the 
father  shot  and  killed  the  father-in- 
law,  and  the  son  shot  and  killed  the 
Bon-in-Iaw,  and  both  father  and  son 
were  indicted  for  the  murder  of  the 
father-in-law,  resulting  in  the  convic- 
tion of  the  father  and  the  acquittal 
of  the  son,  State  v.  Vines  (1882)  34 
La.  Ann.  1079,  4  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  296. 
The  court  said  that  while  the  con- 
spiracy and  a  malicious  intent  may 
have  been  common  elements  of  both 
crimes,  that  was  not  sufficient  to 
constitute  identity  of  the  crimes 
themselves,  which  comprised  not 
qnly  those  elements,  but  also  ob- 
jective acts;  and,  further,  that 
the  two  killings  were  distinct  and 
different  offenses,  although  both  were 
done  in  execution  of  the  same  con- 
spiracy. 

In  the  following  cases  an  acquittal 
of  the  charge  of  murdering  one  per- 
son was  held  no  bar  to  a  prosecution 
for  murdering  another  at  the  same 
time: 

—  where  two  persons  were  shot 
and  killed  by  separate  shots  in  the 
same  affray,  Com.  v.  Anderson  (1916) 
169  Ky.  372,  188  S.  W.  898; 

—  where  the  defendant  and  his 
brother-in-law  lay  in  ambush,  each 
armed  with  a  gun,  and  shot  and 
killed,  by  two  distinct,  but  almost 
simultaneous,  shots,  two  men  riding 
along  the  highway,  Teat  v.  State 
(1876)  58  Mias.  439,  24  Am.  Rep.  708; 

-^  where  in  the  same  affray  a  per- 
son shot  and  killed  one  person,  and 
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by  a  second  shot  killed  another  per- 
son, Morris  v.  Territory  (id09)  1 
Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  617,  99  Pac.  750,  101 
Pac.  Ill  (in  this  case  it  was  con- 
tended that,  as  not  more  than  thirty 
seconds  elapsed  between  the  killing  of 
the  two  persons,  the  two  killings  con- 
stituted one  transaction,  and  therefore 
an  acquittal  of  the  fornaer  was  a  bar 
to  the  prosecution  for  the  latter;  but 
it  appeared  that  it  was  not  the  same 
shot  that  killed  both  parties,  but  that 
one  was  killed  by  the  first  or  second 
shot  fired  by  the  defendant  with  a 
shotgun,  while  the  second  was  killed 
by  a  shot  fired  by  the  defendant  with 
a  pistol,  and  the  court  said  that  the 
two  killings  were  two  separate  offen- 
ses committed  with  different  weap- 
ons); 

— where  two  men  were  killed  at 
the  same  time  by  a  body  of  armed 
men,  the  defendant  killing  one  of  the 
decedents,  while  the  other  was  killed 
by  another  member  of  the  defend- 
ant's party,  Augustine  v.  State  (1899) 
41  Tex*  Grim.  Rep.  59,  96  Am.  St  Rep. 
765,  52  S.  W.  77. 

Assault  npoa  two  persons. 

Treating  as  two  different  offenses 
assaults  on  two  different  individuals 
does  not  place  the  accused  twice  in 
jeopardy  for  the  same  offense,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  July  1, 
1902  (32  Stat,  at  L.  692,  chap.  1369, 
7  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  2d  ed.  p.  1141)  § 
5,  even  if  these  assaults  occurred 
very  near  each  other  in  one  Continuing 
attempt  to  defy  the  law.  Flemister  v. 
United  States  (1907)  207  U.  S.  372, 
52  L.  ed.  252,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  129. 

The  acquittal  of  assault  with  in- 
tent to  murder  one  person  is  not  a 
bar  to  a  prosecution  for  an  assault 
with  intent  to  murder  another  per- 
son, although  both  assaults  were  com- 
mitted at  the  same  time,  since  they 
constitute  different  offenses.  McNish 
V.  State  (1904)  47  Fla.  66,  36  So.  175. 

Nor  is  a  conviction  of  an  assault 
with  intent  to  murder  one  person 
a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  assault 
with  intent  to  murder  another  per* 
son,  although  the  two  assaults  grew 
out  of  the  same  difficulty  between  the 
parties.  Crocker  v.  State  (1873)  47 
Ga.  568. 


And  in  Ashton  v.  State  (1898)  31 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  482,  21  S.  W.  48, 
holding  the  same,  where  a  railroad 
porter  successively  struck,  with  an 
iron  poker,  two  men  outside  a  depot, 
after  an  altercation  with  them  within 
it,  the  true  test  was  stated  to  be  that 
if  the  intent  to  kill  the  one  was  an 
intention  formed  and  existing  dis- 
tinct from  and  independent  of  the  in- 
tention to  kill  the  other,  the  two  as- 
saults could  not  constitute  a  single 
offense,  and  there  were  held  to  be 
two  separate  assaults  in  the  case  at 
bar  under  such  test. 

And  in  Fews  v.  State  (1907)  1  Ga« 
App.  122,  58  S.  E.  64,  where  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  contended 
that,  under  the  recognized  construc- 
tion of  the  provision  of  the  Gonsti- 
tution  that  no  person  shall  be  put 
in  jeopardy  more  than  once  for  the 
same  offense,  the  ^'same-transaction 
test"  should  be  applied  to  the  pris- 
oner's plea  of  former  jeopardy,  with 
which  contentian  the  counsel  for  the 
state  agreed,  the  court  held  that  un- 
der such  test  the  successive  shooting 
of  two  different  men  was  not  the 
same  transaction,  so  that  the  convic- 
tion of  the  assault  with  intent  to 
murder  in  the  case  of  the  first  was 
not  a  bar  to  the  prosecution  for  a 
like  offense  against  the  second,  sajdng 
that  the  assault  upon  each  of  them 
was  separate,  that  they  made  no 
•joint  attack  upon  him,  and  that  the 
intent  to  kill  was  directly  against 
them  individually,  and  that  the  fact 
that  the  interval  between  the  two 
shootings  was  slight  did  not  make 
the  transactions  identical. 

A  conviction  of  an  assault  and 
battery  upon  one  person  is  not  a  bar 
to  a  prosecution  for  an  assault  and 
battery  upon  another  person,  com- 
mitted during  the  same  evening,  at 
the  same  ball;  during  a  period  of  ex- 
citement. Greenwood  v.  State  (1878) 
64  Ind.  250,  3  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  154. 

An  acquittal  of  assault  upon,  as- 
sault with  intent  to  rob,  and  robbery 
of,  one  person  is  not  a  bar  to  a  prose- 
cution for  similar  offenses  in  relation 
to  another  person,  although  the  of- 
fenses  were  committed  at  the  same, 
time,  and  the  robbery  was  of  the  same 
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property  whieh  was  in  the  charge  of 
both  of  the  persons  assaulted.  Novak 
V.  State  (ld21)  139  Md.  638,  115  AtL 
863. 

Likewise,  an  aequittal  of  an  as- 
sault and .  battery  upon  one  person 
is  not  a  bar  to  a  pros^ution  for 
assault  upon  another  participant  in 
the  same  affray,  with  intent  to  do 
^reat  bodily  harm  less  than  murder. 
People  V.  Oohotski  (1898)  115  Mkh. 
601,  73  N.  W.  889. 

And  where  a  number  of  persons 
went  to  another's  house  with  guns, 
horns,  and  pans,  and  marched  around 
the  house  and,  when  about  to  leavo, 
fired  off  the  guns,  and  the  latter  there- 
upon fired  a  shot  at  them,  and  in 
the  dire<;tion  of  the  crowd,  twice,  in 
rapid  succespion,  and  two  of  them 
were  shot,  an  acquittal  of  an  assault 
and  battery  upon  one  of  them  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  an  assault 
and  battery  upon  the  other,  since  to 
support  a  plea  of  former  acquittal^ 
it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  two  prose- 
cutions  should  grow  out  of  the  same 
transaction,  but  they  must  be  for  the 
same  offense — the  same,  both  in  fact 
and  in  law.  State  v.  Nash  (1882)  86 
N.  C.  650,  41  Am.  Rep.  472. 

The  pointing  of  a  pistol  at  two  per- 
sons at  the  same  time,  with  a  demand 
for  their  property,  constitutes  a  sep- 
arate assault  upon  each  and  a 
separate  robbery  upon  the  person  of 
each,  for  which  an  indictment  in 
both  cases  can  be  maintained.  Keeton 
T.  Com.  (1892)  92  Ky.  522,  18  S.  W. 
359. 

A  conviction  of  malicious  shoot- 
ing and  wounding  one  person  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  malicious 
shooting  at,  without  wounding,  an- 
other person  at  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  difficulty  or  quarrel.  Baker 
V.  Ck>m.  (1898)  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  879,  47 
S.  W.  864. 

And  this  is  so,  although  the  defend- 
ant shot  at  both  persons  in  the  same 
difficulty,  and  wounded  both  by  the 
same  bullet,  since  the  offenses  were 
not  included  within  one  another, 
though  resulting  from  the  same  act, 
but  were  separate  and  distinct  offen- 
ses. Oom.  V.  Browning  (1912)  146 
Ky.  770, 143  S.  W,  407. 


Two*  separate  and  distinct  offenses 
are  committed  by  one  who  shoots  an^ 
other  and  immediately  thereafter 
points  his  revolver  at  a  third  person, 
so  that  his  conviction  of  an  assault 
upon  the  first  is  no  bar  to  a  prose- 
cution for  assault  upon  the  second* 
State  V.  Temple  (1905)  194  Mo.  228, 
92  S.  W.  494,  5  Anin.  C3as.  954.  In  this 
case  the  court  said  that  the  test  was 
that  if,  upon  the  trial  of  defendant 
for  assaulting  the  first  x>erson,  he 
eould  not  have  been  convicted  of  the 
crime  charged  in  a  second  informa- 
tion, though  the  jury  were  satisfied 
that  the  defendant  assaulted  the  sec- 
end  person  as  charged,  his  former 
eonviction  for  assaulting  the  first 
person  is  no  bar  to  his  prosecution 
for  assaulting  the  second  person. 

The  acquittal  of  the  crime  of  mixing 
poison  with  flour,  and  causing  it  to 
be  administered  to  one  person  with 
intent  to  kill  him,  is  not  a  bar  to  a 
subsequent  prosecution  for  mixing 
poison  with  floor  and  causing  it  to  be 
administered ,  to  another  person,  with 
intent  to  kill  him.  People  v.  Wari^en 
(1852)  1  Park.  Grinu  Rep.  (N.  Y.) 
338. 

And  where  two  persons  are  shot  by 
the  same  discharge  of  a  shotgun,  the 
acquittal  of  the  charge  of  shooting 
one  of  them  is  not  a  bar  to  a  prose- 
cution for  shooting  the  other.  Vaugh- 
an  V.  Com.    (1821)   2  Va.  Gas.  273. 

Murder  of  one  and  aflsavlt  «poa  an- 
other. 

The  acquittal  of  the  murder  of  one 
person  is  not  a  bar  to  a  prosecution 
for  assaulting  with  intent  to  murder 
another  person  in  the  same  aifray. 
State  V.  Standifer  (1887)  5  Port. 
(Ala.)  523. 

And  a  plea  to  that  effect,  which 
alleges  that  the  murder  of  which  the 
defendant  was  formerly  acquitted  and 
the  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
murder  for  which  he  was  subsequent- 
ly indicted  were  one  and  the  same 
assault,  and  committed  at  one  and 
the  same  time,  is  demurrable  because 
of  its  failure  to  allege  that  both  were 
committed  by  the  same  act,  the  al- 
legation that  the  assaults  were  one 
and  the  same  assault  being  merely  a 
conclusion  of  law,  rather  than  of  a 
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fact  Gunter  v.  State  (1895)  111  Ala. 
23,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  20  So.  632. 

A  plea  of  former  acquittal  of  an 
assault  with  intent  to  kill  a  woman 
was  adjudged  bad  upon  demurrer  in 
McCoy  V.  State  (1885)  46  Ark.  141, 
upon  a  prosecution  for  the  murder  of 
the  woman's  huafband  in  the  same 
transaction  or  conflict,  although  the 
defense  was  the  same  in  both  prosecu- 
tions, namely,  an  alibi,  the  court  say- 
ing that  it  was  not  by  the  same  shot 
that  the  wife  was  wounded  and  the 
husband  killed,  and  that  there  was 
no  identity  of  accusation,  that  the 
injured  persons  were  not  the  same, 
that  the  grade  of  punishment  of  the 
two  offenses  were  different,  that  the 
indictments  were  not  founded  on  the 
same  physical  act,  and  that  their  legal 
effect  was  different. 

And  in  holding  an  acquittal  of  mur« 
der  of  the  mother  as  no  bar  to  a 
prosecution  for  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  murder  the  daughter,  the 
court  in  Johnson  v.  State  (1880)  65 
6a.  94,  said  that  even  if  the  mother 
had  been  killed  at  the  very  time  and 
place  when  and  where  the  daughter 
was  assaulted,  it  would  not  have  been 
the  same  offense,  and  the  plea  of 
former  jeopardy  would  hardly  be  held 
good;  but  the  mother  was  killed  at 
the  house,  and  the  daughter  was  as- 
saulted at  some  distance  therefrom, 
which  put  the  case  beyond  doubt. 

The  acquittal  of  murder  of  one 
person  is  not  a  bar  to  a  prosecu- 
tion for  assault  with  intent  to  mur- 
der, committed  upon  another  person, 
whom  the  defendant  shot  at  the  same 
time  as  the  other.  Kelley  v.  State 
(1901)  43  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  40,  68  S.  W. 
915. 

And  an  acquittal  of  murder  of  one 
policeman  is  not  a  bar  to  a  prosecution 
for  an  assault  with  intent  to  mur- 
der another  policeman  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  where  the  offenses  were 
accomplished  by  separate  shots  in 
quick  succession,  with  a  formed  de- 
sign as  to  each  man.  People  v. 
Stephens  (1921)  297  DL  91,  130  N.  E. 
459. 

A  conviction  for  assault  with  in- 
tent to  rob  the  express  messenger  on 
a  train  is  not  a  bar  to  a  prosecution 


for  the  murder  of  the  fireman,  in 
connection  with  the  same  train  rob- 
bery. Taylor  v.  State  (1900)  41  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  564,  55  S.  W.  961.  in  this 
case  the  court  said  that  while  the 
offenses  were  committed  in  the  same 
transaction,  that  is,  in  the  offense 
of  robbing  the  train,  they  were  so 
distinct  in  point  of  time  and  action 
as  to  constitute  separate  offenses. 

And  the  same  holding  as  in  the  pre- 
ceding case  was  made  in  the  com- 
panion case  of  Keaton  v.  State  (1900) 
41  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  631,  57  S.  W.  1125, 
involving  the  prosecution  of  another 
of  the  robbers  engaged  in  the  same 
train  robbery. 

in.  BxeepUona'  to  rule. 

An  exception  to  the  rule  is  made 
in  some  jurisdictions  in  cases  where 
the  assault  upon,  or  the  murder  of, 
two  or  more  persons,  is  committed  by 
one  and  the  same  act;  as;  for  example, 
by  the  single  discharge  of  a  firearm, 
or  by  one  stroke  of  a  knife  or  other 
similar  weapon. 

Thus,  in  Clem  v.  State  (1878)  42 
Ind.  420,  13  Am.  Rep.  369,  the  court 
held  good  as  against  demurrer  to 
an  indictment  for  murder  in  the 
first  degree  for  the  killing  of  one  per- 
son, a  plea  of  former  jeopardy  alleg- 
ing that  the  defendant  had  been  in- 
dicted for  murder  in  the  first  degree 
for  killing  another  person  at  the 
same  time,  and  had  been  convicted 
of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  there- 
by acquitting  him  of  the  crime  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  and  that  the 
crime  charged  against  the  defendant 
in  the  first  indictment,  of  which  he 
was  tried  and  acquitted,  was  identical 
in  all  its  parts,  incidents,  and  circum- 
stances with  the  crime  charged  in 
the  second  indicthient,  and  that  the 
evidence  whereby  alone  the  state  can 
or  will  attempt  to  support  and  prove 
the  second  indictment  is  the  same 
and  in  no  wise  different  from  that 
employed  and  produced  against  the 
defendant  upon  the  trial  of  the  first 
indictment.  This  plea  was  held  to 
state  in  effect  that  the  same  act 
caused  the  death  of  both  persons  for 
whose  killing  the  defendant  was 
separately  indicted,  and  was  sustained 
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tinder  the  rule,  held  to  have  been 
established  by  the  authorities,  that 
the  kiUinff  of  two  or  more  persons  by 
the  same  act  constitutes  but  one 
crime,  and  that  the  state  cannot  in- 
dict the  guilty  party  for  killing  one  of 
the  persons,  and,  after  a  conviction 
or  acquittal,  indict  him  for  the  kill- 
ing of  the  other,  because  it  cannot 
divide  that  which  constitutes  but  one 
crime  and  make  the  different  parts 
of  it  the  bases  of  separate  prosecu- 
tions. The  court  said  that  where,  by 
the  discharge  of  a  firearm  (the  case 
in  question),  or  a  stroke  of  the  same 
instrument,  an  injury  is  inflicted  up- 
on two  or  more  persons,  or  death  is 
produced,  there  ia  but  one  crime  com- 
mitted. 

And  in  Sadberry  ▼.  State  (1S98) 
39  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  466,  46  S.  W.  639, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant, 
on  account  of  some  indignities  heaped 
upon  him  during  the  day  by  some 
fishermen,  approached  their  tent  at 
night  with  a  loaded  shotgun  while 
they  were  seated  around  the  camp  fire, 
and  fired  one  shot  at  them,  wound- 
ing four  of  them,  it  was  held  that 
the  defendant's  conviction  of  assault 
with  intent  to  murder,  committed  by 
shooting  one  of  them,  was  a  bar  to  a 
prosecution  for  the  same  offense  in 
relation  to  another  of  them.  This 
case,  unlike  the  great  majority  of  the 
cases,  makes  a  distinction  between  a 
plea  of  former  conviction  and  former 
acquittal,  and  the  opinion  states  that 
the  doctrine  followed  in  the  case  at 
bar  is  the  well-settled  rule  in  Texas, 
and  cites  in  support  of  its  holding 
the  cases  of  Simco  v.  State  (1880)  9 
Tex.  App.  838,  and  Wright  v.  State 
(1884)  17  Tex.  App.  152.  The  first 
case  cited  states  the  difference  be- 
tween the  defense  of  former  convic-> 
tion  and  former  acquittal  as  follows: 
"There  is  a  marked  difference  In 
modem  practice  between  the  rules 
which  govern  the  two  pleas  of  autre- 
fois acquit  and  autrefois  convict, 
notwithstanding  the  immense  amount 
of  dictum  and  loose  expression  to  the 
contrary  found  in  the  books*  Autre- 
fois acquit  is  only  available  in  cases 
where  the  transaction  is  the  same 
and  the  two  indictments  are  suscep- 


tible of,  and  must  be  sustained  by, 
the  same  proof.  These  two  elements 
must  combine,  and  are  both  sine  qua 
non  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea. 
Autrefois  convict  only  requires  that 
the  transaction,  or  the  facts  constitut- 
ing it,  be  the  same.  To  illustrate:  If 
a  party  be  indicted  separately  for  the 
theft  of  three  horses,  the  property  of 
A,  B,  and  C,  taken  at  the  same  time 
or  in  one  transaction,  and  he  be  tried 
on  the  first  for  the  theft  of  A's  horse, 
and  the  state  fails  from  misnomer, 
or  the  defendant,  by  proving  A's  con- 
sent, should  be  acquitted,  would  the 
plea  of  that  acquittal  operate  a  bar  to 
the  conviction  on  the  other  trials  be- 
cause the  transaction  was  one  and  the 
same?  By  no  means.  Why?  Simply 
because  the  proof  necessary  to  a  con- 
viction in  the  latter  cases  would  not 
convict  in  the  former.  .  .  .  But 
suppose  the  party  was  convicted  of 
the  theft  of  any  one  of  the  horses, 
would  a  plea  of  former  conviction 
be  a  bar  to  conviction  on  the  other 
two  indictments?  Clearly  so.  And 
why?  Because  the  transaction — ^the 
taldng  of  the  three  horses  at  the 
same  time — would  constitute  but  one 
offense  in  law,  .  .  .  and  the  plea 
would  be  good  upon  the  strength  of, 
and  by  virtue  of,  another  rule,  well 
settled  in  criminal  practice,  which 
allows  the  prosecutor  to  carve  as 
large  an  offense  out  of  a  single  trans- 
action as  he  can,  yet  he  must  cut 
only  once.  •  .  •  Here  is  where  the 
doctrine  of  carving  would  come  in 
and  support  the  plea."  The  second 
case  sets  out  this  distinction  in  prac- 
tically the  same  words. 

And  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  State 
(1900)  41  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  564,  55 
S.  W.  961,  where  a  former  conviction 
was  held  no  bar,  because  the  offenses, 
though  committed  in  the  same  trianS' 
action,  that  is,  in  robbing  a  train, 
were  so  distinct  in  x)oint  of  time  and 
action  as  to  constitute  separate  of- 
fenses, the  court  said:  "It  is  con- 
ceded that  there  is  a  distinction  made 
in  our  authorities  between  a  former 
acquittal  and  a  former  conviction 
growing  out  of  the  same  transaction ; 
that  the  principle  of  carving  applies 
with  more  force  to  a  former  conviction 
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than  to  an  acquittal, — feis/  wberea 
namber  of  cattle  belonginir  to  differ^ 
ent  owners  are  stolen  at  one  and 
the  same  time  and  place,  a  party  may 
be  charged  by  distinct  indictmenta 
for  thefts  of  the  cattle  from  various 
owners,  and  an  acquittal  as  to  one 
will  not  bar  a  prosecution  alleginsr 
theft  from  another  owner,  but  a  con- 
viction for  theft  from  one  owner  will 
bar  a  prosecution  for  theft  from  an- 
other owner,  conamitted  at  the  same 
time  and  place.^ 

It  would  appear  from  the  report  of 
Lillie  V.  State  (1916)  79  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  615,  187  S.  W.  482,  that  the  court 
in  that  case  was  of  the  opinion  that 
if  two  persons  were  killed  or  injured 
by  the  same  shot,  a  conviction  of  the 
murder  or  assault  of  one  of  them 
would  be  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for 
the  murder  or  assault  of  the  other. 
In  this  case  the  defendant  shot  three 
distinct  times  and  wounded  his  wife 
and  killed  a  little  girl,  and  was  con- 
victed of  an  assault  with  intent  to 
murder  his  wife,  and  pleaded  such 
former  conviction  upon  being  indicted 
for  murdering  the  girl.  The  trial 
court  refused  a  request  to  charge 
that  if  the  jury  believed  from  the  evi« 
dence  that  the  girl  was  shot  in  the 
same  transaction  in  which  the  defend- 
ant's wife  was  shot,  they  should  ac- 
quit him.  This  request  was  held  tb 
be  properly  refused.  But  the  court, 
in  response  to  another  request, 
charged  that  unless  the  jury  believed  < 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
shot  that  killed  the  girl  was  a  sepa-. 
rate  and  distinct  shot  from  that 
which  wounded  the  wife,  that  they 
should  acquit  the  defendant.  The  ap- 
pellate court  said  that  the  fact  that 
the  defendant  killed  the  girl  on  the 
same  occasion  on  which  he  shot  at 
his  wife  would  not  make  it  the  same 
transaction,  as  the  shot  that  killed 
the  girl  was  a  separate  and  distinct 
shot  from  that  which  struck  the  wife, 
and  held  that  the  requested  charge 
given  by  the  trial  court  submitted 
the  defendant's  plea  of  former  con- 
viction, and  that  he  got  the  benefit 
of  such  plea  by  such  charge,  and 
affirmed  the  conviction. 

Where  one  wounds  two  persons  in 


the  same  affray^  at'  the^aame  instant 
of  time,  with  the  Bsmb  knife,  and 
with  the  same  stroke  thereof,  a  con- 
viction of  assault  and  battery  on  one 
of  them  is  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for 
assault  and  battery  upon  the  other. 
State  V.  Damon  (1803)  2. Tyler  (Vt.) 
387.  The  court  said  that  this  was  not 
a  question  between  either  of  tlie  per- 
sons injured  by  the  assault  and  bat- 
tery and  their  assailant,— ^redress  has 
been  or  may  be  obtained  by  them  by 
private  actions,'-*-but  it  is  a  question 
between  the  government  and  its  sub- 
jects, and  the  defendant,  having  com- 
mitted but  one  offense  against  the 
government  by  the  single  act  of 
wounding  two  of  its  citizens,  can- 
not, after  being  convicted  of  the  as- 
sault as  to  one  of  them,  be  held  again 
to  answer  the  assault  as  to  the  other. 
And  in  Com.  v.  Veley  (1916)  63  Pa. 
Super.  (}t.  489,  the  former  acquittal 
of  the  defendant  of  the  charge  of 
involuntary  manslaughter  in  causing 
the  death  of  two  women  by  drown- 
ing, upon  the  breaking  of  a  dam,  by 
reason  of  his  gross  negligence  in  the 
management,  and  control  of  such  dam^ 
was  held  a  bar  to  a  prosecu- 
tion of  the  defendant  for  the  crime 
of  involuntary  manslaughter  in  caus- 
ing the  death  of  another  woman  like- 
wise drowned  at  the  same  time,  and 
the  defendant,  being  under  arrest  un- 
der the  second  charge,  was  held  to  be 
entitled  to  be  released  on  habeas 
corpus  upon  such  plea  of  autrefois 
acquit.  The  court  said:  "There  is 
identity  of  person,  causal  act,  evi- 
dence, and  time  in  regard  to  the  cases 
in  which  the  defendant  was  acquitted, 
and  the  one  which  he  is  again  called 
to  answer.  .  .  .  When  the  record 
shows  that,  as  here,  the  alleged  facts 
are  identical  in  each  case,  and  on 
the  whole  record,  the  trial  judge 
would  be  obliged  to  direct  a  verdict 
of  acquittal,  the  defendant  should 
not  be  again  subjected  to  the  expense 
of  another  trial  for  the  same  cause^ 
when  the  result  is  made  certain  by 
our  decisions.  .  .  .  Where  a  party 
is  accused  of  a  crime,  and  acquitted 
by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  such  acquittal 
will  be  a  complete  protection  against 
any  subsequent  prosecution  for  the 
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same  offense,  provided  the  first  In- 
dictment was  such  that  he  could  have 
been  lawfully  found  guilty  upon  it. 
This  well-settled  rule,  while  it  shields 
the  citizen  against  the  peril  of  re- 
peated prosecutions,  is  broad  enough 
for  all  the  purposes  of  public  justice. 
.  .  .  The  records  present  the  case 
of  several  persons  losing  their  lives 
through  the  same  disaster,  .  .  . 
which,  in  each  of  these  prosecutions, 
is  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  the  relator  through 
defective  construction  of  the  dam. 
The  negligent  act,  if  any,  which 
caused  the  breaking  of  the  dam,  was 
the  act  which  caused  the  deaths  of 
the  three  women  named.  There  was 
but  one  causal  effect,  though  the  r€^ 
suit  affected  many  parties.  .  . 
The  criminal  prosecution  is  for  the 
injury  done  the  commonwealth,  and 
not  for  the  injury  done  to  the  indi- 
vidual, who  may,  if  entitled,  obtain 
redress  through  a  civil  action.  Where 
there  is  but  one  act  of  cause  of  in- 
jury, or  death  of  a  number  of  persons, 
there  is  but  one  injtiry  to  the  common- 
wealth, but  where  the  acts  or  causes 
are  separate,  they  are  separate  in- 
juries to  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
commonwealth." 

In  Gunter  v.  State  (1895)  111  Ala. 
23,  56  AnL  St.  Rep.  17,  20  So.  632, 
holding  a  plea  of  former  acquittal 
demurrable  because  of  its  failure  to 
allege  that  both  assaults  were  com- 
mitted by  the  same  act,  the  court  said: 
"It  is  the  settled  rule  of  this  court 
that  a  defendant  cannot  be  lawfully 
punished  for  two  distinct  felonies 
growing  out  of  the  same  identical 
act,  and  where  one  is  a  necessary 
ingredient  of  the  other;  that  a  series 
of  charges  cannot  be  based  upon  the 
same  offense,  and  subdivided  into  two 
or  more  indictable  crimes.  So,  it  has 
been  held  tiiat,  where  the  same  act 
of  unlawful  shooting  resulted  in  the 
death  of  two  persons,  an  acquittal  or 
conviction  on  the  trial  of  one  would 
be  a  good  defense  on  a  second  trial 
for  the  alleged  murder  of  the  other, 
for  the  reason  that  the  killing  con*- 
stituted  but  one  crime,  which  could 
not  be  subdivided  and  made  the  basis 
of  two  prosecutions.     .     .     .     And 


again.  Where  one  blow  produces  two 
separate  assaults  and  batterids  on  two 
different  persons,  a  conviction  of  one 
-may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment 
ior  the  ether,  for  the  reason  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  punished  for  two 
distinct  assaults  growing  out  of  the 
same  identical  act.  ...  It  must 
not  be  overlooked,  however,  that  the 
same  individual  may,  at  the  time  and 
in  the  same  transaction,  commit  two 
«or  more  distinct  criminal  offenses, 
and  the  acquittal  of  one  will  not  bai 
punishment  for  the  other,  as  if,  in 
the  same  affray,  one  person  shoots  and 
kills  one  person,  and  by  a  second 
act  shoots  and  wounds  another.  In 
such  case,  the  two  results,  the  kill- 
ing of  the  one  and  the  wounding  of 
the  other  by  different  acts  of  shooting, 
cannot  be  said  to  grow  out  of  the  same 
unlawful  act,  but  out  of  two  distinct 
acts,  and  the  party  shooting  is 
responsible  for.  the  two  results  from 
the  two  separate  acts,  and  may  be 
indicted  and  punished  separately  for 
each." 

Some  of  the  previously  cited  cases, 
holding  that  under  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances the  former  conviction  or 
acquittal  was  no  bar,  employ  language 
from  which  the  inference  may  be 
drawn  that  where  the  two  assaults 
or  homicides  are  committed  by  the 
eame  shot,  or  by  one  stroke  of  the 
same  weapon,  a  conviction  or  acquittal 
of  one  is  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for 
the  other. 

So,  in  holding  Br  plea  of  former 
acquittal  bad,  the  court,  in  McCoy  v. 
State  (1885)  46  Ark.  141,  said  that  the 
two  persons  were  not  wounded  and 
killed  by  the  same  shot,  and  that  the 
indictments  were  not  founded  upon 
the  same  physical  act. 

And  a  plea  of  former  conviction  was 
held  defective  in  Jones  v.  State 
(1895)  61  Ark.  88,  82  S.  W.  8,  because 
of  its  failure  to  allege  that  the  two 
persons  were  killed  by  the  same  act 
and  volition. 

And  a  former  conviction  waJs  held 
BO  bar  in  Bell  v.  State  (1915)  120 
Ark.  530,  180  S.  W.  186,  because  the 
killings  were  not  the  result  of  one 
shot. 

The    court '  said    in    the    case    of 
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People  ▼.  Ochotski  (1898)  116  Mich. 
601,  78  N.  W.  889,  that  the  prosecation 
was  not  for  the  same  offense  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
provision  against  trying  a  person  for 
the  same  offense  after  acqaittal  apon 
the  merits;  that  while  the  two  offenses 
grew  out  of  the  same  affray,  no 
claim  was  made  that  the  two  persons 
were  injured  by  the  same  blows;  that 
it  was  the  same  transaction,  but  not 
the  same  volition;  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  one  volition  and 
one  transaction. 

And,  in  denying  the  contention  that 
a  former  acquittal  was  a  bar,  the 
court,  in  Morris  v.  Territory  (1909) 
1  Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  617,  99  Pac.  750, 
101  Pac.  Ill,  stated  that  it  was  not 
the  same  shot  that  killed  both  parties. 

And  in  Augustine  v.  State  (1899) 
41  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  59,  96  Am.  St.  Rep. 
765,  52  S.  W.  77,  the  court  said  that 
the  contention  that  a  former  acquit- 
tal was  a  bar  might  be  urged  with 
some  force  if  the  killing  of  both 
parties  was  done  by  one  and  the  same 
act;  that  is,  if  the  proof  showed  that 
but  one  shot  was  fired  and  it  caused 
the  double  death,  then  it  might  be 
a  good  plea  in  bar. 

The  court  said  in  Eeaton  y.  State 
(1900)  41  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  621,  57 
S.  W.  1125,  that  "the  true  criterion 
in  pleas  of  this  character  is,  if  the 
act  for  which  defendant  is  being  pros- 
ecuted is  the  same  violence  or  act 
relied  upon  in  the  case  wherein  he 
was  previously  convicted,  or  if  the 
two  offenses  constituted  but  one  con- 
tinous  transaction,  in  which  appellant 
was  the  actor,  this  prosecution  could 
not  stand;  but  if  the  acts  were  dis- 
tinct and  separate  transactions,  and 
the  prosecution  is  maintained  to  con- 
viction against  defendant  in  one,  this 
fact  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a 
subsequent  prosecution  for  a  different 
offense  by  sheer  force  of  the  fact 
that  the  last  offense  occurred  at  one 
and  the  same  time/' 

And  in  State  v.  Evans  (1890)  33 
W.  Va.  417,  10  S.  E.  792,  holding  a 
plea  of  former  acquittal  demurrable, 
the  court  said:  ''A  case  can  be  con- 
ceived where  such  a  plea  might  be 
held  good.    For  example,  the  engineer 


of  a  railway  train  might  be  charged 
with  negligently  and  feloniously  caus- 
ing the  death  of  one  passenger  in  a 
wreck,  and,  being  tried  and  found  by 
the  jury  entirely  blameless  for  the 
accident,  such  acquittal  might,  per- 
haps, constitute  a  perfect  defense  to 
a  subsequent  indictment  for  killing 
another  passenger,  who  was  on  the 
same  train.  But  this  case  presents 
no  such  question.  The  killing  was  the 
result  of  a  separate  act  in  each  case, 
committed  under  degrees  of  provoca- 
tion not  necessarily  identical,  accom- 
panied by  apprehensions  not  neces- 
sarily the  same.  In  fine,  every  ele- 
ment to  constitute  two  separate  offen- 
ses appears  on  the  face  of  the  plea 
to  exist  in  this  case,  and  therefore 
the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained." 

But  in  (^UL  V.  Browning  (1912) 
146  Ky.  770,  148  S.  W.  407,  the 
former  conviction  was  held  no  bar 
although  the  two  assaults  were  com- 
mitted by  the  same  shot.  And  see 
Keeton  y.  Gom.  (1892)  92  Ky.  522, 
18  S.  W.  359,  supra.  And  in  Vaughan 
V.  Ck>nL  (1821)  2  Va.  Gas.  273,  it  was 
held  that,  assuming  that  it  was  a 
shot  by  the  same  discharge  of  a  shot- 
gun, the  acquittal  of  the  charge  of 
shooting  one  of  them  is  not  a  bar  to 
a  prosecution  for  shooting  the  other. 

And  in  the  reported  case  (State  v. 
GoRBETT,  ante,  328),  where  the  de- 
fendant fired  several  shots  in  quick 
succession  at  three  men  who  were 
making  a  joint  attack  upon  him,  it 
is  held  that,  assuming  that  it  was  a 
single  act,  the  killing  of  the  three 
constitutes  three  separate  offenses, 
and  the  court  says  that  a  single  mur- 
derous shot  may  constitute  a  separate 
offense  as  to  each  human  being  whose 
life  is  cut  short.  Another  view  of 
this  question  is  held  to  lead  to  the 
same  result,  that  is,  the  view  that 
the  constitutional  protection  from 
being  put  twice  in  jeopardy  makes  the 
test  the  identity  of  the  offense,  and 
not  of  the  act. 

And  in  People  v.  Warren  (1852)  1 
Park.  Grim.  Rep.  (N.  T.)  338,  holding 
the  acquittal  of  poisoning  one  person 
no  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  poison- 
ing another,  the  court  said  that» 
assuming  that  the  defendant  by  the 
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Mune  single  act  caused  the  poison  to 
be  administered  to  the  two  persons, 
the  intent  charged  in  the  subsequent 
prosecution  is  not  the  same  intent 
charged  in  the  former  indictment; 
that  the  intent  is  a  material  con- 
stituent of  the  crime,  and  though  the 
acts  may  have  been  the  same,  the 
crimes  as  characterized  by  the  intent 
are  different;  that  upon  the  trial  of 
the  former  indictment,  the  defendant 
could  not  have  been  convicted  of  the 
crime  charged  in  the  subsequent  in- 
dictment, though  the  jury  would  and 
should  have  been  satisfied  that  the 
defendant  administered  the  poison 
with  intent  to  kill  the  person  charged 


to  have  been  killed  in  the  second  in- 
dictment; and  that  that  is  the  test 
whether  a  former  acquittal  or  convic- 
tion is  a  bar. 

The  opinion  in  People  v.  Majors 
(1884)  65  CaL  138,  52  Am.  Rep.  295,  3 
Pac.  597,  6  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  486,  dis- 
cusses the  general  question  at  some 
length,  and  while  the  facts  do  not 
seem  to  have  called  for  a  decision 
on  the  point,  the  court  was  apparent- 
ly of  the  opinion  that  the  former 
conviction  or  acquittal  would  not  be 
a  bar,  even  though  both  persons  were 
injured  by  the  same  act,  in  the 
sense  of  the  same  shot  or  stroke. 

a  v.  L 


FRANK  N.  B.  CLOSE,  Trustee,  etc, 

V. 

F.  NELSON  BENHAM  et  al. 

€ieiifc«cMoui  Supreme  Court  of  ErrorB'^  December  9Sf  1091m 

(97  Conn.  102,  116  Atl  626.) 

Win  —  child  life  tenant  as  next  of  kin. 

1.  Under  a  devise  to  testator's  child  for  life,  remainder  to  her  issue, 
and,  in  case  of  death  without  issue»  to  testator's  next  of  kin,  the  life  ten- 
ant is  not  included  among  the  next  of  kin. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  856.] 


—  remainder  to  next  of  kin  —  when 

vests. 

2.  Under  a  gift  for  life,  with  remain- 
der in  case  of  death  of  the  life  tenant 
without  issue  to  testator's  next  of  kin; 
the  remainder  vests  at  death  of  testa* 
tor. 

[See  28  R.  a  L.  549.] 


—  who  are  next  of  kin. 

8.  A  devise  of  a  remainder  to  testa- 
tor's next  of  kin  refers  to  those  en- 
titled to  take  under  the  Statute  of  Dis- 
tribution, rather  than  to  the  nearest 
blood  relation. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  264.] 


Reservation  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Fairfield  County  (Kellogg,  J.) 
for  the  advice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  a  suit  to  determine  the 
validity  and  construction  of  the  will  of  Junius  N.  Benham,  deceased.  WiJX 
construed. 


The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion 

Messrs.   Marsh,  Stoddard,   ft  Day, 

for  defendant  Benham: 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  is 
determinable  as  of  the  date  of  his 
death,  and  on  that  date  the  remainder 
in  the  trust  fund  held  to  the  life  use 
of  Lizzie  Benham  vested  in  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  testator,  subject  to  its  de- 


of  the  court. 

vestment  in  the  event  that  she  died 

leaving  surviving  issue. 

Middletown  Trust  Co.  v.  Gaifey,  96 
Conn.  61,  112  Atl.  689;  Bartram  v. 
Powell,  88  Conn.  86,  89  Atl.  885;  Nor- 
ton v.  Mortensen,  88  Conn.  28,  89  Atl. 
882;  Allen  v.  Almy,  87  Conn.  517,  89 
Atl.  205,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  112;  Thomas 
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V.  Castle,  76  Conn.  447,  66  >  Atl..  854; 
Keniston  v.  Mayhew,  169  Ma&8. 166,  47 
N.  E.  61^;  Stewart's  Estate,  147  Pa. 
383,  23  Atl.  599;  Clark  v.  Mack,  161 
Mich.  545,  28  UR.A.(N.S.)  479,  126 
N.  W.  632;  Welsh  v.  Crater,  82  N.  J. 
Eq.  177;  Jones  v.  Oliver,  38  N.  C.  (8 
Ired.  Eq.)  369;  HoUoway  v.  Holloway, 
6  V^s.  Jr.  399,  5  Revised  Rep.  81,  25 
Eng.  Ruh  Cas.  687;  Bullock  v«  Downes, 

9  H.  L.  Cas.  1,  11  Eng.  Reprint,  627; 
Re  Bowers,  109  App.  Dtv.  566,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  562;  Fargo  v.  Miller,  150  Mass. 
225,  5  L.R.A.  690,  22  N.  E.  1003;  Rand 
v.  Butler,  48. Conn.  293,;  Tingier  v. 
Woodruflf,  84  Conn.  684,  81  Atl.  967. 

T  The  term  "next  of  kin"  as  used  in 
the 'will  should  te-^iiirAstrued' as  the 
persoiis  ^-'entitled  to  take  under  the 
Statute  of  Distributions  of  the  state 
of  Connecticut. 

Hinckley  ▼.  Maclarens,  1  Myr."&  K. 
27,  39  Eng.  Reprint,  591;  Swasey  v. 
Jaques,  144  Mass.  135«  59  Am.. Rep.  65» 

10  N.  E.  758;  Fafgb  v.^itler,  150 
Mass.  225,  5  L.R.A.  690,  22  N.  E.  1003 ; 
Keniston  v.  Mayhew,  169  Mais.  166, 
47  N.  E.  612;  May  v.  Lewis,  132  N. 
C.  115,  43  a  £L:  550*;  Pinkham  v.  Blair, 
57  N.  H.  226;  Schouler,  Wills,  5th  ed. 
§  543;  L.  T.  Dickason  Coal  Go.  ▼.  Lid- 
dil,  49  Ind.  App.  40,  94  N.  E.  411; 
Bolinger  v.  Beacham,  81  Kan.  746,  106' 
Pac.  1094;  Davieft  v.  Da  vies,  55  €onn. 
319, 11  Atl.  500;  Heath  v.  Bancroft,  49 
Conn.  220;  Rajrmond  v.  Hillhouse,  45 
Conn.  467,  29  Am.  Rep.  688;  Nichols 
V.  Haviland,  1  Kay  H  J.  504,  69  Eng. 
Reprint,  558,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  891. 

So  far  as  the  ultimate  righter  of'the 
litigants  are  concerned,  it  makes  no 
essential  difference  whether  the  will 
be  construed  so  as  to  vest  in  Lizzie 
Benham  one  third  of  the  trust  fund 
held  for  her  benefit,  or  whether  she 
is  excluded,  beca,use  the  same  benefi- 
ciaries would  inhefft  through  her  as 
would  take  in  the  event  that  she  is 
excluded. 

Rand  v.  Butler,  48  Conn.  298; 
Thomas  v.  Castle,  76  Conn.  447,  56 
AtL  854;  Nicoll  v.  Irby,  83  Conn.  530, 
77  Atl.  957. 

Mr.  William  H.  Comley,  Jr.,  for  de- 
fendant Close. 

Mr.  Edward  J.  McManus  for  de« 
fendant  administrator  of  estate  of 
Ldzzie  BenhanL 

Wheeler,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Those  provisiona  of  the  will  of 
Junius  N.  Benham  which  we  are 


•masked  to  oonatrue  gave  two  tfalrcb 
of  his  estate  in  trust  to  pay  the  net 
income  therefrom  equally  to  his 
daughters,  Mary  B.  Close  and  Lizzie 
Benham,  during*  their  lives.  Upon 
-the  decease  of  either,  one  half  of  the 
two  thirds  was  given  to  the  issue 
of  the  deceased  daughter,  equally 
and  per  stirpes ;  and,  in  case  the  de- 
ceased dau£^ter  left  no  issue,  this 
share  was  given  to  the  testator's 
''next  of  kin/'  to  be  divided  among 
them  equally  per  stirpes.  Lizzie 
Benham  died  without  issue,  and  the 
share  whose  income  she  had  enjoyed 
vested  in  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator.  '   • 

The  first  question  for  our  decision 
is:  When  did  the  title  to  tiiis  share 
vest— at  the  testator's  death,  or  at 
the  death  of  the  life  tenant?  The 
>  secondf  Who  aire  the  next  of  kin, 
/  the  nearest  blood  relatives,  or  those 
entitled  ,to  take  under  the  statutory 
distribution  of  intestate  estates? 
*  And  the  third:  =  Is  the*  estete  of 
Lizzie  Benham  entitled  to  a  one- 
third  part  of  this  share? 
,1.  The  gift  to  the  t'next  of  kin" 
was  one  to  a  class..  We  have  uni- 
formly held  that,  linless  iAi^  will 
sufficiently  expresses  a  contrary  in- 
tent, a  limitation  over,  after  a  life 
estate,  to  the  issue  of  the  life  tenant, 
and,  failing  issue,  to  the  heirs,  or 
heirs  at  law,  or  to  the  children  or 
grandchildren  of  the  testetor,  or 
to  children  of  an- 
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other  than  the  tes-  to  next  of  iei»- 
tator,  are  gifts  to  a  ^'"•"  ''•■*■• 
class,  and  vest  in  point  of  right  upon 
the  testetor's  death,'  although  their 
right  of  possession  is  postponed  un- 
til the  termination  of  the  life  estete. 
We  have  adopte^l  this  rule  in  the 
belief  that  it  leads  to  the  early  vest- 
ing of  estetes,  and  will  carry  out  the 
probable  intent  of  the  testetor, 
where  the  will  indicates  no  contrary 
intent.  Norton  v.  Mortensen,  88 
Conn.  28, 89  Atl.  882 ;  Allen  v.  Almy, 
87  Conn.  517,  89  Atl.  205,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917B,  112 ;  Bartram  v.  Powell,  88 
Conn.  86,  89  Atl.  885 ;  Wilde  v.  Bell, 
86  Conn.  610,  87  Atl.  8;  Nicoll  v. 
Irby,  88  Conn.  580,  77  Atl.  957. 
This  ruling  is  equally  applicable  to 
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every  class  gift,  and  hence  to  the 
gift  to  "next  of  kin/'  Authorities 
eteewhere-80  hold  with  marked  una- 
nimity. Note  to  Tatham's  Estate, 
Ann.  Gas.  1917A,  855,  859. 

This  will,  read  in  the  light  of  the 
circmnstances  surrounding  the  tes- 
tator, does  not  indicate  in  any  par* 
ticalar  an  intention  of  the  testator 
to  postpone  the  vesting  of  the  es- 
tate until  the  termination  of  the  life 
estate.  And  we  have  expressly  held 
that  the  creation  of  the  life  estate 
is  insufficient  to  base  thereon  an 
implication  that  the  testator  intend- 
ed such  postponement.  Thomas  v. 
Castle,  76  Conn.  452,  56  Atl.  854. 

If  ''next  of  kin"  designates  a 
class,  and  the  title  to  this  share 
vests  in  the  class  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  our  next  question  is: 
What  persons  are  included  within 
this  term?  It  is  used  in  the  law 
with  two  meanings:  (1)  The  near- 
est blood  relations  according  to  the 
law  of  consanguinity ;  and  (2)  those 
entitled  to  take  under  the  statutory 
distribution  of  intestate  estates. 
We  are  to  ascertain  in  which  sense 
it  is  used  in  this  will.  Of  course, 
the  intention  of  the  testator,  ade- 
quately expressed,  will  determine. 
Where  this  is  riot  manifest,  some 
courts  adopt  the  first,  and  some  the 
second,  meaning.  The  greater  num- 
ber of  the  cases  attribute  to  this 
term,  when  used  without  qualif  3dng 
words,  the  meaning  of  nearest  blood 
relatives.  This  is  the  construction 
now  adopted  by  the  courts  of  Great 
Britain,  Massachusetts,  and  Michi- 
gan. Elmsley  v.  Young,  2  Myl.  & 
K.  780, 39  Eng^  Reprint,  1142 ;  Swa- 
sey  V.  Jaques,  144  Mass.  135,  59  Am. 
Rep.  65,  10  N.  E.  758;  Clark  v. 
Mack,  161  Mich.  545,  28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  479,  126  N.  W.  632.  While 
in  Ohio,  New  Hampshire,  and  North 
Carolina  the  term  is  held  to  desig- 
nate those  entitled  to  take  under  the 
Statute  of  Distributions. 

In  Godfrey  v.  Epple,  100  Ohio 
St.  447,  11  A.L.R.  317,  126  N.  E. 
886,  a  life  estate  was  given  to  the 
wife,  and  after  her  death  the  estate 
remaining  was  directed  to  be 
"equally  divided  between  my  and' 

20  A.L.R.— 23. 
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my  wife's  nearest  kin.''  The  court 
held  that  nearest  of  kin  meant  those 
entitled  to  take  under  their  Statute 
of  Distribution.  Nearest  of  Mn  and 
next  of  kin  are  ssmonymous.  The 
opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Nichols  ex- 
presses our  thought  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  "next  of  Irin"  in  a  will  where 
there  are  no  qualifying  words :  "In 
a  primary  sense,  some  authors  say 
these  expressions  indicate  the  near- 
est degree  of  consanguinity.  .  .  . 
If  it  were  followed,  it  would  mean 
that,  if  a  married  man  by  his  last 
will  should  provide  simply  that  his 
property  should  pass  to  his  nearest 
of  kin,  his  wife,  should  she  elect  to 
take  under  the  will,  would  be  barred 
from  all  participation  in  the  estate ; 
and  yet  it  is  indisputable  that,  if  the 
married  man  in  whose  liome  domes-^ 
tic  felicity  reigned  were  asked  as  to 
his  conception  of  the  personnel  of 
his  nearest  of  kin,  his  certain  reply 
would  be,  'My  wife.'  The  primary 
sense,  it  is  therefore  fair  to  say, 
is  not  by  any  means  the  universal, 
or  even  popular,  sense  of  the  term. 
.  .  .  There  is  a  primary  rule,  ap- 
plicable to  the  construction  of  wills, 
that  the  heir  at  law  shall  not  be  dis- 
inherited by  conjecture,  but  only 
by  express  words,  or  necessary  im- 
plication. .  .  .  We  do  not  feel 
inclined  to  favor  a  construction  un- 
less it  be  a  necessary  one,  against 
all  principles  of  natural  justice  and 
against  the  well-settled  policy  of  in- 
heritance as  provided  by  our  law. 
We  believe  that  the  children  of  a 
testator's  deceased  brothers  and 
sisters  have  just  as  much  claim  on 
his  bounty  as  his  living  brother  and 
sister  would  have.  .  .  .  Having 
the  choice,  therefore,  of  construc- 
tion, we  are  disposed  to  adopt  the 
interpretation  that  appears  to  us 
to  be  most  consonant  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  and  which 
conforms  to  the  well-settled  legisla- 
tive, policy  of  the  state,  as  well  as 
the  later  judicial  construction  given 
the  same  phrase  when  found  in  our 
statutes."  Ibid. ;  Pinkham  v.  Blair, 
57  N.  H.  245 ;  May  v.  Lewis,  182  N. 
C.  115,  48  S.  E.  5501 
If  "iiext  of  Iciri"  be  construed  to 


354 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


mean  neftrest  blood  relatives,  then 
the  right  of  representation  is  de^ 
nied,  and  children  take  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  wife  or  husband.  In 
common  speech  and  general  under- 
standing, next  of  kin  would  include 
the  children  of  a  deceased  child  and 
the  wife  and  husband.  We  are  per- 
suaded that  it  will  carry  out  the 
testator's  intent  more  often  if  we 
hold  that  this  term,  in  the  absence 
of  qualifying  words,  was  intended 
by  the  testator  to  include  those  who 
fall  within  the  designation  in  the 
general  speech  and  understanding 
of  men,  rather  than  in  their  pri- 
mary and  original  sense  as  the  near-* 
est  in  blood.  If  we  construe  thia 
term  in  connection  with  the  other 
clauses  of  the  will,  as  read  in  the 
light  of  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  testator,  we  find  strong  cor- 
roboration of  his  intention  not  to 
exclude  the  child  of  his  deceased 
son.  The  will  gives  one  third  in  fee 
simple  to  an  only  son,  Frank  N. 
Benham,  who  died  February  18, 
1918 ;  the  use  for  life  of  two  thirds 
to  two  daughters  equally,  with  re- 
mainder to  their  issue,  and  upon  the 
decease  of  either  to  the  testator's 
next  of  kin. 

Here  is  the  manifest  intent  of  the 
testator  to  give  his  property  to  his 
blood,  one  third  to  his  son  outright 
and  one  third  to  the  issue  of  each 
daughter  after  the  mother's  life  use. 
And  there  is  also  the  manifest  in- 
tent to  give  equal  shares  to  the  son 
and  the  issue  of  the  two  daughters. 
If  the  right  of  representation  is  de- 
nied, and  Lizzie  is  held  to  be  one  of 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his 
death,  she  may.  give  her  interest  to 
whomsoever  she  will,  and  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  will  thus  be  de- 
feated. If  Frank  N.  Benham  sur- 
vived the  testator's  daughters,  he 
would  tiius  have  had  a  two-thirds 
share  of  this  estate;  and  if  Mrs. 
Close  survived  both  Frank  and  Liz- 
zie, she  would  have  had  a  two-thirds 
share  of  this  estate,  and  if  Lizzie 
survived  Frank  and  Mrs.  Close,  she 
would  take  a  one-third  share  of  this 
estate.  This  would  destroy  the 
adieme  of  equality  of  the  will. 


Would  it  be  natural  for  him  to 
intend  to  make  it  possible  for 
Lizzie  to  exclude  his  grandchildren 
from  one  third  of  his  estate?  The 
testator  must  be  presumed  to  have 
known  our  Statute  of  Distributions 
and  to  have  made  his  will  with  ref- 
erence to  that  law.  Its  division 
must  be  regarded  as  the  policy  of 
our  law.  I^e  gift  to  the  issue  and 
to  the  next  of  kin,  equally  and  per 
stirpes,  is  significant  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  to  recognize  the 
right  of  representation  in  his  only 
grandson. 

.  In  Heath  v.  Bancroft,  49  Conn. 
220,  we  expressed  the  view  that»  in 
the  absence  of  words  indicating  a 
contrary  intent,  a  wiU  is  to  be  in- 
terpreted as  intending  to  distribute 
an  estate  per  stirpes,  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Statute  of  Dis- 
tributions: ^'A  further  consid- 
eration in  favor  of  the  per  stirpes 
rule  it  that  this  rule  has  for  two 
centuries  commended  itself  to  tiie 
judgment  of  the  community  as  one 
of  justice,  and  has  been  and  is  the 
rule  applied  by  the  law  in  case  of 
intestate  estate.  In  these  circum- 
stances, this  rule  will  be  applied  in 
the  construction  of  a  will,  where  the 
language  of  the  will  leaves  the  in- 
tent of  the  testator  in  serious 
doubt." 

In  the  absence  of  an  indicated 
intent,  the  policy  of  the  law  requires 
that  the  distribution  to  the  next  of 
kin  should  follow  the  statutory  rule 
of  distribution.    We  have  not  here- 
tofore decided  the  point ;  the  better 
reason   appears   to 
us  to  construe  "next  zr^mT^  **** 
of    kin"    to    mean 
those  who  would  be  entitled  to  take 
under  our  Statute  of  Distributions. 

The  next  of  kin  having  been  de- 
termined to  be  those  who  would  take 
under  the  Statute  of  Distributions 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  re- 
mains to  ascertain  who  the  next 
of  kin  were.  Mrs.  Close,  who  sur- 
vived her  sister  Lizzie,  and  Frank  N. 
Benham,  who  was  her  brother  and 
left  issue  in  his  son,  F.  Nelson  Ben- 
ham, admittedly  were  of  the  next 
of  kin.     Whether  Lisde  Benham, 
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the  testator's  daughter,  was  indud* 
ed  in  this  class  depends  upon  wheth- 
er or  not  the  testator  so  intended. 
In  view  of  the  relationship  of  Frank 
N.  Benham  and  of  Mrs.  Close  to 
Lizzie,  and  of  the  fact  that  she  died 
intestate,  it  will  make  no  practical 
difference  to  them  or  their  issue,  as 
to  the  share  in  the  one  third  of  which 
Lizzie    enjoyed    the    life    estate, 
whether  she  is  included  in  or  ex- 
cluded from  this  class  of  the  next 
of  kin,  since  the  same  beneficiaries 
would  inherit  through  her  as  would 
take  if  she  were  excluded. 

The  question,  however,  is  one 
which  we  must  determine.  When 
the  testator  gave  to  Lizzie  a  life  use, 
with  remainder  to  her  issue,  he  in- 
dicated his  intention  that  she  should 
have  no  share  in  or  disposition  of 
the  remainder;  and  the  subsequent 
provision  that,  in  the  event  of  her 
decease,  the  next  of  kin  should  take, 
was  not  intended  to  Include  her 
among  the  next  of  kin,  and  so  to 

take  a  share  of  this 
interest  upon  the 
death  of  the  testa- 
tor should  not  be  presumed  to  have 
made  her  a  beneficiary  in  the  share 
of  which  she  had  the  life  use  upon 
failure  of  her  issue  to  take,  when 
at  the  very  time  he  gave  to  her  issue 
the  remainder  after  her  life  estate. 
The  language  of  the  will  gives  to  the 
next  of  kin  on  Lizzie's  death,  and 
this  assumes  that  they  shall  be  those 
living  at  her  death.  The  testator 
should  not  be  assumed  to  have  made 
a  disposition  so  unnatural ;  for,  if  he 
had  intended  that  Lizzie  should  be 
one  of  the  next  of  kin,  he  might 
have  accomplished  this,  as  we  point- 
ed out  in  Nicoll  v.  Irby,  83  Conn. 
535,  77  Atl.  957,  by  a  direct  devise, 
or  to  such  persons  as  Lizzie  should 
by  will  appoint. 

Wherever  a  life  use  is  given,  with 
remainder  over  to  his  issue,  and, 
failing  such,  to  the  testator's  chil- 
dren, heirs,  or  next  of  kin,  or  other 
class,  we  think  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  testator  intended  to  ex- 
dude  the  life  tenant  from  this  class, 
unless  a  contrary  intent  is  manifest 
in  the  language  of  the  wiQ.    In  this 
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case  we  do  not  have  to  rest  this 
question  upon  this  presumption. 
The  language  of  the  will  discloses 
a  plain  purpose  on  the  part  of  the 
testator,  as  we  have  observed  before, 
to  keep  his  estate  in  his  own  blood. 
If  Lizzie  be  held  to  be  one  of  the 
next  of  kin,  she  could  at  any  time 
have  transmitted  it  by  will  or  de- 
scent; but  she  could  not  herself  en- 
joy it.  And  her  power  of  trans- 
mission might  be  exercised  in  fa- 
vor of  strangers  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  blood  of  the  testator. 

The  testator,  as  we  hold,  intended 
by  the  gift  over  to  his  next  of  kin 
to  exclude  Lizzie  from  that  class. 
Practically  the  same  question  arose 
in  Nicoll  v.  Irby,  88  Conn.  530,  77 
Atl.  957,  where  a  life  estate  was 
given  to  a  brother,  W.,  who  was 
next  of  kin  to  the  testator,  and  the 
remainder  to  any  children  begotten 
of  W.  who  might  survive  him,  and 
if  he  died  without  children  the  re- 
mainder should  go  to  ''my  own 
heirs''  in  equal  shares.  We  held 
that  the  testator's  own  heirs  were 
to  be  determined  as  of  the  testator's 
death,  and  that  by  his  own  heirs  he 
intended  to  designate  those  persons 
who  should  take  at  W.'s  death,  and 
that  he  intended  to  exclude  from 
this  class  the  life  tenant,  W.  The 
case  is  of  controlling  authority  upon 
this  question,  because  its  facts  are 
so  similar  to  the  facts  of  this  case. 

The  administrator  on  Lizzie 
Benham's  estate  relies  upon  Rand 
V.  Butler,  48  Conn.  293,  and  Thomas 
V.  Castle,  76  Conn.  447,  56  Atl.  864. 
The  distinction  between  these  cases 
and  Nicoll  v.  Irby,  supra,  was  defi- 
nitely pointed  out  by  Mr.  Justice 
Thayer  in  Nicoll  v.  Irby,  supra,  and 
this  difference  was  further  illus- 
trated in  Wilde  v.  Bell,  86  Conn. 
610,  87  Atl.  8.  Unless  a  contrary 
intention  is  found  in  the  will,  when 
read  in  the  light  of  its  circum- 
stances, this  construction  of  similar 
language  in  these  two  cases  must 
be  regarded  as  of  binding  authority. 

The  Superior  Court  is  advised 
that  ^e  plaintiff  trustee  should  de- 
liver tiie  share  of  which  Lizzie  Ben- 
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ham  en jojned  the  life  use'  to  the  per- 
sons and  in  the  proportion  as  fol- 
lows :  To  Mrs.  Mary  B.  Close  a  one 
half,  and  to  F.  Nelson  Benham,  ad- 
ministrator on  the  estate  of  Frank 
N.  Benham,  the  remaining  one  half, 


thus  answering  question  2  in  th6 
affirmative. 

No  costs  will  be  taxed  in  this 
Court. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  Judges 
concur. 
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I.  Introduction. 


This  annotation  supplements  an 
earlier  one  on  the  same  point  in  13 
A.L.R.  615,  which  discusses  the  ques- 
tions: First,  whether  the  circum- 
stance that  the  devisee  of  the  par- 
ticular estate  is  an  heir  or  next  of  kin 
supports  the  inference  of  an  intention 
that  the  members  of  the  class  to  take 
under  the  gift  over  are  to  be  ascer- 
tained upon  the  termination  of  the 
particular  estate,  rather  than  at  the 
time  of  testator's  death;  and  second, 
whether,  where  the  class  is  to  be  as- 
certained at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
the  first  taker  is  to  be  excluded  from 
taking  as  a  member  of  the  class. 

II.  Time    for    ascertaining    menthership 

of  class. 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  18 
A.L.R.  616;) 

The  rule,  which  in  the  earlier  am- 
notation  is  stated  to  be  generally  Irec- 
ognized,  that  the  circumstance  that 
the  first  taker  is  one  of  the  class  to 
whom  the  limitation  over  is  made,  or 
that  the  first  takers  are  the  sole 
members  of  such  class,  is  not  of  itself 
sufficient  to  vary  the  rule  that  a  class 
described  as  testator's  heirs  or  next  of 
kin,  to  whom  a  remainder  or  executory 
interest  is.  given  by  the  will,  is  to  be 
ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, is  also  supported  by  the  report- 
ed case  <Glo&B  v.Benham,  ante,  351)^ 
Buzby's  Estate  (1922)  t-  N.  J.  Eq.  — , 
115  Atl.  909,  and  Baugham  v.  Trust 


Co.  of  Washington  (1921)   181  N.  C 
406,  107  S.  E.  431. 

Although  not  of  itself  sufficient  to 
overcome  the  prima  facie  meaning  of 
the  words  of  limitation,  the  fact  that 
the  first  taker  is  among  the  members 
of  the  class  or  the  sole  member  there- 
of at  the  time  of  testator's  decease 
may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  as- 
certaining the  testator's  real  inten- 
tion. See,  in  addition  to  the  decisions 
cited  to  this  point  in  13  A.L.R.  620, 
Lee  V.  Roberson  (1921)  297  UL  321, 
130  N.  E.  774,  and  American  Builder's 
Corp.  V.  Galligan  (1921)  —  N.  J.  Eq. 
— ,  114  Atl.  329. 

In  Lee  v.  Roberson  (1921)  297  111. 
321,  130  N.  E.  774,  where  testator, 
after  a  devise  to  his  son  Nathaniel, 
further  provided  that,  should  such  son 
''die  without  heirs,  the  estate  which  I 
have  willed  to  him  as  above  stated,  it 
is  my  will  shall  be  equally  divided 
with  my  living  heirs/'  it  was  held  that, 
it  being  apparent  that  the  testator 
did  not  use  the  word  "heirs"  in  its 
technical  sense,  because  it  would  not 
be  possible  for  Nathaniel  to  die  with- 
out heirs  if  the  testator  died  leaving 
"living  heirs,"  as  his  heirs  might  also 
be  the  heirs  of  Nathaniel,  the  term 
"living  heirs"  must  be  taken  as  mean- 
ing "living  descendants;"  that  it  was 
clear  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
to  include  his  son  Nathaniel  within 
the  designation;  and  that  it  referred 
to  descendants  living  at  the  death  of 
Nathaniel. 

In  American  Builder's  Corp.  v. 
Galligan  (N.  J.)  supra,  where  testator 
gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his 
brothers  and,  sisters  during  -the 
natural  life  of  each  and  of  the  sur- 
vivor 9f  them,  and  after  the  deceaae 
of  the  last  survivor  "to  such  persona 


ANNO.— WILLS— CLASS— DBVISBB  OF  PRECEDENT  ESTATE.    357 


as  would  by  law  inherit  the  same/'  it 
was  held  that  the  natural  deduction 
from  the  language  used  was  that  the 
remaindermen  were  to  be  ascertained 
at  the  termination  of  the  precedent 
estate,  rather  than  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  as  it  could  not  reasonably 
have  meant  that  those  for  whom  he 
had  expressly  provided  for  life  were 
to  be  the  remaindermen  as  well,  such 
inference  being  also  supported  by 
testator's  use  of  the  word  "would,** 
importing  futurity  or  contingency, 
and  the  fact  that  the  testator  used 
the  phrase  "such  persons  as  would  by 
law  inherit,''  instead  of  the  technical 
legal  words  "heirs  at  law,"  or  "next 
of  kin." 

The  foregoing  decision  was  held 
controlling  in  Buzby's  Estate  (1922) 
-  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  115  Atl.  909,  in  which 
the  form  of  gift  was  substantially  the 
same. 

UL  Bxclu9ian  of  first  taker  from  eloM. 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  16 
A.LR.  620. 

The  statement  made  in  the  reported 
ease  (Closb  v.  Benham,  ante,  351), 


that  wherever  a  life  use  is  given 
with  remainder  over  to  the  life 
tenant's  issue,  and,  failing  such,  to  the 
testator's  children,  heirs,  or  next  of 
kin,  or  other  class,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  testator  intended  to 
exclude  the  life  tenant  from  this  class 
unless  a  contrary  intent  is  manifest 
from  the  language  of  the  will,  seems 
to  be  at  variance  with  the  hold- 
ing of  the  cases  reviewed  in  the 
earlier  annotation,  that  the  circum- 
stance that  one  who  is  a  member,  or 
the  sole  member,  of  the  class  to 
which  the  limitation  over  is  made,  is 
the  first  taker,  is  not  of  itself  suffi- 
cient to  prevent  the  first  taker  from 
participating. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
decision  in  Close  v.  Benham  is  not 
rested  upon  this  presumption,  but 
upon  an  intention  disclosed  by  the 
will  to  keep  the  testator's  estate  in 
his  own  blood,  which  would  have  been 
defeated  by  giving  the  life  tenant  the 
power  to  transmit  by  will  or  descent  a 
remainder  which  she  could  not  her- 
self enjoy.  E.  S.  O. 


MRS.  CORA  J.  HARPER 

V. 

MRS.  AMANDA  LEE  BATTLE. 

tfarth  Carolina  Supreme  Court -^Novem.her  17 f  1920. 


(180  N.  C.  375,  104  S.  E.  658.) 

Real  property  —  parol  purchase  —  acceptance  of  check  —  Statute  of 
Fraads. 

1.  The  receipt  and  collection  by  indorsement  of  a  check  tendered  in 
payment  of  real  estate  purchased  by  parol  and  which  identifies  the  prop- 
erty bought,  is  sufficient  to  take  the  transaction  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  863.] 


—  effect  of  execution  of  deed. 

2.  The  preparation  and  execution  of 
a  deed  to  convey  property  contracted 
for  by  parol,  and  leaving  it  with  the 
grantor's  attorney  for  delivery,  is  suf- 


ficient to  take  the  transaction  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

[See  25  R.  C.  L.  643.] 
Trial  —  abandonment  of  contract  — < 

questiim  for  jury. 

3.  The  question  of  abandonment  of 
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contracts  is,  on  conflicting  evidence, 
for  the  jury. 

Resciasion  —  contract  for  sale  of  real 
estate  —  disagreement  as  to  pay** 
ment  of  taxes. 

4.  A  disagreement  between  the  par- 
ties to  a  contract  for  purchase  and 
sale  of  real  estate,  as  to  which  shall 
pay  the  taxes  for  a  certain  year,  does 


not  affect  the  existence  or  validity  of 
the  contract. 

Specific  performance  —  delay  in  en- 
forcing —  effect  on  right  to  rents 
and  profits. 

5.  Mere  delay  of  purchaser  to  en- 
force specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract to  sell  real  estate  does  not 
deprive  him  of  the  right  to  rents  and 
profits  from  the  time  the  contract  re- 
quired the  conveyance  to  be  made. 


Cross  appeals  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Ck>urt  for  Durham 
County  (Calvert,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiflf  in  an  action  brought  to  compel 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  house  and  lot ;  defendant 
appealing  from  the  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff ;  and  plaintiff  appealing 
from  so  much  of  the  judgment  as  refused  to  allow  rents  claimed  by  her. 
Affirmed  on  defendant's  appeal.    Modified  on  plaintiff* s  appeoL 

Statement  by  Hoke,  J. :  sufficiently  described  to  be  aided  by 

The  action  is  for  specific  perform-     parol, 
ance   of   a  contract   of   sale  of   a         Farthing  v.  Rochelle,  181  N.  C.  563, 


house  and  lot  in  Durham,  North 
Carolina,  and  there  was  evidence  on 
i^e  part  of  plaintiff  tending  to  show 
a  definite  contract  in  writing  on 
part  of  defendant  to  sell  and  convey 
this  house  and  lot  on  Watts  street  in 
Durham,  North  Carolina,  at  the 
price  of  $8,650,  the  papers  to  be 
formally  prepared  and  take  effect  as 
of  June  1,  1918,  and  breach  of  same 
by  defendant. 

There  was  denial  of  any  valid  con- 
ti'act,  defendant  contending  that  no 
sufficient  writing  had  been  given, 
and  defendant  alleged  further  and 
offered  evidence  tending  to  show  an 
abandonment  by  the  parties  of  any 
contract  they  may  have  made  con- 
cerning the  property  before  action 
instituted.  On  issue  submitted  there 
was  verdict  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  James  S.  Manning,  for  defend- 
ant : 

The  evidence  was  incompetent  until 
after  a  written  memorandum  sufficient 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was.  of- 
fered. 

Gulley  V.  Macy,  84  N.  C.  434; 
Winders  v.  Hill,  144  N.  C.  617,  57  S. 
E.  456;  Fortesque  v.  Crawford,  105  N. 
C.  29,  10  S.  E.  910;  Wade  v.  Newbem, 
77  N.  C.  460;  Jordan  v.  Greensboro 
Furnace  Co.  126  N.  C.  143,  78  Am.  St. 
Rep.  644,  35  S.  E.  247. 
.  The  check  given  in  part  payinent  of 
the  property  was  not  a  sufficient 
memorandum,  nor  was  the  property 


43  S.  E.  1;  Murdock  v.  Anderson,  57 
N.  C,  (4  Jones  Eq.)  77;  Modlin  v.  Roa- 
noke R.  &  Nav.  Go.  145  N.  C.  218,  58 
S.  E.  1075 ;  Carson  v.  Ray,  52  N.  C.  (7 
Jones  L.)  609,  78  Am.  Dec.  267;  Speed 
V.  Perry,  167  N.  C.  122,  83  S.  E.  176. 

Mr.  W.  J«  Brogden  also  for  defend- 
ant. 

Messrs.  McLendon  &  Hedrick  and 
R.  P.  Reade  for  plaintiff. 

Hoke,  J.f  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

It  is  chiefly  urged  for  error  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  there 
was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  a  writ- 
ten contract  to  convey  on  her  part 
within  the  effect  and  meaning  of  tiie 
Statute  of  Frauds ;  and,  second,  that 
on  the  entire  evidencie,  if  believed, 
there  was  an  abandonment  of  the 
contract,  and  the  court  should  have 
so  instructed  the  jury.  But,  in  our 
opinion,  neither  position  can  be  sus- 
tained on  the  record  presented.  In 
reference  to  the  first  objection  the 
pertinent  facts  in  evidence  tended 
to  show: 

That  in  early  part  of  1918  defend- 
ant had  agreed  by  parol  to  sell  to 
plaintiff  her  house  and  lot  in  the 
city  of  Durham  at  the  price  of  $3,- 
660,  $1,000  to  be  paid  in  cash,  and 
the  remainder  evidenced  and  se- 
cured by  notes  and  deed  of  trust  on 
the  property,  the  papers  to  be  pre- 
pared and  to  take  ^ect  as  of 
June  1  of  said  year.   That  on  March 
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{180  N.  a.  $7$, 

7  plaintiff  drew  a  check  in  favor  of 
defendant  for  $60  in  terms  as  fol- 
lows: 

Durham^  N.  C.»  March  7, 1918. 
The  Fidelity  Bank: 
Pay  to  the  order  of  Mrs.  Lee 
Battle  $50,  fifty  and  no/100  dollars. 
Payment  on  Watts  street  house. 
[Signed]    Mrs.  J.  E.  Harper. 

That  said  check  was  collected  Iqr 
defendant,  her  written  indorsement, 
"Mrs.  Lee  Battle/'  having  been 
made  and  entered  on  the  check  for 
the  purpose. 

It  further  appeared  by  the  ad- 
missions of  defendant's  answer,  put 
on  evidence,  that,  after  making  the 
verbal  agreement  to  sell  the  house 
and  lot  in  question,  ^'defendant,  on 
or  about  June  1,  1918,  executed 
a  deed  for  the  property  described 
in  the  complaint,  and  delivered  the 
same  to  her  attorney  at  Durham, 
North  Carolina,  and  at  the  same 
time  defendant  had  her  attorney 
prepare  a  deed  of  trust  describing 
the  property  and  notes,  all  bearing 
date  June  1,  1918,  for  plaintiff  and 
her  husband  to  execute,"  etc.  On 
these  facts  our  decisions  are  to  the 
effect  that  either  the  check  given 

in  part  payment  on 
■•^  T****!!^.-.  the  bargain,  col- 
-M«eptmnce  of  lectod  by  deiena- 
S'iSlidi****      ant     through     her 

written  indorse- 
ment made  thereon  in  which  the 
property  is  described  as  the  "Watts 
street  house,"  or  the  written  deed, 
describing  the  property,   formally 

prepared  by  de- 
SS^S  SLSf •^"  fendant,    and    left 

with  her  attorney 
for  delivery,  on  receipt  of  the 
price  as  agreed  upon,  is  a  suffi- 
cient memorandum  in  writing  with- 
in the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  this  excep- 
tion of  defendant  must  be  overruled. 
Pope  v.  McPhail,  173  N.  C.  238,  91 
S.  E.  947 ;  Vinson  v.  Pugh,  173  N. 
C.  190,  91  S.  E.  838 ;  Flowe  v.  Hart- 
wick,  167  N.  C.  448,  83  S.  E.  841 ; 
Norton  v.  Smith,  179  N.  C.  553,  103 
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S.  E.  14;  Lewis  v.  Murray,  177  N. 
C.  17,  97  S.  E.  750;  Bateman  v. 
Hopkins,  157  N.  C.  470,  73  S.  E. 
133,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  642.  In 
reference  to  the  deed,  it  was  held 
in  Vinson  v.  Pugh,  173  N.  C.  190,  91 
S.  E.  838,  that  "where  a  vendor 
of  lands  has  executed  a  deed  recit- 
ing the  consideration  and  expressed 
in  conformity  with  a  parol  contract 
of  sale  theretofore  made,  and  has 
given  the  deed  to  his  agent  to  be 
delivered  up  on  pa3mfient  of  the 
agreed  purchase  price,  it  is  a  suffi- 
cient writing  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds." 

And  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  de- 
scription as  contained  in  the  check 
the  cases  of  Norton  v.  Smith  and 
Lewis  V.  Murray,  and  the  numerous 
authorities  therein  cited,  show  that 
the  same  is  a  full  compliance  with 
the  statutory  requirements  on  the 
subject. 

The  second  objection  is  without 
merit.  While  there  is  much  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
tending  to  show  an  abandonment  of 
the  contract  by  the  parties,  there  is 
evidence  for  the  plaintiff  to  the  con- 
trary, and  these  opposing  views 
were  submitted  to  the  jury  on  the 
issue  as  to  aban- 
donment, and  they  '^Ulrti^^^^t 
have  determined  the  j;?**'****  '*' 
matter  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  clear  and  correct 
charge  of  his  Honor  is  in  full  ac- 
Qord  with  our  decisions  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  we  find  no  reason  for  dis- 
turbing the  verdict  of  the  jury  on 
the  issue.  Robinett  v.  Hamby,  132 
N.  C.  363-356,  43  S.  E.  907,  citing 
Miller  v.  Pierce,  104  N.  C.  389,  10 
S.  E.  554,  and  Faw  v.  Whittington, 
72  N.  C.  321.  True,  that  after  mak- 
ing  the  parol  contract  of  sale,  the 
parties  seem  to  have  had  consider- 
able discussion  as  to  which  of  them 
should  pay  the  taxes  for  1918.  The 
agreement  being  silent  on  that  ques- 
tion, the  position  taken  by  plaintiff 
would  seem  to  be  correct,  as  the 
taxes  became  a  lien  on  the  property 
on  June  1.     Ck>nsol.  Stat.  §  7987; 
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Revisal,  §  2864.    But,  however  that 

i>.iM.f..f»^ «         ^^y  be,  the  differ- 

tract  for  Mie  of  encQ  referred  to  was 

i?rUme"nr«  To  ^^^V  «»  to  the  effect 
uS2S*"*  "*'  ^^^  meaning  of  the 

contract  the  parties 
had  made,  and  in  no  way  involved 
or  affected  its  existence  or  validity. 
We  find  no  error  in  the  record  in 
defendant's  appeal,  and  the  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff  is  affirmed. 

Plaintiff's  Appeal. 
Plaintiff  excepts  and  appeals  for 
the  reason  that  the  court  declined 
to  allow  plaintiff  for  the  rents  of  the 
property  from  June  1,   1918,  tiie 
date  when  the  contract  was  to  take 
effect,  the  portion  of  the  judgment 
which  embodied  the  ruling  being  as 
follows:      "In    making   the    above 
calculation  as  to  the  amounts  due 
by  the  respective  parties,  and  in 
considering  the  suggestion  of  the 
defendant  that  specific  performance 
should  not  be  decreed  in  this  case, 
the  court  took  into  consideration  the 
testimony  in  respect  to  the  laches 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  increase  in  the 
value  of  the  property,  and  all  the 
other  facts  and  circumstances  tes- 
tified to,  and,  in  passing  upon  the 
right  to  specific  performance  of  the 
contract,  considered  in  its  discre- 
tion that,  if  specific  performance 
were  granted,  the  defendant  should 
not  be  required  to  account  for  the 
rents  from  June  1,  1918,  until  de- 
mand  was  made  for  the  deed  in 
July,  1919,  and  said  rents  are  not 
included  in  the  amounts  above  set 
forth.'* 

It  is  the  accepted  position  with  us 
that  a  vendee  is  entitled  to  specific 
performance  of  a  binding  contract 
to  convey  land  (Combes  v.  Adams, 
150  N.  C.  64,  63  S.  E.  186,  citing 
in  illustration  Rudisill  v.  Whitener, 
146  N.  C.  403,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  81, 
59  S.  E.  995;  Boles  v.  Caudle,  133 
N.  C.  528,  45  S.  E.  835 ;  Whitted  v. 
Fuquay,  127  N.  C.  68,  37  S.  E.  141), 
and,  when  such  right  is  properly 
established,  it  must  be  enforced  as 
the  parties  have  made  it  or  as  far 
as  practicable  under  existent  cir- 
cumstances. This  is  a  legal  or 
recognized  equitable  right,  and  may 


not  be  modified  or  withheld  in  the 
discretion     of     the 
court     merely     be-  SrmaiTcSSr- 
cause  of  some  delay  '^y^*"  entorcium 
of  the  claimant  to  t?rSt«*imd* 
move  in  the  matter,  »'•■*■• 
unless  such  delay  be  of  a  kind  and 
extent  as  to  create  an  abandonment 
or  some  recognized  legal  or  equi- 
table modification  of  the  right  un- 
der the  contract  or  the  remedy  to 
enforce  the  same.    On  the  facts  pre- 
sented, the  jury  have  established  a 
breach  of  defendant's  contract  to 
convey  her  house  and  lot  to  plaintiff, 
the  papers  to  be  drawn  and  take 
effect  as  of  June  1, 1918,  and  in  the 
judgment  plaintiff  has  been  held  to 
account  for  interest  from  that  date 
on  the  contract  price.    On  an  issue 
submitted,    and    under    a    correct 
charge,  the  jury  have  found  that 
there  has  been  no  abandonment  of 
the  contract  by  the  parties,  and  the 
right  to  specific  performance  has 
been  established  by  the  verdict  as 
of  June  1,  1918.    In  such  case  and 
under  the  rules  ordinarily  prevail- 
ing, plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  rents 
from  the  time  when,  by  tiie  term  of 
the  contract,  the  deed  should  have 
been  made.    We  find  nothing  on  the 
record  to  justify  a  modification  of 
plaintiff's  rights  in  the  premises* 
Combes  v.  Adams,  supra;  Miller  v» 
Jones,  68  W.  Va.  526,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  408,  71  S.  E.  248;  36  Cyc. 
p.  789;  25  R.  C.  L.  p.  341;  Fry, 
Spec.  Perf.  5th  ed.  §  1147. 

In  the  citation  to  Cyc,  the  prin- 
ciple applicable  is  stated  as  follows : 
'^The  decree  should  conform  to  the 
contract.  It  cannot  add  to  the  con- 
tract a  promise  not  made.  The 
court  will  not  make  a  contract  for 
the  parties,  but,  where  exact  en- 
forcement of  the  contract  is  imprac- 
ticable, plaintiff  may  sometimes 
have  approximate  relief  in  some 
other  form  which  will  secure  to  him 
the  substantial  advantages  of  his 
contract." 

On  the  facts  presented,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be 
reformed  so  as  to  allow  plaintiff 

for  the  rents  from  June  1,  1918,  the 
day  when  the  deed  should  have  been 
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made,  ana  piamtiff  charged  with 
interest  from  that  date  on  the  con- 
tract price. 

Defendant's  appeal:     No  error. 

Plaintiff's  appeal :    Modified. 

Plaintiff  allowed  rents  from  June 
1, 1918, 
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The  effect  of  a  check  or  note  as  a 
memorandum  which  will  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  is  the  subject  of 
the  annotation  following  Duteil  ▼. 
MmxiNS,  post,  363. 


C.  F.  DUTEIL,  Appt, 

V. 

T.  G.  MULLINS. 

Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals  ^  October  25,  1921. 
(192  Ky.  616,  234  S.  W.  192.) 

Contract  —  Statute  of  Frauds  —  sale  (rf  land  —  check  as  memorandum. 

1.  A  check  given  by  purchaser  to  vendor,  and  reciting  that  it  is  ''ad  pay- 
ment on  land/'  is  not  a  sufficient  memorandum  to  take  the  contract  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  363.] 

Vendor  and  purchaser  —  parol  con- 
tract —  effect  of  tender  of  deed. 

2.  The  tender  of  a  deed  by  the  vend- 
or 18  not  sufficient  to  take  a  contract 
for  sale  of  real  estate  out  of  the  Stat- 


ute of  Frauds. 

Contract  —  to  sell  real  estate  and  per- 
sonal property  —  right  to  divide. 
8.  A  parol  contract  to  sell  land  and 


personal  property  cannot  be  divided 
so  as  to  uphold  the  portion  relating 
to  the  personalty  when  that  relating 
to  the  realty  fails  because  not  in  writ- 
ing. 

[See  26  R.  C.  L.  704.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Pike 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  R  H.  Cooper  and  Childers 
A  Childers  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Roscoe  Vanover  for  appellee. 

Hart,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

The  judgment  in  this  action  was 
for  the  defendant,  who  is  the  appel- 
lee here,  and  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
the  appellant  here,  has  appealed. 
It  is  gathered  from  the  pleadings, 
and  from  a  stipulation  of  facts,  up- 
on which  the  action  was  tried,  that 
on  the  12th  day  of  March,  1919,  the 
plaintiff  by  a  verbal  contract  sold 
a  tract  of  land  and  a  number  of  ar- 
ticles of  personal  property  to  the 
defendant,  and,  presumably  in  con- 
sideration of  plaintiff's  promise  to 


convey  the  land  to  defendant  and  to 
deliver  to  him  the  personal  proper- 
ty, the  defendant  promised,,  as  a 
partial  and  first  payment  on  the 
land  and  personalty,  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  $1,000,  and  pur- 
suant thereto  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  plaintiff  a  check  on  a  bank 
at  Pikeville  for  that  sum.  Becom- 
ing dissatisfied  with  the  contract,  or 
for  some  other  reason,  the  defend- 
ant notified  the  bank  not  to  pay  the 
check,  and  accordingly  payment  was 
refused.  The  plaintiff  remained  in 
possession  of  the  land  and  personal- 
ty, and  is  yet  in  possession  of  same. 
There  was  no  writing  signed  by  the 
plaintiff  evid^icing  the  contract  for 
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the  sale  of  the'Iand,  nor  was  there 
any  written  memorandum  relating 
to  the  sale  except  the  check,  which 
defendant  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  check  was  in  the 
usual  form,  and  requested  the  bank 
to  pay  to  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $1,000, 
and  in  the  space  upon  the  check 
where  a  blank  usually  is,  in  which 
the  person  giving  the  check  may 
write  for  what  it  was  given,  was  in- 
serted the  words,  ''as  payment  on 
land.''  The  defendant,  as  a  defense 
to  the  promise  on  his  part  evidenced 
by  the  check,  interposed  the  plea 
that  it  was  without  consideration, 
because  it  was  given  in  part  pay- 
ment for  land,  which  was  sold  by  a 
verbal  contract  to  him,  and  that 
such  a  contract  was  not  obligatory, 
either  upon  him  or  the  plaintiff, 
and  for  tiiat  reason  he  had  received 
nothing,  nor  had  the  plaintiff  part- 
ed with  anjrthing,  in  consideration 
of  the  check. 

The  plaintiff  insists  that  the 
check  was  a  sufficient  memorandum 
in  writing  to  take  the  contract  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  stat- 
ute (Ey.  Stat.  §  470),  so  far  as  is 
necessary  to  be  here  considered,  is 
as  follows:  ''No  action  shall  be 
brought  to  charge  any  person  .  .  . 
upon  any  contract  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  .  .  .  unless  the  prom- 
ise, contract,  agreement,  represen- 
tation, assurance,  or  ratification,  or 
some  memorandum  or  note  thereof, 
be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  by 
his  authorized  agent.    .    .    .'' 

There  must,  in  every  transaction 
for  the  sale  of  land,  be  a  writing 
signed  by  tiie  vendor,  as  he  has 
been  held  to  be  the  party  "to  be 
charged  therewith."  Evans  v. 
Stratton,  142  Ky.  615,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  393, 134  S.  W.  1154;  Murray 
V.  Crawford,  138  Ky.  25,  28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  680,  127  S.  W.  494.  A 
writing  evidencing  a  sale  of  land 
makes  an  obligatory  contract  when 
signed  by  both  parties,  or  when 
signed  by  the  vendor  alone  and  is 
accepted  by  the  vendee.  In  this 
case  the  check  is  signed  only  by  the 
vendee,  so  far  as  the  record  demon- 
strates.   Assuming  that  it  was  in- 


dorsed by  the  signature  of  the  ven- 
dor,  the  words   "as  payment  for 
land"     in    such    a 
writing  would  not  fSi«7e**i; 

be     a    sufficient    de-    Fraads-mle  of 
acription        of        the   memimnd«m.* 

thing  sold  to  take 
the  transaction  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  The  memorandum  re- 
quired by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to 
constitute  evidence  of  a  sale  of  land 
is  such  a  written  declaration  of  the 
parties  that  the  court  will  be  re- 
lieved from  relying  on  parol  evi- 
dence to  ascertain  tiie  subject  of  the 
contract  The  words  in  tiie  check 
would  afford  no  means  by  wiiich  the 
property  sold  could  be  designated. 
Nor  would  it  identify  the  property. 
In  such  case  the  writing  has  invari- 
ably been  held  to  be  insufficient  to 
take  the  transaction  out  of  the  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds.  Campbell  v.Preece, 
188  Ky.  572,  118  S.  W.  373 ;  Tyler 
V.  Onzts,  93  Ky.  331,  20  S.  W.  256; 
Ellis  V.  Deadman,  4  Bibb,  466;  Fu- 
gate  V.  Hansford,  3  Litt.  (Ky.)  262 ; 
Henderson  v.  Perkins,  94  Ky.  207. 
21  S.  W.  1035. 

The  plaintiff,  by  a  pleading  filed 
nearly  six  months  after  the  date  of 
the  transaction,  offers  to  convey  the 
land  by  a  general  warranty  d^d, 
and  to  deliver  the  personal  property 
to  defendant,  and  avers  his  ability 
to  convey  a  good  title,  and  furtiier 
avers  that  he  tenders  a  deed,  but  tiie 
record  does  not  contain  the  deed 
which  was  said  to  be  tendered. 
This,  however,  would  be  unavailin^^ 
as  a  deed  alone,  to  take  the  transact 
tion  out  of  the  statute,  would  not 
only  have  to  be 
signed  by  the  ven-  ^^f^SSLJi^^iLmw^ 

dor,  but  would  have    eontrmet-^^Ret 

to  be  accepted  by  SLS!'**'  *' 
the  vendee.  A 
verbal  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
is  not  obligatory  upon  either  the 
vendor  or  vendee,  until  a  writingr 
evidencing  the  sale,  sufficient  to  sat- 
isfy the  statute,  has  been  executed 
by  the  vendor  and  accepted  by  the 
vendee.  Cumutt  v.  Roberts,  11  B. 
Mon.  42 ;  M'Dowel  v.  Delap,  2  A.  K. 
Marsh.  33 ;  Murray  v.  Pate,  6  Dana,. 
335 ;  Lewis  v.  Grimes,  7  J.  J.  Marsh. 
336 ;  Fite  v.  Orr,  8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  349, 
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1 S.  W.  582 ;  Ailen  v.  Stail^,  —  Ky. 
-,  119  S.  W.  755 ;  Todd  v.  Finley, 
166  Ey.  646,  179  S.  W.  455;  New- 
burg^  V.  Adams,  92  Ky.  26,  17  S. 
W.  162 ;  Asher  v.  Brock,  95  Ky.  270, 
24  S.  W.  1070.  If  a  vendor  who  is 
not  obligated  to  perform  a  contract, 
because  it  is  not  in  writing  and 
signed  by  him,  could  make  it  obliga- 
tory upon  a  vendee  by  tendering 
him  a  deed  a  great  time  afterward, 
it  would  certainly  be  unfair.  No  le- 
gal obligation  resting  upon  him  to 
perform  the  contract,  it  should  not 
be  obligatory  upon  the  vendee  ei- 
ther. A  contract  which  is  not  ob- 
ligatory upon  either  parly  should 
not  be  made  obligatory  upon  both, 
by  the  wish  of  one  of  the  parties 
alone.  The  obligation  must  be  mu- 
tual. Of  course,  it  is  not  meant  to 
be  held  that  a  verbal  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land  shall  not  be  executed  by 
the  parties,  but  it  is  void  because 
there  is  no  such  evidence  in  exist- 
ence as  the  statute  requires  to  be 
made  in  order  to  prove  it. 

It  is  contended  that,  the  promise 
to  pay  the  $1,000,  evidenced  by  the 
check,  being  in  part  a  promise  to 
pay  for  personally,  it  was  not  with- 
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out  consideration — in  part,  at  least 
—as  the  sale  of  personal  property 
was  not  affected  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  The  contract,  as  alleged, 
was  an  entire  contract ;  that  is,  the 
land  and  personal  property  were 
sold  by  one  and  the  same  contract. 
The  contract  was  entire  and  indi- 
visible. There  was  no  sum  fixed  as 
the  price  of  the  personalty,  sepa^- 
rately  from  the  price  of  the  land,  so 
that  the  sale  of  one  could  be  held 
vidid  and  the  other  invalid.  The 
contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land  be- 
ing indivisible,  the  contract  for  the 
sale  of  the  personally  must  also  fail, 
as  the  two  cannot  be  separated.  An 
entire  contract  which  is  not  divis- 
ible and  part  of  it  is  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds, 

all  of  it  must  share  S^r/'A^llJ^Sd" 
the       same      fate,  pewonni  prop-    ■ 

Holloway  v.  Hamp-  SitliTe.*"'*  **  1 
ton,  4  B.  Mon.  416; 
Grant  v.  Grant,  63  Conn.  630,  38 
Am.  St  Rep.  379,  29  Atl.  16 ;  Pond 
V.  Sheean,  132  HI.  312,  8  L.R.A.  414, 
23  N.  E.  1018 ;  Mauck  v.  Melton,  64 
Ind.  414. 

The  judgment   is  therefore  af- 
firmed« 


ANNOTATION. 
Chedc  or  note  at  menioraiiduni  satisfsfing  Statole  of  Fmuds. 


L  Contract  for  sale  of  land: 

a.  Where  check  or  note  refers  to 

contract,  863. 

b.  Where  check  or  note  does  not 

refer  to  contract,  367. 
n.  Contract  other  than  for  sale  of  land, 
868. 

f.  Contract  fin'  sale  of  land, 

a.  Where  check  or  note  refers  te  con' 

tract. 

As  to  whether  a  note  or  a  check 
given  for  the  purchase  price  of  land, 
and  referring  expressly  to  the  con- 
tract, is  sufficient  to  take  the  contract 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  deci- 
sions are  not  altogether  in  harmony. 
In  several  cases  it  has  been  held  that 
where  the  check  or  note  contains  the 
essential  terms  of  the  contract,  ex- 
pressed with  such  certainty  that  they 
may  be  understood  from  the  writing 


itself,  the  Instrument  is  a  sufficient 
memorandum.  Reynolds  v.  Kirk 
(1894)  105  Ala.  446,  17  So.  95  (note) ; 
Little  V.  Pearson  (1828)  7  Pick. 
(Mass.)  301,  19  Am.  Dec.  289  (note) ; 
Harper  v.  Battle  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  357  (check).  And  see 
Work  V.  Cowhick  (1876)  81  lU.  317 
(note) ;  Purtell  v.  Bell  (1918)  179  Ky. 
366,  200  S.  W.  644  (check);  Mizell 
V.  Burnett  (1857)  49  N.  C.  (4  Jones, 
L.)  249,  69  Ahl  Dec.  744  (note); 
Neaves  v.  North  State  Min.  Co.  (1884) 
90  N.  C.  412,  47  Am.  Rep.  529  (draft). 
Thus,  in  Reynolds  v.  Kirk  (Ala.) 
supra,  wherein  it  appeared  that  a  note 
recited  the  consideration  as  being  the 
purchase  of  the  land  on  which  the 
maker  then  lived,  and  also  contained  a 
complete  description  of  the  property, 
the  court  said:     "This  was  sufficient 
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to  take  it  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
It  contains  the  essential  terms  of  the 
contract — describes  the  land  sold,  the 
price  to  be  paid,  and  the  date  of 
the  payment — ^all  expressed  with  such 
certainty  as  that  they  may  be  under- 
stood from  the  writing  itself,  which 
was  signed  by  the  purchaser,  the  com- 
plainant. It  was,  on  the  payment  or 
tender  of  the  purchase  money,  capable 
of  specific  enforcement.'' 

So,  in  Little  v.  Pearson  (Mass.) 
supra,  a  note  for  the  purchase  price 
of  land,  to  which  was  subjoined  a 
signed  memorandum  stating  the  obli- 
gation of  the  vendor,  was  held  to  be 
sufficient. 

In  Work  v.  Cowhick  (1876)  81 
111.  317,  it  was  held  that  a  note  signed 
by  the  purchaser  at  an  adminis- 
trator's sale,  reciting  that  it  was  "for 
land  purchased  by  Elizabeth  Work, 
this  day,  at  administrator's  sale,  the 
sum  of  $480,  ^tc.,  was  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  statute. 

In  Harper  v.  Battle  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  357,  a,  check  signed 
by  the  purchaser  and  indorsed  by  the 
vendor,  which  recited  that  it  was 
given  as  a  "payment  on  Watts  street 
house,"  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
memorandum.  The  court  said:  "The 
check  given  in  part  payment  on 
the  bargain  collected  by  defendant 
through  her  written  indorsement  made 
thereon,  in  which  the  property  is 
described  as  the  'Watts  street  house,' 
...  is  a  sufficient  memorandum  in 
writing  within  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  Statute  of  Frauds." 

In  Purtell  v.  Bell  (1918)  179  Ky. 
356,  200  S.  W.  644,  it  was  held  that 
a  check  taken  in  connection  with  a 
letter  stating  the  terms  of  the  sale 
was  sufficient  where  it  not  only  con- 
tained in  its  body  a  statement  show- 
ing it  to  be  a  "payment  on  the  Bell 
property,"  but  also  a  statement  written 
on  the  back  of  it  by  the  agent  of  the 
seller  showing  his  acceptance  of  it 
"for  delivery  to  Geo.  G.  Bell,"  the 
seller,  and  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds as  a  cash  payment  "on  residence 
Bath  avenue,  Ashland,  Ky."  which 
was  the  property  sold.  The  court 
said:  "If,  as  argued  by  counsel  for 
appellees,  the  evidence  thus  furnished 


by  the  check  should  not  be  held  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
the  letter  shortly  thereafter  writ- 
ten appellees  by  their  agent,  inform- 
ing them  of  all  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, describing  more  fully  the  prop- 
erty sold,  and  directing  their  early 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  sale,  to- 
gether with  the  check,  presents  such 
a  memorondum  of  the  contract  as 
should  be  held  to  substantially  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  such  is  our  conclusion.  The 
facts  that  the  indorsement  upon  the 
check,  showing  the  purpose  of  its  ac- 
ceptance and  the  application  made 
of  the  proceeds,  and  that  the  latter 
[was]  signed  by  the  agent  of  appel- 
lees, constitutes  as  much  a  signing  of 
these  writings  by  the  person  to  be 
charged  as  if  both  had  been  signed 
by  the  latter,  and  the  two  together 
furnish  all  the  means  necessary,  not 
only  to  an  understanding  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  but  also  to  the  des- 
ignation and  identification  of  the 
real  estate  constituting  the  subject 
thereof." 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held 
that  a  check  or  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  land  or  an  interest 
therein  is  insufficient  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  where,  though  it 
recites  the  consideration,  the  recital 
does  not  state  the  essential  terms  of 
the  contract.  Thompson  v.  New 
South  Coal  Co.  (1902)  135  Ala.  680, 
62  L.R.A.  551,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  49, 
34  So.  31  (check) ;  Hibernian  Petro- 
leum Co.  V.  Davies  (1919)  41  Cat  App. 
69,  181  Pac.  836  (check);  Swisher  v. 
Conrad  (1919)  76  Fla.  644,  80  So.  564 
(check) ;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rouse 
(1911)  142  Ky.  612,  134  S.  W.  1121 
(note);  Davis  v.  Dilbeck  (1921)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  232  S.  W.  927 
(note).  And  see  the  reported  case 
DUTEIL  V.  MULLINS,  ante,  361). 

Thus,  in  Swisher  v.  Conrad  (1919) 
76  Fla.  644,  80  So.  564,  it  was  held  that 
a  check  bearing  an  indorsement,  "For 
1st  payment  Conrad  property  Foot  of 
Waddell  St.,"  did  not  disclose  the 
essential  elements  of  an  enforceable 
contract  for  the  sale  of  lands.  The 
court  said:  "If  the  agreement  or  the 
promise,  or  the  note  or  memorandum 
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thereof  that  is  in  writing,  does  not  of 
itself,  or  by  permissible  and  proper 
reference,  disclose  the  essential  terms 
of  the  contract  to  which  the  signed 
agreement  or  promise,  or  the  note  or 
memorandum  thereof,  refers,  no  ac- 
tion can  be  brought  thereon,  since  the 
statute  is  designed  to  prescribe  the 
only  mode  by  which  an  otherwise  en- 
forceable contract  may  be  evidenced. 
In  other  words,  a  note  or  memorandum 
in  writing  duly  signed  will  not  satisfy 
our  Statute  of  Frauds  unless  such 
writing  contains  the  essential  ele- 
ments of  an  enforceable  contract.  In 
this  case  a  check  drawn  by  plaintiff 
to  the  order  of  defendant's  alleged 
agent  bears  an  indorsement,  'For  1st 
payment  Conrad  property  Foot  of 
Waddell  St.,'  and  the  indorsement  of 
the  alleged  agent  of  the  defendant, 
with  perforations  showing  payment. 
This  check,  with  its  indorsements, 
obviously  does  not  disclose  the  essen- 
tial elements  of  an  enforceable  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  lands.  The  in- 
dorsement as  to  the  check,  being  the 
first  payment  on  property,  does  not 
show  the  existence  of  an  enforceable 
contract  for  the  sale  of  lands." 

So,  a  check  given  for  earnest  money 
which  contained  the  words,  "part 
payment  on  coal  lands/'  was  held,  in 
Thompson  v.  New  South  Coal  Co. 
(Ala.)  supra,  not  to  be  sufficiently 
specific  to  ascertain  the  lands  meant 
without  resort  to  parol  evidence,  and 
hence  not  a  memorandum  satisfying 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  court 
said:  "One  theory  seems  to  be  that 
the  indorsement  of  the  check  was  a 
sufficient  subscription  by  the  coal 
company  of  the  contract,  within  the 
purview  of  the  statute.  Of  course,  if 
this  be  sound,  the  retention  by  the  de- 
fendant of  the  money  collected 
upon  it  is  of  no  consequence.  If  it 
be  true  that  the  indorsement  by  the 
company  of  its  name  across  the  back 
of  ^e  check  was  the  equivalent  of 
its  subscription  of  the  contract  under 
the  statute,  this  made  the  contract  its 
in  fact — ^just  as  though  it  had  affixed 
its  name  at  the  bottom  of  it — and  there 
would  be  no  need  for  the  invocation 
of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  But  we 
do  not  think  that  the  check  was  any 


*  part  of  the  contract  itself,  although 
it  may  have  been  attached  to  it.  They 
are  not  only  separate  and  distinct 
pieces  of  paper,  but  separate  and  dis- 
tinct obligations.  The  check  was  a 
sequence  to  the  contract,  and  consti- 
tuted no  part  of  it  It  was  nothing 
more  than  the  payment  of  a  part  of 
the  purchase  money  after  the  terms 
of  the  contract  had  been  fully  agreed 
upon,  reduced  to  writing,  and  signed 
by  Montgomery.  It  came  into  exist* 
ence  necessarily  after  the  contract 
had  become  a  completed  executory 
one.  Indeed,  the  dates  of  the  two 
papers  show  this  to  be  so.  The  fact 
that  the  check  was  attached  to  the 
contract  did  not  make  it  a  writing 
containing  any  part  of  the  negotia- 
tions leading  up  to  and  resulting  in 
the  contract,  and,  therefore,  does  not 
bring  the  case  in  that  category  of 
cases  in  which  several  writings  con- 
taining the  negotiations  between  the 
parties  culminate  in  an  agreement  of 
sale.  .  .  .  There  is  nothing  on  its 
face  that  shows  it  was  given  in  part 
payment  for  the  particular  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  alleged  contract.  It  is 
true  it  does  contain  the  words  'part 
payment  on  coal  lands,'  but  what  lands 
are  there  referred  to  would  have  to 
be  ascertained  by  resort  to  parol  evi- 
dence, which,  of  course,  could  not  be 
done.  It  is,  therefore,  not  in  and  of 
itself  a  sufficient  memorandum  of  the 
sale  of  the  lands  within  the  requisites 
of  the  statute,  if  it  be  conceded  that 
the  indorsement  by  the  coal  company 
of  the  check  is  a  subscription  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute." 

It  was  alleged  in  Hibernian  Petro- 
leum Co.  V.  Davies  (1919)  41  Cal.  App. 
59,  181  Pac.  836,  that  the  defendant 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  plain- 
tiff corporation  whereby  he  agreed 
that  on  the  payment  to  him  of  a  bonus 
of  $10,000,  he  would  execute  and  de- 
liver to  the  plaintiff  a  lease  of  certain 
land  for  oil  and  gas  purposes.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  first  payment  on  the 
bonus  was  made  by  a  check  on  which 
was  written  the  following  memoran- 
dum: ''Hibernian  Petroleum  Com- 
pany $1,000,  to  J.  F.  Davies,  Dr. 
Bakersfield,  Cal.,  May  16th— first  in- 
stalment of  bonus  on  lease  in  Sunset 
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Field,  northwest  quarter  and  west 
half  of  northeast  quarter  of  the  north- 
east quarter  of  sec.  4,  township  11 
north,  range  23  W.,  S.  B.  &  M.  sixty 
acres  more  or  less."  The  check  also 
contained  the  following  indorsement: 
'In  full  settlement  of  within  account. 
[Signed]  J.  F.  Davies/'  A  second 
check  in  the  sum  of  $4,000  was  in  the 
same  form  except  as  to  the  date 
and  amount.  When  the  balance  of  the 
amount  was  tendered  the  defendant 
refused  to  execute  the  lease.  The 
court  said:  "The  principal  question 
on  this  appeal  arises  on  this  point: 
Did  the  acceptance  of  these  checks, 
with  the  recitals  therein  that  they 
were  from  the  Hibernian  Petroleum 
Company,  and  on  account  of  bonus  on 
the  lease  that  Sinclair  had  contracted 
for,  and  the  fact  that  they  were  ap- 
proved by  Sinclair  as  president  and 
countersigned  by  the  secretary  of  the 
company,  create  any  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  Davies,  to  the 
plaintiff  company?  Plaintiff's  counsel 
contend  that  these  checks,  either 
or  both  of  them,  with  defendant's  in- 
dorsement and  signature  thereon,  con- 
stitute a  memorandum  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  suf- 
ficient to  evidence  a  contract  to  exe- 
cute a  lease  to  the  plaintiff  company  of 
the  lands  in  question,  and  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  No  justification 
in  law  is  shown  in  support  of  such  a 
conclusion.  The  memorandum  in- 
dorsed on  the  checks  does  not  indi- 
cate to  whom  the  lease  was  to  be  exe- 
cuted, and  it  was  not  signed  by 
the  defendant,  the  party  to  be  charged. 
His  signature  on  the  back  of  the  check 
was  an  acknowledgment  of  receipt  of 
the  payments  'in  settlement  of  the  ac- 
count,' referring,  we  must  assume, 
to  the  instalments  on  the  bonus  agree- 
ment he  had  entered  into  with  H.  E. 
Sinclair  personally.  The  evidence 
justifies  the  conclusion  that  he  ac- 
cepted these  checks  as  payment  of 
the  obligation  of  Sinclair,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  his  agreement  to  execute  a 
lease  to  Sinclair,  but  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  transaction  to  indicate  that 
Sinclair,  or  the  defendant,  or  the 
plaintiff  company  itself,  understood 
as  intended  by  this  memorandum  any- 


thing more  than  a  direction  of  the 
payment  of  this  money  on  account  of 
the  agreement  previously  made  be- 
tween Sinclair  and  the  defendant.  It 
Is'  true,  as  appellant  sets  fortfi  in 
its  brief,  that  defendant  was  notified 
by  the  contents  of  these  checks  that 
Sinclair  and  the  secretary  of  the  cor- 
poration had  drawn  them  on  the 
Hibernian  Petroleum  Company,  and 
that  they  had  no  implied  authority  to 
use  the  corporation's  funds  for  Sin- 
clair's personal  contracts;  but  he 
might  properly  assume,  what  doubt- 
less is  a  fact,  that  the  corporation  was 
acquiring  an  interest  in  this  lease 
through  and  in  the  name  of  Sinclair, 
as  it  legitimately  could  have  done." 

The  reported  case  (Duteil  v.  Mul- 
UNS,  ante,  361)  holds  that  the 
words  "as  pajrment  for  land"  in- 
dorsed on  a  check  are  not  a  sufficient 
description  of  the  thing  sold  to  take 
the  transaction  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  The  court  states  the  rule 
which  is  supported  by  all  the  cases 
in  this  subdivision,  viz.,  that  the  mem- 
orandum required  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  to  constitute  evidence  of  a  sale 
of  land  is  such  a  written  declaration 
of  the  parties  that  the  court  will  be 
relieved  from  relying  on  parol  evi- 
dence to  ascertain  the  subject  of  the 
contract. 

Likewise,  in  Davis  v.  Dilbeck  (1921) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —  232  S.  W.  927,  the 
court  held  to  be  an  insufficient  mem- 
orandum a  note  which  contained  the 
following  memorandum:  "This  note 
is  given  as  a  forfeit  on  331)  acres 
land,  and  in  case  I  give  perfect  title 
thereto  in  a  reasonable  time,  then  this 
note  is  null  and  void,  and  as  soon  as 
I  deliver  deed  to  331i  acres  of  land 
out  of  J.  Burns's  survey  to  J.  W.  Dil- 
beck. L.  F.  Davis."  The  court  said: 
"The  instrument  of  writing  relied  on 
as  taking  the  case  out  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  is  insufficient,  because  it 
does  not  describe  the  land  referred  to 
with  that  degree  of  certainty  which 
the  authorities  hold  to  be  requisite." 

In  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rouse 
(1911)  142  Ky.  612,  184  S.  W.  1121, 
a  promissory  note  which  recited  that 
it  was  given  "for  all  the  timber  on 
486  acres  of  land  on  George's  creek. 
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from  18  inches  at  the  ground  up,  and 
the  privilege  to  remove  it/'  was  held 
to  be  insufficient  on  the  ground  that 
it  did  not  bind  the  vendor,  and  it  was 
Also  held  that  a  subsequent  indorse* 
ment  of  the  note  by  him  did  not  make 
it  sufficient.  The  court  said:  "This 
note  was  signed  by  J.  B.  Preston,  the 
buyer,  not  the  seller  of  the  timber. 
It  is  a  promise  to  pay  $400,  with  6 
per  cent  interest,  one  year  from  the 
date  thereof.  It  was  not  intended  to 
evidence  the  contract  of  sale,  was  not 
to  be  held  by  the  purchaser  as  a 
protection  to  him,  or  to  guarantee  to 
him  any  rights,  and  when  indorsed  by 
S.  G.  Preston  it  was  not  his  intention, 
in  indorsing  it,  to  give  it  vitality  as 
a  contract  representing  the  sale  of 
this  timber.  His  purpose  was  to  in- 
vest the  bank  with  the  title  to  the 
note.  This  his  indorsement  did,  and 
beyond  this  it  had  no  effect  whatever. 
The  purchaser  of  the  timber,  J.  B. 
Preston,  had  nothing  whatever  to 
show  that  he  had  bought  it.  S.  G. 
Preston  had  signed  nothing  to  show 
that  he  had  sold  it.  A  contract,  to  be 
binding,  must  be  mutual.  One  party 
cannot  be  bound  while  the  other  has 
the  option  to  accept  or  reject  its 
terms.  The  minds  must  have  met,  and 
the  contract,  to  be  binding  upon  one, 
must  be  such  that  the  other  is 
likewise  bound.  The  execution  of  the 
note  bound  J.  B.  Preston  to  pay  the 
$400,  with  interest  at  the  date  of  its 
maturity.  This  was  the  extent  to 
which  he  was  bound.  If  it  took  the 
indorsement  of  S.  G.  Preston  to  com- 
plete the  contract,  then  it  was  never 
completed,  but  remained  open  until 
he  indorsed  the  note  to  the  bank,  and 
might  never  have  been  closed  un- 
less he  had  elected  to  indorse  it.  The 
note  cannot  be  accepted  as  an  evi- 
dence of  the  contract  of  sale  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  which  con- 
templates that  some  memorandum,  at 
least,  evidencing  the  contract,  must 
be  signed  by  the  seller  and  delivered 
by  him  to  the  buyer  or  to  someone 
representing  him,  as  was  expressly  de* 
cided  in  Murray  v.  Pate  (1838)  6  Dana 
(Ky.)  386.  The  note,  even  when  in- 
dorsed by  S.  G.  Preston,  fails  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  statute,  and 


the  contract  for  the  sale  of  this  tim- 
ber must  be  treated  as  a  verbal  con- 
tract" 

So,  the  indorsement  of  the  name  of 
the  owner  on  a  check  given  for  the 
earnest  money  has  been  held  not  to 
be  a  sufficient  memorandum  to  comply 
with  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  where  the 
agreement  of  sale  was  entered  into 
by  an  agent  without  authority  to 
make  the  sale.  Thompson  v.  New 
South  Coal  Co.  (1902)  135  Ala.  630, 
62  L.R.A.  561,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  49,  34 
So.  31  (check);  Koenig  v.  Dohm 
(1904)  209  III.  468,  70  N.  E.  1061 
(check).  Thus,  it  appeared  in  the  case 
first  cited  that  an  agent  of  the  defend- 
ant corpOTation  entered  into  an  un- 
authorized agreement  for  the  sale  of 
certain  coal  lands  belonging  to  the 
corporation,  signing  the  agreement 
as  an  individual,  and  not  as  agent. 
The  agreement,  to  which  was  attached 
a  check  of  the  purchasers  reciting 
that  it  was  given  in  "part  payment 
on  coal  lands,"  was  forwarded  to  the 
corporation.  It  also  appeared  that 
the  check  was  indorsed  by  it  and  the 
money  retained,  but  that  no  formal 
consummation  of  the  contract  was 
ever  made.  It  was  held  that  the  in- 
dorsement of  the  check  was  not  a 
sufficient  subscription  of  the  contract 
under  the  statute. 

h.  Where  check  or  note  does  ttot  refer 

to  contract, 

A  check  or  note  given  in  connec- 
tion with  the  sale  of  lands  or  an  in- 
terest therein,  which  is  in  the  ordi- 
nary form  and  contains  no  reference 
to  the  essential  terms  of  the  contract 
of  sale,  does  not  constitute  a  sufficient: 
memorandum  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  McKinnon  v.  Mixon  (1900) 
128  Ala.  612,  29  So.  690  (note) ;  Allen 
V.  Stailey  (1909)  —  Ky*  — ,  119  S.  W. 
755  (check) ;  HefFord  v.  Lichtman 
(1921)  116  Misc.  692,  190  N.  Y.  Supp. 
554;  Burriss  v.  Starr  (1914)  166 
N.  C.  657,  81  S.  E.  929,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914D,  71  (note);  Moore  v.  Powell 
(1894)  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  43,  25  S.  W. 
472  (check). 

Thus,  in  Allen  v.  Stailey  (1909)  — 
Ky.  — ,  119  S.  W.  755,  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  a  check,  which  contained 
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no  recital  as  to  the  consideration,  was 
claimed  to  have  been  given  in  payment 
for  a  passageway  over  the  lands  of 
the  defendant,  the  court  said:  ''The 
check  is  unavailing  to  take  the  con- 
tract out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and 
perjuries.  In  the  first  place,  it  did 
not  identify  or  describe  the  passway 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  con- 
tract. In  the  second  place,  it  was  not 
'signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged.' 
While  a  written  memorandum  that 
will  satisfy  the  statute  may  be  an 
undelivered  writing,  or  a  writing  other 
than  the  contract  which  rests  upon  it, 
it  still  is  necessary  for  the  parties  to 
have  entered  into  a  contract  respect- 
ing the  land.  In  this  case  there  was 
not  a  contract,  for  the  minds  of  the 
parties  never  met.  One  supposed  he 
was  granting  a  passway  for  foot  pas- 
seAgv^rs,  and  nothing  more.  The 
other  pupposed  he  was  obtaining  a 
passway  for  vehicles,  horses,  and 
foot  passengers,  and  nothing  less.  We 
have  not  the  words  of  the  agreement 
before  us.  The  proof  does  not  dis- 
close them.  So,  we  are  unable  to  say 
that  the  contract  was  entered  into 
between  the  parties.  The  check,  aside 
from  the  deficiencies  already  indi- 
cated, was  not  a  contract,  as  it  was 
not  accepted."  To  the  same  effect, 
see  Moore  v.  Powell  (Tex.)  supra. 

Likewise,  in  McKinnon  v.  Mixon 
(Ala.)  supra,  it  appeared  that  a  ven- 
dor accepted  the  note  of  the  purchaser 
in  payment  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  agreed  to  deliver  a  deed  to  the 
premises  on  the  payment  of  the  note. 
The  note  was  paid  in  part  and  credit 
was  given,  but  the  note  was  never 
paid  in  full  and  no  deed  was  ever  de- 
livered. The  proof  was  held  to  show 
no  operative  contract  for  the  sale  of 
lands,  the  court  saying:  "The  valid- 
ity of  the  contract  relied  on  to  es- 
top the  defendant  being  so  put  in 
issue,  the  plaintiff  held  the  affirmative 
upon  that  issue,  and  the  burden  was 
on  him  to  show  a  sale  was  made  to 
Leslie  in  such  way  as  to  escape  con- 
demnation by  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
.  .  .  By  the  evidence  it  was  not 
shown  that  in  the  attempt  to  sell,  any 
writing  was  made  other  than  the  note 
referred  to,  and  that  fails  as  a  note 


or  memorandum  of  the  sale  in  that  it 
contains  no  reference  to  a  sale  of 
lands;  and  though  part  of  the  price 
was  paid  it  does  not  appear  that 
Leslie  was  put  in  possession  of  the 
lands  by  the  plaintiff.  Possession 
must  concur  with  payment,  and,  to 
uphold  the  contract  under  the  excep- 
tion made  by  the  statute,  must 
be  yielded  and  taken  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  to  sell.'' 
In  that  case  it  did  not  appear  that 
any  writing  was  signed  by  the  ven- 
dor other  than  the  undelivered  deed. 
In  Burriss  v.  Starr  (1914)  165  N.  C 
667,  81  S.  E.  929,  Ann.  Gas.  1914D, 
71,  the  court  said:  "A  signature  to 
a  paper  imposes  no  obligation  un- 
less there  is  in  its  language  sufficient 
for  that  purpose;  and  where  there  is 
such  language,  the  signature  of  the 
party  binds  him,  though  it  is  not  sub- 
scribed to  the  instrument,  but  appears 
in  some  other  part  of  it,  if  the  inten- 
tion is  that  it  should  be  his  contract. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  the  re- 
quirement of  the  statute  is  not  that 
the  party  shall  sign  a  written  memor- 
andum merely,  but  that  all  contracts 
to  sell  or  convey  any  lands,  or  any 
interest  in  or  concerning  them,  shall 
be  void,  'unless  said  contract  or  some 
memorandum  or  note  thereof  be  put 
in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  therewith,  or  by  some  other 
person  by  him  thereto  lawfully  author- 
ized.' Revisal,  §  976  (italics  ours). 
It  is,  therefore,  a  contract  to  sell  or 
convey  the  land  that  should  be  in  the 
memorandum  or  writing  to  be  signed. 
There  is  no  such  contract  here.  'The 
note  of  the  defendant,  although 
written  by  the  plaintiff,  contained  on- 
ly a  promise  on  his  part  to  pay  the 
money,  but  no  reciprocal  promise  of 
the  defendant  to  convey  the  land; 
that  is,  the  dower  tract.  The  court 
was,  therefore,  right  in  holding  that 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  specific 
performance  of  any  contract  to  convey 
land,  or  to  damages  for  a  breach 
thereof,  and  for  the  simple  reason 
that  there  was  no  such  contract." 

II.  Can$raet  oCl^er  than  fwr  aale  of  latul. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  effect  of 
a  check  or  note  as  a  part  payment 
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which  will  satisfy  the  statute  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  annotation. 

The  giving  of  a  note  to  secure  the 
debt  of  another  has  been  held  to  be 
sufficient  memorandum  of  a  promise 
to  answer  for  the  debt.  McLanahan 
y.  Chamberlain  (1910)  85  Neb.  850, 
124  N.  W.  684;  Saunders  v.  Bank 
of  Mecklenburg  (1911)  112  Ya.  443, 
71  S.  E.  714,  Ann.  Gas.  1913B,  982. 
And  see  Holmes  v.  Durkee  (1883) 
Cab.  &  EL  (Eng.)  23. 

So,  a  note  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  chattels  is  a  sufficient  mem- 
orandum of  the  contract  of  purchase. 
Phillips  V.  Ocmulgee  Mills  (1876)  55 
6a.  633;  Rachal  v.  Normand  (1843) 
6  Rob.  (La.)  88. 

In  Phillips  V.  Ocmulgee  Mills  (Ga.) 
sapra,  the  court  said :  "The  trade,  at 
the  time  it  was  made,  was  in  parol, 
and  it  is  urged  that  it  is  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  therefore  void. 
After  the  trade  was  made  and  the 
cotton  was  burned,  and  before  this 
suit  was  brought,  the  defendant  gave 
his  note  for  the  cotton,  and  dated  it 
back  to  the  time  of  the  trade.  We 
think  such  act  on  his  part  takes  the 
case  without  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute. If  the  contract  be  reduced  to 
writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged,  any  time  before  suit  is 
brought,  it  is  enough;  especially  if 
dated  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract. It  relates  back  and  becomes 
part  of  the  contract,  and  it  does  not 
matter  that  it  was  written  and  signed 
after  the  thing  sold  was  destroyed,  if 
there  was  no  fraud  in  procuring  the 
note,  and  if  the  party  charging  him- 
self knew  the  destruction  of  what  he 
bought.  He  should  be  commended 
for  doing  what,  in  honor  and  justice, 
he  ought  to  have  done,  to  wit,  to  put  in 


writing  the  truth  about  the  trade  he 
had  fairly  made,  though,  without 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  it  had 
been  of  no  profit  at  all  to  him.  Such 
conduct  approaches  the  rectitude  of 
the  man  commended  in  Scripture,  who 
'sweareth  to  his  own  hurt,'  and  is  all 
the  more  admirable  in  these  times 
when  such  virtue  is  so  rarely  exhib- 
ited. The  giving  the  note,  then,  if 
it  be  not  strictly  in  legal  parlance  a 
ratification  of  the  parol  contract, 
operates  so  to  bind  the  defendant  as 
to  take  the  note  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds." 

Likewise,  in  Rachal  v.  Normand 
(La.)  supra,  a  promissory  note  recit- 
ing that  it  was  given  for  the  price 
of  a  slave  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
memorandum  satisfying  a  statute  re- 
quiring a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a 
slave  to  be  in  writing. 

The  note  involved  in  Re  Nefi^ 
(1907)  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  349,  84  C.  C. 
A.  561,  157  Fed.  57,  appeal  dis- 
missed for  want  of  jurisdiction  and 
writ  of  certiorari  denied  in  (1908)  212 
U.  &  562,  53  L.  ed.  652,  29  Sup.  Ot. 
Rep.  688,  was  in  the  following  terms: 
"Two  years  after  date,  I,  we,  or  either 
of  us  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
Miss  Emily  M.  Nichols  twenty-five 
hundred  and  no  100  dollars  at  the 
office  of  the  Avery-Caldwell  Mfg.  Co., 
upon  surrender  of  certificate  No.  38 
for  2,500  shares  of  preferred  stock 
of  said  company,  value  received  in- 
terest 7  per  cent  per  annum."  It  was 
held  that  this  was  a  written  agree- 
ment to  take  and  pay  for  the  shares 
named,  signed  by  the  parties  to  be. 
charged,  and  was  not  invalid  under 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  because  not 
signed  by  the  claimants  also. 

A.  S.  M. 


WILLIAM  H.  ADAMS  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

GEORGE  H.  BLUMENSHINE. 

Hew  Mexico  Supreme  Court -^  January  18,  1929. 
(—  N.  M.  — ,  204  Pac.  66.) 

Hoftliand  and  wife  —  cimiinunity  prc^erty  —  partnership  real  estate. 

Real  estate  acquired  by  two  husbands  by  deed  to  them  as  individuals, 
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but  who  are  at  the  time  engaged  in  a  partnership  business  in  which  the 
real  estate  is  used,  is  nevertheless  community  property  and  subject  to  the 
rights  of  their  respective  wives  therein,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
the  real  estate  was  acquired  as  a  firm  asset,  and  that  the  same  was  re- 
quired to  pay  off  firm  debts  or  to  adjust  equities  between  the  partners. 
A  contract  to  convey  such  land  by  the  two  husbands  alone,  and  in  which 
the  two  wives  did  not  join,  will  not  be  specifically  enforced. 
[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  an  page  874.] 

Headnote  by  Parkes,  J. 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  for  Bernalillo 
County  (Hickey,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  brought  to  compel  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 


Mr.  Thomas  J.  Mabry,  for  appel- 
lants: 

A  contract  for  the  conveyance  of 
community  property,  in  which  the 
wife  does  not  join,  cannot  be  specifical- 
ly enforced. 

21  Cyc.  1666;  Hoover  v.  Chambers, 
3  Wash.  Terr.  26,  13  Pac.  547 ;  Holyoke 
V.  Jackson,  3  Wash.  Terr.  285,  3  Pac. 
841;  Meek  v.  Lange,  65  Neb.  783,  91 
N.  W.  695;  Barnett  v.  Mendenhall,  42 
Iowa,  296;  Barbour  v.  Hickey,  2  App. 
D.  C.  207,  24  L.R.A.  763;  Leonard  v. 
Crane,  147  111.  52,  85  N.  E.  474;  Yost 
V.  Devault,  9  Iowa,  60;  Bird  v.  Logan, 
35  Kan.  228,  10  Pac.  564;  Richmond 
V.  Robinson,  12  Mich.  193;  Kelsey 
V.  Crowther,  7  Utah,  519,  27  Pac.  695 ; 
Hennessey  v.  Woolworth,  128  U.  S.  438, 
32  L.  ed.  500,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  109 ; 
Rogers  y.  Brooks,  30  Ark.  612; 
Beaver  v.  Trittipo,  24  Ind.  41;  Wat- 
rous  v.  Chalker,  7  Conn.  224;  Jackson 
V.  Torrence,  83  Cal.  521,  23  Pac.  695; 
Blythe  v.  Dargin,  68  Ala.  370;  Stevens 
V.  Paris,  29  Ind.  260,  95  Am.  Dec.  636. 

Mr.  A.  B.  Stroupy  for  appellee : 

The  property  in  question  was  the 
partnership  property  of  the  copartner- 
ship of  Curd  &  Adams. 

Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  New  Orleans  & 
C.  R.  Co.  11  Wall.  624,  20  L.  ed.  83. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  wives  of 
partners  to  join  in  a  conveyance  of 
partnership  real  estate. 

Mechem,  Partn.  T  109;  Woodward- 
Holmes  Co.  V.  Nudd,  58  Minn.  236,  27 
L.R.A.  340,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  59  N. 
W.  1010 ;  Moore  v.  Wood,  171  Pa.  365, 
83  Atl.  63. 

Parker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

Thia  is  a  suit  for  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  for  the  sale 


of  real  estate.  The  facts  are  all 
stipulated,  and  may  be  briefly  stated 
as  follows:  W.  H.  Adams  and  Mrs. 
W.  H.  Adams  were  husband  and 
wife  on  April  15,  1916.  James  L. 
Curd  and  Annie  B.  Curd  were  hus- 
band and  wife  on  said  April  15th 
1916.  In  the  year  1910  Curd  and 
Adams  began  the  operation  of  a 
dairy  business  as  copartners  under 
the  firm  name  of  Curd  &  Adams. 
There  was  no  written  partner* 
ship  agreement,  but  they  divided 
the  profits  and  shared  the  losses 
equally.  In  1912  the  property  in- 
volved was  conveyed  by  one  Fer- 
guson and  wife  to  the  said  James 
L.  Curd  and  W.  H.  Adams  as 
individuals,  $600  of  the  purchase 
price  of  the  land  being  paid; 
each  of  the  said  vendees  con- 
tributing one  half  thereof.  They 
thereupon  borrowed  $2,000,  with 
which  they  completed  the  pasnment 
of  the  purchase  price,  and  this  loan 
was  afterwards  paid  in  due  course 
out  of  the  income  of  the  dairy  busi- 
ness. From  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase of  this  property  until  the  15th 
day  of  April,  1916,  the  firm  of  Curd 
&  Adams  operated  their  dairy  busi- 
ness on  the  premises,  and  the  two 
Adamses  and  the  two  Curds  used 
the  premises  for  their  homes,  neith- 
er family  having  any  other  home- 
stead during  all  that  time.  On 
April  15,  1916,  Curd  and  Adams, 
"doing  business  as  Curd  &  Adams," 
leased  to  one  Miller  and  one  Blumen- 
shine  a  partnership  under  the  name 
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of  Mifler  ft  Blutnenshine,  the  prem* 
ises  involved  for  a  period  of  five 
years  from  that  date,  and  cove- 
nanted with  said  Miller  &  Blumen- 
shine  that,  upon  the  payment  of 
$3,000  at  any  time  within  the  term 
of  the  lease,  they  would  execute  and 
deliver   a   warranty  deed   for  the 
premises.    This  lease  and  contract 
to  sell  was  not  signed  by  the  wives 
of  said  Curd  and  said  Adams,  and 
the  women   protested  against  the 
making  of  the  said  lease,  and  especi- 
ally as  to  giving  the  option  to  buy 
the  proper^,  but  no  notice  of  said 
protest  was  ever  brought  home  to 
said  lessees.    About  April  1,  1916, 
the  said  Curd  &  Adams  negotiated 
with  said  Miller  &  Blumenshine  to 
sell  their  partnership  dairy  busi- 
ness,  Mws,  equipment,  and  all  per* 
sonal  property  connected  with  said 
business,  and  also  to  leave  the  prem- 
ises with  an  option  to  buy  as  here- 
tofore mentioned.    Curd  ft  Adams 
remained  in  possession  of  all  of  said 
personal  property  and  said  real  es- 
tate until  April  15,  1916,  when  the 
lease  was  executed  and  possession 
delivered    to    the    said    Miller    & 
Blumenshine.      On    said   date    the 
firm  of  Curd  &  Adams  ceased  to  ex- 
ist, except  for  the  purpose  of  collect- 
ing the  accounts  due  it.    The  rent 
under  said  lease  was  thereafter  paid 
and  divided  between  the  said  Adams 
ft  Curd  until  the  time  of  Curd's 
death  in    1919,  since  which  time 
Curd's  share  has  been  paid  to  his 
widow,   the  said  Annie  B.   Curd. 
The  said  sale  of  the  partnership 
property  and  the  lease  and  covenant 
to  seU  the  real  estate  in  question 
was  not  made  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  partnership  debts,  but  was 
done  simply  in  the  course  and  at 
the  time  of  closing  out  the  partner- 
ship business. 

It  is  stipulated  by  counsel  that 
there  is  but  one  question  to  be  con- 
sidered, and  that  is  whether  the 
real  estate  in  question  was  partner- 
ship property,  or  whether  it  was 
the  community  property  of  the  two 
families  mentioned.  The  judgment 
of  the  court  below  was  for  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  to  sell 


and  convey,  and  the  correctness  of 
this  judgment  will  turn  upon  the 
question,  among  other  things,  as  to 
whether  this  real  estate  was  part- 
nership property  or  was  conomunity 
property. 

In  determining  the  question  in- 
volved some  general  considerations 
will  be  first  stated. 

It  may  be  said  generally  tliat  a 
partnership,  unaided  by  statute,  can- 
not hold  title  to  real  estate.  It  is 
said  by  Mr.  Parsons  and  others  that 
the  reason  for  this  is  tiiat  a  part- 
nership is  not  a  person,  and  is  con- 
sequently incapable  of  taking  by 
deed.    Parsons,  Partn.  2d  ed.  p.  370. 

Partners  ordinarily  hold  real  es- 
tate as  tenants  in  common  under  a 
conveyance  to  them  by  name.  20 
R.  C.  L.  Partnership,  §  66 ;  Rowley, 
Partn.  §  283. 

The  presumption  is  always 
against  the  inclusion  in  the  firm  as- 
sets of  real  estate  held  by  the  part- 
ners as  tenants  in  common,  and  the 
presumption  is  that  the  ownership 
is  where  the  muniments  of  title 
place  it.  20  R.  C.  L.  8  61;  Gold- 
thwaite  v.  Janney,  102  Ala.  431,  15 
So.  560,  28  L.R.A.  161,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  56,  and  note. 

Real  estate,  however,  may  tn 
equity  be  considered  firm  property, 
and  will  be  so  considered  when  such 
is  the  intention  and  agreement  of 
the  partners  at  the  time  of  its  ac- 
quisition. 20  R.  C.  L.  §  61 ;  Page  v. 
Thomas,  48  Ohio  St.  38, 1  N.  E.  79, 
54  Am.  Rep.  788,  and  note;  Gold- 
thwaite  v.  Janney,  supra. 

There  need  be  no  express  agree- 
ment to  that  effect;  it  may  be  im- 
plied ;  but  in  every  case  there  must 
be  such  an  agreement.  The  inten- 
tion or  agreement  of  the  partners 
may  be  evidenced  by  parol  proof, 
and  need  not  be  in  writing.  20  R. 
C.  L.  §  62;  Goldthwaite  v.  Janney, 
supra;  Robinson  Bank  v.  Miller, 
153  111.  244, 38  N.  E.  1078,  27  L.R.A. 
449,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  and  notes ; 
Johnson  v.  Hogan,  158  Mich;  635, 
123  N.  W.  891,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  889, 
and  note. 

Evidence  of  vu*ious  kinds  of  facts 
is  admissible  to  show  such  intention 
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or  agreement,  such  as  the  use  to 
which  the  property  is  put,  or  the 
manner  in  which  the  accounts  of  the 
firm,  in  regard  to  the  purchase  price, 
are  kept,  and  showing  whether  or 
not  each  partner's  share  of  the  pur- 
chase price  is  charged  to  him,  or 
whether  the  item  is  carried  as  a 
firm  item;  whether  the  property 
was  purchased  with  firm  money, 
whether  it  was  purchased  for  firm 
purposes,  and  perhaps  other  similar 
facts.    20  R.  C.  L.  §§  62-65. 

Where  real  estate  the  title  where- 
of is  held  by  the  partners  as  tenants 
in  common  is  in  fact  acquired  as, 
and  intended  by  the  partners  to  be, 
partnership  property,  that  result  is 
eflfectuated  by  means  of  the  doc- 
trine of  equitable  conversion,  where- 
by the  land  is  treated  as  personalty 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  firm 
debts,  and  adjusting  accounts  and 
equities  between  the  partners.  The 
basis  of  the  application  of  this  doc- 
trine is  that  a  trust  is  implied  for 
the  benefit  of  the  partnership.  20 
R.  C.  L.  §  74 ;  Adams  v.  Church,  42 
Or.  270,  70  Pac.  1037,  59  L.R.A. 
782,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  and  notes. 

In  England  the  doctrine  of  "out 
and  out"  equitable  conversion — ^that 
is,  that  the  real  estate  will  be  treated 
as  partnership  personalty  for  all 
purposes,  even  as  against  the  right 
of  dower  and  inheritance — is  recog- 
nized both  by  decisions  and  later  by 
statute.    20  R.  C.  L.  §  75. 

In  America,  however,  the  doctrine 
of  equitable  conversion  is  recog- 
nized  only  so  far  as  is  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  pajrment  of  the  part- 
nership debts  and  the  adjustment  of 
the  equities  between  the  partners; 
and  when  this  has  been  done,  all 
real  estate,  remaining  in  specie,  as- 
sumes all  of  its  characteristics  as 
such,  and  is  subject  to  dower  or  oth- 
er rights  of  the  wife,  and  descends 
to  the  heirs  as  in  ordinary  cases. 
20  R.  C.  L.  §§  76,  77,  79;  Adams 
V.  Church,  42  Or.  270,  59  L.R.A. 
782,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  70  Pac. 
1037 ;  Darrow  v.  Calkins,  154  N.  Y. 
603,  49  N.  E.  61,  48  L.R.A.  299,  61 
Am.  St.  Rep.  687,  and  note ;  Sieg  v. 


Greene,  141  C.  C.  A.  79,  225  Fed. 
955,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  1006. 

The  doctrine  does  not  exclude  the 
right  of  the  partners  to  agree  upon 
an  ''out  and  ouf  conversion  of  the 
real  estate  into  personalty,  but  in 
the  absence  of  such  agreement  the 
doctrine  prevails  without  excep- 
tion. 

This  doctrine  is  necessarily  sound. 
A  partnership  can  really  own  no 
property.  The  property  of  the  firm 
is  owned  by  the  members  thereof. 
It  is  charged  in  their  hands  with  an 
implied  trust  for  the  pa3rment  of  the 
partnership  debts  and  the  adjust- 
ment of  llie  equities  between  the 
partners.  When  these  things  have 
been  accomplished,  the  partners 
own  the  property  discharged  of  the 
trust,  in  the  absence  of  an  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary. 

Applying  some  of  tiiese  considera- 
tions to  the  facts  in  this  case,  it  be- 
comes apparent  that  the  appellee,, 
plaintiff  below,  cannot  recover.  The 
real  estate  in  question  was  pur- 
chased by  the  two  partners  in  their 
individual  capacity,  each  paying  at 
the  time  $300  out  of  his  individual 
funds.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the 
record  that  the  partners  at  this  time 
agreed  or  understood  that  the  pur- 
chase was  made  for  the  partnership,, 
or  otherwise  than  as  tenants  in 
common.  The  partners  gave  a 
mortgage  on  the  property  in  their 
individual  capacities,  and  the  mort- 
gage was  afterwards  paid  out  of  the 
profits  of  the  dairy  business  in 
which  the  partners  were  engaged. 
There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record 
that  these  moneys  were  treated  as 
firm  moneys,  or  that  they  were  not 
paid  out  as  the  individual  moneys 
of  the  parties,  share  and  share  alike. 
It  appears  that  the  premises  were 
used  in  carrsdng  on  the  operations 
of  the  dairy  business  by  the  part- 
ners, but  it  likewise  appears  that 
each  partner,  with  his  wife,  resided 
upon  the  premises,  and  used  the 
same  as  his  home,  and  that  nei- 
ther had  any  other  home  during 
the  existence  of  the  partnership^ 
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The  Ufle  of  the  premises  was  as 

much  for  a  home- 


SffSSim***        stead  for  these  par- 
mmmitr  propertr  ties  as  for  the  con- 


r«ii  estate.  ducting  of  the  diary 

business,  and  such 
use  for  said  last-mentioned  purpose 
cannot,  under  the  circumstances,  be 
said  to  be  controlling.     The  mere 
use  of  the  property  for  firm  business 
is  only  a  slight  circumstance  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  premises  were 
intended  to  be  partnership  property. 
20  R.  C.  L.  §  62.    The  partnership 
was  free  from  debt.    There  were  no 
equities   requiring  adjustment  be- 
tween the  partners  when  they  de- 
termined  to   sell   out   their   dairy 
business  to  the  appellee  and  his  then 
partner.     They  sold  out  the  dairy 
business,  and  at  the  same  time  exe- 
cuted the  lease  and  the  covenant  to 
sell  and  convey.    The  real  estate  had 
served  all  of  its  purposes  as  a  trust 
estate  for  the  pajrment  of  debts  and 
the  adjustment  of  equities,  if  any 
there  sdiould  be,  and  it  was  then  re- 
leased from  said  trusty  and  assumed 
all  of  its  characteristics  as  real  es- 
tate.   So,  even  if  it  did  appear  from 
the  evidence,   which   as  we    have 
shown  it  does  not,  that  the  partners 
intended  and  agreed,  at  the  time 
they  bought  the  land,  that  it  should 
be  piurtnership  property,  when  the 
business   of   the   partnership   was 
closed  up,  it  was  released  from  the 
trust,  and  was  reconverted  into  real 
estate  to  take  its  course  as  such  and 
to  be  subjected  to  community  prop- 
erty rights,  descent,  and  distribu- 
tion as  in  other  cases.    The  only  di- 
rect words  in  the  record  hinting  at 
the  fact  that  the  real  estate  was 
considered  by  the  partners  as  part- 
nership property  is  in  the  recital  in 
the  lease  and  covenant  that  it  was 
executed    by    ''Curd    and    Adams, 
'doing  business  as  Curd  &  Adams.' '' 
This  recital  cannot  be  deemed  as 
sufficient    evidence    to    show    that 


these  two  partners  had,  at  the  time 
they  purchased  this  property,  agreed 
or  understood  that  it  was  to  be  part- 
nership property,  or  that  they  in- 
tended at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  lease  and  covenant  to  then 
agree  that  it  was  to  be  considered 
partnership  property,  and  to  be  con- 
verted into  personalty  for  distribu- 
tion as  such,  if,  indeed,  this  could  be 
done  without  the  consent  of  the 
wives.  The  recital  is  to  be  held 
more  properly  to  be  merely  a  de- 
scription of  persons. 

It  follows  that  this  real  estate  was 
not  partnership  property  when  ac- 
quired, and  never  became  such, 
and,  even  if  it  had  become  such,  it 
was  reconverted  into  real  estate  by 
the  winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  the 
partnership,  and  that  the  right  of 
the  respective  wives  of  the  partners 
attached  to  the  same  as  community 
property. 

If  the  premises  were  community 
property,  then  it  became  necessary 
for  both  husband  and  wife  to  join 
in  any  deed  conveying  the  same  un- 
der the  provisions  of  chapter  84, 
Laws  1915 ;  and  any  transfer  or  con- 
veyance of  the  same  attempted  to 
be  made  by  the  husband  alone  w£^ 
void  and  of  no  effect.  If  a  trans- 
fer or  conveyance  of  the  property 
'  by  these  husbands  without  their 
wives  joining  would  be  void  and  of 
no  effect,  then  a  contract  to  make 
such  a  transfer  or  conveyance  would 
likewise  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  at 
least,  so  far  as  specific  performance 
of  the  contract  is  concerned. 

It  follows  from  the  foregoing  that 
there  is  error  in  the  decree,  and  that 
the  cause  should  be  reversed  and 
remanded,  with  directions  to  set 
aside  the  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance, and  to  enter  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  appellants  and  against 
the  appellee;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Raynolda,  Chu  J.,  and  Parker,  J., 
ooncur. 
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ANNOTATION. 
Commimity  diaracter  of  inleretl  of  a  jiartiier  in  partncnUp  real  property. 


Seemingly  the  reported  case 
(Adams  y.  Blumenshine,  ante,  369) 
is  the  only  one  to  have  squarely  held 
that  real  estate  acquired  by  husbands 
in  carrying  on  a  partnership  business 
and  used  by  them  in  such  business, 
title  being  in  them  as  individuals,  con- 
stitutes community  property  so  as  to 
subject  it  to  the  rights  of  their  re- 
spective wives  therein,  at  least,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  that  it  was  acquired 
as  a  firm  asset,  and  that  it  is  required 
to  pay  off  firm  debts  or  to  adjust 
equities  between  the  partners.  This, 
it  will  be  recalled,  was  upon  the  theory 
that  the  partners  held  as  tenants  in 


common,  and  that  the  doctrine  of 
equitable  conversion  applies  only  so 
far  as  is  necessary  to  settle  partner- 
ship affairs,  and  that,  when  this  has 
been  done,  all  real  estate  remaining 
in  specie  assumes  all  its  characteris- 
tics as  such  so  as  to  be  subject  to  the 
rights  of  the  wives  of  the  partners. 
This,  as  is  stated  in  the  Adams  Case, 
is  the  generally  accepted  theory  in  the 
United  States,  whereas  in  England  and 
Canada,  partnership  real  estate  is  re- 
garded as  personally  for  all  purposes, 
rather  than  as  real  estate  owned  by 
the  partners  jointly  or  as  tenants  in 
common.  6.  J.  C. 


NICK  PELTOLA,  Respt, 

V. 
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(118  Wash.  283,  198  Pac.  691.) 

Bailment  —  admixture  of  funds  —  liability  for  loss. 

1.  A  bailee  who  accepts  money  for  safe-keeping,  places  it  in  a  private 
safe  mixed  with  his  own  funds,  or  deposits  it  in  his  private  account  at  a 
bank,  is  guilty  of  conversion,  which  renders  him  absolutely  liable  in  case 
the  money  is  stolen  or  embezzled  even  without  his  fault. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  378.] 


Principal  and  agent  —  authority  of 
agent  —  assumption  by  patrons. 

2.  Patrons  of  a  corporation  which 
receive  money  on  deposit  at  a  branch 
office  may  assume  that  the  agent  in 
charge  of  such  branch  has  authority 
to  receive  money  for  such  purpose, 
and  that  money  left  with  him  was  left 
with  the  corporation,  although  the  ac- 
count books  and  receipts  were  in  his 
individual  name,  and  the  corporation 
did  not  regard  the  money  as  in  its 
possession  until  it  reached  its  home 


office   and   permanent   receipts    were 
given  for  it. 

rSee  21  R.  C.  L.  867;  3  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  1198.] 

—  liability  for  money  deposited  with 

agent. 

8.  A  corporation  is  accountable  for 
money  deposited  with  its  agent,  ivho 
has  authority  to  receive  the  deposit, 
although  he  may  never  have  delivered 
the  money  to  it. 

[See  21  R.  C.  L.  19;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1132.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Kin^ 
County  (Allen,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
money  alleged  to  have  been  deposited  with  defendant  for  safe-keeping* 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


PELTOLA  ▼.  WESTERN 

{11$  Wash.  98$, 

Messrs.  Meyen  &  Cenden  for  appel- 
lant 

Mr.  James  B.  Murphy,  for  respond- 
ent: 

This  is  not  a  case  of  a  bailee  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  the  bailor,  but  a  case 
of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  trans- 
action inured  to  the  benefit  principal- 
ly of  the  defendant, 

6  C.  J.  1116;  Foster  v.  Essex  Bank, 
17  Mass.  479,  9  Am.  Dec.  168,  1  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  502;  Talladega  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Landers,  48  Ala.  116;  Pregent  v.  Mills, 
51  Wash.  187,  98  Pac.  828;  Colbum  v. 
Washington  State  Art  Asso.  80  Wash. 
662,  L.R.A.1915A,  594,  141  Pac.  1153. 

Where  a  corporation  has  received 
and  retained  the  benefits  of  a  con- 
tract or  transaction  executed  by  one 
of  its  representatives,  it  is  then  es- 
topped from  declaring  that  act  as  ultra 
vires. 

Allen  V.  Olympia  Light  &  P.  Co.  13 
Wash.  307,  43  Pac^  55;  Tootle  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  6  Wash.  181,  33  Pac.  345; 
Wheeler,  O.  &  Co.  v.  Everett  Land  Co. 
14  Wash.  630,  45  Pac.  316;  United 
States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v.  Cascade 
Constr.  Co.  106  Wash.  478,  180  Pac. 
463;  Flanagan  v.  American  Minerals 
Producing  Co.  108  Wash.  569, 185  Pac. 
609. 

Mount,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover money  alleged  to  have  been 
deposited  with  the  defendant  for 
safe-keeping.  The  defense  viras  that 
the  money  was  not  deposited  with 
the  defendant;  that  if  any  money 
was  deposited  it  was  deposited  with 
defendant's  manager  personally, 
and  the  defendant  is  not  liable.  The 
case  was  tried  to  the  court  without  a 
jury,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $1,613.50. 
The  defendant  has  appealed. 

The  facts  may  be  briefly  stated  as 
follows :  The  defendant  is  a  corpo- 
ration organized  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Oregon,  with  its  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  in  Astoria, 
Oregon.  At  its  home  office  it  pub- 
lished a  daily  newspaper  in  the  Fin- 
nish langauge,  called  the  "Toveri." 
Sometime  prior  to  March,  1917,  it 
had  established  a  branch  of  its  main 
<^ce  in  Seattle,  where  it  did  busi- 
ness. At  VtiiB  place  of  business  it 
conducted    a    large   storeroom^    or 
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hall,  whei^e  it  kept  for  sale  a  stock 
of  books,  newspapers,  magazines, 
cigars,  tobaccos,  pipes,  and  articles 
usually  kept  in  a  cigar  store.  It  al- 
so maintained  a  lunch  counter,  sold 
soft  drinks,  kept  billiard  and  pool 
tables,  card  rooms,  etc.,  for  the 
trade,  which  depended  upon  the 
Finnish  people.  This  store  was 
commonly  called  the  "Toveri,"  or 
Toveri  HalL  At  this  place  the  ap- 
pellant maintained  a  safe  and  two 
cash  registers,  which  were  used  by 
employees  who  attended  the  store, 
All  the  corporate  oflScers  of  the  ap- 
pellant were  residents  of  Astorii^, 
Oregon.  The  place  of  business  in 
Seattle  in  this  state  was  conducted 
by  an  official  called  a  ''branch 
manager,''  who  was  selected  by  the 
board  of  trustees  to  act  as  manager 
of  the  appellant's  business  at  Seat^ 
tie.  On  the  1st  of  March,  1917, 
one  F.  E.  Eangas  was  appointed  to 
the  position  as  branch  manager,  and 
assumed  the  duties  of  handling  the 
business  in  Seattle.  He  opened  a 
checking  account  in  a  Seattle  bank 
in  the  name  of  the  appellant,  but  no 
one  could  check  out  funds  from  the 
bank  except  Mr.  Eangas.  The  only 
way  that  funds  could  ht  drawn 
from  the  bank  was  by  a  check 
signed,  "Western  Workman's  Pub- 
lishing Society,  by  F.  E.  Eangas." 
As  a  part  of  his  duties  Mr.  Eangas 
was  required  by  the  appellant  to 
keep  a  cashbook,  wherein  was  en- 
tered all  of  the  receipts  and  ex- 
penditures made  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  of  the  Seattle 
branch.  He  purchased  all  the  goods 
used  in  the  store,  paid  all  the  ex- 
penses from  the  receipts  of  the 
store,  and  at  the  end  of  each  month 
would  send  his  cashbook  to  the  As- 
toria offices  to  be  audited.  He  also 
kept  a  ledger,  in  which  money 
which  was  left  with  him  for  safe- 
keeping was  entered.  It  was  his 
custom  to  receive  deposits  for  safe- 
keeping by  Finnish  customers  of 
the  place,  and  when  money  was  left 
with  him  it  would  not  be  put  in  the 
cash  register,  but  would  be  put  in 
the  safe,  and  from  the  safe  taken  to 
tiie  bank  for  deposit    When  money 
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was  deposited  he  would  issue  an 
ordinary  receipt  therefor  in  his 
own  name.  When  depositors  de- 
sired to  withdraw  money  he  would 
take  money  from  the  safe  or  from 
money  which  he  had  on  hand,  and 
pay  the  amount  demanded,  and 
would  indorse  the  same  upon  the 
back  of  the  receipt  which  he  had 
given  for  the  deposit.  He  also  made 
small  loans,  without  interest,  to  cus- 
tomers. This  ledger  book  was  not 
sent  to  the  Astoria  offices  to  be 
audited.  In  the  year  1919  it  was 
discovered  that  Mr.  Eangas  was 
short  in  his  accounts  with  ti^e  store, 
and  on  the  1st  of  March  of  that  year 
he  was  discharged.  Shortly  there- 
after this  action  was  begun  by  the 
respondent  upon  several  claims  as- 
signed to  him  by  persons  who  had 
deposited  money  witji  Mr.  Kangas, 
who,  it  is  claimed,  was  the  agent  of 
the  appellant  to  receive  money. 

The  principal  and  controlling 
question  in  the  case,  as  we  read  the 
record,  is  whether  Mr.  Kangas  was 
the  agent  of  the  appellant  author- 
ized to  receive  money  on  deposit,  or 
whether  the  deposits  which  were 
left  with  him  were  left  with  him 
personally.  The  trial  court,  after 
hearing  the  evidence,  concluded  that 
the  money  deposited  with  Mr.  Kan- 
gas during  the  time  he  was  manager 
of  the  store  was  left  with  him  as 
agent  of  the  appellant,  and  not  in 
his  personal  capacity.  The  appel- 
lant vigorously  argues  that  Mr. 
Kangas  was  not  authorized  by  the 
appellant  to  receive  money  on  de- 
posit for  safe-keeping,  and  also  that 
when  money  was  left  with  Mr.  Kan- 
gas for  safe-keeping  it  was  left  with 
him  personally  for  that  purpose, 
and  that  he  alone  is  responsible  for 
the  money.  We  shall  notice  these 
two  contentions  briefly. 

Mr.  Kangas  testified  as  a  witness 
for  the  respondent.  He  testified, 
in  substance,  that  he  was  authorized 
to  receive  money ;  that  the  agents  of 
the  appellant  company  knew  that 
he  was  receiving  money  on  deposit, 
and  that  he  did  not  take  the  money 
to  be  accounted  for  by  him  person- 
ally, but  that  he  took  the  money  aH 


agent  for  the  appellant;  that  the 
money  so  deposited  with  him  was 
used  in  the  business,  and  what  was 
not  used  in  the  business  was  depos- 
ited in  the  bank  and  mixed  with  the 
funds  belonging  to  the  respondent 
The  persons  who  deposited  the  mon- 
ey and  who  had  assigned  their 
claims  to  the  respondent  also  testi- 
fied that  when  they  deposited  the 
money  they  intended  to  deposit  it 
with  the  respondent  company;  that 
they  had  read  advertisements  in  the 
newspaper  published  by  appellant 
at  Astoria,  to  the  effect  that  the 
company  received  money  on  deposit 
for  safe-keeping,  and  for  that  rea^ 
son  made  the  deposits  with  Mr. 
Kangas,  who  was  the  agent  here  of 
the  appellant.  The  officers  of  the 
appellant  company  in  Astoria  de- 
nied that  they  received  money  at  the 
Seattle  branch  office  for  safe-keep- 
ing or  for  deposit,  and  denied  that 
they  knew  that  Mr.  Kangas  was  ac- 
cepting money  in  their  behalf  for 
safe-keeping. 

The  general  manager  of  the  ap- 
pellant admitted  that  an  advertise- 
ment was  carried  in  their  paper, 
which  was  circulated  in  Seattle  and 
sold  at  the  Toveri  Hall,  which, 
translated  into  English,  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Seattle.  Book  Store,  116  Fourth 
Avenue  South,  Telephone  Main 
4367.  Copies  on  hand  of  all  kinds 
of  literature  (that  means  Socialist 
literature  and  other  merchandise; 
that  would  not  exactly  be  merchan- 
dise, but  other  things  people  need) , 
as  well  as  tickets  to  Finland  and 
vice  versa  by  best  lines — ^to  Finland 
and  return  on  the  best  lines — trans- 
fers— acts  as  agent— -on  money 
loans  and  savings  and  so  on.  Ev- 
ery party  comrade  should  do  all  of 
his  business  of  such  nature  in  their 
own  store." 

He  also  testified,  as  quoted  in  the 
abstract,  as  follows: 

"The  word  'deposit'  as  used  there 
means  deposits  in  our  business  in 
Astoria.  The  Seattle  branch  com* 
pany  take  money  to  be  sent  to  As- 
toria, but  not  for  savings  in  Seattle. 
That    is    what   the    advertisement 
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means,  that  be  can  take  mon^  and 
send  it  to  Astaria,  but  be  cannot 
take  money  and  keep  it  in  Seattle. 
We  have  that  understanding  with 
our  members,  that  all  deposits  must 
go  to  Astoria,  and  we  give  certifi- 
cates on  Astoria  in  Seattle  for  de- 
posits. 

"Our  company  sometimes  took 
money  for  safe-keeping,  but  what- 
ever the  Seattle  manager  took  for 
the  business  he  would  send  to  As- 
toria. He  had  authority  to  take 
money  to  send  to  Astoria,  but  not 
to  keep  it  here,  and  when  he  took  the 
money  he  was  authorized  to  give  a 
temporary  receipt  for  it  and  send 
the  money  to  Astoria  and  get  a  per- 
manent receipt  All  receipts  were 
made  out  in  the  name  of  the  com- 
pany. That  is  the  custom  of  the 
company.  Such  money  as  was  tak- 
en for  safe-keeping  was  kept  at  the 
company's  account  in  the  bank  at 
Astoria.  Such  money  went  into  the 
general  banking  account  of  the  com- 
pany in  Astoria.*' 

So  it  is  apparent  from  this  testi- 
mony of  the  general  manager  that 
the  appellant  did  receive  money  for 
safe-keeping,  and  we  think  it  is  also 
apparent  that  the  customers  of  the 
store,  who  were  Finlanders,  under- 
stood from  the  advertisement  that 
money  could  be  deposited  for  safe- 
keeping in  the  Seattle  branch,  and 
that  the  manager  of  the  Seattle 
branch  was  authorized  to  take  it  and 
receipt  therefor.  It  is  true  that  the 
ledger  in  which  these  accounts  were 
kept  was  headed  "Moneys  Left  with 
P.  E.  Kangas,"  and  "Moneys  Paid 
Out  by  P.  E.  Kangas ;"  and  it  is  also 
true  that  receipts  which  were  issued 
by  Mr.  Kangas  for  deposits  left 
with  him  were  signed  by  him  per- 
sonally, but,  according  to  the  testi- 
mony of  the  general  manager  at 
Astoria,  when  moneys  were  deposit- 
ed in  Seattle,  temporary  receipts 
were  to  be  given  therefor,  and  per- 
manent receipts  were  not  given  un- 
til the  money  was  received  in  Asto- 
ria. But  it  is  apparent  from  this 
evidence  that  the  appellant  was  ac- 
customed to  receive  money  from  its 
customers,  and  that  this  was  a  part 
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of  the  business.    The  fact  that  the 
ledger  in  which  these  deposits  were 
entered  by  Mr.  Kangas  seemed  to  be 
a  personal  ledger,  and  the  fact  that 
receipts  issued  by  him  are  personal 
receipts,  are  explained  by  the  fact 
that  mone]^  received  in  this  way 
were  first  to  be  received  upon  tem- 
porary   receipts.      But    this    fact 
would  not  relieve  the  appellant  from 
accounting  for  the  money  before  a 
permanent  receipt  would  issue.    If 
it  was  the  custom  of  the  appellant  to 
receive  money  on  safe  deposit,  the 
patrons  of  the  appellant  had  a  right 
to  assume  that  Mr. 
Kangas  was  agent  ril-#!!rJ*fr* 
for  the  purpose  of  ur  of  «vent* 
receiving     moneys,  SurliS!***  ^^ 
and    that    moneys 
left  with  him  were  moneys  left  with 
the  appellant. 

We  are  satisfied  from  the  evi- 
dence of  the  general  manager  him- 
self that  Mr.  Kangas  was  author- 
ized to  receive  money  on  behalf  of 
the  appellant,  and,  _,irt„,ty  for 
having  so  received  ■■•■•^  *epo«ite* 
it,  the  appellant  is  ^""^  •••^■*- 
liable,  even  though  Mr.  Kangas  may 
never  have  accounted  to  appellant 
for  money  so  received. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that 
the  evidence  shows  that  Mr.  Kan- 
gas was  the  agent  of  the  company  in 
receiving  these  deposits  for  safe- 
keeping. The  trial  court  therefore 
properly  found  that  Mr.  Kangas 
was  the  agent  of  the  appellant  and 
was  authorized  to  receive  money  in 
the  way  he  did.  And  we  are  also 
satisfied  that  there  is  no  sufficient 
proof  to  overcome  the  finding  of  the 
court  to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Kangas 
received  these  moneys  for  the  com- 
pany, and  not  for  himself  personal- 
ly. The  rule  is  elementary  that  if 
a  bailee  accepts  money  and  places  it 
in  a  private  safe,  mixed  with  his 
own  money,  or  de-  Baiiment-md- 

pOSitS     it     with     his    aazture  ol^fvmds 

bankers    upon    his  nJiT.*""^  "" 
own     private     ac- 
count, such  treatment  of  the  funds 
is  a  conversion,  and   renders  the 
bailee  absolutely  liable,  even  though 
the  money  is  stolen  or  embezzled 
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without  his  fault.  6  C.  J.  1116. 
Mr.  Kangas  testified  the  moneys  he 
received  upon  these  deposits  were 
sometimes  loaned  to  customers  of 
the  store  for  short  periods  of  time, 
part  of  it  was  placed  in  the  bank  to 
the  credit  of  the  appellant  and 
mixed,  but  all  of  it  was  mixed  with 
other  moneys  that  belonged  to  the 
appellant.  The  appellant,  it  ap- 
pears, never  examined  the  bank  ac* 
count  which  was  kept  in  its  name  in 
a  Seattle  bank,  never  examined  the 
ledger  in  which  the  accounts  of  de* 
positors  were  kept,  and  never  audit- 
ed this  ledger.  But  even  under  the 
testimony  of  the  general  manager 
of  the  appellant,  who  lived  at  Asto- 
ria, we  think  it  was  the  duly  of  the 


appellant  to  examine  all  these  ac* 
counts  and  books,  and  to  keep  track 
of  them,  and  to  know  what  money 
was  deposited  in  the  Seattle  branch, 
and  that  if  the  money  so  deposited 
was  lost,  then  under  the  rule  above 
stated  the  appellant  was  clearly  li- 
able, even  though  the  money  was 
lost  l^  embezzlement  of  its  local 
branch  manager. 

Upon  the  points  discussed,  we  are 
satisfied  the  trial  court  was  right  in 
its  conclusion,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  affirmed.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  notice  other  points  in  the  appel- 
lant's brief. 

Holcomb,  Ch.  J.,  and  Mitchelly 
Main,  and  Tolman,  JJ.,  concur* 


ANNOTATION. 


Liability  of  a  bailee  of  money  ¥fiio  commingles  it  with  hit  own  foids. 


The  question  of  care  and  negli- 
gence of  a  bailee  of  money  is  present- 
ed in  many  of  the  decisions  in  the 
note  in  4  A.  L.  R.  1196,  on  the  subject 
of  the  duty  and  liability  of  a  gratui- 
tous bailee  or  mandatary. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  reported 
case  (PHLTOLA  v.  Wbstbbn  Workman's 
Pub.  Soc.  ante,  874)  that  a  bailee 
who  accepts  money  for  safe-keeping, 
and  places  it  in  a  private  safe  mixed 
with  his  own  money,  or  deposits  it 
with  his  bankers  upon  his  own  private 
account,  is  guilty  of  conversion,  and 
liable  for  the  money  even  though  it  is 
stolen  or  embezzled  without  his  fault 
appears  to  be  sound,  and  is  supported 
by  the  cases  cited  in  the  note,  al- 
though the  authorities  on  the  ques- 
tion are  not  numerous.  It  seems  well 
settled  that  trover  will  lie  for  the  con- 
version by  a  bailee  of  money  intrusted 
to  him  for  safe-keeping,  where  he  is 
under  obligation  to  redeliver  to  the 
bailor  on  demand  the  specific  money 
received.  See,  for  example,  Royce  v. 
Oakes  (1897)  20  R.  I.  252,  88  Atl.  371. 
In  other  words,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  nature  of  money  which 
makes  it  an  improper  subject 
of  an  action  of  trover  so  long 
as  it  is  capable  of  identification.  But 
it  should  be  observed  that  trover  lies 


for   the   conversion    of   money    only 
when  there  is  an  obligation  resting  on 
the  defendant  not  to  convert  to  his 
own  use  the  specific  coin  or  notes.  See 
26  R.  G.  L.  p.  1106.     The  question 
whether  there  is  a  loan  creating  the 
relationship   of  debtor  and  creditor, 
or  a  bailment,  is  often  a  difficult  one 
in  a  particular  case.    It  is  assumed,  of 
course,  for  the  purposes  of  this  note, 
that  the  relationship  is  that  of  bailor 
and  bailee;  and  on  this  assumption 
there  seems  to  be  little  doubt  that 
the  mingling  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  bailment  with  the  bailee's  own 
fund  so  that  identification  is  impos- 
sible, is  such  a  violation  of  the  bailee's 
obligation  as  will  render  him  liable 
for  conversion,  or  entitle  the  bailor, 
at  his  election,  to  maintain  an  action 
against    him  as  a  debtor;    and    the 
bailee  could  not  defend  the  action  on 
the  ground  that  the  money  was  lost  or 
stolen    without    his    fault.      Several 
cases  are  cited  where  the  person  who 
received  the  money  appears  to  have 
been  an  agent  or  trustee  rather  than 
a  bailee,  strictly  speaking.    The  note, 
however,  does  not  cover  that  class  of 
cases,    the    authorities  of  that    kind 
which  are  cited  being  those  which 
have  distinguished  between  that  class 
and  bailment  cases,  or  have  regarded 
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the  e«M  M  in  •ffect  one  of  bailment^ 
or  which  bava  a  value  for  illastrativo 
porposaB. 

In  discttssing  the  question  whether 
a  state  manager  of  an  insurance  com* 
jMoy  could  maintain  an  action  of  tro* 
ver  to  recover  from  an  agent  insur- 
ance premiums  collected  by  the  latter^ 
the  court  in  Hazelton  v.  Locke  (1908) 
104  Me.  164,  20  L.RJl.  (N.S.)  35,  71 
Atl.  661,  15  Ann.  Gas.  1009,  said :    In 
determining,  from  the  circumstances 
and  relation  of  the  parties,  whether 
trover  or  assumpsit  is  the  proper  rem* 
edy,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the 
distinctive  quality  of  money  as  differ* 
ing  fr<nn  other  kinds  of  property,  and 
the  character  and  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendant  in    receiving    and  retaining 
the  money  in  question.    From  its  na- 
ture the  title  thereto  passes  by  de- 
livery, and  its  identity  is  lost  by  being 
changed  into  other  money  or  its  equiv- 
alent in  the  methods  ordinarily  used 
in  business  for  its  safekeeping  and 
transmission.     An  agent,  unless  re- 
stricted by  the  terms  of  his  contract^ 
would  violate  no  duty  assumed  by  him 
by  adopting  these  methods  in  dealing 
with   the    money    of    his    principal. 
Mere  failure  to  deliver  such,  property 
in  specie  on  demand  would  not  be  a 
technical  conversion,  nor  would  the  re- 
fusal to  pay  over  its  equivalent  be  con- 
clusive evidence  of  conversion  in  the 
sense  of  the  law  of  trover,  but  might 
be  the  ground  for  aa  action  of  aa- 
sumpsit." 

The  role  was  laid  down  in  Ander^ 
son  V.  Foresman  (1834)  Wright 
(Ohio)  598,  1  Am.  Neg.  Gas.  813,  that 
if  a  gratuitous  bailee  uses  the  money 
intrusted  to  him  and  substitutes  other 
money  therefor,  which  is  stolMEi,  the 
money  which  1m  received  becomes  a 
debt  for  which  he  is  liable. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  gratui- 
tous bailee  or  agent  who  uses  for  his 
own  purpose  money  intrusted  to  him 
IB  liable  for  it  at  all  events,  though  he 
subsequently  undertates  to  replace  it 
out  of,  funds  of  his  own,  which  was 
stolen  from  his  pocket.  Ulmer  v. 
Ulmer  (1820)  11  S.  C.  L.  (2  Mott  db 
M'C.  489.  In  this  case,  the  defendant, 
who  was  about  to  make  a  trip  to 
Charleston,  received  money  from  the 


plaintiff  to  purchase  articles  for  her, 
and  used  the  money,  with  other  money 
of  his  ewn,  to  redeem  cotton  which 
had  been  levied  upon,  but  sold  the  cot- 
ton on  reaching  the  city,  and  started 
with  the  proceeds  to  purchase  the  ar- 
ticles, when  the  money  was  stolen 
from  him.  It  was  held  that,  having 
used  it  for  his  own  purpose,  he  became 
a  debtor  and  was  liable  notwithstand- 
ing the  theft. 

The  secretary  of  a  corporation 
whose  duty  it  is  to  receive  money  for 
the  corporation  and  turn  it  over  to 
its  treasurer,  who  places  the  money 
so  received  in  his  own  private  safe  in 
the  office,  and  sets  up  as  a  defense  to 
an  action  for  failure  to  deliver  the 
money  that  the  safe  and  its  contents 
were  robbed,  must  show,  in  order  to 
avoid  liability,  that  the  funds  of  the 
company  were  kept  separate  and  dis- 
tinct from  his  own,  and  that  the  com- 
pany's money  was  actually  in  the  safe 
at  the  time  of  the  robbery;  if  he 
treats  money  received  as  his  own  and 
his  liability  as  that  of  a  debtor  for  the 
amount  received,  this  constitutes  a 
conversion,  and  the  loss  will  be  his 
own;  and  unpaid  checks  of  others,  or 
his  own  unpaid  checks  substituted  for 
m<mey  used,  of  which  payment  could 
be  and  was  stopped,  could  not  be  re- 
garded as  lost.  Fidelity  Invest.  Co. 
V.  Carico  (1892)  1  Colo.  App.  292,  28 
Pac.  1181.  To  Uie  same  effect  is  a 
later  appeal  in  (1894)  6  Colo.  App. 
6S,  87  Pac.  29,  in  which  the  court 
said  that  the  defendant's  evidence 
showed  a  mingling  and  confusion  of 
the  money  in  question  with  his  own, 
which  amounted  to  a  conversion;  and 
^at,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  rob- 
bery, he  was  notr  a  bailee,  but  the 
debtor  of  the  company  for  the  amount 
received  by  him. 

One  who  receives  money  for  safe- 
keeping may  be  held  liable  for  a  con- 
version thereof,  if,  in  violation  of  his 
trust,  without  the  bailor's  consent,  he 
deposits  the  money  to  his  own  ac- 
count in  a  bank  which  fails,  even 
though  he  is  a  gratuitous  bailee  and 
is  without  negligence;  the  material 
question  is  whether  the  deposit  is 
made  with  the  bailor's  consent,  either 
expressly  given  or  fairly  to  be  im- 
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plied^  since  if  such  consent  Is  given 
the  gratuitous  bailee  is  liable  only  for 
gross  negligence.  Cicalla  v.  Ros§i 
a872)  10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  67.  In  this 
case  there  was  evidence  that  the  bail- 
ee did  not  have  any  other  funds  in  the 
bank  at  the  time  of  the  deposit,  so 
that  the  question  is  not  strictly  one 
in  commingling  of  money,  but  a  viola- 
tion of  the  trust  reposed  in  the  bailee. 

And  a  cattle  owner  who  accepted 
as  a  part  of  his  herd  which  he  was 
taking  to  market  an  animal  of  another 
for  aale»  and  deposited  the  entire  sum 
received  from  the  sale  of  the  herd,  in- 
cluding that  received  from  the  sale  of 
the  animal  not  his  own,  to  his  credit 
in  a  bank  which  failed,  was  held  lia- 
ble to  the  owner  of  the  animal,  as  a 
debtor,  in  Coleman  v.  Lipscomb  (1885) 
18  Mo.  App.  443,  the  contention  being 
overruled  that  the  transaction  consti- 
tuted a  mere  gratuitous  bailment.  In 
this  case  it  will  be  observed  that  as 
regards  the  money  received  from  the 
sale  the  one  receiving  it  was,  as  is 
pointed  out,  a  trustee  rather  than  a 
bailee,  so  that  the  decision  should  be 
regarded  as  representative  of  that 
class  of  cases  wherein  a  trustee  de- 
posits trust  funds  in  a  bank  to  his  own 
account,  instead  of  the  separate  ac- 
count of  the  trust  estate. 

So,  as  illustrating  cases  of  trustees 
or  agents  who  mingled  trust  money 
with  their  own,  see  also  Young  v. 
Noble  (1859)  2  Disney  (Ohio)  485, 
where  an  agent  for  the  collection  of 
a  bill  of  exchange  deposited  in  a  bank, 
to  his  own  account,  the  proceeds  col- 
lected, and  was  held  liable  on  the  fail- 
ure of  the  bank. 

See  also  Robinson  v.  Ward  (1825) 
2  Car.  &  P.  (EngO  59,  Ryan  &  M.  274» 
among  possibly  other  cases  of  a  sim- 
ilar nature,  where  an  attorney  who 
had  received  a  sum  of  money  from  the 
sale  of  his  client's  estate  deposited  it 
to  his  own  credit  in  a  bank  which  fail- 
ed, and  it  was  held  that  the  client 
could  recover  the  sum  from  him  in  an 
action  of  assumpsit,  even  though  the 
attorney  acted  bona  fide  and  had  on 
deposit  at  the  time  of  the  failure  a 
large  sum  of  his  own  money. 

And  where  by,  or  at  least  with,  the 
consent  of  the  president  of  an  insol- 


vent corporation  which  was  engaged 
in  loaning  money,  the  proceeds  of  a 
loan,  which  had  been  made  for  a  clir 
ent  and  repaid,  was  placed  in  the  cor- 
poration's safe,  commingled  with  its 
own  funds  and  deposited  to  its  bank 
account,  the  client  being  kept  in  ignor- 
ance that  the  loan  had  been  paid,  it 
was  held  that  such  oflOicer  was  guilty 
of  a  conversion.  Milbrath  v.  State 
(1909)  138  (Wis*)  354,  131  Am.  St. 
Rep.1012,  120  N.  W.  252. 

Another  case  of  gratuitous  agent  or 
trustee  who  was  held  liable  for  money 
which  he  collected  for  another,  and 
placed  to  his  own  credit  in  a  bank 
which  failed,  is  Massey  v.  Banner 
(1819)  4  Madd.  Ch.  413,  56  Eng.  Re- 
print, 757,  20  Revised  Rep.  317. 

Apparently  opposed  to  the  general 
rule  requiring  the  contemplation  of 
the  return  of  specific  property  in  order 
to  constitute  a  bailment  is  Knapp  v. 
Knapp  (1906)  118  Mo.  App.  685,  96  S. 
W.  295,  where  the  view  was  taken 
that  although  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  party  that  the  identical  money 
should  be  returned  to  the  owner,  the 
one  receiving  it  may  be  a  bailee  if  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
create  a  bailment,  and  that  the  rela- 
tionship of  bailor  and  bailee  con- 
tinued, even  though  the  bailee  deposit- 
ed the  money  to  his  own  account  in  a 
bank.  In  this  case  the  defendant  re- 
ceived from  her  mother  $2,000,  which 
was  part  of  the  proceeds  of  a  draft 
sent  to  the  mother  by  the  defendant's 
brother.  The  defendant  deposited  the 
money  to  her  individual  credit  as  part 
of  her  own  bank  account.  It  was  held 
that  the  defendant  was  liable  as  bail- 
ee to  the  administratrix  of  her  brother 
for  the  amount  so  received.  The  court 
applied  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  in- 
volving the  commingling  of  grain 
by  a  warehouseman.  It  was 
said:  "In  respect  to  the  proposi- 
tion that  to  constitute  a  bailment,  the 
parties  must  have  intended  that  there 
should  be  a  return  or  delivery  of  the 
identical  thing,  it  is  well  settled  in 
law,  and  the  nature  of  some  transac- 
tions is  such  that  the  rule  can  only  be 
sufficiently  answered  by  returning 
other  property  of  like  value  and  kind. 
As  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Penn- 
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sylvania,  in  ReppUer  v.  Jacobs  ^892) 
149  Pa.  167»  24  Atl.  194,  and  as  said 
by  Judge  Bland,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  this  case:  Tor  all  ordinary 
purposes  in  law,  as  in  the  business  of 
life,  the  same  sum  of  money  is  the 
same  money,  whether  it  is  represented 
by  the  identical  coin  or  not.'  This  is 
certainly  reasonable  and  we  do  not 
understand  that  it  necessarily  in- 
fringes upon  the  doctrine  that  a  de- 
posit in  bank  constitutes  the 
bank  the  owner  of  the  money; 
or,  in  other  words,  ipso  facto,  trans- 
fers the  title  of  the  money  to  the  bank 
and  creates  the  relation  of  debtor  with 
respect  to  such  bank  in  favor  of  the 
depositor,  who  is  thereby  constituted 
a  creditor;  for,  in  the  very  nature  of 
things,  when  one  in  such  circumstan- 
ces has  clearly  indicated  that  no  in- 
tention is  present  to  create  the  rela- 
tion of  creditor  and  debtor,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
parties  intended  to  create  the  relatioil 
of  bailor  and  bailee,  we  are  unable  to 
see  why  the  court  should  not  enforce 
such  intention  even  though  the  bail- 
ee has  ^nployed  in  business,  or  trans- 
ferred, tile  actual  amount  deposited  to 
another,  and  was  thereby  rendered 
unable  to  make  restitution  of  the! 
identical  subject  of  bailment.  The 
question  with  which  the  court  has  to 
deal  is  the  intention  of  the  parties  in 
creating  the  relation,  rather  than  the 
manual  possession  of  thef  subject  of 
bailment;  and  we  know  no  reason 
why,  when  it  is  apparent  that  a  bail- 
ment was  intended  by  the  parties,  that 
the  bailor  shall  be  precluded  of  his 
rights  herein  because,  forsooth,  the 
identical  thing  is  incapable  of  being 
returned  to  the  owner  because  of  ne 
fault  on  his  part.  We  are  persuaded 
that  the  authorities  holding  that  the 
same  sum  of  money  in  bail- 
ment, for  the  purpose  of  the 
law  of  bailment,  is  the  sane 
money  when  found*  to^  be  in  possession 
of  the  bailee  under  an  arrangement 
whereby  the  parties  intended  such 
bailment,  are  souifid." 

The  last  ease  apparently  conflicts 
with  such  statements  of  the  rule  as 
that  for  instance^  in  Larson  v.  Daw- 
mi  (1902)  24  R.  L  817,  96  Am.  St 


Kep.  716,  58  Atl.  98,  that  ^the  ques- 
tion whether  money  can  be  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  an  action  of  trover 
generally  depends  upon  whether  there 
is  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant to  deliver  specific  money  to 
the  plaintiff." 

That  the  commingling  by  a  b&ilee 
of  the  money  received,  with  his  own, 
is  a  conversion,  may  perhaps  be  in- 
ferred from  such  decisions  as  that  in 
Price  V.  Brown  (1886)  41  Hun,  645, 
6  N.  Y.  S.  R.  7,  to  the  effect  that  where 
money  is  given  to  another  for  safe- 
keeping the  bailor  cannot  recover  in- 
terest unless  the  bailee  has  mingled 
the  bailor's  money  with  his  own. 

The  fact  that  one  who  had  received 
money  commingled  it  with  that  re- 
ceived from  other  sources  was  referred 
to  in  Brewster  v.  Bates  (1894)  81  Hun, 
294,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  780,  as  a  Circum- 
stance aiding  the  construction  of  the 
transaction  as  a  loan,  where  a  written 
instrument  was  given  as  follows: 
"Received  of  Gilbert  Brewster  $2,* 
541.86,  to  operate  with  in  buying  and 
selling  crude  oil  for  him,  and 
we  are  to  pay  said  Brewster  the  prin- 
cipal and  proceeds  over  and  above  the 
cost  and  trouble  of  buying  and  sell- 
ing, use  of  tanks,  etc." 

So,  in  Rankin  v.  Craft  (1870)  1 
Heisk.  (TeniL)  711,  the  fact  that  the 
complainant  did  not  allege  that  the 
money  which  he  had  received  from 
the  defendant  was  kept  separate  from 
his  own  funds  was  regarded  as  tend- 
ing to  negative  his  contention  that  the 
ease  was  one  of  special  deposit,  in- 
stead of,  as  the  defendant  contended, 
a  loan. 

And  it  was  held  that  a  general  de- 
posit or  loan  was  created,  and  not  a 
bailment  requiring  the  return  of  spe- 
cific money,  and  that  therefore  the 
one  receiving*  the  money  was  liable 
for  its  loss  even  without  his  negli- 
gence, where  a  servant  gave  his  em- 
ployer $40  to  keep  for  him,  and  the  em- 
ployer placed  the  same,  with  other 
money  of  his  own,  in  his  wallet,  from 
which  it  was  stolen  after  the  employ- 
er had  taken  out  a  small  amount  for 
use  and  added  other  money  of  his  own. 
Shoemaker  v.  Hinze  (1881)  53  Wis; 
116,  10  N.  W:  88.  The  court  «aids'"We 
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think  the  evidence  shows  conclttsivriy 
that  the  parties  did  not  contemplate 
or  understand  that  the  same  identical 
money  received  by  the  defendant  was 
to  be  kept  for  and  returned  to  the 
plaintiff  on  demand,  but  only  that  a 
like  sum  of  money  should  be  repaid 
by  the  defendant.  The  transaction 
is  not,  therefore  a  bailment  or 
special  deposit,  but  rather  what,  in 
commercial  lansruage  is  termed  a 
general  deposit,  which  is  not  a  bail* 
ment»  but  is  in  the  nature  of  a  loi^n. 
•  .  •  So,  we  think  the  liability  of 
the  defendant  in  this  case  is  precisely 
the  same  as  the  liability  of  a  bank  for 
a  general  deposit  made  with  it;  that 
is,  he  is  not  liable  in  tort  for  the  mon- 
ey, but  is  liable  in  assumpsit  for  a 
sum  equal  to  the  sum  deposited.  His 
liability  is  absolute,  and  it  is  inmia- 
terial  that  the  money  was  lost  with- 
out his  fault/' 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  case 
last  above  cited  the  defendant  was 
held  liable,  not  because  of  his  wrong- 
ful commingling  of  the  money  with 
his  own,  but  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
not  a  bailee,  but  a  debtor.  The  com- 
mingling of  the  money  seems  to  be  re- 
garded merely  as  evidence  tending  to 
show  the  intention  of  the  parties  on 
the  question  whether  the  identical 
money  should  be  returned.  And  of 
course,  apart  from  the  question  of 
commingling  of  money,  if  it 
can  be  shown  that  there  was 
a  general  deposit  or  loan,  the 
one  receiving  the  money  would  be 
liable  irrespective  of  negligence.  As 
before  suggested  the  note  does  not 
cover  the  question  of  distinction  be^ 
tween  a  bailment  and  a  loan,  arising 
independently  of  that  of  commingling 
of  money. 

The  decisions  in  several  cases  in 
which  the  bailor  was  denied  recovery 
do  not  seem  to  be  in  conflict  with 
these  supporting  the  rule  laid 
down       in       the       reported       case 

(PiaUTOLA     V.     WBBTratN     WORKHAN'8 

Pub.  Soc.  ante,  374),  but  appear  dis- 
tinguishable on  the  ground  that  there 
was  in  fact  no  commingling  of  funds 
so  as  to  destroy  the  identity  of  the 
money  received. 
Thus,  it  was  contended  in  Bissell  v. 


Harris  (1901)  1  Nebi  (Unof.)  686, 
95  N.  W.  779,  that  a  bailee  of  money 
had  son  commingled  it  with  his  own 
money  that  he  was  liable  therefor  to 
the  bailor  even  though  it  was  stolen. 
But  the  evidence  was  held  not  to  sus- 
tain the  contention  that  the  money  had 
been  commingled,  although  the  bail- 
ee, a  merchant  who  had  received  from 
a  firm  of  grain  buyers  currency  to  be 
used  in  cashing  checks  issued  by 
them,  changed  portions  of  the  cur- 
rency into  silver  whenever  checks 
called  for  mon^  of  smaller  denomina- 
tions than  those  furnished,  and  put 
the  silver  with  his  own  funds  (the  book 
account  showing  at  all  times  how 
much  belonged  to  the  grain  buyers). 
The  theft  in  this  case  was  only  of  cur- 
rency which  had  been  left  in  its  orig- 
inal condition  and  it  was  only  neces- 
sary to  hold  that  as  to  such  currency, 
kept  separate  and  intact,  the  defend- 
ant's obligation  remained  that  of 
bailee. 

And  where  a  gratuitous  bailee  or 
agent  received  money  collected  by 
him  for  rent,  and  placed  it  in  his 
money  drawer  in  his  stateroom, 
where  it  was  destroyed  by  fire  which 
destroyed  the  building,  it  was  held 
that  the  bailor  could  not  recover; 
but  the  court  does  not  discuss  the 
question  of  the  effect  of  commingling 
of  money,  which  may  not  have  oc- 
curred in  this  case,  although  it  is 
said  that  evidence  was  properly  ad- 
mitted that  the  money  collected  "was 
placed  in  the  money  drawer,  among 
the  money  and  accounts  of  the  de- 
fendant." Bronnenburg  v.  Charman 
(1881)   80  Ind.  476. 

Another  case  in  which  a  gratuitoaa 
bailee  of  money  was  held  not  liable 
where  it  was  lost  by  theft,  there  be- 
ing apparently  no  conuningling  of  it 
with  his  own  funds,  although  it  was 
placed  in  a  safe  in  which  he  kept  his 
own  valuables,  is  Johnson  v.  Rey- 
nolds (1866)  8  Kan.  267. 

And  where  money  intrusted  to  an 
agent  for  a  specific  purpose  waa 
stolen  without  his  fault,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  not  necessarily  a  con- 
version thereof,  so  as  to  render  the 
agent  liable,  that  the  money  was  kept 
in  the  same  safe  drawer  with  hia  oms 
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BHmigr,  it  ai^pearinir  that  the  fund 
was  kept  intaet.  Furber  v.  Barnes 
(18S4)  32  Minn.  105,  19  N.  W.  728. 

So,  it  was  held  in  Bissell  v.  Harris 
Nek  supra,  that  the  fact  that  a 
bailee  of  money  put  a  bag  contain- 
ing the  money  in  a  safe  with  some  of 
his  own  money  as  a  precaution,  was 
not  a  conversion,  since  it  did  not  de- 
stroy the  identity  of  the  deposit. 

Also  in  Caldwell  v.  Hall  (1882)  eo 
Miss.  330,  45  Am.  Rep.  410,  1  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  803,  it  was  held  that  a  de- 
positary of  money  was  not  liable 
where  it  was  stolen  without  his 
fault,  although  he  had  permission  to 
use  it  in  his  business,  it  appearing 
that  he  had  not  exercised  this  right, 
except  that  his  bookkeeper  had  some- 
times used  small  portions  of  the  de- 
posit in  making  change,  dropping  into 
the  box  in  which  it  was  kept  a  slip 
showing  the  amount  of  money  with- 
drawn, which  he  always  replaced 
within  a  few  days. 

In  an  action  against  the  executrix 
of  a  bailee  for  special  deposits,  the 
court  in  Stevens  v.  Stevens  (1908)  132 
Me.  App.  624,  112  S.  W.  35,  said  that  as 
the  money  could  not  be  identified,  the 
plaintiff  (the  bailor)  adopted  the  only 
remedy  available  to  him,  which  was 
in  the  nature  of  an  action  for  conver- 
sion. It  does  not  appear,  however,  in 
this  case  that  there  was  a  com- 
mingling of  the  money,  at  least 
by  the  bailee,  although  he  had  made 
change  out   of  the   special   deposit. 


which  was  kept  in  an  envelop;  but 
the  court  regarded  the  conversion,  if 
any,  as  being  by  the  executrix. 

In  Hunnicutt  v.  Higginbotham 
(1908)  138  Ala.  472,  100  Am.  St  Rep. 
45,  35  So.  469,  where  an  executor  was 
held  liable  in  an  action  of  trover  for 
damages  for  the  conversion  of  money 
delivered  in  a  package  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  intestate,  his  wife,  to  keep  for 
him,  the  commingling  of  his  money,  if 
any,  was  by  the  executor,  as  the  de- 
cision appears  to  be  on  the  ground 
that  the  intestate  kept  the  money 
separate,  and  that  for  this  reason  the 
case  was  within  the  rule  that  trover 
will  lie  for  the  conversion  of  money 
where  there  is  an  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  return  spe- 
cific coin  intrusted  to  him.  If  the  de- 
cedent had  commingled  the  money, 
this  would  apparently  have  precluded 
the  plaintiff  from  maintaining  trover 
on  the  theory  that  such  commingling 
constituted  an  act  of. ownership  by 
the  decedent,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
elected  to  take  under  the  will. 

The  right  of  the  bailor  to  follow 
and  recover  funds  which  the  bailee 
has  converted  by  depositing  in  a  bank 
to  his  own  credit  money  which  he  has 
received  for  safe-keeping,  on  the 
theory  of  following  trust  funds,  is  be- 
yond the  scope  of  the  note.  As  sus- 
taining this  right,  see,  for  example. 
Beamish  v.  Lawlor  (1916)  43  N.  B. 
426,  23  D.  L.  R.  141.  S.  E.  H. 


FRANK  SINKE  et  al. 

V. 

CARRIE  MUNCIE  et  al.,  Appts. 

KonsM  Supreme  Court  — /ontiary  7,  1999. 

(—  Kan.  — ,  203  Pac.  1102.) 

Wm  —  eoMtnieti<m  —  power  of  dispositi^m. 

1.  By  his  last  will,  probated  in  1896,  the  testator  devised  all  his  prop- 
erty  to  his  wife  "to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  during  her  natural  life,  and 
at  her  death  to  dispose  of  all  the  remainder  of  the  property  among  the 
children  and  their  heirs  as  she  may  deem  best'*    In  1918  the  widow  exe- 

Headnotes  by  Posm»  J. 
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cuted  deeds  conveying  dome  of  the  real  estate  to  ceHain  of  the  children  in 
consideration  of  ""$1  and  love  and  affection/'  and  reserving  to  herself  the 
use  of  the  property  during  her  life.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  the  convey- 
ances, held,  that  the  power  to  dispose  of  the  estate  is  not  limited  to  a  will, 
either  by  implication  or  express  terms,  and  therefore  may  be  executed 
either  by  will  or  by  deed,  and  that  in  this  case  the  deeds,  so  far  as  they 
may  operate  simply  in  execution  of  the  power,  take  effect  only  from  the 
death  of  the  widow,  the  words  "and  at  her  death''  merely  denoting  the 
period  when  the  disposition  should  take  effect. 
ISee  note  an  thi8  queation  beginning  an  page  388.] 

Powers  —  execution  by  wilL 

2.  To  the  extent  that  a  deed  would  cute  the  power,  though  no  reference 

be  inoperative  except  as  an  execution  is  made  thereto, 
of  a  power  of  appointment,  it  will  exe-         [See  21  R.  C.  L.  798.] 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Doni- 
phan County  (Stuart,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  and  from  an  order  denying 
a  motion  for  new  trial,  in  an  action  brought  to  set  aside  certain  deeds  al- 
leged to  have  been  procured  by  false  and  fraudulent  representations  by 
defendants.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  Bennett  R.  Wheeler,  S.  M.  Messrs.  J.  J.  Baker  and  Eastin  A 
Brewster,  and, John  L.  Hunt,  for  ap-'    McNeely,  for  appellees: 


pellants : 

Under  the  terms  of  the  will  of  Fred* 
erick  Sinke,  Sr.,  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment given  to  his  widow  was  properly 
exercised  by  deed. 

Sugden,  Powers,  819,  ♦  270;  Tom- 
linson  v.  Dighton,  1  P.  Wms.  149,  24 
Eng.  Reprint,  385;  Cueman  v.  Broad- 
nax,  37  N.  J.  L.  509;  Fairman  v. 
Beal,  14  111.  244;  Christy  v.  Pulliam, 
17  111.  59;  Burbank  v.  Sweeney,  161 
Mass.  490,  37  N.  E.  669;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Thorley  v.  Thorley,  10  East,  438,  103 
Eng.  Reprint,  842;  Loosing  v.  Loosing, 
85  Neb.  66,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  920,  122 
N.  W.  707;  Benesch  v.  Clark,  49  Md. 
497;  Humble  v.  Bowman,  47  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  62;  Ex  parte  Williams,  1  Jac. 
&  W.  89,  37  Eng.  Reprint,  309; 
Forsythe  v.  Forsythe,  108  Pa.  129; 
Wead  V.  Gray,  78  Mo.  59;  21  R.  C.  L. 
798,  T  30 ;  Warner  v.  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  109  U.  S.  357.  27  L.  ed.  962, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  221;  Willier  v.  Cum- 
mings,  91  Neb.  571,  136  N.  W.  559, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  287;  31  Cyc.  1122; 
Walters  v.  Bristow,  77  Ark.  182,  113 
Am.  St.  Rep.  136,  91  S.  W.  305;  Gulf 
Red  Cedar  Lumber  Co.  v.  O'Neal,  131 
Ala.  117,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  22,  30  So. 
466;  Terry  v.  Rodahan,  79  Ga.  278,  11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  5  &  E.  38;  Mc- 
Creary  v.  Bomberger,  151  Pa.  823,  31 
Am.  St.  Rep.  760,  24  Atl.  1066 ;  Hassam 
V.  Hazen,  156  Mass.  93,  80  N.  E.  469. 


The  express  provision  that  the  wife 
shall  have  but  a  life  estate  controls. 

Pearson  v.  Orcutt,  106  Kan.  610,  189 
Pac.  160;  Williams  v.  MoKinney,  M 
Kan.  514,  9  Pac.  265;  Markham  v. 
Waterman,  105  Kan.  93,  181  Pac.  621. 

The  remainder  was  not  disposed  of 
by  the  will.  It  is  intestate  property, 
and  is  vested  in  the  heir  by  descent, 
subject  to  be  devested  by  the  exercise 
of  the  power  conferred  upon  the  life 
tenant  by  the  will. 

Ernst  V.  Foster,  58  Kan.  438,  49  Pac. 
527;  Fairman. V.  Beal,  14  111.  244; 
Fogler  V.  Titcomb,  92  Me.  184,  42  Atl. 
860;  Collins  v.  Wickwire,  162  Mass. 
143,  38  N.  E.  365 ;  Long  v.  Waldraven, 
113  N.  C.  337,  18  S.  E.  251;  Hare  v. 
Congregational  Soc.  76  Vt.  362,  57  Atl. 
964;  Keichin  v.  Rion,  68  S.  C.  260,  47 
S.  E.  376. 

Where  an  express  life  estate  is 
created  by  a  will,  an  added  power  of 
disposition  does  not  convert  such  life 
estate  into  one  in  fee  simple. 

Lewis  V.  Pitman,  101  Mo.  281,  14 
S.  W.  52;  Jackson  v.  Robins,  16  Johns. 
537;  Tomlinson  v.  Dight^,  1  P.  Wms^ 
149,  24  Eng.  Repriiit,  335;  Burwell 
V.  Anderson,  3  Leigh,  366;  Rubey  v. 
Bamett,  12  Mo.  3,  49  Am.  Dec.  112. 

Porter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 
Frederick   Sinke,   a   resident   of 
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Doniphan  eounty,  died  in  January, 
1896,  leavinsr  survivins:  him  Fred- 
erica  Sinke,  widow,  and  nine  chil- 
dm,  seven  of  whom  are  the  plain- 
tiffs; two,  with  the  widow,  are 
defendants.  Frederick  Sinke  dis- 
posed of  all  of  his  property  bv  a  last 
will,  which  contained  the  following 
provision:  '"I  give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath all  of  my  property,  both  real 
and  personal  and  mixed  of  whatever 
kind  and  nature  and  wherever  the 
same  may  be  situated,  to  my  be- 
loved wife,  Frederica  Sinke,  to  have 
and  to  hold  the  same  during  her  nat- 
ural life,  and  at  her  death  to  dis- 
pose of  all  the  remaintter  of  the 
properly  among  the  children  and 
their  heirs,  as  she  may  deem  best. 
And  I  hereby  authorize  her  to  have 
complete  control  of  all  of  said  prop- 
erty, with  authorily  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  all  or  any  part  thereof  and 
use  and  invest  the  proceeds  of  any 
such  sale  as  she  may  need  it  or  any 
and  all  of  said  property  with  tlie 
rents  and  profits  thereof." 

Since  the  probate  of  the  will,  the 
widow  has  been  in  possession  of  all 
the  property,  collecting  the  income, 
has  purchased  additional  real  es- 
tate, and  has  accumulated  several 
thousand  doUars,  which  she  has  in- 
vested in  notes  and  mortgagesw  In 
the  latter  part  of  1918  she  executed 
deeds  to  her  daughter  Carrie,  one 
of  the  defendants,  conveying  cer- 
tain lots  in  the  town  of  Wathena 
and  a  quarter  section  of  land,  Hie 
stated  consideration  in  each  deed 
being  $1  and  love  and  affection. 
She  reserved  to  herself  the  use  and 
profits  of  the  property  during  her 
life.  About  the  same  time  she  con- 
veyed to  Frederick  Sinke,  Jr.,  a 
quarter  section  of  land  in  Doniphan 
county  for  the  same  consideration, 
and  with  the  same  reservation  of 
the  use  and  control  during  her  life. 

This  action  was  brought  by  t^e 
seven  children  to  set  aside  the  con- 
veyances. The  petition  alleged  that 
Mrs.  Sinke,  who  is  now  past  eighty* 
four  years  of  age,  has  become  en- 
feeUed  and  weakened  iii  her  mind, 
and  is  under  the  influence  of  certain- 
of  tbe    ddfendanta^ '  and   that  the 

20  A.LJR.— 26. 
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deeds  were  procured  by  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  of  the 
grantees  and  by  means  of  l^eir  con- 
trci  over  her  mind  and  will ;  that  by 
similar  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
^ntations  the  defendants  have  pro- 
cured possession  of  notes,  money, 
and  securities  belonging  to  the  es- 
tote. 

The  plaintiffs  asked  that  the  con- 
▼eyances  be  canceled,  that  defend- 
ants be  required  to  account  for  mon- 
ey and  securities  procured  by  them 
from  their  mother,  that  Frederica 
Sinke  be  adjudged  incompetent  to 
longer  manage  and  control  l^e  es- 
tate, and  that  a  receiver  and  trustee 
be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  all 
the  property,  and  control  the  same 
under  orders  of  the  court,  using  so 
much  of  the  income  as  was  neces- 
sary for  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  widow,  and  to  hold  the 
remainder,  ''having  regard  to  the 
wishes  and  directions  contained  in 
the  will." 

Issues  being  Joined,  the  court 
tried  the  case,  and  found  all  the 
facts  against  plaintiffs,  and  held 
that  when  the  deeds  were  executed 
Frederica  Sinke  was  of  sound  mind 
and  mentally  capable,  and  that  none 
of  the  conveyances  were  procured 
by  undue  influence;  that  no  reason 
appeared  why  she  should  be  de- 
prived of  the  control  of  the  estate. 
The  court  found  that,  in  executing 
the  deeds,  she  was  attempting  to  ex- 
ercise the  power  of  appointment 
conferred  upon  her  by  the  will ;  but 
the  court  held,  as  a  conclusion  of 
law,  that  Frederica  Sinke  could  not 
exercise  the  power  of  appointment 
by  deed,  but  could  only  exercise  it 
by  making  and  publishing  a  will  and 
testament.  As  a  further  conclusion 
of  law  it  was  held  that  the  deeds 
should  be  set  aside  because  of  lack 
of  power  in  the  grantor  to  execute 
them,  and  judgment  was  rendered 
accordingly.  A  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was  overruled,  and  the  defend- 
ants aippeal. 

The  point  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment turned,  idthough  not  suggest- 
ed by  plaintiffs  in  their  petiti6n,  i^ 
the  only  one  for  determination  here J 
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THe  question  is  whether  the  power 
of  appointment  given  to  Frederics 
Sinke  by  the  last  will  of  her  hus- 
band can  be  exercised  by  will  only, 
and  not  by  deed.  The  will  gives  idl 
the  property  to  her  "to  have  and  to 
hold  the  same  during  her  naturid 
life,  and  at  her  death  to  dispose  of 
all  the  remainder  of  the  property 
among  the  children  and  their  heirs, 
as  she  may  deem  besf  The  same 
paragraph  declares:  ''And  I  here- 
by authorize  her  to  have  complete 
control  of  all  of  said  property,  with 
authority  to  sell  and  dispose  of  all 
or  any  part  thereof  and  use  and  in- 
vest the  proceeds  of  any  such  sales 
as  she  may  need  it,  or  any  and  all  of 
said  property  with  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof.'* 

The  question,  very  ably  briefed 
by  both  parties,  is  by  no  means  a 
novel  one.  The  courts  have  fre- 
quently been  called  upon  to  construe 
substantially  the  same  provision 
where  the  testator  had  devised 
property  with  a  power  of  disposi- 
tion to  be  exercised  ''at  the  death" 
of  the  devisee,  as  the  devisee  may 
deem  best.  A  leading  case  cited  in 
the  brief  is  Tomlinson  v.  Dighton, 
1  P.  Wms.  149,  24  Eng.  Reprint, 
335,  where  the  devise  was  to  the 
testator's  wife  "for  life  and  then 
to  be  at  her  disposal,''  provided 
it  be  to  any  of  testator's  children. 
It  was  held  that  she  took  an 
estate  for  life,  with  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  fee.  The  widow  remar- 
ried, and  afterwards  conveyed  the 
property  to  a  trustee  and  his  heirs 
for  her  use  for  life.  The  convey- 
ance was  held  a  good  execution  of 
the  power. 

In  Sugden  on  Powers,  it  is  said : 
"A  power  to  dispose  of  the  estate 
to  such  persons  and  uses  as  the  par- 
ty should  think  fit  would  enable  him 
to  appoint  the  fee  by  will  or  act  in- 
ter vivos."    Page  819. 

In  an  early  case,  the  question  was 
considered  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Illinois  in  Fairman  v.  Beal,  14  UK 
244.  In  the  opinion  it  was  said: 
"Where  a  power  is  conferred  to  dis- 
pose of  an  estate,  without  defining 
the  mode  in  which  tiie  power  must 


be  executed,  it  may  be  exercised 
eith^  by  deed  or  will.    But  if  it  is 
required  to  be  executed  by  deed,  it 
cannot  be  done  by  will ;  and  if  a  will 
is  required,  a  deed  will  not  sufilce. 
Although    courto    cannot    dispense 
with  the  form  prescribed,  for  tiie 
execution  of  a  power,  yet  they  gen- 
erally incline  to  put  a  liberal  con- 
struction on  the  words  of  the  power. 
Sugden,  Powers,  chap.  6,  §§  2,  8. 
In  this  case,  a  general  power  was 
given  to  the  tenant  for  life,  to  dis- 
pose of  the  reversion.    The  mode  in 
which  it  was  to  be  exercised  was  not 
prescribed,  unless  it  is  to  be  implied, 
from  the  phrase  'at  her  death,'  that 
a  will  was  intended*    These  words 
do  not  restrict  the  execution  of  the 
power  to  a  testamentary  disposi- 
tion.   Sugden,  in  his  valuable  trea- 
tise on  Powers,  in  chapter  6,  §  8, 
says:    'But  ihe  mere  circumstence  . 
of  the  estete  being  limited  to  A  for 
life,    and    "after    his    death,"    or 
"then,"  to  be  at  his  disposal,  will 
not,  by  implication,  restrain  title  exe- 
cution of  the  power  to  a  will ;'  and 
the  authorities  referred  to  by  him 
fully     sustain     his     position.       In 
Tomlinson  v.  Dighton,  1  P.  Wms. 
149,  24  Eng.  Reprint,  886,  land  was 
devised  to  the  wife  for  life,  'and 
then  to  be  at  her  disposal.'     The 
wife  conveyed  the  inheritance  by 
deed,  and  the  court  held  it  to  be  an. 
effectual  executicm  of  the  power. 
In  a  case  reported  in  3  Leonard,  71, 
the  devise  was  of  lands  to  the  wife 
for  life,  'and  after  her  decease  she 
to  give  the  same  to  whom  she  will.* 
She  made  a  grant  of  the  reversion, 
and  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  execu- 
tion  of  the  power.    Our  opinion  is 
that  Mrs.  Belch  took  a  life  estate 
under  the  will  of  her  husband,  with 
power  to  dispose  of  the  inheritance ; 
and  that  her  deed  to  Waddle  was  a 
valid  execution  of  the  power.    Un- 
der the  will  and  deed.  Waddle  suc- 
ceeded to  all  the  title  which  the  tea- 
tetor  had  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease."   14  m.  246,  247. 

The  case  was  followed  by  Christ 
v.  PuUiam,  17  111.  69,  where  "a  hus- 
band made  certein  bequests  to  his 
wife,  among  others,  certain  lands^ 
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to  dispose  of  at  her  death  to  any 
person  she  may  think  best  to  live 
with  her,  and  take  care  of  her/'' 
It  was  said :  ''The  power  conferred 
on  the  wife  by  the  will  may  be  exe- 
cuted by  deed  or  wiU,  or  other  sim- 
ple writing,  if  sufficient  to  convey 
the  subject-matter  of  it ;  the  inten- 
tion of  the  devisor,  by  the  power 
conferred  on  the  wife,  is  too  phun 
to  admit  of  restriction."    Syl. 

In  Burbank  v.  Sweeney,  161 
Mass.  490,  37  N.  E.  669,  the  testator 
left  property  to  his  wife  ''to  dispose 
of  as  she  may  deem  expedient,  but 
in  the  event  that  she  should  make 
no  disposition  of  the  same  during 
her  lifetime,  I  give  the  remainder 
of  my  estate  not  disposed  of  above 
to  my  heirs  at  law."  The  court  held 
that  the  wife  was  given  a  power  of 
disposal  by  will  as  well  as  by  deed 
during  her  life.  To  the  same  effect 
see  the  following  authorities:  4 
Kent,  Com.  330;  2  Hilliard,  Real 
Prop.  559,  §  12 ;  1  Sugden,  Powers, 
chap.  6,  §  3,  els,  9, 18 ;  Tiffany,  Real 
Prop.  2d  ed.  §  823. 

In  21  R.  C.  L.  792,  it  is  said: 
''Where  a  gnieral  power  to  dispose 
of  property  is  given,  without  speci* 
fying  the  manner  of  execution,  the 
power  may  be  executed  either  by 
deed  or  will.*' 

In  Loosing  v.  Loosing,  86  Neb. 
66.  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  920,  122  N.  W. 
707,  the  provision  was  "that  my  be- 
loved wife  .  .  .  shall  have  the 
use  and  disposition  of  all  my  per- 
sonal property,  also  the  income  as 
long  as  she  lives.''  The  will  also 
contained  this  provision:  "I  want 
my  wife  to  dispose  or  distribute 
this  property  which  I  have  not  de- 
vised, as  she  sees  fit,  or  deems  best 
in  her  judgment." 

Also  a  provision  as  follows: 
The  remaining  children  which  I 
have  not  mentioned  in  this  will,  I 
will  leave  it  to  my  wife,  to  give 
them  aa  she  sees  fit  out  of  the  prop- 
erty I  left  for  her  to  dispose  of." 

It  was  said  in  the  opinion :  ''The 
testator  did  not  specifically  desig- 
nate in  his  will  the  methods  to  be 
pursued  by  his  widow  in  executing 
the  power  vested  in  her  by  him,  and 
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ahe  therefore  is  at  liberty  to  indulge 
her  judgment  or  fancy  by  executing 
a  deed  or  a  will."    86  Neb.  72. 

It  is»  in  our  opinion,  thoroughly 
well  established  by  the  cases  and 
text-writers  that  tiiis  rule  obtains 
notwithstanding  the  appointment  of 
the  powers  contains  tihe  words  ''at 
his"  or  "at  her  death,"  or,  when  the 
testator,  after  referring  to  the  devi^ 
see's  lifetime,  employs  the  words, 
"and  then"  or  "then."  In  most  of 
the  cases  we  have  examined,  the 
opinion  refers  to  the  rule  stated  by 
Sugden  on  Powers,  supra,  that  "the 
mere  circumstance  of  the  estate  be* 
ing  limited  to  A  for  life,  and  'after 
his  death,'  or  then,'  to  be  at  his  dis- 
posal, will  not,  by  implication,  re- 
strain the  execution  of  the  power  to 
a  will." 

In  Benesch  v.  Clark,  49  Md.  497, 
the  provision  read,  "To  be  disposed 
with  as  my  said  wife  sees  fit,  at  her 
decease."  She  conveyed  by  deed  of 
assignment,  and  the  contention  was 
that  the  power  could  not  be  exer- 
cised except  by  a  laat  will  and  tes- 
tament, stress  being  laid  upon  the 
use  of  the  words  "at  her  decease" 
as  the  time  when  the  property  was 
to  be  disposed  of  by  the  life  tenant 
There  the  court  held  that  the  power 
could  be  exercised  either  by  deed  or 
will,  quoting  Sugden  on  Powers,  su- 
pra. In  the  opinion  the  court  said 
further:  "Such  deed,  so  far  as  it 
may  operate  simply  in  execution  of 
the  power,  could  be  operative  only 
from  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bramble, 
and  in  the  event  that  she  remained 
and  died  the  widow  of  the  testator ; 
and  therefore  the  words  'at  her  de- 
cease' only  denote  the  period  when 
the  disposition  should  take  effect." 
49  Md.  606. 

The  plaintiffs  cite  the  following 
extract  from  Perry  on  Trusts,  8d 
ed.  §  254 :  "The  general  rule  is  that 
the  power  given  must  be  strictly 
executed  as  given,  or  it  will  remain 
as  a  trust  for  the  person  or  class  in 
whose  favor  It  is  given ;  thus,  if  the 
donee  is  to  dispose  of  the  property 
to  such  person  of  a  particular  class 
as  she  shall  select  in  a  last  will  and 
testament,   and   the  disposition   is 
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made  by  a  deed,  tiie  power  is  not 
executed,  and  it  will  be  construed 
into  a  trust  for  the  whole  class,  or 
will  go  over,  if  there  is  a  gift  over 
in  default  of  an  appointment  or 
execution  of  the  power/' 

This  is  a  mere  statement  of  the 
general  rule  that  the  power  must 
be  strictly  executed  as  given.  In 
the  present  case,  as  we  have  seen, 
the  power  is  not  limited  to  a  will 

either  by  implica- 
tion or  express 
terms ;  and  where 
there  is  no  limitation  the  power 
may  be  executed  either  by  will  or 
by  deed. 

The  plaintiffs  place  some  reliance 
upon  the  decision  in  Pearson  v. 
Orcutt,  106  Kan.  610,  189  Pac.  160. 
In  the  brief  it  is  said  that  in  that 
case  ''there  was  no  power  of  ap- 
pointment, .  .  .  but  the  donee 
exercised  one  and  gave  the  property 
away  by  deed,''  and  that  in  the  pres- 
ent case  '^Ihere  is  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment by  will,  but  the  donee 
gave  the  property  away  by  deed. 
In  both  cases  the  donees,  by  these 
gifts,  deprived  themselves  of  tiie 
property,  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  liie  testator.  In  each  will  the  es- 
tate was  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  widow."  We  cannot  agree  with 
the  contention  that  the  will  now 
under  consideration  contains  a  pow- 
er of  appointment  by  will  only. 
Nor  do  we  think  that  anything  can 
be  found  in  the  four  comers  of  the 
will  calling  for  such  construction. 
Nothing  decided  in  Pearson  v.  Or- 
cutt, supra,  controls  the  presait 
case. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  donor  would  be  de- 
feated by  any  other  instrument  titian 
a  will ;  it  is  insisted  that  it  could  not 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  tes- 


tator to  authorize  the  widow  to  e3ce^ 
cute  the  power  by  an  irrevocable 
and  absolute  deed;  that  he  must 
have  intended  that  his  wife  should 
not  execute  the  power  except  by 
will,  in  order  that  she  might  have 
the  opportunity  of  changing  her 
mind  at  any  time  before  her  death. 
We  think  the  provisions  of  the  will 
show  that  the  testator  imposed  im- 
plicit confidence  in  the  discretion 
and  judgment  of  his  wife  to  dispose 
of  the  property  as  she  might  see  fit, 
80  long  as  she  retained  ^e  use  of 
the  property  until  her  death. 

There  is  a  suggestion  that  the 
deeds  cannot  be  construed  to  be  an 
attempt  to  exercise  the  power  of  ap- 
pointment, because  no  reference  is 
made  in  them  to  the 
will  of  Frederick  Son  bT^m?"" 
Sinke.  The  weight 
of  authority  seems  to  be  that  there 
is  no  necessity  for  a  reference  to 
the  power  in  the  instrument  by 
which  it  is  executed.  4  Kent,  Com. 
884.  In  21  R.  C.  L.  798,  it  is  said : 
"In  any  event  it  is  clear  that  where 
a  deed  would  be  inoperative  except 
as  an  execution  of  the  power,  it  will 
execute  the  power  though  no  refer- 
ence is  made  thereto." 

See  Warner  v.  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  109  U.  S.  857,  27  L.  ed. 
962,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  221;  also  31 
Cyc.  1181. 

It  is  clear  that  the  court  erred  in 
holding  that  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment conferred  upon  the  widow  by 
the  will  of  Frederick  Sinke  could 
not  be  exercised  by  deed;  and  since 
the  court  has  found  all  the  issues  of 
fact  against  the  plaintiffs,  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  directions  to 
enter  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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bing  pow^  conferred  by  ynH  to  dispose 
property* 


,  This  annotation  is  essentially  nar- 
row in  its  scope,  and  includes  only 
such  cases  as  discuss  the  l>recise  ques- 


tion  whether  a  general  power  of  dis- 

Sosition  conferred  by  a  will,  which 
bei^  not  designate  the  mode  or  ttian- 
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ner  of  its  execution,  must  be  exer- 
cised by  will  or  may  be  exercised  by 
other  means.  Accordingly,  cases  arc 
excluded  which  hold  merely  that, 
where  the  language  used  in  a  will 
creating  a  power  is  broad  enough  to 
indicate  that  the  donee  should  have 
the  absolute  power  of  disposal,  in- 
cluding a  disposition  by  will,  the 
donee  may  execute  the  power  by  wilL 
And,  of  course,  cases  which  hold  that 
where  the  execution  of  a  power  is  re- 
stricted by  the  terms  of  the  will  to  a 
particular  instrument,  such  as  either 
a  deed  or  a  will,  such  restriction  must 
be  observed,  and  the  power  cannot  be 
validly  executed  in  any  other  way,  do 
not  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  an- 
notation. 

A  power  to  dispose  of  property 
given  by  will,  without  specifying  the 
manner  or  mode  of  execution,  may  be 
exercised  by  deed  as  well  as  by  will* 
and  the  latter  mode  is  not  exclusive, 
although  the  power  is  to  be  exercised 
''at  the  death"  or  ""decease''  of  the 
donee  thereof. 

Georgia.  —  Compare  Porter  ▼• 
Thomas  (1857)  2S  Ga.  467. 

niinoifl.  —  Fairman  v.  Seal  (1852) 
14  111.  244;  Christy  v.  Fulliam  (1855) 
17  111.  59. 

Kansas.  —  See  the  reported  case 
(Sinks  v.  Muncie,  ante,  888). 

Kentacky.  —  See  Sherill  v.  Ouer- 
backer  (1918)  182  Ky.  626,  206  S.  W. 
876. 

Maryland.  —  Benesch  v.  Clark 
(1878)  49  Md.  497. 

Massachusetts — Kimball  ▼.  Sulli« 
van  (1873)  118  Mass.  345. 

New  Jersey.  —  Cueman  v,  Broadnax 
(1874)  37  N.  J.  L.  508. 

New  York.  —  See  Re  Gardner 
(1893)  140  N.  Y.  122,  85  N.  E.  439. 

North  Carolina^^ — Tillett  v.  Nixon 
(1920)  180  N.  C.  195,  104  S.  E.  852. 

T«Ea&  —  Compare  Weir  v.  Smith 
(1884)  62  Tex.  1. 

Thus,  in  an  early  case,  Fairman  v. 
Beal  (IlL)  supra,  the  court  said: 
''Where  a  power  is  conferred  to  dis- 
pose of  an  estate,  without  defininsr  the 
mode  in  which  the  power  must  be 
executed,  it  may  be  exercised  either 
by  deed  or  will.  ....  In  this 
case,  a  general  power  Mras  given  to 


the  tenant  for  life  to  dispose  of  the 
reversion.  The  mode  ili  which  it  was 
to  be  exercised  was  not  ii>rescribed, 
unless  it  is  to  be  implied  from 
the  phrase  'at  her  death'  that  a  will 
was  intended.  These  words  do  not 
restrict  the  execution  of  the  power  to 
a  testamentary  disposition." 

So,  in  Christy  v.  Pulliam  (111.) 
supra,  wherein  it  appeared  that  a 
testator  had  devised  certain  lands  to 
his  wife  'to  dispose  of  at  her  death 
to  any  person  she  may  think  best  to 
live  with  her,  and  take  care  of  her,'' 
the  court  held  that  the  power  might 
be  executed  by  deed  as  well  as  by 
will,  saying:  "When  the  mode  of  exe- 
cuting the  power  is  not  defined,  it 
may  be  executed  by  deed  or  will,  or 
other  simple .  writing,  if  Sufficient  to 
Gonvey  the  subject-matter  of  it.'' 

It  appeared  in  Benesch  v.  Clark 
(1878)  49  Md.  497,  that  a  testator  de- 
vised to  his  wife  real  estate  "to  be 
disposed  with  as  my  wife  sees  fit, 
at  her  decease."  She  conveyed  by 
deed  of  assignment,  and  the  conten- 
tion was  that  the  power  could  not  be 
exercised  except  by  will^  stress  being 
laid  on  the  use  of  the  words  "at  her 
decease"  as  the  time  when  the  prop- 
erty was  to  be  disposed  of.  The  court 
held  that  the  power  could  be  exercised 
by  deed  as  well  as  by  will,  saying: 
"Authorities  are  ample  for  holding 
that  it  was  competent  to  Mrs.  Bramble 
to  execute  the  power  Ysjy  deed  of  assign- 
ment, and  that  she  was  not  re- 
stricted to  last  will,  as  contended  by 
the  appellees.  Such  deed,  so  far  as 
it  may  operate  simply  in  execution  of 
the  power,  could  be  operative  only 
from  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bramble,  and 
in  the  event  that  she  remained  and 
died  the  widow  of  the  testator; 
and  therefore  the  words  'at  her  de- 
cease' only  denote  the  period  when- 
the  disposition  should  take  effect." 

In  Tillett  v.  Nixon  <N.  C.)  supra, 
the  court  construed  a  will  which, 
after  creating  a  life  estate  in  land, 
provided  that  the  beneficiary  should 
"have  the  power  to  devise,  or  bestow, 
after  her  death,  unto  or  upon  whom- 
soever she  will,  all  my  estate  not  here- 
inbefore devised."  The  court  held 
that  the  power  of  disposition  so  con- 
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f  erred  might  be  exercised  by  deed  as 
well  as  by  will,  saying:  "No  reasoir 
appears  why  the  testator,  having  de- 
vised to  his  daughter  a  life  estate,  and 
having  then  the  intention  to  give  her 
the  power  of  disposition  for  her  own 
benefit  exclusively,  should  have  lim^ 
ited  the  exercise  of  this  power  to  an 
appointment  by  will,  which  could  not 
bene^fit  the  donee,  thus  nullifying  his 
very  purpose  in  creating  the  power. 
The  contention  of  the  defendants  that 
the  power  can  only  be  exercised 
through  the  form  of  a  will  by  Mrs. 
Alice  A.  TiUett  is  further  negatived, 
as  plaintiffs  contend^  l^  the  language 
of  the  power  itself/' 

Similarly,  it  has  been  held  that  un- 
der a  will  creating  a  life  estate  in 
several  devisees  of  land  "to  be  dis-^ 
posed  of  by  them  at  their  deaths  as* 
they  may  think  proper,"  the  disposing 
clause  did  not  limit  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  a  disposition  by  will,  but  it 
might  be  exercised  as  well  by  the  exe-* 
cution  and  delivery  of  a  deed.  Goodloe 
V.  Woods  (1918)  115  Va.  540,  80  S.  E. 
108,  wherein  the  court  said:  "It  is 
not  controverted  that  Samuel  F. 
Woods  took  a  life  estate  in  the -land 
assigrned  to  him  under  the  will  of 
James  Woods,  deceased,  with  a  power 
of  appointment  as  to  the  remainder, 
but  the  appellants  contend  that  whilst 
the  deed  to  Paul,  trustee,  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  marriage  contract, 
conveyed  the  Hfi  estate,  it  was  un- 
authorized as  to  the  remainder,  be- 
cause the  power  of  appointment 
could  only  be  exercised  by  will.  The 
will  of  James  Woods  prescribes  no 
method  by  which  the  power  is  to  be 
exercised,  nor  is  there  anything  to 
indicate  that  the  testator  intended 
that  any  particular  method  should  be 
adopted,  unless  the  language,  'to  be 
disposed  of  by  them  at  their  deaths 
as  they  may  think  proper,'  can  be 
construed  as  an  intimation  th^'it  the 
power  is  to  be  exercised  by  will. 
In  our  opinion  that  expression  is  not 
sufficient  to  limit  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  a  will/' 

Likewise,  where  a  testator  devised 
real  property  to  hie  wife  "to  have  and 
to  hold  the  same  forever,"  with  a 
remainder  over  to  certain  benevolent 
societies  in  the  event  that  she,  "at 


her  decease,  should  make  nd  disposal 
of  the  property/'  it  was  held  that  the 
'full  -power  of  disposition  thereby 
created  might  be  exercised  by  deed 
as  well  as  by  will.  Kimball  v.  Sul- 
livan (1873)  113  Mass.  845,  wherein 
the  court  said:  "The  proviso  that  if 
his  wife,  'at  her  decease,  should  make 
no  disposal  of  the  property  herein 
willed  and  bequeathed  to  her,  and 
leave  no  child  or  children  to  heir  the 
estate,*  then  the  estate  shall  go  to  the 
three  benevolent  societies  named, 
necessarily  implies  that  she  is  to  have 
the  powef  of  disposing  of  it  by  will. 
.  .  .  And  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  reasonable  inference  from  the 
proviso,  constlrued  in  connection  with 
the  prior  devise  giving  her  a  fee,  is 
that  the  testator  intended  to  give  her 
a  full  power  of  disposal  by  will  or 
deed,  and,  ...  as  she  had  an  ab- 
solute power  of  -disposal,  her  deed 
conveyed  a  fee/' 

A  fortiori,  whei^e  a  will  gives 
a  power  of  disposition,  and  does  not 
refer  to  the  death  of  the  donee  as 
the  time  when  it  shall  be  exercised, 
it  may  be  exercised  by  either  deed 
or  will.  Cannon  v.  Laing  (1922)  — 
Ga.  —,  111  S.  E.  566;  Hale  v.  Marsh 
(1868)  100  Mass.  468;  Loosing  v. 
Loosing  (1909)  86  Neb.  66,  26  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  920,  122  N;  W.  709;  Forsythe 
V.  Forsythe  (1885)  108  Pa.  J29. 

In  Loosing  v.  Loosing  (1909)  85 
Neb.  66,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  920,  122  N. 
W.  709,  supra,  under  tiie  will  of  a 
testator  providing  that  "my  beloved 
Wife  .  .  .  shall  have  the  use  and 
disposition  of  all  my  personal  prop- 
erty, also  the  income  as  long  as  she 
lives  off  of  the  .  .  .  land,"  a  dis- 
position by  deed  was  held  to  be 
authorized  by  the  following  disposing 
clauses:  "I  want  my  wife  to  dispose 
or  distribute  this  property  which  I 
have  not  devised,  as  she  sees  fit,  or 
deems  best  in  her  judgment,"  and, 
"The  remaining  children  which  I  have 
not  mentioned  in  this  will,  I  will 
leave  it  to  my  wife,  to  give  them 
as  she  sees  fit  out  of  the  property 
I  left  her  to  dispose  of." 

Under  a  will  giving  the  testator's 
wife,  who  was  also  sole  executrix,  a 
life  estate  in  the  residue  of  the  pro|>- 
erty,  and  providing  that  she  might 
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diflpose  of  any  piece  of  property,  or 

tny  part  of  the  estate  that  she  thought 
to  the  best  interest  of  the  estate,  it 
was  held  in  Cannon  v.  Laing   (Ga.) 

supra,  that  a  lease  for  a  definite  term 
of  five  years,  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration which  on  its  face  was  a  fair 
rental  value,  was  a  good  execution 
of  the  power,  and  not  terminable  on 
the  death  of  the  life  tenant. 

So,  in  Forsythe  v.  Forsythe  (Pa.) 
supra,  it  was  held  with  regard  to  the 
general  power  of  a  devisee  to  dis- 
pose of  property  ''as  she  may  think 
best,**  without  any  reference  to 
the  time  of  disposition,  that  it  was 
unlimited  as  to  the  mode,  and  there- 
fore included  any  kind  of  disposition. 

In  Hale  v.  Marsh  (Mass.)  supra, 
it  appears  that  a  will  devised  and 
bequeathed  to  the  testator's  wife 
all  his  property,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, '*with  full  and  absolute  power 
and  authority  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  or  portion  of 
the  same,  whether  real  or  personal^ 
at  her  own  pleasure."  The  court  held 
that  the  gift  was  of  a  life  estate, 
with  a  full  power  of  disposition,  both 
by  deed  and  by  will,  and  the  widow 
might  convey  in  fee  simple  a  portion 
of  the  real  estate  during  her  lifetime. 

Also,  where  the  power  provides  for 
disposition  "during  the  lifetime''  of 
the  donee,  it  has  been  held  that  either 
a  deed  or  a  will  is  a  valid  execution. 
Burbank  v.  Sweeney  (1894)  161  Mass. 
490.  37  N.  E.  669;  Wead  v.  Gray  (1883) 
78  Mo.  59. 

Thus,  in  Burbank  t.  Sweeney 
(Mass.)  supra,  wherein  it  appeared 
that  the  testator  gave  all  his  estate 
to  his  wife  "to  dispose  of  as  she  may 
deem  expedient,  but  in  the  event  that 
she  should  make  no  disposition  of  the 
same  during  her  lifetime,  I  give  the 
remainder  of  my  estate  not  disposed 
of  above  to  xniy  heirs  at  law,"  the  court 
held  that  the  wife  was  given  a 
power  of  disposition  by  either  will 
or  deed  executed  during  her  lifetime, 
saying:  "The  natural  signification  of 
the  words  'during  her  lifetime,'  as 
they  are  .  .  .  used  by  this  testator, 
IB  ...  to  make  it  sure  that  she 
[the  devisee]  should  have  all  her  life 
in  which  to  execute  the  power,  by  will 


or  other^se,  as  sh0  might  deem  ex- 
pedient." 

So,  in  Wead  y.  Gray  (Mo.)  supra^ 
the  devisee  of  a  life  estate  was  given 
the  following  power  of  disposition: 
"I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  only 
child,  Rachel,  ...  all  my  property, 
real,  personal,  and  mixed,  .  .  . 
wishing  my  said  daughter  to  have,  use 
and  dispose  of  the  same  absolutely  in 
any  way  that  may  seem  to  her  best, 
•  .  .  it  being  the  intention  and 
meaning  of  this,  my  last  will  and 
testament,  that  my  said  daughter 
Rachel  •  .  .  have  and  dispose  of 
all  my  property  in  her  own  right  as 
absolute  owner  •  .  .  and  that  the 
same,  and  its  proceeds  and  increase, 
if  not  disposed  of  and  expended  by 
her  in  her  lifetfme,  shall  descend  at 
her  death  to  her  children."  The  court 
held  that  '^e  absolute  power  of  dis- 
position given  by  the  will  ...  in- 
cluded the  power  to  dispose  of  'the 
property  as  well  by  will  as  by  deeds 
to  real  estate  or  bills  of  sale  of  per- 
sonal property." 

However,  it  has  been  held  in  two 
jurisdictions  that  where  property  is 
given  by  will,  with  power  of  disposi- 
tion at  the  beneficiary's  death,  the 
power  cannot  be  exeft^ised  by  deed, 
but  only  by  will.  Porter  v.  Thomas 
(1857)  28  Ga.  467;  Weir  v.  Smith 
(1884)  62  TcQC  1.  in  the  case  last 
cited,  the  court  said:  "The  fifth 
clause  of  the  will  gave  to  the  wife 
the  power,  at  the  time  of  her  death, 
to  make  a  final  disposition  of  such 
parts  of  the  original  estate,  and  of 
the  increase  and  profits  arising  there- 
from, as  might  then  be  undisposed  of, 
as  she,  in  her  discretion,  might  think 
proper  and  right.  This  gave  to  the 
wife  a  very  broad  power,  a  power 
subject  alone  to  her  own  discretion, 
through  which  she  might  pretermit 
some  of  the  children.  This  power,  as 
it  could  only  be  exercised  'at  the  time 
of  her  death,'  it  would  seem,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  could  only  be  exe- 
cuted by  her  will." 

And  a  power  to  "leave"  property 
has  been  construed  as  requiring  exe- 
cution by  will.  Doe  ex  dem.  Thorley 
v.  Thorley  (1809)  10  East,  438,  103 
Eng.  Reprint,  842;  Moore  ▼.  Ffolliot 
(1887)  Ir.  L.  R.  19  Eq.  499.     L.  P.  G. 
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RE  ESTATE  OF  CECELIA  DONOHOE. 
RICHARD  DONOHOE  et  al.,  Appts, 

PennayMvania  Supreme  Court -^  January  8,  1922* 
(271  Pa.  554,  115  AtL  878.) 

Bills  and  notes  •—  place  of  sicrnature  —  materiality. 

1.  That  the  signature  to  a  note  appears  in  its  body  instead  of  at  the  end 
of  the  writing  is  unimportant  if  the  maker  intended  to  obligate  himself 
for  its  payment. 

iSee  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  394.] 


—  consideration  —  repajrment  of  gift. 

2.  A  Bealed  note  intended  to  repay 
money  given  to  the  maker  of  the  note, 
and  perfected  by  delivery,  is  valid. 

[See  3  R.  C.  L.  922.] 

Evidence  —  proof    of    execution    of 
note. 

3.  The  execution  of  a  note  may  be 
established  by  admissions  of  the  mak- 
er and  proof  of  his  signature. 

Contract  —  to  repay  money  —  saf« 
ficiency. 

4.  Loose  declarations  of  the  recip- 
ient of  a  gift  of  money,  that  it  is  to 
be  repaid  at  her  death,  are  not  suf- 


ficient to  obligate  her  estate  to  repay 
it. 

Trust  —  gift  —  how  established. 

5.  The  recipient  of  money  intended 
as  a  gift  cannot  be  treated  as  a 
trustee  for  the  donor,  in  the  absence 
of  any  agreement  or  declaration  of 
trust. 

Appeal  —  rejection    of    evidence  — 
—  when  not  error. 

6.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  pei^ 
mit  the  writer  of  a  letter  which  is 
perfectly  clear  and  capable  of  but  one 
construction,  to  testify  as  to  what  he 
meant  by  it. 

[See  10  R.  a  L.  1070.] 


Appeals  by  claimant  and  others  from  orders  of  the  Orphans'  Court  for 
Westmoreland  County  (Beacom,  President  J.)  allowing  a  note  presented 
by  claimant  against  the  estate  of  his  deceased  mother,  and  rejecting  his 
other  claim»  in  a  proceeding  for  the  settlement  of  decedent's  estate.  Ap- 
peals dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  James  L.  Kennedy  for  appellant     er  f unds,  all  of  which  she  used  as 


Richard  Donohoe. 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Smith  for  appellants 
Ewing  et  al. 

Walling,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Cecelia  Donohoe  died  testate  in 
1919,  leaving  eight  children,  whose 
father  had  died  in.  1899.  Reverend 
Richard  Donohoe,  one  of  the  chil- 
dren, here  called  "the  claimant,"  re- 
ceived from  his  father's  estate  an 
annual  income  of  about  $1,500,  in 
the  form  of  checks  for  dividends, 
interest,  etc.  He  was  engaged  in 
educational  work  as  college  presi- 
dent, without  need  of  the  income, 
and  delivered  the  checks  therefor 
properly  indorsed  to  his  mother, 
who  mingled  the  same  with  her  oth- 


her  own  and  for  her  own  purposes. 
The  claimant's  understanding  of  the 
transaction  is  shown  by  a  letter 
written  by  him  July  7,  1920,  to  the 
attorney  of  other  legatees,  wherein 
he  states,  inter  alia:  'Termit  me 
to  say  here  that  any  and  all  moneys* 
I  have  ever  received  since  father's 
death  in  1899,  I  turned  over  to 
mother  ...  as  a  free  gift,  not 
expecting  any  return.  However,  in 
a  letter  under  date  of  January  16, 
1909,  mother  wrote  to  me,  'lately 
I  have  been  thinking  of  the  disposal 
of  my  belongings,  of  course  you  are 
to  receive  back,  with  interest,  all 
you  have  given  me.'  I  still  have  this 
letter  in  my  possession." 
The  mother's  estate  amounted  to 
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over  |200»000,  and  at  the  audit 
thereof  daimant  presented  a  note 
as  follows,  omitting  the  judgment 
clause,  viz.: 

tlS,070.86.         August  SOth,  1910. 

/,  Cecelia  W.  Donohoe,  after  date, 
August  SOth,  promise  to  pay  to  the 
order  of  Richard  Donohoe,  thirteen 
thousand  and  seventy  dollars  and 
86/100  dollars  without  defalcation, 
value  received,  toith  interest  at  6%. 
.     .    .    Witness  my  hand  and  seal. 

[Seal.]  Hester  Johnson, 

Notary  Public. 

The  note  was  on  a  printed  form, 
and  the  words  underscored  above 
were  in  the  handwriting  of  Mrs. 
Donohoe,  as  were  also  the  words  "I" 
and  "me"  written  in  the  judgment 
clause.  The  notary  public,  who 
signed  at  the  end  of  the  note,  was 
a  resident  of  Maryland.  The  evi- 
dence is  that  Mrs.  Donohoe  said  she 
had  given  the  note  to  her  son,  and 
justifies  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
done  because  of  the  income  checks 
theretofore  received  by  her,  as 
above  stated. 

Between  the  date  of  the  note  and 
the  decedent's  death,  claimant  con- 
tinued to  turn  the  income  checks 
over  to  her  as  before,  amounting  in 
aU  during  that  time  to  $14,896 ;  for 
which  sum,  with  interest,  he  also 
presented  a  claim  at  the  audit.  The 
motiier,  however,  gave  no  acknowl*- 
edgraent  of  indebtedness  for  funds 
received  after  the  date  of  the  note, 
but  did  not  say  to  other  sons,  in  ef- 
fect, that  the  amounts  so  received 
belonged  to  claimant  and  were  to  be 
letamed  to  him  at  her  death,  or  that 
such  was  hw  desire.  There  is,  how- 
ever, no  pretense  of  -an  agreement 
on  her  part  to  return  the  funds  to 
claimant.  His  statement  that  the 
money  was  a  "free  gift,  not  expect- 
ing any  return,"  negatives  any  in- 
ference of  such  an  agreement;  De- 
cedent's will,  made  two  or  three 
years  after  the  date  of  the  note, 
makes  no  reference  to  the  funds  in 
question.  The  orphans'  court  en- 
tered a  decree  allowing  the  note  and 
rejecting  the  other  claim,  from 
which  each  side  appealed. 


Notwithstanding  the  son  intended 
the  money  as  a  gift,  the  mother  had 
the  right  to  repay  it,  and  her  sealed 
note,   given   for  that   purpose,    is 
valid.      That    Mrs. 
Donohoe's       signa-  ?il?;id'SitSSri- 
ture  appears  in  the  JJfJ^™*"*  •' 
body  of   the   note, 
and  not  at  the  end,  is  unimportant, 
so  long  as  she  intended  thereby  to 
obligate  herself  for  .^,.^^  .,  „^, 
itspajnnent.    There  »«t«»e-.m«te- 
is  no  law  requiring  '^•"*^- 
a  note  to  be  signed  at  the  end  there- 
of, as  in  the  case  of  a  will;  hence, 
whenever  it  can  be  found  tiiat  the 
signature,  wherever  it  appears,  was 
intended  as  an  execution  of  the  note 
it  is  sufficient.     For  examjde,  to 
write,    "On  demand,  I  John  Smith, 
promise  to  pay  Thomas  Brown,  one 
hundred  dollars,"  is,  in  form,  a  good 
obligation,  and  that  is  essentially 
this  case. 

''It  is  not  necessary  that  the  sig- 
nature of  a  party  to  a  contract 
should  appear  at  the  end  thereof. 
If  his  name  is  written  by  him  in  any 
part  of  the  contract,  or  at  the  top, 
or  the  right  or  left  hand,  with  inten- 
tion to  sign  for  the  purpose  of  au- 
thenticating the  instrument,  it  is 
sufficient  to  bind  him.''    9  Cyc.  301. 

''When  a  signature  is  essential  to 
the  validity  of  an  instrument  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  signature  ap- 
pear at  the  end  of  the  instrument. 
If  the  name  of  the  party  whose  sig- 
nature is  required  is  written  by  him 
in  any  part  of  the  instrument,  for 
the  purpose  of  authenticating  it,  it 
is  a  sufficient  signature."  36  Cyc. 
449. 

The  same  rule  applies  to  commer- 
cial paper.  7  Cyc.  614;  and  see 
Smith  V.  Howell,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  349, 
The  fact  that  for  greater  solemnity 
Mrs.  Donohoe  called  in  a  notary 
public,  who  was  a  stranger  to  the 
instrument  and  mistakenly  wrote 
her  name  in  the  wrong  place,  is  un- 
important; the  obligation  remained 
that  of  Cecelia  W.  Donohoe,  and,  be- 
ing perfected  by  delivery,  is  unas- 
sailable. 

It  was  competent  to  establish  the 


894 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


execution  of  the  note  by  proof  of 

t-Tidi^nce-proof  ^h®  admissions  of 
of  execatioa  of     the     maker     (Wil- 

"*'**•  liams  V.  Floyd,  11 

Pa.  499;  American  Underwriter'a 
Asao.  V.  George,  97  Pa.  288,  241; 
Stewart  v.  Gleason,  28  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  325),  and  also  by  proof  of  her 
handwriting  (Clark  v.  Freeman,  25 
Pa.  138)  • 

The  $14,896,  like  that  for  which 
the  note  was  given,  was,  according 
to  claimant's  own  statement,  ''a  free 
gift,  not  expecting  any  return/' 
which,  when  completed  by  delivery 
and  used  by  decedent  as  her  own, 
became  her  property.  An  accept- 
ance of  the  gift  will  be  implied 
where,  as  here,  it  operates  entirely 
for  the  donee's  benefit.  12  R.  C.  L. 
p.  934,  §  10 ;  Bryce's  Estate,  194  Pa. 
186,  44  Atl.  1076.  Mrs.  Donohoe 
might  have  obligated  herself  to  re- 
pay this  money,  as  she  did  that 
represented  by  the  note,  but  failed 
to  do  so.  Her  loose  declarations  to 
third  parties  that  the  money  was 
_    *     .  .    to   be   returned   at 

Contract—to  re-      ,  ,      7^      V  «     * 

iMijr  money-         her  death  fall  far 

^nmclencT.  ^y^^    ^j    COnstitut- 

ing  n  contract  on  her  part  to  that  ef- 
fect. Claims  against  decedents'  es- 
tates cannot  be  established  by  proof 
of  such  declarations.  Gilbraith's 
Estate,  270  Pa.  288,  113  Atl.  361 ; 
Hertzog  v.  Hertssog,  29  Pa.  465. 
Mrs.  Donohoe's  letter,  above  re- 
ferred to,  was  written  in  1909,  and 
her  therein  expressed  intention  of 
returning  to  claimant  what  he  had 
given  her  is  confined  to  funds  there- 
tofore received,  and,  while  it  may 
tend  to  support  the  note,  has  no 
bearing  on  the  $14,896  claim.  True, 
decedent  probably  intended  that  the 
funds  received  from  her  son  should 


be  repaid  to  him  at  her  death,  but 
unfortunately  she  made  no  provi- 
sion, testamentary  or  otherwise,  to 
that  effect;  and,  in  'Uie  absence 
thereof,  her  estate  is  not  liable. 

The  transaction  being  intended 
by  claimant  as  a  gift,  the  mother 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  trustee  of  the 
fund,  in  the  absence 
of  an  agreement  or  l^^^ZS^UA^d. 
declaration  of  trust. 
See  Robinson  v.  Powell,  210  Pa.  232, 
59  Atl.  1078.  The  fact  that  she 
mingled  this  money  with  her  own, 
and  used  it  for  her  own  purposes, 
is  not  consistent  with  the  theory 
that  she  regarded  it  as  a  trust,  al- 
though she  may  have  intended  to 
repay  it. 

R^erring  to  the  letter  from  claim- 
ant, in  part  above  quoted,  his  at- 
torney made  the  following  offer, 
viz.:  ''I  propose  to  call  Reverend 
Richard  Donohoe,  who  wrote  this 
letter,  to  explain  any  seeming  am- 
biguity in  the  language  of  the  letter, 
and  to  make  it  clear  just  what  he 
meant  by  the  letter." 

This     was     properly     rejected. 
There  is  no  seeming  ambiguity  in 
the  language  of  the  letter,  nor  aught 
that  requires  explanation.    When  a 
letter  or  other  writing  is  perfectly 
clear  and  capable  of  but  one  con- 
struction, it  is  not  error  to  refuse  to 
permit    IJie    writer 
to  testify  as  to  what  tiK*tf"'^dV.«e 
he   meant  therein.  ;;2J^^  ***  ^"^ 
Of  course  Reverend 
Donohoe  could  not  testify  as  to  mat- 
ters occurring  prior  to  his  mother's 
death. 

The  assignments  of  error  are  all 
overruled,  and  the  appeals  are  dis- 
missed, at  the  costs  of  the  respec* 
tive  appellants. 


ANNOTATION. 
Place  of  maker't  tignatitfte  cm  bill  or  note* 


I.  In  general,  394. 
II.  Signature  in  body,  395. 

III.  Sifi^iature  on  back,  396. 

IV.  Effect  of  signature  in  unusual  places, 

397. 

I.  Jn  general. 

The  cases  uniformly  agree  with  the 


decision  in  the  reported  case  (Rs 
Donohoe,  ante,  392)  that  the  maker's 
or  drawer's  signature  to  a  bill  or 
note  need  be  at  no  particular  part  of 
the  instrument.  Lampkin  v.  State 
(1894)  105  Ala.  1,  16  So.  575;  Eudora 
Min.  &  Development  Co.  v.  Barclay 
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(1898)  122  AbL  506,  26  So.  118;  Knooc 
V.  Rivers  Bros.  (1920)  17  Ala.  App. 
630»  88  So.  88;  Palmer  v.  Grant 
(1822)  4  Conn.  889;  Quin  ▼.  Sterne 
(1858)  26  Ga.  223,  71  Am.  Dec.  204; 
(Camden  v.  McKoy  (1842)  4  111.  487, 
88  Am.  Dec.  91;  Lincoln  ▼.  Hinzey 
(1869)  51  lU.  485;  Kistner  ▼.  Peters 

(1906)  228  UL  607,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
400,  114  Am.  St  Rep.  862,  79 
N.  E.  811;  Mieira  v.  Coates  (1895)  67 
DL  App.  216;  Steininger  v.  Hoch 
(1861)  89  Pa.  268,  80  Am.  Dec.  521; 
Taylor  v.  Dobbins  (1720)  1  Strange, 
899,  93  Bng.  R^rint^  692. 

In  Tevis  v.  Young  (1858)  1  Met. 
(Ky.)  197,  71  Am.  Dec.  474^  the  cpurt, 
in  denying  the  validity  of  a  draft  in 
which  the  drawer's  name  does  not  ap- 
pear at  all,  says  obiter  that  the  name 
of  the  drawer  is  usually  written  or 
aubscribed  at  the  bottom  of  the  bill* 
bst  this  does  not  seem  to  be  abso- 
lutely indispensable;  for  if  the  bill 
28  written  by  him  and  his  name  is 
inserted  in  the  body  thereof  or  is 
otherwise  signed  to  it,  so  that  it 
clearly  appears  that  he  is  the  drawer, 
it  will  be  sufficient. 

It  is  stated  in  Cla^on  v.  Bailey 
(1817)  14  Johns  (N.  Y.)  484,  in  a  case 
involving  a  contract  other  than  a  bill 
or  note,  that  '^it  is  a  point  settled 
that  if  the  name  of  the  party  appears 
in  the  memorandum,  and  is  applicable 
to  the  whole  substance  of  the  writ- 
ing, and  is  put  there  by  him  or  by 
hia  authority,  it  is  immaterial  in  what 
part  of  the  instrument  the  name  ap- 
peared, whether  at  the  top,  in  the 
middle,  or  at  the  bottom." 

A  note  containing  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney to  confess  judgment  is  not  de- 
fectively executed  because  the  signa- 
ture of  the  maker  was  not  attached  to 
the  note  proper,  but  only  to  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  at  the  foot  of  the 
same  sheet  of  paper,  upon  which  both 
the  note  and  warrant  of  attorney 
were  written.     Heslip   ▼.    Anderson 

(1907)  134  111.  App.  8. 

In  Armstrong  v.  Kirkpatrick  (1881) 
79  Ind*  527,  an  action  on  a  note 
signed  by  several  persons  who  were 
designated  as  the  directors  of  an 
agricultural  association,  against  the 
aigners  individually,  it  waa  urged  that 


in  order  to  bind  the  principal  and 
make  it  his  contract,  the  instrument 
must  purport  on  its  face  to  be  the 
contract  of  the  principal,  and  his 
name  must  be  inserted  in  it  and 
signed  to  it,  and  not  mei;ely  the  name 
of  the  agent,  even  though  the  latter 
be  described  as  agent  in  the  instru- 
ment. In  answer  to  this  contention 
the  court  states  that  it  is  net  a  uni- 
versal or  general  rule  that  the 
name  of  the  maker  must  be  both  in- 
serted in,  and  signed  to,  the  instru- 
ment. 

A  note  in  the  usual  form,  signed 
by  the  principal,  and  under  whose 
signature  is  written  the  words,  "I 
acknowledge  myself  holden  as  surety 
for  the  payment  of  the  demand  in  the 
above  note,"  followed  by  the  signature 
of  the  surety,  was  held  to  be  the 
joint  and  several  promise  of  the 
maker  and  surety  in  Hunt  v.  Adams 
(1809)  5  Mass.  858,  4  Am.  Dec.  68. 
The  court  states  that  the  legal  effect 
of  the  note  in  this  form  is  not  dif- 
ferent from  a  note  signed  by  ihe 
principal,  with  that  word  annexed  to 
bis  name,  followed  by  the  signature 
of  the  surety,  with  that  word  annexed. 

An  action  on  a  draft  signed  by  the 
drawer  across  the  face  of  the  paper 
was  sustained  in  Patillo  y.  Mayer 
(1888)  70  Ga.  715,  but  there  was  no 
point  made  of  the  place  of  signature. 

il.  Signature  in  hodp. 

In  the  application  of  the  foregoing 
general  rule,  it  is  held  immaterial 
that  the  signature  forms  part  of  the 
body  of  the  writing,  instead  of  being 
written  at  the  foot  or  end  thereof. 
Lampkin  v.  State  (1894)  105  Ala.  1, 
16  So.  575;  Knox  v.  Rivers  Bros. 
(1920)  17  Ala.  App.  630,  88  So.  33; 
Re  Donohoe  (reported  herewith), 
ante,  892;  Taylor  v.  Dobbins  (1720) 
1  Strange,  399,  98  Eng.  Reprint,  592. 

Notes  in  which  the  maker  signed 
above  a  line  designating  the  place  of 
payment  were  sustained,  with  obli- 
gations of  the  maker,  in  Turnbull  v. 
Thomas  (1875)  1  Hughes,  172,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,243. 

A  prosecution  for  the  forgery  of  a 
writing  in  the  form  of  a  draft  upon 
a  perspn,  requesting  him  to  let  the 
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payee  have  a  certain  sum  ''and  charge 
it  to  John  Driver/'  was  sustained  in 
Lampkin  v.  State  (Ala.)  supra.  The 
alle^ration  of  the  indictment  that  the 
meaning  of  the  writing  was  that  it 
was  "signed  John  Driver"  was  un- 
necessary, but  was  held  to  be,  as  a 
matter  of  fact  and  law,  proved  by  the 
writing  given  in  evidence. 

An  action  upon  a  bill  of  exchange 
in  the  following  form:  "Pay  to  the 
order  of  L.  J.  Knox,  $800,  eight  hun- 
dred dollars,  for  Rivers  Bros.,  value 
received    and    charged    to    account 

of  **  was  sustained  in  favor 

of  Knox  and  against  Rivers  Brothers, 
upon  an  allegation  of  presentment  to 
the  drawee  and  the  refusal  of  pay- 
ment, in  Knox  v.  Rivers  Bros. 
(1920)  17  Ala.  App.  630,  88  So.  83. 
It  was  alleged  in  the  complaint  that 
the  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  by 
the  defendant.  The  court  says  that 
when  a  bill  of  exchange  is  drawn  it 
means  not  only  the  body -of  the  writ- 
ing, but  the  signing  as  well,  and, 
further,  the  court  says :  "The  makers 
or  drawers  may  place  their  names  on 
any  part  of  the  instrument-  where 
they  may  prefer  to  write  them,  and 
thus  bind  themselves  as  makers;  as 
to  whether  they  so  signed  is  a  matter 
of  proof.' 


9$ 


III,  aignahire  on.  hadh^ 

It  has  b^en  held  in  a  number  of 
cases  that  the  signature  of  a  joint  mak- 
er may  be  on  the  back  of  the  instru- 
ment. Eudora  Min.  &  Development 
Co.  V.  Barclay  (1898)  122  Ala.  506, 
26  So.  113;  Palmer  v.  Grant  (1822) 
4  Conn.  3^9;  Quin  v.  Sterne  (1858)  26 
Ga.  223,  71  Am.  Dec.  204;  Lincoln  v. 
Huinzey  (1869)  51  111.  435;  Kistner  v. 
Peters  (1906)  223  111.  607,  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  400,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  362,  79 
N.  E.  311;  Pearl  v.  Cortright  (1902) 
81  Miss.  300,  33  So.  72;  Schmidt  v. 
Schmaelter  (1870)  45  Mo.  502. 

There  are  still  other  cases  In 
which  one  who  signed  on  the  back  of 
a  note  was  held  to  be  an  original 
promisor.  Rodocatiachi  v.  Buttrick 
(1878)  125  Mass.  134;  Dow  Law  Bank 
V.  Godfrey  (1901)  126  Mich.  521,  86 
Am.  St.  .Rep.  659,  85  N.  W.  1075; 
McGraw  v.  Union  Trust  Co.   (1904) 


186  Mich.  521,  99  N.  W.  758;  Olansky 
V.  Berlin  (1902)  37  Misc.  775,  76 
N.  Y.  Supp.  945;  Miller  v.  Clendenin 
(1896)  42  W.  Va.  416,  26  S.  E.  612. 

Of  the  class  illustrated  by  the  last 
above  list  of  cases  this  note  is,  of 
course,  not  exhaustive.  There  are  a 
large  number  of  cases  in  which  one 
who  signed  on  the  back  of  the  instru- 
ment was  held  to  be  a  joint  maker, 
without  any  point  being  made  of  the 
power  of  one  to  bind  himself  as 
maker  by  a  signature  there  placed. 
The  question  whether  one  who  sifirns 
his  name  on  the  back  of  a  bill  or  note 
before  delivery  to  the  payee  ia  an 
indorser  or  joint  maker  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  annotation. 

A  variety  of  facts  have  been  in- 
volved in  the  cases  involving  sig- 
nature on  the  back  of  the  in- 
strument. A  note  signed  by  one 
person  in  the  usual  place  for  the 
signature  of  a  maker,  and  by  three 
others  upon  the  back  thereof,  was 
sustained  as  the  joint  note  of  four 
persons,  in  Eudora  Min.  &  Develop- 
ment Co.  V.  Barclay  (1898)  122  Ala. 
506,  26  S.  E.  113.  An  action  wfts 
sustained  on  a  note  signed  by  two 
persons  upon  the  face,  in  the  usual 
place  for  the  signature,  and  a  third 
person  on  the  back,  of  the  note,  by 
the  payee  against  the  three  persons 
as  joint  makers,  in  Lincoln  v.  Hinzey 
(1869)  51  DL  435,  the  court  say- 
ing that  one  may  become  liable  as 
joint  maker  without  reference  to  the 
position  of  his  signature,  or  whether 
it  be  found  upon  the  face  or  back  of 
the  note,  if  it  is  shown  by  satisfactory 
evidence  that  the  party  signing  did 
so  as  joint  maker.  A  note  reading: 
"We,  Grant  and  Wattles,  as  principal, 
and  Daniel  Carr  and  WilHam  Grant, 
as  surety,  promise  to  pay,"  etc.. 
signed  by  Grant  and  Wattles  as 
makers,  but  by  Carr  and  William 
Grant  on  the  back  of  the  note, — ^waa 
held  to  import  one  original  entire 
transaction,  by  which  Carr  and  Wil- 
liam Grant  described  themselves  as 
sureties  and  joint  promisors  with 
their  principal.  Palmer  v.  Grant 
(1822)  4  Conn.  389.  A  note  contain- 
ing a  promise  as  follows:  ''We,  A 
as  principal  ahd  B  and  C  as  surety. 
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promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  our- 
selves/' signed  by  A  and  indorsed  by 
A,  B,  and  C»— creates  a  liability 
against  C  of  surety  and  joint  promisor 
in  a  note  payable  to  the  order  of  the 
principals  and  by  them  indorsed.  Na- 
tional Pemberton  Bank  v.  Lougee 
(1871)  108  Mass.  871,  11  Am.  Rep. 
367.  One  who  signed  his  name  before 
delivery,  upon  the  back  of  a  note 
which  contained  a  promise  that  "we, 
the  signers,  indorsers,  sureties,  and 
all  of  us,  in  solido,  promise  to  pay,'' 
etc.,  binds  himself  by  an  uncon- 
ditional promise  to  pay,  and  thereby 
waives  notice  of  dishonor  which  other- 
wise would  be  required  to  bind  an  in- 
dorser.  Hibernia  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Dresser  (1912)  182  La.  532,  61  So. 
561.  It  is  stated  in  Palmer  v.  Grant 
(Conn.)  supra,  that  to  bind  a  party 
by  his  signature  to  a  contract  it  is 
perfectly  immaterial  where  it  is 
placed,  "if  it  appears  from  the  instru- 
ment to  have  been  made  by  him,  with 
an  intention  to  obligate  himself." 

In  Quin  v.  Sterne  (1868)  26  6a« 
223,  71  Am.  Dec.  204,  an  action  on  a 
note  signed  by  two  persons  in  the 
usual  place  for  the  signature  of 
makers,  and  by  another  person  on 
the  back  of  the  note,  the  plaintiff 
charged  all  three  of  the  persons  with 
having  made  and  delivered  to  him 
his  note,  that  is,  alleged  that  all  three 
signed  the  note  before  it  was 
delivered  to  the  payee;  this  declara- 
tion was  demurred  to  on  account  of  a 
misjoinder  of  parties,  as  after  the  note 
was  read  the  defendant  moved  to  non- 
suit the  plaintiff;  upon  denial  of 
the  motion,  the  defendant  excepted. 
Upon  appeal  the  court  says  it  is  im- 
material upon  what  part  of  the  note 
the  name  of  the  maker  is  written. 
The  declaration  averred  that  all  the 
parties  to  this  note  signed  it  before 
it  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
demurrer  to  the  declaration  admits 
this  fact,  which  is  no  doubt  true,  and 
the  note  as  written  sustains  the  de- 
claration, and  it  is  concluded  that  the 
party  who  signed  on  the  back  may 
be  made  chargeable  as  maker  under 
the  case  as  it  then  stood. 

A  note  in  the  usual  form,  contain- 
ing on  the  back  thereof  an  indorse- 


ment reading:  "For  value  received, 
we,  jointly  and  severally,  undertake 
to  pay  the  money  within  mentioned 
to  the  said"  payee,  signed  by  two 
persons,  was  held  to  bind  each  of  the 
persons  as  an  original  promisor,  in 
White  V.  Howland  (1812)  9  Mass.  314^ 
6  Am.  Dec.  71. 

17.  Effect     of     Hgnature     in     unusual 

plaeeB. 

The  only  effect  that  signing  in 
unusual  places  seem  to  have  is  as  to 
the  proof  of  the  instrument  Where 
the  signature  is  in  the  usual  place 
for  the  signature  of  the  maker  or 
drawer,  there  is. a  presumpti^on  that 
the  signature  is  in  that  capacity^ 
Camden  v.  McKoy  (1842)  4  IlL  437, 
38  Am.  Dec.  91;  Kripner  v.  Lincoln 
(1894)  54  IlL  App.  675.  But  where 
the  signature  is  in  some  unusual 
place,  proof  that  the  party  sought  to 
be  held  as  maker  or  drawer  signed 
in  that  capacity  seems  necessary.; 
Knox  V.  Rivers  Bros.  (1920)  17  Ala. 
App.  630,  88  So.  33 ;  Lincoln  v.  Hinzey 
(1869)  51  IlL  435;  Kripner  v.  Lin- 
coln (IlL)  supra;  Miers  v.  Coates 
(1894)  57  IlL  App.  216. 

Where  a  note  in  form  the  note  of 
one  person  only  Is  signed  by  one  per- 
son in  the  proper  place  and  sealed, 
the  signature  of  another  to  the  left 
of  the  signature  of  the  first  name  in 
about  the  place  usually  occupied  by 
the  signature  of  attaching  witnesses 
does  not  create  a  prima  facie  liability 
against  the  last-subscribed  signer, 
his  liability  is  equivocal.  Steininger 
V.  Hoch  (1861)  89  Pa.  263,  80  Am.  Dec. 
521. 

The  indorsement  upon  a  note  by  the 
payee,  of  a  statement  that  he 
acknowledges  himself  as  part  maker 
of  the  note  with  one  of  the  parties 
whose  names  are  signed  to  the  note, 
is  not  sufficient  to  render  him  a  joint 
maker.  Kistner  v.  Peters  (1906)  223 
IlL  607,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  400,  114  Am. 
St.  Rep.  362,  79  N.  E.  311. 

Because  of  the  state  of  the  plead- 
ings in  Lincoln  v.  Hinzey  (1869)  51I1L 
435,  the  presumption  was  held  to  exist 
that  the  party  signing  on  the  back 
signed  as  a  joint  maker,  and  the  bur- 
den was  on  him  to  prove  otherwise. 

The    court    in    Palmer    v.    Grant 
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(1822)  4  Conn.  389;  in  a  case  mvoIv-4 
ing  a  signature  by  those  who  were 
denominated  in  the  body  of  the  note 
as  sureties,  upon  the  back  thereof, 
the  court  says  that  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit  on  the  note, 
to  convince  the  court  that  the  sureties 
are  makers  of  the  note  in  question, 
and  to  accomplish  this  he  must  sup-- 
port,  at  least,  one  of  three  proposi- 
tions: (1)  He  must  either  sh,ow  that 
the  defendants  had  actually  become 


makers  by  nigning  the  note  in  the 
usual  manner;  or  (2)  that  they  put 
their  names  on  the  back  of  it,  th^eby 
intending  to  become  makers  and  not 
indorsers;  or  (3)  finally,  he  must 
satisfy  us  that,  although  the  defend- 
ants have  not  actually  signed  the  note 
as  makers,  and  there  is  no  proof 
derivable  from  any  source  that  they 
had  the  intention  of  doing  it,  they 
notwithstanding  are  such  by  con- 
struction of  law.  W.  A.  E. 


'^/ 


ROBERT  V.  MUNDY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

v. 

JOHN  s.  Mcdonald. 

Michigan  Supreme  Court -^  Deoem^bet  21,  1921, 

(216  Mich,  444,  185  N.  W.  877.) 

Libel  —  liability  of  Judge  —  malicious  charge  against  public  oflBcer. 

1.  A  judge  is  not  answerable  for  a  malicious  libel  in  placing  upon  the 
public  records  charges  of  delinquency  in  office  of  a  mayor  of  a  city,  an 
examination  into  whose  conduct  in  respect  to  the  enforcement  of  the  crim* 
inal  laws  he  had  made  under  statutory  authority. 

[See  note  an  this  qtiestion  beginning  on  page  407.] 

Attorney  general  —  power  to  defend 
libel  suit. 


2.  The  attorney  general  may  defend 
a  judge  sued  for  libel  in  a  matter  per- 
taining to  the  duties  of  his  office,  un*- 
der  a  statute  making  it  his  duty  to 
defend  cases  in  which  the  people  of 
the  state  may  be  interested. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  916,  919.] 

Pleading  —  motion  to  dismiss  com- 
plaint —  propriety  of  procedure. 

3.  A  motion  to  dismiss  a  complaint 
to  hold  a  judge  liable  in  damages  for 
placing  a  libel  on  the  files  of  the 
court,  in  connection  with  his  duties  aa 
judge  in  a  proceeding  pending  before 
him,  is  proper. 


libel  —  by  judge  -—  allegation   of 
malice  —  effect. 

4.  An  allegation  of  malice  in  a  com- 
plaint to  recover  damaged  from  a 
judge  for  a  libel  in  connection  with 
the  duties  of  his  office  does  not  destroy 
the  right  to  raise  the  question  of  priv* 
iiefire 

[See  17  R.  C.  L.  8S4.] 

Judge  —  official    act  —  findingr     of 
charges  against  mayor. 

5.  A  judge,  with  statutoiy  authority 
to  conduct  examinations  in  criminal 
cases,  acts  in  his  judicial  capacity  in 
hearing  charges  against  the  mayor  of 
a  city,  and  placing  on  record  findings 
charging  him  with  misfeasance  in  of- 
fice, to  be  transmitted  to  the  tribunals 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  ouster  of 
public  officials. 


Error. to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Kent  County  (Lamb,  J.)  to  review  a 
judgment  sustaining  a  motion  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  to  dismiss  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  libel.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Collins  &  Thompson,  for  tion  to  dismiss  are  matters  which 
plaintiff  in  error:  might  have  been  raised  by  demurrer^ 

Unless  the  matters  set  up  in  the  mo-     plea    in    abatement,   or'  plea   to    the 
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jarisdiction»  under  the  former  prae- 
tiee  they  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of 
I  motion  to  dismiss. 

Pagenkoff  ▼.  Patrons*  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  197  Mich.  171,  163  N.  W.  1000; 
Sayre  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  199 
Mich.  414,  165  N.  W.  859;  Vyse  v. 
Richards,  208  Mich.  888, 175  N.  W.  392; 
Green,  Pr.  2d  ed.  198;  Abbott,  Pr.  & 
Forms,  f  562;  25  Cyc.  468;  Eviston  v. 
Cramer,  47  Wis.  659,  3  N.  W.  392. 

Messrs.  Merlin  Wil^,  Attorney  Gen-» 
eral,  and  Ernest  C  Smith, .  Assistant 
Attorney  General,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

The  authority  of  the  attorney  sren- 
eral  to  appear  for  the  defendant  is 
based  upon  a  discretion  vested  in  him 
by  the  terms  of  the  statute  defining 
his  duties  and  by  the  common-law 
origin  of  the  office* 

6  C.  J.  p.  809;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel. 
Cook  V.  Detroit,  26  Mich.  262;  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Evart  Boom.  Co.  34  Mich.  462. 

Under  the  pleaded  and  admitted 
facts  of  the  declaration  no  cause  of 
action  is  set  up. 

Newell,  Slander  &  Libel,  §  520; 
Yates  V.  Lansing,  5  Johns.  282;  Hart 
V.  Baxter,  47  Mich.  201,  10  N.  W.  198; 
McLaughlin  v.  Cowley,  127  Mass.  316; 
Bradley  v.  Fisher,  13  Wall.  385,  20  L. 
ed.  646;  Lange  v.  Benedict,  73  N.  Y. 
28,  29  Am.  Rep.  80 ;  Childs  ▼.  Voris,  6 
Ohio  S.  4b  a  P.  Dec.  75,  4  Ohio  N.  P. 
67;  Valesh  ▼.  Prince.  94  Misc.  479, 159 
N.  Y.  Supp.  598;  Aylesworth  v.  St 
John,  25  Hun,  156;  Marsh  ▼•  Ella- 
>*orth,  50  N.  Y.  309;  Busteed  v.  Par- 
sons, 54  Ala.  393,  25  Am.  Rep.  688; 
Dunham  v.  Powers,  42  Vt.  1 ;  Spalding 
V.  Vilas,  161  U.  S.  483,  40  L.  ed.  780,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  631;  Flynn  v.  Boglarsky, 
1&:  Mich.  518,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.}  740, 
129  N.  W.  674;  Wells  v.  Toogood,  165 
Mich.  677,  131  N.  W.  124. 

Stone,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  is  in  this  court  upon 
writ  of  error,  sued  out  by  the  plain- 
tiff, to  review  an  order  and  judg- 
ment of  the  circuit  court  for  tiie 
county  of  Kent  sustaining  a  motion, 
in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  to  dis- 
miss the  suit.  At  and  before  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  plaintiff  was  and  had  been  for 
some  time  the  mayor  of  Bay  City, 
and  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  acts  complained  of,  a 


candidate  for  the  office  of  eomntift*' 
sioner  of  that  city.  Some  time  pri* 
dr  to  March  26,  1921,  Lewis  J. 
Weadock,  assistant  prosecutinsr  at* 
tomey  for  Bay  county,  had  filed  in 
the  circuit  court  for  said  county  a 
complaint  under  Act  No.  196,  Pub- 
lic Acts  of  1917,  entitled :  "An  Act 
to  Authorize  Proceedings  for  the 
Discovery  of  Grime,  and  to  Provide 
Penalties  for  a  Violation  of  Such 
Procedure." 

The  defendant  was  at  and  before 
the  time  alleged,  and  still  is,  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  for 
the  counly  of  Kent.  He  was,  as 
such  judge,  regularly  called  to  sit 
and  hear  and  conduct  said  proceed- 
ings. It  appears  that  tcusfcimony 
was  taken  before  him,  and  no  f or^ 
mal  complMnt  was  filed  or  warrants 
issued.  At  the  termination  of  the 
proceedings,  the  defendant,  as  such 
circuit  judge,  cm  March  26,  1921, 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Bay  coun^  the 
statement  or  report  found  in  the 
record,  the  publication  of  which  is 
complained  of  in  Ute  declaration 
herein,  as  follows:  That  the  de- 
fendant ''on,  to  wit,  the  26th  day  of 
March,  A.  D.  1921,  falsely,  wickedly, 
and  maliciously  did  compose  and 
puUish,  and  cause  and  procure  to 
be  published  of  and  concerning  the 
said  plaintiff  a  certain  false,  scan- 
dalous, malicious,  and  defamatory 
libel ;  did  falsely,  wickedly,  and  ma- 
liciously procure  said  false,  scandal- 
ous, malicious,  and  defamatory  li- 
bel to  be  placed  in  the  files  of  the 
circuit  court  for  the  county  of  Bay ; 
said  false,  scandalous,  malicious, 
and  defainatory  libel  being  in  the 
foUowing  form.'* 

Here  follows  the  statement  or 
diDCument  complained  of,  which  is 
too  lengthy  to  be  inserted  in  full. 
We  make  the  following  extracts 
from  the  document : 

Charges  against  mayor. 

The  specific  charges  upon  which 
Mayor  Mundy  should  be  tried  are : 

First,  that  he  had  knowledge  of 
the  fact  tiiat  the  liquor  laws  were 
being  openly  violated  in  Bay  City 
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and  made  no  reasonable  effort  to 
prevent  it. 

Second,  that  he  had  knowledge  of 
the  fact  that  gambling  in  various 
forms  was  being  carried  on  and 
that  houses  of  prostitution  were  be- 
ing conducted  and  took  no  action 
toward  the  suppression  of  such  vi- 
olations. 

Third,  that  he  violated  the  provi- 
sions of  Act  No.  338  of  the  Public 
Acts  of  Michigan  for  the  year  1917, 
because  of  his  failure  to  strictly  en- 
force the  provisions  therein  con- 
tained for  the  suppression  of  the 
use  and  sale  of  liquor. 

Fourth,  that  he  knew  tiie  police 
officers  were  neglecting  their  duty 
in  the  matter  of  the  enforcement  of 
the  laws  against  gambling,  prosti- 
tution, and  the  use  and  sale  of  liq- 
uor, and  did  not  proceed  against 
them  as  he  was  required  to  do  under 
§§  45  and  49  of  chapter  4  of  the  Bay 
City  charter. 

Fifth,  that  he  was  not  at  all  times 
vigilant  and  active  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  laws  as  required  by  § 
45,  chapter  4  of  the  charter. 

Sixth,  that  he  did  not  summon 
meetings  of  the  council  of  Bay  City, 
or  its  police  committee,  to  assist  in 
the  suppression  of  crime,  and  took 
no  other  action  to  properly  enforce 
the  law  and  discharge  the  duties  im- 
posed on  him  by  the  charter  of  Bay 
City  and  the  laws  of  this  state. 

Seventh,  that  as  mayor  of  Bay 
City  he  adopted  a  policy  of  liberal- 
ity toward  the  commission  of  the 
crimes  above  mentioned,  and  en- 
couraged the  police  officials  in  their 
neglect  to  enforce  the  law.    .    .    . 

My  determination  of  the  facts 
brought  out  on  this  investigation 
furnish  no  reason  for  the  issuance 
of  criminal  process  against  any  of 
the  parties  involved.  The  said  Rob- 
ert Mundy,  Chief  of  Police  Davis, 
and  Captain  Ripsky  being  guilty  on- 
ly of  a  wilful  neglect  in  the  duties 
of  their  respective  offices,  I  there- 
fore do  not  return  any  indictments 
or  presentments  to  this  court,  but 
submit  these  findings  that  they  may 
be  transmitted  to  tiie  only  tribunal 


having  jurisdiction  in  the  ouster  of 
city  officials. 

Dated  March  26, 1921. 

John  S.  McDonald, 

Circuit  Judge. 

On  April  6,  1921,  this  action  was 
begun  in  the  Kent  circuit  court.  On 
April  21,  1921,  the  attorney  general 
of  this  stete,  as  such,  and  one  of  his 
assistante  in  his  (^cial  capacity, 
filed  in  said  court  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss this  action,  for  the  reason  that 
the  declaration  of  the  plaintiff  was 
not  sufficient  in  law  because  the  dec- 
laration shows  that  the  defendant 
was  acting  as  circuit  judge  of  Bay 
county,  Michigan,  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  libel,  and  then  and  there 
published  the  matter  alleged  as  li- 
belous in  the  plaintiff's  declaration 
in  the  exercise  of  his  functions  as 
a  circuit  judge. 

On  April  22,  1921,  the  attorneys 
for  plaintiff  filed  a  motion  to  strike 
the  above  motion  of  the  attorney 
general  from  the  files  of  the  court. 
Thereupon  the  attorney  general 
made  and  filed  an  affidavit  in  said 
cause,  setting  forth  that  as  such  of- 
ficer he  was  requested  by  Samuel  G. 
Houghton,  circuit  judge  of  Bay 
county,  to  appear  for  and  on  behalf 
of  the  people  of  the  state  of  Michi- 
gan in  a  certein  proceeding  to  be 
conducted  in  Bay  county  under  said 
Act  No.  196 ;  that  on  account  of  such 
request  by  Judge  Houghton,  and  in 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  vested 
in  him  as  attorney  general  in  such 
matter,  he  did,  on  or  about  March 
7,  1921,  undertake  to  conduct  such 
proceedings  in  Bay  county  on  behalf 
of  tiie  people  of  said  stete ;  that  the 
defendant  circuit  judge  of  Kent 
county  was  sent  by  the  presiding 
judge  to  sit  as  the  circuit  judge  in 
such  proceeding,  and  that  deponent 
was  represented  in  such  proceedings 
by  his  assistent,  Ernest  C.  Smith; 
that  such  proceedings  terminated  in 
Bay  county  on  or  about  March  21, 
at  which  time  the  defendant,  as  cir- 
cuit judge,  returned  certain  findinsrs 
directing  removal  proceedingrs 
against  the  plaintiff  and  other  of- 
ficers by  reason   of  their  alleged 
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neglect  to  enforce  the  criminal  laws 
ot  Uiis  Mate ;  that  the  said  findings 
had  to  do  with  the  lack  of  proper 
enforcement  of  the  criminal  laws, 
and  charged  a  wilful  *neglect  of  du- 
ty upon  certain  officers,  including 
de  plaintiff;    that   the   aforesaid 
findings  are  set  forth  in  the  declara- 
tion in  this  cause  and  are  the  basis 
of  plaintifTs  cause  of  action;  that 
deponent  had  tendered  his  services 
to  the  defendant  in  this  case,  deem- 
ing it  to  be  a  matter  of  vital  in- 
terest to  the  people  of  this  state  and 
a  matter  in  which  the  public  is  vital- 
ly interested,   viz.,  the   legitimate 
protection  and  defense  of  all  public 
officers  in  their  legitimate  acts  in 
the  enforcement   of   the   criminal 
laws  of  the  state,  and  deeming  it  al- 
so a  matter  of  vital  importance  to 
the  people  of  the  state  that  proper 
proceedings  should  be  taken  against 
public  officers  who  wilfully  fail  and 
neglect  their  duties  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  criminal  laws.    As  tiie 
plaintifTs  declaration  sets  up  an  al- 
leged cause  of  action  arising  out  of 
proceedings  officially  conducted  by 
the  deponent,  and  as  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  case  is  inseparably 
connected  with  the  acts  of  a  state 
officer  engaged   in   proceedings  to 
discover    crime,    and    likewise    in- 
volves  matters   pertaining  to  the 
neglect  of  public  officers  to  enforce 
laws  against  crime,  deponent  had 
deemed  this  to  be  a  proceeding  in 
which  the  public  was  interested  to 
such  an  etxent  as  not  only  to  war- 
rant, but  to  requite,  the  exercise  of 
not  alone  a  discretion,  but  a  duty  to 
protect  the  public  interests  involved 
or  threatened;  and  that  therefore 
he  had  appeared  officially  in  this 
proceeding  and  had  directed  his  as- 
sistant to  take  full  charge  of  the 
same  on  behalf  of  the  defendant 
herein. 

The  case  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  two  motions  referred  to ;  and  on 
May  10,  1921,  the  court  below  filed 
its  order  denying  plaintiff's  motion 
to  strike  the  motion  of  the  attorney 
general  from  the  files,  and  on  the 

same  day-  filed  its  order  and  judg- 
20  A.L.R.— 26. 


Mcdonald.  4ai 

US  y,  W.  877.) 

msaat  dismissing  plaintiff's  declara- 
tion. Counsel  for  appellant  say 
that  the  assignments  of  error  pre- 
sent 'Uie  three  following  questions: 

(1)  ''Can  the  attorney  general  of 
the  state  of  Michigan,  as  such,  de- 
fend a  case  of  this  character?" 

(2)  **Jb  the  motion  to  dismiss, 
under  tiie  circumstances  of  this 
case,  a  proper  procedure  authorized 
by  our  rules  and  practice?" 

(8)  'Is  the  defendant  amenable 
to  a  case  for  libel  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case?'' 

1.  It  is  urged  by  appellant's  coun- 
sel, after  reference  to  the  statute 
pertaining  to  the  duties  of  the  at- 
torney general,  that  there  is  no 
statutory  duty  devolving  upon  that 
officer  to  justify  his  appearing  in 
this  case.  It  is  urged  that  Uie  au- 
thority for  the  intervention  of  the 
attorney  general,  as  such  in  this 
case  must  be  found  either  in  the 
statutes  of  this  state  or  in  the  broad 
domain  of  public  policy,  and  that 
under  neither  of  said  heads  can  the 
practice  be  sustained.  We  do  not 
agree  with  counsel  in  this  conten- 
tion. A  reference  to  the  statute  (§ 
132,  Comp.  Laws  1915)  and  Act  No. 
232,  Pub.  Acts  1919,  make  it  a  duty 
of  the  attorney  general  to  both 
prosecute  and  defend  cases  pertain- 
ing to  the  public  interest  of  the 
state;  the  language  of  the  statute 
being:  "In  any  cause  or  matter, 
civil  or  criminal,  in  which  the  peo- 
ple of  this  state  may  be  a  party  or 
interested." 

A  broad  discretion  is  vested  in 
this  officer  in  determining  what 
matters  may,  or  may  not,  be  of  in- 
terest to  the  people  generally.  We 
must  recognize  the  fact  that  the  of- 
fice of  attorney  general  is  ancient 
in  its  origin  and  history,  and  it  is 
generally  held  by  the  states  of  the 
Union  that  the  attorney  general  has 
a  wide  range  of  powers  at  common 
law.  These  are  in  addition  to  his 
statutory  powers.  See  Corp.  Juris, 
vol.  6,  p.  809,  and  cases  cited  2  R. 
C.  L.  916.  It  is  too  narrow  a  view 
of  the  case  to  say  that  the  people  of 
this  state  are  not  interested  in  the 
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defense  in  a  case  of  this  nature, 
which  involves  the  purdy  legal 
question  of  the  regularity  of  the 
criminal  proceeding  conducted  in 
the  circuit  court  wherein  the  attor- 
ney general  was  acting  on  b^ialf  of 
the  people.  Certainly  if  the  people 
of  the  state  can  be  said  to  be  in- 
terested in  a  criminal  proceeding, 
they  are,  we  think,  equally  interest- 
ed in  this  action  growing  out  of  it« 
depending  as  it  does  entirely  upon 
whether  the  acts  of  the  defendant 
complained  of  were  judicial  acts. 
▲tfraer  «e..      ^e  do  not  tiiink  the 

eral— power  to  COUrt  erTBd  in  de- 
defend  IlDoI   ««lt.    -»_•_»-_  •kl«4*.4.J^>«  •*%.«, 

nying  piamtin  s  mo- 
tion  to  strike  the  motion  of  the  at- 
torney general  froih  the  files.  It 
will  be  noted  that  the  motion  is  en- 
titled in  the  cause  using  the  words : 
''Comes  now  said  defendant  and 
moves  the  court,"  etc.  We  fail  to 
see  wherein  appellant  was  preju- 
diced by  the  ruling  of  the  court  in 
this  regard. 

2.  It  is  the  contention  of  plain- 
tiff's counsel  that  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss was  not  the  proper  procedure 
under  our  practice.  We  cannot 
agree  with  this  contention.  In  our 
opinion  the  declaration  affirmative- 
ly alleges  all  the  facts  necessary  to 
present  the  question  of  a  demurrer. 
It  alleges:  "And  whereas,  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  of  the  commit- 
ting of  the  grievances  hereinafter 
set  forth,  was  conducting  a  grand 
jury  inquiry  under  the  provisions  of 
Act  No.  196  of  the  Public  Acts  of 
1917  in  the  circuit  court  for  the 
county  of  Bay,  etc.,  ...  did 
falsely,  wickedly,  and  maliciously 
procure  said  false,  scandalous,  mali- 
cious, and  defamatory  libel  to  be 
placed  in  the  files  of  the  circuit 
court  for  the  county  of  Bay;  said 
false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and 
defamatory  libel  being  In  the  follow- 
ing form/' 

The  entire  matter  thus  com- 
plained of  as  libelous  is  therein 
fully  set  forth,  and  is  signed  by 
"John  S.  McDonald,  Circuit  Judge." 
It  is  idle  to  claim  that  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  record  to  show  that  the 
circuit  judge  of  Bay  county  was  not 


present    and    prending"   over    his 
court.    Manif  estly,  there  can  be  no 
need  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  estab- 
lish the  dtuation,  viz.,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  a  circuit  judge  sitting 
in  tile  circuit  court  for  the  county  of 
Bay,  and  conducting  the  inquiry  al- 
leged, and  that  in  what  he  did  he 
did  acting  as-  a  cir- 
cuit   judge.      The  S?;5Jl"?r 
motion  is  to  all  in-  dumus  oom. 
tents  and  purposes  5f*5JSSS5K!**'^ 
a  demurrer,  and  is 
authorized  I^  our  practice. 

It  is  further  contended  that 
'Vhere  the  complaint  contains  an 
averment  that  the  plaintiff  acted 
maliciously,  the  demurrer  admits 
this  allegation,  and  thus  prohibits 
the  raising  of  the  questions  of  privi- 
lege, as  privilege  is  inconsistent 
with  express  malice;*'  and  Eviston 
V.  Cramer,  47  Wis.  659,  8  N.  W.  892, 
is  cited. 

A  reference  to  that  case  will  show 
that  the  court  was  speaking  of  a 
qualified  privilege,  and  the  case  is 
readily  distinguished.    In  case  of  an 

absolute      privilege  ^ibei-by  jad 
the   weight  of  au-  -«iieiF»ti©ii  JT 
thority  is  to  the  ef-  ~"*^^««^- 
feet  that  the  qualifsring  words  do 
not  change  the  rule  or  take  away 
the  right  to  demur.    The  following 
cases  are  decisive  of  the  question: 

In  Spalding  v.  Vilas,  161  U.  S. 
483,  40  L.  ed.  780,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
631,  tiie  question  discussed  arose  on 
demurrer.  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in 
the  course  of  his  opinion,  said :  "If, 
as  we  hold  to  be  the  case,  the  cir- 
cular issued  by  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral to  claimants  under  the  acts  of 
Congress  in  question  was  not  unau- 
thorized by  law,  nor  beyond  the 
scope  of  his  official  duties,  can  this 
action  be  mainteined  because  of  tiie 
allegation  that  what  the  officer  did 
was  done  maliciously  ?'* 

Referring  to  the  case  of  Bradley 
V.  Fisher,  13  Wall.  335,  20  L.  ed. 
646, 

^'Which  was  an  action  against  a 
justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  recover 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  Iby  reason  of 
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tin  wilful,  nialicioa8» :  oppressive/ 
and  tynumieal  acts  aad  conduct'  of 
the  defendant^  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  deprived  of  his  xinrht  to  prac- 
tise as  an  attorney  in  that  court, 
—it  was  said  that  the  qualifyiagi 
words  above  quoted  were  not  neces- 
sary to  a  correct  statement  of  the 
law,  and  that  judges  of  courts  of 
soperior  or  general  jurisdiction 
were  not  liable  to  civil  miits  for 
their  judicial  acts,  even  when  such 
acts  were  in  excess  of  their  jurisdic- 
tion, and  are  alleged  to  have  been 
done     maliciously    or     corruptiy. 


«  • 


"The  same  principle  was  an-' 
nounced  in  England  in  the  case  of 
Fray  v.  Blackburn,  3  Best  &  S.  676, 
122  Eng.  Reprint,  217,  in  which  Mr. 
Justice  Crotupton  said:  'It  is  a 
principle  of  our  law  tiiat  no  action 
will  lie  against  a  judge  of  one  of  the 
superior  courts  for  a  judicial  act, 
though  it  be  alleged  to  have  been 
done  Hialiciously  and  corruptly; 
therefore,  the  proposed  allegation 
would  not  make  the  dieclaration ' 
good.  The  public  are  deeply  in- 
terested in  this  rule;  which,  indeed, 
exists  for  their  benefit,  and  was  es- 
tablished in  order  to  secure  the  in- 
dependence of  the  judges  and  pre- 
vent  them  from  being  harassed  by 
vexatious  actions/  " 

In  Lange  v.  Benedict,  78  N,  Y.  12, 
29  Am.  Rep.  80,  the  question  arose 
on  demurrer  to  the  complaint.  The 
court  said:  **We  have  seen,  too, 
that  the  test  is  not  that  the  act  was 
in  excess  of  jurisdiction,  or  alleged' 
to  have  been  done  with  malice  and' 
corruptly ;  for  even  if  it  is  such  an 
act,  it  does  not  render  liable  the  doer 
of  the  act,  if  he  be  a  judge  of  a  court 
of  general  or  superior  autfaori^. 
Bradley  v.  Fisher,  supra." 

In  Valesh  v.  Prince,  94  Misc,  479, 
159  N.  Y.  Supp.  598,  there  was  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  against  a  judge  of  the 
municipal  court  of.  New  York  city, 
to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged 
libel,  and  in  the  course  of  the  opin- 
ion, which  sostauied  the  demurrer, 
the  court  said:  ''It  would  seem, 
tfaerefcMfe,    that    these    statements 
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were  absolotety  piivileiged,  itrisqieo- 
tive  even  of  allegationa  charging 
malicei,  truth,  or  relevancy/'  . 

We  do  not  think  that  there  is  any 
merit  in  this  claim. 
.'•8.  Is  Hie  defendant  amenaUe  to 
a  case  for  libel,  vmdet  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case?  TSiis  brings 
us  to  the' main' question  in  the  ease. 
The  statute  under  which  the  defend- 
ant was  ptbceeding  gives  a  "judge 
of  a  court  of  record"  power  to  act, 
and  it  provides  that  the  ''proceed- 
ings to  summon  such  witness  and 
compel  him  to  tei^tify  shall»  as  far 
as  possible,  be  the  same  a&>  proceed- 
ings to  summon  witnesses  and  com- 
pel their  attendance  and  testi- 
mony.''  The  powei^' given  "to  the 
several  circuit  judges''  to  conduct 
examinations  in  criminal  cases  is  Of 
long  standing.  Conip.  Laws  1915, 
§$  16,665  et  seq. 

That  defendant  acted  in  a  judi- 
daal  capacity  cannot,  we  tiiink,  be 
questioned.    What  he  did,  he  did  as 
a     circuit     judge.  ^  • 
The    statute    gave  iSSSn^iflS^^f 
him  power  to  con-  Sf •;s?*  •m^inmt 
duct    the    proceed- 
ings.   The  principle  that  judges  and 
courts  of  superior  jurisdiction  are 
immuhe    from    ac- 
tions   based    upon  Ji'j^'a^*^"**'' 
judicial  acts  may  be  mmuei^um  eiukrire 
said  to  be  as  old  aa  SSTJS:*  '""** 
the  ^  beginning    of 
the  English  common  law. 

In  Newell  on  Slander  &  Libel 
3d  ed.  at  §  520,  the  rule,  is  Stated  as 
follows:  "In  England,  md  gener- 
ally in  the  United  States,  a  judge  of 
a  court  has  an  absolute  immunity, 
and  no  action  can  be  maintained 
against  him,  even  tjbough  it  be  al- 
leged that  he  spoke  maliciously 
knowing  his  words  to  be  false,  and 
also  that  his  words  were  irrelevant 
to  the  matter  in  issue  before  him, 
and  wholly  unwarranted  by  the  evi- 
dence." 

In  the  recent  case  of  Thomas  v. 
Ropecrantz,  193  Mich.  857,  159  N. 
W.  614,  in  speaking  of  the. power 
and  jurisdiction  of  a  circuit  judge, 
we  pointed  out  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  ^ect  of  an  order  to  admit 
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to  bail  in  h  capias  action,  madQ  by 
a  circuit  judge,  and  one  made  by  a 
circuit  court  commissioner.  Refer- 
ring to  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Mor- 
ton, 94  Mich.  1,  53  N.  W.  816,  Mr. 
Justice  Steere  said :  ''It  was  held, 
even  though  the  writ  had  been  va-> 
cated  and  proceedings  quashed,  the 
order  to  hold  to  bail  made  by  the 
circuit  judge  protected  the  party 
applying  for  the  writ.  Of  the  affi- 
davit this  court  said :  ...  'It  is 
evident  that  this  affidavit  lacks  in 
detail  and  in  certainty,  and  for  that 
reason  it '  is  insufficient ;  but  it  can- 
not be  said  that  it  sets  forth  no  facts 
or  circumstances  indicating  fraud 
or  breach  of  trust,' — ^which  was  the 
tort  charged.  Holding  that  the  affi- 
davit had  a  legal  tendency  to  make 
out  a  case  inasmuch  as  the  facts  and 
circumstances  indicated  fraud  and 
breach  of  trust,  the  court  said  in 
conclusion:  'The  determination  of 
the  judge  must  be  held  to  have  all 
the  qualities  of  a  judicial  decision, 
and  as  such  protects  the  judge,  the 
officer,  and  the  party.' " 

In  the  Thomas  Case,  Mr.  Justice 
Steere  later  referred  to  the  early 
case  of  Ward  v.  Cozzens,  8  Mich. 
262.  There  the  order  was  made  by 
a  judge  of  the  United  States  circuit 
court  for  the  district  of  Michigan. 
Of  such  courts  it  was  said:  They 
"are  courts  of  limited  but  not  infe- 
rior jurisdiction.  Their  limitation 
applies  to  the  persons  of  the  parties 
and  the  subject*matter  of  tiie  ac- 
tion. When,  therefore,  these  come 
within  their  jurisdiction,  they  stand 
upon  the  same  footing  of  all  other 
superior  courts  of  general  common- 
law  jurisdiction.  ...  A  capi- 
as ad  respondendum  is  a  process  of 
that  court.  But  it  is  insisted  that 
the  affidavit  did  not  disclose  such  a 
state  of  facts  as  authorized  the  mak- 
ing of  the  order.  If  that  be  so,  the 
judge  erred.  It  was  a  matter  sub- 
mitted to  his  judgment,  he  acted  up- 
on it,  and  made  the  order.*' 

In  concluding  the  opinion  in  the 
Ward  Case  the  following  general 
rule  was  stated:  "All  the  author- 
ities are  very  clear,  that  a  judge  of 
a  court  of  record  cannot  be  held  re- 


sponsible for  any  acts  done  by  him 
in  his  official  capacity,  and  they  are 
equally  clear,  that  in  no  instance 
can  his  orders,  judgments,  or  de- 
crees be  treated  as  nullities.  [Cit- 
ing many  eases.]  The  foregoing 
authorities  establish  this  proposi- 
tion, that  in  all  cases  where  the  par- 
ties act  within  the  power  and  scope 
of  an  order  of  the  superior  court» 
without  reference  to  their  jurisdic- 
tion, and  of  an  inferior  court  when 
having  jurisdiction,  they  are  pro- 
tected. The  same  immunities  that 
are  extended  to  the  members  of  the 
respective  courts,  are  extended  to 
the  parties." 

See  also  Schultz  v.  Huebner,  108 
Mich.  274,  66  N.  W.  57;  Hall  v. 
Munger,  6  Lans.  100. 

In  the  early  case  of  Hart  v.  Bax- 
ter, 47  Mich.  198, 10  N.  W.  198,  Mr. 
Justice  Cooley  refers  to  the  case  of 
McLaughlin  v.  Cowley,  127  Mass. 
316,  for  a  clear  statement  of  the 
general  rule.  It  is  there  stated: 
"It  was  stated  in  the  opinion  of  tttis^ 
court  in  the  recent  case  of  Rice  v. 
Coolidge,  121  Mass.  393,  23  Am. 
Rep.  279,  that  it  seems  to  be  settled' 
by  the  English  authorities  that 
judges,  counsel, '  parties,  and  wit- 
nesses are  absolutely  exempted 
from  liability  to  an  action  for  de- 
famatory words  published  in  the 
course  of  judicial  proceedings;  and 
that  the  same  doctrine  is  generally 
held  in  the  American  courts,  with 
the  qualification,  as  to  parties,  coun-- 
sel,  and  witnesses,  that  their  state- 
mente  made  in  the  course  of  an  ac- 
tion must  be  pertinent  and  material  - 
to  the  case." 

The  case  of  Bradley  v.  Fisher,  IS^ 
Wall.  335,  20  L.  ed.  646,  is  a  leading: 
case  upon  this  question.    There  the- 
plaintiff,  an  attorney  at  law,  threat- 
ened the  defendant,  a  judge  of  the- 
criminal  court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  with  personal  chastise- 
ment on  account  of  his  rulings  in  a 
case  wherein  the  plaintiff  was  an  at-  - 
tomey  and  the  defendant  was  pre- 
siding judge.    This  occurred  outeide  < 
the  court.    The  defendant,  without 
notice  to  the  plaintiff,  and  without 
any  hearing  in  tiie  matter,  altered^ 
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an  ord^r  striking'  plaintifTs  name 
from  the  nril  of  attorneys.  For  this 
act  plaintiff  sued  defendant  in  tort, 
alleging  the  act  to  be  unlawful,  nia- 
licious,  and  corrupt.  It  was  held 
that  the  action  was  not  maintain- 
able, although  it  was  expressly  con- 
ceded that  the  court  had  no  juris^ 
diction  to  make  such  an  order  with- 
out notice  to  plaintiff  and  hearing 
thereon.  The  general  subject-mat- 
ter of  striking  an  attorney's  name 
from  the  rolls  was  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  defendant's 
act  in  so  striking  was  in  excess  of 
jurisdiction  and  not  entirely  with- 
out jurisdiction. 

In  that  case  Mr.  Justice  Field,  in 
the  course  of  the  opinion,  said: 

''In  other  wordd,  it  [the  plea] 
sets  up  that  the  order  for  the  entry 
of  which  the  suit  was  brought,  was 
a  judicial  act,  done  by  the  defendant 
as  the  presiding  justice  of  a  court 
of  general  criminal  jurisdiction.  If 
such  were  the  character  of  the  act, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
the  defendant  cannot  be  subjected 
to  responsibility  for  it  in  a  civil  ac- 
tion, however  erroneous  ihe  act  may 
have  beoi,  and  however  injurious 
in  its  consequences  it  may  have 
proved  to  the  plaintiff.  For  it  is  a 
general  principle  of  the  highest  im- 
portance to  the  proper  administra- 
tion of  justice  that  a  judicial  officer, 
in  exercising  the  authority  vested  in 
him,  shall  be  free  to  act  upon  his 
own  convictions,  without  apprehen- 
sion of  personal  consequences  to 
himself.  Liability  to  answer  to  ev- 
eryone who  might  feel  himself  ag- 
grieved by  the  action  of  the  judge, 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  pos- 
session of  this  freedom,  and  would 
destroy  that  independence  without 
which  no  judiciary  can  be  either  re- 
spectable or  usef  id.  As  observed  by 
a  distinguished  English  judge,  it 
would  establish  the  weakness  of  ju- 
dicial authority  in  a  degrading  re- 
sponsibility. Taaffe  v.  Downes,  S 
Moore,  P.  C.  C.  41,  note,  13  £^g. 
Reprint,  19,  note. 

*'The  principle,  therefore,  which 
exempts  judges  of  courts  of  supe- 
rior or  general  authority  from  li— 
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ability  in  a  oivil  action  for  ai^ts  done 
by  them  in  the  exercise  of  their  ju- 
dicial functions,  obtains  in  all  coun- 
tries where  there  is  any  well-or- 
dered system  of  jurisprudence.  It 
has  been  the  settled  doctrine  of  the 
English  courts  for  many  centuries, 
and  has  never  been  denied,  that  we 
are  aware  of,  in  the  courts  of  this 
country.  It  has,  as  Chancellor  Krat 
observes,  'a  deep  root  in  the  com- 
mon law/  Yates  v.  Lansing,  6 
Johns.  291. 

''Nor  can  this  exemption  of  the 
.  judges  from  civil  liability  be  affect- 
ed by  the  motives  with  which  their 
judicial  acts  are  performed.,  The 
purity  of  their  motives  cannot,  in 
this  way,  be  the  subject  of  judicial 
inquiry." 

Many  English  and  American 
cases  are  discussed.  We  invoke  a 
careful  reading  of  the  remaii^der  of 
this  able  opinion.  It  is  too  lengthy 
to  be  copied  here.  It  is  there  fur- 
ther held  that  judges  of  courts  of 
superior  or  general  jurisdiction  are 
not  liable  to  civil  actions  for  their 
judicial  acts,  even  when  such  acts 
are  in  excess  of  their  jurisdictions. 
A  distinction  is  pointed  out  between 
excess  of  jurisdiction,  and  the  clear 
absence  of  all  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter. 

One  of.  the  early  lieading  cases  in 
this  country  is  that  of  Yates  v. 
Lansing,  5  Johns.  282.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Kent  delivered  the  opinion.  We 
invite  pferusal  of  the  case. 

A  comparatively  late  case  is  that 
of  Spalding  v.  Vilas,  161  U.  S.  483, 
40  L.  ed.  780,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  631. 
The  opinion  was  written  by  Mr. 
Justice  Harlan,  and  it  is  worthy  of 
examination  as  covering  the  entire 
subject  here  involved,  and  especial- 
ly holding  that  judges  of  courts  of 
*  superior  or  general  jurisdiction  are 
n(k  liable. to  civil  suit  for  their  ju- 
dicial acts,  even  when  such  acts  are 
in  excess  of  their  jurisdiction,  and 
are  alleged  to  have  been  done  mali- 
rciousb^  or  corruptly,  -  The  following 
additional  cases  bear  upon  the  main 
question:  Flynn  v.  Boglarslgr,  164 
Mich.  513,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  740, 129 
N.  W.  674;  Wells  v.  Toogood,  165 
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Mich.  &l%  131  N.  W.  124;  Lange  v. 
Benedict;  73  N.  Y.  12-28,  29  Am. 
Rep^  80;  AyleBWorth  v.  St.  John,  26 
Hun/  156;  Marsh  v.  Ellsworth,  60 
N.  Y.  309;  Busteed  v.  Parsons,  64 
Ala.  398,  26  Am.  Rep.  688 ;  Dunham 
V.  Powers,  42  Vt  1 ;  17  R.  C.  L.  pp. 
333  et  seq. 

Under  the  foregoing  authorities, 
it  must  be  held  that  the  composing 
of  and  filing  in  the  clerk's  office  of 
the  finding  complained  of  as  libel- 
ous were  judicial  acts  requiring  a 
decision  on  the  part  of  the  judge  as 
to  the  proper  course  to  be  pursued. 
To  hold  tiiat  flie  acts  were  In  ex- 
cess of  jurisdiction,  and.  therefore 
for  that  reason  subject  the  judge  to 
private  liability,  is  to  say  that 
courts  and  judges  must  decide  ques- 
tions of  jurisdiction  at  their  peril. 
Such  a  doctrine  would,  in  a  large 
measure,  destroy  the  independence 
of  the  judiciary,  and  take  away  the 
inununity  and  privilege  considered 
so  essential  and  necessary  to  the 
proper  and  just  administration  of 
law. 

But  it  is  urged  by  plaintiffs  coun- 
sel that  the  case  is  ruled  and  con- 
trolled by  the  cases  of  Bennett  v. 
Kalamazoo  Circuit  Judge,  183  Mich. 
200,  150  N.  W.  141,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916E,  223;  Bennett  v.  Stockwell, 
197  Mich.  50,  L.R.A.1917F,  761, 163 
N.  W.  482;  Ann.  Cas.  1918E,  1193, 
and  Oakman  v.  Recorder,  207  Mich. 
15,  173  N.  W.  346.  We  cannot 
agree  with  this  contention.  Upon 
that  subject,  the  learned  circuit 
judge,  in  his  opinion  in  the  instant 
case,  stfid :  .  ''Neither  of  these  cases 
is  any  assistance  to  us  in  the  deter- 
mination of  the  questions  involved 
herein.  In  the  Bennett-Stockwell 
Case  the  defendaints  (grand  jurors) 
made  a  report  to  the  court  under 
which  they  were  acting  upon  a  mat- 
ter which  had  not  be^  referred  to 
them  by  anyone,  and  upon  which  lio 
proofs  were  taken  by  anyone.  In 
the    Oakman-Recorder    Case,    the 


findingis  of  the  cecorder  as  filed  in 
his  «ourt  were  stricken  from  the 
files,  the  filing  of  the  same  being 
without  authority  of  law,  and  upon 
which  no  action  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  had  his  day  in  court 
was  taken  liiereon.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  that  case  that  can  possibly 
give  us  any  light  upon  whether  the 
recorder  imd  laid  himself  liable  to 
an  action  for  libel  by  so  doing,  or 
whether  he  would  be  protected  by 
the  iminunity  which  public  policy 
throws  around  the  acts,  and  the  ex- 
ercise of  judgments  of  the  judges.'' 

The  Bennett  Cases  are  so  readily 
distinguished  that  no  argument  is 
necessary.  ]ji  the  Oakman  Case  at- 
tention was  called  to  the  long  time 
which  elapsed  betwe^i  the  filing  of 
the  so-called  ^presentment  and  the 
issuing  of  warrants,  and  this  court 
said:  ''We  believe  that  the  subse- 
quent, though  tardy,  issuance  of 
warrants,  does  not  validate  an  act 
which  at  the  time  of  its  perform- 
ance was  unwarranted.^' 

In  the  instant  case  the  findings 
complained  of  were  filed  on  March 
26,  and'  the  instant  suit  was  begun 
April  6,  1921.  As  stated  by  the 
attorney  general:  The  defendant 
was  ''administering  the  provisions 
of  a  statutory  enactment,  and  the 
findings  are  made  not  as  a  conclu- 
sion and  end  of  a  course  of  proceed- 
ings, but  as  the  foundation  and 
commencement  of  proceedings  for 
removal  from  office  for  violation  of 
the  penal  laws  of  the  state,  and  the 
necessary  steps  are  taken  to  com- 
mence the  proceeding  by  filing  of 
the  complaint  in  the  only  proper  tri- 
bunal, the  common  council,  for  the 
trial  and  adjudication  of  plaintiff's 
alleged  offenses,  subjecting  him  to 
removal  from  office." 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  order 
and  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  and  are  affirmed. 

•  Petition    for    rehearing    denied 
February  8,  1922. 
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or  person  acting  in  judicial  capacity  at  privfleged 
within  law  of  libd. 


This  annotatioii,  dealing  as  it  does 
with  the  right  of  action  for  libel 
where  the  statements  charged  to  be 
defamatory  are  part  of  a  report  or 
finding  by  a  judical  officer,  discusses 
but  one  phase  of  the  general  propo- 
sition that  no  action  will  lie  against 
a  judge  for  any  acts  done  or  words 
spoken  in  his  judicial  capacity  in  a 
court  of  justice. 

As  was  said  in  Scott  y.  Stansfield 
(1868)  L.  R.  3  Exch.  220,  15  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  42,  a  case  not  exactly  within 
the  scope  of  this  annotation:  "This 
provision  of  the  law  is  not  for  the 
protection  or  Benefit  of  a  malicious 
or  corrupt  judge,  but  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  whose  interest  it  is  that 
the  judges  should  be  at  liberty  to 
exercise  their  functions  with  in- 
dependence and  without  fear  of  con- 
seqnencesi'' 

The  general  rule  deducible  from 
the  cases  hereinafter  cited  is  that  one 
who  acts  in  a  judicial  capacity  may  not 
be  held  responsible,  in  an  action  for 
libel,  for  statements  made  in  a  report 
or  findings  composed  by  him.  The 
occasion  is  considered  to  be  protected 
by  a  privilege  sometimes  spoken  of  as 
absolute  and  sometimes  as  qualified. 

The  reason  for  the  rule  was  well 
stated  in  the  case  of  Valesh  v.  Prince 

(1916)  94  Misc.  479,  159  N.  Y.  Supp. 
598,     affirmed    without     opinion    in 

(1917)  177  App.  Div.  891,  168  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1183,  which  is  affirmed  with- 
out opinion  in  (1918)  224  N.  Y.  613, 
121  N.  E.  985,  wherein  it  was  said: 
'It  is  my  view  that  the  doctrine  of  ab- 
solute privilege  in  affording  protec- 
tion to  justices  of  our  courts  is  based 
upon  reason  and  a  sound  public  pol- 
icy. It  is  of  supreme  importance  in 
the  proper  administration  of  justice 
that  a  judicial  officer,  in  exercising  the 
authority  vested  in  him,  shall  be  free 
to  act  upon  his  own  convictions,  with- 
out intimidation  or  the  fear  of  being 
liable  to  prosecution  in  a  civil  action." 
An  excellent  statement  of  the  prin- 


ciple was  made  in  Bottomley  v. 
Brougham  (1908)  99  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(EngO  111,  as  follows:  "The  doc- 
trine of  privilege,  as  I  understand 
it,  means,  in  the  ordinary  way,  a 
private  right.  There  is  really  no 
private  right  of  a  judge,  or  a  wit- 
ness, or  an  advocate  to  be  mali- 
cious; it  would  be  wrong  of  him  to 
be  so,  and  if  it  could  be  proved  I  am 
by  no  means  sure  that  it  is  not  ac- 
tionable. The  real  doctrine  is  that  in 
the  public  interest  it  is  not  desirable 
to  inquire  whether  the  acts  or  the 
words  of  certain  persons  are  mali- 
cious or  not.  That  is  really  the  true 
doctrine  of  what  is  called  absolute 
privilege.  It  is  not  that  there  is  any 
privilege  to  be  malicious ;  but  that,  so 
far  as  it  is  a  privilege  of  the  individ- 
ual,— I  call  it  rather  a  right  of  the 
public, — ^the  privilege  is  not  to  be  ma- 
licious, but  not  to  have  his  conduct  in- 
quired into  to  see  whether  it  is  ma- 
licious or  not  The  reason  is  that  it 
is  desirable  that  persons  who  occupy 
certain  positions  as  judges,  as  advo- 
cates, as  litigants,  should  be  perfectly 
free  and  independent;  and,  in  order 
to  secure  their  independence,  that 
their  acts  should  not  be  brought  be- 
fore tribunals  for  inquiry  into  them 
merely  by  making  the  allegation  that 
they  are  malicious.'' 

In  the  reported  case,  Munby  v.  Mc- 
Donald, ante,  898),  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant,  against  whom  an 
action  for  libel  had  been  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  had,  as  a  circuit  judge, 
conducted  certain  proceedings  for  the 
removal  of  a  municipal  officer,  at  the 
termination  of  which  he  filed  a  re- 
port containing  the  statement  com- 
plained of.  Basing  its  decision  on  the 
principle  that  a  judge  of  superior 
jurisdiction  is  immune  from  liability 
for  his  judicial  acts,  it  is  declared  that 
the  composing  and  filing  of  the  find- 
ings complained  of  as  libelous,  being 
judicial  acts,  constituted  no  founda- 
tion for  an  action.    It  is  held,  further, 
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that  it  was  immaterial  whether  the 
acts  were  in  excess  of  jurisdiction; 
for  to  impose  liability  in  such  a  case 
would  force  judges  to  decide  ques- 
tions of  jurisdiction  at  their  peril, 
and  this  would  destroy  the  independ- 
ence of  the  judiciary. 

In  Childs  v.  Voris  (1897)  6  Ohio  S. 
&  C.  P.  Dec.  75,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  67,  the 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  for  libel 
against  the  defendant,  who  was  a 
judge.  It  was  not  set  forth  how  the 
publication  was  made,  but  the  court 
said:  "For  aught  that  appears  it 
may  have  been  the  written  opinion  of 
the  court  deciding  a  matter  submitted 
to  it  for  decision  and  announced  in 
open  court."  The  court  treated  the 
ease  as  if  the  alleged  defamatory 
statements  were  made  by  a  judge  in 
the  course  of  his  judicial  duty,  and 
declared  that  judges  of  courts  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  are  not  liable  in 
civil  actions  for  their  judicial  acts, 
and  that  the  acts  and  speech  of  a 
judge  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in 
a  matter  over  which  he  has  juris- 
diction are  absolutely  privileged,  and 
that  the  motives  for  his  acts  and 
words  may  not  be  inquired  into  in  a 
judicial  proceeding. 

It  may  be  noted  that  in  the  reported 
case,  MuNDY  v.  McDonald,  ante,  398, 
the  immunity  In  question  is  spoken  of 
as  belonging  to  courts  of  superior 
jurisdiction,  and  in  Allen  v.  Earnest 
(1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  145  S.  W. 
1101,  there  is  a  statement  to  the  effect 
that  the  opinions  of  judges  of  supe- 
rior courts  are  absolutely  privileged. 
The  same  rule  has,  however,  been  ap- 
plied in  several  cases  to  judges  of  in- 
ferior courts. 

Thus,  in  Valesh  v.  Prince  (N.  Y.) 
supra,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  recover  damages  for  an  al- 
leged libel  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, a  judge  of  the  municipal  court  of 
New  York.  The  defamation  alleged 
was  contained  in  an  opinion  handed 
down  by  the  defendant  in  the  exercise 
of  his  judicial  functions.  The  court 
said :  "It  would  seem,  therefore,  that 
these  statements  were  absolutely 
privileged,  irrespective  even  of  allega- 
tions charging  malice,  truths  or  rele- 
vancy.''    The  fa;ot  that  the  subject- 


matter  of  the  alleged  libel  was  perti- 
nent and  material  to  the  action  on 
which  the  opinion  was  written  was 
adverted  to,  without  stating  whether 
such  pertinency  was  deemed  to  be  es- 
sential to  immunity. 

So,  Aylesworth  v.  St  John  (1881) 
25  Hun  (N.  Y.)  156»  was  an  action 
wherein  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recov- 
er damages  for  a  libel  written  by  the 
defendant,  a  justice  of  the  peace.  It 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  at- 
torney at  law,  and  had  acted  in  that 
capacity  for  one  against  whom  a 
judgment  was  recovered,  before  the 
defendant  as  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  who  had  appealed  from  the  judg- 
ment to  a  county  court.  The  county 
court  required  an  amended  return, 
and  the  defendant  complied  with  the 
order,  adding  thereto  the  alleged  li- 
bel, viz.,  a  statement  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  slipped  a  bogus  answer 
among  the  papers,  the  whole  being 
signed  by  the  defendant,  with  his  offi- 
cial title.  It  was  declared  that  if  the 
alleged  libel  was  a  part  of  the  de- 
fendant's return  it  was  privileged,  if 
it  was  material  and  pertinent,  irre- 
spective of  motive,  and  that  privilege 
would  also  be  extended  if  the  defend- 
ant, in  fact,  believed  it  in  good  faith 
to  be  pertinent  and  material,  in  which 
latter  case  evidence  of  actual  malice 
would  tend  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  believe  the  alleged  libel  to 
be  pertinent  and  material. 

A  case  not  perhaps  within  the  strict 
scope  of  this  note,  but  closely  relat- 
ed thereto,  is  Law  v.  Llewellyn 
[1906]  1  K.  B.  (Bng.)  487,  7  B.  R.  C. 
234,  4  Ann.  Gas.  431.  In  that  case  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  insti- 
tuted proceedings  for  the  prosecution 
of  two  other  persons  before  the  de- 
fendant, a  justice  of  the  peace,  who, 
at  the  time  of  the  speaking  of  words 
alleged  to  be  defamatory,  was  sittins 
as  chairman  of  the  justices  at  a  court 
of  summary  jurisdiction.  On  advice 
of  counsel,  the  plaintiff  agreed  with 
the  accused  to  withdraw  the  charge 
against  them.  The  defendant,  on 
granting  leave  to  withdraw,  spoke  the 
words  on  the  basis  of  which  the 
plaintiff  brought  the  present  action. 
It  was  held  that  the  defendant '  was 


ANNO.— LIBBL.  AND  SLANDBBr-PRIVILBGE-^UDGE. 


40» 


bound  to  state  why  nothing  could  b6 
done  except  to  allow  the  charge  to  be 
withdrawn,  and  when,  on  giving  such 
]eave,  he  made  the  statements  alleged 
to  be  libelous,  the  observations  were 
to  be  considered  as  made  in  the  coarse 
of  judicial  duty,  and  so  were  not  ac« 
tionable.  It  was  said :  "A  magistrate 
is  a  'judge'  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule  that  defamatory  observations 
made  by  a  judge  in  the  course  of  his 
judicial  duties,  that  is,  when  sitting 
as  a  judge^  are  not  actionable,  even 
though  it  is  alleged  or  suggested  that 
the  observations  were  made  without 
reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and 
maliciously."     ' 

The  same  rule  has  been  applied  to 
military  tribunals.    Thus  in  Jekyll  v. 
Moore  (1806)  6  Esp.  63,  2  Bos.  &  P. 
N.  R.  341,  127  Eng.  Reprint,  658,  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  pre- 
ferred   certain  •  charges    against    a 
brother  officer  of  the  same  regiment, 
the  charges  being  tried  by  a  general 
court-martial.      The    defendant,    the 
president  of  the  court-martial,  in  for* 
mutating  an  opinion,  for  delivery  to 
the  judge    advocate,   acquitting   the 
officer  charged,  included  a  statement 
to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff,  in  pro- 
ducing malicious  and  groundless  ac- 
cusations, had  been  guilty  of  conduct 
most  highly  injurious  to  the  good  of 
the  service,  whereupon  the  action  for 
a  libel  was  brought.    It  was  held  that 
the  words  complained  of  formed  part 
of  the  judgment  of  acquittal,  and  so 
no  action  could  be  maintained  on  it; 
for   if   the   charges   were   absolutely 
without  foundation  it  was  no  offense 
for  the  president  of  the  court  to  state 
that  the  charge  was  groundless  and 
malicious. 

So,  in  Home  v.  Bentinck  (1820)  2 
Brod.  &  B.  130,  129  Eng.  Reprint,  907, 
4  J.  B.  Moore,  563,  22  Revised  Rep. 
748,  8  Price,  225,  146  Eng.  Reprint, 
1185,  the  plaintiff,  an  officer  in  the 
Army,  brought  an  action  of  libel 
against  the  defendant,  the  presiding 
(Meer  of  a  court  of  inquiry  which  had 
been  created  at  the  direction  of  the 
Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Army,  for 
the  parpose  of  obtaining  information 
as  to  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
libel  complained  of  was  alleged  to  be 


contained  in  the  report  filed  with  the 
Commander  in  Chief  by  the  defend- 
ant in  conjunction  with  the  officers. 
The  minutes  of  the  court  of  inquiry 
were  refused  admission  as  evidence, 
to  which  the  plaintiff  objected.  It 
was  pointed  out  that  the  report  made 
by  the  defendant  was  an  act  of  duty, 
the  result  of  an  order  from  his  supe- 
rior commander,  which  he  was  bound 
to  obey.  It  was  declared  that  inde- 
pendently of  the  character  of  the 
court,  these  minutes  constituting  the 
report  of  the  court  of  inquiry,  on  the 
broad  rule  of  public  policy  and  con- 
venience, stood  protected.  Judgment 
for  the  defendant  was  affirmed. 

Adam  v.  Ward  [1917;  H.  L.]  A.  C. 
(Eng.)  sod,  86  L.  J.  K  B.  N.  S.  849, 
117  L.  T.  34,  33  Times  L.  R.  277,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917D,  249,  although  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  note,  is  analogous  to 
the  two  cases  last  set  out.  In  that 
case  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was 
an  Army  officer  who,  after  having 
been  removed  from  his  regiment,  waa 
elected  to  Parliament,  where  he  made 
an  attack  on  a  certain  general.  The 
general  appealed  to  the  Army  Coun- 
cil for  an  inquiry,  the  result  of  which 
was  widely  published.  The  plaintiff 
alleged  that  this  publication  was  li- 
belous, and  brought  an  action  against 
the  defendant,  the  secretary  of  the 
Army  Council.  It  was  held  that  the 
publication  of  the  exoneration  of  the 
general  was  a  duty  incumbent  on  the 
Army  Council,  and  that  consequently 
the  occasion  was  one  that  was  pro- 
tected by  a  qualified  privilege,  and 
that  there  was  no  proof  of  express 
malice  which  might  rebut  the  privi* 
lege. 

The  doctrine  has  been  applied  to  an 
official   report  of  the  receiver  of  a 
company.    In  Bottomley  v.  Brougham 
[1908]  1  K.  B.  (Eng.)  584,  77  L.  J.  K. 
B.  N.  S.  811,  99  L.  T.  N.  S.  Ill,  24 
Times  L.  R.  262,  52  Sol.  Jo.  225,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  was  the. 
official  receiver  of  a  company  which 'j 
was  being  wound  up,  and  that  in  his  \ 
report  he  made  statements  concern- 
ing the  plaintiff,  a  managing  director  > 
of  the  company,  which  the  plaintiff 
alleged  were   libelous,   and   for   the 
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publication  of  which  he  brought  suit. 
It  was  held  that  the  report,  which 
was  to  be  considered  as  the  judgment 
of  a  judicial  officer  on  a  matter  in- 
trusted to  him  for  inquiry,  was  abso- 
lutely privileged.  The  fact  that  the 
report  was  made  ex  parte  was  said  to 
make  no  difference. 

Burr  V.  Smith  [1909]  2  K.  B.  (Eng.) 
806,  78  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  889,  101  L.  T. 
N.  S.  194,  25  Times  L.  R.  642,  58  Sol. 
Jo.  502,  16  Manson,  210,  involved  a 
question  somewhat  similar  to  that  in 
Bottomiey  v.  Brougham  (Eng.)  supra. 


In  that  case,  wherein  the  defendants, 
who  were  official  receivers,  were  sued 
for  a  libel  alleged  to  have  been  con- 
tained in  a  report  published  by  them, 
it  was  said  that  they  were  performing 
their  duty  as  officers  of  the  court  in 
connection  with  what  might  be  called 
a  judicial  inquiry,  and  that  in  the  per- 
formance of  such  a  duty  they  were 
protected  by  an  absolute  privilege. 
The  libel  complained  of  consisted  of 
the  distribution  to  those  interested  of 
a  statement  of  a  liquidating  com- 
pany's affairs.  B.  S. 


J.  B.  COOPER  et  al.,  Appts.^ 

V. 

STATE  OF  TEXAS. 

SPsoMW  €tourt  of  OHmintU  AppealB  —  Mmrch  Itf ,  1W^9. 

(—  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  288  S.  W.  658.) 

Bail  —  forfeiture  —  variance  —  effect. 

A  judgment  forfeiting  the  bail  bond  of  J.  B.  Cooper,  which  is  conditioned 
that  Jim  Cooper  shall  perform  certain  acts,  is  void  for  variance  where 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  J.  B.  and  Jim  Cooper  are  the  same  persons, 
although  the  bond  is  signed  "J.  B.  Cooper.'' 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  411.] 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  County  Court  for  Fannin 
County  (Bolding,  J.)  in  favor  of  the  state  in  a  proceeding  to  forfeit  a  bail 
bond.   Reversed. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion 

Messrs.  Paul  McMahon  and  Cun- 
ningham, McMahon,  &  Lipscomb,  for 

appellants : 

There  being  no  averment  that  J.  B. 
Cooper,  the  person  named  in  scire 
facias  as  having  been  charged  by  in- 
formation, is  the  same  person  as  Jim 
Cooper,  a  bail  bond  requiring  the  per- 
sonal appearance  of  Jim  Cooper  is 
not  admissible  on  account  of  a  vari- 
ance. 

Cassaday  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App.  96. 

The  information  was  filed  after  the 
bond  was  taken,  and  therefore  the 
bond  is  a  nullity. 

Baker  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
52,  111  S,  W.  735;  Leal  v.  St^te.  51 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  425;  102  S.  W.  414; 
Watkins  v.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  646. 

Mr.  R.  6.  Storey,  Assistant  Attorney 
General,  for  the  State: 


of  the  court. 

There  was  no  variance  between  the 
scire  facias  and  bond. 

Barrett  v.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
205,  151  S.  W.  558. 


I,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Appeal  is  by  the  sureties  from 
judgment  final  on  forfeited  bail 
bond.  The  judgment  nisi  intro- 
duced in  evidence  is  dated  June  7, 
1921,  and  has  the  heading  ''The 
State  of  Texas  v.  J.  B.  Cooper,  No. 
11,119,"  and  recites  that  /.  B.  Coop- 
er failed  to  appear ;  that  it  appeared 
to  the  court  that  /.  B.  Cooper  and 
the  sureties  (naming  them)  had,  on 
May  20,  1921,  entered  into  bond  in 
the  sum  of  $250,  conditioned  that 
the  principal  should  appear  before 


COOPER 

(<—  Tm.  Ofim,  Btp, 

the  county  court  of  Fannin  county 
on  June  6,  1921,  to  answer  upon  a 
charge  by  *HnfwififuUion,'*  accusing 
him  of  the  offense  of  a  misdemean^ 
or,  to  trit,  swindlinsr-  Then  fol- 
lows a  judgment  forfeiting  the  bond, 
and  authorisdng  a  recovery  against 
J.  B.  Cooper  and  the  named  sure- 
ties. 

The  bond  introduced  in  evidence 
18  dated  May  20, 1921,  and  provides 
that  Jim  Cooper  as  principal  and 
the  other  parties  as  sureties  are 
hound,  etc.  The  condition  in  Vb% 
bond  is  that  /i^  Cooper^  as  prin- 
cipal, stands  charged  by  '*c(ym^ 
pfetnt"  in  the  county  court  of  Fan- 
nin county  with  a  misdemeanor,  and 
provides,  if  said  Jim  Cooper  shall 
appear  on  June  6,  1921,  the  obliga- 
tion should  be  void.  It  is  s^gne^  faiy 
J.  B.  Cooper,  principal,  and  the  oth- 
er parties  as  sureties. 

The  writ  of  scire  facias  recites 
substantially  that  qn  May  20,  .1921, 
prosecution  No.  11,119,  againstV.  B. 
Cooper,  defendant,  was  pending,. 
and  bond  was  entered  into  condi- 
tioned that  said  defendant  diould 
appear  and  answer  to  charge  by  in- 
formation for.  a  misdemeanor^  to 
wit,  swindling;  that  /.  B.  Coopw 
failed  to  appear,  whereupon  f orf eir 
ture  was  taken  on  the  bond,  and 
judgment  rendered  against  J.  B, 
Cooper  and  the  named  sureties. 

Neither  the  complaint  nor  infor- 
mation was  introduced  in  evidence. 
It  was  perhaps  not  necessary  to  in- 
troduce them,  under  authority  of 
Martin  v.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  265. 
But  their  absence  from  the  record 
obscures  the  facts,  and  involves  the 
questions  raised. 

The  point  is  made  that  the  bond 
offered  in  evidence  recites  that 
Cooper  was  charged  by  complaint. 
That  if  no  information  had  been 
filed  when  the  bond  was  taken,  the 
bond  was  a  nullity.    In  the  absence 
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of'  the  complaint  and  information 
this  court  is  deprived  of  the  true 
facts;  The  recitals  in  the  bond  and 
judgment  are  not  in  harmony,  one 
reciting  that  Cooper>  was  charged 
by  ''eomphdnt/'  the  o^er  that  he 
was  charged  by  ''inf&nn(Uion/* 
Leal  V.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
425,  102  S.  W.  414,  and  Baker  v. 
State,  64  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  52,  111  S. 
W.  735,  support  the  t>roposition  that 
information  must  be  filed  in  the 
county  court  before  jurisdiction  at^ 
taches,  and,  if  bond  be  taken  prior 
to  filing  informatioti,  it  is  without 
authority  of  law,  and  nonenforce- 
able. 

There  is  no  finding  in  the  judg- 
ment, or  recital  in  the  scire  facias 
writ,  that  /.  B.  Cooper  and  Jim 
CoQpejT  are  the  same  person.  When 
the  judgment  and  bond  were  offered 
in  evidence  objection  was  made  be- 
cause of  the  variance.  We  have  no 
n^eaps  of  knowing  under  what  name 
the  prosecution  proceeded  in  the 
cpmplaint  and  information,  whether 
Jim  Cooper  or  /.  B. 
Cooper. ;  The  van-  ^S^iS^SilTT 
ance  in  the  name  in  ; 
the  judgment  nisi  and^the  bail  bond 
is  fatal,  I  Se^  Cassadse^  v.  State,  4 
Tex.  App..  96;  Brown,  v.  State,  28 
Tex.  App.  65,  11  S.  W.  ,1022 ;  Weav- 
er  V.  State^  13  Tex.  App.  191 ;  Lov- 
ing V.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  471 ;  Up- 
penkamp  v.  State,  89  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep-  181,  229  S.,  W.  644.  As  was 
said  in  the  Uppenkamp  dase^  supra, 
the  state  was  not  without  remedy  in 
so  far  as  the  variance  in  name  is 
concerned.  If  the  dates  of  filing  the 
complaint  and  information  were  be- 
fore us,  the  other  question  suggest- 
ed, as  to  whether  the  bond  a3  taken 
Ibiefore  information  filed,  might  not 
appear  as  a  serious  matter.  How- 
ever, as  the  record  appears,  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 


ANNOTATION. 
Variance  Between  name  in  bafl  bond  and  in  judgment  of  forleilure. 


While  the  question  does  not  seem  to 
luive  arisen  in  any  other  state,  the 
holding  of  the  reported  case  (Cooper 


v<  Statb,  ante,  410)  that  a  variance 
aa  to  the  name  of  the  accused  between 
a  bail  bond  and  tl^e  judgment  of  for- 
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f eiture  entered  thereon  ,is  f ataU  in  tiie 
abeence  of  a  flndizifir  of  identity  of  per- 
son in  the  judgment,  or  an  allegation 
thereof  in  the  Qcire  facias,  finds  sup- 
port in  several  earlier  Texas  cases. 
Lowe  ▼.  State  (1855)  15  Tex.  141 
(bond  signed  "B.  F.  Ldw;*'  forfeiture 
against  "Francis  Lowe") ;  Gassad^  v. 
State  (1878)  4  Tex.  App.  9^ :  (bond 
signed  "H,  C.  Fulton;  '*  forfeiture 
against  "Clay  Fulton");  Weavcir  v. 
State  (1882)  IB  Tex.  App.  191  (bond 
signed  "W.  F.  Torlet;"  forfeiture 
against  "W.  F.  Torbett") ;  Brown  v. 
State  (1889)  28  Tex.  App.  66, 11  S*  W. 


1022  (bond  slgn^pd  ""J^  B.  WiUdns;** 
forfeiture  against  "J.  B.  Wilkin"); 
Uppenkamp  v.  State  (1921)  89  Tex. 
Crim^  Rep.  181,  229  S.  W.  544  (bond 
signed  "Joseph  Uppenkamp; "  judg- 
ment of  forfeiture  reciting  failure  of 
*'Joe  Uppenkamp"  to  appear).  See 
also  Fitzgerald  v.  State  (1^0)  £8  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  268,  225  S.  W.  1096  (bond 
signed  by  principal  and  t|w(^>suretie8; 
forfeiture  against  principal  and  three 
sureties).  ' 

As  to  the  correction  of  a- misnomer 
in  a  judgment  on  a  bond,  see  the  an- 
natation  in  10  A.L.B.»  at  ittge  591. 


SECURITY  SAVINGS  BANE 
WALTER  H.  RHODES,  Appt 

Webraska  Supreme  Courts Novenvber  26,  19Blm 
(—  Neb.  — .  185  N.  W.  421.) 

Evidence  —  agreement  that  third  person  should  pay  note. 

1.  Where  defendant  signed  and  delivered  a  note  to  a  bank,  making  it 
payable  to  the  bank,  and  received  the  face  value  of  the  note  in  money,  held, 
in  an  action  to  recover  on  the  note  by  the  bank,  that  the  defendant  could 
not  show  a  contemporaneous  oral  agreement  between  himself,  the  bank, 
and  a  third  party,  tiiat  the  defendant  was  not  to  be  held  responsible  upon 
the  note,  and  that  the  third  party  was  to  pay  it. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  421.] 


Banks  —  fiuthority  of  president  — 
agreement  not  to  enforce  paper. 

2.  The  president  of  a  bank  has  no 
authority,  springing  from  his  official 
position,  to  make  an  agreement  that 
the  liability  of  a  party  on  commercial 
paper  payable  to  the  bank  shall  never 
be  enforced. 

[See  3  R.  C.  Lw  442;  see  also  note  In 
1  A.L.R.  708.] 

Evidence   —   contemporaneous   parol 
agreement. 

3.  When  a  written  contract  has  been 

Headnotes  by  Flansburg,  J. 


unconditionally  delivered  in  the  sense 
that  it  is  intended  to  take  effect  as  a 
legal  obligation,  a  contemporaneous 
oral  agreement,  providing  that  the 
contract  is  not  to  be  performed  if  a 
certain  condition  or  contingency  oc- 
curs, cannot  be  shown,  as  such  testi- 
mony would  have  the  effect  of  adding 
to,  varying,  or  contradicting  the  ex- 
press terms  contained  in  the  writing. 
[See  10  R.  C.  L.  1041;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  1144.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from:  a  judgnient  of  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
County  (Leslie,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  promissory  note.    Affirmed* 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  ppinion  6f  the  court 
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Mr.  Edward  R  Burke,  for  appellant: 
Oral  testimony  may  be  introduced  to 
«how  the  purpose. for  whieh  a  nego- 
tiable promissory  note  was  executed, 
where  such  note  is  sued  on  by  the 
payee  named  in  the  note  and  in  any 
case  of  a  non-negotiable  note. 

Davis  V.  Sterns,  85  Neb.  121,  122  N. 
W.  672;  Fitst  Nat.  Bank  t.  Burney,  91 
Neb.  269,  186  N.  W.  37 ;' Exchange 
Bank  v.  Clay  Center  Bank,  91  Neb.  885, 
137N.W.845.  .         . 

There  is  a  legal  presumption  .that  ai^ 
executive  officer  of  a  national  bank  haa 
rightfully  the  powers  which  he  ai?« 
sumes  to  exercise. 

People's  Bank  v.  Manufacturers- 
Bank,  101  U.  S.  181,  25  L.  ed.  907. 

The  authority  of  an  officer  of  a  bank 
may  be  given  orally,  and  collected 
from  circumstances,  or  implied  flrom 
the  conduct  and  acquiescence  of  tiie 
directors 

Martin  v.  Webb,  110  U.  S.  7,  28  L, 
ed.  49,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  428. 

An  unauthorized  act  of  an  officer  of 
a  bank  may  be  ratified  by  the  board  o£ 
directors. 

National  Bank  v.  Atkinson,  55  Fed. 
465;  Spongberg  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  18 
Idaho,  524,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  736,  110 
Pac.  716,  Ann.  Gas.  1912A,  95. 

The  president  or  other  officer  of  a 
national  bank  may  borrow  money  of 
the  bank,  giving  his  note  therefor. 

3  Michie,  Banks  &  Bkg.  T  269;  Blair 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  2  Flipp.  Ill,  Fed.' 
Cas.  No.  1,485. 
Mr.  F.  W.  Fitch,  for  appellee : 
Where  an  officer  of  a  bank  is  indi- 
vidually interested  in  a  note  or  other 
matter,  the  better  opinion  is  that  his 
knowledge  is  not  to  be  imputed  to  the 
bank,  since  his  interest  is  best  served 
by  concealing  it. 

5  Cyc.  461  (c) ;  Buffalo  County  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Sharpe,  40  Neb.  123,  58  N. 
W.  734;  Koehler  v.  Dodge,  31  Neb.  1329, 
28  Am.  St  Rep.  518,  47  N.  W.  913; 
State  Bank  v.  Forsyth,  28  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
501,  and  notes,  41  Mont.  249,  108  P$ic. 
914;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  LoWther-Kauf- 
man  Oil  db  Coal  Co.  66  W.  Va.  505,  28 
LR.A.(N.S.)  511,  66  S.  E:  718;.  Scott 
V.  Choctaw  Bank,  4  Ala.  App.  648, .  $9 
So.  184;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Northup, 
82  Ean.  638,  136  Am.  St,  R^p.  119,  109 
Pac.  672;  Davis  v,  Boone  County  De- 
posit Bank,  25  Ky,  L..'  Rep.  2078,  80 
S. W.  161 1  CentralBankv.  Thayer,  184 
Mo.  61,  88  S.  W.*  142;  Brady  v.  Mt. 
Morris  Bank,  65  Apf).  t)iv.  212,  78  N. 
T.  Supp.  562;   Bank  efOveirton   v. 


Thompson^  66  C.  C.  A.  664,  118  Fed. 
798 ;  Lilly  v.  Hamilton  B«nk,  29  L.R. A. 
(N.S.)  568, 102  C.,C.  A*  1,178  Fed.  58; 
Melton. V.  Pensacola  Sav.  Bank  &  T. 
Co.  Ill  C.  C.  A.  166,  190  Fed.  126; 
Real  Estate  Trust  Co.  v.  Washington, 
A.  &  Mt  V.  R.  Co.  113  C.  C.  A.  124, 191 
Fed.  566;  Breyfogle  v.  Walsh,  71  Fed. 
898;  McCalmont  v.  banning,  84  C.  C. 
A.  169,  note;  Hunitnelv;  Bank  of  Mon* 
roe/  75  Iowa,  689,  37  N.  W.  964;  In- 
iaerarit^^  v.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank,  189 
M^s.  882,  62  Am.  Rep.  710,  1  N.  E. 
282. 

ft 

'  Fbuisbnrgr,  J;;  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  was  an  actioti  -by  fhe  plain- 
tiff. Security  Savings  Bank,  against 
the  defendant,  Waltet  H.  Rhodes, 
upon  a  promissory  note,  signed,  by 
the  defendant  and  payable  to  the 
plaintiff.  Th^  defendaftt  answerM» 
admitting  the  execution  of  the  note, 
but  alleged  that  it  was  oraliy  agreed 
that  another  person,  not  named  in 
the  note,  should  be  held  responsible, 
and  that  defendant  should  not  be 
requii^^d  to  pay  it.  The  court  held 
that  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
vs^as  insufiicient,  and  entered  judg- 
ment on  the  pleadings.  From  this 
judgment  the  defendant  appeals. 
The  sole  question  is  whether  or  not 
the  answer,  setting  up  such  an 
agre<ement^  pleads  a  legal  defense. 

The  answer  alleges  that  the  de- 
ftodant  rendered  certain  services 
foi'  the  plaintiff  bank  and  for  one 
DaviS)  president  of  the  plaintiff 
bank.  What  proportion  of  the 
services  was  rendered  for  the  bank 
is  not  stated,  but  much 'the  greater 
part  appears  to  have  been  for  Davis 
Individually.  In  any  event,  it  is 
aUeged,  Davis  took  it  upon  himself 
to  pay  the  defendant  what  was  ow- 
ing him,  some  $2,700,  and  arranged 
that  the  defehdalrt  sl^ould  make  out 
and  sign  ^  note  in'  that  amount, 
payable  to  the  bank,*  deliver  to  the 
bank  and '  receive  upon  '■  its  face  val- 
u6.  That -wis  done.'  It  is  further 
aSIeged  that  Davis  made*  an  ora} 
agreement  with  the '  defendant  that 
the  defendant  WonM  not  be  required 
to  pay  the  nete,'  but  that  Davis  would 
pay  it,  and,  in  Of^l'to  insure  pay- 
ment liy' Davis,  Davii  gave  his  note 
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of  prMtdent—  ^116 

a«r««ment  not 
to  enforce  poper 


to  the  defendant  in  a  like  amount. 
It  is  f  uHlier  alleged  that  the  bank 
knew  of  this  oral  agreement.  The 
allegations  of  the  answer  in  that 
respect  are,  however,  somewhat  in- 
definite. What  other  officers  of  the 
bank  knew  of  the  transaction  is  not 
alleged.  It  may  have  been  that  the 
pleader  meant  no  more  than  a  legal 
conclusion  that  the  bank  was 
charged  with  knowledge  because  of 
the  knowledge  of  the  facts  by  its 
president.  It  appears  from  the 
pleadings  tiiajt  the  ndte  became  due 
and  was  not  paid. 

If  the  bank  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  transaction,  it  of  course  would 
not  be  bound  by  the  agreement  made 

by  its  president,  to 
effect  that  a 
note,  based  upon  a 
good  consideration 
and  taken  by  the  bank,  should  not 
be  paid.  Kennedy  v.  Otoe  County 
Nat.  Bank,  7  Neb.  69,  note  in,  28 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  501. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  al- 
legations in  the  answer  are  allega- 
tions of  ultimate  facts,  and  are  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
bank  had  knowledge  of  the  oral 
agreement,  the  question  presented  is 
whether  or  not  such  an  oral  agree- 
ment could  properly  be  proved,  or 
whether  the  testimony  to  that  end 
would  be  incompetent  as  evidence 
tending  to  vary  or  contradict  the 
express  terms  of  the  written  instru- 
ment. 

Although  parol  evidence  may  be 
admissible  to  show  the  consideration 
of  a  writt^i  contract  when  that  con- 
sideration is  expressed  as  a  recital 
of  a  receipt,  as  distinguished  from 
a  complete  contractual  stipulation 
(Mattison  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R. 
Co.  42  Neb.  645,  60  N.  W.  926 ;  S. 
Spiegal  &  Son  v. . Alpim,  —  Neb.  — , 
185  N.  W.  415) ;  or  to  show  a  want 
or  failure  of  consideration  (Davis 
v.  Stems,  86  Neb.  121,  122  N.  W. 
672 ;  Norman  v.  Waite,  30  Neb.  302, 
46  N.  W.  639)  ;  or  to  show  that  an 
instrument,  purporting  to  be  a  writ- 
ten contract,  is  in  fact  a  sham  and 
was  never  intended  as  a  contract 
between  the  parties    (Coffman  v. 


Malone,  98  Neb.  819, 1S4  N.  W.  726, 
note  in  L.R.A.1917B,  263) ;  or  to 
show  that  the  written  inabrument 
was  delivered  upon  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  it  should  not  take  effect 
as  a  contract  until  some  condition 
had  happened  (Musser  v.  Musser, 
92  Neb.  387,  138  N.  W.  699) ;  yet, 
on  the  other  hand»  when  a  written 
contract  has  been  unconditionally 

delivered     in^   the  mTiacncc  ^mm- 
sense  that  it  is  in-  tg^mporoweoy 
tended  to  take  ef-  ""^  •«»«e-«rt. 

feet  as  a  legal  obligation,  a  contem- 
poraneous oral  agreement,  provid- 
ing that  the  contract  is  not  to  be 
performed  if  a  certain  condition  or 
contingency  should  occur,  cannot  be 
shown,  as  such  proof  would  have  the 
effect  of  adding  to,  varsring,  or  con- 
tradicting the  express  terms  con- 
tained in  the  writing. 

The  rule  is  succinctly  stated  in 
22  C.  J.  1149,  8  1540,  as  follows: 
^The  rule  excluoing  parol  evidence 
has  no  place  in  any  inquiry  unless 
the  court  has  before  it  some  ascer- 
tained paper  b^ond  question  bind- 
ing and  of  full  effect,  and  hence 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
conditions  relating  to  the  delivery 
or  taking  effect  of  the  instrument, 
as  that  it  shall  only  become  effec- 
tive upon  certain  conditions  or  con- 
tingencies, for  this  is  not  an  oral 
contradiction   or   variation  of   the 
written  instrument,  but  goes  to  the 
very  existence  of  llie  contract  and 
tends  to  show  that  no'  valid  and  ^- 
fective  contract  ever  existed;  but 
evidence  is  not  admissible  which, 
conceding  the  existence  and  delivery 
of  the  contract  or  obligation,  and 
that  it  was  at  one  time  effective, 
seeks  to  nullify,  modify,  or  change 
the  character  of  the  obligation  it- 
self, by  showing  tiiat  it  is  to  cease 
to  be  effective  or  is  to  have  an  effect 
different  from  that  stated  therein, 
upon  certain  conditions  or  contin- 
gencies, for  this  does  vary  or  con- 
tradict the  terms  of  the  writing.** 

For  an  able  and  exhaustive  dis- 
cussion of  that  rule  and  the  author- 
ities in  relation  thereto,  see  note  in 
L.R.A.1917C,  306. 

In  this  case  the  written  oontrmct 
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was  an  agreement  that  the  defend- 
ant would  pay  on  a  fixed  day,  ab- 
solutely, a  certain  sum  of  money. 
Its  express  terms  could  have  had  no 
other  meaning.  The  note  was  de- 
livered to  the  bank,  and  the  defend- 
ant received  the  proceeds  thereof. 
The  agreraient  did  not  lack  in  con- 
sideration. That  it  waa  a  subsisting 
contract  must  be  conceded.  By  the 
very  agreement  sought  to  be  proved, 
Davis  was  to  be  responsible  and  pay 
it,  and  the  defendant  was  to  be  re- 
lieved from  that  obligation.  The 
bank  was  looking  to  the  payment  of 
the  note.    Evidence  of  such  an  oral 

•-agreement  thmt  ^Veement  BB  iS  SSt 

third  venom  up  by  the  auswor  is 
.ho.id  p«T  ~te.  inadmissible,  as  its 

effect  would  be  to  vary,  by  pand, 
the  express  terms  of  the  note.  Van 
Etten  V.  HoweU,  40  Neb.  860,  69 
N.  W.  889;  Aultman,  M.  ft  Co.  v. 
Hawk,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  682, 95  N.  W. 
695;  Nebraska  Exposition  Asso.  v. 
Tovmley,  46  Neb.  898,  66  N.  W. 
1062;  Western  BIfg.  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
54  Neb.  466,  74  N.  W.  849;  Waddle 
V.  Owen,  43  Neb.  489,  61  N.  W.  731 ; 
Colvin  V.  Goflf,  82  Or.  314,  161  Pac. 
568,  and  note  in  L.R.A.1917C,  307 ; 
22  C.  J.  1152,  §  1642. 

The  defendant  finds  some  support 
in  certain  decisions  of  this  court 
which  we  find  it  necessary  to  dis- 
cuss. In  the  case  of  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Burney,  91  Neb.  269,  136  N.  W. 
37,  the  defendant  Britton  signed  a 
promissory  note  with  one  Burney, 
and,  in  an  action  upon  the  note,  he 
set  up  as  a  defense  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  Burney  was  to  pay  tiie 
plaintiff  all  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  certain  live  stock ;  that,  if  Burney 
applied  such  proceeds  upon  the  note, 
defendant's  obligation  was  to  then 
expire.  Burney,  however,  did  not 
so  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  and 
discharge  the  note,  but,  it  was  al- 
leged, plaintiff  allowed  him  to 
squander  the  money  so  received.  It 
was  not  denied  that  the  note  had 
been  signed  and  delivered,  and  was, 
in  fact,  a  note  and  at  least  binding 
as  such  upon  Burney.  In  our  opin- 
ion the  teistimony  of  an  oral  agree- 
ment»  to  the  effect  that  the  note  was 
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to  be  paid  out  of  a  certain  fund  only, 
was  an  attempt  to  contradict,  by 
parolt  the  express  terms  and  clear 
kgal  import  of  the  vmtten  instru- 
ment, and  such  testimony  should 
have  been  excluded  as  incompetent. 
The  original  opinion  in  that  case 
(First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burney,  90  Neb. 
482,  133  N.  W.  647),  as  we  view  it, 
should  be  adhered  to. 

The  case  of  Exchange  Bank  v. 
Clay  Crater  State  Bank,  91  Neb. 
836,  137  N.  W.  846,  is  also  relied 
upon  by  the  defendant.  In  that 
case,  the  plaintiff  bank  transferred 
a  note  to  the  defendant  bank  and 
indorsed  it  "without  recourse."  The 
defendant  bank  was  allowed  to 
prove  a  parol  agreement  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintiff  bank  had  agreed 
to  guarantee  payment  of  the  note. 
There  were  other  phases  of  the 
record  which  might  have  led  to  the 
decision  rendered.  The  assignment 
of  the  note  appears  to  have  been  a 
sham  assignment,  and  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  falsifying  the  bank 
records  at  a  time  when  a  visit  from 
the  bank  examiner  was  expected. 
There  was  also  a  letter  which  ac- 
Qompanied  the  note  at  the  time  it 
was  sent  to  the  defendant  bank,  and 
this  letter  contained  an  indefinite 
reference  to  some  agreement  which 
might  have  been  sufficient  to  intro- 
duce an  ambiguity  and  allow  of  the 
introduction  of  parol  testimony  in 
explanation  thereof.  But  the  deci- 
sion was  not  based  upon  those 
grounds.  The  opinion  recognizes 
the  contract  of  the  assignment  of 
the  note  to  the  bank  as  a  subsisting 
contract.  By  its  express  terms,  the 
assignment  was  ^'without  recourse," 
and  the  testimony  to  prove  a  parol 
contract  of  guaranty,  in  direct  con- 
tradiction of  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten assignment,  should  have  been 
held  incompetent.  To  that  extent 
the  decision  in  that  case  is  over- 
ruled. 

In  that  case  reference  is  made  to 
Hie  decision  in  Norman  v.  Waite, 
30  Neb.  302,  46  N.  W.  639,  as  being 
a  decision  in  support  of  the  opinion, 
but  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Nor- 
man V.  Waite  was  based  upon  a 
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failure  of  consideration.  It  was 
held  competent  to  show  what  the 
consideration  for  the  contract  was, 
and  that  the  contractual  obligation 
assumed,  which  constituted  such 
consideration,  had  not  been  per- 
formed by  the  other  party. 

The  case  of  Bamett  v.  Pratt,  87 
Neb.  349,  56  N.  W.  1050,  is  also 
cited  as  authority  in  the  Exchange 
Bank  Case^  but  in  t^at  case  the 
court  pointed  out  that  the  written 
instrument  involved  was,  on  its  face, 
not  a  complete  contract,  but  mere^ 
ly  a  receipt  or  memorandum,  and 
tiiat  the  parol-evidence  rule  had  no 
application.  The  court  did  in  that 
case,  by  way  of  dictum,  state  that 
when  the  execution  of  a  written 
agreement  has  been  induced  upon 
the  faith  of  an  oral  stipulation, 
made  at  the  time  but  omitted  from 
the  written  instrument,  though  not 
by  accident  or  mistake,  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  oral  contract  is  admis* 
sible,  although  it  may  add  to  or  con* 
tradict  the  terms  of  the  written  in- 
strument. It  is  true  that  such  is 
the  rule  in  Pennsylvania,  and  a 
Pennsylvania  case  is  cited  in  the 
opinion  in  support  of  the  rule  stat^ 
but  in  Pennsylvania  the  so-called 
parol-evidence  rule  has  been  almost 
entirely  abolished.  The  decisions  in 
that  state  upon  that  point  are  not 
only  in  the  minority,  but  seem  to 
hold  a  unique  position  among  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  other 
states  in  this  country*  See  discus- 
sion in  notes  in  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
434,  and  L.R.A.1917C,  321.  To  fol- 
low  the  dictum  in  the  case  of  Bar- 
nett  V.  Pratt,  supra,  would  be  to 
utterly  destroy  the  parol-evidence 
rule. 

In  the  case  of  Towner  v.  Lucas, 
13  Gratt.  705,  it  was  represented  to 
the  defendant  that,  if  he  would  sign 
the  bonds,  he  would  never  be  re- 
quired to  pay  any  part  of  the  debt. 
It  was  argued  in  that  case  that  the 
oral  representation  was  an  induce- 
ment to  the  signing  of  the  written 
contract.  In<  answer  to  that  argu- 
ment, the  court  said  (page  724) : 
"If  it  be  averred  that»  although  a 
note  is  on  its  face  payable  on  de- 


mand and  unoonditionallir,  theM 
was  a  contemporaneous  oral  tLgre^ 
ment  that  the  time  for  paynaent 
should  be  postponed,  or  required 
only  upon  the  happening  of  a  cer- 
tain contingency,  parol  evidence  oi 
such  an  agreement  is  inadmissible 
.  .  .  Yet  it  may  be  argued  witli. 
the  same  force  that  this  oral  agree* 
ment  may  have  induced  the  party  ti^ 
sign  the  note,  and  that  it  is  a  gross 
fraud  to  attempt  to  enforce  it  ac* 
cording  to  its  terms.  And  so  it 
would  be  if  the  existence  of  the 
agreement  could  be  judicially  estab- 
lished. But  there  being  no  legal 
proof  of  it,  there  is  notbing  of  which 
fraud  can  be  affirmed.  The  rule  is 
founded  in  wisdom,  and  a  different 
principle  would  weaken  confidence 
in  all  securities  for  debts.  Matters 
in  writing,  instead  of  finally  import- 
ing tile  Certain  truth  and  agreement 
of  the  parties,  would  be  a  snare  and 
delusion.  The  party  relying  on  an 
instrument  in  writing  as  tiie  final 
result  in  which  all  previous  nego- 
tiations have  centered  would  be  met 
and  'controlled  by  an  averment  to 
be  proved  by  the  uncertain  testi- 
mony of  slippery  m«nory.'  '' 

We  find  a  similarly  reasoned 
decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  Union  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Mowry,  96  U.  S.  544,  24 
L.  ed.  674.  The  court,  in  speaking 
with  reference  to  such  an  oral  repre- 
sentation, said  on  page  547  of  96 
U.  S. :  ''The  doctrine  of  estoppel  is 
applied  with  respect  to  representa- 
tions of  a  party,  to  prevent  their 
operating  as  a  fraud  upon  one  who 
has  been  led  to  rely  upon  them. 
They  would  have  that  effect  if  a 
par^  who,  by  his  statements  as  to 
matters  of  fact,  or  as  to  his  intend- 
ed abandonment  of  existing  ri^ts, 
had  designedly  induced  another  to 
change  his  conduct  or  alter  his  con- 
dition in  reliance  upon  them,  could 
be  permitted  to  deny  the  truth  of 
his  statements,  or  enforce  his  rights 
against  his  declared  intention  of 
abandonment.  But  the  doctrine  has 
no  place  for  application  when  the 
statement  relates  to  rights  depend- 
ing upon  contracts  yet  to  be  made. 
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to  which  the  person  complaining  is 
to  be  a  parly.  He  has  it  in  his 
power  in  such  cases  to  guard  in  ad- 
vance against  any  consequences  of  a 
subsequent  change  of  intention  and 
conduct  by  the.  person  with  whom 
he  is  dealing.  For  compliance  with 
arrangements  respecting  future 
transactions,  parties  must  provide 
by  stipulations  in  tibeir  agreements 
when  reduced  to  writing.  The  doc- 
trine carried  to  the  extent  for  whidi 
the  assured  contends  in  this  case 
would  subvert  the  salutary  rule, 
that  the  written  contract  must  pre^ 
vail  over  previous  verbal  arrange- 
ments, and  open  the  door  to  all  the 
evils  which  th^  rule  was  intended 
to  prevent" 

For  the  reasons  hereinbefore  stat- 
ed, the  answer  of  the  defendant, 
setting  forth  the  oral  agreement, 
was,  in  our  opinion,  insufficient  to 


present  a  legal  defense.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court  was  correct, 
and  is  affirmed. 


HOTB. 

The  admissibility  of  parol  evidence 
to  show  that  a  bill  or  note  was  con- 
ditional or  given,, for  a  special  pur- 
pose is  discussed  in  the  annotation 
post,  421.  When  the  evidence  is  ad- 
missible as  showing  a  conditional  de- 
livery, and  when  it  is  inadmissible  as 
violating  the  parol-evidence  rule,  is 
a  question  of  difficulty.  The  court  in 
Security  Sav.  Bank  v.  Rhodes  (re- 
ported herewith,  ante,  412}  holds  the 
evidence  there  involved  to  be  of  the 
latter  character.  Evidence  held  to  be 
of  this  character  in  other  cases  is  dis- 
cussed in  III.  of  the  annotation, 
to  which  reference  is  above  made, 


HENRY  H.  VINCENT,  Appt., 

V. 

G.  H.  RUSSELL,  Respt 

Oregan  Supreme  Court  (In  Bano)<^Oetoher  9<if  199 tm 

(101  6r.  672,  201  Pac.  433.) 

Evidence  -^  to  show  that  note  was  dettvered  conditionally. 

1.  Evidence  is  admissible  in  a  suit  on  a  note  by  one  not  a  holder  in  due 
course  that,  although  the  note  was  absolute  in  form  and  manually  deliv- 
ered, it  was  not  to  become  a  binding  obligation  except  upon  the  happ<Bning 
of  a  certain  future  event. 

[See  note  on  this  question  heginning  on  page  421.] 


**to  show  consideration  for  note. 

2.  In  an  action  by  a  holder,  not  in 
due  course,  of  a  promissory  note,  evi- 
dence is  admissible  that  the  note  was 
delivered  as  a  memorandum  of  the 
amount  which  was  to  be  paid  to  a  real 
estate  broker  out  of  the  proceecls  of  a 
sale  if  the  sale  was  consummated. 


[See  3  R.  C.  L-  862 ;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
905.] 

—  evidence  of  want  of  consideration. 

8.  Evidence  of  want  of  considera- 
tion is  admissible  in  an  action  on  a 
note  by  one  not  a  holder  in  due  course. 

[See  3  R.  C.  L.  924,  926;  1  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  921.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  fit)m  a  judgment  of  the  Circqit  Court  for  Crook 
County  (Duffy,  J.)  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  adion  brought  to  recover 
the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  promissory  note.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Sharpstein,  Smith,  &  Sharp-  It  was  error  to  admit-  testimony  ad- 
stein,  N.  6.  Wallace,  and  Donald  M.  dueed  on  •  cr6ss*«xamination  from 
Gndiani,  for  appellant:  •  plaintiff's  witness,  A.  A.  Piper,  and 

20  A.L.R.— 27. 
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received  over  his  objection,  as  to  a 
note  received  by  Piper  other  than  the 
one  sued  on. 

Durkee  v.  Carr,  38  Or.  189,  63  Pac. 
117. 

Testimony  of  defendant  as  to  cer- 
tain matters  was  inadmissible. 

Wilson  V.  Wilson,  26  Or.  251,  88  Pac. 
185;  3  C.  J.  823;  2  R.  C.  L.  §  71. 

Mr.  M.  R  EUiat  also  for  appellant 

Mr.  Jay  H.  Upton  for  respondent. 

Bean,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Plaintiff  appeals  from  a  jiidgment 
in  favor  of  defendant,  rendered  up- 
on the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  com- 
plaint is  based  upon  a  promissory 
note  for  the  sum  of  $5,000,  dated 
at  Prineville,  Oregon,  April  18, 1918, 
due  November  5,  after  date,  payable 
to  the  order  of  A.  A.  Piper,  in  the 
usual  form,  signed  by  G.  H.  Russell, 
indorsed  to  Paxton  Brothers,  a  cor- 
poration. May  15,  1918,  and  on  the 
same  date  indorsed  to  Baker  ft 
Boyer  National  Bank,  and  on  March 
18,  1919,  indorsed  to  plaintiff,  Hen- 
ry H.  Vincent.  Each  indorsement 
is  alleged  to  be  for  value  received  in 
due  course  of  business. 

Defendant  answered,  denying  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and 
further  pleaded  an  entire  want  of 
consideration  for  the  note;  that  the 
note  was  not  intended  for  a  promis- 
sory note,  but  merely  as  a  memoran- 
dum of  the  money  that  would  be 
payable  to  Piper  &  Paxton  upon  the 
completion  of  a  certain  sale  contract, 
and  therefore  no  stamp,  tax,  or  in- 
ternal revenue  stamp  was  placed 
thereon  or  canceled,  as  required  by 
law ;  that  the  note  is  irregular  on  its 
face;  and  that  the  holders  thereof 
took  the  note  subject  to  all  defenses 
existing  between  defendant  and 
the  original  payee.  The  answer  set 
forth  all  the  details  of  the  transac- 
tion. The  reply  put  in  issue  the 
new  matter  of  the  answer. 

The  circumstances  relating  to  the 
note,  as  shown  by  the  record,  are 
substentially  as  follows :  On  March 
5,  1918,  defendant  arranged  with 
A.  A.  Piper  and  J.  A.  Paxton,  of 
Walla  Walla,  Washington,  to  sell 
his  ranch,  live  stock,  and  certain 
personal  property  for  the  sum  of 


$276,900,  for  a  commission  of  $5,- 
000.  Piper  ft  Paxton  represented 
that  they  had  a  buyer  for  the  prop- 
erty, one  Claud  M.  Stewart,  and  re- 
quested defendant  to  name  a  price 
of  $286,900  to  Stewart^  and  pay  the 
added  sum  of  $10,000  to  Piper  ft 
Paxton  as  additional  compensation. 
Stewart  was  to  pay  $40,000  as  an 
initial  payment,  and  $46,900  on 
November  1,  1918,  and  the  bal- 
ance on  terms.  Defendant  was 
to  pay  Piper  ft  Paxton  the  ad- 
ditional compensation  of  $10,000 
upon  payment  to  the  defendant 
of  the  second  instahnent  of  $46,900, 
due  on  November  1,  1918,  and  not 
otherwise.  The  deal  was  made  upon 
those  terms.  The  first  payment  of 
$40,000  vrna  made  April  18,  1918, 
and  the  conmussion  of  $6,000  paid. 
Piper  ft  Paxton  asked  of  d^endant 
an  evidence  in  writing  that  they 
would  be  entitled  to  receive  llie  ad- 
ditional $10,000  upon  payment  of 
the  $46,900  due  upon  the  purchase 
price  November  1,  1918.  Defend- 
ant agreed  to  give  them  such  an  in- 
strument in  writing,  with  the  prom- 
ise that  no  moneys  would  be  due  to 
Piper  ft  Paxton  unless  Stewart 
paid  the  next  instalment.  There- 
upon Piper  drew  up  two  promissory 
notes,  each  for  the  sum  of  $5,000 
one  of  which  is  set  out  in  Use  com- 
plaint. The  notes  were  to  mature 
November  5,  1918.  Piper  repre- 
sented to  the  defendant  that  the 
notes  would  not  be  transferred,  ne- 
gotiated, or  assigned,  and  would  not 
become  due  or  payable  unless  Claud 
M.  Stewart  made  his  next  pajrment 
of  $46,900  on  November  1,  1918. 
Stewart  failed  to  make  the  payment 
of  $46,900,  and  abandoned  the  con- 
tract. J.  A.  Paxton  is  one  of  the 
stockholders  and  managing  officers 
of  the  Paxton  Brothers  Company, 
and  knew  the  circumstances  in  re- 
gard to  the  deal,  and  was  interested 
tiberein.  The  indorsement  to  Baker 
ft  Boyer  National  Bank  was  made 
for  collection,  and  the  indorsement 
to  Harry  H.  Vincent,  plaintiff,  was 
not  made  for  value  or  in  due  course 
of  busings. 

Upon  the  trial,  defendant,  Rus* 
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in  his  own  behalf  in     have  this  par^,  but  don't  you  say 


regard  to  the  note  sued  on,  in  i>art 
as  follows: 

Q*  Just  tell  the  jury  now  Mr. 
Russell,  what  that  note  represents 
and  the  circumstances  under  whidb 
it  was  given. 

A.  This  note  was  given  for  a  half 
of  $10,000  that  was  to  be  paid  by 
me  to  Piper  ft  Paxton  on  the  5th 
day  of  November,  1918,  after  Stew- 
art Brothers  paid  me  $46,900  and 
six  months'  interest.. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  moved  to 
strike  out  this  teistimony,  and  saved 
an  exception  to  the  overruling  of  the 
motion.  Russell  further  testified, 
over  the  objection  of  plaintifF,  thus : 

Q.  Referring  again,  Mr.  Russell, 
to  this  particular  note  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  was  exe- 
cuted, may  I  ask  you  this :  Whether 
or  not  the  money  represented  by 
this  note  was  commissions  to  be 
paid  to  Piper  ft  Paxton  on  this  real 
estate  deal,  or  did  it  represent  some 
other  item  of  consideration? 

A.  It  represented  some  other  con-- 
sideration. 

Q.  Well,  what  was  it? 

A.  That  the  money,  this  $10,000 
came  from  Stewart  Brothers;  I 
merely  handling  this  to  get  them 
their  $10,000,  so  that  it  did  not  fall 
on  Piper  ft  Paxton  at  Walla  Walla, 

Q.  That  $10,000  as  I  understand, 
was  money  they  were  charging  their 
clients  for  malang  this  deal,  and  not 
taking  it  out  of  you? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  tiiat  is  it. 

Q.  And  you  were  to  pay  it  in  to 
them  when  the  money  was  paid  in 
through  your  hands  on  the  deal? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  $10,000  ever  paid  you 
by  Stewart  Brothers? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  any  part  of  the  $46,900 
ever  imid  you  by  Stewart  Brothers? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  by  Claud  M.  Stewart? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Russell  also  testified  that,  when 
Piper  ft  Paxton  brought  the  party 
over  to  buy  the  ranch,  the  first  thing 
they  told  Russdl  was:    ''Now,  we 


anything  about  the  price.  You 
make  t^t  $286,000,  and  you  can 
hold  U6  out  our  $10,000.  We  don't 
want  them  to  know  it,  and  we  don't 
want  them  to  know  your  price.'^ 

Russell  also  stated :  ''Then,  when 
Stewart  threw  up  the  ranch  in  No- 
vember, Mr.  Piper'  came  down 
here,  and  I  asked  him,  'What  are  you 
going  to  do  about  this  note?'  right 
in  front  of  Michel's  store.  He  said, 
'We  will  just  let  that  go;  you  will 
not  need  to  pay  that  note.'  " 

At  the  close  of  the  case  counsel 
for  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to 
direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff, which  was  refused,  and  an  ex- 
ception reserved.  The  objections 
and  motion  to  strike  out  the  main 
portion  of  defendant's  testimony, 
and  the  request  for  a  verdict  in  fa* 
vor  of  plaintiff,  raise  the  question 
as  to  the  right  of  defendant  to  make 
the  defense  offered  to  the  note.  The 
motion  to  strike  was  based  upon  the 
grounds  that  the  note  "is  a  direct 
promise  to  pay  on  its  face  vrithout 
any  contingency  annexed  whatever; 
it  is  not  m»de  pityable  upon  the  hap- 
pening or  nonhappening  of  any 
event,  to  happen  in  the  future ;  it  is 
payable  on  a  specific  date;"  and 
any  evidence  that  the  note  was  only 
to  be  paid  upon  the  contingency  of 
Stewart  paying  Russell  a  certain 
sum  of  money  was  incompetent 

We  think  the  testimony  dhallenged 
was  admissible.  It  tended  to  show 
that  the  note  was  manually  deliv- 
ered to  Piper,  the  payee,  but  was  not 
to  become  a  binding  obligation  un- 
less Stewart  paid  to-  .^ 
Russell  the  $10,000,  fJiiV^"^ 

which  was  added  to  f^^'i^fr**'"' 
Qie    price    of    the 
ranch,  for  the  benefit  of  Paxton  ft 
Piper,  and  which  Russell  was  only 
to  handle  for  them.    The  testimony 
objected  to  also  indicated  that  there 

was  an  entire  want  _^^,aeiice  of 
of  consideration  for  w««t  of  com- 
the  note.    It  is  not  •"•'•*«~- 
contended  upon  this  appeal,  as  we 
understand  the  record,  that  the  evi- 
dence f  aifa  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  a  holder  in  due  course. 
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The  rule  sanctioned  by  a  practi- 
cally uniform  line  of  authorities  is 
that  parol  evidence  is  lEtdmissible  to 
show  that  a  negotiable  note,  abso- 
lute in  form,  although  manually 
delivered  to  the  payee,  was  not 
to  become  a  binding  obligation 
except  upon  the  happening  of  a 
certain  further  eVent,  since  such 
evidence  does  not  vary  or  alter 
the  instrument,  but  tends  merely 
to  show  that  it  never  became 
a  valid  undertaking.  Especially 
is  this  the  rule  if  such  event 
or  contingency  affects  the  considera- 
tion of  the  note.  Section  713,  subd. 
2,  and  6  798,  subd.  3,  Or.  L. ;  La 
Grande  Nat.  Bank  v.  Blum,  26  Or. 
49,  37  Pac.  48 ;  Colvin  v.  Goff,  82 
Or.  314,  325,  161  Pac.  568,  L.R.A. 
1917C,  300,  note,  pp.  306*  309, 
et  seq.;  note  in  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
288;  McNightv.  Parsons,  136  Iowa, 
890,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  718,  125  Am, 
St.  Rep.  265,  113  N.  W.  858,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  665;  Lavalleur  v.  Hahn, 
152  Iowa,  649,  39  L.R.A.(N.S-)  24, 
132  N.  W.  877.  The  following  eases 
support  this  rule : 

It  was  held  in  Smith  v.  Dotter- 
weich,  200  N.  Y.  299,  33  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  892,  93  N.  E.  985,  that  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that 
a  note  given  in  payment  of  the  pre- 
mium on  a  life  insurance  policy  was 
not  to  take  effect  as  a  valid  and  en- 
forceable obligation  unless  the  mak- 
er should  be  furnished  with  a  loan 
of  money. 

In  Holt  v;  Gordon,  —  Tex.  Cir. 
App.  — ,  176  S.  W.  902,  it  was  ruled 
that  pard  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  that,  at  the  time  the  note  was 
executed,'  it  was  agreed  in  parol  that 
it  should  i)ot.  become  operative  anxi 
binding  unless  the  maker  should 
succeed  in  procuring  a  loan  upon 
certain  land  owned  by  him. 

We  find  th6  rule  again  in  the  case 
of  Equitable  Trust  Go.  v.  Halpert 
(Sup.)  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  776,  that 
parol  evidence  is  adniissible  in  an 
action  on  a  written  instrument  to 
show  that  the  instrument  would  only 
be  enforceable  if  the  payee  would 
issue  a  life  insurance  policy  to  the 
midcer,  entirdy  satisfactory  to  him; 


and  this'  whether  the  instrument  in 
queBtion  is  a  negotiable  instrument 
or  non-negotiable. 

In  Newgass  v.  Shulhof  (Sup.) 
128  N,  Y.  Supp.  664,  parol  evidence 
was  held  to  be  admissible  to  show 
that  a  note  was  delivered  to  the 
^ye«  upon  condition  that  it  should 
not  become  effective  unless  tlie  mak- 
er received  a  certain  sum  from  a 
transaction  then  pending. 

It  was  held  in  Stoughton  v.  C!hu 
Fong  (Sup.)  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  228, 
that  an  answer  that  the  note  sued 
upon  would  have  no  validity  whatr 
ever  until  a  certain  institution  was 
established*  and  that  no  such  insti- 
tution was  ever  established,  pleads 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  note»  and  a  complete  prov- 
able defense. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of 
Hughes  V.  Crooker,  148  N.  C^  318, 
128  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  62  S.  E.  429, 
holding  parol  evidence  admissible 
to  show  that  a  note  was  signed  up- 
on the  inducement  that  the  payee 
would,  perform  certain  obligations, 
and  that  until  the  maker  or  his  son 
should  sign  a  papeir  signifying  that 
thQ  payee  had  performed  his  obliga- 
tion the  entire  transaction  was  un- 
finished. The  action  in  this  case 
w^  by  the  maker  against  the  payee, 
who  bad  negotiated  the  note,  which 
the  maker  had  been  compelled  to 
pay,  and  was  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
covering the  amount  so  paid  by  him. 

It  was  held  in  Garrison  v.  J.  L 
Case  Threshing  Mach.  (Jo.  159  N.  C. 
285,  74  S.  E.  821^  that  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  show  that  a 
note  secured  hiy  a  mortgage  was  not 
to  take  effect  until  it  was  determined 
that  an  engine  for  which  the  note 
was  given  would  pass  a  certain  test. 
The,  action,  was  brought  to  recover 
(damages ,  for  the  sale  of  the  land 
under  the  mortgage. 

See  also  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  6th  ed. 
§  81a;  Gattible  v.  Riley,  39  Okla. 
363,  135  Pac.  390;  Street  v.  J.  I. 
Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  ~,.18S;  S.  W.  725;  Waana 
v.  Allen,  128  U.  S.  590,  82  Lu  ed.. 
563,  9oSup.  Ct.  Rep.  174; 
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the   testimony    com-     retired  from  the  partnership  at  the 


-4«  rikow  iMmt 


ilttom«llT. 


plained  of  was  prop- 
erly admitted,  and 
that  the  refusal  to 
direct  a  verdict  for 
plaintiflF  was  correct. 

It  is  contended  by  plaintiff  that 
the  testimony  to  which  the  motion 
was  directed  was  of  !a  different  pur- 
port than  the  later  testimony  of 
Russell,  which  more  fully  explained 
tiie  transaction.  If  this  claim  is 
correct,  then  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury  to  determine  ^  as  to  what 
Rnssdl  meant,  or  which  portion  of 
his  testimony  was  true.  His  version 
of  the  affair  should  be  taken  all 
together. 

Wilson  V.  Wilson,  26  Or.  251,  38 
Pac.  185,  is  cited  and  relied  upon  by 
plaintiff  in  support  of  the  motion  to 
strike  out  a  part  of  the  testimony. 
That  was  a  case  in  which  the  de- 
fense offered  to  the  note  involved 
unsettled  partnership  mining  af- 
fairs, which  it  was  held  should  have 
been  settled  in  a  suit  in  equity.  The 
note  there  involved  was  given  by 
one  partner  for  money  which  had 
been  advanced  for  the  partnership 
business  by  the  other  partner,  who 


time  the  note- was  execflited.  The 
court,  after  discussing  the  partner- 
ship question,  said:  "3o  it  would 
appear  that  an  action  at  law  is  main- 
tainable by  one  partner  against 
another  upon  a  promissory  note 
executed  by  the  one  to  the  other. 
Involving  particular  items  or  trans- 
actions of  the  partnership  business, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  giving  of 
the  note  is  an  isolation  or  separa- 
tion of  the  particular  matter  from 
the  general  partnership  account, 
and  that  an  accounting  and  final 
settlement  of  the  partnership 
affairs  is  not  necessarily  involved 
in  such  action ;  that  the  execution  of 
tiie  note  is  such  an  acknowledgment 
of  isolation  or  elimination  of  the 
particular  transaction  from  the 
general  partnership  account  as  that 
the  maker  will  be  estopped  at  law 
from  questioning  the  holder's  right 
of  action  thereon.'* 

That  case  differs  from  the  one  in 
hand.  We  find  no  error  in  the  rec- 
ord. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  C!ourt 
is  affirmed. 


ANNOTATION. 


AdmissibQity  of  parol  evidence  to  show  dial  a  bill  or  note  was  conditional, 

or  given  for  a  qi>ecial  purpose. 


L  Introduction,  422. 
n.  Evidence   to   show  conditional   de- 
livery i 

a.  Theory  that  Cfvidence  is  ad- 

missible: 

1.  Introduction,  424. 

2.  General  rules,  431. 

3.  Condition  that  others  sign, 

440. 

4.  Under  Negotiable  Instru- 

ments Act,  442. 

5.  Admissibility   as   depend- 

ent upon  relation  to  con- 
sideration, 446. 

b.  Theory  that  evidence  is  inad« 

missible,  448. 

e.  Instrument  containing  a  condi- 
tion, 450. 
in.  Evidence  to  show  a  condition  at- 
tached to  the  note: 

a.  Introduction,  452. 


III.— continued. 

b.  Application  to  various  fonas 

of  evidence,  454. 
e.  Relation  to  consideration,  476. 

IV.  Evidence    held    admissible    on    the 
theory    of    partial    integration, 

477. 

V.  Evidence  held  admissible  on  the 
theory  of  discharge  or  pasnnent, 
481. 

VI.  Pennsylvania  decisions: 

a.  Holding   the   evidence   admis- 

sible, 483. 

b.  Holding    the    evidence    inad- 

missible, 487. 

Vn.  Evidence  that  the  maker  was  to  in- 
cur   no    obligation    on    the 
note,  or  that  the  note  was 
given  for  a  special  purpose: 
a.  Introduction,  490. 
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VII.— continued. 

Ik  Rule   that  eyidtnce   is   inad- 
missible, 490. 

/•  InirodMoUon* 

In  the  present  annotation,  it  is  the 
purpose  to  examine  into  the  extent  to 
which  a  bill  or  note  that  is  admittedly 
delivered — at  least  manually— to  the 
payee  may  be  shown  by  evidence  of  a 
prior  or  contemporaneous  oral  agree- 
ment to  be  dependent  upon  a  contin- 
gency. It  is  not  the  purpose  to  consid*- 
er  all  oral  agreements  affecting  bills 
and  notes,  but  only  such  as  make  the 
note  conditional.  Oral  agreements 
merely  extending  the  time  for  payment 
to  some  future  definite  time,  or  to 
iN>me  event  that  is  certain  to  happen, 
have  not  beta  generally  considered. 
But  where  the  agreement,  although 
in  form  one  of  extension  of  time,  is 
one  which,  in  reality,  may  defeat  the 
note  altogether,  the  case  is  included. 
The  line  between  these  two  classes  Is 
not  altogether  distinct,  and  some  cases 
of  the  former  class  have  been  includ- 
ed. The  same  is  true  as  to  oral  agree- 
ments that  provide  for  a  credit  upon 
a  note;  cases  dealiQg  with  such  agree- 
ments have  not  been  generally  includ- 
ed herein.  But  see  infra,  III.  b.  Oral 
agreements  that  the  instrument  shall 
not  be  negotiated  have  not  been  ia-v 
eluded.  Agreements  to  pay  out  of  a 
certain  fund  have,  in  general,  been . 
excluded*  The  annotation  is  not  con- 
cerned with  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence of  an  oral  agreement  among 
several  makers  of  a  note  that  one  of 
them  shall  be  relieved  of  liability,  in 
an  action  between  the  makers  them- 
selves, for  the  purpose  of  adjusting 
their  liability;  nor  is  the  admissibility 
of  evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  note  was  to  be  paid  in  instalments 
discussed.  Parol  evidence  to  show  an 
agreement  as  to  the  capacity  in  which 
one  who  signs  as  "agent"  or  "trustee," 
etc.,  is  to  be  bound,  have,  in  general, 
been  excluded. 

In  some  jurisdictions,  at  least,  a  dif- 
ferent rule  prevails  with  reference  to 
the  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  of 
the  character  now  under  considera- 
tion, where  a  deed  of  real  estate  is 
involved,  from  that  which  prevails 
where  a  bill  or  note  is  involved.    Holt 


VII. — continued. 

c  Rule  that  evidence  is  admiasi^ 
ble,  499. 

y.  Gordon  (1915)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  176  S.  W.  902.  Accordingly,  where 
a  bill  or  note  is  given  in  a  transaction 
in  which  a  d^jd  is  also  given,  it  some- 
times becomes  a  question  as  to  which 
of  these  rules  is  to  be  given  effect 
With  this  question  the  present  note  is 
not  concerned.  Nor  is  the  case .  in- 
cluded if  the  rule,  applicable  to  deeds 
is  decided  to  govern,  since  this  note 
is  confined  to  oases  involving  instru- 
ments for  the  payment  of  money.  But 
if  the  rule  applicable  to  bills  and  notes 
is  held  to  govern,  the  case  is  included. 
The  situation  covered  in  this  note 
must  be  distinguished  from  that  in 
which  there  has  been  a  manual  deliv- 
ery to  one  other  than  the  obligee,  to 
hold  until  certain  conditions  have  been 
met  This  class  of,  cases  is  illustrated 
by  Cedar  Rapids  Nat.  Bank  v,  Carlson 
(1912)  166  Iowa,  343,  136  N.  W.  659, 
where  a  note  was  delivered  to  an  agent 
upon  condition  that  it  was  not  to  be 
delivered  to  the  payee  aa  a  binding 
obligation  until  signed  by  a  certain 
number  of  persons.  It  was  claimed 
to  have  beeil  secured  by  the  payee 
without  authority,  and  the  parol  evi- 
dence went  to  this  effect  In  Bartholo- 
mew V.  Fell  (1914)  92  Kan.  64,  139 
Pac.  1016,  involving  ^  delivery  to.  « 
third  person,  there  is  at  least  dicta 
to  the  effect  tiiat  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  a  conditional  deliv- 
eiy.  One  who  signs  a  note  as  surety 
on  the  condition  that  the  debtor  exe- 
cute a  chattel  mortgage  tch  the  payee, 
and  that  the  note  be  not  delivered  to 
the  payee  until  such  mortgage  has 
been  executed,  may  show  these  facts 
by  parol  evidence  in  an  action  by  the 
payee,  if  the  payee  had  notice  of  the 
conditions  at  the  time  the  note  was 
delivered  to  him.  Goutermont  v. 
Bland  (1917)  99  Kan.  431,  162  Pac, 
270.  In  Niblock  v.  Sprague  (1911)  200 
N..Y.  390,  93  N.  E.  1105,  upon  a  settle- 
ment between  partners,  the  retiring 
partner  was  to  execute  and  deliver  to 
a  third  person  the  notes  which  were 
the  subject  of  the  action,  and  which 
were  to  be  held  by  the  third  person 
until  the  payment  of  the  partnership 
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debts  by  tfaa  other  partner,  when,  at 
the  maker's  direction,  the  third  per- 
son was  to  indorse  and  deliver  them 
to  the  other  partner.  The  parol  proof, 
it  will  be  seen,  does  not  attempt  to 
show  a  conditional  delivery  to  the  real 
obligee,  although  the  notes  were  de* 
livered  to  the  payee  therein  named.  It 
was  claimed  the  partner  to  whom  the 
amount  was  payable  obtained  the  notes 
without  the  maker's  knowledge  or 
consent.  In  this  connection  delivery 
tc  an  agent  of  the  payee  must  be  con- 
sidered. In  some  cases  the  agent  is 
regarded  as  acting  independently  of 
his  principal,  so  that  delivery  may  be 
made  to  him  without  constituting  a 
delivery  to  the  principal.  J.  I.  Case 
Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Barnes  (1909) 
133  Ky.  821,  117  S.  W.  418,  19  Ann. 
Cas.  246.  It  is  expressly  stated  in  this 
case :  "We  do  not  hold  that  a  delivei^ 
to  one  of  the  parties  to  hold  pending 
the  performance  or  fulfilment  of  the 
condition  upon  which  it  [the  note] 
was  to  become  effective  would  be  valid 
as  an  escrow.  ...  In  holding  the 
writings  he  was  not  acting  as  the 
sgent  of  the  company,  but  as  the  agent 
of  the  purchaser;  and  it  was  admissi- 
ble to  prove  the  agreement  under 
which  the  papers  were  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  agent/'  Cases  which  take 
this  view  are  excluded;  but  other 
cases  of  delivery  to  an  agent  of  the 
payee  treat  it  as  delivery  to  the  prin^ 
cipal,  and  are  included  in  the  note. 

The  note  is  confined  to  cases  be- 
tween the  original  parties,  or  those 
with  notice  of  the  conditions. 

The  admissibility  of  parol  evidence 
to  vary  or  explain  the  contract  im- 
plied from  the  regular  indorsement  of 
a  bill  or  note  is  discussed  in  the  anno- 
tation in  4  A.L.R.  764. 

From  the  foregoing  outline  it  ap- 
pears that  the  annotation  has  to  deal, 
within  the  limits  mentioned,  With  the 
so--:alled  "parol-evidence  rule."  This 
rule  is  generally  regarded  not  as  a 
rule  of  evidence,  but  as  a  rule  of  sub- 
stantive law.  By  virtue  of  the  rule 
all  prior  and  contemporaneous  oral 
agreements  are  merged  in  the  written 
contract.  Not. all  cases  have  consid- 
ered it  such,  however.  For  example, 
in  Hunt  v.  Adams  (1811)  7  Mass.  518, 


the  court,  in  denying  the  right  of  the 
maker  of  a  note  to  show  what  was  ap- 
parently a  contemporaneous  oral 
agreement,  says:  "The  preference 
which  the  law  gives  to  written  evi- 
dence, when  compared  with  parol  tes- 
timony of  parol  agreements,  is  the 
unavoidable  result  of  experience.  It 
is  impossible  to  expect  or  attain  that 
certainty  and  exactness  in  the  one 
form  of  evidence  which  is  found  in  the 
other.  When  a  contract  has  been  stat- 
ed in  a  writing  assented  to  and  signed 
by  the  parties  concerned,  and  that 
continues  in  being,  and  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  party  relying  upon  it,  evi- 
dence of  the  other  parol  agreements, 
to  explain  or  vary  the  written  con- 
tract, would  be  a  rejection  of  that 
evidence  which  is  necessarily  the 
best."*  This  theory  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts court  just  quoted  underlies 
a  good  many  decisions  applying  the 
rule,  notwithstanding  the  rule  is  rec- 
ognized as  one  of  substantive  law. 

The  parol-evidence  rule  presupposes 
the  existence  of  a  written  contract. 
One  element  of  the  existence  of  a  writ- 
ten contract  is  delivery.  The  delivery  of 
a  written  contract  in  practically  every 
case  rests  in  parol;  there  is  no  writ- 
ten evidence  thereof.  Hence,  parol 
evidence  is  competent  to  prove  deliv- 
ery or  the  absence  thereof.  The  evi- 
dence considered  in  this  note  does  not 
go  to  the  extent  of  showing  that  there 
was  an  entire  absence  of  delivery; 
that  is,  not  only  that  the  paper  writing 
did  not  pass  out  of  the  possession  of 
the  maker  with  his  consent,  but  that 
he  had  no  intention  of  giving  the  writ- 
ing a  legal  and  binding  effect.  One 
element  of  a  delivery  has  taken  place ; 
it  is  admitted  that  the  writing  was 
intrusted  to  the  custody  of  the  payee 
therein  named;  the  evidence  over 
which  the  dispute  arises  is  to  the  effect 
that  it  was  not  so  intrusted  with  the 
intention  of  creating  a  legal  obliga- 
tion. In  other  words,  it  is  sought  to 
show  by  the  evidence  an  absence  of 
only  one  element  of  a  delivery.  A 
state  of  facts  which  is  on  the  border 
line  between  these  two  situations  ap- 
pears in  Sutton  v.  Griebel  (1902)  118 
Iowa»  78,  91  N.  W.  825.  In  that  case, 
an  action  upon  a  written  instrument 
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hj  which  the  defendant  and  others 
proposed  to  undertake  to  pay  $100 
each  for  shares  in  a  certain  stallion, 
the  defendant  was  permitted  to  plead 
and  prove  that  there  was  a  collateral 
oral  agreement  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  signing  the  in- 
strument, by  which  he  was  to  be  al- 
lowed to.  withdraw  from  the  arrange- 
ment at  any  time  before  the  final 
completion  of  the  transaction  involved, 
and  that,  at  the  time  the  signers  met 
to  complete  the  final  arrangements, 
defendant  did  withdraw  therefrom, 
notifying  plaintiff  and  the  other  sign- 
ers of  the  facts,  and  plaintiff  secured 
another  subscriber  for  defendant's 
share,  as  he  had  agreed  to  do.  The 
court,  in  holding  the  evidence  admissi- 
ble, says:  "Indeed,  in  the  absence  of 
any  such  collateral  agreement,  if,  be- 
fore the  completion  of  the  transaction 
contemplated,  he  notified  plaintiff  of 
his  withdrawal,  and  such  withdrawal 
was  accepted  by  the  substitution  of 
another  subscriber  in  his  place,  his 
liability  would  be  discharged/' 

Some  cases  have  taken  the  broad 
view  that  the  instrument  cannot  be 
manually  delivered  to  the  payee 
therein  named,  to  become  effective 
only  on  condition.  See  infra,  II.  b.  A 
good  many  of  these  are  early  cases. 
The  great  weight  of  authority  at  the 
present  time  undoubtedly  supports  the 
view  that  an  instrument  may  be  de- 
livered to  the  payee  to  become  effec- 
tive only  upon  a  condition.  Un- 
doubtedly in  the  application  of  this 
rule  the  evidence  has  been  admitted  in 
cases  in  which  the  oral  agreement  did 
not  go  to  the  delivery  of  the  instru- 
ment, but  merely  to  its  obligation* 
Such  cases,  it  is  believed,  rest  upon 
an  erroneous  view  of  the  law.  As  is 
true  with  any  hard-and-fast  rule  of 
law,  there  is  a  disposition  to  avoid 
the  application  in  the  so-called  "hard 
case,"  and  it  is  believed  that  some  of 
the  cases  of  the  class  above  men- 
tioned have  been  instances  of  this 
kind.  Parol  evidence  as  it  has  been 
admitted  to  show  conditional  delivery 
is  discussed  in  subd.  II.  hereof.  Not 
all  cases  which  admit  evidence  of  prior 
and  contemporaneous  oral  agreements 
base  the  admission  upon  a  conditional 


delivery.  Such  evidence  has  been  ad- 
mitted on  the  theory  of  partial  inte- 
gration. See  infra,  IV.  And  see  Lyons 
V.  Stills  (1896)  97  Tenn.  614,  87  S.  W. 
280,  infra,  11.  a,  1.  Others  admit  the 
evidence  on  the  theory  that  the  bill 
or  note  is  thereby  discharged.  See 
subdiv.  V.  Others  admit  it  on  the 
theory  that  a  failure  of  considera- 
tion is  shown.  And  evidence  of  the 
character  under  consideration  has 
been  admitted  in  Pennsylvania  under 
a  theory  discussed  in  subd.  VI.  infra. 
The  decisions  in  this  state  are  not  har- 
monious, however,  as  may  be  seen  by 
reference  to  this  subdivision.  Some 
eases  have  admitted  evidence  showing 
a  delivery  for  a  special  purpose  on 
the  theory  that  this  shows  a  condition- 
al delivery,  but  this  is  clearly  incor- 
rect.   See  infra,  VII. 

II.  EtHdenoe    to    sluno    condUionaX    de* 

Uvery. 

m.  Theory  thai  evidence  io  ^idnUooible. 

1.  IfUroduction, 

In  determining  the  admissibility  of 
parol  evidence  of  the  character  under 
consideration  in  this  subdivision,  it  is 
necessary  to  determine  which  of  two 
well-settled  rules  of  law  shall  govern. 
The  rules  referred  to  are  the  parol- 
evidence  rule  that  parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible  to  vary  or  contradict  the 
terms  of  a  written  instrument,  and 
the  rule  that  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible  to  show  absence  of  delivery  of  an 
instrument.  In  addition  to  the  above- 
mentioned  rules  it  is  necessary  to  bear 
in  mind  that  fact  that  the  parol-evi- 
dence  rule  does  not  prevent  evidence 
to  show  that  the  agreement  sued  upon 
is  without  consideration,  or  that  the 
consideration  has  failed,  provided  tho 
evidence  does  not  in  other  respects 
vary  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract. 
8  Jones,  Ev.  §  468. 

It  appears  from  the  subsequent  die- 
cussion  that  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence of  a  prior  or  contemporaneous 
oral  agreement  going  to  the  delivery 
of  the  instrument  and  making  it  con- 
ditional is  well  established.  This  rule 
has  been  applied  to  some  cases  in 
which  the  evidence  does  not  clearly 
show  an  agreement  affecting  the  de- 
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lively.  In  fact,  the  evidence  is  held 
admissible  in  some  cases  in  which  the 
agreement  is  stated  to  have  been  that 
the  instrument  was  "to  become  void" 
or  "was  not  to  be  paid"  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency.  While  a 
statement  that  an  instrument  is  ''to  be** 
come  void"  or  that  it  "is  not  to  be 
paid"  upon  a  contingency  implies  that 
it  is  an  existing  obligation,  it  is  not 
clear  that  the  courts— except  as  here- 
inafter  noted — so  speaking  of  it,  which 
hold  the  evidence  admissible,  regard 
the  instrument  as  unconditionally  de- 
livered. In  other  words,  when  these 
courts  speak  of  the  agreement  that  the 
instrument  shall  "become  void"  or  that 
it  shall  "not  be  paid"  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency,  they  really 
have  in  mind  a  condition  going  to  the 
delivery  of  the  instrument, — a  con- 
dition precedent  rather  than  a  condi- 
tion subsequent,  which  defeats  an  in- 
strument that  has  become  a  valid,  ex- 
isting  obligation.  An  allegation  "that 
it  was  distinctly  understood  and 
agreed  by  and  between"  the  makers 
and  payee  of  a  note  "that  the  said 
note  was  to  be  used  by  said  Rice 
(payee)  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the 
necessary  money  to  finance"  a  stock- 
purchasing  transaction  negatives  the 
idea  of  a  conditional  delivery;  such 
facts  show  an  oral  agreement  affecting 
the  manner  in  which  the  note  was  to 
be  paid.  Such  agreement  cannot  be 
shown  in  evidence  to  modify  the  writ- 
ten promise  contained  in  the  note. 
Gwinn  v.  Ford  (1915)  85  Wash*  571, 
148  Pac.  891. 

The  use  of  the  term  "delivered"  in 
a  loose  sense  has  caused  some  con- 
fusion on  this  question.  The  term  has 
two  meanings.  First,  it  may  mean  a 
manaal  delivery, — ^that  is,  the  mere 
physical  act  of  handing  the  paper  to 
the  obligee.  Second,  it  may  mean  this 
physical  act  accompanied  with  the  in- 
tention of  the  obligor  that  it  shall  take 
effect  as  a  valid  legal  obligation.  Un- 
less "delivery"  in  the  latter  sense  is 
present,  the  instrument  cannot  (as 
between  the  parties  or  those  with  no- 
tice) have  any  binding  effect.  This 
assumes,  of  course,  that  both  parties 
to  the  contract  understand  the  intent. 
It  is  frequently  stated  in  the  cases  that 


an  instrument  is  executed  and  "de- 
livered" under  an  agreement  that  it 
shall  not  become  a  valid  and  enforce- 
able obligation  except  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  a  contingency.  The  only 
sense  in  which  the  term  "delivered" 
can  possibly  be  used  in  such  a  state- 
ment without  creating  a  plain  contra- 
diction is  to  mean  the  mere  physical 
act  of  intrusting  the  instrument  to 
the  payee.  If  an  instrument  has  been 
delivered  in  the  sense  that  it  is  in- 
tended to  take  effect  as  a  legal  obli- 
gation, a  valid  legal  relation  is  cre- 
ated thereby  which  cannot  be  varied  or 
contradicted  by  parol  evidence.  It  is, 
strictly  speaking,  inaccurate  to  char-' 
acterize  the  condition  with  which  this 
note  deals  as  a  "conditional  delivery." 
There  is  in  fact  no  delivery  at  all  ex- 
cept the  manual  delivery.  It  is  stated 
in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Ingraham» 
P.  J.,  in  Carpenter  v.  Maloney  (1910) 
138  App.  Div.  190,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  61, 
affirmed  without  opinion  (1911)  208  N. 
Y.  571,  96  N.  E.  1111,  that  a  conditional 
delivery  is  "one  by  which  the  note  was 
not  to  be  regarded  as  delivered  until 
the  happening  of  a  future  event.  But 
where  the  note  was  actually  delivered, 
and  to  be  a  valid  instrument  until  a 
future  event  should  occur,  when,  upon 
a  contingency,  it  should  become  void, 
there  was  not  a  conditional  delivery." 
If,  however,  the  term  is  properly 
understood,  it  is  sufficiently  accurate, 
and  is  used  throughout  this  note. 

There  is  no  infallible  test  to  deter- 
mine when  the  evidence  is  admissible 
as  showing  a  conditional  delivery  and 
when  it  falls  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  parol-evidence  rule.  Various  tests 
have  been  given  and  these  are  aids  in 
determining  the  question.  The  evi- 
dence over  which  the  dispute  arises 
may  be  to  the  effect  that  the  instru- 
ment was  not  intrusted  to  the  payee 
with  the  intention  of  creating  a  legal 
obligation;  that  whether  or  not  a  legal 
obligation  should  be  created  depends 
upon  a  contingency ;  or  it  may  be  to  the 
effect  simply  that  the  enforcement  of 
the  obligation  is  dependent  upon  the 
contingency.  In  the  former  case  what 
is  attempted  to  be  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence is  that  the  written  instrument 
never  became  a  contract;  in  the  latter 
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case  it  is  assumed  that  the  instrument 
became  a  contract;  the  evidence  is  di- 
rected merely  to  the  enforcement  of 
the  obligation  of  the  contract.  If  the 
evidence  is  of  the  former  class,  that  is, 
if  it  is  to  the  effect  that  the  instru- 
ment was  intrusted  to  the  payee  with 
the  intention  that  it  should  not  create 
any  legal  relation,  but  that  whether  or 
not  it  should  take  effect  as  a  valid  and 
binding  instrument  is  dependent  upon 
a  contingency,  the  evidence  is  admis- 
sible, and  this  whether  or  not  it  af- 
fects the  consideration.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  evidence  is  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  enforcement  of  the  in- 
strument as  an  obligation  is  dependent 
upon  a  contingency,  the  evidence  is 
not  admissible.  But,  as  stated  above, 
the  instrument  may  still  be  defeated 
by  showing  a  lack  of  consideration,  or 
that  the  consideration  has  failed  with- 
in the  rule  above  stated.  The  distinc- 
tion is  well  stated  in  Smith  v.  Botter- 
weich  (1911)  200  N.  Y.  299,  83  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  892,  93  N.  E.  985,  as  follows: 
''When  the  oral  testimony  goes  direct* 
ly  to  the  question  whether  there  is  ' 
a  written  contract  or  not,  it  is  always 
competent;  but  when  the  effect  of  the 
oral  testimony  is  to  establish  the  exist- 
ence of  a  written  contract  which  it  is 
designed  to  contradict  or  change  by 
parol,  then  the  spoken  word  must 
yield  to  the  written  compact/'  The 
condition  must  be  one  that  goes  to 
the  existence  of  the  contract.  If  the 
evidence  tends  to  prove  that  while  the 
form  of  a  written  contract  existed,  no 
engagement  was  in  fact  ever  conclud- 
ed entitling  the  person  claiming  the 
benefit  of  the  instrument  to  enforce  its 
stipulation,  the  evidence  is  admissible ; 
but  If,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  no 
dispute  but  that  a  binding  contract 
was  made,  which  took  effect  when  the 
instrument  was  delivered,  and  the  dis- 
pute relates  to  what  the  agreement 
was,  the  evidence  is  not  admissible. 
Naftzger  v.  Buser  (1920)  106  Kaiu  115, 
186  Pac.  997.  The  supreme  court  of 
Michigan  clearly  recognizes  the  dis- 
tinction between  these  two  situations. 
That  court  admits  as  true  the  proposi- 
tion that  a  promissory  note,  uncondi- 
tional in  terms,  may  be  shown  to  have 
been  conditionally  delivered;  that  is 


tc  say,  that  it  was  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  payee,  but  with  the  distinct  un- 
derstanding  that   it  was   not   to   be 
operative  or  become  a  binding  obliga- 
tion   until    the    happening    of    some 
event;  but  in  that  case,  in  which  the 
offer  of  proof  which  was  set  out  in  a 
notice  under  the  general  issue  stated 
that  the  notes  were  delivered  to  the 
payee  upon  the  clear  and  distinct  un-- 
derstanding  and  conditions  agreed  to 
by  the  plaintiff,  that,  upon  a  certain 
contingency,  the  notes  should  become 
and  be  null  and  of  no  effect,  and  were 
not  to  be  paid,  the  court  says:     "We 
think  it  clear  that  the  present  case 
falls  within  that  liiie  of  cases  which 
precludes   parol  evidence   offered   to 
vary  the  terms  of  a  written  instru- 
ment.   If  we  adopt  the  testimony  of 
the  defendant  as  correctly  stating  the 
transaction,  and  more  certainly  if  we 
adopt  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  de- 
fense  by  which  the  defendant  was 
bound,  these  notes  were  delivered  to 
take  effect  presently,  but  upon  the  al- 
leged parol  agreement  that  they  were 
to  become  void  in  the  event  that  a 
certain    contingency   should   happen. 
This  is  no  more  than  averring  that 
plaintiff  entered  into  a  contemporane* 
ous  parol  agreement  that,  while  the 
defendant's  obligation  bound  him  to 
pay  absolutely  the  sums  of  money  at 
specified  times,  yet,  in  a  certain  con- 
tingency, this  sum  should  not  be  pay- 
able at  all,  and  the  notes  be  redeliv- 
ered."   Central  Sav.  Bank  v.  O'CJonnor 
(1903)  182  Mich.  578, 102  Am.  St.  Rep. 
433,  94  N.  W.  11.    The  supreme  court 
of  Minnesota  in  Smith  v.  Mussetter 
(1894)  58  Minn.  159,  59  N.  W.  995,  has 
quite   clearly   distinguished   between 
the  two  situations  as  follows:     "The 
principal  question  on  this  appeal   is 
whether  the  answer  set  up  an  agree- 
ment (shown  by  affidavit  to  have  been 
oral)  that  the  note  sued  on  should  be- 
come operative  as  a  contract  only  on 
the  happening  of  a  future  contingent 
event;   or  a  parol  condition   not   ex- 
pressed in  the  instrument  attached  to 
the  obligation  of  the  contract.    In  oth- 
er words,  whether  it  means  that  the 
happening  of  the  future  conting^ent 
event  was  to  be  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  note  becoming  operative  at  all 
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m  %,  CMilarmett  or  wbether  it  means 
tiiat  ih.%  obligation  on  the  contract  waa 
Bot  absolute  according,  to  its  termi, 
but  only  conditioBLi^L" 

The  test  whether  it  ia  a  condition 
precedent  or  a  condition  subsequent  is 
one  that  is  applied  in  a  number  of 
jurisdictions.  The  admissibility  of  the 
parol  evidence  is  stated  to  depend  up- 
on whether  or  not  it  shows  a  condition 
precedent.  Ibid.  Smith  v.  Doiterweich 

(1911)  200  N,  Y.  299,  33  L.R,A.(N-S.) 
892,  93  N.  B.  985;  Keller.  ^»  Prince 

(1912)  76  Misc.  522,  135. N.Y.  Supp. 
573;  EbKng  Brewing  Co.  v.  Feldman 
(1909)  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  910;  Newgass  y. 
Shulhof  (1911)  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  664; 
Stoughton  V.  Chu  Fong(1911)  180  N. 
Y.  Supp.  228;  Equitable  Trust  Co.  v. 
Halpert  (1912)  132  N.  Y,  Supp,  776; 
Post  V.  Tamm  (1916),  91  Wash.  504, 
158  Pac.  91.  The  condition  precedent 
must  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
instrument  becoming  a  valid  obliga- 
tion, and  not  merely  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  payment,  to  render  the  evi- 
dence admissible.  If  it  is  a  condition 
sttbsequttit  to  the  going  intp  effect  of 
the  instrument  as  a  valid  and  legal 
obligation,  parol  evidence  thereof  is 
not  admissible.  Croddard  v.  Cutts 
(1834)  11  Me.  440;  German  Exch. 
Bank  v.  Schnitzer  (1911)  72  Misc.  362, 
130  N.  Y.  Supp.  223;  (Carnegie  Trust 
Ck>.  V.  Kleybolte  (1911)  74  Misc.  246, 
134  N.  Y.  Supp.  69 ;  Beecher  v.  Dunlap 
(1894)  52  Ohio  St.  64,  38  N.  E.  795; 
Post  V.  Tanmi  (1916)  91  Wash.  504, 
158  Pac.  91.  If  the  instrument  has 
once  become  a  valid  and  enforceable 
contract,  parol  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible. Smith  V.  Hedges  (1915)  170 
App.  Div.  349,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  934,  af- 
firmed in  (1918)  222  N.  Y.  701,  119  N. 
E.  1077.  After  stating  that  the  notes 
were  rendered  effective  and  complete 
by  an  unconditional  delivery,  the  court 
states  that  the  plea  was  ''that  the 
payee  was  to  release  the  maker  and  to 
cancel  the  note  provided  the  contract 
was  not  completed  when  the  note  fell 
due, — a  future  contingency." 

A  slightly  variant  test  appears  in 
Moore  v.  Prussing  (1897)  165  111.  319, 
46  N.  E.  184,  where  the  court  says: 
"While  it  may  be  shown  by  parol  that 
the  note  was  delivered  conditionally. 


yel^  where  the  facts  ayerjred  show  exe- 
cution of  the  note,  and  its  delivery  for 
the  consideration  paid  and  received, 
an  attempt  to  change  the  terms  of  the 
instrument  by  aveiring  conditions  in 
conflict  with  its  terms  is  not  a  suf- 
ficient plea." 

That  it  may  be  shown  to  have 
^'ceased  to  be  a  contract"  is,  however, 
expressly  stated  in  Bums  &  S.  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Doyle  (1899)  71  Conn.  742,  71 
Am.  St  Rep.  235,  43  AtL  483.  And  the 
supreme  court  of  Tennessee  in  Lyons 
V.  Stills  (1896)  97  Tenn.  514,  37  S.  W. 
280,  In  adinitting  evidence  of  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  maker  of  the  note 
had  the  right,  at  any  time  he  was  dis- 
satisfied within  six  months,  to  return 
the  goods  for  the  purchase  price  of 
which  the  note  was  given,  clearly  rec- 
ognizes the  existence  of  the  instru- 
ment. According  to  the  court,  such  an 
oral  agreement  does  not  contradict 
the  note,  but  sets  up  an  independent 
agreement,  made  at  the  same  time, 
that,  upon  a  contingency  or  condition, 
the  note  was  to  become  void.  In  John 
Lucas  &  Co.  V.  Bradley  (1917)  158  C. 
C.  A.  649,  246  Fed.  693,  the  court  says : 
"Undoubtedly  the  giving  of  a  promis- 
sory note  raises  the  presumption  that 
the  amount  named  in  it  is  then  owing 
by  the  maker  to  the  payee.  But  this 
presumption  is  rebuttable,  and  there 
are  many  cases  in  which  the  maker 
may  prove  a  collateral  agreement  or 
other  facts  which  relieve  him  from 
liability.  Such  proof  does  not  vary 
or  contradict  the  written  note,  but 
shows  independently  that  it  is  not  a 
binding  obligation."  The  parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted  in  part  in  Drov- 
ers' Cattle  Loan  &  Invest.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Graw  (1921)  —  Minn.  — ,  184  N.  W. 
365,  on  the  theory  that  it  showed  an 
independent  agreement.  See  infra, 
IV. 

Although  the  courts  have  not  ex- 
pressly made  time  a  determinative  ele- 
ment in  reaching  a  conclusion  as  to 
the  class  to  which  the  evidence  be- 
longs, it  seems  that  in  order  that  the 
evidence  show  a  conditional  delivery 
the  matter  must  be  determined  within 
a  relatively  short  time.  For  example, 
a  note  given  by  the  applicant  for  life 
insurance  upon  the  condition  that  it 
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is  not  to  be  binding  unli^ss  he  is  satis- 
fied with  the  policy  will,  in  a  large 
majority  of  instances,  at  least  be  de- 
termined in  a  short  time;  at  any  rate, 
the  matter  is  held  in  abeyance  until 
the  condition  is  determined,  if  there 
is  a  true  conditional  delivery.  The 
defense  pleaded  in  Beecher  v.  Dunlap 
(1894)  52  Ohio  St.  64,  38  N.  E.  795, 
brings  the  case  clearly  within  facts 
showing  a  conditional  delivery.  The 
defense  pleaded  was  as  follows:  "A 
parol  agreement  made  at  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  note,  that  it  was 
not  to  become  operative  unless  a  cer- 
tain sum  should  be  made  from  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  a  patent  right 
for  which  the  note  was  given.''  But 
from  the  testimony  it  appeared  that 
the  notes  'Vere  to  bie  null  and  void" 
unless  within  a  year  the  maker  should 
be  able  to  make  a  stated  sum  net  from 
the  manufacturer's  sale  of  the  patent 
rights.  It  is  apparent  from  t)iis  evi- 
dence that  the  condition  went  merely 
to  the  obligation,  although  it  was 
pleaded  that  the  note  was  not  to  be- 
come operative.  The  extent  to  which 
the  courts  have  gone  in  disregarding 
the  time  element,  and  the  fact  that 
the  matter  is  held  in  abeyance  until 
the  contingency  has  been  determined 
in  the  true  conditional  delivery,  are  il- 
lustrated by  the  facts  in  Ewell  v. 
Turney  (1906)  89  Wash.  615,  81  Pac. 
1047,  where,  in  the  case  of  notesr  given 
to  evidence  the  purchase  price  of  min- 
ing property,  the  maker,  in  an  action 
thereon,  pleaded  an  agreement  that  the 
note  should  not  become  a  note  collecti- 
ble against  the  defendant,  or  have  any 
value  at  all,  until  the  mining  property 
became  a  shipper  of  Ore,  and  that 
such  property  had  not,  as  yet,  become 
such  a  shipper.  While  the  payee  of 
the  note  was  held  entitled  to  a  judg- 
ment thereon,  this  was  upon  the 
ground  that  the  maker  had  failed  to 
prove  the  conditional  delivery,  it  be- 
ing clearly  recognized  that  the  maker 
of  a  note  may  show  a  conditional  de- 
livery. There  is,  however,  no  discus- 
sion of  the  time  element. 

The  principle  that  a  conditional  de- 
livery may  be  shown  is  clear.  But  it 
is  exceedingly  difficult  to  determine 
from  the  evidence  whether  a  situation 


is  presented  in  which  the  intent  of  tiie 
parties  went  to  the  delivery  of  the  in- 
strument, making  it  conditional,  ot 
merely  to  its  obligation.  This  is  a  dif- 
ficulty that  confronts  the  courts  when 
it  becomes  necessary  to  decide  upon 
the  character  of  the  evidence.  In  a 
case  in  which  there  was  held  to  be  a 
conditional  delivery,  the  testimony  of 
some  witnesses  was  to  the  effect  that 
it  was  stated  'the  note  should  be  no 
good ;"  others,  that  'there  would  be  no 
sale;**  and  still  others,  that  "the  note 
would  be  no  good,  or  void."  Hodge  v. 
Smith  (1906)  130  Wis.  826,  110  N.  W. 
192.  An  agreement  to  "refund"  the 
note  upon  certain  conditions  was  held 
not  to  create  a  conditional  delivery,  in 
Farmers'  Bank  v.  Nichols  (1910)  25 
Okla.  547,  188  Am.  St.  R^p.  981,  106 
Pac.  884,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1160.  There 
was  no  question,  however,  of  parol  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  as  the  agreement 
to  refund  the  note  was  in  writing.  A 
case  which  clearly  illustrates  the  dif- 
ficulty here  encountered  is  that  of 
Dulaney  v.  Burke  (1890)  2  Idaho^  719, 
28  Pac.  915,  reversed  in  (1894)  158 
U.  S.  228,  88  L.  ed.  698,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  816.  In  that  case,  according  to 
the  supreme  court  of  Idaho,  the  payee 
of  the  note,  in  the  negotiation  leading 
up  to  its  execution,  offered  to  imrcbase 
a  mining  property,  giving  to  the  mak- 
er a  one-half  interest  therein,  the  mak- 
er to  execute  to  the  payee  his  promis- 
sory note  for  one  half  the  purchase 
price  of  said  property.  At  the  same 
time  the  payee  agreed  to  give  the  mak- 
er an  opportunity  to  examine  and  test 
the  mining  property,  and  if,  after 
such  examination,  he  did  not  desire  to 
pay  the  note  and  receive  his  interest 
in  the  property,  he  might  surrender 
the  interest  to  the  plaintiff,  and,  upon 
surrender  of  the  interest,  the  payee 
would  cancel  defendant's  note  given 
therefor.  This  was  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Idaho  held  to  be  an  oral 
agreement,  proof  of  which  was  pro- 
hibited by  the  parol-evidence  rule,  but 
the  United  States  Supreme  0)urt,  up- 
on an  appeal,  reached  a  different  con- 
clusion, and  held  that  the  evidence 
showed  a  conditional  delivery,  proof 
of  which  might  be  made,  and  this  al- 
though, in  the  statement  of  the  testi- 
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mony  upon  the  trial,  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  stated  a  case  which 
seems  to  be  a  clearer  case  of  a  viola- 
tion of  the  parol-evidence  rule.    Ac- 
cording to  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  the  following  question  was  pro- 
pounded to  the  defendant  at  the  trial : 
''State  whether  or  not,  prior  to  your 
making  the  note,  the  plaintiff  agreed 
with  you  that  you  could  explore,  work, 
and  develop  the  mining  claims  men- 
tioned in  the  answer,  and  if  at  any 
time  before  the  maturity  of  the  said 
note  you  should  desire  to  do  so,  that 
be  would  relinquish  said  option  of  pur- 
chase,— ^that  you  could  relinquish  your 
said  option  of  purchase,  and  that  he, 
plaintiff,  would  cancel  the  note  and 
accept  the  deed  in  full  discharge  of 
the  note  and  the  cancelation  thereof/* 
The  offer  of  proof,  however,  makes  the 
case  more  nearly  one  for  the  admission 
of  the  evidence  than  does  the  question 
vrhich  was  propounded  as  shown  above^ 
The  offer  to  prove  was  that,  "at  the 
time  of  the  giving  of  the  note  and 
prior  thereto,  Dulaney,  the  payee  of 
the  note,  agreed  with  Mn  Burke,  the 
maker  of  the  note,  that  the  note  should 
be  given  to  represent  the  price  of  the 
interest  that  Mr.  Burke  was  to  have, 
conditioned    upon    his    demanding   it 
after   an    inspection   of   the   mining 
property  mentioned.''    And  when  the 
Supreme  Court  refers  to  the  testimony 
in  its  own  language  it  makes  the  case 
a  clearer  one  for  the  admission  of  the 
testimony.    It  appears  that  the  maker 
of  the  note  worked  the  mining  prop- 
erty from  some  time  in  September  un- 
til the  following  March.     This  fact 
seems  to  indicate  as  well  as  the  testi- 
mony that  the  condition  was  one  go- 
ing to  the  performance  of  the  note, 
rather  than  to  the  delivery.    The  de- 
cision of  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  seems  to  mark  an  extreme  limit 
in  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence. 
The  decision  in  Drovers'  Cattle,  Loan, 
t  Invest.  Co.  v.  McGraw   (1921)   — 
Mimu  — ,  184  N.  W.  865,  is  another 
illustration  of  an  extreme  application 
of  the  rule  of  conditional  delivery.    In 
that  ease  it  was  held  competent  for  a 
purchaser  of  cattle,  who  had  given 
her  note  for  a  balance  due  on  the  pur- 
chase price,  to  show  an  oral  agreement 


that  she  should  take  the  cattle  to  her 
farm,  pasture  them  for  the  sunmier, 
and  return  them  to  the  vendor  in  the 
fall,  who  was  thereupon  to  sell  them 
and  apply  the  proceeds  on  the  note, 
and  pay  the  maker  any  overplus,  if 
any  there  was,  but  the  maker  was  not 
to  be  held  liable  for  any  deficiency;  in 
other  words,  that  the  vendor  was  to 
look  to  the  cattle  for  the  payment  of 
the  note.  The  effect  of  this  testimony 
was  to  show  an  intention  by  the  par- 
ties, according  to  the  court,  that  the 
note  would  become  operative  as  a  con-' 
tract  only  in  case  the  maker  failed  to- 
live  up  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  m 
caring  for  and  returning  the  cattle  for 
sale  in  the  falli  and  applying  the 
proceeds  thereof  in  extinguishment  of 
the  contract.  This  decision,  however^ 
is  based  on  other  grounds  in  addition 
to  the  conditional  delivery.  See  infra, 
IV.,  and  also  VII.  c. 

A  very  slight  change  in  the  form  of 
the  evidence  or  offer  of  proof  frequent- 
ly changes  a  case  which  shows  a  state 
of  facts  violative  of  the  parol-evidence 
rule  into  one  in  which  the  evidence 
is  clearly  admissible  as  showing  a  con- 
ditional delivery.  For  example,  in 
Meyer  v.  Beardsley  (1868)  80  N.  J.  L. 
236,  the  offer  of  proof  of  the  acceptor 
of  a  draft  was  as  follows:  "The  de- 
fendant agreed  to  and  did  accept  the 
draft  to  be  paid  on  condition  that  the 
defendant  receive  from  the  drawer" 
certain  evidence  as.  to  the  freedom 
from  encumbrances  of  property  given 
in  security  for  the  acceptance.  This 
evidence  was  held  inadmissible  as  a 
violation  of  the  parol-evidence  rule. 
It  seems  clear  that  if  the  offer  of  proof 
had  been  that  the  defendant  accepted 
the  draft  and  delivered  it  to  the  payee, 
to  become  a  binding  obligation  upon 
the  acceptor's  receipt  of  the  proof 
above  mentioned,  that  the  evidence 
would,  according  to  the  great  majority 
of  cases,  at  least,  have  been  admissi- 
ble. Yet,  looking  at  this  case,  without 
reference  to  the  form  in  which  the 
offer  of  proof  was  put,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  latter  situation  is  the  atti- 
tude of  mind — ^the  real  intention — 
which  the  acceptor  of  the  draft  had 
when  he  accepted  it;  that  is,  although 
in  forming  Ms  offer  of  proof,  it  was 


430 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


put  as  a  case  which  looked  like  a  con- 
dition subsequent  rather  than  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  in  fact,  the  condition 
was  one  precedent  rather  than  a  con^ 
dition  subsequent. 

Snoli  erldeao*  doe*  not  eoatradiet  tkm 
writiaff. 

Evidence  that  the  instrument  was 
delivered  conditionally  does  not  con- 
tradict the  writing  within  the  meaning 
of  the  parol-evidence  rule;  that  rule 
presupposes  the  existence  of  a  valid 
contract.  The  evidence  in  question  is 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  there 
is  no  valid  contract  between  the  par- 
ties, because  there  is  no  finality  of 
utterance. 

'  United  States.  —  Burke  v.  Dulaney 
(1898)  158  U.  S.  228,  38  L.  ed.  698,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  816. 

Arkansas,  —  Graham  v.  Remmel 
(1905)  76  Ark.  140,  88  S.  W.  899,  6 
Ann.  Gas.  167. 

Colorado.  —  Norman   v.   McCarthy 

(1913)  56  Colo.  290, 138  Pac.  28;  Den- 
ver Brewing  Co.  v.  Barets  (1897)  9 
Colo.  App.  341,  48  Pac.  834. 

Connecticut  —  Mc  Far  land  v.  Sikes 
(1886)  64  Conn.  260,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Ill,  7  Atl.  408;  Trumbull  v.  O'Hara 
(1898)  71  Conn.  172,  41  Atl.  646. 

Georgia.  —  Heitmann  v.  Commercial 
Bank  (1909)  6  Ga.  App.  584,  61  S.  E. 
590,  8.  c.  on  later  appeal  in  (1910)  7 
Ga.  App.  740,  68  S.  E.  51;  Hartman 
Stock  Farm  v.  Henley  (1910)  8  Ga. 
App.  255,  68  S.  E.  957. 

Indian  Territory.  —  Mehlin  v.  Mu- 
tual Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  (1898) 
2  Ind.  Trt'r.  396,  51  S.  W.  1063. 

Iowa.  —  Selma  Sav.  Bank  v.  Harlan 

(1914)  167  Iowa,  673,  149  N.  W.  882. 
Minnesota.  —  Smith    v.    Mussetter 

(1894)  58  Minn.  159,  59  N.  W.  995. 
New  York.  —  Smith  v.  Dotterweich 

(1911)  200  N.  Y.  299,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
892,  98  N.  E.  985;  Keller  v.  Prince 

(1912)  76  Misc.  522,  135  N.  Y.  Supp. 
673. 

North  Carolina.  —  Hughes  v.  Crook- 
er  (1008)  148  N.  C.  318,  128  Am.  St. 
Rep.  606,  62  S.  E.  429;  Garrison  v.  J. 
I.  Case  Threshing:  Mach.  Co,  (1912) 
169  N.  C.  285,  74  S.  E.  821. 

Rhode  fsland.  —  Sweet  v.  Stevens 
(1863)  7  R.  I.  876. 

South  Dakota.  -^  McCcirmiek  Har- 


vester Mach.  Co.  v.  Faulkner  (1895)  7 
S.  D.  368,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  839,  B4  N. 
W.  163. 

Texas.  —  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
McAnulty  (1895)  —  Tex.  C5iv.  App. 
— ,  81  S.  W.  1091. 

Wisconsin.  -^  Harder  v.  Reinhardt 
(1916)  162  Wis.  558,  156  N.  W.  959. 

According:  to  the  court  in  McFarland 
V.  Sikes  (Conn.)  supra,  "a  written  con- 
tract must  be  in  force  as  a  bindingr  ob- 
ligation to  make  it  subject  to  this  rule 
[the  parol-evidence  rule].  Such  a  con- 
tract cannot  become  a  binding  obliga- 
tion until  it  has  been  delivered.  Its 
delivery  may  be  absolute  or  condition- 
al. If  the  latter,  then  it  does  not  be^ 
come  a  binding  obligation  until  the 
condition  upon  whiiih  its  delivery  de- 
pends has  been  fulfilled.  If  the  payee 
of  a  note  has  it  in  his  possession,  that 
fact  would  be-  prima  facie  evidence 
that  it  had  been  delivered;  but  it 
would  be  only  prima  facie  evidence. 
The  fact  could  be  shown  to  be  other- 
wise and  by  parol  evidence.  Such 
parol  evidence  does  not  contradict  the 
note  or  seek  to  vary  its  terms.  It 
merely  goes  to  the  point  of  its  nonde- 
livery. The  note  in  its  terms  is  pre- 
cisely what  both  the  maker  and  the 
payee  intended  it  to  be.  No  one  de- 
sires to  vary  its  terms  or  to  contra- 
dict them." 

It  has  been  stated  that  "the  delivery 
of  an  instrument  is  an  essential  ele- 
ment to  complete  the  contract  written 
thereon,  and  of  necessity  this  essential 
element  cannot  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  instrument."  Norman  v.  McCarthy 
(Colo.)  supra.  As  to  the  effect  of  re- 
cital of  delivery,  see  Starr  Piano  Co. 
V.  Edgar  (1909)  81  Ohio  C.  C.  295,  in- 
fra, II.  a,  4. 

According  to  Mehlin  v.  Mutual  Re- 
serve Fund  Life  Asso.  (1899)  2  Ind. 
Terr.  396,  51  S.  W.  1063,  the  delivery 
of  an  instrument  is  a  fact  which  gen- 
erally must  be  within  the  scope  of 
parol  proof  alone,  as  the  writing,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  does  not  usually 
contain  the  evidence  of  its  delivery. 

Norman  v.  McCarthy,  in  which  the 
general  statement  above  was  made, 
involved  a  conditional  delivery.  It  ia 
further  stated  that  the  apparent  con- 
tract written  on  the  instrument  is  not 
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eomplete  until  the  delivery  thereof  is 
or  becomes  unconditional.  Under  the 
Ne^tiable  Instruments  Law  a  pre* 
sumption  of  delivery  is  stated  to  arise, 
but,  as  between  the  immediate  parties, 
this  presumption  m^y  be  overcome  by 
showing  that  the  delivery  was  condi- 
tional; and  when  that  is  shown,  the 
apparent  contract  written  on  the  in- 
strument is  shown  not  to  be  a  com?- 
pleted  contract,  but  one  which  will  be 
completed  if  the  condition  is  fulfilled, 
and  which  cannot  be  completed  if  the 
condition  becomes  impossible  of  ful- 
filment. Again,  it  has  been  stated  that 
such  evidence  merely  postpones  the 
legal  operation  of  the  instrument,  and 
does  not  contradict  the  writing. 
Hughes  V.  Crooker  (1908)  148  N.  C, 
318, 128  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  62  S.  E.  429. 

In  Cochran  v.  Burdick  Bros.  (1912) 
7  Ala.  App.  274,  61  So.  29,  it  is  stated 
that  the  condition  goes  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  instrument. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  this  note 
is  not  concerned  with  the  admissibili- 
ty of  the  evidence  as  against  bona  fide 
holders. 

3r«eMitty  «f  9leA4iaB« 

It  has  been  held  that  such  condition 
must  be  set  up  by  proper  plea ;  unless 
this  is  done,  the  evidence  is  not  re- 
ceivable if  objected  to  as  variant  or 
irrelevant.  Jefferson  County  Sav.  Bank 
▼.  Compton  (1915)  192  AUu  16,  68  So. 
261.  See  Hunter  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(1908)  172  Ind.  62,  87  N.  B.  734,  infra, 
II.  a,  8.  But  such  evidence  has  been 
held  admissible  where  the  defendant 
admits  that  he  made  and  "delivered'^ 
his  "writing,'*  containing  all  the  terms 
of  the  note  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
but  in  a  separate  defense  sets  forth 
that  the  instrument  was  made  and  de- 
livered upon  a  condition  precedent 
which  has  never  been  fulfilled,  where 
the  plaintiff  failed  to  move  for  judg- 
ment  on  the  pleadings,  but  went  to 
trial  fully  apprised  that  the  defendant 
intended  to  show  that  there  was  no  de- 
livery of  any  binding  contract.  Keller 
V.  Prince  (1912)  76  Misc.  522,  135  N. 
T.  Supp.  573.  The  court  states  that 
there  is  some  force  in  the  contention 
that  the  defense  that  a  contract  was 
delivered  upon  a  condition  precedent 
may  be  shown  upon  a  general  denial. 


Without  expressly  deciding  upon  the 
necessity  of  pleading  such  conditional 
delivery^  it  has  been  held  that  where 
conditional  delivery  is  pleaded,  it  may 
be  shown  by  parol.  Niblock  v.  Sprague 
(1911)  200  N.  Y.  390,  93  N.  E.  1105. 
The  general  question  of  the  necessity 
of  pleading  the  condition  is  not  cov^ 
ered  in  this  note. 

jd.  OeneraZ  rules. 

Srideaee  thmt  tbe  lautrvaiMit  w«a  mot 
to  beeono  a  biadUmg  oUigatloB. 

The  rule  sustained  by  a  practically 
uniform  line  of  authorities  is  that 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
that  a  bill  or  note,  absolute  in  form, 
although  manually  delivered  to  the 
payee,  was  not  to  become  a  binding 
obligation  except  upon  the  happening 
of  a  certain  event. 

United  States.  —  Burke  v.  Dulaney 

(1893)  153  U.  S.  228,  38  L.  ed.  698,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  816;  Beach  v.  Nevins 

(1908)  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  288,  89  C.  G. 
A.  129, 162  Fed.  129 ;  Gillette  v.  Hodge 

(1909)  95  C.  C.  A.  205,  170  Fed.  313 
(obiter.) 

Alabanuu  -—  Corbin  v.  Sistrunk 
(18&1)  19  Ala.  203.  See  Hopper  v. 
Eiland  (1852)  21  Ala.  717,  infra,  IV. 

ArkaiiBas.  —  Graham  v.  Remmel 
(1905)  76  Ark.  140,  88  S.  W.  899,  6 
Ann.  Gas.  167. 

Coiinecticut.  —  Bums  &  S.  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Doyle  (1899)  71  Gonn.  742,  71 
Am.  St  Rep.  236,  43  Atl.  483. 

Indian  Territory.  —  Mehlin  y.  Mu- 
tual Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  (1898) 
2  Ind.  Terr.  396,  51  S.  W.  1063. 

Maine.  —  Goddard  v.  Cutts  (1834) 
11  Me.  440. 

Bfassachuaetta.  — •  Watkins  v.  Bow- 
ers (1875)  119  Mass.  383;  Hill  v. 
Hall  (1906)  191  Mass.  258,  77  N.  E. 
831;  Zielmann  v.  Gopelof  (1919)  232 
Mass.  393,  122  N.  E.  552. 

Michigan.  —  Gentral  Sav.  Bank  v. 
O'Gonnor  (1903)  132  Mich.  578,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  433.  94  N.  W.  11  (obiter). 

Minnesota.  —  Smith    v.    Mussetter 

(1894)  58  Minn.  159,  59  N.  W.  995. 
New  YozIl  —  Seymour  v.  Gowing 

(1864)  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  200,  1  Keyes, 
532;  Benton  V.  Martin  (1873)  52  N.  Y. 
570;  Smith  v.  Dotterweich  (1911)  20Q 
N.  Y.  299,  83  L.R.A.(NS.)  892,  93  N. 
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E.  985;  Niblock  v.  Sprague  (1911)  200 
N.  Y.  890,  98  N.  E.  1105;  Pratt  ft 
W.  Co.  ▼.  American  Pneumatic  Tool 
Co.  (1900)  50  App.  Div.  369,  63  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1062,  affirmed  in  (1901)  166  N. 
Y.  588,  59  N.  E.  1129  (rule  recog- 
nized);  Rubel  V.  Honig  (1917)  178 
App.  Div.  58,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  219; 
Keller  v.  Prince  (1912)  76  Miac.  522, 
135  N.  Y.  Supp.  578;  Newgass  v. 
Shulhof  (1911)  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  664; 
Equitable  Trust  Co.  v.  Halpert  (1912) 
132  N.  Y.  Supp.  776. 

North  Cflurolina.  —  Hughes  ▼.  Crook- 
er  (1908)  148  N.  C.  818,  128  Am.  St. 
Rep.  606,  62  S.  E.  429;  Garrison  v.  J. 
I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  (1912) 
159  N.  C.  285,  74  S.  E.  821. 

Oklahoma.— Gamble  v.  Riley  (1913) 
89  Okla.  868,  135  Pac.  890. 

Oregon.  —  La  Grande  Nat.  Bank  y. 
Blum  (1894)  26  Or.  49,  87  Pac.  48; 
Colvin  V.  Goff  (1916)  82  Or.  814, 
KR.A.1917C,  800,  161  Pac.  568;  Vin- 
cent V.  Russell  (reported  herewith) 
ante,  417. 

Texas.  —  Holt  v.  Gordon  (1915)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  176  S.  W.  902; 
Baines  v.  Eohler  ft  Campbell  (1918) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  201  S.  W.  785. 

Washington.  —  Ewell  v.  Tumey 
(1905)  89  Wash.  615,  81  Pac.  1047; 
Gwinn  v.  Ford  (1915)  85  Wash.  571, 
148  Pac.  891,  s.  c.  on  rehearing  (1916) 
91  Wash.  498,  118  Pac.  586;  Gwinn  v. 
Ford  (1915)  85  Wash.  699,  148  Pac. 
892,  s.  c.  on  rehearing  (1916)  91 
Wash.  694,  158  Pac.  586. 

No  question  seems  to  have  been 
raised  in  Thompson  v.  Carter  (1909)  6 
Ga.  App.  604,  65  S.  E.  599,  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence  to  show 
that  a  note  given  in  payment  of  a 
horse  was  turned  over  to  the  vendor 
upon  the  express  condition  that  it 
was  not  to  become  the  property  of  the 
vendor  as  a  note  until  the  horse 
should  be  turned  over  to  the  vendee 
cured  of  a  lameness  with  which  it  was 
afflicted.  The  Georgia  courts  have  in- 
clined toward  the  exclusion  of  such 
evidence.  There  are,  however,  cases 
in  that  jurisdiction  which  clearly  rec- 
ognized the  admissibility.  In  addition 
to  Thompson  v.  Carter,  see  Heitmann 
v.  Commercial  Bank  (1909)  6  Ga.  Ann. 
584,  65  S.  E.  590,  infra,  n.  8;  Hart- 


man  Stock  Farm  v.  Henley  (1910)  8 
Ga.  App.  255,  68  S.  E.  957,  infra,  II.  8. 

That  a  delivery  may  be  shown  to  be 
conditional  was  recognized  in  Foy  v. 
Blackstone  (1868)  81  IIL  588,  88  Am. 
Dec.  246,  but  the  evidence  was  reject^ 
ed  there  because  the  action  was  by 
an  assignee  who  was  not  shown  to 
have  had  knowledge  thereof.  That  a 
delivery  may  be  conditional  is  clearly 
recognized  in  Moore  v.  Prussing 
(1897)  165  111.  819,  46  N.  E.  184. 

The  rule  is  recognized  also  in  Mc- 
Night  V.  Parsons  (1907)  186  Iowa» 
890,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  718,  125  Am.  St 
Rep.  265,  118  N.  W.  858,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
665;  Lavalleur  v.  Hahn  (1911)  152 
Iowa,  649,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  24,  182  N. 
W.  877;  Bartholomew  v.  Fell  (1914) 
92  Kan.  64, 139  Pac.  1016.  The  rule  is 
again  recognized  in  Goutermont  v. 
Bland  (1917)  99  Kan.  431,  162  Pac. 
270,  where  a  surety  signed  notes  un- 
der an  agreement  that  the  principal 
debtor  was  to  give  the  payee  of  the 
note  the  chattel  mortgage  on  the 
printing  plant  for  the  purchase  price 
of  which  the  notes  had  been  given  as 
part  pasrment,  before  the  notes  were 
to  be  delivered  to  the  payee.  The 
principal  debtor  notified  the  payee  of 
this  understanding  and  agreement  be- 
fore the  notes  were  delivered  to  the 
payee,  but  they  were  actually  deliv- 
ered before  the  chattel  mortgage  was 
given;  in  fact,  the  chattel  mortgage 
was  not  given.  It  thus  appears  that 
there  was  no  delivery  at  all  with  the 
consent  of  the  surety,  who  was  seek- 
ing to  introduce  the  evidence.  It  is 
recognized  as  being  competent  for  the 
maker  of  a  note  to  show  by  parol  that 
the  note  was  to  become  a  binding 
agreement  only  on  the  happening  of  a 
certain  contingency,  in  Ewell  v.  Tum- 
ey (1905)  39  Wash.  616,  81  Pac.  1047, 
but  it  is  held  in  that  case  that  the 
proof  must  be  reasonably  certain  to 
that  end,  and  in  that  case  there  was 
held  to  be  not  even  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  in  favor  of  the  show- 
ing of  a  conditional  delivery.  This 
rule  is  recognized  in  Ebling  Brewi::^ 
Co.  V.  Feldman  (1909)  114  N.  Y.  Supp. 
910,  but  the  evidence  received  by  the 
trial   court   was   not   limited  to   the 
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ptwxt  of  a  condition  precedent,  and  its 
admission  was  accordingly  held  error. 
In  addition  to  the  above  cases  there 
are  other  cases  which  lend  more  or 
less  support  to  the  rule.  In  Ware  ▼. 
Allen  (1888)  128  U.  S.  690,  82  L.  ed. 
563,  9  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  174,  it  was  held 
competent  for  the  obligors  on  an  in- 
strument promising  to  pay  money  on 
certain  conditions  to  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  it  was  to  be  of  no  ef- 
fect unless,  upon  consultation  with 
counsel,  the  maker  should  be  assured 
that  the  transaction  out  of  which  it 
arose  was  lawful.  A  note  signed  by  a 
surety  may  be  delivered  to  the  payee. 
to  become  effective  as  a  binding  obli- 
gation only  when  the  principal  maker 
has  given  security  to  the  surety. 
Selma  Sav.  Bank  v.  Harlan  (1914)  167 
Iowa,  673,  149  N.  W.  882.  An  accom- 
modation indorser  of  a  note  may  show 
that  it  was  executed  and  delivered 
under  an  oral  agreement  that  it  was 
not  to  be  delivered  as  a  note  indorsed 
by  the  defendant  unless  and  until  a 
certain  security  was  given  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  plaintnff  re- 
ceived the  note  from  the  principal 
maker  with  express  notice  and  actual 
knowledge  of  the  agreement  and  un- 
derstanding. Bicketts  v.  Pendleton 
(1859)  14  Md.  820.  In  Catt  v.  Olivier 
(1900)  98  Ya.  580,  86  S.  E.  980,  where 
notes  were  given  as  subscriptions  in 
aid  of  an  educational  institution  upon 
certain  conditions  to  be  performed  by 
the  institution,  evidence  to  prove 
these  facts  was  held  admissible 
against  the  receiver  in  insolvency  of 
the  institution,  in  an  action  by  credi- 
tors who  had  not  relied  upon  the  notes 
in  giving  credit.  It  is  not  altogether 
clear  whether  the  note  involved  in 
Lipscomb  v.  Lipscomb  (1889)  82  S.  C 
243,  10  S.  E.  929,  was  delivered  to  the 
payee  or  to  a  third  person.  The 
payee,  however,  obtained  possession 
of  the  note  and  sued  thereon,  and  in 
the  action  the  defendant  was  permit- 
ted to  show  that  there  was  an  unset- 
tled account  between  ttie  parties,  and 
that  the  note  was  given  with  the  ex- 
press understanding  that  it  should 
remain  in  the  hands  of  a  third  per- 
son, awaiting  the  settlement  of  the 
account 

20  AX.B.— 28. 


In  tile  early  English  case  of  Pym 
▼.  Campbell  (1856)  6  El.  &  Bl.  870, 
119  Eng.  Beprintt  908,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  277,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  641,  4  Week. 
Bep.  528,  the  right  to  prove  by  parol 
evidence  that  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  an  interest  in  a  patent  was 
delivered  upon  the  condition  that  if 
a  certain  person  approved  of  the  in- 
vention, the  writing  should  be  an 
agreement,  but  if  he  did  not  approve, 
it  should  not  be  one,  was  sustained. 
Such  evidence  does  not  vary  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  but  shows  that 
there  is  not  an  agreement  at  all.  In 
Bell  V.  Ingestre  (1848)  12  Q.  B.  817, 
116  Eng.  Beprinl^  888,  the  court,  in 
holding  admissible  in  an  action  by  the 
indorsee  of  bills  of  exchange  against 
the  acceptor  evidence  that  the  bills 
were  accepted  for  the  express  purpose 
of  retiring  overdue  bills,  and  on  the 
express  condition  that  such  overdue 
bills  should  be  returned  to  the  accep- 
tor by  the  next  post,  says  that  it  is  a 
singular  sort  of  escrow,  for  the  bills 
were  delivered  to  the  parties  who,  in 
the  event  of  their  performing  a  cer- 
tain act,  were  to  be  benefited  by  them. 
According  to  Patteson,  Judge,  it  was 
not  intended,  that  the  indorsee  should 
take  any  interest  until  the  old  bills 
were  returned.  But  see  Adams  v. 
Wordley  (1886)  1  Mees.  &  W.  874,  150 
Eng.  Beprint,  479,  2  Gale,  29,  1  Tyrw. 
&  6.  620,  5  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  168. 

Where  a  compromise  agreement  had 
been  entered  into  between  the  vendor 
and  vendee  of  goods,  by  virtue  of 
which  the  vendor  agreed  to  discontin- 
ue an  action  pending  against  the  pur- 
chaser, and  delivered  goods  which  it 
had  theretofore  failed  to  deliver,  and, 
in  consideration  thereof,  the  purchas- 
er gave  his  note  for  the  purchase 
price,  the  purchaser  may,  when  sued 
on  the  note,  show  that  the  vendor  had 
failed  and  refused  to  perform  his 
agreement  to  discontinue  the  action 
and  deliver  the  goods.  Great  North- 
em  Moulding  Co.  v.  Bonewur  (1908) 
128  App.  Div.  881,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  60. 
The  consideration  and  conditions  of 
delivery  are  always  open  to  inquiry^ 
according  to  the  court. 

Evidence  that  a  note  was  delivered 
to  show  that  the  maker  was  willing  to* 
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take  shares  in  a  company  about  to  be 
formed,  if  it  were  formed,  was  evi- 
dently admitted  in  Eastman  v.  Shaw 

(1875)  65  N.  Y.  522,  but  there  is  no 
discussion. 

A  great  variety  of  facts  are  pre- 
sented in  the  cases.  The  question  has 
arisen  in  actions  on  notes  sriven  by 
applicants  for  insurance.  It  has  been 
held  competent  for  the  applicant  to 
show  that  the  note  was  not  to  become 
a  binding  obligation  unless  he  accept- 
ed  the   policy.     Watkins   v.   Bowers 

(1876)  119  Mass.  888.  The  testimony 
in  this  case  as  to  the  oral  agreements 
vary.  According  to  some  testimony 
the  note  "would  not  be  binding'*  un- 
less the  maker  decided  to  keep  the 
policy.  According  to  others  the  agent 
of  the  insurance  company  agreed 
that  he  "would  give  up  the  note." 
And  in  an  action  upon  a  note  given 
upon  an  application  for  insurance, 
parol  evidence  has  been  held  compe* 
tent  to  prove  that  the  agent  repre- 
sented that  it  was  necessary  to  attach 
the  note  to  the  application  to  show 
the  applicant's  good  faith*  but  that 
the  note  would  not  be  binding  upon 
him  unless  the  policy,  when  it  ar- 
rived, was  satisfactory  and  he  accept- 
ed it  Graham  v.  Remmel  (1905)  76^ 
Ark.  140,  88  S.  W.  899,  6  Ann.  Gas. 
167.  The  maker  of  a  note  may  show 
that  it  was  left  with  the  agent  of  the 
insurance  company  under  an  agree- 
ment that  the  maker  was  to  look  in- 
to the  plan  of  the  insurance,  and,  if 
satisfactory,  the  agent  should  for- 
ward the  note  to  the  company,  and  the 
policy  should  be  issued.  Mehlin  v. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  life  Asso. 
(1899)  2  Ind.  Terr.  896,  51  S.  W.  1068. 
In  Equitable  Trust  Co.  v.  Halpert 
(1912)  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  776,  tarol  evi- 
dence is  held  admissible  in  an  action 
on  a  written  instrument  to  show  that 
the  instrument  would  only  be  enforce- 
able if  the  payee  would  issue  a  life 
insurance  policy  to  the  maker,  entire- 
ly satisfactory  to  him;  and  this 
whether  the  instrument  in  question  is 
a  negotiable  instrument  or  non-nego- 
tiable.  It  was  held  in  Smith  v.  Dot- 
terweich  (1911)  200  N.  Y.  299,  33 
IiJR.A.(N.S.)  892,  93  N.  E.  985,  that 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 


that  a  note  given  in  payment  of  the 
premium  on  a  life  insurance  policy 
was  not  to  take  effect  as  a  valid  and 
enforceable  obligation  unless  the 
maker  should  be  furnished  ynth  a 
loan  of  money.  The  maker  of  a  note 
issued  for  a  premium  on  a  life  insur- 
ance policy  may  show  that  it  was  not 
to  become  a  binding  obligation  except 
in  the  event  that  he  was  able  to  enter 
into  a  business  arrangement,  and  that 
this  arrangement  had  failed.  Smith 
V.  Musetter  (1894)  58  Miiin.  159,  59 
N.  W.  995.  An  oral  agreement,  proof 
of  which  was  held  admissible  in 
Mendenhall  v.  Ulrich  (1905)  94  Minn. 
100,  101  N.  W.  1057,  was  that  the  note 
given  for  the  premium  on  an  insur- 
ance policy  was  to  be  delivered  to  a 
bank  by  the  agent;  instead,  the  agent 
never  left  the  note  at  the  bank,  but 
put  it  in  circulation. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  in  pay- 
ment of  an  interest  in  a  mine  may 
show  that  the  note  was  not  to  be  de- 
livered as  an  absolute  obligation  un- 
til he  had  investigated  the  mine,  and 
determined  to  accept  or  reject  the  in- 
terest. Burke  V.  Dulaney  (1893)  153 
U.  &  228,  88  L.  ed.  698,  14  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  816. 

Evidence  is  admissible  in  defense 
of  an  action  by  a  receiver  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  to  enforce  a 
promissory  note  executed  in  his  fa- 
vor, that  the  note  was  delivered  on 
condition  that  the  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration should  be  procured  and  de- 
livered to  the  maker  within  a  specified 
time.  Beach  v.  Nevins  (1908)  18 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  288,  89  G.  G.  A.  129,  162 
Fed.  129. 

A  bill  may  be  accepted  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  payee  on  condition  that  it 
shall  not  be  a  binding  obligation  until 
the  drawer  has  performed  certain 
services  for  which  the  bill  was  gfven. 
Bums  &  S.  Lumber  Go.  v.  Doyle 
(1899)  71  Conn.  742,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
235,  43  Atl.  483. 

It  is  held  in  Equitable  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Hill-Atkinson  Go.  (1916  )17  6a.  App. 
494,  87  S.  E.  715,  that  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  that  a  written 
contract  was  not  to  become  a  complet- 
ed contract  until  certain  prerequisites 
had  been  complied  with. 
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The  maker  of  a  note  may  show  that 
its  delivery  was  conditional  upon  the 
sale  of  certain  bonds  by  him.  Hill  v. 
Hall  (1906)  191  Mass.  253,  77  N.  £. 
831. 

The  drawer  of  a  draft  which 'has 
been  lost  may»  upon  iftsuinfir  a  utapli* 
cate,  issue  it  on  the  condition  that  h^ 
would  not  be  held  respohsible  in  the 
future  for  any  "baek  laohes/'-^that 
the  new  draft  must  take  the  place  of 
the  ori^nal.  Benton  t.  Martin  (1873) 
62N.Y.  570.         ' 

It  is  held  in  Rubel  v.  Honig  (1^17) 
178  App.  Div.  58,  164  N.  Y.  Siipp.  219; 
that  notes  payable  to  infants,  and  de- 
livered to  their  father,  may  be  shown 
to  have  been  delivered  subject  to  an 
oral  agreement  between  th^  father 
and  the  maker  that  the  notes  were  not 
to  take  effect  as  obligations  against 
the  maker  until  the  payment  of  a  cer- 
tain indebtedness  from  ttve'Urm  *of 
which  the  father  was  a  member. 

It  is  held  in  Newgass  v.  Shiiflhof 
(1911)  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  664,  that  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a 
note  was  delivered  to  the  payee  upon 
condition  that  it  should  not  become 
effective  unless  the  maker  received  a 
certain  suM  from  a  transaiction  the^ 
pending. 

In  Stoughton  v.  Chu  Pong  (1911) 
130  N.  Y.  Supp.  228,  it  is  held  that  an 
answer  that  the  note  sued  upon  would 
have  no  validity  whatever  until  a  cer- 
tain institution  was  established^  and 
that  no  such  institution  was  ever  es- 
tablished, pleadi^  a  condition  preced- 
ent to  the  validity  of  the  note,  and  a 
complete  provable  defense. 

In  Equitable  Trust  Co.  v.  Howe 
(1911)  72  Misc.  46,  129  N.  Y.  Supp. 
112,  parol  evidence  is  held  admissible 
to  show  that  a  writing  in  the  form  of 
a  letter,  addressed  to  the  general 
agent  of  a  life  insurance  company, 
acknowledging  receipt  of  policy,  and 
authorizing  and  requesting  the  gen- 
eral agent  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
first  premium,  and  promising  on  the 
part  of  the  writer  of  the  letter  to  pay 
the  general  agent  the  amount  so  ad- 
vanced, was  delivered  under  an  agree- 
ment that  it  was, not  to  come  .into  ex? 
istence  as  a  legal  obligation  unles^ 


t^e  general  agent  paid  the  amount  so 
requested. 

In  Hughes  V.  Crooker  (1908)  148 
N.  C  dl8»  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  62  S. 
E.  429,  parol  evidence  is  held  adnds^ 
sible  to  shoW'  that  a  note  wiis  signed 
upon  tfa6  inducement  that  the  payee 
Would  ^rfdrm  certaih  obligations, 
and  that'  until  the  maker  or  his  son 
should  sign  a  pap^r  signifying  that 
the  payee  had  performed  his  obliga- 
tion^ the  entire  transaction  was  unfin- 
ishM.  The  action  in  this  case  was  by 
the  maker  against  the  payee,  who  had 
negotiated  the.  note,  which  the  maker 
had  been  compelled  to  pay,  and  wad 
for  tha  purpose  of  r^overing  the 
amount  so  paid  by  hnn. 
*  In  Garrison  v.  J;  L  Gase  Threshing 
Mach.  Co..  (1912). 159  N.  C  285,  74  S. 
B.  821,  parol  evidsice  iks  held  admis- 
sible to  iBhow  that  a.  note  secured  by 
a  mortgage  was  not  to.  take  effect  un- 
til it  was  detern(kined  that  an  engine 
for  which  the  note  was  given  would 
pass  a  certain  test.  The  action  was 
brought*  to  recover  damages  for  the 
sale  of  the  land  under  the  mortgage. 

This  rule  is  approved  in  Gamble  v; 
Riley  (1913)  89  Okia.  868,  135  Paq. 
390,  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee 
against  the  indorser  of  a  promissory 
note,  transferred  in  part  pasrment  of 
a  subscription  to  stock.  A  written  re- 
eeipt»  however,  had  been  given  in  this 
case,  containing  a  clause  that  ''should 
said  subscription  be  not  approved  and 
accepted,  th«  amount  paid  as  per  this 
receipt  will,  be  returned." 
.  This  makers  of  a  note  may  show  an 
oral  agreeiif mil , that  th^  note  was  to 
take  effect  a^..  aQ  unconditionaj  bind- 
ing obligation  upon  them  only  in  the 
event  of  the  ^  failure,  of  one  of  the 
makers  tp  comply  with  his  agreement 
to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  certain 
notes  which  he  had  for  collection. 
LaGrande  Nat.  Bank  v.  Blum  (1894) 
26  Or.  49,  37  Pac  48. 

In  Holt  V.  Gordon  (1915)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  ,— ,  176  S.  W.  902,  parol 
evidence  is  held  admissible  to  show 
that,  at  the  time  the  note  was  execut- 
ed, it  was  agreed  in  parol  that  it 
should  not*  become  '  operative  and 
binding  unless  the  mak^  should  suc^ 
G^ed  in  procuring  a  Ipfva  won  certain 
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land  owned  by  him.  But  see  Security 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Allen  (1914)  —  Tex.  Civ- 
App.  — ,  170  S.  W-  181,  infra. 

In  Street  v,  J.  I.  Case  Threshing 
Mach.  Co.  (1916)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
188  S.  W.  725,  0.  c.  OB  2d  appeal 
(1919)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  216  S.  W. 
426,  parol  evidence  is  held  admissible 
in  an  action  by  the  maker  of  certain 
notes  against  the  payee,  to  cancel  the 
notes  and  mortgages  given  to  secure 
them,  to  show  that  the  notes-  were 
given  in  payment  of  certain  machin* 
ery,  and  that  the  bargain  was  not  to 
be  consummated  until  after  a  certain 
trial  of  the  machinery. 

Sureties  who  executed  a  note-  with 
an  insolvent  debtor*  may  show  that 
the  note  was  not  to  become  effective 
or  binding  until  the  payee  had  ex* 
tended  a  certain  credit  to  the  prin- 
cipal maker,  and  furnished  him  with 
goods  for  sale.  Baines  v.  Kohler  & 
Campbell  (1918)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —^ 
201  S.  W.  735. 

I  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  a 
written  instrument  for  the  payment 
of  money  for  the  services  of  the  payee 
as  overseer,  it  is  competent  to  prove 
by  parol  that  after  the  writing  was 
signed  by  the  maker,  and  while  she 
was  in  the  act  of  delivering  it  to  the 
payee,  she  said  that  unless  the  payee 
brought  a  recommendation  from  a 
certain  named  person,  she  could  not 
employ  him  as  overseer,  and  that  this 
was  assented  to  by  the  payee,  and 
that  no  recommendation  could  be  pro- 
duced from  the  person  in  question. 
Corbin  v.  Sislrunk  (1851)  19  Ala.  208. 

STidenoe  thmt  the  lastruBtmt  was  te 
beeoiB«  Toid  or  to  be  returned. 

Evidence  that  the  instrument  was 
to  become  void  or  was  to  be  returned 
in  a  certain  contingency  does  not  so 
clearly  show  a  conditional  delivery  as 
evidence  of  the  class  last  above  dis- 
cussed. In  many  cases,  however,  the 
facts  as  a  whole  show  a  condition  go- 
ing to  the  delivery,  and  the  evidence 
is  held  admissible.  McFarland  v. 
Sikes  (1886)  54  Conn.  250,  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  Ill,  7  Atl.  408;  Trumbull  v. 
G'Hara  (1898)  71  Conn.  172,  41  Atl. 
546;  Musser  v.  Musser  (1912)  92  Neb. 
887,  188  N.  W.  599;  Sweet  v.  Stevens 
(1868)  7  R  L  876;  Watson  v.  Rice 


(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  166  S.  W. 
106.  But  compare  with  cases  dis- 
cussed in  III.  b,  considering  very  simi* 
lar  evidence. 

In  holding  admissible,  in  an  action 
up6n  promissory  notes,  evidence  of  an 
agreement  that,  if  the  maker  com- 
plied with  certain  conditions,  the 
payees  were  ''to  surrender  to  him  said 
notes  without  requiring  him  to  pay 
them,''  the  ground  of  the  admission  is 
not  clearly  stated  in  Howell  v.  Ware 
(1909)  99  C.  C.  A.  818,  175  Fed.  742. 
In  one  part  of  the  opinion  it  is  stated 
that  "this  was  not  in  conflict  with  the 
well-established  rule  that  evidence 
preceding  the  final  agreement  of  the 
parties  will  not  be  admitted,  for  the 
reason  that  all  such  matters  were 
finally  merged  in  tiie  written  instru- 
ment, which  must  be  taken  to  express 
the  conclusion  reached,  but  was  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  real 
intention  of  the  parties,  and  not  to 
alter  the  contract  in  any  particular.** 
Farther  on  it  is  stated  that  **the  notes 
piay  have  been  executed  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  their  payment  was  to 
be  conditioned  on  transactions  to  be 
completed  after  their  delivery,  and  if 
so,  then  testii^ony  tending  to  prove 
that  agreement  was  not  only  perti- 
nent but  essential  for  the  proper  solu- 
tion of  the  controversy.  As  we  see 
the  case,  the  most  important  fact  to  be 
found  by  the  jury  was  whether  or  not 
the  contract  between  these  parties 
was  intended  by  them  to  depend  upon 
the  conditions  set  out  in  the  defend- 
ant's answer.  The  very  life  of  the 
contract  depended  on  this  finding  of 
fact,  and  such  finding  was  for  the  ju- 
ry, and  not  the  court  If,  when  the 
notes  were  delivered,  an  understand- 
ing existed  between  the  parties  of  the 
character  mentioned,  set  forth  in  the 
answer,  then  the  fulfilment  of  the  con- 
ditions included  in  such  understand- 
ing discharged  the  defendant's  liabil- 
ity under  said  note." 

A  purchaser  of  land,  who  had  given 
his  vendor  a  note  in  consideration  of 
a  rescission  of  the  contract,  was  al- 
lowed to  introduce  parol  proof  of  a 
verbal  agreement  to  surrender  the 
cote  to  the  maker  if  he  would  secure  a 
purchaser  for  the  land  at  a  specified 
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^ce,  on  the  theory  that  the  legai  ef- 
fect of  the  verbal  agreement  waa 
that,  whMi  the  defendant  performed 
hjfl  part  of  it,  it  wae  a  payment  of  the 
note.  Hagood  y.  Swords  (1831)  18 
S.  a  L.  (2  Bail.)  806. 

A  variety  of  facts  are  presented  in 
these  cases.  The  maker  of  a  note  may 
prove  that  upon  a  claim  being  made 
against  him  for  an  assault  for  an 
amount  which  he  was  unwilling  to 
pay,  and  being  without  counsel^  he 
asked  to  be  allowed  a  few  days  to  con- 
sider the  matter,  and  offered  to  give 
his  note  for  the  amount  of  the  claim, 
to  be  held  by  the  plaintiff  until  then, 
and  if  he  did  not  then  appear,  to  be 
held  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  settlement 
for  the  injury,  but  if  he  should  ap- 
pear, to  be  returned  to  him  to  be  can- 
celed; and  that  thereupon  the  note  in 
suit  was  executed  and  delivered.  Mc- 
Farland  v.  Sikes  (Conn.)  supra. 

The  maker  of  a  note,  when  sued 
thereon,  may  show  that  it  was  execut* 
ed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  condition  that  the  defendant 
should  take  the  horse  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  which  the  note  was  giv- 
en, in  his  possession^  and  use  him  un- 
til he  was  satisfied  that  he  was  sound 
snd  all  right  in  every  way.  If,  after 
such  usage,  he  should  find  said  horse 
was  not  sound  and  all  right,  as  rep- 
resented and  warranted  by  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  should  return  the 
horse  to  the  plaintiff,' and  the  plaintiff 
should  thereupon  give  up  the  note  to 
the  defendant.  Trumbull  v.  O'Hara 
(1898)  71  Conn.  172,  41  Atl.  546. 

One  who  is  contemplating  the  pur- 
chase of  a  note  of  a  third  person,  and 
who  has  given  his  check  to  the  owiier 
of  the  note,  may  show  that  the  ar- 
rangement was  conditioned  upon  the 
maker  of  the  note  accepting  it  as  a 
set-off  to  a  claim  he  had  against  the 
Jiver  of  the  check,  and  that  if  he 
would  not  thus  accept  the  note,  the 
payee  of  the  check  was  to  return  it, 
»nd  take  back  his  note.  Sweet  v. 
Stevens  (1863)  7  R.  I.  376. 

In  Musser  v.  Musser  (1912)  92  Neb. 
387,  188  N.  W.  699,  parol  evidence  is 
held  admissible  to  show  that  a  note 
was  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
payees  to  be  held  in  trust  by  him  until 


the  maker  should  determine  whether 
certain  representations  made  by  the 
payee  were  true;  and,  if  tiiey  were 
not  true,  the  note  was  to  be  returned 
to  the  maker. 

One  of  a  number  of  purchasers  of 
a  machine,  who  signed  a  series  of 
notes  for  the  purchase  price,  may 
show  that  the  notes  were  executed 
and  delivered  upon  the  agreement 
that  if  the  maker  was  not  satisfied 
with  the  transaction  when  the  first 
note  matured,  the  payee  would  repay 
him  what  cash  he  had  paid,  and  re- 
turn his  notes*  Watson  v.  Rice  (Tex.) 
supra.  But  see  Security  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Allen  (1914)  ~  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —, 
170  S.  W.  131,  infra. 

The  contingency  may  be  within  the 
control  of  the  payee.  Thus,  evidence 
is  admissible  in  an  action  on  a  note 
given  for  bank  stock,  of  an  agreement 
that  if  the  payee  should  elect  not  to 
sell  within  a  stated  time>  the  maker 
of  the  note  would  be  released  from  his 
obligation  on  the  note.  Hawkins  v. 
Johnson  <1916)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
131  S.  W.  668.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  parol  evidence  went  to  the  cort- 
sideration  of  the  note,  and  it  is  held 
admissible  on  this  ground  also. 

Bridenee  that  tbe  inatnimeiit  was  to 
b«  paid  only  1a  a  oertaia  ooatinsenoy. 

Evidence  that  the  instrument  was 
to  be  paid  only  in'  a  certain  contin- 
gency shows  a  conditional  delivery 
less  clearly  than  either  of  the  preced- 
ing forms  of  evidence.  In  some  cases, 
however,  in  which  the  condition  is 
stated  to  go  to  the  pas^ent  merely, 
it  is  held  that  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  that  a  bill  or  note, 
regular  in  form,  was  to  be  paid  only 
upon  the  liappening  of  a  certain 
event,  or  that  it  was  not  "to  be  paid'' 
except  upon  the  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency. Fideli^  Title  Guaranty 
Co.  V.  Ruby  (1914)  16  Ariz.  75,  141 
Pac.  117;  Parrington  v.  McNeill 
(1917)  174  N.  C.  420,  98  S.  E.  957; 
Adams  v.  Thurmond  (1915)  48  Okla. 
189,  149  Pac.  1141;  Hamilton  v.  Han- 
lius  (1912)  —  Tex.  CJiv.  App.  — ,  185 
S.  W.  938;  Miller  v.  Murphy  (1918)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  206  S.  W.  968; 
Martineau  v.  Hanson  (1916)  47  Utah, 
649,  166  Pac.  482. 
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In  Breeden  v.  Grigg  (1874)  8  BiuCt- 
(Tenii.)  16d»  the  executors  of  an  ior 
Bolvent  estate  who  had  given  a  note 
to  a  <ireditor  of  the  estate  for  a  part 
of  his  claim,  upon  which  he  had  o)>- 
tained  judgment  against  them,  were 
allowed  to  enjoin  the  judgment,  upon 
proof  of  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
creditor  should  hold  the  note,  and  not 
sue  on .  it  until  it  should  be  ascer- 
tained what  was  due  him  on  a  final 
settlement  of  the  insolvent  estate; 
tlxen  if  the  full  amount  of  the  note 
should  not  be.  due  him«  it  was  to  be 
abatedi  .The  court  says:  "It.  is  al- 
leged that  the  note  was  signed  and 
delivered*  buti;o.be  bixiding  only  con- 
ditionally; and  hence  the  legal  effect 
of  the  allegaition  is  that  the  note  was 
held  by  Grjgg  as  an  escrow;  and  that, 
in  violation  of  the  contract  under 
which  he  held  it,  he  was  seeking  to 
enforce  it  before  the  condition  on 
which  the  vitality  depended  had  been 
complied  with.  .  In  such  case  it  is  only 
by  parol  proof  that  the  real  character 
of  the  transactitm  can  be  developed^'' 
Compare  with  cases  discussed  in  IIL 
b. 

A  variety  of  facts  have  been  pre- 
sented under  the  form  of  evidence. 
Parol  testimony  is  admissible  in  an 
action  on  a.  note  given  by  a  vendor 
for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate,  that  the  note  -was  not  to  be 
paid  unless  the  purchaser  of  the  real 
e.state  paid  a  note  which  he  had  giv- 
en to  evidence  a  part  of  the  purchase 
price.  Martineau  v.  Hanson  (Utah) 
supra.  Such  evidence  was  regarded 
as  admissible  in  Hamilton  v.  Hannus 
(1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  185  S.  W. 
938,  a  similar  case,  but  the  chief  dis- 
pute in  that  case  was  as  to  other  evii- 
dence.  ., 

In  Fidelity  Title  Guaranty  Co.  v. 
Ruby  (Ariz.)  supra,  parol  evidence  of 
an  agreement  that  the  note  in  suit 
was  not  to  be  paid  until  the  note  of  a 
third  person  should  be  paid  to  the 
maker  is  held  admissible.  The  plea 
stated  that  the  note  sued  on  ''was  giv- 
en by  this  defendant  to  .  .  .  with 
the  express  understanding  that  the 
said  sum  of  $300  expressed  in  said  in- 
strument would  not  be  collectible 
from  defendant  until  defendant  col- 


lected the  1681  trom  flaid  Gordon  on 
his  note."  The  court  states  that  the 
answer  <  under  ca2iai46rati w  and  the 
evidence,  ''shows  that  there  never  was 
any  complete  inal. .  delivery  of  the 
writing  as  the  promissory  note  of  the 
maker  .  •  .  payable,  at  all  events 
and  according  to  its  terms,  for  the 
reason  it  was  iaoLBd^  as  a  mere  memo- 
randum of  the  balaiaice  [the  payee] 
was  entitled  to  receive  when  the 
•Gor.don  note  was  paid  to  [the  maker ]^ 
^and  was  deli vered .  as.  auch  with  the 
understanding  of  the  parties  that  it 
.should  be  payable  .when  the  Gordon 
note  was  paid,  and  in  no  other  event." 

In  Parington  v.  McNeill  (1917)  174 
N.  C.  420,  93  S.  E.  957,  the  maker  of  a 
note  was  held  entitled  to  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  he  should  pay  the  note 
only  in  the  event  that  a  certain  per- 
json  recovered  certain  lands  against 
which  there  were  adverse  claims;  the 
court  stating  that  the  evidence  was 
competent  to  show  that  the  note  sued 
rupon  was  executed  upon  the  condi- 
tion of  a  contingency  as  to  its  pay- 
ment. This  decision  is  based  in  part, 
^Iso,  upon  the  theory  of  the  partial  in- 
tegration,—a  theory  upon  which  a 
majority  of  the  North  Carolina  cases 
are.  based.    See  infra,  IV. 

In  Adams  v..  Thurmond  (1915)  48 
Okla.  189,  149  P^.  1141,  parol  evi- 
dence is  held  admissible  to  show  that 
a  note  was  delivered  to  the  payee  up- 
on a  condition  that  it  was  not  to  be 
paid  until  the  title  to  certain  land  for 
which  it  was  given  ^vas  settled  in  fa- 
vor of  thd  payee,  and  the  makers  of 
■the  note  put  in  possession  thereof  as 
purchasers.  - 

A  purchaser  of  corporate  stock  who 
has  given  a  note  for  the  purchase 
•price  may  show  a  contemporaneous 
parol  agreement  to  the  effect  that  if 
the  corporation  should  afterwards 
prove  to  be  insolvent,  the  payees  of 
the  note  would  cancel  it  and  never 
demand  payment  thereof.  '  Miller  v. 
Murphy  (1918)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
206  S.  W.  968.  After  alleging  the 
parol  agreement  as  above  stated,  the 
defendant  in  this  case  further  alleged 
'that  the  corporation  did  thereafter 
prove  to  be  insolvent,  and  therefore 
the  note  sued  upon  never  became  a 
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legal  and  binding  obligation  upon  th« 
maker.  See  Roberts  v«  Greig  (1900) 
15  CMo.  App.  S78,  62  Pac.  574,  infra, 
'Taid  in  a  certain  manner.'' 

The  correctness  of  these  decisions 
18  very  doubtful.  As  stated  in  the  in« 
troduction,  it  seems  evident  that  the 
courts  treat  the  condition  as  one  go* 
JDg  to  the  existence  of  the  contract. 
In  some  eases  a  condition  that  the  in« 
strument  shall  not  be  paid  unless  a 
certain  event  happens  is  construed 
as,  in  effect*  an  agreement  operating 
as  a  suspension  of  the  instrument  un- 
til the  contingency  occurs.  Standard 
Bank  v.  Wettlaufer  (1915)  38  Ont.  L. 
Rep.  441,  8  Oiit.  Week-  N.  187,  23  D.  L. 
R.  507,  holding  parol  evidence  admis* 
Bible  in  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  ex- 
change against  the  acceptors  thereof, 
to  show  that  the  bill  was  accepted  up- 
on the  condition  that  the  defendant 
^should  not  be  liable  for  and  would 
not  pay  the  bill  at  maturity  unless  at 
that  date  it  was  found  that  the  de- 
fendants were  indebted''  to  the  draw- 
ers of  the  bill  for  the  amount  thereof; 
the  court  stating  that  the  agreement 
"operated  as  a  suspension  of  the  bill 
until  it  was  ascertained  that  there 
was  an  indebtedness  at  the  end  of  the 
term  mentioned  in  the  bill." 

Some  eases  clearly  recognized  the 
existence  of  the  note  as  a  valid  obli- 
gation, but  admit  evidence  of  an  oral 
agreement  that  it  is  to  become  void. 
The  purchaser  of  a  pony,  who  has 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
may  show  an  oral  agreement  that  he 
took  the  pony  only  on  "probation"  for 
six  months,  and  if,  at  any  time  be- 
fore that,  he  was  dissatisfied,  he  had 
the  right  to  rescind  the  trade  and  de- 
liver up  the  pony.  Such  an  agree- 
ment, according  to  the  court,  does  not 
contradict  the  note,  but  sets  up  an  in- 
dependent agreement  made  at  the 
same  time  that,  upon  a  contingency  or 
condition,  the  note  was  to  become 
void.  Lyons  v.  Stills  (1896)  97  Tenn. 
514,  87  S.  W.  280.  Compare  with 
cases  discussed  in  III.  b. 


Paid  im  eertelB  a 

In  a  few  cases  the  evidence  has 
been  held  admissible  where  the  agree- 
ment was  that  the  instrument  was  to 
be  paid  in  a  certain  manner.    Robeirts 


V.  Greig  (1900)  16  Colo.  App.  378,  62 
Pac.  674,  holding  parol  evidence  ad- 
missible to  show  that  the  note  on 
which  the   action  was  brought  was 
executed  and  delivered  on  condition 
that  it  should  be  paid  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  mill,  and  if  there  were  no 
earnings,  the  note  was  to  be  returned 
and  destroyed.    It  is  held  in  George  v. 
Williams    (1915)   27  Colo.  App.   400, 
149  Pac.  887,  that  the  maker  of  the 
note  on  which  the  action  was  brought, 
given  to  a  trading  company,  might 
show  that  the  note  was  given  on  con- 
dition that  it  should  be  paid  out  of 
the    stock   and    patronage    dividends 
thereafter   to   accrue,    and   that  the 
maker  should  not  be  required  to  pay 
any   cash   thereon.     It   is    expressly 
stated  by  the  court  that  the  instru- 
ment was  strictly  a  negotiable  promis- 
sory  note,   although    it  contained   a 
recital  that  it  was  given  for  stock  in 
the  trading  company,  and  there  was  a 
further  recital  that  all  dividends  ac- 
cruing  to   the  maker   on   the   stock 
should  be  applied  to  the  pa3rment  of 
the  note.     The  rule  admitting  parol 
evidence  that  an  instrument  was  de- 
livered upon  condition  has  been  held 
applicable  where  the  condition   was 
that  it  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  certain  stock,  and 
no  other  payment  was  to  be  made;  in 
other  words,  that  there  was  to  be  no 
personal  liability  on  the  note.     Car- 
penter V.  Maloney   (1910)    188  App. 
Div.   190,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  61.     The 
notes  in  suit  were  made  by  the  maker 
to  his  own  order  and  indorsed  by  the 
defendant.     They  were   delivered   to 
the  maker  upon  condition  that  they 
were  to  remain  in  his  possession  and 
control,  to  be  paid  solely  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  stock  above 
mentioned,  and  that  the  indorser  was 
in  no  event  to  be  held  personally  li- 
able for  their  payment.    In  violation 
of  this  agreement  they  were  indorsed 
to  a  third  party,  not  a  bona  fide  hold- 
er.   From  this  conclusion  there  is  a 
strong     dissenting     opinion     which 
seems  more  in  accord  with  the  correct 
rules.    The  judgment  of  the  majority, 
however,  is  affirmed  by  the  court  of 
appeals  (1911)  203  N.  Y.  671,  96  N.  E. 
1111.     Parol  evidence  has  been  held 
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admissible  in  an  action  by  one  other 
than  a  bona  fide  holder  on  a  note  giv- 
en in  payment  of  stockt  to  show  an 
Agreement  that  it  was  to  be  carried 
and  renewed  by  the  payee  for  a  stat- 
ed time,  and  if,  at  the  end  of  that 
time,  the  stock  had  not.  realized 
enough  to  pay  the  purchase  price,  and 
the  maker  of  the  note  did  not  want  the 
stock,  the  payee  would  take  it  off  his 
hands  and  cancel  the  note.  Paulson 
V.  Boyd  (1908)  1S7  Wis.  241,  118  N. 
W.  841.  But  the  court  concludes: 
'That  it  was  not  intended  and  agreed 
bv  them  that  the  note  should  be  a 
present  binding  agreement,  but  that 
it  was  delivered  to''  the  payee  upon 
the  condition  that  if  the  maker  paid 
interest  on  the  sum  for  the  stated 
time,  the  payee  was  to  renew  the  note 
as  agreed ;  and  if,  at  the  expiration  of 
that  time,  the  maker  did  not  want  the 
stock,  the  agreement  to  purchase  was 
to  be  terminated  at  the  maker's  elec- 
tion and  the  note  canceled.  This, 
however,  seems  to  be  an  erroneous 
view  of  the  effect  of  the  evidence;  for, 
as  pointed  out  in  the  dissenting  opin- 
ion, the  proof  of  delivery  was  not  only 
not  overcome,  but  there  was  afiirm- 
ative  proof  of  delivery  of  the  note  as 
a  note,  and  that  it  was  to  be  in  force 
and  effect  as  such.  A  failure  to  con- 
strue the  evidence  correctly  seems  to 
be  what  led  to  the  conclusion  in  these 
cases,  for  none  of  these  cases  deny, 
in  fact,  they  affirm,  that  the  condition 
must  be  one  that  goes  to  the  existence 
of  the  contract.  As  evidence  that  an 
instrument  is  to  be  paid  in  a  certain 
manner,  from  its  natural  import,  sug- 
gests a  conditional  obligation  rather 
than  a  conditional  delivery,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  these 
courts  first  determined  to  admit  the 
evidence  and  then  assigned  it  the 
character  necessary  to  harmonize  the 
decision  with  the  undisputed  rule  of 
law.  Compare  with  cases  discussed 
in  m.  b. 

Oonaitiomal  'delivery  ereated  %y  oustom. 

Parol  evidence  has  been  admitted 
where  the  conditional  delivery  was 
created  by  custom,  but  there  seems  to 
have  been  no  dispute  over  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  evidence.  Citizens 
State  Bank  v.  Garceau  (1912)  22  N.  D. 


676, 184  N.  W.  882.  The  note  involved 
in  tiiis  case  was  given  by  an  applicant 
for  life  insurance  upon  signing  the 
application.  It  was  a  business  meth- 
od of  the  company  and  of  the  agent  to 
return  the  note  to  the  applicant  if  he 
failed  to  pass  the  medical  examina- 
tion. Under  these  eireomstances 
there  was  held  to  be  a  conditional  de- 
livery of  the  note,  rendering  it  ineffec- 
tive in  case  of  the  rejection  of  the 
applicant,  although  nothing  was  said 
regarding  the  return  of  the  note.  It 
appears  from  the  report  that  the  dis- 
pute in  this  case  did  not  arise  over  the 
admissibility  of  the  parol  evidence, 
but  as  to  whether  the  fact  showed  a 
conditional  delivery. 

d.  Condition  that  othero  olgn. 

The  rule  that  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  a  conditional  deliv- 
ery is  frequently  applied  to  show  a 
condition  that  other  signers  were  to 
be  obtained  to  the  instoument.  The 
makers  of  a  note  may,  when  sued 
thereon,  show  by  parol  that  the  note 
was  signed  not  as  a  completed  con- 
tract, but  subject  to  the  condition  that 
the  note  was  to  become  binding  only 
when  signed  by  another  or  all  of  a 
number  of  designated  persons,  and 
that,  none  should  be  bound  unless  all 
of  those  whom  it  was  agreed  should 
sign  the  note  did  in  fact  sign  it. 

Georgia. — Hartman  Stock  Farm  v. 
Henley  (1910)  8  Ga.  App.  265,  68  S. 
E.  957. 

Kansas.— White  v.  Smith  (1908)  79 
Ean.  96,  98  Pac.  766;  Van  Fossan  v. 
Gibbs  (1914)  91  Kan.  866,  139  Pac. 
174. 

Minnesota. — ^American  Multlgraph 
Sales  Co.  v.  Grant  (1916)  135  Minn. 
208,  160  N.  W.  676. 

North  Dakota.— First  State  Bank  v. 
Kelly  (1915)  30  N.  D.  84,  152  N.  W. 
125.  Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  1044. 

Ohio.— Bovey  Brick  Co.  v.  Chilli- 
cothe  Foundry  &  Mach.  Works  (1879) 
6  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  718. 

Oklahoma. — ^Mitchell  v.  Altus  State 
Bank  (1912)  82  Okla.  628,  122  Pac. 
666  (there  was,  however,  held  in  this 
case  to  be  no  evidence  to  show  that 
the  note  was  signed  conditionally,  or 
that  it  was  not  to  be  delivered  unless 
signed  by  another  party). 
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Sootti  Dakota,  •—  McCormick  Har- 
veetiiig  Mach.  Go.  v.  Faulkner  (1895) 
7  S.  D.  368,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  839,  64 
N.  W.  163. 

Texas^ — Merchants  Nat.  Bank  y. 
McAnulty  (1895)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
31  S.  W.  1091,  judgment  modified  in 
part  on  other  grounds  in  (1896)  89 
Tex.  124,  33  S.  W.  963;  Proctor  v. 
Evans  (1878)  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Gas. 
(White  &  W.)  850. 

In  Hodge  v.  Smith  (1907)  130  Wis. 
326, 110  N.  W.  192,  parol  evidence  was 
held  admissible  in  an  action  on  a  note 
signed  by   a   number  of  persons  to 
show  that  it  was  not  to  become  a  bind* 
ing  obligation  until  signed  by  all  of 
a  certain  specified  number  of  persons. 
In  Zimbelman  v.  Finnegan   (1909) 
141  Iowa,  858,  118  N.  W.  312,  where 
the  court  had  instructed  the  jury  in 
accord  with  the  text  above,  it  was 
claimed  to  be  error  to  omit  to  state 
that  if  the  parties  ''understood''  the 
note  was  not  to  become  binding  upon 
defendant    until    others    signed,    it 
would  not  be  a  valid  obligation.    The 
court  states  there  is  no  merit  in  this 
position;  that  if  there  was  an  under- 
standing,  it  must  have  been   based 
upon  an  agreement  of  the  parties,  and 
if  there  was  an  understanding  by  ei- 
ther, not  based  upon  an  agreement,  it 
would  not  be  binding  upon  the  other. 
Indorsers  of  a  note  may  show  that 
it  was  delivered  to  the  payee  on  condi- 
tion that   o^^s    sign   it   before  it 
should     become     legally     effective. 
Caudle  V.  Ford  (1903)  24  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1764,  72  S.  W.  270;  Seattle  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Becker   (1913)  74  Wash.  431,  133 
Pac.  613.     Heitmann  v.   Commercial 
Bank  (1909)  6  Ga.  App.  584,  65  S.  E. 
590.    The  circumstances  in  this  case 
were  peculiar.    A  note  had  been  giv- 
en, signed  by  thirteen  indorsers;  this 
note  was  renewed  from  time  to  time 
and  without  the  knowledge  of  those 
signing  it;  three  of  the  indorsers  did 
not  sign  the  renewals.    Upon  the  dis- 
covery of  this,  the  indorsers  who  had 
signed  agreed  to  indorse  another  re- 
newal note,  and  wrote  the  payee  a  let- 
ter, stating:     '*We  have  been  unable 
to  gtst  all  the  old  indorsers  to  indorse 
a   new  paper,  and  we  therefore  re- 
quest you  to  accept  the  note  indorsed 
us  and  inclosed  herewith,  in  pay- 


ment of  the  old  notes,  and  turn  over 
the  same  to  us  so  that  we  can  bring 
suit  to  determine  the  liability  of  all 
the  indorsers  thereon.^'  In  a  suit  on 
the  note  thus  given  in  renewal,  parol 
evidence  was  held  admissible  to  show 
that  the  instrument  was  delivered  up- 
on condition  that  all  the  ten  indorsers 
should  sign.  It  being  shown  that  one 
of  the  ten  had  not  signed,  the  instru- 
ment was  held  ineffective. 

The  surety  on  a  note  may  show 
that  it  was  delivered  to  the  payee  on 
the  condition  that  other  sureties 
should  be  obtained.  Westman  v. 
Krumweide  (1883)  30  Mimi.  313,  15 
N.  W.  255;  Goff  v.  Bankston  (1858)  35 
Mis&  518;  Majors  v.  McNeilly  (1872) 
7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  294  (note  under 
seal) ;  Alexander  v.  Wilkes  (1883)  11 
Lea  (Tenn.)  221  (note  under  seal). 

The  sureties  on  a  note  absolute  in 
form  may,  under  the  plea  of  non  est 
factum,  show  that  it  was  not  to  be  de- 
livered and  become  a  binding  obliga- 
tion until  signed  by  others.  Hunter 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (1908)  172  Ind.  62, 
87  N.  E.  734.  On  the  ground  that  the 
plea  in  this  case  was  a  plea  non  est 
factum,  this  case  is  distinguished 
from  the  earlier  Indiana  case  of  Clan- 
in  V.  Easterly  Harvesting  Mach.  Co. 
(1889)  118  Ind.  372,  3  L.R.A.  863,  21 
N.  E.  35. 

The  court  in  Westman  v.  Krum- 
weide (Minn.)  supra,  states  the  rule 
generally  as  to  all  contracts,  and  lim- 
its it  to  those  not  under  seal.  The 
notes  involved  in  this  case  were  pay- 
able in  chattels.  In  Goff  v.  Bankston 
(1858)  35  Miss.  518,  the  rule  was  ap- 
plied in  case  of  a  sealed  note. 

See  Ex  parte  Goldberg  &  Lewis 
(Ala.)  infra,  IL  a,  4. 

A  guarantor  of  a  bill  or  note  may 
prove  that  it  was  delivered  on  the  con- 
dition that  it  was  not  to  be  an  obliga- 
tion until  signed  by  other  guarantors. 
Belleville  Sav.  Bank  v.  Bornman 
(1888)  124  HL  200,  16  N.  E.  210;  Mer- 
chants'  Exch.  Bank  v.  Luckow  (1887) 
87  Minn.  542,  35  N.  W.  434. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  sign- 
ers of  a  bond  conditioned  to  save  the 
obligee  harmless  on  a  certain  liability 
may  show  that  it  was  not  to  be  bind- 
ing unless  signed  by  certain  other 
designated  persons.    Francis  v.  Gor- 
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nelius  (1915)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — » ITS 
S.  W.  947. 

The  condition  must  go  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  contract;  i.  e.,  it  must  be 
tc  the  effect  that  the  instrument  was 
never  delivered  as  the  final  embodi- 
ment of  the  agreement  between  the 
parties.  Heitmann  y.  Commercial 
Bank  (1909)  6  Ga.  App.  584,  65  S.  E. 
590;  Pidcock  v.  Crouch  (1910)  7  Ga. 
App.  299,  66  S.  E.  971 ;  Hartman  Stock 
Farm  v.  Henley  (1910)  8  Ga.  App.  255, 
68  S.  E.  957. 

Parol  evidence  is  incompetent  to 
show  that  the  instrument  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  payee  as  a  completed  con- 
tract, but  upon  a  promise  on  Us  part 
to  secure  the  signature  of  another 
thereto.  Pidcock  v.  Crouch  (1910)  7 
Ga.  App.  299,  66  S.  E.  971. 

In  a  case  involving  a  surety,  it  has 
been  stated  that  the  condition  that 
others  shall  sign  as  sureties  involves 
the  consideration  for  the  note.  Hunt- 
ei  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (1909)  172  Ind. 
62,  87  N.  E.  734.  The  delivery  to  the 
payee  upon  such  a  condition  is  some- 
times spoken  of  as  a  delivery  in  es- 
crow. Ibid.  It  does  not  appear,  how« 
ever,  that  there  was  any  formal 
escrow  agreement. 

Other  cases  deny  that  it  is  admis- 
sible to  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
a  note  delivered  to  the  payee  was  to 
become  an  obligation  only  when 
signed  by  another.  Massmann  v.  Hol- 
scher  (1871)  49  Mo.  87;  Hurt  v.  Ford 
(1898)  142  Mo.  283,  41  L.R.A.  828,  44 
S.  W.  228.  An  answer  to  an  action  on 
a  note,  that  it  was  to  be  signed  by 
another  as  the  joint  obligor  with 
the  defendant,  was  held  not  to  affect 
the  defendant's  liability  where  the 
answer  admitted  by  implication  the 
execution,  including  the  delivery  of 
the  note  by  the  defendant.  The  court 
says  that  the  fact  that  the  other  party 
did  not  sign  it  does  not  destroy  the 
effect  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
the  note  by  the  defendant.  Parks  v. 
Zeek  (1876)  53  Ind.  221.  It  is  stated 
in  Clanin  v.  Esterly  Harvester  Mach. 
Co.  (1889)  118  Ind.  372,  8  L.R.A.  863, 
21  N.  E.  35,  that  while  it  is  competent 
to  prove  under  proper  issues  that  the 
note  never  was  delivered,  evidence  is 
not  admissible  to  prove  that  it  was 


delivered  to  the  payee,  who  had  part- 
ed with  the  consideration,  as  an  es- 
crow, or  under  an  arrangement  that 
the  maker  was  not  to  be  bound  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  note.  It  was 
therefore  held  not  admissible  to  aver 
and  prove  that  the  payee  agreed,  when 
he  received  the  note,  that  he  would 
procure  another  person  to  sign  it,  and 
that  it  was  not  to  become  binding  on 
the  maker  until  it  was  so  signed.  But 
in  Wright  v.  Cohn  (1918)  68  Ind.  App. 
589,  121  N.  E.  8,  where  a  note  was 
signed  at  the  request  of  the  president 
of  a  bank,  as  surety  for  such  presi- 
dent, with  an  agreement  and  under- 
standing between  the  president  and 
the  surety  that  it  should  not  become  a 
binding  obligation  until  the  same  was 
executed  by  the  president  as  principal 
obligor,  evidence  as  to  what  was  said 
in  the  transaction  was  held  proper, 
and  not  subject  to  the  objection  that 
it  sought  to  explain  or  vary  the  terms 
of  a  written  contract.  It  is  held  in 
Hubble  ▼.  Murphy  (1864)  1  Duv. 
(Ky.)  278,  that  neither  an  agreement 
that  the  note  should  not  he  obligatory 
on  a  surety  unless  the  signature  of 
another  surety  should  be  secured,  nor 
a  delivery  of  the  note  to  the  payee,  on 
the  condition  ttiat  it  should  not  be 
obligatory  on  the  surety  unless  the 
said  signature  should  be  procured,  is 
a  defense  in  an  action  on  the  note, 
since,  being  in  parol,  it  is  contradic- 
tory of  the  writing,  and  cannot  de- 
stroy the  obligation  of  the  writing. 

It  is  held  in  Levy  &  C.  Mule  Go.  v. 
Kauffman  (1902)  52  C.  C.  A.  126,  114 
Fed.  170,  that  the  accommodation  ac- 
ceptor of  a  draft  cannot,  when  sued 
on  his  acceptance,  defeat  liability  by 
showing  an  oral  agreement  to  advance 
the  money  evidenced  by  the  draft  on 
condition  that  another  person  ad- 
vance a  similar  sum  for  the  benefit 
of  the  accommodated  party. 

4,  Under  Ifegotiable  Instruments  Aei. 
That  a  bill  or  note  may  be  shown  to 
have  been  delivered  upon  condition  is 
settled  in  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Law.  This  act  provides  that  ''as  be- 
tween immediate  parties,  and  as  re- 
gards a  remote  party  other  than  a 
holder  in  due  course,  the  delivery,  in 
order  to  be  effectual,  must  be  made  ei- 
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ther  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
I»rty  making,  drawing,  accepting,  or 
Indorsing,  aa  the  case  may  be;  and  in 
such  case  the  delivery  may  be  shown 
to  have  been  conditional,  or  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose  only,  and  not  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  transferring  the  property  in 
the  instrument/'  It  is  accordingly 
held  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  show  that  a  bill  or  note,  regular  in 
form,  was  manually  delivered  to  the 
payee  upon  the  <;ondition  that  it  was 
to  become  an  enforceable  obligation 
only  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain 
event 

AUdMUML — Bank  of  Cartersville  v. 
Cunter  (1912)  4  Ala.  App.  589,  58  So. 
757. 

Colorado. — Sayre  v.  Leonard  (1914) 
57  Colo.  116,  140  Pac.  1^6. 

Iowa.— Sehna  Sftv.  Bank  y.  Harlan 
(1914)  167  Iowa,  673,  149  N.  W.  882; 
Herron  v.  Brinton  (1920)  188  Iowa, 
60,  175  N.  W.  831;  Mason  v.  Catei- 
(1921)  —  Iowa,  — ,  182  N.  W.  179; 
City  Nat  Bank  v.  Mason  (1922)  -^ 
Iowa,  — ,  186  N.  W.  30. 

New  York.  -^  Grannis  t.  Stevens 
(1916)  216  N.  Y.  583,  111  N>  E.  263 
(the  evidence  in  this  case,  however, 
was  held  not  to  Show  a  conditional 
delivery;  motion  for  reargument  de- 
nied in  (1916)  217  N.  Y.  664,  112  N, 
B.  1060). 

Ohio.— Starr  Piano  Go.  v.  Edgar 
(1909)  31  Ohio  C.  G.  295  (this  was 
held  in  this  ease  notwithstanding  the 
note  was  secured  by  a  chattel  mort- 
gage which  in  effect  declared  that  the 
note  had  been  delivered,  the^  court 
stating  that  the  chattel  mortgage  is 
only  an  incident  of  the  debt,  and,  re- 
gardless of  its  terms,  can  be  held  to 
be  nothing  more,  and  if  the  debt  f  aili 
the  mortgage  fails  also);  Shive  v. 
Merville  (1913)  34  Ohio  C.  C.  193 
(holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to 
show  that  the  note  was  delivered  to 
the  payee  upon  condition  that  it 
should  be  paid  if  certain  stock  should 
prove  assessable,  and  should  be  re- 
tamed  if  the  stock  should  prove  non- 
assessable). 

Texas. — ^Waters  y.  Byers  Bros.  &  Co. 
(1921)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  233  S.  W. 
572. 
Utah. — Martineau  v.  Hanson  (1916) 


47  Utah,  549,  165  Pac.  482.  See  su- 
pra for  facts.  Smith  v.  Brown  (1917) 
50  Utah,  27,  165  Pac.  468. 

WiaconsiiL— Hodge  v.  Smith  (1907) 
130  Wis.  326,  110  N.  W.  192. 

See  Dfvine  v.  Western  Slope  Fruit 
Gi^owers  Assty.  (1915)  27  Golo.  App. 
368, 149  Pac.  841,  infra,  VH.  c.     - 

This  rule  has  been  applied  under  a 
variety  of  facta  and  circumstances. 
In  Sayre  v.  Leonard  (1914)  57  Colo. 
116,  140  Pac.  196,  it  is  held  that  a  note 
given  by  one  partner  to  his  transferee 
might  be  shown  to  have  been  upon  the 
condition  that  it  was  to  become  oblig- 
atory only  in  the  event  that  a  silent 
parttfer  of  the  maker  repudiated  a 
transfer  of  their  holdings  which  the 
maker  had  made  to  the  payee  of  the 
note.  In  Selma  Sav.  Bank  v.  Harlan 
(1914)  167  Iowa,  673,  149  Ni  W.  882, 
it  is  held  that  parol  evidence  that  a 
note  was  delivered  to  a  bank  by  a 
surety  on  condition  that  it  was  not  to 
become  a  binding  obligation  unless 
the  principal  debtor  acknowledged  an 
assignment  and  executed  a  note  to  the 
surety — ^was  admissible.  In  Waukee 
Sav.  Bank  v.*  Jones  (1917)  179  Iowa, 
261,  159  N.  W.  691,  it  was  held  that 
parol  evidence  that  a  note  delivered 
to  a  vendor  was  delivered'  upon  con- 
dition that  the  vendee  was  to  have  un- 
til a  specified  date  to  determine  wheth- 
er or  not  the  transfer  of  the  note 
should  be  absolute — ^was  admissible. 
Jh  Herroh  v.  Br'inton  (1920)  188  Iowa, 
60,  176  N.  W.  831,  it  was  held  com- 
petent for  the  defendant  to  prove,  in 
an-  action  on  a  note,  that  the  payee  of 
the  note  had  advanced  the  money 
called  for  therein  to  the  maker  under 
an  agreement  that  the  maker  was  to 
pay  interest  on  the  sum  so  advanced 
so  long  as  the  payee  should  live,  and 
such  payment  of  interest  should  be  in 
full  discharge  of  the  obligation  im- 
posed upon  the  maker  by  the  accept- 
ance of  the  money.  Such  an  agree- 
ment is  held  to  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence undei'  the  provisions  of  the  Ne- 
gotiable Instruments  Act,  permitting 
the  showing  of  a  conditional  delivery. 
It  was  held  in  Mason  v.  Cater  (1921) 
—  Iowa,  ii-,  182  N.  W.  179,  ttiat  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  a  note  may 
be  shown  to  have  been  made  upon  the 
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express  cf>nditioB  that  the  lia]^d.  con- 
veyed tosthe  maker  was  to  be  placed 
upon  the  market  for  sale,  and,  if  sold 
to  a  piqrchaser  acceptable  to  the 
payee,  who  would  agree  to  pay  the  in- 
debtedness evidenced  by  the  note, 
then  the  maker  of  the  note  would  not 
be  liable  for  any  other  sum  than  the 
interest  upon  said  note  to  the  date  of 
sale. 

Where,  in  the  organization  of  a  cor- 
poration, it  was  agreed  that  one  per- 
son was  to  subscribe  and  pay  for  a 
certain  amount  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  corporation,  one  half  of  whiph 
was  to  be  issued  in  the  name  of  anoth- 
er person,  who  was  to  manage  and 
conduct  the  business,  affairs  of  the 
corporation  under  an  agreement  that 
the  first  person  was  to  be  repaid  the 
amount  he  had  advanced  for  the  stock 
issued  to  the  latter  out  of  the  first 
profits  derived  from  the  business  of 
the  corporation,  and  not  otherwise, 
and  a  note  was  made  and  delivered  to 
the  first  person  ^s  evidence  of  the 
amount  of  money  he  had  advanced, 
the  maker  of  the  note  may  show  these 
facts  in  defense  of  an  action  on  the 
note.  Smith  v.  Brown  (1917)  50 
Utah,  27,  165  Pac.  468.  It  further 
appeared  that  the  payee  of  the  note 
agreed  to  advance  the  necessary  sums 
of  money  to  carry  on  the  business  of 
the  corporation,  if  any  was  necessary, 
and  that,  when  he  obtained  the  note, 
he  refused  to  advance  the  necessary 
money. 

There  was  held  to  be  no  conditional 
delivery  in  Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Pam  (1922)  232  N.  Y.  441,  184  N.  E. 
525,  where  the  owner  of  an  irrigation 
project  gave  to  a  contractor  certain 
notes  under  an  agreement  that  the 
notes  were  made  and  delivered  sub- 
ject to  all  rights,  claims,  and  defenses 
which  the  maker  might  have  by  rear 
son  of  the  inaccuracy  of  bills  ren- 
dered, the  total  of  which  made  up  the 
amount  of  the  note 

It  has  been  held  competent  to  show 
that  the  note  was  to  be  paid  only  up- 
on the  happening  of  a  certain  event. 
Norman  v.  McCarthy  (1913)  56  Colo. 
290,  138  Pac.  28,  holding  that  the  in- 
tervener in  an  attachment  proceeding, 
who  has  given  a  check  to  the  attach- 


ing Qfiicer  in  U^u  of  a  boiidy.to  secure 
possession  of  the  properly^  may,  in  an 
action  on  the  check,  show  that  it  was 
to  become  payable  only  in  case,  on  the 
trial  of  the  right  to  the  .property, 
judgment  should  be  rendered  against 
,the  intervener.  Harder  v.  Reinhardt 
(1916)  162  Wis.  558,  166  N.  W.  959, 
holding  parol  evidence,  admissible  in 
an  action  on  a  note. to-  show  that  it 
was  not  to  be. paid  unless  a, certain 
sum  was  collected  in  a  lien  suit  by  the 
defendant.  The  jury  here  found  that 
the  agreement  was  "that  the  note 
would  not  be  used  against  the  defend- 
ant, nor  the  amount  thereof  demand- 
ed from  him,"  except  upon. the  condi- 
tions stated.  This  provision  was  held 
in  Straus  v.  Citizens  State  Bank 
(1911)  164  IlL  App.  420,  to  change  the 
rule  theretofore  esdsting  in  Illinois 
and  permit  a  conditional  delivery  to 
be  shown.  This  case  was  afiirmed  by 
the  supreme  court  ((1912)  254  IlL 
'X^5,  98  N.  E«  945)  upon  another  the- 
ory. 

Parol  evidence  has  been  held  ad- 
missible where  a  note  was  given  in 
payment  of  stock  to  show  an  agree- 
ment that  it  was  to  be  carried  and 
renewed  by  the  payee  for  a  stated 
time,  and  if,  at  the  end  of  that  time, 
the  stock  had  not  realized  enough  to 
pay  the  purchase  price,  and  the  mak- 
er did  not  want  ii  the  payee  was  to 
take  it  off  his  hands  and  cancel  the 
note.  Paulson  v.  Boyd  (1908)  137 
Wis.  241,  118  N.  W.  841.  See  com- 
ment SQpra»  and  see  Waters  v.  Byers 
Bros.  &  Co.  (1921)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  238  S-  W.  572. 

Some  of  these  cases  speak  of  the  in- 
strument as  having  been  delivered  to 
the  payee  in  escrow.  Bank  of  Car- 
tersville  v.  Gunter  (1912)  4  Ala.  App. 
589,  58  So.  757,  holding  that,  as 
against  a  party  other  than  a  holder 
in  due  course,  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  that  a  note  was  de- 
livered to  the  payee  upon  condition 
that  he  would  obtain  an  agreement 
from  certain  parties  to  make  a  refund 
to  the  defendant,  and  that  tiie  note 
was  not  to  be  effective  to  charge  such 
defendant  unless  and  until  said  con- 
dition was  complied  with. 

Bank    of    Cartersville    ▼•    Ounter 


^NNO 

(Ala.)  supra,  is  referred  to  with  ap- 
proval in  Stone  v.  Goldberg  &  Lewis 
(1912)  6  Ala*  App.  249,  60  So.  744,  ap- 
plying the  rule  so  as  to  permit  a  sure^ 
ty  signini:  a  note  on  eonditioh  that 
others  shall  »ign  it  as  sureties  before 
delivery  by  the  principal  obliget,  to 
show  this,  and  thus  defeat  an  action 
on  the  note  under  the  Negotiable  In-^ 
struments  Law.  =  This  case  wais  re- 
versed by  the  suprenae  court  in  Ex 
parte  Goldberg  ft  Lewis  (1914)  191 
AhL  866,  L.R.A.1915F,  1157,  67  So. 
839,  on  the  theory  that  t^e  Negotiable 
Instruments  Law  has  reference  only 
to  a  conditional  tfr  special  delivery  tx) 
the  payee  or  holder,  of  which  he  is 
advised  at  the  time,  and  not  to  a'de^ 
livery  by  an  obligor  to  an  agent  or  in- 
termediary, for  transmission  to  this 
payee.  '  » 

As  shown  in  the  preceding  para- 
graphs, parol  evidence  is  held  admis- 
sible to  show  a  condftiidnal  delivery 
under  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Law.  It  has  been  escpressly  held  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  law  that  re^ 
quires  a  contract  of  conditional  de- 
livery to  be  in  writing.  Norman  v» 
McCarthy  (1918)  66  Cateu  290,  188 
Pac.  28.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  so  requiring. 
Waukee  Sav.  Bank  v.  Jones  (1916)  179 
lewa,  261,  169  N.  W.  691. 

An  agreement  that  a  note  executed 
for  the  special  purpose  of  furnishing 
cash  bail  for  one  accused  of  clltne 
would  be  returned  when  the  bail  was 
exonerated  seems  to  have  been  re- 
garded as  an  agreement  for  a  condi- 
tional delivery  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Miller  (1920)  —  N.  D.  — ,  179  N.  W. 
997,  although  this  decision  is  based  in 
part,  at  least,  on  what  seems  to  be  the 
correct  ground,  that  it  was  delivered 
for  a  special  purpose. 

In  some  cases  decided '  after  the 
adoption  of  the  Negotiable  Instru- 
ments Act,  the  evidence  has  been  held 
hiadmissible  without  referring  to  the 
act  Schult2  V.  Meyer  (1913)  181  III. 
App.  385;  Hesch  v.  Dennis  (1915)  194 
III  App.  668;  Graff  v.  Fox  (1917)  204 
HL  App.  598;  Shinnef  V.  Raschke 
(1919)  218  111.  App.  824.  And-^is  i^ 
true  of  a  number  of  other  cases. 

Not  all  agr^ments  show  a*  c^ondi- 
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tional  delivery  within-  the*>  nieaning  of 
the  Negotiable  Instrumenfts  Aet  Evi- 
denbe  of '  an  oral-  agreement  between 
a  bank,  which  is  the  payee  of  the  note^ 
and  the  maker,  t^at  the  bank  would 
look  to  k  third  person  for  pajFment, 
does  not  show  a  conditional  delivery 
where*  the  bank,  on  the  faith  of  the 
note,  extends  credit  to  the  maker. 
Niblack  v.  Frank  (1917)  209  UL  App. 
162. 

The  purchaser  of  catde,  who  has 
given  his  notes  for  the  purchase  price 
thereof^  secured  by  a  chattel  mortgage 
on  the  cattle^  cannot '  show  ah  oral 
agreem^Bt  that  he'  was  to  pay  the 
notes  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  cattle  ftom  time  to  time,  and 
that  the  payeei,r  in  order  to  enable  the 
maker  to  do  this^  was  to  renew  the 
notes  evfir^  six  months  until  they 
were  so  paid.  It  is  not  stated  that  an^lr 
agreement  was  made'  as  to  the  def  end- 
adt's  liability  in  the  event  the  cattle 
never  paid  off  the  notes,  though  it 
may  possibly  be  inferred  that  the  ef* 
feet  of  the  agreement  was  that  the 
notes  were  to  be  paid  only  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  cattle,  and 
that  there  was  otherwise  no  personal 
liability  on  the. part  of  the  maker  of 
the  notes.  Waters  v.  Byers  Bros.  & 
Co.  (1921)  ~  Tex.*  Civ.  App.  — ,  288 
S.  W:  572.'  Hall,  Judge,  was  of  the 
opinion  that  the.  evidence  of  the  oral 
agreement  was  admissible.  It  seems 
to  the  writer,  however,  that  the 
majority  of  the  court  were  .correct  in 
holding  that  the  evidence  in  this  case 
was  not  admissible.  The  esxistence 
of  the  note»  asobligatiocm  waa  dear* 
ly  recognised,  aud  the  oral  agreement 
nyent  merely  to  their  performance. 
But  see  Drovers!  /Cattle  Loan  &  Invest 
Co.  V.  McGraw  (1^1)  ^  Miiuu  — , 
184  N.  W.  865,  infra,  IV. 

The  ipaker  of  an  accommodation 
note  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  note  was  simply  collateral 
security  •  against  loss  by  depreciation 
in  corporate  shades  put  up  by  ^  the 
principal  debtor  a's^cotlateral  foV  th^ 
loan,  and  that  the  note  should  only 
be  used  in  case  any  deficiency  arose 
sifter  realizing  on  the  sediirity.  Vine^ 
berg  V.  Jollies  (1912)  Ritp.  Jud.  Qnebefe 
22  B.  R;  128,  8  D.. L.  R.  518.        '^ 
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An  oral  agreement  that  the  payee 
of  notea.wonld  look  to  a  third  person 
for  pajrment  of  the  amount  cannot  be 
shown  to  defeat  an  action  on  tiie 
notes.  Clinton  ▼.  Royal  (1917)  208 
111.  App.  248.  The  maker  of  the  notes 
in  this  case  claims  that  a  company 
which  owed  him  money,  was  owned  by 
the  payee,  that  the  payee  advanced 
him  the  amount  of  the  notes,  and 
agreed  to  look  to  the  company  for  re- 
imbursement. 

An  order  on  the  back  of  a  note 
made  by  the  creditor  of  a  company  to 
an  individual  who  owned  the  compa- 
ny, directing  the  company  to  pay  the 
individual  owner  the  amount  of  the 
note,  and  that  it  be  charged  to 
the  maker's  account*  does  not  make 
the  note  conditional  within  the  meani> 
ing  of  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Law.    Ibid. 

In  Mt.  Vernon  Nat  Bank  v.  Eelling- 
Karel  Go.  (1914)  189  111.  App.  375,  the 
court  says  that  the  facts  stated  in  the 
affidavit  of  defense  do  not  show  an 
agreement  that  the  delivery  of  the 
draft  was  conditional,  but  only  an 
agreement  that  the  acceptance  was 
conditional;  but  the  acceptance,  as 
modified  by  such  conditions,  was  de- 
livered to  appellee  without  limitation 
or  reservation  that  property  in  the  in- 
strument should  not  be  transferred 
until  the  happening  of  the  conditions 
named.  Accordingly,  the  evidence 
was  held  inadmissible  in  this  case. 

There  are  other  states  of  facts 
which  have  been  before  the  courts 
and  held  to  show  a  conditional  deliv- 
ery which,  to  the  mind  of  the  writer, 
do  not  show  such  a  delivery.  The 
state  of  facts  present  in  Mason  v. 
Carter  (1921)  —  Iowa,  — ,  182  N.  W. 
179,  seems  to  show  a  condition  subse- 
quent rather  than  a  condition  prece- 
dent. In  other  words,  the  note  was  to 
be  defeated  upon  the  happening  of  the 
event.  This  seems  not  to  be  a  condi- 
tional delivery,  as  the  court  held. 

d.  Admia^MMif  as  diependmU  upon  re^ 
lotion  to  oonotOoration. 

There  is  a  suggestion  in  a  number 
of  cases  which  concede  the  admissi- 
bility of  such  evidence  that  it  is  con- 
fined to  evidence  impeaching  the  con- 


sideration. Foy  V.  Blackstone  (1868) 
81  IlL  638,  88  Am.  Dec.  246.  The 
court  in  (^Ivin  v.  Goff  (1916)  82  Or. 
814,  L.R.A.1917C,  300,  161  Pac.  568, 
thus  states  the  general  rule :  ''It  may 
be  shown  as  between  the  maker  and 
the  payee  that,  prior  to  the  delivery  of 
the  note,  its  payment  was  made  condi- 
tional, whenever  the  condition  or  con- 
tingency affects  the  consideration; 
that  is  to  say,  if  the  maker  of  the  note 
stipulateg  that  it  shall  take  effect  on- 
ly upon  the  happening  of  an  event, 
and  the  failure  of  such  contingency 
affects  the  consideration  to  the  extent 
that  he  does  not  get  the  value  or  thing 
that  he  has  bargained  for,  it  is  a  good 
defense,  because  there  is  a  failure  of 
ecnsideration;  or,  if  Uie  note  is  given 
upon^  a  stipulation  that  it  shall  not  be 
effective  unless  a  particular  event 
shall  happen,  and,  by  reason  of  the 
failure  of  the  event  to  happen,  the 
maker  does  not  reap  the  benefit  con- 
templated by  reason  of  its  occurrence, 
there  is  a  failure  of  consideration  and 
the  stipulation  is  good.'*  And  in  some 
cases  in  which  the  evidence  was  ad- 
mitted it  Is  stated  to  show  a  lack  of 
consideration.  In  LaGrande  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Blum  (1894)  26  Or.  49,  37 
Pac.  48,  where  the  oral  agreement 
sought  to  show  that  the  note  was  giv- 
en to  take  effect  as  an  unconditional, 
binding  obligation  upon  the  maker  on- 
ly in  the  event  of  his  failure  to 
comply  with  his  agreement  to  account 
for  the  proceeds  of  certain  notes 
which  he  had  for  collection,  the  court 
states  that  evidence  of  such  an  agree- 
ment and  of  the  maker's  compliance 
therewith  would  shbw  a  want  of  con- 
sideration for  the  note. 

It  is  true  that  in  many  of  the  cases 
admitting  the  evidence,  the  oral 
agreement  related  to  the  considera- 
tion for  the  note,  but  the  admissibility 
of  evidence  of  the  oral  agreement  is 
not  based  upon  this  fact.  Proof  of 
this  is  furnished  by  the  fact  that  in 
the  cases  discussed  in  IIL  infra,  the 
oral  agreements  just  as  distinctly  re- 
lated to  the  consideration,  yet  here 
the  evidence  is  held  inadmissible. 
Not  every  agreement  which  relates  to 
the  consideration  shows  a  failure  of 
consideration  within  tiie  meaning  of 
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the  rule  that  failure  of  consideration 
defeats  the  bill  or  note  as  between 
the  parties.  That  rule  is  entirely  in- 
dependent of  the  one  now  under  dis- 
cussion. 

In  some  cases  a  defense  very  like 
the  facts  discussed  above  has  been 
sustained  on  the  theory  that  it  showed 
8  failure  of  consideration  for  the  note. 
Without  any  discussion  of  the  parol- 
evidence  rale,  a  plea  in  an  action  upon 
a  note  given  for  a  life  insurance  pol- 
icy, setting  up  that  the   agent  had 
stated    (apparently,    orally)    to    the 
maker  that  if,  after  the  policy  of  in- 
surance was  received  by  him,  he  was 
not  perfectly  satisfied  with  its  provi- 
sions, the  policy  would  be  taken  back 
and  the  note  returned  to  the  defend- 
ant, was  held  good  as  against  a  de- 
murrer, on  the  theory  that  the  plea 
went  to  the  consideration  of  the  note 
sued  on.    Parker  v.  Bond  (1898)  121 
Ala.  529,  25  So.  898.    A  similar  deci- 
sion appears  in  Gillespie  v.  Hester 
(1909)   160  AhL  444,  49  So.  580.     In 
the  latter  case  a  demurrer  to  a  plea 
in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 
that  the  note  was  given  for  an  insur^ 
ance  policy,  and  that,  In  order  to  in- 
duce the  defendant  to  sign  the  note, 
the  agent  stated  to  him  that  after  the 
policy  of  insurance  was  received,  if 
he  did  not  want  it,  it  might  be  given 
back  and  defendant  would  owe  noth- 
ing on  the  note,  on  the  ground  that 
this  was  an  attempt  to  contradict  a 
written  agreement  by  contemporane- 
ous  and   previous   parol   statements, 
was  overruled. 

In  Cochran  v.  Burdick  Bros.  (1912) 
7  Ala.  App.  274,  61  So.  29,  the  instru- 
ment sueid  on  was  given  in  considera- 
tion of  certain  goods  which  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  purchase,  and  the 
goods  were  purchased  and  the  instru- 
ment given  with  the  express  under- 
standing and  agreement  that  if  the 
purchaser  should  realize  a  certain 
profit  on  the  goods,  the  instrument 
should  be  paid;  and  that  was  the  only 
condition  upon  which  the  instrument 
should  become  payable.  The  court 
states  that  the  contract  or  agreement 
set  up  did  not  vary  or  contradict  the 
terms  of  the  instrument  sued  on,  but 
simply  set  up  an  agreement  going  to 


the  consideration  of  the  bill  which 
was  the  subject  of  the  suit. 

In  Jefferson  County  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Compton  (1915)  192  AUu  16,  68  So. 
261,  an  action  on  a  promissory  note 
given  by  a  subscriber  to  corporate 
stock  to  the  corporation,  the  evidence 
showed  that  it  was  agreed  that  the 
note  was  not  to  be  paid  unless  the 
corporation's  business  became  a  pay- 
ing proposition ;  that  if  it  did,  the  note 
was  to  be  paid  and  the  stock  issued 
to  the  subscriber;  if  not,  the  note 
should  be  returned  to  him ;  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  company  failed  and 
went  into  bankruptcy  before  the  time 
for  the  consununation  of  the  contract. 
The  court  says :  "Where  the  terms  of 
the  written  contract  are  not  thereby 
varied  or  contradicted,  it  is  always 
eompetent  as  between  the  immediate 
parties  to  show  the  real  consid- 
eration for  a  proniissory  note,  and  to 
show  by  parol  evidence  the  terms  and 
conditions  upon  which  it  is  payable, 
or  by  which  the  payment  may  be 
avoided."  The  court,  however,  does 
not  clearly  point  out  just  how  the  ap- 
plication of  this  rule  would  affect  the 
evidence  in  question. 

Apparently  upon  the  theory  of  fail- 
ure of  consideration,  the  court,  in 
Clayton  v.  Western  Nat.  Wall  Paper 
Co.  (1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  146  S. 
W.  695,  allowed  a  merchant  who  had 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price 
6f  certain  goods  to  show  that  the  note 
was  given  under  an  oral  agreement  to 
take  back  all  of  certain  goods  which 
had  been  purchased  prior  thereto  and 
which  were  found  unsatisfactory,  and 
give  him  credit  on  his  note,  when  the 
same  had  been  inventoried. 

The  theory  of  the  decision  in  Far- 
rar  v.  Mathews  (1878)  37  Iowa,  418,  is 
not  altogether  clear.  In  that  case,  in 
an  action  on  a  note,  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  that  the  note  was  given  for 
a  sewing  machine  delivered  to  the 
defendant  to  be  tried,  and,  in  case  it 
did  not  work  to  his  satisfaction,  to  be 
returned  to  the  payee ;  that  it  did  not 
so  work  and  was  returned,  whereby 
the  consideration  had  failed, — was 
held  not  subject  to  demurrer  on  the 
ground  that  it  sought  to  contradict  or 
vary  the  terms  of  the  note  sued  on. 
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The  court  states  that  the  agreement 
that  the  defendant  should  have  the 
right  to  return  the  machine  if  it  did 
not  work  satisfactorily  Was  not  in- 
consistent with  the  idea  of  a  sale  of 
it  to  him,  nor  would  it  contradict  or 
vary  the  note. 

5.  Theorff  that  evidence  ie  inadntiasihle. 

According  to  some  cases  it  is  in- 
competent to  prove  that  a  bill  or  note 
was  delivered  to  the  promisee  or 
agent  of  the  promisee  as  an  escrow. 
Garper  v.  Fite  (1891)  93  Ala,  405,  9 
So.  367;  but  see  Alabama  cases  cited 
in  11.  5,  supra;  Scott  v.  State  Bank 
(1848)  9  Ark.  36;  Chandler  v.  Chand- 
ler (1860)  21  Art  95  (obiter) ;  Find- 
ley  V.  Means  (1903)  71  Ark.  289, 73  S. 
W.  101;  see  Graham  v.  Remmel  (1905) 
76  Ark.  140,  88  S.  W.  899,  6  Ann.  Caa. 
157,  supra,  II.  a,  2;  Walker  v.  Craw- 
ford (1870)  56  IIL  444,  8  Am.  Rep. 
701 ;  Roche  v.  Roanoke  Classical  Sem- 
inary (1877)  56  Ind.  198;  Stewart  v. 
Anderson  (1877)  59  Ind«  375;  Clanin 
V.  Esterly  Harvesting  Mach.  Co. 
(1888)  118  Ind.  372,  3  L.R.A.  863,  21 
N.  E.  35;  Murray  v.  W.  W.  Kimball 
Co.  (1894)  10  Ind.  App.  141,  37  N.  E. 
734;  Murray  v.  W.  W.  Kimball  Co. 
(1894)  10  Ind.  App.  184,  37  N.  E.  736 ; 
Hubble  y.  Murphy  (1864)  1  Duv. 
(Ky.)  278;  Massmann  v.  Holscher 
(1871)  49  Mo.  87;  Henshaw  v.  Dutton 
(1875)  59  Mo.  139;  Jones  v.  Shaw 
(1878)  67  Mo.  667;  Hurt  v.  Ford 
(1898)  142  Mo.  283,  41  LJI.A.  823,  44 
S.  W.  228;  Montgomery  v.  Schwald 
(1913)  177  Mo.  App.  75,  166  S.  W.  831. 

This  seems  to  be  the  view  of  the 
Kentucky  court  in  J.  I.  Case  Thresh- 
ing Mach.  Co.  V.  Barnes  (1909)  133 
Ky.  321,  117  S.  W.  418,  19  Ann.  Cas. 
246,  a  case  involving  a  delivery  of  the 
note,  to  an  agent  of  the  payee,  in 
which,  after  holding  the  agent  an 
agent  of  the  makers  of  the  note,  and 
not  of  the  payee  therein  for  the  pur- 
pose of  holding  the  note,  the  court 
states  that  when  a  writing  fully  exe- 
cuted is  delivered  to  the  party  for 
whom  it  is  intended,  the  other  party, 
is  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake, 
will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  either 
an  antecedent  or  contemporaneous 
parol  agreement  that  will  contradict 


or  vary  the  writing.  It  was  sought  to 
:8how  in  this  case  that  notes  were  de- 
livered to  the  agent  on  the  condition 
that  they  were  not  to  be  delivered  to 
his  principal  unless  the  machinery  for 
which  they  were  given  proved  satis- 
factory. 

In   Hyde  v.   Tenwinkel    (1872)   26 
Mich.  93,  the  makers  of  the  note  gave 
notice  with  their  plea  of  the  general 
issue  that  they  should  show  that  the 
note  was  given  conditionally,  to  be 
paid,  if  at  all,  out  of  certain  insurance 
money  if  that  should  be  paid  without 
suit  or  litigation,  and  that  it  was  not 
paid  without  litigation.    The  offer  of 
proof  was  as  follows:     ''We  offer  to 
prove  that  the  consideration  for  this 
note  was  the  delivery  of  two  endow- 
ment policies  of  the  Continental  Life 
Insurance  Company,  and  also  the  pay- 
ment of  a  life  policy  of  Dr.  Charles 
A.  Hyde  (who  was  then  deceased),  of 
$5,000  with  interest  in  full  without  de- 
lay and  without  litigation  or  expense 
to  the  defendants,  but  that  defend- 
ants were  put  to  the  expense  of  litiga- 
tion for  a  year,  and  then  received  the 
$6,000  without  any  interest,  and  with- 
out the  cost  of  the  litigation ;  that  the 
endowment  policies  having  been  re- 
ceived   by    defendants,    were    subse- 
quently returned  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
were  in  his  hands  when  this  suit  was 
begun,  and  that  he  now  holds  them 
and  has  held  them  ever  since;  that 
this  note  was  delivered  to  plaintiff  for 
the   purposes    and   intents   thus    set 
forth,  and  not  as  an  absolute,  uncon- 
ditional promissory  note."    This  offer 
of  proof  was   rejected  by  the  trial 
court  and  the  rejection  held  proper  by 
the  supreme  court,  which  said  that  the 
obvious  purpose  was  to  show  a  verbal 
contemporaneous  agreement  or  under- 
standing to  reduce  the  note  from  an 
absolute  and  specific  undertaking,  ac- 
cording to  its  terms  and  legal  import, 
to  a  defeasible  engajgement;  and  this 
was  certainly  inadmissible. 

See  Central  Sav.  Bank  v.  O'Connor 
(1903)  132  Mich.  578,  102  Am.  St.  Rep. 
433,  94  N.  W.  11.  See  cases  in  II.  a,  3, 
supra,  adhering  to  this  view. 

The  Georgia  Code,  §  8675,  is  re- 
ferred to  in  Stapleton  v.  Monroe 
(1900)  111  Ga.  848,  36  S.  £.  428,  as 
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authority  for  the  proposition  that  «q 
absolute  and  unconditioniil  promis- 
sory note  cannot  be  so  chaim:ed  by  evi- 
dence of  a  contemporaneous  parol 
acrreement  as  to  ingraft  upon  it  a  con- 
dition. This  statute  is  also  referred 
to  in  Union  Cent.  L,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wynne 
(1905)  123  Ga.  470,  51  S.  £.  889.  But 
see  Georgia  cases  supra,  II.  a,  2. 

According  to  these  cases  a  note 
cannot  be  delivered  conditionally  to 
the  promisee;  if  delivered  to  the 
promisee,  it  is  binding  from  delivery, 
whether  the  condition  be  performed 
or  not 

A  delivery  to  the  payee  passes  title 
to  the  payee,  though  contrary  to  the 
actual  intention  of  the  parties.  Mur- 
ray V.  W.  W.  Kimball  Co.  (1894)  10 
Ind.  App.  184,  87  N.  E.  736. 

Such  evidence  is  stated  to  contra- 
dict the  unconditional  terms  of  the 
note.  Montgomery  v.  Schwald  (1913) 
177  Mo.  App.  75,  166  S.  W.  831,  supra. 
Where  a  consideration  is  otherwise 
shown,  this  cannot  be  done  under  the 
guise  of  showing  a  failure  of  consid- 
eration.   Ibid. 

In  at  least  some  of  the  jurisdictions 
represented  above  the  rule  has  been 
changed,  as  may  be  seen  by  the  cross 
references.  In  any  jurisdiction  appar- 
ently adhering  to  this  view  it  seems 
only  a  reasonable  precaution  to  ex- 
amine carefully  for  recent  cases, 
since  it  is  not  at  all  unlikely  that  this 
rule  once  prevailing,  having  been 
abandoned  in  many  jurisdictions,  will 
be  abandoned  in  still  others  when  a 
case  arises  therein. 

It  was  stated  in  Clanin  v.  Esterly 
Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  (1888)  118  Ind. 
372,  8  L.R.A.  863,  21  N.  E.  85,  that 
while  it  is  competent  to  prove  under 
proper  issues  that  a  note  never  was 
delivered,  evidence  is  not  admissible 
to  prove  that  it  was  delivered  to  the 
payee,  who  had  parted  with  the  con- 
sideration, as  an  escrow,  or  under  ahy 
agreement  that  the  maker  was  not  to 
be  bound  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  note. 

In  Murray  v.  W.  W.  Kimball  Co. 
(1894)  10  Ind.  App.  141,  87  N.  E.  784, 
the  court,  after  stating  that  delivery 
to  an  agent  <^  the  payee  in  escrow 
would  be  a  violatton^of  his  duty  to  his 
20  AJi.R.— 29. 


principal,  and  that  he  was  therefore 
incompetent  to  act  aa  the  depository 
or  custodian  of  such  note  as  an  es- 
crow, continues:  ''Such  a  delivery 
would  have  the  same  effect  as  if  It 
had  been  made  to  the  payee  of  the 
note  directly,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  instrument  was  not  to  be- 
come effective  as  the  note  until  the 
condition  set  up  in  the  answer  had 
been  performed.  No  such  arrange- 
ment or  understanding  as  this,  rest- 
ing in  parol,  could  be  proved,  as  it 
would  be  a  clear  contradiction  of  the 
provisions  of  the  written  contract.'' 

In  Stewart  v.  Anderson  (1877)  59 
Ind.  875,  where  the  court  announced 
the  general  rule  that  a  note  cannot  be 
delivered  to  the  payee  or  his  agent  in 
escrow,  the  note  was  delivered  to  the 
agent,  who  delivered  the  same  to  the 
payee,  the  payee  having  at  the  time 
no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the 
escrow  agreement. 

According  to  the  court  in  Walker  v. 
Crawford  (1870)  56  111.  444,  8  Am. 
Rep.  701,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  a 
"note  was  delivered  conditionally,  or 
as  collateral  security  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  parol  promise  or  agreement 
by  appellant."  The  court  further 
says  that  "a  note  absolute  on  its  face 
cannot  be  shown  by  parol  to  have 
been  conditional."  An  acceptance 
which  is,  on  its  face,  absolute,  cannot 
be  shown  by  parol  to  have  been  condi- 
tional, according  to  the  court  in 
Haines  v.  Nance  (1893)  52  IlL  App.* 
406.  But  see  Moore  v.  Trussing 
(1896)  165  IlL  319,  46  N.  E.  184,  su- 
pra, I. 

It  is  held  in  Montgomery  v.  Schwald 
(1913)  177  Mo.  App.  75,  166  S.  W.  831, 
liiat  parol  evidence  is  inadmis- 
sible to  show  tiiat  notes  were  to  be 
valid  only  upon  the  contingency  that 
a  deed  of  trust  should  be  taken  from  a 
third  party  and  held  by  the  payee  to 
secure  the  payment  of  the  notes,  and 
to  that  extent  relieve  the  maker. 

In  Houck  V.  Frisbee  (1896)  66  Mo. 
App.  16,  it  was  held  not  competent  to 
show  by  parol  evidence  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  obligation  of  the  de- 
fendant upon  an  agreement  by  him  to 
pay  the  note  of  a  third  person,  where 
it  iiad  been  delivered. 
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The  drawer  and  acceptor  of  a  draft 
cannot  set  up  in  defense  of  an  action 
thereon  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
draft  was  given  and  accepted  on  con- 
dition that  the  payee  would  surrender 
and  deliver  up  a  certain  promissory 
note,  which  he  held  against  a  third 
person.  Foster  v.  Clifford  (1878)  44 
Wis.  569,  28  Am.  Rep.  603.  Compare 
with  Paulson  v.  Boyd  (1908)  137  Wis. 
241,  118  N.  W.  841,  supra,  II.  a,  2, 
"Paid  in  certain  manner.'* 

In  Brown  v.  Hull  (1845)  1  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  400,  it  was  held  that  the  mak- 
er of  a  promissory  note  is  not  entitled 
to  show  that,  at  a  settlement  of  ac- 
counts between  the  parties,  upon 
which  settlement  the  note  was  given, 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  give  it  up,  un- 
less he  could  find  a  receipt  from  the 
defendant  for  the  payment  for  some 
property  which  the  defendant  had  let 
him  have,  the  parties  differing  as  to 
whether  the  same  had  been  paid  for. 

In  the  early  case  of  Payne  v.  La 
Due  (1841)  1  Hill  (N.  Y.)  116,  it  was 
held  that  a  note  could  not  be  contra- 
dicted or  controlled  in  legal  effect  by 
oral  evidence  of  an  agreement  that  it 
was  to  have  no  validity  except  in  a 
certain  event.  Erwin  v.  Saunders 
(1823)  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  249,  is  relied 
upon  as  authority  for  this  proposition. 
In  so  far  as  these  cases  announce  the 
doctrine  now  under  consideration, 
they  are  overruled  by  the  later  New 
York  cases. 

See  Ely  v.  Kilborn  (1848)  5  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  514,  infra,  III.  b,  and  other 
New  York  cases  there  cited. 

In  Adams  v.  Wordley  (1836)  1 
Mees.  &  W.  374,  150  Eng.  Reprint, 
479,  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  denied  the  right  to  show  that  it 
was  given  for  a  claim  held  against 
him  by  the  drawer  under  circum- 
stances exactly  similar  to  those  under 
which  a  claim  was  held  by  the  drawer 
against  another  person,  against  whom 
the  drawer  was  about  to  begin  an  ac- 
tion, and  that  it  was  agreed  that  until 
the  drawer  should  recover  in  the  ac- 
tion thus  about  to  be  begun,  or,  if  he 
should  not  so  recover,  he  would  not 
require  the  acceptor  to  pay  the  bill  of 
exchange  in  question.  According  to 
the  court,  the  proper  course  would 


have  been  to  put  the  bill  into  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  to  hold  until 
the  determination  of  the  suit;  and  the 
court  says  further:  "It  would  be  very 
dangerous  to  allow  a  party  to  alter  in 
such  a  manner  the  absolute  contract 
on  the  face  of  a  bill  of  exchange.  The 
effect  of  the  cases  is  that  you  are  es- 
topped from  saying  that  you  made  any 
other  contract  than  the  absolute  one 
on  the  face  of  the  bill."  But  see  Pym 
V.  Campbell  (Eng.)  supra,  II.  a,  2. 

o.  Instrument  containing  a  etmdition. 

It  has  been  stated  in  cases  involv- 
ing conditional  delivery,  that  the  fact 
of  delivery  must  necessarily  rest  in 
parol.  Norman  v.  McCarthy  (1913) 
56  Colo.  290,  138  Pac.  28.  In  a  sense 
this  is  not  strictly  accurate,  for  the 
condition  upon  which  an  instrument 
is  intrusted  to  the  obligee  therein  may 
be  stated  in  the  writing  itself.  This 
being  true,  the  question  arises,  when 
a  condition  is  stated  in  the  writing, 
whether  other  conditions  may  be 
shown  by  parol.  It  has  been  held  that 
this  cannot  be  done.  Hurley  v.  Y.  M. 
C.  A.  (1914)  16  Ariz.  26,  52  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  220,  140  Pac.  816;  First  State 
Bank  v.  Noel  (1902)  94  Mo.  App.  498, 
68  S,  W.  235. 

It  is  held  in  Ward  v.  Thompson 
(1913)  13  Ga.  App.  152,  78  S.  E.  1012, 
that  a  note  which  stipulates  that  it  is 
given  for  a  domestic  pump  which  is 
to  be  delivered  within  a  stated  time, 
and  further  provides  that  the  note  is 
to  be  void  only  upon  condition  that 
the  company  refuses  to  deliver  the 
pump  as  above  specified,  and  for  no 
other  cause  whatsoever,  cannot  be  af- 
fected  by  a  subsequent  agreement  of 
an  agent  of  the  pump  company  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  purchaser  struck 
quicksand  he  would  not  be  required  to 
take  the  pump  or  pay  the  note;  it  is 
expressly  stated,  however,  that  the 
agent  was  not  authorized  to  make  the 
agreement. 

A  subscriber  of  a  certain  amount  to 
a  railroad  company,  who  signed  a  note 
which  contains  a  condition  that  the 
note  is  to  become  due  and  payable 
when  the  track  of  the  railroad  shall 
be  laid  between  certain  points  and 
cars  shull  have  rxm  thereon,  'cannot 
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show  an  oral  agreement  that  the  note 
was  to  become  void  if  the  railroad  was 
not  completed  within  two  years  from 
the  date  of  the  note.  Cairo  &  V.  R. 
Co.  V.  Parker  (1877)  84  111.  613.  A 
similar  decision  appears  in  Cairo  & 
V.  R.  Co.  V.  Delap  (1880)  7  UL  App. 
60. 

Where  a  note  given  for  goods  con-* 
tains  an  express  provision  that  the 
goods  were  bought  without  any  guar* 
anty,  the  maker  cannot  show  an  oral 
warranty  that,  if  the  goods  were  not 
as  represented,  he  did  not  need  to  pay 
for  the  same.  Wooldridge  v.  Royer 
(1888)  69  Md.  113,  14  Atl.  681. 

It  is  held  in  International  Harvester 
Co.  V.  Parham  (1916)  172  N.  a  889,  90 
S.  E.  508,  that  parol  evidence  is  in- 
admissible in  an  action  on  a  note 
which  is  stated  in  the  writing  to  have 
been  given  for  certain  farm  machin- 
ery, to  prove  a  parol  agreement  that 
unless  some  additional  machinery  was 
furnished,  the  note  would  be  defeasi- 
ble. 

See  Heitmann  v.  Commercial  Bank 
(1909)  6  Ga.  App.  584,  65  S.  E.  590, 
supra,  II.  a,  3. 

A  physician  who  had  given  his  note 
for  a  premium  on  a  life  insurance 
policy,  which  note  recites  that  it  is  to 
be  paid  by  medical  examination,  can- 
not show  another  agreement  varying 
the  written  contract.  Dobbs  v.  John- 
son (1921)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  230 
S.  W.  1035. 

The  subscriber  to  a  fund  which  is 
to  become  binding  on  certain  condi- 
tions stated  in  the  subscription  con- 
tract cannot  show  other  conditions  on 
which  he  subscribed.  Hurley  v.  Y.  M. 
C.  A.  (Ariz.)  supra,  holding,  in  an  ac- 
tion upon  a  subscription  contract,  by 
the  terms  of  which  the  subscriptions 
were  conditioned  on  procuring  a  cer- 
tain sum  total,  that  parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible  to  show  other  conditions 
relating  to  the  character  and  arrange- 
ment of  the  ground  at  the  time  of  the 
erection  of  the  building,  the  benefi- 
ciaries of  its  privileges,  and  the  u.se  of 
the  property.  It  is  held  in  Blair  v. 
Buttolph  (1887)  72  Iowa,  31,  33  N.  W. 
^9,  that  parol  evidence  is  inadmis- 
Bible  in  an  action  on  a  subscription 
contract  to  a  railway,  conditioned  up* 


on  the  completion  of  the  tailway  to  a 
certain  city  within  a  certain  time,  to 
show  an  additional  oral  stipulation 
that  the  road  was  to  be  completed 
from  the  city  in  question  to  another 
within  a  stated  time.  It  is  stated: 
''But  when  the  parties  by  their  writ- 
ing made  the  completion  of  the  rail- 
road to  Iowa  Falls  within  the  speci- 
fied time  the  condition  upon  which  his 
liability  to  pay  the  money  should  ac- 
crue, they  definitely  fixed  that  as  the 
condition  of  the  contract,  and  the  con- 
clusive presumption  is  that  all  other 
conditions  were  excluded.  When,  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  written 
agreement,  a  particular  condition  is 
made  the  consideration  for  the  under- 
taking, it  is  no  more  competent  to  con- 
tradict or  vary  its  terms  by  parol  evi- 
dence as  to  the  consideration  by 
which  it  is  supported  than  as  to  its 
other  conditions." 

A  note  payable  when  a  line  of  tele- 
phone is  completed  to  a  certain  place 
cannot  be  varied  by  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  line  was  to  be  completed  to 
that  place  within  a  stated  time.  First 
State  Bank  v.  Noel  (1902)  94  Mo. 
App.  498,  68  S.  W.  236. 

Parol  evidence  was  held  incompe- 
tent in  Thompkins  v.  Dinnie  (1911)  21 
N.  D.  305,  130  N.  W.  935,  in  an  action 
upon  a  subscription  for  the  building 
of  a  church,  in  which  subscription  it 
was  recited  that  it  should  not  be  bind- 
ing until  a  certain  amount  had  been 
subscribed  or  provided  for,  to  show 
that  the  defendant's  subscription  was 
made  on  the  condition  that  the  pastor 
of  the  church  should  remain  in  that 
position. 

The  admissibility  of  parol  evidence 
in  case  of  contracts  of  subscription  to 
corporate  stock  is  not  discussed  here- 
in, as  those  fall  more  properly  under 
contracts  in  general  than  under  in- 
struments for  the  payment  of  money, 
to  which  this  note  is  confined. 

So,  where  certain  conditions  are  re- 
duced to  writing  in  documents  sepa- 
rate from  the  notes  or  drafts,  other 
conditions  cannot  be  shown  by  parol. 
Prouty  V.  Adams  (1903)  141  Cal.  304, 
74  Pac.  845. 

It  is  held  in  Banque  Franco-Ameri- 
caine  v.  Bergstrom   (1916)  171  App. 
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Div.  870,  167  N.  Y.  Supp.  635,.  affirmed 
ki  (1919)  225  N.  Y.  710,  122  N.  B. 
876,  that  the' acceptor  of  drafts  drawn 
by  a  bank  in  its  own  favor  cannot 
show  that  the  drafts  were  not  to  be- 
come complete  obli^rations  until  cer- 
tain bonds  had  been  sold  by  the  bank, 
where  preliminary  negrotiations  were 
conducted  in  part,  at  least,  by  letters 
in  which  the  drafts  were  stated  to  have 
been  given  in  payment  of  the  stock  of 
the  bank,  provision  was  made  for  the 
renewal  of  the  drafts  until  a  stated 
time,  and  provision  made  also  as  to 
some  details  relating  to  the  exchange 
and  the  holding  of  the  stock  certifi* 
cates. 

Where  certain  notes  are  turned  over 
to  the  creditors  as  collateral  to  secure 
an  indebtedness,  and  there  is  a  writ- 
ten contract,  conditioned  that  the  notes 
are  to  be  returned  upon  settlement  of 
the  account,  it  was  held  not  error  for 
the  court  to  refuse  to  allow  evidence 
of  an  alleged  parol  agreement  that  the 
notes  at  maturity  were  to  be  returned 
to  the  debtor  for  collection,  where  the 
evidence  was  offered  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  expense  of  collection 
of  the  notes.  Buxton  v.  Alton-Daw- 
son  Mercantile  Co.  (1907)  18  Okla. 
287,  90  Pac.  19. 

Where,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  a  note,  and  as  a  part  of  the  trans- 
action, the  payee  gives  the  maker  a 
written  agreement  to  indemnify  him  in 
payment  of  the  note,  thereby  showing 
that  the  note  was  to  be  paid  when  it 
became  due,  and  that,  upon  certain 
contingencies,  the  payee  would  indem- 
nify the  defendant  to  the  extent  of  the 
pasnnents,  the  maker  cannot  show  that 
the  note  was  to  be  paid  only  upon  the 
happening  of  the  contingencies. 
Prouty  V.  Adams  (Cal.)  supra. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  condition 
stated  in  a  note  given  for  a  stallion, 
and  intended  to  be  subscribed  by  a 
number  of  persons,  that  "if  full 
amount  is  not  subscribed,  this  is  null 
and  void,"  does  not  exclude  parol  proof 
of  other  conditions  not  wholly  repug- 
nant thereto,  such  as  that  the  payee 
should  procure  actually  responsible 
and  otherwise  satisfactory  subscrib- 
ers, who  should  keep  the  stallion  at  a 
certain  place.    Rutherford  v.  Holbert 


(1914)  42  Okla.  785,  L.R.A.1915B,  221, 
142  Pac.  1099. 

In  Graham  v.  Remmel  (1905)  76 
Ark.  140,  88  S.  W.  899,  6  Ann.  Caa. 
167,  parol  evidence  that  a  note  given 
upon  an  application  for  insurance  was 
not  to  be  binding  unless  the  insur- 
ance was  accepted  was  held  admis- 
sible without  reference  to  the  fact  that 
the  note  itself  recited  that  it  was  pay- 
able on  the  delivery  of  the  insurance 
policy,  and  contained  the  express  con- 
dition that,  should  the  policy  not  be  is- 
sued, the  application  was  to  be  null 
and  void. 

And  in  Divine  v.  George  (1917)  63 
Colo.  341,  166  Pac.  242,  where  a  sep- 
arate written  agreement  had  been  ex- 
ecuted by  the  payee  of  a  note  given  for 
corporate  stock  that  the  note  was  to  be 
returned  to  the  subscriber  if  the  cor- 
poration did  not  establish  its  store  at 
a  certain  place,  parol  testimony  as  to 
what  kind  of  a  store  it  intended  to  and 
would  establish  was  admitted  on  the 
theory  that  the  word  "store"  was  am- 
biguous. 

It  was  held  permissible  in  Ware  v. 
Allen  (1888)  128  U.  S.  591,  32  L.  ed. 
563,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  174,  an  action  on 
an  instrument  promising  to  pay  money 
provided  the  obligors  were  not  de- 
feated in  a  certain  suit»  to  show  an 
oral  agreement  between  the  parties 
that  the  instrument  was  to  be  of  no 
effect  unless,  upon  consultation  with 
counsel,  the  obligors  should  be  assured 
that  the  transaction  out  of  which  it 
arose  was  lawful. 

///.  Evidence   to   show  a   condition    at* 
tached  to  the  note, 

a,  introduction. 

As  stated  in  the  discussion  in  II.  a, 
1,  the  underlying  principles  governing 
the  admission  of  evidence  of  the  kind 
under  consideration  in  this  annotation 
are  clear,  but  great  difficulty  is  en* 
countered  in  applying  the  principles 
to  the  evidence  involved  in  the  cases. 
Where  the  evidence  takes  the  form 
that  the  note,  although  manually  de* 
livered  to  the  payee,  was  not  delivered 
as  a  binding  obligation,  the  courts, 
apart  from  those  discussed  in  II.  b, 
and  those  mentioned  in  the  succeeding 
paragraph,  agree  that  the  evidence  i% 
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admissible.    But  where  the  evidence 
takes  the  equivocal  forms  that  are 
foand   in   many   cases»   there   is   no 
agreement  in  conclusion.     The  mere 
form  of  the  evidence*  however,  is  not 
a  safe  criterion  as  to  its  ajdmissibility. 
In  C.  Aultman  &  Co.  v.  McKinney 
(1894)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  26  S.  W. 
267,  the  court  regarded  as  a  violation 
of  the  parol-evidence  rule  an  attempt 
to  show  that  the  note  was  to  become 
binding  only  in  a  certain  event.     In 
this  case  it  was  held  that  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  engine  which  failed  to  do 
satisfactory  work,  to  whom  the  manu- 
facturer gave  a  written  agreement  to 
overhaul  the  engine  in  the  following 
spring,   and   replace  any  parts   that 
might  be  needed  or  that  were  in  any 
way  defective,  and  see  that  it  was  in 
every  way  in  good  order  and  doing 
good  work,  and  who  thereupon  gave 
his  notes  for  the  purchase  price,  ante^ 
dating  them  as  of  the  date  of  pur- 
chase, could  not  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that,  if  the  engine  was  put  in 
proper  condition  and  made  to  do  good 
work,   then    and   in  that   event,   the 
maker  of  the  notes  would  accept  the 
engine,  and  the  notes  were  to  become 
valid   and   binding   obligations;   but, 
unle88  the  engine  was  repaired  and 
made  to  do  good  work,  then  the  notes 
would  not  be  valid.    The  court  does 
not  discuss  conditional  delivery,  but 
regards  the  case,  the  facts  of  which 
are  stated  above,  as  showing  an  at^ 
tempt  to  vary  a  written  contract  by  a 
contemporaneous  parol  agreement  or 
understanding  inconsistent  therewith. 
While,  as  above  stated,  the  court  in 
this  case  does  not  discuss  conditional 
delivery,   the  assumption  throughout 
the  opinion  is  that  the  note  was  de- 
livered   as  a  binding  obligation,   al- 
though this  is  contrary  to  the  state- 
ment in  the  pleading,  as  above  shown. 
Even  if  the  note  is  executed  on  con- 
dition, if  it  is  a  condition  subsequent, 
the  oral    agreement  is   inadmissible. 
Goddard  v.  Cutts  (1834)  11  Me.  440. 
In  this  case  the  maker  of  a  note  de- 
clared that  he  would  not  sign  it  except 
upon  the   condition  that  an  original 
note,    of    which    the    note    in    ques- 
tion waB    a  renewal,  should  be  pro- 
cured and  sent  to  him  within  a  certain 


.time.  This,  according  to  ^e  court,  is 
manifestly  a  condition  subsequent,  not 
to  be  found  in  the  note,  but  attempted 
to  be  attached  thereto  by  parol  evi- 
dence. 

It  is  the  purpose  in  the  present  sub- 
division to  discuss  the  caste  which 
have  applied  the  parol-evidence  rule 
to  evidence  that  the  bill  or  note  was 
conditional.  Some  of  these  cases  in- 
volve evidence  that  is  very  similar  in 
form  to  that  involved  in  11.  a,  supra. 

It  has  been  stated  generally  that 
parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
vary  the  terms  of  a  bill  or  note  which 
is  absolute  and  unconditional,  by 
showing  that  it  was  in  fact  condition- 
al. Stapleton  v.  Monroe  (1900)  111 
6a.  848,  36  S.  E.  428;  Union  Cent.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Wynne  (1905)  123  Ga.  470, 
51  S.  E.  389;  Dixon  &  Co.  v.  Bank  of 
Quitman  (1919)  23  Ga,  App.  279,  98 
S.  E.  112;  Sikes  v.  Payton  (1919)  23 
Ga.  App.  721,  99  S.  E.  310;  Bradley  v. 
Progressive  Metal  &  Ref.  Co.  (1917) 
205  111.  App.  552;  Feulner  v.  Gillam 
(1918)  211  111.  App.  348;  Citizens  Bank 
V.  Martin  (1913)  171  Mo.  App.  194,  156 
S.  W.  488.  Naftzger  v.  Buser  (1920) 
106  Kaiu  115,  186  Pac.  997;  Shaw  v. 
Button  (1919)  75  Okla.  255,  183  Pac. 
477. 

The  Georgia  cases  apparently  de- 
pend upon  a  statute.  At  least,  the 
first  two  cases  above  cited  refer  to  a 
statute  in  support  of  the  decision. 

The  court  in  Lfconard  v.  Miner 
(1898)  120  Cal.  403,  52  Pac.  655,  re- 
ferred to  the  well-settled  principle  of 
evidence  that  a  contract  cannot  be 
contradicted  or  varied  by  evidence  of 
an  oral  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
parties  before  or  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing such  contract,  and  continues: 
"Evidence  of  a  contemporary  oral 
agreement  between  the  parties  to  a 
bill  or  note,  whereby  the  order  or 
promise  contained  in  the  instrument  is 
rendered  null  or  conditional,  or  where- 
by the  fact  of  pasnnent  is  made  to  de- 
pend upon  some  contingent  future 
event,  comes  within  the  same  princi- 
ple."   . 

It  is  held  in  Southern  Fertilizer  it 
Chemical  Co.  v.  Harrell  (1916)  17  Ga. 
App.  642,  87  S.  E.  911,  that  an  attempt 
by  parol  to  attach  to  a  written  contract 
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a  condition  not  therein  stated  or  re- 
ferred to  is  a  defense  bad  in  law. 

The  terms  of  an  acceptance  in  writ- 
insr  cannot  be  varied  by  a  contempo- 
raneous parol  agreement.  Mt.  Vernon 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Kelling-Karel  Co.  (1914) 
189  111.  App.  375. 

ft.  Application  to  various  forms  of  evi* 

dence. 

evidence  that  the  instnunent  was  not 
to  be  paid  except  in  a  oontinsency. 

Cases  in  which  evidence  of  this 
character  has  been  admitted  on  the 
theory  of  conditional  delivery  are  dis- 
cussed in  11.  a,  2,  supra. 

Parol  evidence  has  been  held  inad- 
missible where  it  was  sought  to  show 
that  the  instrument  was  not  to  be  paid 
unless  a  certain  thing  was  done,  or 
unless  a  certain  contingency  oc- 
curred. 

Alabama*  —  West  v.  Kelly  (1851) 
19  Ala.  353,  54  Am.  Dec.  192;  Glid- 
dens  V.  Harrison  (1877)  59  Ala.  481; 
Rice  V.  Gilbreath  (1898)  119  Ala.  424, 
24  So.  421. 

Connecticut.  —  Osborne  v.  Taylor 
<1890)  58  Conn.  439,  20  Atl.  605. 

Georgia.  —  Dinkier  v.  Baer  (1892) 
92  Ga.  432,  17  S.  E.  953;  Lunsford  v. 
Malsby  (1897)  101  Ga.  39,  28  S.  E. 
496;  Probasco  v.  Shaw  (1915)  144  Ga. 
416,  87  S.  E.  466. 

Illinois.  —  Penny  v.  Graves  (1850) 
12  111.  287;  Murchie  v.  Peck  Bros.  & 
Co.  (1896)  160  111.  175,  43  N.  E.  356; 
May  V.  May  (1890)  36  111.  App.  77: 
Hesch  V.  Dennis  (1915)  194  111.  App. 
663. 

Indiana.  —  Graves  v.  Clark  (1842) 
6  Blackf.  183;  Brush  v.  Raney  (1870) 
84  Ind.  416;  Croan  v.  Myers  (1912)  52 
Ind.  App.  143,  100  N.  E.  380. 

Iowa. — Myers  v.  Sunderland  (1854) 
4  G.  Greene,  567;  Atkinson  v.  Blair 
(1874)  38  Iowa,  156;  Farmer  v.  Perry 
(1886)  70  Iowa,  358,  30  N.  W.  72;  De 
Long  V.  Lee  (1887)  73  Iowa,  53,  34  N. 
W.  613. 

Kansas.  —  Naftzger  v.  Buser  (1920) 
106  Kan.  115,  186  Pac.  997. 

Kentucky.  —  Dale  v.  Pope  (1823)  4 
Litt.  166;  Simpson  v.  Blaine  (1921)  191 
Ky.  465, 230  S.  W.  934 ;  Jaudes  v.  Fish- 
er (1884)  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  769  (abstract) ; 
Begley  v.  Combs  (1905)  27  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1115,  87  S.  W.  1081. 


Maine.  —  Cunningham  v.  Wardwell 
(1835)  12  Me.  466;  Boody  v.  McKenney 
(1844)  23  Me.  617;  Sears  y.  Wright 
(1844)  24  Me.  278. 

Maryland.  —  Louis  Eckels  &  Sons 
Ice  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cornell  Economizer  Go. 
(1912)  119  Md.  107,  86  Atl.  38. 

Massachusetts*  —  Adams  v.  Wilson 
(1846)  12  Met.  188,  45  Am.  Dec.  240; 
Underwood  v.  Simonds  (1847)  12  Met. 
275. 

Michigan.  —  Hyde  v.  Tenwinkel 
(1872)  26  Mich.  93;  Central  Sav.Bank 
V.  O'Connor  (1908)  132  Mich.  578,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  94  N.  W.  11,  s.  c. 
on  second  appeal  in  (1905)  139  Mich. 
82,  102  N.  W.  280. 

Minnesota.  —  Curtice  v.  Hokanson 
(1888)  38  Minn.  510,  38  N.  W.  694; 
Northern  Trust  Co.  v.  Hiltgen  (1895) 
62  Minn.  361,  64  N.  W.  909. 

Mississippi.  —  Wren  v.  Hoffman 
(1868)  41  Miss.  616. 

New  Jersey.  —  Meyer  v.  Beardsley 
(1863)  30  N.  J.  L.  236. 

New  York.  —  Jamestown  Business 
College  Asso.  v.  Allen  (1902)  172  N. 
Y.  291,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  64  N.  E. 
952;  Smith  v.  Hedges  (1915)  170  App. 
Div.  349,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  934,  affirmed 
in  (1918)  222  N.  Y.  349,  119  N.  E. 
1077;  Prosser  v.  Miller  (1902)  37 
Misc.  841,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  974;  German 
Exch.  Bank  v.  Schnitzer  (1911)  72 
Misc.  362,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  223;  Lewis  v. 
Jones  (1860)  7  Bosw.  366;  Isaacs  v. 
Jacobs  (1889)  26  N.  Y.  St.  R.  96,  7 
N.  Y.  Supp.  66;  Calvosa  v.  Donovan 
(1918)  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  388. 

North  Carolina.  —  Gatlin  v.  Kil- 
patrick  (1844)  4  N.  C.  (1  Car.  Law 
Repos.)  534,  6  Am.  Dec.  557. 

Ohio.  —  Holzworth  v.  Koch  (1875) 
26  Ohio  St.  33;  Beecher  v.  Dunlap 
(1894)   52  Ohio  St.  64,  38  N.  E.  796. 

Oregon.  —  Colvin  v.  Goff  (1916)  82 
Or.  314,  L.R.A.1917C,  300,  161  Pac. 
568. 

Rhode  Island.  —  Sweet  v.  Stevens 
(1863)  7  R.  I.  375. 

South  Carolina.  —  McClanaghan  ▼. 
Hines  (1847)  33  S.  C.  L.  (2  Strobh.) 
122;  McGrath  v.  Barnes  (1879)  13  S. 
C.  328,  36  Am.  Rep.  687;  Cline  v. 
Farmers'  Oil  Mill  (1909)  83  S.  C.  204, 
66  S.  E.  272. 

Texas.  —  Thompson  v.  Gage  (1892) 
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84  Tex.  654,  19  S.  W.  862;  Geo.  D. 
Barnard  &  Co.  v,  Robertson  (1895) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  29  S.  W.  697 ; 
Key  V.  Hickman  (1912)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  149  S.  W.  275;  Merriman  v. 
Swift  &  Co.  (1918)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  204  S.  W.  775 ;  Denman  v.  Kaplan 
(1918)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  205  S. 
W  739 

Vermoiit.  —  Hatch  v.  Hyde  (1842) 
14  Vt,  25,  39  Am.  Dec.  203 ;  Gillet  v. 
Ballou   (1857)  29  Vt.  296. 

Wisconsin.  —  Foster  v.  Clifford 
(1878)  44  Wis.  569,  28  Am.  Rep.  603; 
Wayland  University  v.  Boorman  (1883) 
56  Wis.  657,  14  N.  W.  819. 

England.  —  Foster  v.  Jolly  (1835)  1 
Cromp.  M.  &  R.  703,  149  £ng.  Reprint, 
1263,  5  Tyrw.  239,  4  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S. 
65,  1  Gale,  10;  Adams  v.  Wordley 
(1836)  1  Mees  &  W.  479,  150  Eng. 
Reprint,  479,  2  Gale,  29,  5  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  158. 

Canada.  —  McNeil  v.  Cullen  (1904) 
37  N.  S.  13. 

It  is  the  general  theory  of  these 
cases  that  to  allow  parol  evidence  of 
an  agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to 
be  paid  except  upon  a  certain  contin- 
gency would  destroy  the  legal  effect 
of  the  instrument  as  a  promissory 
note. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  there 
are  other  cases  which  support  in  a 
measure  the  inadmissibility  of  the  evi- 
dence in  such  cases.  One  who,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  knowingly  gives  his 
promissory  note  for  a  sum  of  money 
for  the  purchase  price  of  land,  for 
which  he  accepts  from  the  payee  of 
the  notes  a  bond  for  title,  conditioned 
upon  the  payment  of  that  sum,  cannot 
defeat  the  collection  of  the  note  by 
showing  an  antecedent  executory 
agreement  on  the  payee's  part  to  give 
him  the  land  or  part  of  the  purchase 
price,  or  to  sell  it  to  him  at  a  price 
different  from  that  stated  in  the  writ- 
ten contract.  Carroll  v.  Hutchinson 
(1907)  2  6a.  App.  60,  58  S.  E.  309. 
The  maker  of  a  duebill  which  is  in 
legal  effect  a  promissory  note  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  that  he  was 
to  be  liable  thereon  only  in  a  certain 
event,  and  then  for  only  half  the  sum 
called  for  by  the  note.  Smith  v. 
Tbomas  (1860)  29  Mou  907.    The  mak« 


er  of  notes  secured  by  corporate  stock 
collateral,  who  has  also  executed  a 
written  agreement  that  the  stock  is  to 
be  delivered  to  the  maker  upon  the 
payment  of  the  notes,  and  if  the  notes 
are  not  paid,  that  the  collateral  is  to 
be  delivered  to  the  payee,  to  be  dis- 
posed of  as  collateral  security,  can- 
not show  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
collateral  was  to  be  exhausted  before 
the  defendant  should  incur  any  liabil- 
ity on  the  notes.  Fisher  v.  Briscoe 
(1890)  10  Mont  124,  25  Pac.  80.  The 
maker  of  a  note  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  should  never 
be  sued  upon  if  the  maker  should  not 
be  able  to  pay  it.  German  Exch.  Bank 
V.  Schnitzer  (1911)  72  Misc.  362,  130 
N.  Y.  Supp.  223.  In  Bedwell  v.  Thomp- 
son (1860)  25  Tex.  Supp.  245,  a  pur- 
chaser of  land  who  had  given  a  note 
for  the  purchase  price  was  held  not 
entitled  to  set  up  in  defense  to  a  suit 
on  the  note  a  parol  agreement  resting 
upon  the  result  of  the  suit  between 
oth^  parties  about  the  title  to  the 
land.  The  maker  of  a  note  to  an  in- 
surance company  for  a  loan  secured 
from  the  company  cannot  show  that 
the  note  was  executed  on  the  under- 
standing that  the  money  was  not  to  be 
collected  as  long  as  he  paid  the  month- 
ly dues  mentioned  in  two  policies  is- 
sued by  the  society  on  his  life,  and 
the  interest  accruing  annually  on  the 
loan.  Allen  v.  Thompson  (1900)  108 
Ky.  476,  56  S.  W.  823.  One  who  has 
given  his  note  to  a  brewery  for  money 
advanced  by  it  to  pay  for  a  liquor  tax 
certificate  taken  out  in  the  name  of 
the  maker  of  the  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  the  maker  should 
only  be  required  to  pay  a  certain  sum 
per  week,  so  long  as  he  remained  in 
business,  and  to  purchase  beer  of  the 
plaintiff.  Ferdinand  Munch  Brewery 
V.  DeMatteis  (1908)  128  App.  Div.  830, 
112  N.  Y.  Supp.  1042.  The  right  to 
show  a  conditional  acceptance  of  an 
order  by  parol  was  denied  in  Baylor  v. 
Butterfass  (1900)  82  Minn.  21,  84  N. 
W.  640. 

See  Wooldridge  v.  Royer  (1888)  69 
Md.  113,  14  Atl.  681,  supra,  II.  c. 

The  evidence  has  been  held  inad- 
missible in  a  great  variety  of  facts  and 
circumstances.    In  a  number  of  cases 
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evidence  that  the  maker  was  not  to  be 
required  to  pay  the  note  unless  the 
payee  should  need  the  money  or  call 
for  it  in  his  lifetime  has  been  held 
inadmissible.  Thus,  the  maker  of  a 
note  payable  semiannually  to  the 
payee  for  life  cannot  show  a  promise 
by  the  payee  that,  if  she  did  not  need 
the  sum  for  her  support,  the  maker 
would  not  be  required  to  pay  it.  Os- 
borne V.  Taylor  (1890)  58  Conn.  439, 
20  Atl.  605.  The  action  in  this  case 
was  by  the  administrator  of  the  payee, 
and  it  appeared  that  six  semiannual 
payments  had  been  made  on  the  note, 
and  that  seven  were  unpaid.  The  mak- 
er of  notes  payable  to  the  maker's  fa- 
ther cannot  sHow  an  agreement  that  the 
father  should  require  him  to  pay  only 
so  much  of  the  notes  as  the  father 
should  need  for  the  maintenance  of 
himself  and  his  family  in  his  lifetime, 
and,  at  his  death,  that  the  notes  were 
to  be  discharged  and  satisfied.  May 
V.  May  (1890)  36  111.  App.  77.  The 
makers  of  a  note  cannot  show  that 
it  was  given  to  one  who  had  been 
making  her  home  with  them,  as  a  pro- 
visionary  memorandum  against  possi- 
ble necessity,  and  under  an  agreement 
that  the  payee  was  not  to  claim  pay- 
ment of  it  from  the  defendants  unless 
she  should  become  poor  afterwards 
and  need  it.  Atkinson  v.  Blair  (1874) 
38  Iowa,  156.  An  oral  contemporane- 
ous agreement  that  a  note  was  not  to 
be  paid  unless  called  for  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  payee  was  held  inad- 
missible in  Boody  v.  McKenney  (1844) 
23  Me.  517. 

The  purchasers  of  patent  rights  who 
have  given  notes  for  the  purchase 
price  have  frequently  sought  to  defeat 
the  notes  by  showing  an  agreement 
that  they  were  not  to  be  paid  unless 
certain  profits  were  realized  from  the 
sale  of  the  patent  rights.  The  maker 
of  a  note  given  to  evidence  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  right  to  sell  a 
patent  within  a  specified  territory  can- 
not show  an  agreement  that  he  was 
not  to  be  required  to  pay  the  note  un- 
le9s  his  profits  from  the  business  were 
sufficient  for  the  purpose.  Rice  v. 
Gilbreath  (1898)  119  Ala.  424,  24  So. 
421.  The  maker  of  a  note  given  for 
an  interest  in  a  patent  washing  ma- 


chine cannot  show  a  verba!  agreement 
that  he  should  be  required  to  pay  no 
money  on  the  note  except  as  it  should 
be  realized  in  the  sales  of  the  ma- 
chines, and  that  the  machine  was 
wholly  worthless  and  nothing  was 
realized  upon  its  sale.  DeLong  v.  Lee 
(1887)  78  Iowa,  63,  34  N.  W.  613.  The 
purchaser  of  a  patent  right  who  has 
given  a  note  for  the  purchase  price 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  note  was  not  to  become  operative 
unless  a  certain  sum  should  be  made 
from  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  the 
patent  right.  Beecher  v.  Dunlap 
(1894)  52  Ohio  St.  64,  88  N.  E.  795. 
On  the  trial  the  defendant  offered  evi- 
dence to  the  effect  that  the  note  was 
to  be  "null  and  void"  unless  within  a 
year  he  should  be  able  to  make  a  cer- 
tain sum  upon  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  the  patent  right. 

The  makers  of  notes  for  the  pur- 
chase  price    of   other   articles    have 
sought  to  defeat  actions  on  the  notes 
by   showing   an   agreement  that   the 
notes  were  not  to  be  paid  unless  a 
certain    profit    should    be    realized. 
Parol  evidence  of  an  agreement  that 
the  maker  of  the  note  purchased  stock 
upon  condition  that  it  would  there- 
after pay  a  certain  dividend,  and,  in 
the  event  it  failed  to  pay  such  divi- 
dend, the  note  was  not  to  be  paid,  is 
inadmissible.    Dinkier  v.  Baer  (1898) 
92  6a.  432,  17  S.  E.  953.    A  note  which 
recites  that  it  is  given  to  cover  a  bal- 
ance of  pB.yment  on  shares  of  stock, 
and  is  to  be  paid  as  the  stock  is  re- 
sold by  the  maker,  cannot  be  shown 
to  have  been  executed  under  an  oral 
agreement  or  understanding  that  the 
makers  were  not  to  be  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  money  mentioned  in 
l^e  instrument,  except  upon  a  sale  of 
the  stock  at  a  certain  price  per  share 
or  better.    Naftzger  v.  Buser  (1920) 
106  Kan«  115,  186  Pac.  997.    A  pur- 
chaser of   corporate   stock  who   has 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
and  has  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  corporation  to  sell  its  stock 
on  commission,  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that,  in  the  event  his  com- 
missions were  not  sufficient  to  pay  the 
note,  it  was  not  te  be  paid,  and  tbe 
stock  was  to  l)e  returned  to  the  corpo-> 
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ration,  and  the  note  canceled  and  re- 
turned to  the  maker.  Denman  v.  Kap* 
Ian  (1918)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ^  205 
S.  W.  739.  A  note  payable  from  the 
avails  of  lo^rs  when  there  ia  a  sale 
made  cannot  be  modified  by  an  oral 
agreement  that  it  was  the  understand- 
ing of  the  parties  that^  if  the  logs 
could  not  be  sold,  and,  if  on  being 
manufactured,  there  was  a  total  loss 
to  the  owners,  the  note  was  not  to  be 
paid.  Sears  v.  Wright  (1844)  24  Me. 
278. 

In  other  cases  the  maker  of  a  note 
has  sought  to  defeat  liability  thereon 
by  showing  an  agreement  that  it  was 
not  to  be  paid  unless  he  realized  from 
a  certain  source.    The  maker  of  a  note 
cannot  show  that  he  sold  goods  for 
the  payee,  taking  the  note  of  the  pur- 
chaser under  an  oral  agreement  that 
his  note  to  the  payee  should  not  be 
paid  unless  he  should  collect  the  note 
which  he  had  taken  from  the  purchas- 
er of  the  goods.  Underwood  v.  Simonds 
(1847)  12  Met  (Mass.)  275.   The  mak- 
er of  a  note  cannot  show  that  it  was 
given  as  a  means  of  collecting  a  debt 
the  payee  held  against  a  third  person, 
who  executed  his  note  to  the  maker, 
and  that  it  was  given  under  an  oral 
agreement   that   he   was    not   to    be 
called  upon  to  pay  the  note  unless  the 
third  person  paid  the  note  to  him. 
Gillet  V.   Ballou    (1857)    29   Vt  296. 
Parol  evidence  is  incompetent  in  an 
action  upon  an  instrument  in  writing 
in  the  nature  of  a  promissory  note,  to 
show  that  the  maker  was  not  to  pay 
the  note  unless  he  could  collect  a  cer- 
tain sum  from  other  persons.    Cline  v. 
Farmers'  Oil  Mill  (1909)  88  S.  C.  204, 
65  S.  E.  272. 

Notes  given  for  attorneys'  services 
cannot  be  defeated  by  showing  an 
oral  agreement  that  they  were  not 
to  be  paid  in  a  certain  event.  In 
assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note 
given  for  legal  services  to  be  ren- 
dered in  a  suit,  the  makers  cannot 
prove  that  the  note  was  not  to  be  paid 
unless  the  attorneys  were  successful 
in  the  suit  in  question.  West  v.  Kelly 
(1851)  19  Ala.  358,  54  Am.  Deo.  192. 
Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  in 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note  given 
in  consideration  of  money  advanced  to 


pay  the  expenses  of  an  appeal  in  a 
criminal  case,  to  show  that  the  note 
was  to  be  paid  only  in  case  of  reversal. 
Colvin  V.  Goff  (1916)  82  Or.  314, 
L.RJ1.1917C,  300, 161  Pac.  568.  A  note 
given  for  attorneys'  fees  cannot  be 
varied  by  showing  an  oral  agreement 
that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  in  the  event 
of  compromise.  Dale  v.  Pope  (1823) 
4  Litt.  (Ky.)   166. 

A  note  given  for  the  purchase  price 
of  machinery  cannot  be  defeated  by 
an  oral  agreement  that  it  was  not  to 
be  paid  unless  the  machinery  complied 
with  certain  warranties.  Evidence  of 
an  express  verbal  agreement  before 
notes  sued  on,  which  were  given  in 
payment  of  machinery,  were  executed, 
that  unless  the  machines  should  meet 
certain  requirements  the  notes  were 
to  be  null  and  void,  and  the  makers 
would  be  under  no  obligation  to  pay 
the  same,  is  inadmissible.  Lunsford 
v.  Malsby  (1897)  101  6a.  39,  28  S.  £. 
496.  The  maker  of  notes  given  for 
certain  appliances  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  he  need  not  pay 
the  notes  when  due  if  the  appliances 
did  not  do  all  they  were  guaranteed 
to  do.  Louis  Eckels  &  Sons  Ice  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Cornell  Economizer  Co.  (1912) 
119  Md.  107,  86  Atl.  38. 

A  surety  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  he  was  not  to  be  held  liable 
except  upon  the  insolvency  or  inabil- 
ity of  the  principal  debtor  to  pay. 
Brush  V.  Raney  (1870)  34  Ind.  416; 
Myers  v.  Sunderland  (1854)  4  G. 
Greene  (Iowa)  567;  Hunt  v.  Adams 
(1811)  7  Mass.  518. 

A  surety  cannot  show  that  he  was 
to  be  liable  only  upon  the  insufficiency 
of  collateral  or  other  security  to  the 
note.  Martin  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (1907) 
80  Ohio  C.  C.  898,  20  Ohio  C.  D.  398 ; 
Anderson  v.  Matheny  (1903)  17  S. 
D.  225,  95  N.  W.  911;  Abrey  v.  Crux 
(1869)  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  37,  89  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  9,  21  L.  T.  N.  S.  327,  18  Week. 
Rep.  68,  4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  195,  holding 
that  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  acceptor 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  acceptor  should  deposit  with  the 
payee  certain  security,  and,  in  case  the 
bill  should  not  be  duly  paid,  that  the 
payee  should  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
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security  and  apply  the  proceeds  there- 
of in  payment  or  liquidation  of  the 
bill,  and  that  until  the  payee  should 
have  so  sold  and  disposed  of  the  se* 
curities,  the  drawer  should  not  be  li- 
able for  or  be  sued  upon  the  bill.  Per- 
sons who  have  executed  a  note  as 
sureties  for  an  insolvent  debtor,  pay- 
able to  one  of  his  creditors,  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  of  the  creditor 
to  furnish  goods  to  the  debtor,  and 
not  to  enforce  payment  of  the  note 
faster  than  he  should  be  able  to  pay. 
Holzworth  V.  Koch  (1875)  26  Ohio  St 
33.  One  who  has  undertaken  to 
guarantee  the  payment  of  a  note  can- 
not show  an  oral  agreement  that  he 
promised  to  pay  it  if  it  could  not  be 
made  out  of  the  original  maker,  and 
not  otherwise.  Jones  v.  Jeffries 
(1853)  17  Mo.  577.  The  defendant  in 
this  case  did  not  sign  the  note,  which 
was  dated  1842,  until  1847;  when,  for 
a  consideration,  he  undertook  to  guar- 
antee it  as  above  stated.  In  Martin  y. 
First  Nat.  Bank  (1907)  30  Ohio  C.  C. 
398,  parol  evidence  is  held  inadmissi- 
ble to  show  an  agreement  on  the  part 
of  the  payee  of  a  note  to  obtain  cer- 
tain bonds,  to  be  held  by  the  payee  as 
collateral  for  the  payment  of  the  note, 
and  to  be  exhausted  before  any  liabil- 
ities of  the  signer  would  attach.  Pof- 
fenbarger  and  Miller,  JJ.,  in  Long 
V.  Potts  (1912)  70  W.  Va.  719,  75  S. 
E.  62,  were  of  the  opinion  that  it  was 
competent  for  the  sureties  on  a  note 
to  show  an  oral  agreement  that  they 
would  execute  the  note  as  sureties  for 
the  principal  debtor  for  twenty  days, 
within  which  time  the  payee  should 
procure  for  the  principal  debtor  se- 
curity in  exoneration  and  indemnifica- 
tion of  the  sureties.  According  to 
these  judges,  this  was  a  collateral 
arrangement  for  discharge  of  the 
note,  the  sureties  being  liable  in  the 
event  of  failure  of  the  principal  to 
give  the  deed  of  trust  within  the  speci- 
fied time.  The  parol-evidence  rule  is 
stated  to  have  never  been  intended  for 
use  as  a  means  of  accomplishing  in- 
equitable and  unjust  purposes.  Two 
other  judges,  however,  were  of  the 
opinion  that  the  evidence  was  not 
competent.  Evidence  of  tfn  agreement 
that  the  note  was  not  to  be  paid  by  the 


surety  except  upon  the  insolvency  of 
the  principal  debtor  or  the  insufficiency 
of  collateral  must  be  distinguished 
from  evidence  of  agreements  that  the 
note  was  not  to  be  paid  at  all,  or  that 
the  surety  was  not  to  be  liable  thereon. 
The  admissibility  of  such  agreements 
is  discussed  in  VII.  infra. 

In  the  following  cases  involving 
miscellaneous  oral  agreements  that 
the  note  should  not  be  paid  except  up- 
on a  contingency,  such  agreements 
were  held  inadmissible:  The  maker 
of  promissory  notes  the  consideration 
of  which  was  the  transfer  by  delivery 
to  the  maker  of  the  promissory  note 
for  a  much  larger  amount  of  a  third 
person  from  whom  the  maker  of  the 
notes  had  purchased  a  tract  of  land 
cannot  show  a  verbal  agreement  that, 
if  the  maker  failed  to  pay  for  and 
hold  the  land,  the  notes  executed  by 
him  should  not  be  paid,  and  that  he 
had  failed  to  pay  for  and  had  lost  all 
of  the  land  except  80  acres.  Gliddens 
V.  Harrison  (1877)  59  Ala.  481. 

In  an  action  upon  a  note  given  in 
pasnnent  of  a  stallion  purchased  by 
the  makers,  evidence  that  the  agent 
of  the  payee  stated  that,  before  he 
would  collect  the  note,  the  horse  would 
have  to  come  up  to  the  guaranty, — ^that 
he  did  not  intend  to  collect  the  note 
until  the  horse  was  proven  up  to  the 
guaranty, — is  inadmissible,  since  this 
is  varying  the  absolute,  unconditional 
terms  of  the  note  by  a  contemporane- 
ous parol  agreement.  Probasco  v. 
Shaw  (1915)  144  6a.  416,  87  S.  E.  466. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  agreement  that  the  note  was  not 
to  be  paid  unless  certain  third  per- 
sons claimed  interest  on  other  notes. 
Penny  v.  Graves  (1850)  12  IlL  287. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  the  note  was  not 
to  be  paid  according  to  its  terms,  bat 
that  its  payment  was  dependent  upon 
a  sale  of  certain  property  by  the  mak- 
er. Murchie  v.  Peck  Bros.  &  Co. 
(1896)  160  111.  175,  43  N.  E.  356. 

In  Groan  v.  Myers  (1912)  52  Ind. 
App.  143,  100  N.  E.  380,  a  plea  that 
the  maker  of  the  note,  with  others, 
had  started  a  corporation  to  which  the 
husband  of  the  payee  advanced  money» 
taking  the  note  of  the  maker  under  an 
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agreement  that  if  the  corporation 
should  be  a  succesa,  the  money  was 
to  be  repaid  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  note,  but,  if  the  same  was 
not  a  success,  the  money  was  to  be  a 
gift  and  never  to  be  repaid ;  that  the 
corporation  was  not  a  success,  and 
that  the  husband  of  the  payee  retained 
the  note  in  his  possession  until  his 
death,  and  during  the  time  never  made 
demand  for  payment,  and  before  his 
death  he  requested  his  wife  to  carry 
out  his  promise  and  to  surrender  the 
note  to  the  maker,  and  within  a  few 
weeks  after  the  death  of  the  husband 
the  payee  did  carry  out  the  wish  and 
surrender  the  note» — was  held  not  to 
show  a  defense  to  the  action. 

One  who  signed  notes  secured  by  a 
mortgage  after  they  were  executed  by 
the  principal  maker,  in  consideration 
of  the  waiver  by  the  mortgagee  of  the 
obligation  of  the  mortgagor  to  have 
the  property  on  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises insured,  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  he  was  only  to  be  li- 
able in  case  the  property  should  be 
destroyed  by  fire.  Farmer  v.  Perry 
(1886)  70  Iowa,  358,  30  N.  W.  752. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  upon  a 
purchase  of  corporate  stock  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  that  the  payee 
would  not  exact  payment  of  the  note 
when  it  became  due,  if  the  maker  did 
not  want  the  stock  at  that  time.  Simp- 
son V.  Blaine  (1921)  191  Ky.  465,  230 
S.  W.  934. 

A  note  which  contains  an  absolute 
promise  to  pay  cannot  be  attacked  by 
showing  a  parol  agreement  to  the 
effect  that  the  makers'  promise  was 
conditional,  and  that  they  were  not 
to  pay  the  note  unless  they  got  certain 
branded  timber.  Begley  v.  Combs 
(1905)  27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1116,  87  S.  W. 
1081. 

The  drawer  of  a  draft  upon  himself, 
which  was  considered  as  equivalent  to 
the  acceptance  thereof,  was  held  not 
entitled  to  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  payee  assumed  a  sea  risk  of  a 
cargo  shipped  on  a  ship  of  which  the 
drawer  was  the  master,  and  that,  if 
any  portion  of  it  was  lost  by  reason 
of  that  risk,  the  amount  of  the  draft 
was  to  be  ratably  reduced.  Cunning- 
ham V.  Wardwell  (1835)  12  Me.  466. 


An  assignee  of  a  debtor,  who  gave 
a  creditor  his  note  for  the  amount  of 
her  claim,  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  note  should  not  be  pay- 
able unless  the  maker  should  be  found 
to  have  funds  of  the  debtor  sufficient 
to  pay  it  Adams  v.  Wilson  (1846)  12 
Met.  (Mass.)  138,  45  Am.  Dec.  240. 

An  oral  agreement  upon  the  execu- 
tion of  a  note  given  for  the  amount 
of  a  chattel  mortgage  which  the  payee 
held  upon  the  property  of  a  third  per- 
son, purchased  by  the  maker  of  the 
note,  that,  in  case  the  vendor  of  the 
property  should  thereafter  be  forced 
into  bankruptcy  by  any  of  its  creditors 
upon  proceedings  instituted  by  them 
for  that  purpose,  and  adjudicated  a 
bankrupt,  the  note  would  thereupon 
become  and  be  null  and  of  no  effect^ 
and  would  not  be  paid,  is  inadmissi- 
ble. Central  Sav.  Bank  v.  O'Connor 
(1903)  132  Mich.  578,  102  Am.  St. 
Rep.  433,  94  N.  W.  11,  s.  c.  on  second 
appeal  in  (1905)  J139  Mich  82,  102  N. 
W.  280. 

The  maker  of  a  note  payable  to  a 
bank  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  she  should  not  be  liable  to  pay 
the  note  unless  she  failed  to  perform 
an  agreement  c^n  her  part  to  acquire 
the  ownership  of  a  deposit  in  the 
bank,  belonging  to  her  deceased  hus- 
band. Northern  Trust  Co.  v.  Hiltgen 
(1895)  62  Minn.  361,  64  N.  W.  909. 

One  who  has  executed  notes  as 
guardian  of  a  minor  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  he  was  to  pay  the 
notes  only  upon  the  condition  that  as- 
sets of  the  minor  should  come  into  his 
hands  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  and 
in  case  such  assets  did  not  come  into 
his  hands,  he  was  not  to  pay  the 
notes,  and  they  were  to  be  delivered 
up  to  him.  Wren  v.  Hoflfman  (1868) 
41  Miss.  616. 

The  acceptor  of  a  draft  cannot 
show  that  he  accepted  the  draft  to  be 
paid  on  condition  that  he  should  re- 
ceive from  the  drawer  certain  evi- 
dence that  the  security  given  to  the 
acceptor  was  free  and  clear  of  encum- 
brances. Meyer  v.  Beardsley  (1863) 
SO  N.  J.  L.  236. 

One  who  has  given  a  note  for  tui- 
tion in  the  payee's  school  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  note  was 
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not  to  be  paid  if  the  maker  did  not 
take  the  course  of  instruction  for 
^hich  the  note  was  given.  James- 
town Business  College  Asso.  v.  Allen 
(1902)  172  N.  Y.  291,  92  Am.  St.  Rep. 
•740,  64  N.  E.  952. 

An  applicant  for  life  insurance  who 
lias  given  a  duebill  to  the  agent,  who 
has  advanced  the  amount  of  the  pre- 
mium, cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  he  was  only  to  repay  the  sum  so 
advanced  if  able  to  do  so,  and,  if  not 
able,  the  insurance  policy  was  to  be 
xeturned.  Prosser  v.  Miller  (1902)  37 
Misc.  841,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  974. 

A  note  given  by  a  bankrupt,  subse- 
•quent  to  his  bankruptcy,  to  a  creditor 
^hose  debt  has  been  discharged,  can- 
not be  shown  to  have  been  given  upon 
the  express  condition  that  it  should 
never  be  sued  upon  if  the  maker 
should  not  be  able  to  pay  it,  although 
the  maker  agreed  to  pay  interest 
thereon.  German  Exch.  Bank  v. 
Schnitzer  (1911)  72  Misc.  362,  130  N. 
Y.  Supp.  223. 

The  maker  of  a  note  to  whom  the 
-payee  has  assigned  a  claim  against 
third  persons  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  should  not 
become  operative  unless  the  money  on 
the  assignment  was  realized.  Isaacs 
V.  Jacobs  (1889)  26  N.  Y.  S.  R.  96, 
7  N.  Y.  Supp.  66. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  it  was  not  to 
be  paid  if  the  payee  won  an  action 
then  pending,  to  which  he  was  a 
party.  Calvosa  v.  Donovan  (1918) 
171  N.  Y.  Supp.  388. 

The  purchaser  of  a  horse,  who  has 
^iven  a  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that, 
if  the  horse  died  before  the  end  of  the 
reason,  no  part  of  the  price  was  to 
be  paid.  Gatlin  v.  Kilpatrick  (1844) 
4  N.  C.  (1  Car.  Law  Repos.)  534,  6 
Am.  Dec.  557. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  to  be  paid  only  upon  the 
•collection  by  him  of  notes  placed  in 
his  hands  by  the  payee  for  collection. 
McClanaghan  v.  Hines  (1847)  33  S.  C 
L.   (2  Strobh.)  122. 

An  executor  who  has  given  a  note 
"to  a  creditor  for  the  amount  of  the 
<;reditor's    claim    against    the    dece- 


dent's estate  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  payment  of  the 
note  was  conditional  upon  the  allow- 
ance by  the  ordinary  of  the  claim 
made  against  the  estate  by  the  payee. 
McGrath  v.  Barnes  (1879)  13  S.  C. 
328,  36  Am.  Rep.  687. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  executed  under  an  agree- 
ment that  he  was  not  to  be  required 
to  pay  it  unless  he  might  see  proper 
to  do  so.  Geo.  D.  Bernard  &  Co.  v. 
Robertson  (1895)  —  Tex,  Civ.  App. 
— ,  29  S.  W.  697. 

In  Key  v.  Hickman  (1912)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  149  S.  W,  275,  parol  evi- 
dence is  held  inadmissible  to  show 
that,  at  or  before  the  time  of  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  note,  there  was  an 
agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to 
be  paid  unless  the  payee  furnished 
the  maker  an  itemized  statement 
showing  certain  facts. 

The  drawer  of  a  check  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  he  was  not  to 
be  liable  on  the  check  unless  he  was 
financially  able  to  meet  it,  and  should 
deposit  the  money  in  the  bank  with 
which  it  could  be  paid.  Merriman  v. 
Swift  &  Co.  (1918)  —Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  204  S.  W.  775. 

The  purchaser  of  a  diseased  horse, 
who  has  given  his  note  for  the  pur- 
chase price,  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that,  if  the  horse  should 
become  useless  or  die  as  a  result  of 
the  disease,  the  note  should  not  be 
collectable  or  collected,  but  should 
be  discharged.  Hatch  v.  Hyde  (1842) 
14  Vt.  25,  39  Am.  Dec.  203. 

The  drawer  and  acceptor  of  a  draft 
cannot  show  in  defense  of  an  action 
thereon  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
draft  was  given  and  accepted  on  con- 
dition that  the  payee  would  surrender 
and  deliver  up  a  certain  promissory 
note  which  he  held  against  a  third 
person.  Poster  v.  Clifford  (1878)  44 
Wis.  569,  28  Am.  Rep.  603. 

One  who  has  given  his  note  to  the 
amount  of  a  demand  against  a  third 
person  cannot  show  an  agreement 
that  the  note  should  not  be  enforced 
in  case  the  payee  should  obtain  a  ver- 
dict in  an  action  against  other  per- 
sons who  were  also  liable  for  the  de- 
mand.     Foster    v.    Jolly     (1835)     1 
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Cromp.  M.  &  R.  708»  149  Eng.  Reprint, 
1263,  5  Tyrw.  239,  4  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S. 
65, 1  Gale,  10. 

The  maker  of  a  note  expressed  to  be 
payable  on  demand  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  it  was  subject  to 
a  condition  that  she  should  not  be 
called  upon  for  pajonent  unless  the 
children  should  die  before  a  certain 
legacy  should  become  payable.  Mo* 
Neil  V.  Cullen  (1904)  37  N.  S.  813. 

See  Standard  Bank  v.  Wettlaufer 
(1915)  33  Ont.  L.  Rep.  441,  8  Ont 
Week.  N.  187,  23  D.  L.  R.  607,  supra, 
n.  a.2. 

Erideaee  tliat  tlie  note  was  to  be  Told 
or  to  be  surrendered. 

For  cases  dealing  with  this  kind  of 
evidence  and  holding  it  admissible, 
see  ix.  a,  &• 

Parol  evidence  of  a  prior  or  contem- 
poraneous oral  agreement  that  notes 
were  to  be  void  or  to  be  surrendered 
in  a  certain  contingency  is  inadmis- 
sible. 

United  States.— Sioux  Falls  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Klaveness  (1920)  264  Fed.  40. 

Omnecticut. — Converse  v.  Moulton 
(1795)  2  Root,  195. 

Georgia. — Rodgers  v.  Rosser  (1876) 
67  Ga.  319;  Johnson  v.  Cobb  (1896) 
100  Ga.  139,  28  S.  E.  72. 

Illinois.— Lane  v.  Sharpe  (1842)  4 
111.  566;  Harris  v.  Galbraith  (1867) 
43  111.  309;  Schultz  v.  Meyer  (1913) 
181  111.  App.  835. 

Kansas. — Thisler  v.  Mackey  (1902) 
65  Kan.  464,  70  Pac.  334. 

Kentucky. — Moore  v,  Parker  (1893) 
16  Ky.  L.  Rep.  125. 

Michigan. — Central  Sav.  Bank  v. 
O'Connor  (1903)  132  Mich.  578,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  94  N.  W.  11. 

Mississippi.  —  Wren  v.  Hoffman 
(1868)  41  Miss.  616. 

Missouri. — Wislizenus  v.  O'Fallon 
(1886)  91  Mo.  184,  3  S.  W.  837 ;  Farm- 
ers' State  Bank  v.  Sloop  (1918)  —  Mo. 
App.  — ,  200  S.  W.  304. 

Nebraska^ — ^Aultman,  M.  &  Co.  v. 
Hawk  (1903)  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  582,  95 
N.  W.  695. 

New  York.  —  Erwin  v.  Saunders 
(1823)  1  Cow.  249,  13  Am.  Dec.  520; 
Brown  v.  Hull  (1845)  1  Denio,  400; 
Ely  V.  Kilborn  (1848)  5  Denio,  514; 
Smith  ▼.  Hedges  (1915)  170  App.  Div. 


848,  166  N,  Y.  Supp.  984,  afBrmed  in 
(1918)  222  N.  Y.  701,  119  N.  E.  1077; 
Oppenheimer  v.  Kruckman  (1903)  84 
N.  Y.  Supp.  129. 

North  Carolina.  —  International 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Parham  (1916)  172^ 
N.  C.  389,  90  S.  E.  503. 

Texas,— Riley  v.  Treanor  (1894)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  25  S.  W.  1054. 

Vermont.  —  Farnham  v.  Inghant 
(1833)  5  Vt.  514;  Bradley  v.  Bentley 
(1836)  8  Vt.  243;  Isaacs  v.  Elkin» 
(1889)  11  Vt.  679. 

Wasliington. — Post  v.  Tamm  (1916) 
91  Wash.  504,  158  Pac.  91. 

Wisconsin. — ^Wayland  University  v. 
Boorman  (1883)  56  Wis.  657,  14  N.  W. 
819. 

Canada.^ — ^Wilton  v.  Manitoba  Inde- 
pendent Oil  Co.  (1915)  25  Manitoba 
L.  R.  628,  25  D.  L.  R.  243. 

A  contemporaneous  oral  agreement 
at  the  time  the  note  was  given  as  a. 
part  of  the  purchase  price  of  land 
which  was  sold  to  the  maker  that  he». 
the  maker,  should  have  the  option  of' 
retaining  the  land  contract  and  pay* 
ing  the  note,  or  surrendering  the  con- 
tract and  requiring  the  vendor  to  pay 
the  note,  was  held  inadmissible  in  Mc- 
Ewan  V.  Ortman  (1876)  34  Mich.  325. 
This  decision  is  based  upon  two 
grounds:  one,  the  inadmissibility  of 
the  oral  agreement  to  change  the 
written  contract;  and  the  other,  that 
an  oral  agreement  relating  to  lands  iS' 
void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

As  in  the  case  with  other  forms  of 
evidence  treated  in  this  annotation,, 
the  admissibility  of  evidence  that  the 
note  was  to  be  void  or  to  be  surren- 
dered in  a  certain  contingency  has 
been  denied  under  a  variety  of  cir- 
cumstances. 

The  purchaser  of  corporate  stock 
who  has  given  his  note  for  the  pur- 
chase price  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that,  if  the  stock  should 
thereafter  be  declared  void  for  any 
reason,  his  note  should  not  be  en* 
forced,  but  should  be  surrendered  to 
him.  Sioux  Falls  Nat.  Bank  v.  Klave- 
ness (1920)  264  Fed.  40.  The  note  in- 
volved in  this  case  was  given  to  a. 
bank, — not  directly  to  the  vendors  of 
the  stock ;  but  no  point  is  made  of  this 
fact.     The  case  is  decided  as  if  the 
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note  was  given  directly  to  the  ven- 
dors ;  or,  at  least,  as  if  the  bank  knew 
of  the  contract. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  given  for  the  purpose  of 
indemnifying  the  payee  or  his  estate 
against  a  certain  other  note,  and  was 
to  be  void  upon  condition  that  the 
payee  and  his  estate  were  indemni- 
fied. Converse  v.  Moulton  (1795)  2 
Root  (Conn.)  195.  In  this  case  the 
note  contained  a  memorandum  recit- 
ing the  consideration  therefor,  but 
contained  no  such  condition  as  was 
sought  to  be  proved. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  maker 
of  a  note  given  for  an  insurance  pre- 
mium should  have  the  right,  at  the 
maturity  of  the  note,  to  surrender  the 
policy  and  have  the  note  canceled,  is 
inadmissible.  Johnson  v.  Cobb  (1896) 
100  6a.  139,  28  S.  E.  72. 

An  oral  agreement  at  the  time  of 
entering  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land  by  one  having  a  tax  title  thereto, 
that  if  minor  heirs  should  redeem  the 
land,  the  contract,  including  notes 
given  for  the  purchase  price,  should 
be  rescinded,  is  inadmissible.  Lane  v. 
Sharpe  (1842)  4  UL  566. 

Where  an  owner  of  slaves  sold  the 
same  to  a  person,  and,  in  the  absence 
of  such  person,  delivered  them  to  a 
third  person,  who  executed  a  note 
therefor  for  the  price,  an  oral  agree- 
ment that,  on  the  purchaser's  return, 
his  note  was  to  be  given  and  the  note 
of  the  third  person  was  to  be  surren- 
dered, cannot  be  shown.  Harris  v. 
Galbraith  (1867)  43  111.  309. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  the  note  was  executed  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  securing  the  payee  for 
having  signed  as  surety  certain  notes 
given  by  the  maker  and  subsequently 
paid,  and  that  there  was  an  under- 
standing between  them  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  note  sued  on, 
that,  in  case  the  defendant  made  pay- 
ment of  said  note  which  had  been 
thus  signed  as  surety,  the  note  in 
question  would  be  void  and  would  be 
returned  to  the  defendant.  Schultz  v. 
Meyer  (1913)  181  IlL  App.  335. 

The  makers  of  a  note  given  to  se- 
cure part  of  the  purchase  price  of  a 
horse  sold  by  the  payee  to  the  mak- 
ers cannot  show  an  oral  contempora- 


neous agreement  that,  when  fKe  horse 
became  four  years  old,  the  makers 
should  have  the  right  to  rescind  the 
contract  if  they  so  desired,  return  the 
animal,  and  the  payee  would  cancel 
and  surrender  the  note.  Thisler  v. 
Mackey  (1902)  65  Kan.  464,  70  Pac. 
334. 

The  maker  of  a  note  to  be  given  up- 
on a  purchase  of  corporate  stock  can- 
not show  an  oral  agreement  that,  if 
he  should  become  dissatisfied,  he 
should  have  the  privilege  of  returning 
the  stock  for  which  the  note  was  exe- 
cuted, and  have  the  note  returned  to 
him.  Moore  v.  Parker  (1893)  15  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  125. 

It  is  held  in  Wislizenus  v.  OTallon 
(1886)  91  Mo.  184,  3  S.  W.  837,  that 
parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show 
that  a  note  was  to  be  used  for  a  cer- 
tain purpose,  and,  if  not  so  used,  was 
to  become  void. 

Where  the  guardian  of  an  incom- 
petent, together  with  other  persons, 
have  executed  a  note  to  a  bank  to  ob- 
tain a  loan  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
competent, the  makers  of  the  note 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that, 
upon  the  obtaining  of  an  order  to 
mortgage  the  incompetent's  lands, 
and  the  giving  of  the  mortgage  to  the 
bank,  the  security  of  the  mortgage 
would  be  accepted  and  the  note  sur- 
rendered. Farmers'  State  Bank  v. 
Sloop  (1918)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  200  S. 
W.  304. 

The  purchaser  of  a  harvesting 
machine  who  has  executed  a  note 
therefor  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  payee  of  the  note  would 
make  the  harvester  run  and  do  good 
work,  and  if  he  did  not  do  so,  the  note 
was  to  become  null  and  void,  and  be 
returned  to  the  maker.  Aultman,  M. 
&  Co.  V.  Hawk  (1903)  4  Neb.  (Unof.) 
582,  95  N.  W.  695. 

A  note  payable  in  specific  articles 
and  absolute  on  the  face  cannot  be 
defeated  by  oral  evidence  showing 
that  it  was  to  be  void  upon  it  appear- 
ing that  the  debt  for  which  it  was  giv- 
en had  been  inventoried  by  one  of  the 
makers  on  his  applying  for  his  dis- 
charge under  the  Insolvent  Act.  Er» 
win  V.  Saunders  (1823)  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
249,  13  Am.  Dec.  520. 

Where  a  promissory  note  was  given 
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for  th«  jMtyee's  interest  in  Us  father's 
estate,  with  a  parol  agreement  be? 
tween  the  maker  and  payee  that,  if 
the  interest  of  other  heirs  of  the  es- 
tate could  not  be  obtained  in  a  speci- 
fied  manner,  both  the  note  and  release 
should  be  void,  it  was  held  that  evi- 
dence could  not  be  given  of  the.  parol 
agreement  in  defense  of  an  action  up- 
on the  note.  Ely  v.  Kilborn  (1848)  5 
Denio  (N.  Y.)  514. 

The  purchaser  of  machinery  which 
is  to  be  constructed  and  set  up  by  the 
vendor,  who  has  given  a  note  for  the 
purchase  price,  cannot  show  an  oral 
asrreement  that  the  payee  was  to  re* 
lieve  the  maker  and  cancel  the  note, 
provided  the  contract  was  not  com- 
pleted when  the  note  fell  due.  Smith 
V.  Hedges  (1915)  170  App.  Div.  349, 
155  N.  Y.  Supp.  934,  affirmed  in  (1918) 
222  N.  Y.  701,  119  N.  E.  1077. 

The  makers  of  notes  cannot  show  a 
verbal  agreement  that,  should  the 
makers  thereafter  dissolve  partner- 
ship, the  notes  were  to  be  returned 
and  the  defendants  were  to  return  to 
the  payee  the  certificates  for  certain 
goods  which  had  been  delivered  to  the 
defendants  by  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
the  making  and  delivery  of  the  notes. 
Oppenheimer  v.  Kruck  (1903)  84  N«  Y. 
Supp.  129. 

The  purchaser  of  a  manure  spread- 
er, to  whom  the  vendor  agreed  to 
furnish  a  knife  grinder  without  fur- 
ther charge,  who  executed  his  note 
for  the  purchase  price,  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that,  if  the  knife 
grinder  was  not  furnished,  the  note 
was  to  be  invalid.  International 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Parham  (1916)  172 
N.  C.  389,  90  S.  E.  503. 

The  purchaser  of  corporate  stock, 
who  had  given  a  note  for  the  purchase 
price,  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
to  take  back  the  stock  and  cancel  the 
note.  Riley  v.  Treanor  (1894)  —  Tex, 
Civ.  App.  — ,  25  S.  W.  1054. 

In  Security  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Allen 
(1914)  _  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  170  S.  W. 
131,  it  is  held  in  an  action  on  a  note 
given  in  payment  of  the  premium  on  a 
life  insurance  policy,  that  an  agree- 
ment at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  note  that  it  would  be  canceled  and 
returned  to,  the  maker  if  he  would 
thereafter  aid  in  procuring  life  insur- 


ance from  other  people,  and  that  the 
note  was  to  become  a  valid  and  .bind- 
ing obligation  in  the  event  only  that 
the  maker  should  fail  to  perform  that 
agreement,  was  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence, as  its  effect  would  be  to  vary 
by  parol  the  terms  of  the  note. 

The  purchaser  of  a  stove,  who  has 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price 
thereof,  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that,  at  the  expiration  of  a  year 
from  the  date  of  the  note,  the  pur- 
chaser might  elect  to  pay  the  amount 
specified  in  the  note,  or  to  return  the 
stove  to  the  plaintiff,  in  satisfaction 
or  payment  of  the  note,  and  pay  him 
$6  for  the  use  of  the  stove.  Bradley 
V.  Bentley  (1836)  8  Vt.  243. 

In  Farnham  v.  Ingham  (1833)  6  Vt 
614,  where  the  maker  of  a  note  at- 
tempted to  show  that  the  payee  agreed 
at  the  time  the  note  was  executed 
that,  if  he  failed  to  discontinue  a  cer- 
tain suit,  the  note  should  be  void,  the 
evidence  was  held  inadmissible. 

Although  the  court  in  Isaacs  ▼. 
Elkins  (1839)  11  Vt  679,  says  of  the 
case  of  Farnham  v.  Ingham  (Vt.)  su- 
pra, that  parol  evidence  to  show  that 
the  note  was  payable  only  on  condi- 
tion was  admitted  as  an  independent 
contract  by  which  the  note  was  to  be 
paid  in  a  manner  different  from  that 
expressed  in  the  written  contract, 
from  the  report  of  the  case  in  Farn- 
ham V.  Ingham  it  seems  that  the  evi- 
dence which  actually  was  received 
was  that  if  the  payee  failed  to  discon- 
tinue a  suit,  he  would  allow  on  the 
note  all  actual  costs,  trouble,  and  ex- 
pense which  the  maker  should  be  sub- 
ject to  in  defending  the  suit.  In  so 
far  as  the  evidence  was  held  admissi- 
ble, the  case  is  overruled  by  the  deci- 
sion in  Isaacs  v.  Elkins. 

One  who  is  engaged  in  buying 
horses  for  a  government,  who  pur- 
chased horses,  giving  his  note  there- 
for, cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  he  should  take  the  horses  to  a 
certain  place  where  they  would  be  in- 
spected by  the  government  agents  and 
either  accepted  or  refused,  and  if  they 
did  not  pass  inspection,  that  he  should 
have  the  right  to  return  the  horses  to 
the  place  of  purchase,  deliver  them  to 
the  vendor,  and  receivei  the  note  back 
Isaacs  V.   Elkins    (Vt.)    supra.     The 
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note  sued  upon  was  given  to  one  who 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  agreement, 
the  transaction  taking  place  through 
an  agent;  but  no  point  is  made  of  this 
fact. 

One  who  has  given  his  note  for  a 
scholarship  in  a  university  was  held 
not  entitled  to  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  note  should  not  be  paid 
until  the  university  should  issue  to 
him  such  scholarship;  neither  was  he 
entitled  to  show  an  agreement  that,  if 
the  university  should  fail  to  issue  the 
scholarship,  the  note  should  become 
null  and  void.  Wayland  University  v. 
Boorman  (1883)  66  Wis.  657,  14  N.  W. 
819.  The  action  in  this  case  was  by 
an  indorsee,  who  claimed  to  be  a  bona 
fide  holder,  but  the  above  holding,  de- 
nying the  admissibility  of  the  parol 
evidence,  seems  not  to  be  based  upon 
this  fact. 

The  purchaser  of  corporate  stock  in 
an  oil  company,  who  has  given  his 
note  for  the  purchase  price,  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  that,  if  oil 
tanks  were  not  put  in  at  a  certain 
place  by  a  certain  date,  the  note  was 
to  be  returned.  Wilton  v.  Manitoba 
Independent  Oil  Go.  (1915)  25  Mani- 
toba L.  R.  628,  25  D.  L.  R.  243. 

In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note 
in  which  the  defense  was  that  there 
was  an  oral  agreement  contempora- 
neous with  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  note,  to  the  effect  that  the  mak- 
er intended  subsequently  to  make  a 
will,  in  which  the  payee  was  to  be  a 
beneficiary  to  the  extent  of  the 
amount  of  the  note,  and  that  the  note 
was  to  be  held  until  the  will  was  exe- 
cuted, when  it  was  to  be  returned  to 
the  maker,  the  court  states :  "In  this 
case  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
note  are  admitted  and  the  obligation 
thereof  recognized;  and,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defeating  it,  reliance  is  placed 
upon  a  contemporaneous  oral  agree- 
ment by  which  a  condition  not  pre- 
cedent but  subsequent  was  offered  to 
defeat  liability.  If  a  contemporane- 
ous oral  agreement  providing  for  the 
surrender  of  the  note  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  a  condition  subsequent 
could  be  used  to  defeat  recovery  upon 
a  note,  the  rule  which  provides  that  a 
note  or  other  written  contract  cannot' 


be  Varied  or  modified  by  such  an 
asnreement  would  be  abrogated."  Post 
V.  Tamm  (1916)  91  Wash.  604,  158 
Pac.  91. 

Svidenoe  tliat  the  not«  was  t«  Ibe  pai4 
la  a  oertain  way,  or  not  to  be  paid 
vnlocs  it  eonld  bo  paid  in  a  oertain 
way. 

Oral  agreements  shade  gradually 
from  those  the  purpose  of  which  is  to 
defeat  the  note  altogether  in  the  con- 
tingency named,  into  those  which 
merely  modify  some  term  thereof. 
The  former  class  of  agreements  is 
within  the  scope  of  this  annotation; 
the  latter  is  not.  Between  these  two 
well-defined  classes  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  classes  of  agreements  which 
are  equivocal.  There  are  agreements 
that  the  instrument  was  to  be  paid  in 
a  certain  way,  or  not  to  be  paid  unless 
it- could  be  paid  in  a  certain  way;  that 
there  was  to  be  a  deduction  in  a  cer- 
tain event;  that  the  note  was  not  to  be 
paid  until  a  certain  event;  and  many 
others.  It  is  the  purpose  in  the  pres- 
ent annotation  to  discuss  the  repre- 
sentative cases  belonging  to  these  va- 
rious classes,  stopping  short  of  those 
agreements  which  merely  modify  some 
term  of  the  instrument  It  is  recog- 
nized, however,  that  there  is  no  well- 
defined  line  between  these  classes  of 
agreements ;  hence,  the  stopping  place 
is  necessarily  more  or  less  arbitrary. 

Coming  to  the  first  of  the  classes  of 
agreements  just  mentioned,  it  is  held 
that  evidence  of  an  oral  agreement 
that  a  note  was  to  be  paid  in  a  certain 
way,  or  not  to  be  paid  unless  it  could 
be  paid  in  a  certain  way,  is  inadmissi- 
ble. 

United  States. — Crorrell  v.  Home  L. 
Ins.  Co.  (1894)  11  C.  C.  A.  240,  24  U. 
S.  App.  188,  63  Fed.  371;  Keith  v. 
Parker  (1902)  115  Fed.  397. 

Arkansas.  —  Harmon  v.  Harmon 
(1917)  131  Ark.  501,  199  S.  W.  553. 

Idaho.— Stein  v.  Fogarty  (1896)  4 
Idaho,  702,  43  Pac.  681. 

Illinois.— Walters  v.  Smith  (1860) 
23  111.  342;  Hensley  v.  Mitchell  (1909) 
147  111.  App.  161. 

Indiana.— Tucker  v.  Talbott  (1860) 
15  Ind.  114;  Parks  v.  Zeek  (1876)  68 
Ind.  221 ;  Clanin  v.  Esterly  Harvesting 
Mach.    Co.    (1888)    118    Ind.    872,    3 
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LRJL  868,  21  N.  E.  85.  See  National 
City  Bank  t.  Kirk  (1922)  —  Ind.  App. 
— ,  134  N.  E.  772. 

Iowa.  —  Barhydt  v.  Bonney  (1881) 
55  Iowa,  717,  8  N.  W.  672;  Van  Vech- 
ten  V.  Smith  (1882)  59  Iowa,  178,  18 
N.  W.  94;  Houts  v.  Sioux  City  Brass 
Works  (1907)  184  Iowa,  484,  110  N. 
W.  166. 

Kansas.  —  Van  Fossan  ▼.  Gibbs 
(1914)  91  Kan.  866,  189  Pac.  174; 
Hangen  V.  Pinkston  (1922)  —  Kan.  — , 
204  Pac.  675. 

Massachusetts.  —  Currier  y.  Hale 
(1864)  8  Allen,  47;  Perry  v.  Bigelow 
(1879)  128  Mass.  129;  Commonwealth 
Trust  Ck>.  V.  Coveney  (1909)  200  Mass. 
879,  86  N.  E.  895. 

MissourL  —  National  Live  Stock 
Commission  Co.  v.  Thero  (1911)  164 
Mo.  App.  508,  185  N.  W.  961;  First 
Nat  Bank  v.  Henry  (1918)  —  Mo. 
App.  — ,  202  S.  W.  281. 

New  York.  —  Driscoll  v.  Colby 
(1914)  161  App.  Div.  922,  145  N.  Y. 
Supp.  681;  Gilleran  v.  Colby  (1914) 
161  App.  Div.  923,  145  N.  Y.  Supp. 
682;  Gilleran  v.  Owens  (1918)  182 
App.  Div.  580,  169  N.  Y.  Supp.  958; 
Middleton  v.  Wooster  (1918)  184  App. 
Div.  165,  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  598 ;  Car-  . 
negie  Trust  Co.  v.  Kleybolte  (1911)  74 
Misc.  246,  184  N.  Y.  Supp.  69;  Lewis 
V.  Jones  (1860)  7  Bosw.  866. 

Texas.— Roundtree  v.  Gilroy  (1882> 
57  Tex.  176;  Dwiggins  v.  Merchants* 
Nat.  Bank  (1894)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
27  S.  W.  171;  Nixon  v.  First  State 
Bank  (1910)  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7,  127 
S.  W.  888,  rehearing  denied  in  (1910) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  129  S.  W.  145; 
Crooker  v.  National  Phonograph  Co^ 
(1911)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  185  S. 
W.  647;  Franklin  v.  Smith  (1880)  1 
Posey,  Unrep.  Cas.  229.  See  Clement, 
B.  &  Co.  V.  Houck  (1901)  118  Iowa, 
604,  85  N.  W.  765,  infra,  "Deduction 
in  a  contingency."  See  Long  v.  Riley 
(1911)  _  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  189  S.  W. 
79. 

Compare  with  cases  discussed  in  II< 
a,  2. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  cases 
there  are  certain  agreements  falling 
within  the  gi^ieral  class  indicated 
which  relate  to  matters  that  are  sufo-i 
sequently  treated,  such  as  agreements 
20  A.L.R.— 30. 


that  the  note  is  to  be  paid  out  of  divi- 
dends or  out  of  the  proceeds  of  cer- 
tain property. 

The  makers  of  a  note  executed  for 
a  stock  of  goods  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  makers  should  not 
be  required  to  pay  any  part  of  the 
note  further  than  such  sum  as  should 
be  realized  on  account  of  said  goods. 
Bowers  v.  Linn  (1898)  14  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
889. 

In  Citizens  Bank  v.  Martin  (1918) 
171  Mo.  App.  194,  166  S.  W.  488,  the 
eondition  is  not  stated.  The  defense 
the  makers  offered  was  that  the  mon- 
ey was  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  stock  to  feed  and  put  on 
the  spring  market,  but  it  is  not  stated 
whether  the  condition  was  that  the 
note  was  not  to  be  payable  unless  the 
venture  resulted  successfully,  or  was 
merely  that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  until 
the  stock  was  put  on  the  market. 
That  the  court  did  not  regard  the  con- 
dition as  going  to  the  existence  of  the 
contract  seems  clear  from  its  citation 
of  the  earlier  case  in  this  jurisdiction 
of  Wislizenus  v.  O'Fallon  (1886)  91 
Mo.  184,  3  S.  W.  887,  where  a  request- 
ed instruction  was  held  erroneous  in 
which  the  court  was  asked  to  declare 
that  although  the  maker  had  executed 
and  ^'delivered"  his  note  in  writing, 
containing  an  absolute  and  uncondi- 
tional promise  to  pay,  such  note  might 
be  avoided  by  a  condition  not  con- 
tained in  the  note,  but  dwelling  in  pa- 
rol, that  such  note  was  to  be  paid 
only  in  a  certain  event. 

An  allegation  that  it  was  distinctly 
understood  and  agreed  between  the 
makers  of  a  note  and  the  payee  that 
the  note  was  to  be  used  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  the  necessary  money 
to  finance  a  certain  transaction,  and 
to  purchase  certain  corporate  stock, 
was  held  to  show  an  agreement  affect- 
ing the  manner  in  which  the  note  was 
to  be  paid,  in  Gwinn  v.  Ford  (1915)  85 
Wash.  571,  148  Pac.  891.  According 
to  the  court,  the  veritten  promise  to 
pay  cannot  be  so  modified. 

Where  one  partner  has  given  a  re- 
tiring partner  a  note  to  evidence 
money  loaned  by  the  retiring  partner 
to  the  other,  for  the  purpose  of  rais- 
ing monesr  to  pay  off  the  partnership 
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debts,  and  has  obtained  the  defend- 
ant's indorsement  on  the  note,  the 
defendant,  when  sued  on  the  note, 
cannot  show  that  the  payee,  at  the 
time  of  discount,  agreed  that  the  note 
should  be  repaid  out  of  the  effects  of 
the  copartnership,  and  that,  if  the  as- 
sets  of  the  copartnership  did  not  pay 
the  note,  then  that  the  payee  would 
pay  three  fourths  of  the  balance  and 
the  maker  one  fourth.  Gridley  v.  Dole 
(1851)  4  N.  Y.  486. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show  a 
contemporaneous  parol  agreement 
that  it  was  to  be  paid  in  whole  or  in 
part  in  merchandise.  Harmon  v. 
Harmon  (1917)  131  Ark.  501,  199  S. 
W.  553. 

A  variety  of  facts  appear  in  these 
cases.  Evidence  that  a  note  was  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  certain 
broom  corn  sold,  and  that  the  broom 
com  had  not  been  sold  or  the  proceeds 
thereof  collected,  is  inadmissible. 
Hensley  v.  Mitchell  (1909)  147  IlL 
App.  161.  It  is  held  in  Crooker  v.  Na- 
tional Phonograph  Co.  (1911)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  135  S.  W.  647,  that  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  an 
agreement  that  a  note  might  be  paid 
by  goods  which  the  maker  had  on 
hand,  purchased  from  the  payee. 
The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  to  be  paid  in  work  and  la^ 
bor.  Stein  v.  Fogarty  (1896)  4  Idaho, 
702,  43  Pac.  681. 

The  purchaser  of  goods,  who  has 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that, 
if  he  did  not  have  the  money  when  the 
note  matured,  the  payee  would  accept 
land  in  payment.  Barhydt  v.  Bonney 
(1881)  55  Iowa,  717,  8  N.  W.  672. 

The  general  agent  of  a  life  insur- 
ance company,  who  has  given  his  note 
to  the  company  for  money  borrowed 
by  him  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
loan  in  such  a  manner  as  to  procure 
policyholders  for  the  company,  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  that  the  note 
should  be  repaid  out  of  renewals  col- 
lected by  him  as  agent  out  of  the  busi- 
ness. Gorrell  v.  Home  L.  Ins.  Co. 
(1894)  11  C.  a  A.  240,  24  U.  S.  App. 
118,  63  Fed.  871. 

The  owner  of  a  mine  who  has  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  to  convey  the 


same  to  other  parties^  subject  to  li 
payment  of  $50,000  to  himself  out  of 
the  net  proceeds  resulting  from  the 
operation  of  the  mine  or  its  sale,  and 
through  whom  one  of  the  persona  to 
whom  the  mine  was  to  be  conveyed 
advanced  $7,500,  for  which  the  mine 
owner  gave  his  note,  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  the  note  should 
be  payable  out  of  the  first  proceeds  of 
the  operation  or  sale  of  the  mining 
claim,  and  not  otherwise.  Keith  v. 
Parker  (1902)  115  Fed.  397. 

A  creditor  who  has  executed  his 
note  to  the  several  creditors  of  his 
debtor  cannot  show  an  agreement  that 
the  note  was  to  be  paid  only  from 
money  collected  on  accounts,  assigned 
to  him,  and  that  he  should  be  liable  to 
pay  the  notes  only  so  fast  as  the  col- 
lections would  enable  him  to  do  so. 
Walters  v.  Smith  (1860)  23  IlL  342. 

Evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  that 
a  surety  signed  the  note  on  the  dis- 
tinct understanding  that  the  principal 
maker  of  the  note  was  to  be  retained 
in  the  employ  of  the  payee  until  he 
could,  from  his  earnings,  pay  the 
debt,  is  not  admissible.  Tucker  v. 
Talbott  (1860)  15  Ind.  114. 

One  who  has  given  a  note  for  the 
purchase  price  of  a  horse  purchased 
from  a  person  who  owed  him  a  sum  of 
money  in  connection  with  another 
matter  cannot  show  an  oral  Kgree- 
ment  that,  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
it  was  agreed  between  the  parties 
that,  if  the  pi^yee  of  the  note  did  not 
pay  his  indebtedness  by  doing  certain 
work,  then  the  horse  should  be  accept- 
ed as  payment  of  the  note.  Parks  v. 
Zeek  (1876)  53  Ind.  221. 

The  maker  of  a  note  which  recites 
that  it  was  given  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  a  church  debt  cannot  show 
that  the  payee  agreed  to. collect  the 
subscription  which  had  been  made, 
and  apply  the  same  to  the  payment  of 
the  note.  Clanin  v.  Esterly  Harvest- 
ing Mach.  Co.  (1888)  118  Ind.  372»  3 
L.R.A.  863,  21  N.  E.  35. 

The  maker  of  a  note,  who  was  ap- 
pointed the  agent  of  the  payee  to  sell 
fencing  material  within  his  township^ 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
he  was  to  pay  the  note  in  commissions 
made   on  sales,   and   not   otherwise. 
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Van  Vechten  v.  Smith  (1882)  59  Iowa, 

173,  13  N.  W.  94. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  notes 
were  not  to  be  paid  in  money,  but 
were  to  be  available  to  the  payee  only 
in  making  final  payment  on  a  contract 
for  telephone  appliances,  is  inadmis- 
sible. Houts  y.  Sioux  City  Brass 
Works  (1907)  184  Iowa,  484,  110  N.  W. 
166. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  note 
was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  profits  of 
the  business,  which  was  to  be 
launched  by  the  use  of  money  for 
which  it  was  given,  is  inadmissible  to 
vary  the  terms  of  the  note.  VanFos- 
aan  v.  Gibbs  (1914)  91  Kan.  866,  189 
Pac.  174;  Hangen  v.  Pinkston  (1922) 
—  Kan.  — ,  204  Pac.  675.  A  decision 
similar  to  that  in  VanFossan  v.  Gibbs 
appears  in  Underwood  v.  Viles  (1920) 
106  Kan.  287,  187  Pac.  881,  where 
there  was  a  company  organized  and 
capital  stock  issued.  It  was  held  that 
an  oral  agreement  that  a  note  given 
in  pajrment  of  capital  stock  was  to  be 
paid  out  of  profits  of  the  business  was 
inadmissible. 

The  maker  of  a  note  which  recites 
that  it  is  secured  by  certain  stock  as 
collateral  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that,  at  the  maturity,  he  was  to 
have  the  right  to  have  the  stock  back 
by  paying  the  amount  of  the  note,  and, 
if  he  did  not  do  so,  that  the  payee  was 
to  have  the  stock  absolutely,  and  the 
maker  was  not  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  note.  Perry  v.  Bigelow  (1879)  128 
Mass.  129. 

It  is  held  in  Commonwealth  Trust 
Co.  V.  Coveney  (1909)  200  Mass.  379, 
86  N.  E.  895,  that  an  oral  agreement 
between  an  indorser  and  indorsee  that 
payment  should  be  required  only  of 
such  sums  as  the  indorser  should  real* 
ize  as  profits  from  the  sale  of  his  real 
estate  could  not  be  proved  as  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  on  the  note,  nor  in 
support  of  an  independent  action 
against  the  indorsee  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  by  enforcing  the  note. 

Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
show  a  verbal  agreement  that  the  in- 
debtedness described  in  certain  notes 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
certain  horses  then  owned  by  the 
maker,  and  not  otherwise.    National 


Live  Stock  Gonunission  Co.  v.  Thero 
(1911)  154  Mo.  App.  508,  135  N.  W. 
961. 

A  note  given  to  a  bank  to  obtain  a 
loan  with  which  to  purchase  stock  in 
a  real  estate  corporation  organized 
by  the  bank's  stockholders  to  take 
title  to  and  dispose  of  real  estate 
which  the  bank  had  acquired  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  to  the  effect 
that  the  note  was  not  to  be  paid  un- 
less the  money  was  made  out  of  a  sale 
of  the  land.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hen- 
ry (1918)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  202  S.  W. 
281. 

The  maker  of  a  note  secured  by 
collateral  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  note  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  collateral,  or 
out  of  money  which  he  claimed  was 
due  him  as  compensation  for  certain 
services.  Gilleran  v.  Owens  (1918) 
182  App.  Div.  580,  169  N.  Y.  Supp. 
958. 

A  purchaser  of  corporate  stock  who 
has  given  his  note  for  the  purchase 
price  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  he  would  not  be  liable  upon  the 
note,  but  that  the  note  was  to  be  paid 
by  the  profits  of  the  business.  Mid- 
dleton  V.  Wooster  (1918)  184  App. 
Div.  165,  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  598. 

It  is  held  in  Carnegie  Trust  Co.  v. 
Kleybolte  (1911)  74  Misc.  246,  134 
N.  Y.  Supp.  69,  that  parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible  in  an  action  on  a  note 
which  was  delivered  unconditionally, 
to  show  that  it  was  orally  agreed  that 
payment  of  the  note  was  to  be  depend- 
ent upon  the  ability  of  the  maker  to 
realize  upon  the  sale  of  certain  bonds. 

The  maker  of  a  duebill  for  work  and 
labor  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  part  of  the  sum  should  be  paid 
with  two  alternate  land  certificates. 
Roundtree  v.  Gilroy  (1882)  57  Tex. 
176. 

One  to  whom  land  had  been  con- 
veyed by  the  owner  as  a  means  of  ob- 
taining a  loan,  and  who  thereupon 
executed  his  note  to  the  owner,  which 
was  discounted  and  the  loan  thus  ob- 
tained, cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  note  was  to  be  paid  off 
by  the  owner  of  the  land  when  it  be- 
came due,  and  that,  in  case  he  failed 
to  pay  off  the  note,  then  the  maker 
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should  convey  the  land  to  the  person 
ivho  discounted  the  note,  in  full  pay- 
ment thereof.  Dwiggins  v.  Mer- 
chants' Nat  Bank  (1894)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  27  S.  W.  171. 

In  Nixon  v.  First  State  Bank  (1910) 
60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  7,  127  S.  W.  883, 
rehearing  denied  in  (1910)  —  Tex* 
Civ.  App.  — ,  129  S.  W.  145,  it  is  held 
that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  in 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note  to 
show  an  agreement  that  the  maker 
should  have  the  option  to  satisfy  the 
note  by  surrendering  to  the  payee  cer- 
tain of  its  stock. 

Where,  in  the  course  of  the  settle- 
ment of  partnership  transactions  in 
real  estate,  one  of  the  partners  gave 
his  note  for  a  balance  found  due  to 
the  other,  the  maker  of  the  note  can- 
not prove  by  hid  own  testimony  that, 
at  the  time  the  note  was  given,  the 
payee  agreed  that  it  should  remain 
in  his  hands  as  a  part  of  the  partner- 
ship account,  to  be  paid  by  any  bal- 
ance which  might  afterwards  be  due 
to  the  defendant  for  moneys  received 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  firm.  Currier 
V.  Hale  (1864)  8  Allen  (Mass.)  47. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  upon  a 
purchase  of  corporate  stock  cannot 
show  that  it  was  executed  as  a  condi- 
tional obligation,  payable  only  from 
dividends  from  the  stock.  Abbott  v. 
Kennedy  (1918)  133  Ark.  106,  201  S. 
W.    830;    Planters'    Bank   v.    Brown 

(1918)  22  6a.  App.  495,  96  S.  £.  328; 
Mumford  v.  Tolman  (1896)  157  IlL 
258,  41  N.  E.  617 ;  Shinner  v.  Raschke 

(1919)  213  111.  App.  324;  Third  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Reichert  (1903)  101  Mob  App. 
242,  73  S.  W.  898.  In  Driscoll  v.  Colby 
(1914)  161  App.  Div.  922,  145  N.  Y. 
Supp.  681;  Gilleran  v.  Colby  (1914) 
161  App.  Div.  923,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  682, 
parol  evidence  is  held  inadmissible  to 
show  that  certain  notes  for  which 
shares  in  a  company  were  pledged 
were  to  be  paid  from  dividends  on  the 
shares. 

See  Underwood  v.  Viles  (1920)  106 
Kan.  287,  187  Pac.  881,  supra. 

Thus  it  is  held  that  an  uncondition- 
al note  given  upon  a  purchase  of  cor- 
porate stock  cannot  be  converted  into 
a  promise  dependent  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  contingencies  by  an  oral 


agreement  that  the  promoter  would 
himself  pay  into  the  corporation  for 
the  maker  the  amount  called  for  by 
the  instrument,  an4  that  the  divi- 
dends and  profits  accruing  from  the 
businciss  would,  within  a  stated  peri- 
od, pay  off  and  discharge  the  obliga- 
tion created  by  the  written  promise. 
Planters'  Bank  v.  Brown  (1918)  22 
Ga.  App.  496,  96  S.  E.  328.  The  maker 
of  a  note  cannot  show  that  he  and  the 
payee  formed  a  corporation  of  which 
he  was  the  president  and  manager, 
and  that  he  purchased  10  shares  of 
stock  from  the  plaintiff,  for  which  the 
note  in  question  was  given,  but  that 
there  was  a  parol  agreement  that  the 
note  should  be  paid  out  of  the  profits 
of  the  business,  that  stock  bought  by 
the  defendant  was  to  be  held  by  plain- 
tiff as  collateral  to  the  note,  but  that, 
if  the  business  should  not  prove  a 
success,  the  plaintiff  should  keep  the 
stock  and  cancel  the  note.  Shinner  v. 
Raschke  (1919)  213  UL  App.  324. 

Where  the  purchaser  of  corporate 
stock  from  the  individual  owners  gave 
his  note  for  the  unpaid  part  of  the 
purchase  price,  securing  it  by  the 
stock  purchased,  the  note  containing 
provision  for  the  sale  of  the  collate 
era!  in  case  of  default,  such  maker 
cannot  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  the 
obligation  by  proving  an  agreement 
that,  if  the  purchaser's  share  of  the 
dividends  is  not  sufficient  to  discharge 
the  indebtedness  at  the  maturity  of 
his  note,  it  would  be  from  time  to  time 
extended  until  the  profits  should  be 
sufficient  to  pay  it,  since  this  would 
make  the  performance  of  his  contract 
depend  upon  conditions  that  were  en- 
tirely outside  of  and  disconnected 
from  the  contract  itself.  Warner  v. 
Bonds  (1914)  111  Ark.  238,  162  S.  W. 
788. 

Evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  that 
notes  were  to  be  paid  only  to  the  ex- 
tent of  money  received  for  certain 
goods  is  inadmissible.  Byrd  v.  Mari- 
etta Fertilizer  Co.  (1906)  127  Ga.  SO, 
56  S.  E.  86;  Bowers  v.  Linn  (1893)  14 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  889;  Western  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Rogers  (1898)  54  Neb.  456,  74  N.  W. 
849. 

See  comment  upon  First  Nat.  Bank 
v«  Burney  (1912)  91  Neb.  369,  136  N. 
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W.  37,  in  Sboqbity  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Rhoobb  (reported  herewith)  ante, 
412. 

One  to  whom  a  debtor  has  assigned 
property,  and  who  has  given  his  note 
to  another  creditor  of  the  same  debt- 
or, cannot  show  an  agreement  that 
the  note  was  payable  only  out  of  the 
surplus  of  such  assigned  property 
after  the  payment  of  the  maker's 
claim,  and  that  there  was  no  surplus, 
as  this  varies  the  terms  of  the  note. 
Guy  V.  Bibend  (1871)  41  CaL  822. 
Such  an  agreement  does  not  go  to  the 
consideration  of  the  note.    Ibid. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  he  should  ex- 
pose for  sale  certain  goods  for  the 
purchase  price  of  which  the  note  was 
given,  and  if  they  proved  unsalable, 
they  were  to  be  returned  to  the  payee 
of  the  note,  who  would  receive  the 
same  at  the  same  price  at  which  they 
were  originally  sold.  Clement,  B.  & 
Co.  V.  Houck  (1901)  118  Iowa,  504,  85 
N.  W.  765.  According  to  the  court,  to 
entertain  this  defense  and  permit  the 
evidence  in  support  thereof  would 
clearly  vary  the  terms  of  the  note  by 
making  it  payable  in  goods  instead  of 
in  money. 

In  Byrd  v.  Marietta  Fertilizer  Co. 
(1906)  127  6a.  80,  56  S.  £.  86,  supra, 
an  action  on  ordinary  promissory 
notes,  each  containing  an  absolute 
and  unconditional  promise  to  pay  at  a 
stated  time  a  stated  sum  of  money,  a 
plea  that,  at  the  time  these  notes 
were  given,  it  was  agreed  that  the 
amount  to  be  paid  would  not,  at  all 
events,  be  the  amount  stated  in  them, 
but  that  the  makers  were  to  pay  what- 
ever amounts  were  realized  from  the 
sale  of  fertilizer  which  had  been 
shipped  direct,  and  if  the  sales  pro- 
duced an  amount  which  was  less  than 
the  aggregate  amount  of  the  notes, 
they  were  only  bound  to  pay  that 
amount,  was  held  bad  as  an  attempt 
to  vary  the  terms  of  the  written  con- 
tract by  evidence  of  an  oral  contem- 
poraneous agreement.  The  local 
representative  of  an  agricultural 
machinery  manufacturer  who  has  giv- 
en a  note  payable  absolutely,  and  con- 
taining an  indorsement  of  the  payee 
on  the  back  thereof  that  it  is  given  for 


certain  agricultural  machinery,  and 
the  maker  is  to  have  the  option  of 
paying  it  in  notes  of  purchasers,  can- 
not show  that  the  note  was  given  upon 
the  representation  of  the  manufac- 
turer that  he  was  dispensing  with 
certain  portions  of  the  bookkeeping, 
and  that  the  note  would  assist  him  in 
doing  this,  and  that  it  was  executed 
under  an  agreement  that  it  need  not 
be  paid  unless  the  goods  were  sold. 
Western  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rogers  (1898)  54 
Neb.  456,  74  N.  W.  849. 

The  right  to  return  goods  or  part 
of  the  goods  which  constitute  the  con- 
sideration for  the  note  has  been  held 
provable,  on  the  theory  that  it  consti- 
tuted a  set-off,  in  Barnes  v.  Shelton 
(1823)  16  S.  &  L.  (Harp.)  33,  18  Am. 
Dec.  642;  and  it  was  there  held  not  to 
alter  the  terms  of  the  note. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
show  an  agreement  that  the  maker  of 
notes  secured  by  .mortgage  was  not  to 
be  held  personally  liable  on  the  notes, 
but  that  the  mortgagee  is  to  look  sole- 
ly to  the  mortgage  for  the  collection 
of  the  debt.     Smith   v.   McLaughlin 

(1915)  120  Ark.  366,  179  S.  W.  496. 
The  oral  agreement  which  was  held 

inadmissible  in  Linville  v.  Holden 
(1876)  2  MacArth.  (D.  C.)  329,  was 
that  the  note  was  to  be  payable  out 
of  the  property  to  which  the  payee  of 
the  note  had  the  legal  title,  and  which 
was  being  sold  under  some  agreement 
between  the  payee  and  one  of  the 
makers. 
See  Continental  Gin  Co.  v.  Stocker 

(1916)  235  Fed.  1005,  reversed  on 
other  grounds  (1917)  157  C.  C.  A.  535, 
245  Fed.  343,  infra,  V. 

Aareements  for  a  dednotion  in  a  eoa- 
tiaaenoy* 

Another  agreement  which  seeks  to 
defeat  the  note  only  in  part  in  a  con- 
tingency is  one  that  a  deduction  shall 
be  made  in  the  amount  in  a  certain 
event.  It  has  been  stated  generally 
that  a  promissory  note  cannot  be 
trammeled  with  verbal  conditions 
that  make  it  obligatory  for  a  less  sum 
than  that  stated  therein.  Swank  v. 
Nichols.  (1865)  24  Ind.  199.  See  Cun- 
ningham V.  Wardwell  (1835)  12  Me. 
466,  supra,  "Not  to  be  paid  except  in 
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a  contingency."  See  Title  Guarantee 
&  T.  Co.  V.  Pam  (1922)  232  N.  Y.  441, 
134  N.  E.  626,  supra,  II.  a,  4. 

And  the  cases  generally  sustain  the 
conclusion  that  an  agreement  that 
there  should  be  a  deduction  of  a  cer- 
tain amount  when  determined  or  in 
a  certain  event  is  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence. 

In  an  action  on  a  note  given  in  a 
transaction  of  a  sale  of  lumber,  the 
defendant  cannot  show  that  the  note 
was  given  subject  to  the  terms  of  an 
oral  understanding  or  agreement  that 
a  deduction  should  be  made  on  ac- 
count of  some  quantity  of  lumber  not 
delivered.  Consolidated  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Frew  (1916)  82  Cal.  App.  118,  162 
Pac.  430. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  note  was 
executed  as  a  memorandum  of  the 
amount  of  his  original  indebtedness 
and  interest  due  up  to  date  thereof, 
with  the  collateral  understanding  and 
condition  that  when  the  amount  of  a 
certain  indebtedness  due  the  maker 
should  be  ascertained,  it  should  be 
credited  upon  the  memorandum,  and 
the  paper  should  then  be  considered 
as  a  promissory  note.  Knight  v.  W.  T. 
Walker  Brick  Co.  (1904)  23  App.  D.  C 
619. 

An  oral  agreement  to  the  effect  that 
if  the  payee  of  a  note  should  collect 
anything  from  the  makers  of  original 
notes  on  which  the  maker  of  the  note 
in  suit  was  an  indorser,  the  amount  so 
collected  should  be  credited  upon  the 
note  in  suit,  which  was  given  in  sat- 
isfaction of  his  liability  growing  out 
of  the  indorsement,  cannot  be  shown. 
Prosise  v.  Phillips  (1913)  41  App.  D. 
C.  226. 

In  an  action  upon  an  absolute  and 
unconditional  note  for  a  stated  sum, 
the  defendant  cannot  show  that  he 
had  effected  a  compromise  with  his 
creditors,  of  whom  the  payee  of  the 
note  was  one,  for  50  cents  on  the  dol- 
lar, but  that,  after  the  compromise 
had  been  agreed  upon,  the  payee  told 
the  defendant  that  he  would  make  out 
a  note  for  the  full  amount  of  his 
claim,  and  desired  the  defendant  to 
sign  it,  but  that,  immediately  upon  his 
signing  the  same,  he,  the  payee,  would 


turn  over  the  note  to  a  third  person 
for  the  defendant,  and  would  abide 
by  his  former  agreement  to  take  50 
cents  on  the  dollar  in  settlement  of 
his  former  claim,  but  said  that  he 
wanted  the  note  to  show  what  amount 
had  been  compromised,  and  that  he 
would  then  and  there  deliver  the  note 
to  the  third  person  for  the  defendant^ 
but  that  when  the  note  was  signed 
and  turned  over  to  the  payee,  he  re- 
fused to  deliver  it  to  the  third  person, 
in  violation  of  his  contract,  or  to  ac- 
cept one  half  the  face  value  there- 
of in  settlement  of  his  claim.  Bowen 
V.  Waxelbaum  (1907)  2  6a.  App.  621, 
68  S.  E.  784. 

One  who  has  assigned  a  promissory 
note  for  a  stated  sum  without  inform- 
ing himself  of  the  correctness  of  the 
amount  named  cannot  show  a  parol 
promise  of  the  other  party  to  correct 
errors.  Stacer  v.  Ehrlich  (1918)  22 
6a.  App.  285,  95  S.  E.  1016. 

A  note  given  from  one  person  to 
another,  between  whom  there  existed 
an  open  account,  cannot  be  varied  by 
a  contemporaneous  verbal  agreement 
that  whatever  sum  the  payee  had  not 
accounted  for  to  the  maker  on  the 
settlement  should,  when  ascertained, 
go  in  discharge  of  the  note.  Mill  v. 
Comparet  (1860)  16  Ind.  243. 

One  who  signs  a  note  as  surety  can- 
not show  an  oral  agreement  between 
himself  and  the  payee  at  the  time  the 
note  was  signed,  that  before  he  could 
be  held  thereon  or  required  to  pay 
any  portion  thereof,  the  payee  would 
exhaust  chattel  mortgage  securities 
given  by  the  principal,  and  that  the 
defendant  should  be  held  for  the  bal- 
ance only.  Conqueror  Trust  Co.  v. 
Danforth  (1918)  103  Kan.  860,  177 
Pac.  357. 

A  note  given  upon  the  purchase  of 
a  milk  route  by  one  who  agrees  to  buy 
his  milk  from  the  payee  at  a  certain 
rate  cannot  be  modified  by  an  oral 
agreement  that,  upon  the  settlement 
of  the  note,  the  maker  is  to  be  allowed 
a  certain  discount  on  the  milk  thus 
bought.  Kelley  v.  Thompson  (1900) 
176  MasB.  427,  66  N.  E.  713. 

The  purchaser  of  cattle,  who  has 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that» 
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if  other  cattle  which,  had  been  pur- 
chased by  the  maker  from  the  payee 
for  breeding  purposes  should  prove  to 
be  barren,  a  credit  for  the  amount  of 
the  damages  should  be  allowed  on  the 
note.  Phelps  v.  Abbott  (1897)  114 
Mich.  88,  72  N.  W.  8. 

The  obligor  on  a  bond  secured  by  a 
mortgage  for  a  sum  certain  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  that  the  bond 
should  cover  whatever  may  be  found 
to  be  due  upon  a  settlement.  Moffitt 
V.  Maness  (1889)  102  N.  C.  457,  9  S. 
B.  399. 

The  owner  of  land  who  has  ob- 
tained a  loan  on  the  security  of  a  deed 
of  trust  thereon,  and  given  his  note 
for  the  loan,  cannot  show  an  agree- 
ment at  the  time  of  delivery  of  the 
note  that,  if  the  land  was  sold  or  the 
note  paid  prior  to  its  maturity,  the 
payee  would  account  to  him  for  a  pro- 
portional part  of  an  amount  which 
had  been  included  in  the  note  for  in- 
terest. Guarantee  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dav- 
idson (1921)  —  Tex.  — ,  234  S.  W.  883. 

The  purchaser  of  a  store  who  has 
^ven  his  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that, 
if  any  mistakes  or  errors  are  found  or 
discovered  in  the  amount  due  the 
vendor  upon  notes,  books  of  accounts, 
and  assets,  the  same  should  be  al- 
lowed and  indorsed  upon  the  note. 
Gregory  v.  Hart  (1858)  7  Wis.  532. 

The  purchaser  of  timberland  who 
has  given  his  note  for  the  purchase 
price  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
to  allow  him  at  a  certain  rate  for  any 
shortage.  Hubbard  v.  Marshall 
(1880)  50  Wis.  322,  6  N.  W.  497. 

One  who  has  executed  a  promissory 
note  in  the  ordinary  form  for  attor- 
ney's fees  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that,  in  the  event  he  was  not 
indicted,  he  should  pay  a  less  sum 
than  that  mentioned  in  the  note.  Afo- 
lowich  V.  Greenville  Nat.  Bank  (1899) 
22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  272,  54  S.  W.  794. 

So,  parol  evidence  is  incompetent 
to  show  that  the  signer  of  a  subscrip- 
tion in  the  way  of  a  donation  was  not 
to  pay  more  than  another. 

First  Free-Will  Baptist  Parish  v. 
Perham  (1892)  84  Ma  568,  24  Atl. 
958,  holding,  in  an  action  to  recover 
on  a  contract,  of  aubscription  toward 


the  building  of  a  meeting  house,  that 
it  is  incompetent  to  show  by  parol 
that  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant 
should  subscribe  for  an  equal  amount 
with  another  individual,  and  that  the 
defendant  should  not  be  required,  in 
any  event,  to  pay  more  than  this  in- 
dividual paid. 

But  an  agreement  upon  the  execu- 
tion of  notes  that,  upon  receipt  of  the 
proceeds  of  certain  lands,  the  amount 
thereof  would  be  indorsed  on  the 
notes,  has  been  admitted  on  the  the- 
ory that  it  does  not  in  any  manner 
tend  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  notes. 
The  oral  agreement  is  said  to  be  en- 
tirely independent  of  the  notes,  and 
to  relate  solely  to  the  disposition  of 
funds  subsequently  to  be  received. 
Roberts  v.  Ozias  (1917)  179  Iowa, 
1141,  162  N.  W.  584. 

Asr««ment  tliat  the  note  was  mot  to  be 
paid  until  tlie  happening  of  a  eertain 
event. 

It  has  been  held  that  parol  evidence 
is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  bill  or 
note,  absolute  as  to  time  of  payment, 
was  not  to  be  paid  until  the  happen- 
ing of  a  certain  event. 

Alabama. — ^Walker  v.  Clay  (1852) 
21  Ala.  797;  Cowles  v.  Townsend 
(1857)  31  Ala.  133. 

I>istrict  of  Columbia.  —  Fowler  v. 
Zimmerman  (1914)  42  App.  D.  C.  70. 

Florida. — Rivers  v.  Brown  (1911) 
62  Fla.  258,  56  So.  553. 

Indiana. — Graves  v.  Clark  (1842)  6 
Blackf.  183;  Harvey  v.  Laflin  (1851) 
2  Ind.  477;  Grantham  v.  Hoglen 
(1919)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  125  N.  E.  461. 

Kentucky.  —  Fechheimer  v.  Gold- 
namer  (1916)  169  Ky.  243,  183  S.  W. 
541. 

Maine.  —  Porter  v.  Porter  (1862) 
51  Me.  376;  Ockington  v.  Law  (1877) 
66  Me.  551. 

Maryland.  —  McSherry  v.  Brooks 
(1876)  46  Md.  103. 

MiimeBota, — Security  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Pulver  (1915)  131  Minn.  454,  155  N. 
W.  641. 

MissisBliipi. — Federal  Discount  Co. 
V.  Fletcher  (1918)  104  Miss.  251,  61 
So.  808. 

Nebraska.  —  Van  Etten  v.  Howell 
(1894)    40  Neb.  850,  69  N.  W.  389; 
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Mallory  v.  Fitzgerald  (1903)  69  Neb. 
312,  95  N.  W.  609. 

New  York.  —  Bloom  ▼•  Horwita 
(1917)  100  Misc.  689,  166  N.  Y.  Supp. 
786;  Lewis  v.  Jones  (1860)  7  Bosw. 
366;  Weinhandler  v.  Loewenthal 
(1916)  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  695,  affirmed 
in  (1917)  176  App.  Div.  909,  162  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1149. 

North  Carolina. — Cherokee  County 
V.  Meroney  (1917)  173  N.  C.  653,  92 
S.  E.  616;  Acme  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  McCor* 
mick  (1918)  175  N.  C.  277,  L.R.A. 
1918F,  572,  95  S.  E.  555. 

Oregon. — Wilson  v.  Wilson  (1894) 
26  Or.  261,  38  Pac.  185. 

Texa&  —  Long  v.  Riley  (1911)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  139  S.  W.  79. 

England.  —  Moseley  v.  Hanford 
(1830)  10  Barn.  &  C.  729,  109  Eng. 
Reprint,  621,  8  L.  J.  K.  6.  261 ;  Adams 
V.  Wordley  (1836)  1  Mees.  &  W.  375, 
150  Eng.  Reprint,  479,  2  Gale,  29,  5 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  158. 

Compare  with  cases  discussed  in 
II.  a,  2,  supra. 

An  oral  agreement  of  the  payee  to 
renew  the  note  from  time  to  time  un- 
til the  improvement  in  the  business 
situation  should  enable  the  maker  to 
pay  it  cannot  be  shown  in  contradic- 
tion of  the  note.  Hall  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (1899)  173  Mass.  16,  44  L.R.A. 
319,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  255,  53  N.  E.  154. 

It  was  held  in  Hancock  v.  Edwards 
(1846)  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  349,  that  a 
bill  in  chancery  would  not  lie  to  en- 
join the  collection  of  a  judgment  on 
a  note,  on  the  theory  that,  at  the  time 
of  the  giving  of  the  note,  there  was 
an  oral  agreement  that  it  should  not 
be  enforced  until  a  date  subsequent 
to  that  fixed  therein.  The  court  says 
that  there  is  no  pretense  that  the 
promise  formed  a  part  of  the  contract 
which  was  intended  to  be  reduced  to 
writing,  and  was  omitted  by  accident 
or  mistake,  or  the  fault  or  misconduct 
of  the  opposite  party.  It  was  only  an 
inducement  held  out  to  secure  the 
contract  and  make  the  most  of  it,  and 
there  is  no  principle  upon  which  it 
can  be  incorporated  into  the  written 
contract  by  parol  proof. 

See  Citizens  Bank  v.  Martin  (1913) 
171  Mo.  App.  194,  166  S.  W.  488,  su- 
pra, "Paid  in  a  certain  way." 


See  Adams  v.  Thurmond  (1915)  48 
Okla.  189,  149  Pac.  1141,  supra,  IL  a, 
2,  "To  be  paid  only  in  a  eertain  con- 
tingency." 

A  great  variety  of  facts  have  been 
presented  in  the  foregoing  cases. 
Parol  evidence  ia  inadmissible  to 
show  that  a  note  payable  at  a  time 
certain,  given  for  services  to  be  ren- 
dered in  the  future,  was  not  to  be 
paid  until  the  services  were  rendered. 
Walker  v.  Clay  (1852)  21  Ala.  797. 

The  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
payable  at  a  time  certain  cannot  show 
a  parol  agreement  that  he  should  not 
be  called  upon  to  pay  the  bill  until  the 
payees  had  prosecuted  the  drawers 
to  judgment  or  insolvency.  Cowles  v. 
Townsend  (1857)  81  Ala.  133  (the 
consideration  for  the  bill  was  goods 
sold  by  the  payees  to  the  drawers). 

It  is  held  in  Fowler  v.  Zinunerman 
(1914)  42  App.  D.  C.  70,  in  an  action 
upon  a  promissory  note,  that  parol 
evidence  that  the  payee  agreed  that 
he  would  extend  the  time  of  payment 
from  time  to  time  until  the  maker 
could  dispose  of  certain  real  estate  is 
inadmissible. 

In  Rivers  v.  Brown  (1911)  62  Fla. 
258,  56  So.  553,  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  evidence  of  an 
agreement  that  the  note  should  not  be 
paid  until  certain  property  should  be 
sold  and  the  purchase  price  thereof 
collected  was  held  inadmissible. 

It  is  held  in  Fechheimer  v.  Gold- 
namer  (1916)  169  Ky.  243,  183  S.  W. 
541,  that  a  note  cannot  be  varied  or 
contradicted  by  a  parol  contemporane- 
ous agreement  that  the  payees  would 
not  demand  payment  of  the  note  at 
maturity,  or  until. such  time  as  the 
principal  debtor  should  be  able  to  pay 
the  same,  or  until  he  closed  up  or  dis- 
posed oi  the  business  he  then  con- 
templated starting. 

The  maker  of  notes  given  to  evi- 
dence the  purchase  price  of  an- inter- 
est in  machinery  for  making  clothes- 
pins cannot  show  a  prior  or  contem- 
poraneous oral  agreement  that  the 
time  for  the  payment  of  the  notes 
should  be  extended  until  he  had  real- 
ized sufficient  from  the  clothespin 
business  to  pay  them.  Ockington  v. 
Law  (1877)  66  Me  661. 
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A  note  payable  one  day  after  date 
cannot  be  modified  by  showing  an 
agreement  that  it  should  not  be  sued 
on  until  it  should  be  ascertained 
whether  certain  debts  could  be  real- 
ized on  or  not.  McSh^rry  ▼.  Brooks 
(1876)  46  Md.  103. 

The  maker  of  a  note  secured  by 
collateral  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  he  was  not  to  be  held  liable 
on  the  note  until  the  collateral  was 
exhausted.  Security  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Pulver  (1916)  131  MiniL  454,  166  N. 
W.  64L 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  for 
goods  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  he  was  not  to  be  called  upon  to 
pay  the  note  until  he  had  succeeded 
in  disposing  of  sufficient  goods  to 
liquidate  the  same.  Federal  Discount 
Co.  v.  Fletcher  (1913)  104  Miss.  261, 
61  So.  808.  The  note  involved  in  this 
case  was  a  renewal  note  which  had 
been  given  to  an  assignee  of  the 
original.  The  defendants  claimed 
that  the  original  note  was  given  un- 
der an  agreement  that  they  were  to  be 
held  liable  only  in  event  that  they  had 
Bold  a  sufficient  amount  of  the  goods. 

The  maker  of  a  note  payable  on  a 
specified  date  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to  be 
paid  until  a  certain  suit  should  be 
determined.  Van  Etten  v.  Howell 
(1894)  40  Neb.  850,  69  N.  W.  389. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  it  was  not  to 
be  paid  until  he  had  recovered  judg- 
ment in  a  certain  action  then  pending. 
Mallory  v.  Fitzgerald  (1913)  69  Neb. 
S12,  95  N.  W.  601. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  note  was 
not  to  be  payable  nor  the  defendant 
liable  thereon  unless  and  until  he  had 
received  out  of  the  net  rente,  issues, 
and  profits  of  certain  property,  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  note.  Lewis  v.  Jones 
(1860)  6  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  366. 

It  is  held  in  Myers  v.  Stein  (1913) 
154  App.  Div.  631,  189  N.  Y.  Supp. 
762,  that  a  defense  to  notes  payable 
npon  a  date  certain,  that  they  were 
not  to  be  paid  until  certain  stock  in 
the  possession  of  the  payee  should  be 
disposed  of,  wheredpon  the  proceeda 
thereof  were  to  be  applied  to  the  ex- 


tinguishment of  the  notes,  which  were 
not  to  be  enforced  in  any  other  man* 
ner  unless,  after  such  sale,  a  defi- 
ciency should  arise,  was  an  attempt 
to  vary  the  terms  of  the  notes. 

It  is  held  in  Weinhandler  v.  Loew- 
enthal  (1916)  169  N.  Y.  Supp.  696, 
affirmed  in  (1917)  176  App.  Div.  909, 
162  N.  Y.  Supp.  1149,  that  parol  evi- 
dence is  inadmissible  in  an  action  on 
a  demand  note,  to  show  that  the  note 
was  not  to  be  collected  until  the  death 
of  a  certain  person.  In  this  case  the 
holder  of  the  note  sought  to  introduce 
the  evidence  to  avoid  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

The  sureties  on  an  official  bond 
against  whom  the  obligee  of  the  bond 
obtained  a  judgment,  who  had  exe- 
cuted a  note  for  the  amount  thereof, 
which  was  payable  at  a  time  certain, 
were  not  permitted  to  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to 
be  paid  until  the  sureties  had  sold 
certain  real  estate,  in  Cherokee  Coun- 
ty V.  Meroney  (1917)  178  N.  &  663, 
96  S.  E.  616. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  payee 
would  accept  interest  on  the  same 
annually  until  the  defendant  could 
pay  the  whole  of  the  note.  Acme  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  McCormick  (1918)  175  N.  C, 
277,  L.R.A.1918F,  572,  96  S.  E.  655. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  note  was 
intended  merely  as  a  memorandum, 
and  was  not  to  be  paid  until  the 
amount  thereof  could  be  realized  out 
of  a  mine.  Wilson  v.  Wilson  (1894) 
26  Or.  251,  38  Pac.  186. 

It  was  held  in  Long  v.  Riley  (1911) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  139  S.  W.  79, 
that  a  parol  agreement  cannot  be  set 
up  to  show  that  a  note  was  to  be 
paid  out  of  money  collected  on  an 
insurance  policy,  and  that  the  payee 
would  carry  the  note  until  such  policy 
was  paid. 

Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
show  that  a  note  bearing  a  due  date 
was  to  become  due  prior  to  the  date 
mentioned  therein  upon  the  happen- 
ing of  a  certain  event.  Floyd  v. 
Brawner  (1881)  1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(White  &  W.)  63. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  cases 


474 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


there  are  a  number  of  others  that 
bear  more  or  less  directly  upon  the 
inadmissibility  of  evidence  that  the 
note  was  not  to  be  paid  until  the  haj)- 
penin^r  of  a  certain  event. 

The  drawer  of  a  draft,  who  was 
sued  upon  the  nonacceptance  thereof 
by  the  drawee,  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  draft  should  not 
be  presented  for  acceptance  until 
after  a  certain  other  draft  was  pro- 
vided for  by  placing  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  drawee,  who  had  agreed 
to  accept  the  last  draft  after  funds 
had  been  received  to  meet  his  accept^ 
ance  of  the  first.  Brown  v.  Wiley 
(1857)  20  How.  (U.  S.)  442,  15  L.  ed. 
965. 

The  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
payable  at  a  certain  date,  which  had 
been  dishonored  upon  presentation 
for  acceptance,  may  be  sued  immedi- 
ately by  the  holder,  and  cannot  set 
up  an  oral  agreement  not  to  sue  in 
any  event  before  the  time  stipulated 
in  the  bill  for  payment.  Rockmore  v. 
Davenport  (1855)  14  Tex.  602,  65  Am. 
Dec.  132. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  in  pay- 
ment of  goods  purchased  cannot  de- 
feat his  written  contract  by  showing 
a  contemporaneous  oral  agreement 
providing  that  he  was  to  pay  for  the 
goods,  and  have  it  credited  upon  the 
note  as  the  goods  were  delivered  to 
him.  Beattyville  Bank  v.  Roberts 
(1904)  117  Ky.  689,  78  S.  W.  901. 

In  Slusher  v.  Conant  (1896)  18  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  660,  37  S.  W.  579,  an  agree- 
ment that  a  note  given  for  land  was 
not  to  be  paid  until  the  grantor  had 
the  land  surveyed  and  boundaries  lo- 
cated, or  until  it  was  shown  that  it 
was  included  in  a  certain  parcel,  was 
denied  admission,  the  court  saying 
that  as  the  agreement  was  of  such 
importance  as  to  defeat  recovery  on 
the  note,  it  should  have  been  evi- 
denced by  writing,  and  not  left  to  the 
memory  of  those  who  are  now  making 
conflicting  statements  in  regard  to  it. 

An  oral  contemporaneous  agree- 
ment that  a  mortgagor  should  have  as 
long  a  time  as  he  desired  to  pay  and 
liquidate  whatever  sums  of  money 
should  be  secured  by  the  mortgage  is 
not  admissible  to  contradict  and  con- 


trol the  express  terms  of  the  note  se- 
cured by  and  described  in  the  mort- 
gage. Downing  v.  Brennan  (1919) 
232  Mass.  535,  122  N.  E.  729. 

Evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  payee  of  a  note  would  let  the  note 
run  for  the  maker  as  long  as  he 
wanted  it  is  inadmissible.  Simpson  v. 
Blaine  (1921)  191  Ky.  465,  230  S.  W. 
934  Such  agreements  have,  in  gen- 
eral, been  excluded  from  the  present 
annotation. 

It  cannot  be  shown  that  a  note  was 
to  be  paid  at  a  time  other  than  that 
fixed  therein.  International  Harvest- 
er Co.  V.  Parham  (1916)  172  N.  C 
389,  90  S.  E.  503. 

Stockholders  who  have  signed  a 
corporate  note  as  sureties  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  with  the 
payee  that  he  would  extend  the  date 
of  payment  in  the  event  that  certain 
debts  of  the  corporation  should  not 
be  paid  on  or  before  maturity  of  the 
note.  Martin  v.  Daniel  (1914)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  164  S.  W.  17. 

The  maker  of  a  due  bill  executed  in 
November,  in  which  he  acknowledges 
that  there  is  due  from  him  a  stated 
number  of  sheep,  cannot  show  that  it 
was  understood  and  agreed  that  the 
sheep  were  not  to  be  delivered  until 
the  following  spring.  Self  v.  King 
(1856)  28  Tex.  552. 

In  fact  it  has  been  held  that  a  note 
given  for  goods  sold,  which  is  payable 
at  a  time  certain,  cannot  be  modified 
by  a  written  memorandum  that  the 
goods  should  be  paid  for  at  another 
time;  that  is,  not  until  sold.  Miller 
V.  White  (1845)  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  491. 
According  to  the  court,  if  the  note  it- 
self had  contained  a  reference  to  the 
written  contract,  both  might  have 
been  viewed  as  one  contract  and  then 
construed  together;  but  to  suffer  a 
connection  between  them  to  be  estab- 
lished by  parol  evidence  would  be  a 
violation  of  the  rule  that  such  evi- 
dence is  not  admissible  to  change  or 
explain  a  written  contract. 

Parol  evidence  has  been  held  inad* 
missible  in  cases  in  which  there  was 
a  mere  statement  by  the  payee  that  he 
would  not  collect  a  n^te  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  certain  property 
until   it   had  been   proved  that    the 
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properly  met  a  guaranty  given.  Pro- 
baaco  v.  Shaw  (1915)  144  Ga.  416»  87 
S.  £.  466. 

A  note  which,  by  its  terms,  was  pay- 
able on  demand,  cannot  be  shown  to 
have  been  made  under  an  agreement 
that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  until  after 
the  death  of  the  payee,  nor  then  un* 
less  the  amount  received  by  the  mak- 
er as  his  share  of  the  payee's  estate 
should  be  greater  than  the  amount 
received  by  the  other  children  of  the 
payee,  or  unless  the  payee  should  be- 
come insolvent.  Graves  v.  Clark 
(1842)  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  183. 

Where  a  note  is  given  to  one  of  two 
partners  for  a  debt  due  the  partners, 
and  the  partner  to  whom  the  note  is 
payable  subsequently  executes  an- 
other note  to  the  other  partner  for 
his  interest,  he  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  second  note  was 
not  to  be  paid  until  the  first  had  been 
paid.  Harvey  v.  Laflin  (1851)  2  Ind. 
477. 

An  oral  agreement  at  the  time  of 
the  delivery  of  a  note  and  mortgage 
that  the  note  and  mortgage  were  not 
to  become  due  and  payable  until 
enough  sand  had  been  sold  and  re- 
moved from  the  real  estate  described 
in  the  mortgage  to  pay  the  same  is 
inadmissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
note.  Brantham  v.  Hoglen  (1918)  — • 
Ind.  App.  — ,  125  N.  E.  461. 

The  purchaser  of  a  right  to  vend 
a  "patent"  medicine,  who  has  given 
his  note  for  $50,  payable  in  twelve 
months,  "or  as  soon  as  I  can  seir' 
fifty  dollars'  worth  of  the  medicine, 
cannot  show,  when  sued  on  the  note, 
that  it  was  not  due  and  payable  until 
fifty  dollars'  worth  of  the  medicine 
was  sold,  and  that  he  had  not  sold 
any  of  the  medicine,  and  could  not 
have  done  so  by  the  use  of  due  dili- 
gence. Harlow  v.  Boswell  (1853)  15 
111.  56. 

It  was  held  competent  in  Rosen- 
stock  V.  Montague  (1899)  28  Misc. 
483,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  500,  to  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  a  note  payable 
upon  demand  was  not  to  be  presented 
or  the  payment  thereof  demanded  un- 
til a  certain  event  had  taken  place, 
and  that  such  an  event  had  not  yet 
occurred.  While  the  court  does  not 


expressly  state  the  grounds  of  this 
decision  from  the  citation  of  author- 
ities, it  is  apparently  based  upon  the 
theory  that  this  could  be  shown  as  a 
conditional  delivery.  This  is,  of 
course,  a  misapplication  of  the  rule. 

Evidence  of  an  acreement  te  pay  when 
a  eertain  oonttngenoy  ooonrred. 

Parol  evidence  of  an  agreement 
that  a  note  absolute  in  terms  was  to 
be  paid  when  a  certain  thing  was  done 
la  inadmissible.  Scaife  v.  Beall 
(1871)  43  Ga.  333;  Block  v.  Stevens 
(1902)  72  App.  Div.  246,  76  N.  Y. 
Supp.  218. 

A  note  payable  at  a  time  certain 
cannot  be  modified  by  a  verbal  agree- 
ment that  it  was  to  be  paid  when  the 
maker  recovered  a  judgment  upon  a 
cause  of  action  held  by  him.  Pringle 
V.  Aston  (1918)  37  CaL  App.  409,  174 
Pac.  78. 

The  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
who  has  agreed  in  his  acceptance  "to 
pay  when  due,"  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  he  would  pay  when  he 
had  funds  belonging  to  the  drawer. 
Sylvester  v.  Staples  (1858)  44  Me. 
496. 

A  purchaser  of  goods  who  has 
given  his  note  for  the  purchase  price, 
payable  at  a  time  stated  therein,  can- 
not show  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
note  was  to  be  paid  when  the  goods 
were  delivered.  Block  v.  Stevens 
(1902)  72  App.  Div.  246,  76  N.  Y. 
Supp.  213. 

The  payee  of  a  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  it  was  payable 
on  a  contingency  which  had  occurred, 
for  the  purpose  of  accelerating  the 
due  date  of  the  note.  Lauth  v.  Ba- 
deaux  (1914)  189  IlL  App.  88. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  competent  to 
show  an  agreement  by  the  payee  of  a 
note  that  the  same  might  be  paid  off 
in  instalments.  Nalitzky  v.  Williams 
(1916)  151  C.  C.  A.  44,  237  Fed.  802. 

An  oral  agreement  is  inadmisisible 
to  show  that  a  note  was  not  to  be  paid 
at  the  maturity  thereof,  but  was  to  be 
extended  for  an  indefinite  period. 
Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hutchinson 
Box,  Board  &  Paper  Co.  (1916)  98 
Kan«  350,  158  Pac.  44. 

Compare  with  cases  discussed  in 
n.  a,  2. 
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c,  ReUMon  to  consideration, 

A  number  of  the  foregoinsr  cases 
which  have  denied  the  admissibility 
of  the  evidence  have  done  so  on  the 
theory  that  it  did  not  tend  to  impeach 
the  consideration  or  show  a  failure 
thereof.  Penny  v.  Graves  (1850)  12 
111.  287;  Walters  v.  Smith  (1860)  23 
111.  342;  Foy  v.  Blackstone  (1863)  31 
IlL  538,  83  Am.  Dec.  246;  Har- 
ris V.  Galbraith  (1867)  43  IlL 
309;  Miller  v.  Wella  (1867)  46  111. 
46.  And  see  Georgia  cases  infra. 
What  is  and  what  is  not  a  fail- 
ure of  consideration  is  a  question  of 
difficulty.  The  court  in  Boynton  v. 
Twitty  (1874)  53  Ga.  214,  says:  "It 
is  sometimes  difficult  to  say  when  the 
parol  evidence  offered  is  a  mere  ex- 
planation of  the  consideration  and 
when  it  is  an  attempt  to  attach  a  con- 
dition to  the  contract;  and  it  is  hard 
to  reconcile  all  the  cases  for  this  rea- 
son. The  line  of  distinction  is  often 
so  dim  that  one  mind  sees  the  case 
on  one  side  of  it  and  another  mind 
sees  it  on  the  other."  Perhaps  as 
good  a  general  test  of  the  admissi- 
bility of  evidence  as  can  be  framed 
appears  in  Byrd  v.  Marietta  Fertili- 
zer Co.  (1906)  127  Ga.  30,  56  S.  B. 
86,  as  follows:  "The  consideration 
of  a  contract  may  be  always  inquired 
into  to  show  that  the  promise  is  no 
longer  binding  according  to  its  tenor; 
but,  in  inquiring  into  the  considera- 
tion, the  promisor  cannot  deny  that 
he  made  the  promise  evidenced  by  the 
writing."  The  court  in  Planters' 
Bank  v.  Brown  (1918)  22  Ga.  App. 
495,  96  S.  E.  328,  says  the  general 
rule  which  ordinarily  permits  the 
consideration  of  a  written  contract  to 
be  inquired  into  where  the  contro- 
versy is  between  the  original  parties 
does  not  authorize  the  promisor  to 
alter  or  deny  the  terms  of  the  obliga- 
tion, whereby  an  unconditional  prom- 
ise is  converted  into  one  which  is  de- 
pendent upon  the  happening  of  con- 
tingencies. 

It  is  beyond  the  province  of  this 
annotation  to  enter  into  any  exhaus- 
tive discussion  of  what  constitutes  a 
failure  of  consideration.  It  is  the 
purpose  to  notice  that  question  only 
80  far  as  it  relates  to  the  question  of 


parol  evidi^nce  of  oral,  contempora- 
neous agreements.  In  accord  with 
this  limitation  the  following  cases, 
holding  that  the  evidence  did  not 
show  a  failure  of  consideration  so  as 
to  render  it  admissible,  are  given 
merely  as  examples  of  what  consti- 
tutes a  failure  of  consideration. 

An  attempt  to  show  that  notes  were 
to  be  paid  only  to  the  extent  of  the 
proceeds  realized  from  the  sale  of 
fertilizer  which  had  been  shipped  to 
the  maker  does  not  show  merely  a 
failure  of  consideration,  but  is  an  at- 
tempt to  show  that  the  promise  in  the 
writing  was  not  the  promise  really 
made.  Byrd  v.  Marietta  Fertilizer  Go. 
(Ga.)  supra. 

Evidence  of  an  agreement  that  a 
note  was  not  to  be  paid  if  other  per- 
sons did  not  claim  interest  on  other 
notes  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  note  in  question. 
Penny  v.  Graves  (1850)  12  111.  287. 

An  oral  agreement  between  the 
creditors  of  a  debtor,  under  which 
one  of  them  gave  his  note  for  the 
amount  of  the  indebtedness,  that  he 
should  not  pay  the  note  except  in  so 
far  as  he  should  collect  the  money 
from  accounts  of  the  debtor  assigned 
to  him,  and  that  he  should  be  liable 
to  pay  the  note  only  as  fast  as  the 
collections  would  enable  him  to  do  so, 
states  a  fact  which  does  not  prove  a 
want  or  failure  of  consideration  for 
the  note,  but  is  an  attempt  to  vary  the 
terms  thereof.  Walters  v.  Smith 
(1860)  23  DL  842. 

An  oral  agreement  by  one  who  ac- 
cepted the  delivery  of  slaves  sold  to 
another  and  the  vendor,  that  a  note 
given  by  the  person  thus  accepting 
the  delivery  should  be  surrendered 
upon  the  return  of  the  purchaser  of 
the  slaves  and  the  giving  of  his  note, 
does  not  impeach  the  consideration 
of  the  note,  for  the  slaves  were  de- 
livered to  the  maker.  The  vendor 
parted  with  his  property  in  them  on 
the  face  of  the  note,  and  it  is  imma- 
terial to  whom  the  benefit  accrued, — 
whether  to  the  actual  purchaser  or  to 
the  maker  of  the  note.  This  is  a  mat- 
ter that  must  be  adjusted  between 
them.  Harris  v.  Galbraith  (1867)  4S 
IlL  309. 
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There  is  no  failure  of  consideration 
where  an  administratrix  who  had  a 
eiaim  against  certain  persons,  being 
desirous  of  realising  a  part  thereof, 
applied  to  them  for  that  purpose* 
and  they  agreed  that  if  she  would 
execute  a  note,  with  security,  they 
would  secure  for  her  that  sum,-** 
by  the  time  the  note  matured,  they 
would  pay  her  upon  the  demand  she 
held  against  them  in  a  sum  sufficient 
to  pay  the  note, — where  she  admits 
having  received  the  sum  of  money 
mentioned  in  the  note  from  the  payees 
thereof.  Miller  v.  Wells  (1867)  46 
I1L46. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  maker 
of  a  note  given  upon  the  purchase  of 
a  patent  washing  machine  was  not  to 
pay  any  money  on  the  note  except 
such  as  should  be  realized  from  sales 
of  the  machine,  does  not  pertain  to 
the  consideration  of  the  note^  but 
goes  to  its  validity.  De  Long  v.  Lee 
(1887)  78  Iowa,  53,  34  N.  W.  613. 

Where  a  note  is  given  to  an  attor- 
ney in  payment  of  his  services  in  a 
certain  case,  and  there  is  no  failure 
.or  unwillingness  on  his  part  to  render 
the  services,  but  he  is  precluded  from 
doing  so  by  the  compromise  of  the 
suit,  an  oral  agreement  that  the  note 
was  not  to  be  paid  in  the  event  of  a 
compromise  cannot  be  shown,  on  the 
theory  that  it  shows  a  failure  of  con- 
sideration. Dale  V.  Pope  (1828)  4 
Litt  (Ky.)  166. 

There  is  no  absolute  and  total  fail- 
ure of  consideration  for  a  note  which 
was  given  by  the  purchaser  of  per- 
sonal property  on  which  there  was  a 
chattel  mortgage,  to  the  holder  of  the 
chattel  mortgage,  where  the  chattel 
mortgage  and  promissory  notes, 
which  had  indorsers  against  whom  it 
would  be  enforceable,  were  assigned 
to  such  purchaser.  Central  Sav. 
Bank  v.  O'Connor  (1903)  132  Mich. 
«78, 102  Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  94  N.  W.  11, 
s.  c.  on  2d  appeal  (1905)  139  Mich. 
82,  102  N.  W.  280. 

No  failure  of  consideration  is 
shown  in  an  action  on  a  note  given 
by  a  purchaser  of  corporate  stock, 
who  had  an  agreement  with  the  cor- 
poration to  sell  its  stock  on  commi&- 
aion«  in  evidence  that,  if  the  defend- 


ant was  unable  to  sell  sufficient  stock 
to  enable  him  to  pay  the  note  from  the 
commissions,  the  note  was  not  to  be 
paid,  but  tibe  stock  returned  and  the 
note  canceled,  and  that  he  had  not 
been  able  to  sell  sufficient  stock. 
Denman  v.  Kaplan  (1918)  —  Teoc  Civ. 
App.  — ,  206  S.  W.  739. 

IF.  Evidence    held    admissihle    an    the 
theory  of  partial  integration,  ' 

The  principle  of  evidence  is  well 
settled  that  the  parol-evidence  rule, 
excluding  parol  evidence  to  contradict 
or  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  instru- 
ment, does  not  apply  where  the  entire 
agreement  of  the  parties  has  not  been 
reduced  to  writing,  to  exclude  parol 
evidence  of  the  part  not  in  writing. 
This  exception  has  been  stated  in 
various  ways.  Greenleaf,  after  re- 
ferring to  certain  other  exceptions  to 
the  parol-evidence  rule,  says  in  vol. 
1,  §  284a:  "Nor  does  the  rule  apply 
in  cases  where  the  original  contract 
was  verbal  and  entire  and  a  part  only 
of  it  was  reduced  to  writing."  Wig- 
more,  after  referring  to  the  cases  in 
which  a  certain  part  of  the  transac- 
tion has  been  embodied  in  a  single 
writing,  but  another  part  has  been 
left  in  some  other  form,  says :  "Here, 
obviously,  the  rule  against  disputing 
the  terms  of  the  document  will  be 
applicable  to  so  much  of  the  transac- 
tion as  is  so  embodied,  but  not  to  the 
remainder."  4  Wigmore,  Ev.  p.  3425, 
§  2430.  Chamberlayne,  in  his  discus- 
sion in  the  Modem  Law  of  Evidence, 
says,  vol.  6,  §  8553,  that  "evidence  of 
a  prior  or  contemporaneous  parol 
agreement  or  understanding  is  fre- 
quently received  where  it  is  consist- 
ent with  the  writing  in  question,  and 
it  is  apparent  that  the  instrument  was 
not  intended  as  a  complete  embodi- 
ment of  the  undertaking." 

Whether  the  writing  which  appears 
as  a  memorial  of  the  transaction  ex- 
clusively represents  the  terms  of  the 
transaction  as  an  embodiment  of  the 
entire  transaction  is  a  question  of  in- 
tention; and,  being  such,  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rule  to  specific  facts  is 
one  of  difficulty.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  305f ; 
4  Wigmore,  Ev.  p.  3426,  §  2430.  Ob- 
viously, however,  parol  evidence  can- 
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not  be  introduced  on  the  theory  of 
partial  integration  to  affect  a  part  of 
the  contract  which  is  actually  put  in 
writing.  This  is  a  condition  of  the 
rule  as  stated  by  all  of  the  above  au- 
thorities. Applying  this  to  a  bill  or 
note,  it  would  seem  that  any  agree- 
ment that  would  defeat  the  obligation 
of  the  note  and  make  it  conditional 
would  contradict  the  part  of  the 
agreement  which  is  put  in  writing  in 
the  unconditional  obligation  evi- 
denced by  the  note. 

It  must  be  admitted,  however,  as 
will  appear  from  the  subsequent 
cases,  that  this  conclusion  is  not  sus- 
tained, for  in  many  of  the  cases  the 
unconditional  obligation  of  a  note 
has  been  contradicted  and  varied  by 
parol  evidence  of  an  agreement  that 
makes  the  obligation  conditional,  on 
the  theory  of  partial  integration. 

On  the  theory  that  there  had  been 
only  a  partial  integration,  parol  evi- 
dence of  a  prior  or  contemporaneous 
oral  agreement  was  admitted  in  Pryor 
V.  Ludden  &  B.  S.  Music  House  (1910) 
134  Ga,  288,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  267,  67 
S.  E.  654,  holding  that  where  a  note 
recites  that  it  is  given  in  considera- 
tion of  the  purchase  price  of  a  partic- 
ular described  piano,  in  a  suit  there- 
on by  the  promisee,  the  maker  may 
plead  in  defense  of  the  action  that 
the  plaintiff  represented  that  the 
piano  was  new  and  capable  of  being 
used  as  a  musical  instrument,  and 
that  the  defendant,  acting  on  this 
representation  and  warranty,  and 
without  actual  or  constructive  knowl- 
edge of  its  true  condition,  bought  it, 
when  in  point  of  fact  it  is  worthless 
and  second  hand,  and  not  capable  of 
being  used  as  a  musical  instrument. 
This  case  is  approved  in  Internation- 
al Harvester  Co.  v.  Morgan  (1917)  19 
Ga.  App.  716,  92  S.  E.  35. 

Although,  under  the  rule  stated  in 
Pryor  v.  Ludden  &  B.  S.  Music  House 
(Ga.)  supra,  a  plea  setting  up  a 
breach  of  an  oral  warranty  can  be 
maintained  in  a  suit  on  a  purchase- 
money  note  which,  though  reciting 
the  consideration,  fails  to  integrate 
within  itself  the  terms  of  the  sale 
agreement,  where  the  note  sued  on 
recites  that,  ''in  consideration  of  such 


renewal  and  extension  of  time  of  pay- 
ment, I  hereby  expressly  waive  all 
claims  arising  out  of  the  purchase  of 
said  property  and  all  defenses,  statu- 
tory or  otherwise,  to  the  payment 
thereof,"  this  provision  of  the  agree- 
ment is  a  waiver  of  any  express  or 
implied  warranties  relative  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  sale,  with  the 
effect  that  all  previous  and  contem- 
poraneous representations  and  war- 
ranties are  merged  into  and  controlled 
by  the  instrument.  Anderson  v.  In- 
ternational Harvester  Co.  (1921)  — 
Ga.  App.  — ,  109  S.  E.  417. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  a  horse  may  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  note 
should  be  returned  if  the  horse  died. 
Barlow  v.  Flemming  (1844)  6  Ala. 
146.  According  to  the  court:  "The 
note  given  as  the  price  of  the  horse 
does  not  necessarily  refer  to  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  or  contain  any  of  its 
terms.  In  itself  it  is  a  mere 'promise 
to  pay,  and  its  consideration  was  a 
proper  subject  of  inquiry,  whether 
shown  by  parol  or  in  writing." 

In  an  action  by  a  bank  upon  a  note, 
signed  by  one  of  its  stockholders,  the 
defendant  was  permitted  to  plead  and 
prove  an  agreement  between  the  bank, 
which  had  suffered  a  loss  causing  a 
deficit  in  its  capital,  and  the  stock- 
holders, that  each  stockholder  should 
execute  to  the  bank  a  promissory  note 
for  the  face  value  of  each  share  of 
stock  held  by  him,  and  if  any  part  of 
the  money  so  lost  to  the  bank  should 
be  recovered,  the  amount  thereof 
should  be  credited  pro  rata  on  the 
several  notes  executed  by  the  stock- 
holders, and  that  the  bank  had  col- 
lected stated  amounts  of  the  deficit, 
and  that  the  proportion  thereof  due 
the  defendant  under  the  agreement 
was  sufficient  to  reduce  his  liability 
to  a  stated  amount,  and  tendered  the 
balance.  The  court  says  that  the  note 
did  not  purport  to  express  the  entire 
antecedent  contract  out  of  which  it 
sprang,  and  that  contract  was  there- 
fore not  merged  into  it.  Two  of  the 
judges  dissent  on  the  theory  that  an 
absolute,  unconditional  promissory 
note  cannot  be  changed  into  a  con- 
ditional obligation  by  parol  evidence 
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in  the  absence  of  fraud,  accident^  or 
mistake.  Thompson  v.  Citizens'  Bank 
(1915)  144  Ga.  10,  86  S.  E.  1002. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  balance 
of  the  purchase  price  of  a  binder,  in 
which  notes  given  by  the  purchaser 
were  introduced  in  evidence  to  prove 
plaintiffs'  case,  the  maker  may  show 
a  breach  of  warranty,  and  that  the 
machine  delivered  was  not  equal  to 
the  sample  by  means  of  which  the 
sale  was  made.  Gammon  v.  Ganiield 
(1890)  42  Minn.  368,  44  N.  W.  125. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  corporate  stock  may 
show  an  oral  agreement  that,  at  any 
time  he  ceased  to  be  a  director  of  the 
corporation,  or  should  desire  to  re- 
turn or  resell  the  stock,  the  corpora- 
tion would  take  it  back  and  surrender 
to  him  his  note.  Germania  Bank  v. 
Osborne  (1900)  81  Minn,  272,  83  N. 
W.  1084. 

A  purchaser  of  cattle  from  a  dealer, 
who  has  given  his  note  for  a  balance 
due  on  the  purchase  price,  may  show 
an  agreement  that  he  should  pasture 
the  cattle,  and  at  a  later  date  sell 
them  through  the  dealer,  who  was  to 
apply  the  proceeds  on  the  note,  and 
pay  the  maker  any  overplus,  but  the 
maker  was  not  to  pay  any  deficiency. 
Drovers  Cattle  Loan  &  Invest.  Co.  v. 
McGraw  (1921)  —  Minn.  — ,  184  N. 
W.  365. 

It  has  been  held  competent  for  the 
purchaser  of  a  stock  of  goods  for  the 
purchase  price  of  which  he  gave  his 
two  notes,  to  show  an  oral  agreement 
that,  later  on,  the  vendor  and  payee 
of  the  notes  would  enter  into  the  busi- 
ness as  an  equal  partner,  in  consider- 
ation of  one  of  the  notes,  which  he 
would  deliver  up  to  the  maker.  Henry 
v.  McCardell  (1897)  15  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
497,  40  S.  W.  172.  Such  an  agree- 
ment, according  to  the  court,  is  con- 
sistent with  the  notes. 

In  Hopper  v.  Eiland  (1852)  21  Ala. 
714,  where  a  written  contract  for  the 
payment  of  money  was  drawn  up,  but 
did  not  actually  represent  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties,  and  the 
payee,  who  was  in  a  hurry,  proposed 
to  the  maker  that  if  he  would  sign  the 
instrument,  they  would  meet  at  some 
future  time,  when  convenient,  and  ex- 


ecute another  instrument  which 
should  contain  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract as  then  agreed  upon,  the  court 
held  that,  for  want  of  an  absolute, 
unconditional  delivery,  the  paper 
never  had  the  character  and  qualities 
of  a  note  so  as  to  make  it  evidence  as 
such  for  any  purpose.  No  objection 
was  made  in  the  court  below  to  the 
parol  evidence  going  to  vary  a  written 
instrument,  and  the  supreme  court 
held  that  the  objection  could  not  be 
noticed  in  that  court,  but  it  is  said 
that  if  the  objection  had  been  made, 
the  court  would  have  been  disposed 
to  consider  it  untenable  under  the 
proof  in  the  case. 

In  Rahe  v.  Yett  (1914)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  164  S.  W.  30,  a  defense  to 
an  action  on  a  check,  that  it  was  to 
be  paid  by  goods  to  be  furnished  the 
payee  by  the  drawer,  was  held  a 
proper  one,  but  on  the  theory  that  the 
check  was  given  as  part  of  a  more 
comprehensive  transaction,  the  terms 
of  which  were  not  permitted  to  be 
expressed  in  writing,  so  that  proof  of 
the  parts  not  reduced  to  writing  was 
admissible;  and  further,  because  the 
check  was  not  given  in  final  settle- 
ment of  the  account  between  the  par- 
ties, but  with  the  distinct  understand- 
ing that  a  further  settlement  would 
be  had  at  a  future  time. 

See  Oakland  Cemetery  Asso.  v. 
Lakins  (1904)  126  Iowa,  121,  101  N. 
W.  778,  8  Ann.  Cas.  559,  infra,  VII,  c. 

In  North  Carolina  the  maker  of  a 
note  or  acceptor  of  a  bill  is  held  en- 
titled to  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
he  was  to  pay  the  same  only  in  a  cer- 
tain event,  on  the  theory  of  partial 
integration.  Penniman  v.  Alexander 
(1892)  111  N.  C.  427,  16  S.  E.  408; 
Quin  V.  Sexton  (1899)  125  N.  C.  447, 
34  S.  E.  542;  Evans  v.  Freeman 
(1906)  142  N.  C.  61,  54  S.  E.  847; 
Martin  v.  Mask  (1912)  158  N.  C.  436, 
41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  641,  74  S.  E.  343; 
Kemodle  v.  Williams  (1910)  153  N. 
C.  475,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  934,  69  S.  E. 
431;  Kemodle  v.  Kemodle  (1917)  174 
N.  C.  441,  93  S.  E.  956;  Farmington 
V.  McNeill  (1917)  174  N.  C.  420,  93 
S.  E.  957. 

And  see  Parker  v.  Bond  n«Qff>  121 
Ala.  529,  25  So.  898,  and  Gillespie  v. 
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Hester  (1909)  160  Ala.  444,  49  So. 
580,  supra,  II.  a,  6, — cases  which  more 
nearly  involve  such  failure  of  consid*- 
eration. 

The  facts  involved  in  these  cases 
illustrate  the  broad  way  in  which  this 
principle  has  been  applied. 

An  owner  of  land  for  whom  a  con- 
tractor is  erecting  houses,  who  has 
accepted  an  order  of  the  contractor  in 
favor  of  a  materialman,  may  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  he  was  only  to 
pay  the  acceptance  in  case  he  became 
indebted  to  the  contractor  for  the 
amount  thereof.  Penniman  v.  Alex- 
ander (1892)  111  N.  C.  427,  16  S.  E. 
408. 

One  of  two  coadventurers  in  a  real 
estate  speculation  to  whom  a  note  for 
the  purchase  money  of  the  real  estate 
sold  by  them  was  given,  and  who  exe- 
cuted his  sealed  note  to  his  coad- 
venturer  for  the  coadventurer's  share 
in  the  transaction,  may  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  sealed  note  was 
only  to  show  the  payee's  part  of  the 
price  for  which  the  land  had  been 
sold,  and  that  the  note  was  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  purchase  money  when  re- 
ceived from  the  purchaser  of  the  land, 
and  that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  until 
the  purchase  money  was  paid,  that  no 
part  of  the  purchase  money  had  ever 
been  paid  and  never  would  be  paid,  as 
the  purchaser  was  insolvent,  and 
nothing  was  to  be  made  out  of  him 
by  legal  process.  Quin  v.  Sexton 
(1899)  125  N.  C.  447,  34  S.  E.  542. 

The  purchaser  of  the  right  to  sell 
a  patent  device,  who  has  exec^ited  his 
bond  for  the  purchase  price,  was  held 
entitled  to  show  an  agreement  that 
payment  of  the  bond  was  to  be  made 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
patent  right  for  which  it  was  given, 
and  if  there  were  no  such  sales,  there 
was  to  be  no  payment.  Evans  v. 
Freeman  (1906)  142  N.  C.  61,  54  S.  E. 
847.  It  is  stated  that  where  only 
part  of  the  contract  has  been  reduced 
to  writing,  and  the  other  part  has 
been  left  in  parol,  it  is  competent  to 
establish  the  latter  part  by  oral  evi- 
dence, provided  it  does  not  conflict 
with  what  has  been  written. 

A  daughter  and  her  husband,  who 
have  given  a  bond  to  her  father,  may 


show  an  oral  agreement  thatthe  mab' 
ers  were  to  pay  a  certain  amount  upon 
the  bond,  which  had  been  paid,  and 
that  the  balance  thereof  was  to  be 
accounted  for  in  settlement  with  the 
father's  estate  as  an  advancement, 
and  that  no  part  thereof  was  to  be 
paid  to  his  executors  unless  needed 
to  pay  debts  of  the  estate.  Kernodle 
V.  Williams  (1910)  153  N.  C.  475,  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  934,  69  S.  E.  431.  A 
similar  decision  on  similar  facts  ap- 
pears in  Kernodle  v.  Kernodle  (1917) 
174  N.  a  441,  98  S.  E.  956. 

The  maker  of  a  note  may  show  that 
the  note  was  executed  on  the  distinct 
understanding  and  agreement  be- 
tween the  maker  and  payee,  and  as  a 
part  of  the  agreement,  that  the  maker 
should  pay  the  note  only  in  the  event 
that  a  named  person  recovered  cer- 
tain lands  in  a  pending  action.  Far- 
rington  v.  McNeill  (1917)  174  N.  C. 
420,  93  S.  E.  957. 

Parol  evidence  was  held  admissible 
in  Martin  v.  Mask  (1912)  158  N.  C 
436,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  641,  74  S.  E.  343, 
in  an  action  on  rent  notes,  to  show  an 
agreement  that  the  maker  would  pay 
said  notes  which  were  given  for  the 
house  in  which  he  was  to  reside  and 
did  reside  during  his  stay  in  the  city, 
but  that,  if  he  was  required  to  leave 
the  city,  he  was  to  pay  no  other  note, 
and  would  surrender  the  possession 
of  the  house  to  the  payee. 

An  oral  agreement  that  a  note  was 
to  be  surrendered  in  a  certain  event 
has  been  held  competent.  Braswell 
V.  Pope  (1880)  82  N.  C.  57.  In  this 
case  the  maker  of  a  note  was  held  en- 
titled to  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  payee  was  to  accept  the  assign- 
ment of  a  judgment  upon  its  recovery 
by  the  maker,  and  a  mortgage  held  by 
the  maker  for  its  security,  and  sur- 
render to  the  maker  his  note,  and  pay 
the  difference,  if  any,  in  money. 

Executors  who  have  given  a  note 
for  a  debt  of  their  testator  may  show 
an  oral  agreement  by  the  payee  to  al- 
low the  proceeds  of  certain  cotton  as 
a  credit  on  the  note.  Kerchner  v. 
McRae  (1879)  80  N.  C.  219. 

The  court  in  G^nnania  Bank  v.  Os-- 
borne  (1900)  81  Minn.  272,  83  N.  W. 
1084,  said:    "In  what  respect  written 
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contracts  may  be  affected  by  parol 
testimony    is    a   problem    frequently 
confronting  the  practitioner  and  de- 
manding tbe  attention  of  the  courtsk^ 
and  in  respect.lio  that  particular  phase 
of  its  application  involved  in  the  case 
before  as  able  courts   have  arrived 
at  different  eonclusions.    We  should 
first  determine  what  the  contract  was 
between  these  parties,  and  what  re- 
lation the  note  bears  to  it.    The  con- 
tract was,  in  subatance,  a  sale  of  the 
stock  in  consideration  of  the  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  the  note,  coupled 
with  the  risrht  to  return  the  stock  and 
take  up  the  note.    The  note  expresses 
only  the  method  of  payment  in  case 
the  noaker  did  not  exercise  the  right 
to  return  the  stock.     The  note  is  in 
terms  just  what  the  parties  agreed  it 
should  be.    The  contract  preceded  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  the  note, 
and  the  note  was  executed  and  de- 
livered as  a  result  of  the  contract,  not 
as  itself  the  contract..    The  consider- 
ation for  the  note  was  the  stock,  pro- 
vided the  maker  exercised  the  option 
to  retain  it.     The  consideration  far 
the  delivery  of  the  stock  was  the  pay- 
ment of  $400,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  note,  provided  the  maker  exer- 
cised the  same  option^    Although  the 
whole  transaction   was   an   entirety, 
and  the  agreement  for  tbe  sale  was, 
in  a  sense,  contemporaneous  with  the 
execution  of  the  note,  yet  the  parties 
did  not  reduce  the  agreement  for  the 
sale  to  writing  in  the  terms  of  the 
note." 

In  Drovers'  Cattle,  Loan,  &  Invest. 
Co.  V.  McGraw  (1921)  —  Miiuu  — , 
184  N.  W.  365,  an  action  to  recover  a 
balance  said  to  be  owing  upon  a  prom- 
issory note^  in  which  the  maker 
claimed  that  the  note  was  given  for 
a  balance  due  upon  a  purchase  of  cat- 
tle under  an  agreement  that  he  waa 
to  pasture  the  cattle  during  the  sum^* 
mer  and  return  them  in  the  fall  for 
sale  by  the  vendors,  who  would  apply 
the  proceeds  on  the  note  and  pay  him 
any  overplus,  but  that  he  was  not  lia- 
ble for  any  deficiency,. the  court,  after 
stating  that  the  maker  performed  all 
the  conditions  of  the  agreement,  said : 
"The  note  never  became  operative  be^ 
yond  the  amoupt.  the  cattle  might 
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bring  in  the  fall.  It  waa  delivered 
and  held  in  the  nature  of  'a  pledge 
that  the  agreement  would-  be  per- 
formed. The  note  expresses  only  the 
method  of  payment  in  case  the  maker 
:&uied  to  ^eep  her  contract.  .  .  . 
The  evidence  is  admissible  where  the 
note  was  given  as  a  part  of  a  larger 
transaction,  the  facts  with  reference 
to  which  give  an  independent  right 
to  defeat  recovery." 

To  admit  sueh  evidence  is  according 
to  the  court  in  Kemodle  v.'Williama 
(1910)  158  N.  CL  475,  34  L.R.A.(N,S.) 
984,  69  S.  £.  431,  "not  varying,  alter- 
ing, or  contradicting  the  written  in- 
strument, but  merely  showing  forth 
the  entire  contract  that  was  made." 
The  court  says  further:  ^If  the  en- 
tire Contract,  as  set  up  by  the  defend- 
ants which  the  jury  find  to  be  true, 
had. been  made  entirely  in  writing,  or 
entirely  oral,  there  would  have  been 
no  difficulty  in  holding  it  valid.  For 
instance,  a  mortgage  on  its  face  is  a 
conveyance  of  land  with  a  further 
clause  providing  for  a  condition  upon 
which  it  is  a  nullity,  or  under  which 
the  land  may  be  sold.  The  latter  part 
is  not  held  to  contradict  the  former, 
though  in  no  event  is  the  instrument 
really  a  conveyance.  So,  also,  with  a 
penal  bond  which  ia  generally  in  a 
lat^e  sum,  with  a  condition  annexed 
by  which  it  is  of  no  effect  unless  a 
certain  event  happens,  and  even  then 
the  obligor  is  usually  called  on  to  pay 
a  much  smaller  sum.  There  are  many 
other  instances  which  might  be  graven 
of  a  like  nature." 

The  foregoing  Norlii  Carolina  cases 
are  difficult  to  harmonize  with  other 
decisions  in  this  state.  See  Interna- 
tional Harvester  Co.  v.  Parham 
(1916)  172  N.  C.  889,  90  S.  E.  503, 
supra.  III.  b;  Cherokee  County  v. 
Meroney  (1917)   178  N.  C.  663,  92  S. 

E.  616,  supra.  III.  b;  and  Acme  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  McCormiek  (1918)  175  N.  C. 
277,  L.R.A.1918F,  572,  95  S.  E.  555, 
supra.  III.  b. 

F.  Evidence     held     admiasihle    an    thfi 

theory  of  discharge  or  payments 

PajTol  evidence  of  .  an  agreement 
that  m^ea  the  note  conditional  has 
been-  admitted  On  the  theory  that  a^ 
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compliance  with  the  agreement  dis- 
charges or  pays  the  note. 

In  an  action  brought  to  enforce  an 
alleged  vendor's  lien  upon  land  con- 
veyed by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant, for  which  the  latter  gave  notes, 
the  defendant  may  prove  that  the  con- 
veyance was  made  in  consideration  of 
his  agreement  to  support  the  grantor 
during  his  life,  and  that  the  notes 
sued  on  were  given  to  secure  the  per- 
formance of  this  agreement  on  his 
part,  and  that  he  had  performed  the 
same,  since  the  admission  of  such  evi- 
dence would  not  violate  the  rule 
which  forbids  the  introduction  of 
parol  evidence  to  contradict  or  vary 
a  written  contract.  If  the  notes  were 
given  to  secure  the  execution  by  the 
grantee  of  a  promise  to  support  and 
take  care  of  the  grantor,  and  that 
promise  was  fulfilled,  the  notes  were 
discharged,  and  parol  evidence  is  ad* 
missible  to  prove  that  a  written  agree- 
ment has  been  totally  discharged. 
Howard  v.  Strattcm  (1884)  64  CaL 
487,  2  Pac.  263. 

In  an  action  by  the  administrator 
of  the  payee  of  a  note,  the  maker  was 
permitted  to  show  that  it  was  given 
upon  a  family  settlement  for  the  re- 
versionary interest  of  the  payee  in  the 
one  third  of  an  estate  subject  to  dow- 
er, under  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
interest  should  be  applied  to  the  wid- 
ow's support,  and  the  principal,  also, 
if  the  interest  proved  insufficient,  and 
if,  at  the  death  of  the  widow,  the 
whole  amount  should  have  been  ex- 
hausted, then  the  maker  should  pay 
nothing.  Grosman  v.  Fuller  (1885) 
17  Pick.  (Mass.)  171.  The  theory  of 
the  court  seems  to  have  been  that 
supplies  furnished  by  the  defendant 
to  the  widow  were,  by  the  consent  of 
the  payee,  applied  towards  the  note» 
and  as  they  exceeded  the  note,  there 
was  a  payment  thereof.  The  equities 
of  this  case  seem  to  have  influenced 
the  decision  very  much,  together  mth 
the  fact  the  payee  of  the  note,  a  short 
time  before  his  death,  recognized  that 
it  had  been  paid  in  the  manner  above 
indicated. 

Evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  be- 
tween the  maker  and  payee  of  a  note 
given  in  satisfaction  of  an  injury  done 


the  payee  by  the  circulation  of  false 
reports,  that  if  the  maker  would  make 
it  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
payee  that  he  did  not  originate  the 
report,  the  payee  would  give  up  the 
note,  was  held  c<»npetent  in  Sanders 
V.  Howe  (1821)  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt)  868, 
on  the  theory  that  the  evidence  did 
not  contradict  the  note»  but  proved 
that  the  parties  had  agreed  on  a  mode 
by  which  the  defendant  might  satisfy 
the  note  by  the  performance  of  a 
future  act.  According  to  the  court, 
when  that  act  was  performed  the  note 
was  as  clearly  paid  and  satisfied  as 
though  the  defendant  had  paid  the 
amount  in  money.  See  Famham  v. 
Ingham  (1833)  5  Vt  514,  supra,  HI. 
b;  and  see  Bradley  v.  Bentley  (1886) 
8  Vt.  243,  supra,  III.  b,  and  other 
cases  there  cited. 

A  note  given  by  an  insolvent  debtor 
to  one  of  his  creditors  may  be  shown 
to  have  been  given  on  the  oral  agree- 
ment that  if  the  debtor  made  his  set- 
tlement (apparently  meaning  a  com- 
promise with  his  creditors),  the  note 
was  to  be  held  for  nothing.  Bissen- 
ger  V.  Guiteman  Bros.  &  Go.  (1871)  6 
Heisk.  (TeiUL)  277.  This  is  upon  the 
theory  that  the  evidence  did  not  vary 
the  note,  but  proved  that  it  was  dis- 
charged. 

The  successor  in  oflice  of  a  post- 
master, who  purchased  certain  letter 
boxes,  drawers,  and  other  furniture 
in  the  postoffice,  and  gave  his  note  for 
the  purchase  price  thereof,  can  show 
an    oral    agreement    that    each    one 
should  have  and  receive  his  propor- 
tionate share  of  the  rents  of  boxes 
and    drawers   for   the   then   current 
quarter,  which  had  been  collected  by 
the  retiring  officer,  and  that  as  soon 
as  this  was  definitely  ascertained,  the 
amount  thereof  should  apply  in  liqui- 
dation of  the  note.    According  to  the 
court,  such   an   agreement  does    not 
contradict  or  vary  the  terms  of  the 
written  instrument.     The  agreement 
does  not  tend  to  show  that  the  sum 
named  in  the  note  was  not  absolutely 
to  become  due  and  payable,  but  ''the 
effect  of  the  agreement  would  merely 
tend  to  show  that  at  the  time  the  note 
was  given,  it  was  understood  tlutt  a 
portion  was  to  be  paid  ixi  a  particular 
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xnanner,  and  liad  been  so  paid.^ 
Jones  V.  Keyes  (1863)  16  Wis.  662. 
Compare  with  Gregory  v.  Hart  (1858) 
7  Wis.  532,  supra.  III.  b. 

It  has  been  held  in  an  action 
against  sureties  on  a  note  that  parol 
evidence  is  competent  to  show  an 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  payee  of 
the  note,  which  was  secured  by  mort^ 
gage,  that,  in  case  of  default  and  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage,  the  money 
derived  from  the  sale  of  the  property 
should  be  applied  upon  the  note  on 
which  the  defendant  were  sureties, 
where  a  default,  foreclosure,  and  sale 
had  taken  place,  but  the  money  re- 
eeived  had  been  applied  on  other 
notes.  Continental  Gin  Co.  v.  Stocker 
(1916)  235  Fed*  1005,  reversed  on 
other  grounds  in  (1917)  157  G.  C.  A. 
635,  245  Fed.  343.  Such  evidence,  ac"» 
cording  to  the  court,  does  not  ''seek 
to  alter  or  change  or  modify  the  con- 
tract" signed  by  the  defendants,  but 
shows  "facts  from  which  they  con- 
tend that  the  debt  has  been  partly 
paid."  It  is  further  stated  that  if  the 
money  had  not  been  actually  received 
by  the  payee  of  the  notes  from  the 
foreclosure,  the  evidence  would  be  in* 
admissible. 

A  purchaser  of  property  who  has 
executed  his  notes  for  the  purchase 
price,  one  to  an  agent  of  the  owner 
and  another  to  a  third  person,  may 
show  that,  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  notes,  the  owner  of  the 
property  was  indebted  to  the  maker 
on  an  account,  and  that  the  agent,  as 
agent  of  the  owner  and  of  the  third 
person  to  whom  the  one  note  was 
made  payable,  agreed  that  the  note 
should  be  paid  by  being  credited  and 
offset  with  the  account.  Bennett  v. 
Tillmon  (1896)  18  Mont  28,  44  Pac. 
80.  Such  an  agreement,  according  to 
the  court,  in  no  way  altered  or 
changed  or  varied  the  terms  of  the 
note.  It  was  only  a  reservation  of  the 
^irht  by  the  maker  to  pay  them  by 
setting  up  the  indebtedness  of  the 
owner  of  the  property  due  him  as  a 
counterclainL 

There  was  an  equal  division  of  the 
court  in  Long  v.  Potta  (1912)  70  W. 
Va.  719,  75  S.  E.  62,  as  to  whether 
voreties  on  a  note  could  show  an  oral 


agreement  that  i;hey  were  to  execute 
the  note  as  sureties  for  the  principal 
debtor  for  twenty  days,  and  that, 
within  that  time,  the  payee  would 
procure  from  the  principal  debtor  a 
deed  of  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
payee  and  in  exoneration  and  indem- 
nification of  the  sureties.  Brannon 
and  Williams,  JJ.,  were  of  the 
opinion  that  this  evidence  could  not 
be  heard,  as  it  was  a  violation  of  the 
parol-evidence  rule,  while  Poffenbar- 
ger  and  Miller,  JJ.,  held  that  it 
was  admissible  as  a  collateral  ar-^ 
rangement  for  discharge  of  the  note, 
not  violative  of  the  parol-evidence 
rule.  According  to  the  latter  two 
judges  the  sureties  were  liable  only 
in  the  event  of  failure  of  the  prin- 
cipal to  give  the  deed  of  trust  within 
the  specified  time. 

In  some  cases  it  is  held  merely  that 
an  oral  agreement  that  certain  sums 
shall,  when  determined,  be  credited 
on  the  note,  is  admissible,  without 
any  clear  theory  as  to  the  admissibili- 
ty. 

Where  the  payee  of  a  note  was  in- 
debted to  the  maker  in  varying  sums 
when  the  note  sued  on  was  given,  and 
such  indebtedness  was  not  then  liquid- 
dated,  an  oral  agreement  that  the 
sums  so  due  would  be  credited  on  the 
note,  when  determined,  is  admissible. 
John  Lucas  &  Go.  v.  Bradley  (1917) 
158  G.  G.  A.  649,  246  Fed.  698.  The 
court  in  this  case  says  generally,  that 
there  are  many  cases  in  which  the 
maker  of  a  note  may  prove  a  collater- 
al agreement  or  other  fact  which  re- 
lieves him  from  liability;  that  such 
proof  does  not  vary  or  contradict  the 
written  note,  but  shows  independent- 
ly that  it  is  not  a  binding  obligation. 
The  credit  claimed  here  was  set  up 
as  counterclaim  in  an  action  on  the 
note. 

TI.  ^ennaylvania  dedHans, 
a.  Molding  the  evidence  admieeihle. 

The  parol-evidence  rule,  as  gener- 
ally interpreted,  has  been  stated  not 
to  exist  in  Pennsylvania.  As  ex- 
pressed in  one  case,  the  policy  was 
^'adopted  in  this  state  at  a  very  early 
period,  and  since  steadfastly  adhered 
to,  of  excepting  out  of  the  operation 
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of  the  English  rule  excluding  parol 
evidence  to  vary,  contradict,  or  alter 
a  written  contract,  cases  where  a  con- 
temporaneous parol  promise  is  pro- 
posed to  be  shown,  on  the  faith  of 
which  the  contract  was  executed. 
.  .  .  And  so  we  have  it  settled  in 
Pennsylvania  beyond  all  dispute  that 
where,  at  the  execution  of  a  writing^ 
a  stipulation  has  been  entered  into, 
a  condition  annexed,  or  a  promise 
made  by  word  of  mouth,  upon  the 
faith  of  which  the  writing  has  been 
executed,  parol  evidence  is  admissi- 
ble, though  it  may  vary  and  material- 
ly change  the  terms  of  the  contract.'  " 
Croyle  v.  Cambria  Land  &  Improv.  Go. 
(1912)  238  Pa.  810,  82  Atl.  360,  quot- 
ing from  Greenawalt  v.  Kohne  (1877) 
85  Pa.  369.  The  Pennsylvania  deci- 
sions, however,  show  quHe  conclu- 
sively that  the  courts  of  this  state 
have  acquired  no  very  high  degree  of 
steadfastness  in  following  the  rule 
that  the  court  in  Croyle  v.  Cambria 
Land  &  Improv.  Co.  supra,  regards  as 
so  well  settled.  In  fact,  quite  as 
many  of  the  decisions  in  this  state 
have  held  the  oral  agreement  inad-^ 
missible  to  vary  or  explain  the  note 
as  have  held  it  admissible.  Some  of 
the  latter  decisions  can  probably  be 
reconciled  with  the  rule  stated  by  the 
court  in  Croyle  v.  Cambria  Land  & 
Improv.  Co. ;  at  least,  by  indulging  in 
some  extremely  attenuated  distinc- 
tions; but  others  cannot  be  recon- 
ciled. The  cases  which  hold  the  evi- 
dence admissible  will  be  first  dis- 
cussed. 

Evidence  of  the  class  hereinafter 
discussed  in  VII.,  to  the  effect  that 
the  note  was  given  only  for  some 
special  purpose,  but  was  in  no  event 
to  take  effect  as  a  note,  has  been 
held  admissible.  The  surety  may 
show  that  he  signed  notes  under  the 
assurance  of  the  payee  that  his  sign- 
ing was  a  mere  matter  of  form, — ^that 
he  would  not  be  held  liable  on  the 
notes.  Miller  v.  Henderson  (1823)  10 
Serg.  &  R.  290.  The  indorser  of  a  note 
may  show  that  he  was  not  to  be  held 
liable  on  his  Indorsement, — that  the 
indorsement  Was  a  mere  matter  of 
form, — ^that  the  -  payee  would  look 
alone  to  security)  givem' Cake  v.  Patts- 


ville  Bank  (1887)  116  Pa.  264,  2  Am. 
St.  Rep.  600,  9  Atl.  302.  A  subagent 
for  an  automobile,  who,  upon  the  re- 
turn of  a  sample  car  to  the  agent, 
gave  a  note  representing  depreciation, 
etc.,  on  the  car,  may  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to  be 
retained  by  the  agent,  and  no  part  of 
it  was  to  be  claimed  in  money,  but 
that  the  note  was  to  be  used  to 
straighten  up  the  agent's  books  and 
to  credit  the  subagent  with  the  re- 
turn of  the  automobile,  and  was  to  be 
returned  upon  the  release  of  liability 
by  the  manufacturer.  Martz  v.  W.  H. 
Wilcox  Co.  (1914)  57  Pa.  Super.  Ct 
169.  A  purchaser  of  land  who  has 
given  a  bond  secured  by  mortgage 
may  show  an  oral  agn^eement  that  the 
obligee  in  the  bond  would  look  alone 
to  the  mortgage  security, — ^that  there 
should  be  no  personal  liability  on  the 
bond.  Greenawalt  v.  Kohne  (1877) 
85  Pa.  369. 

Evidence  of  an  agreement  to  return 
property  and  cancel  or  return  the  note 
has   been   held   admissible.     A   pur- 
chaser  of  land  who   has   given   his 
bond,   secured  by  mortgage  for  the 
purchase   price,   may   show   an    oral 
agreement  of  the  vendor  to  take  back 
the  property   on   certain   conditions. 
Ibid.    In  an  action  on  a  note  in  Fisch- 
er V.  Dalmas   (1896)  173  Pa.  296,  34 
Atl.  435,  an  affidavit  of  defense  which 
alleged  that  the  maker  of  the  note 
purchased  a  piano  and  gave  the  note 
for    the    purchase    price    under    an 
agreement  that  if  he  could  not  pay 
the  note,  or  desired  to  surrender  the 
instrument,  the  payee  would  take  the 
same  back  again  and  surrender  and 
cancel  the  note;  wad  held  sufUcient  to 
prevent     judgment     being     entered 
against  the  defendant  for  want  of  a 
sufficient  affidavit   of  defense.     Evi- 
dence of  an  agreement  that  the  payee 
would,  in  a  certain  contingency,   re- 
lease the  maker  from  all  obligations 
on  the  note,  is  admissible  where  the 
payee  is  seeking  to  enforce  it.    Faux 
v.  Fitler  (1909)  223  Pa.  568,  132  Am. 
St.  Rep.  742,  72  Atl.  891^  holdinsr,  in 
an  action   of  assumpsit  by  a  payee 
against  the  maker  of  a   note,    that 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
that  the^' parties  ventured  lutb  dt6ek 
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speculation,  and  that  the  note  was 
given  to  evidence  the  maker's  share 
in  the  partnership,  and  that  it  v^as 
agreed  ''in  the  event  of  the  invest* 
ment  proving  a  loss,  involving  wholly 
the  amounts  to  be  advanced  by  the 
plaintiff,  he  would  release  the  defend*- 
ant  from  all  obligations  assumed  by 
defendant  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
note;   and  that,  but  for  this  agree* 
ment,    the    maker    would    not    have 
signed  or  delivered  the  note.    Upon  a 
second  appeal  of  this  case  (1911)  232 
Pa.  33,  81  Atl.  91,  the  evidence  pro* 
duced  by  the  maker  of  the  note  was 
held  insufficient  to  sustain  his  plea> 
and  a  recovery  for  the  plaintiff  was 
sustained.    After  referring  to  the  tes* 
timony  of  the  maker,  in  general,  the 
court  concludes  that  he  ''nowhere  in 
his  testimony  states  that  he  ever  said 
to  the  plaintiff  or  that  the  plaintiff 
said  to  him  that  the  notes  were  not  to 
be  paid  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
written  contracts.    It  is  a  very  usual 
thing  when  one  friend  lends  money 
to  another  and  requests  a  note  as  an 
acknowledgment  to  remark,  as  a  mat- 
ter  of  politeness,   that  the  written 
promise  to  pay  is  merely  taken  as  a 
memorandum  of  the  transaction,  to 
cover  the  contingency  of  death.    The 
testimony  of  the  defendant  concern- 
ing the  making  of  the  notes  in  suit 
would    be    entirely    consistent    with 
such  an  incident."    In  an  action  on  a 
note  given  in  settlement  of  a  charge 
of  bastardy  against  one  of  the  mak- 
ers, oral   evidence  of  an   agreement 
that,  in  case  the  child  died,  the  note 
should   not   be   paid,   is    admissible. 
Hill  V.  Shucker  (1863)  1  Woodw.  Dec. 
251.    One  of  the  makers  of  a  note  may 
show  that  he  signed  it  upon  the  prom- 
ise and  assurance  of  an  oral  agree- 
ment that,  if  he  paid  his  own  personal 
share  of  the  indebtedness  and  inter- 
est thereon  within  one  year,  his  en- 
tire liability  should  thereby  be  dis- 
charged.    Reed  v.  Kuntz    (1908)    17 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  365.    An  affidavit  of  de- 
fense filed  in  an  action  on  a  note,  to 
the  effect  that  the  note  was  given  and 
accepted  as  a  guaranty  for  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  money  loaned  by  the 
plaintiff   to    a    mining    company    in 
which  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 


fendants were  alike  financially  inter- 
ested, and  that  the  makers  of  the  note 
were  to  be  called  on  to  pay  only  in  the 
event  that  the  mining  company  was 
unable,  and  then  only  such  amount 
as  was  not  recoverable  from  the  com- 
pany, was  held  sufficient  to  prevent 
judgment  Marquis  v.  McKay  (1907) 
216  Pa.  307,  65  Atl.  678.  An  affidavit 
of  defense  to  an  action  on  a  promis- 
sory note  which  stated  that  the  mak- 
er of  the  note  was  in  negotiation  with 
a  third  party  to  buy  or  take  from  him 
in  trade  certain  unfinished  houses 
where  they  should  be  dear  of  liens 
and  encumbrances,  and  the  payee,  a 
creditor  of  the  third  party,  learning 
of  such  negotiation,  importuned  the 
defendant  to  give  him  a  note  in  part 
payment  of  the  third  party's  indebted- 
ness to  him,  which  the  defendant  at 
first  refused  to  do,  but  finally  con- 
sented on  the  express  agreement  and 
understanding  that  he  would  not  be 
liable  to  pay  the  note  unless  the  ar- 
rangement with  the  third  party 
should  be  consummated  before  the 
maturity  thereof,  and  that  the  third 
party  had  failed  on  his  part  to  com- 
plete the  transaction, — ^was  held  to 
state  a  defense,  in  Elliott  v.  Adams 
(1876)  3  W.  N.  C.  44. 

So,  evidence  of  an  agreement  that 
the  payee  shall  look  for  payment  to 
a  special  fund  is  admissible  where 
such  agreement  constituted  a  part  of 
the  consideration,  or  operated  as  an 
inducement  for  entering  into  the  con- 
tract. While  this  rule  is  affirmed  in 
Alexander  v.  Righter  (1913)  240  Pa. 
22,  87  Atl.  427,  in  that  case  the  payee 
of  the  note  took  his  action  on  an  al- 
leged promise  to  pay  aside  from  the 
note,  and  it  is  stated  by  the  court 
that  "where  the  written  engagement 
is  not  sued  upon,  but  comes  collater- 
ally into  a  case,  the  rule  against  the 
admission  of  parol  evidence  to  vary  a 
written  contract  has  no  control.*'  A 
railroad  contractor  who  has  taken 
over  a  contract  from  a  prior  contrac- 
tor, who  had  become  insolvent,  and 
through  whom,  upon  the  completion 
of  the  contract,  certain  money  which 
had  been  withheld  from  the  prior  con- 
tractor would  be  paid,  who  executed 
a  note  to  a  creditor  of  the  prior  con- 
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dence  may  be  explained  by  reason 
of  the  omission  of  an  averment  in  tfae 
affidavit  of  defense  that  the  maker 
was  induced  to  sign  the  note  by  rea^ 
son  of  the  oral  stipulation.  For  in- 
stance, in  Appleby  v.  Barrett  (1905) 
28  Pa.  Super.  Ct  349,  where  the  mak- 
er of  a  note  filed  an  affidavit  of  de- 
fense alleging  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  note  should  be  given  merely  as 
a  memorandum,  and  that  it  was  dis- 
tinctly understood  between  him  and 
the  payee  that  it  was  to  be  paid  out 
of  his  share  of  the  profits  of  certain 
business  transactions.  This  defense 
was  held  insufficient  because  the  affi- 
davit contained  no  averment  that  the 
defendant  was  induced  to  sign  the 
note  by  reason  of  the  oral  stipulation. 
In  Weaver  v.  Paul  (1895)  16  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  471,  the  court,  after  stating  that 
there  was  neither  allegation  nor  proof 
that  the  form  of  the  note  was  due  to 
fraud,  mistake,  or  accident^  nor  that 
its  execution  was  induced  by  a  prom- 
ise which  would  be  broken  if  recovery 
should  be  permitted,  says  that  there- 
fore, under  nearly  all  the  authorities, 
parol  agreement  that  the  note  should 
an  oral  agreement  cannot  be  proved 
by  the  testimony  of  the  maker  of  the 
note  alone  is  held  in  Fuller  v.  Law 
(1903)  207  Pa.  101,  56  Atl.  383,— a 
case  in  which  the  purchaser  of  stock, 
who  has  given  his  note  for  the  unpaid 
part  of  the  purchase  price,  was  at^ 
tempting  to  show  a  contemporaneous 
parol  agreement  that  the  note  should 
be  paid  out  of  dividends  on  the  stock, 
and  that,  if  the  dividends  failed  to 
pay  the  purchase  price  in  six  years, 
he  need  not  pay  the  note  at  all. 

The  court  in  Clinch  Valley  Coal  & 
L  Co.  V.  Willing  (1897)  180  Pa.  165, 
57  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  36  Atl.  737,  says 
of  Clarke  v.  Allen  (1890)  132  Pa.  40, 
16  Atl.  1071,  and  Ziegler  v.  McFarland 
(1892)  147  Pa.  607,  23  Atl.  1045,  infra, 
that  in  these  cases  the  agreement  set 
up  was  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 
terms  of  the  note;  the  written  con- 
tract, and  the  alleged  parol  contract 
set  up  as  an  inducement  to  its  execu- 
tion, were  so  inconsistent  that  both 
could  not  stand;  and  that,  in  the  case 
before  the  court  in  Clinch  Valley  Coal 
&  I.  Co.  V.  Willing,  this  was  not  true. 


And  see  distinction  made  in  Second 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Yeager  (1920)  268  Pa. 
167,  111  Atl.  159,  infra. 

The  court  in  Fuller  v.  Law  (1903) 
207  Pa.  101,  56  Atl.  333,  says :  'There 
is  no  doubt  that  there  is  much  ap* 
parent  and  some  real  conflict  in  the 
numerous  caises  involving  the  ques- 
tion as  to  when  parol  testimony  is  ad- 
missible in  contradiction  of  written 
instruments." 

Enough  has  been  said  to  show  that 
there  is  some  real  conflict  in  the  de- 
cisions in  this  state.  Without  fur- 
ther attempts  to  harmonize  the  de- 
cisions, the  cases  denying  the  admis^ 
sibility  of  the  evidence  will  now  be 
set  out.  Anyone  interested  in  pursu- 
ing the  subject  further  will  find  a 
valuable  discussion  of  the  rule  in  this 
state  in  American  Law  Reg.  (1904) 
(52  O.  S.  43  N.  S.)  p.  601. 

Evidence  has  been  held  inadmis- 
sible to  show  that  there  was  to  be  a 
liability  only  in  a  certain  event.  A 
stockbroker  who  has  sold  stock  on  de^ 
ferred  payments,  and  who  has  given 
his  note  to  the  owners  for  the  amount 
of  the  purchase  price,  cannot  8how» 
in  defense  of  an  action  on  the  note, 
an  oral  agreement  that  he  was  not  to 
be  liable  on  the  note  except  in  the 
event  that  he  should  receive  from  the 
purchaser  of  the  stock  the  money  due 
thereon.  American  Baptist  Publica- 
tion Soc.  V.  Erb  (1887)  44  Phila.  Leg. 
Int.  144.  In  Hacker  v.  National  Oil 
Ref.  Co.  (1873)  73  Pa.  93,  13  Mor. 
Min.  Rep.  538,  a  purchaser  of  stock 
who  gave  her  note  for  the  purchase 
price  was  held  not  entitled  to  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  she  should 
subscribe  for  the  stock,  providing  she 
received  a  sum  of  money  from  a  debt- 
or, and  that  the  debtor  paid  no  part 
of  the  sum,  whereupon  she  declined 
to  take  the  stock,  and  notified  the  cox^ 
poration.  An  affidavit  by  the  defend* 
ant  in  an  action  on  the  note,  that  the 
money  for  which  the  note  was  given 
was  a  loan  to  a  third  person,  and  that 
the  maker  was  not  to  be  held  responsi- 
ble except  upon  a  contingency  was 
held  not  to  be  a  defense  in  Rodgers  ▼. 
Donovan  (1879)  36  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
156.  It  was  also  held  in  this  case 
that  an  allegation  that  the  note  was 


ANNO.— PAROL  EVIDENCES-BILL  OB  NOTE. 


489 


signed  upon  the  express  agrreement 
that  the  maker  was  not  in  any  way  to 
be  liable  thereon  was  not  a  defense. 
Nothing  is  said  as  to  the  parol-evi- 
dence  role. 

Evidence  that  the  note  was  to  be 
paid  in  a  certain  way  has  been  de- 
nied admission.  In  Fuller  v.  Law 
(1903)  207  Pa.  101,  56  Atl.  333,  it  is 
held  not  competent  for  the  purchaser 
of  corporate  stock,  for  the  unpaid  part 
of  the  purchase  price  of  which  he  had 
given  his  note,  to  show  a  contempo- 
raneous parol  agreement  that  the  note 
was  to  be  paid  out  of  dividends  on  the 
Btock,  and  that,  if  the  dividends  failed 
to  pay  the  note,  it  need  not  be  paid. 
In  an  action  on  a  note  given  by  one 
partner  to  another  upon  his  purchase 
of  his  partner's  interest  in  the  part- 
nership, an  afBdavit  of  defense  that 
the  note  had  been  given  upon  the 
understanding  and  agreement  that  it 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  profits  aris- 
ing from  the  business,  and  that  this 
was  afterwards  prevented  by  the 
payee  filing  a  bill  in  equity  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  partnership  and  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  was  held 
insufficient  in  Lee  v.  Longbottom 
(1896)  178  Pa.  408,  34  Atl.  436. 

One  of  the  joint  makers  of  a  note 
cannot  defeat  judgment  thereon  by 
showing  an  oral  understanding  that 
he  was  not  to  be  liable  unless  another 
joint  maker  was  unable  to  repay  plain- 
tiff a  stated  sum  loaned  to  a  corpora- 
tion of  which  the  other  joint  maker 
was  president,  and  in  default  of  such 
payment  that  the  first  joint  maker 
was  not  to  be  liable  until  the  corpora- 
tion had  built  a  new  dam  then  in  con- 
templation, and  had  made  and  floated 
a  bond  issue,  from  the  proceeds  of 
which  issue  the  note  was  to  be  paid. 
Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Yeager,  supra. 
Referring  to  the  earlier  Pennsylvania 
cases  the  court  says :  ''In  an  action 
on  a  promissory  note  defense  may  be 
made  by  an  oral  contemporaneous 
parol  agreement  providing  for  pay-* 
ment  of  the  note  from  a  certain  fund, 
or  the  raising  of  such  fund  for  pay- 
ment by  means  over  which  the 
promisor  had  control ;  in  such  case  the 
source  of  payment  must  be  first  ex- 
hausted before  recourse  can  be  had 


upon  the  note.  .  .  «  Assuming  that 
the  averments  were  otherwise  suffi- 
cient, the  affidavit  does  not  aver  any 
such  fund  existed,  or  that  any  of  the 
persons  had  control  of  the  means 
whereby  the  funds  might  be  raised. 
.  .  .  This  is  not  a  case  of  modification 
^y  parol.  The  agreement  does  more 
than  vary  the  written  instrument,  it 
destroys  it."  A  further  defense  that 
the  first  joint  maker  was  not  to  be  li- 
able in  any  event  except  for  one  fourth 
of  the  note  was  held  to  be  indefinite  in 
substance  and  not  to  be  considered. 

Evidence  that  the  note  was  not  in 
fact  an  obligation,  as  therein  indicat- 
ed, has  been  denied  admission.  A 
husband  who  has  given  a  note  for  an 
amount  of  money  received  by  his  wife 
from  her  mother  cannot  show  that 
the  money  so  received  was  an  ad- 
vancement, and  that  it  was  agreed 
that  the  principal  should  never  be  re- 
turned, but  that  only  interest  should 
be  paid.  Heydt  v.  Frey  (1888)  10 
Sadler,  84,  21  W.  N.  C.  265,  13  Atl. 
475.  The  maker  of  a  duebill  cannot 
show  that  he  had  sold  a  horse  to  the 
payee,  which  was  returned  as  unsatis- 
factory, and  that  the  duebill  was 
given  as  a  mere  memorandum,  not  un- 
derstood to  be  SLuy  settlement  or  ob- 
ligation to  pay  the  debt  or  sum  of 
money  mentioned  therein,  but  as  an 
undertaking  to  furnish  the  payee  with 
a  satisfactory  horse  in  place  of  the 
one  which  had  been  brought  back. 
Ziegler  v.  McFarland  (1892)  147  Pa. 
607,  23  Atl.  1045.  Evidence  of  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  which  was 
given  by  one  partner  to  another  was 
executed  on  the  promise  of  the  payee 
that  it  would  be  used  simply  in  the 
settlement  of  their  partnership  ac- 
count is  inadmissible.  Wharton  v. 
Douglass  (1874)  76  Pa.  273. 

See  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Yeager 
(1920)  268  Pa.  167,  111  Atl.  159,  supra. 

A  prior  or  contemporaneous  oral 
agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to 
be  paid  until  a  certain  event,  or  was 
to  be  renewed,  is  incompetent  to  vary 
the  note.  An  affidavit  of  defense 
which  stated  that  the  note  was  not  to 
be  paid  until  such  time  as  certain 
corporate  stock  could  be  sold  advan- 
tageously was  held  not  sufficient  to 
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pirevent  a  judgment,  in  Dyott  v..  Wil- 
liams (1888)  21  W.  N.  C.  226.  One 
who  has  borrowed  money  and  given  a 
note  therefor  cannot  show  an  express 
oral  agreement  that  he  should  use  the 
money  in  the  erection  of  certain  build- 
ings,  and  that  the  note  would  be  re- 
newed from  time  to  time  until  the 
buildings  were  sold;  that  then,  and 
not  until  then,  was  the  note  to  be 
paid.  Homewood  People's  Bank  v. 
Heckert  (1903)  207  Pa.  231,  56  Atl. 
431.  An  applicant  for  life  insurance 
who  has  given  a  note  for  the  amount 
of  the  premium  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  the  pajrment  of  the 
note  was  not  to  be  asked,  expected,  or 
demanded  until  it  was  possible  and 
convenient  for  the  maker  to  spare 
from  his  business  the  amount  thereof. 
Clarke  v.  Allen  (1890)  182  Pa.  40,  16 
Atl.  1071.  In  Spanlove  v.  Westrup 
(1875)  1  W.  N.  C.  156,  a  rule  for  judg- 
ment for  want  of  a  sufficient  affidavit 
of  defense  was  made  absolute  in  an 
action  on  a  promissory  note  where 
the  affidavit  of  defense  set  up  that 
the  note  was  given  for  the  price  of 
certain  machinery,  and  with  the  ver- 
bal agreement  that  it  was  to  be  re- 
newed, and  the  defendant  was  not  to 
be  called  on  to  pay  it  until  he  had 
sold  the  machinery,  where  the  affidavit 
alleged  that  the  defendant  had  not 
sold  the  machinery,  but  did  not  aver 
any  diligence  in  endeavoring  to  do  so. 
The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  the  note  was  to 
be  renewed  for  a  period  of  three 
months  from  maturity.  Patton  v.  Fox 
(1903)  22  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  416. 

Where  a  written  agreement  provid- 
ing for  the  giving  of  a  note  specifies 
that  the  person  to  whom  the  note  is 
to  be  given  agrees  that,  in  any  pro- 
ceeding she  may  institute  against  her 
husband  for  divorce,  she  will  not  as- 
sign any  other  reason  therefor  than 
the  desertion  of  her  by  her  husband, 
the  maker  of  the  note  cannot  show, 
in  an  action  thereon,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  to  receive  the  note  until 
she  procured  a  divorce  from  her  hus- 
band. Irvin  V.  Irvin  (1890)  142  Pa. 
271,  21  Atl.  816. 


VMM,  Mvidenee  that  the  maker  ira«  to  in^ 
cur  no  ohUffoUon  on,  the  note^  or  that 
the  note  f«a«  given  for  a  epeeial  pwr* 
poee. 

«.  Mntro^Mctifm, 

The  oral  agreements  which  have 
ben  discussed  in  subdivisions  II.  and 
III.  of  this  annotation  have  been 
agreements  that  the  note  should  or 
should  not  take  effect  as  a  note,  or 
should  or  should  not  be  paid,  accord- 
ing as  a  contingency  named  did  or 
did  not  occur.  In  other  words,  the 
note  or  the  obligation  thereof  was  de- 
pendent upon  a  contingency.  The 
present  subdivision  is  concerned  with 
agreements  that  the  maker  was  to  in- 
cur no  liability  on  the  bill  or  note,  or 
that  it  was  delivered  for  a  special 
purpose,  but  was  not,  as  it  purported 
to  be,  an  absolute  obligation  for  the 
payment  of  money.  The  distinction 
between  these  two  classes  of  agree- 
ments is  clear.  Notwithstanding  this, 
they  have  been  confused;  particular- 
ly under  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Act. 

The  great  majority  of  cases  prior 
to  the  Negotiable  Instruments  Act 
held  that  evidence  of  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  instrument  was  de- 
livered for  a  special  purpose,  or  that 
the  maker  was  to  incur  no  liability 
thereon,  was  inadmissible. 

b.  Bute  that  evidence  ie  inadmieeible. 

Agreemeat  tluit  the  maker  sfcoald  la* 
ear  ao  liabilitj. 

Thus  it  is  held  that  parol  evidence 
of  an  agreement  that  the  maker  of  a 
note  should  incur  no  liability  there- 
on, or  that  it  would  never  have  to  be 
paid,  cannot  be  shown. 

United  States.  —  Burns  v.  Scott 
(1886)  117  U.  S.  582,  29  L.  ed.  991,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865;  Earle  v.  Enos 
(1904)  130  Fed.  467;  Payne  v.  Mutual 
L.  Ins.  Co.  (1905)  72  C.  C,  A.  487,  141 
Fed.  339;  Wagner  v.  Kohn  (1915)  140 
C.  C.  A.  592,  225  Fed.  718. 

Arkansas  —  Smith  v.  McLaughlin 
(1915)  120  Ark.  866,  179  S.  W.  496. 

California.  —  Leonard  v.  Miner 
(1898)  120  Cal.  403,  52  Pac.  655; 
Lompoc  Valley  Bank  v.  Stephenson 
(1909)  156  Cal.  350,  104  Pac.  449. 
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Florida^  —  Strickland  v.  Jewell 
(1920)  80  FU.  221,  85  So.  670;  Forbes 
V.  Ft.  Lauderdale  Mercantile  Co. 
(1922)  —  Fla.  — ,  90  So.  821, 

Georsria.  —  Hirsch  v.  Oliver  (1898) 
91  6a.  554,  18  S.  E.  354. 

Illinois.  --  Westbrook  v.  Howell 
(1889)  34  111.  App.  571;  Clinton  v. 
Boyal  (1917)  203  111.  App.  248. 

Iowa. — Dickson  v.  Harris  (1883)  60 
Iowa,  727,  IS  N.  W.  335. 

Kansas.  —  Dominion  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Manning  (1899)  60  Kan.  729,  57  Pac. 
949;  Stevens  v.  Inch  (1916)  98  Kan. 
306,  158  Pac.  43;  German  American 
State  Bank  v.  Watson  (1917)  99  Kan. 
686,  163  Pac.  637;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Pirotte  (1920)  107  Kan.  573,  198  Pac. 
327. 

Kentucky. — ^Farmers'  Bank  v.  Wic- 
kiffe  (1909)  131  Ky.  787,  116  S.  W. 
249;  Stewart  v.  Gardner  (1913)  152 
Ky.  120,  158  S.  W.  3. 

Maineu  —  Fairfield  v,  Hancock 
(1852)  34  Me.  93. 

Massachusetts. — ^Perkins  v.  Young 
(1860)  16  Gray,  389;  Davis  v.  Randall 
(1874)  115  Mass.  547,  15  Am.  Rep. 
146. 

Missouri.— Barnard  State  Bank  v. 
Fesler  (1901)  89  Mo.  App.  217;  Bass 
V.  Sanborn  (1906)  119  Mo.  App.  103, 
95  S.  W.  955;  Bank  of  Dexter  v.  Sim- 
mons (1918)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  204  S. 
W.  837;  Harms  v.  Long  (1919)  —  Mo. 
App.  — ,  213  S.  W.  507. 

Nebraska.  —  Garneau  v.  Cohn 
(1901)  61  Neb.  500,  85  N.  W.  531. 

New  Hampshire^--Concord  Bank  v. 
Rogers  (1844)  16  N.  H.  8. 

New  Jersey.— Wright  v.  Remington 
(1879)  41  N.  J.  L.  48,  32  Am.  Rep. 
180,  aflSrmed  in  (1881)  43  N.  J.  L. 
451 ;  Gerli  v.  National  Mill  Supply  Co. 
(1909)  78  N.  J.  L.  1,  73  Atl.  252,  af- 
firmed on  opinion  below  in  (1910)  80 
N.  J.  L.  464,  78  Atl.  1134. 

New  Ywk.  —  Ryan  v.  Sullivan 
(1911)  148  App.  Div.  471,  128  N.  Y. 
Supp.  632.  But  see  New  York  cases 
supra. 

North  Carolina. — Western  Carolina 
Bank  v.  Moore  (1905)  138  N.  C.  529, 
51  S.  E.  79. 

Ohiou  —  Lillie  v.  Bates  (1888)  3 
Ohio  C.  C.  94,  2  Ohio  C.  D.  54. 


OklahcHua.  -«  Colbert  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (1913)  38  Okla.  391,  133  Pac. 
206;  Gillis  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (1915) 
47  Okla.  411,  148  Pac.  994. 

Oregon.  —  Portland  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Scott  (1891)  20  Or.  421,  26  Pac.  276; 
Farmers'  State  Bank  v*  Forsstrom 
(1918)  89  Or.  97,  173  Pac.  935;  Mc- 
Farland  v.  Hueners  (1920)  96  Or.  579, 
190  Pac.  584. 

South  Cardhia.  —  McClanaghan  v. 
Hines  (1847)  33  S.  C.  L.  (2  Strobh.) 
122;  Arthur  v.  Brown  (1912)  91  S. 
C.  316,  74  S.  E.  652. 

South  Dakota.— First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Engebretson  (1911)  28  S.  D.  185,  132 
N.  W.  786;  First  State  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Mahon  (1921)  —  S.  D.  — ,  185  N.  W. 
1014. 

Teouis.  —  Dolson  v.  De  Ganahl 
(1888)  70  Tex.  620,  8  S.  W.  321;  Jack- 
son V.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank  (1898)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  46  S.  W.  295;  Lock- 
ney  State  Bank  v.  Damron  (1915)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  179  S.  W.  552. 

Utah.  —  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Foote 
(1895)  12  Utah,  157,  42  Pac.  205. 

Vennont. — Morse  v.  Low  (1872)  44 
Vt.  561. 

Washington.  —  Tacoma  Mill  (3o.  v. 
Sherwood  (1895)  11  Wash.  492,  39 
Pac.  977;  Hemrich  v.  Wist  (1898)  19 
Wash.  516,  53  Pac.  710;  Anderson  v. 
Mitchell  (1908)  51  Wash.  265,  98  Pac. 
751;  Pitt  V.  Little  (1910)  58  Wash. 
355,  108  Pac.  941 ;  Bank  of  California 
V.  Starrett  (1920)  110  Wash.  231,  9 
A.L.R.  177,  188  Pac.  410;  Moore  v. 
Kildall  (1920)  111  Wash.  504,  191 
Pac.  394. 

West  Virginia.  —  Duty  v.  Sprinkle 
(1908)  64  W.  Va.  39,  60  S.  E.  882. 

Wisconsin.  —  Gillman  v.  Henry 
(1881)  58  Wis.  465,  10  N.  W.  692. 

England.  —  Hill  v.  Wilson  (1873) 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  888,  42  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  817, 
29  L.  T.  N.  S.  238,  21  Week.  Rep.  757, 
24  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  502. 

Canada. — Murphy  v.  Bryden  (1906) 
7  Ont.  Week.  Rep.  250. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  drawer 
of  a  draft  should  be  released  from 
liability  upon  acceptance  thereof  by 
the  drawee  is  inadmissible.  Wood  v. 
Surrells  (1878)  89  IlL  107;  Bright  v. 
Kenefick  (1901)  94  IM.  App.  137;  Citi- 
zens' Bank  v.  Millett  (1898)  103  Ky. 
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<  K  <i^  tt  An.  St  Rep.  546, 
.  \  vik.  $1^;  Cummings  v.  Kent 
NM^  ^  Olte  St  92,  58  Am.  Rep. 
:.V  4  X.  R  TIO;  Bryan  v.  Duff  (1895) 
J  ^aak  a83»  50  Am.  St  Rep.  889,  40 

U  was  argued  in  Bryan  v.  Duff 
^Wadk.)  supra,  that  dince  the  liability 
of  the  drawer  of  the  draft  grows  out 
of  a  legal  conclusion  which  is  not  in 
writing,  to  vary  or  contradict  such 
conclusion  is  not  to  vary  or  contradict 
a  written  instrument  In  answer  to 
this  contention  the  court  says:  ''In 
our  opinion  the  liability  of  the  drawer 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  or  the  indorser 
of  a  note  has  become  so  well  estab- 
lished under  the  rules  of  the  law 
merchant  and  is  so  well  understood, 
that  the  person  who  assumes  such  li- 
ability must  be  held  to  have  under- 
stood the  effect  thereof,  and  by  his 
signature  to  have  bound  himself  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  would  have 
done  had  the  conditions  been,  at  the 
time  of  such  signature,  fully  written 
out  and  signed  by  him."  From  this 
conclusion  there  is  a  dissenting  opin- 
ion by  Dunbar,  J.  See  note  in  4 
A.L.R.  764,  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
parol  evidence  to  vary  or  explain  the 
contract  implied  from  the  regular  in- 
dorsement of  a  bill  or  note,  in  which 
the  right  to  vary  the  contract  implied 
by  law  from  the  indorsement  of  a  bill 
or  note  is  fully  discussed. 

Parol  evidence  of  an  agreement 
that  one  who  signed  as  surety  was  not 
to  be  held  liable  is  inadmissible. 
Dendy  v.  Gamble  (1877)  59  Ga.  434; 
Altman  v.  Anton  (1894)  91  Iowa,  612, 
60  N.  W.  191;  Barnstable  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Ballou  (1876)  119  Mass.  487;  Kul- 
enkamp  v.  Groff  (1888)  71  Mich.  675, 
1  L.R.A.  594,  15  Am.  St  Rep.  283,  40 
N.  W.  57;  Towner  v.  Lucas  (1857)  13 
Gratt  (Va.)  705. 

A  surety  on  a  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  with  the  payee  that 
the  payee  should  extend  to  the  prin- 
cipal maker  such  further  credit  as 
would  enable  him  to  carry  on  his 
business,  and  that  he,  the  payee, 
would  credit  in  the  note  all  sums  the 
principal  maker  should  pay  him  until 
the  note  was  fully  paid.  Trentman  v. 
Fletcher  (1884)  100  Ind.  105. 


The  plea  of  a  surety,  that  he  signed 
the  note  upon  the  request  of  the  prin- 
cipal maker,  and  upon  the  representa- 
tion made  to  him  by  the  payee  that 
the  note  would  never  be  enforced 
against  him,  is  said  to  offer  no  de- 
fense to  the  action,  as  it  involves  the 
absurdity  that  an  oral  promise  of  the 
payee  to  the  payor,  made  when  a  note 
is  executed,  not  to  enforce  its  pay- 
ment, destroys  the  obligation  evi- 
denced by  a  written  instrument. 
Fambro  v.  Keith  (1909)  57  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  302,  122  S.  W.  40. 

See  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bumey 
(1912)  91  Neb.  269,  136  N.  W.  37,  set 

out  in  Security  Sav.  Bank  v.  Rhodbs 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  412. 

A  distinction  must  be  made  be- 
tween an  agreement  that  the  note  was 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  security, — that 
the  maker  was  not  to  incur  any  liabil- 
ity,— and  an  agreement  that  he  was 
to  be  liable  only  in  case  of  insufficien- 
cy of  the  security.  As  to  those  cases, 
see  III.  b,  supra. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  cases 
there  are  others  dealing  with  various 
agreements  in  which  the  evidence  has 
been  held  inadmissible.     The  maker 
of  a  note  cannot  show  an  oral  agree- 
ment with  the  payee  that  he  was  to 
be  liable  for  only  one  half  of  the  note. 
Bailey  v.  Lankford    (1916)    54  Okla. 
692,    154    Pac.    572;    Ford    v.    Drake 
(1912)   46  Mont  314,  127  Pac.  1019. 
A  statute  under  which  Ford  v.  Drake 
was  rendered  provided  that  the  exe- 
cution   of    a    contract     in     writing, 
whether  the  law  required  it  to  be  in 
writing    or    not    supersedes    all    the 
oral  negotiations  or  stipulations  con- 
cerning this  matter  which  preceded  or 
accompanied  the  execution  of  the  in- 
strument.    An   oral   agreement   that 
the  maker  of  a  note  should  be   re- 
quired to  pay  nothing  on  it  but  in- 
terest is  inadmissible.    True  v.  Shep- 
ard    (1872)    51   N.   H.  501.     An    oral 
agreement  with  one  of  the  three  mak- 
ers   of   the   note    that,    if   he   would 
execute  the  note  and  advance  a  stated 
pum,  he  should  not  be  held  liable  for 
any  other  or  further  amount  of  said 
note,   apparently   was   held    inadmis- 
sible in  Ewing  v.  Clark  (1882)  76  Mo. 
545.    The  ground  of  this  decision  is 
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not  stated  in  the  opinion.  The  maker 
of  a  note  cannot  show  in  defense  of 
an  action  on  the  note  that  she  had  a 
claim  against  the  payees  as  adminis- 
tratrix for  an  amount  largely  exceed 
ing  the  amount  of  the  note,  and  that, 
being  desirous  of  realizing  the 
amount  of  the  note,  applied  to  the 
payees  for  that  purpose;  that  they 
agreed  that,  if  she  would  execute  the 
note  with  security,  they  would  pro 
cure  for  her  that  sum,  and  by  the  time 
the  note  matured  they  would  pay  her 
upon  the  demand  she  held  against 
them  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  the  note; 
and,  relying  upon  the  agreement,  she 
gave  the  note,  but  that  they  failed  to 
pay  her  a  sum  sufficient  to  meet  the 
note.  Miller  v.  Wells  (1867)  46  IlL 
46.  Persons  interested  in  the  forma- 
tioc  of  a  corporation,  who  purchase 
property  to  be  delivered  to  the  cor- 
poration when  it  is  organized,  and 
who  give  their  note  for  the  purchase 
price,  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  note  was  to  have  no  binding 
effect  against  the  makers  after  the 
corporation  has  been  so  organized. 
Gnmey  v.  Morrison  (1895)  12  Wajslu 
456,  41  Pac.  192.  A  husband  who  has 
executed  a  joint  promissory  note  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  on  his  wife's 
land  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
to  the  effect  that  he  was  not  to  incur 
any  personal  liability,  but  would  sign 
the  note  simply  as  evidence  of  his 
consent  to  the  execution  of  the  note 
and  mortgage  by  the  wife.  Jackson  v. 
Jackson  (1890)  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  388. 
A  surety  on  a  sealed  note  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  certain  prop- 
erty which  was  then  in  the  hands  of 
the  principal  debtor  should  be  sold  to 
pay  the  same,  and  that  the  payee 
should  accompany  the  principal  debt- 
or until  the  property  should  be  sold, 
and  should  receive  and  take  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  same  and  apply  it  in  sat- 
isfaction thereof.  Ellis  v.  Hamilton 
(1857)  4  Sneed  (Tenn.)  512.  The 
maker  of  notes,  when  sued  thereon, 
cannot  show  that  the  notes  were  not 
given  as  evidence  of  an  indebtedness, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  indicating  the 
interest  which  the  payee  had  in  cer- 
tain real  property.  Chapman  v.  Chap- 
man (1906)  132  lewa,  5, 109  N.  W.  300. 


The  evidence  in  this  case  seems  to 
have  gone  more  to  show  the  facts  and 
circumstances  than  any  specific 
agreement  as  to  the  notes.  The  deci- 
sion, however,  is  placed  upon  the  rule 
that  a  prior  or  contemporaneous  oral 
agreement  cannot  be  shown  in  evi-* 
dence  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  note. 
Parol  evidence  is  incompetent  to  show 
that  a  subscription  for  the  building  of 
a  church  was  made  under  an  agree- 
ment that  it  was  not  to  be  binding  up- 
on the  subscriber,  but  was  to  be  used 
merely  to  influence  others.  Blodgett 
V.  Morrill  (1848)  20  Vt,  509. 

The  facts  in  the  cases  holding  that 
the  maker  or  surety  cannot  show  that 
he  was  not  to  be  bound  on  the  note 
present  an  interesting  variety. 

In  Arthur  v.  Brown  (1912)  91  S.  C, 
316,  74  S.  £.  652,  parol  evidence  is 
held  incompetent  to  show  that  a  note 
was  to  have  no  force  or  effect  of  any 
kind.  The  fact  that  the  letter  "c"  ap- 
peared after  the  signature  does  not 
make  the  testimony  competent. 

A  partner  who  is  settling  up  the 
partnership  business,  and  who  has 
possession  of  property  belonging  to  it, 
cannot  show  that  a  note  given  by  him 
to  one  of  the  partners  was  given  with 
the  understanding  that  the  same  was 
not  to  be  sued  on,  but  was  to  be 
deemed  a  mere  memorandum  of  the 
amount  which  should  be  estimated  as 
the  share  of  the  payee  on  account  of 
the  property,  in  a  settlement  among 
the  partners.  Burnes  v.  Scott  (1886) 
117  U.  S.  582,  29  L.  ed.  991,  6  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  865. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  a  mere  memorandum  or 
receipt  for  money  received  by  him 
from  the  payee,  which  he  was  to  ap- 
ply in  extinguishment  of  a  judgment 
against  the  payee's  son.  Dickson  v. 
Harris  (1883)  60  Iowa,  727,  113  N.  W. 
335. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  the  note  was  given  as  a  voucher 
or  receipt  for  money  paid  by  the  payee 
in  pursuance  of  a  partnership  agree- 
ment, and  that  it  was  understood  and 
agreed  that  the  note  would  be  deliv- 
ered up  and  canceled  on  the  delivery 
of  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  payee's  interest 
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in  the  partnership.  Perkins  v.  Young 
(1860)  16  Gray  (Mass.)  389. 

It  cannot  be  shown  that  a  note  pay- 
able to  a  corporation  was  given  to  en- 
able the  trustees  to  have  an  apparent 
amount  of  funds  in  order  to  obtain  a 
charter,  and  that  it  was  promised  and 
agreed  that  the  note  should  be  given 
up  after  a  few  years'  interest  had 
been  paid.  Warren  Academy  v.  Star^ 
rett  (1839)  15  Me.  443. 

A  plea  in  an  action  upon  rent  notes, 
that,  if  there  was  any  liability  on  the 
notes,  it  was  not  that  of  the  maker, 
but  of  a  named  company;  that  the 
maker,  at  the  instance  of  the  plain- 
tiff's agent,  signed  the  notes  with  the 
distinct  understanding  that  there  was 
no  liability  on  the  defendant,  but  that 
the  signing  was  simply  to  satisfy 
plaintiff  that  she  held  the  rent  notes 
for  the  place,  it  being  then  and  there 
known  to  her  that  the  defendant  was 
only  to  act  as  agent  for  the  company 
named,  which,  at  the  time  of  the  sign* 
ing  of  the  notes,  was  forming,  and 
had  not  given  itself  a  name;  that  the 
maker  never  used  the  storehouse  as 
his,  but  said  company  at  once  took 
possession  and  used  it  with  full 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  plainr 
tiff,  the  plaintiff  collecting  the  rent 
from  it,  and  none  from  the  defendant, 
and  recognizing  at  all  times  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  on 
the  note,  but  that  the  company  was, — 
was  held  bad  as  an  attempt  to  modify 
the  note  by  evidence  of  a  prior  or  con- 
temporaneous parol  agreement. 
Hirsch  v.  Oliver  (1873)  91  Ga.  554,  80 
S.  E.  354. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
show  that  a  draft  drawn  by  one  as  an 
individual  upon  a  firm  for  which  he 
was  acting  as  agent  was  drawn  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  parol  agreement  be- 
tween him  and  the  payee  that  he 
should  not  be  bound  thereon.  Citi- 
zens' Bank  v.  Millett  (1898)  103  Ky.  1, 
44  L.R.A.  664,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  546,  44 
S.  W.  366. 

The  makers  of  notes  cannot  show 
that  they  were  executed  merely  as 
memoranda  to  be  used  by  the  payee 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  corpora- 
tion in  which  the  makers  were  in- 
terested   how    much   they   had    paid 


out  individually  for  its  account. 
Stewart  v.  Gardner  (1913)  152  Ky. 
120,  153  S.  W.  3. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  drawer 
of  a  draft,  who  was  the  agent  of  the 
drawee,  should  not  be  held  liable  upon 
the  draft  as  drawer,  is  inadmissible. 
Farfield  v.  Hancock  (1852)  34  Me.  93. 

The  maker  of  a  note  to  a  bank,  se- 
cured by  stock  of  the  bank  as  collat- 
eral, cannot  show  that  the  plaintiff 
bank  was  desirous  that  he  become  one 
of  its  stockholders  and  act  as  one  of 
its  directors ;  that  the  president  of  the 
bank  asked  him  to  take  stock  in  it,  and 
agreed  to  accept  his  note  far  the 
stock,  and  agreed  that  the  dividends 
on  the  stock  should  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  interest  on  the  note, 
and  the  transaction  should  be  merely 
colorable;  that  the  stock  should  nev- 
er be  in  reality  his,  and  that  neither 
principal  nor  interest  of  the  note 
should  ever  be  demanded  of  him. 
Dominion  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Manning 
(1899)  60  Kan.  729,  67  Pac.  949. 

One  who  has  accepted  a  transfer  of 
corporate  stock  and  given  his  note  for 
the  purchase  price  cannot  show  that 
the  transaction  was  merely  formal, 
and  that  there  was  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  note  should  never  be  collected 
or  presented  for  payment.  Western 
Carolina  Bank  v.  Moore  (1905)  138 
N.  C.  529,  51  S.  E.  79. 

The  maker  of  a  note  to  a  bank  can- 
not show  that  the  bank  desired  to 
make  a  loan  to  a  third  person,  who 
had  already  borrowed  from  the  bank 
as  much  as  it  could  loan  to  any  one 
individual,  and  that  it  desired  to  make 
the  loan  in  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant; that  the  defendant  consented  to 
this  on  the  agreement  of  the  bank  that 
it  would  not  be  regarded  as  any  per- 
sonal obligation  of  his.  German 
American  State  Bank  v.  Watson 
(1917)  99  Kan.  686,  163  Pac.  637. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  agreed  it  should  be  regard- 
ed as  a  memorandum,  not  an  absolute 
promise,  and  have  the  legal  effect 
arising  from  its  terms  only  upon  the 
collection  by  the  maker  of  two  notes 
placed  in  his  hands  by  the  payee.  Mc- 
Clanaghan  v.  Hines  (1847)  83  &  C  L.. 
(2  Strobh.)  122. 
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One  who  has  given  his  note  to  afii^debts,  cannot  show  an  oral,  agreement 

banks  cannot  show  that  the  loan  was*^ .  that  the  payee  would  not  attempt  to 

^..11  j^  ^_  -  xi_.._j  _.t>^  ''collect  the  note  from  him,  but  would 

look  sojely  to  the  corporation.  Pitt  v. 
Little  (1910)  58  Wash.  355,  108  Pac. 
941, 

In  Stevens  ▼•  Inch  (1916)  98  Kaiu 
306,  158  Pac.  43,  upon  the  sale  of  a 
business  by  one  partner  to  the  other, 
who  was  unable  to  pay  the  purchase 
price,  a  note  was  executed  by  the  pur- 
chaser's relatives  to  the  seller.  Parol 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  seller 
stated  tibat  the  note  was  a  mere  form, 
and  agreed  with  the  maker  that  the 
debt  would  be  considered  the  debt  of 
the  purchaser,  and  that  she  could  pay 
it  out  of  the  business  of  the  store, 
and  that,  if  she  were  unable  to  do  so, 
the  maker  would  never  be  asked  to- 
pay  the  note,  was  held  inadmissible. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  he  was  not  to  be  liable  thereon,, 
and  that  the  note  was  to  be  paid  by 
a  third  person.    liUie  Vi  Bates  (1888) 
8  Ohio  G.  C.  94,  2  Ohio  G.  D,  54. 

The  maker  of  a  note  for  a  consid- 
eration which  passes  to  a  third  per-, 
son  cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  third  person  was  to  be  liable 
for  the  payment  thereof,  and  the  mak- 
er was  not  to  be  held.  Portland  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Scott  (1891)  20  Or.  421,  26 
Pac.  276. 

The  accommodation  maker  of  a  note 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  with 
the  payee  that  the  party  for  whose 
accommodation  the  note  was  given 
should  pay  it.  Wagner  v.  Kohn 
(1917)  140  G.  a  A.  592,  225  Fed.  718; 
Bank  of  Galifornia  v.  Starrett  (1920) 
110  Wash.  231,  9  A.L.R.  177,  188  Pac. 
410 ;  Gerli  v.  National  Mill  Supply  Go. 
(1909)  78  N.  J.  L,  1,  73  Atl.  252,  af- 
firmed  on  opinion  below  in  (1910)  80 
N.  J.  L.  464,  78  Atl.  734 

The  accommodation  maker  of  a  note 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  with 
the  payee  that  the  payee  would  not 
look  to  the  maker  for  the  pajnnent  of 
the  note,  or  hold  him  liable  thereon, 
but  would  look  to  the  accommodated 
party  alone,  and  to  his  collateral  de- 
posited with  the  payee  for  payment. 
Earle  v.  Enos  (1904)  130  Fed.  467. 

The  acceptor  of  a  draft  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  drawer  cannot 


actually  made  to  a  third  person,  who 
was  already  a  heavy  debtor  of  the  ** 
bank,  and  that  the  note  was  given  to 
avoid  the  appearance  of  a  further 
loan  to  such  person,  under  an  agree- 
ment that  the  maker  should  not  be 
bound  on  the  note,  either  as  principal 
or  surety.  Anderson  v.  Mitchell 
(1908)  51  Wash.  265,  98  Pac.  751. 

One  who  has  given  his  note  to  a 
bank  cannot  show  that  it  was  execut-. 
ed  upon  the  representation  of  an  offi- 
cer of  the  bank  that  the  bank  was  the 
owner  of  certain  land  which  it  could 
not  carry  on  its  books  as  assets^  and 
desired  the  note  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  assets  at  the  bank  in  the 
place  of  the  land ;  that  the  note  should 
not  be  put  in  circulation  or  used  for 
any  other  purpose.  Jackson  v.  Ghem- 
ical  Nat  Bank  (1898)  —  Tex.  Giv, 
App.  — ,  46  S.  W.  295. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  that  it  was  executed 
upon  the  representation  of  the  payee 
that  it  was  simply  intended  as  a  mat- 
ter of  form, — that  the  maker  would, 
not  be  called  upon  to  pay  it..  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Foote  (1895)  12  Utah* 
157,  42  Pac.  205. 

The  maker  of  a  i^ote  given  for  the 
amount  of  a  premium  on  a  life  insur- 
ance policy  cannot  show  an  oral 
agreement  that  he  was  to  give  the 
agent  letters  of  introduction  to  promi- 
nent people  with  whom  he  was  ac- 
quainted, reconmiending  the  policy, 
and  thereby  enabling  the  agent  to . 
write  insurance,  and  that,  in  consid- 
eration of  such  services,  the  agent 
promised  that  he  would  never  have  to 
pay  the  note.  Gameau  v.  Gohn  (1901) 
61  Neb.  500,  85  N.  W.  531. 

One  to  whom  a  company  is  indebt- 
ed, who  has  given  his  note  to  the  own- 
er of  the  company  for  the  amount  of 
an  advancement  made  by  him,  cannot 
show  an  oral  agreement  by  the  owner 
that  he  would  look  to  the  company  for  . 
reimbursement,  and  that  the  maker 
would  not  have  to  pay  his  note.  Glin- 
ton  V.  Royal  (1917)  203  IlL  App.  248. 

The  president  of  a  corporation  who 
has,  for  a  sufficient  consideration,  giv- 
en his  individual  note  for  corporate 
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show  an  oral  agreement  with  the 
payee  that  the  acceptor  should  not  be 
called  upon  to  pay  the  draft,  but  that 
the  payee  would  look  to  other  security 
which  it  held.  Davis  v.  Randall 
(1874)  115  Mass.  647, 15  Am.  Rep.  146. 

In  Portland  Nat.  Bank  v.  Scott 
(1891)  20  On  421,  26  Pac.  276,  parol 
evidence  is  held  inadmissible  to  show 
an  agreement  that  the  payee  of  a  note 
was  to  look  alone  to  a  party  which  re- 
ceived the  consideration  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note. 

The  surety  of  notes  payable  to  a 
bank  cannot  show  that,  before  signing 
the  notes,  the  bank  assured  him  that 
they  were  entirely  good  and  amply  se- 
cured by  collateral;  that  they  wanted 
him  as  surety  only  because  of  the  rule 
of  the  bank  requiring  three  names  to 
secure  a  loan;  that  he  would  take  no 
risk  by  so  signing;  and  that  they  gave 
him  to  understand  that  the  bank 
would  not  look  to  him  to  pay.  Barn- 
stable Sav.  Bank  v.  Ballou  (1876)  119 
Mass.  487. 

And  see  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pirotte 
(1920)  107  Kan.  573,  193  Pac.  327. 

The  surety  on  a  note  executed  to  a 
bank  cannot  show  a  contemporane- 
ous oral  agreement  that  the  principal 
maker  was  to  execute  to  him  a  mort- 
gage on  certain  property,  and  that  the 
bank  would  look  to  the  mortgage  for 
the  debt,  and  not  hold  him  responsible 
in  any  way.  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Wick- 
iffe  (1909)  181  Ky.  787,  116  S.  W.  249. 

One  selling  land  for  another,  who 
accepts  a  conveyance  of  the  land,  exe- 
cuting to  the  vendor  a  note  secured 
by  a  mortgage  for  the  unpaid  part  of 
the  purchase  price,  and  then  conveys 
to  the  purchaser,  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage, cannot  show  an  oral  agreement 
that  the  vendor  should  look  alone  to 
the  mortgage  security,  and  not  hold 
him  liable  on  the  note.  Gillman  v. 
Henry  (1881)  58  Wis.  465,  10  N.  W. 
692. 

It  has  been  held  that,  in  a  case  of 
a  note  secured  by  mortgage,  it  cannot 
be  shown  that  the  creditor  agreed  to 
seek  satisfaction  solely  out  of  the 
mortgaged  premises.  Smith  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin (1915)  120  Ark.  866,  179  S. 
W.  496.  Nor  that  a  creditor  agreed  to 
protect  guarantors  against  any  liabil- 


ity on  a  note  by  taking  security  from 
the  principal  debtor.  Lompoc  Valley 
Bank  v.  Stephenson  (1909)  156  Gal. 
350,  104  Pac.  449. 

A  wife  who  has  joined  with  her 
husband  in  signing  a  note  given  for  a 
claim  held  against  her  husband  can- 
not show  an  oral  agreement  that  she 
would  not  be  required  to  pay  it.  Duty 
V.  Sprinkle  (1908)  64  W.  Va.  39,  60 
S.  £.  882. 

A  wife  who,  with  her  husband,  has 
executed  a  joint  and  several  promis- 
sory note,  cannot,  when  sued  upon  the 
note,  set  up  an  oral  agreement  that 
she  was  not  to  be  held  personally  li- 
able thereon,  but  had  only  signed  the 
note  as  a  member  of  the  community. 
Hemrich  v.  Wist  (1898)  19  Wash.  616, 
53  Pac.  710. 

One  of  two  joint  makers  of  a  note 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  that 
he  was  not  to  be  liable  thereon,  but 
that  the  note  was  executed  by  him  for 
the  purpose  of  allowing  the  payee  to 
come  in  under  a  mortgage  previously 
given  by  the  other  joint  maker. 
Tacoma  Mill  Co.  v,  Sherwood  (1895) 
11  Wash.  492,  39  Pac.  977. 

One  of  the  joint  makers  of  a  note 
cannot  show  an  oral  agreement  with 
the  payee  that  he  was  not  to  be  per- 
sonally liable  for  any  amount  by  rea- 
son of  his  having  signed  the  note,  but 
that  the  same  was  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  mortgage  security.  Colbert  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank  (1913)  88  Okla.  391, 
133  Pac.  206. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  prove 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  payee 
would  rely  upon  a  mortgage  securing 
the  note  alone,  and  would  not  aasert 
any  personal  liability  against  the 
maker.  McFarland  v.  Hueners  (1920) 
96  Or.  579,  190  Pac.  584. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  given  in  pursuance  of  a 
family  arrangement,  under  an  agree- 
ment that  only  the  interest  on  the  note 
should  be  paid,  and  this  only  in  the 
event  that  the  payee  should  need  it 
and  call  for  it  during  his  lifetime. 
Morse  v.  Low  (1872)  44  Vt,  561. 

Where  the  maker  of  a  promissory- 
note  had,  prior  to  the  execution  of  the 
note,  received  a  sum  of  money  under 
a  condition  which  might  have  been  a 
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gift  or  a  Ioaa»  the  giving  of  a  promis- 
sory note  is  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  parties  determined  that  it  should 
be  a  loan»  and  not  a  gift,  and  there- 
fore parol  evidence  is  not  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the 
parties  verbally  agreed  that  the  note 
should  not  be  paid,  but  should  stand 
only  as  security  for  the  interest.  Hill 
v.  Wilson  (1878)  L.  R.  8  Ch.  888,  42 
L  J.  Ch.  N.  S,  817,  29  L.  T.  N.  S.  238, 
21  Week.  Rep.  757,  24  Bng.  Rul.  CaS. 
502. 

The  sureties  on  a  note  cannot  show 
that  they  refused  to  sign  it  except  in 
consideration  of  a  promise  on  the  part 
of  the  payee  that  he  would  take  from 
the  principal  mortgages  on  real  estate 
sufficient  to  secure  the  note  and  save 
the  sureties  harmless.  Concord  Bank 
V.  Rogers  (1844)  16  N.  H.  8. 

Parol  evidence  of  a  prior  and  con- 
temporaneous agreement  is  not  admis* 
sible  to  show  that  a  note  given  by  a 
child  to  a  parent  was  a  mere  memo- 
randum of  an  advancement,  and  not 
intended  as  a  note.  Fennell  v.  Henry 
(1881)  70  Ala.  484,  45  Am.  Rep.  88; 
Mason  v.  Mason  (1887)  72  Iowa,  457, 
34  N.  W.  208;  Russell  v.  Smith  (1901) 
115  Iowa,  261,  88  N.  W.  361.  A 
daughter  to  whom  her  father  deliv- 
ered slaves,  and  who  gave  her  notes,, 
bearing  interest,  for  the  estimated 
value,  cannot  by  parol  evidence  shpw 
that  the  notes  were  not  to  evidence  a 
debt,  but  merely  an  advancement. 
Fennell  v.  Henry  (Ala.)  supra. 

The  maker  of  a  note  to  his  wife's 
father  cannot  show  that  it  was  exe- 
cuted as  a  memorandum  or  evidence 
of  money  given  by  the  father  to  his 
daughter  as  an  advancement,  and  that 
the  money  was  received  by  the  hus- 
band in  trust  for  his  wife,  who  was 
insane.  Gerth  v.  Engler  (1887)  71 
Iowa,  616,  33  N.  W.  131.  A  son  who 
has  given  his  note  for  the  purchase 
price  of  goods  purchased  at  a  public 
sale  held  by  his  father  cannot  show 
an  oral  agreement  that  the  note  was 
to  be  regarded  merely  as  evidence  of 
an  advancement.  Mason  v.  Mason 
(1887)  72  Iowa,  457,  84  N.  W.  208.  A 
promissory  note  held  by  a  father 
against  a  son  cannot,  by  parol  evi- 
dence, be  shown  to  have  been  evi- 
20  A.L.R.-^2. 


denee  of' an  advancement  merely,  and 
not  of  a  debt.  Russell  v.  Smith 
(Iowa)  supra. 

But  compare  with  cases  relating  to 
tiie  same  evidence  in  VII.  c,  infra. 

Acreemeat    tluit    tbe    aote    sfconld    be 
ivrreadered. 

Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
show  an,  agreement  that  the  note 
would  be  surrendered  to  the  maker* 
Bomar  v,  RosSer  (1901)  131  Ala.  215, 
31  So.  430;  Howard  v.  Stephens 
(1874)  52  Ga.  448;  Enote  v.  Bense 
(1915)  94  Kan.  294,  146  Pac.  363; 
Warren  Academy  v.  Starrett  (1839) 
15  Me.  443;  Bryant  v.  Mansfield 
(1843)  22_Me.  360;  Spring  v.  Lovett 
(1831)  11  Pick.  (Mass.)  417;  Tower  v. 
Richardson  (1863)  6  Allen  (Mass.) 
351;  Barnard  State  Bank  v.  Fesler 
(1901)  89  Mo.  App.  217.  See  Perkins 
V.  Young  (1860)  16  Gray  (Mass.)  389. 

An  answer  in  an  action  by  an  ad- 
ministrator on  notes  given  to  him,  al- 
leging that  the  notea  were  made  for 
the  purchase  money  of  certain  lands 
sold  by  the  administrator,  and  that 
the  maker  had  a  demand  against  the 
estate  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  and,  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  he  had  a  verbal 
understanding  and  agreement  with 
the  administrator  that  payment  of  the 
notes  would  not  be  required,  but  that 
he  might  retain  the  amount  thereof  on 
his  claim,  presents  no  defense  to  the 
action,  since  the  answer  sets  up  a 
verbal  agreement  that  is  contradic- 
tory of  the  written  contract.  Bishop 
V.  Dillard  (1887)  49  Ark.  285,  5  S.  W. 
341. 

A  surety  cannot  set  up  an  agree- 
ment that  he  was  to  be  liable  for  only 
a  few  days,  and  then  be  discharged. 
Mansfield  v.  Barber  (1877)  59  Ga.  851. 

Nor  that  the  payee  would  take  a 
chattel  mortgage  from  the  principal 
debtor,  and  the  surety  would  there- 
upon be  released  from  all  liability. 
GraflP  V.  Fox  (1917)  204  IlL  App.  598. 

The  maker  of  a  note  containing,  as 
a  part  thereof,  a  mortgage  on  the 
maker's  chattels,  cannot  show  that 
the  note  was  executed  as  a  memo- 
randum of  the  balance  due  the  payee, 
and  that  it  was  agreed  that  it  should 
be  returned  to  the  maker  upon  the  de- 
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livery  of  certain  personal,  property. 
Knote  V.  Bense  (191S)  94  KaiL  294, 
146  Pac.  363. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  e;Kecuted  to  the  payee,  who 
conveyed  land  to  her  under  an  agree- 
ment that,'  as  soon  as  he  should  find  a 
purchaser  for  the  land,  the  note 
should  be  surrendered  upon  her  re- 
conveying  the  land  to  him.  Bryant  v. 
Mansfield  (1843)  22  Me.  360. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  given  in  a  real  estate 
transaction  upon  a  verbal  agreement 
that,  upon  his  giving  a  deed  of  the^ 
real  estate  to  the  payee,  the  note 
should  be  given  up.  Spring  v,  Lovett 
(1831)  11  Pick.  (Mass.)  41^. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show  an 
oral  agreement  between  himself  and. 
the  payee  that  the  note  should  be 
given  up  unless  the  maker  should  ob- 
tain a  discharge  from  all  his  debts. 
Tower  v.  Richardson  (1853)  6  Allen 
(lllass.)  351. 

The  maker  of  three  notes  cannot 
show  that,  upon  the  payment  of  one, 
the  others  were  not  to  be  enforced, 
but  were  to  be  returned  to  him. 
Barnard  State  Bank  v.  Fesler  (1901) 
89  Mo.  App.  217. 

Parol  evidence  of  an  agreement 
that  the  note  was  given  for  a  sewing 
machine,  and  that  the  plaintiff  agreed 
at  the  time  the  note  was  given  that,  if 
the  machine  did  not  give  satisfaction 
to  the  maker's  wife,  he,  the  agent, 
would  take  it  back  at  any  time  with- 
in six  months,  the  agent  saying  that 
his  time  would  soon  be  out,  and  that 
he  wanted  the  note  so  as  to  enable 
him  to  get  his  commission  for  selling 
the  machine.  Howard  v.  Stephens 
(1874)  52  Ga.  448. 

Agreemeat  thmt  the  maker  thonld  not 
be  eslled  on  for  payment,  or  thmt  tlie 
note  would  not  be  enforced. 

Evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  that 
the  maker  would  never  be  called  upon 
to  pay  the  note  is  inadmissible.  Sass- 
er  V.  McGovem  (1912)  11  Ga.  App. 
88,  74  S.  E.  797.  An  oral  agreement  * 
that  the  maker  should  not  be  called  on 
to  pay  the  principal  so  long  as  he  paid 
interest  is  inadmissible.  Church  & 
Congregation  in  Second  Precinct  v. 
Stetson   (1828)   5  Pick.   (Mass.)   506. 


Nor  can  the  maker  show  tha^f  the 
payee  agreed  to  look  to  a  third  person 
for  payment.  Niblack  v.  Frank 
(1917)  209  IlL  App.  162;  Bank  of  CHili^ 
fornia  v.  Starrett  (1920)  110  Wash. 
231,  9  A.L.R.  177,  188  Pac.  410.  S^ 
further  cases  of  this  class  supra, 
"Agreement  that  maker  should  incur 
no  liability." 

-  Evidence  of  an  oral  agreement  not 
to  sue  on  the  note  is  inadmissible. 
Crocker  v.  Hamilton  (1907)  3  Ga. 
App.  190,  59  S.  E.  722. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
tiiat  it  was  given  as  evidence  of  the 
purchase  price  for  a  stock  of  goods 
which  was  sold  to  him  under  a  eon- 
tract  that  he  should  not  be  bound  to 
pay  for  the  stock  until  he  should  work 
it  up  and  mak^  some  money  out  of  the 
same,  but  that  the  payee  of  the  note 
induced  him  to  give  the  note  under  an 
agreement  that  he  would  never  bring 
emit  thereon.  Withrow  v.  Wiley 
(1852)  3  Ind.  379. 

A  prior  or  contemporaneous  oral 
agreement  not  to  enforce  a  note  ac- 
cording to  its  terms  cannot  be  shown. 
Henry  Wood's  Sons  Co.  v.  Schaefer 
(1899)  173  Mass.  448,  78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
305,  53  N.  E.  881 ;  First  Nat  Bank  v. 
Holmes  (1921)  213  Mich.  41,  181  N. 
W.  46. 

In  Fambro  v.  Keith  (1909)  57  Tex. 
Cfv.  App.  302,  122  S.  W.  40,  an  oral 
promise  of  the  payee  to  a  surety  on 
the  note,  that  the  note  would  not  be 
enforced  against  the  surety,  is  held  no 
defense  to  an  action  on  the  note. 

Acreememt  thnt  note  wa«  eollaterai  ee- 
muritj. 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  claim 
that  it  was  collateral  security,  pay- 
able only  upon  a  contingency.  Moore 
V.  Prussing  (1896)  165  111.  319,  46  N. 
E.  184. 

The  court  in  Moore  v.  Prussing 
(IlL)  supra,  says:  ''Whilst  a  person 
signing  a  note  has  a  right  to  prove  by 
parol  the  capacity  in  which  he  si^ns 
the  paper,  and  such  proof  is  not  an 
attempt  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten instrument,  yet,  where  the  note  is 
accepted  as  a  separate  and  independ- 
ent contract,  an  attempt  to  vary  the 
terms  of  the  contract  by  parol  is  not 
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«dmi8sible»  and  the  plea  attempting  to* 
set  up  ttat  the  note  signed  was  ac* 
c^ted  as  collateral  security  could  not 
change  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrn- 
ment,  as  a  liability  would  exist  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
and  the  attempt  to  set  up  such  an 
agreement  constituted  no  defense. 
Afl  the  sole  makers  of  the  note,  de- 
fendants cannot  show  they  only 
signed  as  sureties." 

The  maker  of  a  note  cannot  show 
that  it  was  delivered  as  collateral  se- 
curity for  the  performance  of  a  parol 
promise  or  agreement  by  the  maker. 
Walker  v.  Crawford  (1870)  56  III.  444, 
8  Am.  Rep.  701. 

> 

c.  Rule  that  evidence  is  admissible. 

Some  cases  take  the  view  that  an' 
oral  agreement  that  the  note  was  de- 
livered for  a  special  purpose,  or  was 
not  to  become  an  obligation,  is  ad- 
missible.   An  agreement  that  the  note 
is  a  mere  memorandum,  and  was  nev- 
er to  be  an  enforceable  obligation,  but 
was  to  be  delivered  upon  certain  con- 
tingencies,   is    admissible.      Denver 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Barets  (1897)  9  Colo. 
App.  341,  48  Pac.  834;  Schindler  v;; 
Muhlheiser  (1877)  46  Conn.  153.    In 
some  cases  in  which  parol  evidence 
was  admissible  it  amounted  to  but  lit- 
tle more  than  evidence  of  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  alleged  note 
was  given.     Denver  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Barets   (Colow)    supra.     In  this  cltse 
the  maker  of  the  alleged  note  pro- 
posed to  a  brewing  company  that  it 
put  up  the  money  to  purchase  a  sa- 
loon, and  take  the  promissory  note  of 
a  prospective   purchaser    which   the 
maker  had  in  view.    To  this  proposi- 
tion  the   brewing   company   acceded 
and  gave  the  maker  the  amount  of 
money  required  to  make  the  purchase. 
After  its  delivery,  the  brewing  com- 
pany asked  him  to  give  a  memoran- 
dum showing  his  receipt  of  the  mon- 
^;  thereupon  the  note  was  drawn  up 
and  signed  by  him,  and  left  with  the 
brewing  company,   which   agreed  to 
return  it  on  receipt  of  the  note  and 
chattel   mortgage  of  the  prospective 
purchaser  of  the  property.     This  ar- 
rangement was  completed,  the  sale  to 
^e  prospective  purchaser  was  being 


carried  out,  and  his  note,  secured  by 
chattel  mortgage,  as  agreed,  was  de- 
livered to  the  brewing  oonapany. 

The  maker  of  a  note  may  prove  that 
it  was  given  under  an  arrangement 
between  him  and  the  payee  that  the 
payee  should  convey  land  to  the  mak- 
er for  a  certain  purpose,  and  that  the 
note  should  be  executed  and  delivered, 
and  whete  the  purpose  for  which  the 
land  was  conveyed  had  been  accom-^ 
plished,  it  should  be  reconveyed  to  the 
payee,  and  the  payee  should  deliver 
up  the  note.  Schindler  v.  Muhlheiser 
(Conn.)  supra. 

In  other  cases  the  oral  agreement 
admitted  in  evidence  showed'  that  the 
note  was  not  in  fact  a  note,  but  was 
given  for  some  otiier  purpose,  and 
was  to  be  surrendered  when  the  pur- 
pose was  accomplished. 

Thus,  in  Julliard  v.  Chaffee  (1883) 
92  N.  Y.  529,  the  evidence  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  note  was  only  part  of 
the  prior  parol  arrangement  by  the 
t^rms  of  which  the  payees  were  to  ad- 
vance nK)ney  in  anticipation  upon  the 
debts  owing  by  them,  and  the  maker 
promised  that  the  money  so  paid 
should  be  applied  in  discharge  of 
those  debts,  and  it  was  provided  that 
the  papers  should  be  returned  to  the 
maker  when  the  money  was  so  ap- 
plied. According  to  the  court,  the 
note  did  not  constitute  the  agreement, 
and  in  this  case  it  was  not  set  out  in 
the  complaint  as  the  foundation  of 
the  action;  it  was  merely  evidence  of 
part  of  the  agreement,  and,  when  re- 
lied upon  by  one  party,  the  other 
might  properly  show  in  defense  the 
whole  transaction ;  and  when  that  was 
shown,  the  defense  was  made  out,  not 
by  controlling  the  contract  indicated 
by  the  writing,  but  by  a  collateral 
agreement  with  which  it  was  inciden- 
tally connected,  the  execution  of 
which  inured  as  payment  of  the  note 
in.  the  manner  directed  by  the  payees, 
and  upon  faith  in  which  the  note  was 
given. 

In  Higgins  v.  Ridgway  (1897)  153 
N.  Y.  130,  47  N.  E.  32,  it  was  held 
competent  for  the  maker  of  the  note 
to  show  an  oral  agreement  that  it  was 
delivered  upon  the  express  condition 
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that  the  maker  should  not  be  liable 
thereon. 

A  duebill  may  be  shown  to  have 
been  delivered  as  a  mere  memoran- 
dum»  to  evidence  the  amount  of  money 
furnished  by  the  obligee  to  the  maker 
for  use  in  a  partnership  transaction* 
Ostrander  v.  Snyder  (1893)  78  Hun, 
378,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  263. 

It  was  held  competent  in  Clark  v. 
Ducheneau  (1903)  26  Utah,  97,  72 
Pac.  331,  to  show  that  a  note  was  giv- 
en to  secure  the  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  purchase  the  stock,  and 
that  it  was  to  be  surrendered  when 
the  stock  was  delivered. 

Parol  evidence  has  been  held  to 
show  that  an  absolute  promise  in 
writing  to  pay  a*  certain  sum  of  mon- 
ey was  a  mere  receipt  or  memorandum 
to  show  the  amount  of  an  advance- 
ment Storey  v.  Storey  (1914)  131  C. 
C.  A.  269,  214  Fed.  973;  Norman  v. 
Norman  (1858)  11  Ind.  288;  Brook  v. 
Latimer  (1890)  44  Kan.  431,  11  L.R.A. 
805,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  24  Pac.  946; 
Garner  v.  Taylor  (1900)  —  Tenn.  — , 
58  S.  W.  758. 

But  compare  with  cases  relating  to 
the  same  evidence  in  VII.  b,  supra. 

The  court  in  Brook  v.  Latimer 
(1890)  44  Kan.  431,  11  L.R.A.  805,  21 
Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  24  Pac.  946,  says: 
"We  do  not  deem  the  admission  of 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  a 
promissory  note,  absolute  by  its  ex- 
press terms,  is  a  mere  evidence  of  an 
advancement  by  a  parent  to  a  child,  to 
be  a  violation  of  that  rule  of  evidence 
that  forbids  a  written  instrument  to 
be  varied  or  contradicted  by  parol." 

In  other  cases,  while  the  existence 
of  the  note  as  such  is  admitted  by 
the  case  made  by  the  oral  evidence,  it 
has  been  held  competent  to  show  that 
the  maker  was  not  to  be  held  liable 
thereon.  Garfield  Nat.  Bank  v.  Col- 
well  (1890)  57  Hun,  169,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  169;  Simmons  v.  Thompson 
(1898)  29  App.  Div.  659,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1018;  Williams  v.  First  Nat 
Bank  (1899)  45  App.  Div.  239,  60 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1105,  affirmed  in  (1901) 
167  N.  Y.  594,  60  N.  E.  1122;  Farnum 
V.  Carr  (1902)  69  App.  Div.  493,  74 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1111. 

The  purchaser  of  certain  territorial 


rights  in  a  patent  device,  who  has 
given  his  note  therefor,  may  show 
that  the  note  was  given  upon  the  oral 
agreement  of  the  payee  that  he,  the 
payee,  would  obtain  advertisements 
sufficient  to  pay  the  note,  and  that  the 
maker  would  never  be  called  upon  to 
pay  other  than  from  the  proceeds  of 
such  advertisements.  A.  H.  Andrews 
A  Go.  V.  Hess  (1897)  20  App.  Div.  194, 
46  N.  Y.  Supp.  796.  This  sUte  of 
facts,  according  to  the  court,  brings 
the  case  fairly  within  the  rule  that 
the  delivery  of  the  note  having  been 
limited  by  the  conditions  upon  which 
the  delivery  was  made,  the  perform- 
ance of  those  conditions  was  essentia) 
to  the  validity  of  the  note. 

The  maker  of  a  note  may  show  that 
the  note  was  merely  a  formal  matter 
to  enable  the  payee  to  make  a  loan  to 
a  borrower  without  criticism,  and  un- 
der an  agreement  that  the  maker 
would  incur  no  personal  liability  by 
signing  the  note,  but  that  the  payee 
would  take  care  of  it.  Simmons  v. 
Thompson  (1898)  29  App.  Div.  569,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1018. 

An  oral  agreement  that  the  indors- 
ers  of  the  note  should  not  be  held  li- 
able for  its  payment  was  admitted  in 
Lattimer  v.  Hill  (1876)  8  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
171,  on  the  theory  of  conditional  de- 
livery. 

It  was  held  competent  in  Solenberg- 
er  V.  Gilbert  (1890)  86  Va.  778,  US. 
E.  789,  to  show  that  notes  were  de- 
livered only  Cor  the  purpose  of  having 
them  discounted,  and  with  the  under- 
standing that  they  were  to  be  re- 
newed. 

Even  prior  to  the  Negotiable  In- 
struments Act,  a  prior  or  contempora- 
neous agreement  was  held  competent 
to  show  that  a  note  was  delivered  for 
a  special  purpose. 

Thus,  in  Oakland  Cemetery  Asso.  v. 
Lakins  (1904)  126  Iowa,  121,  101  N. 
W.  778,  3  Ann.  Gas.  359,  an  oral  agree- 
ment that  the  note  was  not  delivered 
to  the  payee  as  a  note  or  as  his  prop- 
erty, but  that  it  was  simply  to  be  held 
by  him  during  his  lifetime  as  evidence 
of  and  as  security  for  the  makers'  ob- 
ligation to  pay  interest,  and  that,  up- 
on the  payee's  death,  the  makers  be- 
came entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
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note,  was  held  admissible.  The  court 
says:  '^ere  the  delivery  was  only 
M  secnrity  for  the  main  promise, 
which  was  in  parol,  and  the  note  was 
never  delivered  otherwise  than  as  se- 
curity for  the  fulfilment  of  this  prom- 
ise/' A  letter  had  been  written  by 
the  payee  which  bore  out  the  inten- 
tion of  the  makers  of  the  note,  and  the 
court  says  that  this  letter  should  be 
construed  with  the  other  writings  as 
if  a  part  of  the  transaction,  and  that 
it  showed  that  the  entire  agreement 
was  not  embodied  in  the  writing. 

Although  the  court  seems  to  regard 
this  evidence  as  showing  a  condition- 
al delivery,  the  evidence  shows  more 
clearly  a  delivery  for  a  special  pur- 

In  other  cases  in  this  state  the 
maker  of  a  note  has  been  allowed  to 
show  an  oral  agreement  that  the  note 
was  in  reality  only  an  obligation  to 
pay  interest,  and  not  to  pay  the  prin- 
cipal. Marsh  v.  Ghown  (1898)  104 
Iowa,  656,  78  N.  W.  1046;  Ball  v. 
James  (1916)  176  Iowa,  647,  168  N.  W. 
684;  but  neither  of  these  cases  based 
the  decision  upon  conditional  deliv- 
ery. In  Marsh  v.  Chown  the  amount 
of  money  which  was  stated  in  the  note 
as  the  principal  thereof  had  been  ad- 
vanced by  the  payee  to  the  maker, 
who  was  his  child,  and  the  oral  evi- 
dence was  admitted  on  the  theory  that 
the  consideration  of  the  note  would 
always  be  inquired  into.  In  Ball  v. 
James  a  verbal  agreement  on  the  part 
of  the  payee  of  the  note  that  she 
would  leave  the  mon^y  to  the  maker 
at  her  death,  and  that  the  principal 
would  never  have  to  be  paid,  was  ad- 
mitted on  the  theory  that  it  did  not 
purport  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  note» 
but  was  merely  evidence  of  the  in- 
ducement to  the  execution  of  the  note. 

But  see  Chapman  v.  Chapman 
(1906)  132  Iowa,  6,  109  N.  W.  30O,  su- 
pra, VII.  b. 

The  Negotiable  Instruments  Act  ex- 
pressly provides  that  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  a  delivery  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose. 

The  maker  of  a  note  given  to  a  cor- 
poration was  permitted  to  show  in  an 
action  by  the  corporation  that  he  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  the  note  for  the 


sole  purpose  of  enabling  the  corpora- 
tion to  place  the  same  with  a  bank  as 
collateral  security  for  money  which 
it  borrowed  in  order  to  enable  it  to 
transact  business  for  which  it  was 
organized,  until  it  should  come  into 
possession  of  ample  funds  of  its  own. 
That  the  note  had  been  so  pledged, 
but  that  the  corporation  had  paid  its 
obligation  to  the  bank,  and  had  come 
again  in  the  possession  of  the  note 
(Divine  v.  Western  Slope  Fruit  Grow- 
ers Asso.  (1916)  27  Colo.  App.  368, 
149  Pac.  841) ;  but  whether  this  was 
on  the  theory  that  it  was  a  conditional 
delivery,  or  that  it  was  delivered  for 
a  special  purpose,  is  not  made  clear. 

The  makers  of  a  note  may  show  that 
it  was  executed  for  the  special  pur- 
pose of  furnishing  cash  bail  for  one 
accused  of  crime,  and  upon  the  condi- 
tion that  the  n<rte  would  be  returned 
when  the  bail  was  exonerated.  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Miller  (1920)  —  N.  D« 
^,  179  N.  W.  997. 

The  maker  of  a  note  may  show  that 
he  was  engaged  to  marry  the  daugh- 
ter of  the  payee,  and  that  the  payee, 
intending  to  make  a  wedding  present 
to  his  daughter  of  $600,  deposited 
this  amount  in  an  account  in  the  joint 
names  of  his  daughter  and  her  in- 
tended husband;  and  that,  being  de- 
sirous of  some  security  from  the  hus- 
band against  his  withdrawing  the 
money  and  not  marrying  the  daugh- 
ter, the  note  in  suit  was  executed;  and 
that,  on  the  day  after  the  marriage,  he 
asked  the  payee  for  the  note,  and  was 
advised  by  him  that  he  had  torn  it  up. 
Lopato  V.  Hay  man  (1920)  —  R.  L  — , 
111  Atl.  629. 

Although  the  Negotiable  Instru- 
ments Law,  expressly  providing  that 
it  may  be  shown  that  a  note  was  de- 
livered for  a  specified  purpose,  had 
been  enacted  in  Michigan  long  prior 
to  the  giving  of  the  note  involved  in 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Holmes  (1921)  213 
Mich.  41,  181  N.  W.  46,  there  is  an  im- 
plication in  that  case  that  it  cannot 
be  shown  that  a  note  was  delivered 
for  a  special  purpose.  No  reference 
is  made  to  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Law,  nor  is  there  any  clear  statement 
to  the  above  effect. 

The  delivery  in  Herron  v.  Brinton 
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(1920)  188  Iowa,  60,  175  N.  W.-SSl, 
supra,  seems  to  have  been  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose  rather  than  a  conditional 
delivery. 

Although  nothing  is  said  in  Gwirni 
V.  Ford  (1915)  85  Wash.  571,  148  Pac. 
891,  8.  c.  on  rehearing  in  (1916)  91 
Wash.  498,  158  Pac.  536,  as  to  the  Ne- 
gotiable Instruments^  Law,  the  notes 
involved  in  that  case* were  given  after 
the  law  went  into  effect  in  that  state. 
It  is  there  held  that  an  allegation  in 
an  answer  to  the  effect  "that  it  was 
distinctly  understood  and  agreed  by 
and  between  these  defendants  and  the 
said  Rice  that  the  said  note  was  to  be 
used  by  said  Rice  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  the  necessary  money  to  fi- 
nance the  transaction  above  de- 
scribed, and  to  purchase  a  certain 
amount  of  the  stock  of  the  Jexite 
Powder  (Company  at  35  cents  per 
share,"  was  to  negative  the  idea  of  a 
conditional  delivery. 

Storey  v.  Storey  (1914)  131  C.  C.  A. 
269,  214  Fed.  973,  supra,  was  decided 
under  the  Negotiable  Instruments 
Act,  but  the  provisions  of  that  act  are 
stated  to  be  merely  a  codification  of 
the  general  law  in  that  respect,  as  es- 
tablished   by    a    preponderance    of 


sound  authority.  The  court  here 
takes  the  view  that  there  was  no  de- 
.  livery  of  the  note  for  the  purpose  of 
,  giving  effect  to  it  as  a  contract,  be- 
cause the  manual  transfer  was  for  a 
special  purpose,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  transferring  the  property  in 
the  instrument. 

In  Drovers'  Cattle,  Loan,  A  Invest. 
Co.  V.  McGraw  (1921)  —  Minn«  — , 
184  N.  W.  365,  it  was  held  competent 
for  the  purchaser,  of  cattle,  who  had 
given  her  note  for  a  balance  due  on 
the  purchase  price,  to  prove  by  parol 
that,  notwithstanding  the  delivery  of 
the  note,  it  was  intended  by  the  par- 
ties that  it  would  become  operative  as 
a  contract  only  in  cade  she  failed  to 
live  up  to  the  terms  of  her  contract  to 
care  for  and  return  the  cattle  for  sale 
in  the  fall,  and  apply  the  proceeds 
thereof  in  extinguishment  of  the  con- 
tract. According  to  the  court,  the 
note  was  delivered  and  held  in  the 
nature  of  a  pledge  that  the  agreement 
would  be  performed.  The  decision, 
however,  in  this  case,  is  not  based,  at 
least,  not  expressly  based,  upon  de- 
livery for  a  special  purpose,  nor  is 
the  Negotiable  Instruments  Law  re- 
ferred to.  W.  A.  E. 


STATE  OF  KANSAS 

V. 

GEORGE  TOLIVER,  Appt 

JfotMos  Supreme  Court  ~  November  12,  192im 


(109  Kan.  660,  202  Pac.  99.) 

Indictment  —  burglary  —  failure  to  name  owner. 

1.  An  information  for  burglary  may  be  sufficient  as  against  a  motion  to 
quash  on  the  ground  no  offense  is  stated,  although  the  name  of  the  knoven 
owner  of  the  building  be  not  disclosed. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  510.] 


—  motion  to  quash  —  effect 

2.  A  motion  to  quash  an  information 
for  burglary,  on  the  ground  the  facts 
stated  do  not  constitute  a  public  of- 
fense, raises  the  question  whether  all 

Headnotes  by  Bxtrch,  J. 


ingredients  of  the  crime  are  present, 
but  does  not  raise  the  question  wheth- 
er details,  not  of  the  substance  of  tha 
offense,  but  which  good  pleading  re- 
quires should  be  stated,  are  present. 
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3.  Under  the  statute  of  this  state 
nuJuDfi:  it  burglary  to  break  and  enter 
m  the  nighttime,  with  felonious  intent, 
a  store  in  which  goods  are  kept,  the  es- 
sence of  the  crime  is  violation  of  the 
security  of  the  occupancy.  The  per- 
son injured  is  the  one  who  occupies 
the  store  by  keepitig  goods  there,  and 
ownership  of  the  store  is  .properljr 
laid  in  such  occupant.  » 

[See  4  R.  G.  L.  482.] 

Indictment  —  burglary  —  identifying 
owner. 

4.  In  an  information  for  burglary  of 
a  store  and  for  larceny  committed  in 
connection  with  the  burglary,  owner- 
ship of  the  store  and  goods  was  al- 
leged to  be  in  "the  Durnil  Dry  Goods 
Company.*'  Held,  it  was  not  necessary 
further  to  identify  the  owner  by  stat- 
inif  whether  the  company  wex^  a  cor- 
poration or  a  partnership* 

[See  4  R.  G.  U  484.] 
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Appeal  *^  oniflsion  of  monitory  in- 
struction —  effect 

5.  Under  the  facts  stated  in  the 
opinion,  it  was  not  prejudicial  error  to 
omit  to  grive,  upon  request,  a  monitory 
instruction  concerning  the  individual 
responsibility  of  each  juror  in  deter- 
mining what  the  verdict  should  be. 

-^  instmotion  that  crime  Is   estab- 
lislieiL 

6.  Thie  proceedings  considered,  and 
held,  the  court  did  not  err  in  instruct^ 
ing  the  jUry  that  the  crime  o.f  burglary 
had  been  established  beyond  dispute, 
and  that  the  only  issue  for  their  con- 
sideration was  whether  or  not  the  de- 
fendant participated  in  the  burglary 
as  a  principal. 

—  absence  of  error. 

7.  Various  assignments  of  error 
considered,  and  held  to  be  without 
substantial  merit. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judjgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Wilson 
County  (Brown,  J.)  convicting  him  of  burglary  and  larceny.    Affirmed. 
The  factis  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  F.  S.  Jaclraon  aiid  E.  D. 
Mikeselly  for  appellant:     ' 

Failure  of  the  information  to  allege 
the  ownership  of  the  building  burglar- 
ized, and  the  failure  to  allege  the 
character  of  the  Durnil  Dry  Goods 
Company  as  to  whether  it  was  a  cor- 
poration or  a  copartnership,  and,  if 
it  was  a  copartnership,  the  failure  to 
allege  the  names  of  the  partners,  was 
fatally  defective. 

State  V.  Fockler,  22  Kan.  542 ;  Simp- 
son V.  State,  5  Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  57, 
113  Pac.  549;  James  v.  State,  77  Miss. 
370,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  527,  26  So.  929  J 
Aldridge  v.  State,  88  Ala.  113,  18  Am. 
St.  Rep.  28,  7  So.  48;  Davis  v.  State, 
51  Pla.  87,  40  So.  179 ;  Gooper  v.  State, 
89  Ga.  222,  15  S.  E.  291 ;  McGrillis  v. 
SUte,  69  Ind.  159 ;  State  v.  Davis,  188 
Mo.  107,  39  S.  W.  460 ;  State  v.  Horned, 
178  Mo.  59,  76  S.  W.  953;  State  v. 
Hupp,  81  W.  Va.  355,  6  S.  E.  919;  Peo- 
ple V.  Richards,  108  N.  Y.  137,  2  Am. 
St  Rep.  373,  15  N.  E.  371 ;  25  Gyc.  88 ; 
State  V.  Jones,  168  Mo.  398,  68  S.  W. 
566;  State  v.  Wilson,  78  Kan.  334,  117 
Am.  St.  Rep.  479,  80  Pac.  689,  84  Pac. 
737;  Aldridge  v.  State,  88  Ala.  118,  16 
Am.  St.  Rep.  28,  7  So.  48. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  his 
instructions,  to  properly  define  the  of- 
fense charged,  and  give  the  jury  a 
statement  of  its  essential  elements. 


State  V.  Lynch,  86  Kan.  528, 121  Pac. 
851 ;  State  v.  Jackson,  42  Kan.  384,  22 
Pac.  427;  State  v.  Truskett,  85  Kan. 
804,  118  Pac.  1047. 

Mr.  F.  B.  Hanlon  also  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Richard  J.  Hopkins,  Attor- 
ney General,  B.  M.  Dunham,  and  W. 
H.  Edmundson,  for  the  State: 

It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  a 
certain  ''company*'  is  a  corporation. 

Stat9  V.  Watson  102  Iowa,  651,  72 
N.  W.  283;  SUte  v.  Williams,  120  Iowa, 
36,  94  N.  W.  255;  State  v.  Kelley, 
12  Ann.  Gas.  683,  note;  State  v.  Kel- 
ter,  108  Kan.  555,  196  Pac.  241;  Peo- 
ple V.  Henry,  77  Gal.  445,  19  Pac.  830 ; 
Norton  ▼.  State,  74  Ind.  387;  State  v. 
Golden,  86  Minn.  206,  90  N.  W.  398; 
Hamilton  v.  State,  34  Ohio  St.  82; 
Burke  v.  State,  84  Ohio  St.  79 ;  Morris 
V.  United  States,  148  G.  G.  A.  584,  229 
Fed.  516. 

Ownership  was  properly  laid  in  the 
Durnil  Dry  Goods  Gompany. 

State  V.  McAnulty,  26  Kan.  533;  3 
Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  762;  Winslow  v.  State, 
26  Neb.  808,  41  N.  W.  1116;  People  v. 
Mendoza,  17  Gal.  App.  157,  118  Pac. 
964 ;  9  G.  J.  1044,  §  79 ;  State  v.  Burns, 
155  Iowa,  488,  136  N.  W.  520;  Adams 
V.  State,  13  Ala.  App.  330,  69  So.  358. 

The  unsupported  testimony  of  ac- 
complices is  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
conviction,  if  the  jury  feels  such  tea- 
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timony   is   entitled   to  credence  and 
weight. 

State  V.  Patterson,  52  Kan.  885,  84 
Pac.  784;  State  v.  Bratcher,  105  Kan. 
593,  185  Pac.  734;  State  v.  McDonald, 
107  Kan.  568,  198  Pac.  179. 

Burch,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  defendant  was  convicted  of 
burglary  and  larceny,  and  appeals. 

The  charging  parts  of  the  infor- 
mation read  as  follows: 

**.  .  •  Did  then  and  there  un- 
lawfully, wrongfully,  wilfully,  fe- 
loniously,  and  burglariously  break 
and  enter  in  the  nighttime  a  store 
building  in  the  city  of  Neodesha, 
Wilson  county,  Kan.,  occupied  and 
used  by  the  Dumil  Dry  Goods 
Company  as  a  retail  store,  where 
were  kept  and  offered  for  sale, 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
with  intent  to  take,  steid,  and 
carry  away  therefrom  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  belonging  to  the 
said  the  Dumil  Dry  Goods  Com- 
pany.   .    .    . 

"Did  then  and  there  unlawfully, 
wrongfully,  and  feloniously,  take, 
steal,  and  carry  away  from  a  store 
building  situated  in  the  city  of 
Neodesha,  Wilson  county,  Kan.,  and 
occupied  by  the  Dumil  Dry  Goods 
Company  as  a  retail  store,  goods» 
wares,  and  merchandise.    .    .    . 

''All  being  of  the  goods,  wares, 
merchandise,  and  chattels  of  the 
said  the  Durnil  Dry  Goods  Com- 
pany.   ..." 

A  motion  to  quash  the  informa- 
tion, on  the  sole  ground  it  did  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  public  offense,  was  made  and  over- 
ruled. It  is  contended  the  court 
erred  in  overruling  the  motion,  be- 
cause ownership  of  the  building 
burglarized  was  not  stated,  and  be- 
cause the  nature  of  the  organization 
or  association  called  the  Durnil  Dry 
Goods  Company  was  not  stated. 

The  statutes  defining  the  crimes 
charged  read  as  follows: 

"Every  person  who  shall  be  con- 
victed of  breaking  and  entering  in 
the  nighttime  .  .  .  any  .  .  . 
store  ...  in  which  there  shall 
be  at  the  time  some  human  being. 


or  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise, 
or  other  valuable  tiling  kept  or  de- 
posited, .  .  .  with  the  intent  to 
steal  or  commit  any  felony  there- 
in, shall  on  conviction  be  adjudged 
guilty  of  burglary  in  the  second  de- 
gree." 

"If  any  person  in  committing 
burglary  shall  also  commit  a  lar- 
ceny, he  may  be  prosecuted  for  both 
offenses  in  the  same  count,  or  in 
separate  counts  of  the  same  indict- 
ment; and  on  conviction  of  such 
burglary  and  larceny,  shall  be  pun- 
ished by  confinement  and  hard  la- 
bor, in  addition  to  the  punishment 
hereinbefore  prescribed  for  the 
burglary,  not  exceeding  five  years." 

Gen.  Stat.  1915,  §§  3486,  3440. 

An  information  may  be  defective 
because  some  element  of  the  crime 
attempted  to  be  charged  is  omitted. 
Pleading  to  such  an   information 
and  going  to  trial  upon  it  waive 
nothing.    Should  a  verdict  of  guilty 
be  returned,  judgment  may  be  ar- 
rested on  motion  of  the  defendant, 
or  on  the  court's  own  niotion,  be- 
cause the  information  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  public 
offense.     An  information  may   be 
defective  for  lack  of  details  which 
are  not  of  the  substance  of  the  of- 
fense, but  which  good  treading  re- 
quires should  be  stated.    Such  de- 
fects may  be  waived,  and  they  are 
waived,  imless  the  information  be 
challenged  in  due  time  by  a  motion 
to  quash  which  points  out  the  par- 
ticular insufficiencies.     In  this  in- 
stance every  element  of  the  crimes 
defined    by    the    statutes    appears 
in  the  information,  ,.«etn.e«t- 
and  the  motion  to  motioM  to  nmmmu 
quash,  which  speci-  "*  *^  • 
fied  no  defect  except  failure  to  state 
a  public  offense,  was  properly  over- 
ruled. 

The  defendant  very  earnestly  in- 
sists that,  under  the  authorities, 
including  decisions  of  this  court,  the 
information  was  fatally  defective 
because  ownership  of  the  store  was 
not  stated.  In  the  case  of  State  v. 
Fockler,  22  Kan.  542,  the  store  bur- 
glarized was  described  in  the  infor- 
mation   as    follows:      "A    certain 


STATE  ▼. 

iS9$  JCoM.  $69, 

fitore  situated  on  the  north  end  of 
lot  No.  6,  in  block  number  seventeen 
(17),  in  Witherell's  addition  to  the 
town  (now  the  city)  of  Osage 
City,  in  the  county  and  state  afore- 
said/'    22  Kan.  642. 

In  the  opinion  it  was  said :  ''We 
think  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the 
'store'  should  have  been  stated  in 
the  information.  We  think  the  au- 
thorities are  uniform  in  holding  that 
in  burglary  the  name  of  the  owner 
of  the  building  must  be  given  in  the 
charge,  if  known,  and,  if  not  known, 
then  that  fact  must  be  set  ouf  22 
Kan.  643. 

In  framing  the  syllabus,  however, 
the  court  was  much  more  reserved^ 
The  syllabus  reads:  ''A  criminal 
information  which  charges  the  com- 
mission  of  burglary  by  the  break- 
ing and  entering  into  a  certain  store 
building  in  the  nighttime  with  in-> 
tent  to  steal,  but  which  does  not 
state  or  show  who  the  owner  of  the 
building  was,  or  whether  it  was 
owned  or  possessed  by  any  person 
or  not,  is  not  sufficient.''  22  Kan. 
542. 

An  examination  of  the  decided 
case  will  disclose  that  the  word 
"owner"  does  not  of  necessity  mean 
owner  at  all.  Generally  the  term  re- 
fers to  occupancy  or  possession  at 
the  time  of  the  burglary,  and  it  may 
apply  to  one  who  has  wrongful  pos- 
session as  against  the  owner.  If 
ownership  be  unknown,  it  need  not 
be  stated;  if  it  be  in  several,  it  is 
enough  to  name  one  (Gen.  Stat. 
1916,  §  8020  [Code  Crim.  Proc.  § 
106] ) ;  and,  so  far  as  legal  title  is 
concerned,  a  man  may  be  guilty  of 
burglarizing  his  own  house.  What, 
then,  is  the  basis  of  the  requirement, 
said  to  be  imperative  in  a  multitude 
of  decisions,  that  ownership  of  the 
building  burglarized  must  be  stated 
In  the  indictment  or  information? 

A  full  account  of  the  law  of  bur- 
glary has  not  yet  been  written. 
Pollock  and  Maitland  were  unable  to 
trace  its  genesis  (2  Hist.  Eng.  Law, 
p.  493),  and  Holdsworth  leaves  the 
course  of  its  development  incom- 
pletely sketched  (3  Hist.  Eng.  Law, 
p.  292).   When  Britton  wrote,  bur- 
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glarS^  was  beginning  to  be  something 
different  from  the  ancient  hamsoken 
or  housebreaking :  "Let  inquiry  al- 
so be  made  of  burglars.  Such  we 
hold  to  be  all  those  who  feloniously 
in  time  of  peace  break  churches,  or 
the  houses  of  others,  or  the  walls  or 
gates  of  our  cities  or  boroughs. 
Infants  ^nder  age,  and  poor  people, 
who  through  hunger  enter  the  house 
for  victuals  under  the  value  of 
twelve  pence,  are  excepted;  as  are 
also  idiots  and  madmen,  and  others, 
who  are  incapable  of  felony;  and 
those  who  enter  into  any  tenement 
of  seisin  in  respect  of  some  right 
which  they  think  they  have  are  not 
held  to' be  burglars.  The  punish- 
ment of  such  felons  is  death.''  Book 
1,  chap.  11,  Nicholas  Translation,  p. 
86. 

When  Coke  wrote,  common-law 
burglary  was  practically  limited  to 
nighttime  depredations  on  mansion 
houses: 

'^A  burglar  (or  the  person  that 
committeth  burglary)  is  by  the  com- 
mon law  a  felon,  that  in  the  night 
breaketh  and  entereth  into  a  man- 
sion house  of  another,  of  intent  to 
kill  some  reasonable  creature,  or  to 
commit  some  other  felony  within 
the  «ame,  whether  his  felonious  in- 
tent be  executed  or  not.    .    .    . 

"The  word  in  the  indictment  or 
appeals  is  'nbctanter.'    .    .    . 

"The  indictment  saith,  domous 
mansionalis,  a  mansion  or  dwelling 
house.'' 

3  Inst.  pp.  68,  64. 

The  approximate  time  when  the 
word  "noctanter"  became  indispens- 
able to  an  indictment  for  burglary 
has  not  been  ascertained.  The  dis- 
position to  restrict  burglary  to  man- 
sion houses  led  Coke  to  explain  bur- 
glary of  a  church  by  saying  a  church 
is  the  mansion  house  of  Almighty 
God. 

Hale  quotes  Spelman's  definition 
of  burglary,  which  recognizes  break- 
ing of  churches  and  gates  and  walls 
of  towns,  and  quotes  Coke's  defini- 
tion, but  confines  his  text  to  what 
may  be  regarded  as  a  mansion 
house.  1  Hist.  P.  C.  pp.  549,  556. 
This  phase  of  the  development  of  the 
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law  of  burglary  is  described  by 
Hawkins  as  follows: 

"It  seems  to  be  the  current  opin- 
ion at  this  day  that  it  can  be  com* 
mitted  only  in  a  dwelling  house,  and 
that  the  indictment  for  it  must  nec- 
essarily allege  the  fact  in  domo  man- 
sionali. 

"And  Sir  Edward  Coke  seems  to 
say  that  the  breaking  a  church,  etc., 
is  therefore  burglary,  because  the 
church  is  the  mansion  house  of  Grod. 
But  I  can  find  nothing  in  the  more 
ancient  authors  to  countenance  this 
nicety ;  for  the  general  tenor  of  the 
old  books  seems  to  be  that  burglary 
may  be  committed  in  breaking 
houses,  or  churches,  or  the  walls  or 
gates  of  a  town.  And  Staunforde 
and  Anderson  mention  precedents 
of  indictment  of  burglary  *in  domo' 
witihout  adding  'mansaonali'  How- 
ever, the  constant  course  of  late 
precedents  and  opinions  makes  it 
certainly  very  dangerous,  if  not  an 
incuraUe  fault,  to  omit  the  word 
mansionalis  in  an  indictment  of 
burglary  in  a  house ;  and  therefore, 
without  question,  it  ought  always 
to  be  inserted  where  the  truth  of  the 
ease  will  bear  it.  But  surely  it  can- 
not be  necessary  or  proper  to  have 
any  such  word  in  an  indictment  of 
burglary  in  a  church,  which,  by  all 
books  above  cited,  seems  to  be  taken 
as  a  distinct  burglary  from  that  in 
a  house." 

1  Hawk.  P.  C.  chap.  17,  §§  16, 17. 

As  Coke  indicated,  it  was  not  nec- 
essary that  the  felonious  intent  ac- 
companying breaking  and  entering 
be  accomplished,  and  the  essence  of 
the  crime  consisted  in  violating  the 
security  of  the  habitation.  When 
statutes  made  invasion  of  places 
other  than  dwelling  houses  burglary, 

the  essence  of  the 
crime  consisted  in 
violating  the  secur- 
ity of  the  occupancy  or  possession. 

Side  by  side  with  the  substantive 
law  of  burglary,  and  perhap^i  to  an 
extent  dominating  it,  grew,  the  sys- 
tem of  pleading.  In  this  field  the 
legal  mind  refined  with  luxuriant 
subtlety,  and  some  doctrines  includ- 
ing that  of  certainty,  assumed  such 


vrho  Is  ovrner. 


extravagant  importance  that  tlieF 
are  astonishing  to  the  practical  in- 
telligence of  to-day.  Expansion  of 
the  notion  of  certainly  in  criminal 
pleading  is  apparent  in  the  follow- 
ing quotation  from  Hawkins:  ''It 
seems  to  be  taken  as  ground  in  many 
books  that  regularly  the  persons  of- 
fended, as  well  as  the  defendant, 
ought  to  be  certainly  described  in 
every  indictm^it."  P.  C.  book  2, 
chap.  25,  §  71. 

Hawkins's  authorities,  except  the 
case  from  Coke,  are  not  immediate- 
ly available.  Crj^talization  of  rule 
is  indicated  by  the  decision  in  that 
case:  ''A  Third  Exception.  —  Be- 
cause the  indictment  is  'Quod  f  eion- 
ice  furatus  fuit  quandam  peciam 
panni  linei  cujusdam  Antho.  Nixon 
preed'  draper,  ad  valentiam,'  etc., 
and  doth  not  say,  'De  bonis  et 
catallis  cujusdam  Anthonii  Nixon,' 
as  the  common  form  of  the  pre- 
cedents are,  and  therefore  ill; 
for  an  indictment  ought  to  be 
certain  to  every  intent,  without  any 
intendment  to  the  contrary;  and 
here  it  may  be  that  this  piece  of 
Hneh  was  not  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  Anthony  Nixon  at  the  time  of  his 
taking  of  theni,  but  by  him  let  out, 
or  delivered,  or  pledged  to  another ; 
and  it  ought  to  have  been  shown 
whose  bona  et  catalla  they  were ;  and 
it  ought  not  to  vary  from  all  other 
precedents.  And  the  court  held  it 
to  be  a  material  exception,  for  the 
reasons  aforesaid;  and  for  that 
cause  the  indictment  was  discharg:ed 
by  the  whole  court."  Long's  Case, 
Cro.  Eliz.  p.  490,  78  Eng.  Reprint, 
740. 

Chitty  cites  many  authorities  in 
support  of  the  rule  that,  when  the 
name  of  the  person  injured  is 
known,  it  is  fatal  to  omit  the  name 
from  the  indictment  (1  Crim.  Law, 
p.  213),  and  the  rule  extended  to 
indictments  for  burglary.  Thus 
East  says:  ''It  is  necessary  to  as- 
certain to  whom  the  mansion  be- 
longs, and'  to  state  that  with  accu- 
racy in  the  indictment.  And  here 
it  is  to  be  lamented  that  the  same 
rule  does  not  prevail  in  this  case  as 
in  arson,  which  is  considered  aa  an 
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offense  against  the  actual  possessor 
by  whatever  title  he  may  hold  the 
possession.  But  in  burglary  the 
rule  is  much  more  complex;  the 
ownership  being  neither  referable 
altogether  to  the  legal  title,  nor  to 
the  possession,  but  partaking  some« 
times  of  one,  sometimes  of  the  other, 
as  well  as  of  both.**   2P.  C.  p.  499. 

Now,  in  order  that  a  mansion 
house  should  be  such,  it  was  essen- 
tial that  somebody  should  bear  to  it 
the  relation  indicated  by  the  flexible 
term  "owner,"  and  it  was  essential 
to  burglary  that  such  owner  be 
some  one  other  than  the  person  mak- 
ing the  hostile  incursion.  Deflni- 
tron  of  the  crime,  however,  stopped 
with  saying  the  dwelling  house  "of 
another."  While  ownership  was  in 
a  sense  an  ingredient  of  the  offense, 
it  was  always  sufficient  that  it  be 
vested  in  anyone  except  the  intrud- 
er. It  was  never  material  that  the 
owner  be  any  particular  person  or 
have  any  specific  name  or  addition. 
Except  for  the  tyranny  of  the  rule 
of  pleading,  burglary  under  the  stat- 
ute of  this  state  would  be  made  out 
in  an  information  in  the  terms  of 
the  information  in  the  Fockler  Case 
(State  V.  Fockler,  22  Kan.  542),  or 
in  an  information  which  merely 
charged  that  the  locus  in  quo  was 
owned  by  a  person  other  than  the 
defendant.  The  purpose  of  the 
rule  of  pleading  requiring  the 
name  of  the  person  offended  to 
be  stated  was  merely  identifica- 
tion, albeit  identification  "cer- 
tain to  every  intent."  The  re- 
sult is  the  requirement  that  the 
name  of  the  person  injured  by  bur- 
glary be  stated,  in  order  fully  to  ap- 
prise the  defendant  of  the  accusa- 
tion against  him,  is  one  thing,  while 
the  requirement  that  the  name  of 
the  person  injured  be  stated,  not 
as  a  descriptive  circumstance,  but 
as  a  substantive  part  of  the  offense 
itself,  is  quite  another  thing,  and 
the  court  holds  an  information  for 
burglary  may  be  sufficient  as  against 
i«4ietvent*         a  motiou  to  quash 

bi7?i!*to'^«me  on  the  ground  no 
•waer.  offcnse  is  Stated,  al- 

though the  name  of  the  known  own- 
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er  of  the  building  burglarized  be 
not  disclosed. 

The  statute  makes  it  burglary  to 
break  and  enter  a  store  in  which 
goods  are  kept.  In  the  present  case 
it  was  alleged  the  brealdng  and  en- 
tering were  done  unlawfully,  wrong- 
fully, feloniously,  and  burglariously. 
That  was  sufficient  to  apprise  the 
defendant  the  store  did  not  belong 
to  him.  It  was  alleged  the  building 
was  occupied  and  used  by  the  Dur- 
nil  Dry  Goods  Company  as  a  retail 
store  where  goods,  wares,  and  mer- 
chandise were  kept  for  sale.  The 
crime  being  one  against  security  of 
possession,  the  criterion  of  owner- 
ship for  the  purpose  of  pleading 
burglary  is  not  legal  title,  but  oc- 
cupancy or  possession.  9  C.  J.  1044. 
The  person  injured  is  the  one  who 
occupies  the  store  by  keeping  goods 
there.  The  Code  of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure requires  that  an  information 
state  the  facts  in  plain  and  concise 
language  (Gen.  Stat.  1915,  §  8017 
[Code  Crim.  Proc.  108] ) ,  and  the 
plain  statement  of  the  facts  in  the 
information  under  consideration 
fully  identified  the  ''owner"  of  the 
store. 

It  is  said  the  descrifrtion  of  the 
owner  of  the  store  and  goods  was 
bad,  because  the  word  ''company'' 
was  used  without  designating  its 
character.  In  the  case  of  State  v. 
Suppe,  60  Kan.  566,  57  Pac.  106, 
the  syllabus  reads  as  follows :  "An 
information  alleged  that  the  defend- 
ant knowingly  and  feloniously  re- 
ceived into  his  possession  personal 
property  which  had  been  stolen  from 
the  Cartervllle  Mercantile  Com- 
pany, without  averring  whether  said 
company  was  a  corporation,  joint- 
stock  company,  or  partnership. 
Held,  that  the  court  erred  in  over- 
ruling a  motion  to  quash  the  infor- 
mation."    If  1. 

The  opinion  expounded  the  doc- 
trine that  a  defendant  should  be  ap- 
prised of  the  exact  charge  against 
him,  to  enable  him  to  prepare  his 
defense,  and  to  protect  him  from 
further  prosecution.  It  was  said 
a  statement  of  the  ownership  of 
property  is  essential  to  such  ex- 
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actness,  and  because  the  Carter** 
ville  Mercantile  Company,  although 
bearinfir  a  name  appropriate  to 
corporate  existence,  might  be  a 
partnership,  and  title  might  be 
in  the.  individual  partners,  the 
information  did  not  state  a  pub- 
lic offense.  The  conclusion  that  the 
information  did  not  state  a  public 
offense  at  all  was  unsound,  for  rea- 
sons which  have  been  indicated.  A 
conclusion  that  the  information  was 
defective  for  want  of  certainty,  in 
describing  the  owner  would  be  jus- 
tified by  all  the  authorities  which 
have  perpetuated  the  medievalism 
of  the  <;ommon-law  system  of  crim- 
inal jurisprudence.  The  writer  does 
not  join  in  recognition  of  the  su- 
premacy of  those  authorities,  and 
the  court  declines  to  extend  their 
reasoning  to  burglary  and  to  larceny 
committed  in  connection  with  bur- 
glary. 

The  Suppe  Case  was  decided  in 
1899.  In  the  year  1900,  in  a  case  in- 
volving a  bond  given  by  "the  Boy- 
den  Abstract  Company,"  the  court 
delivered  itself  as  follows:  "It 
purports  upon  its  face  to  be  the 
bond  of  a  corporation.  The  deci- 
sions are  uniformly  to  the  effect  that 
institutions  with  names  of  a  char- 
acter like  unto  that  of  the  concern 
in  question  will  be  understood  to 
be  corporations,  in  the  absence  of 
contrary  knowledge.  The  name 
'The  Thomas  Harrow  Company* 
fairly  imports  a  corporation.  Sey- 
mour V.  Thomas  Harrow  Co.  81  Ala. 
250,  1  So.  45.  The  name  'The  Mus- 
kingum Manufacturing  Company' 
implies  a  corporation.  Harris  v. 
Muskingum  Mfg.  Co.  4  Blackf .  267, 
29  Am.  Dec.  872.  The  name  'The 
Cicera  Hygiene  Draining  Company' 
denotes  a  corporation.  Cicero  Hy- 
giene Draining  Co.  v.  Craighead,  28 
Ind.  274.  So  also  does  the  name 
'The  Indianapolis  Sun  Company.' 
Indianapolis  Sun  Co.  v.  Horrell,  53 
Ind.  527."  Allen  v.  Hopkins,  62 
Kan.  175,  187,  61  Pac.  754. 

Therefore  the  name  "the  Dumil 
Dry  Goods  Companj^'  imported  an 
incorporated  body.  The  defendant 
was  authorized  to  frame  his  defense 


accordingly,  and  the  record  would 
have    protected   him    from    subse- 
quent prosecution  accordingly.    The 
weight    of    authority    is    that,   in 
charging     burglary 
of  corporate  prop-  ?*'«l*r^ 
erty,  it  is  not  nee^  ownevb 
essary  to  allege  in- 
corporation (note  in  12  Ann.  Cas. 
683),  and  the  same  rule  should  ap- 
ply to  larceny  committed  in  connec- 
tion with  burglary. 

There  is  another  view.     One  of 
the  most  common  applications  of  the 
word  "company"  is  to  an  association 
of  persons  for  business  purposes. 
Usually  companies  are  either  cor- 
porations or  partnerships.     If  tiie 
association  be  incorporated,  the  cor- 
porate entity  will  hold  title  to  its 
property.     If  the  association  be  a 
partnership,  the  partners  will  hold 
title.    The  partners  will  necessarily 
be  those,  and  only  those,  who  com- 
pose the  named  company ;  and  their 
individual  names  are  in  fact  of  no 
more  practical  consequence  to  a  de- 
fendant charged  with  burglary  than 
the  names  of  incorporators  would 
be.    The  precise  state  of  the  legal 
title  to  the  property  is  not  a  matter 
of  concern  to  him.     Naming  the 
owner  in  the  information  serves  no 
purpose  except  to  identify  the  prop- 
erty, and,  whatever  the  composition 
of  the  Dumil  Dry  Goods  Company, 
that  purpose  was  sufficiently  accom- 
plished, under  any  rational  concep- 
tion of  the  administration  of  justice, 
by  naming  it  as  owner. 

The  Durnil  Dry  Goods  Company 
wa^  a  corporation.  Evidence  of  the 
fact  was  not  disputed,  and  ovimer- 
ship  of  the  store  and  goods  was  not 
disputed.  The  proceedings  at  the 
trial  disclosed  that  the  asserted  im- 
perfection in  the  information  did 
not  embarrass  the  defendant  with 
respect  to  the  merits  of  the  case» 
and  no  substantial  right  of  the  de- 
fendant was  in  fact  prejudiced. 
Therefore  the  judgment  may  not  be 
reversed  because  the  information 
was  not  quashed.  Gen.  Stat.  1915, 
§§  8024,  8215  (Code  Crim.  Proc.  S8 
110,  293). 

The  defendant  requested  an   in- 
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stractioii  concerning  the  individual 
responsibility  of  each  juror  in  de- 
termining what  the  verdict  should 
be,  and  none  was  given.  The  case 
of  State  v.  Witt,  34  Kan.  488,  8  Pac. 
769,  is  relied  on  as  establishing  the 
principle  that  such  an  instruction 
must  be  given  in  a  criminal  case  if 
requested.  The  offense  charged  in 
the  Witt  Case  was  capital,  the  proof 
was  wholly  circumstantial,  and  the 
decision  was  predicated  on  those 
facts.  In  this  instance  burglary  and 
larceny  were  proved  beyond  contro- 
versy. The  defendant's  connection 
with  the  crimes  was  proved  directly 
by  the  testimony  of  his  confederates, 
who  were  abundantly  corroborated, 
and  by  proof  of  incriminating  state- 
ments and  conduct  of  the  defend*- 
^  ant  himself.    There- 

•lon^of  monitorr  f oro  need  for  the 
S?^"*'***'*^  monitory  instruc- 
tion is  not  appar- 
ent. The  defendant  polled  the  jury 
after  the  verdict  was  returned,  and 
each  juror  signified  that  the  verdict 
was  his  verdict  and  that  he  was 
satisfied  with  it.  Polling  the  jury 
subserved  no  purpose  except  to  test 
the  genuineness  of  each  juror's  con- 
currence in  the  verdict.  Under 
these  circumstances,  failure  to  give 
the  instruction  did  not  constitute 
prejudicial  error. 

The  court  gave  the  following  in- 
struction ;  "That  there  was  a  bur- 
glary committed  in  violation  of  the 
statute  above  quoted  on  the  night 
of  the  25th  of  September,  1919,  at 
the  store  of  the  Dumil  Dry  Goods 
Company  at  Neodesha,  Wilson  coun- 
ty, Kansas,  has  been  established  by 
the  evidence  in  liiis  cause  beyohd 
dispute.  So  that  the  only  issue  for 
your  consideration  is  whether  or  not 
the  defendant,  George  Toliver,  par- 
ticipated in  said  burglary  in  such 
manner  as  to  be  guilty  as  a  lirincipal 
in  said  burglary." 

The  defendant  argues  that  he 
placed  the  commission  of  burglary 
in  issue  by  his  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  the'  issue  of  fact  thus  raised 
eould  not  be  taken  from  the  jury 
and  determined  by  the  coutt. :  Th4 
case  of  State  v.  Jackson,  42  Kan. 
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384,  22  Pac.  427,  is  cited  in  support 
of  the  argument  The  syllabus 
reads  as  follows:  "In  a  criminal 
prosecution,  where  it  is  necessary 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  action 
that  a  certain  fact  should  be  shown, 
and  such  fact  is  disputed  by  the  de- 
fendant, both  by  his  plea  of  not 
guilty  and  during  the  trial  by  his 
evidence,  and  evidence  is  introduced 
with  reference  to  such  fact,  but  the 
evidence  introduced  does  not  clearly, 
unquestionably,  directly,  and  con- 
clusively prove  the  fact,  it  is  error 
for  the  trial  court  to  take  the  ques- 
tion with  reference  to  such  fact 
a^my  from  the  jury  and  to  decide 
it  itself.''    42  Kan.  384. 

In  this  instance  the  defendant  did 
not  dispute  burglary,  except  by  his 
plea,  and  the  evidence  introduced 
directly  and  conclusively  proved  the 
crime.  It  was  proved  directly  by 
the  burglars  themselves,  and  their 
testimony  was  carjx>borated,  not 
merely  by  circumstances,  but  by 
other  convincing  evidence.  The 
sole  fact  controverted  at  the  trial 
was  whether  or  not  the  defend- 
fint  had  guilty  connection  with 
the  active  participants,  and  the 
instruction  given  was  doubtless 
prompted  by  the  following  language, 
found  in  the  opinion  in  the  cited 
case :  "In  criminal  cases  it  is  never 
competent  for  the  court  to  take  a 
question  of  fact  away  from  the  jury 
and  to  decide  it  itself.  Of  course, 
a  necessary  fact  may  in  some  cases 
not  be  a  question  of  fact;  for  the 
fact  itself  might  be  admitted  by  the 
parties,  or  it  might  not  be  disputed, 
and  the  entire  and  uncontradicted 
evidence  in  ihe  case  might  clearly, 
unquestiotnably,  conclusively,  and  di- 
rectly prove  the  same/  In:  such  a 
case  there  might  not  be  any  ques- 
tion of  fact  to  be  decided."  42  Kan. 
386.         > 

Since  no  ingenuity,  or,  even  per- 
versity of  mind,  could  find  a  basis 
for   disputing   bur-^,„^^„^,i^;. 

glary,  it  was  not.er-  *>tVJV*^^  *• 
ror  to  give  the  m-*  .   :i 

struetion. 

Theref  is  nothing  else  ef  Jmpc^T 
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tance  in  the  case*  A  captured  tele* 
^am  to  the  defendant  from  one  of 
his  confederates,  and  testimony  re- 
lating to  it,  were  properly  received 
in  evidence.  The  corporate  charac- 
ter of  the  dry  goods  comjmny  was 
properly  proved.  Ownership  of  the 
building  and  goods  and  the  value  of 
the  goods  were  sufiiciently  estab- 
lished. The  testimony  of  the  de- 
fendant's accomplices  relating  to  his 


participation  in  the  burglary  and 
larceny  was  well  corroborated.  A 
requested  instruction  appropriate 
to  a  case  depending  on  circumstan- 
tial evidence  was  in- 
apt. Objections  to  ZS^SH^^  •' 
various  instructions  • 

given  are  without  substantial  merit. 
The  verdict  was  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court  is  affirmed. 


Neceeshy  of  naming  owner 
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I.  Scope  of  note,  510. 

II.  Majority  view,  510. 

III.  Minority  view,  611. 

J.  Scope  of  note. 

This  annotation  is  confined  specif- 
ically to  the  necessity  of  alleging  in 
an  indictment  or  information  for 
burglary  the  ownership  of  a  building 
entered.  The  sufficiency  of  such  an 
allegation,  and  the  evidence  by  which 
it  must  be  supported,  are  excluded 
from  consideration. 

II,  Majority  view. 

By  the  great  weight  of  authority  an 
indictment  or  information  for  bur- 
glary must  allege  directly  the  owner- 
ship of  the  building  entered. 

Alabama.— Ward  v.  State  (1874) 
50  Ala.  120;  Beall  v.  State  (1875)  53 
Ala.  460,  2  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  463 ;  Graves 
V.  State  (1879)  63  Ala.  134;  Adams  v. 
State  (1915)  13  Ala.  App.  330»  69  So. 
357.  See  also  Anderson  v.  State  (1872) 
48  Ala.  665,  17  Am.  Rep.  36;  Webb  v. 
State  (1875)  52  Ala.  422;  Johnson  y. 
State  (1883)  73  Ala.  486;  Arp  v.  State 
(1893)  97  Ala.  5,  19  L.R.A.  357,  88 
Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  12  So.  301,  9  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  517. 

Florida.— Pells  y.  State  (1884) 
20  Fla.  774,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  96; 
Davis  V.  State  (1906)  51  Fla.  37,  40 
So.  179;  Vicente  v.  State  (1913)  66 
Fla.  197,  63  So.  423. 

lUinoia.— Willis  v.  People  (1837) 
2  111.  399;  People  v.  Picard  (1918) 
284  in.  te8,  120  N.  R  546;  People  v. 


Zangain  (1922)  801  111.  299,  138  N.  E. 
783. 

lowB. — State  V.  Morrissey  (1867) 
22  Iowa,  158;  State  v.  Jelinek  (1895) 
95  Iowa,  420,  64  N.  W.  259;  State  v. 
Wrand  (1899)  108  Iowa,  73,  78  N.  W. 
788. 

Maflsachttsetta^ — Com.  v.  Perris 
(1871)  108  Mass.  1. 

Mississippi. — James  v.  State  (1899) 
77  Miss.  370,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  527,  26 
So.  929;  State  v.  Ellis  (1912)  102  Miss. 
541,  59  So.  841. 

Missouri^— State  ▼.  Davis  (1897) 
138  Mo.  107,  39  S.  W.  460;  State  v. 
Jones  (1902)  168  Mo.  398,  68  S.  W. 
566;  State  v.  Homed  (1903)  178  Mo. 
69,  76  S.  W.  953. 

NelMraska.- Winslow  v.  State  (1889) 
26  Neb.  308,  41  N.  W.  1116;  Hahn  v. 
State  (1900)  60  Neb.  489,  83  N.  W. 
674,  14  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  112. 

Ohiov— Wilson  v.  State  (1877)  34 
Ohio  St.  199.  Compare  Ducher  v. 
State  (1849)  18  Ohio,  308. 

Oklahoma. — Simpson  v.  State  (1911) 
5  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  57,  113  Pac.  549, 

South  Carolina. — State  v.  Trapp 
(1882)  17  S.  C.  470,  43  Am.  Rep.  614. 

West  Virginia — State  v.  Reece 
(1886)  27  W.  Va.  375;  State  y.  Hupp 
(1888)  31  W.  Va.  355,  6  S.  E.  919. 

Wisconsin.  —  Jackson  ▼.  State 
(1882)  55  Wis.  589,  13  N.  W.  448. 

England^— Rex  y.  White  (178S) 
1  Leach,  C.  L.  252,  2  East,  P.  C.  613, 
780;  Rex  y.  Rawlins  (1835)  7  Car.  & 
P.  150;  Rex  y.  Jarrald(1863)  9  Cox,  & 
C.  307. 
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If  the  ownership  of  the  building  !■ 
Qakaown  that  fact  must  be  alleged. 
State  ▼.  Morriesey  (Iowa)  supra; 
StstB  ▼,  Davie  (Mow)  supra. 

The  purpose  of  the  requirement 
hii  been  said  to  be  to  fix  the  identity 
of  the  building  entered.  State  v.  Je- 
Unek  (1895)  95  Iowa,  420,  64  N.  W. 


In  State  v.  Trapp  (S.  C  )  supra,  a 
further  reason,  for  the  rule  was  ad- 
vanced, viz.,  '^f  or  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing on  the  record  that  the  house  al- 
leged to  have  been  broken  into  was 
not  a  dwelling  house  of  the  accused, 
inasmuch  as  one  cannot  commit  the 
offense  of  burglary  by  breaking  into 
his  own  house."  See  to  the  same  effect 
Adams  v.  State  (1915)  18  Ala.  App. 
330,  69  So.  357.  The  reason  last  stated 
would  seem  to  be  more  convincing, 
since  the  building  may  be  identified 
with  certainty  without  an  averment 
of  ownership  (see  infra.  III.)  and 
moreover  it  has  been  held  that  the  al- 
legation of  ownership  must  be  posi- 
tive in  form,  and  not  merely  by  way 
of  descripti<m.  Davis  v.  State  (1906) 
51  Fla.  87,  40  So.  179,  wherein  the 
court  held  to  be  insufikient  for  want 
of  an  allegation  of  ownership,  an  in- 
dictment charging  the  breaking  and 
entry  of  ''that  certain  building  com- 
monly known  as  and  called  the  store- 
house of  one  B,  F.  Pope.'' 

iil.  MinorOy  vletv. 

In  several  jurisdictions  it  is  held 
that  if  an  indictment  or  information 
for  burglary  sufficiently  identifies  the 
building  entered,  an  allegation  of 
ownership  is  not  necessary.  State  v. 
Clifton  (1878)  80  La.  Ann.  951;  State 
V.  Mish  (1907)  86  M<mt  168,  122  Am. 
St  Rep.  848,  92  Pac.  459 ;  State  v.  Wil- 
son (1915)  36  S.  D.  416, 155  N.  W.  186, 
And  see  the  reported  case  (State  v. 
TOLIVEB,  ante,  502)  which  overrules 
SUte  V.  Fockler  (1879)  22  Kan.  542. 

In  State  v.  Clifton  (La.)  supra,  it 
was  said:  '*He  objects  that  the  in- 
formation does  not  state  the  owner- 
ship of  the  dwelling  house.  This  was 
not  necessary,  nor  of  the  essence  of 
the  charge.  The  dwelling  house  was 
sufficiently  described  as  situated  at 
and    designated    as    No.    148    Canal 


Mreet»  and  known  as  the  New  Orleans 
Club  House  and  occupied  by  some  per- 
son or  persons  to  the  district  attorney 
unknown,  *the  said  person  or  persons 
being  lawfully  therein  at  the  time/  " 
So,  the  court  said  in  State  v.  Mish 
(1907)  86  Mont  168,  122  Am.  St  Rep. 
348,  92  Pac.  459,  supra:  ''We  hold 
that  the  information  should  negative 
the  idea  that  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  entry>  bad  the  right  to  enter, 
or,  in  other  words,  should  show  that 
the  entry  was  a  trespass.    It  does  not 

necessarily  follow  that  the  ownership 
of  the  room  or  building  must  be  spe- 
cifically alleged,  although,  where  this 
is  known  to  the  pleader,  it  would  be 
the  safer  practice  to  do  so.  The  name 
of  the  person  having  the  right  of  pos- 
session, other  than  the  defendant 
may  be  alleged,  or,  in  the  absence  of 
such  allegation,  terms  should  be  em- 
ployed indicating  that  the  defendant 
at  the  time  of  entry,  was  a  trespass- 
er/' 

In  California,  a  statute  provides 
that  "when  an  offense  involves  the 
commission  of,  or  an  attempt  to  com- 
mit, a  private  injury,  and  is  described 
with  sufficient  certainty  in  other  re- 
spects to  identify  the  act,  an  errone- 
ous allegation  as  to  the  person  in- 
jured, or  intended  to  be  injured,  is 
not  material.*'  Under  that  act  an  in- 
dictment for  burglary  need  not  allege 
the  ownership  of  the  building  entered 
if  the  building  is  otherwise  identified. 
People  V.  Price  (1904)  143  CaJ.  851,  77 
Pac.  78;  People  v.  Redman  (1919)  39 
CaL  App.  566,  179  Pac.  725 ;  People  v. 
Mendoza  (1911)  17  CaL  App.  157,  118 
Pac.  964.  In  the  case  last  cited  it  was 
said  that  the  ownership  of  the  build- 
ing was  immaterial,  except  for  the 
purpose  of  affording  a  means  of  its 
identification;  that  this  was  done  by 
alleging  it  to  be  a  tool  house  located 
at  Lemoyne  street  and  Marcom  ave- 
nue, in  the  city  of  Los  Angeles;  that 
in  the  absence  of  proof  that  there  was 
more  than  one  such  building  so  lo- 
cated, such  description  was  sufficient, 
and  fully  apprised  the  defendant  of 
the  house  he  was  charged  with  feloni- 
ously entering ;  and  hence  that  the  al- 
legation of  ownership  was  surplus- 
age.   But  in  People  v.  Parker  (1891) 
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^1  CaL  91,  27  Pac.  587»  it  waa  held 
that  where  no  oUier  deseription  of  tiie 
building  is  given  an  allegation  of 
ownership  is  essential.  See  also  Peo^ 
pie  V.  Webber  (1902)  138  CaL  146, 
70  Pac.  1089,  18  Amu  Crim.  Rep.  698. 


''  In  Oregon  an  indictment  for  tAir- 
^lary,  following  the  statiitory  forte, 
which  omits  an  averment  of  the  own- 
ership of  the  building,  is  good.  State 
V.  Wright  (1890)  19  Or.  268,  24  Pac. 
229.  W.  A.3. 


...  "•     •  -I'         •    .:  - 

BOARD  OP  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS  OP  LOGAN  COUNTY,  PMf. 

in  Err., 
V. . . 

JOHN  ADLER. 

Colora^  Supreme^  Court  (In  Banc)  —  Oeoember  0f- 1920^. 

(69  Ck)lo.  290,  194  Pac  621.) 

Eminent  domain  —  injury  by  public  improvement  —  right  to  damages. 

1.  An  action  lies  against  a  county  for  damages  for  injuries  to  property 
by  the  construction  of  a  public  improvenient,  although  po  part  of  the  in- 
jured property  was  taken,  under  a  constitutional  provision  requiring 
compensation  for  property  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use. 

ISee  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  po^ge  616.] 


Actiim  —  against  county  «^  constitu- 
tional provision. 

2.  A  constitutional  provision  that 
property  shall  not  be  taken  or  dam- 
aged for  public  use  without  compensa- 


tion authorizes  an  action  against  coun- 
ties to  recover  compensation  for  in- 
juries to  property  by  the  construction 
of  public  improvements. 
[See  4  R.  C.  L.  199.] 


Error  to  the  District  Court  for  Logan  County  (Stephenson,  J.)  to 
review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  injury  to  plaintiff's  property  by  an  overflow  of  water  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligent  construction  of  a  bridge.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Ti.  E.  Munson,  for  plaintiff  in         The  basic  law  of  the  state  of  Colo- 
error  :  rado  grants  to  the  citizens  of  the  state 
A  county  is  not  liable  in  an  action     the  privilege  and  the  legal  right  of 


for  damages  ba^ed  upon  negligence, 
or,  in  other  words,  for  torts. 

4  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  1640;  4  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  364;  El  Paso  County  v. 
Bish,  18  Colo.  474,  83  Pac.  184;  Pitkin 
County  V.  Ball,  22  Colo.  125,  65  Am. 
St  Rep.  117,  43  Pac.  1000;  Grand 
County  V.  People,  16  Colo.  App.  216i, 
64  Pac.  675;  Dowping  v.  Mason  Coun- 
ty, 87  Ky.  208,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  473.  8 
S.  W.  264;  Shawnee  County  v.  Jacobs, 
79  Kan.  76,  99  Pac.  817;  Maguth  v. 
Passaic  County,  72  N.  J.  L.  226.  62 
Atl.  679 ;  WeiicK  V.  Carroll  County,  140 
Iowa,  558,  118  N.  W.  900;  Symonds  v. 
Clay  County,  71  HI.  355. 

Messrs.  Coen  A  Santer,  for  defend^ 
antin  error: 


maintaining  an  action  for  damag^es 
which  may  riesult  as  the  consequence 
of  the  construction  of  a  bridge  for  the 
use  of  the  general  public,  by  a  county 
through  its  propier  agents  acting  in  a 
lawful  manner. 

Denver  v.  Bayer,  7  Colo.*  113,  2  Pac. 
6;  15  Cyc.  654;  Pumpelly  v.  Green  Bay 
&  M.  Canal  Co.  XZ  WalL  166,  20  L.  ed. 
557;  Reardon  v.  San  Francisco,  66  CaL 
492,  56  Am.  Rep.  109,  6  Pac.  317;  At- 
lanta V.  Green,  67  Ga.  386;  Chester 
County  V.  Brower,  117  Pa.  647, 12  Atl. 
577;  Brown  v.  Seattle,  5  Wash.  35,  20 
L.R.A.  68.  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  839,  31  Pac. 
313,  32  Pac.  382. 

There  can  be  «  taking,  within  the 
constitutional  senses  without  an  actual 
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invasion  of  the  property  of  the  ceoi- 
plaining  party* 

10  R.  C.  L.  §  61;  Pumpelly  v.  Green 
Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co.  13  Wall.  166,  20 
L  ed.  557 ;  Memphis  &  G.  IL  Co.  v.  Bir^ 
mingham,  S.  &  T.  River  HV  Co.  96  Ala. 
671,  18  L.R.A.  166,  11  Soi  642;  Elser 
V.  Gross  Point,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  326, 
and  note  223  III.  280,  79  N.  E.  27 ;  Ft. 
Worth  ImproY.  Disi;  v.  Ft  Worth,  48 
LRA.(N.S.)  994,  and  note  106  Tex. 
148,  158  S.  W.  164;  Brown  v.  Seattle, 
5  Wash.  35,  20  LJt JL  68,  34  Am.  St. 
Bep.  839,  31.Pac.  313,  32  Pac.  382; 
King  V.  United  States,  59  Fed.  12; 
United  States  v.  Lynch,  188  U.  S.  446, 
47  L.  ed.  539,  28  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  349; 
Chicago  V.  Taylor,  125  U.  S.  161,  31  L. 
ed.  638,  8  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  820;  Harrison 
V.  Denver  Gil^  Tramway  Go.  64  Colo. 
593,  44  L.R.A.(N.S«)  1164,  131  Pac. 
409;  Nevina  v.  Pedria»  41  111.  502,  89 
Am.  Dec.  392;  Omaha  v.  Kraiper,  25 
Neb.  489,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  604,  41  N, 
W.  295;  Delaware  County's  Appeal', 
119  Pa.  159,  13  Atl.  62;  Wendel  v. 
3pokane  County,  27  Wash.  121,  91  Am. 
it  Rep.  826,  67  Pac.  676. 

Teller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Plaintiff  in  error»  in  constructing 
a  bridge  across  the  Platte  River, 
filled  up  certain  of  its  channelSt 
thereby  causing  the  water  in  time  of 
flood  to  back  up  and  overflow  lands 
of  the  defendant  in  error.  He 
brought  suit  tp  recover  damages  for 
the  injury  caused  by  such  overflow. 

A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  hav- 
ing been  overruled,  and  answer 
filed,  the  cause  went  to  trial,  and 
plaintiff  had  judgment. 

Plaintiff  in  error  now  contends 
that  the  court  erred  in  not  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  to  the  complaint, 
and  in  entering  judgment  on  a  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff,  because :  First,  the 
county  is  not  liable  for  a  tort ;  and* 
second,  plaintiff  cannot  recover  un- 
der §  15  of  article  2  of  our  Constitu- 
tion, because  this  court  has  held  that 
it  applies  only  to  proceedings  under 
the  eminent  domain  act. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror concede  that  a  county  is  not  lia- 
ble for  the  torts  of  its  agents,  in  th^ 
absence  of  an  express  statute  mak- 
ing it  liable,  fil  Paso  County  V. 
Bish,  18  Colo.   474,  33  Pac.  184; 

20  A.L.R.— 88 


They'hdv6  ab^don^  tiie  clUi^ge  of 
negUg^ncei  as  nbt  nec^s^i^  fo  the 
cause  of  fiction,  and  maintain  that 
an  action  lies^  under  said  constitu- 
tional provision,  for  the  ijahiages 
suffered,  regardless  of  the  question 
of  negligence  in  the  construction  of 
the  improvement.  They  contend, 
further,  that  this  provision  consti- 
tutes express  authority  for  an  ac- 
tion against  a  county  under  the  facts 
of  this  case. 

It  being  a  prerogative  of  the  state 
to  be  exempt  frona  coercion  by  suit, 
H  provision  of  the  fundamental  law 
for  compensation  in  case  of  damage 
Which  is  apf^Iieable  to  injuries 
caused  by  instrumentalities  of  the 
statd,  or  by  its  agents,  and  to  no 
otiier  injuries,  must  be  held  to  ex- 
cept such  cases  from  the  exemption. 
If  this  be  not  so,  the  plain  intent  of 
the  inhibition  is  limited,  and  made, 
to  a  considerable  extent,  ineffective. 

On  principle  this  objection  would 
apply  to  actions  to  recoVer  for  in- 
jury by  the  construction  of  rail- 
roads, or  changes  of  street  grades, 
because,  in  either  case,  the  authori- 
ty to  take  private  property  for  the 
improvement  is  derived,  either  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  from  the  state. 
Whether  exercised  by  a  city,  a  coun- 
ty,  or  a  railroad  company,  the  right 
of  eminent  domain  is  exercised  un- 
der power  delegated  by  the  state. 

The  purpose  of  such  provisions 
is,  as  the  courts  have  many  times 
declared,  to  prevent  a  property  own- 
er from  being  made  to  suffer  an  un- 
compensated injury,  not  common 
to  the  public,  as  a  result  of  the  con- 
struction of  a  public  improvement. 
Such  improvements  are  freqt!iently 
made  or  authorized  by  counties ;  and 
to  say  that  because  of  that  fact  dam- 
ages so  suffered  cannot  be  recovered 
is  to  deny  to  the  langua-^e  of  the 
Constitution  its  obvious  import. 

This  construction,  however,  in  ho 
way  changes  the  rule  that  a  county, 
as  a  subdivision  of  the  state,  i^  not 
ordinarily  liabl^  for  the  torts  of  its 
agents.  That  rule  is  alwavs  sub- 
ject to  the  qualification  that  a  coun- 
ty may  be  made  liable  hf  law.  Sec- 
tion 15  of  Articlfe  z'of  <Jur  Gohstftti- 
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tion  is  a  consent  by  the  state  to  the 
brin^ring  of  suits  against  a  county 
under  such  circumstances  as  are  dis- 
closed in  this  case. 

The  second  objection  is  that  a 
right  of  recovery  claimed  under  the 
constitutional  provisions  mentioned 
does  not  exists  because  of  our  de- 
cision in  North  Sterling  Irrig.  Dist. 
V.  Dickman,  59  Colo.  169,  149  Pac. 
97,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  973.  The 
plaintiff  there  asserted  the  right  un- 
der said  provision  to  recover  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  seepage;  but 
this  court  held  that  the  provision 
*'ref  ers  and  is  limited  to  proceedings 
in  eminent  domain,  or  to  cases  where 
injury  results  by  reason  of  the  tak- 
ing of  property  in  which  the  abut- 
ting owner  has  an  interest.  Its  pur* 
pose  was  to  require  compensation  to 
be  paid  the  owner  of  land  taken  in 
such  cases,  not  only  for  the  land  ac- 
tually taken,  but  for  damages  to  the 
residue.*' 

It  is  to  be  observed  that,  although 
in  the  Dickman  Case  the  damages 
alleged  were  claimed  because  of 
seepage  upon  land  no  part  of  which 
had  been  taken  in  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings, the  statement  in  the  opin- 
ion refers  only  to  damages  to  the 
residue  of  lands  taken.  This  would 
seem  to  limit  the  protection  afforded 
by  the  constitutional  provision  to 
property  directly  concerned  in  con- 
demnation proceedinsrs. 

If  the  rule  announced  in  that  case 
is  to  be  applied  to  the  determination 
of  this  case*  defendant  in  error  had 
no  right  of  action.  There  was  no 
condemnation  proceeding,  and  if 
there  had  been  he  would  not  have 
been  a  party  to  it. 

The  importance  of  this  question 
justifies,  in  the  mind  of  the  court, 
a  re-examination  of  the  subject,  a 
determination  of  the  scope  of  the 
provision,  and  of  the  proper  con- 
struction to  be  given  to  the  term 
"damaged,"  as  there  used. 

As  is  well  known,  constitutional 
provisions  prohibiting  the  taking  of 
private  property  for  public  use 
without  compensation  have  been  in- 
cluded in  practically  all  of  the  state 
Constitutioni.    Where  a  part  of  a 


property  was  taken  and  the  residue 
suffered  a  direct  physical  damanre  as 
a  result  of  the  taking,  such  damage 
was  held  by  many  courts  to  be  t 
"taking,'*  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitutional  provision  like  that 
above  mentioned.  This  court  so 
held  in  Denver  v.  Bayer,  7  Colo.  128, 
2  Pac.  6.  But  this  left  a  property 
owner  who  sustained  merely  con- 
sequential damages  from  a  public 
improvement  without  remedy.  The 
injustice  of  this  result  was  generally 
recognized. 

In  1870  the  Illinois  Constitution 
was  amended  so  as  to  prohibit  both 
the  taking  and  the  damaging  of 
private  property  for  public  use  ¥dth- 
out  compensation.  The  propriety  of 
the  change  made  in  the  Illinois  Con* 
stitution  has  been  recognized  by 
amendments  to  nearly  all  the  state 
Constitutions;  and  doubtless  the 
framers  of  our  Constitution  adopts 
ed  the  language  under  consideration 
from  the  Constitution  of  Illinois. 

This  section  applies  to  proceed- 
ings in  eminent  domain,  and  to  situ- 
ations in  which  su(^  proceedings 
would  be  proper;  i.  e.,  where  con- 
demnation would  be  necessary  were 
the  required  property  not  otherwise 
acquired. 

The  use  of  the  word  "damanred" 
in  this  section  in  connection  with 
tiie  word  ''taken"  indicates  clearly 
that  the  damage  contemplated  was 
such  as  would  result  from  the  mak- 
ing of  an  improvement  in  which  the 
right  of  eminent  domain  might  be 
called  into  use. 

The  first  sentence  directly  and 
specifically  inhibits  the  taking  or 
damaging  of  private  property  for 
public  or  private  use  without 
just  compensation.  It  is  in  no  wise 
limited  by  the  following  provi- 
sions which  prescribe  the  procedure 
in  the  appropriation  of  private 
property  to  a  public  use.  The  in- 
hibition applies  wherever  condem- 
nation proceedings  are  or  might  be 
necessary,  or  proper,  whether  such 
proceeding  is  instituted  or  not. 
The  provision  being  thus  limited,  it 
may  be  held,  as  has  been  done  in 
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many  jurisdictions,  that  the  ri^ht  of 

recovery  luider  such 
a  constitutional  pro- 
vision is  not  limited 
to  actions  maintain- 
able at  common  law.  This  construc- 
tion obviates  the  possible  objection, 
suggested  by  Judge  I^lm  in  Denver 
Circle  R.  Co.  v.  Nestor,  10  Colo, 
403, 16  Pac.  714,  that  if  actions  for 
compensation  were  not  limited  to 
those  maintainable  at  common  law, 
a  landowner  might  be  liable  to  an 
adjoining  lot  owner  for  'incidental 
injuries  occasioned  by  a  prudent  ex- 
ercise of  his  right  of  dominion." 

The  full  purpose  of  the  provision 
cannot  be  effected  if  the  rule  an- 
nounced in  the  Dickman  Case  is  to 
prevail.  Under  that  rule,  where 
condemnation  proceedings  are  in- 
stituted in  the  making  of  a  public 
improvement,  a  property  owner,  no 
part  of  whose  property  was  taken, 
and  who  was  not,  therefore,  a  party 
to  the  proceedings,  would  be  with- 
out remedy,  save  in  a  case  of  negli- 
gence, no  matter  how  greatly  his 
property  might  be  damaged  by  the 
improvement. 

Under  that  rule,  if  a  part  of  a 
property  is  taken,  the  owner  may  re- 
cover the  value  of  what  is  taken,  and 
such  damages  to  the  residue  as  re- 
sult from  the  taking ;  but  one  whose 
property  does  not  abut  upon  the 
improvement,  although  damaged,  is 
without  remedy,  because  he  has  no 
right  to  begin  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings. It  is  so  held  in  Stetson  ▼. 
Chicago  ft  E.  R.  Co.  75  111.  74.  How- 
ever, such  an  owner  is  not  in  fact 
without  remedy;  he  may  bring  his 
action  for  damages.  Rigney  v. 
Chicago,  102  HI.  64;  Grand  Rapids 
ft  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Heisel,  47  Mich.  393, 
11  N.  W.  212 ;  Gulf,  C.  ft  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Fuller,  63  Tex.  467;  Gotts- 
chalk  V.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  14 
Neb.  .550,  16  N.  W.  475,  17  N.  W. 
120;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Miller, 
132  U.  S.  75,  33  L.  ed.  267,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  34;  Brown  v.  Seattle,  5 
Wash.  35,  18  L.R.A.  161,  34  Am. 
St.  Rep.  839,  31  Pac.  313,  32  Pac. 
214;  Atlanta  v.  Green,  67  Ga.  386; 
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St.  Louis  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S. 
R.  Co-  272  Mo.  80,  197  S.  W.  107; 
Denw  V.  Bayer,  7  Colo.  113,  2  Pac. 
6;  Jackson  v.  Kiel,  13  Colo.  378, 
6  L.R.A.  254,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  207, 
22  Pac.  504;  Pueblo  v.  Strait,  20 
Colo.  13,  24  L.I^.A.  392,  46  Am.  SL 
Rep.  273,  36  Pac.  789,  20  C.  J.  672- 
739.  And  this  is  true  where  a  pub* 
lie  improvement  is  constructed  with- 
out condemnation  proceedings.  E1-- 
gin  V.  Eaton,  83  111.  536^25  Am. 
Rep.  412.  In  this  respect  he  is  not 
limited  to  the  cases  in  which  he  had 
a  right  of  action  at  common  law, 
but    may    sue    for 

damages  suifered,  5^55?**?*""*" 
though  there  be  no  pubiie  improve- 
negligence  in  the  SSJiSf""*  ** 
making  of  the  im- 
provement in  question.  Denver 
Circle  B.  Co.  v.  Nestor,  supra ;  Rear- 
don  V.  San  Francisco,  66  Cal.  492, 
56  Am.  Rep.  109,  6  Pac.  317;  Chi- 
cago V.  Taylor,  125  U.  S.  161,  31  L. 
ed.  638,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820 ;  White 
V.  Metropolitan  West  Side  R.  Co. 
154  Ul.  620,  39  N.  E.  270 ;  Aldis  v. 
Union  Elev.  R.  Co.  203  111.  567,  68 
N.  E.  95.  The  latter  case  holds  that 
in  an  action  by  a  property  owner 
for  damages  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages and  the  rules  of  evidence  are 
the  same  as  in  a  direct  proceeding 
by  condemnation. 

All  these  cases,  including  those 
from  this  court,  are  in  direct  con- 
flict with  the  holding  in  the  Dick- 
man  Case,  in  which,  it  may  be  noted, 
there  is  no  authority  cited  in  support 
of  the  ruling  under  consideration. 
Denver  v.  Bayer,  7  Colo.  113,  2  Pac. 
6,  is  cited,  as  to  the  purpose  of  the 
constitutional  provision,  the  fact  be- 
ing apparently  overlooked  that  the 
case  is  directly  in  conflict  with  the 
court's  subsequent  statement  that 
said  provision  applies  only  to  pro- 
ceedings in  eminent  domain. 

If  the  case  is  to  stand,  the  fre- 
quently exercised  right  of  recovery 
for  damages  in  the  making  of  public 
improvements,  such  as  viaducts  and 
bridges,  the  changing  of  street 
grades,  etc.,  where  damages  are  not 
assessed  in  eminent  domain  proceed- 
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i»8?8,  or  where  t^e  improveirient  ip 
m^ii^  without  suc&  proceedings,  nb 
k>tt^r  exists  in  this  jurisdic^tToA.' 

In  the  case  at  bar,  though  .the 
injuries  are  consequential,  they  are 
to  the  corpus  <tf  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty. No  question  is  made  but  that 
the  injury  resulted  from  the  placing 
of  the  bridg^  embankments  as  they 
are.         ^^ 

Upon  a  full  view  of  the  case,  we 
are  constrained  to  hold  that  the 
limitation  in  the  Dickman  Case  to 


damages  such  as  might  be  reicoVer^d 
in  eminent  domain  proceedings  wa3 
without  justification.  We  therefore 
hold  that  the  rule  there  announced 
does  not  properly  construe  the  con- 
stitutional provision  in  question,  and 
it  cannot  defeat  plaintiffs  right  of 
recovery.  The  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  was  properly  overruled, 
and  there  was  no  error  in  the  en- 
tering of  judgment  on  the  verdict. 
The  judgment  is  accordingly  af- 
firmed. 


ANNOTATION. 

Right  under  constitiilioiial  provision  against  taking  or  damagfaig,  to 

in  other  than  an  oninent  domain  proceeding^  (or  conseqoential  damages 
.    to  property  no  part  of  which  is  taken. 


That  the  constitutional  pirovision 
against  taking  or  damaging  property 
may,  as  held  in  the  reported  case 
(Logan  County  v.  Adlbr,  ante,  512), 
he  invoked  in  a  proceeding  other 
than  an  eminent  domain  proceeding, 
seems  to  be  well  settled.  It  is  settled 
more  by  practice,  however,  than  by 
direct  adjudication  upon  the  point. 
That  the  rights  guaranteed  by  this 
constitutional  provision  may  be 
enforced  and  applied  in  an  ac- 
tion in  damages  id  held  in  Dallas 
County  V.  Dillard  (1908)  156  Alaf. 
864,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  884,  47  So.  135; 
Hamilton  v.  Alabama*  Power  Co. 
<1915)  195  Ala.  438,  70  So.  737.  And 
see  cases  set  out  infra. 

In  one  case  in  which. an >  owner  of 
two  lots  a  part  of  one  of  which  was 
being  taken  in  an  eminent  domain 
proceeding  for  a  railroad^  was  seeking 
to  obtain  damages  to  the  lot  not  taken 
and  separated  from  the  first  one  by  a 
street,  the  court,  in  denying  his  right 
to  have  the  damages  to  the  second  lot 
included  in  the  damages  allowed  in 
the  eminent  domain  proceeding,  sa^^ 
that  if,  by  the  construction, and  opera- 
tion of  the  railroad  on  the  first  lot^ 
the  property  of  the  owner  in  the  sec- 
ond lot  will  be  specially  damaged, 
and  the  damages  sustained  by  him 
are  not  common  to  the  public,  he  has 
a  complete  remedy  in  an  action  at 
law  to  recover  all  damagfes*  isutftaihed. 


White  V.  Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev. 
R.  Co.  (1894)  154  111.  620,  39  N.  E. 
270. 

The  court  in  Aldis  v.  Union  Elev.  R. 
Co.  (1903)  203  111.  567,  68  N.  E.  95, 
says  that  where  no  property  is  taken, 
the  improvement  may  be  made 
before  the  damages  are  ascertained 
and  paid,  and  in  such  a  case  the  prop- 
erty owner  is  driven  to  his  action  at 
law  for  damages,  but  that  such  action 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  condemnation 
suit,  and,  when  resorted  to,  the 
measure  of  damages  and  rules  of 
evidence  which  are  to  be  adopted  are 
the  same  as  though  a  direct  proceed- 
ing had  been  brought  to  determine  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  paid  prior 
to  the  making  of  the  improvement. 

In  denying  the  right  of  an  adjoin- 
ing owner  to  be  made  a  party  to  a 
condemnation  proceeding  of  a  lot  of 
l^nd  for  the  purpose  of  building  there- 
on a  jail,  the  court  in  Mercer  County 
V.  Wolff  (1908)   237  111.  74,  86  N.  E. 
708,  after  •  stating  that  the   damages 
to  the  adjoining  owner  were  entirely 
consequentia,!,    says    that,    when     no 
part  of  the  land  of  an  abutting  oivner 
is   takeii,   the  .Ck)nstitution    does    not 
require  the   ascertainment   and    pay- 
ment  of  his   consequential   damages 
before  entry,  can  be  made  upon   the 
property   condemned,   that   "damages 
resulting  to   an '  Abutting   proprietor 
no  part  of  whose  land  is  physically 
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taken  are  not  within  the  contempla- 

tiofl  of  the  eminent  domain  act,  bat 

he  is  remitted  to  his  action  at  law  for 
his  damages/' 

In  Cook  ▼•  Lehigh  Valley  B.  Co. 

(1920)  181  N.  Y*  Supp.  217,  where  a 
railroad  company  had  interfered  with 
an  easement  without  instituting  ac- 
tion  for  condemnation,  the  court  held 
that  the  owner  of  the  easement  was 
entitled  to  maintain  «n  action  in  dam- 
ages. This  decision,  however,  refers 
to  a  statute  providing  a  tribunal  for 
the  ascertainment  of  damages  arising 
to  property  owners  whose  lands  are 
either  taken  or  injured. 

In  Gram  Constr.  Co.  v.  Minneapolis, 
8t  P.  &  S.  Ste.  H.  B.  Co.  (1916)  36 
N.  D.  164,  161  N.  W.  732,  an  action  by 
a  property  owner  to  recover  for  dam- 
ages occasioned  to  plaintiif's  prop- 
fxty  by  the  construction  and  opera*^ 
tion  of  a  spur  track  in  front  of  the 
same,  the  court  says:  ''An  action 
for  damages  is,  in  such  a  case,  indeed 
similar  to  a  condemnation  proceeding 
and  the  injury  to  the  property  from 
the  construction  of  the  railroad  can 
be  estimated  even  though  the  amount 
of  the  future  traffic  is  not  actually 
proved." 

In  Chester  County  v.  Brower  (1888) 
117  Pa.  647,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  713, 
12  Atl.  577,  an  action  on  the  case  to 
recover  damages  of  a  county  caused 
by  the  erection  of  a  county  bridge, 
the  court,  after  stating  that  the  legis- 
lature had  not  provided  any  remedy 
to  enforce  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion that  municipal  and  other  corpo- 
rations and  individuals  invested  with 
the  privilege  of  taking  private  prop- 
erty for  public  use  shall  make  just 
compensation  for  property  taken,  in- 
jured, or  destroyed  by  the  construc- 
tion or  enlargement  of  their  works, 
highways,  or  improvements,  says: 
'^ut  the  (Constitution  confers  a  right 
upon  the  citizen  to  recover  conse- 
qnential  damages  in  certain  cases,  and 
he  cannot  be  deprived  of  that  right 
by  the  neglect  or  omission  of  the 
legislature.  When  a  right  exists,  and 
no  adequate  remedy  is  provided,  it 
nmy  be  enforced  by  an  action  on  the 
ease.^ 

In  sustaining  the  right  of  an  abut- 


ting owner  to  maintain  an  action  in 
dam^fifes  against  a  railroad  which  had 
constructed  and  was  operating  its 
road  in  the  street  in  irbnt  of  his 
property,  the  court  says  that,  by  the 
addition  of  the  guaranty  against 
damaging  property,  to  that  against 
taking  property,  the  right. was  con- 
ferred to  sue  ^r  damages  for  the  in- 
jury sustained,  and  not  the  right  to  . 
arrest  the  progress  of  the  work  until 
compensation  was  made  or  secured* 
Settega^t  v.  Houston,  0.  L.  &  M.  P.  B. 
Co.  (1905)  88  Tei.  Civ.,  App.  623,  87 
D«   W^«  197*         I  '  • 

In  sustaining,  an  action  in  dam- 
ages.under  a  constitutional  provision, 
against,  .taking  or  damaging  private 
property  for  public  use  without  com- 
pensation, the  court  in  Swift  ft  Co.  v^ 
Newport  News  (1906)  105  Ta.  108,  3 
L.B.A.(N.S.)  404,  62  S.  E.  821,  says 
that  when,  in  a  constitutional  provi.« 
sion,  dainage  to  private  property  is 
forbidden,  but  no  remedy  is  pointed 
out,  and  no  statute  affords  one  for 
the  invasion  of  th^  right  of  property 
thus  secured,  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision is  self -executing,  and  the  com- 
mon law  which  provides  ^  remedy 
for  eveiry  wrong  will  .furnish,  the 
appropriate  action  for.  the  redress  of 
such  grievance. 

An  action  for  damages  for  injury 
done  to  real  estate  by  a  change  of 
grade  was  sustained  in  Nelson 
Ck)unty  V.  Loving  (1919)  126  Va. 
283,  101  S.  E.  406,  on  the  theory 
advanced  in  Swift  ft  Co.  v.  Newport 
News  (Ta.)  supra. 

It  is  stated  in  Frankle  v.  Jackson 
(1887)  80  Fed.  898,  that  under  a  con- 
stitutional provision  against  damag- 
ing property  without  con^pensation, 
any  lot  owner  the  value  of  whose  lot 
is  diminished  by  the  laying  of  a  rail- 
road track  and  the  running  of  trains 
in  the  street  in  front  thereof  may 
have   an    action    for    such    damages. 

Equitable  and  extraordinary  legal 
remedies  have  frequently  been  denied 
the  landowner  on  the  theory  that  he 
has  an  adequate  remedy  in  damages. 
In  denying  the  right .  of  a  person 
whose  property  was  damaged  by  a  re- 
grading  of  a  street,  to  mandamus  to 
compel  the  institution  of  condemna- 
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tion  proceedings,  the  court  in  State 
ex  rel.  Whitten  v.  Spokane  (1916)  92 
Wash.  667,  159  Pac.  805,  says  that 
the  landowner  has  a  plain,  speedy,  and 
adequate  remedy  at  law  to  recover 
damages,  and  therefore  the  action  in 
mandamus  will  not  lie.  An  in- 
junction was  denied  in  Thorberg  v. 
Hoquiam  (1914)  77  Wash.  679,  188 
Pac.  304,  in  favor  of  a  landowner  who 
had  permitted  a  city  to  begin  and 
prosecute  a  street  improvement  in^ 
volving  a  change  of  grade,  until  near 
completion,  to  restrain  the  city  from 
further  proceedings  in  the  improve^ 
ment  on  the  theory  that  the  plaintiff's 
only  remedy  in  the  case  was  to  re- 
cover damages.  Under  the  West 
Virginia  constitutional  provision  that 
^'private  property  shall  not  be  taken 
or  damaged  for  public  use  without 
just  compensation;  nor  shall  the 
same  be  taken  by  any  company  in- 
corporated for  the  purpose  of  intern- 
al improvements  until  just  compen- 
sation shall  have  been  paid  or  se- 
cured to  be  paid  to  the  owner; 
and  when  private  property  shall  be 
taken  or  damaged  for  public  use  for 
the  use  of  such  corporations  compen- 
sation to  the  owner  shall  be  ascer- 
tained in  such  manner  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  general  law," — an 
owner  who  is  merely  damaged  by  the 
erection  of  a  public  improvement  is 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing the  improvement  until  his  dam- 
ages have  been  ascertained,  but  must 
sue  the  improvement  company  doing 
the  damage  in  a  court  of  law. 
Spencer  v.  Pt.  Pleasant  &  O.  River  R. 
Co.  (1884)  23  W.  Va.  406.  A  decision 
similar  to  the  Spencer  Case  appears 
in  Watson  v.  Fairmont  &  Suburban 
R.  Co.  (1901)  49  W.  Va.  528,  39  S.  E. 
193.  In  denying  a  motion  for  a  tem- 
porary injunction  by  a  lot  owner  to 
enjoin  a  railroad  from  constructing 
and  operating  its  railway  on  the  street 
in  front  of  his  property,  the  court  in 
Lorie  v.  North  Chicago  City  R.  Co. 
(1887)  32  Fed.  270,  says  that  if  the 
complainant  can  show  that  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  the 
tracks  in  front  of  his  premises  will 
result  in  a  special  injury  to  him,  not 
a  mere  injury  which  he  will  sustain 


in  common  with  the  public  at  large, 
his  remedy  will  be  at  law  for  the 
special  damage,  and  not  by  injunction. 

A  landowner  whose  injuries  from 
the  construction  of  a  drain  were  con- 
sequential was  left  to  his  action  for 
damages  in  Woodlawn  Trust  &  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Drainage  Diet.  (1918)  168 
C.  C.  A.  562,  251  Fed.  668,  and  an  in- 
junction denied. 

Ah  injunction  was  denied  in 
Stetson  V.  Chicago  ft  E.  R.  Co.  (1874) 
76  DL  74,  to  an  owner  of  property 
whose  damages  were  consequential 
from  the  construction  of  a  railroad, 
on  the  theory  that  he  will  be  left  to 
his  action  at  law.  This  case  was  ap- 
proved in  Moore  v.  Atlanta  (1883)  70 
Ga.  611.  The  decision  in  the  Georgia 
case  is  criticized  in  Brown  v.  Seattle 
(1892)  5  Wash.  85,  18  L.R.A.  161,  31 
Pac.  818,  82  Pac.  214,  on  a  point  not 
within  the  scope  of  this  note;  that  is 
the  right  of  the  landowner  to  an  in- 
junction. The  court  in  the  Wash- 
ington case  points  out  that  the 
Georgia  constitutional  provision  is 
that  private  property  shall  not  be 
taken  or  damaged  for  public  purposes 
without  just  and  adequate  compensa- 
tion being  "first"  paid.  The  Wash- 
ington court  granted  the  injunction, 
but  this,  as  above  stated,  that  is,  the 
right  to  an  injunction,  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  this  annotation.  The 
court  in  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Go. 
V.  Darke  (1893)  148  DL  226,  35  N.  E. 
750,  says:  "The  Constitution  gives 
to  every  property  owner  whose  prop- 
erty is  damaged  for  a  public  use  the 
right  to  compensation,  and  while  he 
canhot  sue  as  for  a  nuisance  where 
his  property  has  been  damaged  by  a 
public  improvement  erected  and  main^ 
tained  in  pursuance  of  law,  his  right 
to  compensation  remains  and  may  be 
enforced  by  any  appropriate  remedy. ** 

It  is  stated  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Fitzpatrick  (1921)  —  Va.  — ,  105  S. 
E.  668,  that  if  the  owner  of  private 
property  which  is  damaged,  but  not 
taken,  is  not  a  party  to  the  proceeding 
to  condenm  the  property  of  anoth^-*-, 
and  his  rights  have  not  been  passed 
upon,  he  may  maintain  an  action  at 
law  to  recover  just  compensation. 
The  right  to  recover  such  compensa- 
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Hon  is  not  restricted  to  the  proceeding 
in  wbicli  the  right  of  eminent  do- 
main is  exercised. 

That  incidental  damages  can  only 
be  recovered  in  the  method  provided 
by  the  statute  authorizing  a  company 
to  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  do- 
main, is  stated  in  Moraski  v.  T.  A.  Gil* 
lespie  Co.  (1921)  289  Maaa  44,  131  N. 
E.  441,  citing  Perry  v.  Worcester 
(1856)  6  Gray  (Mass.)  544,  66  Am. 
Dec.  431,  and  Saltonstall  v.  New  York 
C.  R.  Co.  (1921)  237  Mass.  391,  130  N. 
E.  185. 

The     Pennsylvania     constitutional 
provision  that  ''municipal  and  other 
corporations     and     individuals     in- 
vested with  the  privilege  of  taking 
private  property  for  public  use  shall 
make  just  compensation  for  property 
taken,   injured,  or  destroyed  by  the 
construction  or  enlargement  of  their 
works,    highways,    or    improvements, 
which  compensation  shall  be  paid  or 
secured  before  such  taking,  injury,  or 
destruction/'  is  held  in  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  V.   Marchant   (1888)    119  Pa. 
541,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  659,  13  Atl.  690, 
to  be  intended  to  apply  to  such  in* 
jaries  as  are  capable  of  being  ascer- 
tained at  the  time  the  works  are  be- 
ing constructed  or  enlarged,  and  not 
from  the  future  operation  or  manage- 
ment of  the  work:    The  provision  that 
the  damages  shall  be  paid  in  advance, 
or  security  given  therefor  in  advance, 
ia  held  to  require  this  construction. 
It  was  held,  however,  in  Pennsyl- 
vania   Schuylkill    Valley    R.    Co.    v. 
Walsh  (1889).  124  Pa.  544,  10  Am.  St. 
Rep.  611,  17  AtL  186,  that  where  a 
railroad  was  laid  in  a  street,  close  to 
the  curbstone   in '  front  of  abutting 
property,   and   has   continuously   and 
constantly  run  locomotives  and  trains 
of  passenger  and  freight  cars   over 
the  track,  that  the  injury  is  caused 
by  the  construction  of  the  road,  and 
not  by  its  operation,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  rule,  and  therefore  dam- 
ages are  recoverable.     This   was  on 
the  theory  that  the  access  to  the  prop- 
erty was  interfered  with.    In  the  sub- 
sequent case  of  Pennsylvania  Schuvl- 
kill  Valley  R.  Co.  ▼.  Ziemer  (1889) 
124  Pa.  560,  17  Atl.  187,  recovery  was 
allowed  for  the  construction  of  a  rail- 


road in  a  public  street  in  such  a  way 
as  to  interfere  with  drainage. 

In  Stork  v.  Philadelphia  (1900)  195 
Pa.  101,  49  L.R.A.  600,  45  Atl.  678, 
It  was  held  that  the  appropriate 
remedy  for  enforcing  the  constitu- 
tional guaranty  is  not  in  a  proceed- 
ing before  viewers,  but  for  injury  by 
negligent  performance  of  the  work; 
the  remedy  must  be  by  action  of  tres- 
pass. This  case  is  followed  in  Curran 
v.  East  Pittsburg  (1902)  £0  Pa. 
Super.  Ct  590,  and  Cooper  v.  Scran- 
ton  City  (1902)  21  Pa.  Super,  a.  17. 
.  In  Parish  v.  Torkville  (1913)  96 
S.  C.  24,  L.R.A.1915A,  282,  79  S.  E. 
685,  it  is  held  that  if  a  municipality 
fails  to  take  the  initiative  by  pro- 
ceedings under  the  condemnation 
statute  to  condemn  property  which  is 
injured  by  the  pollution  of  a  stream 
ftom  sewage,  the  landowner  may  in- 
stitute such  a  proceeding  or  compel 
the  municipality  to  proceed  to  con- 
demn the  right.  The  court  did  not 
decide  whether  the  landowner  had  a 
right  of  action  in  damages,  saying 
that  that  was  unnecessary.  The  con- 
stitutional provision  invoked  in  this 
case  seemingly  forbade  only  the  tak- 
ing of  private  property. 

That  the  owner  of  property  may 
compel  the  institution  of  an  eminent 
domain  proceeding,  see  Stockdale  v; 
Rio  Grande  Western  R..  Co.  (190i) 
28  Utah,  201,  77  Pac.  849. 

In  North  Sterling  Irrig.  Dist  ▼. 
Dickman  (1915)  59  Colo.  169,  149  Pac. 
97,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  973,  disapproved 
in  the  reported  case  (LOGAS^  County 
V.  Abler,  ante,  512),  an  owner  of 
land  brought  an  action  against  an 
irrigation  company  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injury  to  his  land  as  a 
result  of  seepage  from  a  diteh  con- 
structed and  operated  by  the  irriga- 
tion company.  No  negligence  in  the 
construction  of  the  ditch  was  al- 
leged, the  plaintiff  relying  upon  the 
constitutional  provision  that  private 
property  shall  not  be  taken  or  dam- 
aged for  public  or  private  use  with- 
out just  compensation.  In  denying 
the  right  to  recover,  the  court  takes 
the  general  theory,  as  stated  in  the 
reported  case,  that  this  constitutional 
provision  refers  to  and  is  limited  to 
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proceedings  in  eminent  domain  or  tp 
cases  where  injury  results  by  reason 
of  the  taking  of  property  in  which  the 
abutting  owner  has  an  interest 

In  a  number  of  cases  the  right  to 
recover  for  consequential  damages^ 
under  such  a  constitutional  provision, 
in  an  action  in  damages,  has  be^i 
sustained. 

United  States. — Chicago  v.  Taylor 
(1887)  125  U.  S.  161,  31  L.  ed.  638,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820;  Mason  City  &  Ft. 
D.  R.  Co.  V.  Wolf  (1906)  78  C.  C.  A. 
589,  148  Fed.  961;  Idaho  &  W.  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Nagle  (1911)  106  C.  C.  A.  678, 
184  Fed.  598. 

Arkansas — Hot  Springs  R.  Co.  v. 
Williamson  (1885)  45  Ark.  429,  af- 
firmed in  (1890)  136  U.  S.  121,  34  L. 
ed.  355,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  955. 

California*  —  Eachus  v.  Los  An- 
geles Consol.  Electric  R.  Co.  (1894) 
103  Cal.  614,  42  Am.  St  Rep.  149,  37 
Pac.  750. 

Georgia.^ — ^Atlanta  v.  Green  (1881) 
67  Ga.  386;  Campbell  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  (1889)  82  6a.  320,  9  S.  E. 
1078;  Smith  v.  Floyd  (bounty  (1890) 
86  Ga.  420,  11  S.  E.  850;  Austin  v. 
Augusta  Terminal  R.  Co.  (1899)  108 
Ga.  671,  47  L.R.A.  755,  34  S.  E.  852. 

Illinois. — Stone  v.  Fairbury,  P.  &  N. 
W.  R.  (3o.  (1873)  68  111.  394,  18  Am. 
Rep.  656;  Elgin  v.  Baton  (1876)  83 
nL  585,  26  Am.  Rep.  412;  Rigney  v. 


Chicago  (1881).  102  111.  64$  Chioago^  & 
W.  I.  R.  Co.  V4  Ayres  (1883)  106  111. 
511;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Trustees  of 
Schools  (1904)  212  111.  406,  74  N.  E. 
89. 

Louisiana.  —  Helmer  ▼.  Colorado 
Southern  N.  O.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (1908)  122 
La.  141,  47  So.  443. 

Minnesota.— Stuhl  v.  Great  North- 
ern R.  Co.  (1917)  136  Minn.  158, 
L.R.A.1917D,  317,  161  N.  W.  501. 

Mississippi — Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co. 
V.  Bloom  (1893)  71  Miss.  247,  16  So. 
72. 

Texas.— Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Fuller  (1885)  63  Tex.  467;  Gaines- 
ville, H.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Hall  (1890)  78 
Tex.  169,  9  L.R.A.  298,  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 
42,  14  S.  W.  259;  Ft  Worth  &  R.  G. 
R.  Co.  V.  Downie  (1891)  82  Tex.  383, 
17  S.  W.  620;  Riscbe  v.  Texas  Transp. 
Co.  (1901)  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  33,  66  S. 
W.  324;  Novich  v.  Trinity  &  B.  Valley 
R.  Co.  (1907)  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  664, 
101  S.  W.  476;  Missouri,  K.  A  T.  R.  Co. 
v.  Calkins  (1904)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  79  S.  W.  862. 

Utah.— Cook  v.  Salt  hake  City 
(1916)  48  Utah,  58,  157  Pac.  643. 

Washington*  —  Jacobs  v.  Seattle 
(1916)  93  Wash.  171,  L.R.A.1917B, 
329,  160  Pac.  299. 

West  Virginia^r— Stewart  v.  Ohio 
River  R.  Co.  (1898)  88  W.  Va.  438,  1ft 
S.  E.  604.  W.  A.  E. 
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Negrligrmce  —  accidental  aggmvation  of  injury  —  liability. 
One  negligently  breaking  another's  leg  is  liable  to  compensate  him  for 


WAGNER  ▼.  MITTENDORF. 

(f5f  IT.  7.  ^8i,  1S4  N.  a.  9S9.) 


521 


a  fleecmd  break  accidentally  caused  without  his  negligence,  when,  under 
the  doctor's  orders,  he  is  beginning  to  get  about. 
[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  an  page  524.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  First  Department,  affirming  judgments  of  a  Trial  Term 
for  New  York  County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs,  and  from  orders  denying 
motions  for  new  trial,  in  actions  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries' ta 'the  ndinor  plaintiff  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence,  and  for  loss  of  services.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  George  &  Mittendorf  and     Ransom  Parker,  of  that  citify  re- 


F.  DeLysle  Smith  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Alfred  W.  Meldon  and 
Joseph  Ferce  Crater  for  respondents. 

Crane,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

While  Parker  Wagner,  a  young 
man  eighteen  years  of  age,  was 
riding  a  motorcycle  on  the  Albany 
Post  road  at  Montrose,  New  York, 
he  collided  with  a  touring  car  owned 
by  the  defendant,  breaking  his  right 
leg.  These  actions  were  brought, 
one  by  him  to  recover  for  his  per- 
sonal injuries,  and  the  other  by  his 
mother  to  recover  for  her  loss  of 
services,  which  have  resulted  in 
verdicts  for  the  plaintiffs  in  moder- 
ate sums.  The  judgments  entered 
upon  these  verdicts  having  been 
unanimously  affirmed  by  the  appe- 
late division,  it  is  conclusively  es- 
tablished thereby  that  the  defend- 
ant, through  her  chauffeur,  was 
negligent,  that  Parker  Wagner  was 
free  from  contributing  neglect,  and 
that  the  damages  found  have  been 
sustained. 

We,  however,  allowed  an  appeal 
to  this  court  on  exceptions  taken  to 
the  admission  of  evidence  bearing 
upon  the  injury  and  damage,  pre- 
senting a  question  which  we  deemed 
to  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  re- 
view, as  it  had  not  heretofore  been 
directly  passed  upon  by  this  court. 

After  the  accident  the  plaintiff 
was  taken  to  the  Peekskill  hospital, 
where  his  leg  was  set  in  a  plaster 
of  paris  cast.  On  October  25th  he 
was  able  to  get  around  on  crutches 
and  was  taken  by  automobile  from 
Peekskill  to  his  home  in  Ninety- 
fourth  street,  New  York  city.    Dr. 


moved  the  plaster  cast,  and  there- 
after the  plaintiff  was  able  to  get 
around  on  crutches,  although  unable 
to  put  the  least  weight  on  his  foot. 
Dr.  Parker,  in  his  testimony,  states 
that  it  was  about  the  10th  of  No- 
vember that  he  removed  the  plaster 
cast,  and  found  his  leg  in  good  con- 
dition, except  that  the  upper  part, 
the  tibia,  projected  just  a  trifle  be- 
yond the  lower  part  There  seemed 
to  be  a  good  union,  but  the  leg  was 
not  absolutely  straight.  He  advised 
the  patient  to  get  around  and  take  a 
little  exercise,  as  he  thought  it 
wduld  strengthen  up  his  leg,  and 
because  the  muscles  after  being  a 
long  time  in  a  cast  become  weak- 
eai^.  The  doctor  wanted  them 
strengthened  and  told  Wagner  to 
exercise. 

The  plaintiff  sasrs  that  after  the 
cast  was  taken  off  his  leg  he  had 
been  walking  around  with  the  as- 
sistance of  his  crutches,  had  been 
out,  on  a  few  little  walks,  out  in  the 
park,  one  day,  and  was  just  able  to 
put  the  least  little  bit  of  weight  on 
this  foot. 

The  plaintiff  then  testified  as  fol- 
lows : 

I  was  a  member  of  the  Naval 
Militia  at  the  time,  and  I  wanted  to 
go  down  and  see  Dr.  Kimball.  He 
was  in  the  Medical  Department  of 
the  Naval  Militia.  My  duties  were 
in  the  Medical  Department  down 
there,  and  I  wanted  to  see  Dr.  Kim- 
ball and  some  of  the  boys,  and  also 
watch  the  drill,  and  I  went  down 
there  in  a  taxicab  with  a  couple  of 
bo3rs,  who  accompanied  me,  and 
while  there  I  went  to  step  over  a 


522 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS.  ANNOTATED. 


[20  AXJL 


doorsill,  to  go  into  one  of  the  other 
rooms,  and  one  of  my  crutches 
slipped,  and  I  fell  halfway,  and  hit 
this  leg  against  a  desk. 

The  plaintiff  had  refractured  his 
leg,  said  Dr.  Parker,  at  the  same 
point  exactly  where  it  had  been 
broken  before.  It  had  been  rebrok- 
en.  Over  objection  and  exception, 
the  plaintiff  and  his  doctor  then  de- 
tailed his  re-entry  into  the  hospital 
and  the  consequences  of  this  second 
fracture.  The  court  charged  the 
jury  as  follows:  "Now  up<m  the 
question  of  damages  the  question 
arises  as  to  what  effect  the  second 
injury  that  he  rec^ved  will  have  upr 
on  the  damages.  The  law  is  this: 
'If  a  person  is  injured,  as  the  plain- 
tiff was,  and  proceeds  in  accordance 
with  the  doctor's  instructions  and  in 
a  careful  manner,  reasonably  care- 
ful manner  in  getting  about,  and 
another  accident  happens  to  him 
which  results  in  aggravating  his  in- 
jury, without  negligence  on  his 
part,  then  the  added  injury  may  be 
added  to  the  original  injuiy,  and  the 
damages  may  be  compensation  for 
all  of  the  injury.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  second  injury  was  the  re- 
sult of  the  negligence  of  the  plain- 
tiff, disobedience  of  the  instructions 
of  his  physician,  for  example,  lack 
of  care  in  going  about,  if  the  second 
injury  results  from  lack  of  care, 
then  the  defendant  may  not  be 
charged  with  the  added  injury  so 
received.  The  defendant,  in  any 
event,  is  only  liable  for  the  injuries 
naturally  resulting  from  the  acci- 
dent.' '' 

By  reason  of  the  unanimous  af- 
firmance all  the  facts  are  conclu- 
sively presumed  to  have  been  found 
in  plaintiff's  favor.  The  jury  must, 
therefore,  have  found  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  break  his  leg  the 
second  time  through  any  neglect  or 
carelessness  upon  his  part.  Or  else, 
if  the  jury  found  that  the  break  was 
due  to  his  neglect,  then,  under  the 
instructions  of  the  court,  the  de- 
fendant has  not  been  harmed,  as  no 
damage  has  been  allowed  for  the 


second   break.     We   ocmsider  tliB 

charge  as  made  by 

the   trial   court  as  2^<ftde»uSr* 

substantially  stat-  yi!S^:::SSM!iT. 
ing  the  correct  rule 
of  law  for  these  facts.  There  has 
been  no  decision  in  this  state,  so  far 
as  we  can  ascertain,  directly  upon 
this  point,  although  one  or  two 
cases  suggest  the  rule. 

In  Lyons  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  B7  N.  Y, 
489,  the  defendant  objected  to  tiie 
plaintiff^  offering  pnot  that  Hie  ex- 
ercise which  he  took   and  which 
might  have  retarded  his  recovery 
was  due  to  the  advice  of  his  physi- 
cian.   The  evidence  was  held  com- 
petent,  Eari,  J.,  sa3^g:     ''When 
one  receives  an  injury  through  the 
carelessness  of  another,  he  is  bound 
to  use  ordinary  care  to  core  and  re- 
store himself.    He  cannot  recklessly 
enhance  his  injury  and  charge  it  to 
another.    If  his  arm  be  broken  he 
cannot  omit  to  have  it  set,   and 
charge  the  loss  of  the  arm  to  the 
wrongdoer.     He  is  not  obliged  to 
employ   the  most  skilful   surgeon 
that  can  be  found,  or  resort  to  the 
greatest  expense  to  ward  off  the 
consequence    of   an    injury   which 
another  has  inflicted  upon  him.    He 
is  bound  to  act  in  good  faith  and  to 
resort  to  such  means  and  adopt  such 
methods     reasonably     within     his 
reach  as  will  make  his  damage  as 
small  as  he  can.    But  suppose  he 
makes   a  mistake   and   innocently 
eats  or  exercises  so  as  to  retard  his 
cure  or  impair  his  chances  of  recov- 
ery ;  or  suppose  he  employs  a  physi- 
cian who  makes  a  mistake  in  his 
treatment,  so  that  he  is  not  as  well 
or  as  soon  restored  as  he  otherwise 
would  have  been;  who  is  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  mistake?    Can  the 
wrongdoer,  who  has  placed  him  in 
the  position  where  he  must  make 
the  choice  of  remedies  and  doctors, 
take   advantage  of  such  mistake? 
Can  he  shidd  himself  from  all  the 
consequences  of  his  wrong  because 
the  injured  man  has  not  adopted 
the  best  means  and  employed  the 
best    doctors?      I    think    not.      A 
wrongdoer  breaks  an  arm;  the  in- 
jury  is  then  done,  and  the  arm  for 


the  time  is  destroyed.  He  cannot 
eomplain  that  the  injuned  peMon 
has  failed  to  restore  it  so  long  as  he 
has  acted  in  good  faith  in  its  treat- 
ment, using  the  ordinary  means 
within  his  reach/'  Page  490. 

Hatter  of  Phillips  v.  Holmes  Exp. 
Co.  229  N.  Y.  527,  129  N.  E.  901, 
arose  under  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Law  (C!onsol.  Laws,  chap. 
67).  The  claimant,  a  chauffeur,  re- 
ceived a  fracture  of  the  right  fore- 
arm while  cranking  a  motorcar. 
Some  time  thereafter  the  claimant 
retamed  to  work,  and  while  at- 
tempting to  crank  a  car  the  fracture 
rebroke.  After  the  first  accident 
the  policy  of  the  -ffltna  Life  Insur- 
ance Company  expired,  and  the 
Maryland  Casualty  Company  was 
the  insurer  at  the  time  of  the  sec- 
ond break.  Which  insurance  car- 
rier was  liable?  We  determined,  in 
affirming  the  appellate  division, 
that  the  latter  injury  was  the  result 
of  the  former,  and  that  ttie  first  in- 
surer should  bear  the  entire  liabil- 
ity. 

Of  course,  these  cases  are  not  di- 
rectly in  point,  but  indicate  that 
added  injuries  may  be  included  in 
the  damage  provided  they  arose  out 
of  the  first  injury  or  would  not  have 
happened  but  for  the  first  injury, 
and  are  not  due  to  the  neglect  or 
carelessness  of  the  injured  party. 

The  precise  question  has,  how- 
ever, arisen  in  other  states.  In 
Hoseth  V.  Preston  Mill  Co.  49  Wash. 
682,  96  Pac.  423.  the  plaintiif,  about 
three  months  after  he  received  his 
original  injury,  was  permitted  by 
his  physician  to  go  about  the  hos- 
pital wards  on  crutches,  and  as  he 
was  ascending  the  stairs  from  the 
'Wards  one  of  his  crutches  slipped  on 
Uie  landing  and  he  fell  to  the  floor, 
rebreakiniJ^  his  leg.  The  supreme 
court  of  Washington  said:  **The 
rule  is  that  the  im'ured  person  must 
exercise  reasonable  care  to  effect  a 
cure,  both  as  to  the  selection  of  a 
physician  and  as  to  his  own  person- 
al conduct,  and  if  he  does  so  he  may 
recover  all  damages  flowing  natu- 
rally and  proximately  from  the  orig- 
inal injury.    And  in  this  case  if  the 
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respondent  was  out  on  crutches  un- 
der the  instructions  of  his  physi- 
cian, and  was  in  the  exercise  of  due 
and  reafN>nafole  can  at  the  time  of 
his  fall,  he  may  recover  the  entire 
damages  sustained,  provided,  of 
course,  the  second  injbry  was  at- 
tributable to  and  would  not  have  oc- 
curred except  for  the  original  in- 
jury.^ 

In  Conner  v.  Nevada,  188  Mo. 
148,  161,  107  Atn.  St.  Rep.  814,  86 
S.  W.  256,  the  plaintiff  had  broken 
her  leg.  While  subsequently  riding 
in  a  buggy  with  her  husband  be- 
fore the  fracture  had  united,  tl^ 
wheel  of  the  carriage  broke  down 
and  the  broken  bones  slipped.  The 
court  said :  ''Whilst  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  plaintiff  to  have  used  reason- 
able care  to  promote  a  recovery,  yet 
if  she  was  guilty  of  no  negligence  in 
this  respect  and  an  accident  hap- 
pened to  her  in  which  tiie  result  was 
more  serious  because  of  her  then 
condition  than  it  would  have  been 
if  she  had  not  already  been  afflict- 
ed, such  more  serious  result  in 
reality  becomes  the  result  of  the 
first  accident.  There  was  nothing 
to  indicate  that  the  plaintiff  was  im- 
prudent in  this  respect;  the  accident 
occurred  by  the  breaking  down  of 
the  wheel  of  the  vehicle,  but  for 
which  there  would  have  been  no  jar, 
and  but  for  the  already  broken  and 
yet  ununited  bone  in  her  leg  the  jar 
would  have  produced  no  ill  effect" 

To  the  same  effect  is  Postal  Teleg. 
Cable  Co.  v.  Hulsey,  132  Ala.  444, 
31  So.  627. 

The  testimony  regarding  Parker 
Wagner's  second  fracture  of  his  leg 
and  the  consequences  resulting 
therefrom  was  competent  and  prop- 
erly admitted  by  the  trial  judge. 
The  charge  of  tiie  court  correctly 
stated  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
these  circumstances.  We  find  no  er- 
ror in  the  case  justifying  a  reversal. 

The  judgments  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Hiscock,  Ch.  J.,  and  Hogan,  Car- 
dozo,  Poond,  McLaughlin,  and  An- 
drews, JJ.,  concur. 
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in jorjr  tot  agpraTation  tliereof  by  •ccidlent. 


The  liabilily  of  a  person  causing 
an  injury,  for  the  aggravation  thereof 
due  to  a  subsequent  accident,  is  ex- 
haustively discussed  in  the  annota- 
tion in  9  A.L.R.  255.  In  the  reported 
case  (Wagnbb  v.  MmsNDOBF,  ante, 
520)  and  in  two  other  recent  cases 
the  question  has  again  been  raised 
and  decided. 

It  appeared  in  the  reported  case 
(Waoneb  v.  MrrTBNOOBF)  that  the 
plaintiff  had  suffered  a  fractured  leg, 
and  that  after  the  plaster  cast  had 
been^  removed  he  began  to  walk,  on 
the  advice  of  the  attending  physician, 
for  the  purpose  of  straightening  his 
leg.  While  so  doing,  and  while  in  the 
exercise  of  due  care,  he  fell,  ref ractur- 
ihg  his  leg.  The  court  holds  the 
original  wrongdoer  to  be  liable  for 
the  aggravation  of  the  injury,  on  the 
theory  that  the  second  injury  was  a 
sequence  or  natural  result  of  the  first 
fracture. 

A  like  conclusion  was  reached  in 
Stahl  V.  Southern  Michigan  R.  Co. 
(1920)  211  Mich.  850,  178  N.  W.  710. 
|[n  that  case  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  fell  from  one  of  defend- 
ant's cars  while  in  the  act  of  alight- 
ing therefrom.  Following  her  fall, 
she  was  carried  to  her  sister's  home, 
who  lived  near  by.  A  physician  was 
called,  and,  after  making  a  superficial 
examination,  found  an  injury  to  the 
sciatic  nerve,  but  was  of  the  opinion 
that  there  were  no  fractures.  She  re- 
mained in  bed  for  a  time,  and  suffered 
much  pain.  When  partially  recov- 
ered, and  while  packing  her  suit  case, 
it  fell  against  her,  and  she  lost  her 
balance  and  fell  to  the  floor,  striking 
on  the  injured  hip.  Another  physi- 
cian was  called,  who  found  that  the 
left  hip  was  fractured.  In  an  action 
for  damages  for  both  injuries  the  de- 
fendant contended  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  any 
injuries  which  she  may  have  suffered 
in  the  suit-case  accident.  The  court 
said :  'If  the  suit-case  injury  was  the 
result  of  the  injuries  she  received  in 
the   railway  accident,   and   her   own 


negligence  did  not  contribute  to  it; 
she  would  be  entitled  to  recover  all 
of  her  damages  against  the  defendant 
in  this  action.  .  .  .  Under  this  rule 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the 
question  submitted  to  the  jury  wheth- 
er the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  suit- 
case injury,  with  the  instruction  that, 
if  they  so  found »  she  was  entitled  to 
recover  all  of  her  damages,  if  the 
suit-case  accident  were  not  caused  er 
contributed  to  by  her  want  of  ordi- 
nary care." 

It  was  held  in  Clayton  v.  Holyoke 
Street  R.  Co.   (1920)   286  Mass.  359, 
128  N.  E.  460,  that  there  was  no  error 
in  a  refusal  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff's fall  in  the  hospital,  some  eight 
or  nine  weeks  after  the  collision  sued 
for,  was  the  natural  and  proximate 
result  of  his  original  injury,  the  court 
saying    that   the  ''testimony    of   the 
plaintiff     and     physician,     although 
meager,  warranted  the  jury  in  finding 
that,  while  Clayton  was  attempting, 
with  the  aid  of  crutches,  to  walk  in 
the  hospital,  he  slipped  on  the  floor 
and  fell, — ^thereby  fracturing  his  leg 
a  second  time."    The  court  overruled 
the  contention  that  the  judge  in  the 
course  of  his  charge  erroneously  told 
the  jury,  in  effect,  that  the  defendant 
was  responsible  for  the  second  frac- 
ture, as    a   matter    of    law,    saying: 
"While  this  portion  of  the  charge  is 
open    to    criticism,    the    defendant's 
counsel  did  not  except  to  it  at  the 
trial,  and  cannot  avail  of  it  now.    If 
he   had   called   the   erroneous    state- 
ments to  the  attention  of  the  judge,  it 
is   fair  to   assume  that  they   would 
have  been  corrected.    Indeed,  the  jury 
were  charged,  as  requested  by  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that   his 
fall  in  the  hospital  was  the  natural 
and   proximate   result  of  his   injury 
occasioned  by  the  collision  with  the 
street  car,  and  not  the  result  of  a  sep- 
arate,  independent,   and   intervening 
act  for  which  the  defendant  is  in  no 
way  responsible.' "  A.  S.  M. 
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JAMES  BOURLAND  and  Wife,  Appt&, 

V. 

A.  A.  BAKER. 

Arkansas  Supreme  Court  ^^  December  tS,  1010* 

(141  Ark.  280,  216  S.  W.  707.) 

Husband  and  wife  *-  Hability  for  torts  of  wife. 

1.  The  common-law  liability  of  a  man  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  was 
abrogated  by  the  Married  Woman's  Act,  and  therefore  he  is  not  liable 
merely  because  she  drove  an  automobile  against  a  pedestrian  to  his  injury. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  p(ige  628.]  ' 


Ajqieal  —  instructions  —  general  — 
presamption  as  to  action  of  jury. 

2.  Under  an  instruction  to  find 
against  one  alleged  to  have  negligent- 
ly injured  another  by  driving  an  auto- 
mobile against  him»  if  from  the  evi- 
dence it  is  found  that  defendant  was 
negligent,  the  jury  will,  in  the  absence 
of  specific  objections  to  the  instruc- 
tion, be  presumed  to  consider  only 
such  grounds  of  negligence  as  are  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence,  although  oth- 
ers are  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

IVial  —  instructions  —  general  and 
specific  —  right  to  complain* 

3.  A  defendant  in  a  negligence  case 
who  obtains  instruction  on  each  alle- 
gation of  negligence  contained  in  the 
complaint  cannot  complain  of  genera] 
terms  in  an  instruction  given  at  the 
request  of  plaintiff,  that  they  should 
find  for  him  if  defendant  was  found 
to  be  negligent. 


—  instructions  —  reference  to  com- 
plaint —  incorporation  of  allega- 
tions. 

4.  An  instruction  to  find  for  plain- 
tiff if  defendant  was  found  to  be  neg- 
ligent as  charged  in  the  complaint  does 
not  incorporate  into  the  instruction 
exaggerated  forms  of  lack  of  ordinary 
care  charged  in  the  complaint,  where 
there  are  other  positive  instructions 
to  the  contrary. 

—  instruction  as  to  liability  of  auto- 
mobile driver. 

5.  An  instruction  cannot  be  given 
in  an  action  to  hold  an  automobile 
driver  liable  for  injuring  a  pedestrian, 
exempting  defendant  from  liability,  if 
she  temporarily  took  her  eyes  off  the 
street  to  give  attention  to  her  chil- 
dren, without  any  reference  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  act 
was  done. 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Sebas- 
tian County  (Little,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligent 
operation  of  an  automobile  by  the  defendant  wifa  Affirmed  as  to  the 
defendant  wife;  reversed  as  to  defendant  husband. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  James  B.  McDonough  and     The  allegations  of  negligence  in  the 


J.  Sam  Wood  for  appellants. 
Mr.  Edwin  Hiner  for  appellee. 

Humphreys,  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

Appellee  instituted  suit  against 
appellants  in  the  Sebastian  circuit 
court,  Ft.  Smith  district,  to  recover 
$11,000,  on  account  of  an  injury  re- 
edved  by  him  through  the  alleged 
negrligent  operation  of  an  automo- 
Mle  by  appellant  Queen  Bourland, 
wife  of  appellant  James  Bourland. 


complaint  consisted:  First,  in  driv- 
ing the  car  at  a  high  and  dangerous 
rate  of  speed;  second,  in  driving  it 
on  the  left,  instead  of  the  rigiit, 
hand  side  of  the  street,  in  violation 
of  a  city  ordinance;  third,  in  driv- 
ing it  without  giving  the  proper 
warning  or  keeping*  the  proper  look* 
out  when  approaching  appellant. 

Appellants  filed  answer,  denying*, 
the  material  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint^  and  pleading  the  negligence 
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of  appellee  as  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury. 

The  cause  was  submitted  to  a 
jury,  upon  the  pleadings  and  evi- 
dence, and  a  verdict  and  judgment 
rendered  In  favor  of  appellee  for 
$2,000,  from  which  an  appeal  has 
been  duly  prosecuted  to  this  court. 

Appellee  was  injured  by  am  auto- 
mobile driven  by  appellant  Queen 
Bourland.  When  the  injury  oc- 
curred, he  was  walking  south  on  the 
east  side  of  North  Thirteenth  street, 
about  midway  between  the  suburr 
bian  railway  and  North  O  street. 
Queen  Bourland  was  on  the  front, 
and  her  little  boy  and  infant. on  the 
back,  seat  of  the  chummy  roadster 
she  was  driving.  She  was  on  the 
same  side  of  the  street  and  going 
the  same  direction  appellee  was 
walking.  The  street  is  straight,  be- 
tween the  suburban  railway  and  0 
street,  and  the  distance  between  the 
two  points  about  200  yards.  Appel- 
lee was  near  the  curbing  on  the  east 
side  of  the  street.  When  struck, 
his  legs  were  thrown  under  the  car 
and  his  body  on  the  outside,  with  his 
head  lying  very  near  the  curbing. 
The  car  stopp^  just  as  the  hind 
wheel  reached  him.  He  was  severe- 
ly injured,  and  as  no  question  is 
made  in  regard  to  the  amount  of 
damages  recovered,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  set  out  the  nature  of  the  injury. 

The  evidence  on  behalf  of  appellee 
tended  to  show  tiiat  the  car  was 
being  rapidly  driven,  and  ap- 
proached and  struck  him  suddenly, 
without  signal  or  warning,  about 
2  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  Sep- 
tember 17,  1918 ;  that  he  heard  the 
car,  stepped  to  the  east,  giving  al- 
most the  entire  street,  and  did  not 
look  back  because  he  expected  it 
to  pass  around  and  not  strike  him ; 
that  the  place  where  there  should 
have  been  a  sidewalk  was  rough  and 
grown  up  in  weeds;  that  the  street 
was  paved ;  and  that  he  had  chosen 
the  east  side  of  the  street  near  the 
curbing  upon  which  to  travel,  be- 
cause automobiles  usually  traveled 
on  the  right-hand,  or  west,  side  of 
the  street. 
'  The  evidence  C(t  appellants  tended 


to  show  that,  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury, appellant  Queen  Bourland 
was  driving  her  car  at  a  slow  rate 
of  speed;  that,  when  she  reached 
and  crossed  the  suburban,  she  looked 
in  front  and  saw  nothing;  that  she 
then  looked  back  at  the  baby  and 
told  her  boy  to  sit  down;  that  she 
again  glanced  to  the  front  and  ob- 
served appellee  immediately  in 
front  of  her ;  that  he  had  stepped  in 
front  of  the  car  suddenly;  that  she 
did  not  see  him  at  all  until  he 
stepped  in  front  of  the  car ;  that  she 
instantly  shut  off  the  engine,  put  on 
the  brakes  with  both  feet,  and  stop- 
ped the  car;  that  the  front  wheel 
ran  over  appellee,  but  that  the  hind 
wheel  stopped  just  as  it  r^udied 
him. 

It  is  first  insisted  by  appellant 
that  there  is  no  foundation  in  the 
allegations  and  evidence  justifsring 
the  rendition  of  a  judgment  against 
appellant  James  Bourland,  the  hus- 
band of  Queen  Bourland.  The  ver- 
dict was  returned  and  judgment  ren- 
dered against  James  Bourland  on 
the  sole  ground  that  a  husband  in 
this  state  is  responsible  for  his 
wife's  torts.  At  tiie  common  law, 
a  husband  was  liable  for  the  torts 
of  his  wife  committed  in  his  absence. 
That  rule  of  liability  is  still  in  force 
in  Arkansas,  unless  abrogated  by 
Act  169,  Acts  of  the  Legislature  of 
1915,  known  as  the  Married  Wom- 
an's Act.  The  reason  existing  for 
the  rule  at  common  law  was  the 
legal  unity  incident  to  the  marriage 
relationship.  It  was  reasoned  that, 
on  account  of  the  unity,  the  husband 
could  absolutely  control  his  wife  in 
and  out  of  his  presence.  It  followed 
that,  because  of  this  control,  he 
could  prevent  his  wife  from  com- 
mitting a  tort  on  another,  even  in 
his  absence.  The  Married  Woman's 
Act  of  1915,  as  construed  in  the  case 
of  Fitapatrick  v.  Owens,  124  Ark. 
167,  L.R.A.1917B,  774,  186  S.  W. 
832, 187  S.  W.  460,  Ann.  Cas.  1918C, 
772,  had  the  effect  of  absolutely  and 
completely  destro3ring  the  legal  unity 
founded  upon  the  nuptial  contract. 
The  act  has  effectually  severed  the 
legal  unity  between  husband  and 
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wife  in  £hiB  state.    In  holding  that 
the  emancipation  of  the  wife  was  so 
eomplete  tiiat  the  wife  mis^t  sue 
the  husband  for  a  tort  committed 
by  him  on  her  person,  this  court 
'mdf  in  the  case  of  Fitzpatrick  v. 
Owens,  supra:    '^These  enactments 
[referring  to  the  Married  Woman's 
Acts  antedating  the  Act  of  1915] 
left  but  little  in  the  way  of  restric- 
tions upon  the  rights  of  married 
women,  but  the  legislature  deemed 
it  proper  to  provide  further  legis- 
lation to  completely  emancipate  her, 
and  they  did  so  by  this  statute  [re- 
ferring to  the  Married   Woman's 
Act  of  1916],  which  declares  its  pur- 
pose in  the  broadest  terms,  to  "re- 
move  the   disabilities   of  married 
women/     An  analysis  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statnte  shows  that  the 
legislature  meant  to  complete  the 
work  of  emancipation  and  to  give 
married  women  all  the  rights  and 
remedies   possessed  by  unmarried 
women.    The  words  'to  sue  and  be 
sued,'   when   considered   by  them- 
selves, merdy  enlarge  the  remedies 
of  a  married  woman  and  do  not  en- 
large her  rights,  but  in  considering 
the  significance  of  those  words  we 
must  do  so  in  connection  with  the 
words  which  precede  and  which  fol- 
low, and  undoubtedly  the  use  of 
those  words  serves  to  give  a  remedy 
for  all  the  rights  found  to  have  been 
enlarged  by  the  preceding  words 
and  those  which  follow.    Now,  the 
preceding  words  confer,  in  unquali- 
fied terms,  the  right  of  the  married 
woman  'to  contract  and  be  contract- 
ed with,'  and  the  words  which  fol- 
low declare  in  the   very  broadest 
terms  her  right  'in  law  and  equity' 
to  'enjoy  aU  rights  and  be  subjected 
to  all  the  laws  of  the  state  as  though 
she  were  a  feme  soie.'    If  this  lan- 
guage be  given  any  effect  at  all  in 
the  light  of  preceding  statutes  en-, 
larging  the  rights  of  tiie  married' 
woman,  it  necessarily  means  that  a 
married  w<mi^n  is  to  enjoy  in  law 
and  equity  all  the  rights  which  she 
would  enjoy  if  she  still  remained  a 
single  woman,  and  that  with  rejspect 
to  those  rights  she  may  sue  and  be 
sued.    .   .    .    It  was  evidently  meant 


to  confer  npon  her  the  enjoyment  of 
those  rights  and  remedies,  evext 
against  her  husband,  the  dame  as  it- 
she  were  unmarried." 
'^  The  legal  unity,  which  was  the 
reason  of  the  rule  fixing  liability  on 
the  husband  for  bis  wife'd  torts, 
having  been  swept  away  by  the  act, 
the  liability  is  swept  away.  The 
reason  being  dissolved,  the  rule  can- 
not exist.     It  was   n^.^..^  -«-i 

.«  m  11-iiBDAii.a  Ana 

therefore   error  to  wtf»-ii«biiitT 
refuse  to    instruct  *•''  *'*'*•  •'  '^"•• 
tibe  jury  peremptorily  to  return  a 
verdict  for  appellant  James  Bour- 
land. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred 
in  giving  instruction  No.  4.  The  in- 
struction is  as  follows :  "Therefore, 
if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that 
the  defendant  Queen  Bourland  op- 
erated her  car  in  a  negligent  man- 
ner at  the  time  the  plaintiff  was 
injured,  as  charged  in  plaintiflfa 
complaint,  and  3iat  his  injuries 
were  the  result  of  said  negligence, 
you  must  find  for  the  plaintiff,  un- 
less it  affirmatively  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was 
at  the  time  of  his  injury  himself 
gu3ty  of  negligence  contributing  to 
the  injury." 

Hie  instruction  is  assailed  be- 
cause, according  to  appellant's  in- 
terpretation thereof,  it  submitted 
all  the  allegations  of  negligence  set 
up  in  the  complaint  to  tne  jury  for 
consideration,  whether  supported 
by  evidence  or  not.  It  is  true  evi- 
dence was  not  introduced  in  sup- 
port of  every  allegation  of  negli- 
gence in  the  complaint.  The  trend 
of  the  evidence,  however,  limited  the 
issues  to  whether  the  injury  resulted 
*  from  fast  driving,  failure  to  give 
a  signal  of  warning,  failure  to  keep 
a  proper  lookout,  or  whether  due  to  ^ 
appellee's  own  negligence;  and,  in  ' 
the  absence  of  specific  objections  to 
the  general  terms  in  which  the 
allegations  of  negli- 
gence were  submit-  tl??i 
ted,  it  will  be  pre-  i»'*«»p«oii  «• 

*    ^  .r ^  U^    y   ^^   to  aetfom  oC  Jurr* 

sumed  that  the  jury 
considered^  only  such  grounds  of  neg- 
ligence as  were  supported  by  th^  evi- 
dence.   No  specific  objections  were 
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Trial— lMBtv««< 
tloii»-vettenil 
and  Bpeeiflo— 
rigrht  to  eoHft- 
plain. 


made  to  the  instructions.  Again, 
appellant  Queen  Bourland  request- 
ed and  obtained  instructions  sub- 
mitting separately  each  allegation 
of  negligence  contisdned  in  the  com- 
plaint, so  said  ap- 
pellant is  in  no  po- 
sition to  complain. 
The  instruction  is 
also  assailed  on  the 
ground  that  it  imposed  an  esctraor- 
dinary  degree  of  care  upon  said 
appellant  to  prevent  the  injury.  It 
is  contended  the  instruction  must 
be  read  in  connection  with  the  al- 
legation of  the  complaint  to  the  ef- 
fect that  appellant  Queen  Bourland 
injured  appellee  ^'by  her  failure  to 
keep  a  vigilant  and  constant  look- 
out for  persons  lawfully  upon  the 
streets.''  This  is  only  an  allegation 
in  an  exaggerated  form  of  a  lack  of 

ordinary  care,  and 

l^SSJ^Sci*  tr"     cann<)t  be  treated  as 
eompiaiat--  au  lustruction  im- 

aSievatioaa^'*  *  posiug  an  extraor- 
dinary degree  of 
care  upon  said  appellant.  No  such 
inference  could  have  been  indulged 
by  the  jury  in  the  face  of  positive 
instructions  to  the  contrary.  In- 
structions Nos.  2  and  7  necessarily 
enlightened  the  jury  in  this  regard. 
The  instructions  referred  to  were  as 
follows:  **  'Negligence/  as  defined 
and  used  in  these  instructions,  is  a 
failure  to  exercise  ordinary  care. 
'Ordinary  care'  is  such  care  as  a 
reasonably  prudent  and  careful 
person  would  be  expected  to  exercise 
under  the  same  or  like  circum- 
stances/' 


''The  rights  of  pedestrians  and 
drivers  of  motorcars  and  other  ve- 
hicles have  equal  rights  to  the  use 
of  the  streets  of  the  city.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  one  to  use  ordinary  care 
and  caution  to  prevent  injury  to 
another.  It  is  likewise  the  du^  of 
the  other  to  use  ordiniury  care  and 
caution  to  avoid  being  injured." 

It  is  also  contended  by  appellant 
Queen  Bourland  that  the  court  erred 
in  refusing  to  give  instruction  No. 
11  requested  by  her.    That  instruc- 
tion exempted  Queen  Bourland  from 
liability  if  she  temporarily  took  her 
eyes  off  the  street  in  front  to  give 
attention  to  her  children  while  driv- 
ing along.    Such  an 
act    on    her    part  to'iiabiiit7%f* 
might,  or  might  not,  J^*^***"* 
have  been  negligent, 
dependent    upon    all    the    circum- 
stences  in  the  case.    The  instruction 
was  properly  refused. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  case 
was  erroneously  submitted  upon  the 
theory  that  appellant  Queen  Bour- 
land was  liaUe  for  the  injury  if 
driving  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the 
street.  It  was  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  she  was  driving  on  the 
left-hand  side  of  the  street,  con- 
trary to  an  ordinance  of  the  city. 
No  such  proof  was  made,  and,  under 
our  interpretation  of  instruction  No. 
4,  no  such  issue  was  submitted  to  the 
jury. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed  as  to 
Queen  Bourland,  but  is  reversed  and 
tiie  cause  dismissed  as  to  James 
Bourland. 
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I.  Generally,  629. 
n.  In  absence  of  statute: 

a.  Florida,  529. 

b.  Georgia,  529. 

c.  Louisiana,  529. 

d.  South  Carolina,  580. 

e.  Tennessee,  530. 

1  British  Columbia,  5M. 
g.  Quebee,  580. 


IIL  Under  statute  expressly  abrocattnar 
or  limiting:  eonunaa-law  rule: 

a.  Alabama,  581. 

b.  Connecticut,  581. 
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f.  Maine,  582. 
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IZL— coDtinued. 

h.  Mi€lii|ran»  532. 

1.  Missouri,  532. 

f .  New  York,  533. 

Ic  North  Carolinay  534. 

1.  Ohio,  534. 

ML  Rhode  Island,  535. 

B.  South  Carolina,  535« 

ow  South  Dakota,  585. 

p.  Vermont,  635. 

q.  Washington,  536. 

r.  Ontario,  536. 
17.  Under  statute  not  expressly  abrogat* 
ing    or    limiting    common-laW 
nde: 

a.  View  that  husband  is  relieved 
from  liability: 

1.  Arizona,  536. 

2.  Aricanaas,  536. 
^  Colorado,  537. 

I.  CTenerally. 

At  common  law  it  was  the  general 
rule  that  a  husband  was  civilly  liable 
for  the  torts  of  his  wife  committed  of 
her  own  volition  during  coverture. 
This  liability  on  the  part  of  the  hus- 
band was  founded  mainly  on  the 
theory  that,  as  the  wife  could  not  be 
sued  alone,  the  injured  person  would 
be  without  redress  unless  the  husband 
was  held  to  be  liable  with  her. 

In  most  jurisdictions,  statutes  have 
been  passed  which  either  expressly 
abrogate  or  limit,  or  by  implication 
are  held  to  abrogate  or  limit,  the  com- 
mon-law liability  of  the  husband  for 
the  torts  of  his  wife,  committed  by  ber 
without  his  participation.  In  some 
jurisdictions,  however,  statutes  not 
expressly  changing  the  common-law 
rule  are  strictly  construed,  and  are 
held  not  to  relieve  the  husband  of  his 
common-law  liability. 

In  a  few  jurisdictions  there  has 
been  apparently  no  statutory  change 
in  the  common-law  rule,  and  conse- 
quently the  rule  still  prevails.  In 
addition  to  the  cases  there  cited, 
cases  upholding  the  common-law  rule 
in  jurisdictions  where  a  statute  is  now 
in  force  may  be  found  in  the  subdi- 
visions dealing  with  the  law  of  those 
jurisdictions. 

II.  In  dbaence  of  afa$tct«« 

a.  Florida. 

In  Florida  a  husband  is  held  to  be 
liable  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  on  the 
20  A.L.R.— 34. 


IV. 

4.  Illinois,  537. 

5.  Kansas,  537. 

6.  Kentucky,  537. 

7.  Nebraska,  537. 

8.  New  Hampshire,  587. 

9.  New  Jersey,  538. 

10.  Pennsylvania,  538. 

11.  Utah,  539. 
k  View  that  husband  is  not 

lieved  from  liability: 

1.  California,  539. 

2.  Iowa,  539. 

3.  Minnesota,  539. 

4.  Missouri,  540. 
6.  New  York,  540. 

6.  Ohio,  540. 

7.  Texas,  540. 

8.  West  Virginia,  649. 

9.  England,  541. 

ground  that  at  common  law  a  suit  can- 
not be  maintained  against  the  wife 
alone  during  coverture.  Prentiss  ▼. 
Paisley  (1889)  25  Fla.  927,  7  L.R.A. 
640,  7  So.  56.  See  also  Graham  v. 
Tucker  (1908)  56  Fla.  307,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  681,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  47 
So.  563. 

6.  Georgrlo. 

In  Georgia,  under  the  common  law, 
a  husband  is  liable  for  the  torts  of  his 
wife.  See  Smith  v.  Taylor  (1852)  11 
Ga.  20,  wherein  it  was  held  that  a  hus- 
band was  liable  for  slanderous  words 
uttered  by  his  wife.  See  infra,  III.  c, 
for  a  statute  thus  far  apparently  not 
construed  by  the  courts. 

O.   XOUMOMO. 

In  Louisiana,  it  seems  that  a  hus- 
band is  not  liable  for  the  wrongful 
acts  of  his  wife  committed  without  his 
knowledge;  See  McClure  v.  McMartin 
(1901)  104  La.  496,  29  So.  227,  an  ac- 
tion for  slander,  wherein  the  court 
said:  ''There  is  no  evidence  before 
us  upon  the  basis  of  which  a  judg- 
ment could  be  rendered  against  Mr» 
McMartin.  In  fact  it  is  not  shown 
that  he  is  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Mc- 
Martin. But,  if  that  be  conceded,  it 
is  not  shown  that  he  was  cognizant 
of  the  utterances  of  his  wife  which 
have  given  rise  to  this  suit,  and  we 
know  of  no  law  in  Louisiana  under 
which  he  could  be  held  liable  for  the 
damages  here  claimed.'' 
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In  South  Carolina,  under  the  com- 
mon law,  a  husband  is  liable  for  the 
torts  of  his  wife.  See  Edwards  v. 
Wessinger  (1903)  65  S.  C.  161,  95  Am. 
St.  Rep.  789,  43  S.  E.  518,  wherein  the 
court  held  that,  the  husband  may  alone 
be  responsible  for  a  tort  committed  by 
his  wife  at  his  instigation,  sitying, 
with  reference  to  the  liability  of  the 
husband:  "(I)  If  the  tort  is  com- 
mitted in  the  presence  of  the  husband, 
and  nothing  more  appears,  it  is  his 
sole  tort,  as  the  wife  is  considered  to 
have  acted  under  his  coercion.  (2)  If 
the  tort  is  committed  in  his  presence, 
but  she  i^pears  to  have  acted  delib- 
erately and  freely,  It  is  their  joint 
tort.  (8)  If  the  tort  is  committed  in 
his  presence  and  against  his  will,  it 
is  her  tort,  and  he  is  liable  with  her. 
(4)  If  the  tort  is  committed  out  of 
his  presence  but  by  his  direction,  she 
is  jointly  liable  with  him.  (5)  If  the 
tort  is  committed  out  of  his  presence 
and  without  his  knowledge  or  consent, 
he  is  liable  with  her." 

See  also  Henderson  v.  Wendler 
(1893)  39  S.  C.  555,  17  S.  E.  851; 
McEeowen  ▼.  Johnson  (1822)  12  S.  C. 
L.  (1  M'Cord)  578,  10  Am.  Dec.  698. 

The  common-law  rule  applies  to 
torts  conunitted  before  marriage  as 
well  as  to  those  committed  by  the  wife 
during  coverture.  Hubble  v.  Fogartie 
(1881)  37  S.  C.  L.  (3  Rich.)  418,  46 
Am.  Dec.  775.  See  also  Bobe  v.  Froun- 
er,  infra,  III.  a,  and  contra,  see  Moffit 
V.  Com.  infra,  IV.  a,  10. 

And  where  the  wife,  as  administra- 
trix, has  committed  a  devastavit  be^ 
fore  marriage,  the  estate  of  the  hus- 
band remains  liable  after  his  death. 
Knox  v.  Picket  (1810)  4  S.  C.  Eq.  (4 
Desauss.)  92;  Moone  v.  Henderson 
(1814)  4  S.  C.  Eq.  (4  Desauss.)  459. 

See  also  infra,  III.  n,  for  a  statute 
thus  far  apparently  not  continued  by 
the  courts. 

a.  Tennessee. 

At  common  law,  in  Tennessee,  the 
husband  is  jointly  liable  with  his  wife 
for  a  personal  tort  committed  by  her. 
See  Missio  v.  Williams  (1914)  129 
Tenn.  504,  L.R.A.1915A,  600,  167  S. 
W.  473,  holding  that  where  a  wife 


harbored  viciouQ  dogs  on  her  own 
premises  in  the  absence  and  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  husband,  he  was 
jointly  liable  with  her,  for  iojuries  in- 
flicted by  them. 

And  in  Price  t.  Claw  (1907)  119 
Tenn.  425,  128  Anu  St  Rep.  780,  106 
S.  W.  864,  it  was  held  that  a  husband 
was  liable  for  a  libel  by  his  wife,  but 
that  he  was  Hable  for  compensatory 
damages  only,  while  she  was  liable 
for  punitive  damages.  The  court 
quoted  with  approval  the  language  of 
l^e  opinion  in  the  case  of  Lee  v. 
Atchley,  aii  unreported  decision  of 
the  same  court,  to  the  following  effect : 
'Tt  is  well  settled  that  the  husband  is 
not  joined  as  defendant  in  such  cases 
on  the  ground  that  the  wife's  miscon- 
duct is  imputable  to  him,  but  for  9on- 
formity's  sake.  His  being  a  defend- 
ant results  not  from  his  participation 
in  the  wrong,  but  from  the  fact  that 
the  existence  of  the  marriage  relation 
makes  it  impossible  for  the  injured 
party  to  sue  the  wife  alone.  To  reach 
her,  the  husband  must  be  joined  in  the 
action.'' 

In  British  Columbia  a  husband  is 
liable  in  damages,  under  the  common 
law,  for  a  wrongful  act,  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  libei^  committed  by  his  wife. 
Mackenzie  v.  Cunningham  (1901)  S 
B.  C  206. 

In  Quebec  the  husband  is  not  liable 
for  the  torts  of  the  wife,  when  not 
conmianded,  authorized,  or  participat- 
ed in,  by  him.  Fortier  v.  Demers 
(1902)  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  21  C.  S.  543. 
See  also  Dubuc  v.  Trottier  (1901)  Rap. 
Jud.  Quebec  19  C.  S.  202;  Gamire  v. 
Bergeron  (1899)  8  Quebec  Pr.  Rep. 
281. 

Thus,  it  has  been  held,  in  an  action 
for  slander  by  a  married  woman,  that 
her  husband  could  not  be  held  liable 
where  it  was  not  shown  that  he  was 
present  when  the  slander  was  uttered, 
or  that  he  encouraged  or  became  re- 
sponsible therefor.  Camir4  v.  Ber^rer- 
on  (1899)  8  Quebec  Pr.  Rep.  281. 

And  the  husband  is  not  liable  for 
an  injury  received  by  a  third  person 
as  a  result  of  the  wife's  control  and 
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nanagement  of  her  property.    Theoret- 
y  Allen  (1913)  Rap.  Jod.  Qaebee  49 

€.  S.  401. 

///.  Under  statute  expressly  ahroaaUng 
or  limiting  comnion-law  rtftltf. 

a.  AUibamm<. 

In  Alabama  it  is  provided  by  statute 
that  the  husband  shall  not  be  liable 

for  a  tort  of  his  wife  in.  the  commis- 
sion of  which  he  does  not  participate. 
SeeStrousev.  Leipf  (1893)  101  Ala.. 
433,  23  L.R.A.  622,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
122, 14  So.  667,  wherein  the  court  said : 
''Our  statute  has  changed  the  common 
law  on  this  subject.  Section  2345  of 
the  Code  declares  that  the  husband  is 
not  liable  for  the  torts  of  the  wif e»  'in 
the  commission  of  which  he  does  not 
participate;  but  the  wife  is  liable 
.  .  .  for  her  torts,  and  is  suable 
therefor  as  if  she  were  sole.*  This 
has  changed  the  entire  law  as  to  the 
manner  of  suing  a  married  woman, 
and  has  rendered  it  improper  to  join 
the  husband,  when  the  charge  is  that 
the  wife  herself  committed  the  tort.'' 

But  it  was  held  in  Hopper  v.  Crocker 
(1919)  17  Ala.  App.  372,  85  So.  843, 
writ  of  certiorari  denied  in  (1920)  204 
Ak.  698,  85  So.  922,  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  statute  a  husband  who  is,  with 
Us  wife,  the  joint  owner  of  a  dog,  is 
liable  for  an  act  of  negligence  in  al- 
lowing the  dog  to  run  at  large. 

In  Bobe  v.  Frowner  (1850)  18  Ala. 
S9,  it  was  held  that  at  common  law  a 
husband  was  responsible  for  torts 
committed  before  marriage  as  well  as 
for  those  committed  by  the  wife  dur- 
ing coverture. 

ft.  Oenneetieui. 

The  Connecticut  statute  provides 
that  an  action  may  be  sustained 
against  a  married  woman  "for  any 
tort  committed  by  her  without  the 
actual  coercion  of  her  husband."  See 
Blakeslee  v.  Tyler  (1887)  55  Conn. 
397,  11  Aitl.  855,  holding  that  a  hus- 
band was  not  liable  for  the  act  of  his 
wife  in  wrongfully  placing  an  ob- 
struction on  the  public  highway,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  that  she  did  it 
under  his  actual  coercion, 

o.  Oeargia, 

The  Georgia  statute  provides  that 


a  husband  shall  be  liable  for  the  torts 
of  his  wife  committed  "by  his  com- 
mand or  in  the  prosecution  and  with- 
in the  scope  of  his  business,  whether 
the  same  be  by  negligence  or  volun- 
tary." This  statute,  by  declaring  a 
liability  in  a  limited  class  of  cases, 
would  seem  to  negative  any  liiability  in 
cases  not  falling  within  its  scope,  but 
it  apparently  has  never  been  consid- 
ered in  a  case  dealing  with  the  ques- 
tion of  a  husband's  liability  for  the 
torts  of  his  wife.  For  a  case  holding 
the  common-law  doctHne,  see  Smith 
V.  Taylor  (1852)  11  Ga.  20,  see  supra, 

II.  b. 

4.  iUinoie. 

In  Illinois  the  husband  is  expressly 
exempted  from  liability  for  his  wife's 
torts,  by  a  statute  declaring  that  for 
civil  injuries  committed  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  her  husband  shall  not  be 
responsible,  "except  in  cases  where  he 
would  be  jointly  responsible  with  her, 
if  the  marriage  did  not  exist." 
Christensen  v.  Johnston    (1917)   207 

III.  App.  209. 

But  where  the  wife  acts  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  agent  for  her  husband,  and 
commits  a  wrongful  act  while  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  her  duties, 
thereby  injuring  another,  her  husband, 
despite  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
is  responsible  for  the  tort.  McNemar 
V.  Cohn  (1904)  115  111.  App.  31. 

In  Martin  v.  Robson  (1872)  65  111. 
129,  16  Am.  Rep.  578,  it  was  held  that 
under  a  statute  merely  enlarging  the 
property  rights  of  married  women,  the 
husband  is  discharged  from  liability 
for  her  torts  committed  in  his  ab- 
sence, and  with  which  he  has  no  con- 
nection. See  to  the  same  effect,  Hage- 
bush  V.  Ragland  (1875)  78  111.  40. 

In  Baker  v.  Young  (1867)  44  111.  42, 
92  Am.  Dec.  149,  the  common-law  doc- 
trine was  declared  that  a  husband 
was  liable  for  the  tortious  acts  of  his 
wife,  though  they  were  committed 
without  his  consent. 

••  Indiana* 

In  Indiana  it  is  provided  by  statute 
as  follows :  ''Married  women,  without 
reference  to  their  ages,  shall  be  liable 
for  torts  committed  by  them;  and  an 
action  may  be  prosecuted  against  them 
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for  torts  committed,  as  if  umnarried* 
Hasbands  shall  not  be  liable  for  the 
contracts  or  the  torts  of  their  wives/' 
See  McCabe  ▼.  Berge  (1882)  89  Ind. 
225. 

A  husband  is  not  liable  for  the  neg* 
ligence  of  the  wife  in  using  a  vehicle 
belonging  to  him.  Radke  v.  Schlundt 
(1902)  30  Ind.  App.  213,  65  N.  E.  770. 

In  Ball  V.  Bennett  (1863)  21  Ind. 
427,  83  Am.  Dec.  356,  it  was  held  that 
an  action  under  the  common  law  for 
the  wife^s  tort  should  be  brought 
against  the  husband  and  wife  jointly. 
To  the  same  effect,  see  Stockwell  v. 
Thomas  (1881)  76  Ind.  506,  and  Mc- 
Caslin  v.  State  (1884)  99  Ind.  428 
(cases  arising  prior  to  statute).  But 
the  nonjoinder  of  the  wife  was  not 
fatal  if  not  objected  to.  Choen  v. 
Porter  (1879)  66  Ind.  194. 

In  Maine  the  statute  specifically 
provides  that  the  husband  shall  not  be 
liable  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  in 
which  he  takes  no  part.  See  Marcus 
V.  Rovinsky  (1901)  95  Me.  106,  49  Atl. 
420,  wherein  it  was  held  that,  under 
the  statute,  a  husband  may  be  made 
a  nominal  party  defendant  with  his 
wife  in  an  action  based  on  her  tort 
committed  without  his  participation. 

The  common-law  rule  was  declared 
in  the  following  earlier  cases :  Hinds 
V.  Jones  (1861)  48  Me.  348;  Ferguson 
V.  Brooks  (1877)  67  Me.  251;  Atwood 
V.  Higgins  (1884)  76  Me.  423. 

g,  Massachu^etiB, 

In  Massachusetts  the  nonliability  of 
the  husband  is  declared,  without  limi- 
tation, by  a  statute  providing  that 
"any  married  woman  may  sue  and  be 
sued  in  actions  of  tort  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  she  were  sole,  and  her 
husband  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  the 
judgment  against  her  for  damages  or 
costs  in  any  such  suit.*'  Hill  v.  Dun- 
can  (1872)  110  Mass.  238;  Austin  v. 
Cox  (1875)  118  Mass.  58;  McCarty  v. 
De  Best  (1876)  120  Mass.  89. 

For  cases  decided  under  the  common 
law,  see  Heckle  v.  Lurvey  (1869)  101 
Mass.  344;  Tobey  v.  Smith  (1860)  15 
Gray,  585. 

It  was  said  in  Mc(}arty  v.  De  Best 
(1876)   120  Mass.  89:     'The  statute 


•  •  •  was  manifestly  intended  to 
make  the  wife  alone  liable  to  action, 
judgment,  and  execution  for  torts 
committed  by  her  in  the  future." 

If  the  wife  commits  a  tort  by  the 
husband's  instigation,  both  are  liable. 
Handy  v.  Foley  (1876)  121  Mass.  259, 
23  Am.  Rep.  270.  See  also  Heckle  v. 
Lurvey  (1869)  101  Mass.  844. 

K,  Miehigan. 

In  Michigan,  by  legislative  enact- 
ment expressly  declaring  that  the  hus- 
band shall  not  be  liable  for  the  torts 
of  his  wife,  the  common-law  rule  is 
abrogated.  Burt  v.  McBain  (1874)  29 
Mich.  260;  Ricci  v.  Mueller  (1879)  41 
Mich.  214,  2  N.  W.  23;  Weber  v.  Weber 
(1882)  47  Mich.  569,  11  N.  W.  389; 
Scott  V.  Chambers  (1886)  62  Mich. 
532,  29  N.  W.  94;  Konkle  v.  Haven 
(1905)  140  Mich.  472,  103  N.  W.  850; 
Sweezy  v.  Fisher  (1905)  142  Mich. 
258,  105  N.  W.  749. 

In  Missouri  a  statute  provides  as 
follows:  "For  all  civil  injuries  com- 
mitted by  a  married  woman,  damages 
may  be  recovered  against  her  alone, 
and  her  husband  shall  not  be  responsi- 
ble therefor,  except  in  cases  where, 
under  the  law,  he  would  be  jointly  re- 
sponsible with  her  if  the  marriage  did 
not  exist.'*  It  was  held  in  Moore  v. 
Doerr  (1918)  199  Mo.  App.  428,  203  S. 
W.  672,  that  this  statute  ''means  the 
overthrow  of  the  common  law  frequent- 
ly announced  in  this  state,  viz.,  that  the 
wife  was  not  liable  for  torts  commit- 
ted in  the  presence  of  her  husband, 
presumably  under  his  coercion,  and 
that  the  husband  was  liable  for  her 
torts,  whether  committed  in  or  out  of 
his  presence.  It  substitutes  for  such 
common  law,  a  liability  of  the  wife 
for  torts  committed  by  her,  whether  in 
his  presence  or  not,  and  also  a  non- 
liability of  the  husband  in  all  in- 
stances where  he  would  not  have  been 
liable  had  he  not  been  her  husband.** 

The  following  cases  held,  under  a 
statute  merely  enlarging  the  rights  of 
married  women  with  respect  to  prop- 
erty, that  the  common-law  liability  f 
the  husband  for  the  tortious  acts  of 
the  wife  was  unchanged:  Nichols  ▼• 
Nichols  (1898)  147  Mo.  387,  48  S.  W. 
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947*  (obiter) ;  Taylor  v.  Pallen  (1899) 
152  Mo.  484/58  S.  W.  1086;  Miller  ▼. 
Busey  (1916)  —  Mo.  — ,  186  S.  W.  988 
(obiter) ;  Bruce  v.  Bombeck  (1899) 
79  Mo.  App.  285;  Aronson  v.  Ricker 
(1915)  185  Mo.  App.  528,  172  S.  W. 
641.  But  see  Boutell  v.  Shellaberger 
(1915)  264  Mo.  70,  L.R.A.1915D,  847, 
174  S.  W.  884. 

But  in  Boutell  ▼.  Shellaberger 
(1915)  264  Mo.  70,  L.R.A.1915D,  847, 
174  S.  W.  884,  an  action  for  an  injury 
to  the  plaintiff  due  to  the  negligent 
operation  of  an  elevator  in  buildings 
belonging  to  the  wife's  separate  es- 
tate, it  was  held  that  the  husband  was 
not  liable  under  a  statute.  (Rev.  Stat. 
1909,  §§  8304,  8809)  which  explicitly 
provides  that  a  married  woman  shall 
be  deemed  feme  sole  with  respect  to 
her  right  to  manage  her  property,  to 
contract  and  be  contracted  with,  sue 
and  be  sued.  "The  statutes,"  said  the 
court,  "wholly  emancipate  the  wife,  at 
least  so  far  as  her  separate  property 
is  concerned,  and  open  new  fields  of 
endeavor  closed  to  the  wife  by  the 
common  law.  Since  the  husband  is 
left  no  legal  right  to  intermeddle  with 
the  business  affairs  and  property  of 
the  wife,  it  is  not  logical  to  admit  hiin  ^ 
to  her  new  sphere  solely  that  he  may 
pay  damages  for  torts  the  wife  com- 
mits therein,  excluding  him  for  all 
other  purposes. 

And  in  Claxton  v.  Pool  (1917)  — 
Mo.  — ,  L.R.A.1918A,  512,  197  S.  W. 
349,  affirming  (1914)  182  Mo.  App.  13, 
167  S.  W.  623,  the  earlier  cases  hereto- 
fore cited  were  overruled,  and  it  was 
held  that  "according  to  the  spirit,  pur- 
pose, and  general  scope  of  recent  legis- 
lation, in  addition  to  specific  statutory  ; 
provisions,  as  well  as  the  freedom  of  ' 
contract  accorded  to  married  women 
of  later  years,  all  indicating  a  com- 
plete absence  of  the  reason  which  sup- 
ported the  old  rule  relating  to  a  hus- 
band's conunon-law  liability  for  his 
wife's  torts,  the  rule  should  no  longer 
be  recognized  as  in  existence.^ 

In  Flesh  v.  Lindsay  (1893)  115  Mo. 
1,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  21  S.  E.  907, 
the  common-law  rule  that  the  husband 
is  responsible  for  the  tortious  acts  of 
the  wife  was  declared. 

Bat  it  was  held  in  Merrill  v.  St. 


Louis  (1882)  12  Mo.  App.  476,  that  it 
was  only  for  the  torts  simpliciter,  or 
pure  torts  of  the  wife,  that  the  hus- 
band was  liable  at  common-law,  and 
for  torts  mixed  with  any  element  of 
contract,  committed  by  the  wife,  the 
husband  was  not  liable.  To  the  same 
effect  is  Wirt  v.  Dinan  (1891)  44  Mo. 
App.  589. 

It  was  decided  in  Andrews  v.  Orms- 
bee  (1848)  11  Mo.  400,  that  if  a  third 
person,  without  the  authority  or  con- 
sent of  the  husband,  left  money  with 
the  latter's  wife,  and  she  made  away 
with  it,  the  husband  was  not  liable  at 
conunon  law. 

|.  Wew  7orik. 

In  New  York,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  a  husband  shall  not  be  lia- 
ble for  the  tortious  acts  of  his  wife 
*\inless  they  were  done  by  his  actual 
coercion  or  instigation ;  and  such  coer- 
cion or  instigation  shall  not  be  pre- 
sumed but  must  be  proved," — it  was 
held  in  Tanzer  v.  Read  (1914)  160 
App.  Div.  584, 145  N.  Y.  Supp.  708,  that 
when  a  wife  commits  a  tort  while  in- 
dependently engaged  in  pursuing  her 
own  pleasure,  the  husband  is  protected 
by  the  statute,  and  is  not  liable  for  her 
act. 

And  in  Strubing  v.  Mahar  (1899) 
46  App.  Div.  409,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  799, 
under  a  prior  similar  statute,  the 
court  held  that  a  husband  was  not  lia- 
ble for  the  tortious  act  of  his  wife  in 
the  absence  of  proof  that  such  act  was 
the  result  of  his  actual  coercion  or  in- 
stigation. 

The  following  cases  decided  under 
statutes  enlarging  the  rights  of  mar- 
ried women  with  respect  to  property, 
but  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
expressly  declaring  the  nonliability  of 
the  husband  for  the  torts  of  his  wife 
unless  directed  by  him,  held  that  such 
acts  did  not  abolish  the  liability  of  a 
husband  for  tortious  acts  of  a  personal 
nature  done  by  the  wife: 

Mangam  v.  Peck  (1888)  111  N.  Y. 
401,  2  L.R.A.  150,  18  N.  E.  617;  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Quann  (1888)  109  N.  Y.  441, 

17  N.  E.  354;  Muser  v.  Lewis  (1884) 

18  Jones  &  S.  481;  Hoffman  v.  Lach- 
man  (1878;  Marine  Ct  Sp.  T.)  IN.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  278,  note;  Berrien  v. 
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Steel  (1878;  g^p.  Sp.  T.)  1  N.  Y,  Civ. 
Proc.  Rep.  279,  •  note;  Fitzsimons 
V.  Harringrton  (1881;  Sup.  Sp,  T.)  1 
N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  860.  See  also 
Dean  v.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co. 
(1890)  119  N.  Y.  547,  23  N.  E.  1054. 

In  a  number  of  other  cases  the  hus- 
band was  held  not  to  be  liable,  under 
the  statutes  last  referred  to,  for  torts 
committed  by  the  wife  in  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  her  separate  prop- 
©rtv 

Rowe  V.  Smith  (1871)  45  N.  Y.  280; 
Baum  V.  Mullen  (1872)  47  N.  Y.  577; 
Fiske  V.  Bailey  (1872)  51  N.  Y.  150; 
Mason  v.  Mason  (1892)  66  Hun,  386, 
21  N.  Y.  Supp.  306;  Eagle  v.  Swayze 
(1867)  2  Daly,  140. 

See  also  Callahan  t.  Matthews 
(1895)  87  Hun,  527,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
499;  Noonan  v.  Tuttle  (1879;  Marine 
Ct.  Tr.  T.)  1  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  190;  Gillies 
V.  Lent  (1865;  Com.  PL  Gen.  TO  2  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.  465;  Peak  v.  Lemon  (1869) 
1  Lans.  295,  affirmed  in  (1872)  49  N.  Y. 
666.  Thus,  it  was  held  that  if  an  in- 
jury was  sustained  from  the  bite  of  a 
vicious  dog  owned  by  the  husband, 
which  was  kept  on  premises  owned  and 
maintained  by  the  wife,  the  husband 
was  not  liable,  but  the  wife  was  liable 
if  she  permitted  the  dog  to  remain  on 
her  premises,  with  knowledge  of  its 
vicious  propensities.  Quilty  v.  Battie 
(1892)  135  N.  Y.  201,  17  L.R.A.  521, 
32  N.  E.  47,  1  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  177, 
reversing  (1891)  61  Hun,  164, 
15  N.  Y.  Supp.  765;  Valentine  v. 
Cole  (1886;  Buffalo  Super.  Ct.  Gen.  T.) 

1  N.  Y.  S.  R.  719.  Compare  Genenz  v. 
De  Forest  (1888)  15  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc. 
Rep.  145,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  152.  And  it 
was  held  that  if  the  wife  set  fire  to  a 
house  owned  by  her,  and  it  was  burned, 
the  husband  was  not  liable  for  loss 
sustained  by  the  tenant  of  the  prop- 
erty. Lansing  v.  Holdridge  (1880)  58 
How.  Pr.  449. 

In  a  number  of  earlier  cases  follow- 
ing the  common-law  rule  it  was  held 
that  a  husband  was  liable  for  the  torts 
of  his  wife  (Solomon  v.  Waas  (1858) 

2  Hilt.  179;  McCready's  Goods  (1869) 
1  Tucker,  374) ;  that  an  action  for  the 
wife's  tort  must  be  brought,  under  the 
common  law,  against  the  husband  and 
wife  jointly  (Anderson  v.  Hill  (1869) 


$3  Barb.  238;  Horton  ▼•  Payne  (UB64) 
27  How.  Pr,  374;  Austin  v.  Bacon 
(1888)  49  Hun,  386.  3  N.  Y.  Supp,  587; 
Rowing  V.  Manly  (1872)  49  N.  Y.  200, 
10  Am.  Rep.  346;  Bunce  v.  Van  Der 
Grift  (1839)  8  Paige,  37)  ;  that  if  there 
was  a  recovery,  judgnient  must  be  en- 
tered against  both  husband  and  wife 
(Flanagan  v.  Tinen  (1868)  53  Barb. 
587) ;  and  that  where  the  wife,  as  ad- 
ministratrix, committed  a  devastavit 
before  marriage,  the  husband  could 
not  be  held  liable  after  her  death 
(Elliott  V.  Lewis  (1836)  3  Edw.  Ch. 
40). 

Ic.  l^arth  Carolina. 

In  North  Carolina  the  common-law 
rule  has  been  limited  by  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  "every  husband  living  with 
his  wife  shall  be  Jointly  liable  with 
her  for  all  damages  accruing  from  any 
tort  committed  by  her."  It  was  held 
in  Young  v.  Newsom  (1920)  180  N.  C. 
815,  104  S.  E.  660,  that  under  this 
statute  a  husband  living  with  his  wife 
is  responsible  in  damages  for  a  tort 
committed  by  her  in  slandering  an- 
other, notwithstanding  various  other 
acts  giving  her  many  of  the  rights  of 
a  feme  sole. 

In  Presnell  v.  Moore  (1897)  120  N. 
C.  390,  27  S.  E.  27,  the  court  held  a 
husband  to  be  liable  for  slanderous- 
words  spoken  by  his  wife  in  his  ab- 
sence, without  his  knowledge  or  con- 
sent. See  also  Roberts  v.  Lisenbee 
(1882)  86  N.  C.  136,  41  Am.  Rep.  450. 

Likewise,  it  was  held  in  Britting- 
ham  V.  Stadiem  (1909)  151  N.  C.  299^ 
66  S.  E.  128,  that,  under  the  statute,  e 
husband  is  liable  jointly  with  his  wif  e^ 
for  a  tort  committed  by  their  minor 
son  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
as  clerk  in  the  wife's  shop,  since  the 
wife  herself  is  liable. 

I.  Ohio, 

In  Ohio,  the  statute  reads  as  fol* 
lows:  "Neither  husband  nor  wife,  ai« 
such,  is  answerable  for  the  acts  of  the 
other." 

See  Bretzf elder  v.  Demaree  (1921) 
102  Ohio  St  105,  130  N.  E.  506,  where- 
in the  court  said:  "At  common  law, 
unquestionably,  the  husband  was  lia- 
ble for  acts  .  .  .  committed  by  hia 
wife.    This  principle  was  then  eatab- 
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lished  because  of  the  servitude  of 
marriage^  whereby  the  husband  not 
only  possessed  control  over  her  person 
and  acts,  but,  upon  coverture,  became 
entitled  to  her  goods  and  chattels,  an^ 
had  the  absolute  right  to  reduce  her 
choses  in  action  to  possession  during 
her  life.  The  wife's  existence  was 
merged  in  that  of  her  husband*  and  in 
actions  against  herself  her  husband 
was  required  to  be  joined.  However, 
in  the  development  of  our  statute  law, 
this  principle  of  liability  upon  the  paft 
of  the  husband  was  abrogated  by  the 
adoption  in  various  states  of  certain 
statutes  .  .  •  providing  that  neither 
husband  nor  wife  should  be  liable  for 
the  tortious  acts  of  the  other  because 
of  the  marital  relationship.*' 

The  following  earlier  caees  held  that 
under  a  statute  concerning  the  rights 
and  liabilities  of  married  women  in 
relation  to  property*  the  common-law 
rule  making  the  husband  liable  for 
torts  committed  by  the  wife  during 
coverture  was  not  abrogated.  Fowler 
v.  Chichester  (1874)  26  Ohio  St.  9; 
Holtz  V.  Dick  (1884)  42  Ohio  St.  23, 
51  Am.  Rep.  79L 

In  Scheurer  t.  Scheurer  (1878)  4 
Ohio  Dec.  Beprint,  297,  it  was  held 
that,  under  the  conunon  law,  after  a 
divorce  had  been  obtained  by  a  wife 
and  the  husband  had  nmrried  a  second 
time,  he  might  be  held  liable  for  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  second  wife  in 
alienating  his  affections  from  the  first. 

fn.  Rhode  Msland. 

In  Rhode  Island,  the  statute  relieves 
the  husband  of  his  common-law  liabil- 
ity for  the  torts  of  his  wife  by  declar- 
ing expressly  that  he  shall  not  be  liar 
ble  for  torts  committed  by  his  wife, 
unless  he  participates  therein  or 
coerces  her  thereto.  McElroy  v.  Cap- 
ron  (1902)  24  R.  I.  561,  54  Atl.  44. 
See  Simmons  v.  Brown  (1858)  5  R.  I. 
299,  73  Am.  Dec.  66,  and  Ferguson  v. 
Neilson  (1890)  17  R.  I.  82,  9  L.R.A. 
155,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  855,  20  Atl.  229, 
upholding  the  common-law  rule  prior 
to  the  statute. 

n.  South  Carolina, 

The  South  Carolina  statute  (Code 
Civ.  Proc.  8  163)  provides  that  when 
a  married  woman  is  a  party  her  hus- 


band must  be  joined  with  hef,  except 
that  "when  the  aption  concerns  her 
separate  property  she  may  sue  or  be 
sued  alone:  Provided,  that  neither 
her  husband  nor  his  property  shall  be 
liable  for  any  recovery  against  her  in 
any  such  suit,  but  judgment  may  be 
enforced  by  execution  against  her  sole 
and  separate  estate  as  if  she  were 
eoIe.'V .  Apparently  this  statute  has  not 
yet  been  considered  in  a  case  dealing 
with  the  question  of  a  husband's  lia- 
bility for  the  torts  of  his  wife,  and 
therefore  the  common-law  doctrine 
still  prevails.  For  cases  announcing 
the  common-law  doctrine,  see  supra, 

n.  d. 

••  Souih  Dakota* 

A  statute  in  South  Dakota  express- 
ly relieiiies  the  husband  from  liability 
for  the  torts  of  his  wife,  by  providing 
as  follows:  "Neither  husband  nor 
wife,  as  such,  is  answerable  for  the 
acts  of  the  other.'*  See  Bebout  v. 
Pense  (1914)  85  S,  D.  14,  160  N.  W. 
289,  holding  that  while  the  statute  is 
sufficient,  in  terms,  to  relieve  a  hus- 
band or  wife,  as  such,  of  all  liability 
for  the  tortious  acts  of  the  other,  and 
that,  so  far  as  the  husband's  liability 
for  the  acts  of  his  wife  is  concerned, 
it  places  them  in  the  position  of  per- 
sons wh6  are  not  related  at  all,  it  does 
not  purport  to  relieve  them  as  in- 
dividuals; and  they  are  liable  jointly 
where  the  wife  commits  a  tort  at  the 
command  or  instigation  of  her  bus- 
band. 

|i.  FertiUHit. 

The  Vermont  statute  provides  that  a 
husband  shall  not  be  liable  for  the 
torts  of  his  wife  unless  committed  by 
his  authority  or  direction.  See  Story 
V.  Downey  (1890)  62  Vt.  243,  20  Atl. 
321;  Russell  v.  Phelps  (1901)  73  Vt. 
890,  50  Atl.  1101 ;  Fadden  v.  McKinney 
(1918)  87  Vt  316,  89  Atl.  851. 

"To  render  a  husband  liable  under 
.  .  .  statute,  for  a  tort  committed 
by  his  wife,  it  must  be  alleged  and 
proved  that  the  tort  was  committed  by 
his  authority  or  direction."  Story  v. 
Downey,  supra. 

It  was  held  in  Fadden  v.  McKinney, 
supra,  that,  under  the  statute,  a  hus-    . 
band  could  not  be  held  liable  in  an 
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action  for  trespasft  for  a  wrong  com- 
mitted by  another,  although  he  knew 
that  his  wife  had  employed  such  per- 
son to  commit  the  wrong  complained 
of. 

In  Woodward  V.  Barnes  (1878)  46  Vt 
832,  14  Am.  Rep.  626,  it  was  held  that 
at  common  law  the  husband  is  respon- 
sible only  for  the  pure  torts  of  the 
wife,  and  was  not  liable  for  any  torts 
connected  with  contract. 

In  Shaw  v.  Hallihan  (1874)  46  Vt 
389,  14  Am.  Rep.  628,  the  common-law 
rule  was  laid  down. 

In  Washington  the  statute  in  term? 
absolves  the  husband  from  liability  for 
the  wrongful  acts  of  the  Wife,  "except 
in  case  where  he  would  be  jointly  re- 
sponsible with  her  if  the  marriage  did 
not  exist."  See  Killingsworth  ▼.  Keen 
(1916)  89  Wash.  597,  154  Pac.  1096, 
wherein  the  court  held  that  a  husband 
was  not  liable  for  the  tortious  act  of 
the  wife  in  taking  and  damaging  an 
automobile. 

r.  Ontario, 

In  Ontario  the  liability  of  a  husband 
for  wrongs  conunitted  by  his  wife, 
either  before  or  after  marriage,  is 
limited  by  statute  to  the  extent  of 
property  belonging  to  his  wife  ac- 
quired by  him  subject  to  certain  de- 
ductions. Lee  V.  Hopkins  (1890)  20 
Ont.  Rep.  666. 

IV,  Under  statute  not  expreM^y  abrogot- 
ing  or  limiting  eovnnion^la'w  rule. 

a.  View  that  husband  is  relieved  from 

UaJMltty. 

1.  Arizona, 

In  Arizona  the  married  women's  stat- 
utes, which  confer  on  the  wife  the 
ownership  and  management  of  her 
own  property  free  from  the  control  of 
her  husband,  are  held  to  abrogate  the 
common-law  liability  of  the  husband 
for  the  torts  of  his  wife  connected 
with  her  separate  estate,  though  the 
statutes  do  not  expressly  refer  to  the 
subject  of  his  liability  for  her  torts. 
Hageman  v.  Vanderdoes  (1914)  15 
Ariz.  312,  L.R.A.1916A,  491,  138  Pac. 
1053,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  1197. 

But,  under  a  statujte  requiring  that 


when  a  married  woman  is  a  party,  her 
husband  shall  be  joined  with  her,  ex^ 
cept  when  the  action  concerns  her 
separate  property,  or  is  between  her- 
self and  her  husband,  the  husband 
should  be  made  a  party  defendant  in 
an  action  for  the  wife's  assault  com- 
mitted out  of  his  presence,  although 
he  is  not  liable  for  the  tort.    Ibid. 

In  Arkansas  the  Married  Woman's 
Act  which  declares  in  broad  terms  its 
purpose  to  be  "to  remove  the  disabil- 
ities of  married  women"  and  to  allow  a 
married  woman  to  "enjoy  all  rights 
and  be  subjected  to  all  the  taws  of  the 
state  as  though  she  were  a  feme  sole,** 
is  held  in  the  reported  case  (Bourlanb 
V.  Baker,  ante,  525)  to  abrogate  the 
common-law  rule  that  the  husband  is 
liable  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  com- 
mitted in  his  absence;  and  the  unity  of 
husband  and  wife,  which  was  the  rea- 
son of  the  common-law  rule,  having 
been  abolished  by  the  statute,  the  hus- 
band's liability  is  also  abolished. 

Compare  the  following  cases,  hold- 
ing that  earlier  statutes  conferring 
certain  rights  and  imposing  certain 
liabilities  on  married  women  with  ref- 
erence to  property  did  not  operate  to 
discharge  the  husband  from  liability 
for  the  torts  of  his  wife  committed  in 
his  absence  and  without  his  consent: 
Jackson  v.  Williams  (1909)  92  Ark. 
486,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  840,  128  S.  W. 
751;  Townsley  v.  Yentsch  (1911)  98 
Ark.  312,  135  S.  W.  882;  Minor  v. 
Mapes  (1912)  102  Ark.  361,  39  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  214,  144  S.  W.  219;  Williams  v. 
Pulkes  (1912)  103  Ark.  196,  146  S.  W. 
480.  In  Minor  v.  Mapes  (1912)  102 
Ark.  351,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  214,  144  S. 
W.  219,  the  court,  holding  that  a  hus- 
band was  liable  for  a  negligent  act  of 
his  wife  which  was  committed  in  his 
presence  but  not  under  his  direction, 
said :  "Where  the  tort  is  committed  in 
the  absence  of  the  husband  or,  if  in 
his  presence,  without  any  control  or 
compulsion  on  his  part,  the  husband 
and  wife  are  jointly  liable  and  must  be 
joined  in  the  action." 

Compare,  also,  the  following  cases, 
wherein  it  was  held,  without  reference 
to  any  statute,  that  a  husband  was  lia- 
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bU,  under  the  common-law  rule»  for 
the  torts  of  his  wife;  Ferguson  v. 
Collins  (X848)  3  Ark..  241 ;  .Kosminsky 
y,  CkMdberg  (18^4)  44  Ark.  401;  Mar 
honey  v.  Roberts  (1908)  86  Ark.  130; 
UOS.  W.  225.  •    .. 

S.  Colorado, 

In  Colorado  under  a  statute  giving 
the  wife  control  and  dominion  over  her 
property  and  person^  aAd  conferring 
many  other  rights  on  her,  it  was  held 
in  Schuler  v.  Henry  (1908)  42  Colo, 
367, 14  L.R.A.(N^.)  1009,  94  Pac,  360, 
that  a  husband  was  not  liable  for  the 
tort  of  his  wife  with  which  he  was 
in  no  way  connected.  The  foregoing 
decision  was  followed  in  Murray  v. 
Newmyer  (1919)  66  Colo.  459, 182  Pac« 
888. 

S.  IlUnaU. 

See  the  cases  cited  supra,  III.  d. 

5.  JUMUMW. 

Under  a  statute  of  Kansas  giving  to 
a  married  woman  control  over  her 
property,  and  declaring  that  she  may 
sue  and  be  sued  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  she  were  unmarried,  it  was  held 
in  Norris  v.  Corkill  (1884)  82  Kan. 
409,  49  Am.  Rep.  489,  4  Pac.  862,  that 
a  husband  was  not  liable  for  slander- 
ous words  uttered  by  his  wife  out  of 
his  presence  and  with  which  he  had 
no  connection. 

In  Kentucky  it  is  provided  by  stat- 
ute that  the  husband  shall  have  no  es- 
tate or  interest  in  his  wife's  property^ 
and  that  ''during  tine  existence  of  the 
marriage  relation  the  wife  shall  hold 
and  own  all  her  estate  to  her  separate 
and  exclusive  use,  free  from  the  debts, 
liabilities,  or  control  of  her  husband.*' 
It  was  said  in  Lane  v.  Bryant  (1896) 
100  Ky.  138,  36  L.RJI.  709,  37  S.  W. 
584:  'The  liability  of  the  husband 
at  the  common  law  was  based  on  the 
idea  of  his  absolute  dominion  over  the 
person  of  his  wife,  with  the  right  to 
all  her  personal  and  the  use  of  her 
real  estate;  to  the  rents  and  profits  of 
her  realty;  to  her  earnings  and  labor; 
and  the  power  of  the  control  of  the 
wife  by  the  husband  was  caused  to 
auch  an  extent  as  to  vest  in  him  the 


right,  to  use  such  forcible  means-  as 
would  bridle  her  tongue  or  make  her 
of  good  behavior.  This  rule  is  a  harsh 
one  at  best^and  with  the  progress  of 
civilization^  and  the  changes  by  wise, 
modern  letgi^lation,  of  the  relation  be- 
tween husband  and  wife  as  to  the  right 
of  property  and:  personal  control  by 
the  husba<id,  it  would  seem  absurd  in 
this  enlightened  age  to  regard  the  wife 
as  a  mere  machine,  made  to  labor  and 
to  talk  as  the  husband  directs,  and  to 
make  hin^  liable  on  that  ground  for  her 
torts  when  not  committed  by  his  di- 
rection or  procurement."  To  the  same 
effect,  see  Davidson  v.  Manning 
(1916)  168  Ky.  ^88,  181  S.  W.  1111. 

Prior  to  the  act,  the  court  in  Phillips 
Vi  Richardson  (1830)  4  J.  J,  Marsh. 
212,  laid  dqwp  the  common-law  rule. 

7.  Wehnuika, 

In  Nebraska,  various  statutes  pro- 
vide l^at  a  married  woman  may  be 
sued  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  unmarried  and  may  dispose  of 
her  property  with  like  effect  as  a  mar- 
ried man,  and  may  also  carry  on  busi- 
ness on  her  sole  and  separate  account. 

It  was  held  in  Goken  v.  Dallugge 
(1904)  72  Neb.  16,  99  N.  W.  818,  103 
N.  W.  281,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1222,  16  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  479,  without  specific  refer- 
ence to  these  statutes,  that  the  com- 
mon-law rule  that  a  husband  was  lia- 
ble jointly  with  his  wife  for  tortious 
acts  done  by  her  in  his  presence,  but 
without  his  consent  or  direction,  sole- 
ly on  the  ground  of  the  marriage  rela- 
tion, was  not  in  force  in  Nebraska. 

S.  New  Ha$npBhire, 

Jn  New  Hampshire  by  legislative  en- 
actment the  wife  is  given  the  right  to 
hold  property  to  her  own  use,  free 
from  the  interference  or  control  of  her 
husband.  Under  the  statute  confer- 
ring this  privilege  it  was  held  in  Har- 
ris V.  Webster  (1878)  58  N.  H.  481, 
that  in  an  action  for  slander  against 
a  married  woman,  the  husband  should 
not  be  joined  as  a  party  defendant, 
the  court  saying:  "Since  the  wife's 
property  is  no  longer  her  husband's 
nor  her  earnings  his,  by  mere  force  of 
law;  and  since  he  has  no  more  legal 
power  of  physical  control  over  her 
than  she  has  over  him,  no   •    •   .    rea- 
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son  seeniA  to  remain  for  holding  him 
liable  for  her  torts.'' 

The  following  earlier  cases  main-^ 
tained  the  common-law  doctrine  that 
the  husband  was  liable  for  the  torts 
of  his  wife,  and  must  be  joined  in  the 
suit  against  her:  Little  v.  Gardner 
(1831)  5  N.  H.  415,  22  Am.  Dec.  468; 
Gram  v.  Dudley  (1864)  28  N.  H.  537; 
Carleton  v.  Haywood  (1870)  49  N.  H. 
814. 

p.  New  Jeraep, 

In  New  Jersey,  by  virtue  of  a  stat- 
ute permitting  a  married  woman  to 
hold  real  and  personal  property  as  a 
feme  sole,  a  husband  is  relieved  from 
liability  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  com- 
mitted  in  the  management  and  control 
of  her  separate  property.  D.  Wolff  & 
Co.  V.  Lozier  (1902)  68  N.  J.  L.  103,  52 
Atl.  303. 

That  case  was  approved  in  Harring- 
ton V.  Jagmetty  (1912)  83  N.  J,  L.  548, 
83  Atl.  880,  wherein  the  court  said: 
''Whatever  may  have  been  the  conse- 
quence of  the  necessary  joinder  of 
husband  and  wife,  in  an  action  for  a 
tort  committed  by  the  wife  before  the 
passage  of  the  statutes  relating  to 
married  women,  since  the  passage  of 
those  acts  the  husband  is  not  liable 
for  torts  of  his  wife,  growing  out  of 
the  conduct  by  her  of  her  own  busi- 
ness, or  arising  from  the  management 
by  her  of  her  own  separate  property.'^ 

The  following  earlier  cases  laid 
down  the  common-law  rule.  Crane  v. 
Van  Duyne  (1853)  9  N.  J.  Eq.  259; 
State,  Hildreth,  Prosecutor,  v.  Camp 
(1879)  41  N.  J.  L.  306. 

lO.  Pennsylvania, 

In  Pennsylvania,  under  the  Married 
Women's  Property  Act  of  1893,  provid- 
ing that  *'a  married  woman  mio^  be 
sued  civilly  in  all  respects  and  in  any 
form  of  action  with  the  same  effect 
and  results  and  consequences  as  an 
unmarried  person,"  the  husband  is  not 
liable  in  damages  for  the  torts  of  his 
wife.  Gustine  v.  Westenberger  (1909; 
224  Pa.  455,  73  Atl.  913.  So,  it  was 
held  in  Smith  v.  Machesney  (1913)  238 
Pa.  538,  86  Atl.  493,  that  it  is  not  only 
unnecessary,  but  improper,  to  join  the 
husband  as  a  defendant  in  a  suit 
against  the  wife,  even  though  the  case 
is  made  against  him  only  by  reason  of 


his  supposed  responsibility  for  the  tort 
of  his  wife,  and  not  as  an  actual  tort:- 
feasor.  To  the  same  effect  isee  Crouse 
▼.  Lubin  (1918)  260  Pa.  329,  108  Atl. 
725. 

And  in  Hinski  v.  Stein  (1917)  68 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  441,  a  husband  was  held 
not  to  be  liable  in  damages,  under  the 
act,  for  slanderous  words  uttered  by 
his  wife  in  his  absence,  and  without 
his  knowledge  or  consent. 

Under  the  Married  Persons'  Prop- 
erty Act  of  1887,  repealed  by  the  Act 
of  1898,  it  was  held  in  Euklence  v. 
Vocht  (1887)  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  370,  af- 
firmed (1888)  10  Sadler,  11,  21  W.  N. 
C.  521, 13  Atl.  198,  that  a  husband  was 
not  liable  for  his  wife's  torts,  and  that 
it  was  unnecessary  to  join  the  husband 
as  defendant  in  a  suit  against  the 
wife  for  her  tprt  Compare  Quick  v. 
Miller  (1883)  103  Pa.  67. 

In  Ridgway  v.  Speilman  (1898)  7 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  290,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  596, 
it  was  held  that  since  the  Act  of  1887, 
declaring  in  express  terms  that  a  hus- 
band was  not  liable  for  damages  re- 
covered against  bis  wife  for  her  torts, 
was  repealed  by  the  Act  of  1893,  by 
which  she  was  exempted  from  arrest  or 
imprisonment  for  her  torts,  a  husband 
was  jointly  liable  with  his  wife  for 
slanderous  words  spoken  by  her. 

And,  the  Married  Persons'  Property 
Act  of  1893  was  held  in  Hess  v.  Heft 
(1897)  3  Pa.  Super.  (}t  582,  not  to 
modify  a  husband's  liability  for  the 
torts  of  his  wife. 

The  following  earlier  cases  an- 
nounced the  common4aw  doctrine  that 
a  husband  was  liable  for  the  torts  of 
his  wife.  Overholt  v.  EUswell  (1829i 
1  AshnL  200;  Maffit  v.  Ck>m.  (1847)  5 
Pa.  359;  Keen  v.  Hartman  (1865)  48 
Pa.  497,  86  Am.  Dec.  606,  88  Am.  Dec. 
472,  affirming  (1864)  5  Phila.  448; 
Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Heil  (1887) 
115  Pa.  487,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  675,  8  A«, 
616;  Hess  v.  Heft,  and  Ridgway  v. 
Speilman,  supra. 

In  Overholt  v.  EUswell,  supra,  it  was 
held  that,  under  the  common  law,  noth- 
ing short  of  a  marriage  de  jure  can 
render  a  man  responsible  for  torts 
committed  by  his  wife  before  mar- 
riage. 

And   under  the   conunon   law,    the 
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"general  principle  that,  for  the  fraud 
or  other  tort  of  a  married  woman,  an 
action  may  be  maintained  against  her 
and  her  huaband  ...  is  to  be 
understood  as  applicable  only  to  ac- 
tions brought  for  wrongs  done  by  the 
wife,  which  are  what  are  sometimes 
denominated  torts  simplieiter/  in 
ether  words,  torts  the  substantive 
basis  of  which  is  not  the  wife's  con- 
tract.'' Keen  t.  Hartman  (1865)  48 
Pa.  497,  86  Am.  Dec.  606,  88  Am.  Dec. 
472,  affirming  (1864)  5  Phila.  448. 

But  the  hasband  of  an  administra-^ 
trix  was  not  liable  at  common  law  for 
a  deraatavit  committed  by  her  before 
Biarriage.    Mafltt  v.  (TonL  supra. 

Bnt  see  supra,  n.  d,  m.  a,  and  IIL 
L 

Ml.  Utah. 

In  Utah  it  is  provided  by  statute  that 
''all  property  owned  by  either  spouse 
before  marriage,  and  that  acquired 
afterwards  by  purchase,  gift,  bequest, 
devise,  or  descent,  with  the  rents,  is- 
sues, and  profits  thereof,  is  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  that  spouse  by  whom 
the  same  is  so  owned  or  acquired ;  and 
separate  property  owned  or  acquirf'd 
as  specified  above  may  be  held,  man-* 
aged,  controlled,  transferred,  and  in 
any  manner  disposed  of  by  the  spouse 
so  owning  or  acquiring  it,  without  any 
limitation  or  restriction  by  reason  of 
marriage;"  and  that  "either  spouse 
may  sue  or  be  sued,  plead  and  be  im-^ 
pleaded,  or  defend  and  be  defended  at 
law." 

Under  these  statutory  provisions  it 
was  held  in  Culmer  v.  Wilson  (1896) 
13  Utoh,  129,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  713,  44 
Pac.  833,  that  a  husband  was  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  torts  of  his  wife, 
committed  before  marriage,  and  while 
she  was  the  wife  of  another  man,  the 
court  Baying:  *^he  common-law  rule 
.  .  .  which  made  the  husband  liable 
for  the  wife's  torts,  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  that  as  the  husband  suc- 
ceeded jure  mariti,  to  the  entire  estate 
of  the  wife,  real  and  personal,  and  to 
the  right  to  her  earnings,  so  that  she 
could  not  respond  in  damages  for  any 
wrong  which  she  might  commit,  it  was 
but  right  that  he  should  respond  for 
her,  so  long  as  the  coverture  con^ 


tinned.  Sneh  being  the  reason  of  the 
rule,  if  a  statute  intervenes  giving  the 
wife,  during  coverture,  the  sole  con- 
trol of  all  property  owned  by  her  be- 
fore marriage,  and  that  acquired  after- 
wards by  purchase,  gift,  bequest,  with 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof, 
and  the  same  is  the  separate  property 
of  the  wife,  and  the  same  may  be  held, 
managed,  controlled,  and  transferred, 
and  in  any  manner  disposed  of,  by  her, 
without  any  limitatipn  or  restriction 
by  reason  of  marriage,  with  the  right 
to  use  and  possess  the  same,  thus  tak- 
ing away  entirely  the  reason  of  the 
common-law  rule,  it  would  seem,  on 
principle,  that  the  rule  itself  ought  to 


cease.' 


h.  rikw .  IMS 


MMtafitf  4m  lies 
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1.  OaUfomim. 

The  Cralifomia  statute  under  which 
a  married  woman  is  given  the  right  to 
manage  her  own  separate  estate  has 
been  held  not  to  have  changed  the 
common-law  rule  that  a  husband  is  lia- 
ble for  the  torts  of  his  wife*  There- 
fore, in  an  action  for  an  assault  and 
battery  committed  by  the  wife,  the 
husband  is  liable  in  damages,  although 
the  act  was  not  committed  in  his  pres- 
ence and  was  done  without  his  knowl- 
edge or  permission.  Henley  v.  Wilson 
U902)  137  Cal.  278,  68  L.R.A.  941,  92 
Am.  St.  Rep.  160,  70  Pac.  21. 

In  Iowa  the  statute  provides  that  lia- 
bilities may  be  incurred  by  a  wife, 
"and  the  same  enforced  against  her  to 
the  same  extent,  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner, as  if  she  were  unmarried."  In 
MoEIfresh  v.  Kirkendall  (1873)  36 
Iowa,  224,  it  was  held  that  the  liability 
of  the  husband  at  conunon  law  for  the 
torts  of  his  wife  had  not  been  changed 
by  the  provisions  of  the  aforesaid  stat- 
ute. And  the  decision  of  the  CQurt  in 
this  case  was  followed  in  Luse  v.  Oaks 
(1873)  3d  Iowa,  562.  Compare  Enders 
V.  Beck  (1864)  18  Iowa,  86. 

8.  Minnesota, 

fn  Minnesota  the  Married  Woman's 
Acts  have  been  held  not  to  abrogate 
the  common-law  rule  which  holds  a 
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.husbimd  liable  in  damages  fer  the 
tortfl  of  his  wife  committed  without  hie 
presence  and  in  which  hotdid  not  par- 
ticipate in  any  way.  Pett-Morgan  v. 
Kennedy  (1895)  62  Minn.  348,  30 
L.R.A.  521»  64  Anu  St  Rep.  647,  64 
N.  W-  912. 

Prior  to  the  act,  the  court  in  Brasil 
v.  Moran  (1863)  8  Minn.  236,  GIL  20$, 
88  Am.  Dec.  772,  laid  down  the  com* 
mon-lawTule. 

4,  Missouri.  . 

See  the  cases  cited  supra,  II|.  i. 

S.  N^w  Tork, 

,    See  the  cases  cited  supri^.  III.  j. 

0.  OMo. 

'   See  the  eases  cited  s«pBa,^III.  L  •    ^i 

7.  Texoe. 

The  Texas  statutes  resrulating  mari- 
tal rigrhts  do  not  abrogate  the  common- 
law  doctrine  that  a  husband  is  respon^ 
sible  for  the  torts  of  his  wife.  See  Mc- 
Queen v.  Fulgham  (1864)  27  Tex.  463, 
wherein  it  was  held  that  in  an  action 
against  the  wife  for  slander  the  hus- 
band must  be  joined,  the  court  saying: 
**The  common-law  rule  holding  the 
husband  responsible  for  the  wife's 
torts  does  not  rest  entirely  upon  the 
ground  that  he  takes  by  marriage  all 
of  her  personal  property,  and  that  she 
is  presumed  to  have  no  separate  es- 
tate. It  rests  perhaps  mainly  upon  the 
supposition  that  her  acts  are  the  re- 
sult of  the  superior  will  and  influence 
of  the  husband.  Owing  to  the  in- 
timate relation  between  husband  and 
wife,  and  to  the  nature  of  the  control 
given  him  by  law  and  social  usage, 
over  her  conduct  and  actions,  it  would 
be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  the 
courts  to  determine  when  she  had 
acted  at  her  own  instance  and  when 
she  was  guided  by  his  dictation. 
While  our  statutes  are  framed  with  the 
view  of  securing  to  the  wife  her  sepa- 
rate property,  and  of  sedulously  pro- 
tecting her  with  reference  to  it, 
against  the  recognized  and  controlling 
influence  of  the  husband  over  her  con- 
duct, it  would  be  a  stretch  of  judicial 
authority  to  hold  that  the  common-law 
responsibility  attaching  to  him  for  the 


acts  of  the  wife  is  by  mere  implication 
abolished." '  • 

See  also  Whitney  Hardware  Go.  v. 
McMahan  (1921).  —  Tex.  — >  231  S.  W. 
694,  a  case  dealing  with  the  liability 
of  the  wife. 

So,  it  was  held  in  Zeliff  v.  Jennings 
(1884)  61  Tex*  468,  that  while  many 
changes  from  the  ,c<immon'^aw  have 
been  made  by  statute  iwith  reference 
te  property  rights  of  married  women, 
no. statute  has  changed  or  altered  the 
liability  of  the  husband* for  the  torts 
of  the  wife  from  that  imposed  by  the 
eemmon  law,  and  "the  husband  is  li- 
aMe  to  the  same  measure  of  pecuniary 
responsibility  for  the  torts  of  the  wife 
f^s  though  the  act  were  his  own.** 

In  Patterson  ¥•  Frazer  (1906)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App,  — ,  98  S.  W.  146,  re- 
versed on  other  grottftds  (1906)  100 
7ex.  103,  94  S.  W,  324^  a  husband  was 
held  to  be  liable  in  exemplary  as  well 
Its.  actual  damages,  for  slanderous 
words  spoken  by  the  wife. 

8,  WeBt  Virginia, 

.  In  West  Virginia,  under  the  married 
women's  laws  relating  to  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife  and  her  rights 
and  powers  concerning  the  same,  the 
husband  is  not  relieved  from  liability 
for  the  torts  of  the  wife.    See  Kellar 
V.  James    (1907)   63  W.  Va.  189,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1003,  59  S.  E.  939,  where- 
in the  court  said:     ''One  object  of 
these  statutes  is  to  enable  a  married 
^oman  to  have  the  absolute,  free,  and 
unrestrained  control  of  her  property. 
•    •    .    The  evils  intended  to  be  sup- 
pressed, and  the  purposes  and  objects 
to  be  promoted,  are  all  mentioned  in 
the  statutes,  and  the  rule  of  liberal 
construction   requires   no  more   than 
that  they  shall  be  so  interpreted  and 
applied  as  to  suppress  the  named  evils 
and  effectuate  the  specified  purposes 
and  objects.    It  does  not  authorize  the 
court  to    add   other   supposed   evils, 
purposes,  and  objects.    By  the  decid- 
ed weight  of  authority,  these  statutes 
are  held  not  to  have  relieved  the  hus- 
band from  his  common-law  liability 
for  the  wife's  torts."    See  also  With- 
row  V.  Smithson  (1893)  37  W.  Va.  767. 
19  L.R.A.  762,  17  S.  E.  316;  Gill  v- 
State  (1894)  39  W.  Va.  479,  26  L.RJL 
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655,  45  Am.  St.  Rep/ 928,  2d  S.  E.  508; 
Poling  V.  Pickens  (1911)  70  W.  Va. 
117, 73  S.  E.  251,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  995. 

p.  England* 

In  England,  the  Married  Women'a. .. 
Property  Act  provides  that  "a  married 
woman  shall  be  capal^Ie  of  .  .  .  su- 
ing and  being' sued,  either  in  contract 
or  in  tort,  or  otherwise,  in  all  respects  •  ^ 
as  if  she  were  a  fen^^  .Bole„  and.  ber  ; 
husband  need  not  be  joined  with  her 
as  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or  bte  made  ai 
party  to  any  action  or  other  legal^  pro- 
ceeding brought  by  or  taken  against 
her  .  .  .  and  any  damages  or  costs 
recovered  agaipst  her  in  any  such  ac- 
tion or  pioce^ding  shall  be  payable  out 
of  her  separate  property,  and  not  other-  ' 
wise."  In  Seroka  v.  Kattenburg.^ 
(1886)  L.  R.  17  Q.  B,  Div.  177,  it  was 
held  that  this  statute  does  not  abolish 
the  liability  of  a  husband  for  the 
wrongful  acts  of  his  wife,  and  that  he 
is  jointly  liable  with  her  for  her  torts 
committed  after  marriage,  the  court 
saying:  '*The  words  of  the  section 
.  .  .  'need  not  be  joined,'  .  .  . 
do  not  discharge  the  husband- from  his 
old  liabili^;  they  are  intended  to  give 
to  a  plaintiff  the  option  of  suing  hus'- 
band  and  wife  together  or  suing  the 
wife  alone;  judgment  may  be  entered 
against  the  wife,  and  execution  issued 
against  her  separate  property,  if  she 
has  any;  but  where  she  has  none,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  add  the  husband 
as  a  codefendant." 

The  foregoing  case  was  held  in 
Earle  v.  Kingscote  [1900]  2  Gh.  585, 
69  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  725,  49  >Week.  Bep. 
3,  83  L.  T.  N.  S.  577,  16  Times  L.  B. 
511,  to  have  been  well  decided.  See 
also  Beaumont  v.  Kaye  [1904]  1  K.  R. 
292,  73  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  213,  52  Week. 
Bep.  241,  90  L.  T.  N.  S.  51„  20  Times 
L  B.  183.  But  compare  Cuenod  v. 
Leslie  [1909]  1  K.  B.  880, 16  Ann.  Gas. 
375,  wherein  the  court  criticizing  the 
nile  laid  down  in  Seroka  v.  Kattea- 
hurg,  supra,  and  approved  in  Earle  v. 
Kingscote,  supra,  said:  "It  is  Still 
open  to  a  plaintiff  to  join  the  husband 
as  defendant  in  an  action  for  a  tort 
committed  by  the  wife,  .  .  .  but,  in 
m;  opinion,  it  is  most  desirable  that 
the  matter  8hQuld:be  r.evieiy.e4.  ]^y  the 


final  court  of  appeal,  because'' thfe 
present  state  of  things  is  highly  anom- 
alous, t  cannot  >  believe  t^at  the 
Married' Women's^'Pi^bperty  Atit  1882, 
which  drew  such  a  clear  line  of  sepa- 
ration, between  the  husband's  and 
wife's  property  and  liabilities,  and  ar- 
ranged them  in  other  respects  so  fair- 
ly on  ^  the  lines  of  separate  personal 
responsibility,  could  have  intended  to 
^eave  such  a  blot  on  the  legislation  as 
would  follow  from  permitting  a  plain- 
tiff'to  recover  damageeifrom  a  hus- 
band in  respect  to  torts  of  the  wife 
either  before  or  during  coverture,  al- 
though be  was  not  liable  for  the  tprts 
or  any  i:farticipation  in  them,  and  wak 
not  needed  as  a  party  to  the  action. 
•:  .  ■.  The  provision  that  •any  dam- 
ages or  costs  recovered  against  her  in 
any  such  .^^ction  or  proceeding' — i.  e^ 
an  action  or  proceeding  taken  against 
lier-r-'shall  be  payable  out  of  her  sep- 
arate property,  and  not  otherwise,' 
r  .  .  makes  it  clear  that  the  hus- 
band's property  is  not  longer  to  be  a 
source  from  which  the  damages  or 
costs  of  an  action  of  tort  against  the 
wife  are  to  be  satisfied." 

In  Burdett  v.  Home  (1911)  28 
Times  L.  B.  83,  wherein  it  appeared 
that  while  a  husband  and  wife  were 
living  together,  she,  by  fraudulent 
representations,  made  without  his  m- 
stigation  but  with  his  knowledge  and 
acquiescence,  obtained  a  large  sum  of 
money,  in  a  part  of  which  he  shared, 
the  husband  was  held  to  be  liable  for 
the  full  amount  procured,  despite  the 
fact  that  he  had  been  judicially  sep- 
arated from  his  wife. 

A  husband  is  not  liable,  however, 
for  a  tort  of  his  wife  arising  out  of 
a  contract  entered  into  by  her  with 
another.  Cole  v.  DeTrafford  [1917]  1 
K.  B.  911,  86  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  764,  117 
L.  T.  N.  S.  224,  61  Sol.  Jo.  354,  33 
Times  L.  249. 

■  •  The  following  das'es  decided  prior 
to  the  act  cited  held  the  husband  to 
be  liable  under  the  >common  law  for 
the  torts  of  his  wife:  Paget  v.  Read 
(1682)  1  Vern.  143,  23  Eng.  Reprint, 
875;  Bachelor  v.  Bean  (1688)  2  Vern. 
6l,   23   En^.   I^eprint,   649;    Head    v. 

briscoe  (1832)  5Car.&P.484:  Palijrier 

.'.'.•«   Jill 
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▼.  Wakefield  (1840)  8  Beav.  227,  4» 
Eng.  Reprint,  88;  Wainford  v.  Heyl 
(1876)  L.  R.  20  Eq.  821,  44  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  567,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  155,  28  WedL 


Rep.  848;  Bahin  v.  Hughes  (1886)  L 
R.  31  Ch.  Div.  890,  66  U  J.  Cb.  N.  S. 
472.  64  L.  T.  N.  S.  188,  34  Week.  Re|>. 
811.  L.  F.  C 


PETERSBURG  GAS  COMPANY,  PMf.  in  Err, 

V. 

CITY  OF  PETERSBURG  et  al. 

TtrghUa  Suprem*  Oovurt  of  ^ jpwila  —  JWeftrMaiy  9,  t998. 

(—  Va.  — ,  110  S.  E.  633.) 

Rates  —  pre-war  prices  as  basis  for  rates. 

1.  The  reproduction  value  of  a  gas  plant  for  rate-making  purposes 
cannot  be  based  exclusively  on  the  pre-war  unit  of  prices. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  655.] 


Constitutional  law  —  gas  rate  —  just 
compensatiML 

2.  A  gas  company  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  furnish  gas  at  less  than  a 
reasonable  compensation  under  a 
constitutional  requirement  that  prop- 
erty shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use 
without  just  compensation. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  900;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1505.] 

Rates  —  foundation  for. 

8.  The  just  compensation  to  which 
a  gas  company  is  entitled  for  gas  f ur^ 
nished  is  founded  upon  the  fair  value 
of  the  property  used  for  the  purpose, 
and  not  upon  the  amount  of  stock  it 
has  issued,  or  the  debts  it  may  owe. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  901.] 

—  what  determines  amount. 

4.  The  rate  of  return  which  a  gas 
company  shall  be  allowed  to  receive 
shall  be  fair  and  just  to  the  com- 
pany, and  such  as  will  make  its  securi- 
ties attractive  to  investors  when  the 
company  is  prudently  and  carefully 
operated. 

—  reproduction  cost  of  property. 

5.  In  fixing  the  value  of  property 
for  rate-making  purposes  the  reproduc- 
tion cost,  less  observed  depreciation, 
may  be  taken. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  902,  903;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  1507.] 

—  fair  valuation  —  failure  to  state 
facts. 

6.  A  valuation  of  property  by  a  pub- 
lic service  commission  for  rate-making 
purposes  is  not  shown  to  be  fair  where 
the  facts  upon  which  it  is  founded  are 
not  stated. 


—  presumption  of  reasonableness  of 
commission's  finding. 

7.  The  court  cannot  presume  tiiat 
the  findings  of  the  public  service  com- 
mission fixing  rates  for  public  serv- 
ice are  correct,  if  the  facts  on  which 
they  are  based  are  not  stated  as  re- 
quired by  the  Constitution. 

-—  how  value  ascertained. 

8.  Value  for  rate-nuiking  purposes 
must  be  measured  by  the  sound  judg- 
ment and  common  sense  of  impartial 
tribunals  charged  with  the  ascertain- 
ment of  such  values. 

—  cost  of  operatimi  —  neceei^tye 

9.  In  any  estimate  of  rates  to  be 
paid  by  a  consumer  for  gas  it  is  es- 
sential to  ascertain  the  costs  of  opera- 
tion. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  901.] 


-—  method  of  determining  rate  of 
modify. 

10.  The  cost  of  gas  to  the  consum- 
er is  fixed  by  determining  the  rate  of 
return  which  the  producer  is  entitled 
to  receive  on  the  valuation  of  his 
property  and  the  cost  per  1,000  cubic 
feet  of  operation,  and  dividing  the  ag- 
gregate by  the  number  of  1,000  cubic 
feet  of  gas  to  be  sold. 

—  amortizing  loss. 

11.  If  a  loss  has  been  inflicted  upon 
a  gas  company  by  a  rate  fixed  by  the 
commission,  it  should  be  amortized 
and  spread  over  a  term  of  years  which 
will  be  fair  to  the  producer  and  not 
too  burdensome  to  the  consumer. 
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—  allowaiice  for  inrofll  Uau  consideration  In  fixing  the  percentage 

12.  A  tax  imposed  upon  the  profits  •   of  return  it  is  to  receiTe  on  invest- 
of  a  gas  company  should  be  taken  into     ment. 


EutOR  to  the  State  Corporation  Commission  to  review  its  decision  fixing 
the  rates  for  gas  which  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  charge  its  patrons,  in  a 
proceeding  hy  it  for  an  increase  in  gas  rates.    Remanded, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  Mann  A  Townsend,  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

The  commission  erred  in  its  method 
of  determining  depreciation. 

Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  Newton» 
P.UJL1920F,  488,  267  Fed.  281;  Pas- 
saic Rate  Case,  1  N.  J.  P.UJL  491; 
Landon  v.  Kansas  Ct  of  Industrial  Re- 
lations, P.U.R.1921A,  807,  269  Fed. 
433. 

Rates  based  upon  a  pre-war  valua- 
tion are  confiscatory  and  unconstitu- 
tional. 

Elizabethtcmn  Gaslight  Go.  v.  Pub- 
lic Utility  Comrs.  95  N.  J.  L.  18,  111 
Atl.  729;  Lincoln  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  v. 
Lincoln,  250  U.  S.  256,  63  L.  ed.  968, 
39  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  454;  St.  Joseph  Light, 
Heat  ft  P.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission, P.U.R.1921A,  540,  268  Fed. 
267;  Joplin  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission,  267  Fed.  584;  United 
States  ex  rel.  Kansas  City  Southern  R. 
Go.  V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, 252  U.  S.  178,  64  L.  ed.  517,  40 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  187;  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.  V.  Newton,  P.U.R.1920F,  483,  267 
Fed.  281 ;  San  Diego  Land  &  Town  Co. 
V.  National  City,  174  U.  S.  789,  48  L. 
ed.  1154,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  804 ;  Willcox 
V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  212  U.  S.  52, 
58  L.  ed.  899,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1184, 
29  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  192,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
1034. 

Any  loss  suffered  by  applicant 
should  be  amortized  and  spread  over 
a  term  of  years. 

Mr.  R.  Boiling  Willcoz,  for  defend- 
ant in  error  city: 

The  commission  did  not  err  in  its 
mthod  of  arriving  at  the  value  of 
appellant's  proper^  for  rate-making 
purposes. 

Smyth  T.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  646,  42 
L.  ed.  849,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  Will- 
cox V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  212  U.  S. 
19.  53  L.  ed.  382,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1134, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  192,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
1084;  Buffalo  Gas  Co.  4  Comm.  Leaf- 
lets, 319 ;  Re  Chesapeake  ft  P.  Teleph. 
Co.  (Md.)  P.U.R.1916C,  946;  Re  Bay 
SUte  Rate  Case  (Mass.)  P.U.R.1916F, 
221;  Fuhrmann  v.  Cataract  Power  ft 
Conduit  Co.  3  P.  S.  C.  (2d  Dist.  N.  Y.) 


656;  Re  Potomac  Electric  Power  Go. 
(D.  C.)  P.U J1.1917D,  563 ;  Re  Roanoke 
Waterworks  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1920C, 
745;  Re  Culpeper  Teleph.  Co.  (Va.) 
P.U.R.1920D,  305 ;  Re  Chesapeake  ft  P. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1920F,  49; 
Re  Virginia  R.  ft  Power  Co.  (Va.) 
P.UJ1.1921C.  198;  Re  Laporte  Gas  ft 
E.  Co.  (Ind.)  P.UJt.l921A,  824;  Re 
Central  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (Ind.) 
P.U.R.1920B,  824;  Brooklyn  Borough 
Gas  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Commission, 
17  N.  Y.  Dept  R.  81,  P.UJB.1918F,  335; 
Re  Tutwiler  (Tenn.)  P.U.R.1920C, 
315;  Potomac  Electric  Power  Co.  v. 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (D.  C.) 
P.U.R.1920C,  341;  Tyrone  v.  Home 
Electric  Light  ft  S.  Heating  0>.  (Pa.) 
P.U.R.1920C,  565;  Re  Milton  ft  M.  J. 
Teleph.  Co.  (Wis.)  P.U.R.1920C,  110; 
Davis  V.  Pennsylvania  Gas  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
P.U.R.1921B,  358;  Re  Public  Service 
Ck).  (111.)  P.U.R.1921B,  443;  Re  Moun- 
tain States  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Go. 
(Idaho)  P.U.R.1921B,  739;  Re  South- 
western  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (Ark.)  P.U.R. 
1921B,  516 ;  Re  Two  States  Teleph.  Co. 
(Ark.)  P.U.R.1921B,  405;  Re  Southern 
Nebraska  Power  Ck>.  (Neb.)  P.U.R. 
1921C,  691. 

The  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  gas 
company  to  justify  the  rate  it  was  ask- 
ing for,  and  if  it  failed  to  do  so  it 
should  not  complain  of  the  result. 

Re  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  (Cal.) 
P.UJt.l920B,  652;  Re  Clarence  Teleph. 
0>.  (Mo.)  P.U.R.1920E,  365;  Sawyer 
V.  Mays  (Ark.)  P.U.R.1920D,  797; 
Minnesota  Rate  Cases  (Simpson  v. 
Shepard)  230  U.  S.  452,  61  L.  ed.  1563, 
48  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1151,  38  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
729,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  18. 

Burkfly  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision 
of  the  state  corporation  commission 
fixing  rates  which  the  Petersburg 
Gas  Company  was  allowed  to  charge 
to  its  patrons  for  gas.  The  record 
is  not  made  up  in  the  chronological 
order  of  events  as  they  occurred  be- 
fore the  commission   (as  it  should 
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have  been),  said  it  is  only  after     lected  froih-the'liWliiUs  furtifished 
searching  throngrh  the  record  tiiat  *  the  firm  of  Porstall  &  Rpbison,  o^ 


we  are  able  to  state  the  case  in  that 
order. 

On  February  13^  1920^  il|e  g;a3 
company  filed  a  new  schedule,  of 
rates  before  the  corporation  coni- 
mission,  effective  March  15,  1920, 
by  which  there  was  an  increase  in 
the  maxiinum  rate  aHowed  for  regu- 
lar meters  from  $1.16  per  1,00Q 
cubic  feet  to  $1.60  per  1,000  cubic 
feet.  This  increase  was  asked  in 
view  of  the  increased  cost  of  labor 
and  ma;terials,  and  because  the  op- 
erating  expenses  for  the  year  1919 
more  than  consumed  the  total  in- 
come of  the  gas  company.  On  June 
29,  1920,  the  engineer  of  the  com- 
mission filed  a  report,  in  which, 
among  other  things,  he  stated: 
"That  the  services  rendered  by  the 
Petersburg  Gas  C!ompany  may  be 
considered  as  a  fair  average  com- 
pared with  other  cities  in  Virginia 
and  in  the  eastern  United  States.'' 

On  July  21,  1920,  the  said  engi- 
neer filed  a  second  report,  in  which 
he  gave  his  estimate  of  the  net 
value  of  the  plant  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes  at  $209,000.  The 
gas  company  was  ccHitending  for 
a  valuation  of  $481,000,  and  had 
no  information  as  to  ihe  filing 
of  this  second  report.  On  August 
2,  1920,  the  state  corporation  com- 
mission delivered  an  opinion  based 
upon  the  second  report  of  its  engi- 
neer, fixing  the  maximum  rate  for 
regular  meters  at  $1.50  per  1,000 
cubic  feet,  and  criticizing  the  gas 
company  for  attempting  to  collect 
rates  based  on  an  excessive  valua- 
tion of  its  property.  The  opinion 
also  suggested  a  careful  examination 
of  the  company's  property  by  an 
expert  engineer.  Upon  the  filing  of 
this  opinion  the  gs^  company 
promptly  asked  for  a  valuation  of 
its  property  for  the  purpose  of  rate 
making  by  an  expert  engineer,  and 
furnished  the  names  of  a  number  of 
such  experts,  stating  that  it  was. 
perfectly  willing  to  have  the  valua-. 
tion  made  by  any  one  of  those 
named,  or  any  other  competent  ex-, 
pert  that  might  be  selected  l?y  the' 
commission.     The   comnilssiofi  ie-^ 


New  York  city,  engineers  of  wide 
experience  and  very  decided  ability. 
On  Augustus,  l^p,,.th^  comnii3«ion 
addressed  a  compiunication  to  For9- 
tall  &  Robispn,  in,  toe  following  lan- 
guage: 

"In  view  of  your  employment  by 
the  Petersburg  Gas  Company,  with 
the  approval  of  the  conmiission,  for 
the  purjpose  of  making  an  inventory 
and  appraisal  of  its  property  so  as 
to  ascertain  its  fair  value,  this  is 
written  for  the  purpose  of  outlining 
the  conunission's  views. 

''It  is  desired  to  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  company's  property  on 
the  1st  day  of  January,  1917,  based 
on  the  average  unit  price  of  the 
preceding  five  years.  Thia  does  not, 
of  course,  prevent  the  company 
from  advancing  any>  other  basis  of 
arriving  at  the  value  that  it  desires 
to  present  in  connection  with  this 
ease.  In  arriving  at  depreciation 
the '  commission  wishes,  in  addition 
to  any  basis  used  by  you  in  deter- 
mining this  element,  to  be  advised 
as  nearly  as  you  can  do  so  of  the  age 
and  wear  of  the  various  elements 
composing  the  property  and  ascer- 
tainable as  far  as  possible  from  the 
records,  and  the  probable  age  of  any 
property  that  may  have  been  bought 
secondhand. 

'To  the  value  as  of  January  1» 
1917,  there  is,  of  course,  to  be  added 
the  purchases  at  cost  since  that 
date  to  the  most  reoent  available 
date,  July  the  1st,  if  practicable. 

"The  commission  also  desires  the 
financial  history  of  the  company,  in 
the  main^  as  outlined  on  pages  4 
and  5  of  the  paper  filed  tcnlay  by 
the  Young.  Men's  Business  Club  and 
the  Gas  Consumers'  League  of  Pet- 
ersburg. ^ 

"We  assume  that  report  will  in- 
clude, as  usual,  a  statement  as  to 
the  general  condition  of  the  plant 
in  its  relation  to  its  public  service, 
and  such  suggestions  as  may  occur 
to  you  for  improvement  and  effici- 
ency." 

-'  Pursuant  to  the  foregoing  instruc- 
tioh,  Mr:  Forstall,  of  the  firm  of  For- 
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Stan  ft  Robison/  made  the  valuation 
based  on  the  average  unit  price  for 
the  five  years  1912-1916»  and  as- 
certained the  net  fair  valuation  of 
the  property  on  the  pre-war  basis 
for  rate-making  purposes  at  $406;- 
130.  At  the  request  of  the  gas  com- 
pany Mr.  Forstall  filed  a  second 
report  on  DiBc^nber  11,  1920,  using 
the  average  unit  price  for  the  five 
years  1916-1919,  inclusive,  and  ar- 
rived at  the  depreciated  value  of  the 
property  with  intangibles  of  $620,- 
880.  He  testified  that  the  value  of 
the  property  based  on  the  average 
price  for  the  year  1920  would  be 
26  to  30  per  cent  higher  than  the 
figures  stated  in  the  last-mentioned 
report.  On  December  29,  1920,  he 
filed  a  third  report,  fixing  the  value 
based  on  the  financial  history  of  the 
company  in  accordance  with  the  let- 
ter of  instructions  of  August  28, 

1920,  of  the  oonmiission,  in  which  he 
ascertained  the  value  of  the  plant 
as  of  June  30,  1920,  to  be  $463,700. 
Hearings  were  had  by  the  commis- 
sion on  these  various  reports  on 
January  13, 14, 27,  and  February  21, 

1921.  Pending  these  h^irings  the 
gas  company  filed  a  new  schedule 
of  rates,  in  which  they  asked  that 
the  rate  for  regular  meters  be 
raised  to  ^.35  per  1,000  cubic  feet. 
After  these  hearings  and  argument 
by  counsel,  the  commission  rendered 
fts  opinion  on  March  24,  1921,  in 
which  it  fixed  the  value  of  the  prop^ 
erty  for  rate-making  purposes  at 
$318,350,  and  the  rate  allowed  to  be 
charged  for  regular  meters  at  $1.76 
per  1,000  cubic  feet.  It  is  from  this 
decision  that  the  present  appeal  is 
allowed. 

The  chief  objections  to  the  deci- 
sion are  (1)  that  the  commission,  in 
valuing  the  property  of  the  gas  com- 
pany, fixed  the  value  entirely  with 
reference  to  the  average  pre-war 
unit  price  for  the  years  1912-1916, 
inclusive,  and  (2)  that  the  commis- 
sion erred  in  applying  the  deprecia- 
tion of  26i  per  cent  to  the  valuation 
of  the  gas  property  based  upon  the 
age  of  the  various  component  parts 
of  the  plant.  The^  commission  fixed 
the  value  of  the  plant  at  $318,3&0» 
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but  the  opinion  does  not  show  how 
this  valuation  was  arrived  at. 
There  was  conflict  of  testimony  as 
to  what  portions  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  company  were  used,  or  use- 
ful, for  the  business  of  the  company, 
and,  while  the  opinion  shows  that  it 
had  not  accepted  Mr.  ForstalFs  re- 
port and  testimony  on  the  subject. 
it  failed  to  show  what  portion  of 
said  real  estate  was  not  so  used,  or 
useful,  or  the  value  thereof.  It  also 
fails  to  state  what  rate  of  return  it 
allowed  upon  the  valuations  fixed 
by  it,  or  the  rate  of  annual  deprecia- 
tion, or  the  fair  cost  of  operation — 
facts  which,  if  found  and  stated, 
would  be  helpful  to  an  intelligent 
review  of  its  holding.  The  opinion 
does  not  show,  and  we  are  unable 
to  ascertain  from  it,  the  reasons 
which  justified  the  commission  in 
fixing  $1.76  as  a  fair  rate  to  be 
diarged  per  1,000  cubic  feet. 

The  Constitution,  §  166  (f),  re- 
quires the  chairman  of  the  commis- 
sion to  ''certify  to  the  appellate  court 
all  the  facts  upon  which  the  action 
appealed  from  was  based  and  which 
may  be  essential  for  the  proper  de- 
cision of  the  appeal,  together  with 
such  of  the  evidence  introduced  be- 
fore, or  considered  by,  the  commis- 
sion as  maybe  selected,  specified  and 
required  to  be  certified,  by  any  party 
in  interest,  as  well  as  such  other  evi- 
dence, so  introduced  or  considered, 
as  the  commission  may  deem  proper 
to  certify." 

It  will  be  observed  from  this 
quotation  from  the  Constitution 
that  the  commission  is  required  to 
certify  the  facts  above  mentioned, 
and  not  merely  all  the  evidence  that 
was  introduced  before  it.  It  was 
never  intended  that  the  appellate 
court  should  have  to  examine  a  large 
amount  of  conflicting  testimony, 
and  ascertain  therefrom  the  facts 
upon  which  the  commission  based 
its  conclusions.  The  gas  company 
insists  that  it  applied,  time  and  again 
for  this  certificate  of  facts,  but 
without  avail. 

Both  the  state  and  Federal  Con- 
stitutions forbid  the  taking  of  pri- 
vate'proper^  for  publid  use  without 
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making  just  compensation  therefor, 
and  the  common  law  forbids  the 
taking  of  private  property  of  one 
person  and  saving  it  to  another  with 
or  without  just  compensation.    If, 

therefore,  the  gas 
company  is  com- 
pelled to  furnish  its 
customers  gas  at 
less  than  ''reasonable  compensa- 
tion/^ the  requirement  is  illegal. 

The  subject  of  rate  making  should 
be  approached  by  commissions  and 
courts  with  a  view  to  doing  what  is 
fair  and  just  between  the  parties 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case.  That  for  which  the 
utility  company  is  entitled  to  ''just 
compensation"  is  the  use  of  its  prop- 
erty   appropriated    to    the    public 

benefit,  and  the  val- 
ue of  that  use  is 
founded  upon  the 
fair  value  of  the  property  so  used, 
and  not  upon  the  amount  of  stock 
it  has  issued  or  the  debts  it  may 
owe.  The  rate  of  return  on  such 
"fair  value**  which  the  utility  com- 
pany  should  be  allowed  to  receive 
should  be  fair  and  just  to  the  com- 
pany, and  such  as 
will  make  its  secur- 
ities attractive  to 
investors  when  the  company  is  pru- 
dently and  carefully  operated. 

"The  utility  is  entitled  to  ask  a 
fair  return  upon  the  value  of  that 
which  it  employs  for  the  public  con- 
venience, but,  on  the  otiier  hand, 
the  public  is  entitled  to  demand  that 
no  more  be  exacted  from  it  than  the 
services  rendered  are  reasonably 
worth.'*  State  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission ex  rel.  Springfield  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.  291  III.  209, 
P.U.R.1926C.  640,  125  N.  E.  895, 
and  cases  cited. 

In  Re  Potomac  Electric  Power 
Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1917D,  563,  it 
is  said  that  the  return  allowed 
should  be  one  "which  will  be  fair  to 
the  investor,  who  has  directed  his 
energies  and  devoted  his  substance 
to  the  creation  of  this  instrumental- 
ity, and  fair  and  just  likewise  to 
the  consumer,  who,  under  modem 
conditions,  is  compelled  to  use  the 
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product  of  the  utility  in  his  daily 
business  and  social  and  domestic 
Hfe.** 

While  the  utility  enjoys  a  monop- 
oly which  it  should  not  be  permit- 
ted to  use  to  the  public  detriment,  at 
the  same  time  it  has  invested  its 
skill  and  capital  in  an  enterprise 
that  is  essential  to  the  comfort  and 
convenience  of  life,  and  which  re- 
quires large  sums  of  money  for  the 
payment  of  operating  charges,  re- 
pairs, replacements,  improvements, 
interest  charges,  taxes,  sinking 
fund,  and  other  purposes  connected 
wiUi  the  necessary  and  proper  op- 
eration of  its  plant.  These  sums  are 
to  be  obtained  from  the  lending  pub- 
lic on  the  faitti  of  the  security  of- 
fered by  the  utility  company.  In 
fixing  a  rate,  therefore,  which  will 
be  just  and  reasonable,  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind  that  the  utility  shall 
be  allowed  to  realize  such  a  net  in- 
come upon  the  value  or  amount  of 
its  investment  as  will,  when  pru- 
dently managed,  render  its  securi- 
ties attractive  to  the  investing  pub- 
lic. Otherwise,  there  will  result 
inferior  service  to  the  public,  and 
ultimately  bankruptcy  of  the  utility, 
and  disaster  as  well  to  the  public 
as  the  utility. 

In  Elizabethtown  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.  95  N.  J.  L. 
18,  P.U.R.1920F,  1001,  111  AtL 
729,  in  referring  to  an  undervalua- 
tion of  a  gas  plant,  it  was  said: 
"This  suffices  to  show  that  the 
amount  of  return  allowed  to  the 
companies  would  probably  be  in- 
sufficient, under  present  circum- 
tances,  to  attrdct  capital  to  the  busu 
ness,  and  this  was  one  of  the  im- 
portant  tests  of  the  justice  and 
reasonableness  of^  the  rate  as  decid- 
ed in  the  Passaic  Case"  (Italics 
supplied.) 

See  also  State  Public  Utilities 
Conmiission  ex  rel.  Springfield  v. 
Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  supra; 
Passaic  Rate  Case  (Public  Service 
Gas  Co.  V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.) 
84  N.  J.  L.  463,  L.R.A.1918A,  421, 
87  AtL  651.  The  disastrous  effect 
of  failure  to  aUow  just  and  reason- 
able  compensation  to  public  service 
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companies  is  well  summed  up  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Enoxville  v.  Knoxville  Water  Co. 
212  U.  S.  1,  18,  53  L.  ed.  371,  382, 
29  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  164,  as  follows: 
"Our  social  system  rests  largely  up- 
on the  sanctity  of  private  properly, 
and  that  state  or  community  which 
seeks  to  invade  it  will  soon  discover 
the  error  in  the  disaster  which  fol- 
lows.    The  slight  gain-  to  the  con- 
sumer, which  he  would  obtain  from 
a  reduction  in  the  rates  charged  by 
public   service   corporations,   is  as 
nothing  compared  with  his  share  in 
the  ruin  which  would  be  brought 
about  by  denying  to  private  prop- 
erty its  just  reward,  thus  unsettling 
values  and  destroying  confidence.'' 
If  the  plant  was  much  larger  than 
necessary,  a  different  question  would 
arise  as  to  the  valuation,  but  it  is  not 
claimed  that  the  plant  was  any  Larg- 
er than  was  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  used,  and  the 
duties  devolved  upon  the  state  cor- 
poration conunission  in  the  case  in 
judgment  were :    ( 1 )  The  ascertain- 
ment of  the  fair  value  for  rate-mak«- 
ing  purposes  of  the  property  of  the 
gas  company,  used  or  useful  in  fur- 
nishing gas  to  its  patrons;  (2)  the 
fixing  of  the  rate  or  per  cent  the 
gas  company  should  receive  on  scdd 
fair  valuation,  after  deducting  costs 
of  operation  and  any  other  legiti- 
mate expenses;  and  (3)  the  amount 
per  1,000  cubic  feet  to  be  paid  by 
consumers   in  order  to   raise   the 
necessary  funds  to  pay  all  costs  and 
expenses  and  the  compensation  to 
be  received  by  the  gas  company. 
Compare     State     Public     Utilities 
Commission  ex  rel.  Springfield  v. 
Springrfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  supra. 

Several  methods  have  been  sug- 
gested as  helpful  in  ascertaining 
the  value  of  property  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes.  One  of  these  is  to 
take  the  reproduction  cost,  less  ob- 

-reprodvetfoa  served  depreciation. 
•Mt  ^t  vr*9-  As  a  general  rule, 
•'•^-  and  where  the  util- 

ity has  not  been  allowed  to  earn  in 
the  past  a  depreciation  reserve 
finreater  than  the  observed  deprecia- 
tion, this  seems  to  be  the  fairest 
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method  and  the  one  best  supported 
by  authority,  and  as  the  state  cor- 
poration commission  attempted  no 
other,  and  apparently  adopted  this 
method, — in  part»  at  leasts — it  is  un- 
necessary to  make  further  reference 
to  otiiier  methods.  The  costs  of  la- 
bor and  materials  were  greatly  in- 
flated by  the  World  War,  and  have 
not  yet  receded  to  pre-war  rates, 
nor  is  it  probable  that  they  will  so 
recede  in  the  near  future,  if  ever. 
The  result  is  that  it  has  been  found 
difficult  to  determine  as  of  what  date 
the  unit  of  prices  shall  be  fixed.  In 
the  letter  of  instructions  to  the  en- 
gineers the  commission  directed 
them  to  take  the  average  unit  price 
for  the  five  years  preceding  Janu- 
ary 1,  1917.  Its  reason  tiberefor 
finds  expression  in  the  case  of  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (Va.) 
P.U.R.1920F,  49,  cited  in  its  opinion 
in  this  case,  where  it  was  said :  '^It 
seems  to  the  commission  that  a  re- 
production value  as  of  normal  times 
at  pre-war  prices,  plus  the  actual 
sums  necessarily  expended  during 
the  period  of  inflation,  less  the  de- 
ductions discussed  above,  .  .  . 
is  a  fair  and  reasonable  basis." 

And  so  far  as  we  can  gather  from 
the  opinion  of  the  conunission,  this 
is  the  basis  upon  which  it  fixed  the 
value  of  the  property  of  the  gas  com- 
pany for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the 
rate.  It  apparently  refused  to  con- 
sider values  as  of  any  other  time,  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  not  nor- 
mal. Referring  to  the  contention  of 
the  gas  company  that  the  value  of 
the  property  should  be  ascertained 
by  ^'using  unit  prices  as  of  the  time 
when  the  valuation  was  made,*'  the 
commission  said: 

''This  commission  has  time  and 
time  again  pointed  out  the  essential 
unfairness  and  impracticability  of 
such  a  proposition.  References  may 
be  made  to  the  opinions  of  this  com- 
mission in  Re  Roanoke  Waterworks 
Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1920C,  745 ;  Re  Cul- 
peper  Teleph.  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R. 
1920D,  305;  Re  Chesapeake  &  P. 
Teleph.  Co.  supra;  Re  Rosslyn  Co. 
(not  reported) ;  Re  Bristol  Gas  & 
E.  Co.  (not  reported) ;  Re  Virginia 
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R.  &  Power  Co.  (Va.)  P.U.R.1921C, 
193,  decided  March  18,  1921. 

"Unquestionably  some  recent 
court  decisions  tend  to  unhold  the 
view  advanced  by  the  Petersburg 
Gas  Company." 

After  repudiating  these  ''recent 
court  decisions,"  and  making 
lengthy  quotations  from  the  Indiana 
public  service  commission  in  the  La- 
porte  Case,  P.U.R.1921A,  824,  here- 
inafter  mentioned,  the  commission 
says: 

"We  stand  by  the  method  of  valu- 
ation outlined  in  our  instructions 
to  Forstall  &  Robison,  believing  it 
conforms  to  the  standard  laid  down 
by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
in  the  Consolidated  Gas  Case — ^'the 
reasonable  value  of  the  property  at 
the  time  it  is  being  used  for  the  pub- 
lic'   •    .    . 

"The  commission  knows,  and 
knew  when  it  authorized  the  Peters- 
burg Gas  Company  to  employ  any 
one  of  the  list  of  engineers  submit- 
ted by  it,  that  the  firm  of  Forstall 
&  Robison  is  entirely  reputable  and 
reliable.  Any  student  of  public 
utilities  reports  also  knows  that,  in 
addition  to  the  entirely  trustworthy 
reports  of  physical  values  made  by 
engineering  firms,  the  engineers  in- 
variably advance  theories  as  to  a^i- 
ditional  values.  Such  student  also 
knows  that  in  most  cases  the  engi- 
neering theories  are  materially  re- 
duced by  commissions  in  accordance 
with  their  conception  of  reasonable 
values,  taking  into  consideration,  as 
laid  down  in  the  master  case  of 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  42 
L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep,  418, 
'all  the  elements.' 

"There  is  also  room  for  exercise 
of  judgment  in  the  degree  of  accrued 
depreciation  to  be  deducted  from  the 
rate  base. 

"Under  the  circumstances,  the 
commission  adheres  to  its  opinion 
that  the  reproduction  cost  theory, 
applied  at  the  time  the  property  is 
being  used  in  the  public  service,  does 
not  reasonably  mean  that  unit  prices 
as  of  that  date  must  be  accepted.  A 
valuation  made  to-day  would  show 
lower  figures  than  the  valuation 
made  June  30  last.    However  much 


it  might  suit  the  engineers,  it  would 
be  destructive  of  every  theory  of 
regulation  if  the  utilities,  the  public, 
and  commissions  were  forced  to 
keep  on  having  new  reproduction 
cost  valuations  with  each  change  in 
unit  prices. 

"So  we  say  that^  if  the  present 
trend  of  court  decisions  is  to  be  tak- 
en as  requiring  the  ascertainment  of 
reproduction  costs  as  of  the  particu- 
lar date  on  which  the  calculation  is 
made,  the  entire  reproduction  theory 
must  go  into  the  discard  and  be  suc- 
ceeded by  the  historical  method  with 
all  of  its  obvious  defects. 

"It  is,  evident  that  in  this  case 
there  should  be  some  deduction  from 
ForstaU's   figures    of   land    values 
covering  property  in  use  or   use- 
ful   to   the   public;   further,   tiiat 
paving    over    street    mains^    must 
be    deducted,    and    also    value    of 
property   turned   over  to  the   In- 
terstate Appliance  Corporation,  to- 
gether with  most  of  the  value  of  the 
trestle.    Under  all  the  circumstan- 
ces surrounding  the  history  of  this 
company,  10  per  cent  of  the  con- 
struction value  is  sufficient  allow- 
ance for  overheads,  including  engi« 
neering,  supervision,  legal  expenses 
during  construction,  taxes,  interest, 
and  insurance  during  construction. 
Materials  and  supplies  with  work- 
ing capital  must,  of  course,  be  al- 
lowed in  accordance  with  the  ex- 
perience of  the  company.     A  fair 
deduction  for  accrued  depreciation 
on  the  physical  property  would,  it 
seems  to  the  commission,  with  all 
the  light  before  it,  be  26.6  per  cent. 
Going  value  is  given  its  due  weig:ht. 
.  "We  thus  arrive  at  a  fair  valua- 
tion of  the  property  of  the  Peters- 
burg Gas  Company  for  rate-making 
purposes,  as  of  June  80,  1920,  at 
$318,350." 

Even  if  we  concede  the  premises, 
we  are  unable  to  draw  the  conclu- 
sion stated  in  the  last  paragraph. 
The  value  of  the  real  estate  used  or 
useful  in  the  operation  of  the  plant 
is  universally  conceded  to  be  not 
subject  to  any  reductions,  but  the 
value  thereof  is  not  stated.  The 
amount  estimated  for  paving  over 
streets  and  the  value  of  the  prop- 
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erty  turned  over  to  the  Interstate 
Appliance  Company  had  already 
been  deducted  from  ForstaU's  state* 
menty  and  the  depreciation  on  the 
different  portions  of  the  physical 
property  was  most  probably  not  the 
same,  and  we  have  no  means  of 
knowing  on  what  sum  the  26.5  per 
cent  of  depreciation  was  calculated. 

-4«ir  ▼aiutiott  '^^^  opinion  does 
^^«M  to  stato  not  state  the  facts 

upon  which  its  cal- 
culation is  based.  Hence  it  does  not 
thus  appear  that  $318,350  is  a  fair 
valuation.  The  commission  appar- 
ently adopted  substantially  For- 
stall's  pre-war  unit  valuation  of 
$504,130,  except  as  to  the  real  es- 
tate, but  it  differed  from  him,  as 
did  its  engineer,  Dickerman,  as  to 
the  amount  to  be  deducted  for  de- 
preciation. If,  however,  we  take 
26^  per  cent  ofF  of  Forstall's  valua- 
tion (1132,594),  we  would  have  left 
$371,536,  and  not  $318,350  fixed  by 
the  commission.  It  is  impossible  to 
tell  from  the  record  how  the  com- 
mission arrived  at  its  valuation.    In 

the  absence  of  the 

facts  required  by 
SnSSr*-*''"'*    the  Constitution  to 

be  stated,  we  cannot 
presume,  prima  facie,  that  the  find- 
ings of  the  Commission  are  correct. 
As  said  in  the  Springfield  Case, 
supra :  "Where  it  appears  from  the 
finding  of  the  commission  that  only 
a  certain  proportion  of  the  actual 
value  of  the  whole,  or  any  considera- 
ble part  of  the  property  of  the  util- 
ity, is  to  be  taken  into  consideration, 
then  such  value  must  be  stated  by 
the  commission,  or  the  proportion 
considered  must  be  stated;  other- 
wise, this  court  will  be  helpless  in 
an  effort  to  review  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  commission's  findings 
and  order/' 

But  there  is  fundamental  error 
in  taking  the  pre-war  unit  of  prices 
as  practically  the  sole  basis  for  as- 
certaining the  reproduction  value  of 

yriees  ^^^  property  of  the 
i«is  far  gas     company    for 

rate-making  pur- 
poses. What  is  said  in  the  opinion 
of  the  commission  with  reference  to 
the  costs  of  producing  gas  is  equally 
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applicable  to  the  costs  of  reproduc- 
ing the  plant.  It  is  there  said :  'In 
any  event,  there  seems  little  possi- 
bility of  a  return  to  a  general  pre- 
war level.  The  natural  resources  of 
the  country  are  approaching  deple- 
tion, and  when  it  costs  more  to  mine 
a  ton  of  coal  because  it  is  farther 
back  in  the  mountain,  and  where 
there  is  less  lumber  in  the  country 
every  year,  and  when  the  oil  supply 
will  inevitably  decrease,  and  when 
the  general  level  of  labor  will  likely 
be  above  that  of  pre-war  years,  evi- 
dently the  prices  of  the  past  cannot 
be  realized." 

These  seem  to  be  good  reasons 
why  pre-war  prices  of  reproduction 
should  not  be  adopted. 

We  have  no  case  from  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States 
involving  rate  niaking  as  affected  by 
tiie  inflated  prices  of  the  war  period, 
but  there  are  severid  cases  involv- 
ing a  variation  of  prices  from  other 
causes. 

In  San  Diego  Land  ft  Town  Co. 
V.  National  City,  174  U.  S.  739,  43 
L.  ed.  1154,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  804,  it 
is  said :  ''What  the  company  is  en- 
titled to  demand,  in  order  that  it 
may  have  just  compensation,  is  a 
fair  return  upon  the  reasonable  val- 
ue of  the  property  at  the  time  it  is 
being  used  for  the  public  J*  (Italics 
supplied.) 

The  commission  emphasized  the 
word  "reasonable"  in  tiie  foregoing 
quotation,  and  claimed  to  follow  that 
holding,  but  departed  from  it  by 
holding  that  a  value  based  on  a  pre- 
war unit  price  gave  the  "reasonable 
value,"  although  it  admitted  that 
there  was  "little  possibility  of  a  re- 
turn to  a  general  pre-war  level." 

In  Willcox  V.  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.  212  U.  S.  52,  53  L.  ed.  399,  48 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1134,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
200,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1034,  it  is  said: 
"And  we  concur  with  the  court  be- 
low in  holding  tiiat  the  value  of  the 
property  is  to  be  determined  as  of 
the  time  when  the  inquiry  is  made 
regarding  the  rates. '*  (Italics  sup- 
plied.) 

Three  years  have  elapsed  since  the 
close  of  the  war,  and  neither  labor 
nor  materials  have  declined  to  any- 
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thing  like  the  pre-war  prices. 
When,  if  ever,  they  will,  no  one  can 
foretell.  It  would  seem  that  time 
enough  had  elapsed  to  furnish  a 
basis  for  calculating  reproduction 
costs. 

In  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  New- 
ton (Southern  Dist.  New  York) 
P.U.R.1920F,  483,  267  Fed.  236, 
Judge  Hand  said  that,  so  far  as  he 
had  found  in  the  books,  a  test  of  two 
years  was  enough,  and  cited  Min- 
nesota Rate  Cases  (Simpson  v. 
Shepard)  230  U.  S.  352,  57  L.  ed. 
1511,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1151,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  729,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  18, 
and  Municipal  Gas  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Commission,  225  N.  Y.  89, 
P.U.R.1919C,  364,  121  N.  E.  772. 
On  the  same  subject  he  further  said : 
''The  master  has  taken  complete 
evidence  over  a  period  of  twenty 
months,  from  January  1,  1918,  to 
August  31,  1919.  Since  that  time 
eleven  more  months  have  passed, 
during  which  there  has  been  no 
fall  in  price  levels.  The  record 
has  some  evidence  of  this  down 
to  a  later  day,  but,  of  course,  not 
down  to  the  date  of  this  opin- 
ion. But  evidence  is  not  necessary 
in  the  face  of  so  patent  and  ob- 
trusive a  fact  of  daily  life,  and  it  is 
quite  fair  to  say  that  the  condition 
which  the  master  found  as  of  August 
31,  1919,  has  been  aggravated  dur- 
ing the  succeeding  year.  The  peri- 
od, despite  its  unusual  character,  I 
find  to  be  a  sufficient  basis  for  the 
calculation  of  the  cost  of  production 
and  the  *rate  base'  for  a  future  time 
long  enough  to  call  for  some  judicial 
action.'^ 

On  the  subject  of  the  computation 
of  the  "rate  base,"  the  same  distin- 
guished judge  said:  "The  rule  of 
the  present  reproduction  cost,  which 
is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
foregoing  argument,  appears  to  me 
to  have  been  either  expressly  or  im- 
plicitly recognized  in  all  the  cases 
in  which  the  Supreme  Court  has 
passed  on  tiiese  matters.  Willcox  v. 
Consolidated  Gas  Co.  212  U.  S.  19, 
41,  53  L.  ed.  382,  395,  48  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1134,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  192, 
15  Ann.  Cas.  1034 ;  Des  Moines  Gas 


Co.  V.  Des  Moines,  238  U.  S.  153, 
59  L.  ed.  1244,  P.U.R.1915D,  577, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  811;  Knoxville  v. 
Knoxville  Water  Co.  212  U.  S.  1, 
10,  53  L.  ed.  371,  378,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  148;  Minnesota  Rate  Cases 
(Simpson  v.  Shepard)  230  U.  S. 
352,  434,  454,  455,  57  L.  ed.  1511, 
1555,  1563,  1564,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1151,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  729,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916A«  18;  San  Diego  Land 
&  Town  Co.  V.  National  City,  174 
U.  S.  739,  757,  43  L.  ed.  1154, 1161, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  804;  San  Diego 
Land  &  Town  Co.  v.  Jasper,  189  U. 
S.  439,  442,  47  L.  ed.  892,  894,  23 
Sup.  CJt  Rep.  571;  Darnell  v.  Ed- 
wards,  244  U.  S.  564,  568,  61  L.  ed. 
1317, 1320,  P.U.R.1917F,  64, 37  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  701.  It  is  true  that  its 
application  has  not  distinctly  arisen 
since  the  recent  rise  in  prices,  but 
it  is  not  possible  that  it  should  have 
general  application,  and  yet  not 
cover  this  its  most  glaring  illustra- 
tion." 

In  St.  Joseph  R.  Light,  Heat  ft  P. 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Commission 
(Dist.  Ct.  W.  D.  Mo.  C.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1920A,  540,  268  Fed.  267,  it  is  said: 
*'The  commission  took  the  original 
cost  when  obtainable,  and,  when  not 
obtainable,  average  prices  for  a 
fixed  period  of  five  years  before  war 
prices  prevailed,  going  back  ap- 
proximately to  the  year  1910.  .  .  . 
It  is  my  judgment  that  the  great 
weight  of  authority  is  against  the 
adoption  of  a  standard  of  original 
cost  as  a  controlling  basis  for  deter- 
mining present  value.  The  present 
fair  value  is  the  object  to  he  at- 
tained. Nor  do  I  think  it  permis- 
sible svbstantiaUy  to  restrict  the 
inquiry  to  a  period  antedating  pres- 
ent cost  prices."    (Italics  supplied.) 

In  Elizabethtown  Gaslight  Co. 
V.  Public  Utility  Comrs.  95  N.  J 
L.  18,  111  Atl.  729,  the  conmiission 
adopted  as  a  standard  of  value  the 
average  prices  prevailing  for  five 
years  preceding  January  1,  1916. 
Swayze,  J.,  speaking  for  the  su- 
preme court  of  New  Jersey,  said: 
"I  think  it  entirely  clear  tiiat  the 
failure  to  allow  for  prices  at  the  time 
to  which  the  rates  apply — July   1, 
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1919 — WBB  an  error.  It  is  not  de- 
nied that  prices  were  very  much 
higher  in  1919,  and  are  very  much 
higher  now,  than  the  average  for  the 
years  1911  to  1916.  So  notorious  is 
this  fhat  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  has  referred  to  it  in 
an  opinion  as  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge.  Lincoln  Gas  &  E.  L.  Go. 
V.  Lincoln,  260  U.  S.  256»  at  page 
268,  63  L.  ed.  968,  976,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  454.  In  that  case,  on  its  own 
responsibility,  the  court  suggested 
that  in  its  opinion  the  decree  ought 
to  be  modified  to  permit  the  com- 
plainant to  make  another  applica- 
tion to  the  courts  for  relief.  It 
would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  apply 
to  a  gas  company  a  standard  of  val- 
ue different  from  that  applied  to 
others.  To  what  extent  the  increase 
in  prices  may  be  due  to  an  inflation 
of  the  currency,  or  to  any  other  par- 
ticular cause,  we  do  not  know. 
What  we  do  know  is  that  the  dollar 
of  1919  and  the  dollar  of  1920  are 
worth  less  than  the  dollar  of  1916, 
and  still  less  compared  with  the  dol- 
lar of  the  average  year  from  1911 
to  1916.  If  it  were  proposed  to 
value  the  property  of  the  gas  com- 
pany in  100-cent  dollars,  and  allow 
them  a  return  only  on  that,  while 
other  values  were  on  the  basis  of 
50-cent  doUars  and  just  double  in 
number,  everyone  would  see  the  in- 
justice; so  far  as  the  increase 
in  prices  is  due  to  inflation  of 
the  currency,  the  illustration  is  a 
perfect  one." 

In  Sm3rth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  546, 
42  L.  ed.  849,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  438, 
Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  speaking  for 
the  court  on  the  subject  of  railroad 
rates,  said: 

*Trhe  corporation  may  not  be  re- 
gaired  to  use  its  property  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public  without  receiv- 
ing just  compensation  for  the  serv- 
ices rendered  by  it.  How  such 
compensation  may  be  ascertained, 
and  what  are  the  necessary  elements 
in  such  an  inquiry,  will  always  be 
an  embarrassing  question.    .    .    . 

"What  the  company  is  entitled  to 
ask  is  a  fair  return  upon  the  value 
of  that  which  it  emplosrs  for  the 
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public  convenience.  On  the  other 
hand,  what  the  public  is  entitled  to 
demand  is  that  no  more  be  exacted 
from  it  for  the  use  of  a  public  high- 
way than  the  services  rendered  by 
it  are  reasonably  worth." 

The  word  "value**  has  a  peculiar 
meaning  when  applied  to  rate  mak- 
ing. In  Re  Potomac  Electric  Power 
Co.  (D.  C.)  P.U.R.1917D,  563,  694, 
it  is  said :  "The  use  by  the  courts 
and  commissions  in  rate  cases  of 
the  expressions  that  public  serv- 
ice corporations  are  entitled  to 
'a  reasonable  return  upon  the 
fair  value  of  their  property,' 
or  'a  reasonable  return  upon  the 
reasonable  value  of  their  prop- 
erty,' and  similar  pronouncements, 
and  the  methods  adopted  by  the 
different  commissions  and  courts 
in  arriving  at  this  fair  or  reason- 
able value,  clearly  indicate  that  the 
object  and  purpose  of  every  valua- 
tion upon  which  rates  are  to  be 
based  is  ah  ascertainment  of  but 
one  thing — ^not  what  the  property 
is  worth  as  an  income-producing  in- 
strumentality, not  for  what  it  would 
sell  or  could  be  bought,  not  its  worth 
because  of  its  being  a  monopoly  or 
the  holder  of  rights,  easements, 
franchises,  privileges,  and  bene- 
fits accorded  it  over  others,  to 
enable  it  to  perform  its  public 
duty,  but  a  determined  amount, 
an  ascertained  and  fixed  sum, 
upon  which  the  owners  may  earn 
a  fair  and  reasonable  return.  The 
sum  so  arrived  at  should  be  one 
upon  which  a  return  may  be  al- 
lowed which  will  be  fair  to  the 
investor,  who  has  directed  his  ener- 
gies and  devoted  his  substance  to 
the  creation  of  this  instrumentality, 
and  fair  and  just  likewise  to  the 
consumer,  who,  under  modem  con- 
ditions, is  compelled  to  use  the  prod- 
uct of  the  utility  in  his  daily  busi- 
ness and  social  and  domestic  life. 

"If  the  word  'amount*  is  substi- 
tuted in  place  of  the  word  Value,'  in 
][  7  of  the  Public  Utilities  Law,  and, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  commission, 
such  a  substitution  not  only  does  no 
violence  to  the  word  Value,*  but 
gives  to  it  a  meaning  which  Con- 
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gress  intended  it  should  convey,  it 
would  follow  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
this  commission  to  ascertain  the  fair 
amount  which  should  represent  a 
just  basis  for  rates  of  this  particular 
utility,  as  of  the  time  so  determined* 

"If  this  view  is  taken,  the  de- 
termination of  fair  value  becomes 
the  determination  of  that  just  and 
equitable  amount  upon  which,  under 
all  the  facts,  circumstances,  and 
conditions  of  the  utility's  construc- 
tion up  to  the  time  of  valuation,  the 
return  allowed  to  the  utility  should 
be  computed." 

In  Re  Central  Union  Teleph.  Co. 
(Ind.)  P.U.R.1920B,  at  page  825, 
it  is  said :  "Moreover,  even  assum* 
ing  normal  costs  and  usual  and  or- 
dinal^ conditions,  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion is  not  necessarily  controlling, 
for  consideration  and  weight  must 
be  given  to  all  other  elements  enter- 
ing into  the  fair  value  of  the  prop- 
erty," 

The  subject  of  rate  making,  es- 
pecially as  applied  to  a  gas  company, 
is  discussed  with  marked  ability  and 
a  very  full  citation  of  authority  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  in 
State  Public  Utilities  Commission 
ex  rel.  Springfield  v.  Springfield 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  291  111.  209,  P.U.R. 
1920C,  640,  125  N.  E.  891,  It  is 
there  said  r 

"The  difficulty  is  that  which  is 
always  present — ^to  ascertain  a 
standard  by  which  this  justice  and 
reasonableness  shall  be  gauged.  The 
necessity  of  public  regulation  of 
rates  arises  out  of  the  monopoly  of 
the  public  service  company.  The 
unregulated  price  of  the  service 
ceases,  except  so  far  as  some  substi- 
tute for  the  particular  service  may 
be  found,  to  be  determined  by  com- 
petition, and  the  individual  con- 
sumer is  unable  to  contract  on  equal 
terms.  Fixing  rates  by  public  au- 
thority may  secure  to  each  individ- 
ual the  advantage  of  collective  bar- 
gaining by  or  in  behalf  of  the  whole 
body  of  consumers,  and  result  in 
such  a  rate  as  might  properly  be 
supposed  to  result  from  free  com- 
petition if  free  competition  were 
possible.     A  just  and   reasonable 


rate,  therefore,  is  necessarily  a  ques- 
tion of  sound  business  judgment 
rather  than  one  of  legal  formula^ 
and  must  often  be  tentative,  since 
exact  results  cannot  be  foretold. 
Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Public 
Utility  Comrs.  84  N.  J.  L.  463,  87 
Atl.  651.  Like  so  many  other  ques- 
tions in  the  law  that  involve  reason- 
ableness of  conduct,  it  is  a  question 
of  fact  to  be  settled  by  the  good 
sense  of  the  tribunal  it  may  come 
before.  That  it  is  not  a  question 
of  legal  formula  is  shown  by  a  de- 
cision of  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  in  San  Diego  Land  &  Town 
Co.  V.  Jasper,  189  U.  S.  439,  442,. 
47  L.  ed.  892,  894,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
571,  that  a  rate  may  be  reasonable 
although  it  fails  to  produce  an  ade- 
quate return  to  the  public  service 
company,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the 
business  had  not  developed  suffi- 
ciently to  be  remunerative,  or  to  the 
fact  that  the  plant  is  on  a  larger 
scale  than  is  justified  by  the  present 
demand.  The  real  test  of  iAie  justice 
and  reasonableness  of  any  rate 
seems  to  be  that  it  should  be  as  low 
as  possible,  and  yet  sufficient  to  in- 
duce the  investment  of  capital  in  the 
business  and  its  continuance  there- 
in. This,  also,  is  a  business  ques- 
tion, and  depends  on  the  opportuni- 
ties that  may  be  offered  for  more 
profitable  investments  and  the  risk 
involved.  In  determining  the  jus- 
tice and  reasonableness  of  rates, 
perhaps  no  better  test  can  ordinarily 
be  found  than  the  rates  customarily- 
charged  in  localities  similarly  situ- 
ated. And  yet  this  test  is  not  by 
any  means  infallible.  What  is  a 
reasonable  return  is  a  question  of 
fact,  the  solution  of  which  calls  for 
the  exercise  of  sound  judgment  and 
common  sense.  Duluth  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  161 
Wis.  245,  P.U.R.1915D,  192,  152  N. 
W.  887. 

"Appellee  contends  that  the  only 
equitable  basis  for  determining: 
value  for  rate-making  purposes  is 
the  cost  of  reproduction  new,  less 
depreciation.  This  contention  can- 
not be  sustained.  The  basis  of  all 
calculations  as  to  the  reasonableness 
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of  rates  to  be  charged  by  a  corpora- 
tion maintaining  a  public  utility 
under  legislative  sanction  must  be 
the  fair  value  of  the  property  being 
used  by  it  for  the  convenience  of  the 
public,  and  in  order  to  ascertain 
that  value  the  original  cost  of  con- 
struction, the  amount  expended  in 
permanent  improvements,  the  pres- 
ent cost  of  construction,  the  proba- 
Ue  earning  capacity  of  the  property 
under  the  particular  rated  pre- 
scribed by  statute;  and  the  sum  re- 
quired to  meet  operating  expenses, 
are  all  matters  for  consideration, 
and  are  to  be  given  such  weight  as 
may  be  just  and  right  in  each  case. 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  supra;  San  Diego 
Land  &  Town  Co.  v.  National  City, 
174  U.  S.  739,  757,  43  L.  ed.  1154, 
1161,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  804 ;  Stanis- 
laus County  V.  San  Joaquin  &  K. 
River  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  192  U.  S. 
201,  48  L.  ed.  406,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
241 ;  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  199  111.  579,  65  N.  E.  470 ; 
Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad 
Commission,  supra.^' 

The  subject  is  beset  with  difficul- 
ties, and  no  hard  and  fast  rule  can 
be  safely  laid  down  for  fixing  values 
for  rate-making  purposes.  Many  of 
the  items  which  enter  into  the  deterr 
mination  of  values  are  mentioned 
in  the  cases  we  have  dted,  and  the 
commission  seems  to  have  given  the 
subject  careful  consideration.  It 
has,  however,  emphasized  the  pre- 
war unit  of  valuation,  but  the  rea- 
soning of  the  opinion  seems  to 
indicate  that  it  has  not  given  due 
weight  to  the  present  costs  of  re- 
production and  the  probable  costs 
thereof  during  the  near  future,  or 
for  the  time  during  which  the  rate 
fixed  will  probably  be  in  force ;  and 
hence  we  cannot  presume  that  it 
has.  These  are  important  items  to 
be  considered,  and  it  should  not  be 
left  in  doubt  whether  or  not  they 
have  been  taken  into  consideration. 

It  may  be  said  of  valuation  what 
has  been  said  of  the  return  to  be 
allowed:  ''What  is  a  reasonable 
return  is  a  question  of  fact,  the  solu- 
tion of  which  calls  for  the  exercise 


CO.  v.  PETERSBURG.  553 

of   sound  judgment   and   conmtion 
arase.'' 

We  are  constantly  measuring 
ordinary  care  by  the  conduct  of  the 
"ordinarily  careful  man,''  and  so, 
here,  after  hearing  all  that  is  said 
affecting  value,  we 

must  measure  val-  ;r?ce7t.'i«ed! 
ue   by   the   ''sound 
judgment  and   common  sense''  of 
impartial   tribunals    charged   with 
the  ascertainment  of  such  value. 

The  Laporte  Case,  so  largely  re- 
lied on  by  the  commission  and  by 
counsel  for  the  appellee  in  their 
brief,  loses  much  of  its  force  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  opinion 
was  concurred  in  by  only  three  out 
of  five  of  the  commissioners.  The 
opinion  of  Commissioner  Hasrnes  is 
an  able  one,  but  Conmiissioner 
Johnson  only  concurred  in  the  order 
to  be  made  in  that  case,  "but  not  in 
the  opinion,"  and  Van  Auken,  com- 
missioner, dissented.  The  case  fur- 
thermore does  not  accord  with  the 
cases  we  have  cited. 

Counsel  for  the  appellee  also  rely 
upon  the  finding  of  Mr.  Justice 
Hughes,  as  referee,  in  Brooklyn  Bor- 
ough Gas  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission, 17  N.  Y.  Off.  Dept.  R.  81, 
P.U.R.1918P,  335,  but  the  facts  of 
that  case  are  entirely  different  from 
those  in  the  case  in  judgment.  In 
the  Brooklyn  Borough  Gas  Co.  Case 
there  were  three  different  valua- 
tions: One  based  on  the  original 
costs  or  investment;  another  upon 
reproduction  upon  the  average  unit 
prices  prevailing  from  1912  to  1916, 
inclusive;  and  the  third  upon  an 
official  valuation  made  in  1914  and 
acquiesced  in  by  the  company.  The 
third  valuation  was  selected.  As 
the  official  valuation  had  been  so 
recently  made,  it  seems  manifest 
that  it  was  the  proper  valuation  to 
be  adopted. 

The  opinion  of  the  commission 
does  not  state  what  amount  was  al- 
lowed for  operating  expenses,  nor 
what  per  cent  on  the  value  fixed  it 
considered  a  fair  and  reasonable  re- 
turn on  the  ascertained  valuation. 
It  simply  fixed  the  price  of  gas  per 
1,000  cubic  feet  to  be  paid  by  the 
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consumer.    Operating  expenses  ape  -Ten  per  cent  on  $800,ooo f  80,ooo 

accruing  from  day  to  day,  and  are  ^^^^^  ^^  producing   100,000,000 

determined  by  the  prices  of  to-day,  «**>*«  ^"^  •*  W«« ^^fi^ 

and  not  of  some  future  date.     In  ^ 

any  estimate  of  rates  to  be  paid  by  ^   j.  i.                       ^  aaa     v    ^^^^^'^ 

aixj  iwwAAiavv  ^j.  Aa»v«w  uv  m^  f/eiai«  *^jr  ^j^^  ^  consumer  per  1,000  cubie 

the  consumer  of  gas,  f^et                                          tidA 

n^i"*neL«rt?"    it  is  essential  to  as-  *     

certain  the  costs  of  These  figures  are  given  merely 

operation,  for  the  gross  receipts,  ^y  way  of  illustration  and  are  not 

less  the  costs  of  operation,  is  what  intended  to  intimate  any  opinion 

the  gas  company  gets  for  its  service.  "P^n  «it*^e^  valuation  or  percentage. 

"The  actual  cost  of  its  operation  ^  >»  manifest  that  the  commission 

must  always  be  taken  into  considera-  either  did  not  take  into  considenip 

tion  in  determining  whether  or  not  ^^^^  the  costs  of  operation,  or  did 

it    receives    a    fair    compensation  not  accept  the  companjr's  estimate 

above  that  cost.'*     Brooklsm-  Bor-  of  such  costs.    No  suggestion  of  the 

ough  Gas  Case,  supra ;  State  Public  latter  is  found  in  the  opinion  of  the 

Utilities  Commission  ex  rel.  Spring-  commission, 

field  V.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  For  reasons  stated  by  the  com- 

291  111.  209,  P.U.R.1920C,  640,  126  mission  we  do  not  think  that  the 

N.  E.  891.  losses  sustained  by  the  gas  company 

In  1920  the  actual  operating  ex-  prior  to  its  application  for  an  in- 
penses  of  the  gas  company  were  crease  of  rates  should  be  amortized* 
$1,668   per   1,000   cubic  feet,   and  but  if,  upon  further  investigation, 
this    amount    was    not    called    in  it  is  ascertained  that  a  loss  has  been 
question  by  the  commission.     The  sustained  since  that  date,  in  con- 
highest     rate    to     the     consumer  sequence  of  the  rate 
was  fixed  at  $1.75  per  1,000  cubic  fixed   by   the   com-  SSE*'**"*"'* 
feet,    and    the    probable    average  mission,    such    loss 
rate  at  $1.70.     This  would  leave  should  be  amortized  and  spread  over 
to    the    gas    company    only    from  Buch  a  term  of  years  as  will  be  fair 
4  to  9  cento  per  1,000  cubic  feet,  to  the  gas  company  and  not  too 
which,  upon  a  consumption  of  100,-  burdensome  to  the  consumers. 
000,000  cubic  feet  per  year,  is  not  K  in  any  rate  fixed  the  gas  com- 
a  fair  compensation  for  the  service  P^iy  should  make  a  profit   upon 
furnished.    The  gas  plant  was  not  ^^i^  a  twc  is  im-  ^,^^^^  ^^ 
larger  than  necessary,  and  the  com-  P^®^,  ^^}  should  p^^t  tu. 
mission,  after  fixing  the  value  there-  *>?,  taken  into  coh- 
of  for  rate-making  purposes,  should  flideration  in  fixing  the  per  cent  of 
have  determined  the  rate  of  return  J^«turn  it  is  to  receive  on  ite  invests 
the  company  should  receive  on  such  ^^t. 

valuation,  and  the  coste  per  1,000  There  was  evidence  before  the 
cubic  feet  of  operation.  The  ag-  commission  that  the  service  fur- 
gregate  of  these  two  sums  divided  msned  to  many  customers  was  of  a 
*K«-  «f  --  hy  the  number  of  very  inferior  character  and  of  no 
S?min?S«  J^fr  thousand  cubic  feet  Practical  value.  The  regulation  of 
of  commodity.  ^£  ^^  ^^  y^  ^^^  the  Character  of  service  to  be  fur- 
would  give  the  price  to  be  charged  nished  to  customers  is  fully  within 
to  the  consumer.  For  example,  as-  the  powers  of  the  commission,  and 
suming  the  plant  to  be  valued  at  we  shall  assume,  until  the  contrary 
$300,000,  the  return  to  the  company  is  made  to  appear,  that  the  commis- 
to  be  10  per  cent,  and  the  amount  of  sion  will  exercise  that  power  when- 
?as  sold  to  be  100,000,000  cubic  ever  a  proper  case  is  made  before  it. 
feet:  In  the  absence  of  any  statement 
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of  facts  found  by  the  commission  or 
any  tabulation  of  figures,  we  are 
unable  to  say  what  rate  of  charge 
to  the  consumer  would  be  fair  and 
reasonable  to  both  the  consumer  and 
the  gas  company,  and  this  case  will 
therefore  be  remanded  to  the  State 
Corporation  Commission,  with  di- 
rections.to  reconsider  the  same  upon 
the  evidence  already  before  it,  and 
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such  additional  evidence,  if  any,  as 
it  shall  permit  to  be  introduced,  and 
to  conform  its  findings  to  the  views 
hereinbefore  expressed,  and,  in  the 
event  of  another  appeal  to  this 
court,  to  state  the  facts  found  by 
it,  and  to  tabulate  the  figures  so  as 
to  show  clearly  how  it  arrived  at 
its  conclusion,  so  far  as  dependent 
upon  such  figures^ 


ANNOTATION. 

IHiblic  utility  rale  Talnatioiis  as  affected  by  advance  in  price  conditioiii  due 

»* '  —f^^  :.  ,        .  *®  World  War.  ^^ 

II.— continued. 

e.  Additions  and  bettennents  eon- 
fltructed  at  war  or  poet^war 
prieeft,  560. 

III.  Particular  holdings  and  applications^ 

a.  General  statement,  560. 

b.  Decisions  of  the  courts,  561. 
e.  Decisions  of  utility  commissions, 

56S. 

element  has  been  considered  begin  to 
appear  about  1916.  ^ 

The  subject  under  annotation 
should  not  be  confused  with  the  ques- 
tion whether  abnormally  high  operat- 
ing costs,  due  to  war  conditions, 
should  be  considered  in  determining 
the  return  to  which  the  utility  is  en- 
titled. It  is  obvious  that,  even  though 
a  public  utility  is  allowed  its  actual 
increased  operating  expenses  in  the 
abnormal  times  during  which  the 
country  has  recently  been  passing, 
this  does  not  mean  that,  after  paying 
operating  expenses,  it  is  necessarily 
entitled  to  a  return  on  the  increased 
value  of  its  property  based  on  higher 
unit  costs  of  labor  and  materials  aris- 
ing from  conditions  brought  about  by 
the  late  war.  The  importance  of  keep- 
ing in  mind  this  distinction  is  point- 
ed out  by  former  Justice  Charles  E. 
Hughes,  as  referee,  in  Brooklyn  Bor- 
ough Gas  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission (1918)  17  N.  Y.  Off.  Dept.  R. 
81,  P.U.R.1918.^  335,  infra,  IIL 

The  present  annotation  should  not 
be  regarded  as  an  attempt  to  set 
forth  the  rules  or  factors  to  be  con- 
sidered  in   valuing   utility  property. 


I.  Scope  and  introduction,  555. 
XL  Rules  in  general: 

a.  War  or  post-war  prices  not 
necessarily  the  controlling  fac- 
tor, 556. 
h.  Higher  price  levels  due  to  war 
conditions  not  to  be  ignored, 
659. 

1.  SeopB  €md  inirodueUan. 

As  indicated  in  the  above  title,  the 
annotation  includes,  in  general,  only 
eases  involving  valuations  for  rate- 
making  purposes.  Several  cases  are 
referred  to  where  the  valuation  was 
for  other  purposes,  which  are  indicat- 
ed in  connection  with  the  citation  of 
the  case.  But  in  order  to  avoid  con- 
fusion it  is  desirable  to  confine  the 
scope  of  the  annotation,  in  general,  to 
rate  valuations. 

Reproduction  cost  has,  of  course, 
long  been  regarded  by  the  courts  and 
commissions  in  many  states  as  a  fac- 
tor in  determining  present  fair  value 
for  rate-making  purposes.  Average 
unit  prices  for  a  period  of  years  have 
been  frequently  taken  in  computing 
this  cost,  even  before  war  conditions 
prevailed.  The  annotation  does  not 
treat  the  specific  question  whether 
prices  should  be  computed  as  of  the 
particular  time  of  the  valuation,  or 
over  a  series  of  years;  but  is,  in  the 
main,  limited  somewhat  strictly  to 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  the  re- 
cent abnormal  advan^^.e  in  prices 
broutrht  about  by  the  World  War. 
The  cases  in  which  this  particular 


666 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


In  fact»  it  has  been  frequently  point- 
ed out  that  there  are  no  fixed  rules  or 
formulas  by  which  courts  or  commis- 
sions are  to  be  guided,  but  that  the 
matter  of  determining  a  rate-base 
valuation  is  one  calling  for  judgment 
and  discretion,  with  due  consideration 
of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  partic- 
ular case;  and  many  elements  enter  as 
factors  into  the  calculations.  There 
are  various  theories,  of  course,  of 
valuation,  as  the  original  cost  or  in- 
vestment theory,  the  present  ''fair 
value"  theory,  and  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction theory.  It  is  not  the  purpose 
of  the  annotation  to  go  into  these  va- 
rious theories  or  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  valuation.  Of  course,  if  a 
court  or  commission  should  adopt  the 
actual  cost  or  investment  theory  as 
its  exclusive  guide  in  valuation,  and 
the  plant  was  constructed  prior  to  the 
late  war,  the  distinctive  question  un- 
der annotation  does  not  arise,  provid- 
ed its  conclusion  was  not  affected  by 
the  recent  abnormal  increase  in  prices 
of  labor  and  commodities.  Usually, 
however,  even  where  the  actual  cost 
theory  has  been  given  controlling  con- 
sideration, attention  has  been  called 
to  this  method  as  fairer,  in  view  of 
the  prevailing  abnormal  war  prices, 
and  such  cases  are  in  point  in  the 
annotation.  Where  the  "fair  value" 
theory  is  adopted,  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion is  considered  as  one  of  the  ele- 
ments or  factors,  and  in  such  cases 
the  question  arises  whether  unit 
prices  should  be  taken  as  at  the  time 
of  the  valuation,  representing,  often, 
many  times  the  original  cost,  or 
whether  pre-war  prices  should  be  ac- 
cepted, or  a  medium  view  taken;  and 
the  same  is  true,  of  course,  in  those 
states  where  cost  of  reproduction  is 
regarded  as  controlling  in  fixing  valu- 
ation. 

The  recent  abnormally  high  prices 
have  served  to  emphasize  the  desira- 
bility of  some  more  permanent  basis 
of  valuation  than  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction, and  it  may  be  stated  general- 
ly that  a  number  of  the  commissions 
have  called  attention  to  the  necessity 
of  finding  some  more  satisfactory  ba- 
sis of  valuation,  even  if  this  method, 
in  times  past,  was  equitable.    See,  for 


example:  Re  York  County  Water  Co. 
(1920;  Me.)  P.U.R.1921A,  439;  Re 
Lewiston  Gaslight  Co.  (1920;  Me.) 
P.U.R.1921A,  661 ;  Re  United  R.  &  E. 
Co.  (1919;  Md.)  P.U.R.1920A,  1; 
Maires  v.  Flatbush  Gas  Co.  (1918; 
N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1920E,  931;  and  Re  La- 
porte  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1920;  Ind.) 
P.U.R.1921A,  824,  under  III.  c,  infra. 
The  original  cost  or  investment  the- 
ory has  sometimes  been  regarded  as 
affording  a  more  satisfactory,  because 
a  more  permanent,  basis — at  least,  so 
as  to  entitle  it  to  the  major  considera- 
tion. 

//.  Rules  in  general* 

a.  War   or   post^tcar   prices   not    neces* 
sarily  the  eentrolling  factor. 

While   the   decisions,   both   of  the 
courts  and  of  the  various  utility  com- 
missions,    generally     recognize     the 
doctrine    that    in    determining    rate 
valuations  there  should  be  taken  into 
consideration  the  fact  that  a  higher 
level  of  prices  and  materials  has  been 
brought  about  by  conditions   due  to 
the  World  War,  and  that  this  higher 
level  will  probably  .continue  for  an  in- 
definite period,  yet  it  is  held  in  al- 
most all  the  cases  that,  with  respect 
to    plants    constructed    at    pre-war 
prices,  the  prevailing  abnormally  high 
prices  of  labor  and  materials,  due  to 
war  conditions,  should  not  be  taken  as 
the  sole  criterion  or  controlling  ele- 
ment in  fixing  valuations  of  a  public 
utility     for     rate-making     purposes. 
This  view  is  supported  by  the  follow- 
ing court  decisions:     Houston  Elec- 
tric   Co.    V.    Houston    (1920)    P.U.R. 
1920F,  328,  265  Fed,  360;  Galveston 
Electric     Co.     v.     Galveston     (1921) 
P.U.R.1921D,  647,  272   Fed.   147,   af- 
firmed in  (U.  S.  Adv.  Ops.  1921-22,  p. 
382)  —  U.  S.  — ,  66  L.  ed.  — ,  42  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  351;  Winona  v.  Wisconsin- 
Minnesota  Light  &  P.  Co.  (1921)  276 
Fed.  996;  State  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission ex  rel.  Springfield  v.  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1919)  291  IlL  209, 
P.U.R.1920C,  640,  125  N.  E.  891;   Po- 
tomac Electric  Power   Co.  v.  Public 
Utilities    Commission    (1920;    D.    C) 
P.U.R.1920C,  826;  State  ex  rel.  South- 
western  Bell    Teleph.   Co.   v.   Public 
Service  Conunission  (1921)  —  Mo.  — , 
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283  S.  W.  425;  New  York  Interurban 
Water  Co.  v.  Mt.  Vernon  (1920)  110 
Mise.  281,  P.U.R.1920D,  515,  180  N.  Y. 
Supp.  804;  Kings  County  Lighting  Co. 
V.  Lewis  (1920)  110  Misc.  204,  P.U.R. 
1920D,  145»  180  N.  Y.  Supp.  570;  Mu- 
nicipal Gas  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Com- 
mission (1920)  113  Misc.  748,  186 
N.  Y.  Supp.  541;  People  ex  rel.  Iro- 
quois Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission  (1921)  194  App.  Div. 
578,  P.U.R,1921B,  485,  186  N.  Y.  Supp. 
177;  People  ex  rel.  Adirondack  Power 
&  L.  Corp.  V.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion (1922)  200  App.  Div.  268,  198  N. 
Y.  Supp.  186. 

Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  Newton 
(1920)  P.U.R.1920F,  483,  267  Fed.  231, 
cited  under  III.  a,  infra,  does  not  ap- 
pear entirely  in  accord  with  the  above 
cases. 

The  rule  above  indicated  that  pre- 
vailing prices  of  labor  and  materials, 
which  are  abnormally  high  because  of 
conditions  brought  about  by  the  late 
war,  should  not  be  taken  as  the  sole 
criterion  or  controlling  element  in  de- 
termining valuation  of  the  property  of 
a  public  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, where  the  plant  has  been  con- 
structed at  pre-war  prices,  is  support- 
ed, also,  by  numerous  decisions  of  the 
various  utility  commissions. 

Arkansas^ — Re  Rogers  Light  &  Wa- 
ter Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920E,  311;  Re 
Two  States  Teleph.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1921B,  405;  Re  Southwestern  Bell 
Teleph.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1921B,  516. 
California. — Sherman  v.  California- 
Michigan  Land  &  Water  Co.  (1918) 
P.U.R.1918D,  93;  Re  Moore  Park  Wa- 
ter.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (1918)  P.U.R. 
I919B,  679 ;  Re  Southern  Sierras  Pow- 
er Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1921C,  218  (ab- 
stract); Re  Southern  California  Edi- 
son Co.   (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  65. 

Colorado.  —  Re  Mountain  State 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (1917)  P.U.R. 
1917B,  198;  Re  Denver  Tramway  Co, 
(1918)  P.U.R.1919E,  211  (abstract). 

Couiecticut. — ^Danbury  v.  Danbury 
I  B.  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1921D,  193 ;  Stamford  v.  Stamford  Gas 
*  E.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1922A,  303. 

District  of  Colombia. — Re  Potomac 
Electric   R.  Co.    (1917)    P.U.R.1917D, 


563;  Re  Capital  Traction  Co.  (1919) 
P.U.R.1919F,  779. 

Georgia. — Re  Greorgia  R.  &  P.  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921A,  165. 

Idaho* — Re  Mountain  States  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921B,  739. 

Illinois. — Re  Union  Gas  &  E.   Co. 

(1918)  P.U.R.1918C,  248  (abstract); 
Re  Southern  Illinois  Light  &  P.  Co. 

(1919)  P.U.R.1919D,  489;  Re  Spring- 
field Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.  1920 A, 
446;    Re   Springfield    Consol.   R.    Co. 

(1920)  P.U.R.1920E,  474;  Re  Illinois 
Northern  Utilities  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1920E,  908;  Re  Public  Service  Co. 
(1920)  P.U.R.1921B,  438;  Re  Metro- 
politan West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921B,  229. 

Indiana^ — Princeton  v.  Princeton 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (1918)  P.U.R.1918E, 
300;  Re  United  Public  Service  Co. 
(1918)  P.U.R.1918F,  316;  Re  Home 
Teleph.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1919C,  209; 
Re  Central  Union  Teleph.  Co.  (1920) 
P.U.R.1920B,  813;  Re  Laporte  Gas  & 
E.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920F,  686;  Re 
Mt.  Vernon  Waterworks  Co.  (1920) 
P.U.R.1921C,  219  (abstract);  Re  La- 
porte Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
192  lA,  824;  Re  Kokomo  Gas  &  Fuel 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921E,  390;  East 
Chicago  V.  East  Chicago  &  I.  Harbor 
Water  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.  1922A,  193. 

Maine. — Re     Guilford     Water    Co. 

(1918)  P.U.R.1918C,  916;  Re  Lewiston 
Gaslight  Co.  (1918)  P.U.R.1919B,  423 
(abstract) ;  Re  Lewiston  Gaslight  Co. 

(1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  561;  Re  New 
York  County  Water  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1921  A,  439. 

Maryland^ — Salisbury  ▼.  Salisbury 
Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (1918)  P.U.R. 
1918E,  331;  Westminster  v.  Consoli- 
dated Public  Utilities  Ck).  (1919) 
P.U.R.1919E,  506;  Re  United  R.  &  E. 
Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1920A,  1;  Re  Chesa- 
peake &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1920F,  417. 

Michigan^ — Holland      ▼.      McGuire 

(1919)  P.U.R.1920B,    149;    Re    Cole 

(1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  385;  Re  Lansing 
Fuel  &  Gas  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C, 
465;  Re  Lansing  Fuel  &  Gas  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  887;  Re  Sault 
Ste.  Marie  (1921)  P.U.R.1922B,  149. 

Missoari^-— Re  Kansas  City  Electric 
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Light  Co.  (1917)  P.U.R.1917C,  728; 
Re  Southwestern  Bell  Teleph.  Co. 
(1918)  P.U.R.1919B,  422  (abstract); 
Re  Joplin  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R. 
1919B,  366;  Springfield  City  Water  Co. 
V.  Springfield  (1919)  P.U.R.1919D, 
853;  Re  Missouri  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1919) 
P.U.R.1919E,  210  (abstract);  Re  St. 
Joseph  Water  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1919E, 
211  (abstract) ;  Re  Lead  Bell  Teleph. 
Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1919E,  211  (ab- 
stract) ;  Re  St.  Joseph  R.  Light,  Heat 
&  P.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1920A,  542;  Re 
Kansas  City  Gas  Co;  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1920C,  41;  Re  Memphis  Teleph.  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921E,  145  (abstract). 
'  Nebraska.  —  Re  Omaha  &  C.  B. 
Street  R.  Co.  (1918)  P.U.R.1919A, 
845;  Re  Central  Teleph.  Co.  (1920) 
P.U.R.1921B,  461;  Re  Southern  Ne- 
braska Power  CJo.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C, 
678;  Re  Stanton  Independent  Teleph. 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  240. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Re  Grafton 
County  Electric  Light  &  P.  CJo.  (1916) 
P.U.R.1916B,  879;  Re  Concord  GJas- 
light  Co,  a921)  P.U.R.1921C,  169;  Re 
Franklin  Light  &  P-  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1922A,  506. 

New  Jersey. — ^Re  Public  Service  R. 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  593. 

New  York. — ^Brooklyn  Borough  Gas 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Conmiission 
(1918)  17  N.  Y.  Dept.  R.  81,  P.U.R. 
1918P,  335;  Re  Westchester  Electric 
R.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1920B,  250; 
Whitehead  v.  Niagara  Falls  Gas  &  E. 
L.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920C,  264; 
Maires  v.  Flatbush  Gas  Co.  (1918) 
P.U.R.1920E,  931;  Re  Sea  Cliff  &  G.  C. 
Gas  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  211; 
Davis  V.  Pennsylvania  Gas  Co.  (1920) 
P.U.R.1921B,  342;  Hoffman  v.  Elmira 
Water,  Light  &  R.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1921C,  409;  Re  New  York  State  R.  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  496;  Buck  v.  New 
York  Teleph.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921E, 
798;  Re  Long  Island  Lighting  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1922B,  2;  Re  New  York 
State  R.  Co.   (1921)   P.U.R.1922B,  75. 

North  Dakota.  —  Fargo  v.  Union 
Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R. 
1920A,  764 ;  Patterson  v.  Hughes  Elec- 
tric Co.  (1920)  P.UJt.l921A,  1. 

Ohio.— Re  Union  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(1918)  P.U.R.1918E,  934. 


Oregon.— Re  Douglas  County  Light 
&  Water  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920E,  667. 
•  Pennsylvania. — Fox  v.  Pine  Grove 
Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Go.  (1919) 
P.U.R.1920B,  380;  Tyrone  v.  Horn* 
Electric  Light  &  Steam  Heating  Co 
(1920)  P.U.R.  1920C,  562;  Verona  ^ 
Verona  Suburban  Water  Co.  (1920) 
P.U.R.1920F,  9^;  Prackville  v. 
Mountain  City  Water  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R,1921C,  820. 

South  Dakota. — ^Re  Salem  Teleph. 
Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1919B,  734. 

Tennessee.  —  Re  Ramier  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921C,  121. 

Utah.— Re   Utah   Gas  &  Coke  Go. 

(1919)  P.U.R.1919D,  645;  Re  Utah 
Light  &  Traction  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1920B,  262;  Re  Utah  Gas  &  Coke  Co. 

(1920)  P.U.R.1920C,  854;  Re  Moun- 
tain States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921E,  145  (abstract) ;  Re  Utah 
Power  &  Light  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1922A,  436;  Re  Telluride  Power  Go. 

(1921)  P.U.R.1922B,  168. 
Vermont. — ^Re    Colonial    Power    ft 

Light  Co.  (1919)  P.Uil.l920A,  215; 
Milne  v.  Montpelier  &  B.  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920E,  658. 

Virginia. — Re  Roanoke  Waterworks 
Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1:920C,  745;  Re  Cul- 
peper  Teleph.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920D, 
305;  Re  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co. 

(1920)  P.UJ[(.1920F,  49;  Re  Virginia 
B.  &  Power  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C» 
198;   Be   Virginia   R.   &   Power   Go. 

(1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  268;  Re  Lynch- 
burg Traction  &  Light  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921E,  87. 

Washington. — Public  Service  Com- 
mission v.  Spokane  Falls  Gaslight  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  519;  Spokane  v. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921D,  762. 

West  Virginia.— Re  Light,  Fuel.  * 
P.  Co.  (1917)  P.U.R.1918C,  248  (ab- 
stract) ;  Re  Bluefield  Waterworks  & 
Improv.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921E,  655; 
Re  Moundsville  Water  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1922B,  28. 

Wisconsin.  —  Racine  Water  Co.  ▼. 
Railroad  Commission  (1918)  P.U.R. 
1919A,  913;  Re  Wisconsin  Traction, 
Ught,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  (1918)  P.U.R, 
1919B,  224;  Re  Milton  &  M.  J.  Teleph. 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1920C,  110. 
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h.  Hit^ufr  prUfe  leveis  due  to 

diHons  not  to  he  ignored. 

According  to  the  weight  of  author- 
ity, the  higher  prices  of  labor  and 
materials  which  have  prevailed  dur- 
ing and  since  the  World  War  are  not 
to  be  entirely  ignored  in  determining 
the  valuation  of  the  property  of  a 
public  utility  for  rate-making  pur- 
poseSy  since  it  is  generally  recognized 
that  a  higher  general  level  of  prices  is 
likely  to  prevail  for  an  indefinite 
time;  and,  while  it  would  be  unfair  to 
the  public  to  fix  a  valuation  based 
merely  on  consideration  of  abnormal- 
ly high  war  prices,  which  are  already 
to  some  extent  receding,  yet  it  would 
be  equally  unfair  to  the  utility  entire- 
ly to  disregard  the  general  higher 
level  of  prices  existing  since  the  war, 
and  consider  merely  pre-war  prices. 
This  view  is  supported  by  the  follow- 
ing decisions  of  the  courts :  Houston 
Electric  Co.  v.  Houston  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1920F,  328,  265  Fed«  360;  Joplin  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion (1919)  267  Fed.  584;  Landon  v. 
Kansas    Ct.    of   Industrial    Relations 

(1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  807,  269  Fed. 
433;  Winona  v.  Wisconsin-Minnesota 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (1920;  Fed.)  P.U.R. 
1921A,  146  (on  motion  for  temporary 
injunction) ;  Galveston  Electric  Co.  v. 
Galveston  (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  547, 
272  Fed.  147;  Potomac  Electric  Power 
Co.    V.    Public    Utilities    Commission 

(1921)  —  App.  D.  C-— ,  276  Fed.  327; 
Winona  v.  Wisconsin-lMLinnesota  Light 
&  P.  Ck>.  (1921)  276  Fed«  996  (on  ex- 
ceptions to  master's  report) ;  State 
Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel. 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(1919)  291  HL  209,  P.U.R.1920C,  640, 
126  N.  E.  891 ;  State  ex  rel.  Southwest- 
em  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Commission  (1921)  —  Mo.  — ,  233  S. 
W.  425;  Elizabethtown  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
Public  Utility  Comrs.  (1920)  95  N.  J. 
L.  18,  P.U.R.1920F,  1001,  111  Atl.  729; 
People  ex  rel.  Iroquois  Natural  Gas 
Co.  V.  Public  Service  Commission 
(1921)  194  App.  Div.  578,  P.U.R. 
1921B,  485,  186  N.  Y.  Supp,  177; 
Petebsbubg  Gas  Co.  v.  Petersbubo 
(reported  herewith)   ante,  542. 

And  the  doctrine  above  indicated. 


that  war  and  post-war  prices  should 
be  considered  in  determining  valua- 
tion for  rate-making  purposes,  is  sup- 
ported by  the  decisions  of  various 
utility  commissions. 

Connecticut. — Stamford  v.  Stam- 
ford Gas  &  E.  Co«  (1921)  P.U.R.1922A, 
803. 

Georgia. — ^Re  Croorgia  R.  &  Power 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921A,  165. 

Illinois.— Re  Springfield  Consol.  R. 
Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920E,  474;  Re  Illi- 
nois Northern  Utilities  Co.  (1920) 
P.U.R.1920E,  908;  Re  Metropolitan 
West  Side  Elev.  R.  Ck>.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1921B,  229. 

Indiana. — ^Re  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co. 
(1920)  P.U.R.1920B,  813;  Re  Laporte 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  824; 
East  Chicago  v.  East  Chicago  &  I. 
Harbor  Water  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1922A,  193. 

Maine. — ^Re  Lewiston  Gaslight  Co. 
(1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  561. 

Michigan. — Re  Houghton  County 
Traction  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1920E,  350; 
Re  Cole  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  385;  Re 
Lansing  Fuel  &  Gas  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1921C,  465;  Re  Sault  Ste  Marie  (1921) 
P.U.R.1922B,  149. 

MissourL — ^Re  Kansas  City  Electric 
light  Co.  (1917)  P.U.R.  1917C,  728. 

Nebraska. — Re  Southern  Nebraska 
Power  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  678; 
Re  Central  Teleph.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1921B,  461. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Re  Franklin 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1922A, 
506;  Re  Concord  Gaslight  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921C,  169. 

New  Jersey. — ^Re  Public  Service  R. 
Co.    (1921)    P.U.R.1921D,  593. 

New  York. — ^Buck  v.  New  York 
Teleph.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921E,  798; 
Re  Long  Island  Lighting  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1922B,  2.       ' 

Oregon. — Re  Douglas  County  Light 
&  Water  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920E,  667. 

Utah. — Re  Mountain  States  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1*21E,  145 
(abstract). 

Vermont. — Milne  v.  Montpelier  &  B. 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920E, 
558. 

Virginia. — Re  Lynchburg  Traction 
&  Light  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921E,  87. 
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e.  Additions  and  heUerments  eonMtrtuiU 
ed  at  toar  or  post^toar  prices. 

The  rules  above  laid  down,  that 
valuation  of  a  public  utility  for  rate- 
making  purposes  is  not  to  be  deter- 
mined solely  by  taking  unit  prices 
which  have  arisen  to  an  abnormally 
high  point  due  to  war  conditions,  but 
that  the  higher  war  and  post-war 
level  of  prices  should  be  given  consid- 
eration, and -not  entirely  ignored,  have 
been  somewhat  modified  with  respect 
to  necessary  extensions  and  additions 
to  the  physical  property  of  the  utility, 
made  during  or  since  the  war  at  the 
prevailing  high  prices.  The  courts 
and  commissions  have  held  that  such 
betterments  or  additions  do  not  stand 
in  the  same  class  as  construction 
made  at  pre-war  figures,  and  have 
given  greater  consideration  to  actual 
costs,  even  though  unit  prices  were 
abnormally  high.  Generally,  the  ac- 
tual cost  of  such  war  or  post-war  im- 
provements, where  reasonable  and 
necessary,  has  been  allowed.  Of 
course,  owing  to  the  small  amount  of 
construction  of  utility  property  dur- 
ing the  past  few  years,  this  point  has 
been  a  minor  one,  and  has  been  little 
discussed.  As  supporting  the  views 
above  indicated,  see  the  following 
cases : 

California. — Re  Southern  California 
Edison  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  66. 

District  of  Columbia. — Re  Capital 
Traction  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1919F,  779. 

Georgia. — Re  Southern  Bell  Teleph. 
A  Teleg.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  833. 

Idaho. — Re  Mountain  States  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921B,  739. 

Illinois. — ^Re  Southern  Illinois  Light 
ft  P.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R.1919D,  489 
(recognizing  rule). 

Indiana. — East  Chicago  v.  East  Chi- 
cago &  I.  H,  Water  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1922A,  193. 

Maryland. — Re  Chesapeake  ft  P. 
Teleph.  Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920F,  417. 

Missouri. — State  ex  rel.  Southwest- 
ern Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Commission  (1921)  —  Mo.  — ,  233  S. 
W.  425;  Re  Missouri  Gas  ft  E.  Co. 
(1919)  P.U.R.1919E,  210  (abstract); 
Re  St.  Joseph  Water  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R. 
1919E,  211  (abstract) ;  Re  St.  Joseph 
R.  Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  (1919)  P.U.R. 


1920A,  542;  Re  Kansas  City  Gas  Co. 

(1920)  P.U.R.1920C,  41. 

Nebraska. — Re  Southern  Nebraska 
Power  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  678. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Re  Franklin 
Light  ft  P.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1922A, 
506.  And  see  Re  Concord  Gaslight 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  169. 

New  York. — Municipal  Gas  Co.  ▼. 
Public  Service  Commission  (1920)  118 
Misc.  748,  186  N.  Y.  Supp.  541;  Re 
Long  Island  Lighting  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1922B,  1. 

Ohio.  —  Re  Alliance  Gas  ft  P.  Co. 
(1918)  P.U.R.1919B,  423  (abstract). 

Utah.— See  Re  Tulluride  Power  (Jo. 

(1921)  P.U.R.1922B,  168. 

Virginia. — Re  Roanoke  Waterworks 
Co.  (1920)  P.U.R.1920C,  746;  Re  Vir- 
ginia R-  ft  Power  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1921C,  198;  Re  Virginia  R.  ft  Power 
Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  268;  Re 
Lynchburg  Traction  ft  Light  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921E,  87. 

Washington. — Public  Service  Com- 
mission V.  Spokane  Falls  Gaslight  Co. 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921C,  519;  Spokane  v. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.  (1921) 
P.U.R.1921D,  762. 

West  Virginia.— Re  Bluefield  Wa- 
terworks ft  Improv.  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R. 
1921E,  655.  And  see  Re  Moundsville 
Water  Co.  (1921)  P.U.R.1922B,  28. 

Ill,  Particular    holdings    and    appUoo- 

tions, 

a.  General  siatetnen$. 

The  statements  already  made  in  the 
annotation  regarding  the  effect  of 
war  and  post-war  prices  in  rate  valu- 
ation, to  the  general  effect  that,  as  to 
pre-war  construction,  valuation 
should  not  be  determined  solely  by 
the  abnormally  high  unit  costs  during 
or  since  the  war,  but  that  the  prevail- 
ing higher  level  of  prices  should  be 
given  consideration,  leave  the  matter 
somewhat  indefinite.  This  has  been 
felt,  and  sometimes  expressed,  by  the 
courts  and  commissions.  It  should  be 
kept  in  mind,  however,  as  already  in- 
dicated, that  valuation  is  a  matter  of 
judgment,  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances in  the  particular  case  and  the 
necessity  of  doing  justice,  as  far  as 
possible,  both  to  consumers  and  to  the 
utility,  and  that  fixed  rules  cannot. 
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and  should  not|  be  laid  down.  For 
practical  purposes  it  is  desirable  to 
show  how  the  courts  and  commissions 
have  treated  the  higher  prices  result- 
ing from  the  war  in  determining  valu-^ 
ation,  and  to  indicate  some  of  the 
various  other  elements  they  have  con- 
sidered, and  methods  they  have  used. 
But  the  point  Of  view  should  be  kept 
in  mind  that  the  annotation  does  not 
deal  with  methods  or  theories  of  valu- 
ation in  general,  but  merely  with  the 
question  of  the  effect  and  place  of  the 
war  and  post-war  prices  in  a  utility 
rate  valuation. 

The  most  practical,  and  it  is  be- 
lieved the  most  helpful,  method,  is  to 
arrange  the  decisions  according  to  ju- 
risdictions, giving  first  the  decisions 
ol  the  courts  on  the  matter. 

h.  Deoi&UmB  of  the  oowrfs. 

The  United  States  Supreme  Court, 
while  holding  that  a  public  utility  is 
entitled  to  earn  a  fair  return  upon  the 
value  of  its  property,  determined  as 
of  the  time  of  the  inquiry,  has  not  in- 
dicated that  such  value  is  to  be  deter- 
mined at  abnormally  high  post-war 
costs  of  labor  and  material.  Its  de- 
cisions point  rather  to  the  acceptance 
of  the  majority  rule  that,  while  high- 
er post-war  levels  of  prices  are  to  be 
considered  in  determining  present 
value,  prevailing  prices  are  not  nec- 
essarily controlling. 

In  Lincoln  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  v.  Lin- 
coln (1918)  250  U.  S.  256, 68  L.  ed.  968, 
39   Sup.  Ct.  Rep.   454,  the  court,  in 
holding  that  a   complaint   against  a 
gas-rate    ordinance    should    be    dis- 
missed without  prejudice  to  the  bring- 
ing of  a  new  action,  if  the  rate  proved 
confiscatory,  said  that  it  is  a  matter 
of    common    knowledge    that,    owing 
principally   to   the   World   War,   the 
costs  of  labor  and  supplies  of  every 
kind  have  greatly  advanced  since  the 
ordinance  was  adopted,  and  that  an- 
nual returns  upon  capital  and  enter- 
prise have  materially  increased. 

In  a  suit  attacking  a  street  railway 
rate  ordinance  as  confiscatory,  the 
Federal  Supreme  Court,  in  Galveston 
Electric  Co.  v.  Galveston  (U.  S.  Adv. 
Ops.  1921-22,  p.  382)  —  U.  S-  — ,  66 
L.  ed.  — ,  42  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  351,  affirm- 
20  A.L.R.— 36. 


ing  (1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  647,  272  Fed. 
147,  appears,  in  effect,  to  have  given 
approval  to  the  doctrine  that  prices 
prevailing  at  the  time  of  the  hearing 
are  not  necessarily  controlling  as  a 
basis  in  determining  reproduction 
costs.  In  this  case  both  the  master 
and  the  court  refused  to  adopt  as  a 
basis  the  prices  prevailing  at  the  time 
of  the  hearing,  which  had  risen  to  110 
per  cent  above  those  of  1913 ;  and  the 
calculation  of  reproduction  costs  was 
based  on  prophecy  as  to  the  future 
general  price  level  of  commodities  and 
labor,  which  the  company  contended 
should  be  60  to  70  per  cent  above 
1913  prices,  but  which  the  master 
found — ^and  this  finding  the  court  ac- 
cepted— ^would  be  331  per  cent  above 
the  pre-war  level.  The  Supreme 
Court  held  that  it  could  not  say  that 
it  was  erroneous,  in  fixing  the  base 
value,  to  assume  the  lower  percentage 
of  increase  above  historical  reproduc- 
tion value,  instead  of  the  percentage 
claimed  by  the  utility. 

The  Federal  district  court,  in  the 
last  case,  said  that,  in  determining 
the  present  value  for  the  purpose  of  a 
rate  base,  the  reproduction  method 
should  be  applied  reasonably,  and,  as 
applied  to  the  inflated  values  which 
have  arisen  since  and  because  of  the 
war,  it  must  appear  that  the  level  of 
prices  is  not  transitory;  that  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  criterion  is 
the  present  value  of  the  plant;  but 
that  there  can  be  equally  no  doubt 
that  the  legislature  cannot,  in  periods 
of  acute  deprei^sion,  reduce  rates  on 
the  theory  that  a  valuation  of  land 
has  been  fixed  thereby,  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  it  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  raise  rates  in  periods  of 
enormous  and  temporary  inflation,  on 
the  theory  that  the  value  of  the  plant, 
for  rate-making  purposes,  has  been 
thereby  increased. 

The  Federal  Supreme  Court,  in  a 
case  decided  previously  to  the  begin- 
ning of  the  late  war,  held  that  the 
valuation  of  the  property  of  a  gas 
company,  upon  which  it  was  entitled 
to  a  fair  return,  must,  as  a  general 
rule,  be  determined  as  of  the  time 
when  the  inquiry  is  made  regarding 
the  reasonableness  of  rates  fixed  by 
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statute,  jTiving  the  company  the  bene- 
fit of  any  increase  in  the  value  pf  the 
property  since  it  was  acquired.  Will- 
cox  V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  (1909)  212 
U.  S.  19,  53  L.  ed.  382,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1134,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  192,  15  Ann. 
Cas.  1034.  It  was  said:  ""And  we 
concur  with  the  court  below  in  hold- 
ing that  the  value  of  the  property  is 
to  be  determined  as  of  the  time  when 
the  inquiry  is  made  regarding  the 
rates.  If  the  property  which  legally 
enters  into  the  consideration  of  the 
question  of  rates  has  increased  in 
value  since  it  was  acquired,  the  com- 
pany is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such 
increase.  This  is,  at  any  rate,  the 
general  rule*  We  do  not  say  there 
may  not  possibly  be  an  exception  to  it 
where  the  property  may  have  in- 
creased so  enormously  in  value  as  to 
render  a  rate  permitting  a  reasonable 
return  upon  such  increased  value  un- 
just to  the  public.  How  such  facts 
should  be  treated  is  not  a  question 
now  before  us,  as  this  case  does  not 
present  it.  We  refer  to  the  matter 
only  for  the  purpose  of  stating  that 
the  decision  herein  does  not  prevent 
an  inquiry  into  the  question,  when,  if 
ever,  it  should  be  necessarily  present- 
ed." 

The  above  case  has  been  often  r^ 
ferred  to  in  the  class  of  cases  under 
consideration,  but  the  ruling  that  the 
value  of  the  property  is  to  be  deter- 
mined as  of  the  time  when  the  inquiry 
is  made  regarding  rates  has  not  been 
construed  as  requiring  a  valuation 
based  on  unit  prices,  abnormally  high 
since  the  war.  Rather,  the  courts  and 
commissions  have  followed  the  sug- 
gestion in  the  above  quotation  regard- 
ing a  possible  exception  in  cases 
where  there  has  been  such  an  enor- 
mous increase  in  value  that  a  return 
based  upon  it  would  be  unfair  to  the 
public. 

Thus,  in  Winona  v.  Wisconsin-Min- 
nesota Light  &  P.  Co.  (1921)  276  Fed. 
996,  the  Federal  district  court,  after 
citing  the  above  and  other  Federal 
cases,  stated  that  the  ruling  of  those 
decisions  was  that  the  utility  was  en- 
titled to  a  fair  return  on  the  reason- 
able value  of  the  property  used  and 
useful  in  rendering  the  service;  but 


that  this  did  not  mean  that  the  rea- 
sonable   value    was    necessarily    the 
same  as  the  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
less  depreciation,  estimated  as  of  the 
time  of  the  inquiry,  with  additions 
for  overheads,  etc.,  nor  did  it  mean 
that  the  reasonable  value  was  neces- 
sarily the  same  as  the  original  cost  of 
construction,  less  depreciation,   with 
similar  additions ;  also,  that  it  did  not 
mean  that  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
less  depreciation,  based  on   average 
prices  for  any  series  of  years,  was 
necessarily  controlling;   but  that  it 
did  mean  that  all  of  these  methods, 
and  others,  might  be  resorted  to  as 
aids  in  forming  a  Judgment  as  to  what 
is  tiie  present  reasonable  value.    And 
the  court  took  the  view  that,  in  de- 
termining reasonable  value,  it  was  not 
confined  ,in  the  inquiry  to  unit  prices 
prevailing   on   any   given    date,    but 
might  include  consideration  of  unit 
prices  of  the  past  as  well  of  those  of 
the  present,  and  the  trend  of   unit 
prices,  with  the  probability  or  improb- 
ability of  a  change  of  trend,  as  well 
as  the  financial  history  of  the  utility^ 
the  original  cost  of  the  property,  and 
the  invested  capitaL 

And  in  Winona  .v.  Wisconsin-Minne- 
sota Light  &  P.  Co.  (Fed.)  supra,  it 
was  held  that  the  master,  in  taking  as 
his  basic  figures  for  valuation  of  the 
physical  proper^  of  the  company  an 
estimate  representing  the  co9t  of  re- 
production new,  based  on  prices  pre- 
vailing May  1,  1919,  less  depreciation, 
plus  various  additions,  as  for  over- 
heads, cost  of  financing,  etc.,  had  ar- 
rived at  a  final  valuation  higher  than 
could    be   considered   reasonable,    in 
view  of  all  the  facts.    It  was  said  that 
apparently  the  master  went  upon  the 
theory  that  cost  of  reproduction  new 
should    be    the    controlling    factor, 
whereas  this  was  only  one  of  the  ele- 
ments   which    should   be   considered 
with  all  the  relevant  facts  in  deter- 
mining    reasonable    present    values. 
The  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the 
high  prices  since  1914,  should  be  con- 
sidered, but  also  that  the  more  ree^it 
decline  in  prices,  even  since  the  hear- 
ing before  the  master,  should  be  not- 
ed, this  decline  being  so  continaoue 


ANNO.— PUBLIC  UTILITY—RATES— ADVANCE  IN  PRICES.       6W 


aod  marked  that  the  court  would  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  same. 

It  was  held,  also,  in  Winona  v.  Wis- 
consin-Minnesota Light  &  P.  Co. 
(Fed.)  supra,  that  a  valuation  by  the 
municipality  of  the  physical  property 
as  of  May  1,  1M9,  based  on  so-called 
''normal  pre-war  construction  costs 
depreciated/'  adding  to  this  estimate 
25  per  cent  in  order  to  obtain  present 
value,  with  further  additions  for  ac- 
taal  items  purchased  subsequent  to 
that  time,  and  for  land  and  working 
capital,  was  not  a  fair  and  reasonable 
valuation.  The  court  said  the  inher"- 
ent  vice  in  this  method  was  the  as^ 
sumption  that  there  was  such  a  thing 
as  a  ''normal  construction  cost;  "  that 
this  term  was  misleading;  that  it 
meant  construction  at  normal  prices 
of  labor  and  materials,  whereas  a 
stady  of  prices  extending  over  a  long 
period  of  years  was  convincing  that 
there  was  not  now  and  never  had  been 
such  a  thing  as  normal  prices  in  this 
sense;  and  that  such  a  valuation  rep- 
resented neither  the  average  prices 
for  a  certain  period  nor  prices  at  a 
particular  date,  but  simply  an  opin- 
ion as  to  what  should  have  been 
"normal"  prices  during  the  selected 
period. 

Original  cost,  less  theoretical  ac- 
crued depreciation,  was  held  in  Land- 
on  V.  Kansas  Ct.  of  Industrial  Rela- 
tions (1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  807,  269 
Fed.  iSis,  not  to  be  a  proper  standard 
to  adopt  as  the  "controlling  basis"  of 
valuation.  The  court  said  that  coat* 
of  reproduction  new,  at  the  present 
time,  and  at  prevailing  prices,  should 
not  be  rejected,  but  carefully  consid- 
ered, together  with  the  other  ele- 
ments, in  reaching  a  reasonable  ad- 
justment having  its  basis  in  a  proper 
consideration  of  all  relevant  facts. 

And  original  cost  of  construction 
and  present  cost  of  reconstruction 
were  both  considered  in  Houston 
Electric  Co.  v.  Houston  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1920F,  828,  265  Fed.  360,  in  fixing 
valuations  for  rate-making  purposes. 
As  to  the  cost  of  reproduction,  it  was 
said  that  the  evidence  showed  that 
prevailing  prices  were  approximately 
100  per  cant  above  the  pre-war  level, 
but  that  present  prices  were  not  uaed» 


on  the  supposition  that  the  existing 
l6vel  would  be  gradually  lowered,  and 
for  that  reason  percentages  of  pres- 
ent prices  varying  from  60  to  70  per 
cent  v^re  taken.  It  was  said  that  it 
seemed  to  be  a  fair  assumption  that^ 
as  concerns  a  public  utility  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  the  price  level 
would  remain  50  per  cent  above  that 
obtaining  at  the  beginning  of  the 
war,  and  would  do  so  for  an  indefinite 
period  of  time;  but  that  it  would  be 
manifestly  unfair  to  the  public  to  re- 
quire it  to  pay  upon  a  valuation  based 
upon  the  existing  prices  under  thf« 
unsettled  conditions. 

That  consideration  must  be  given  to 
the  advanced  war  prices  was  the  view 
expressed  in  Joplin  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.. 
Public  Service  Commission  (1919)  267 
Fed.  584,  where  the  court  said  that  it 
appeared  that  great,  if  not  undue, 
emphasis  was  laid  upon  the  original 
cost  of  the  property  at  a  period  great- 
ly antedating  that  of  the  investiga- 
tion; that  the  court  could  not  say 
that  the  present  period  of  high  prices 
was  so  temporary  or  abnormal  that  it 
might  be  disregarded  in  arriving  at 
the  value  of  the  property;  that  no  one 
could  say  what  degree  of  depression 
might  ultimately  come,  but  that  it  was 
reasonably  certain  that  the  cost  of 
the  property  under  consideration 
would  never  again  approximate  fig- 
ures prevailing  in  the  year  before  the 
World  War. 

And  it  was  held  in  St.  Joseph  R. 
Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Public  Service 
Conmiission  (1920)  P.U.R.1921A,  540, 
268  Fed.  267,  that  the  method  of  val- 
uation adopted  by  the  Missouri  com- 
mission, in  taking  the  original  cost, 
when  obtainable,  and,  when  not  ob- 
tainable, the  average  prices  for  a  pe- 
riod of  five  years  before  war  prices 
prevailed,  going  back  approximately 
to  the  year  1910,  was  erroneous,  re- 
ducing the  valuation  so  substantially 
that  rates  based  thereon  would  be  in- 
adequate and  practically  confiscatory. 
The  court  said  that  the  great  weight 
of  authority  was  against  the  adoption 
of  a  standard  of  original  cost  as  a 
controlling  basis  for  determining 
present  values,  which  was  the  object 
to  be  attained;,  and  that  it  was  not 


564 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  AJJL 


permissible  substantially  to  restrict 
the  inquiry  to  a  period  antedating 
present  cost  prices. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  it  was  said 
in  Galveston  Electric  Co.  v.  Galveston 
(1921)  P.U.R.1921D,  547,  272  Fed.  147, 
that  the  legislature  cannot,  in  periods 
of  acute  depression,  reduce  rates  on 
the  theory  that  a  valuation  of  the 
plant  has  been  fixed  thereby,  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  it  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  raise  rates  in  periods  of 
enormous  and  temporary  inflation,  on 
the  theory  that  the  value  of  the  plant 
for  rate-making  purposes  has  been 
thereby  increased.  And  it  was  held 
that  in  fixing  the  present  value  of  the 
property  of  a  street  railway  company 
for  rate-making  purposes,  the  repro^ 
duction  method  should  be  applied  rea- 
sonably, and,  as  applied  to  the  inflat- 
ed values  which  have  arisen  since 
and  because  of  the  war,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  the  level  of  prices  is  not 
transitory;  and  that  the  finding  of  the 
master  in  this  case  that  the  prices 
obtaining  at  the  time  of  the  valuation 
in  1920  were  transitory,  and  not  likely 
to  continue  thereafter,  and  that  a 
price  level  of  33i  per  cent  above  the 
pre-war  cost  is  a  fair  estimate  in  ar- 
riving at  the  rate  base,  should  be  ap- 
proved. 

It  must  appear  that  the  valuation  in 
prices  is  not  merely  transitory;  but 
once  it  appears  that  the  new  price 
levels  since  the  war  are  not  transi- 
tory, they  may  serve  as  a  basis  for 
valuation  in  rate  making,  and  it  is  no 
objection  that  at  some  future  time 
prices  may  fall,  since  when  that  time 
comes  the  property  must  again  be  re- 
valued. Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v. 
Newton  (1920)  P.U.R.1920F,  483,  267 
Fed.  231. 

And  it  was  held  in  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.  V.  Newton  (Fed.)  supra,  thiat  a 
period  of  two  years  following  the 
World  War  was,  despite  its  unusual 
character  as  to  enhanced  prices,  suffi- 
cient, in  view  of  the  probability  of  a 
continuance,  for  some  time  at  least, 
of  a  higher  price  level,  to  furnish  a 
basis  for  the  calculation  of  a  rate 
base  for  a  future  time  long  enough  to 
entitle  a  utility  to  call  for  judicial  ac- 
tion.   The  court  recognized  the  doc- 


trine that  constant  readjustment  as 
prices  varied  was  impracticable,  and 
temporary  variations  in  price  did  not 
warrant  relief,  but  said  that  in  this 
instance  the  utility  was  faced  with  a 
condition  which  permitted  it  to  re- 
ceive much  less  than  the  return  con- 
templated by  statute,  and  that  this 
condition,  though  probably  not  per- 
manent— at  least,  in  its  present  exag- 
gerated form — ^was  bound  to  exist 
over  a  period  of  some  years. 

And  in  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v. 
Newton  (Fed.)  supra,  the  court  held 
that  in  determining  the  rate  base  the 
utility  was  entitled  to  profit  by  the 
general  rise  in  prices  and  to  obtain  a 
proportionate  increase  in  profit  based 
upon  the  enhanced  value  of  the  capi- 
tal, the  return  not,  in  fact,  being 
greater,  because  of  tlie  reduced  value 
of  the  dollar.  In  other  words,  the 
court,  contrary,  apparently,  to  what 
appears  to  be  the  weight  of  authority, 
took  the  view  that  the  present  repro- 
duction cost  was  the  controlling  fac- 
tor, and  criticized  as  an  abandonment 
of  any  attempt  to  deal  intelligibly 
with  the  question  the  doctrine  that 
cost  of  reproduction  and  the  original 
cost  were  each  elements  to  be  consid- 
ered. It  is  said  that  this  doctrine 
could  mean  nothing  unless  it  was  ac- 
companied by  a  rule  which  would  es- 
tablish some  standard;  that  it  would 
be  understandable  to  say.  that  the  two 
estimates  should  be  averaged,  but 
that  the  latter  view  could  obviously 
command  no  support;  and  that  merely 
to  leave  the  question  with  a  caution 
that  several  elements  were  to  be  con- 
sidered was  to  abandon  any  effort  to 
solve  it. 

It  was  said,  regarding  the  above 
case,  by  the  Nebraska  commission  in 
Re  Southern  Nebraska  Power  €3o. 
(Neb.)  P.U.R.1921C,  678,  that  the 
court  held  specifically  that  reprodoc- 
tion  new  at  the  time  of  the  inquiry, 
properly  depreciated  to  represent  the 
condition  of  the  property,  is  the  basis 
on  which  to  compute  rates,  and  de- 
clared that  such  conclusion  was  en- 
tirely Justified  by  the  consideration  of 
the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States;  that  the  decision 
was    rendered    in    August,    1920,    mt 
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which  time  there  appeared  to  be  no 
promise  of  change  in  the  high-price 
levels  then  in  effect 

The  court  in  New  York  &  Q.  Gas 
Co.  V.  Newton  (1920)  P.U.R.1921A, 
680,  269  Fed.  277,  held  that  the  year 
1919  was  ''a  sufficient  basis  for  the 
caicalation  of  the  cost  of  production 
and  the  'rate  base'  for  a  future  long 
enough  to  call  for  some  judicial  ac- 
tion." 

It  may  be  observed,,  however,  that 
the  annotation  does  not  deal  with  the 
question  of  costs  of  operation  during 
abnormal  times,  and  excludes  such 
holdings  as  that  in  Kings  County 
Lighting  Co.  v.  Nixon  (1920)  P.U.R. 
1921A,  737,  268  Fed.  143,  to  the  effect 
that  the  eighteen-month  period  fol- 
lowing the  World  War,  though  condi- 
tions were  abnormal,  was  not  too 
short  a  period  to  enable  a  court  to 
pass  juds^ment  as  to  the  confiscatory 
nature  of  a  statutory  public  utility 
rate. 

In  Potomac  Electric  Power  Co.  ▼• 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (1921)  — 
App.  D.  a  — ,  276  Fed.  327,  the  court 
of  appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
held  that  the  public  utilities  commis- 
sion of  the  District  of  Columbia  had 
erred  in  ignoring  the  increase  in  val- 
ue of  utility  property  between  1914 
and  December  31,  1916,  the  time  of 
the  valuation,  and  in  taJking  as  a  ba- 
sis the  fair  value  of  the  property  as 
of  July  1,  1914,  with  allowance  for  net 
additional  expenditures  on  the  proper- 
ty subsequent  to  that  date.  The  com- 
mission had  stated  that  prices  had  so 
advanced  under  the  artificial  stimulus 
produced  by  the  European  War,  with 
such  rapidity  and  to  such  an  extent, 
as  to  prevent  the  formation  of  a  re- 
liable opinion  as  to  their  permanency 
of  future  effect,  and,  the  court  said, 
had  declined  to  find  the  present  value 
of  the  property,  because  not  satisfied 
as  to  how  long  existing  conditions 
would  continue.  It  was  said  that,  in 
assuming  this  position,  the  commis- 
sion overlooked  the  provision  of  the 
statute  authorizing  it  at  any  time,  of 
its  own  initiative,  to  make  a  revalua- 
tion of  the  property  of  any  public 
utility;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
commission  to  consider  and  give  due 


weight  to  evidence  as  to  the  existing 
value  of  the  property,  and,  as  condi- 
tions changed  and  values  were  sub- 
stantially affected,  it  would  have  been 
its  further  duty  to  exercise  its  discre- 
tion and  revalue  the  property;  that 
while  existing  conditions  were  world 
wide,  and  their  duration  and  future 
effect  were  problematical,  there  was 
no  immediate  prospect  of  a  return  to 
normal  conditions;  and  that  there 
was  sufficient  substantial  evidence  be- 
fore the  commission  as  to  the  rise  in 
values  so  that  its  action  could  not  be 
justified  on  the  ground  that  there 
would  be  practical  difficulty  in  at- 
tempting to  ascertain  the  increase  in 
value  of  the  property  between  1914 
and  1916.  The  court  said  that  the 
principal  object  of  valuation  was  to 
provide  a  rate  base,  and  that  the  stat- 
ute clearly  contemplated  that  the 
commission  should  ascertain  the  value 
as  of  "the  time  of  said  valuation,  and 
not  as  of  some  anterior  date ; ''  and 
that  it  has  been  ruled  many  times 
that  there  must  be  a  fair  return  to  the 
utility  ''upon  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  property,  at  the  time  it  is  being 
used  for  the  purpose." 

However,  the  court  in  Potomac 
Electric  Power  Co.  v.  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (D.  C.)  supra,  pointed  out 
that  there  was  a  very  substantial  dif- 
ference between  considering  the  pres- 
ent cost  of  reproduction  as  one  of  the 
essential  and  important  elements  in 
the  determination  of  present  value, 
and  the  acceptance,  as  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  such  value,  of  mere  expert 
evidence  of  present  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion. And  the  case  appears  to  be  au- 
thority for  the  view  that  the  increase 
in  cost  should  be  considered,  but  not 
necessarily  for  the  proposition  that 
such  increase  is  a  controlling  ele- 
ment, it  being  said  that  the  present 
cost  of  reproduction  is  one  of  the  nec- 
essary elements  for  consideration, 
along  with  other  relevant  facts,  in 
fixing  the  fair  and  reasonable  value 
of  the  property. 

The  Illinois  supreme  court  in  State 
Public  Utilities  Commission  ex  rel. 
Springfield  v.  Springfield  Gas  &  E. 
Co.  (1919)  291  111.  209,  P.U.R.1920C, 
640,  126  N.  E.  891,  held  that,  in  de- 
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iermining  value  for  rate-making  par^ 
poses,  the  existing  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion new,  less  depreciation,  did  not 
furnish  an  equitable  basis,  and  that 
the  doctrine  that  the  valuation  is  to 
be  determined  as  of  the  time  the  in- 
quiry is  made,  and  that  the  utility  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  increases  in 
value  of  the  property  since  it  was  ac- 
quired, could  not  be  applied  where  the 
property  had  increased  so  enormously 
in  value  as  to  render  a  rate  permit- 
ting a  reasonable  return  upon  such  in- 
creased value  unjust  to  the  public.  It 
was  said  that,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  fair  value  of  the  property,  there 
must  be  taken  into  consideration  the 
original  cost  of  construction,  the 
amount  expended  in  permanent  im- 
provements, the  present  cost  of  con- 
struction, probable  earning  capacity, 
and  the  sum  required  to  meet  operat- 
ing expenses. 

The  court  in  State  Public  Utility 
Commission  ex  rel.  Springfield  v. 
Springfield  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (III.)  supra, 
took  the  view,  which  is  apparently 
supported  by  the  weight  of  authority, 
that  the  increased  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion at  the  time  of  the  valuation 
should  be  taken  into  consideration, 
but  that  this  is  only  one  of  many  ele- 
ments, and  that  fixed  rules  cannot  be 
laid  down.  It  was  said :  ''It  would  be 
equally  as  unfair  to  the  consumer  to 
fix  the  rate  at  a  figure  which  would 
produce  a  reasonable  income  on  a 
value  determined  by  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction new  at  a  time  when  cost  of 
construction  was  abnormally  inflated, 
as  it  would  be  unfair  to  the  public 
utility  to  compel  it  to  serve  the  public 
for  a  rate  that  would  produce  a  rea- 
sonable income  on  a  value  determined 
by  cost  of  reproduction  new  at  a  time 
when  the  cost  of  construction  was  ab- 
normally low.  Therefore  it  cannot  be 
laid  down  as  a  rule  without  qualifica- 
tions that  cost  of  reproduction  new, 
less  depreciation,  is  the  only  basis  of 
valuation  for  rate-making  purposes. 
It  is  equally  true  that  the  original 
cost  of  construction,  less  deprecia- 
tion, cannot  be  held  to  be  the  only 
proper  basis  for  determination  of 
valuation  for  rate-making  purposes. 
As  we  have  pointed  out  heretofore  in 


this  opinion,  the  weight  of  authority 
is  that  every  element  having  any 
bearing  on  the  situation  must  be  con- 
sidered in  the  investigation,  and  then 
sound  business  judgment  applied  to 
the  determination  of  a  valuation  that 
is  fair  and  just  to  the  consumer  and 
the  utility.  Each  case  must  be  con- 
sidered on  its  own  merits,  and  such 
result  of  value  arrived  at  as  may  be 
just  and  right  in  each  case.  It  is  not 
a  matter  of  formulas,  but  there  must 
be  a  reasonable  juds^ent,  having  its 
basis  in  a  proper  consideration  of  all 
relevant  facts.  We  consider  any  val- 
ue a  fair  value  which  fair  and  rea- 
sonable men  would  say  ought  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  property,  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case,, 
for  the  purpose  of  measuring  a  return 
which  the  public  should  pay  to  the 
owner." 

In  Detroit  v.  Michigan  R.  Commis- 
sion (1920)  209  Mich.  ^6,  P.U.R. 
1920D,  867,  177  N.  W.  306,  the  court 
held  that,  in  determining  the  valuation 
of  utility  property  for  rate-making 
purposes,  it  was  proper  to  take  the 
present  market  value  of  the  land,  with 
reproduction  costs,  less  depreciation, 
but  does  not  discuss  the  matter  of  ab- 
normally high  unit  prices  oince  the 
war,  and  was  apparently  intended 
merely  to  overrule  the  contention  that 
the  original  cost  to  the  utility  should 
control. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Southwestern  Bell 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Public  Service  Commis- 
sion (1921)  —  Mo.  — ,  233  S.  W.  426^ 
the  court,  in  holding  that  rates  should 
not  be  based  upon  reproduction  cost 
new,  less  depreciation,  estimated  at  a. 
time  when  prices  were  abnormally 
high  and  rapidly  fluctuating,  but  that 
the  valuation  should  be  based  on  a 
consideration  of  various  elements,  in- 
cluding original  cost,  cost  of  repro- 
duction, working  capital,  etc.,  said 
that  in  determining  reproduction  cost 
as  a  factor  in  valuation  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes,  commissions  had  uni- 
formly used  normal  pre-war  prices  in 
estimating  the  cost  of  labor  and  mate- 
rial; that  money  actually  spent  and 
materials  purchased  at  war-time 
prices  had  been  allowed,  as  was  done 
in  the  present  case;  but  that  a  valaa- 


ANNO.— PUBLIC  UTIUTY— RATES— ADVANC5B  IN  PRICES.       667 


tioB  based  upon  war-time  or  abnormal 
prices  had  be^i^  considered  aa  groaaly 
anjust,  and  had  not  been  followed. 

It  was  held  in  Elizabethtown  Gaa- 
light  Co.    ¥.    Public    Utility    Comra. 
(1920)  95  N.  J.  L.  18,  P.U.Ra920F, 
1001,  111  Atl.  729,  that,  in  determin- 
insT  the  value  of  the  property  of  a'gaa 
company   for   rate-making    purposes, 
the     commission     b&d     erroneously 
adopted  as  the  standard  of  value  the 
average    prices    prevailing    for    five 
years  preceding  January  1,  1916,  and 
did  not  allow  for  the  increased  prices 
in  1919.    See  quotation  from  this  de- 
cision in  the  reported  case  (PirrESS- 
BURG  Gas   Co.  ▼•  PsmsasBUBG,  ante, 
542). 

In  the  recent  case  of  People  ex  rel. 
Adirondack  Power  &  L.  Corp.  v.  Pub' 
iic   Service    Commission    (1922)    200 
App.  Div.  268,  198  N.  Y.  Supp.  186,  it 
was  held  that  the  utility  commission 
could    not    be   charged    with    acting 
arbitrarily,  in  entire  disregard  of  re- 
production cost   new,   lees   deprecia- 
tion, in  determining  a  fair  value  for 
rate-making  purposes,  although  it  had* 
not,  in  the  particular  case,  adopted 
this  basis  as  the  controlling  element 
In  fixing  a  temporary  price  for  gad. 
It  was  said:    "The  legislature  did  not 
contemplate  that  there  should  be  cour 
stant  fluctuations  in  rates,  based  up- 
on the  constant  fluctuations  in  costs. 
It  did  not  contemplate  that  during  a 
period    of   high   prices  the   company 
should   struggle  for  increased  rates, 
and  during  the  succeeding  period  of 
low  prices  the  public  should,  in  turn, 
Btruggle  for  low  rates.     The  statute 
intends    an    average    rate.      Except 
where  there  has  been  an  actual,  con- 
siderable, and  more  than  temporary, 
increase  in  values  and  in  costs,  the 
actual    investment   shown    upon   the 
books  of  the  corporation,  fully,  fairly, 
and  honestly  kept,  is  a  more  certain 
and  more  true  guide  to  that  'reason- 
able return  upon  the  capital  expend- 
ed' wbieh  the  statute  contemplated, 
than    Is   the   fluctuating   uncertainty 
which    attends   upon  the  attempt  to 
i4>ply  the  reproduction  cost,  less  de- 
preciation, as  the  sole  or  the  control- 
linar     element    in    determining    fair 
value.    The  years  1919  and  1920  were 


a  period  of  abnormally  high  prices,  as 
the  result  of  war  conditions — high 
prices  not  only  of  new  construction, 
but  also  in  the  expense  of  operations 
in  producing  gas;  We  do  not  find  in 
the  record  evidence,  which  the  com- 
mission was  bound  to  accept,  show- 
ing that  there  had  been  an  actual, 
considerable  appreciation  above  the 
capital  expended,  in  value  of  the  plant 
of  the  relator." 

In  New  York  Interurban  Water  Co. 
V.  Mt.  Vernon  (1920)  110  Misc.  281, 
P.U.R.1920D,  515,  180  N.  Y.  Supp.  804, 
the*  court,  in  determining  the  present 
fair  value  of  waterworks  property  for 
rate-making  purposes,  said  there  were 
many  elements  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count; that  the  cost  of  reproduction, 
less  accrued  depreciation,  could  not 
alone  control  in  fixing  such  present 
value,  because  reproduction  costs  at 
prevailing  high  prices  would  not  be 
fair  to  the  public,  and  the  question  of 
the  permanency  or  duration  of  pres- 
ent high  prices  was  so  problematical 
that  present  cost  of  reproduction 
could  not  be  taken  as  the  principal  or 
controlling  element;  but  resort  must 
be  had  to  some  fairer  method  of  de> 
termining  the  present  value  of  the 
property. 

So,  in  a  proceeding  to  determine  the 
alleged  confiscatory  character  of  a 
statutory  gas  rate,  the  court  in  Mu- 
nicipal Gras  Co.  V.  Public  Service 
Commission  (1920)  113  Misc.  748,  186 
N*  Y.  Supp.  541,  although  stating  that 
the  value  of  the  property  of  a  gas 
company  is  the  value  at  the  time 
when  the  inquiry  is  being  made  re- 
garding the  reasonableness  of  the 
rates  fixed  by  statute,  and  that  the 
corporation  should  be  given  the  bene- 
fit of  any  increase  in  the  value  of  the 
property  since  it  was  acquired,  took 
into  consideration  various  elements  or 
factors  in  determining  valuation,  and, 
as  it  appears,  rejected  current  repro- 
duction costs  as  a  proper  standard. 
It  was  said :  "In  making  these  calcu- 
lations, I  have  made  no  allowance  for 
the  enormous  increase  in  cost  for  new 
construction,  as  I  do  not  believe  that 
that  is  the  proper  basis  in  arriving  at 
the  rate  base  in  this  action.  This  is 
not  an  exchange  price.    The  plaintiff 
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is  not  suing  to  be  permitted  to  sell 
its  property  to  the  highest  bidder.  It 
has  a  monopoly  of  the  gas  business  in 
the  city  of  Albany,  and  the  figures  I 
have  placed  upon  its  property  repre- 
sent, in  my  view,  the  real  value  there- 
of, for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
constructed,  at  the  time  of  this  litiga- 
tion, realizing,  of  course,  that  for  all 
new  construction  the  gas-operating 
capital  will  be  increased  by  the 
amount  of  the  expenses  thereof,  and 
for  which  the  company  should  be  al- 
lowed. 

And  it  was  held  in  Kings  County 
Lighting  Co.  v.  Lewis  (1920)  110  Misc. 
204,  P.U.R.1920D,  145,  180  N,  Y.  Supp. 
570,  that  a  valuation  of  a  utility  for 
rate-making  purposes  based  upon  the 
abnormal  war  prices  of  1917  was 
wholly  untenable;  and  that  leases  exe* 
cuted  during  this  period  for  war  pur- 
poses were  not  a  fair  criteria  of  value 
of  the  utility's  real  estate. 

It  was  held  in  People  ex  rel.  Iro- 
quois Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission  (1921)  194  App.  Div. 
578,  P.U.R.1921B,  485,  186  N.  Y. 
Supp.  177,  that  determination  of  val- 
ues as  of  the  time  the  property  was 
acquired  in  1912,  without  reference  to 
possible  appreciation  in  value  at  the 
present  time,  would  be  unjust  to  the 
utility,  but  that  in  determining  the 
rate  base  various  elements  must  be 
considered,  as  original  cost,  per- 
manent improvements,  depreciation, 
present  economic  conditions,  and  evi- 
dence as  to  present  value. 

In  the  reported  case  (Petersburg 
Gas  Co.  V.  Petersburg,  ante,  542), 
the  decision  of  the  state  corporation 
commission  fixing  rates  of  a  gas  util- 
ity was  reversed  by  the  Virginia 
court,  on  the  ground  that,  in  determin- 
ing the  "fair  value"  of  the  company's 
property,  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
commission  had  given  proper  consid- 
eration to  the  present  reproduction 
costs,  and  had  apparently  based  its 
decision  upon  the  pre-war  unit  valua- 
tion of  the  property.  The  decision 
does  not  hold  necessarily  that  the  pre- 
war valuation  is  not  to  be  taken  into 
consideration,  but  holds  that  the  pre- 
war unit  of  prices  should  not  be  tak- 
en as  practically  the  sole  basis  for 


ascertaining  the  reproduction  value  of 
the  property  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses. In  other  words,  the  present 
unit  of  prices  furnishes  a  standard  of 
value  entering  into  the  basis  of  valua- 
tion in  fixing  the  rates. 

o.  M^edMons  of  uHUty  oonumiaaionm. 

As  would  naturally  be  expected  in  a 
matter  governed  not  by  fixed  rules  or 
formulas,  but  resting  in  the  exercise 
of  sound  judgment  and  discretion  in 
view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case,  the  conunisaions, 
while  adhering  in  general  to  the  prin- 
ciples, already  stated*  that  the  new 
higher  level  of  prices  during  and 
since  the  war  should  be  considered  in 
determining  valuation  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes,  but  should  not  be  the 
sole  criterion  or  the  necessarily  de- 
termining element,  have  varied  great- 
ly in  the  methods  used  to  determine 
what  was  just  in  the  particular  case. 
And  the  decisions  are  not  all  har- 
monious from  a  theoretical  point  of 
view,  especially  in  sometimes  appar- 
'ently  ignoring  the  recent  advance  in 
prices. 

In  Re  Central  Arizona  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (1921;  Ariz.)  P.U.R.1921D,  164, 
the  commission  adopted  a  valuation  of 
gas  and  electric  utilities  made  in  1914, 
with  book  additions  to  date.  But  the 
question  of  the  effect  of  war  prices  is 
not  discussed. 

The  Arkansas  commission  in  Re 
Arkansas  Light  &  P.  Co.  (1920;  Ark.) 
P.U.R.1921A,  461,  adopted  as  a  rea- 
sonable basis  in  arriving  at  the  value 
of  the  property,  unit  prices  averagring 
over  a  five-year  period  previous  to 
1920. 

And  the  commission  in  Re  South- 
western Bell  Teleph.  Co.  (1920;  Ark.) 
P.U.R.1921B,  516,  held  that  it  is  not 
fair  to  the  consumer  to  fix  the  rate  on 
present-day  cost  unit  prices;  and  that 
the  spreading  of  unit  costs  over  a  five- 
year  period,  and  obtaining  the  aver- 
age, is  more  nearly  just  than  the  us- 
ing  of  abnormal  cost  unit  prices  of 
the  preceding  year. 

To  a  similar  effect  is  Re  Two  States 
Teleph.  Co.  (1920;  Ark.)  P.U.R.1921B, 
405,  where  it  is  said:  ''This  comniis- 
sion  has  adopted  the  policy  of  fi^din^ 
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the  reproduction  new,  less  deprecia* 
tioD  value,  by  using  the  five-year  aver^ 
Bge  unit  costs,  and  it  is  further  of  the 
opinion  that  value  ascertained  in  this 
manner  closer  reflects  that  fair  value 
that  the  utility  is  entitled  to  have  a 
return  upon,  than  any  other  method 
yet  used." 

The  Arkansas   commission    in    Re 
Rogers   Light   &   Water    Co.    (1920; 
ArL)  P.U.R.1920E,  311,  held  that  a 
proper  method  of  valuation  of  a  light 
and  water  company  was  to  take  the 
average  cost  of  the  various  units  en- 
tering into  the  plants  over  a  period  of 
ten  years  previous  to  1920,  it  being 
said  that  the  conunission  deemed  this 
fairer  and   more   equitable   than   to 
take  the  present  prices  of  the  units, 
which,    under    prevailing    economic 
conditions,  were  conceded  to  be  ab- 
normally high. 

The  California  commission  in  Re 
Southern  California  Edison  Co.  (1921; 
GaL)  P.U.R.1921D,  65,  held  that  re- 
production costs  based  upon  price 
conditions  existing  during  the  years 
1919  to  1921  was  not  a  reasonable  basis 
for  rate-fixing  purposes,  except  in 
80  far  as  applied  to  those  portions  of 
the  property  as  were,  of  necessity, 
constructed  during  this  period  of  high 
prices. 

It  was  held  in  Monahan  ▼.  Pacific 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1915;  Cat.)  P.U.R. 
1916B,  609,  that,  in  determining  re- 
production cost  as  a  factor  in  a  rate 
valuation,  it  would  be  unfair  and  un- 
reasonable to  use  present-day  wages 
in  fixing  the  cost  of  reproducing  prop- 
erty that  was  built  by  cheap  convict 
labor. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Moore  Park 
Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  (1918;  CaL) 
P.U.R.1919B,  679,  that  valuation  of 
land  of  a  water  company,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  rate  making,  should  not  be 
based  upon  war  prices,  it  being  held 
that  in  this  instance  consumers 
should  not  be  required  to  pay  upon  a 
larger  valuation  than  the  cost  of  the 

land. 

So,  the  California  commission,  in 
Sherman  v.  California-Michigan  Land 
k  Water  Co.  (1918;  Cal.)  P.U.R. 
191SD,  93,  said  that  the  present  condi- 
tion has  resulted  in  abnormally  high 


prices,  makiBg  the  use  of  present 
prices  in  a  reproduction-new  method 
of  valuation  manifestly  unfair  to  the 
consumer.  And  in  this  case  the  com- 
mission used  prices  averaged  over  a 
period  of  years,  thus  compensating 
for  periods  of  abnormally  high  or  low 
prices. 

The  California  commission  in  Re 
Southern  Sierras  Power  Co.  (1920; 
Cal.)  P.U.R.1921C,  218  (abstract),  in 
approving  the  "reasonable  historical 
cost^'  rather  than  the  "present  value'' 
theory  in  determining  a  rate  base,  ap- 
parently considered  the  latter  term  as 
referring  to  value  at  the  existing 
prices;  and  the  commission  rejected 
the  contention  that  rates  should  be 
based  upon  estimated  reproduction 
cost  depreciated,  or  so-call^  "present 
value"  of  the  properties. 

That  to  use  present-day  prices  in 
determining  the  cost  of  reproduction 
of  the  property  as  a  factor  in  valua- 
tion for  rate-making  purposes  would 
bring  about  an  improper  result,  as 
would  the  use  of  prices  during  a  pe- 
riod of  financial  depression,  was  held 
in  Re  Mountain  States  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  (1917;  Colo.)  P.U.R.1917B, 
198.  The  commission  said  that  in  ar- 
riving at  the  value  by  the  cost  of  re- 
producing method,  as  understood  by 
the  conomission  and  its  engineers,  the 
term  was  not  used  in  a  strict  sense, 
but  was  so  modified  as  to  bring  be- 
fore the  commission  the  cost  of  repro- 
ducing the  property  under  normal  or 
average  conditions,  due  regard  being 
given  to  the  conditions  under  which 
the  property  had  been  actually  con- 
structed, and  the  prices  paid  for  labor 
and  materials. 

And  the  Colorado  Conunission  in  Re 
Denver  Tramway  Co.  (1918;  Colo.) 
P.U.R.1919E,  211  (abstract),  stated 
that  its  findings  as  to  the  value  of 
property  for  purposes  of  rate-making 
would  be  based  entirely  upon  the  cost 
of  reproducing  the  property^  under 
normal  or  average  conditions;  that 
whether  or  not  the  property  of  the 
company  had  actually  enhanced  in 
value  on  account  of  conditions 
brought  about  by  the  war  would  de- 
pend to  a  large  extent  upon  the  peri- 
od  of  time  that  labor  and  material 
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costs  remained  at  their  present  level, 
and  was  a  matter  which  could  not  be 
determined  at  that  time. 

It  was  held  in  Stamford  t.  Stam- 
ford Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1921;  Conn.) 
P.U.R.1922A,  808,  that  current  prices 
at  the  time  of  the  valuation,  in  Decem- 
ber, 1920,  while  evidence  of  value, 
were  not  of  controlling  influence,  and 
should  not  be  adopted  as  a  basis  of 
valuation.  The  commission  held,  al- 
so, that  a  basis  obtained  by  taking  the 
average  between  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion at  current  prices  and  the  approxi- 
mate weighted  average  of  historical 
costs  and  prices,  while  more  nearly 
correct  than  the  former  alone,  was  not 
conclusive  as  a  rate  basis. 

And  in  Danbury  v.  Danbury  &  B. 
Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  (1921;  Conn.)  P.U.R. 
1921D,  198,  the  Connecticut  commis- 
sion refused  to  accept  the  figures  sub- 
mitted as  the  present  fair  value  of 
the  utility's  property,  where  the  val- 
uation was  made  on  peak  unit  prices, 
and  included  municipally  paid*for  im- 
provements and  maximum  percent- 
ages on  theoretical  values,  represent- 
ing a  valuation  between  800  and  400 
per  cent  more  than  the  invested  capi- 
tal or  the  conceded  original  costs.  It 
was  said  that  while  there  were  many 
court  and  commission  decisions  hold- 
ing that  a  utility  company  was 
entitled  to  a  fair  return  on  the  value 
of  its  property,  based  upon  prevailing 
prices  at  the  time  of  the  inquiry,  yet 
the  inequality  of  considering  repro- 
duction new,  less  depreciation,  under 
recent  high  and  inflated  war  produc- 
tion prices,  as  the  fair  value,  was  be- 
ing more  and  more  recognized,  and 
the  principle  modified  in  conformity 
with  sound  business  judgment. 

While  recognizing  the  fact  that  war 
prices  would  be  slow  in  receding,  and 
that  the  pre-war  level  would  not  be 
reached  for  many  years,  if  ever,  the 
commission  in  Re  Capital  Traction  Co. 
(1919;  D.  C.)  P.U.R.1919F,  779,  took 
the  view  that  these  higher  prices 
should  not  control  in  ascertaining 
the  fair  value  of  the  property  of  the 
public  utility  as  a  basis  for  rates,  as 
applied  to  plants  constructed  at  pre- 
war prices,  it  being  said:  ''Can  it  be 
logical  to  hold  that  the  users  of  the 


service  of  a  public  utility,  at  the  very 
time  when  called  upon  to  make  great 
sacrifices  because  of  a  world-wide 
war,  should  also  be  required  to  pay 
higher  rates  merely  to  enable  such  a 
utility,  without  the  corresponding  ex- 
penditure of  a  single  dollar  by  way  of 
increase  of  its  pre-war  investment,  to 
reap  a  profit  from  the  high  level  of 
prices  which  the  very  conflict  has 
brought  about?''  And  in  this  case  the 
commission  held  that  in  ascertaining 
the  fair  value  as  of  July  1,  1914,  the 
date  agreed  upon  at  the  beginning  of 
the  valuation,  and  in  allowing  the 
utility  the  full  benefit  of  all  added 
costs  actually  incurred  at  higher 
prices  since  that  day,  full  justice 
would  be  rendered. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Potomac 
Electric  Power  Co.  (1917;  D.  C) 
P.U.R.1917D,  563,  that  an  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  reproduction  of  utility 
property  should  be  based  on  normal 
costs  representative  of  average  past 
conditions,  rather  than  on  prices 
which  a  competent  contractor,  asked 
to  bid  on  construction,  would  use  at  a 
time  of  highly  abnormal  world-wide 
war  conditions,  in  making  his  esti- 
mate of  cost. 

In  Re  Georgia  R.  A  P.  Co.  (1921; 
Ga.)    P.U.R.1921A,   165,  the  commis- 
sion said  it  was  satisfied  that  it  would 
be  unfair  to  the  public  to  prescribe 
rates  exclusively  upon  a  basis  of  val- 
ue determined  by  the  cost  6f  repro- 
duction new  at  a  time  when  such  cost 
is  abnormally  inflated;  but  that  con- 
sideration of  reproduction  cost,  it  was 
true,  should  be  had,  just  as  should 
the  original  cost  of  acquisition    and 
construction;  that  the  weight  of  au- 
thority is  that  every  element  having 
any  bearing  on  the  situation  must  be 
considered  in  the  inquiry,  and  then 
sound  business  judgment  applied    in 
the  determination  of  a  valuation  that 
is  fair  and  just  to  the  public  and  to 
the  utility. 

The  amount  expended  in  additions 
to  telephone  property  during  1920  was 
added  by  the  Georgia  commission  in 
Re  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleflr.  C3o. 
(1921;  Ga.)  P.U.R.1921C,  838,  in  de- 
termining the  physfcul  value  of  the 
property.    The  commission  does   itot^ 
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lioweyer,  diseuss  the  questioii  of  war 
prices. 

The  Idaho  eommiseion  in  Re  Moun- 
tain States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
(1921;  Idaho)  P.UJt.l921B,  739,  in 
finding  the  physical  factor  as  an  ele- 
ment of  valuation,  considered  the  pre- 
war period  of  prices  as  fair  and  just 
for  that  portion  of  the  plant  installed 
prior  to  1917. 

As  to  replac^nents,  betterments, 
and  extensions  of  the  plant  during 
the  years  1917  to  1919,  a  period  of  ab- 
normally high  prices,  the  Idaho  com- 
mission in  Re  Mountain  States  Teleph. 
A  Teleg.  Co.  (Idaho)  supra,  stated 
that  it  believed  it  was  fair  and  just  to 
add  to  the  value  of  the  physical  prop- 
erty as  it  existed  on  January  1,  1917, 
the  actual  capital  additions  to  the 
system  from  that  date  to  August  31, 
1919,  at  the  prices  prevailing  when 
such  additions  and  betterments  were 
made. 

The  Illinois  commission  in  Lincoln 
V.  Lincoln  Water  &  Light  Co.  (1916; 
m.)  P.U.R.1917B,  1,  held  that  in  a 
rate  valuation  failure  to  take  as  a  cri- 
terion Ifhe  appreciated  value  of  the 
property  is  not  necessarily  confisca- 
tion, reproduction  cost  new,  or  less 
depreciation,  being  only  one  of  the 
elements  to  be  considered  in  fixing 
value  for  rate-making  purposes. 

And  in  Re  Union  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(1918;  IIL)  P.U.R.1918C,  248  (ab- 
stract), it  was  said:  ^At  this  time  it 
is  not  conceived,  or  conceded,  to  be 
the  duty  of  the  commission  to  calcu- 
late a  fair  return  to  the  company  on 
theoretical  values  of  properties  which 
are  invariably  inflated  on  account  of 
war  conditions,  where  appraised  ac- 
cording to  almost  any  of  the  theories 
of  the  cost  to  reproduce  them  new, 
less  accruing  depreciation.^ 

In  determining  the  value  of  real  es- 
tate for  rate-making  purposes,  the 
Illinois  commission  in  Re  Trl-City  R. 
Co.  (1919;  IIL)  P.U.R.1919E,  836,  held 
that  it  would  give  consideration  not 
only  to  original  costs,  but  to  the  pres- 
ent value  of  the  land,  and  the  value  of 
aidjacent  lands  of  like  character.  Ap- 
preciation by  reason  of  war  prices  is 
not,  however,  referred  to. 
The    Illinois     commission    in     Re 


Southern  Illinois  Light  &  P.  Co. 
(1919;  111.)  P.UJ1.1919D,  489,  said 
that  it  could  not  subscribe  to  a  valua** 
tion  based  upon  war-time  prices  in  a 
case  where  substantially  no  invest- 
ment had  been  made  under  war-time 
conditions ;  that  to  do  so  would  result 
in  burdening  a  public,  already  carry- 
ing a  heavy  load  of  war-time  prices, 
with  increased  costs  of  service  re- 
ceived from  plant  and  equipment 
which  had  experienced  no  added  use- 
fulness because  of  the  war-time  situa- 
tion. 

Re  Public  Service  Co.  (1920;  IIL) 
P.U.R.1921B,  438,  is  also  to  the  effect 
that  it  would  be  unfair  to  the  consum- 
er to  fix  a  rate  at  a  figure  which  would 
produce  a  reasonable  income  on  a  val- 
ue determined  by  the  cost  of  repro- 
duction new  at  a  time  when  the  cost 
of  construction  was  abnormally  in- 
flated, where  the  plant  under  consid-* 
oration  was  constructed  many  years 
before  the  war,  when  the  cost  of  la- 
bor and  material  was  much  lower. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Springfield 
Gas  ft  E.  Co.  (1919;  111.)  P.U.R.1920A, 
446,  that  the  average  unit  prices  dur- 
ing a  series  of  years  prior  to  1917 
should  be  taken,  to  compute  the  cost 
of  reproduction  new  of  the  utility, 
rather  than  the  subsequent  abnormal- 
ly high  war  prices. 

So,  in  Re  Springfield  Consol.  R.  Co. 
(1920;  HI.)  P.U.R.1920E,  474,  the  Illi- 
nois commission,  in  considering  the 
valuation  of  street  railway  property 
for  rate-making  purposes,  said  that 
the  main  question  was  to  determine 
the  extent  to  which  the  pre-war  val- 
ues of  plants  and  equipment  con- 
structed before  the  war  are  to  be 
modified  by  giving  effect  to  the  scale 
of  values  resulting  from  the  war. 
The  commission  said  it  was  clear  that 
some  effect  must  be  given  to  the  latter 
element,  but  that  it  was  equally  clear 
that  a  rate  base  for  future  rates,  to 
have  any  degree  of  durability,  could 
not  be  obtained  by  using  valuations 
based  solely  upon  abnormal  war 
prices;  that  it  was  manifestly  to  the 
interest  of  both  the  public  and  the 
utility  that  the  rate  base  should  not 
fluctuate  violently;  and  that  the  com- 
mission   must   apply   business   judg- 
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meet,  and  endeavor  to  reach  a  conclu- 
sion in  the  light  of  past  experience  as 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  upheaval  in 
prices  resulting  from  the  war  will 
persist,  and  will  operate  in  producing 
a  permanent  advance  in  the  scale  of 
values.  To  the  same  effect  is  Re  Illi- 
nois Northern  Utilities  Co.  (1920; 
IlL)  P.U.R.1920E,  908. 

Viewing  the  present  situation  in  the 
light  of  the  history  of  the  period  fol- 
lowing the  Napoleonic  Wars  and  the 
Civil  War,  the  Illinois  commission  in 
Re  Springfield  Consol.  R.  Co.  and  Re 
Illinois  Northern  Utilities  Co.  (III.) 
supra,  in  determining  the  probable 
permanence  of  increased  prices  which 
should  be  considered  for  valuation 
purposes,  said  that  it  had  no  reason- 
able doubt  that  the  great  loss  of  life 
and  property  in  the  late  war  would 
have  an  effect  upon  prices  for  many 
years  to  come,  and  that  a  substantial 
part  of  the  shock  would  persist  prob- 
ably, with  diminishing  effect,  for  a 
decade  or  more. 

The  commission  in  Re  Metropolitan 
West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  (1921;  IlL) 
P.U.R.1921B,  229,  held  that  it  could, 
not  adopt  as  a  rate  base  a  valuation 
determined  by  applying  to  the  physi- 
cal property,  other  than  land,  the 
average  of  the  unit  prices  in  the  ten- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1916, 
since  there  were  various  elements  to 
be  considered  in  determining  the  valua- 
tion, as  the  original  cost  of  the  prop- 
erty and  the  present  value,  including 
depreciated  reproduction  cost  and  go- 
ing value. 

The  Indiana  Commission  in  East 
Chicago  V.  East  Chicago  &  I.  H.  Water 
Co.  (1921;  Ind.)  P.U.R.1922A,  193, 
took  the  view  that  a  utility  is  not  en- 
titled to  earn  necessarily  in  the  fu- 
ture on  a  cost  of  reproduction  as  of 
the  time  of  the  inquiry,  when  that  cost 
at  such  time  is  abnormally  high  or 
abnormally  low ;  that  the  value  of  the 
property  should  be  fixed  on  the  basis 
of  the  level  of  prices  which  would 
probably  prevail  for  three  or  four 
years  in  the  future.  And  it  was  held 
that  a  valuation  based  on  the  level  or 
average  of  prices  and  wages  prevail- 
ing during  the  five-year  period  which 
ended  December  31,  1919,  could  not  be 


approved  on  the  theory  that  such 
level  fairly  reflected  the  wages  and 
prices  which  would  probably  prevail 
for  a  period  of  several  years  in  the 
future,  but  that  there  should  be  a  re- 
duction from  such  prices  of  12  per 
cent  in  making  the  valuation.  The 
commission  said  it  was  not  inclined  to 
agree  that  the  average  level  of  wages 
and  prices  made  for  the  next  five 
years  would  be  as  high  as  the  average 
level  for  the  five  years  ending  Decem- 
ber, 1919. 

Certain  necessary  additions,  how- 
ever, made  during  the  war  period,  it 
was  held  in  East  Chicago  v.  East  Chi- 
oago  &  I.  H.  Water  Co.  (Ind.)  supra, 
should  be  valued  at  cost  price,  with- 
out deduction  for  probably  reduced 
future  prices. 

And  the  commission  in  Re  Kokomo 
Gas  &  Fuel  Co.  (1921;  Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1921E,  390,  said  that  it  did  not  believe 
the  law  authorized  a  valuation  for 
rate-making  purposes  based  upon  the 
abnormal  and  extravagant  prices  of 
1920;  and  that  an  excessive  claim  of 
value  of  that  kind  was  of  little  or  no 
assistance  to  the  commission,  i 

Present-day  extreme  prices,  it  was 
said  in  Re  Laporte  Gas  &  E.  Co. 
(1920;  Ind.)  P.U.R.1920F,  586,  should 
not  be  given  undue  weight  as  applied 
to  property  installed  and  constructed 
before  such  prices  became  prevalent. 

The  Indiana  conunission  in  Re  Cen- 
tral U.  Teleph.  Co.  (1920;  Ind.)  P.U.R. 
1920B,  813,  reached  the  following  con- 
clusion: 'This  conmiission  is  of  the 
opinion  that,  until  sufficient  time  haa 
elapsed  to  demonstrate  conclusively 
that  a  new  and  fairly  permanent  high* 
er  price  level  has  been  reached^  nor- 
mal cost  of  reproduction  should  be 
determined  by  costs  prevailing  inEune- 
diately  before  the  outbreak  of  the 
European  War,  with  a  consideration, 
perhaps,  of  what  may  reasonably  be 
calculated  to  be  a  natural  trend  of 
prices  had  the  war  and  other  ab- 
normal conditions  not  occurred.'^ 
The  commission  said,  also,  that»  s^en- 
erally  speaking,  it  would  appear  that 
in  determining  the  fair  value  of  the 
utility  property,  the  weight  to  be  £^iv- 
en  to  cost  of  reproduction  should  de- 
pend in  large  measure  upon  whether 
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it  18  calculated  upon  what  ought  to  be 
considered  normal  prices  and  usual  or 
ordinary  conditions;  and  that  the 
weight  given  to  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion new  should  vary  with  the  degree 
of  departure  of  cost  of  reproduction 
from  normal  co8ts,-^the  greater  the 
departure,  the  less  weight. 

In  Re  United  Public  Service  Co. 
(1918;  Ind.)  P.U.R.1918F,  316,  the  In- 
diana commission  used  a  five-year  av- 
erage of  prices,  instead  of  the  unit 
prices  submitted  by  the  utility  for  a 
shorter  period,  which,  the  commission 
said,  unduly  reflected  the  present  ab- 
normal cost  of  materials  and  equip- 
ment. 

A  cost  of  reproduction  less  depre- 
ciation of  a  utility  plant,  of  $180,434, 
based  upon  average  unit  prices  un- 
duly reflecting  abnormally  high  war 
costs,  was  reduced  by  the  Indiana 
conmiission  in  Re  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(1919;  Ind.)  P.U,R.1919C,  209,  to 
$160,000,  in  a  tentative  valuation  for 
emergency  rate  making,  where  the 
plant  had  been  constructed  at  a  prior 
period  of  lower  investment  costs  and 
values. 

It  was  held  in  Re  Laporte  Gas  &  E. 
Co.    (1920;    Ind.)    P.U.R.1921A,    824, 
that,  in  determining  the  value  of  util- 
ity   property    for    rate-making    pur- 
poses,    the    commission    would    not 
accept  the  theoretical  cost  of  reproduc- 
ing the  property  under  prevailing  ex- 
cessive prices  as  the  principal  factor; 
that  it  would  not  be  disregarded,  but 
its  weight  would  not  be  decisive.    It 
was  said:     '^Considering  the  present 
chaos  and   uncertainty  of  prices,  the 
commission   believes  that  the  appar- 
ent tendency  of  the  courts  to  accept 
the  present   cost  of  reproduction  as 
the  controlling   or   important  factor 
tends  to  subject  the  great  agencies  of 
public  service  to  hazardous  specula- 
tion,   extreme    financial    uncertainty, 
and     obvious      inequities— inequities 
which  bid  fair  to  react  in  a  manner 
fnlly  as  hurtful  to  the  utilities  them- 
selves as  to  the  public." 

It  does  not  logically  follow  that,  be- 
cause the  value  of  a  public  utility  for 
rate-makinig  purposes  must  be  ascer- 
tained at  the  time  of  the  inquiry,  such 
value  is  determined  by  the  cost  of  re- 


production of  the  prices  prevailing  at 
that  time,  although  it  does  follow  that 
a '  present  inventory  must  be  used. 
Ibid. 

And  the  Indiana  commission  in  Re 
Laporte  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (Ind.)  supra, 
said  that  the  surest  and  most  equi- 
table method  of  insuring  stability  of 
values  is  to  consider  prudent  invest- 
ment as  the  primary  factor  of  value; 
that,  facing,  as  the  country  does,  a 
period  of  economic  uncertainty,  there 
is  dire  need  for  stabilization  of  util- 
ity values;  and  that  the  investment 
principle  insures  the  utility  against 
the  evil  effects  of  recurrent  fits  of 
economic  fortune,  which  under  any 
other  theory  of  valuation  must,  in  va- 
rying degrees,  be  suffered  by  public 
service  companies. 

And  in  Re  Mt.  Vernon  Waterworks 
Co.  (1920;  Ind.)  P.U.R.1921C,  219  (ab- 
stract), the  Indiana  commission  stat- 
ed that  it  could  not  adopt  a  policy 
which  would  permit  values  based  up- 
on the  present  high  peak  cost  of  pro- 
duction; that  the  evidence  showed 
that  most  of  the  construction  was  in 
years  of  low  cost,  and  it  would  be  un- 
fair to  patrons,  and  ultimately  detri- 
mental to  the  utility,  to  accept  a  ''re- 
production to-day"  theory.  It  was 
further  said:  "Not  only  would  rates 
be  set  skyrocketing,  but,  with  falling 
prices  of  materials  and  supplies,  the 
assault  by  patrons  would  bring  dis- 
tress to  the  utility.  Such  a  course 
ultimately  must  produce  a  chaotic 
condition  for  utilities,  many  of  which, 
should  regulatory  bodies  permit  such 
practice,  would  be  loaded  down  with 
obligations  issued  on  the  basis  of  in- 
flated valuations  which  none  expect 
to  be  maintained.  Such  a  course,  al- 
so, would  make  valuations  of  utilities 
as  valuable  as  prices  of  pipe,  meters, 
pumps,  and  other  materials.  Public 
utility  regulation  does  not  contem- 
plate such  instability.  Neither  util- 
ities nor  patrons  could  Survive  the 
complications  and  bad  relations  that 
would  attend  the  adoption  of  repro- 
duction as  of  to-day." 

In  Ft.  Wayne  v.  Home  Teleph.  ft 
Teleg.  Co.  (1920;  Ind.)  P.U.R.I920D, 
88,  the  commission  said  that  the  appli-" 
cation  of  ah  average  of  construction 
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costs  for  the  ten-year  period  ending 
January  1,  1919,  resulted  in  the  at- 
tachment of  enhanced  values  by  rea- 
son of  the  inclusion  in  the  average  of 
the  exceedingly  high  war  prices  of 
1917  and  1918;  and,  bearing  in  mind 
the  fact  that  only  about  10  to  15  per 
cent  of  the  plant  was  constructed  in 
those  years,  the  commission  was  of 
the  opinion  that  the  application  of  the 
average  prices  for  the  ten-year  period 
indicated  would  result  in  values  at 
least  10  to  20  per  cent  higher  than  the 
actual  cost  of  the  property. 

The  Indiana  commission  in  Re  Indi- 
anapolis Water  Co.  (1917;  Ind.) 
F.U.R.1917E,  556,  held  that  the  unit 
cost  per  ton  of  cast-iron  water  mains 
should  be  determined  by  taking  an 
average  of  prices  per  ton  for  a  period 
of  ten  years. 

The  Maine  commission  in  Re  York 
County  Water  Co.  (1920;  Me.)  P.U.R. 
1921A,  439,  took  the  view  that  the 
amount  of  money  actually  invested  in 
an  honest  and  prudent  manner  by  the 
utility  in  its  property  was  entitled  to 
much  consideration  in  determining  its 
fair  value  for  rate-making  purposes, 
and  that  such  investment  affords,  in 
nearly  all  instances,  a  better  basis  for 
the  ascertainment  of  fair  value  than 
an  attempt  to  apply  the  reproduction 
less  depreciation  theory,  in  view  of 
the  present  era  of  high  costs.  In  this 
instance,  however,  the  commission 
adhered  to  the  reproduction  less  de- 
preciation theory,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  valuation  resulting  from 
taking  average  unit  prices,  during  the 
five-year  period  selected,  yielded  a 
result  almost  exactly  the  same  as  the 
result  obtained  by  applying  the  in- 
vestment theory. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Re  Lewiston 
Gaslight  Co.  (1920;  Me.)  P.U.R.1921A, 
561,  where  the  commission  said: 
"For  some  years  commissions  and 
courts  have  been  pretty  generally 
committed  to  the  reproduction  less  de- 
preciation method  of  arriving  at  fair 
value.  This  method  is  now  very  gen- 
erally understood  and,  as  practised, 
involves  the  assumption  that  a  partic- 
ular public  utility  plant  is  wiped  out 
of  existence,  and  that  it  has  to  be  re- 
produced exactly  as  it  has  existed. 


and  in  the  exact  condition  in  which 
the  several  units  constituting  the  plant 
had  existed.  In  order  to  determine 
the  cost  of  reproduction  new  en- 
gineers at  first  applied  the  prices  pre- 
vailing in  the  particular  year  when 
the  valuation  was  to  be  made.  This 
was  found  to  be  inaccurate,  and  en- 
gineers then  sought  and  obtained  as 
a  unit  price  the  cost  of  reproduction 
new  averaged  over  a  period  of  five 
years  immediately  preceding  the  val- 
uation. This  method  was  fairly  ac- 
curate until  the  very  high  costs  of  the 
last  four  or  five  years.  It  was  then 
recognized  that  to  base  reproduction 
cost  upon  an  average  for  the  five 
years  immediately  preceding  1920 
would  result  in  a  ridiculously  high  fig- 
ure, and  engineers  sought  to  some- 
what equalize  this  error  by  going 
back  to  1911  and  1912,  and  coming 
forward  five  years  from  that  time. 
This  was  thought  to  embrace  some 
period  of  low  cost  as  well  as  some 
period  of  high  cost,  and  would  consti- 
tute as  nearly  an  average  figure  as 
possible.  This  method  of  valuation 
has  never  been  entirely  satisfactory, 
and  is  becoming  more  and  more  un- 
satisfactory as  we  progress  through 
this  period  of  exceedingly  high 
prices.'' 

And  in  Re  Lewiston  Gaslight  Co. 
(Me.)  supra,  the  valuation  fixed  by 
the  commission  in  1916,  with  allow- 
ances for  capital  additions  after  that 
time  and  increased  value  of  the  com- 
pany's property  in  present  use,  was 
included  in  determining  the  present 
fair  value.  The  commission  said  that 
there  must  be  something  added  to  the 
1916  valuation  which  would  represent 
the  difference  in  the  value  of  the 
property  in  use  in  1916,  and  the  prop- 
erty in  use  in  1920,  although  it  real- 
ized that  this  amount  was  not  possible 
of  exact  ascertainment,  and  that  a 
variety  of  circumstances  must  be  con- 
sidered, and,  finally,  judgment  and 
discretion  used.  And  the  concunission 
in  this  case  declined  to  adopt,  as  a 
method  of  determining  present  fair 
value,  the  reproduction  cost  at  prices 
prevailing  October  1,  1921*  or  the  mvi- 
erage  of  prices  for  five  years  ending 
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OB  thftt  date,  with  allowance  for  de- 
preciation. 

And  the  Maine  eommieaion  in  Be 
Lewiston  Gaslight  Co.  (1918;  Me.) 
P.U.R.1919B,  428  (abstract),  said,  in 
reply  to  the  suggestion  that  the  plant 
was  entitled  to  a  very  much  greater 
valuation  because  of  increased  cost  of 
materials  and  labor,  that  it  would  not 
adopt  present  unit  prices ;  that  no  one 
woald  undertake  to  build  a  plant  un- 
do" present  conditions,  and  no  one 
would  purchase  a  completed  plant  on 
the  basis  of  what  it  would  cost  to  con- 
stract  it  to-day,  although  present  con- 
ditions and  reasonable  predictions  as 
to  the  future  might  justify  some  con- 
aideration. 

And  in  Be  Guilford  Water  (}o. 
(1918;  Me.)  P.U.B.1918C,  916,  the 
Maine  commission  said  that  the  re- 
production less  d^reciation  was  one 
of  the  ways  by  which  the  commission 
Bought  to  inform  itself  as  to  the  prob- 
able present  fair  value  of  the  prop- 
erty; that  if  the  amount  so  ascertained 
was  manifestly  greater  than  a  fair 
value,  it  must  be  reduced  to  a  proper 
amount;  that  the  ultimate  question 
was  one  addressed  to  the  sound  judg- 
ment of  the  tribunal  charged  with  the 
duty  of  fixing  fair  value,  and  no  hard 
and  fast  rules  could  be  laid  down ;  but 
that  in  the  present  case  it  could  not 
lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  high 
prices  prevailing  during  1916  and 
1917  very  materially  inflated  the  av- 
erage of  a  five-year  period  including 
those  two  years.  And,  taking  into  ac- 
count the  probable  original  cost  of 
the  property  and  the  probable  cost  of 
reproducing  the  plant  under  existing 
abnormally  high  prices,  the  commis- 
sion fixed  a  valuation  considerably  be- 
low that  based  on  reproduction  costs 
less  depreciation  determined  by  av- 
erage prices  during  the  preceding  five 
years. 

The  Maryland  commission  in  West- 
minster V.  Consolidated  Public  Utili- 
ties Co.  (1919;  Md.)  P.U.R.1919E,  506, 
used  the  normal  pre-war  prices  ob- 
taining over  an  average  of  five  years 
for  construction  preceding  1916,  with 
increase  of  20  per  cent  in  determining 
the  cost  of  construction  during  that 
year,  and  70  per  cent  in  appraising 


the  work  done  in  1918.  It  was  said 
tiliat  the  practice  of  using  normal 
prices  in  an  appraisal  of  property 
such  as  the  one  in  question  had  ample 
support  in  precedence  and  in  justice; 
that  it  was  true  that  the  construction 
at  the  present  time  could  be  accom- 
plished only  at  the  abnormal  prices 
now  obtaining,  but  that  the  major  por- 
tion of  the  plants  under  consideration 
was  built  under  normal  conditions, 
and  at  normal  prices;  and  that  if  a 
valuation  were  made  at  a  time  when, 
due  to  a  panic  or  other  financial  disas- 
ter, prices  had  fallen  to  a  point  far 
below  normal,  and  lower  than  the  ex- 
isting value  of  the  particular  mate- 
rials or  services,  no  one  could  seri- 
ously contend  that  the  valuation 
should  be  predicated  upon  the  de- 
pressed prices  then  prevailing. 

And  the  Maryland  commission  in 
Salisbury  v.  Salisbury  Light,  Heat  A 
P.  Co.  (1918;  Md.)  P.U.R.1918E,  881, 
in  determining  reproduction  costs 
new,  less  depreciation  as  of  January 
1, 1917,  used  unit  costs  based  on  a  fair 
average  of  costs  obtaining  for  four  or 
five  years  prior  to  that  date,  and  net 
of  the  relatively  high  costs  obtaining 
at  that  time. 

The  commission  in  Re  Chesapeake 
A  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (1920;  Md.)  P.U.R. 
1920F,  417,  in  computing  reproduction 
cost  new  of  a  telephone  company,  used 
in  its  calculations,  not  the  existing 
high  prices,  but  the  value  as  of  June 
86,  1914,  with  additions  at  their  ac- 
tual cost. 

And  the  suggestion  that,  in  view  of 
the  present  abnormal  prices,  some 
other  basis  or  rule  than  the  repro- 
duction cost  method  should  be  adopt- 
ed in  determining  valuation  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  is  found  in  Re  Unit- 
ed R.  &  E.  Co.  (1919;  Md.)  P.U.R. 
1920A,  1,  in  which  the  Maryland  com- 
mission said  that,  if  rates  are  to  be 
based  upon  value,  they  must  be  based 
upon  "fair  present  value,"  but  that 
conditions  are  so  far  from  normal 
that  it  would  be  unwise,  for  the  pres- 
ent, to  revert  to  the  former  method  of 
fixing  rates  solely  upon  the  basis  of 
valuation;  that  rates  for  service  of 
public  utilities,  being  ordinarily  fixed 
in  the  hope  that  they  will  continue  in 
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force  without  change  for  lon^  periods 
of  time,  and  present  coats  being  ab- 
normal, the  commission  should,  in 
the  interim  of  unrest  and  uncertainty, 
find  some  more  satisfactory  basis  of 
fixing  rates  than  either  war  emergen- 
cies or  valuations. 

The  Michigan  commission  in  Re 
Lansing  Fuel  &Gas  Co.  (1921;  Mich.) 
P.U.R.1921D,  387,  said  that,  while  a 
utility  was  entitled  to  a  fair  return 
upon  a  fair  value  of  tfaie  property  de- 
voted to  public  use,  yet  the  commis- 
sion was  not  ready  to  follow,  the  few 
who  contended  that  the  utility  was  at 
all  times  entitled  to  a  fair  return  up- 
on a  valuation  representing  the  cost 
of  reproduction  new,  less  deprecia- 
tion; and  that  a  rate  base  should  not 
be  built  upon  reproduction  costs  dur^ 
ing  abnormal  times,  or  upon  the  low- 
est possible  amount  of  money  which 
may  have  been  expended  on  the  prop<- 
erty,  but  rather  upon  a  fair  and  hon- 
est reflection  based  upon  the  cost  of 
labor,  materials,  and  other  items  en- 
tering into  the  physical  property  of 
the  utility  at  a  time  which  best  re«- 
flected  a  conservative  and  normal 
cost. 

In  Holland  v.  McGuire  (1919; 
Mich.)  P.U.R.1920B,  149,  where  a  gas 
company  claimed  that  a  20  per  cent 
increase  should  be  allowed  in  the  cost 
of  reproduction  because  of  the  rise  in 
commodity  and  labor  prices  since 
1915,  the  commission,  admitting  that 
the  great  rise  in  commodity  and  labor 
costs  caused  by  the  late  war  were  not 
materially  receding,  would  be  slow  to 
recede,  and  doubtless  would  never  fall 
to  the  pre-war  level,  but  that  a  new 
normal  of  price  level  on  a  higher 
plane  would  exist,  nevertheless  ex- 
pressed the  opinion  that  it  was  not 
logical  that  consumers  of  a  public 
utility  should  be  required  to  pay  high- 
er rates  merely  to  enable  the  utility, 
without  the  corresponding  expendi- 
ture of  a  single  dollar  toward  an  in- 
crease in  capital  investments,  to 
profit  from  a  high  level  of  prices. 
The  commission,  however,  appears  in 
this  case,  in  reaching  a  conclusion  as 
to  the  fair  valuation  of.  the  property, 
to  have  given  consideration  to  repro- 
duction costs  depreciated,  with  vari- 


ous other  items,  such  >  av  original 
costs,  going  value,  and  working  capi- 
tal. 

And  in  Re  Sault  Ste.  Marie  (1921; 
Mich.)  P.U.R.1922B,  149,  where  objec- 
tion was  raised  by  a  municipality  thsX 
the  commission,  in  fixing'  the  value  of 
gas  and  electric  property  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  was  guided  largely 
by  reproduction*  costs  during  1920, 
when  the  prices  of  materials  and  la- 
bor were  at  their  highest  peak,  the 
commission  said  that,  if  this  were 
true,  there  would  be  merit  in  the  ob- 
jection ;  but  that  the  fact  was  that  the 
commission  considered  the  cost  of  re- 
producing the  property  in  1920,  as  the 
law  required  it  to  do,  but  that  such 
cost  of  reproduction  was  not  a  guid- 
ing or  controlling  factor  in  fixing  the 
value;  that  the  courts  had  uniformly 
held  that  the  commission  must  consid- 
er reproduction  costs,  original  costs, 
and  all  other  evidence  of  value,  in  ar- 
riving at  a  fair  value  of  the  property 
for  rate-making  purposes. 

In  Re  Cole  (1921;  Mich.)  P.U.R. 
19210,  885,  the  commission  held  that 
the  property  of  a  telephone  utility 
should  be  valued  on  the  basis,  as  near 
as  possible,  of  original  costs,  with 
consideration,  also,  of  the  present  cost 
of  reproduction,  less  depreciation. 

In  Re  Lansing  Fuel  &  Gas  Co. 
(1921;  Mich.)  P.U.R.1921C,  466,  the 
Michigan  commission,  in  fixing  the 
value  of  the  physical  property  of  a 
gas  company,  took  into  consideration 
various  factors,  including  book  val- 
ues, original  costs,  reproduction  costs 
based  on  past  prices,  prices  current  at 
the  time  of  the  1920  reproduction  cost 
new  appraisal,  the  present  trend  of 
prices,  and  the  existing  condition  of 
the  property. 

In  Muskegon  Traction  &  Lighting 
Co.  V.  Grand  Rapids,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  C^o. 
(1921;  Mich.)  P.U.R.1921E,  548,  the 
Michigan  commission  adopted  a  valu- 
ation somewhat  below  the  average  be- 
tween the  original  cost  and  the  pre- 
vailing cost  of  reproduction  new  of 
the  property.  But  the  commission 
does  not  discuss  th<$  question  of  war 
prices. 

We  believe,  said  the  Missouri  com* 
mission  in  Re  Kansa's  City  Electric 
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Light  Co.  (1917;  Mo.)  P.U.R.1917C, 
728,  that  some  consideration  should 
be  given  to  the  recent  increases  in 
prices  in  arriving  at  value  from  con- 
sideration of  the  estimate  of  the  cost 
of  reproduction,  though  not  to  the  ex- 
tent of  using  abnormal  recent  prices. 

And  the  Missouri  commission  in 
Springfield  City  Water  Co.  v.  Spring- 
field (1919;  MoO  P.U.R.1919D,  853, 
held  that  an  appraisal  based  upon 
unit  prices  obtained  by  taking  an  av- 
erage of  prices  for  ten  years  preced- 
ing the  period  of  present  high  war 
costs,  and  approximating  the  level  of 
prices  prevailing  when  the  utility  in 
question  was  actually  constructed, 
was  a  better  guide  to  a  fair  value  for 
rate-making  purposes  than  an  ap- 
praisal at  average  unit  prices  for  the 
three-year  period  from  1915  to  1917, 
which  reflected  the  abnormal  prices 
brought  about  by  the  World  War. 
The  commission  called  attention  to 
the  statute  in  that  state,  providing 
that  in  determining  the  price  to  be 
charged  the  commission  might  consid- 
er all  relevant  facts,  with  due  regard 
'to  a  reasonable  average  return  upon 
capital  actually  expended/'  and  said 
that  it  was  certain  that  the  method 
approved  tended  more  accurately  to 
show  the  capital  actually  expended  in 
constructing  the  plant  in  question. 

In  Re  Joplin  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1918; 
Mo.)  P.U.R.1919B,  366,  the  commis- 
sion said  that,  rate  making  being  an 
attempt  to  make  an  equitable  adjust- 
ment between  prodncer  and  consumer, 
it  certainly  was  not  equitable  to  adopt 
an  appraisal  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses built  on  unit  prices  100  to  250 
per  cent  in  excess  of  the  costs  actual- 
ly incurred ;  and  that  conmiissions  in 
general  had  adopted  the  average  of 
normal  prices,  rather  than  current 
prices,  in  appraising  property  for 
rate-making  purposes.  The  conten- 
tion was  accordingly  overruled  that 
war  prices  as  of  May,  1917,  were  a 
proper  basis  for  an  appraisal,  it  be- 
ing said  that  if  average  normal  unit 
prices  prior  to  the  war  were  adopted, 
and  such  excessivie  war-time  costs  as 
were  actually  incurred  were  used  in 
making  an  appraisal,  the  commission 
20  A.L.R-— 87. 


could  see  no  good  ground  for  com- 
plaint by  the  company. 

In  Re  Missouri  Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1919; 
Mo.)  P.U.R.1919E,  210  (abstract),  the 
Missouri  commission  said  that  it  had 
never  appraised  utility  property  on 
war  unit  prices,  except  for  additions 
actually  made  at  such  prices. 

And  in  Re  St.  Joseph  Water  Co. 
(1919;  Mo.)  P.U.R.1919E,  211  (ab- 
stract), it  is  said  that  rate  making 
should  be  an  attempt  to  make  an 
equitable  adjustment  between  pro- 
ducer and  consumer;  that  there  is 
no  foundation  in  equity  or  law  for 
using  abnormally  high  current  prices, 
or  using  the  same  to  the  extent 
of  creating  abnormally  high  average 
prices  in  fixing  the  value  for^  rat&- 
making  purposes;  that  present  high 
costs  should  be  considered  dn  fix- 
ing the  plant  value  only  to  the  extent 
that  they  were  actually  incurred. 
And  in  this  case,  where  the  com- 
pany's appraisal  was  based  upon 
five-year  average  prices,  beginning 
with  1914,  the  commission  called  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that,  during  at 
least  50  per  cent  of  this  five-year  pe- 
riod^ there  were  used  as  a  basis  for 
computing  average  prices  abnormally 
high  prices  due  to  the  war;  and  that 
an  examination  of  this  appraisal 
showed  that  the  average  prices  used 
were  unreasonably  excessive. 

Also,  in  Re  Lead  Bell  Teleph.  Co. 
(1919;  Mo.)  P.U.R.1919E,  211  (ab- 
stract), the  Missouri  commission  said 
that  the  increase  in  prices,  due  to 
the  war,  of  materials  similar  to  those 
purchased  and  placed  in  its  plants  by 
the  company  under  normal  price  con- 
ditions, did  not  entitle  the  company  to 
add  such  percentage  of  higher  prices 
to  its  investment  costs,  or  to  earn  a 
return  thereon  by  increasing  its  rates 
solely  for  that  purpose;  that  theoreti- 
cal reproduction  costs  under  war 
prices  are  not  a  proper  standard  for 
a  valuation  for  rate  making. 

The  Missouri  commission  in  Re 
Missouri  &  K.  Teleph.  Co.  (1918;  Mo.) 
P.U.R.1919B,  423  (abstract),  in  deter- 
mining the  cost  new  of  a  utility  plant, 
took  what  it  regarded  as  "the  trend 
average"  as  the  price  of  copper,  and 
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for  other  materials  used  an  average 
of  three  to  five  year  prices. 

In  Re  Southwestern  Bell  Teleph.  Co. 
(1918;  Mo.)  P.U.R.1919B,  422  (ab- 
stract),  where,  on  an  application  for 
an  increase  in  telephone  rates,  the 
company  based  its  appraisal  upon 
present  war  costs,  the  commission 
found  that  these  costs  were  25  per 
cent  higher  than  pre-war  prices,  and 
reduced  the  company's  figures  of  re- 
production costs  less  depreciation,  by 
that  per  cent. 

And  the  Missouri  commission  in  Re 
Memphis  Teleph.  Co.  (1921;  Mo.) 
P.U.R.1921E,  146  (abstract),  refused 
to  accept  unit  values  taken  at  the  peak 
of  high  prices  incident  to  the  World 
War  economic  conditions,  as  a  basis 
for  valuation  by  the  reproduction  cost 
method. 

The  commission  in  Re  St.  Joseph  R. 
Light,  Heat  ft  P.  Co.  (1919;  Mo.) 
P.U.R.1920A,  542,  reaffirmed  its  posi- 
tion that  the  public  should  only  be  re- 
quired to  contribute  an  investment  re- 
turn upon  the  value  of  the  utility 
based  upon  an  average  unit  price  cov- 
ering normal  periods  of  from  one  to 
ten  years  preceding  the  abnormal 
economic  conditions  covered  by  the 
war,  subsequent  construction  being 
valued  at  unit  prices  prevailing  at 
date  of  construction.  The  increased 
value  due  to  the  war  was  regarded  as 
unearned  increment  upon  which  con- 
sumers should  not  be  required  to  pay 
a  return. 

In  Re  Kansas  City  Gas  Co.  (1920; 
Mo.)  P.U.R.1920C,  41,  it  is  said  that  the 
allowance  of  abnormally  high  prices 
in  the  valuation  should  be  limited  to 
the  amount  actually  expended  during 
the  period  of  such  high  prices. 

The  Nebraska  commission  in  Re 
Omaha  ft  C.  6.  Street  R.  Co.  (1918; 
Neb.)  P.U.R.1919A.  846,  rejected  a 
valuation  based  entirely  on  existing 
war  prices,  stating  that  it  could  not 
use  this  as  a  proper  basis  of  valua- 
tion, it  being  conceded  that  prices 
were  extraordinarily  high.  The  com- 
mission, it  was  said,  was  committed 
to  the  doctrine  that  unit  prices  could 
not  be  fixed  by  taking  prices  at  the 
time  of  the  investigation,  and  being 
governed  solely  by  them. 


And  the  commission  in  Re  Southern 
Nebraska  Power  Co.  (1921;  Neb.) 
P.U.R.1921C,  678,  said  that  if  rates 
were  fixed  to-day  on  a  valuation  ar- 
rived at  by  the  use  of  reproduction 
as  of  the  present  time,  and  at  present 
abnormal  prices,  those  rates  would 
soon  be  unreasonable  and  require 
further  attention;  and  that,  with  so 
many  industries  involved,  the  regulat- 
ing body  could  not  handle  matters  on 
such  a  basis,  nor  was  it  to  the  best 
interest  of  the  utility,  or  of  the  public, 
to  have  rapidly  fiuctuating  scales  of 
rates.  The  commission  said  further 
that  in  so  far  as  it  recognized  the 
measure  of  physical  property  as  an 
important  element  in  arriving  at  fair 
value,  it  would  consider  that  trend 
prices  more  nearly  represented  sound 
judgment  in  arriving  at  fair  value; 
that  conclusions  arrived  at  in  this 
manner  reflected  the  highest  measure 
of  ultimate  advantage  to  the  utility, 
and  at  the  same  time  approximated 
equity  to  the  public. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Southern  Ne- 
braska Power  Co.  (Neb.)  supra,  that 
the  commission  should  add  12i  per 
cent  to  all  items,  except  land,  which 
were  in  existence  before  the  outbreak 
of  the  World  War,  and  that,  in  order 
that  in  matters  of  doubt  a  solution 
might  be  in  the  interests  of  the  higher 
levels,  it  would  include  in  that  com- 
putation all  construction  completed 
before  1918;  that  land  should  be  in- 
eluded  at  actual  value  as  measured  by 
the  present  value  of  surrounding 
lands.  In  reaching  this  percentage,. 
the  conunission  took  into  view  the  fact 
that  commodity  prices  of  1900  to  191S 
advanced  less  than  one  point  per  year 
as  an  average;  that  if  the  upward 
trend  were  projected  through  the  war 
period,  without  the  intervening  factor 
of  the  war,  it  was  reasonable  to  ex- 
pect that  the  price  trend  would  not 
have  exceeded  5  per  cent  above  pre- 
war construction  costs;  but  that  past 
experience  indicated  that  the  price 
level  during  the  next  decade  would 
hardly  reach  the  same  plane  as  if  pro- 
jected pre-war  prices  were  extended. 

But  the  commission  in  Re  Southern 
Nebraska  Power  Co.  (Neb.)  supra,  al- 
lowed  the    actual    cost   of   property 
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built  during  the  period  from  1918  to 
1920,  inclusive. 

In  computing  the  valuation  of  a 
telephone  company,  the  commission  in 
Re  Stanton  Independent  Teleph.  Co. 
(1921;  Neb.)  P.U.R.1921D,  240,  took 
the  price  level  which  would  presum- 
ably have  existed  in  July,  1920,  had 
the  abnormal  situation  brought  about 
by  the  World  War  not  occurred,  by 
taking  the  average  commodity  price 
line  from  1900  to  1914,  and  projecting 
it  on  the  same  proximate  plane,  there- 
by cutting  off  the  high  peak  of  the 
war-time  prices. 

In  Re  Central  Teleph.  Co.  (1920; 
Neb.)  P.U.R.1921B,  461,  the  Nebraska 
commission  held  that  the  relevant 
facts  which  it  was  its  duty  to  take  in- 
to consideration  in  determining  a  fair 
value  of  telephone  property  for  earn- 
ing purposes  obviously  included,  not 
only  the  original  construction  cost 
and  present  condition  of  the  property 
but  a  reasonable  consideration  of  ad- 
vanced levels  of  property  values. 
And  in  this  case  the  commission  add- 
ed to  the  actual  value,  based  on  orig- 
inal cost  less  depreciation,  an  amount 
approximately  one  third  of  the  in- 
creased present  construction  costs. 

Although  the  valuation  was  being 
determined  for  security  issue  pur- 
poses, attention  is  called,  also,  to  Re 
Monroe  Independent  Teleph.  Co. 
(1917;  Neb.)  P.U.R.1917E,  471,  in 
which  the  Nebraska  conmiission  held 
that  the  prices  of  labor  and  materials 
covering  a  period  of  years  should  be 
used  as  a  basis  for  valuation,  rather 
than  the  prevailing  high  prices,  where 
the  properties  were  bought  during  the 
period  of  normal  prices,  and  the 
prices  were  very  low  during  a  portion 
of  their  history. 

The  value  of  public  utilities,  upon 
which  rates  are  based,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  in  a  state  of  constant  fluc- 
tuation, keeping  pace  with  speculative 
changes  in  the  price  of  materials.  Re 
Grafton  County  Electric  Light  &  P. 
Co.  (1916;  N.  H.)  P.U.R.1916E,  879. 
And  in  this  case  it  was  held  that,  in 
ascertaining  the  unit  price  for  mate- 
rials in  a  valuation  proceeding,  the 
average  price  for  a  reasonable  period, 


and  not  the  prevailing  price,  should 
be  used. 

And  the  New  Hampshire  commis- 
sion in  Re  Twin  State  Gas  A  E.  Co. 
(1917;  N.  H.)  P.U.R.1917F,  435,  held 
that  it  would  not  approve  the  sale 
price  of  public  utilities  property  on  a 
valuation  based  on  current  unit 
prices,  which  are  abnormally  high, 
but  would  make  its  appraisal  on 
prices  covering  a  period  of  years. 

In  Re  Concord  Gaslight  Co.  (1921; 
N.  IL)  P.U.R.1921C,  169,  the  commis- 
sion said  that,  in  fixing  the  value  of 
utility  properly,  current  prices  or  the 
appreciated  value  must  be  considered; 
that  how  much  weight  should  be  at- 
tached to  present-day  prices  is  a  ques- 
tion that  cannot  be  determined  by  any 
hard  and  fast  rule;  that  certainly 
sufficient  consideration  must  be  given 
them  to  indicate  that  they  have  not 
been  ignored,  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  would  manifestly  be  unjust  to  make 
them  the  test  of  fair  value;  that  a  val- 
ue found  in  this  way  would  be  obvi- 
ously unfair,  unless  the  property  was 
actually  constructed  during  the  prev- 
alence of  present  prices;  and  that, 
while  present-day  prices  must  be  con- 
sidered as  evidence  in  fixing  the  val- 
ue, it  is  also  proper  to  consider  the 
cost  of  reproduction  new  on  pre-war 
prices,  as  well  as  the  original  costs. 

And  the  New  Hampshire  commis- 
sion in  Re  Franklin  Light  ft  P.  Co. 
(1921;  N.  H.)  P.U.R.1922A,  506,  said 
that,  taking  the  pre-war  cost  as  a  ba- 
sis, proper  allowance  must  be  made 
for  the  enhancement  of  values  at 
present  and  in  the  near  future.  But 
it  was  said,  also,  that  it  would  seem 
unreasonable  to  mark  up  or  down  the 
valuation  of  all  electric  and  other 
plants  to  correspond  to  the  fluctuation 
in  the  cost  of  materials  and  labor, 
especially  in  such  abnormal  times  as 
the  present,  although  a  permanent 
change  in  values  might  fairly  be  con- 
sidered. 

It  is  only  fair,  said  the  commission 
in  Re  Franklin  Light  ft  P.  Co.  (N.  H.) 
supra,  where  additions  and  extensions 
have  been  made  to  meet  urgent  public 
needs,  to  allow  the  actual  cost  as  a 
capital  investment,  even  though  the 
expenditures   were   made   at  a  time 
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when,  labor  and  materials  were  ab- 
normally high. 

A  case  from  which  the  commissions 
and  courts  frequently  quote,  because 
of  the  high  authority  of  the  writer  of 
the  opinion,  former  Supreme  Court 
Justice  Charles  E.  Hughes,  who  was 
referee,  is  Brooklyn  Borough  Gas  Co. 
V.  Public  Service  Commission  (1918) 
17  N.  Y.  Off.  Dept.  R.  81,  P.U.R.1918F, 
335,  in  which,  in  determining  the 
valuation  of  the  property  of  a  gas 
company  for  rate^making  purposes, 
the  position  was  taken  that  actual 
cost  of  reproduction  at  the  present 
time,  or  within  a  year  or  so,  could  not 
be  taken,  because  it  would  be  an  ab- 
normal cost,  and  that  the  appraisal 
made  by  the  public  service  commis- 
sion in  1918,  based  on  reproduction 
costs  before  the  outbreak  of  the  Euro- 
pean War,  with  proper  consideration 
of  actual  investments  since  that  time, 
afforded  a  fairer  basis  than  a  valua- 
tion based  upon  average  unit  costs 
ever  a  period  of  five  years  ending 
December  31,  1916.  The  statement  of 
former  Justice  Hughes,  which  is  set 
out  below,  has  been  referred  to  as 
authority  in  many  decisions.  It  was 
said:  ''While  it  is  important  to  con- 
sider the  cost  of  reproduction  in  de- 
termining the  fair  value  of  a  plant  for* 
rate-making  purposes,  it  cannot  be . 
said  that  there  is  a  constitutional 
right  to  have  the  rates  of  a  public 
service  corporation  based  upon  the  es- 
timated cost  of  the  reproduction  of 
its  property  at  a  particular  time,  re- 
gardless of  circumstances.  To  base 
rates  upon  a  plant  valuation  simply 
representing  a  hypothetical  cost  of 
reproduction  at  a  time  of  abnormally 
high  prices,  due  to  exceptional  condi- 
tions, would  be  manifestly  unfair  to 
the  public ;  and  likewise,  to  base  rates 
upon  an  estimated  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion far  lower  than  the  actual  bona 
fide  and  prudent  investment,  because 
of  abnormally  low  prices,  would  be 
unfair  to  the  company.  This  question 
of  taking  the  hypothetical  reproduc- 
tion cost  under  abnormal  conditions 
as  a  rate  base  should,  of  course,  not 
be  confused  with  the  necessity  of  rec- 
ognizing actual  costs  of  operation, 
even    though    abnormal.      A    public 


service  corporation  is  entitled  to  be 
reasonably  compensated  for  its  serv- 
ice, and  the  actual  cost  of  its  opera- 
tions must  always  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  determining  whether  or 
not  it  receives  a  fair  compensation 
above  that  cost.  But  it  is  a  different 
thing,  after  cost  has  been  defrayed, 
and  the  question  is  as  to  the  compen- 
sation to  be  allowed  in  excess  of  cost, 
to  take  as  the  basis  fdr  a  compensa- 
tory return  an  asserted  plant  value, 
far  above  the  actual  investment, 
which  is  reached  merely  by  expert 
estimates  of  a  cost  of  reproduction 
under  abnormal  conditions.  This 
would  result  in  allowing  a  public 
service  corporation  to  take  advantage 
of  a  public  calamity  by  increasing  its 
rates  above  what  would  be  a  liberal 
return,  not  only  on  actual  investment, 
but  upon  a  normal  reproduction  cost, 
in  the  view  that  unless  it  could  make 
an  essentially  exorbitant  demand  up- 
on the  public  it  would  be  deprived  of 
its  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  The  enforcement  of  the  consti- 
tutional guaranty  does  not  require 
the  application  of  any  artificial  for- 
mula. It  has  constantly  been  pointed 
out  that  the  rate  base  must  be  what  is 
called  'the  fair  value  of  the  property,' 
and  that,  as  to  this,  there  must  be  a 
reasonable  judgment  based  on  a  prop- 
er consideration  of  all  relevant  facts." 
In  Maires  v.  Flatbush  Gas  Co. 
(1918;  N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1920E,  931,  the 
New  York  commission  said  that  to  fix 
a  valuation  based  on  the  cost  of  re- 
production at  present-day  prices 
would  lead  to  startling  consequences; 
that  without  a  dollar  of  additional  in^ 
vestment,  in  the  face  of  adversity  and 
suffering,  the  value  of  the  utility's 
property  would  be  deemed  to  have 
vastly  increased,  and  the  amount  tak- 
en from  consumers  greatly  increased 
merely  because  the  World  War  bad 
demoralized  market  conditions;  and 
that  upon  the  restoration  of  normal 
conditions  investments  made  at  'war- 
time  market  prices  would  shrink  in 
value;  that  the  present  and  prospec- 
tive situations  of  property  values  em- 
phasized the  unreliability,  unfair- 
ness, and  fiscal  dangers  of  computing 
return  on  estimates  of  reproduction 
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costs,  less  depreciation;  that  a  stand* 
ard  so  oscillating  and  fluctuating 
could  not  offer  any  permanency  or  se- 
curity, either  to  the  patronizing  pub- 
lic or  to  the  investors,  and  was  un- 
just. 

The  New  York  commission  in  Re 
Sea  Cliff  &  G.  C.  Gas  Co.  (1920;  N,  Y.) 
P.U.R.1921A,  211,  in  considering  the 
valuation  of  a  gas  plant  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes,  denied  an  allowance  of 
26  per  cent  claimed  on  account  of 
present  higher  construction  costs, 
stating  that  the  return  which  the 
company  was  entitled  to  was  upon  the 
capital  actually  expended,  under  the 
statute  providing  that  **m  determin- 
ing the  price  to  be  charged  for  gas  or 
electricity  the  commission  may  con- 
sider all  facts  which,  in  its  judgment, 
have  any  bearing  upon  a  proper  de- 
termination of  the  question  «  .  • 
with  due  regard,  among  other  things, 
to  a  reasonable  average  return  upon 
capital  actually  expended."  The  com- 
mission said  that,  even  if  not  prohib- 
ited by  statute,  it  would  hardly  be 
just  to  charge  the  ratepayer  for  an 
increase  in  the  cost  of  construction 
which  would  come  under  the  present 
high  prices,  but  which  was  not  in- 
curred by  the  company  in  question. 

And  the  New  York  commission  in 
Whitehead  v.  Niagara  Falls  Gas  &  E. 
L.  Co.  (1920;  N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1920C,  264, 
took  the  view  that  claims  for  in- 
creased investment,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  New  York  statute,  based  on 
advanced  costs  of  present-day  recon- 
struction, had  not  been  sustained.  It 
was  said  that  if  the  utility  were  able 
to  show  that  it  could,  if  it  so  desired, 
secure  for  its  property  the  alleged  in- 
creased value,  either  by  selling  it  as 
a  going  concern,  or  by  disorganizing 
the  plant  and  selling  it  piece-meal, 
then  it  might  be  claimed  with  some 
force  that  by  leaving  the  property  in 
the  public  service  a  sacrifice  of  the 
realizable  values  was  being  made 
which  should  be  the  just  measure  of 
present  value  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses; but  that,  when  such  was  not 
the  case,  it  was  difficult  to  see  where 
the  claimed  enhancement  in  value  had 
any  existence  in  fact. 

In   Re  Long   Island   Lighting   Co. 


(1921;  N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1922B,  2,  the 
commission  said  that,  in  determining 
the  fair  value  of  property  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  it  was  its  duty  to 
consider  carefully  reproduction  costs 
new,  less  depreciation;  but  that  the 
cost  of  reproducing  the  entire  physi- 
cal property  new,  at  war  figures,  was 
not  necessarily  a  controlling  element 
in  the  present  valuation  of  the  prop- 
erty, unless  it  was  made  to  appear 
that  such  a  property  would  be  planned 
and  constructed  at  the  present  time, 
under  present  conditions,  and  at  pres- 
ent prices,  by  reasonably  prudent  in- 
vestors; that  otherwise  the  valuation 
was  wholly  theoretical  and  suppositi- 
tious, changing  as  prices  changed, 
from  day  to  day  and  from  month  to 
month.  The  commission,  in  fixing 
valuations,  considered  book  costs,  se- 
curities outstanding,  previous  valua- 
tions by  the  commission  on  which  se- 
curities had  been  allowed  and  issued, 
the  additions  to  such  valuations  from 
year  to  year,  and  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
ing the  property  in  1921,  as  compared 
with  pre-war  costs  of  1914.  The  val- 
uations, the  commission  said,  were 
made  not  as  of  pre-war  costs,  but  as 
of  an  intermediate  period  between 
1914  and  1920,  and  contained  a  recog- 
nition to  a  very  considerable  extent  of 
the  increase  in  costs  which  had  re- 
sulted during  the  war  period. 

However,  it  was  said  in  Re  Long 
Island  Lighting  Co.  (N.  Y.)  supra, 
that  the  high  prices  for  material  and 
labor  must  be  allowed  for  current 
construction  of  additions  in  the  physi- 
cal property,  made  since  the  war  con- 
ditions began  to  prevail. 

It  would  be  grossly  unfair  to  the 
public  to  use  the  extraordinary  dis- 
location in  prices  due  to  the  World 
War  as  the  groundwork  for  the  fixa- 
tion of  a  proper  rate  basis.  Re  New 
York  State  R.  Co.  (1921;  N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
1922B,  75.  It  was  said  that  the  courts 
have  repeatedly  ruled  that  the  esti- 
mated cost  of  reproduction  is  merely 
one  method  of  reaching  just  deci- 
sions; that  it  cannot  be  used  without 
reason;  and  that  its  use  in  a  period 
when  prices  have  been  subject  to  such 
violent  fluctuations  as  have  charac- 
terized the  past  five  years  would  leave 
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little  of  fairness  in  the  term  "fair 
value/'  which  means,  essentially,  the 
just  amount  on  which  a  public  utility 
is  entitled  to  earn  a  return. 

That  reproduction  cost  new  as  a 
factor  in  valuation  for  rate-making 
purposes  should  not  be  based  on  pre- 
vailing abnormal,  excessive  prices, 
was  held,  also,  in  Davis  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Gas  Co.  (1920;  N.  Y.)  P.U.R. 
192  IB,  342,  where  there  was  evidence 
that  the  cost  of  reproduction  was  ap- 
proximately $1,400,000,  but  the  com- 
mission reduced  this  to  $1,000,000,  as 
ample  to  cover  fully  present  value  for 
rate-making  purposes,  as  regards  tan- 
gible property. 

In  Hoffman  v.  Elmira  Water,  Light 
&  R.  Co.  (1921;  N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1921C, 
409,  the  commission,  while  taking  the 
view  that  the  utility  was  entitled  to  a 
return  upon  the  present  value  of  its 
property,  said  that  it  was  not  claimed, 
nor  could  it  be  reasonably  claimed, 
that  the  property  was  worth  its  pres- 
ent cost  of  reproduction  new;  that,  al- 
though costs  of  building  had  arisen 
enormously  in  war  time,  the  value  of 
the  utility  property  had  not  risen  in 
proportion,  the  securities  and  stocks 
having  actually  depreciated.  But,  in 
view  of  the  increase  in  value  over 
original  costs,  it  was  held  that  a  fair 
value  to  be  taken  as  a  rate  base  would 
be  held  to  be,  as  contended  for  by  the 
utility,  its  cost,  without  depreciation. 

In  Re  New  York  State  R.  Co.  (1921 ; 
N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1921C,  496,  the  commis- 
sion, in  determining  the  rate  base  of 
street  railway  property,  said  that  a 
marked  distinction  exists  between  the 
cost  of  reproduction  new  at  the  pres- 
ent time,  and  the  present-day  value; 
that  the  property  in  this  instance  was 
not  worth  by  any  means  what  it  would 
cost  to  reproduce  it  new  at  the  pres- 
ent time,  even  with  a  substantial  de- 
preciation. In  this  instance  it  was 
held  that  the  tangible  property  of  the 
company  should  be  valued,  for  rate- 
making  purposes,  at  its  actual  orig- 
inal cost,  without  deduction  for  de- 
preciation. 

That  consideration  should  be  given 
to  the  reproduction  cost  new,  but  that 
it  is  only  one  element  to  be  considered 
in  fixing  the  valuation,  was  held  in 


Buck  V.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  (1921; 
N.  YO  P.U.R.1921E,  79g.  The  com- 
mission said  that,  while  the  high 
prices  of  the  present  period  may  or 
may  not  continue,  yet,  until  a  general 
period  of  average  costs  can  be 
checked  by' the  figures  of  experience, 
all  elements  of  valuation,  actual  indi- 
vidual cost,  replacement  value,  and 
reproduction  cost,  less  depreciation, 
must  be  considered,  in  order  that,  on 
the  one  hand,  the  utility  may  not, 
without  a  dollar  of  additional  invest- 
ment, but  because  of  economie  up- 
heaval, claim  vastly  increased  valua- 
tions upon  which  to  base  its  return, 
and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the  valua- 
tions and  returns  may  not  be  so 
restricted  as  to  keep  capital  and  en- 
terprise out  of  the  public  utilities 
field,  and  so  deprive  consumers  of 
service.  In  other  words,  the  conomis- 
sion  said,  rates  should  be  based  upon 
the  reasonable  fair  value  of  the  prop* 
erty  existing  at  the  time  of  the  hear- 
ing, and  neither  original  costs  nor  re- 
production costs  new,  considered 
separately,  are  determinative;  but 
consideration  must  be  given  these 
with  all  the  other  facts  and  circum- 
stances, in  arriving  at  a  fair  present 
value;  and  each  case  must  be  consid- 
ered on  its  own  merits,  controlled  by 
its  own  circumstances,  and  such  re- 
sults as  to  value  arrived  at  as  may  be 
just  and  right. 

The  New  York  commission  in  Re 
Westchester  Electric  R.  Co.  (1919; 
N.  Y.)  P.U.R.1920B,  250,  held  that  a 
valuation  based  on  an  assumed  aver- 
age of  prices  for  the  succeeding  ten 
years,  which  were  placed  at  about  40 
per  cent  above  pre-war  prices,  with  a 
deduction  for  depreciation,  could  be 
given  no  recognition,  and  must  be  en- 
tirely rejected  as  a  basis  for  rate  mak- 
ing. 

The  North  Dakota  commission  in 
Patterson  v.  Hughes  Electric  Co. 
(1920;  N.  D.)  P.U.R.1921A,  1,  in  de- 
termining the  valuation  of  an  electric 
utility,  used  as  a  basis  the  original 
cost,  with  a  consideration  of  the  at- 
tendant circumstances  and  conditions 
in  the  building  up  of  the  plant  and 
property,  rather  than  the  company's 
valuation   based   on  a  scale  of   unit 
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prices,  including  the  peak  period  of 
prices  during  the  war  years  since 
1915. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Public  Serv- 
ice R.  Co.  (1921 ;  N.  J.)  P.U.R.1921D, 
593,  that,  in  determining  the  "fair 
value"  upon  which  the  utility  was  en- 
titled to  a  reasonable  return,  ab- 
normal present^iay  prices  should  not 
be  taken  as  the  standard,  or  given  the 
greater  weight,  these  being  regarded, 
however,  as  elements  to  be  considered 
in  fixing  the  value  for  rate«making 
purposes. 

In  Fargo  v.  Union  Light,  Heat  A  P. 
Co.  (1919;  N.  D«}  P.U.R.1920A,  764, 
the  contention  was  overruled  that  the 
unit  price  fixed  by  the  city's  engineer 
in  computing  the  valuation  of  a  gaa 
utility  did  not  properly  show  a  fair 
range  of  increase  covering  eicisting 
high  prices,  it  being  said  that  it  ap- 
peared from  the  record  that  a  five- 
year  period  with  1916  as  the  index 
had  been  used,  and  this,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  commission,  included  a  fair 
consideration  of  the  existing  high 
prices,  and  the  increase  claimed  by 
the  company  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  Ohio  commission  in  Re  Union 
Gas  &  E.  Co.  (1918;  Ohio)  P.U.R. 
1918E,  934,  said :  "It  is  a  mistake  to 
assume  that,  when  the  value  of  the  in- 
vestment has  once  been  obtained,  it 
should  continually  rise  and  fall,  fol- 
lowing the  waves  of  fluctuation  in  the 
market  prices  of  labor  and  material. 
Once  fixed,  it  should  remain  constant, 
only  as  it  is  added  to  by  capital 
charges,  or  reduced  by  withdrawals, 
in  the  future;  for  it  is  the  value  of 
the  investment  upon  which  the  com- 
pany should  receive  and  the  consum- 
er should  pay  a  return,  whether  in 
times  of  prosperity  or  in  times  of  ad- 
versity. The  value  having  been  once 
determined,  there  is  no  more  reason 
for  changing  it  from  time  to  time, 
following  the  rise  and  fall  of  the  cost 
of  labor  and  material,  than  there 
would  be  for  changing  the  face  value 
of  a  bond  issued  to  construct  a  plant, 
or  for  changing  the  face  value  of  a 
promissory  note  given  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  causing  their  face 
value,  as  a  basis  for  earning  interest. 


to  fluctuate  with  the  fluctuations  in 
the  purchasing  power  of  a  dollar." 

Unit  prices  were  taken  as  of  August 
1,  1916,  in  fixing  the  permanent  value 
of  a  public  utility  plant  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes,  in  Re  Alliance  Gas  &  P. 
Co.  (1918;  Ohio)  P.U.R.1919B,  423 
(abstract),  with  allowance  for  addi- 
tions since  that  date  at  actual  cost. 

In  ascertaining  the  reproduction 
cost  of  the  physical  value  of  a  public 
utility,  the  Oregon  commission,  in  Re 
Portland  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (1916; 
Or.)  P.U.R.1916D,  976,  held  that  nor- 
mal average  prices  should  be  used, 
rather  than  momentary  prices  which 
were .  abnormally  high  or  low,  and, 
with  respect  to  additions  made  be- 
tween 1912  and  1915,  applied  actual 
construction  costs  as  deduced  from 
vouchers,  which  were  assumed  to  rep- 
resent reproduction  costs  as  well. 

And  in  Re  Douglas  (bounty  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (1920;  Or.)  P.U.R.1920E, 
667,  the  Oregon  commission  held  that 
the  use  of  a  valuation  of  the  property 
of  a  light  and  water  company,  based 
upon  present-day  prices,  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes,  was  not  in  conformity 
with  the  generally  accepted  theory  of 
public  utility  operation  and  regula- 
tion. It  was  said:  "Every  public 
utility  is  delegated  the  duty  and  right 
of  performing  a  particular  public 
service.  As  compensation  for  the 
service  performed,  the  utility  is  en- 
titled to  a  reasonable  return  upon  the 
amount  of  money  prudently  invested 
in  the  public  service.  The  utility 
should  thus  be  assured  against  the 
uncertainty  that  confronts  a  private 
concern,  and  speculative  features 
should  be. almost  entirely  eliminated. 
The  publio  reaps  the  benefit  from  this 
arrangement  in  the  form  of  constant 
and  continuous  service  at  more  stable 
and  lower  rates.  Under  the  theory 
advanced  by  the  applicant,  when  con- 
struction material  and  construction 
labor  prices  rise,  the  rate-base  value 
must  also  increase  correspondingly; 
when  these  prices  decrease,  the  rate- 
base  value  must  fall.  The  return  to 
the  utility  thus  becomes  speculative, 
the  compensation  demanded  by  the 
investor  increases  correspondingly, 
and  the  utility  is  placed  on  the  plane 
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of  a  private  speculative  enterprise. 
While  the  figures  presented  by  the  ap- 
plicant are  of  importance  in  this  pro- 
ceeding, and  merit  the  consideration 
of  the  commission,  yet  they  are  but  an 
element  in  the  determination  of  a  rate 
base." 

The  Pennsylvania  commission  in 
Fox  v.  Pine  Grove  Electric  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  (1919;  Pa.)  P.U.R. 
1920B,  380,  said  that  a  valuation 
based  solely  upon  unit  prices  of  1918, 
without  other  supporting  data,  fur- 
nished a  comparatively  limited  meas- 
ure of  value  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses. 

And  in  Tyrone  v.  Home  Electric 
Light  &  Steam  Heating  Co.  (1920; 
Pa.)  P.U.R.1920C,  562,  it  was  said  that 
the  high  unit  prices  now  prevailing  in 
the  market  of  labor  and  materials 
warranted  the  conclusion  that  the  fair 
value  of  a  property,  for  rate-making 
purposes,  would  generally  fall  below  a 
reproduction  estimate  based  upon 
such  prices,  on  a  fair  inventory  and 
appraisal,  where  due  regard  is  paid  to 
all  the  interests  and  economies  con- 
cerned. 

And  in  determining  the  basis  for 
interest  during  the  construction  peri- 
od of  a  plant,  90  per  cent  of  which 
was  built  prior  to  1914,  the  commis- 
sion in  Frackville  v.  Mountain  City 
Water  Co.  (1921;  Pa.)  P.U.R.1921C, 
820,  held  that  it  would  be  improper  to 
take  the  cost  of  reproduction  at  cur- 
rent prices,  since  that  would  unduly 
inflate  the  amount  which  should  be 
allowed.  In  determining  the  valua- 
tion, the  commission  held  that  unit 
prices  during  the  ten-year  period  end- 
ing'December  31,  1918,  as  applied  to 
the  inventory  of  property  as  of  Janu- 
ary 1,  1919,  would  be  a  more  accurate 
and  equitable  measure  of  the  repro- 
duction cost  of  the  property,  and 
should  be  adopted  in  preference  to  the 
average  unit  prices  for  labor  and  ma- 
terial prevailing  during  the  five-year 
period  ending  on  that  date. 

In  Verona  v.  Suburban  Water  Co. 
(1920;  Pa.)  P.U.R.1920F,  942,  the 
commission  said  that  reproduction 
costs  based  upon  a  fair  average  price 
of  materials,  property,  and  labor  was 
one  of  the  elements  which  the  Public 


Service  Company  Law  set  forth  as  an 
element  to  be  given  due  consideration 
by  the  commission  in  reaching  fair 
values;  and  that,  if  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  act  was  to  be  carried 
out,  such  cost  should  be  arrived  at  as 
therein  provided,  based  upon  the  fair 
average  price  of  materials,  property, 
and  labor;  that  by  this  was  meant  a 
price  fair  to  the  company  as  well  as 
to  patrons,  and  not  an  abnormally 
high  price  resulting  from  unusual 
conditions ;  neither  did  it  contemplate 
the  use  of  low  prices  depressed  on  ac- 
count of  stringency  in  financial  af- 
fairs, or  for  other  reasons;  and  that 
the  commission  was  not  prepared  to 
state  that  the  basis  on  which  the  re- 
production cost  of  the  property  in  this 
instance  was  arrived  at,  to  wit,  an 
average  of  five  years  ending  April  1,. 
1917,  during  a  part  of  which  period 
there  were  reflected  the  advanced 
prices  resulting  from  war  conditions, 
was  either  unfair  to  the  public  or  to 
the  company. 

The  South  Dakota  commission  in  Re 
Salem  Teleph.  Co.  (1919;  S.  D.)  P.U.R. 
1919B,  734,  held  that,  in  valuing  tele- 
phone property  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, the  adoption  of  the  company's 
method  of  basing  value  upon  current 
prices  as  applied  to  labor  and  mate- 
rials, reflecting  prices  and  abnormal 
conditions  brought  about  by  the  war,. 
which,  at  best,  must  be  considered  as 
temporary,  would  be  unfair  to  con- 
sumers; and  that  a  more  equitable 
method  was  to  adopt,  as  unit  costs, 
the  average  costs  as  determined  from 
a  study  of  prices  actually  paid  dur- 
ing a  period  of  years. 

The  reproduction  cost  of  the  exist- 
ing properties,  upon  the  basis  of  the 
average  prices  of  the  five-year  period 
ending  December  31,  1919,  less  depre- 
ciation, as  one  of  the  elements  con- 
sidered by  the  Tennessee  commission 
in  Re  Ramier  (1921;  Tenn.)  P.U.R. 
1921C,  121,  in  determining  the  rate- 
making  value  of  the  property,  the  his- 
torical cost,  earnings,  and  operating 
expenses,  outstanding  stock  and 
bonds,  and  other  elements,  also  being 
considered. 

The  Utah  commission  in  Re  Utah 
Gas  ft  Coke  Co.  (1919;  Utah)  P.U.R. 
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1919D,  646»  held  that  an  appraisal 
based  on  average  unit  prices  during 
the  five-year  period  from  1913  to  1917, 
inclusive,  unduly  reflected  the  rise  in 
prices  on  certain  items  caused  by  the 
World  War,  and  that  the  normal  re- 
production cost  of  such  items  was 
less,  due  regard  also  being  given  to 
the  condition  under  which  the  plant 
was  actually  constructed,  and  reduced 
the  appraisal  accordingly. 

And  the  commission,  in  Re  Moun- 
tain States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  (1921 ; 
Utah)  P.U.R.1921E,  145  (abstract),  in 
valuing  a  telephone  utility,  allowed  a 
value  somewhat  higher  than  that  of 
the  pre-war  level,  but  lower  than  that 
of  the  war  level. 

So,  the  commission  in  Re  Telluride 
Power  Co.  (1921;  Utah)  P.U.R.1922B, 
168,  said  that  it  was  not  inclined  to 
accept  as  controlling  a  value  based 
upon  the  maximum  of  war  and  post- 
war prices,  applied  to  property  that 
was  constructed  and  placed  in  opera- 
tion before  radically  increased  prices 
became  effective;  but  that  this  view 
was  not  intended  to  exclude  consid- 
eration of  such  prices  applied  to  prop- 
erty constructed  during  the  war  peri- 
od. 

And  in  Re  Utah  Power  &  Light  Co. 
(1921;  Utah)  P.U.R.1922A,  436,  the 
commission  said  that  while  it  had  con- 
sidered reproduction  cost  new,  based 
upon  present  prices,  in  finding  the 
fair  value  of  the  utility,  it  could  not 
accept  such  prices  as  controlling  in 
finding  such  value.  And  in  this  case 
the  court  approved  actual  unit  costs, 
where  available  and  shown  to  be  rea- 
sonable, and  selected  unit  prices  for 
the  remainder  of  the  inventory  to  re- 
flect average  prices  as  of  the  period 
preceding  the  World  War. 

That  reproduction  cost  new  based 
upon  prices  obtaining  during  a  period 
of  unusual  inflation,  does  not  reflect 
actual  present  worth  for  rate-making 
purposes,  was  held,  also,  in  Re  Utah 
Gas  &  Coke  Co.  (1920;  Utah)  P.U.R. 
1920C,  854,  where  the  contention  was 
overruled  that  the  valuation  of  the 
property  of  a  gas  company  should  be 
obtained  by  the  application  of  cur- 
rent prices  for  labor  and  material 
during  an  assumed  construction  peri- 


od of  1918-1919,  to  the  units  of  physi- 
cal property  shown  by  the  inventory; 
or,  in  other  words,  that  the  present 
value  was  the  reproduction  cost  new, 
less  depreciation  of  the  property.  It 
was  said  that  the  authority  conferred 
by  statute  upon  the  commission  to 
make  a  revaluation  of  the  property  of 
the  utility  did  not  contemplate  a  dis- 
turbing of  valuations  theretofore 
fixed  every  time  a  change  occurred  in 
unit  prices,  particularly  during  times 
when  violent  fluctuations  take  place. 

It  was  said  in  Re  Utah  Gas  &  Coke 
Co.  (Utah)  supra,  that  if  the  property 
was  constructed  during  a  period  of 
unusual  prices,  whether  above  or  be- 
low the  normal,  the  actual  or  book 
costs  would  not  necessarily  govern. 

In  Re  Utah  Gas  &  Coke  Co.  (Utah) 
supra,  the  Utah  commission  accepted 
the  average  price  level  of  the  period 
of  1913-1917,  as  reflecting  the  incre- 
ment of  value  justly  accruing  to  the 
property  by  reason  of  the  upward 
trend  of  prices  to  present  levels. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Utah  Light  & 
Traction  Co.  (1920;  Utah)  P.U.R. 
1920B,  262,  that  the  normal  cost  new, 
in  flxing  the  valuation  of  a  utility  for 
rate^naking  purposes,  should  be 
based  on  the  cost  of  reproduction  un- 
der conditions  prevailing  during  and 
prior  to  April,  1917,  and  not  on  the 
cost  new  of  reproducing  the  property 
at  prices  prevailing  in  1918.  It  was 
said  that  whether  or  not  the  property 
of  the  company  had  permanently  en- 
hanced in  value  on  account  of  condi-*- 
tions  brought  about  by  the  World 
War,  could  only  be  determined  after 
a  lapse  of  time,  and  therefore  could 
not  be  intelligently  passed  upon  by 
the  commission. 

In  Milne  v.  Montpelier  &  B.  Light  & 
P.  Co.  (1920;  Vt.)  P.U.R.1920E,  558, 
the  Vermont  commission  held  that,  in 
determining  valuation  for  rate-mak- 
ing purposes,  reproduction  new  with 
unit  costs  as  of  the  present  time 
would  not  be  an  equitable  method; 
neither  would  it  be  fair  to  consider 
reproduction  new  based  upon  prices 
current  in  the  pre-war  period.  But  it 
was  held  that,  assuming  that  existing 
prices  were  approximately  at  the 
peak,  and  that  future  decline  was  like* 
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ly  to  be  in  some  degree  comparable  to 
the  past  rise  in  prices,  a  valuation 
based  upon  average  prices  for  a  peri- 
od of  ten  years,  including  the  war 
period,  ought  to  produce  as  fair  re- 
sults as  possible.  The  commission, 
therefore,  determined  the  cost  of  re- 
producing new  the  property  devoted 
to  public  use  according  to  unit  prices 
which  should  be  an  average  of  those 
prices  for  a  period  of  ten  years  ending 
December  31,  1919,  as  one  of  the  ele- 
ments in  arriving  at  the  valuation  of 
the  property. 

The  commission  in  Milne  v.  Mont- 
pelier  &  B.  Light  &  P.  Co.  (Vt.)  su- 
pra, took  the  view  that,  in  determining 
present  value  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses, there  should  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration the  fact  that  the  price  fixed 
was  not  strictly  for  present-day  ap- 
plication, but  for  the  future,  and  that 
it  would  not  be  just  to  fix  rates  upon 
present-day  values  which  were  either 
abnormally  high  or  low;  because,  if 
rates  were  based  on  inflated  values, 
the  public  in  the  future,  as  long  as 
such  rates  remained  in  force,  would 
pay  a  return  on  such  values,  whereas, 
if  based  upon  unusually  depressed 
values,  the  corporation  would  not  be 
likely  in  the  future  to  receive  a  just 
return  upon  the  fair  value  of  its  prop- 
erty. And  the  commission  took  the 
view  that  it  was  fair  to  assume  that 
existing  prices  were  abnormally  high, 
and  that  before  the  lapse  of  any  great 
length  of  time  there  would  be  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  such  prices. 

That  unit  prices  for  material  which 
are  abnormally  high  during  war  times 
are  not  a  proper  standard  for  valua^ 
tion  of  the  property  is  held,  also,  in 
Re  Colonial  Power  &  Light  Co.  (1919; 
Vt.)  P.U.R.1920A,  216. 

In  Re  Roanoke  Waterworks  Co. 
(1920;  Va.)  P.U.R.1920C,  746,  the 
Virginia  commission  said  that  how- 
ever fair  and  equitable  may  have  been 
the  reproduction  cost  basis  calculated 
in  years  just  prior  to  the  World  War, 
especially  when  account  was  taken  of 
average  unit  prices  for  a  period  of 
from  three  to  five  years  preceding  the 
date  of  valuation,  the  commission  was 
not  willing  to  agree  to  a  valuation 
based  on  present  reproduction  costs 


at  the  greatly  inflated  prices  brought 
about  by  reason  of  war  conditions; 
that  a  return  based  upon  any  such 
value,  would  be  grossly  unfair  to  the 
public,  and  that  the  utility  was  by  no 
process  of  reasoning  entitled  to  a  re- 
turn on  the  same.  And  the  commis- 
sion took  the  appraisal  made  in  1913, 
adding  thereto  the  probable  actual 
cost  of  additions  to  the  plant  since 
that  time  at  war  prices,  less  deprecia- 
tion, in  reaching  what  it  considered 
the  fair  value  of  the  property  for 
rate-making  purposes. 

And  the  Virginia  commission  in  Re 
Virginia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (1921 ;  Va.) 
P.U.R.1921C,  198,  stated  that  it  would 
not  recognize  valuations  made  on  unit 
prices  of  the  years  1918  and  1920, 
which  prices  it  considered  as  inflated 
and  as  affording  no  reasonable  basis 
for  valuation  for  rate-making  pur- 
poses. The  commission  in  this  case 
took  the  1914  reproduction  value,  add- 
ing a  normal  appreciation  for  the  suc- 
ceeding years, — since,  had  there  been 
no  war,  there  would  have  been,  pre- 
sumably, a  gradual  rise  in  prices  due 
to  increasing  costs  of  production, — 
with  allowance  for  actual  additions 
made  at  war  prices. 

The  Virginia  commission  in  Re 
Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  (1920; 
Va.)  P.U.R.1920F,  49,  reafiirmed  its 
position,  declining  to  arrive  at  a  fair 
valuation  based  on  reproduction  at  in- 
flated war  values. 

And,  while  stating  that  it  saw  no 
reason  why  the  utility  should  not 
profit  by  increasing  property  values 
in  normal  times,  the  same  as  other 
property  owners,  the  commission  in 
Re  Culpeper  Teleph.  Co.  (1920;  Va.) 
P.U.R.1920D,  306,  said  that  it  would 
not  have  accepted  as  a  rate  base  a 
valuation  on  the  basis  of  reproduction 
at  inflated  war  costs,  had  the  utility 
attempted  such  a  valuation.  In  this 
case,  however,  the  utility  had  adopted 
the  unit  price  of  1916  and  prior  years. 

In  Re  Virginia  R.  &  Power  Co. 
(1921;  Va.)  P.U.R.1921D,  268,  the 
commission  took  the  1914  unit  prices 
and  allowed  for  normal  appreciation 
of  property  values  based  on  fhe  aver- 
age advance  in  prices  between  1896 
and  1914,  rejecting  the  abnormal  ap- 
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preciation  as  reflected  in  1920  unit 
prices. 

In  Re  Virginia  R.  &  Power  Co.  (Va.) 
supra,  it  was  held,  also,  that  the  util- 
ity was  entitled  to  earn  a  return  on 
the  amount  actually  necessarily  ex- 
pended at  war  prices  in  making  addi- 
tions to  the  property  during  the  period 
from  1914  to  1920. 

Where  average  unit  prices  during  a 
series    of   years   preceding   the    war 
were  taken  in  valuing  the  property, 
the    commission    in    Re    Lynchburg 
Traction    A    Light    Co.    (1921;    Va.) 
P.U.R.1921E,     87,     held    that    there 
should  be  added  thereto,  as  a  basis  for 
fixing  rates,  a  normal  appreciation  in 
value,   in  order  to  comply  with  the 
rule  that  utilities  are  entitled  to  earn 
a  return    upon   the   reasonable   fair 
value  of  their  property  at  the  time  it 
is  being  used  by  the  public.     But  it 
was  said  that,  rather  than  calculate 
the  fair  value  upon  inflated  costs  rep- 
resented by  war-time  prices,  the  com- 
mission attempted  to  estimate  what 
might  have  been  a  normal  apprecia- 
tion in  the  value  of  the  property  had 
there  been  no  war.    And  the  commis- 
sion allowed  10.8  per  cent  of  normal 
depreciation  from  1916  to  1921,  the 
valuation  having  been  made  as  of  the 
former  date,  subsequent  actual  costs 
of   additions   to   the   property   being 
added.     In  this  case  the  unit  prices 
used  were  the  average  prices  of  mate- 
rial and  labor  during  the  years  1912 
to  1916.    The  company  realized,  it  was 
said,  that  the  commission  would  not 
recognize    reproduction    costs    using 
unit  prices  as  of  the  inflated  cost  pe- 
riod. 

The  Washington  commission  in 
Public  Service  Commission  v.  Spokane 
Falls  Gaslight  Co.  (1921;  Wash.) 
P.U.R.1921C,  519,  held  that  a  valua- 
tion once  made  of  a  utility's  property 
did  not  change  as  prices  fluctuated, 
but  should  be  adhered  to  as  a  rate 
base  unless  it  later  appeared  that  cul- 
pable error  had  been  committed,  with 
ailoTvance  for  additions  and  better- 
ments at  their  cost  to  the  utility.  It 
was  said  that  if  a  plant  unit  was  ac- 
tually and  necessarily  purchased  at 
war  prices,  such  cost  was  added  to, 
and  became  a  part  of,  the  rate  base; 


but  that  ordinarily  there  was  no 
sounder  method  of  fixing  a  valuation 
upon  which  to  base  rates  than  to  ar- 
rive as  nearly  as  possible  at  the  pru- 
dent investment  of  the  utility  in  prop- 
erty devoted  to  public  use;  that  the 
c<»nmiBsion  was  aware  of  the  fact  that 
a  number  of  courts  had  recently  held 
that  rates  should  be  based  chiefly  up- 
on the  cost  of  reproducing  the  prop- 
erty at  prices  prevailing  at  the  time 
of  the  hearing;  but  that  the  commis- 
sion would  not  accept  the  theory  un- 
less compelled  to  do  so  by  the  courts 
of  that  state.  The  commission  re- 
garded the  theory  of  a  fluctuating 
rate  base  as  dangerous  and  unsound, 
and  likely  to  result  in  insolvency  and 
bankruptcy  in  case  of  a  decline  in 
prices.  And,  accordingly,  the  com- 
mission overruled  the  contention  that 
the  former  valuation  of  the  properly 
as  of  1917  should  be  disregarded  and 
that  it  should  be  revalued  as  of  1920 
prices. 

And  the  Washington  commission  in 
Spokane  v.  Washington  Water  Power 
Co.  (1921;  Wash.)  P.U.R.1921D,  762, 
said  that,  during  the  period  of  high 
prices,  it  would  not  consider  or  allow 
prevailing  prices  as  a  basis  for  ar- 
riving at  the  rate  base,  but  had  in  all 
instances  taken  prices  which  pre- 
vailed over  a  series  of  years  preceding 
the  war,  except  that  expenditures  or 
additions  for  betterment  actually 
made  during  that  period  are  allowed 
at  the  prices  paid  for  them. 

The  West  Virginia  commission  in 
Re  Moundsville  Water  Co.  (1921; 
W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1922B,  28,  said  that  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  present 
fair  value  little  weight  should  be  giv- 
en to  reproduction  costs  based  upon 
average  prices  prevailing  during  the 
war  period,  except  in  cases  where  a 
substantial  part  of  the  construction 
work  was  done  during  that  period. 

In  Re  Bluefield  Waterworks  & 
Improv.  Co.  (1921;  W.  Va.)  P.U.R. 
1921E,  655,  the  commission  in  valuing 
a  water  utility's  property,  on  an  ap- 
plication for  increase  in  rates,  said 
that  the  applicant's  plant  was  origi- 
nally constructed  more  than  twenty 
years  ago,  and  had  been  added  to 
from  time  to  time  as  the  development 


588 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


of  the  community  required;  that  it 
would,  therefore,  be  unfair  to  con- 
sumers to  use  as  a  basis  for  present 
fair  valuation  the  abnormal  prices 
prevailing  during  the  recent  war  peri- 
od, but  that  when,  as  in  this  case,  a 
part  of  the  plant  had  been  construct- 
ed or  added  to  during  that  period,  in 
fairness  to  the  utility,  consideration 
must  be  given  to  the  cost  of  such  ex- 
penditures made  to  meet  the  demands 
of  the  public. 

In  Re  Light,  Fuel  ft  P.  Co.  (1917; 
W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1918C,  248  (abstract), 
it  was  held  that  reproduction  value  of 
a  utility  plant,  based  upon  prevailing 
abnormal  high  prices  of  labor  and 
material,  should  not  be  regarded  in 
arriving  at  the  value  of  the  plant  for 
rate-making  purposes. 

In  Re  West  Virginia  Water  ft  E. 
Co.  (1920;  W.  Va.)  P.U.R.1920D,  409, 
the  West  Virginia  commission  ac- 
cepted a  valuation  of  the  property  as 
of  January  1,  1914,  as  the  present  fair 
value  for  rate-making  purposes  as  of 
that  date,  stating  that  in  the  absence 
of  the  books  of  a  public  utility  show- 
ing the  true  investment  in  and  costs 
of  the  plant  or  property,  the  repro- 
duction cost  new,  less  depreciation,  is 
the  most  equitable  method  of  arriv- 
ing at  present  fair  value,  especially 
if  made  under  normal  conditions 
when  the  prices  of  material  and  la- 
bor are  not  inflated,  as  was  true  with 
respect  to  this  valuation. 

The  Wisconsin  commission  in  Re 
Milton  ft  M.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  (1920; 
Wis.)  P.U.R.1920C,  110,  held  that  the 
term  "reproduction  costs,"  as  a  fac- 
tor in  determining  valuation  for  pur- 
poses of  rate  making,  meant  the  ap- 
proximate cost  of  reproducing  or 
rebuilding  the  plant  at  average  prices 
prevailing  for  some  time  prior  to  the 
appraisal  date,  and  not  the  amount 
which  it  would  cost  to  reproduce  it 
under  prevailing  high  prices.  In 
this  case  it  was  contended  that  to 
reconstruct  the  plant  under  prevail- 
ing prices  would  result  in  a  valua- 
tion of  at  least  75  per  cent  greater 
than  the  book  value;  but  the  com- 
mission said  that,  when  such  capital 
expenditures  had  been  incurred,  rates 
should    be    sufficient    to    pay    fixed 


charges  upon  them,  but  that  at  the 
present  time  rates  should  not  be  es- 
tablished at  such  a  level. 

In  Re  Racine  Water  Co.  (1917; 
Wis.)  P.U.R.1917D,  277,  the  commis- 
sion  took  the  view  that  in  fixing  unit 
costs  of  materials,  especially  in  the 
case  of  those  liable  to  violent  fluctua- 
tions, it  cannot  be  said  that  there  is 
any  particular  number  of  years  that 
should  be  invariably  selected  to  ob- 
tain an  average  price,  since  the  peri- 
od should  be  chosen  to  throw  light 
on  prices  normally  to  be  expected; 
that  an  average  price  for  ten  years, 
rather  than  for  five  years,  should  be 
taken  in  fixing  a  unit  cost  for  cast- 
iron  water  mains,  the  price  being  sub- 
ject to  violent  fluctuations;  and  that, 
in  fixing  a  unit  cost  for  laying  such 
mains,  allowance  must  be  made  for 
the  trend  of  higher  labor  costs. 

And  the  commission  in  Racine  Wa- 
ter Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission  (1918; 
Wis.)  P.U.R.1919A,  913,  said  that  in 
arriving  at  reproduction  cost  new, 
less  depreciation,  as  an  element  in  de- 
termining ultimate  value,  it  took  unit 
costs  considering  a  series  of  years 
and  also  considering  certain  trends, 
especially  in  labor  costs,  which  it  re- 
garded as  fair;  and  that  certain  esti- 
mates as  to  reproduction  costs  based 
on  unit  prices  arrived  at  by  considera- 
tion of  two  eighteen-month  periods — 
the  one  period  ending  in  December, 
1918,  and  the  other  in  April,  1917— 
were  not,  especially  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  of  any  material 
weight. 

In  Re  Wisconsin  Traction,  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  (1918;  Wis.)  P.U.R. 
1919B,  224,  where  the  utility  contended 
that  the  valuation  should  at  least  be 
based  upon  the  average  cost  of  mate- 
rials and  labor  during  the  preceding 
five  years,  it  was  said  that  the  commis- 
sion's engineers,  during  the  present 
period  of  abnormally  high  prices, 
adopted  a  ten-year  average  in  deter- 
mining unit  costs,  in  order  to  smooth 
out  the  price  curve  in  those  instances 
where  the  investment  cost  basis  could 
not  be  used,  due  to  lack  of  adequate 
and  reliable  records. 

In  Milwaukee  v.  Railroad  Commis- 
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sion  (1920;  Wis.  Cir.  Ct.)  P.U.R. 
1920B,  976,  the  Wisconsin  commission 
held  that  appreciation  in  the  value  of 
land  devoted  to  the  purposes  of  the 
utility  was  proper  for  recognition  in 
the  appraisal ;  but  the  increase  in  val- 
ue, it  appears,  was  for  a  period  pre- 
ceding the  war. 

Although  the  valuation  was  for  the 
purpose  of  municipal  purchase,  atten- 
tion is  called  to  Re  Bloomer  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co,   (1918;  Wis.)   P.U.R. 


1919B,  481,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
an  appraisal  based  on  unit  costs  on  a 
ten-year  average  preceding  1914  did 
not  fully  reflect  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, where  it  appeared  that  consid- 
erable construction  had  taken  place 
since  1914.  It  was  said  that  under 
any  circumstances  the  actual  in- 
creased costs  of  actual  construction 
during  the  period  following  1914 
should  be  recognized,  if  equity  was  to 
be  done.  R.  E.  H. 


R.  L.  ABLES  et  al.,  PIffs.  in  Err., 

V. 

STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA  EX  REL.  BEN  F.  SAYE. 

Oktahoma  Supreme  Court  ^  October  12,  1920» 

(79  Okla.  282,  198  Pac  969.) 

Bail  —  terminatioii  of  appearance  bond. 

1.  Where  the  principal  on  a  criminal  appearance  bond,  requiring  the 
defendant  to  appear  before  the  district  court  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term  and  there  remain  from  day  to  day,  and  term  to  term,  until  discharged 
by  due  course  of  law,  appears  for  trial,  and  is  found  guilty  of  the  charge 
preferred  against  him,  he  does  not,  by  virtue  of  §  5981,  Rev.  Laws  1910, 
immediately  pass  into  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  thereby  discharge  the 
sureties  on  his  bond,  unless  he  is  committed  into  the  custody  of  the  proper 
oflScer  to  await  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  694.] 


Oflker  —  power  —  duty. 

2.  Where  power  is  granted  in  per- 
missive language  to  public  officers  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public  or  of  individu- 
als, it  is  generally  held  that  the  intent 
of  the  legislature,  which  is  the  true 
test,  was  not  to  devolve  a  mere  dis- 
cretion, but  to  impose  a  positive  and 
absolute  duty. 

[See  22  R.  C.  L.  457.] 

Bail  —  declaration  of  forfeiture  — 
effect 

8.  Where  the  court  forfeiting  an  ap- 

Headnotes  by  Kane,  J. 


pearance  bond  has  jurisdiction  to  de- 
clare a  forfeiture,  such  forfeiture  is 
conclusive  evidence  of  its  breach,  and 
cannot  be  impeached  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence. 

Trial  —  questions  not  available. 

4.  Record  examined,  and  held,  that 
the  remaining  propositions  presented 
for  review  were  not  available  to  de- 
fendant in  an  action  on  the  bond  un- 
der the  rule  announced  by  this  court 
in  Andrews  v.  State,  80  Okla.  20,  and 
other  eases  cited  in  the  opinion. 


Erbor  to  the  District  Court  for  Jefferson  County  (Jones,  J.)  to  review 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  an  appearance  bond.  A/- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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Messrs.  Green  &  Pruet  and  Bridges 
&  Vertreesy  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  in 
forfeiting  the  appearance  bond  was 
void,  for  the  reason  that  the  liability 
of  the  sureties  terminated  with  the 
conviction  of  the  accused. 

3  R.  C.  L.  42;  Southwestern  Surety 
Ins.  Co.  V.  United  States  Fidelity  &  G. 
Co.  75  Okla.  232,  182  Pac.  522;  State 
ex  rel.  Vigg  v.  Romaine,  47  Okla.  138, 
148  Pac.  79;  Miller  v.  State,  158  Ala. 
73,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  861,  48  So,  360; 
Fortenberry  v.  State,  47  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  84,  79  S.  W.  538 ;  State  v.  Charles, 
207  Mo.  40,  105  S.  W.  609,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  565 ;  State  v.  Dorr,  59  W.  Va.  188, 

5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  402,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
915,  53  S.  E.  120,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1016; 
Suggs  v.  State,  129  Tenn.  498,  167  S. 
W.  122;  3  R.  C.  L.  42;  6  C.  J.  1031; 
United  States  v.  Cerecedo,  6  Porto 
Rico  Fed.  Rep.  622. 

If  sentence  is  postponed  the  sure* 
ties  are  discharged. 

6  C.  J.  1031;  State  v.  Charles,  207 
Mo.  40,  105  S.  W.  609,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
565;  People  v.  Kennedy,  58  Mich.  372, 
25  N.  W.  318. 

The  testimony  excluded  by  the  court 
was  competent  and  material. 

State  ex  rel.  Vigg  v.  Romaine,  47 
Okla.  138,  148  Pac.  79;  State  v. 
Rosseau,  39  Tex.  614;  6  C.  J.  1032; 
23  Cyc.  784;  Walters  v.  American 
Bridge  Co.  234  Pa.  7,  82  Atl.  1103; 
Chambers  v.  Mesta  Mach.  Co.  251  Pa. 
618.  97  Atl.  101 ;  Mercer  v.  Natchez,  B. 

6  S.  R.  Co.  136  La.  187,  66  So.  74;  Par- 
ker V.  Hamilton,  49  OklH.  693, 154  Pac. 
65. 

Mr.  Ben  F.  Saye  in  [Propria  persona. 

Kane,  J.»  delivered  the  qpinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  an  action  upon  an  ap- 
pearance bond,  commenced  by  the 
defendant  in  error,  plaintiff  below, 
against  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  de- 
fendants below.  The  action  was 
prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  state 
of  Oklahoma  ex  rel.  Ben  F.  Saye, 
county  attorney,  against  R.  L.  Abies 
and  the  principals  and  sureties  on 
said  bond.  Hereafter,  for  conven- 
ience, the  parties  will  be  designat- 
ed "plaintiff'  and  "defendant," 
respectively,  as  they  appeared  in 
the  trial  cotirt.  Upon  trial  to  the 
court  judgment  was  rendered  in  fa- 
vor of  the  plaintiff,  to  reversewhich 


this  proceeding  in  error  was  com- 
menced. 

Counsel  for  defendant  present 
their  grounds  for  reversal  under 
three  propositions  as  follows : 

"First  Proposition. — ^The  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  forfeiting  the 
appearance  bond  in  the  case  of  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  v.  R.  L.  Abies 
was  void,  for  the  reason  that  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  terminated 
with  the  conviction  of  the  accused. 
Upon  conviction  the  defendant  (R. 
L.  Abies),  being  present  in  court, 
was  directly  in  the  custody  of  the 
court ;  and,  even  if  there  was  no  di- 
rect order  to  the  sheriff  to  take  the 
prisoner  into  custody,  there  is  al- 
ways an  implied  order  that  the  sher- 
iff shall  do  so,  and  the  defendant 
was  therefore  as  legally  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff  as  if  the  bail  had 
delivered  him.  If  the  sheriff  failed 
under  such  circumstances  to  take 
the  defendant  into  custody,  the  bail 
was  discharged  by  operation  of  law. 

"Second  Proposition. — The  court 
was  without  jurisdiction  to  order  a 
forfeiture  of  a  bond  for  failure  of 
R.  L.  Abies  to  appear  before  the 
court  for  sentence  on  a  day  the  court 
was  not  in  session  and  on  a  day 
when  the  court  could  not  have  sen- 
tenced the  said  R.  L.  Abies  had  he 
appeared.    The  record  discloses  that 
the  defendant  R.  L.  Abies  was  or- 
dered to  appear  on  the  30th  day  of 
March,  1917,  for  sentence,  and  the 
minutes  of  the  court  disclose  that 
the  court  was  not  in  session  on  that 
day.     No  day  was  ever  set  subse- 
quent to  the  30th  day  of  March, 
1917,  for  the  passing  of  sentence, 
nor  was  the  matter  continued  to  any 
later  date.    On  the  9th  day  of  June 
an  order  is  made  forfeiting  the  bail 
in  this  cause  for  failure  of  the  said 
R.  L.  Abies  to  appear  on  the  30th 
day  of  March,  1917,  a  day  the  court 
was  not  in  session.    It  would  be  as 
reasonable  for  the  court  to  set  the 
first  Monday  in  March  as  the  first 
day  of  the  term,  and  later,  and  be- 
fore  the  first  Monday  of  March, 
make  an  order  continuing  the  first 
day  of  the  term  till  the  third  Mon- 
day, and  then  make  an  order  forf^t- 
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mg  all  bonds  for  failure  of  the  de- 
fendants to  appear  on  the  first 
Monday.  Can  the  court  even  say 
that  the  defendant,  R.  L.  Abies, 
failed  to  appear  before  the  court  on 
a  day  when  the  court  was  not  in  ses^ 
sion? 

"Third  Proposition. — The  court 
excluded  competent  and  material 
testimony.  The  offer  to  prove  that 
motion  for  new  trial  had  not  been 
disposed  of  at  the  time  sentence  was 
passed,  the  offer  to  prove  from  the 
minutes  of  the  court  that  an  attempt 
was  made  to  forfeit  this  bond  when 
the  court  was  not  in  session,  the  tes- 
timony offered  to  the  effect  that  R. 
L.  Abies  left  the  court  with  the 
sanction  and  consent  of  the  district 
judge  and  the  county  attorney,  was 
admissible  to  show  that  the  court 
was  without  jurisdiction  to  render 
the  order  of  forfeiture.  Such  testi- 
mony was  not  open  to  the  objection 
that  such  evidence  was  a  collateral 
attack.  Such  testimony,  if  admitted, 
would  have  shown  that  the  court 
was  without  jurisdiction  to  render 
the  judgment  forfeiting  said  bail, 
and  that  the  judgment  upon  which 
this  suit  is  predicated  is  void.  Such 
testimony  tended  to  establish  that 
the  court  was  without  jurisdiction 
to  forfeit  said  bond  at  the  time  and 
in  the  manner  herein,  and  such 
proof  would  have  been  a  complete 
defense  to  the  suit.'' 

The  first  proposition  is  based  up- 
on the  assumption  that  when  the 
principal  upon  the  bond  appeared 
for  trial,  and  was  convicted,  he  im- 
mediately passed  into  the  custody 
of  the  law,  and  therefore  his  failure 
to  appear  for  judgment  and  sen- 
tence did  not  constitute  a  breach  of 
his  appearance  bond,  by  the  terms 
of  which  he  was  required  to  appear 
before  the  district  court  "on  the 
first  day  of  the  next  term,  and  there 
remain  from  day  to  day  and  term  to 
term  until  discharged  by  due  course 
of  law/' 

The  statute  (Rev.  Laws  1910,  § 
5931)  which  provides  that  by  vir- 
tue of  which  it  is  claimed  the  prin- 
cipal passed  into  the  custody  of  the 
law    immediately    upon    conviction 
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provides:  "If  a  general  verdict  is 
rendered  against  the  defendant  he 
must  be  remanded  if  in  custody,  or 
if  on  bail  he  may  be  committed  to 
the  proper  officer  of  the  county  to 
await  the  judgment  of  the  court  up- 
on the  verdict." 

It  is  contended  that  the  word 
"may,"  as  used  in  the  second  line  of 
this  section,  should  be  construed  to 
mean  "shall,"  and  that,  when  thus 
construed,  the  case  at  bar  falls  with- 
in the  rule  announced  in  State  ex 
rel,  Vigg  V.  Romaine,  47  Okla.  138, 
148  Fac.  79,  wherein  it  was  held 
that,  "upon  judgment  being  ren- 
dered and  sente];ice  passed,  the  cus- 
tody of  the  defendant  under  the  law 
passed  from  his  bail  to  the  proper 
officer,  and  the  court  was  not  at  lib- 
erty to  vary  or  enlarge  the  terms  of 
their  undertaking," 

We  are  unable  to  agree  with  this 
contention.  It  is  quite  true  that, 
where  power  is  granted  in  permis- 
sive language  to  public  officers  for 
the   benefit   of   the 

public   or   of   indi-  ^ff^tT*^''*' 

viduals,  it  is  gener- 
ally held  that  the  intent  of  the  legis- 
lature, which  is  the  true  test,  was 
not  to  devolve  a  mere  discretion,  but 
to  impose  a  positive  and  absolute 
duty.  Rock  Island  County  v.  United 
States,  4  Wall.  435,  18  L.  ed.  419. 
But  in  tiie  statute  now  under  con- 
sideration the  permissive  word 
"majr"  was  undoubtedly  used  for  the 
benefit  of  defendants,  who  are  on 
bail  at  tiie  time  of  their  conviction, 
and  to  give  it  the  construction  con- 
tended for  would  clearly  militate 
against  their  interest.  The  statute 
contemplates  that  when  a  general 
verdict  is  rendered  against  the  de- 
fendant he  must  be  remanded  if  in 
custody.  Here,  it  will  be  observed, 
the  peremptory  "must"  is  used. 
But  if  he  is  on  bail  he  "may"  be 
committed,  etc.  If  the  legislature 
intended  the  words  "must"  and 
"may"  to  be  peremptory  under  the 
two  circumstances  stated  in  the 
statute,  surely  they  would  have  used 
mandatory  language  in  both  in- 
stances ;  or  they  would  have  omitted 
the  latter  entirely,  and  merely  pro- 
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vided  that,  if  a  general  verdict  is 
rendered  against  the  defendant,  he 
must  be  committed  to  the  custody 
of  the  proper  officer  to  await  the 
judgment  of  the  court  on  the  ver- 
dict. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Vigg  v.  Romaine, 
supra,  the  principal  on  the  appear- 
ance bond  disappeared  after  con- 
viction and  judgment,  and  the  stat- 
ute under  consideration  (Rev.  Laws 
1910,  §  5968)  provides:  "If  the 
judgment  be  imprisonment,  or  fine 
and  imprisonment,  .  .  .  the  de- 
fendant must  forthwith  be  commit- 
ted to  the  custody  of  the  proper 
officer  and  by  him  detained  until  the 
judgment  be  complied  with." 

When  these  differences  between 
the  two  cases  and  the  statutes  con- 
strued are  considered,  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  principal  case  and 
the  case  at  bar  becomes  quite  ap- 
parent. 

The  case  of  Glasgow  v.  State, 
41  Kan.  333,  21  Pac.  253,  is  more 
nearly  in  point.  That  was  an 
action  upon  an  appearance  bond 
conditioned  that  said  defendant 
shall  appear  before  the  district 
court  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term  thereof,  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint in  said  cause  alleged  against 
him,  and  not  depart  the  same 
without  leave.  The  defendant  ap- 
peared at  the  next  term  of  said 
district  court  and  entered  a  plea  of 
not  guilty.  A  jury  was  impaneled, 
a  trial  had,  and  the  jury  returned  a 
verdict  of  guilty.  Afterwards,  and 
before  sentence  or  judgment  was 
pronounced,  the  defendant  disap- 
peared, and  did  not  appear  for  judg- 
ment and  sentence.  The  trial  court 
rendered  judgment  against  the 
sureties  upon  the  bond  for  the  full 
amount  thereof.  The  sureties  took 
an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court, 
where  they  claimed  that,  under  the 
statutes  of  Kansas,  an  examining 
magistrate  was  authorized  to  take 
bail  only  in  such  cases  as  in  the 
opinion  of  the  magistrate  will  se- 
cure the  appearance  of  the  person 
charged  with  the  offense,  at  the 
court  where  such  person  is  to  be 
tried.    The  magistrate  in  the  pre- 


liminary examination  made  an  or- 
der, and  entered  it  upon  his  docket, 
requiring  the  defendant  to  give 
bond  to  appear  and  answer  the 
charge  made  against  him  at  the 
next  term  of  the  district  court.  The 
bond  itself  provided  that  he  shall 
appear  at  said  court  and  answer  to 
the  charge,  and  not  depart  there- 
from without  leave. 

The  contention  of  the  sureties  was 
that  the  statute  only  authorized  the 
examining  magistrate  to  take  bail 
for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant, 
and  because  the  bond  provided  not 
only  for  the  appearance,  but  that  he 
was  to  answer  the  charge  made 
against  him,  and  not  depart  from 
the  court  without  leave,  it  was 
more  onerous  than  the  provisions 
of  the  statute,  and  for  that  reason 
was  a  nullity,  and  could  not  support 
the  judgment  based  upon  it.  It  was 
also  contended,  as  in  the  case  at 
bar,  that  the  conditions  of  such 
bond,  even  if  it  had  been  authorized 
by  the  statute,  were  fully  com- 
plied with  by  the  defendant  Mc- 
Guire;  that  he  did  appear  at  the 
term  of  court,  and  therefore  his 
sureties  on  the  bond  were  re- 
leased from  all  liability.  The 
court,  in  discussing  the  proposition 
of  law  presented,  says :  "We  think, 
when  a  party  is  required  to  appear 
at  the  district  court  after  a  pre- 
liminary examination  has  been  had 
or  waived,  that  the  use  of  the  word 
'appear*  implies  that  he  is  to  appear 
for  the  purposes  of  a  trial  of  the 
charges  made  against  him.  .  .  . 
It  is  not  enough  for  the  party  to  be 
there  for  the  first  day,  and  then  slip 
off  without  leave,  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  of  the  bond ;  the 
very  fact  of  the  condition  of  his 
appearance  is  that  he  shall  appear 
for  a  certain  purpose;  he  appears 
for  the  trial  of  the  charges  made 
against  him,  and  if  he  departs  be- 
fore the  trial  and  judgment  are  had, 
without  leave  of  the  court,  his  bond 
is  forfeited.  He  appeared  for  trial, 
he  departed  before  judgment.  The 
statute  provides  that,  if  without 
sufficient  excuse  he  neglect  to  ap-> 
pear  for  trial  or  judgment,  tiie  court 
must  direct  the  fact  to  be  entered 
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il^ii    its  minuteSy  and  declare  the 

Wture  of  the  bond." 

^Mie  Glasgow  Case  seems  to  pass 

^the  identical  question  involved  in 

j^  case  at  bar,  and,  as  the  Kansas 

^t\ite8  construed  are  identical  with 

:^  own  statutes  on  the  same  sub- 

)^  we  are  constrained  to  follow  the 

nde  announced  by  the  Kansas  court. 

Our  statute  nowhere  prescribes  the 

form  of  the  bond,  but  the  form  in 

this  case    follows   the    customary 

form,  and  requires  the  principal  to 

appear  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 

term,  and  there  remain  from  day 

to  day  and  term  to  term  of  said 

court,    until    discharged    by    due 

course  of  law. 

In  Shriver  v.  State,  32  Okla.  507, 
122  Pac  160,  the  court  held  that: 
'"The  condition  in  a  bond  that  the 
principal  will  appear  before  the  dis« 
trict  court  to  answer  a  charge  is  not 
fulfilled  by  appearing  for  arraign- 
ment and  moving  to  set  aside  the  in- 
didanent,  demurring,  or  pleading 
thereto.  He  must  stay  until  the 
case  is  disposed  of  and  he  is  dis- 
charged by  the  court.'' 

In  State  ex  rel.  Buckley  v.  Drake, 
40  Okla.  538,  139  Pac.  976,  it  was 
held  that  the  authorities  do  not  sus- 
tain the  proposition  that  the  appear- 
ance of  an  accused  for  trial,  where  a 
conviction  results,  releases  his  sure- 
ties from  further  liability  oh  his 
bond.  Since  he  has  not  complied 
with  the  condition  of  his  bond  re- 
quiring his  attendance  "until  dis- 
charged by  due  course  of  law/'  that 
condition  of  the  bond  requires  his 
attendance  upon  and  presence  be- 
fore the  court  as  much  as  the  pro- 
vision '1;hat  he  will  not  depart  with- 
out leave,"  or  that  "he  will  abide 
the  judgment  of  the  court." 

In  Shriver  v.  State,  supra,  it  was 
contended  by  the  defendant  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  place 
the  defendant  in  custody  when  the 
indictment  or  information  was  filed 
in  the  district  court,  even  though  he 
may  have  already  given  bail,  but  the 
court  held  that  such  contention 
could  not  be  upheld,  but  that  it  was 
a  matter  left  solely  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court.    In  both  of  these  Okla- 
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homa  cases  the  rule  announced  in 
Glasgow  y.  State,  supra,  was  ap- 
proved. We  think  B«ii-ter«i«. 
that  these  authori-  «ti*>  ot  m^i^r^ 
ties  conclusively  "*•  *•'*' 
show  that  the  first  contention  of 
counsel  for  the  defendant  is  with- 
out merit. 

Moreover,  we  are  unable  to  per- 
ceive,   although   counsel   does    not 
urge  it  in  his  brief,  why  this  and 
the  remaining  prop- 
ositions    presented  IIt*iTi?u!biJ.** 
for  review  were  not 
foreclosed  as  defenses  by  the  rule 
announced  by  this  court  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases:     Andrews  v.  State, 
80  Okla.  20,  198  Pac.  873,  recently 
decided;  State  v.  Hines,  37  Okla. 
198,  131  Pac.  688,  Ann.  Gas.  1915B, 
431 ;  Hines  v.  State,  39  Okla.  638, 
136  Pac.  692 ;  Edwards  v.  State,  39 
Okla.  605,  136  Pac.  577. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  order  of 
forfeiture  was  made  by  the  court 
while  in  session,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  principal  had  absconded  be- 
fore judgment  and  was  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  and  that  the  forfeiture 
has  not  been  set  aside  by  the  court 
in  which  it  was  entered. 

The  rule  is  well  established  that, 
where  the  court  forfeiting  an  ap- 
pearance bond  has  jurisdiction  to 
declare  a  forfeiture,  B.ii^eei^. 
9uch    forfeiture    is  tioB  ot  torfei- 
conclusive  evidence  *"»•-•«••<• 
of  its  breach,  and  cannot  be  im- 
peached by  extrinsic  evidence.     5 
Cyc.  149;  State  ex  rel.  Voyles  v. 
Pierce,  —  Okla.  — ,  166  Pac.  132; 
Melton  V.  State,  46  Okla.  487,  149 
Pac.  154. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  principal 
was  required  by  the  terms  of  the 
bond  itself  to  appear  from  term  to 
term  and  day  to  day,  etc.,  and  the 
order  of  the  court,  requiring  him 
to  appear  on  some  special  day  fixed 
by  the  court,  in  or  out  of  term  time, 
did  not  excuse  him  from  appearing 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
bond.  The  finding  by  the  court  in 
term  time  that  the  principal  was  a 
fugitive  from  justice  conclusively 
showed  a  breach  of  the  terms  of  the 
bond,  which  justified  the  forfeiture. 
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In  Andrews  v.  State,  supra,  the  de* 
fendants  Andrews  and  Tucker  of- 
fered to  prove  by  witnesses  that 
Andrews  was  taken  into  custody  by 
the  sheriff  of  Jefferson  county,  and 
placed  in  the  county  jail  of  said 
county  sometime  in  the  month  of 
June,  1916,  by  virtue  of  a  conmiit-' 
ment  issued  out  of  the  county  court 
of  said  county  on  the  judgment  in 
the  case  in  which  said  bond  was  giv- 
en, and  that  said  defendant  was 
kept  in  the  jail  five  or  six  days,  and 
was  permitted  to  depart  therefrom 
by  the  sheriff's  force  of  said  county, 
or  that  they  turned  him  out.  The 
court  excluded  this  evidence,  and 
its  action  in  this  respect  is  the  prin- 
cipal assignment  of  error. 

In  passing  upon  this  question,  the 
chief  justice,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  for  the  court,  said:  '^This 
evidence  would  doubdess  have  au- 
thorized the  court  in  which  the  for- 
feiture was  taken  to  discharge  the 
forfeiture,  but  such  a  defense  was 
not  available  in  an  action  on  the 
bond,  for  it  has  been  repeatedly 
held  in  this  jurisdiction  that  the 
final  order  of  the  trial  court,  de- 
claring a  forfeiture  of  a  bail  bond, 
cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  in 
a  subsequent  action  against  the 
principal  and  sureties  on  the  bond.'^ 

In  Edwards  v.  State,  supra,  the 
sureties  offered  to  prove  by  parol 
testimony  that  the  principal  volun- 
tarily surrendered  himself  to  the 


sheriff  of  Okfuskee  county  prior  to 
the  entry  of  the  default  of  the  bond, 
and  that  the  sheriff  had  taken  him 
into  custody.  With  reference  to 
this  defense,  Galbraith,  conmiission- 
er,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 
"It  does  not  appear  from  an  exam- 
ination of  the  record  in  this  case 
that  the  plaintiff  in  error  appeared 
in  the  county  court  when  the  for- 
feiture of  the  bonds  was  taken,  or 
afterwards  made  application  to  that 
court  to  vacate  or  set  aside  the  for- 
feiture, or  made  any  effort  in  that 
court  to  relieve  himself  from  the 
consequences  of  the  forfeiture.  He 
seemed  to  have  remained  passive 
until  after  action  was  commenced 
in  the  district  court,  when  he  at- 
tempted to  show  as  a  defense,  by 
oral  testimony,  «  surrender  of  the 
principal.  This  could  not  avail  him 
as  a  defense  in  such  action.  He 
might  have  secured  his  discharge 
by  complying  with  tiie  provisions  of 
the  statute  above  quoted,  by  proper 
steps  taken  in  the  county  court. 
That  he  did  not  do  this  seems  to 
have  been  his  own  fault,  and  he 
should  not  now  complain  of  the  re- 
sult/' 

As  we  are  unable  to  distinguish 
the  case  at  bar  from  the  cases  just 
cited,  it  follows  that  the  judgment 
below  .must  be  affirmed. 

Pitdif ord,  Johnson,  McNeill,  and 
Bailey,  JJ.,  concur. 
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I.  Scope,  595. 
n.  In  gpeneral,  596. 

III.  Preliminary    examination    before 

committing  macristrate,  697. 

IV.  Failure  to  indkt,  597. 

y.  Vacation  or  destruction  of  indict- 
ment: 

a.  In  general,  600. 

b.  Vacation  on  motion  of  state: 

1.  In  general,  600. 

2.  Nolle  prosequi,  602. 

e.  Vacation  on  motion  of  d^ 
fendant: 


V.  o— continued. 

1.  In  general,  604. 

2.  Quashal,   604. 
d.  Destruction,  607. 

VI.  Appearance  at  time  named,  607. 
VII.  Failure  to  hold  term  at  which  de- 
fendant bound  to  appear,  609. 
VIIL  Appearance  from  term  to   term, 
610. 
IX.  Plea  to  indictment,  616. 
X.  Failure  to  try  defendant,  617. 
XI.  Commencement  of  trial,  618. 
XII.  Discharge  of  jury,  623. 
XIII.  Retirement  of  jury,  623. 
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UV.  Return  of  verdict: 

a.  Conviction,  624. 

b.  Acquittaly  627. 

XV.  Appearance   to    receive   sentencei 

628. 
XVI.  Judgment  or  sentence,  629. 
XVII.  Submission   to  judgment  or  sen- 
tence, 632. 

/.  Scope. 

The  object  of  this  annotation  is  to 
set  out  the  cases  showing  the  time  at 
which  the  liability  of  the  sureties  in 
bail  bonds  or  recognizances  termi-' 
nates  by  reason  of  the  complete  fulfil- 
ment of  the  conditions  of  the  bond 
or  recognizance,  as  distinguished 
from  cases  where  the  bail  are  held  to 
have  been  discharged,  or  excused  from 
fulfilling  such  conditions  by  events  or 
acts  happening  or  done  during  the 
progress  of  the  prosecution  of  the  ac- 
cused. It  therefore  includes  cases  as 
to  the  termination  of  the  liability  of 
the  bail  by  the  vacation  of  the  indict- 
ment on  demurrer,  by  motion,  by 
quashal,  by  entry  of  nolle  prosequi, 
by  filing  away,  by  destruction,  or 
otherwise;  cases  as  to  the  continua- 
tion of  the  liability  of  the  sureties  for 
the  appearance  of  the  accused  from 
term  to  term,  and  during  the  trial  and 
its  adjournments;  cases  as  to  the  ter- 
mination of  their  liability  by  the  end- 
ing of  the  trial  with  the  acquittal, 
conviction,  or  sentence  of  the  defend- 
ant; cases  as  to  the  effect  on  the  con- 
tinuation of  their  liability,  of  an  ap- 
peal; cases  as  to  the  termination  of 
the  liability  of  sureties  in  bail  bonds 
or  recognizances  given  on  appeal  or 
writ  of  error;  and  cases  as  to  the  con- 
tinuation of  their  liability  through  ap- 
peal, and  to  a  retrial  in  the  lower 
court  It  excludes  cases  as  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  bail  by  a  failure  to  find 
an  indictment,  or  a  return  of  no  in- 
dictment found,  where  such  failure  or 
return  occurs  after  the  forfeiture  of 
the  bond  or  recognizance,  by  reason 
of  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  ap- 
pear or  otherwise,  and  is  made  a 
ground  for  a  remission  of  the  forfei- 
ture; but  cases  as  to  the  termination 
of  the  sureties'  liability  by  such  faiU 
ure  to  indict  before  forfeiture  are  in- 
cluded. Gases  as  to  the  discharge*  of 
tile  sureties  by  the  indictment  of  the 


XVIII.  Appeal  from  convictaon: 

a.  In  general,  685. 

b.  Revival  of  liability  of  bail 

en    dismissal    of    appeal, 
636. 
XIX.  6afl  bonds  given  on  appeal: 

a.  In  general,  636. 

b.  Reversal  of  conviction,  637. 

accused  for  another  offense  than  that 
named  in  the  bond  or  recognizance  are 
excluded,  except  where  the  original 
indictment  is  set  aside,  and  a  new  in- 
dictment found,  and  the  question  is 
whether  the  liability  of  the  bail  ex- 
tends to  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant to  answer  the  new  indictment. 
Cases  as  to  the  effect  on  the  liability 
of  the  sureties  of  the  failure  to  notify 
them  of  the  indictment  of  their  princi- 
pal, or  of  the  court  in  which  to  pro- 
duce him;  cases  as  to  the  remission  of 
a  forfeiture  of  the  bond  or  recogni- 
zance by  a  subsequent  vacation  of  the 
indictment;  cases  as  to  the  discharge 
of  the  sureties  from  further  liability 
by  a  change  of  venue;  and  cases  as  to 
their  discharge  by  the  continuance, 
adjournment,  or  postponement  of  the 
case  without  their  consent  or  knowl- 
edge—are also  excluded.  The  annota- 
tion further  excludes  cases  as  to  dis- 
charge of  the  bail  by  the  arrest  of  the 
accused  for  another  crime,  or  his  re- 
arrest for  the  same  offense,  by  his 
surrender  by  his  bail,  or  by  the  taking 
of  him  into  custody  by  the  sheriff  or 
other  officer,  except  where  he  is  taken 
into  custody  after  conviction  and  the 
issue  is  whether  an  order  of  the  court 
to  do  so  is  necessary  to  terminate  the 
liability  of  the  sureties.  Cases  as  to 
the  discharge  of  the  bail  by  the  execu- 
tion of  a  new  bond  or  recognizance  by 
the  defendant  are  not  included,  ex- 
cept where  the  execution  of  an  appeal 
bood  is  claimed  to  mark  the  termina- 
tion of  the  trial  bail  bond.  Bastardy 
bonds,  and  recognizances  without 
sureties,  are  also  excluded.  While,  as 
stated  in  3  R*  C.  L.  32,  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  a  bail  bond  and  a 
recognizanci^,  but,  as  further  stated 
therein,  the  terms  seem  to  be  used 
without  distinction  in  most  of  the 
cases,  and  the  rules  laid  down  ordi- 
narily are  applicable  to  both,  *  these 
terms  have  been  treated  in  the  anno- 
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tation  as  synoii3m:iouB,  and  used  inter- 
changeably. 

//•  in  general. 

No  general  rule  can  be  laid  down 
upon  this  subject  because  the  condi- 
tions of  bail  bonds  or  recognizances 
vary  in  different  jurisdictions,  and  in 
different  courts,  and  have  changed 
Ifrom  time  to  time  in  the  same  juris- 
dictions or  courts.  This  is  so  for  the 
further  reason  that  such  conditions 
are  frequently  prescribed  by  statute, 
and  sometimes  the  termination  of  the 
liability  of  bail  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  still  other  statutory  pro- 
visions. But  as  the  sole  purpose  of 
a  bail  bond  or  recognizance  is  to  se- 
cure the  enlargement  of  the  principal, 
and  its  effect  is  to  place  him  in  the 
custody  of  his  bail,  who  are  under  the 
duty  of  producing  him  before  the 
court  to  answer  the  charge  against 
him,  it  may  be  generally  stated,  as  will 
appear  from  a  consideration  of  the 
following  cases  hereinafter  set  out  in 
this  annotation,  that  the  liability  of 
his  sureties  terminates  at  any  stage 
of  the  proceedings  at  which  the  prose- 
cution is  ended  by  the  discharge  of  the 
defendant  by  the  court  or  by  operation 
of  law,  or  his  custody  is  retransferred 
to  the  proper  officers  of  the  law. 

United  States.  —  United  States  v. 
Cercedo  (1914)  6  Porto  Rico  Fed.  Rep. 
622. 

Alabama.  —  Goodwin  v.  Governor 
(1832)  1  Stew.  &  P.  465;  Rogers  v. 
State  (1885)  79  Ala.  59;  Ex  parte 
Chandler  (1896)  114  Ala.  8,  22  So. 
285. 

Arkansas.  —  State  use  of  Independ- 
ence County  V.  Glenn  (1883)  40  Ark. 
332;  Ford  v.  State  (1911)  100  Ark. 
515,  140  S.  W.  734. 

Georgia.  —  Lamp  v.  Smith  (1876) 
56  Ga.  589;  Colquitt  v.  Smith  (1880) 
65  Ga.  341;  Roberts  v.  Grordon  (1890) 
86  Ga.  386,  12  S.  E.  648;  Sampson  v. 
Harris  (1917)  147  Ga.  426,  94  S.  E. 
558;  Collins  v.  State  (1910)  7  Ga.  App. 
653,  67  S.  E.  847;  Atlanta  v.  Turner 
(1910)  8  Ga.  App.  213,  68  S.  E.  847; 
Brock  V.  Slaton  (1916)  18  Ga.  App. 
175,  89  S.  E.  156. 

Idaho.  —  State  v.  McLeod  (1918)  31 
Idaho,  586,  178  Pac.  496. 


Illinois.  —  Ogden  v.  People  (1871) 
62  111.  63;  Wilson  v.  People  (1882)  10 
111.    App.    357;    Spillman    v.    People 

(1884)  16  111.  App.  224. 

Indiana.  —  Lyons  v.  State  (1824)  1 
Blackf.  309;  State  v.  Clerk  (1896)  16 
Ind.  App.  137,  44  N.  E.  813. 

Iowa.  —  State  v.  Zimmerman  (1900) 
112  Iowa,  5,  83  N.  E.  720. 

Kansas.  —  Moorehead  v.  State 
(1888)  88  Kan.  489,  16  Pac.  957; 
Jackson  v.  State  (1893)  52  Kan.  249, 
34  Pac.  744;  State  v.  Buis  (1912)  86 
Kan.  562,  121  Pac.  365;  Lane  v.  State 
(1897)  6  Kan.  App.  106,  50  Pac. 
905. 

Kentucky. — Com.  v.  Coleman  (1859) 
2  Met.  382;  Askins  v.  Com.  (1864)  1 
Duv.  275;  Bryant  v.  Com.  (1867)  3 
Bush,  9;  Com.  v.  Blinco  (1867)  Z 
Bush,  12;  Mitchell  v.  Com.  (1876)  12 
Bush,  247;  Ramey  v.  Com.  (1885)  6 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  524  (abstract);  Hall  v. 
Com.  (1895)  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  231,  30 
S.  W.  877. 

Louisiana.  —  State  v.  Bugg  (1843) 
6  Rob.  (La.)  63;  State  v.  Wilson 
(1859)  14  La.  Ann.  446;  State  v. 
Doane  (1878)  30  La.  Ann.  1194. 

Maryland.— State  v.  Murphy  (1839) 
10  Gill  &  J.  365. 

Michigan.  —  People    v.    Kennedy 

(1885)  58  Mich.  372,  25  N.  W.  318. 
Missouri.  —  State  v.  Mackey  (1874> 

55  Mo.  51;  State  v.  Murmann  (1994> 
124  Mo.  502,  28  S.  W.  2;  Allen  v.  Cape 
Brewery  &  Ice  Co.  (1906)  196  Mo.  435,. 
95  S.  W.  417;  State  v.  Charles  (1907) 
207  Mo.  40,  105  S.  W.  609,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  565;  McKensie  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  (1887)  24  Mo.  App.  392;  State  v. 
Cobb  (1891)  44  Mo.  App.  375. 

Nebraska.  —  Hesselgrave  v.  State 
(1902)  63  Neb.  807,  89  N.  W.  295, 

New  York.— People  v.  Felton  (1860) 
36  Barb.  429;  People  v.  Hainer  (1845> 
1  Denio,  454. 

Ohio.  —  Swank  v.  State  (1854)  S 
Ohio  St.  429. 

Oklahoma.  —  State  ex  rel.  Vigg  ▼. 
Romaine  (1915)  47  Okla.  138,  148  Pac. 
79. 

Oregon.  —  Hyde  v.  Cross  (1894)  25 
Or.  543,  37  Pac.  59;  State  v.  Turpin 
(1909)  54  Or.  367,  103  Pac.  468w 

Pennsylvania.  — -  Keehaver  v.  Com. 
(1880)   2  Penr.  &  W.  240;  Ckmu  ▼. 
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Somers  (1898)  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  159,  8 
Lack.  Jur.  185. 

Tennessee. — ^Beasley  v.  State  (1915) 
184  Tenn.  660,  185  S.  W.  687 ;  Sufirgs 
V.  State  (1914)  129  Tenn.  498,  167  S. 
W.  122. 

Texas.  —  Fossett  v.  State  (1901)  48 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  117,  67  S.  W.  322; 
Portenberry  v.  State  (1904)  47  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  84,  79  S.  W.  538. 

West  Virginia.  —  State  v.  Dorr 
(1906)  59  W.  Va.  188,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
402, 116  Am.  St.  Rep.  915,  58  S.  E.  120, 
8  Ann.  Gas.  1016. 

Wisconsin.— State  ▼.  Becker  (1891) 
80  Wis.  818,  50  N.  W.  178. 

England.  —  Rex  v.  Spenser  (1752) 
1  Wils.  815,  95  Eng.  Reprint,  637. 

Canada.  —  Reg.  v.  Hamilton  (1899) 
12  Manitoba  L.  R.  507,  3  Can.  Crim. 
Gas.  1;  Rex  v.  Edwards  (1914)  28 
Can.  Crim.  Cas.  296,  19  D.  L.  R.  207. 

I/I.  Preliminarif      examinatitnt      before 
committing   mugistrate. 

The  liability  of  sureties  in  a  recog- 
niziuiee  conditioned  that  defendant 
appear  on  a  certain  day  before  a  com- 
mitting magistrate  for  examination, 
and  not  depart  without  leave,  is  not 
terminated  by  his  appearance  at  the 
time  named,  and  if  he  abscond  during 
the  examination  the  sureties  are  li- 
able. Com.  V.  Ross  (1821)  6  Serg. 
t  R.  (Pa.)  427. 

A  recognizance  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  before  a  city 
police  magistrate  for  examination, 
during  the  examination,  and  on  each 
and  every  day  to  which  it  may  be  ad- 
journed, until  the  same  is  fully  com- 
pleted, is  not  fulfilled  by  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  after  the  first 
day  of  examination,  and  the  sureties 
are  liable  if  he  fails  to  appear  on  the 
day  to  which  the  examination  is  ad- 
journed. People  V.  Newman  (1905) 
100  App.  Div.  436,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  811. 

And  a  recognizance  requiring  the 
defendant  to  appear  in  court  at  a  time 
certain,  to  proceed  with  his  examina- 
tion, and  from  day  to  day  as  ordered 
by  the  court,  and  not  depart  without 
leave,  requires  him  to  appear  at  a  time 
to  which  the  examination  is  lawfully 
adjourned  by  the  magistrate,  and  to 
remain  in  attendance  during  the  full 


examination,  and  the  bond,  therefore, 
remains  in  full  force  and  effect  during 
the  entire  examination,  and  the  fail- 
ure of  the  accused  to  appear  at  any 
time  to  which  the  examination  is 
properly  adjourned  renders  the  sure- 
ties liable.  People  v.  Grordon  (1878) 
39  Mich.  259. 

But  it  was  held  in  State  v.  Bobb 
(1890)  89  Mo.  App.  543,  that  the  sure- 
ties on  a  recognizance  taken  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  to  bind  the  defend- 
ant to  appear  before  him  on  a  named 
day,  and  not  to  depart  without  leave, 
are  discharged,  where  the  defendant 
appears  on  such  day,  pleads  not  guilty, 
is  examined,  and  the  justice  announces 
his  finding,  and  thereafter  the  justice 
and  the  constable  permit  the  defend- 
ant to  leave  the  court  room  to  secure 
bail  for  the  circuit  court,  upon  the 
ground  that,  by  statute,  the  justice  is 
only  authorized  to  require  a  bond  for 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant  for 
examination,  and  a  provision  of  the 
bond  that  the  defendant  shall  not  de- 
part without  leave,  if  interpreted  to 
mean  during  the  examination,  does  not 
add  an3rthing  to  the  force  of  the  bond, 
and,  if  taken  to  mean  after  the  exami- 
nation, is  not  authorized  by  the  stat- 
ute, and  should  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age. 

As  to  effect  of  commencement  of 
trial,  see  infra,  XI. 

IV.  Failure  to  indict. 

Liability  of  bail  is  not  terminated 
by  the  failure  to  find  an  indictment 
against  the  principal,  where  the  case 
is  continued  for  resubmission  to  the 
grand  jury. 

Thus,  the  simple  fact  that  no  indict- 
ment or  presentment  has  been  found 
against  the  defendant  will  not,  per  se, 
discharge  his  sureties,  as  there  may 
be  cases  that  will  require  the  princi- 
pal still  to  be  held  to  answer  to  the 
charge,  although  no  bill  has  been 
found  against  him.  State  v.  Cooper 
(1879)  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  226.  The 
court,  however,  said  in  this  case  that 
if  the  defendant  appeared,  and  no  in- 
dictment or  presentment  had  been 
found  against  him,  and  no  legal  rea- 
son was  given  why  he  should  be  long- 
er held  to  answer  to  the  charge,  the 
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court  might  dischar^re  him  and  his 
bail  from  their  recognizance. 

The  sureties  are  liable  where  the 
defendant  fails  to  appear  on  the  day 
named  in  the  bond,  the  first  day  of 
the  term,  although  no  indictment  be 
found  against  him.  Adair  v.  State 
(1822)  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  200. 

Liability  of  the  sureties  is  not  ter- 
minated by  the  failure  of  the  grand 
jury  to  find  an  indictment  i^gainst  the 
defendant  at  the  term  to  which  he  is 
bound  over,  where  the  court  orders 
the  charges  against  the  defendai^t  to 
be  continued  for  investigation  by  the 
grand  jury;  but  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  continues  from  term  to  term, 
until  the  defendant  ia  discharged  by 
law.  State  v.  Fuller  (1900)  128  Ala. 
46,  SO  So.  606. 

And  it  was  held  in  Pack  v.  State 
(1861)  23  Ark.  236,  that  the  failure 
to  find  an  indictment  against  the  de- 
fendant does  not  terminate  the  liabil- 
ity of  his  sureties  to  produce  him  at 
the  term  of  the  court  specified  in  the 
bail  bond,  and  that  the  bond  cannot 
be  discharged  in  any  other  way  than 
by  the  direct  order  of  the  court.  In 
this  case  the  court  said :  'The  recog- 
nizors are  not  concerned  in  the  ques- 
tion of  there  being  an  indictment 
against  their  principal,  or  in  his  guilt 
or  innocence  of  any  charge.  If  there 
should  be  no  indictment,  it  might  be  a 
good  reason  for  the  court  to  order  his 
discharge,  or  if  he  were  innocent,  or 
could  make  a  good  legal  defense  to  an 
indictment,  that  might  procure  his  ac- 
quittal and  consequent  discharge;  but 
these  and  kindred  reasons  are  no 
cause  for  the  absence  of  the  principal, 
are  no  defense  to  his  securities  for 
not  compelling  his  attendance.  State 
V.  Stout  (1829)  11  N.  J.  L.  133;  Arch- 
er  V.  Com.  (1854)  10  Gratt.  (Va*)  633. 
The  condition  of  the  recognizance,  as 
set  forth  in  the  scire  facias,  was  not 
only  to  appear  and  answer  to  the 
charge  specified,  but  not  to  depart 
from  the  court  without  leave  thereof. 
The  meaning  of  that  clause  is  to  de- 
tain the  party  to  answer  charges  that 
may  be  made  against  him,  other  than 
the  particular  one  mentioned  in  the 
recognizance.  The  law  contemplates 
that  the  particular  charge  may  not  be 


sustained — that,  it  may  not  be  the  one 
that  he  will  be  called  to  defend,  but 
that  out  of  the  transaction  some  other 
charge  may  spring  up  for  which  his 
presence  will  be  needed,  or  that,  for 
some  good  reason,  he  ought  to  be  sub- 
ject to  the  action  of  the  court,  upon 
other  grounds  than  the  main  specifica- 
tion, and  hence  this  precautionary 
clause  is  inserted." 

Under  a  bail  bond  containing  a 
stipulation  by  the  defendant  not  only 
to  appear,  but  also  to  "appear  from 
day  to  day  and  term  to  term  of  said 
court,  and  not  d^art  the  same  with- 
out leave,'^  it  is  his  duty,  upon  ap- 
pearing at  the  proper  time^  to  remain 
in  attendance  until  given  leave  to  de- 
part, and  the  fact  that  no  indictment 
or  information  is  filed  against  him 
does  not  make  the  liability  of  his 
sureties  terminate  with  his  appear- 
ance. West  V.  State  (1918)  75  Fla. 
842,  78  So.  275. 

And  the  sureties  on  a  bond  condi- 
tioned for  the  appearance  of  the  de- 
fendant at  the  next  term,  and  from 
term  to  term  until  discharged  by  law, 
are  liable  upon  defendant's  failure  to 
appear  at  the  next  term,  and  they  are 
not  discharged  by  the  failure  to  find 
an  indictment  against  him  at  such 
term,  where  the  case  is  regularly  en- 
tered on  the  docket  and  continued,  and 
no  order  is  made  discharging  them 
from  their  undertaking.  State  v. 
Kyle  (1892)  99  Ala.  266,  13  So.  538. 
In  this  case,  however,  the  court  said: 
"It  may  be  that  if  there  had  been  no 
order  made  in  reference  to  the  bond, 
such  as  calling  the  principal  obligor 
and  declaring  a  forfeiture  upon  his 
failure  to  appear,  or  docketing  the 
case  against  them  and  continuing  it 
for  future  action,  such  omission  might 
have  worked  a  discontinuance  of  the 
case,  which  would  have  authorized  the 
discharge  of  the  obligors.  But  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court,  as  shown  by  the 
agreed  facts,  clearly  shows  that  the 
state  had  not  discontinued  the  prose- 
cution, and  had  made  no  order  dis- 
charging the  bail." 

By  a  bond  for  the  appearance  of  the 
principal  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term,  and  from  day  to  day  thereafter 
until  discharged  by  the  court,  and  to 
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abide  the  order  of  the  court,  ani  not 
to  depart  without  leave,  the  sureties 
bind  themselves,  by  becoming  his 
bail,  that  the  principal  shall  perform 
these  several  acts,  and  the  failure  of 
the  principal  to  appear  at  the  term  to 
which  he  has  bound  himself  to  appear 
is  ground  for  the  forfeiture  of  the 
bond,  although  no  indictment  be  pre- 
sented to  the  grand  jury.  Garrison  v. 
People  (1859)  21  lU.  535. 

And  the  fact  that  the  grand  jury  re- 
turns "No  true  bill,"  where  the  case 
is  continued,  and  again  submitted  to 
a  grand  jury,  does  not  work  a  dis- 
charge of  the  defendant  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  formal  discharge  by  the 
court;  and  his  failure  subsequently  to 
appear,  when  called  in  open  court, 
renders  liable  the  sureties  on  his  bail 
bond,  conditioned  for  his  appearance, 
and  to  abide  the  order  of  the  court 
and  not  depart  without  leave.  Com.  v. 
Harvey  (1908)  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  235. 

But  the  liability  of  the  sureties  on 
a  bond  for  the  appearance  of  the  de- 
fendant at  the  next  term,  and  from 
term  to  term  until  discharged  by  law» 
is  terminated  where  no  indictment  is 
found  at  such  term,  and  no  order  is 
made  continuing  the  case,  although  no. 
order  discharging  the  sureties  is 
asked  for,  or  made,  and  they  are  not 
liable  for  his  nonappearance  to  an- 
swer an  indictment  found  at  a  subse- 
quent term.  Rogers  v.  State  (1885)) 
79  Ala.  59.  The  court  said:  "The 
practice  on  this  subject  was  settled 
in  the  case  of  Goodwin  v.  Governor 
(1882)  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  465,  which 
was  decided  as  early  as  the  year  1832, 
and  has  never  been  since  overruled. 
It  was  there  held  that  when  a  party 
was  recognized  to  appear  at  a  particu- 
lar term  of  the  circuit  court  to  answer 
for  an  offense  with  which  he  was 
charged,  and  the  grand  jury  failed  to 
find  an  indictment  against  him,  and 
the  cause  was  not  continued  for  fur- 
ther investigation,  this  operated  as  a 
discontinuance,  and  discharged  the 
accused;  in  the  absence,  at  least,  of 
any  forfeiture  being  taken  for  suf- 
ficient reasons  at  such  term  of  the 
court.  There  are  cases  in  other  states 
which  hold  that  the  accused  is  not 
discharged  until  the  court  enters  of 
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record  an  order  of  exoneration  to  this 
effect.  But  we  see  no  harm  to  ensue 
from  adhering  to  the  rule  settled  in 
Goodwin's  Case  (Ala.)  supra.  If  the 
accused  is  not  called  at  the  term  of 
the  court  at  which  he  was  to  appear 
by  the  express  stipulation  of  his  bond, 
and  no  indictment  is  found  against 
him  by  reason  of  the  grand  jury's  ig- 
noring the  bill,  and  the  circnnt  court 
makes  no  order  authorizing  a  continu- 
ance of  the  investigation  at  the  en- 
suing term,  the  sureties  have  a  right 
to  believe  that  they  are  discharged 
from  the  obligation  of  their  undertak- 
ing. If  one  term  of  the  court  can  be 
passed  without  action  by  the  grand 
jury,  or  the  court,  why  not  another? 
And,  if  more  than  one,  when  are  the 
sureties  to  know  that  the  legal  custody 
of  the  accused,  with  the  power  to  ar- 
rest and  deliver  him  into  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff,  has  ceased,  or  been  abro- 
gated ?  The  safer  practice,  perhaps,  to 
prevent  misunderstanding,  is  for  the 
court  to  have  the  accused  discharged 
by  proclamation,  and  by  entering  of 
record  an  exoneretur;  though  this 
course  is  not  deemed  necessary,  nor  is 
it  believed  to  be  customary  in  this 
state.  But,  where  it  is  desired  to  au- 
thorize a  continuance  of  the  investiga- 
tion by  the  grand  jurors,  the  court,  in 
order  to  hold  the  sureties,  should  make 
an  order  to  this  effect,  showing  a  re- 
fusal to  discharge  the  principal." 

Where  an  indictment  signed  by  the 
attorney  for  the  commonwealth  is  re- 
turned into  court  by  the  grand  jury, 
indorsed  with  the  word  "Ignored,"  and 
no  order  is  made  by  the  court  directing 
a  resubmission  of  the  case  to  the  grand 
jury,  the  liability  of  the  sureties  is 
terminated,  although  the  defendant  is 
not  discharged,  and  they  are  not  re- 
sponsible for  his  subsequent  appear- 
ance. Bryant  v.  Com.  (1867)  3  Bush 
(Ky.)  9.  The  court  said  that  the  fail- 
ure of  the  judge,  as  required  by  stat- 
ute, to  discharge  the  defendant,  un- 
less he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the 
charge  should  again  be  submitted  to 
another  grand  jury,  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  prejudice  the  sureties. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Blincoe  (1867)  3 
Bush  (Ky.)  12,  it  was  held  that  where, 
at  the  appearance  term,  the  grand  jury 
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ignored  the  successive  indictments 
presented  to  them  by  the  prosecuting 
attorney^  and  no  further  prosecution 
of  the  charge  against  defendant  was 
attempted,  or  was  either  indicated  or 
probable,  the  sureties  were  not  liable 
for  the  defendant's  failure  to  appear 
on  a  subsequent  day,  the  court  say- 
ing: "When  the  grand  jury  refused 
to  find  any  indictment,  the  principal 
cognizor  and  his  sureties  had  a  right 
to  presume  that  the  prosecution  was 
ended,  and  that  his  formal  appearance 
afterwards  would  be  an  idle  and  un- 
necessary act." 

The  sureties  on  the  appearance  bond 
of  one  committed  on  a  felonious 
charge  are  entitled  to  be  released 
from  their  bond  by  the  discharge  of 
the  grand  jury  at  the  first  term  of 
court  after  the  execution  of  the  bond, 
without  finding  a  true  bill.  State  v. 
Doane  (1878)  30  La.  Ann.  1194.  In 
this  case  the  court  said :  "The  state 
opposed  their  discharge  for  the  rea- 
son that,  although  the  grand  jury  had 
not  found  a  true  bill  against  Doane  at 
that  term,  non  constat  that  a  subse- 
quent grand  jury  would  not  find  such 
a  bill  at  some  subsequent  term,  and, 
the  crime  being  imprescriptible,  Doane 
was  liable  always  to  an  indictment. 
The  state  also  contended  that  the  sure- 
ties must  be  held  bound  until  the 
grand  jury  had  acted  on  the  charge, 
and  returned  'Not  a  true  bill.'  If  the 
sureties  to  a  bond  of  this  kind  must 
be  held  bound  until  a  second  term  of 
the  court  is  held,  and  a  second  grand 
jury  has  been  impaneled  and  dis- 
charged, they  may  be  held  until  any 
subsequent  term  of  court,  or  forever. 
They  were  entitled  to  a  discharge 
from  the  appearance  bond  after  the 
discharge  of  the  grand  jury  at  the  first 
term  after  the  execution  of  the 
bond,  without  finding  a  true  bill.  The 
failure  of  the  grand  jury  to  indict  the 
accused  does  not,  of  itself,  relieve  him 
of  liability  to  a  future  prosecution. 
That  can  only  be  done  by  the  jury  act- 
ing on  the  charge,  and  returning  'Not 
a  true  bill.'  But  that  is  not  the  ques- 
tion here,  but  solely  whether  the  sure- 
ties to  his  appearance  bond  should  be 
released  by  a  judgment  of  court  under 


the  facts  shown.    We  think  they  were 
properly  released  from  their  bond." 

And  in  upholding  a  forfeiture  of  a 
recognizance  upon  the  failure  of  the 
defendant  to  appear  on  the  day  named 
therein,  as  against  the  objection  that 
no  indictment  was  subsequently  found 
against  the  defendant,  the  court,  in 
Fleece  v.  State  (1865)  25  bid.  384, 
said:  'If  he  had  appeared  as  required 
by  his  recognizance,  the  court,  after 
the  grand  jury  was  discharged  with- 
out having  found  an  indictment 
against  him  for  the  offense  charged, 
would  doubtless  have  discharged  him 
and  his  sureties  from  the  recogni- 
zance, unless  some  proper  reason  exist- 
ed why  such  discharge  should  not  be 
entered ;  and  until  then  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  accused  to  be  in  attendance  on 
the  court." 

F.  Vaeation  or  deatrueUon  of  indtetmmU* 

a.  In  general. 

As  appears  from  the  cases  under 
this  subdivision,  while  there  is  some 
conflict  of  authority,  the  weight  of  au- 
thority is  to  the  effect  that  the  vaca- 
tion of  the  indictment  terminates  the 
liability  of  bail,  but  its  loss  or  destruc- 
tion is  held,  without  contradiction,  not 
to  do  so. 

b.  VaotMan  on  moMon  of  stat»* 

1.  In  general. 

The  vacation,  on  the  motion  of  the 
district  attorney,  of  a  valid  indictment, 
terminates  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
on  the  bail  bond  of  the  person  indict- 
ed. Hyde  v.  Cross  (1894)  25  Or.  643, 
37  Pac.  59.  The  court  gave  the  follow- 
ing reasons  for  its  decision:  "The 
judgment  appealed  from  rests  upon 
the  power  of  a  court,  on  motion  of  the 
state,  to  set  aside  a  valid  indictment 
upon  which  the  defendant  has  been 
admitted  to  bail,  resubmit  the  case  to 
the  grand  jury,  and  hold  the  bail  li- 
able for  the  appearance  of  defendant 
to  answer  a  new  indictment,  if  one 
be  found.  The  only  provision  of 
law  making  bail  liable  for  the  appear- 
ance of  a  defendant  to  answer  a  ne^v 
indictment  is  to  be  found  in  §§  1317 
and  1328  of  Hill's  Code,  which  pro- 
vides that  when  the  original  indict- 
ment is  set  aside  on  motion  of  the  de- 
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fendant,  for  any  of  the  reasons  speci- 
fied in  §  1814>  or  a  demurrer  thereto  is 
sustained,  the  court  may  order  that  the 
case  be  resubmitted  to  the  same  or  an- 
other errand  jury,  and  in  such  case  the 
bail  remains  answerable  for  the  ai>^ 
pearance  of  the  defendant  to  answer 
a  new  indictment,  if  one  be  found. 
Bat  in  this  case  no  motion  or  demurrer 
was  interposed  by  the  defendant.    The 
indictment  was  set  aside  by  the  court, 
on  motion  of  the  district  attorney.   In- 
deed, the  record  does  not  show  that 
there  was  any  defect  in  the  indictment 
which  could  have  been  taken  advan- 
tage of  by  a  motion  or  demurrer  on  the 
part  of  the.  defendant^  or  that  it  was 
resubmitted  to  the  grand  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  correcting  some  formal  de- 
feet,   but  presumably  it  was   resub- 
mitted so  that  the  state  might  change 
a  material  allegation,  and  thereby  re- 
lieve itself  from  some  possible  em- 
barrassment  in   being   compelled   to 
prove  that  the  animal  stolen  was  a 
gelding,  as  charged  in  the  first  indict- 
ment.    The  act  of  the  court  in  thus 
resubmitting  the  matter  to  the  grand 
jury  at  the  instance  of  the  state,  in 
our  opinion,  amounted  to  a  dismissal 
of  the  indictment  specified  in  the  bail 
bond,  and  clearly  operated  as  a  dis- 
charge of  the  sureties.    By  their  un- 
dertaking the  sureties  covenanted  with 
the  state  that  the  defendant  should 
appear    and    answer    an    indictment 
therein  stated;  and  when  he  did  ap- 
pear in  fulfilment  of  that  undertaking, 
and  the  indictment  was  set  aside  or 
dismissed  on  motion  of  the  district  at- 
torney, it  was,  in  effect,  a  discharge 
of  the  recognizance  and  the  exonera- 
tion of  his  bail.     The  agreement  or 
contract  of  the  sureties  was  that  the 
defendant  should  answer  a  particular 
char^re  as  specified  in  the  indictment 
then  pending  against  him,  and  the  con- 
dition that  the  defendant  would  ap- 
pear to  answer  said  indictment,  'and  at 
all  times  render  himself  amenable  to 
the  orders  and  processes  of  the  court,' 
was  fulfilled  and  satisfied  by  an  ap- 
pearance and  a  dismissal  of  the  par- 
ticular     indictment    mentioned     and 
described  in  the  undertaking,  and  can- 
not be   construed  into  an  obligation 
that  the   Accused  should  appear  and 


answer  some  other  indictment  which 
might  be  found  against  him.  What  the 
rule  may  be  in  the  case  of  an  under- 
taking for  the  appearance  of  a  defend- 
ant before  indictment,  or  when  the  in- 
dictment is  resubmitted  to  a  grand 
jury  for  the  purpose  of  correcting 
some  formal  defect  therein,  it  will  be 
time  enough  for  us  to  consider  when 
the  question  is  presented ;  but  no  such 
question  is  made  on  this  record." 

The  filing  away  of  the  indictment, 
on  the  motion  of  the  commonwealth's 
attorney,  subject  to  another  indict- 
ment in  the  same  case,  releases  the 
surety  in  the  bail  bond,  and  the  surety 
is  not  liable  for  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  at  a  subsequent 
term,  since,  the  indictment  being  filed 
away,  there  is  no  prosecution  pending 
in  law  at  such  term.  Hall  v.  Com. 
(1895)  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  231,  80  S.  W. 
877. 

And  an  order  of  the  court,  upon  the 
motion  of  the  attorney  for  the  com- 
monwealth, that  the  defendant  be  dis- 
charged without  day,  until  the  case 
is  set  for  trial  by  the  clerk  after 
notice  to  defendant,  which  has  the 
effect  of  filing  away  the  indictment 
with  leave  to  reinstate,  releases  the 
sureties,  and  they  are  not  liable  upon 
the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  appear 
at  a  future  day  set  by  the  clerk,  es- 
pecially where  the  defendant  is  not 
personally  notified,  notice  being  given 
only  to  his  attorneys.  Miller  v.  Com. 
(1921)  192  Ky.  709,  234  S.  W.  307. 

And  the  vacation  of  the  indictment 
upon  the  motion  of  the  prosecuting 
officer,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  ac- 
cused while  there  to  answer,  is  a  dis- 
charge of  the  obligation,  releasing  the 
surety  and  authorizing  the  prisoner's 
departure  from  court  without  any 
special  permission  or  order  therefrom. 
People  V.  Felton  (1860)  36  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  429.  The  court  discussed  this 
point  as  follows:  "The  condition  of 
the  undertaking  was  that  the  accused 
should  appear  at  a  time  and  place 
specified,  to  answer  an  indictment 
therein  stated;  and  when  the  accused 
appeared  in  fulfilment  of  that  under- 
taking, and  that  indictment  was 
quashed  in  open  court  in  his  presence, 
on  motion  of  the  district  attorney,  it 
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was  a  discharge  of  the  recognizance* 
and  a  permission  for  the  prisoner  to 
depart.  An  acquittal  of  such  indict- 
ment, on  trial,  would  most  certainly 
operate  as  a  discharge  of  the  recog- 
nizance, and  no  special  leave  for  the 
prisoner  to  depart  would  need  be 
asked  of  the  court,  in  order  to  release 
the  surety  from  his  obligation;  and 
this  would  be  so  even  though  the  un- 
dertaking, as  in  this  case,  contained 
the  clause  that  the  accused  should  not 
depart  the  court  without  leave,  etc.  In 
a  recognizance  to  answer  an  indict- 
ment, that  clause  has  no  force,  beyond 
answering  the  particular  charge 
named  (People  v.  Stager  (1833)  10 
Wend.  (N«  Y.)  434)  ;  while  in  a  matter 
before  indictment  it  has  force,  and  is 
important,  to  detain  the  accused  until 
the  court  shall  know  what  charges  are 
to  be  brought  against  him,  and  in  or- 
der that  the  prosecuting  officer  may 
have  the  same  control  over  him,  for 
all  offenses  brought  against  him,  aa 
the  prosecutor  would,  had  the  accused 
remained  in  tho  custody  of  the  sherliT. 
In  the  one  case  the  recognizance  is  to 
answer  a  particular  charge;  in  the 
other  it  is  to  answer  what  may  be 
alleged  against  him  before  the  grand 
jury.  In  this  case  the  grand  jury  had 
investigated  the  complaint,  presented 
their  finding  in  the  form  of  an  indict- 
ment, the  prisoner  had  been  arraigned, 
the  charges  read  to  him,  and  he  had 
pleaded  thereto,  thus  forming  an  issue 
which  was  placed  upon  the  record 
for  the  court  to  try;  and  a  recogni- 
zance that  the  'prisoner  should  ap- 
pear and  stand  trial  upon  that  indict- 
ment, and  not  depart  the  court  with- 
out leave,  but  abide  its  order  and 
decision,^  was  satisfied  by  an  appear- 
ance and  discharge  of  the  indictment, 
and  cannot  be  converted  into  an  ob- 
ligation that  the  accused  should  re- 
main to  see  if  any  other  indictment 
was  to  be  found,  unless  formally  dis- 
charged by  the  court.  The  surety, 
at  least,  assumed  no  such  responsi- 
bility; as  to  him  the  obligation  was 
single  in  its  purpose,  and  fully  satis- 
fied when  the  indictment  was  dis- 
charged." 

9.  Nolle  proBcqvU, 

The  entry  by  l^e  district  attorney 


of  a  nolle  prosequi  terminates  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  on  a  bond  for 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant. 
SUte  V.  Bugg  (1848)  6  Rob.  (La.)  68. 

A  nolle  prosequi  is  a  termination 
of  the  case,  so  as  to  discharge  the 
sureties,  and  the  force  of  the  bond 
does  not  continue  so  as  to  render  the 
sureties  liable  for  the  defendant's 
failure  to  appear  and  answer  a  new 
bill  for  the  same  offense.  Lamp  v. 
Smith  (1876)  56  6a.  589.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  ''When  the  first  bill 
was  nol.  pros'd  that  case  was  termi- 
nated, and  with  it  ended  all  incidents 
to  it,  including  any  bond  connected 
with  it.  The  security  on  any  such 
bond  was  relieved  at  that  moment, 
aa  much  as  he  would  have  been  by 
the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  new  bill 
was  a  new  case,  for  which  and  upon 
which  a  new  recognizance  should  have 
been  taken  with  new  security — Camp, 
or  someone  else.  The  solicitor,  be- 
fore he  nol.  pros'd  the  old  bill,  could 
have  held  Camp  bound  to  cause  de- 
fendant to  answer  and  appear,  but 
the  moment  he  nol.  pros'd  it,  he  lost 
his  power  over  Camp.  Before  he  nol. 
pros'd  that  bill  and  got  the  new  one, 
he  should  have  called  the  defendant 
and  bound  him  over  again.  If  the  de- 
fendant had  not  appeared.  Camp 
would  have  been  liable  then,  because 
the  case  was  pending  on  which  he 
was  surety,  but  when  that  case  was 
nol.  pros'd  Camp  was  released.'* 

But  the  entry  of  a  nolle  prosequi 
does  not  terminate  the  liability  of  the 
surety  on  a  bond  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  personally  appear, 
and  abide  the  final  determination  of 
the  case.  State  v.  Haskett  (1835)  21 
S.  C.  L,   (3  Hill)  96, 

Nor  does  such  entry  terminate  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  on  a  bail 
bond  for  the  appearance  of  the  de- 
fendant, which  provides  that  he  will 
not  depart  from  the  court  without 
leave.  Silvers  v.  State  (1896)  59  N.  J. 
L.  428,  37  Atl.  133.  This  point  is 
discussed  by  the  court  as  follows: 
"In  the  brief  of  counsel,  the  problem 
is  thus  formulated:  'The  entry  of  a 
nolle  prosequi  by  the  order  of  the 
court,  on  motion  of  the  prosecutor,  is 
a  discharge  of  the  bail.'     But    lliia 
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court  is  of  opinion  that  this  conten- 
tion is  a  manifest  fallacy.    In  order 
to  sustain  the  proposition,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  suppress  an  important 
and  clearly  expressed  stipulation  in 
the  recognizance  itself.     As  appears 
from  the  pleading  in  the  case,  this 
instrument  now  in  question  is  in  the 
proper  and  customary  form,  and  im- 
poses a  twofold  objection — ^that  is  to 
say,  that  the  defendant  in  the  indict- 
ment will  first  appear  and  stand  to 
and  abide  ^he  order  and  judgment  of 
the  court  in  the  premises,  and,  in  the 
second  place,  will  not  depart  the  said 
court  without  leave.'    In  the  present 
instance,  this  latter  stipulation  was 
admittedly   violated,   as   there   is  no 
pretense  that  the  withdrawal  of  the 
defendant  from  the  court  had  been 
judicially  sanctioned.    And  it  is  also 
to  be  noted  that  this  engagement  that 
the  defendant   will    not   depart   the 
court  without  leave  is  not  merely  an- 
cillary to  the  promise  that  he  will 
abide  the  judgment  of  the  court,  but 
it  is  an  additional  and  independent 
term  of  the  contract.    In  its  absence, 
our    criminal    procedure    would    be 
radically   imperfect.     It   is   intended 
to  provide,  and  does  provide,  for  the 
occasion  when  a  particular  form  of 
prosecution  may  be  terminated,  but 
when,  in  another  mode,  the  prosecu- 
tion is  to  be  continued.    In  the  case 
before  the  court,  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered,  the  effect  of  which  was,  if 
it  remained  in  force,  to  vacate  and 
annul   the   then-existing   indictment; 
but  it  did  not  conclude  the  prosecu- 
tion for  the  offense,  for  another  in- 
dictment could  have  been  found.    And 
if,   in   that  condition  of  things,  the 
prosecutor  had    stated   to   the   court 
that  the  state  intended  to  present  the 
matter  to  the  next  grand  jury,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  court,  if  applied  to, 
would   not  have  ordered  an  exonera- 
tion   to   have    been   entered   on   the 
bailpiece.    The  importance,  therefore, 
of  the  requisition  that  the  defendant 
in    the    prosecution    cannot    be    dis- 
char^red  until  he  has  obtained  formal 
judicial    consent   to    such    result,    is 
plainly  apparent.     In  the  present  in- 
stance, there  is  much  reason  to  believe 
tiiat,  if  the  motion  had  been  made  to 


discharge  the  prisoner  on  the  ground 
that  a  nolle  prosequi  had  occurred, 
such  motion  would  have  been  re- 
jected, inasmuch  as  the  rule  for 
judgment  on  the  abandonment  of  the 
existing  procedure  was  ordered  to  be 
erased  from  the  minutes,  the  implica- 
tion being  that  the  entry  had  been 
made  by  mistake,  or  without  author- 
ity. If  this  were  a  case  in  which  a 
judgment  putting  an  end  absolutely 
to  the  prosecution  for  the  offense, 
such  as  would  ensue  in  a  verdict  of 
acquittal  or  conviction,  an  entirely 
different  question  from  that  we  are 
now  considering  would  have  been  pre- 
sented; for,  in  view  of  such  a  final 
determination,  the  stipulation  not  to 
depart  from  the  court  without  leave 
would  have  been  bereft  of  all  sub- 
stantial force.  What  the  effect  of 
such  a  course  of  law  would  be  it  is 
not  necessary  to  consider.  All  that 
the  court  at  present  decides  is  that 
the  cessation  of  the  criminal  proceed- 
ing in  a  certain  form,  leaving  a 
potentiality  of  its  further  prosecution 
in  a  different  method,  does  not,  ipso 
facto,  discharge  the  defendant  from 
the  obligation  of  his  recognizance." 

And  the  surety  on  a  bail  bond  is 
not  released  by  the  fact  that  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered,  on  the  motion 
of  the  district  attorney,  because  of 
irregularity  in  finding  the  indictment, 
and  the  surety  is  bound  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  defendant  to  answer 
to  another  indictment  returned  in  lieu 
of  the  bad  indictment.  State  v. 
Brooks  (1896)  48  La.  Ann.  855,  19  So. 
739.  In  this  case  the  court  said: 
'The  question  for  our  decision  is 
whether  the  surety  is  bound  by  re- 
cognizance that  an  accused  shall 
appear  to  answer  to  a  particular  in- 
dictment against  him,  after  the  dis- 
trict attorney  enters  a  nolle  prosequi 
as  to  that  indictment,  and  the  grand 
jury  brings  in  another  for  the  same 
offense?  In  our  view,  if  the  defend- 
ant fails  to  appear  to  answer  to  the 
second  indictment,  the  recognizance 
is  forfeited.  The  defendant,  having 
been  held  to  bail,  is  deemed  to  be  in 
custody  of  the  court  (as  if  im- 
prisoned) to  answer  for  the  charge 
against  him.    The  indictment  may  be 
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bad,  and  yet  he  may  be  held  to  an- 
swer to  the  charge  as  set  forth  in  an* 
other  indictment.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  district  court  correctly  held 
that  the  bond  had  been  forfeited. 
The  provisions  of  the  bond  were  not 
only  to  appear,  but  also  not  to  depart 
without  leave  in  matter  of  the  crime 
charged." 

#•  Vacation  an  motion  of  defendant. 

1.  In  general. 

The  liability  of  the  bail  is  termi- 
nated where,  in  accordance  with  a  bond 
providing  that  the  defendant  shall 
appear  at  a  stated  time,  and  not  de- 
part without  leave,  he  appears,  and 
demurs  generally  to  the  indictoient, 
in  which  demurrer  the  state  joins, 
and  the  court  adjudges  that  the  de- 
fendant be  dismissed  and  discharged 
of  the  indictment,  and  that  he  go 
thereof  without  day,  although  from 
such  judgment  the  state  sues  out  a 
writ  of  error,  and  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  the  state  adjudged  to 
be  restored  to  all  things  which,  by 
reason  of  such  judgment,  it  has  lost, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the 
lower  court  with  directions  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  prosecution  thereof,  and 
to  a  trial  thereof,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  no  judgment  had  taken 
place,  or  any  writ  of  error  had  been 
prosecuted.  State  v.  Murphy  (1839) 
10  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  365. 

But  the  condition  in  a  bond  that 
the  principal  shall  appear  before  the 
district  court  to  answer  a  charge  is 
not  fulfilled  by  his  appearing  for  ar- 
raignment, and  moving  to  set  aside 
the  indictment,  demurring,  or  plead- 
ing thereto,  but  he  must  stay  until 
the  case  is  disposed  of,  and  he  is  dis- 
charged by  the  court.  Shriver  v. 
State  (1912)  32  Okla.  507,  122  Pac. 
160. 

And  the  sureties  on  a  bond  condi- 
tioned, as  required  by  statute,  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  and  answer  the 
charge,  are  not  discharged  by  the  sus- 
taining of  a  demurrer  to  the  informa- 
tion because  of  its  failure  to  state 
some  of  the  statutory  elements  of  the 
offense,  where  the  court,  on  sustaining 
the  demurrer,  allows  the  filing  of  an 
amended    information,    but    the   bail 


bond  attaches  to  the  amended  informa- 
tion. State  V.  Warden  (1922)  ^ 
Wash.  — ,  205  Pac.  872. 

And  where  the  defendant  appeared 
and  pleaded  ''not  guilty,"  but,  before 
a  jury  had  been  impaneled,  moved  to 
set  aside  the  indictment,  and  the 
court  sustained  the  motion,  and 
ordered  that  the  charge  against  the 
defendant  be  submitted  to  another 
grand  jury,  and  that  the  defendant 
be  permitted  to  stand  upon  his  bail 
bond,  and  another  indictment  was  re- 
turned against  him,  but  he  failed  to 
appear,  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
is  not  discharged  by  his  former  ap- 
pearance and  the  order  of  the  court 
permitting  him  to  stand  on  his  bail 
bond.  Brewer  v.  Cool  (1858)  3  Bush 
(Ky.)  550.  The  court  said :  "Accord- 
ing to  §  160  of  the  Criminal  Ck>de,  the 
liability  of  the  appellants  would  not 
have  been  affected  by  setting  the  in- 
dictment aside  and  resubmitting  the 
case  to  the  grand  jury,  if  no  order 
had  been  made  allowing  Brewer  to 
stand  on  his  bond.  The  order,  there- 
fore, allowing  what  the  law  permitted 
without  it,  in  the  absence  of  any 
other  order  or  direction  of  the  court, 
and  which  did  not  impair  the  rights 
of  the  bail  to  release  or  indemnify 
themselves  in  any  of  the  modes  pre- 
scribed by  law,  did  not,  in  our  opin- 
ion, discharge  them  from  liability.** 

2.  Quashal, 

A  recognizance  is  discharged,  and 
becomes  functus  officio,  by  the  quash- 
ing of  the  indictment  to  answer 
which  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the 
recognizance  to  appear,  and  the  lia- 
bility of  his  sureties  ia  thereby 
terminated,  although  no  formal  entry 
discharging  the  bail  is  entered.  Mc- 
Kensie  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1887) 
24  Mo.  App.  392. 

And  where  the  court,  upon  quash- 
ing the  information,  directs  the 
matter  to  be  again  submitted  to  the 
committing  magistrate,  and  the  prose- 
cuting attorney  files  another  com- 
plaint, the  sureties  are  not  liable  for 
the  failure  of  defendant  to  appear  to 
answer  such  new  complaint.  State 
V.  McLeod  (1918)  31  Idaho^  536,  173 
Pac.  496.    By  the  bond  in  tiiis  case 
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the  sureties  undertook  that  the  de- 
fendant would  appear  and  answer 
the  charge  mentioned  in  the  bond, 
and  would  at  all  times  hold  himself 
amenable  to  the  orders  and  process 
of  the  court,  and,  if  convicted,  would 
appear  for  judgment  and  render  him* 
self  in  execution  thereof. 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  is 
terminated  by  the  quashing  of  the 
indictment,  and  the  discharge  of  the 
defendant,  the  bail  bond  being  there- 
by canceled  and  becoming  inopera- 
tive and  void;  and  the  filing  of  an 
affidavit  and  information  against  the 
defendant  on  the  same  charge,  during 
the  same  term  of  court,  does  not  re- 
habilitate and  make  effective  the 
bond,  since  the  filing  of  the  affidavit 
and  information  is  the  commencement 
of  a  new  action,  requiring  the  re- 
arrest of  the  accused.  State  v.  Clerk 
(1896)  16  Ind.  App.  137,  44  N.  E.  818. 

And  a  subsequent  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  quashing  the  indictment 
upon  demurrer  and  discharging  the 
defendant,  does  not  revive  the  sure- 
ties' liability.  State  use  of  Inde- 
pendence County  V.  Glenn  (1883) 
40  Ark.  332.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  'The  test  of  the  continuing 
obligation  of  the  bail  is  this:  After 
the  entry  of  the  order  quashing  the 
indictment  and  dismissing  Watts 
without  day,  had  his  bail  the  right 
to  rearrest  him  and  surrender  him 
into  the  custody  of  the  law?  For 
bail  hold  their  principal  always  in  a 
string,  and  may  at  any  time  exonerate 
themselves  by  giving  him  up.  And 
whatever  deprives  them  of  the  right 
to  surrender  him  discharges  them. 
Now  it  is  plain  to  our  minds  that, 
after  the  final  judgment  in  the  cir- 
cuit court,  his  sureties  had  no  fur- 
ther control  over  the  person  of  Watts. 
And  the  reversal  of  that  jtidgment 
did  not  revive  their  right  to  arrest 
him,  nor,  consequently,  their  obliga- 
tion to  produce  him  in  court." 

And  in  State  v.  Buis  (1912)  86  Kan. 
562,  121  Pac.  365,  holding  the  same, 
^here  the  recognizance  provided 
that  the  defendant  should  appear  at 
the  next  term  of  the  court  to  answer 
the  charge  in  the  information  against 
lum,  and  abide  the  judgment  of  the 


court,  and  not  depart  without  leave, 
the  state  submitted  the  question 
whether  the  language  of  the  bond  did 
hot  require  the  defendant  to  abide 
the  final  judgment  after  it  had  been 
reversed  by  the  appellate  court,  but 
the  court  answered  this  question  in 
the  negative. 

But  a  recognizance  to  attend  from 
day  to  day  to  answer  to  the  charge, 
and  not  depart  without  leave  of  the 
court,  was  held  not  discharged  by  the 
quashing  of  the  indictment,  in  United 
States  V.  White  (1837)  5  Cranch,  C. 
C.  368,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,678. 

And  in  State  v.  Hancock  (1892)  54 
N.  J.  L.  393,  24  Atl.  726,  likewise 
holding  that  the  liability  of  the  sure- 
ties on  a  bail  bond  for  the  appearance 
of  the  defendant,  and  providing  that 
he  shall  not  depart  from  the  court 
without  leave,  is  not  terminated  by 
the  quashing  of  the  indictment,  the 
court  discussed  this  point  as  follows: 
'In  order  to  understand  this  argu- 
ment the  circumstances  are  to  be 
borne  in  mind.  One  Bush,  being  un*' 
der  an  indictment  for  a  statutory 
offense,  entered  into  the  recognizance 
now  under  consideration,  with  the 
defendant,  Hancock,  as  his  surety, 
the  same  containing  a  condition  'for 
the  appearance'  of  the  culprit  *to 
answer  said  indictment  on  November 
18,  1890,  and  not  to  depart  the  court 
without  leave.'  Before  the  day  thus 
designated  this  indictment  was 
quashed,  and  a  motion  was  thereupon 
made  to  discharge  Bush's  bail.  That 
motion  was  refused.  Subsequently, 
Bush  having  been  again  indicted 
under  the  same  statute  in  a  different 
form,  notice  was  given  to  his  surety 
to  produce  him  before  the  court  on  a 
given  day,  and,  default  being  made 
at  the  time  specified,  the  recognizance 
was  duly  forfeited  of  record.  From 
this  brief  summary  of  the  facts  it 
will  be  observed  that  the  position 
now  taken  in  behalf  of  this  defendant 
is  that  one  of  the  express  stipula- 
tions of  the  obligation  entered  into 
by  him  should  be  held  by  the  court  to 
be  of  no  binding  force  whatever.  He 
stipulated  that  Bush  should  'not  de- 
part the  court  without  leave.'  That 
stipulation  has  been  bn^en>  and  it 
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18  now  asserted  that  such  breach  is 
nugatory,  inasmuch  as  the  stipulation 
itself  has  no  legal  efficacy.  That  a 
stipulation  of  this  kind  was  valid  and 
obligatory  at  common  law  is  not  to 
be  doubted.  .  .  .  But  there  is  an- 
other aspect  of  it  which  has  laid  the 
ground  for  the  principal  argument 
in  behalf  of  the  defense.  It  is  argued 
that  our  statute  relating  to  recogni- 
zances  has  annulled  the  condition 
usually  contained  in  them,  to  the 
effect  that  the  culprit  shall  not  de- 
part the  court  without  leave.  The 
statutory  language  thus  relied  on  is 
this:  That  every  recognizance 
entered  into,  before  any  court  having 
criminal  jurisdiction  in  this  state, 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect 
until  the  cause  in  which  said  recog- 
nizance shall  be  entered  into  shall 
be  finally  determined  or  the  same 
discharged  by  the  order  of  the  court.' 
In  the  application  of  this  statute  to 
the  case  before  the  court,  it  was  in-* 
sisted  by  the  counsel  of  the  cl^^^nd* 
ant  that,  the  present  recognizance 
having  been  given  in  a  proceeding 
under  the  indictment  in  question, 
when  that  indictment  was  quashed 
there  was  within  the  purview  of  the 
act  a  final  determination  of  the  cause 
to  which  the  recognizance  related. 
It  was  argued  that  the  only  cause 
pending  before  the  court  was  the  in- 
dictment, and  that  to  annul  it  was 
to  annul,  and  consequently  to  deter- 
mine, such  cause.  It  will  be  observed 
that  in  this  course  of  reasoning  it 
is  assumed  that  the  indictment  is 
synonymous  with  'the  cause,'  but 
this  is  not  to  be  admitted.  The  in- 
dictment is  not  'the  cause;'  the  accu- 
sation of  criminality  is  the  cause, 
and  the  indictment  is  an  incident 
in  pursuing  the  accusation.  It  is 
true  that  the  term  'cause'  sometimes 
expresses  a  suit  or  action,  but  it 
has  a  broader  signification  which 
comprises  the  prosecution  of  a  pur- 
pose or  object,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  word  'cause,'  in  this  act, 
is  used  in  the  sense  expressed  by  the 
word  'prosecution.'  Taken  in  this 
signification,  the  cause  cannot  be 
said  to  be  finally  determined  when 
the  indictment  is  quashed,  for  the  in- 


dictment is  but  a  formal  part  of  the 
prosecution.  All  rational  intendment 
is  adverse  to  the  narrower  and  spe* 
cial  meaning  of  the  word  'cause,'  as 
employed  in  the  statute,  for  it  is  hard- 
ly conceivable  that  it  was  the  legis- 
lative purpose  to  absolve  a  criminal 
who  was  under  bail  from  all  obliga- 
tion to  render  himself  in  court  in  the 
event  of  the  existence  of  a  flaw  in 
the  indictment.  In  that  way  crim- 
inals of  the  highest  grade  and  of  the 
most  dangerous  character  would 
often  escape  the  pursuit  of  justice. 
In  my  opinion,  the  quashing  of  this 
indictment  did  not  finally  determine 
the  cause — that  is,  the  prosecution  of 
this  culprit." 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  is  not 
terminated  by  the  quashing  of  the 
indictment  upon  a  general  demurrer 
where,  by  the  order  of  the  court,  the 
case  is  again  referred  to  the  grand 
jury  and  the  defendant  released  upon 
the  bail  bond  already  given,  but  the 
sureties  are  liable  for  the  appearance 
of  their  principal,   upon   his   subse- 
quent indictment  for  an  offense  of  a 
higher    grade,    which    includes    the 
offense  described  in  the  bail  bond,  or 
which  grows  out  of  the  same  act  or 
transaction.    Hortsell  v.  State  (1885) 
46  Ark*  69.    In  this  case  the  defend- 
ant was  indicted  for  disturbing  the 
peace  and  for  an  assault  and  battery, 
in  the  first  indictment,  and  for  an 
aggravated  assault  in  the  second  in- 
dictment, and  the  court  said:   "The 
appellants   urged  that  they  did  not 
undertake  by  their  bond  to  answer 
for  the  appearance  of  their  principal 
upon  the  charge  of  aggravated  as- 
sault.   Their  bond  was  in  the  conomon 
statutory  form.     It  was  conditioned 
that    Thompson    should   appear   and 
answer  the  charge  of  disturbing  the 
peace,  and  that  he  should  at  all  times 
render  himself  amenable  to  ^e  or- 
ders and  process  of  the  court  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  charge.     One   of 
the  contingencies  provided  for  by  the 
statute  when  the  bond  was  executed 
was   an   order   quashing  the   indict- 
ment and  holding  the  defendant  to 
answer  another  charge,  and  it  is  also 
provided  that,  in  ease  such  order  ia 
made  when  the  accused  is  on  \ml\ 
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bis  Biireties  shall  answer  for  his  re- 
appearance. Mansfield's  Rev.  Stat. 
2158,  2169.  These  provisions  were  a 
part  of  the  appellants'  obligation. 
White  V.  Prigmore  (1874)  29  Ark. 
208.  The  precautionary  clause  that 
the  defendant  shall  render  himself 
amenable  to  the  orders  of  the  court 
was  inserted  to  guard  such  a  contin- 
gency." 

liability  of  the  sureties  is  not 
terminated  by  the  loss  or  destruction 
of  the  indictment^  as,  for  example, 
by  the  burning  of  the  courthouse,  and 
if  a  new  indictment  is  found  against 
the  defendant  for  the  same  offense, 
they  are  bound  for  his  appearance  to 
answer  such  new  indictment,  since 
they,  in  legal  effect,  undertook  that 
the  defendant  should  appear  from 
day  to  day  and  from  term  to  term, 
until  legally  discharged,  the  bond  be- 
ing conditioned  that  he  appear  from 
day  to  day  and  from  term  to  term, 
and  render  himself,  at  all  times,  amen- 
able to  the  orders  and  process  of  the 
court  in  the  prosecution  of  the  charge. 
Price  V.  State  (1883)  42  Ark.  178. 

And  in  People  v.  Dennis  (1867)  4 
Mich.  609,  69  Am.  Dec.  S38,  where, 
prior  to  the  term  of  the  court  at 
which  the  defendant  was  to  appear, 
the  indictment  against  him  was  simi- 
larly destroyed  by  the  burning  of  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  in 
which  it  was  on  file,  it  was  held  that 
such  destruction  of  the  indictment 
was  no  defense  to  an  action  on  a  re- 
cognizance conditioned  that  he  should 
appear  at  a  specified  term  of  the 
court  to  answer  the  indictment,  and 
then  to  abide  the  order  of  the  court, 
upon  the  ground  that,  until  dis- 
charged by  the  order  of  the  court, 
he  must  appear  to  answer  to  any 
other  Indictment  that  might  be  found 
against  him  for  the  offense. 

VI.  Appearance  aZ  time  named* 

The  appearance  of  the  defendant 
before  the  court  at  the  time  specified 
in  the  bail  bond  for  him  to  appear  to 
answer  the  charge  against  him  does 
itot,  generally,  as  shown  by  the  cases 
under  this  heading,  terminate  the  li* 


ability  of  his  sureties.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  this  is  also  held  as  as- 
sumed in  cases  cited  under  other 
headings,  which  deal  with  the  effect  of 
ateps  or  events  subsequent  to  appear- 
ance. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that 
the  liability  of  the  sureties  is  not  ter- 
minated before  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  recognizance 
may  be  forfeited  for  the  defendant's 
failure  to  appear  for  trial.  United 
States  V.  Fidelity  ft  C.  Co.  (1919)  169 
G.  G.  A.  460,  258  Fed.  444. 

The  surety  in  a  recognizance  provid- 
ing that  the  defendant,  shall  appear 
and  answer  what  shall  be  objected 
against  him  is  not  discharged  by  the 
defendant  appearing,  and  being  ready 
to  answer,  and  the  defendant  is  not  at 
liberty  to  depart  after  making  his  ap- 
pearance in  court,  but  he  must  remain 
until  duly  discharged.  People  v. 
Stager  (1838)  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  431. 

The  obligation  of  a  recognizance  is 
not  fully  discharged  by  the  appearance 
of  the  defendant  at  the  time  named, 
where  a  further  condition  of  the  bond 
requires  him  to  abide  the  judgment  of 
the  court;  and  when,  therefore,  the 
defendant  fails  to  respond  to  an  order 
of  the  court  requiring  him  to  enter 
into  a  new  recognizance  for  his  ap- 
pearance before  another  justice  of  the 
peace,  his  sureties  are  liable.  Fowler 
V.  State  (1883)  91  Ind.  507. 

The  liability  of  the  surety  on  a  bail 
bond  conditioned  that  the  accused  will 
appear  on  a  specified  date,  and  will,  at 
all  times,  render  himself  amenable  to 
the  orders  and  process  of  the  court, 
does  not  terminate  with  his  appear- 
ance on  the  day  named,  and  the  surety 
is  liable  if  the  accused  fails  to  deliver 
himself  into  custody,  upon  the  order 
of  the  court,  on  the  following  day. 
Lawrence  v.  Gom.  (1908)  25  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  455,  76  S.  W.  10. 

The  sureties,  by  producing  the  de- 
fendant in  court  at  the  time  the  trial 
is  ordered  to  proceed,  are  not  dis- 
charged from  liability  upon  a  bail 
bond  containing,  among  other  condi- 
tions, the  condition  that  the  defendant 
shall  not  depart  from  the  court  with- 
out leave,  and  they  are  liable,  where 
the  defendant  appeared  with  his  coun- 
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sel  on  the  day  of  the  trial,  but,  before 
the  trial  commenced,  left  the  court 
without  leave.  People  v.  Petry  (1858) 
2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  523. 

But  where  the  defendant  appears  on 
the  day  named  in  the  bond,  and  pleads 
to  an  indictment  for  a  felony,  and  is 
thereupon  put  upon  trial,  and,  by  or- 
der of  the  court,  is  placed  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff  during  the  progress 
of  the  trial,  but,  after  the  jury  have 
retired  and  are  considering  their  ver- 
dict, escapes,  and  fails  to  appear  for 
judgment  upon  the  verdict,  his  sure- 
ties are  not  liable  for  his  escape. 
Com.  V.  Coleman  (1859)  2  Met  (Ky.) 
382.  The  court  said,  however,  that  the 
mere  appearance  of  the  defendant  in 
discharge  of  his  recognizance,  with- 
out an  order  of  the  court  placing  him 
in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  would 
not  terminate  the  liability  of  the  sure- 
ties. In  explaining  the  reasons  for  its 
holding  in  this  case,  the  court  said: 
''Section  77  of  the  Criminal  Code  pro- 
vides that  the  bail  bond  shall  contain 
substantially  the  following  covenants : 
(1)  That  the  party  in  custody  and 
about  to  be  admitted  to  bail  'shall  ap- 
pear   in    the    court,    on    the 

day  of  its  •  term,  to  an- 
swer the  charge  against  him ;'  (2)  that 
he  shall,  at  all  times,  render  himself 
amenable  to  the  orders  and  process  of 
said  court;  and  (3)  if  convicted,  shall 
render  himself  in  execution  thereof. 
Now  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
this  form  was  provided  for  all  cases 
in  which  a  party  charged  with  a  pub- 
lic offense  can  be  held  to  bail — for 
misdemeanors  of  the  lowest,  as  well  as 
felonies  of  the  highest,  bailable  grade. 
It  must  be  remembered,  also,  that  the 
Criminal  Code  (§  69)  provides  that, 
'during  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
felony,  the  defendant  shall  be  kept  in 
custody;  but,  for  misdemeanors,  may 
remain  on  bail  during  trial.'  The  pro- 
priety, as  well  as  necessity,  of  the  un- 
dertakings of  the  bail  that  the  party 
accused  shall  not  only  appear,  but 
render  himself  amenable  to  the  orders 
and  process  of  the  court,  and,  if  con- 
victed, surrender  himself  in  execution 
of  the  judgment,  in  cases  of  mere  mis- 
demeanor, is  obvious.  In  such  cases, 
after  appearance,  he  is,  or  may  be  al- 


lowed, to  stand  upon  his  bail,  and, 
without  the  stipulations  referred  to, 
might  escape  with  impunity  and  with- 
out subjecting  his  bail  to  any  responsi- 
bility  whatever.     With   the   stipula- 
tions,   however,    their    liability    con- 
tinues until  the  caisie  is  disposed  of 
and  the  defendant  surrenders  himself 
in  execution  of  the  judgment;   and, 
though  not  in  custody  of  the  court,  he 
is  subject  to  their  control,  and  may 
be  at  any  moment,  by  them,  or  their 
order,  arrested  and  surrendered  to  the 
court    Being    thus    answerable    for 
him,  they  have  the  power  to  control 
his'  movements,  and  it  is  their  duty  to 
see  that  he  complies  with  the  under- 
takings of  his  bond.     Suppose,  how- 
ever, that  on  a  trial  for  misdemeanor 
the  court  should,  as  it  may  do,  refuse 
to  allow  the  accused  to  stand  on  his 
bail,  and,  by  an  order  to  that  effect, 
plac6  him  in  the  keeping  of  the  sheriff 
or    jailer,    and    whilst    thus    in    his 
custody,  and  necessarily  beyond  the 
control  of  the  bail,  he  should  escape — 
would   it   be   insisted   that  the   bail 
should  be  held  liable?    This,  however, 
was  an  indictment  for  felony,  and  up- 
on the  trial,  in  such  cases,  the  law  re- 
<iuires   that  the   defendant  shall    be 
kept  in  actual  custody.     The  circuit 
court,  in  discharge  of  its  duty,  made 
an  order  placing  the  prisoner  in  the 
actual    custody   of   the    sheriff,    and 
whilst  thus  in  the  sheriff's  keeping, 
and  before  the  return  of  the  verdict, 
he  escaped.    Can  it,  with  propriety,  be 
contended  that  the  bail  should   an- 
swer for  him,  after  he  is  taken  by  law 
from   their  control?    We  think   not. 
When  the  court  took  charge  of  the  ac- 
cused and  placed  him  in  the  custody 
of  its  own  officer,  the  power  of  the 
bail  over  him  ceased.    They  had  no 
longer  any  control  over  him,  and,  hav- 
ing been  deprived  thereof  by  the  act 
of  the  court,  they  were  no  longer  an- 
swerable for  his  appearance  for  any 
purpose  whatever.    Such  has  been  the 
law  for  time  immemorial  (Bacon,  Abr. 
title  "Bail"),  and  we  cannot  believe 
that  the  authors  of  the  Criminal  Code 
intended  to  change  it.     The  case   of 
Com.  V.  Ray  (MS.  opinion,  June,  1B59) 
differs  materially  from  this.    In  that 
case  there  was  simply  an  appearance 
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of  the  defendant  in  discharge  of  his 
recoguiz^uice,  a^nd  no  order  taking  or 
placing  him  in  custody  of  the  officer  of 
the  court  He  wae  still  under  the  con- 
trol of  his  suretieSf  and  they  were, 
therefore,  liable  for  his  not  remain- 
ing until  disposed  of  by  the  court. 
The  fact  that  he  appeared  in  discharge 
of  his  recognizance,  without  an  order 
of  court  taking  charge  and  control  qt 
him,  did  not  relieve  them." 

But  it  was  held  in  Aakins  ▼.  Com. 
(1864)  1  Duv.  (By.)  275,  contrary  to 
the  dictum  in  the  preceding  case,  that 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant  to  an^ 
swer  an  indicteaent  for  felony  termi- 
nated the  liability  of  his  sureties,  al*- 
though  there  was  no  order  of  the  court 
placing  him   in   the   custody   of  the 
sheriff,  upon  his  being  put  upon  trial, 
and  that,  if  he  escaped  during  the 
progress  of  the  trial,  his  bail  were  not 
liable.     The  court  said:     'Is.  Askins 
liable  for  the  escape?    In  the  case  of 
Conu  V.  Coleman  it  was  said,  upon  the 
authority    of    a    manuscript    opinion 
(Com.  v«  Ray)  therein  cited,  that  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  in  a  felony 
case  aiH[>ears  in  discharge  of  the  recog- 
nizance, without  an  order  of  court  tak- 
ing charge  and  control  of  him,  does 
not  relieve  the  bail.    2  Met.  (Ky.)  386. 
But  that  is  a  dictum,  and,  in  our  opin- 
ion, is  not  supported  by  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  Com.  v.  Ray.    In  that 
case  there  was  no  trial  of  the  defend- 
ant at  the  appearance  term,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  an  order  taking  him 
from  the  custody  of  the  bail,  the  bail 
remained  bound  that  he  should  again 
appear   and   answer   the   indictment. 
There  was  no  evidence  or  reason  for 
a  presumption  that  such  an  order  had 
been   made.     But,  in  the  case  under 
consideration,  Farria,  after. appearing, 
was    put    upon    trial.     The   Criminal 
Code  declares  that, 'during  the  trial  of 
an  indictment  for  felony,  the  defend- 
ant shall  be  kept  in  actual  custody;; 
but  for  misdemeanor,  may  remain  on 
bail  during  trial.'    §  69.    Any  attempt 
by  Askins  to  control  the  prisoner  dur- 
ing the  trial  would  have  been  illegal. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the 
court  to  keep  him  in  their  custody.    If 
an  order  of  court  was  nepessaiy  for 

that  porpose,  as  it  >v:as  the  diijtyAif  this 
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court  to  make  the  order,  we  must  pre- 
sume that  it  was  made  in  the  absence 
o£  a  bill  of  exceptions  shbwing  the 
contrary.  Our  opinion,  therefore,  ia 
that  the  appearance  of  Farris,  and 
putting  him  upon  trial,  discharged  the 
bail.  For  obvious  reasons,  a  different 
rule    would    apply    to    misdemeanor 


cases.'' 

VII.  Failure  to  hold  term  at  u>h4ch  de^ 
fettdant  hound  to  appear. 

Liability  of  bail  is  not  terminated 
by  the  failure  of  the  court,  for  any 
reason,  to  hold  the  term  at  which  the 
accused  is  required  by  the  bond  or 
recognizance  to  appear. 

Thus,  sureties  on  a  bond  fmr  the  ap* 
pearance  of  the  defendant  at  the  neact 
term  of  court,  and  providing  that  he 
shall  not  depart  without  leave,,  are  not 
discharged  f rom . iiabilily  by  the. fail- 
ure of  the  court  to  hold  such  term  by 
reason  of  the  illness  of  the  judge,  and 
the  defendant  is  required  to  appear  at 
the  next  term  to  which  the  court  is 
adjourned,  and  his  failure  to  appear  at 
a  subsequeiitly  held  special  term  rai- 
ders his  sureties  liable.  State  v.  Hor- 
ton  (1898)  123  N.  C.  695,  31  S.  E.  218. 
This  case  was  based  upon  statutory 
provisions  which,  by  operation  of  law, 
carried  all  matters  over  to  the  next 
regular  term,  and  which  also  applied 
to  special  terms. 

And  it  was  held  in  Gentry  v.  State 
(1861)  22  Ark.  544,  that  a- recogni- 
zance, likewise  conditioned,  binds  the 
defendant,  where,  for  the  same  reason, 
the  term  named  therein  was  not  held, 
to  appear  at  each  succeeding  term 
thereafter,  until  acquitted,  or  other- 
wise legally  discharged,  or,  if  found 
guilty,  until  sentence  is  passed  on  him, 
if  not  permitted  to  depart  sooner  by 
leave  of  the  court,  and  that  the  liabil- 
ity of  his  sureties  does  not  terminate 
until  such  time. . 

And  in  State  v.  Brown  (1864)  16 
Iowa,  314,  holding  that  the  liability  of 
the  sureties  is  not  terminated  by  the 
failure  to  hold  the  term  of  the  court 
at  which  the  defendant  is  required  to 
appear,  the  court  said:  "At  common 
law  the  conditions  of  a  recognizance 
pf  bail  were  that  the  accused  should 
appear  at  the  place  of  trial,  and.an-^ 
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swer  the  charge  against  him.  1 
Chitty,  Crim.  Law,  108.  The  apparent 
conflict  of  authority  cited  by  the  re- 
spective counsel  in  this  case  grows 
out  of  the  fact  that  each  state  has, 
by  statute,  provided  the  conditions  of 
the  recognizance  of  bail ;  and  the  cases 
cited  simply  define  the  extent  of  the 
obligation  under  the  particular  stat- 
ute or  practice  involved..  The  conflict 
is,  therefore,  only  seeming,  not  r^al. 
Under  our  statute  (Rev.  §  4968)  the 
conditions  of  the  bond  are  not  only 
that  the  accused  shall  appear  at  the 
place  of  trial,  and  answer  the  charge 
against  him,  but  also  that  he  shall 
abide  the  orders  and  judgment  of  the 
court,  and  not  depart  without  leave. 
The  bond  in  this  case  follows  the  stat- 
ute. A  man's  bail  are  the  jailers  of 
his  own  choosing,  and  they  are  bound 
to  have  him  as  much  in  the  power  of 
the  court  as  he  would  be  If  in  custody 
of  the  proper  oflicer.  If  the  trial  of 
the  accused  is  continued  until  the 
next  term,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  bail  to 
have  him  at  the  place  of  trial  at  that 
time,  without  any  order  of  the  court 
therefor.  .  .  .  Under  our  statute 
the  undertaking  of  bail  is  a  continuing 
one,  from  which  the  obligors  may  be 
discharged  by  the  surrender  of  the  ac- 
cused, as  provided  by  statute,  or  by 
obtaining  leave  of  court  for  the  ac- 
cused to  depart'' 

Where  the  court  fails  to  sit  at  the 
term  at  which  the  defendant  is  bound 
to  appear,  the  bail  bond  continues  to 
be  operative  and  binding  on  the  sure- 
ties for  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant at  the  succeeding  term  of  the 
court.  Com.  v.  Branch  (1866)  1  Bush 
(Ky.)  59. 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  is  not 
terminated  by  the  failure  of  the  court 
to  hold  the  term  at  which  the  defend- 
ant is  bound  to  appear,  where  the  re- 
cognizance is  continued  by  virtue  of  a 
statute  providing  that  if  from  any 
cause  the  court  shall  not  sit  at  any 
term,  or  shall  not  sit  until  all  of  the 
business  of  the  term  shall  be  disposed 
of  and  determined,  all  matters  and 
causes  pending  in  the  court  and  unde- 
termined shall  stand  continued  until 
the  neoct  succeeding  term.  Norfolk  v. 
Peca>le  (1867)  iS  la  9. 


And  in  Bartling  v.  State  (1903)  67 
Neb.  687,  98  N.  W.  1047,  affirmed  on 
rehearing  in  (1908)  67  Neb.  648,  97 
N.  W.  448,  where  the  failure  to  hold 
the  term,  and  its  adjournment  to  a 
future  date,  were  due  to  the  preva- 
lence of  smallpox  in  the  county,  the  li- 
ability of  the  sureties  was  held  to  be 
extended  to  the  time  to  which  such 
term  was  adjourned,  under  a  statute 
providing  that  no  recognizance  shall 
be  rendered  invalid  by  reason  of  there 
being  a  failure  of  the  term,  and,  in 
case  of  an  adjournment,  persons  rec- 
ognized or  bound  to  appear  at  the 
regular  term  which  has  failed  shall 
be  held  bound,  in  like  manner,  to  ap- 
pear at  the  time  so  fixed,  and  their 
sureties  shall  be  liable,  in  case  of 
their  nonappearance,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  though  the  term  had  been  held 
at  the  regular  time,  and  they  had 
failed  to  make  their  appearance  there- 
at 

A  recognizance,  though  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  defendant  in  a  district 
court  on  a  day  certain,  and  not  for  his 
appearance  from  day  to  day  or  term 
to  term,  continues  in  force,  where  on 
such  day  there  is  a  vacancy  in  the  of* 
fice  of  district  judge  f6r  the  district,. 
until  the  first  day  of  the  next  term 
after  the  filling  of  the  vacancy,  by 
virtue  of  the  statutory  provision  that,, 
'"when  the  ofiice  of  judge  of  any  dis- 
trict court  is  vacant,  all  process,  plead- 
ings, and  proceedings  pending  before 
such  court  shall  be  continued  of  course 
until  the  next  stated  term  after  the 
appointment  and  qualification  of  bis 
successor,"  and  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  on  such  day  is 
ground  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  recog- 
nizance. United  States  v.  MurpYiy 
(1897)  82  Fed.  898. 


F///.  Appearance  from  term  to 

The  bail  continues  liable  for  the 
pearance  of  the  accused  from  term  to 
term,  when  the  bond  or  recognizance 
requires  such  appearance,  and  they, 
generally,  though  there  is  authority  to 
the  contrary,  continue  so  liable,  in  the 
absence  of  such  requirement,  where 
the  bond  or  recognizance  provides  that 
the  accused  shall  abide  the  orders  of 
tlie   court,   and   not   depart  withoiit 
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]«av€»  «r  the  ease  is  contijiiaed,  or  the 
accused  directed  to  appear  subse- 
quently by  order  of  the  court. 

Thus,  a  recofirnizance  binding  the 
defendant  to  appear  on  the  first  day 
of  each  and  every  term  of  the  court 
in  which  the  cause  is  pending,  and  to 
which  the  cause  may  be  continued,  and 
not  depart  thence  without  leave  of 
court,  is  not  discharged  by  an  appear- 
ance at  the  first  term  thereafter.  State 
V.  Ritter  (1877)  3  Mo.  App.  562. 

And  a  bail  bond  requiring  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  before  the  court 
'instanter  and  from  time  to  time 
thereafter  to  which  the  case  may  be 
continued**  binds  his  sureties  for  his 
attendance  from  term  to  term,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  an  order  of  the  court 
continuing  the  case,  the  continuance  is 
by  operation  of  law,  and  a  judgment 
forfeiting  the  bond  may  be  entered 
upon  the  defendant's  nonappearance 
at  any  time  when  called  until  dis- 
charged. United  States  ▼•  Fletcher 
(1922)  279  Fed.  160. 

And  a  recognizance  for  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  at  the  next 
term,  and  to  abide  the  order  of  the 
court,  and  not  depart  therefrom  with- 
out leave,  requires  him  to  appear  from 
day  to  day  during  the  term,  and  from 
tena  to  term,  and  from  day  to  day  of 
each  term,  ontil  the  final  sentence  or 
order  of  the  court,  and  the  liability  of 
the  sureties  continues  during  such 
time.  Gallagher  ▼•  People  (1878)  88 
UL  889. 

The  sureties  in  a  recognizance  con- 
ditioned that  the  defendant  shall  ap- 
pear at  the  next  tenn  of  court  and 
answer  all  matters  that  shall  be  ob- 
jected against  him,  and  abide  the  or- 
der of  the  court,  and  not  depart  with- 
out leave,  'are  not  discharged  by  the 
iq>pearance  of  the  defendant  at  the 
next  term  of  the  court  after  the  recog- 
nizance was  taken,  but  the  defendant 
is  bound  to  appear  before  the  court  at 
all  times  until  discharged.  Gilder- 
sleeve  ▼.  People  (1850)  10  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  86. 

And  it  was  held  in  Stokes  v.  People 
(1872)  es  UL  489,  that  the  power  to 
take  a  forfeiture  of  a  recognizance  was 
not  limited  to  the  term  at  which  the 
aecnsed   had  been  recognized  to  ap- 


pear, bet  that  a  forfeiture  could  be 
taken  at  the  next  or  any  succeeding 
term. 

A  continuance  of  the  case  continues 
the  liability  of  the  principal  and  sure- 
ties on  the  recognizance,  and  the  rule 
is  the  same  where  the  case  stands  con- 
tinued by  mere  operation  of  law.  State 
V.  Merrihew  (1877)  47  Iowa,  112,  29 
Am.  Rep.  464. 

And  the  surety  in  a  recognizance 
for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  at 
a  particular  term  will  be  liable,  though 
no  proceedings  were  had  against  the 
defendant  at  such  term,  where  an  or- 
der was  made  at  that  term  continuing 
all  cases  not  disposed  of,  and  at  the 
succeeding  term  the  defendant  failed 
to  appear.  State  v.  Plazencia  (1844) 
6  Rob.  (La.)  417. 

And  such  a  recognizance  binds  the 
sureties  therein  for  the  accused's  ap- 
pearance at  the  succeeding  term,  al- 
though no  action  is  taken  or  order 
made  in  the  ease  at  the  term  specified 
in  the  bond.  State  v.  Ryan  (1867)  23 
Iowa,  406. 

A  recognizance  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  at  a  given 
term,  and  abide  the  order  of  the  court, 
requires  his  appearance  from  time  to 
time,  and  from  term  to  term,  so  long 
as  the  proceeding  in  which  he  was 
charged  is  continued.  Gallagher  v. 
People  (1879)  91 IIL  591. 

The  sureties  in  a  recognizance 
binding  the  defendant  to  appear  at 
the  next  term,  and  not  to  depart  with- 
out leave^  are  not  relieved  from  liabil- 
ity by  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant at  such  term  and  the  continuance 
of  the  ease,  and,  where  the  defendant 
fails  to  appear  at  the  subsequent  term 
to  which  tiie  case  is  continued,  the 
sureties  are  liable.  State  v.  Smith 
(1872)  66  N.  C  622. 

And  a  bail  bond  similarly  condi- 
tioned, is  forfeited,  where  the  case,  on 
motion  of  the  state,  is  continued,  and 
the  defendant  fails  to  appear  at  the 
next  term,  since  by  such  bond  the  de- 
fendant is  bound  to  appear  not  only 
at  the  term  mentioned  in  the  bond, 
but  at  each  succeeding  term  thereaft- 
er until  acquitted  or  otherwise  legally 
discharged,  or,  if  found  guilty,  until 
sentence  is  passed  en  him,  if  not  per^ 
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mitted  to  depart -boon^ifoy'' leave  of 
th6  court.  Moore  v.  State  (1878)  28 
Ark.  480. 

And  the  sureties  in  a  bofrd  condi- 
tioned that  the  accused  shall  appear 
at  the  next  term  of  the  courts  and 'not 
depart  without  leave  until  discharged 
by  due  course  of  law,  are  not  dis- 
charged by  the  continuance  of  the 
case  to  the  next  term  following  that 
at  which  the  accused  is  bound  by  the 
bond  to  appear,  since  the  condition  of 
the  bond  requires  the  accused  to  ap- 
pear from  day  to  day,  -or  from  term 
to  term,  until  discharged.  People  v. 
Hanaw  (1896)  106  Mich.  421,  64  N.  W. 
828. 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  on  h 
recognizance  requiring  the  defendant 
to  appear  on  a  certairi  day  before  a 
city  police  justice,  and  not  to  depart 
without  leave,  is  not  terminated  by 
the  appearance  of  defendant  on  such 
day,  but  the  recognizance  '  requii*es 
him  to  remain  subject  to  the  order  of 
the  court  until  'his  trial  takes  place,  or 
he  is  otherwise  finally  discharged,  and 
where  the  hearing  on  the  appearance 
day  is  continued  to  a  later  date,  and 
the  defendant  fails  to  appear  on  such 
date,  the  sureties  are  liable.  St. 
Louis  V.  Young  (1911)  285  Mo.  44,  188 
S.  W.  5.  The  court  held  that  the  giv- 
ing of  this  meaning  to  such  a  recog- 
nizance was  required  by  a  reasonable 
construction  of  the  provision  of  the 
statute  that  ''judgment  for  forfeiture 
shall  not  be  prevented  on  account  of 
any  omission  of  recital  or  condiition; 
so  that  it  appears  from  the  whole  rec- 
ord or  proceeding  that  the  defendant 
was  legally  in  custody,  charged  with 
a  criminal  offense,  that  he  was  dis- 
charged therefrom  by  reason  of  the 
giving  of  the  recognizance,  and  that 
it  can  be  ascertained  from  the  recog- 
nizance that  the  surety  undertook 
that  the  defendant  should  appear  be- 
fore a  court  or  magistrate  at  a  term 
or  time  specified  for  trial."  The  court 
distinguished  the  case  of  State  v. 
Mackey  (1874)  65  Mo.  51;  set  out  in- 
fra, in  this  subdivision,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  passed  before  the 
enactment  of  this  statute. 

A  recognizance  conditioned  that  dCM 
fendant  shall 'appear  at  A  tiamed  t^rttt; 


and  do  what  shall  be  enjoined  b^^  the 
court,  and  not  depart  without  leave, 
may  be  extended  to  any  subsequent 
term  of  the  court  by  a  continuance  of 
the  cause  to  such  term»  and  if  the  de-> 
fendant  fails  to  appear  at  such  sub- 
sequent term,  his  sureties  are  liable. 
Knight  V.  State  (1912)  35  Okla.  375, 
Kn  A.1916F,  261,  130  Pac.  282. 

And  where,  on  the  appearance  of 
the  defendant  at  the  term  named  in 
such  a  bond,  the  cause  is  continued  bjr 
order  of  the  court  until  the  succeed- 
ing term,  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
continues  until  such  time,  and  the 
failure  of  the  defendant  then  to  ap- 
pear renders  the  sureties  liable.  Wal- 
dron  V.  Harrison  (1863)  2  Or.  87. 

The  sureties  in  a  bond  conditioned 
that  the  defendant  shall  appear  and 
answer  the  charge  against  him,  and 
at  all  times  render  himself  amenable 
to  the  orders  and  process  of  the  court, 
and,  if  convicted,  appear  for  judgment 
and  render  himself  in  execution 
thereof,  are  not  relieved  from  liabil- 
ity until*  the  defendant  appears,  and 
is  discharged^  or  serves  under  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  and  where  he 
appears,  and  the  case  is  adjourned, 
but  he  fails  to  Itppear  on  the  ad- 
journed date,  the  sureties  are  liable. 
St.  Lawrence  County  v.  Groldberg 
(1916)  176  App.  Div.  88,  85  N.  Y. 
Crim.  Rep.  297,  161  N,  Y.  Supp.  641. 

And  a  recognizance  conditioned 
that  the  defendant  shall  appear  at  a 
named  term  to  answer  a  charge  of  as- 
sault and  battery,  and  do  what  shall 
be  enjoined  by  the  court,  and  not  de- 
part therefrom  withont  leave,  eontin* 
ues  in  force  without  any  special  or- 
der until  the  following  term,  where 
an  indictment  is  returned  at  the  pre- 
vious term,  and  the  recognizors  are 
bound  to  produce  their  principal  at 
the  later  term,  and  they  are  not  re- 
lieved from  liability  by  the  omission 
to  call  out  the  recognizance  at  the 
earlier  term.  Ellison  v.  State  (1845) 
8  Ala.  278. 

But  the  condition  in  a  recognizance 
which  binds  the  principal  to  appear  at 
a  particular  term  of  the  court,  and 
does  not  contain  the '  further  condi- 
tion, commonly  incorporated  in  such  a 
bond;  that  he  appear  from  tetm  to 
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term  to  abide  Ike  judgment  of  the 
coiiirt»aiid  not  depart  without  leave, 
does  not  extend  his  appearance  from 
term  to  term,  so  as  to  make  the  sure^ 
ties  liable  for  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  at  a  term,  to  which 
the  case  is  continued,  subsequent  to 
that  named  in  the  bond.  Colquitt  v. 
Smith  (1880)  65  6a.  341. 

And  although  a  recognizance  binds 
the  defendant  to  appear  before  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  on  a  named  day,  and 
from  day  to  day  thereafter  until  dis- 
charged by  order  of  the  court,  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  terminates 
with  the  appearance  of  the  accused  on 
the  day  named,  and  his  failure  to  ap- 
pear on  a  subsequent  day  to  which 
the  case  is  adjourned  does  not  consti- 
tute a  ground  for  the  forfeiture  of 
the  recognizance,  where  the  justice  is, 
by  statute,  only  given  authority  to  en- 
ter the  accused's  default  upon  his 
nonappearance  at  the  time  named  in 
the  recognizance.  Ogden  v.  People 
(1871)  62  IlL  68. 

It  was  held  in  Goodwin  v.  Governor 
(1832)  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  465,  that 
the  liability  of  the  sureties  on  a 
recognizance  to  keep  the  peace,  re- 
quiring the  defendant  to  appear  at  a 
certain  term,  terminates  with  such 
term,  where  the  state  fails  to  proceed 
at  such  term,  and  no  indictment  was 
found  or  continuance  had  at  such 
term,  and  a  forfeiture  cannot  be  tak- 
en on  the  recognizance  at  a  subse- 
quent term.  The  court,  on  this  point, 
said:  "The  uniform  practice  is,  if 
the  prosecutor  appears,  and  on  oath 
makes  a  satisfactory  showing  that  his 
reasonable  fears  still  continue,  the 
defendant  is  rebound.  But  if  the  pros- 
ecutor fail  to  appear,  or,  appearing, 
fail  to  satisfy  the  court  that  there  is 
good  reason  to  continue  the  defend- 
ant under  recognizance,  he  is  dis- 
charged. In  this  case,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  prosecutor  appeared  at 
the  first  term,  or  that  the  defendant 
was  ever  called.  But  at  the  second 
term  after  the  date  of  the  recogni- 
zance, the  security  is  called  upon  to 
bring  in  the  defendant,  and  failing  to 
do  so,  a  forfeiture  is  rendered  against 
him.  This  is  clearly  error,  as  there 
did  not  then  appear  to  be  any  pro- 


oeediQg  against  him.^  It  appeared, 
however,  from  this  case,  that  if  an  in- 
dictment had  been  found  at  the  first 
term,  and  the  case  had  been  regular- 
ly continued,  the  recognizance  would 
have  continued  in  force  until  the  next 
term,  the  court  saying  on  this  point: 
''My  own  opinion  is  that,  had  this 
been  ^i^  recognizance  to  answer  the 
state  upon  some  charge  exhibited 
agai(nst  the  defendant,  and  an  indict-, 
ment  or  presentment  had  been  found 
at  the  first,  term,  and  the  case  had 
been  regularly  continued  by  either  the 
state  or  defendant,  and  a  forfeiture 
taken  at  a  term  subsequent  to  the  one 
at  which  the  cause  had  been  so  regu- 
larly continued, .  the  proceedings 
would  have  been  regular,  although  the 
recognizance  did  not,  in  terms,  re- 
quire the  defendant  to  appear  from 
term  to, term,  but  only  at  the  first 
term.  The  obligation  to  appear  and 
answer  would  continue  in  all  its  force, 
while  the  prosecution  was  regularly 
going  on,  and  it  would  be  unnecessary 
for  the  recognizance  to  be  renewed 
to  secure  this  object.'' 

The  liabiility  of  the  sureties  on  a 
recognizance  conditioned  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  appear  at  the  next  term, 
and  abide  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
terminates  upon  the  adjournment  of 
the  court  at  the  end  of  such  term 
without  any  proceeding  being  taken  in 
the  case.  State  v.  Becker  (1891)  80 
Wis.  318,  50  N.  W.  178. 

A  recognizance  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  on  the  first 
day  of  the  next  term,  naming  it,  and 
not  depart  without  leave,  is  not  a  con- 
tinuing bond,  and  the  defendant  is 
only  required  to  be  in  attendance  at 
such  term  until  the  end  thereof,  un- 
less sooner  charged,  and  after  the  end 
of  such  term  no  liability  exists 
against  his  sureties,  the  court  saying: 
"Where  the  recognizance  is  condi- 
tioned for  the  appearance  of  the  ac- 
cused at  the  next  term,  and  contains 
nothing  about  succeeding  sessions, 
the  surety  is  entitled  to  be  discharged 
at  the  end  of  the  term."  Lane  v.  State 
(1897)  6  Kan.  App.  106,  50  Pac.  905. 

And  the  same  was.  held  in  Com.  v. 
Somers  (1893)  14  Pa.  Ck>.  Ct.  159,  3 
Lack.,  Jur.   185;   Keefhaver  v.   Com. 
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(1830)  2  Penr.  ft  W.  (Pa.)  240,  and 
State  V.  Dorr  (1906)  59  W.  Va.  188,  5 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  402,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
915,  53  S.  E.  120,  8  Ann.  Gas.  1016. 

A  recofirnizance  for  the  appearance 
of  the  defendant  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  on  a  named  day,  and  provid- 
ing that  he  shall  not  depart  without 
leave  of  the  justice,  is  discharsed, 
where  the  defendant  appears  on  such 
day,  and  the  case  is  postponed  without 
any  steps  being  taken  to  secure  his 
appearance  on  the  day  to  which  the 
case  is  postponed,  and  his  sureties  are 
not  liable  for  his  failure  to  appear  on 
such  later  day,  since  it  is  provided  by 
statute  that  the  justice,  on  postpon- 
ing a  case,  shall  require  the  defend- 
ant to  renew  a  recognizance,  condi- 
tioned that  he  will  appear  at  the  time 
appointed,  and  that  if  the  defendant 
falls  or  refuses  to  enter  into  such  a 
recognizance  the  justice  shall  commit 
him  to  jail  until  the  day  fixed  for  the 
trial.  Allen  v.  Cape  Brewery  &  Ice 
Co.  (1906)  196  Mo.  435,  95  S.  W.  417. 

And  where  the  defendant,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  requirement  of  his 
bail  bond  that  he  appear  on  the  first 
day  of  the  next  term,  and  not  depart 
from  the  court  without  leave  thereof, 
appeared  at  such  term,  and  remained 
in  court  the  whole  term,  ready  to  obey 
the  order  of  the  court  until  the  term 
is  adjourned,  and  no  measures  are 
taken  by  the  court  to  convict  him,  or 
otherwise  secure  his  appearance  at 
any  subsequent  term  of  the  court,  the 
bond  is  discharged  upon  the  adjourn- 
ment of  such  term  of  the  court,  and  is 
of  no  further  effect,  and  cannot  be  for- 
feited by  the  failure  of  the  defendant 
to  appear  at  some  subsequent  term  of 
the  court.  State  v.  Mackey  (1874)  55 
Mo.  51. 

A  recognizance  conditioned  to  be 
void,  if  the  defendant  shall  appear  on 
the  first  day  of  the  next  term  to  an- 
swer the  indictment,  not  departing 
without  leave  of  court,  does  not  bind 
the  sureties  for  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant  after  the  term  specified. 
Ramey  v.  Com.  (1885)  6  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
624  (abstract). 

A  recognizance  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  at  the  next 
term,  and  abide  the  judgment  of  the 


court,  and  not  depart  without  leave, 
binds  the  sureties  for  the  appearance 
of  the  defendant  during  the  first  term 
only,  and  if  the  court  adjourns  with- 
out making  any  order,  the  surety  is  re- 
leased from  liability.  Swank  v.  State 
(1854)  3  Ohio  St.  429. 

And  a  recogDizance»  so  conditioned, 
does  not  bind  the  accused  to  appciar 
from  term  to  term,  but  the  conditions 
of  the  bond  are  fulfilled  by  his  appear- 
ance at  the  first  term  of  the  court  next 
after  the  execution  of  the  bond,  and 
by  his  standing  ready  to  answer  to 
any  call  of  his  case  which  may  be 
made  by  the  court  at  such  term;  and 
the  sureties  are  not  liable  if  he  fails 
to  appear  at  a  subsequent  term. 
Hesselgrave  v.  State  (1902)  68  Neh. 
807,  -89  N.  W.  295. 

And  in  People  v.  Hainer  (1845)  1 
Denio  (N.  Y.)  454,  holding  the  same, 
it  was  stated  that  the  court  might,  at 
the  term  at  which  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  appear,  make  an  order  re- 
quiring him  to  appear  at  a  future  day, 
and,  if  the  court  did  so,  the  sureties 
would  be  liable  for  the  falure  of  the 
defendant  to  appear  at  such  future 
day,  by  reason  of  the  condition  of  the 
recognizance  that  the  defendant 
should  obey  the  order  and  direction 
of  the  court. 

And  in  United  States  v.  Backland 
(1887)  33  Fed.  156,  an  application  to 
the   Federal   circuit  court  in   South 
Carolina  to  discharge  a  surety,  where 
the  condition  of  the  recognizance  was 
that  the  defendant  should  appear  at 
the  next  circuit  court,  to  answer,  etc., 
and  to  do  and  receive  what  should  be 
enjoined  by  the  court,  and  not  to  de- 
part the  court  without  license,  and  the 
defendant   appeared,    but   the    court 
took  no  action  whatever  with  regard 
to  the  case,  and  the  surety  was  dis- 
charged  because  an   agreement   was 
made,  without  his  consent,   between 
the  commissioner  and  the  defendant, 
that  the  case  should  not  be  sent  up 
until   the  following  term,  the  court 
said:    "In  Swank  v.  State  (Ohio)   su- 
pra, it  is  held  that  when  a  defendant 
is  bound  over  for  trial,  and  appears 
at  the  trial  term,  although  the  cause 
be  continued  on  his  motion,  the  sure- 
ty on  his  recognizance  is  discharged. 
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and  a  new  bond  should  be  taken. 
Keefhaver  ▼.  Com.  (1830)  2  Penr.  St 
W.  (Pa.)  241»  is  quoted,  and  sustains 
the  position.  1  Bishop,  Crim.  Proc. 
2Mg,  states  the  same  doctrine  as  sup- 
ported by  abundant  authority.  But  he 
says  that  the  rule  varies  in  the  differ- 
ent states.  In  South  Carolina  this  is 
not  the  practioe.  State  v.  Haskett 
(1836)  22  S.  C.  L.  (Riley)  97.  At  the 
end  of  the  term  certain  general  orders 
are  passed,  and,  among  these,  one  pro- 
viding ^at  all  recognizances  which 
have  not  been  specially  discharged  be 
continued  over  to  the  next  regular 
term.'  This  is  also  the  practice  of 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  in  this 
district.  Had  this  been  done  here, 
there  would  be  little  question.  The 
practice  seems  to  be  justiiied  by  the 
terms  of  the  recognizance,  'to  do  and 
receive  what  shall  be  enjoined  by  the 
court.'    It  was  not  done." 

A  bail  bond  providing  that  the  ac- 
cused shall  appear  in  a  certain  court 
now  in  session,  on  a  specified  date, 
binds  the  accused  to  appear  in  such- 
court  on  such  day  during  the  term 
""now  in  session,'*  and  not  to  the  term 
of  such  court  that  will  convene  in  the 
month  named  of  the  next  year.  Samp- 
son v.  Harris  (1917)  147  6a.  426,  94  S. 
E.  55& 

And  the  condition  of  a  recognizance 
that  the  defendant  shall  appear  at  the 
next  regular  term  and  at  any  subse- 
quent term  of  the  court  does  not  bind 
the  sureties  for  his  appearance  at  a 
term,  years  later,  to  which  the  case 
has  been  postponed  to  await  the  final 
determination  of  another  case.  Reese 
V.  United  States  (1869)  9  Wall. 
(U.  &)  13,  19  L.  ed.  541.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  "The  provision  for 
his  appearance  at  any  subsequent  term 
had  refereice  to  such  subsequent 
term  as  might  follow  in  regular  suc- 
cession in  the  course  of  business  of 
the  court.  It  was  inserted  to  obviate 
the  necessity  of  renewing  the  bail 
every  time  the  cases  were,  from  any 
cause,  continued  from  one  term  to 
another.  It  was  not  intended  to  ap- 
ply to  any  distant  future  term  to 
which  either  party  might  be  disposed 
to  postpone  the  trials,  without  refer- 
ence to  any  intervening  term.     The 


principal  and  sureties  by  their  recog- 
nizance covenanted  with  the  United 
States  that  the  principal  should  ap* 
pear  before  the  court  and  answer  all 
such  matters  as  might  be  objected 
against  him  at  the  next  term,  and 
from  term  to  term,  until  the  cases 
were  disposed  of;  not  that  he  should 
appear  at  the  next  term,  and  then  at  a 
term  years  later,  depending  for  its 
designation  upon  the  happening  of  a 
contingent  event." 

IX.  Plea  to  indietment. 

The  liability  of  bail  is  not  terminat- 
ed by  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  his  entry  of  a  plea  to  the  in- 
formation or  indictment  against  him. 

Thus,  the  liability  of  the  sureties  in 
a  recognizance  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  on  a  certain 
day,  and  not  depart  without  leave  of 
the  court,  is  not  terminated  by  the  de- 
fendant's appearing  on  the  day  named 
and  pleading  not  guilty>  and  they  are 
liable  where  the  case  is  partly  tried 
on  such  day,  and  adjourned  to  the 
next  day,  and  the  defendant  fails  to 
appear  on  the  latter  day.  Allen  v. 
Com.  (1893)  90  Va.  356,  18  S.  E.  437. 

Nor  is  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
on  a  bond,  conditioned  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  appear  at  the  next  term 
of  court,  and  at  all  times  render  him- 
self amenable  to  the  orders  and  procr 
ess  of  the  court,  and,  if  convicted,  ap- 
pear for  judgment  and  render  himself 
in  execution  thereof,  terminated  by 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  entry  of  a  plea  of  not  guilty;  but 
where  the  case  is  continued  to  a  suc- 
ceeding term,  and  the  defendant  fails 
to  appear  at  such  term,  the  sureties 
are  liable.  State  v.  Green  (1895)  6 
S.  D.  537,  62  N.  W.  135. 

And  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  his  plea  of  not  guilty,  were 
held,  in  State  v.  Tambera  (1916)  140 
La.  412,  73  So.  250,  not  to  release  the 
surety  on  his  bail  bond,  because  of 
certain  statutory  provisions.  The 
court  set  out  the  statutory  provisions 
applicable,  and  discussed  this  point  as 
follows:  ''Relator's  counsel  in  the 
brief  argue  that  defendant's  said  ap- 
pearance and  plea  of  not  guilty  to  the 
information  satisfied  the  appearance 
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bond.  Such  a  construction  is  not  ad- 
missible, because  it  would  nullify  the 
force  and  effect  of  appearance  bonds 
given  pursuant  to  Rev.  Stat.  §  1010. 
Rev.  Stat.  §  1032,  relative  to  the  for- 
feiture of  bonds  in  criminal  cases, 
provides  for  the  call  of  the  accused 
and  his  surety.  Rev.  Stat.  §  1088, 
reads,  in  part,  as  follows:  The  ap- 
pearance and  answer  of  any  defend- 
ant or  party  accused,  upon  call  made 
as  provided  for  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion, shall  not  operate  as  a  discharge 
or  release  of  any  surety  froni  his  re- 
sponsibility and  no  such  surety  shall 
be  discharged  or  released  from  his  re- 
sponsibility until  the  final  trial  and 
conviction  or  acquittal  of  such  de- 
fendant or  party  accused.'  The  bond 
given  in  this  case  was  conditioned 
for  the  personal  appearance  of  the 
defendant  in  the  district  court  from 
day  to  day,  and  from  term  to  term,  to 
answer  the  charge,  and  not  to  depart 
the  court  without  leave  first  had  been 
obtained.  This  condition  was  violat- 
ed by  the  nonappearance  of  the  de- 
fendant on  the  day  fixed  for  his  trial." 

The  liability  of  sureties  on  a  re- 
cognizance binding  defendant  to  ap- 
pear and  answer,  to  stand  and  abide 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  and  not  to 
depart  without  leave,  is  not  termi- 
nated by  the  defendant  appearing  and 
pleading  guilty,  and  his  sureties  are 
liable,  where  the  defendant^  before 
sentence — ^which  the  court  does  not 
impose  on  the  day  of  the  plea,  but  al- 
lows to  remain  undisposed  of  for  a 
few  days — ^is  pronounced,  departs 
from  the  court  without  leave.  State 
V.  White  (1913)  164  N.  C.  408,  79  S.  E. 
297. 

And  under  a  recognizance  provid- 
ing that  the  defendant  shall  abide  the 
order  and  sentence  of  the  court,  and 
not  depart  without  leave,  the  sureties 
are  liable  where  the  defendant  ap- 
pears and  pleads  guilty,  but,  when 
called  for  sentence,  fails  to  appear. 
Com.  V.  Teevens  (1887)  143  Mass.  210, 
58  Am.  Rep.  131,  9  N.  E.  524. 

But  the  sureties  on  a  bail  bond,  con- 
ditioned that  the  defendant  shall  ap- 
pear to  answer  and  defend  the  in- 
formation, and  not  depart  the  court 
without  leave,  are  discharged  by  his 


appearance  and  entry  of  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  if  thereafter  his  sentence 
is  postponed  to  a  certain  day,  and  he 
fails  to  appear  on  such  day,  the  sure- 
ties are  not  liable.  State  v.  Charles 
(1907)  207  Mo.  40,  105  S.  W.  609,  IZ 
Ann.  Cas.  565.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  "The  conditions  of  the  bond  in 
the  case  at  bar  required  the  principal 
to  appear  in  court,  to  answer  and  de- 
fend the  information.'  Now,  while  it 
must  be  conceded  that  the  mere  ap- 
pearance in  court  would  not  fully 
meet  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  yet 
if  when  the  case  is  called  and  he  ia 
arraigned  upon  the  information  and 
enters  his  plea  of  guilty,  or  if  he  en- 
ters a  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  upon  the 
trial  the  jury  returns  a  verdict  of 
guilty,  in  our  opinion,  he  has  fully 
satisfied  the  conditions  of  his  bond 
'to  answer  and  defend  the  informa- 
tion.' Under  the  conditions  of  the 
bond  he  cannot  absent  himself  daring 
the  progress  of  the  trial  or  before  he 
has  entered  his  plea  of  guilty,  for  it  is 
by  the  entry  of  his  plea  of  guilty  to  the 
offense  charged  in  the  information,  or 
return  of  a  verdict  of  guilty  by  a  jury 
upon  trial,  that  places  him  directly 
within  the  power  of  the  court.  When» 
as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  principal,  in 
obedience  to  the  requirements  of  his 
bond,  appears  before  the  bar  of  jus- 
tice and  says  to  the  court,  upon  the 
call  of  his  case  for  hearing,  'Here  I 
am;  I  waive  formal  arraignment  and 
enter  a  plea  of  guilty;  do  with  me  as 
the  law  directs,*  this  was,  as  was  said 
by  Hawkins,  in  his  Tleas  of  the 
Crown,'  as  completely  and  effectually 
putting  himself  under  the  power  of 
the  court  as  if  he  had  been  in  the 
custody  of  the  proper  officer,  and  the 
power  and  duty  of  the  court  to  exer- 
cise such  power  in  dealfttig  with  a 
principal  who  had  submitted  himself 
to  the  control  of  the  court  began  at 
that  time,  and  if  this  court  in  State  v. 
Murmann  (1894)  124  Mo.  502,  28  S. 
W.  2,  announced  the  correct  rule,  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  upon  the 
return  of  the  verdict  of  guilty  to  or- 
der the  defendant  into  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff,  it  must  logically  follo^w 
that  the  power  and  duty  of  the  court 
to  exercise  that  power  began  upon  the 
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retarn  of  the  verdict  of  guilty,  or,  in 
the  case  at  bar,  upon  the  entering  of 
a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  sureties  in  respect  to 
such  principal  ceased.  In  our  opin- 
ion the  appearance  of  the  principal 
before  the  court,  entering  his  plea  of 
guilty  to  the  offense  charged  in  the 
information,  thereby  putting  himself 
under  the  power  and  control  of  the 
court,  substantially  met  and  satisfied 
the  conditions  of  the  bond  which  re- 
quired him  to  'appear  and  answer  the 
information.'  At  least,  we  are  unwill- 
ing to  take  the  advanced  step,  and  an- 
nounce the  rule  that  the  risk  of  the 
sureties  should  be  increased  by  hold- 
ing that  the  term  'answer  and  defend 
an  information'  shall  be  interpreted 
to  mean,  not  only  answering  the  in- 
formation, but  as  well  to  render  obe- 
dience to  the  judgment  and  sentence 
of  the  court  which  may  be  rendered  in 
the  cause.  As  to  the  recital  in  the 
recognizance,  'not  depart  the  court 
without  leave,'  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  in  our  opinion  it  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  main  proposition  in- 
volved." 

X.  Failure  to  tru  defendants 

Failure  to  try  the  defendant  at  the 
term  at  which  he  demands  trial,  or  at 
the  next  succeeding  term  (the  neces- 
sary statutory  requisites  appearing), 
operates  as  a  complete  discharge  and 
acquittal,  whether  an  order  discharge 
ing  him  be  granted  or  not,  unless  the 
demand  has  been  waived  by  some  acts 
of  the  defendant,  and  such  discharge 
and  acquittal  terminate  the  liability 
of  the    sureties.      Collins    v.    Smith 
(1910)  7  Ga*  App.  653,  67  S.  E.  847. 
In  this  case  the  court  said:    "The  on- 
ly question  that  can  arise  is  whether, 
although  the  effect  of  the  state's  fail- 
ure to  try  the  accused  was  equivalent 
to  an  acquittal  so  far  as  the  criminal 
charge  was  concerned,  such  right  of 
discharge  on  his  part  would  relieve  the 
surety  upon  his  bond,  in  the  absence 
of  an  order  formally  discharging  and 
acquitting  the  accused.     We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  when  the  state  failed 
to  try  the  defendant,  and  the  term  of 
the  court  at  which  he  should  have 


been  tried  was  adjourned,  he  was  as 
completely  discharged  as  he  would 
have  been  by  a  verdict  of  acquittal  at 
the  hands  of  the  jury,  or  (so  far  as 
the  bond  is  concerned)  as  if  he  had 
been  surrendered  by  his  surety  in  the 
event  of  his  conviction.  .  .  •  Nor 
was  it  necessary  to  his  acquittal  that 
any  formal  order  of  discharge  or  ac- 
quittal should  have  been  entered  by 
the  court.  The  formal  entry  of  dis- 
charge upon  demand  can  be  made  at 
any  time,  nunc  pro  tunc,  and  should 
be  made  whenever  justice  requires  it. 
This  being  true,  the  criminal  recog- 
nizance becomes  functus  officio,  and 
the  surety  is  released." 
i  The  entire  report  of  the  case  of 
Brock  V.  Slaton  (1916)  18  6a.  App. 
176,  89  S.  E.  166,  is  contained  in  the 
following  syllabi  by  the  court :  "Aft- 
er an  indictment  by  a  grand  jury  has 
been  returned  to  a  superior  court,  and 
the  case  so  originating  has,  by  order 
of  that  court,  been  legally  transferred 
to  a  county  court  having  jurisdiction 
to  try  the  defendant  for  tike  offense 
charged,  the  case  is  no  longer  pend- 
ing in  the  superior  court,  but  in  the 
county  court  to  which  it  had  been  so 
transferred. 

"Where  in  such  a  case  the  defend- 
ant made  a  demand  for  trial,  which 
was  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  su- 
perior court  prior  to  the  transfer  of 
the  indictment,  and  he  was  present 
at  the  first  term  of  the  county  court 
thereafter,  held  more  than  ten  days 
after  the  transfer,  and  was  not  then 
put  upon  trial,  he  was  entitled  to  his 
discharge  at  a  subsequent  term  of  the 
county  court,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of 
officers  of  the  county  court  to  serve 
the  defendant  with  notice  of  the 
transfer,  the  county  court  was  with- 
out authority,  under  the  provisions  of 
§  752  of  the  Penal  Code  of  1895  (6 
Park's  Anno.  Penal  Code,  §  790  (s)), 
to  force  the  accused  to  trial  at  the 
first  term  subsequent  to  the  transfer 
of  the  indictment.    .    .    . 

"The  defendant's  plea  setting  up 
these  facts  was  good  and  sufficient  in 
a  proceeding  to  forfeit  the  bond  for 
his  appearance  to  answer  for  the 
crime  charged  in  the  indictment" 
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XI.  CommBneement  of  trial. 


The  liability  of  the  sureties  on  a 
bail  bond  or  reeognizance  does  not 
terminate  \vith  the  commencement  of 
the  trial  of  their  principal,  except 
where  it  is  so  provided  by  statute. 

Thus,  the  liability  of  the  sureties  on 
a  bail  bond,  conditioned  that  the  ac- 
cused shall  appear  from  term  to  term, 
and  from  day  to  day,  until  discharged 
by  due  course  of  law,  is  not  terminat- 
ed by  his  appearing  and  being  placed 
on  trial,  and  they  are  liable  where, 
during  the  trial,  he  makes  his  escape. 
Lee  V.  State  (1876)  51  Miss.  665. 

And  in  Hawk  v.  State  (1887)  84 
Ala.  466,  4  So.  690,  holding  a  bond  for 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant  at  a 
specified  term,  and  from  day  to  day 
and  term  to  term  thereafter,  until  dis- 
charged by  law,  forfeited  by  his  escape 
during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the 
court  said:  *The  question  raised  for 
decision  by  this  record  is  whether  the 
undertaking  of  bail,  which  is  here  in 
writing,  is  forfeited  by  the  abscond- 
ing of  the  defendant  during  the  prog- 
ress of  the  trial,  and  after  his  appear- 
ance to  answer  an  indictment  for 
felony.  Or,  to  state  the  question  dif- 
ferently, whether  the  defendant,  upon 
the  commencement  of  the  trial,  is  at 
once  placed  by  operation  of  law  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  without  any  or- 
der of  court  to  that  effect^  or  whether 
he  is  to  be  considered  as  in  the  con- 
tinued custody  of  his  sureties  until 
the  coming  in  of  the  verdict  of  the  ju- 
ry. The  plain  language  of  the  statute 
would  seem  to  leave  no  doubt  on  this 
point.  It  declares  that  the  undertak- 
ing of  bail  binds  them  for  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant^  'until  he  is 
discharged  by  law.'  This  discharge 
can  take  place  after  the  trial  is  be- 
gun, in  the  absence  of  a  surrender  by 
the  sureties,  only  by  an  order  of  dis- 
charge based  on  a  nolle  prosequi  of 
the  indictment,  a  verdict  of  acquittal, 
or  a  verdict  of  conviction  followed  by 
the  sheriff's  taking  custody  of  the  de- 
fendant by  the  implied  or  express  or- 
der of  the  court,  which  includes  any 
necessary  custody  taken  to  prevent 
his  escape.  The  obligation,  therefore, 
ordinarily  binds  the  sureties  for  the 
continued  appearance  of  the  defend- 


ant during  every  stage  of  the  trial, 
from  the  time  it  is  entered  on,  at 
least,  until  the  rendition  of  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury." 

And  the  sureties  in  a  recognisance 
conditioned  that  the  defendant  shall 
appear  at  the  next  term  of  court,  and 
not  depart  without  leave,  and  abide 
the  order  and  decision  of  the  couH, 
are  not  discharged  by  the  defendant 
appearing  to  answer  the  indictment 
and    entering    upon    his    trial,    and 
where,  before  the  trial  is  finished,  the 
defendant    departs    from    the    court 
without    leave,    and    never    returns 
again,  the  sureties  are  liable.    People 
V.  McCk)y  (1862)  89  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  78. 
The  court  in  this  case  said:     ''It  is 
contended  that  the  condition  of  the 
recognizance  has  been  fulfilled.    That 
the  prisoner  placed  himself  under  the 
power  and  control  of  the  court,  and  in 
the  custody  of  its  oflfcers,  by  appear- 
ing to  answer  the  indictment,  and  en- 
tering  upon   his   trial,   and   he   was 
thereby  surrendered,  and  the  surety 
became  discharged.    The  condition  of 
the  recognisance  was  not  only  to  ap- 
pear at  the  next  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  to  answer  to  an  indictment 
for   burglary   and   larceny,   but   also 
that  he  should   'not  depart  without 
leave  of  the  court,'  and  that  he  shoold 
'abide  its  order  and  decision.'     The 
prisoner  did  depart  without  leave,  and 
did  not  appear  to  abide  the  order  and 
decision  of  the  court,  and  his  recog- 
nizance was  duly  forfeited.     •     •     . 
It  can  scarcely  be  said  that  he  had 
placed  himself  entirely  in  the  control 
of  the  court  because  the  trial    had 
commenced,  when  he  had  not  been  ei- 
ther surrendered  by  his  bail,  or  or- 
dered into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff. 
He  was  not  called  to  answer  under  the 
recognizance,   and   was  not  substan- 
tially in  the  power  of  the  officer  or 
court  to  whom  the  appearance   was 
due,  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of 
the  condition.    The  recognizance  does 
not  intend  that  he  shall  simply  sub- 
mit to  a  trial,  but  that  he  shall  at  all 
times,   until   surrendered   or  ordered 
into  custody,  submit  himself  to  the  ju- 
risdiction or  authority  of  the  court. 
It  is  intended  to  hold  the  prisoner  to 
answer  during  the  whole  term  of  the 
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coart,  and  until  the  trial  is  ended. 
Saeh  is  the  uniform  practice,  and  it 
would  be  extraordinary  to  compel  a 
prisoner  to  renew  hie  recognizance  at 
the  conmiencement  of  his  trial,  for  the 
remainder  of  the  term.  In  fact,  if 
this  practice  should  obtain,  I  see  no 
reason  why  the  same  process  should 
not  be  required  at  the  opening  of  the 
court  on  each  day.  He  is  not  only 
bound  to  appear  and  answer  the  in- 
dictment, but  -he  is  not  to  depart 
without  leave,  and  is  to  abide  its  or- 
der and  decision.'  Can  it  be  said  that 
he  fulfils  these  requirements  when  he 
leaves  before  the  trial  is  ended,  and 
when  he  is  not  present  to  abide  tiie 
order  and  decision  of  the  court  upon 
the  final  termination  of  the  trial? 
The  object  of  the  recognisance  has 
not  been  answered.  The  condition 
has  not  been  performed.  The  appear- 
ance of  the  prisoner  has  not  been  se- 
cured, and  the  surety  is  liable  to  pay 
the  penalty/' 

And  a  bond  for  the  appearance  of 
the  defendant  in  a  justice's  court 
binds  him  not  only  to  appear  on  the 
day  named  in  the  bond,  but  also  to 
remain  in  attendance  at  the  court  un- 
til the  trial  is  terminated,  or  he  is  dis- 
charged by  the  court,  and  wher^  the 
trial  is  not  completed  on  the  date  set, 
and  is  postponed  to  a  subsequent  day, 
failure  to  appear  on  such  day  renders 
the  sureties  liable.  State  ex  rel.  So- 
Ucitor  V.  Jenkins  (1897)  121  N.  C. 
637,  28  S.  E.  413. 

But  the  liability  of  the  sureties  on 
the  bail  bond  of  one  charged  with  a 
felony  was  held,  in  Willis  v.  Com. 
(1887)  85  Ky.  68,  2  S.  W.  664,  to  ter- 
minate with  the  commencement  of  his 
trial.  The  bond  provided  that  the  de- 
fendant should  appear  to  answer  the 
charge,  and  at  all  times  render  him- 
self amenable  to  the  orders  and  proc- 
ess of  the  court  in  the  prosecution 
of  such  crime.  The  important  ques- 
tion in  such  case  is,  when  does  the 
trial  commence,  and  the  trial  was  held 
iKyt  to  begin  until  the  issue  was 
formed  and  the  jury  sworn,  to  try  it. 
In  this  case  the  court  said:  "It  ap- 
pears that  the  motion  for  a  continu- 
ance at  that  term  was  overruled,  and 
the  accused  required  to  go  into  the 


trial,  and  ten*  jurors  were  selected  and 
accepted  by  the  commonwealth  and 
the  accused.  But  the  court  adjourned 
for  the  day  without  completing  the 
formation  of  the  trial  jury,  and  the 
next  day  the  court,  on  its. own  motion, 
discharged  the  ten  jurors  and  con- 
tinued the  case  until  the  next  term, 
because  the  officer  in  whose  charge 
they  were  placed  permitted  them  to 
separate,  contrary  to  law  and  the  in- 
junction of  the  court.  Section  229  of 
the  Code  provides  that  during  the 
trial  of  an  indictment  for  felony  the 
defendant  shall  be  committed  to,  and 
remain  in, .  the  custody  of  the  proper 
ofiicer.  But  by  §  188  it  is  provided 
that,  if  the  indictment  be  for  a  felony, 
the  defendant  must  be  present,  and 
shall  remain  in  actual  custody  during 
the  trial,  unless  his  bail  appear  per- 
aonally  in  court  and  consent  that  he 
may  remain  on  bail,  in  which  case  he 
shall  be  placed  in  actual  custody 
when  the  ease  is  finally  submitted  to 
the  jury.  After  the  trial  has  com- 
menced, the  defendant  is  in  custody 
of  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  and 
the  bail  is  no  longer  answerable  for 
his  appearance  unless,  as  provided  in 
§  183,  they  appear  personally  in  court 
and  consent  that  he  remain  on  bail. 
.  .  .  The  decisive  inquiry,  then,  is, 
When  does  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  felony,  in  the  meaning  of  §  229, 
begin?  It  seems  to  us  it  cannot,  with 
propriety  or  accuracy,  be  said  to  be- 
gin until  the  issue  is  formed  and  the 
jury  sworn  to  try  it.  For,  as  has  been 
held  by  this  court,  the  defendant  can- 
not be  regarded  as  being  in  jeopardy 
of  his  life  or  liberty  until  then. 
Everything  done  previously  is  merely 
preliminary  to  the  trial." 

And  in  Fossett  v.  State  (1901)  43 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  117,  67  S.  W.  322, 
where  the  principal  was  indicted  for 
murder,  holding  that  the  liability  of 
his  bail  terminated,  by  reason  of  stat- 
utory provisions,  upon  the  commence- 
ment of  his  trial,  it  appeared  from  the 
record  that  the  accused  was  present 
in  court  when  his  case  was  called  for 
trial,  and  that  he  thereupon  made  a 
motion  for  a  change  of  venue,  which 
was  denied;  that,  on  the  denial  of 
such  motion,  he  presented  an  applica- 
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tion  for  continuance,  which  was  over- 
ruled, that  he  then  demurred  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  try  the 
case,  and  the  court  overruled  the  de- 
murrer, and  that,  during  the  argu- 
ment of  the  demurrer,  the  accused  es- 
caped, and  his  recognizance  was  for- 
feited. The  question  as  to  whether 
the  trial  had  commenced  so  as  to  dis- 
charge the  sureties  was  discussed  at 
length  by  the  court,  as  follows:  ^'It 
is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  sureties, 
who  are  appellants  in  this  ^ase,  that 
the  contingency  had  arrived  under 
our  statutes  which  discharged  de- 
fendant Fossett  from  the  custody  of 
his  bail;  and  that,  the  trial  having 
commenced,  he  was  then  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  court  or  the  sheriff.  In 
support  of  this  contention,  we  are 
cited  to  the  following  articles  of  the 
Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  to  Wit, 
articles  635,  640,  and  641.  Said  ar- 
ticles read  as  follows:  'Art.  686. 
When  the  defendant  in  a  case  of  fel- 
ony is  on  bail  he  shall,  before  the 
trial  commences,  be  placed  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff  a(nd  his  bail  be 
considered  as  discharged.'  'Art.  640. 
In  all  cases  less  than  capital  the  de- 
fendant is  required,  when  his  case  is 
called  for  trial,  before  it  proceeds 
further,  to  plead  by  himself  or  coun- 
sel whether  or  not  he  is  guilty.'  'Art. 
641.  By  the  term,  "called  for  trial," 
is  meant  the  stage  of  the  case  when 
both  parties  have  announced  that  they 
are  ready,  or  when  a  continuance  hav- 
ing been  applied  for  has  been  denied.' 
We  understand  that  particular  stress 
is  laid  on  the  last  article  as  constru- 
ing the  preceding  article;  and  that 
the  facts  show  the  contingency 
marked  out  by  this  latter  article, 
which  discharged  the  sureties,  had 
occurred;  that  is,  that  the  case  had 
been  called  for  trial,  and  the  state 
had  announced  ready,  and  a  continu- 
ance, which  had  been  applied  for  on 
the  part  of  defendant,  had  been  pre- 
sented, and  had  been  overruled  by  the 
court.  While  this  is  literally  true  in 
one  sense,  still  there  are  other  articles 
of  our  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure 
which  are  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  determining  the  question  as 
to  whether  the  recognizance  had  ful- 


filled its  purpose  under  the  law,  and 
is  no  longer  binding  on  the  recogni- 
zors. Among  others,  we  refer  to  ar- 
ticles 303  to  310,  inclusive,  which  de- 
fine bail  and  recognizance,  and  lay 
down  some  of  the  rules  applicable 
thereto ;  and  articles  669, 670, 575-677, 
and  617,  which  relate  to  the  plea  of 
not  guilty  and  other  pleas  and  mo- 
tions of  a  defendant;  and  article  476, 
which  relates  to  the  forfeiture  of  bail. 
Now  it  will  be  observed  that  bail,  as 
prescribed  by  our  stetutes,  obligates 
the  sureties  that  their  principal  will 
appear  and  answer  before  the  proper 
court  the  accusation  brought  against 
him;  and  the  bail,  in  this  instance, 
follows,  as  it  should,  the  terms  of  the 
statute.  What  answer  is  referred  to? 
Evidently,  this  is  provided  for  in  ar- 
ticle 640;  that  is,  in  every  case  the 
bail  requires  a  defendant  to  appear 
and  answer  before  the  proper  tribu- 
nal, whether  or  not  he  is  guilty.  Of 
course,  there  are  special  pleas  and  an- 
swers that  he  can  make,  but  this  is 
the  final  answer,  and  his  bail  goes 
with  him  until  he  has  entered  his  final 
plea.  True,  he  is  required  to  be  pres- 
ent on  other  occasions.  Indeed,  ilo 
Important  step  can  be  taken  in  his 
cas«,  if  it  is  a  felony,  unless  he  Is 
present;  but  his  bail  holds  him  in  cus- 
tody, and  requires  him  te  be  present 
at  each  stage  of  the  procedure,  in- 
cluding and  up  to  the  last  stage,  when 
he  is  required  to  enter  his  plea  of 
guilty  or  not  guilty.  And  when  arti- 
cles 635  and  641  say  that  before  the 
trial  commences  he  shall  be  placed  in 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  and  his  bail  be 
considered  as  discharged,  and  that 
this  stage  is  reached  when  both  par- 
ties have  announced  ready,  or  when  a 
continuance,  applied  for  by  a  defend- 
ant, has  been  overruled,  it  clearly 
means  that  marks  the  stage  of  the 
case  when  the  jury  trial  is  to  begin. 
But  it  does  not  mean  that  defendant 
can  stend  by  and  hear  the  court  an- 
nounce his  continuance  overruled,  and 
then  dodge  out  and  escape,  and  thus 
relieve  his  bail;  but  he  must,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  his  and 
their  contract,  remain  until  he  haa 
entered  his  plea.  This  may  be,  and, 
under  the  stetute,  should  be,  before 
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the  jury  is  impaneled.  See  art.  640, 
Code  Grim.  Proc.  Of  course,  it  does 
not  foNow  that  his  bail  may  not  sur- 
render him  under  other  articles  of  the 
statute  before  this  juncture;  but  it 
implies  that  there  is  no  interregnum 
between  his  bail  and  his  trial — ^that 
is,  his  final  plea.  The  law  did  not  in- 
tend to  furnish  a  loophole  for  his  es- 
cape before  his  final  answer.  This 
construction  is  further  borne  out  by 
reference  to  those  articles  of  our  stat- 
ute which  relate  to  the  hearing  of  mo- 
tions. These  may  be  heard  and  deter- 
mined at  any  time  before  trial  upon 
the  plea  of  not  guilty  is  entered  upon, 
but  not  afterwards.  See  art.  577, 
Code  Grim.  Proc.  Article  591,  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  provides :  'Judg- 
ment shall  in  no  case  be  given  against 
the  defendant  where  his  motion,  ex- 
ception, or  plea  is  overruled,  but  he 
shall  in  all  cases  be  allowed  to  plead 
not  guilty.  If  he  refuses  to  plead  it 
shall  be  considered  as  if  the  plea  were 
offered  and  be  noted  accordingly.' 
From  these  articles — indeed,  from 
every  provision  of  the  Code — ^it  is  evi- 
dent that  all  motions  of  every  char- 
acter must  be  disposed  of,  and  that 
these  are  preliminary  to  the  main 
trial;  and  when  that  stage  is  reached, 
and  when  he  is  ready  to  plead  to  the 
accusation,  he  is  then  placed  in  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff  and  his  bail  dis- 
charged, but  not  before.  It  appears 
that,  after  the  court  had  announced 
what  disposition  he  would  make  of 
the  motion  for  continuance,  defendant 
did  not  then  enter  his  plea  to  the  in- 
dictment, but  craved  leave  to  present 
another  motion,  which  motion,  indeed, 
should  have  come  before  the  motion 
for  continuance,  as  it  went  to  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  court — still  it  could 
be  offered  at  any  time;  and  the  per- 
mission granted  by  the  court  to  allow 
the  same  to  be  presented  was  tanta- 
mount to  holding  his  ruling  on  the 
motion  for  continuance  in  abeyance 
until  he  had  made  his  ruling  on  the 
motion  to  recuse  himself  (and  he  cer- 
tainly had  authority  over  his  own 
orders  during  the  term) .  If  the  court 
had  held  that  he  was  not  qualified  to 
try  the  case,  this  would  have  been  a 
postponement  or  continuance  of  the 


case  until  some  other  judge  should  be 
authorized  to  try  it.  The  motion  was 
not  a  joinder  of  issue,  but  was  evi- 
dently intended  to  cut  off  an  an- 
nouncement of  'ready'  at  that  time. 
Suppose,  when  the  court  announced 
he  would  overrule  the  motion  for  con- 
tinuance, he  had  then  ordered  defend- 
ant to  come  forward  and  enter  his 
plea,  and  had  then  announced  that  his 
bail  was  released,  and  the  sheriff 
would  take  custody  of  him,  and 
defendant  had  then  stated  he  was 
not  ready  to  proceed  with  the  trial; 
that  he  had  another  motion  to  pre- 
sent. Could  the  court  have  re- 
fused to  hear  his  motion,  or  to  have 
discharged  his  bail  pending  the 
preparation  and  hearing  of  that 
motion?  Unquestionably,  under  the 
terms  of  the  law,  he  could  present 
such  motion,  and  he  was  in  the  cus- 
tody of  his  bail  pending  its  prepara- 
tion, the  motion  itself  being  in  the 
nature  of  a  request  of  the  court  to 
hold  up  his  ruling  on  the  motion  for 
continuance,  and  to  forbear  pressing 
him  to  trial,  until  such  other  motion 
should  be  disposed  of.  The  court  was 
asked  to  hear  a  preliminary  motion — 
a  motion  set  up  to  avoid  a  trial  alto- 
gether; and,  until  this  was  disposed 
of,  the  case  could  not  be  called  for 
trial  proper,  and,  until  this  could  be 
done,  the  trial  before  the  jury  could 
not  conmience.  In  the  meantime  his 
bail,  which  required  him  to  answer 
the  state's  charge,  and,  in  order  to  do 
so,  to  be  there  when  the  trial  should 
begin,  was  operative;  and  he  could  no 
more  evade  the  terms  of  his  recogni- 
zance, as  was  attempted  in  this  case, 
than  he  could  had  he  remained  pres- 
ent during  the  reading  of  his  motion 
for  continuance  and  the  overruling  by 
the  judge  of  the  same,  and  then,  in- 
stead of  remaining  and  pleading  to 
the  indictment,  have  inmiediately  fied 
from  the  courtroom  and  made  his  es- 
cape. We  apprehend  it  will  not  be 
seriously  contended  by  appellant  that 
he  could  have  avoided  the  obligation 
of  his  bail  in  this  manner.  .  .  .  We 
accordingly  hold  that  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  articles  of  our  Code 
of  Criminal  Procedure,  bearing  on  the 
question  as  to  when  the  bail  of  the 
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prisoner  terminateB  and  the  custody 
of  the  court  or  the  sheriff  begins,  is 
when  such  defendant  appears  in  court 
and  enters  his  plea  of  guilty  or  not 
guilty  to  the  indictment.  This  is  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract of  himself  and  his  sureties  with 
the  state,  and  the  articles  which  ap- 
pellants have  invoked  are  to  be  con- 
strued in  accordance  with  this  con- 
tract and  other  statutes  regulating 
the  trial/' 

It  appears,  however,  from  Wiseman 
V.  State  (1913)  70  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
477,  156  S.  W.  683,  that,  under  a  stat- 
ute enacted  subsequently  to  the  one 
construed  in  the  preceding  case,  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  on  a  bail  bond 
does  not  terminate  with  the  com- 
mencement of  the  trial,  but  with  the 
return  of  a  verdict,  and  it  was  held 
that  where  his  conviction  was  set 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  awarded,  and 
the  sheriff  instructed  to  discharge  the 
defendant  from  custody  on  the  origi- 
nal bail  bond,  the  sureties  were  liable 
on  his  failure  to  appear  at  the  next 
term  of  the  court.  The  distinction  be- 
tween the  effect  of  the  former  statute 
and  the  later  one  was  discussed  as 
follows:  ''Appellant  went  upon  his 
trial,  and  was  convicted.  This  con- 
viction was  at  a  subsequent  day  of  the 
term,  by  the  trial  judge,  set  aside  and 
a  new  trial  awarded.  Section  2  of  the 
Act  of  the  30th  Legislature,  page  31, 
provides  that  where  the  defendant  in 
cases  of  felony  is  on  bail  when  his 
trial  commences,  the  same  shall  not 
thereby  be  considered  as  discharged 
until  the  jury  shall  return  into  court 
a  verdict  of  guilty  and  the  defendant 
taken  into  custody  by  the  sheriff,  and 
he  shall  have  the  same  right  to  re^ 
main  on  bail  during  the  trial  of  his 
case,  and  up  to  the  return  into  court 
of  such  verdict  of  guilty,  as  under  the 
law  he  now  has  before  the  trial  com- 
mences; but  immediately  upon  the  re- 
turn into  court  of  such  verdict  of 
guilty,  he  shall  be  taken  into  custody 
by  the  sheriff,  and  bail  'be  considered 
as  discharged.'  By  the  terms  of  the 
bail  bond  or  recognizance,  it  requires 
the  principal  to  appear  before  that 
court  from  day  to  day,  and  from  term 
to  term,  until  discharged  by  order  of 


the  court,  etc.    Before  the  enactment 
ef  this  statute,  when  the  accused  was 
placed  upon  trial  he  was  taken  from 
his   bondsmen  during  the  trial,  and 
they  were  no  longer  responsible  for 
his  attendance  upon  that  trial.    If  ac« 
quitted  he  was  discharged ;  if  convict- 
ed, he  was  placed  in  jail.    Under  the 
statute  as   it  then   was,    if  he   was 
awarded  a  new  trial,  or  his  case  was 
reversed  on  appeal,  he  was  entitled  to 
his  discharge  under  the  bond  he  was 
placed  under  prior  to  his  trial  and 
conviction.    In  either  event,  whether 
a  new  trial  was  awarded  him  by  the 
trial  court  or  by  the  appellate  court, 
upon  granting  of  that  new  trial  he 
was  entitled  to  his  discharge  under 
his  bond,  unless  the  sureties  had  sur- 
rendered him,  and  in  that  event  the 
sureties  were  considered  discharged 
until  the  new  trial  was  awarded  or 
the  reversal  occurred,  and  they  would 
not  be  responsible  for  his  appearance 
wh'*-'  he  was  in  jail  awaiting  the  or- 
der of  the  court  on  motion  for  new 
trial,  or  the  action  of  the  appellate 
court,  but  would  be  if  a  new  trial  was 
awarded.    With  reference  to  the  ap- 
peal in  felony  cases,  where  the  con- 
viction is  for  less  than  fifteen  years, 
he  may  give  an  appeal  bond  or  recog- 
nizance, and  go  out  under  that  bond. 
Whether  the  appeal  bond  would  dis- 
charge the  sureties  from  all  subse- 
quent liabilities  is  not  necessary  here 
to  discuss,   not   being   involved,    but 
under  the  old  law,  as  before  stated, 
when  the  case  went  to  trial,  he  was 
taken  from  his  bondsmen  by  virtue  of 
that  fact  and  placed  in  custody  of  the 
officers  pending  the  disposition  of  his 
case,  and  to  that  extent  the  bondsmen 
were  considered  as  discharged  of  lia- 
bility until  the  new  trial  was  awarded. 
The  only  difference,  as  we  understand 
the  present  and  former  statutes,   is 
that  the  sheriff  cannot  now  take  the 
principal  in  charge  until  after  a  ver- 
dict   of    guilty    has    been    rendered 
against   him,   and   the    defendant    is 
then  taken  into  custody,  and  his  sure- 
ties are  then  considered  as  discharged 
from  further  liability  on  the    bond* 
until  a  new  trial  has  been  awarded 
him,  or  some  action  is  taken  by  the 
court  which  liberates  him  from  that 
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conviction;  whereas,  under  the  old 
law,  he  was  taken  into  custody  upon 
going  to  trial.  The  only  relative  dif^ 
ferenee  in  the  two  statutes  is,  it  per- 
mits the  defendant^  under  the  Act  of 
the  SOth  Legislature,  to  go  at  large 
during  his  trial,  whereas, .  under  the 
previous  law,  he  was  taken  into  cus- 
tody immediately  upon  the  announce- 
ment of  ready  for  trial/' 

XII.  Discharge  of  jury. 

Where  the  defendant  appears, 
pleads  not  guilty,  and  the  issue  is 
brought  before  a  jury  and  all  the  evi- 
dence taken,  and  the  court  then  dis- 
misses the  jury  and  discharges  the 
defendant  and  permits  him  to  depart, 
the  liability  of  the  sureties  terminates 
with  his  departure,  and  they  cannot 
be  held  liable  for  his  nonappearance 
upon  being  called  later  upon  the  same 
day.  Lyons  v.  State  (1824)  1  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  309. 

The  court  in  the  preceding  case  dis- 
tinguished the  case  of  Winscott  v. 
State  (Ind.)  the  report  of  which  has 
not  been  found,  in  the  following 
words:  'This  case  is  clearly  distin- 
guishable from  the  case  of  Winscott 
v.  State,  decided  at  this  term.  It 
seems  that  Winscott  was  one  of  the 
bail  named  in  this  recognizance.  The 
reasons  given  by  him  why  the  state 
should  not  have  execution  against 
him  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  same 
as  are  set  forth  in  this  plea.  He 
states  the  appearance  of  Lyons,  th^ 
answer  to  the  charge,  the  impaneling 
and  swearing  of  the  jury,  the  hearing 
of  the  evidence,  and  the  discharge 
of  the  jury  by  the  court;  but  he  does 
not  pretend  that  Lyons  was  dis- 
charged by  the  court,  or  departed 
with  their  leave.  He  contends  that 
Lyons  was  discharged  by  the  opera- 
tion of  law,  that  the  dismissal  of  the 
jury  amounted  to  an  acquittal,  and 
that  the  court  could  not  require  him 
to  answer  any  further  to  the  charge. 
But  it  was  there  evident  that  Lyons 
departed  without  leave  of  the  court. 
Whether  the  discharge  of  the  jury 
amounted  to  a  discharge  of  Lyons,  or 
not,  was  not  to  be  determined  by  the 
party  accused,  but  by  the  court.  They 
had  a  right  to  adjudicate  upon  that 


subject,  and  it  was  witiiin  the  terms 
of  the  recognizance  that  Lyons  should 
remain  in  court  until  that  matter  was 
determined.  His  departure  without 
leave  put  an  end  to  the  adjudication, 
and  was  a  violaticm  of  his  recogni- 
zance. Hare  the  plea  expressly  states 
the  discharge  of  Lyons  by  the  court, 
and  his  departure  with  the  court's 
permission;  so  that,  taking  the  plea 
to  be  true,  the  subsequent  calling  of 
I^ons,  and  forfeiting  the  recogni- 
zance on  account  of  his  failure  to  ap- 
pear, were  incorrect.^ 

And  it  was  held  in  State  v.  Turpin 
(19(y9)  64  Or.  367,  103  Pac.  488,  that 
where  the  court  adjourned  during  the 
progress  of  the  trial  of  the  defendant, 
and,  by  reason  of  a  statutory  provi- 
sion, stood  adjourned  for  the  term, 
this  operated  as  an  acquittal  under 
the  rule  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury 
without  legal  necessity  therefor,  be- 
fore verdict,  has  the  legal  effect  of  an 
acquittal,  and  the  defendant  was  not 
required  by  his  bail  bond  thweafter 
to  appear  in  court,  and  the  bond  could 
not  be  forfeited  for  bis  failure  to  do 
so. 

Where  the.  defendant  is  put  on  trial, 
and,  the  jury  not  agreeing,  a  mistrial 
is  ordered,  but  no  order  is  made  plac- 
ing the  defendant  in  custody  or  dis- 
charging him,  and  the  court  is  ad- 
journed sine  die,  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  on  his  bail  bond,  with  the 
usual  conditions  to  appear  at  court 
and  not  depart  without  leave,  is  not 
thereby  terminated,  and,  on  the  fail- 
ure of  the  defendant  to  appear  at  the 
next  term  of  court,  his  sureties  become 
liable.  State  v.  Eure  (1916)  172  N.  C. 
874,  89  S.  E.  788.  In  this  case  the 
court  said:  "An  appearance  bond  by 
its  terms,  and  under  the  uniform  rul- 
ing of  the  courts,  requires  that  the 
defendant  appear  term  after  term, 
until  he  is  discharged  on  a  verdict 
of  acquittal,  or  by  order  of  the  court. 


f» 


X/IJr.  BeUr&ment  of  jury. 

The  sureties  are  liable  where  the 
defendant  flees  while  the  jury  are 
considering  their  verdict.  Cook  v. 
State  (1890)  91  Ala.  53,  8  So.  686.  In 
this  case  the  court  said:  "The  de-* 
fendanta  sought  to  set  up,  in  answes 
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to  the  scire  facias,  that  their  princi- 
pal appeared  at  the  term  of  the  court 
at  which  the  judgment  nisi  was  taken 
against  them,  was  arraigned,  entered 
upon  his  trial,  and  appeared  from  day 
to  day  during  the  progress  of  the 
trial,  and  until  the  jury  retired  to 
consider  of  their  verdict.  The  pleas 
to  this  end  did  not  aver  that  their 
principal  was  present  in  court  when 
the  jury  appeared  therein  to  deliver 
their  verdict,  on  the  morning  after 
their  retirement,  nor  that,  prior  there- 
to, he  had  been  placed  in  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff,  either  by  his  bail,  or 
under  an  order  of  court.  The  pleas 
were  fatally  defective.  Disclosing 
that  the  trial  had  been  entered  upon, 
they  should  have  disclosed,  further, 
that  the  defendant  had  remained  in 
attendance  to  respond  to  the  judgment 
that  should  result  therefrom,  or  that 
the  sureties  were  discharged  by  rea- 
son of  the  defendant  being  taken  in 
custody.  The  demurrers  which  were 
addressed  to  this  infirmity  were 
properly  sustained;  and,  it  appearing 
in  evidence  that  the  defendant  fled 
while  the  jury  were  considering  their 
verdict,  and  failed  to  appear  when 
they  were  ready  to  return  their  find- 
ing, judgment  final  was  properly 
rendered  against  his  sureties." 

Nor  do  they  comply  with  the  con- 
dition of  their  bond,  and  terminate 
their  liability  by  producing  their 
principal  at  the  first  call,  where  the 
bond  contains  the  condition  that  he 
shall  not  depart  the  court  without 
leave,  and  they  are  liable  where  he  is 
put  upon  trial,  and,  while  the  jury 
are  out  to  consider  a  verdict,  es- 
capes. State  V.  Martel  (1842)  3  Rob. 
(La.)  22.  In  this  case  the  court  said : 
"The  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  in 
1837  (Acts  1837,  p.  99,  §  2),  is  con- 
clusive against  the  defendants.  It 
says  expressly  that  the  appearance 
and  answer  of  the  party  accused  shall 
not  operate  as  a  discharge  or  release 
of  the  security  from  his  responsibili- 
ty, until  after  the  trial,  and  convic- 
tion or  acquittal,  of  the  accused,  un- 
less the  surety  make  a  formal  sur- 
render of  the  accused  in  open  court, 
or  in  the  prison  of  the  parish,  and  not 


otherwise.  This  was  not  done  in  the 
present  case.'' 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  on  a 
bail  bond,  conditioned  that  the  ac- 
cused shall  appear  to  answer  the 
charge  brought  against  him  and  not 
depart  from  the  court  without  leave, 
is  not  terminated  by  the  appearance 
of  the  accused  for  trial,  but  the  sure- 
ties must  produce  their  principal  to 
answer  to  the  sentence,  and  his  de- 
parture without  leave,  while  the  jury 
are  considering  their  verdict,  and 
prior  to  the  return  of  a  verdict 
against  him,  renders  them  liable. 
State  V.  Ruhing  (1897)  49  La.  Ann. 
909,  22  So.  199. 

But  see  Com.  v.  Coleman  (1859)  2 
Met.  (Ky.)  382,  supra,  VI. 

XTF.  Jtetum  •/  verdici. 

a.  Conviction. 

It  is  generally  held  that  the  liabili- 
ty of  bail  is  not  terminated  by  the 
return  of  a  verdict  against  the  ac- 
cused. 

Thus,  the  liability  of  sureties  on  a 
bond  conditioned  that  the  defendant 
appear  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term  of  the  court,  and  not  depart 
without  leave,  is  not  terminated  by 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant  at 
the  time  named  in  the  bond,  and  if  he 
appears  and  enters  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  and  a  trial  is  had,  and  the  jury 
return  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  after- 
wards, and  before  sentence  of  judg- 
ment is  pronounced,  he  leaves  the 
court  room,  and  is  not  thereafter  seen 
or  heard  from,  the  sureties  are  liable. 
Glasgow  V.  State  (1889)  41  Kan.  333, 
21  Pac.  253.  In  this  case,  it  was  un- 
successfully contended  that  the  stat- 
ute did  not  authorize  the  bond  to  re- 
quire that  the  defendant  should  not 
depart  the  court  without  leave,  but 
the  court  held  that  the  word  "appear** 
in  the  bond  implied  that  the  defend- 
ant was  to  appear  for  the  purposes  of 
a  trial  of  the  charges  made  against 
him,  and  in  this  connection  said:  "It 
is  not  enough  for  the  party  to  be  there 
for  the  first  day,  and  then  slip  off 
without  leave,  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  of  the  bond;  the 
very  fact  of  the  condition  of  his  ap- 
pearance is  that  he  shall  appear  for 
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a  cortAin  purpose;  he  spears  for  the 
trial  of  the  charges  made  against  him, 
and  if  he  departs  before  the  trial  and 
judgnaent  are  had»  without  leave  of 
the  courts  his  bond  is  forfeited.  He 
appeared  for  trial,  he  departed  before 
judgment  The  statute  provides  that» 
if  without  suflkient  excuse  he  neg- 
lects to  appear  for  trial  or  judgment, 
the  court  must  direct  the  fact  to  be 
entered  upon  its  minutes,  and  declare 
the  forfeiture  of  the  bend.** 

Thus,  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
on  a  bail  bond  providing  t^iat  the  de- 
fendant shall  appear  at  court,  and 
not  depart  without  leav^  is  not  termi- 
nated by  his  appearance,  trial,  and 
conviction,  but  they  are  liable  for  his 
subsequent  disa.ppearance  without 
leave.  State  v.  Norment  (1838)  12 
La.51L 

And  where  the  principal  in  such  a 
bond,  after  conviction  and  before  be- 
ing called  for  sentence,  departs  with- 
out leave,  and  fails  to  appear  when 
called,  the  sureties  are  liable.  Ma- 
gic's Appeal  (1886)  1  Sadler  (Pa.) 
496,  4  Atl.  737. 

The  surety  on  such  a  bond  is  not 
discharged  by  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant  at  the  time  required  there- 
in, but  the  bond  is  reached  where  the 
defendant  flees  without  leave  of  the 
court,  after  the  rendition,  of  a  verdict 
against  him.  Chilton  v.  People 
(1873)  66  IlL  601. 

And  under  such  a  bond,  the  defend- 
ant, after  appearing  at  the  term 
named,  must  continue  to  appear  until 
acquitted,  or  in  some  legal  way  dis- 
charged, or,  if  tried  and  found  guilty, 
until  the  sentence  of  the  court  is 
passed  upon  him,  unless  he  is  permit- 
ted to  depart  sooner  by  leave  of  the 
court.  Dennard  v.  State  (1847)  2  Ga. 
137.  In  this  case  the  defendant  con- 
tinued in  attendance  on  the  court  un- 
til the  verdict  of  guilty  was  rendered, 
but  departed  from  the  court  before 
sentence  was  passed,  and  the  court 
said  that  the  bond  was  intended  to 
insure  the  appearance  of  accused  to 
answer  not  only  to  the  charge,  but 
also  to  the  judgment,  and  that  the 
sureties,  in  order  to  terminate  their 
liability,  must  have  their  principal  to 
answer  to  the  sentence  of  the  court 
20  A.L.IU-40. 


It  was  held  in  Ewing  v.  United 
States  (1917)  153  C.  C.  A.  167,  240 
Fed.  241,  that  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  is  not  terminated  upon  the 
conviction  of  the  defendant,  where 
such  conviction  is  not  immediately 
followed  by  the  sentence  because  of 
the  statement  of  counsel  that  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  would  be  made,  but 
that  their  liability  continues  until  the 
pronouncement  of  the  sentence,  and 
the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  appear 
therefor  is  ground  for  the  forfeiture 
of  the  bail  bond.  In  this  case  the 
court  said:  "The  bond  was  to  be  void 
if  the  principal  should  make  his  ap- 
pearance before  the  district  court 
'then  and  there  to  answer,'  etc.,  'and 
continue  in  attendance  at  said  term 
of  said  court  from  day  to  day,  and 
term  to  term,  until  discharged,  and 
abide  the  decision  of  the  said  court 
in  the  premises.'  When  the  accused 
was  convicted  by  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  he  was,  upon  the  statement  of 
his  counsel  that  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  would  be  filed,  and  upon  his 
counsel's  request  in  his  presence,  in- 
stead of  being  remanded  into  the  cus- 
tody of  the  marshal,  permitted  to  go 
upon  his  old  bond;  the  court  being  of 
opinion  that  it  was  a  'continuing* 
bond.  If  the  court  had  pronounced 
sentence,  a  different  question  might 
be  presented,  or,  if  the  court  had  or- 
dered the  defendant  into  the  custody 
of  the  marshal,  perhaps  the  question 
would  not  be,  in  legal  effect,  the  same 
as  the  question  under  consideration. 
But  in  this  case  the  accused  was  not 
discharged,  nor  did  he  'abide  the  de- 
cision' of  the  court,  since  no  judgment 
was  rendered  on  the  verdict,  or  upon 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Whether 
or  not,  on  principles  of  estoppel,  ap- 
plied also  to  this  phase  of  the  case, 
the  surety  could  be  held,  need  not  be 
decided;  for,  under  the  terms  of  the 
bond  as  given,  the  responsibility  of 
the  surety  was  not  brought  to  an  end 
and  completed  by  the  conviction  it- 
self. The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee 
(Suggs  V.  State  (1914)  129  Teiin.  500, 
167  S.  W.  123)  discusses  the  differ- 
ence between  the  rights  and  obliga- 
tions of  the  surety  after  conviction, 
but  before  sentence,  and  after  sen^ 
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tence,  and  says:  ^here  a  bail  bond 
stipulates  that  the  principal  is  riot  to 
depart  without  leave  of  the  court,  the 
sureties  are  not  exonerated  by  the 
mere  conviction  of  the  principal. 
.  .  .  But  when  a  conviction  is  fol- 
lowed by  a  pronouncement  of  sen- 
tence, such  pronouncement,  it  has  been 
held,  has  the  legal  effect  of  a  direc- 
tion to  the  sheriff  to  hold  the  convict* 
ed  defendant  in  custody,  and  operates 
to  exonerate  the  sureties.'  A  number 
of  cases  are  cited  in  support  of  each 
of  these  conclusions.  No  case  has 
been  cited,  and  we  have  found  none, 
in  which,  upon  a  mere  conviction; 
without  sentence  pronounced  there- 
upon, it  has  been  held  that  the  cus- 
tody of  the  accused  passed  from  the 
surety  to  the  officer  who,  under  the 
law,  would  take  the  accused  into  his 
custody.  If  the  case  is  to  be  assimi- 
lated to  the  mode  of  proceeding  in 
Tennessee,  all  debate  on  the  subject 
is  foreclosed  by  the  Statute  of  Ten- 
nessee of  1903  (Acts  1903,  chap. 
99;  Shannon's  Code  Supp.  852), 
which  provides  that,  when  such 
a  bond  as  this  has  been  executed, 
it  'shall  be  valid  and  binding  upon 
the  defendant  and  his  sureties 
thereon,  for  the  defendant's  per- 
sonal appearance  before  the  court 
from  term  to  term  until  the  case  is 
finally  terminated  or  stricken  from 
the  docket,  and  the  defendant  dis- 
charged by  the  court;  and  the  defend- 
ant shall  not  be  required  to  renew 
said  bond  or  recognizance,  unless  or- 
dered to  do  so  by  the  court  because 
of  the  insufficiency  of  said  bond  in 
amount,  or  the  insolvency  of  the  same, 
or  on  forfeiture  of  bail,  or  for  other 
good  and  sufficient  causes;  provided 
that  the  sureties  on  said  bond  may 
surrender  the  prisoner  and  be  released 
on  said  bond  as  now  provided.'  Of 
course,  that  provision  of  the  statute 
is  as  much  a  part  of  the  bond  as  if 
written  into  it.  If  it  were  so  written, 
however,  it  would  not  add  to  the  ex- 
press agreement  of  this  bond  that  the 
accused  should  attend  'until  dis- 
charged,' and  'abide  the  deciftioii  of 
the  said  court  in  the  premises.'  The 
surety,  by  failing  to  produce  the  ac- 
cusei^  inust  pny  the  penalty  for  his 
default'' 


And  in  State  v.  Baldwin  (1888)  78 
Iowa,  737,  36  N.  W.  908,  where  It  ap- 
peared that  the  principal  in  the  bond 
was  tried  and  convicted  on  the  indict- 
ment, and  two  years  afterward  a  de- 
fault upon  the  bond  was  taken,  the 
court  said:  ^A  default  may  be  taken 
upon  a  bail  bond  if  the  principal  fail 
to  appear,  at  any  time  when  his  per- 
sonal appearance  may  be  lawfully  re- 
quired. CodO)  §  4596.  The  court  may 
at  any  time  require  one  convicted  to 
appear  and  surrender  himself,  or  per- 
form the  judgment.  Having  been  re- 
quired to  appear,  and  having  failed 
to  do  so,  the  default  was  entered 
against  the  defendant's  principal. 
The  principal  in  the  bail  bond  may  be 
required  to  appear  al  any  term  sub- 
sequent to  the  term  at  Which  he  ia 
required  by  the  language  of  the  bond 
to  appear,  without  notice  to  him  or 
his  sureties,  and  his  former  appear- 
ance to  answer  to  the  charge  does  not 
discharge  the  sureties.  State  v. 
Brown  (1864)  16  lewa,  314.  It  will 
be  t>i^esumed,  if  the  forfeiture  was 
taken  at  a  subsequent  term,  that  the 
cause  was  continued  by  operation  of 
law  to  the  term  when  default  was 
taken.  State  v.  Merrihew  (1877)  47 
Iowa,  112,  29  Am.  Rep.  464.  .  .  . 
It  cannot  be  doubted  that,  after  con- 
viction, the  person  indicted  may  be 
ordered  by  the  court  to  surrender 
himself  upon  the  judgment;  and  upon 
nonperformance  of  such  order  default 
may  be  taken  upon  his  bond,  which  is 
conditioned  that  the  principal  'shall 
abide  the  order'  of  the  court." 

The  sureties  ^n  a  bail  bond,  condi- 
tioned that  defendant  shall  at  all 
times  render  himself  amenable  to  the 
orders  and  process  of  the  court,  and, 
if  convicted,  appear  for  judgment 
and  render  himself  in  execution  there- 
of, are  not  discharged  from  liability 
by  the  conviction  of  the  defendant, 
and  where,  after  conviction,  the  court 
adjourned  to  a  future  time  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  sentence  and  judg- 
ment upon  the  defendant,  and  he 
failed  to  appear  at  such  time,  the 
sureties  are  liable.  People  v.  Mac- 
Gregor  (1911)  147  App.  Div.  488,  131 
N.  Y.  Supp.  788.  The  Ibwer  court  in 
this  case  held  the  suireties  discharged 
upon  the  theory  HtM  the  bond  had  no 
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force  or  effect  after  the  verdict  of 
conviction,  because  §  5  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure  declares  that, 
after  the  conviction  of  a  crime,  a  de- 
fendant who  has  appealed,  and  when 
there  is  a  stay  of  proceedings,  but  not 
otherwise,  may  be  admitted  to  bail; 
but  the  appellate  court  held  that  the 
word  "conviction"  in  such  section  did 
not  mean  the  verdict  of  conviction, 
but  meant  the  sentence  or  judgment 
of  the  court  rendered  upon  the  ver- 
dict. 

Where  the  principal  on  a  criminal 
appearance  bond,  requiring  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  before  the  district 
court  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term,  and  there  remain  from  day  to 
day,  and  term  to  term,  until  dis-- 
charged  by  due  course  of  law,  ap- 
pears for  trial,  and  is  found  guilty  of 
the  charge  preferred  against  him,  he 
does  not,  by  virtue  of  §  6981,  Rev. 
Laws  1910,  which  provides  that  if  a 
general  verdict  is  rendered  against 
the  defendant  he  must  be  remanded, 
if  in  custody,  or,  if  on  bail,  he  may  be 
committed  to  the  proper  officer  of  the 
county  to  await  the  judgment  of  the 
court  upon  a  verdict,  immediately 
pass  into  the  custody  of  the  law,  and 
thereby  discharge  the  sureties  on  his 
bond,  unless  he  is  conunitted  into  the 
custody  of  the  proper  officer  to  await 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  ABLES  v. 
State  (reported  herewith)  ante,  589. 

And  the  liability  of  sureties  on  a 
bail  bond,  conditioned  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  appear  and  answer  the 
indictment  against  him,  abide  by  any 
and  all  orders  of  the  court,  and  attend 
the  sessions  of  the  court  from  day  to 
day  thereafter,  until  the  final  adjudi- 
cation of  the  case,  is  not  terminated 
by  his  appearance  for  trial,  and  pres- 
ence during  the  trial  until  a  verdict 
•f  guilty  is  rendered,  and  they  are  lia- 
ble where  he  fails  to  appear  at  the 
time  set  by  the  court  for  the  pro- 
noancement  of  aenleiiee  against  Uhl 
United  States  v.  Reyes  (1908)  3  Porto 
Rico  Fed.  Rep.  299. 

But  it  was  held  in  State  v.  Wilson 
(1859)  14  La.  Ann.  446,  that  where 
ttie  condition  of  the  bond  is  that  the 
accused  shall  appear  at  the  next  term, 
and  not  depart  without  leave  of  the 
court  until  his  final  trial  and  convic- 


tion or  acquittal,  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  is  at  an  end  when  a  verdict 
of  guilty  is  found  against  him,  and 
the  accused,  being  then  present  in 
court,  is,  after  the  conviction,  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  sure- 
ties cannot  be  made  liable  on  the  bond 
because  he  afterwards  makes  his  es- 
cape. 

And  in  United  States  v.  Cerecedo 
(1914)  6  Pmrto  Rico  Fe«L  Rep.  622,  it 
was  held  that  an  appearance  bond, 
the  form  of  which  does  not  appear, 
did  not  apply  between  verdict  and 
sentence,  and  the  sureties  were  not 
liable  for  the  defendant's  appearance 
after  verdict  of  conviction;  that  the 
appearance  bond  provided  for  defend- 
ant's appearance  from  day  to  day  un- 
til final  adjudication ;  but  that  the  ver- 
dict of  conviction  was  not  something 
incidental  to  the  trial  from  day  to 
day,  but  a  final  adjudication  on  the 
facts,  and  the  sentence  resulted  as  a 
matter  of  law. 

And  the  surety  is  discharged, 
where  he  produces  the  defendant  in 
court  for  his  trial,  and  after  the  re- 
turn of  a  verdict  of  guilty,  the  sheriff 
lays  his  hands  on  him  and  starts  with 
him  to  the  jail,  although  no  order  is 
made  by  the  court  placing  the  prison- 
er in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.  State 
v.  Murmann  (1894)  124  Mo.  502,  28  S. 
W.  2. 

Where  the  bail  bond  is  conditioned 
for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant, 
to  answer  an  indictment  for  rape, 
and  to  abide  the  judgment  and  orders 
of  the  court,  and  not  depart  without 
leave,  and  he  is  discharged  and  ac- 
quitted of  the  alleged  rape,  but  con- 
victed of  an  assault  and  battery  with 
attempt  to  commit  a  rape,  his  acquit- 
tal of  rape  does  not  excuse  him  from 
appearing  further  in  the  case,  and 
where,  pending  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  after  his  conviction  for  assault 
and  battery  with  intent  to  commit 
rape,  he  fails  to  appear,  the  sureties 
are  liable.  Campbell  v.  State  (1862) 
18  Ind.  875,  81  Am.  Dec.  363, 

But  it  was  held  in  Rex  v.  Spenser 
(1752)  1  Wils.  315,  9&  Eng.  Reprint, 
637,  thM  the  bail  should  be  dis- 
charged upon  the  acquittal  of  the  de- 
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fendanty  as  against  the  contention 
that  the  course  of  the  court  was  not 
to  discharge  the  bail  until  the  ac- 
quittal of  the  defendant  was  entered 
upon  record. 

JTF.  Appearance  to  receive  wetUence* 

Where,  after  the  conviction  of  the 
defendant,  the  pronouncement  of 
sentence  upon  him  is  deferred  by  the 
court,  and  he  is  directed  to  appear 
on  a  certain  day  to  receive  his  sen- 
tence, and  he  appears  on  such  day 
and  finds  no  court  in  session,  his 
bondsmen  are  relieved,  and  the  de- 
fendant is  absolved  from  any  further 
attendance  upon  the  court.  People 
V.  Kennedy  (1885)  58  Midi.  872,  25 
N.  W.  318. 

The  liability  of  sureties  on  a  bail 
bond,  conditioned  that  the  defendant 
shall  appear  before  the  court  to  re- 
ceive judgment  and  sentence,  and 
abide  the  judgment  of  the  court,  and 
not  depart  without  leave,  is  termi- 
nated, where  the  defendant  appears 
to  receive  sentence,  and  thereafter 
presents  himself  to  the  sheriff  for  the 
purpose  of  being  taken  into  custody. 
Jackson  v.  State  (1893)  52  Kan.  249, 
34  Pac.  744.  In  this  case  the  sheriff 
declined  to  take  the  defendant,  and 
asked  him  to  wait  till  the  next  day, 
and  the  court  said :  'The  liability  of 
the  sureties  terminated  when  the  de« 
fendant  had  fully  complied  with  the 
terms  of  the  recognizance.  Section 
256  of  the  Criminal  Code  provides: 
.Where  any  convict  shall  be  sen- 
tenced to  any  punishment,  the  clerk 
of  the  court  in  which  sentence  was 
passed  shall  forthwith  deliver  a  cer- 
tified copy  thereof  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  county,  who  shall,  without  delay, 
either  in  person  or  by  a  general  or 
usual  deputy,  cause  such  convict  to 
receive  the  punishment  to  which  he 
was  sentenced.'  The  sheriff  made 
two  excuses  for  not  taking  the  prison- 
er into  custody  at  the  time  he  offered 
*to  surrender  himself;  namely,  that 
he  had  no  papers  by  which  to  hold 
him,  and  no  place  to  keep  him  over- 
night. Neither  of  the  excuses  was 
good.  The  law  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the  clerk  to  forthwith  deliver  the 
sheriff  a  certified  copy  ef  the  judg- 


ment; and  where  the  party  himself 
raised  no  objection  to  being  taken 
into  custody  on  the  ground  of  want 
of  papers,  we  do  not  think  the  sheriff 
himself  can  make  it.  But  a  very  brief 
time  would  be  required  for  the  clerk 
to  make  up  the  record  and  certified 
copy  thereof  required  by  the  statute. 
As  to  the  other  objection,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  sheriff  to  take  prisoners 
into  his  custody  and  keep  them.  If 
he  has  no  convenient  place  for  doing 
so,  he  must  use  one  that  is  not  so  con- 
venient. Sureties  on  criminal  recog- 
nizances are  not  bound  to  answer 
for  the  conduct  of  a  prisoner  after 
it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
take  him  into  custody,  after  judg- 
ment, and  after  the  defendant  haa 
submitted  himself  for  that  purpose. 
The  words  'not  depart  without  leave^ 
in  the  bond  do  not  mean  that  the  de- 
fendant will  not  escape  from  the  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff.  The  'leave'  means, 
leave  of  the  court.  So  far  as  the  rec- 
ord shows,  the  sentence  was  final,, 
and  to  be  executed  at  once.  There  ia 
nothing  showing  that  the  court 
granted  any  stay,  or  directed  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  in  the  court  at 
any  future  time.  Under  the  ruling 
in  Re  Strickler  (1893)  61  Kan.  700, 
88  Pac.  620,  the  operation  of  the  sen- 
tence began  at  once,  and  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  sheriff  to  carry  it  into* 
effect." 

And  it  was  held  in  State  ex  rel.  Vigg^ 
V.  Romaine  (1915)  47  Okla.  188,  14& 
Pac.  79,  that  where  an  accused,  who- 
has  given  a  recognizance  with  sure- 
ties to  appear  and  answer  the  charge- 
preferred  against  him,  and  abide  the- 
order  of  the  court  until  said  charge- 
has  ueen  disposed  of,  and  to  do  and 
receive   what   shall    be   enjoined    by 
said  court   upon  him,  was   in   court 
after  conviction  to  receive  the  judg- 
ment     and      sentence      pronounced.' 
against  him,  he  immediately  passed 
from  the  custody  of  his  bail  to  the- 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  by  an  implied, 
order  of  the  court,  by  which  his  bail 
was    discharged.      Nor    could     they 
thereafter  be  bound  by  an  order  oT 
the  trial  court,  entered  after  the  pro- 
nouncement  of   judgment   and    sen- 
tence, which  permits  the  accused  to- 
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depart  from  custody  for  the  purpose 
of  procurinir  ftn  appeal  bond,  and  pro- 
Tides  that  in  the  meantime  the  sure- 
ties  on  the  bail   bond  shall  remain 
bound  unto  the  state  of  Oklahoma. 
In  thi9  case  the  court  said:     ^The 
demurrer    was    sustained    upon    the 
theory  that,  upon  a  person  chargred 
with   a   felony  being   convicted    and 
sentenced,  he  is  no  longer  in  the  cus- 
tody of  his  bail,  but  in  the  custody 
of  the  proper  officer  of  the  law,  and 
if  he-  thereafter  escapes  or  departs 
without  leave   of  court   his   bail   is 
discharged,   without  a  formal   order 
to  that  effect.     We  think  this  posi- 
tion   is    well    taken.      Secti<m    6981, 
Rev.  Laws  1910,  provides  that:    *lt  a 
general   verdict  is  rendered   against 
the  defendant,  he  must  be  rmaanded, 
if  in  custody,  or,  if  on  bail,  be  may 
be  committed  to  the  proper  Officer  of 
the  county  to  await  the  judgment  of 
the   court  upon   the   verdict.     When 
committed  his  bail  is  exonerated,  or 
if  money  is  deposited  instead  of  bail 
it  itaut  be  refunded  to  the  defendant.^ 
Section   5963,   Rev.   Laws   1910,  pro- 
vides that  Mf  the  judgment  be  im- 
prisonment,   or    fine    and    imprison- 
ment,  until   such   fine   be  paid,   the 
defendant   must    forthwith    be    com- 
mitted to  the  custody  of  the  proper 
officer,  and  by  him  detained  until  the 
judgment   be   complied   with,   unless 
the  sentence  be  suspended/    Section 
6992  provides  for  the  method  of  tak- 
ing   appeal    from   the   judgment    of 
conviction.    It  will  be  observed  that 
§  6963,  supra,  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the    trial   court   upon  judgment  im* 
mediately  to  commit  the  defendant, 
if  the  judgment  be  imprisonment,  or 
fine  and  imprisonment,  to  the  custody 
of  the  proper  officer  until  the  judg- 
ment be  complied  with.    It  is  the  fur- 
ther duty  of  the  trial  court,  in  pass- 
ing   sentence   in   accordance   with   § 
5992,  supra,  to  fix  a  reasonable  time 
within  which  bail  may  be  given,  and 
durin^r  such  time  to  hold  the  defend- 
ant ill:  custody.    Instead  of  following 
this  statute,  the  court,  after  overrul- 
ing the  defendant's  motion  for  new 
trial,  rendering  judfirment,  and  pass- 
ing sentence  upon  him,  ordered  him 
to  be  set  at  liberty  for  the  purpose 


of  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  pro- 
cure an  appeal  bond.  His  failure  to 
return  did  not  constitute  a  breach  of 
the  conditions  of  his  bond.  The 
sureties  upon  this  bail  bond  did  not 
undertake  to  return  Romaine  after 
his  departure  with  leave  of  court, 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed 
by  the  record  before  us.  In  our 
judgment  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
could  not  be  enlarged  by  an  order  of 
court  made  in  plain  contravention  of 
the  foregoing  statutes.  Upon  judg- 
ment being  rendered  and  sentence 
passed,  the  custody  of  the  defendant, 
under  the  law,  passed  from  his  bail 
to  the  proper  officer,  and  the  court 
was  not  at  liberty  to  vary  or  enlarge 
the  terms   of  their   undertaking.' 


»r 


XVI.  Judgment  or  emUence, 

The  weight  of  authority  seems  to 
hold  that  the  liability  of  bail  termi- 
nates with  the  pronouncement  of 
judgment  or  sentence  upon  the  de- 
fendant, especially  where  the  bond  or 
recognizance  does  not  contain  a  con- 
dition requiring  the  latter  to  abide 
the  final  order  or  judgrment  of  the 
court,  or,  if  convicted,  to  render  him- 
self in  execution  thereof. 

Thus,  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
on  a  bail  bond  conditioned  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  at  a  certain 
time,  and  not  depart  from  the  court 
without  leave,  and  appear  from  term 
to  term  until  final  termination  of  the 
case,  is  terminated  by  the  pronounce- 
ment of  the  final  judgment  in  the 
trial  court,  and  the  liability  of  the 
surety  does  not  continue  until  the 
termination  of  the  case  on  appeal,  or 
after  remand.  Beasley  v.  State 
(1915)  134  Tenn.  650,  185  S.  W.  687. 

And  the  liability  of  sureties  upon  a 
bond*  conditioned  that  the  defendant 
shall  appear  on  a  date  fixed,  and  not 
depart  the  court  without  leave,  is 
terminated,  where  the  defendant  ap- 
pears, is  tried,  found  guilty  by  the 
jury,  and  sentence  pronounced  by  the 
court  to  the  effect  that  he  be  confined 
in  the  state  penitentiary  for  a  speci- 
fied time,  and  that  he  be  remanded 
to  the  county  jail  to  await  the 
proper  authorities  to  take  him  to  the 
penitentiary,    since    such    judgment 
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operates  to  place  the  defendant  with- 
in the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  and 
where  the  sheriff  permits  the  defend- 
ant to  go  without  custody  for  several 
days  during  which  he  escapes,  the 
sureties  are  not  liable.  Suggs  v.  State 
(1914)  129  Terni.  498,  167  S.  W.  172. 

And  where  the  defendant  is  present 
in  court,  and  pleads  guilty,  and  the 
sentence  of  the  court  is  pronounced, 
he  is  no  longer  in  the  custody  of  the 
bail,  but  is  in  the  custody  of  the 
proper  officers  of  the  law,  and  his 
sureties  are  thereby  discharged  by 
the  operation  of  the  law  without  a 
formal  order  to  that  effect^  because 
the  condition  of  the  bond  will  then 
have  been  fully  complied  with.  Ford 
V.  State  (1911)  100  Ark.  515,  140  S. 
W.  734. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Willianis  (1896) 
114  Ala.  29,  22  So.  446,  denying  the 
right  of  one,  convicted  and  sentenced, 
to  be  released,  after  reversal  of  such 
conviction,  by  virtue  of  a  bail  bond 
executed  before  his  conviction  and 
sentence,  the  court  said:  "Whenever 
a  party  is  convicted  and  sentenced,  he 
is  no  longer  in  the  custody  of  his 
bail,  but  is  in  the  custody  of  the  prop- 
er officer  of  the  law,  and  the  bail  are 
thereby  discharged  by  the  operation 
of  law  without  a  formal  order  to  that 
effect.  The  condition  of  the  bond 
then  will  have  been  fully  complied 
with.  The  mere  appearance  of  the 
defendant  at  court  for  trial.  Or  his 
presence  during  trial,  or  a  mistrial, 
will  not  operate  to  discharge  the  bail. 
The  obligation  of  a  proper  bail  bond 
binds  the  sureties,  at  least,  until 
after  the  verdict  of  the  jury;  but 
when  the  sentence  of  the  law  is  pro- 
nounced, the  officer  of  the  law  is 
charged  with  its  due  execution.  The 
bail  have  no  further  control  over  the 
custody  of  their  principal,  and  can- 
not be  longer  held  responsible." 

A  bail  bond  conditioned  for  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant  at  a 
named  term  of  the  county  court  be- 
comes functus  officio  when  the  de- 
fendant appears  as  required,  and  is 
tried,  and  the  bond  cannot  be  for- 
feited after  the  defendant  has  been 
convicted,  and  has  appealed,  and  the 
appeal  has  been  dismissed.     Forten- 


berry  v.  Sti^te  (1904)  47  Tio;  Crim. 
Rep.  84,  79  S.  W.  588. 

Upon  a  recognizance  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  principal  from  term 
to  termv  and  not  to  depart  without 
the  leave  of  the  court,  but  not  con- 
taining any  stipulation  to  abide  the 
final  order  or  judgment  of  the  court, 
the  sureties  are  not  bound  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  principal  at  a  term  of 
the  court  subsequent  to  that  at  which 
he  was  tried,  convicted,  and  sen- 
tenced. Roberts  v.  Gordon  (1890) 
86  6a.  386,  12  S.  E.  648.  In  this  case 
the  defendant  left  after  being  sen- 
tenced, and  did  not  return,  and  the 
court  said:  'There  can  be  no  doubt 
that,  as  soon  as  the  sentence  was 
pronounced,  the  sheriff,  and  not  the 
bail,  was  the  proper  custodian  of  the 
convict.  The  legal  effect  of  the  sen- 
tence was  equivalent  to  a  special 
order  directing  the  sheriff  to  hold 
him  in  custody.  This  being  so,  it  was 
not  necessary  to  enter  an  exoneretur 
on  the  minutes  of  the  court  in  order 
to  discharge  the  bail.  The  sentence 
itself  operated  as  an  exoneretur. 
.  .  .  The  bail  was  not  bound  by  the 
stipulations  of  the  bond  for  the  ap- 
pearance of  his  principal  at  any  time 
after  final  sentence.'' 

And  the  liability  of  the  sureties  on 
a  bond,  conditioned  that  the  defend- 
ant shall  appear  before  a  police  mag- 
istrate on  a  certain  day  to  answer 
the  charge  preferred  against  him, 
and  be  further  on  treated  according 
to  law,  is  terminated  by  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  at  such  time, 
a  plea  of  guilty,  and  pronouncement 
of  sentence,  the  statute  providing 
that  the  arraignment  or  conviction 
of  any  person  charged  and  bound 
shall  not  discharge  the  recognizance, 
but  the  same  shall  be  effectual  for 
his  appearance  for  trial  or  sentence 
as  the  case  may  be,  and  therefore  the 
sureties  are  not  liable,  where  the  de- 
fendant appears,  pleads  guilty,  and 
is  sentenced  to  imprisonment  and  to  a 
fine,  and  to  further  imprisonment  on 
default  of  payment  of  the  fine,  and 
the  constable  takes  him  in  charge, 
but  before  his  imprisonment,  the 
sentence  is  modified  by  the  court  by 
striking    off   the   term   of  .imprison- 
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ment,  and  limHing  the  sentence  to 
the  fine  and  imprisonment  in  default 
of  payment  thereof*  and  the  defend- 
ant is  allowed  to  depart  from  the 
court  room,  and  he  fails  to  return 
or  pay  the  fine.  Rex  v.  Edwards 
(1914)  19  D.  U  R.  207,  23  Can.  Crim. 
Cas.  296. 

But  the  liability  of  the  sareties  on 
a  bail  bond,  conditioned  for  the  de- 
fendant's   appearance    at    the    next 
term,    and    not    to    depart    without 
leave,  is  not  terminated  by  the  ap- 
pearance,   conviction,    and    sentence, 
of  the  defendant^  since  the  conviction 
does  not,  by  virtue  of  its  own  force, 
put  the  defendant  in  the  custody  of 
the  court  or  of  the  sheriff,  but  to  ac- 
complish   this    atn    order    from    the 
court  is  necessazy.    State  v.  Schenek 
(1906)  138  N.  C.  560,  49  S.  E.  917,  3 
Ann.  Cas.  928.     The  court^  gave  an- 
other   reason    for    its    holding    as 
follows:     '^ut  there  is  another  suffi- 
cient    reason    why  -  the     appellants 
should  be  held  bound  by  the  recog- 
nizance or  bail  bond  and  to  be  now 
liable  for  the  penalty  thereof.     All 
the  proceedings  of  the  court  are  in 
fieri  until  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
and  during  the  term  the  record  re- 
mains  completely  under  the  control 
of  the  court.     It  may  strike  out  its 
judgment  and  enter  a  different  one. 
In    other  words,  the   court   has   the 
whole  term  during  which  to  consider 
its  action  and  modify  or  reverse  it. 
The  principle  is  supported  by  abun- 
dant    authority.      Penny    v.     Smith 
(1866)  61  N.  C  (Fhill.  L.)  36;  Haly- 
burton  ▼.  Carson  (1879)  80  N.  C.  16; 
Turrentine  v.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Go. 
(1885)  92  N.  C.  642.     This  being  so, 
why   could  not  the  court  strike  out 
the  verdict  and  judgment  and  award 
a  new  trial,  and  then  continue  the 
cause  to  the  next  term,  in  which  case 
the     sureties    would    remain    liable 
(State  ▼.  Smith  (1872)  66  N.  C.  620), 
and   if   it  could  do  this,  why  did  it 
not  also  have  the  power  to  direct  that 
the    defendant  should   not  be   taken 
into  custody  until  it  could  ccmie  to  a 
final  determination  in  IShe  matter,  or, 
as    in    tiiis   case,   suspend   execution 
of  the  judgment  for  a  proper  reason. 
The  convietion  and  sentence  were  not 


final  and  irrevocable  until  the  end  of 
the  term,  which  was  after  the  default 
of  the  defendant  and  the  entry  of  the 
forfeiture.  If  the  court  could  set 
aside  the  judgment,  it  could  a  for- 
tiori postpone  ltd  enforcement.  We 
conclude  that  the  recognizance  binds 
the  sureties  for  the  continued  ap- 
pearance of  their  principal,  from  day 
to  day,  during  the  term  and  at  all 
stages  of  the  proceeding,  until  he  is 
finally  discharged  by  the  court,  ei- 
ther for  the  term  or  without  day.  He 
must  answer  its  calls  at  ail  times  and 
submit  to  its  judgment.  In  no  other 
way  can  the  criminal  law  of  the  state 
be  well  administered.'' 

And  the  pronouncement  of  sen- 
tence upon  the  defendant  does  not 
terminate  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
on  his  bond,  conditioned  for  his  ap- 
pearance at  a  certain  term  of  court, 
and  to  abide  and  not  depart  from 
the  court  without  leave,  and  there- 
fore they  are  liable,  where  the  de- 
fendant appears,  is  tried  and  sen- 
tenced, but,  owing  to  the  absence  of 
the  clerk  and  the  criminal  docket,  no 
entry  thereof  is  made  on  the  record, 
and  the  defendant  subsequently  dis- 
appears before  entering  the  security 
provided  by  the  sentence.  Com.  v. 
Limber  (1W4)  42  Pa,  Co.  Ct.  678. 

And  for  the  same  reason,  where 
the  defendant  appears  in  court,  and 
pleads  guilty,  and  is  sentenced  just 
before  the  adjournment  at  noon,  and 
neither  a  sheriff  nor  any  of  its  offi- 
cers are  present,  and  immediately 
upon  the  reassembling  of  the  court 
after  dinner  the  defendant  is  called, 
and  fails  to  appear,  his  sureties  are 
likewise  liable.  Com.  v.  Casper 
(1888)  6  Pa.  Co.  Gt.  382. 

In  State  v.  Thompson  (1878)  62  Ihd. 
867,  where  it  appeared  on  a  prosecu- 
tion for  surety  of  the  peace,  that  the 
defendant  gave  a  bond  to  appear  on  a 
certain  date  before  the  justice  of  the 
peace,  that  he  appeared  at  such  time, 
and  was  tried,  and  ordered  by  the  jus- 
tice to  enter  into  a  bond  to  keep  the 
peace,  but  he,  without  leave  of  the 
justice,  departed  without  executing 
such  bond,  it  was  held  that  his  sure- 
ties were  liable  on  the  bond,  which 
provided  that  the  defendant  should 


632 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.        '  [20  A.L.R. 


appear  on  a  named  day  to  answer  a 
charge  for  surety  of  the  peace,  and 
abide  the  order  of  the  court,  and  not 
depart  without  leave. 

And  where  the  accused  is  convicted 
and  fined,  after  trial  by  a  jury,  and, 
after  the  overruling  of  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  the  court  passes  judgment 
upon  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  but  he 
does  not  appear  to  pay  the  fine,  the 
sureties  are  liable.  State  v.  Whitson 
(1846)  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  178.  The 
court  said :  "It  is  set  up  in  bar  of  this 
scire  facias  that  the  recognizance  was 
discharged  by  the  appearance  and  sub- 
mission to  trial  of  the  said  Harman  on 
the  first  day  of  the  term.  We  think 
otherwise.  By  the  condition  of  the 
recognizance  he  was  not  only  to  ap- 
pear, but  he  was  not  to  depart  without 
leave  of  the  court,  and  was  to  abide 
the  order  and  judgment  thereof.  He 
did  depart  without  the  leave  of  the 
court,  and  did  not  abide  the  order  and 
judgment  thereof.  He  forfeited  his 
recognizance.  The  object  in  taking 
bail  in  these  cases  is  not  simply  to  se- 
cure the  appearance  of  the  accused  at 
the  trial,  but  also  the  performance  and 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  that  may 
be  given  against  him." 

And  where  the  defendant,  indicted 
for  a  misdemeanor,  was  tried,  found 
guilty  and  fined,  and,  after  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  him,  went 
to  the  clerk  in  reference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  fine,  and  was  allowed  to 
go  home  for  the  purpose  of  making 
arrangements  to.  do  so,  but  did  not 
afterwards  return,  the  liability  of  the 
sureties  upon  his  bail  bond,  providing 
that  the  defendant,  if  convicted,  shall 
render  himself  in  execution  thereof, 
was  not  terminated  by  the  defendant's 
appearance,  trial,  and  conviction,  and 
they  are  liable  for  his  failure  to  ap- 
pear further  to  pay  the  fine.  Com.  v. 
Turpin  (1895)  98  Ky.  9,  32  S.  W.  133. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "It  seems 
to  us  that  the  conditions  of  this  under* 
taking  are  not  fully  met»  nor  its  ob- 
ligations, as  against  the  surety,  fully 
discharged,  merely  by  the  appearance 
in  court  of  the  principal  at  the  time 
fixed,  or  by  his  trial  and  conviction. 
By  the  terms  of  the  bond,  appellee  has 
undertaken   that   Portwood,   *if   con- 


victed, shall  render  himself  in  execu- 
tion thereof,'  and,  by  the  further 
express  terms  of  the  obligation,  ap- 
pellee is  to  be  responsible  'if  he  shall 
fail  to  perform  either  of  these  condi- 
tions.* It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  too, 
that  this  prosecution  against  Portwood 
was  for  a  misdemeanor,  and  that  the 
trial  and  conviction  could  have  been 
had  in  his  absence,  and  in  this  respect 
is  unlike  a  prosecution  in  a  felony 
case.  If  he  had  not  appeared  in  court 
at  all,  the  fine  could  still  have  been 
imposed,  and  appellee  would  clearly 
have  been  liable.  Does  the  fact  that 
he  was  voluntarily  present  in  court, 
even  when  coupled  with  the  fact  that 
he  conversed  with  the  clerk  about  re- 
plevying the  fine,  and  left  with  the 
promise  to  return  the  next  day  and 
execute  a  satisfactory  replevin  bond, 
exempt  the  surety  in  the  bail  bond 
from  further  liability?" 


XVII.  SubmiaafoM  to  fttdgtneni  or 

tenoe. 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  on  a 
bond  conditioned  that  the  defendant 
will  appear  before  the  court  on  the 
first  day  of  the  term,  and  not  depart 
without  leave,  is  terminated,  where  the 
defendant  was  present  during  the 
trial,  and  the  rendition  of  the  verdict, 
and  the.  pronouncement  of  sentence 
against  him,  and  immediately  there- 
after was  taken  into  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff,  since  thebond  is  not  con- 
ditioned that  the  defendant  or  his 
sureties  shall  pay  or  satisfy  the  judg- 
ment^ or  fine  imposed,  and  therefore, 
when,  after  the  sheriff  iias«  taken  him 
into  custody,  and,  upon  the  day  of  the 
sentence,  he  is  permitted  to  depart 
with  leave  of  the  court  and  the  sheriff, 
the  sureties  are  not  liable.  Moore- 
head  V.  State  (1888)  38  Kanu  489,  16 
Pac.  957. 

And  where  a  defendant  who  has  en* 
tered  into  a  recognizance  for  his  ap- 
pearance^  which  further  provides  that, 
if  he  shall  pay  all  sums  of  money  ad^ 
judged  against  him  by  the  court,  the 
bond  will  be  void,  appears  when  his 
case  is  called  for  trial,  and  pleads 
guilty,  and  is  adjudged  to  pay  a  fine, 
but  fails  to  pay  the  fine,  and  there- 
after, at  a  subsequent  tem  of  tiie 
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court,  fails  to  appear  wlien  called,  a 
judgment  of  forfeiture  cannot  be  en- 
tered  against   the   sureties,   because 
there  is  no  authority  to  make  the  pay- 
ment of  the  fine  a  condition  of  the 
bond,   and   his   appearance,   plea    of 
guilty,  and  submission  to  sentence  dis- 
charge the  obligation  of  the  sureties. 
State  V.  Cobb  (1891)  44  Ma  App.  375. 
The  court  said :    "No  authority  exists 
in  this  state  for  exacting  from  a  pris- 
oner under  indictment  for  a  bailable 
ofifense,  in  addition  to  a  bond  for  his 
appearance  to  answer  the  indictment, 
a  bond  to  pay  any  fine  that  may  «be 
adjudged  against  him  by  the  court. 
He  cannot  be  compelled,  at  the  price 
of  his  liberty  between  the  date  of  his 
arrest  under  the  indictment  and  the 
close  of  his  trial,  to  give  a  bond  to  pay 
the  fine  that  may.  be  adjudged  against 
him.    The  limit  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred upon  the  judge,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, is  to  let  the  prisoner  to 
bail.    This  authority  is  conferred  by 
the  following  statute:    'When  the  de- 
fendant is  in  custody  or  under  arrest 
for  a  bailable  offense,  the  judge  of  the 
court  in  which  the  indictment  or  in- 
formation is  pending  may  let  him  to 
bail  and  take  his  bond  or  recogni- 
zance.'   Rev  Stat.  1889,  §  4128;  Rev. 
Stat.  1879,  §  1829.    Nor  does  any  stat- 
utory  authority   exist  for  forfeiting 
such  a  recognizance  after  the  prison- 
er has  been  discharged  from  his  orig- 
inal custody  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  upon  his  trial;  and  this  takes 
place  when  he  is  sentenced  to  pay  a 
pecuniary  fine  without  imprisonment. 
It  is  then  the  duty  of  the  officer  hav- 
ing him  in  charge  to  commit  him  to 
the  proper  custody  until  the  fine  and 
costs  be  paid,  or  until  he  is  otherwise 
discharged  by  due  course  of  law.    But 
this  custody  is  a  new  custody.    It  is 
not  a  custody  for  the  purpose  of  an- 
swering, but  it  is  a  custody  for  the 
purpose  of  execution.    He  is  held  in 
execution  of  his  sentence,  in  default 
of  payment  of  the  fine  and  costs.    The 
statute  authorizing  the  forfeitures  of 
recofirnizance  in  criminal  cases   con- 
firms this  view.    It  is  as  follows :    It, 
without  sufficient  cause  or  excuse,  the 
defendant  fails  to  appear  for  trial  or 
judf^ment,  or  upon  any  other  occasion 


when  his  presence  in  court  may  be 
lawfully  required,  according  to  the 
condition  of  his  recognizance,  the 
court  must  direct  the  fact  to  be  en- 
tered upon  its  minutes,  and  thereupon 
the  recognizance  is  forfeited,'  etc. 
There  is  here  no  authority  to  forfeit^ 
after  trial  and  sentence,  a  recogni- 
zance given  to  secure  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner  in  court ;  and  the  authori- 
ty here  given  can  only  be  exercised 
when  the  defendant  fails  to  appear  ac- 
cording to  the  condition  of  his  recog- 
nizance. He  did  so  appear,  when  he 
appeared  and  pleaded  guilty  and  sub- 
mitted to  sentence,  and  this  discharged 
the  obligation  of  his  sureties." 

And  where,  after  giving  a  recogni* 
zance  to  appear  at  the  next  term,  and  to 
abide  the  final  sentence  or  order  of  the 
court,  and  not  to  depart  without  leaves, 
the  accused  pleads  guilty,  and  is  sen- 
tenced to  pay  a  fine,  and  is  ordered 
committed  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff 
until  the  fine  is  paid,  but  the  court 
suspends  the  order  of  commitment, 
and  the  accused  is  permitted  to  depart 
from  the  court,  the  recognizance  be- 
came functus  officio  when  the  accused 
submitted  himself  to  the  judgment  of 
the  court,  and  the  sureties  are  no 
longer  bound.  Spillman  v.  People 
(1884)  16  111.  App.  224. 

In  State  v.  Zimmerman  (1900)  112 
Iowa,  5,  88  N.  W.  720,  the  following 
facts  appeared:  The  judge  who  held 
the  term  of  court  at  which  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  guilty  fixed  a  day  for  sen- 
tencing all  who  had  been  convicted  of 
crime.  All  the  prisoners  who  were 
not  out  on  bond  were  brought  into  the 
court  room  by  the  sheriff,  and  were 
seated  on  one  side  of  the  room,  while 
those  who  were  out  on  bond  were  in 
another  part  of  the  room.  They  were 
first  sentenced,  and  the  judge  said  to 
the  sheriff  that  he  wished  him  to  take 
charge  of  them  as  soon  as  sentenced. 
The  defendant  was  present,  and  as 
soon  as  sentenced  went  over  and  took 
his  seat  with  the  prisoners  who  were 
not  out  on  bond.  After  the  sheriff 
had  thus  taken  the  defendant  into  his 
custody,  the  trial  judge  gave  the  de- 
fendant permission  to  go  and  get  the 
money  with  which  to  pay  the  fine,  and 
notified  the  sheriff  of  his  order.    The 


634 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


defendant,  instead  of  getting  the 
money  to  pay  his  fine,  left  the  state, 
and  thereafter,  and  before  the  ad- 
journment of  court,  an  order  was  made 
requiring  him  to  appear  and  surrender 
himself  to  perform  judgment,  and  up- 
on his  failure  to  appear  the  bail  bond 
was  forfeited.  It  was  held  that  the 
liability  of  the  surety  was  terminated. 
The  court  said:  "The  bond  contained 
the  usual  conditions —  'to  appear  and 
answer  the  indictment,  and  abide  the 
orders  and  judgment  of  the  court,  and 
not  depart  without  leave  of  'same.' 
This  undertaking  is  a  continuing  one, 
and  can  only  be  discharged  by  the  sur- 
render of  the  accused  as  provided  by 
statute  (Code,  §§  5528,  5529),  or  by 
obtaining  leave  of  court  for  the  ac- 
cused to  depart  State  v.  Brown 
(1864)  16  Iowa,  814.  There  is  no  pre- 
tense that  Houser  surrendered  the  de- 
fendant to  the  sheriff  in  accordance 
with  the  statute,  and  no  claim  that 
the  court  directly  discharged  him.  It 
is  said,  however,  that  what  occurred 
at  the  time  judgment  was  pronounced 
amounted  to  a  discharge  by  the  court. 
.     .  The  bond,  as  we  have  said, 

was  in  the  statutory  form,  conditioned 
to  'appear  and  answer  the  indictment, 
and  submit  to  the  order  and  judgment 
of  said  court,  and  not  depart  without 
leave  of  same.'  Such  a  bond  does  not 
obligate  the  surety  to  pay  the  fine  im- 
posed. In  a  sense,  the  surety  is  simply 
a  jailer  for  the  defendant,  charged 
with  the  duty  of  producing  him  when 
his  personal  presence  is  required,  or 
of  surrendering  him  in  execution  of 
the  judgment.  When  once  that  duty 
is  performed,  the  liability  of  the  sure- 
ty is  extinguished.  And  whenever  the 
court  orders  a  defendant  out  on  bail 
into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  in  exe- 
cution of  the  judgment  pronounced 
against  him,  and  the  sheriff,  in  pur- 
suance of  that  order,  takes  possession 
of  the  prisoner,  the  liability  of  the 
surety  ceases,  for  he  has  lost  all  con- 
trol of  his  principal,  and  can  no  long- 
er direct  his  movements.  In  the  in- 
stant case  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  court  ordered  Zimmerman  into  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  in  execution  of 
the  judgment,  and  that  the  sheriff  took 
him  into  custody  pursuant  to  that  or- 


der. His  subsequent  departure  was 
with  leave  of  court,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  money  whereby  to  pay 
his  fine,  and  there  was  no  breach  of 
the  conditions  of  the  bond  in  his  fail- 
ure to  return.  The  surety  did  not  un- 
dertake to  return  Zimmerman  after  his 
departure,  with  leave  of  court,  under 
the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the 
record  before  us." 

And  it  is  stated  in  Ex  parte  Chand- 
ler (1896)  114  Ala.  8,  22  So.  285,  that 
the  sureties  on  a  bail  bond  are  re- 
leased when  the  defendant  is  commit- 
ted to  jail  under  sentence  of  the  law. 

In  Wilson  v.  People  (1882)  10  lU. 
App.  857,  where  the  defendant  ap- 
peared at  the  time  named,  and  pleaded 
guilty,  and  the  court  assessed  a  fine 
and  ordered  that  he  be  committed  to 
the  common  jail  until  the  fine  and 
coets  were  paid,  it  was  held  that  under 
a  recognizance  condition  for  his  ap- 
pearance at  a  certain  time,  then  and 
there  to  answer  and  abide  the  order 
and  judgment  of  the  court,  and  thence 
not  depart  without  lawful  permission, 
the  undertaking  of  the  sureties  was 
completed    when    the    principal    ap- 
peared and  submitted  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.     In  this  case  the 
court  said:    "The  judgment  was  that 
he  stand  committed  until  the  fine  and 
costs  were  paid,  and  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  sheriff,  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duty,  immediately  took  the 
defendant  into  his  custody,  and  placed 
him  in  jail  pursuant  to  the  judicial 
mandate.   The  statement  that  five  days 
afterward  it  appeared  he  had  depart- 
ed without  leave,  not  having  paid  said 
fine  and  costs,  is,  to  say  the  least,  am- 
biguous.  The  allegation  must  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  the  pleader,  as 
it  is  presumed  he  will  state  the  case 
as  favorably  as  "the  facts  will  warrant. 
From  the  statement  thus  made   the 
fair  inference  would  be  that  Wilaon 
escaped    from    the    custody    of    the 
sheriff.    We  think  the  sureties  would 
not  be  bound  in  that  case.     If  they 
secured  his  presence  and  submission 
to  the  court,  their  obligation  was  per- 
formed, and  they  ought  not  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  failure  of  the  sherifT 
to  retain  him  till  the  fine  was  paid. 
When  he  went  into  th6  custody  of  tbat 
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officeTi  he  went  by  operation  of  law  be- 
yond their  eo&trel;  though  up  to  that 
poiat  he  had  been  constructively  in 
their  euatody,  and  subject  to  arrest 
and  surrender  l^  them  at  any  moment. 
This  legal  right  to  control  him  being 
gone,  it  weald  be  voreasonable  to  hold 
th^n  bouiid  te  preduce  him." 

UbAm*  a  bail  bead  Vke  conditions  o< 
wMeh  are  that  the  defendant  shall  ap- 
pear in  court,  and,  at  all  times,  ren- 
der hhnself  amenable  to  its  orders 
and  proeeae  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
charge,  and»  if  convicted,  shall  render 
himself  in  execution  of  the  judgment, 
the  sureties  are  not  liable  for  the  fail- 
ure of  the  defendant  to  satisfy  the  fine 
imposed    upon    him    on    conviction. 
Mitchell  V.  Coul  (1876)  12  Bush  (Ky.) 
247.    The  court  said :    "The  forfeiture 
in  this  case  is  based  on  the  idea  that 
the  failure  of  Arthur  to  pay  the  ^ne 
adjudged  against  him  is  a  violation  of 
one  of  the  stipulations  of  the  bail  bond. 
We  do  not  so  regard  it.    The  bail  did 
not  undertake  that  the  accused  should 
pay  any  fine  that  he  might  be  adjudged 
to  pay,  nor  does  the  Criminal  Code 
authorize  the  forfeiture  of  the  bond 
because  of  his  failure  in  that  regard. 
The  covenant  is  that,  if  fined,  Arthur 
shall  render  himself  in  execution  of 
the  judgment,  and  the  statute  provides 
for  a  forfeiture  in  case  he  violates  this 
stipulation    by   failing   to   surrender 
himself  to  the  proper  ofiker.    He  did 
render   himself  in   execution  of  the 
judgment,    by    surrendering    to    the 
sheriff,  and  remaining  in  confinement, 
as  provided  for  by  §  288  of  the  Crimi- 
nal Code.    This  was  a  full  and  com- 
plete complianee  with  the  covenants  of 
the  bail  bond,  and  exonerated  Mitchell 
from  all  liability.*' 

And  in  Atlanta  v.  Turner  (1910)  8 
Ga.  App.  218,  68  S.  E.  847,  where  it 
appeared  that  a  prisoner  was  convict- 
ed in  a  municipal  court,  and  sentenced 
to  pay  a  fine,  and  additionally  to  serve 
a  term  under  the  chain  gang,  and,  on 
seeking  certiorari,  gave  a  bond  condi* 
tioned  that  he  should  "personally  ap- 
pear to  abide  the  final  order,  decree, 
judgment,  or  sentence"  in  the  case, 
and  the  certiorari  was  dismissed,  and 
the  prisoner  surrendered  himself  into 
custody,    and    served   out  the   chain 


gang  portion  of  the  sentence,  but  did 
not  pay  the  fine,  it  was  held  that  the 
condition  of  the  bond  was  complied 
with  by  the  prisoner's  having  duly 
surrendered  himself  into  custody,  and 
that  no  action  could  be  maintained  on 
the  bond. 

«•  In  iireneral* 

A  bail  bond  remains  in  force  after 
the  reversal  of  the  conviction  of  a 
felony  and  the  rentiand  of  the  case  for 
a  new  trial,  and  the  sureties  are  liable 
for  the  subsequent  appearance  of  the 
defendant  in  the  lower  court.  Ex 
parte  Guffee  (1880)  8  Tex.  App.  409. 
It  was  contended  in  this  case  that  the 
law  was  changed  in  this  respect  by  a 
change  in  the  Code  to  the  effect  that, 
when  a  felony  case  on  appeal  is  re- 
versed and  remanded  for  a  new 
trial,  the  defendant  shall  be  released 
from  custody  upon  his  giving  bail 
as  in  other  cases  where  he  is  en- 
titled to  bail,  but  the  court  held 
that  tills  provision  of  the  Code  was 
for  the  benefit  of  any  defendant 
who,  having  been  denied  bail  in  the 
first  instance,  was  subsequently  con- 
victed of  a  bailable  offense,  and  up6n 
appeal  obtained  a  reversal  and  a  new 
trial.  The  court  also  held  that  the 
change  in  the  statutory  provision  re- 
lating to  the  construction  and  effect  of 
bail  bonds  did  not  affect  the  question 
at  issue,  saying :  "The  former  statute 
provided  that  a  recognizance  or  bail 
bond,  entered  into  by  a  defendant,  and 
which  binds  him  to  appear  at  a  partic- 
ular term  of  the  district  court,  shall  be 
construed  to  bind  him  and  his  sureties 
for  his  attendance  upon  the  court  from 
term  to  term,  and  from  day  to  day,  un- 
til his  final  acquittal,  or  conviction  and 
sentence.  The  change  in  the  law  pro- 
vides that  he  and  his  sureties  shall  be 
so  bound  for  his  attendance  until  dis- 
charged from  further  liability  on  the 
bond  according  to  law.  The  conclud- 
ing phrase  in  the  new  law  is  more 
comprehensive  than  in  the  old,  and 
the  change  was  necessary  in  view  of 
the  change  made  in  the  time  of  pass- 
ing sentence  upon  a  prisoner.  Had 
the  law  remained  as  it  was,  a  sen- 
tence of  the  principal  might  have  ab- 
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Mved  the  sureties  from  liabili^,  not- 
withstandin^r  the  defendant  might 
prosecute  his  appeal  and  obtain  a  new 
trial." 

h,  BeviviU  of  liability  of  hail  on  dianUsa" 

al  of  appeal. 

The  liability  of  the  sureties  upon  a 
bail  bond  given  for  the  appearance  of 
the  defendant  before  the  mayor  of  a 
city,  terminated  by  the  execution  of 
an  appeal  bond,  is  not  revived  by  the 
dismissal  of  the  appeal  from  the  con- 
viction of  the  defendant  in  the  mayor's 
court.  Bailey  v.  State  (1903)  71  A|i£. 
498,  76  S.  W.  551.  In  this  case  the 
court  said:  "The  main  question  pre- 
sented is  whether  the  execution  and 
approval  of  the  appeal  bond  did  not 
supersede  the  bail  bond  given  for  the 
appearance  before  the  mayor,  and  re- 
lieve the  sureties  on  that  bond  from 
any  further  liability  on  account  of  the 
acts  of  the  defendant,  so  far  as  that 
bond  was  concerned.  The  object  and 
purpose  of  the  law  in  allowing  the  de- 
fendant to  give  the  appeal  bond  super- 
seding the  judgment  of  the  justice  or 
mayor  was,  we  think,  not  only  to  su- 
persede the  collection  of  that  judg- 
ment, but  also  to  permit  the  defendant 
to  remain  at  large  during  the  pendency 
of  his  appeal,  and  to  secure  his  pres- 
ence in  the  circuit  court  on  the  trial 
there.  If  he  had  not  executed  the  ap- 
peal bond,  the  judgment  of  the  mayor 
would  not  have  been  superseded,  and 
he  would  no  doubt  have  been  taken 
into  custody  in  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment»  as  he  was  present  there  at  the 
trial.  But  he  took  an  appeal,  and  gave 
the  bond  which  the  statute  provides 
shall  act  as  a  supersedeas  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  mayor.  He  was,  by  virtue 
of  this  bond,  entitled  to  remain  at 
large  pending  his  appeal;  and  the 
sureties  on  his  former  bond  had  no 
further  power  to  take  him  into  custody 
or  surrender  him,  for  the  reason  that 
the  object  and  purposes  for  which 
their  bond  had  been  given  had  been 
attained,  and  the  bond  was,  therefore, 
as  we  think,  functus  officio.  After  the 
appeal  bond  was  executed,  the  sureties 
on  the  former  bail  bond  lost  their  au- 
thority over  him,  and  their  liability 
ended  with  their  control.     The  dis- 


missal of  the  M>PMi>  though  it  left  the 
judgment  of  the  mayor  in  full  force, 
did  not  operate  to  revive  the  defunet 
bail  bond.  If  the  defendant  had 
failed  to  appear  in  the  circuit  court, 
the  sureties  on  his  appeal  bond  might 
have  been  held  liable.;  As.he  appeared 
in  that  court,  andwfts  theKf^.when  his 
appeal  was  dismissed,  he  could  have 
been  placed  in  custody  by  the  court, 
and  turned  over  to  the  town  authori- 
ties in  execution  of  the  mayor's  judg- 
ment, for  which  he  is  still  liable." 

XIX,  Bail  honSM  ffiven  on  appeal, 

tt.  In  generalm 

A  bond,  given  by  the  defendant  on 
appeal  to  the  circuit  court  from  a 
conviction  in  the  justice's  court, 
conditioned  that  defendant  shall  ap- 
pear at  the  next  term  of  the  circuit 
eoiirt,  and  not  depart  the  court  with- 
out leave,  is  complied  with  by  the 
sureties,  when  they  see  that  the  de- 
fendant appears,  and  remains  through 
the  next  term  of  the  circuit  court  fol- 
lowing the  execution  of  the  bond,  and 
they  are  not  liable  for  his  failure  to 
appear  at  a  subsequent  term,  since  the 
bond  covers  only  the  tenn  named  in 
it,  and  does  not  reach  to  a  succeeding 
term.  State  v.  Moore  (1894)  57  Mo. 
App.  662. 

And  a  bond  given  on  appeal  to  the 
superior  court  from  a  conviction  in  a 
police  justice's  court  is  discharged  by 
a  verdict  of  not  guilty  in  the  superior 
court.  State  ex  rel.  Gabe  v.  Main 
(1911)  66  Wash.  881,  119  Pac.  844. 

And  an  appeal  bond  given  on  appeal 
from  a  conviction  in  a  justice's  court 
to  the  county  court  becomes  functus 
officio  upon  the  appearance,  fine,  and 
imprisonment  of  the  defendant  by  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  until 
the  fine  and  costs  are  paid,  and  the 
bond  is  of  no  further  binding  force 
upon  the  sureties,  and  they  are  dis- 
charged from  further  liability.  Phipps 
V.  State  (1888)  25  Tex.  App.  660,  8  S. 
W.  929. 

And  where,  upon  the  conviction  of 
the  accused  by  a  jury,  a  case  being  re- 
served upon  a  question  of  law  arising 
at  the  trial,  he  is  released  on  giving 
a  bail  bond  conditioned  that  he  will 
appear  at  the  next  sitting  of  the  court 
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to  receive  sentence,  the  Itability  of  his 
bail  is  terminated,  whefe,  after  the 
hearing  of  the* Preserved  case,  the  court 
quashes  the  conviction  and  orders  a 
new  trial,  and  his  bail  are  not  liable 
for  his  failure  to  subsequently  appear 
at  the  next  sitting  of  the  court,  since 
the  accused  could  not  properly  be 
sentenced  after  his  conviction  had 
been  set  aside.  Reg.  v.  Hamilton 
(1899)  12  Manitoba  L.  R.  507,  3  Can. 
Grim;  €a8.  1. 

But  the  sureties  on  a  bond  taken  in 
the  court  of  common  pleas  to  prosecute 
exceptions  in  the  supreme  court,  and 
abide  the  sentence  of  the  latter  court, 
are  liable,  where,  after  the  exceptions 
have  been  overt^uled'ahd  the  case  re- 
mitted to  the  court  of  common  pleas', 
the  def endaM  fails  to  appekr  in  such 
court.  Com.  v.  Austin  (1858)  11  Gray 
(Mass.)  880. 

And  when  a  question  of  law  in  the 
case  of  an  indictment  for  a  misde- 
meanor Is  reserved  for  the  detemiina-^ 
tion  of  13ie  appellate  court,  by  the  de- 
fendant opon  his  conviction,  and  he 
gives  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the 
next  term  of  the  trial  court  to  answer 
the  judgment,  the  suspension  of  the 
judgment  so  obtained  expires  at  the 
commencement  of  the  term  of  the  trial 
court,  unless,  before  that  time,  the  de- 
fendant procures  '  in  the  appellate 
court  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  or 
an  order  extending  its  suspension; 
and,  where  the  suspension  of  a  judg- 
ment so  expires,  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  in  the  trial  court  at 
the  term  specified  is  ground  for  the 
forfeiture  of  the  bail.  State  v,  Lowry 
(1856)  29  Ala«  44. 

And  where,  on  conviction,  the  de- 
fendant, in  order  to  suspend  the  execu- 
tion of  the  judgment,  pending  appeal, 
until  the  next  term  of  the  trial  court, 
^ves  bail  to  appear  at  that  term  and 
abide  the  judgment  rendered,  the  legal 
effect  of  the  undertaking  is  that  the 
defendant  shall  appear  at  the  next 
term  of  the  trial  court  to  abide  the 
judgment  rendered,  if  that  is  affirmed 
on  the  appeal,  and  if  such  judgment 
is  reversed,  and  he  is  not  discharged, 
to  abide  such  other  judgment  as  may 
be  rendered  in  the  trial  court,  and  the 
Uability.of  the  sureties  is  not  temi- 


liated  by*  his  appearance  ^t  the  term 
specified  in  the  undertaking ;' but,  if 
the  case  is  continued  until  the  next 
term,  the  defendant  is  bound  to  appear 
then^  and  the  liability  of  the  surety 
continues.  Williams  v.  State  (1876) 
55  Ala.  71.  The  defense  to  the  enf orce- 
iftent  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  bail 
bond,  that  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
had  been  terminated  because  of  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment  of  conyiction 
by  the  appellate  court,  was  held  un- 
available, but  the  court  stated  that 
the  defense  would  probably  be  good; 
Saying  in  this  connection:  "The  un- 
dertaking would  have  shown  that  it 
required  the  defendants,  not  (accord- 
ing to  the  directions  of  the  statute)  to 
appear  and  'abide  the  judgment  ren- 
dered,' but  to  appear  'and  abide  the 
judgment  rendered  at  this,  the  spring 
term,  1875 ;'  and  if  that  judgment  had 
been  shown  to  have  been  in  fact  re- 
versed, and  not  affirmed,  the  defense 
would  probably  have  been  made  out. 
For  the  stipulation  of  the  undertaking 
being  thus  special;  a'nd  not  in  the 
terms  of  the  act,  it  may  be  that  the 
sureties  would  not  have  been  bound  to 
answer  for  the  defendants  abiding  any 
other  judgment  in  the  cause.'' 

b.  Reversal  of  eonvictUni* 

A  recognizance,  given  on  appeal 
from  a  conviction,  for  appearance  in 
the  appellate  court,  requires  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  in  the  trial  court 
after  the  reversal  of  its  judgment  and 
the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  although 
no  order  is  made  directing  him  to  do 
so;  and  the  sureties  are  liable  if  he 
fails  so  to  appear.  State  v.  Heed 
(1876)  62  Mo.  559.  The  court  said: 
"When  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  was  reversed  by  this  court,  no 
direct  or  specific  order  was  made  that 
the  defendant  should  appear  in  the 
circuit  court  and  undergo  a  new  trial, 
but  this  was  necessarily  implied  in  the 
order  remanding  the  cause  to  that 
court  for  another  trial.  The  judg- 
ment of  this  court  was  that  the  de- 
fendant hAd  been  illegally  convicted 
and  should  be  tried  again,  and  this 
was  as  bindin^f  upon  the  defendant  as 
uponr  the  state.  .The*  defendant  was 
not  thereby  discharged.    The  order  re^ 
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manding  the  cause  was  one  which,  in 
its  very  nature,  required  the  parties 
to  that  cause  to  appear  before  the  cir- 
cuit court  for  further  proceedings  in 
accordance  with  the  opinion  of  this 
court.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  rendering  obedience  to  that 
order  according  to  the  conditions  of 
his  bond,  to  appear  at  the  circuit  court 
and  submit  himself  to  trial.  The  rec* 
ord  recites  that  he  failed  so  to  appear, 
and  such  failure  was  a  breach  of  his 
recognizance,  for  which  the  defend- 
ants are  liable." 

And  the.  sureties  in  a  recognizance 
on  an  appeal  from  the  district  court 
to  the  supreme  court  are  not  dis- 
charged from  liability  by  the  reversal 
of  the  conviction  and  the  remand  of 
the  case  to  the  district  court  for  an- 
other trial,  where  the  condition  of  the 
recognizance  is  that  the  defendant 
shall  appear  before  the  district  court, 
and  not  depart  without  leave,  in  or- 
der to  abide  the  judgment  of  the  su- 
preme court;  and  the  sureties  are, 
therefore,  liable,  where  the  defendant 
fails  to  appear  after  the  reversal  of 
the  conviction  in  the  district  court. 
Weaver  v.  State  (1875)  43  Tex.  386. 

And  it  was  held  in  Riviere  v.  State 
(1879)  7  Tex.  App.  56,  following  the 
preceding  case  that  the  sureties  on  a 
recognizance  given  on  appeal  from  a 
conviction  of  misdemeanor  continue 
liable,  after  the  reversal  of  the  convic- 
tion and  the  remand  of  the  case  for 
a  new  trial,  for  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant subsequently  to  appear  in  the 
lower  court.  The  contention  unsuc- 
cessfully made  by  the  surety  against 
his  liability  was  that  the  reversal  of 
the  case  placed  the  cause  ''as  it  would 
have  stood  in  case  a  new  trial  had 
been  granted  In  the  district  court," 
and  that  "the  effect  of  a  new  trial  [in 
the  district  court]  is  to  place  the  cause 
in  the  same  position  in  which  it  was 
before  the  trial  had  taken  place,"  and 
that  it  followed  therefrom  that  the  ef- 
fect of  the  reversal  was  also  to  render 
the  recognizance  functus  officio,  and 
that  the  state  must  look  to  and  for- 
feit the  appearance  bond  and  that 
alone,  on  the  failure  of  the  defendant 
subsequently  to  appear  in  the  court 
below. 


But  the  cases  of  Weaver  v.  State 
(1875)  48  Tex.  386,  and  Riviere  v. 
State  (Tex.)  supra,  were  stated  to  be 
overruled  by  Wells  v.  State  (1886)  21 
Tex.  App.  594,  2  S.  W.  806,  in  Sanders 
V.  State  (1913)  70  Tex.  Crim.  R^.  532, 
158  S.  W.  291,  holding  the  Uafoility  of 
the  sureties  on  an  appeal  bond  given 
by  the  defendant  after  conviction  of 
a  felony  is  terminated  by  the  reversal 
of  the  judgment  and  the  remand  of  the 
cause,  and  the  sureties  are  not  liable 
for  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
appear  at  the  next  term  of  the  lower 
court,  but  it  was  considered  in  the 
latter  case  that,  had  the  court  affirmed 
the  judgment,  the  sureties  would  be 
liable  on  his  failure  to  appear  in  the 
lower  court. 

And  in  Wells  v.  State  (1886)  21  Tes. 
App.  594,  2  S.  W.  806,  holding  that  a 
recognizance  given  on  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals  from  a  conviction  in 
the  county  court  becomes  functus 
officio  on  the  reversal  of  the  case 
and  its  remand  to  the  county  court, 
and  that  the  sureties  are  not  li- 
able for  the  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant subsequently  to  appear  in  the 
county  court  for  trial,  the  court 
said:  *1t  is  only  in  the  case  of  an 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  convic- 
tion by  this  court  that  the  defendant's 
recognizance,  given  on  appeal,  can  be 
forfeited.  When  the  judgment  of  con- 
viction is  reversed,  and  this  court 
awards  a  new  trial  to  the  defendant, 
the  cause  stands  as  it  would  have 
stood  in  case  the  new  trial  had  been 
granted  by  the  court  below.  Code 
Crim.  Proc.  arts.  875,  876.  In  such 
case  the  recognizance  given  on  appeal 
has  served  its  purpose,  and  is  functus 
officio.  The  bail  bond,  or  original  re- 
cognizance of  the  defendant  in  such 
case,  still  has  full  force  and  effect, 
and  it  is  upon  such  obligation,  and  not 
upon  his  recognizance  on  appeal,  that 
he  is  bound.  Ex  parte  Guffee  (1880) 
8  Tex.  App.  409.  Prior  to  the  adoption 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  it  was  held 
that  the  recognizance  given  by  the  de- 
fendant on  appeal  could  be  forfeited 
in  the  trial  court,  after  the  judgment 
of  conviction  had  been  reversed  aad 
the  cause  remanded  by  tiie  appellate 
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CMMft  weaver  t.  StaU,  and  Riviere 
V.  State  (Tex.)  eapnu  These  de* 
cimBfl  were  baaed  upen  the  statutes 
liieii  in  force.  Artick  876  of  the  Re- 
vised Code  of  CrindMil  Procedure  was 
not  tlien  enacted,  bat  is  a  new  article 
inserted  bgr  tiie  revisers.  We  think 
this  artide  settles  the  question,  and 
tiist  the  daeisioiis.  above  referred  to 
are  so  long^  applicable.  There  is  no 
question  but  that»  in  the  case  of  an  af- 
flmaace  by  this  court  of  the  judgment 


of  the  trial  coiirt,  the  recognizance  on 
appeal  is  still  binding,  and  may  be  for- 
feited upon  a  breach  of  its  conditions. 
Code  Crim.  Proc.  art  S75;  Thompson 
V.  State  (1884)  17  Tex.  App.  818.  We 
conclude,  therefore,  that  the  recogni- 
zance of  mm  defttidant.  on  appeal  was 
no  longer  of  any  binding  force  after 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment  and  the 
awarding  of  a  new  trial  by  this  court, 
and  cannot  support  the  judgment  of 
forfeiture.*'  &•  V,  L 


P.  D.  HUGHES,  PUT.  ia  Brr. 

▼. 

STATE  OF  TENNESSEE. 


SupTBtnm  C*tirf-»jrebruary  M',  1 


(—  Tenn.  — ,  288  S.  W.  688.) 


—  witluHit  warrant  •*-  commisBlon  of  offense  — •  evidence. 

1.  That  one  is  engaged  in  violation  of  the  law  in  the  presence  of  officers 
not  justify  his  arrest  without  warrant,  if  the  officers  are  not  aware 
eif  such  violation  until  the  search  made  after  his  arrest. 
iSee  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  662.] 


GiBsiitational  law  —  necessity  of 
pointing  out  specific  provision  In- 
fkingedi 

2.  To  raise  the  question  of  admissi- 
bility of  evidence  because  of  alleged 
violation  of  a  constitutional  right  it 
is  not  necessary  to  specify  the  particu- 
lar section  alleged  to  have  been  vio- 
lated, but  it  is  sufficient  to  call  atten- 
tion to  the  particular  right  alleged  to 
have  been  infringed. 

Search  —  after  unlawful  arrest  -^ 
ntUlzatlon  of  evidence  discovered. 
S.  Where  police  officers  arrest  one 
en  the  highway  without  a  warrant  or 
evidence  of  commission  of  crime  in 
their  presence,  evidence  discovered  by 
the  search  of  his  person  and  convey- 
ance subsequently  to  the  arrest  can- 
not be  ntiliaed  to  secure  his  convic- 
tkm. 

[See  2  R.  a  L.  4C7;  8  R.  C.  L.  IM; 
2  R.  C.  jL.  Supp.  572.] 

Arrest  —  inf enaation    ef    offense  — 

jojBtlfieiitian  for  arrest. 

4.  Infonnation  justifying  an  officer 
in  the  belief  that  an  offense  is  being 
committed  is  not  sufficient  to  justi^ 


arrest  of  the  suspected  person  with- 
out warrant. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  450.] 

Breach  of  peace  —  transportation  of 
intoxicating  liquor. 

5.  It  is  a  breach  of  the  peace  to 
transport  intoxicating  liquor,  or  have 
it  in  possession. 

Arrest  —  breach  of  peace. 

6.  Under  a  statute  authorizing  an 
officer  to  arrest  for  breach  of  peace 
threatened  in  his  presence,  he  may 
arrest  one  who  is  reputed  to  be  en- 
gaged in  the  unlawful  sale  of  liquor, 
and  who  from  actions  and  surrounding 
circumstances  he  believes  to  be  en- 
gaged in  transporting  such  liquor, 
where  such  transportation  is  a  breach 
of  the  peace. 

Evidence  —  aecnred  by  search  after 
arrest  —  admissibility. 

7.  Evidence  of  possession  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  secured  by  search  of 
one  arrested  by  ofkers  for  breach  of 
the  peace  threatened  in  their  presence, 
may  be  admitted  against  him  upon 
trial  for  possession  and  transportation 
of  snch  liquor. 
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*  Ebbob  to  the  Criminal  Court  for  Putnani  Countjr  (txatrdenhiif^  J.>  to 
review  a  judgment  convicting  defendant  of  violating  the  prohibition  law. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Worth  Bryant  and  V.  E. 
Bockman  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  William  H.  Swiggart,  Jr.,  for 
the  State. 

L.  D.  Smith,  Special  Judge,  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court: 

Plaintiff  in  ertor,  P.  D.  Hughes, 
was  con^cted  in  the  criminal  court 
of  Putnam  county  on  an  indictment 
charging  him  with  violating  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  12  of  the  AT^ts  of 
1917,  prohibiting  the  receipt,  pos- 
session, and  transportation  of  in- 
toxicating liquors.    By  6?n^nt  the 


in  error  had  gotten  into  his  car  and 
started  toward  Baxter.  "We  got  in 
the  road  in  front  of  theni  and  made 
them  stop,  and  we  searched  their 
car,  and  found  in  tills  nail  keg  1  gal- 
lon of  whisky  in  i^  long  dark  bottle." 
He  says  further:^  **We  w^re  not 
out  looking  for  theise  boys  oh  this 
occasion,  but  just  happened  to  see 
them,  and  suspicioned  l^at  they  had 
Whi£jlQr.  We  had  no  warrant  to 
search  or  seize  the  car  or  whisky, 
or  for  th^  arrest  of  either  of  the 
dief  endants.    i  had  had  some  reports 


trial  was  had  before  the  trial  judge   '  that  the  defendant,  Hughes,  was  en- 
without  the  intervention  0(f  a  jui7»  •  \  Stged*  in  some  way  in  whisky  traffic, 


who,  after  hearing  the  evidence, 
found  the  plaintiffs,  in  error  guilty, 
and  after  overruling  motion  for  new 
trial  entered  judgment  against  him 
for  It  fine  of  $50  and  a  sentence  of 
six  months  in  the  workhouse.  .  ;. 
The  questions  presented  for  our 


and  seeing  them  come  into  the  road 
.witiithe  keg,  and  -^^m  their  actions 
and  conduct  and  the  reports  I  had 
received^  I  had  reason  to  believe  titiat 
it  was  whisky,  and  when  I  made  a 
searchit  proved  to  be^telliskyi*'  ' 
The  grounds  of  tiie  exception  to 


determination  arise  upon  the  action     this  evidence  are  *'that  the  parties 


of  the  trial  court  on  exceptions  to 
the  testimony  introduced  by  the 
state.  The  state  introduced  three 
witnesses,  namely,  C.  N.  Gracey,  a 
United  States  deputy  collector,  W. 
M.  Stout,  sheriff  of  Putnam  county, 
and  Bill  Gailbreath,  who  seems  not 
to  have  held  any  official  position. 
The  testimony  of  each  of  these  wit- 
nesses,'to  which  exception  was  tak- 
en, is  substantially  that  given  by 
Sheriff  Stout,  and  is  las  follows: 

W.  M.  Stout,  sheriff  of  Putnam 
county,  in  which  county  this  offense 
was  committed,  if  at  all,  testified 
that  he,,  in  company  with  Gracey, 
Tyler,  and  Gailbreath,  was  on  the 
Buffalo  valley  road  west  of  Baxter, 
and  saw  plaintiff  in  error  and  one 
Stone  come  out  of  a  road  toward  the 
Buffalo  valley  road  carrying  a  nail 
keg.  He  says :  '*We  decided  probab- 
ly that  they  had  whisky,"  and  that, 
after  running  their  car  around  the 
hill  out  of  sight  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  he,  Gailbreath,  and  Tyler 
went  back  toward  where  the  car  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error  was  standing,, 
near  the  side  of  the  road.    Plaintiff 


in  question  had  no  right,  to  hc^d  him 
up  while  traveling  upon  a  public 
highway,  and  seize  and  search  his 
car  without  a  search  wai^rant,  andf 
without  knowing  that  h6  had  whis- 
ky, either  on  his  person  or  in  .the 
car;  by  so  doing  they  violated 
defendant's  constitutional  rights 
against  unreasonaUe  seizure  and 
search.'' 

This  exception  was  overruled  by 
the  ^  court,  and  due  exception  was 
taken  to  the  court's  action  thereon. 
The  court's  ruling,  as  stated  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions,  is:  "The  court 
was  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  not 
an  unreasonable  search,  that  the  of- 
fense was  committed  in  the  presence 
of  the  officers,  and  that  they  were 
justified  in  making  the  arrest,  as 
the  search  resulted  in  finding  whis- 
ky." 

The: evidence  intr6duced  by  the 
state  unquestionably  made  a  case  of 
violating  thd'liquor  laws  of  the  state 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
the  only  question  for  our  determina- 
tion is  whether  this  evidence  can  be 
rightf ull:^  made  the  basis  of  cohvic- 
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tion,  having  been  obtained  and  pro* 
cured  in  the  manner  indicated.  This 
involves  the  consideration  of  two 
questions:  First,  whether  the  act 
of  the  officers  in  arresting  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  and  in  searching  his 
car  was  a  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tional rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, which  protect  him  against  un- 
lawful searches  and  seizures;  and, 
second,  if  the  method  of  making 
evident  this  violation  of  the  law  was 
of  itself  unlawful,  and  violated  the 
constitutional  rights  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  was  the  evidence  neverthe- 
less admissible,  and  ca.n  it  properly 
be  made  the  basis  of  a  conviction  ? 

A  negative  answer  to  the  last 
question  stated  is  based  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error  upon  the  pro- 
visions of  §§  7  and  9  of  article  1  of 
the  Constitution. 

Section  7  provides  that  "the  peo- 
ple shall  be  secure  in  their  persons, 
houses,  papers  and  possessions, 
from  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  and  that  general  warrants, 
whereby  an  officer  may  be  com- 
manded to  search  suspected  places, 
without  evidence  of  the  fact  com- 
mitted, or  to  seize  any  person  or 
persons  not  named,  whose  offenses 
are  not  particularly  described  and 
supported  by  evidence,  are  danger- 
ous to  liberty,  and  ought  not  to  be 
granted." 

Section  9 .  provides  that  "in  all 
criminal  prosecutions  the  accused 
hath  tihe  right  to  be  heard  by  him- 
self and  his  counsel ;  to  demand  the 
nature  ...  of  the  accusation 
against  him,  .  .  •  and  shall  not 
be  compelled  to  give  evidence 
against  himself." 

In  his  exception  to  the  testimony 
the  plaintiff  in  error  did  not  specify 
that  the  admission  of  this  testimony 
violated  any  of  his  rights  under  § 
9  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution, 
nor  did  he,  in  making  exceptions, 
specify  the  particular  clause  of  the 
Constitution  which  he  claimed  was 
or  would  be  violated  by  the  admis- 
sion of  this  testimony;  but  his  ex- 
ception ivas  based  upon  the  ground 
that  the  conduct  of  the  witnesses 
was  unlawful  and  violated  his  const^*- 
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tutional  rights  against  unreasonable 
search  and  seizure.  It  was  not  nec- 
essary, in  order  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, for  the  plaintiff  in  error  to 
specifically  point  out  by  numbers 
the  particular  sections  of  the  Con- 
stitution which  he  claimed  were  be- 
ing violated ;  nor  are  we  justified  in 
assuming,  as  is  argued  by  the  attor- 
ney general,  that  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, in  his  exceptions,  referred  only 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution which  are  similar  to  those 
found  in  our  state  Constitution.  It 
was  sufficient  to  raise  the  question 
to  call  attention  to 

the  particular  right  fiS^l^tJSViify 
which  is  guaranteed  of  pointingr  out 
to  the  citizen  under  ITon^intShSe^d. 
our   own   Constitu- 
tion.   If  any  constitutional  right  of 
plaintiff  in  error  has  been  violated 
in  this  case,  it  is  referable  to  §  7, 
and  therefore  it  will  be  unnecessary 
to  consider  whether  his  rights  under 
§  9  were  also  violated. 

There  is  much  apparent,  if  not 
actual,  conflict  in  the  decisions,  with 
respect  to  the  admissibility  of  tes- 
timony obtained  by  unlawful  arrest 
and  search.  This  court  had  occa- 
sion to  review  the  subject  quite  fully 
in  the  case  of  Cohn  v.  State,  120 
Tenn.  61-75,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  451, 
109  S.  W.  1149,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1201. 
The  question  has  more  recently 
come  under  review  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
case  of  Amos  v.  United  States,  256 
U.  S.  313,  65  L.  ed.  654,  41  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  266,  decided  February  28, 1921, 
published  by  Lawyers'  Co-operative 
Publishing  Company  in  Advance 
Sheets  of  April  1,  1921,  and  in 
Gouled  V.  United  States,  255  U.  S. 
298,  65  L.  ed,  647,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
261,  decided  at  the  same  time  and 
published  in  the  same  number  of  the 
Advance  Sheets. 

There  is  no  conflict  of  authority 
upon  the  proposition  that  the  con- 
stitutional provisions  relied  upon 
.can  only  be  invoked  in  this  way  to 
protect  the  citizen  against  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  government  For 
example,  the  provisions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution  5Citn..Qnly;be.'.in- 
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voked  as  against  the  activities  of  the 
agencies  of  the  Federal  govem- 
menty  and  likewise  the  rights  of  the 
citizens  involved  in  the  constitution- 
al provisions  referred  to  are  only 
protected  against  the  actions  of 
officers  of  the  state  government.  It 
is  only  when  persons  are  acting  un- 
der color  of  authority  from  the  gov- 
ernment that  evidence  developed  in 
violation  of  the  law  can  be  at  all 
rejected.  Cohn  v.  State,  120  Tenn. 
61,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  451,  109  S.  W. 
1149,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1201;  Boyd  v. 
United  States,  116  U.  S.  619,  29  L. 
ed.  746,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  524 ;  Adams 
V.  New  York,  192  U.  S.  586,  48  L. 
ed.  577,  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  372.  None 
of  the  cases  go  to  the  extent 
of  holding  that  because  evidence 
has  been  obtained  by  unlawful 
means  it  is  therefore  inadmis- 
sible; it  is  only  when  evidence 
has  been  obtained  by  means  of  un- 
lawful conduct  of  government  offi- 
cials, in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  referred  to,  that 
it  has  been  held  inadmissible  in  any 
of  the  cases. 

In  the  Cohn  Case,  supra,  Cohn 
had  been  convicted  for  the  offense  of 
selling  liquors  and  cigarette  papers 
on  Sunday,  contrary  to  the  statute. 
The  case  was  made  out  against  him 
by  the  testimony  of  John  Yeaman, 
a  deputy  sheriff  of  Davidson  county, 
and  another  witness.  He  testified 
in  substance :  That  he  and  two  dep- 
uties went  to  Cohn's  place  about  6 
o'clock  on  Sunday  morning,  Janu- 
ary 13,  1907,  and  mounted  a  stair- 
way leading  up  by  the  side  of  the 
saloon,  and,  after  they  had  reached 
a  point  about  half  up  the  stairway, 
they  stopped  and  removed  some 
bricks  from  the  wall,  and  the  mor- 
tar along  with  them,  being  careful 
to  draw  the  bricks  and  the  mortar 
out  upon  the  stairway,  so  as  to  give 
no  indication,  in  the  saloon,  of  what 
they  were  doing  on  the  stairway; 
that  the  hole  thus  made  was  smaller 
on  the  inside  of  the  saloon  than  on 
the  outside ;  that,  having  made  this 
peephole,  they  sat  and  watch^  oc- 
currences in  the  saloon;  that  they 
saw  Lem  Horton  and  Charles  Per- 


kins enter  the  barroom  by  a  rear 
door,  and  they  were  soon  followed 
by  a  crowd ;  that  witness  and  those 
who  were  with  him  watched  tite  per- 
sons inside  for  an  hour;  that  hem 
Horton  and  Charles  Perkins  sold, 
and  received  money  for,  a  great 
many  drinks  of  whisky  and  beer, 
certainly  more  than  three ;  t^at  they 
saw  a  large  box  of  cigarette  papers, 
and  saw  Lem  Horton  reach  under 
the  bar,  take  out  this  box,  and  seD 
a  book  of  them  to  a  customer,  one 
Henry  E wing ;  that  he  rang  up  this 
sale  of  the  cigarette  papers,  just  as 
he  did  the  drinks,  in  the  cash  regis- 
ter ;  that  the  witness  and  the  others 
with  him  got  the  cigarette  papers 
and  the  sale  book  and  brought  tliem 
to  court.  It  was  further  testified 
that  Horton  and  Perkins  worked  for 
Cohn. 

When  this  evidence  was  given, 
Cohn,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the 
court  to  strike  out  the  entire  testi- 
mony, because  it  was  inadmissible 
and  incompetent  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  obtained  illegally  and 
contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  state  and 
to  the  state  and  Federal  Constitu- 
tions.   The  trial  court  overruled  the 
exception,  and  his  action  thereon 
was  the  basis  of  the  appeal  to  this 
court.    The  court  sustained  the  ac- 
tion of  the  trial  court,  and  held  that 
the  evidence  thus  obtained  was  not 
in   violation   of  the  constitutional 
provisions     against     unreasonable 
searches  and  seizures,  nor  violative 
of    the     constitutional     inhibition 
against  compelling  a  party  in  crim- 
inal cases  to  give  testimony  against 
himself.     In  so  holding  tiie  court 
said:      ^'We    think    the    evidence 
was  competent.    The  unreasonable 
search  and  seizure  against  which 
the  constitutional  provision  was  de- 
signed to  operate  was  that  made 
tlu'ough  governmental  agency,  and 
has  no  bearing  upon  the  unauthor- 
ized acts  of  private  persons,  or  of 
petty  officers  of  the  law.    Nor  has 
the   inhibition   against  compiling 
a  person  charged  with  crime  to  in- 
criminate himself  any  more  bearing 
upon  the  present  controven^,  since 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  were  not  re- 
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quired  to  testify.  Nor  was  any 
presumption  indulged  or  permit- 
ted against  them  because  of  their 
silence.  Nor  were  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  required  to  produce  any 
private  papers  that  would  so 
speak  as  to  incriminate  them. 
It  is  true  that  the  act  of  Yea- 
man  and  his  companions  in  mak- 
ing a  hole  in  the  wall  and  spying 
upon  the  inmates  of  the  building 
was  an  unlawful  one,  for  which  they 
were  subject  to  punishment.  Still, 
although  the  evidence  was  thus  pro- 
cured, it  would  not  be  rejected  1:^^ 
the  court,  if  relevant  to  the  issue. 
4  Wigmore,  Ev.  §§  2183,  2264;  1 
Greenl.  Ev.  §  254a;  2  Elliott,  Ev. 
§  1013.^' 

In  support  of  the  conclusion  above 
quoted  tlie  court  referred  to  quite 
a  number  of  cases  from  different  ju- 
risdictions.    In  some  of  the  cases 
the  testimony  was  held  admissible 
upon  the  theory  that,  the  evidence 
being  proper   in   itself,   the  court 
could  take  no  notice  of  how  it  was 
obtained.    In  other  cases  it  was  held 
that  the  restrictions  of  the  Consti- 
tution were  intended  to  operate  only 
upon  legislative  bodies,  so  as  to  ren- 
der ineffectual  any  effort  to  legalize 
by  statute  what  the  people  expressly 
stipulated  could  in  no  event  be  made 
lawful ;  upon  executives,  so  that  no 
law  violative  of  this  constitutional 
inhibition  should  ever  be  enforced; 
and  upon  the  judiciary,  so  as  to  ren- 
der it  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  de- 
nounce as  unlawful  every  reason- 
able   search  and  seizure,  whether 
confessedly  without  any  color  of  au- 
thorify,  or  sought  to  be  justifi^  un- 
der the  guise  of  legislative  sanction. 
In  still  other  cases  the  theory  of 
admissibility  was  that,  when  an  of- 
ficial of  the  state  exceeded  his  au- 
tiiority,    he   would   be   deemed   as 
actinfir»    not  for  the  state,  but  for 
himself  only,  and  therefore  he  alone, 
and  not  the  state,  should  be  held  ac- 
countable for  his  acts. 

The  reasoning  of  the  cases  re- 
ferred to  in  the  Cohn  Case  is  not 
necessarily  established  by  the  de- 
cisions upon  the  facts  of  that  case. 
In  that  case  the  officer  of  the  law 
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went  about  discovering  the  evidence 
in  an  unlawful  way;  but  it  was  not 
a  case  in  which  the  citizen  was  com- 
pelled to  produce  evidence  of  his 
own  guilt,  nor  one  in  which  an  un- 
lawful act  of  the  officer  itself  dis- 
closed the  unlawful  act  of  the  de- 
fendant. It  was  a  case  in  which  the 
officers  of  the  law  themselves  violat- 
ed the  law  in  order  to  place  them- 
selves in  a  situation  to  testify  as  to 
the  facts,  and  not  one  in  which  the 
officers  produced  and  disclosed  a 
violation  of  the  law  by  an  invasion 
of  the  defendant's  constitutional 
right  against  unlawful  search  and 
seizure.  Many  of  the  cases  may  be 
reconciled  by  observing  the  distinc- 
tion just  indicated.  This  distinction 
is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Burdeau 
v.  McDowell,  decided  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  itie  United  States, 
June  1,  1921,  and  reported  in  256 
U.  S.  465,  65  L.  ed.  1048,  13  A.L.R. 
1159,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  574. 

It  is  pointed  out  in  the  dissenting 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Brandeis, 
concurred  in  by  Mr.  Justice  Holmes, 
that  the  distinction  made  by  the  ma- 
jority of  the  court  in  that  case  is 
one  without  a  difference.  Neverthe- 
less, thi«  may  account  for  the  ap- 
parent conflict  in  the  cases  them- 
selves. It  was  held  by  the  majority 
of  the  court  in  that  case  that  the 
constitutional  guaranties  against 
unreasonable  searches  and  seizures 
and  self-incriminations  are  not  vio- 
lated, where  Federal  prosecuting 
authorities,  to  whom  incriminating 
papers  stolen  by  private  persons 
have  been  delivered,  retain  them 
with  a  view  to  their  use  in  subse- 
quent investigations,  where  said  pa- 
pers will  be  part  of  the  evidence 
against  the  accused,  and  may  be 
used  against  him  on  the  trial,  should 
an  indictment  be  returned ;  the  gov- 
ernment having  had  no  part  in  the 
wrongful  taking. 

But  in  eases  where  the  action  of 
the  governmental  authorities  is  un- 
lawful and  violative  of  the  consti- 
tutional rights  of  the  citizen,  and 
directly  developed  and  disclosed  the  . 
facts  of  the  violation  of  the  law,  the 
government  cannot  rely  upon  the 
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evidence  thus '  unlawfully  obtained 
by  its  agents.  The  cases  of  Amos 
and  Gouled,  supra,  are  direct  au- 
thority for  the -proposition  just  stat- 
ed. 

In  the  Amos  Case>  225  U.  S. 
313,  65  L.  ed.  654,  41  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  266,  supra,  the  government's 
witnesses  were  deputy  collectors  of 
internal  revenue.  They  went  to 
the  defendant's  home,  and,  not 
finding  him  there,  but  finding  a 
woman  who  stated  she  was  his  wife, 
told  her  that  they  were  revenue  of- 
ficers and  had  come  to  search  the 
premises  for  violation  of  the  reve- 
nue law.  Thereupon  the  woman 
opened  the  store,  and  the  witnesses 
entered  and  in  a  barrel  of  peas 
found  a  bottle  containing  block- 
ade whisky.  On  cross-examination 
these  witnesses  testified  that  they 
had  no  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the 
defendant,  nor  any  search  warrant 
to  search  his  house.  Thereupon 
their  testimony  was  excepted  to,  but 
the  trial  court  admitted  it  over  the 
defendant's  objection.  With  respect 
to  this  action  of  the  trial  court  the 
Supreme  Court  said: 
'  "The  answer  of  the  government 
to  the  claim  that  the  trial  court 
erred  in  the  two  rulings  we  have  de- 
scribed is  that  the  petition  for  the 
return  of  defendant's  property  was 
properly  denied,  because  it  came  too 
late  when  presented  after  the  jury 
was  impaneled  and  the  trial,  to  that 
extent,  commenced,  and  that  the  de- 
nial of  the  motion  to  exclude  the 
property  and  the  testimony  of  the 
government  agents  relating  thereto, 
after  the  niianner  of  the  search  of 
defendant's  home  had  been  de- 
scribed, was  justified  by  the  rule 
that  in  the  progress  of  the  trial  of 
criminal  cases  courts  will  not  stop 
to  frame  a  collateral  issue  to  inquire 
whether  evidence  offered,  otherwise 
competent,  was  lawfully  or  unlaw- 
fully obtained. 

"Plainly,  the  questions  thus  pre- 
sented for  decision  are  ruled  by  the 
conclusions  this  day  announced  in 
No.  260,  Gouled  v.  United  States, 
255  U.  S.  298,  66  L.  ed.  647,  41  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  261."  -     '  ' 


The  court  thereupon  held  the  ac- 
tion of  the  trial  court  in  admitting 
the  evidence  aforesaid  to  be  rever- 
sible error.  The  reasoning  of  the 
coui;t  by  which  this  result  was 
reached  had  been  stated  by  the  court 
in  its  opinion  in  the  case  of  Gouled. 
The  Gouled  Case,  as  stated  by  the 
court,  was  this: 

"In  a  joint  indictment  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  Gouled,  one  Vaughan, 
an  officer  of  the  United  States  Army, 
and  a  third,  an  attorney  at  law, 
were  charged  in  the  first  count  with 
being  parties  to  a  conspiracy  to  de- 
fraud the  United  States,  in  viola- 
tion of  §  37  of  the  Federal  Criminal 
Code  [Comp.  Stat.  §  10,201,  7  Fed. 
Stat.  Anno.  2d  ed.  p.  534],  and,  in 
the  second  count,  with  having  used 
the  mails  to  promote  a  scheme  to  de- 
fraud the  United  States,  in  viola- 
tion of  §  215  of  that  Code  [Comp. 
Stat.  §  10,384,  7  Fed.  Stat.  Anno. 
2d  ed.  p.  812].  Vaughan  pleaded 
guilty,  the  attorney  was  acquitted, 
and  Gouled,  whom  we  shall  refer  to 
as  the  defendant,  was  convicted,  and 
thereupon  prosecuted  error  to  tiie 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  which  cer- 
tifies to  this  court  six  questions 
which  we  are  to  consider. 

"Of  these  questions,  the  first  two 
relate  to  the  admission  in  evidence 
of  a  paper  surreptitiously  taken 
from  the  office  of  the  defendant  by 
one  acting  under  direction  of  offi- 
cers of  the  Intelligence  Department 
of  the  Army  of  tiie  United  States, 
and  the  remaining  four  relate  to 
papers  taken  from  defendant's  of- 
fice under  two  search  warrants,  is- 
sued pursuant  to  the  Act  of  June 
15,  1917  (40  Stat,  at  L.  217,  228. 
chap.  30,  Comp,  Stat.  §§  10,496ia, 
10,496ib,  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  Supp. 
1918,  pp.  120, 128) .  It  was  objected 
on  the  trial,  and  is  here  insisted 
upon,  that  it  was  error  to  admit 
these  papers  in  evidence,  because 
possession  of  them  was  obtained  by 
violating  the  rights  secured  to  the 
defendant  by  the  4th  and  5tii 
Amendments  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

"The  .4th    Amendment     reads: 
The  right  of  the  people  to  bd  secure 
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in  tfaeir  persons,  houses,  papers,  and 
ejffects,  a^Bst  unreasonable  search- 
es and  seizures,  shall  not  be  violat- 
ed, and  no  warrant  shall  issue,  but 
upon  probable  cause,  supported  by 
oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly 
describing  the  place  to  be  searched, 
and  the  persons  or  things  to  be 


''The  part  of  the  6th  Amendment 
here  involved  reads :  'No  such  per- 
son •  .  .  shall  be  compelled  in 
any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness 
against  himself/  " 

Two  of  the  questions  certified  to 
the  Supreme  Court  for  answer  were : 

First.  ''Is  the  secret  taking,  with- 
out force,  from  the  house  or  office 
of  one  suspected  of  crime,  of  a  pa- 
per belonging  to  him,  of  evidential 
value  only,  by  a  representative  of 
any  branch  or  subdivision  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  a 
violation  of  the  4th  Amendment?'' 

Second.  ''Is  the  admission  of  such 
paper  in  evidence  against  the  same 
person,  when  indicted  for  crime,  a 
violation  of  the  5th  Amendment?'' 

The  facts  upon  which  the  answer 
to  these  two  questions  depended 
were :  "The  fads  derived  from  the 
certificate,  essential  to  be  considered 
in  answering  the  first  two  questions, 
are:  That  in  January,  1918,  it  was 
suspected  that  the  defendant,  Gou- 
led,  and  Vaughan,  were  conspiring 
to  defraud  the  government  through 
contracts  with  it  for  clothing  and 
equipment;  that  one  Cohen,  a  (pri- 
vate in  the  Army,  attached  to  the 
Intelligence  Department,  and  a  busi- 
ness acquaintance  of  defendant 
Gouled,  under  direction  of  his  su- 
perior officers,  pretending  to  make 
a  friendly  call  upon  the  defendant, 
^ned  admission  to  his  office,  and 
in  his  absence,  without  warrant  of 
any  character,  seized  and  carried 
away  several  documents;  that  one 
of  these  papers,  described  as  'of  evi- 
dential value  only,'  and  belonging  to 
Gouled,  was  subsequently  delivered 
to  the  United  States  district  attor- 
ney, and  was  by  him  introduced  in 
evidence  over  the  objection  of  the 
d^endant  that  possession  of  it  was 
obtained  by  a  violation  of  the  4th 
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or  5th  Amendment  td  the  Consti- 
tution; and  that  the  defendant  did 
not  know  that  Cohen  had  carried 
away  any  of  his  papers  until  he  ap- 
peared on  the  witness  stand  and  de- 
tailed the  facts  with  respect  thereto 
as  we  have  stated  them,  when,  nec- 
essarily, objection  was  first  made  to 
the  admission  of  the  paper  in  evi- 
dence." 

The  court's  answer  to  these  ques- 
tions is: 

"The  ground  on  which  the  trial 
court  overruled  the  objection  to  this 
paper  is  not  stated,  but  from  the 
certificate  and  the  argument  we 
must  infer  that  it  was  admitted, 
either  because  it  appealed  that  Hie 
possession  of  it  was  obtained  with- 
out the  use  of  force  or  illegal  coer<- 
cion,  or  because  the  objection  came 
too  late.    ... 

"The  prohibition  of  the  4th 
Amendment  is  against  all  unreason- 
able searches  and  seizures,  and  if 
for  a  government  officer  to  obtain 
entrance  to  a  man's  house  or  office 
by  force,  or  by  an  illegal. threat  or 
show  of  force  amounting  to  coer- 
cion, and  then  to  search  for  and 
seize  his  private  papers  would  be 
'  an  unreasonable,  and  therefore  a 
prohibited,  search  and  seizure,  as  it 
certainly  would  be,  it  is  impossible 
to  successfully  contend  that  a  like 
search  and  seizure  would  be  a  rea- 
sonable one  if  only  admission  were 
obtained  by  stealth,  Instead  of  by 
force  or  coercion.  The  security  and. 
privacy  of  the  home  or  office  and 
of  the  papers  of  the  owner  would 
be  as  much  invaded,  and  the  search 
and  seizure  would  be  as  much 
against  his  will,  in  the  one  case  as 
in  the  other,  and  it  must,  therefore, 
be  regarded  as  equally  in  violation 
of  his  constitutional  rights. 

"Without  discussing  them,  we 
cannot  doubt  that  such  decisions  as 
there  are  in  conflict  with  this  con- 
clusion are  unsound,  and  that, 
whether  entrance  to  the  home  or 
office  of  a  person  suspected  of  crime 
be  obtained  by  a  representative  of 
any  branch  or  subdivision  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States  by 
stealth,  or.  through  social  acquaint- 
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ance,  or  in  the  sruise  of  a  business 
call,  and  whether  the  owner  be  pres- 
ent or  not  when  he  enters  any  search 
and  seizure  subsequently  and  se- 
cretly made  in  his  absence,  fall  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  prohibition  of 
the  4th  Amendment,  and  therefore 
the  answer  to  the  first  question 
must  be  in  the  affirmative.    .    .    . 

"Upon  authority  of  tiie  Boyd 
Case,  116  U.  S.  619,  29  L.  ed.  746, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  524,  this  second 
question  must  also  be  answered  in 
the  af&mative.  In  practice,  the 
result  is  the  same  to  one  accused  of 
crime,  whether  he  be  obliged  to  sup- 
ply evidence  against  himself,  or 
whether  such  evidence  be  obtained 
by  an  illegal  search  of  his  premises 
and  seizure  of  his  private  papers, 
bi  either  case  he  is  the  unwilling 
source  of  the  evidence,  and  the  5th 
Amendment  forbids  tiiat  he  shall 
be  compelled  to  be  a  witness  against 
himself  in  a  criminal  case.'' 
'  This  result  is  said  to  follow  from 
the  spirit  of  the  decisions  dealing 
with  these  constitutional  provisions, 
and  which  the  court  describes  as 
follows:  "It  would  not  be  possible 
to  add  to  the  emphasis  with  which 
the  f  ramers  of  our  Constitution  and 
this  court  (in  Boyd  v.  United  States, 
116  U.  S.  616,  29  L.  ed.  746,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  524,  in  Weeks  v.  United 
States,  232  U.  S.  383,  58  L.  ed.  652, 
L.R.A.1915B,  834,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
341,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1177,  and  in 
Silverthorne  Lumber  Co.  v.  United 
States,  261  U.  S.  385,  64  L.  ed.  319, 
40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  182),  have  declared 
the  importance  to  political  liberty 
and  to  the  welfare  of  our  country 
of  the  due  observance  of  the  rights 
guaranteed  under  the  Constitution 
by  these  two  Amendments.  The 
eflfect  of  the  decisions  cited  is  that 
such  rights  are  declared  to  be  in- 
dispensable to  the  *f uU  enjoynient  of 
personal  security,  personal  liberty, 
and  private  property ;'  that  they  are 
to  be  regarded  as  of  the  very  es- 
sence of  constitutional  liberty;  and 
that  the  guaranty  of  them  is  as  im- 
portant and  as  imperative  as  are 
the  guaranties  of  the  other  funda- 
mental rights  of  the  individual  citi- 


zen— ^the  right  to  trial  by  jury,  to 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  to  due 
process  of  law.  It  has  been  repeat- 
edly decided  that  these  Amendments 
should  receive  a  liberal  construc- 
tion, so  as  to  prevent  stealthy  en- 
croachment upon  or  'gradual  de- 
preciation' of  the  rights  secured  by 
them,  by  imperceptible  practice  o^ 
courts,  or  by  well-intentioned,  but 
mistakenly  overzealous,  executive 
officers.'* 

In  the  Gouled  Case,  just  referred 
to,  the  court  held  that  not  only  the 
papers  obtained  without  a  warrant 
at  all,  but  also  other  papers  which 
had  been  sei^sed  under  seardi  war- 
rants duly  and  lawfully  issued,  were 
obtained  in  violation  of  the  defend- 
ant's constitutional  rights.  It  does 
not  follow  that,  because  property  is 
seized  under  legal  search  warrant, 
the  seizure  itself  is  not  violative  of 
the  constitutional  provisions  re- 
ferred to.  These  particular  papers 
which  were  seized  under  search 
warrants  themselves  had  no  pecu- 
niary value ;  they  were  valuable  on- 
ly in  affording  evidence  against  the 
accused  of  the  offense  of  which  he 
was  charged.  So  the  question  was 
presented  as  to  whether  or  not  pa- 
pers of  this  character,  seized  under 
a  search  warrant,  were  protected 
from  seizure  by  the  constitutional 
provisions  against  unreasonable 
searches  and  seizures.  The  princi- 
ples of  law  for  determining  these 
questions  were  stated  by  the  court 
to  be: 

"The  wording  of  the  4th  Amend- 
ment implies  that  search  warrants 
were  in  familiar  use  when  the  Con- 
stitution was  adopted,  and,  plainly, 
that  when  issued  'upon  probable 
cause,  supported  by  oath  or  affirma- 
tion, and  particularly  describing  the 
place  to  be  searched,  and  the  per- 
sons or  things  to  be  seized,'  searches, 
and  seizures  made  under  them  are 
to  be  regarded  as  not  unreasonable, 
and  therefore  not  prohibited  by  the 
Amendment.  Searches  and  seizures 
are  as  constitutional  under  the 
Amendment  when  made  under  valid 
search  warrants  as  they  are  uncon- 
stitutional,   because    unreasonable. 
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when  made  without  them — ^the  per- 
Biisuon  of  the  Amendment  has  the 
same  constitutional  warrant  as  the 
prohibition  has,  and  the  definition 
of  the  former  restrains  the  scope  of 
the  latter*  All  of  this  is  abundant- 
ly recognized  in  the  opinions  of  the 
Boyd  Case,  supra,  and  the  Weeks 
Case,  232  U.  S.  383,  58  L.  ed.  662, 
L£.A.1915B,  834,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
341,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1177,  in 
which  it  is  pointed  out  that,  at  the 
time  the  Constitution  was  adopted, 
stolen  or  forfeited  property,  or 
property  liable  to  duties  and  con- 
cealed  to  avoid  payment  of  them, 
^ccisable  articles  and  books  required 
by  law  to  be  kept  with  respect  to 
them,  counterfeit  coin,  burglars' 
tools  and  weapons,  implements  of 
gambling,  ^and  many  other  things  of 
nke  charactear,'  might  be  searched 
for  in  home  or  ofllce,  and,  if  found, 
might  be  seised,  under  search  war* 
rants  lawfully  applied  for,  issued, 
ar  1  executed. 

"'Although  search  warrants  have 
thus  been  used  in  many  cases  ever 
since  the  adoption  of  tike  Constitu- 
tion, and  altiiough  their  use  has 
been  extended  from  time  to  time  to 
meet  new  cases  within  the  old  rules, 
nevertheless  it  is  clei^r  that,  at  com- 
mon law  and  as  the  result  of  the 
Boyd  and  Weeks  Cases,  supra,  they 
may  not  be  used  as  a  means  of  gain- 
ing access  to  a  man's  house  or  office 
and  papers  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
making  search  to  secure  evidence 
to  be  used  against  him  in  a  criminal 
or  penal  proceeding,  but  that  they 
may  be  resorted  to  only  when  a  pri- 
mary right  to  such  search  and  sei- 
zure may  be  found  in  the  interest 
which  the  public  or  tiie  complain- 
ant may  have  in  the  property  to  be 
seized,  or  in  the  right  to  the  posses- 
sion of  it,  or  when  a  valid  exercise 
of  the  police  power  renders  pos- 
session of  the  property  by  the  ac- 
cused unlawful  and  provides  that 
it  may  be  taken.    Boyd  Case,  supra. 

''There  is  no  special  sanctity  in 
papers,  as  distinguished  from  other 
forms  of  property,  to  render  them 
immune  from  search  and  seizure, 
if  only  they  fall  within  the  scope  of 
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the  principles  of  the  cases  in  which 
other  property  may  be  seized,  and 
if  they  be  adequately  described  in 
the  affidavit  and  warrant.  Stolen 
or  forged  papers  have  been  so  seized 
(Langdon  v.  People,  133  111.  382,  24 
N.  E.  874),  and  lottery  tickets,  un- 
der a  statute  prohibiting  their  pos- 
session with  intent  to  sell  them 
(Com.  v.  Dana,  2  Met.  329) ;  and 
we  cannot  doubt  that  contracts  may 
be  so  used  as  instruments  or  agen- 
cies for  perpetrating  frauds  upon 
tiie  government  as  to  give  the  public 
an  interest  in  them  which  would 
justify  the  search  for  and  seizure 
of  them,  under  a  properly  issued 
search  warrant,  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  further  frauds.'' 

It  was  held  by  the  court  that, 
since  the  papers  had  no  pecuniary 
value  and  the  government  could  not 
have  any  interest  in  the  papers 
l^emselves, — ^the  only  event  in 
which  they  would  have  a  right  to 
take  them  into  pos8ession,-^it  could 
desire  their  possession  only  for  use 
as  evidence,  and  to  search  and  seize 
them  for  such  a  purpose  would  be 
unlawful. 

It  was  held  that,  although  papers 
may  not  have  any  pecuniary  value, 
nevertheless,  if  they  were  of  that 
character  which  justified  the  gov- 
ernment in  seizing  them,  under  the 
principle  stated,  they  could  be  used 
in  the  prosecution  of  a  suspected 
person  for  a  crime  other  than  that 
which  may  have  been  described  in 
the  affidavit  as  having  been  com- 
mitted by  him,  but  where  the  sei- 
zure was  for  the  purpose  only  of 
using  the  paper  as  evidence  such 
seizure  would  be  unlawful.  The 
court  having  held  the  seizure  of 
these  particular  papers  to  have  been 
unlawful,  another  question  pro- 
pounded to  the  court  was :  ''If  pa- 
pers of  evidential  value  only  be 
seized  under  a  search  warrant  and 
the  party  from  whose  house  or  office 
fhey  are  taken  be  indicted — ^if  he 
then  move  before  trial  for  the  re- 
turn of  said  papers,  and  said  mo- 
tion is  denied — ^is  the  court  at  trial 
bound  in  law  to  inquire  as  to  the 
origin  of  or  method  of  procuring 
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said  papers  when  they  are  offered 
in  evidence  against  the  party  so  in- 
dicted?" 

To  this  question  the  court  replied : 
"The  papers  being  of  'evidential 
value  only/  and  having  been  unlaw- 
fully seized,  this  question  really  is 
whether,  it  having  been  decided  on 
a  motion  before  trial  that  they 
should  not  be  returned  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  trial  court,  when  ob- 
jection was  made  to  their  use  on 
the  trial,  was  bound  to  again  in- 
quire as  to  the  unconstitutional 
origin  of  the  possession  of  them. 
It  is  plain  that  the  trial  court  acted 
upon  the  rule,  widely  adopted,  that 
courts  in  criminal  trials  will  not 
pause  to  determine  how  the  posses- 
sion of  evidence  tendered  has  been 
obtained.  While  this  is  a  rule  of 
great  practical  importance,  y^,  aft- 
er all,  it  is  only  a  rule  of  procedure, 
and  therefore  it  is  not  to  be  applied 
as  a  hard  and  fast  formula  to  every 
case,  regardless  of  its  special  cir- 
cumstances. We  think  rather  that 
it  is  a  rule  to  be  used  to  secure  the 
ends  of  justice  under  the  circum- 
stances presented  by  each  case,  and 
where,  in  the  progress  of  the  trial, 
it  becomes  probable  that  there  has 
been  an  unconstitutional  seizure  of 
papers,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial 
court  to  entertain  an  objection  to 
their  admission  or  a  motion  for 
their  exclusion,  and  to  consider  and 
decide  the  question  as  then  present- 
ed, even  where  a  motion  to  return 
the  papers  may  have  been  denied 
before  trial.  A  rule  of  practice 
must  not  be  allowed,  for  any  tech- 
nical reason,  to  prevail  over  a  con- 
stitutional right. 

"In  the  case  we  are  considering, 
the  certificate  shows  that  a  motion 
to  return  the  papers,  seized  under 
the  search  warrants,  was  made  be- 
fore the  trial  and  was  denied,  and 
that,  on  the  trial  of  the  case  before 
another  judge,  this  ruling  was 
treated  as  conclusive,  although,  as 
we  have  seen,  in  the  progress  of  the 
trial  it  must  have  become  apparent 
that  the  papers  had  been  unconsti- 
tutionally seized.  The  constitution- 
al objection  having  been  renewed. 


under  the  circumstances,  the  court 
should  have  inquired  as  to  the  origin 
of  the  possession  of  the  papers  when 
they  were  offered  in  evidence 
against  the  defendant.'' 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  case 
we  have  here,  as  made  by  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  falls  within  the  rule 
applied  by  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  in  the  cases  just  re- 
ferred to,  rather  than  that  an- 
nounced in  the  Cohn  Case.  The 
state,  having  through  its  executive 
representatives  produced  the  evi- 
dence of  a  violation 
of  the  law  by  one  »««'«V^'**'  * 
of  its  Citizens  by  ~«tiu>«tioii  of 
means  prohibited  S^e^Sf  **^ 
by  the  Constitution, 
cannot  be  permitted  through  its  ju- 
dicial tribunal  to  utilize  tiie  wrong 
thus  committed  against  the  citizen^ 
to  punish  the  citizen  for  his  wrong; 
for  it  was  only  by  violating  his  con- 
stitutionally protected  ri^ts  that 
his  wrong  has  been  discovered.  It 
is  no  answer  to  say  that  it  matters 
not  how  a  citizen's  sins  have  been 
found  out.  Security  from  unlawful 
search  is  the  right  guaranteed  to 
the  citizen,  even  for  the  discovery 
of  the  citizen's  sins.  This  right  we 
must  protect  unless  we  may  with 
impunity  disregard  our  oath  to  sup- 
port and  enforce  the  Constitution. 
The  experience  of  our  forefathers 
with  unlawful  searches  and  seizures 
was  deemed  by  the  people  who 
framed  the  Constitution  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  provision  by  which,  in 
instances,  even  the  guilty  might  es- 
cape detection  and  punishment.  We 
are  not  to  be  understood  as  holdins: 
that  all  evidence  obtained  by  unlaw- 
ful means  is  inadmissible,  but  only 
where,  in  cases  such  as  we  have 
here,  the  evidence  offered  has  been 
produced  by  violating  the  constitu- 
tional protection  against  unlawful 
searches  and  seizures. 

Was  the  arrest  and  search  of  the 
defendant  in  this  case  unlawful? 
Provision  is  made  by  statute  in  this 
state  for  searches  in  two  cases  only : 
One  by  search  warrant  issued  upon' 
affidavit  showing  probable  cause 
(Shannon's  Code,  §§  7296-7311)  ; 
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and  the  other  when  a  person  charged 
with  a  felony  is  suspected  by  the 
magistrate  before  whom  he  is 
brought  to  have  upon  his  person  a 
dangerous  weapon,  or  anything 
which  may  be  used  as  evidence  of 
the  commission  of  the  offense,  the 
magistrate  may  direct  him  to  be 
searched  in  his  presence  (Shannon's 
Code,  S  7312).  However,  searches 
are  allowable  under  the  common 
law  in  cases  where  persons  are  law- 
fully arrested.  2  R.  C.  L.  p.  468. 
In  the  text  cited  it  is  said :  ^' An  offi- 
cer making  an  arrest  has  authority 
to  search  the  person  of  his  prisoner, 
even  against  his  will;  but  a  search 
is  justifiable  only  as  an  incident  to 
a  lawful  arrest,  and  if  the  arrest  is 
unlawful  the  search  is  also  unlaw- 
ful. Thus,  an  officer  acting  without 
a  warrant  for  an  arrest,  and  i^ith- 
out  attempting  to  make  an  arrest, 
is  not  justified  in  making  a  search 
of  a  person  upon  mere  suspicion 
that  he  has  committed  a  crime.  The 
officer  making  an  arrest  and  search 
of  the  person  of  the  prisoner  may 
take  from  him  any  dangerous  weap- 
ons, or  anjrthing  else  that  he  reason- 
ably may  deem  necessary  to  his  own 
or  the  public  safety,  or  for  the  safe- 
keeping of  the  prisoner,  and  take 
into  his  possession  the  instruments 
of  the  crime  and  such  other  articles 
as  may  be  of  use  as  evidence  on  the 
trial,  or  which  might  enable  the 
prisoner  to  escape.'' 

Our  statute  on  the  subject  of 
searches,  to  which  we  have  just  re- 
ferred, was  taken  from  the  Code  of 
Alabama.  The  supreme  court  of 
Alabama,  in  discussing  the  right  of 
search  under  the  statute  similar  to 
our  own,  and  under  the  common  law, 
said,  among  other  things: 

'^In  commenting  on  article  4  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  prohibits  unreason- 
able searches  and  seizures,  in  the 
case  of  Boyd  v.  United  States,  116 
U.  S.  616,  29  L.  ed.  746,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
Hep.  524,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  de- 
livering the  opinion,  quoted  with 
approbation  from  Lord  Camden 
aa  follows:  'By  the  laws  of  Eng- 
land,   every    invasicm    of    private 
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property,  be  it  ever  so  minute,  is  a 
trespass.  No  man  can  set  his  foot 
on  my  ground  without  my  license, 
but  he  is  liable  to  an  action,  though 
the  damage  be  nothing.  If  he 
admits  the  fact,  he'  is  bound  to 
show,  by  way  of  justification,  that 
some  positive  law  has  justified  or 
excused  him.  The  justification  is 
8ul»nitted  to  the  judges  who  are  to 
look  into  the  books,  and  see  if  such 
a  justification  can  be  maintained  by 
the  text  of  the  statute  law,  or  by 
the  principles  of  the  common  law. 
If  no  such  excuse  can  be  found  or 
produced,  the  silence  of  the  books 
is  an  authority  against  the  defend- 
ant. According  to  this  reasoning, 
it  is  now  incumbent  upon  the  de- 
fendants to  show  the  law  by  which 
this  seizure  was  warranted.  If  that 
cannot  be  done,  it  is  trespass." 
These  are  the  principles  which  pro- 
tect every  citizen  of  this  govern- 
ment in  the  enjoyment  of  his  per- 
sonal liberty,  his  home,  and  his 
property,  and  no  other  'can  abide 
the  pure  atmosphere  of  a  govern- 
ment of  political  liberty  and  per- 
sonal freedom.' 

''This  court  in  Chastang  v.  State, 
83  Ala.  80,  3  So.  304,  7  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  135,  referring  to  the  opinion 
of  Justice  Bradley,  declared:  'We 
indorse  and  approve  everything  said 
therein.'  The  statute  law  provides 
for  the  issuance  of  search  warrants, 
but  specifies  on  what  grounds  they 
are  to  be  issued,  and  only  on  prob- 
able cause,  supported, by  affidavit, 
naming  the  person,  and  particularly 
describing  the  property  and  place 
to  be  searched.  Code,  §§  4727- 
4729.  The  search  and  seizure  in 
the  present  case  were  not  made  un- 
der these  statutory  provisions. 
Section  4745  of  the  Code  we  have 
quoted  above,  and  which  provides 
that  when  a  person  is  charged  with 
a  felony,  and  is  supposed  to  have 
a  dangerous  weapon,  or  anything 
which  may  be  used  as  evidence  of 
the  commission  of  the  offense,  he 
may  be  searched,  and  such  weapon 
or  thing  may  be  seized  and  retained, 
subject  to  the  order  of  the  court  in 
which  the  defendant  is  to  be  tried. 
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The  question  as  to  the  dangerous 
weapon  does  not  arise  in  this  case. 
That  part  of  the  statute  which  au- 
thorizes the  seizure  and  reten- 
tion of  'anjrthing  which  may  be 
used  as  evidence'  on  the  prosecu- 
tion is  a  mere  statutory  enactment 
of  the  common  law.  At  common 
law  the  arresting  officer  had  the 
right  to  remove  money  from  the  de- 
fendant's person ;  but  this  right  was 
limited  to  cases  in  which  the  money 
was  connected  with  the  offense*  or 
to  be  used  as  evidence.  See  Whart. 
Crim.  PL  &  Pr.  §  60 ;  Bishop,  Crim. 
Proc.  §§  210,  211,  and  the  cases  cited 
in  support  of  the  text.''  Ex  parte 
Hurn,  92  Ala.  102,  IS  L.R.A.  124, 25 
Am.  St.  Rep.  23,  9  So.  616. 

So  that,  if  the  arrest  is  lawful,  a 
search  revealing  evidence  of  the  of- 
fense for  which  a  person  is  arrested 
is  not  unreasonable,  or  violative  of 
§  7  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution. 

The  arrest  in  this  case  was  made 
by  the  sheriff  without  a  warrant. 
It  is  contended  for  the  state  that  the 
arrest  was  lawful,  notwithstanding 
it  was  made  without  a  warrant,  for 
the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror was  engaged  in  the  commission 
of  an  offense  in  the  presence  of  the 
officers.  The  circuit  judge  was  of 
the  opinion  that  this  arrest  was  au- 
thorized, because  after  the  arrest 
it  was  found  that  the  plaintiff  in 
error  had  intoxicating  liquor  in  his 
possession. 

It  does  not  follow  from  the  fact 
that  evidence  discovered  upon  the 
arrest  proved   the   commission   of 

an  offense,  that  the 
wVr'SlfntTiom-'  arrest  itself  was 
T^BiZ^^^dett'ee.    ^'Uthorfzed.     Under 

our  statute  (Shan- 
non's Code,  §  6997)  an  officer  may 
without  a  warrant  arrest  a  person 
for  a  public  offense  committed  in 
his  presence.  That  means  that  the 
offense,  or  the  facts  constituting  the 
offense,  must  be  revealed  in  the 
presence  of  the  officer.  An  officer 
cannot  lawfully  arrest  a  person 
without  a  warrant  and  search  his 
person  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  or  not  he  has  violated 
the  law.    Even  if  the  person  arrest- 


ed were  in  fact  violating  the  law, 
the  offense  was  not  in  legal  cont^n- 
plation  committed  in  the  presence 
of  the  officer,  and  such  an  arrest 
is  unauthorized,  where  the  facts 
constituting  the  offense  are  inca- 
pable of  being  observed,  or  are  not 
observed  by  tiie  officer.  That  such 
is  the  rule  of  law  under  our  statutes 
is  readily  seen  by  an  examination  of 
the  case  of  Hurd  v.  State,  119  Teim. 
683,  108  S.  W.  1064.  In  that  case 
the  plaintiff  in  error  had  just  shot 
one  officer  with  a  pistol,  and  was 
seen  by  several  persons  running 
down  the  street  with  a  pistol  in  his 
hand,  when  another  officer  attempt- 
ed to  arrest  him.  He  did,  in  fact, 
have  the  pistol  at  the  time  of  the 
attempted  arrest,  because  he  turned 
upon  the  officer  and  shot  and  IdUed 
him.  Yet  it  was  held  by  this  court 
that  such  an  attempted  arrest  was 
unlawful,  and  plaintiff  in  error  had 
a  right  to  resist  it.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances the  trial  judge  instruct- 
ed the  jury:  '^If  deceased  was  a 
policeman  in  the  city  of  Chatte- 
nooga  at  the  time  he  was  killed,  and 
direct  information  was  brought  to 
him  that  defendant  had  a  pistol  on 
his  person,  it  was  his  duty,  as  well 
as  his  lawful  authority,  to  arrest 
said  Hurd,  with  or  without  a  war- 
rant, and  as  to  whether  or  not  he 
was  in  uniform  would  be  inunateri- 
al." 

The  court  held  that  this  instruc- 
tion was  erroneous,  saying:  ^'It  is 
clear  from  the  record  that  the  de- 
ceased was  attempting  to  arrest  the 
defendant  for  a  misdemeanor  which 
was  not  committed  in  his  presence, 
but  the  fact  of  ite  commission  was 
communicated  by  others,  and  the 
instruction  of  the  trial  judge  that 
deceased  had  lawful  authority  to 
arrest  defendant  without  a  warrant 
was  erroneous." 

And  this  was  true,  notwithstuid- 
ing  the  fact  that  the  defendant, 
when  the  officer  attempted  to  arrest 
him,  had  the  pistol,  and  in  fact  uaed 
the  pistol  on  the  officer  in  resisting 
arrest. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  it  can- 
not be  said  that  the  plaintiff  m  er- 
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ror  was  in  the  commission  of  an 
offense  in  the  presence  of  the  offi- 
cers, so  as  to  justify  the  arrest, 
merely  from  the  fact  that,  when  the 
arrest  was  effected,  it  was  f^und 
that  he  was  actually  committing  an 
offense.  Neither  is  it  sufBcent  to 
-i.ffo»atiom  of  justify  the  arrest 
••-S***r^*****-_^  thftt  the  officer  had 
««-  for  .rre^.  j^f^^rmation  justi- 
fying him  in  the  belief  that  an  of- 
fense was  being  committed,  for  the 
facts  constituting  the  offense  must 
have  been  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  officer,  and  that  knowledge 
must  have  been  revealed  in  the  ojfi- 
cer's  presence.  To  illustrate :  If  a 
person  has  in  his  possession  a  con- 
cealed weapon,  if  he  exposes  it  in 
the  presence  of  an  officer  or  uses  it, 
and  the  officer  sees  it,  then  the  offi- 
cer may  lawfully  arrest  him  with- 
out a  warrant.  A  person  may  have 
a  concealed  weapon  upon  his  person, 
but  if  there  is  no  evidence  of  that 
fact  apparent  to  an  officer  his  arrest 
would  be  unwarranted.  The  plain- 
tiff in  error  may  have  been,  as  it 
was  subsequently  devdoped,  en- 
gaged in  the  transportation  of  liquor 
in  violation  of  the  law,  but  the  fact 
of  his  having  liquor  was  not  evident 
to  the  officer  making  the  arrest.  It 
must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  ar« 
rest  cannot  be  justified  upon  the 
ground  of  the  commission  of  an  of- 
fense in  the  presence  of  the  officers. 
But  an  officer  may  lawfully  arrest 
a  person  if  a  breach  of  the  peace  is 
threatened  in  his  presence.  In  such 
a  case  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
officer  to  see  and  know  that  the  law 
is  being  violated.  Indeed,  he  may 
arrest  a  person  in  order  to  prevent 
a  violation  of  the  law.  In  such  a 
case  he  may  lawfully  arrest  the  per- 
son, if  the  circumstances  are  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  belief  in  the 
mind  of  a  prudent  officer,  acting 
in  good  faith,  that  a  breach  of  the 
peace  is  about  to  occur.  Of  course, 
an  arrest  for  a  breach  of  the  peace 
cannot  be  justified  merely  upon  be- 
lief or  suspicion  existing  in  the  mind 
of  the  officer ;  but,  where  the  actions 
of  the  person  and  the  surroundingj 
circumstances  are  such  as  to  indi-l 
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cate  a  tiireatened  breach  of  the 
peace,  the  arrest  may  be  lawfully 
made.  In  this  case  the  idaintiff  in 
error  had  left  his  automobile  on  the 
side  of  the  road.  He  was  approach- 
ing his  car,  carrying  a  keg  having 
the  appearance  of  a  nail  keg,  or 
horseshoe  keg.  There  was  no  store 
or  other  place  in  the  direction  from 
which  he  was  coming  to  indicate 
that  this  keg  contained  nails,  or 
horseshoes,  or  other  articles  ordi- 
narily contained  in  a  container  of 
that  kind.  Plaintiff  in  error  was 
reputed  to  be  engaged  in  the  unlaw- 
ful sale  of  liquor.  These  circum- 
stances justified,  the  officer  in  be^ 
lieving  that  a  violation  of  the  law 
was  about  to  be 
committed.    It  is  a  .tnmaportetira 

breach  of  the  peace  tf^ioV!**''*"*' 
to  transport  intoxi- 
cating liquors.  State  ex  rel.  Thomi>- 
son  V.  Reichman,  135  Tenn.  653, 
188  S.  W.  225,  Ann.  Gas.  1918B, 
889.  In  that  case  the  court  said: 
"The  unlawful  sale  of  liquor  being 
a  breach  of  the  peace,  it  is  not  al- 
ways necessary  for  an  officer  to  ac- 
tually see  a  sale  before  he  is  au- 
thorized to  make  an  arrest  without 
a  warrant.  If,  in  his  presence,  such 
a  sale  is  threatened,  he  is  authorized 
to  arrest  as  for  any  other  threatened 
breach  of  the  peace.  The  threat 
need  not  be  in  words.  If  one  man 
puts  himself  in  a  position  to  assault, 
and  by  his  acts  manifests  a  purpose 
to  assault  another,  a  breach  of  the 
peace  is  undoubtedly  threatened. 
How  does  this  principle  apply  to  a 
threatened  unlawful  sale  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors?  The  condemnation 
of  our  statutes  is  confined  to  the 
selling  of  such  liquors.  It  is  not  un- 
lawful for  a  man  to  have  liquors, 
in  any  quantity,  in  his  home  or  in 
his  place  of  business.  The  mere 
presence  of  liquors,  therefore,  with- 
out more,  is  not  a  public  offense,  and 
will  not  under  all  circumstances  in- 
dicate a  purpose  or  threat  to  sell 
them  unlawfully.  Thus,  a  stock  of 
liquors  in  a  house  from  which  ian 
'interstate  shipping  business  is  being 
idone  may  have  no  unlawful  signifi- 
Icance.    .    •    ,    Our  act  auHiorizing 
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an  arrest  tot  a  threatened  breach 
of  the  peace  was  taken  from  the 
Alabama  Code  of  1852.  And  we 
quote,  with  approval,  what  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state  has  said 
in  sustaining  the  right  of  an  officer 
to  prevent  a  threatened  breach  of 
the  peace,  as  follows:  *Two  great 
and  vital  principles  of  government 
are  to  be  kept  steadily  in  view,  in 
pronouncing  on  conduct,  such  as  is 
brought  to  view  in  this  record ;  the 
liberty  of  a  citizen,  and  the  peace 
and  repose  of  society.  Civil  liberty 
is  natural  liberty,  shorn  of  the  ex- 
cesses which  invade  and  trench  on 
the  equal  liberty  of  others.  No  one 
can  claim  the  right  to  violate  the 
law,  and  precautionary  force  is  jus- 
tified, to  prevent  a  greater  impend- 
ing evil.  Such  force,  however,  is 
in  its  nature  remedial,  and  can  be 
Carried  no  further  than  is  reason- 
ably necessary  to  prevent  the  threat- 
ened wroilg.  Prevention  .  is  less 
hurtful  than  redress,  and,  when 
prudently  exercised,  is  not  only  jus- 
tified, but  is  commended  of  the  law. 
No  man  can  rightfully  complain  of 
any  encroachment  upon  personal 
liberty,  which  he  himself,  by  his 
lawlessness  or  violence,  has  ren- 
dered necessary  for  the  safety  and 
protection  of  others.  It  is  liberty 
as  defined  by  law,  not  unbridled  li- 
cense, our  free  Constitution  guar- 
antees to  every  man, — ^the  humblest. 


equally    with    the    most    exalted.* 
Hayes  v.  Mitchell,  69  Ala.  454." 

At  the  time  of  the  Reichman  Case, 
above  referred  to,  receiving,  having 
in  possession,  and  transporting  liq- 
uor was  not  a  violation  of  the  law; 
but  it  has  been  made  such  by  sub- 
sequent legislation,  and  for  the 
same  reasons  constitutes  a  breaqji 
of  the  peace,  and  therefore,  when 
threatened  under  circumstances  jus- 
tifying apprehension  in  the  pres- 
ence of  an  officer,  the  officer  may 
lawfully  arrest  the  person  about  to 
commit  it  and  search  him  for  evi- 
dence of  a  violation. 

We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  ar- 
rest of  the  plaintifif  in  error  under 
the     circumstances  ^__ 

was  lawful,  under  tnJJi^JT*^ 
the  provisions  of 
our  statute  which  authorize  an  offi- 
cer to  arrest  a  person  without  a 
warrant  for  a  breach  of  the  peace 
threatened  in  his  presence.  The 
arrest  being  lawful,  the  search  was 
also  lawful,  to  the  ^ 

extent     that     it     re-    cured  br  seiTreli 

suited  in  finding  :2SU7SJ7. 
upon  the  person  or 
in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  the  evidence  of  the  fact  that 
he  was  about  to  violate  the  law,  and 
this  evidence  was  competent  and  ad- 
missible. There  is,  therefore,  no  er- 
ror in  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  the  same  will  be  in  all 
things  affirmed. 


ANNOTATION. 


Transportation  of  concealed  Gquor  as  an  offense  within  presence  of  oflKoer 

authoriiing  an  arrest  without  a  warrant. 


The  reported  case  (Hughes  v. 
State,  ante,  639),  in  holding  that 
'  the  transportation  of  concealed  liq- 
uor is  not  an  offense  in  the  pres- 
ence of  an  officer  so  as  to  author- 
ize an  arrest  without  a  warrant, 
finds  support  in  Douglass  v.  State 
(1921)  —  Ga.  — ,  110  S.  E.  168,  a 
trial  for  homicide  of  sheriff,  killed 
while  attempting  to  arrest  one  on  sus- 
picion that  he  was  illegally  transport- 
ing liquor  concealed  in  an  automobile, 
which  held  that  an  instruction  to  the 


effect,  inter  alia,  that  an  oflicer  has  a 
right  to  arrest,  without  a  war  nt,  one 
who  is  committing  an  offense  in  hia 
presence,  was  erroneous  under  the 
circumstances,  the  basis  of  the  deci- 
sion being  that  the  offense  was  not 
committed  in  the  presence  of  the  ofH- 
cer. 

And  see  Gaffinni  v.  Hermann  (1914) 
112  Me.  282,  91  Atl.  1009,  which  is  to 
the  effect  that  an  officer  has  no  au- 
thority to  arrest,  without  a  warrant, 
one    whom    he    suspects    is    illegally 
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transporting  intoxicating  liquor  in .  a 
suit  case.  See  also  State  v.  Lutz 
(1919)  85  W.  Va.  330,  101  S.  E.  434. 

The  reported  case  (Hughes  v. 
State,  ante,  639)  finds  further  sup- 
port hy  analogy  in  Roberson  v.  State 
(1901)  43  Fla.  156,  52  L.R.A.  751,  29 
So.  535;  Pickett  v.  State  (1896)  99  Ga. 
12,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  226,  25  S.  W.  608 ; 
Hughes  V.  State  (1907)  2  Ga.  App.  29, 
68  S.  E.  390;  Stewart  v.  State  (1907) 
2  Ga.  App.  98,  58  S.  E.  395;  Ballard 
V.  State  (1885)  43  Ohio  St.  340,  1  N. 
E.  76,  5  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  36;  Rasey  v. 
Ciccolino  (1913)  1  Ohio  App.  194,  18 
Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  331,  34  Ohio  C.  C.  294; 
State  V.  Lutz  (W.  Va.)  supra,  which 
held  that  the  carrying  of  concealed 
weapons,  contrary  to  law,  is  not  an  of- 
fense committed  in  the  officer's  pres- 
ence so  as  to  authorize  an  arrest 
without  a  warrant. 

In  Pickett  v.  State  (1896)  99  Ga.  12, 
59  Am.  St.  Rep.  226,  25  S.  W.  608,  su- 
pra, which  was  cited  in  Douglass  v. 
State  (Ga.)  supra,  as  authority  for  its 
decision,  the  court  said :    "While,  un- 
der §  4223  of  the  Code,  an  officer  may, 
without  a  warrant,  make  an  arrest  for 
an  offense  committed  in  his  presence, 
he  has  no  authority,  upon  bare  suspi- 
cion  or   upon   mere   information   de- 
rived from  others,  to  arrest  a  citizen 
and  search  his  person  in  order  to  as- 
certain whether  or  not  he  is  carrying 
a  concealed   weapon  in  violation   of 
law.     The  Constitution  of  this  state 
expressly    declares    in    the    Bill    of 
Rights  that  the  right  of  the  people  to 
be  secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  pa- 
pers, and  effects  against  unreasonable 
searches  and  seizures  shall  not  be  vio- 
lated.    If  any  search  is  unreasonable 
and    obnoxious    to   our   fundamental 
law,  it  is  one  of  the  kind  with  which 
we  are  now  dealing,  even  if  the  per- 
son arrested  did  in  fact  have  a  pistol 
concealed  about  his  person.    The  fact 
not    being    discoverable    without    a 
search,  the  offense  of  thus  carrying  it 
was  not,  in  legal  contemplation,  com- 
mitted in  the  presence  of  the  officer, 
and  the  latter  violated  a  sacred  con- 
stitutional right  of  the  citizen  in  as- 
snminip  to  exercise  a  pretended  au- 
thority to  search  his  person  in  order 
to  expose  his  suspected  criminality.' 
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,  And  in  Roberson  v.  State  (Fla.)  su- 
pra, where  an  officer  was  killed  while 
attempting  to  arrest  one  on  informa- 
tion that  he  was  carrying  a  concealed 
weapon,  the  court,  in  holding  that  an 
arrest  is  unlawful  under  sucl^  circum- 
stances, said:  "From  this  testimony 
we  gather  the  following  brief  sum- 
mary of  the  circumstances  attending 
the  arrest  of  the  defendant  that  re- 
sulted in  this  unfortunate  homicide : 
The. defendant  and  his  brother,  out  of 
the  presence  and  view  of  the  two  offi- 
cers, committed  a  breach  of  the  peace 
by  shoving  a  woman  from  the  side- 
walk, at  the  same  time  intimidating 
her  by  the  threatening  display  of  a 
pistol.  After  this  actual  breach  of 
the  peace  comes  to  an  end,  the  two 
brothers  pass  on,  and  the  woman 
seeks  the  two  officers  (deputy  sher- 
iffs), and  Jinf pmis  them,  of  the  behav-. 
ior  of  the  two  brothers,  and  also  in- 
forms them  that  said  two  brothers  are 
carrying  pistols  concealed  on  their 
persons.  Neither  of  the  two  officers 
knew  that  the  ,two  brothers  were  car- 
rying concealed  weapons,,  except  from 
what  the  woman  told  them.  Upon  re- 
ceiving this  information  from  the 
woman,  the  two  officers  at  once,  with- 
out procuring  a  warrant  for  their  ar- 
rest, start  out  to  find  the  brothers,  the 
woman  accompanying  them  to  point 
them  out.  Upon  discovering  the  two 
brothers  walking  close  together,  the 
two  officers  step  up  behind  them,  one 
officer  on  the  right  and  the  other  on 
the  left  of  the  defendant  brother,  the 
deceased  officer  saying,  'Boys,  I  have 
to  arrest  you  for  carrying  concealed 
weapons,'  and  at  the  time  taking  hold 
of  the  arm  of  the  defendant,  while  the 
other  officer  laid  his  hand  on  the  other 
arm  of  the  defendant.  The  defendant 
instantly  swung  himself  loose  from 
the  grasp  of  the  officers,  whipped  out 
his  pistol,  and  fired  two  shots  in  rapid 
succession  at  the  officer  Sadler,  then 
ran  away,  turning  as  he  ran,  and  fir- 
ing two  or  three  shots  more  at  Sadler, 
who  had  been  mortally  wounded  by 
one  of  the  two  first  shots.  Under 
these  circumstances,  was  the  arrest 
of  the  defendant  by  the  two  officers,, 
without  a  warrant,  authorized  by 
law  ?    We  think  that  it  was  net  a  law- 
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ful  arrest^  The  antecedent  infraction 
of  the  peace  by  the  defendant  had 
ended,  and  had  occurred  out  of  the 
presence  and  view  of  the  officers,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  arrest  the  defend- 
ant was  eonducting  himself  in  a  quiet, 
peaceable,  and  orderly  manner.  It  is 
true,  as  subsequent  events  quickly 
proved,  that  he  was  at  the  time  secret- 
ly armed  with  a  pistol,  but  he  was  at 
the  time  making  no  threatening  dis- 
play of  it;  and  it  would  seem  to  be 
uttering  a  solecism  to  say  that  a  man 
behaving  himself  in  a  quiet,  peace- 
able, and  orderly  manner,  but  having 
a  pistol  quietly  concealed  on  his  per- 
son, tended  towards  a  disturber  of  the 
peace  from  the  bare  fact  of  being  se- 
cretly armed  with  such  pistol. 
Breaches  of  the  peace  generally  mani- 
fest themselves  by  some  outward, 
visible^  audible,  or  violent  demonstra- 


tion; not  from  quiet,  orderly,  and 
peaceable  acts  secretly  done,  though 
such  acts  may  be  mala  prohibita.  The 
carrying  of  arms  in  a  quiet,  peaceable, 
and  orderly  manner,  but  concealed  on 
or  about  the  person,  is  not  either  a 
breach  of  the  peace  or  malum  in  se. 
Neither  does  it,  of  itself,  tend  to  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  but  it  becomes  a 
misdemeanor  only  because  it  is  pro- 
hibited by  statute.  The  statute  does 
not  declare  it  to  be  a  breach  of  the 
peace,  nor  does  the  statute  authorize 
an  arrest  without  warrant  for  ita  in- 
fraction." 

As  to  constitutional  guaranties 
against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures  as  applied  to  a  search  for,  or 
a  seizure  of,  intoxicating  liquors,  see 
annotations  in  S  A.L^  1514,  and  18 
A.L.R.  1316.  J.  H.  R 
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WILLIAM  H.  BLOCK  et  aL 

Indiana  SMpreme  09%urt^  October  IB,  19i4k» 

(182  Ind.  271,  106  N.  E.  873.) 

Master  and  servant  —  statutory  duty  to  inspect  —  independent  contractor. 

A  property  owner  is  not  rendered  liable  for  injury  to  an  employee  of  an 
independent  contractor  performing  work  upon  his  building,  through  the 
breaking  of  a  scaffold  rope,  by  a  statute  providing  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
all  owners,  contractors,  etc.,  engaged  in  the  construction  of  any  building, 
to  see  that  all  rope,  etc.,  is  carefully  selected,  inspected,  and  tested,  and 
generally  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  all  owners  and  all  other  persons  having 
charge  of,  or  responsible  for,  any  work  involving  risk  or  danger  to  em- 
ployees, to  use  every  precaution  practicable  for  the  protection  and  safety 
of  life. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.] 


Cross  writs  of  error  from  the  Superior  Court  for  Marion  County  (Col- 
lier, J.)  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  against  defendant 
Armond,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  wrong- 
ful death  of  plaintiff's  intestate ;  plaintiff  assigning  as  error  the  sustaininsr 
of  motions  for  judgment  on  the  answers  to  interrogatories  in  favor  of 
some  defendants,  and  defendants  assigning  as  error  the  overrulintr  of 
their  motions  for  new  trial.    Reversed. 

The  fadts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.    H.   N, 
Spaan,    and    George    W.    Curtis    for 

plaintiff. 

Messrs.  John  B.  Elam,  J.  W.  Fesler, 
and  Harvey  J.  Blam,  for  defendants: 

At  common  law  neither  of  the  ap- 
pellees would  be  liable,  because  the 
deceased  was  injured  by  the  act  of  an 
independent  subcontractor  for  whom 
the  plaintiff's  decedent  was  working, 
and  for  whose  acts  these  appellees 
were  not  responsible. 

Staldter  v.  Huntington,  153  Ind. 
854.  55  N.  E.  88;  Wabash,  St.  L.  ft  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Farver,  111  Ind.  196,  60  Am. 
Rep.  696,  12  N.  E.  296;  Schip  v.  Pabst 
Brewing  Co.  64  Minn.  22,  66  N.  W.  3. 

Even  if  the  Statute  of  1911  does  de- 
clare that  the  erection  of  a  building  is 
a  dangerous  occupation,  that  fact 
would  not  make  either  the  owner  or 
general  contractor  liable  to  an  em- 
ployee of  a  subcontractor,  injured  on 
account  of  the  negligence  of  such  sub- 
contractor. 

Staldter  v.  Huntington,  and  Schip 
V.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  supra;  Mohr  v. 
McKenzie,  60  111.  App.  575;  Pender  v. 
Raggs,  178  Pa.  337,  35  Atl.  1135;  Cal- 
lan  v.  Pugh,  54  App.  Div.  545,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1118;  Southern  Oil  Co.  v. 
Church,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  325,  74  S. 
W.  797,  75  S.  W.  817, 16  Am.  Ne«j.  Rep. 
245;  Central  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  25 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  973,  76  S.  W.  842. 

Where  the  facts  found  do  not  plain- 
ly and  clearly  show  liability,  a  new 
trial  should  be  ordered. 

Shoner  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  130  Ind. 
170,  28  N.  E.  616,  29  N.  E.  775;  Os- 
born  V.  Adams  Brick  Co.  52  Ind.  App. 
189,  99  N.  E.  530,  100  N.  E.  472. 

MfHrris,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Action  for  damages  for  the  death 
of  Charles  F.  Leet  against  appel- 
lees William  H.  Block  and  Bedford 
Stone  ft  Construction  Company,  and 
also  againBt  John  Armond. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  Block 
was  the  owner  of  certain  real  es- 
tate in  Indianapolis,  and  in  1911 
constructed  a  business  block  there- 
on; that  said  Block  had  complete 
and  exclusive  control  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  building,  and  em- 
ployed the  defendants  Bedford 
Stone  ft  Construction  Company  and 
John  Armond  to  do  certain  parts  of 
the  work  under  contracts  the  terms 
of  which  are  unknown  to  plaintiff; 
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I^^aan,   Ralph   H.     that  plaintiff's   decedent  was  em- 


ployed by  defendants  on  June  24, 
1911,  while  the  construction  work 
was  unfinished,  to  clean  certain 
stonework  on  the  building,  which 
required  him  to  work  on  a  scaffold 
suspended  by  ropes ;  that  one  of  the 
ropes  broke,  causing  the  fall  of  the 
scaffold  from  the  seventh  story  of 
the  building,  and  resulting  in  inju- 
ries which  caused  decedent's  death ; 
that  the  injury  was  caused  by  a  de- 
fective rope,  which  was  negligently 
provided  by  defendants,  to  support 
the  scaffold. 

There  was  a  verdict  for  plaintiff, 
accompanied  with  answers  to  inter- 
rogatories. Appellees  Block  and 
Bedford  Company  each  filed  a  mo- 
tion for  judgment  non  obstante  and 
for  a  new  trial.  Each  motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  overruled,  but  those 
for  judgment  on  the  answers  to  in- 
terrogatories were  sustained,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant  Ar- 
mond and  in  favor  of  Block  and  the 
Bedford  Company.  Appellant  as- 
signs as  error  the  sustaining  of  the 
motions  for  judgment  on  the  an- 
swers to  interrogatories.  Appellees 
each  assign  as  cross  error  the  over- 
ruling of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
When  the  accident  occurred,  there 
was  in  effect  the  Act  of  March  6, 
1911,  relating  to  dangerous  occupar 
tions.  Acts  1911,  p.  597;  Bums's 
Anno.  Stat.  1914,  §  3862a. 

Section  1  of  the  act  provides  that 
every  employer  or  person  managing 
or  conducting  any  work  of  the  char- 
acter mentioned  in  the  act  is,  for  the 
purposes  thereof,  conducting  a  dan- 
gerous occupation  at  the  time  of 
such  occurrence. 

Section  4  (Bums's  Anno.  Stat.  § 
3862d)  of  the  act  provides  that: 
"It  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of  all 
owners,  contractors,  subcontractors, 
.  .  .  engaged  in  the  .  .  .  con- 
struction   ...    of  any  building, 

•  •  •  to  see  and  to  require  that  all 
.    •     •     rope,     .     .     .    appliances, 

•  .  •  contrivances  .  .  .  are 
carefully  selected,  inspected  and 
tested,  so  as  to  detect  and  exclude 
defects  and  dangerous  conditions, 
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and  that  all  scaffolding,  .  .  • 
and  all  contrivances  used,  are  am- 
ply, adequately  and  properly  con- 
structed, .  .  .  and,  generally,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  all  owners, 
.  .  .  contractors,  subcontractors, 
and  all  other  persons  having  charge 
of,  or  responsible  for,  any  work, 
.  .  .  involving  risk  or  danger  to 
employees,  ...  to  use  every  de- 
vice, care  and  precaution  which  it 
is  practicable  ...  to  use  for  the 
protection  and  safety  of  life,  limb 
and  health,  .  .  .  without  regard 
to  additional  cost,  .  .  .  the  first 
concern  being  safety  to  life,  limb 
and  health.''     (Italics  ours.) 

Section  5  (Bums's  Anno.  Stat.  § 
3862e)  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  to 
violate  any  provision  of  the  act. 

Appellee  Block  let  the  construc- 
tion of  the  building  to  appellee  Bed- 
ford Stone  &  Construction  Com- 
pany, but  the  terms  of  the  contract 
are  not  set  forth  in  the  answers  to 
interrogatories.  The  jury  found 
specially  that  defendant  Armond 
made  a  contract  with  the  Bedford 
Company  for  the  cleaning  of  cer- 
tain parts  of  the  building,  under 
which  Armond  was  to  furnish  his 
own  labor  and  material  and  do  the 
cleaning  for  a  lump  sum  of  money; 
that  Armond  employed  decedent  to 
work  at  the  cleaning,  and  paid  his 
wages  for  his  work ;  that  Block  was 
"indirectly'*  a  party  to  the  contract 
between  the  Bedford  Company  and 
Armond. 

Counsel  for  appellees  rely  on  the 
defense  that  the  accident  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  Ar- 
mond, an  independent  contractor. 
Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Eppley,  181  Ind. 

219,  104  N.  E.  65,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D, 

220.  Appellant's  counsel  contend 
that  the  said  Act  of  1911  renders 
such  doctrine  unavailable  to  appel- 
lees. In  instructing  the  jury,  the 
trial  court  adopted  appellant's  the- 
ory, and,  by  instructions  numbered 
10  and  13,  informed  the  jury  that  if 
Block  let  the  contract  for  tiie  erec- 
tion of  the  building  to  the  Bedford 
Company,  and  the  latter  sublet  the 
cleaning  to  Armond,  it  was  never- 
theless the  duty  of  Block  and  the 


Bedford  Company  to  test  and  in- 
spect, for  def ecto,  the  scaffold  ropes 
used  by  the  subcontractor.  After- 
wards, on  presentation  of  appellees' 
motions  for  judgment  non  obstante, 
the  court  concluded  that  the  act  in 
question  did  not  deprive  appellees 
of  the  "independent  contractor"  de- 
fense, and  sustained  the  motions. 
Each  motion  for  a  new  trial  as- 
signed, as  cause  therefor,  error  in 
the  giving  of  said  instructions  10 
and  13. 

Does  the  Act  of  1911  impose  on 
the  owner  and  contractor  such  du- 
ties of  testing  and  inspecting  as  to 
deprive  each  of  them  of  the  "inde- 
pendent contractor"  defense?  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  question 
must  be  answered  in  the  negative. 
The  act  evinces  no  legislative  intent  ' 
to  impose  a  duty  of  testing  and  in- 
specting appliances,  except  on  the 
particular  owner,  contractor,  or 
subcontractor  who  has  "charge  of," 
or  is  "responsible  for,"  the  work, 
etc.,  in  question.  While  the  act  does 
materially  change  the  common-law 
duties  of  the  employer  and  impose 
on  him  greater  obligations  in  rela- 
tion to  the  safety  of  employees,  it 
was  not  the  legislative  purpose  to 
make  the  owner  liable  for  an  injury 
occurring  to  an  employee  of  a  con- 
tractor or  subcontractor  because  of 
the  latter's  negligence,  in  cases 
where  the  owner  lets  a  contract  for 
the  particular  work,  without  reserv- 
ing any  control  over  the  manner  of 
the  work  or  the  character  of  appli- 
ances used.  It  was  the  purpose  of 
the  enactment  to  fix  a  higher  stand- 
ard of  care  on  the  person  having 
the  particular  work  in  charge, 
whether  such  person  be  owner,  con- 
tractor, subcontractor,  or  other  per- 
son, but  the  language  of  the  statute, 
considered  as  a  whole,  precludes 
the  theory  of  any  intent  to  eliminate 
the  doctrine  of  independent  contrac- 
tor. 

In  June,  1910,  an  initiative  peti- 
tion for  an  act  was  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  secretary  of  state  of  Oregon, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  of  that  state.  At  the 
general  election  in  November,  1910, 
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the  same  was  approved  by  the  vot- 
ers of  the  state,  and  beciune  a  law 
by  proclamation  of  the  governor  in 
December,  1910.    General  Laws  of 
Ore«ron  1911,  p.  16.   'Section  4  of 
said  Act  of  1911  is  a  substantial 
copy  of  §  1  of  the  Oregon  law.    In 
Tamm  v.  Sauset  (1913)  67  Or.  292, 
L.R.A.1917D,  988,  135  Pac.  868,  the 
3upreine  court  of  that  state  consid- 
ered a  case  similar  to  this  one,  and, 
in  determining '  the  effect  of  §  1  of 
said  initiative  act  on  the  common- 
law  doctrine  of  independent  con- 
tractor, said :    ''To  take  up  the  case 
in  hand,  the  Employers'  Liability 
Act  particularizes  the  class,  such  as 
owners,     contractors,     subcontrac- 
tors, corporations,  or  persons  what- 
soever engaged  in  certain  activities 
shaH   see  that  the  materials  em- 
ployed and  the  appliances  used  are 
carefully    selected,    inspected,    and 
tested,  so  as  to  detect  any  defects. 
The  evident  intent  of  the  statute 
was  to  hold  responsible,  for  person- 
al injuries  to  an  employee,  only  that 
member  of  the   class   enumerated 
who  was  engaged  in  the  undertak- 
ing or  enterprise  embraced  in  the 
statute,    whereby    the    injury    oc- 
curred.      To    conceive     otherwise 
would  be  going  wide  of  the  rule  es- 
tablished by  tihis  court  in  the  case 
of  Lawton  v.  Morgan,  Fliedner  & 
Boyce,  66  Or.  292,  131  Pac.  314, 134 
Pac.  1037.    The  initiative  act  does 
fix  a  high  standard  of  care,  a  violar 
tion  of  which  is  negligence  per  se, 
but  lays  that  care  to  the  door  of  the 
person  having  the  work  in  charge, 
and,  in  consequence  thereof,  the  ap- 
plication of  the  enactment  must  be 
circumscribed    to    that    particular 
source  from  which  or  from  whom 
authority  and  control  of  the  instru- 

20  AJ:i.R.— 42. 
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mentalities    and    individuals    ema- 
nate.'^ 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
court  erred  in  instructions  num- 
bered 10  and  13,  given  to  the  jury, 
because  each  pro(3eeds  on  the  erro- 
neous theory  that  our  Act  of  1911 
abrogated  the  conunon-law  right  of 
appellees  Block  and  the  Bedford 
Company  to  rely  on 

the  defense  of  inde-  ?«*t!!:t'«"to^'^" 
pendent  contractor.  ji«ty  to  inapect- 

However,  in  award-  ^t^et/vV 
ing  judgment  in 
favor  of  Block  and  the  Bedford 
Company,  reversible  error  was  com- 
mitted, because  the  answers  to  in- 
terrogatories do  not  show  with  suf- 
ficient certainty  that  Armond  was 
an  independent  subcontractor,  with- 
in the  rule  that  permits  of  such  de- 
fense by  the  owner  and  contractor. 
Tliis  proposition  is  practically  con- 
ceded by  counsel  for  appellees,  who 
evidently  assign  cross  errors  be- 
cause thereof. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  instruc- 
tions tt>  overrule  appellees'  respec- 
tive motions  for  judgment  on  the 
answers  to  interrogatories,  and  to 
sustain  their  motions  for  a  new 
trial. 


KOTE. 

The  elements  bearing  directly  upon 
the  quality  of  the  contract  as  affect- 
ing the  character  of  one  as  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  is  the  subject  of 
the  annotation  following  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  BBNNE?rr,  post,  684. 
For  other  annotations  on  the  general 
question,  who  is  an  independent  con- 
tractor, see  A.L.R.  Indexes  under 
''Master  and  servant.'' 
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G.  W.  STORM,  Appt, 

•     V. 

GEORGE  O.  THOMPSON. 

4 

Joum  a%»ipreme  Courts  January  28,  1010, 

(185  Iowa,  809,  170  N.  W.  408.) 

Workmen's  compensation  —  independent  contractor  —  one  ranoyins:  tirees. 

1.  One  who  contracts  with  a  highway  contractor  to  r^nove  for  a  lump 
sum  the  trees  within  the  limits  of  the  highwi^  is  a  contractor,  not  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.] 

Statute  —  presumption  as  to  meaning 
of  words. 
8.  The     Workmen's     Compensation 


Definition  —  '^contractor.'' 

2.  The  word  "contractor"  is  ordi- 
narily applied  to  anyone  who  in  the 
pursuit  of  an  independent  business 
undertakes  to  do  a  specified  piece  of 
work  for  other  persons,  using  his  own 
means  and  methods  without  submit- 
ting himself  to  their  control  in  all  its 
details. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  67;  28  R.  C.  L.  762; 
8  R.  C.  L.  Supp.  163.} 


Act  will  be  presumed  to  have  used  the 
word  "contractor"  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  term  is  commonly  employed, 
and  in  which  it  has  bden  defined  by 
the  courts. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  762.] 


Appeal  by  claimant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Polk 
County  (Guthrie,  J.),  affirming  a  finding  of  the  arbitrator  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  a  proceeding  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  to 
recover  compensation  for  injuries  sustained  while  engaged  in  removing 
trees  under  a  contract  with  defendant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  John  D.  Denison  and  Royal     an    independent   contractor,    because 


&  Royal,  for  appellant: 

The  Compensation  Law  is  to  be 
given  a  liberal  construction  in  favor 
of  the  worlanan  to  be  affected  by  its 
provisions. 

Hunter  v.  Colfax  Colliery  Co.  176 
Iowa.  245,  L.R.A.1917D,  15,  154  N.  W. 
1037,  157  N.  W.  145,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E, 
803,  11  N.  C.  C.  A  886;  Rheinwald  v. 
Builders'  Brick  &  Supply  Co.  168  App. 
Div.  425,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  598;  Mil- 
waukee V.  Miller,  L.R.A.1916A  215, 
note. 

The  term  "workman"  or  "employee" 
is  given  a  broader  and  more  liberal  in- 
terpretation under  compensation  laws 
than  under  the  strict  rules  of  common 
law. 

Rheinwald  v.  Builders'  Brick  &  Sup- 
ply Co.  168  App.  Div.  42§,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  598;  Levine  v.  Gold's  Sons,  N. 
Y.  Indus,  Com.  No.  25,712,  Bulletin  3, 
p.  78 ;  Litts  v.  Lumber  Co.  N.  Y.  Indus. 
Com.  No.  513,  Bulletin  3,  p.  119. 

Even  by  common  law,  plaintiff  was 
a  "workman"  or  "employee"  and  not 


the  employer  had  exercised  and  pos- 
sessed the  right  of  control. 

Sylcord  v.  Horn,  179  Iowa,  936,  7 
AL.R.  1285,  162  N.  W.  249,  16  N.  C. 
C.  A  592;  Callahan  v.  Burlington  ft 
M.  River  R.  Co.  23  Iowa,  562;  Rich- 
mond V.  Sitterding,  65  L.R.A.  458, 
note;  Tuttle  v.  Embury-Marvin  Lum- 
ber Co.  192  Mich.  385,  158  N.  W.  875, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918C,  664. 

The  simple  nature  of  the  work  to 
be  done  by  claimant  and  its  relation  to 
the  work  of  the  employer  would  here 
indicate  an  ordinary  employment  rath- 
er than  an  independent  contractor. 

Richmond  v.  Sitterding,  65  L.R.A. 
495,  note;  Ft.  Wayne  v.  Christie,  156 
Ind.  172,  59  N.  E.  385;  State,  Red- 
strake,  Prosecutor,  v.  Swayze,  52  N.  J. 
L.  129,  18  Atl.  697;  Rheinwald  v. 
Builders'  Brick  &  Supply  Co.  168  App. 
Div.  425,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  598. 

The  payment  in  a  lump  sum  is  not 
indicative  of  independent  contractor. 

Richmond  v.  Sitterding,  65  L.R.A. 
505,   note;    Atlantic    Transp.    Co.    v. 
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Coneys,  28  G.  C.  A.  S88,  61  U.  S.  App. 
570,  82  Fed«  177;  Tennessee  Coal, 
Iron  &  R.  Co.  v.  Hayes,  97  Ala.  201,  12 
So.  98;  Waters  v.  Pioneer  Fuel  Co»  52 
Minn.  474,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  564,  55  N. 
W.  52;  Rheinwald  Builders'  Brick  & 
Supply  Co.  supra;  Tuttle  v.  Embury- 
Martin  Lumber  Co.  supra. 

Messrs.  Brockett,  Strauss,  &  Shaw 
and  Frank  T.  Jensen,  for  appellee : 

The  independence  of  a  contract  is 
usually  inferable  where  it  is  for  the 
performance  of  an  entire  piece  of 
work  at  a  stipulated  price. 

Miller  v.  Minnesota  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
76  Iowa,  655,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  258,  39 
N.  W.  188;  Uppington  v.  New  York, 
165  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R.A.  550,  59  N.  E, 
91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115;  Ireland  v. 
Clark,  109  Me.  239,  83  Atl.  667;  Ed- 
mundson  v.  Coca-Cola  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  150  S.  W.  273;  Richmond  v. 
Sitterding,  65  L.R.A.  505,  note. 

The  relationship  of  employer  and 
employee  is  not  shown  by  the  reserva- 
tion or  exercise  of  the  right  of  con- 
trol over  the  work,  where  such  control 
is  not  in  regard  to  the  means  or 
method  to  be  employed,  but  only  as  to 
results. 

Callahan  v.  Burlington  &  M.  River 
R.  Co.  23  Iowa,  562;  Humpton  v.  Un- 
terkircher,  97  Iowa,  509,  66  N.  W.  776, 
14  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  595;  Francis  v.  John- 
son, 127  Iowa,  391,  101  N.  W.  878,  17 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  507;  Gall  v.  Detroit 
Journal  Co.  191  Mich.  405,  19  A.L.R. 
1164,  158  N.  W.  36;  Cramblitt  v.  Perci- 
val-Porter  Co.  176  Iowa,  733,  L.R.A. 
1917C,  77,  158  N.  W.  541;  Western 
Indemnity  Co.  v.  Pillsbury,  172  Cal, 
807,  159  Pac.  721;  Richmond  v.  Sit- 
terding, 65  L.R.A.  475,  note. 

The  same  test  is  applied  under 
workmen's  compensation  acts  as  at 
common  law. 

State  ex  rel.  Virginia  &  R.  Lake  Co. 
V.  District  Ct.  128  Minn.  43,  150  N.  W. 
211,  7  N.  C.  C.  A.  1076;  Perham  v. 
American  Roofing  Co.  193  Mich.  221, 
159  N.  W.  140;  Sylcord  v.  Horn,  179 
Iowa,  936,  7  A.L.R.  1285,  162  N.  W. 
249,  16  N.  C.  C.  A.  592;  Donlon  Bros. 
V.  Industrial  Acci.  Commission,  173 
Cal.  250,  159  Pac.  715;  Western  In- 
demnity Co.  V.  Pillsbury,  172  Cal.  807, 
169  Pac.  721. 

Weaver,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  coiirt: 

The  plaintiff  for  a  period  of  two 
years  or  more  had  made  a  business 
of  what  he  calls  '*tree  work."    Con- 


cerning it  he  sayB  his  occupation 
was  '^anything  to  be  done  with 
trees,  such  as  trimming,  removing, 
and  chopping  them  dovni.  That  is 
the  way  I  make  my  living.'*  The 
defendant  was  a  contractor  engaged 
in  grading  a  cily  street.  The  prog- 
ress of  this  work  appears  to  have 
required  the  removal  of  certain 
trees  upon  the  land  through  which 
a  way  for  the  street  was  being  cut. 
On  March  17,  1917,  the  parties  en- 
tered into  a  contract  for  the  remov- 
al of  the  trees.  The  agreement  was 
in  writing,  and,  omitting  the  signar 
tures,  reads  as  follovrs: 

"This  contract,  entered  into  by 
G.  W.  Storm,  party  of  the  first  part, 
and  G.  O.  Thompson,  party  of  the 
second  part,  vntnesseth: 

"The  party  of  the  first  part 
agrees  to  remove  by  grubbing,  if 
necessary,  sixty-two  (62)  trees,  lo- 
cated on  Sixth  avenue  between 
Center  and  School  streets,  for  the 
sum  of  seventy-five  (75)  dollars 
and  the  wood  that  said  trees  will 
make. 

"Party  of  the  second  part  agrees 
to  remove  stumps  from  job  and  fur- 
nish teams  to  haul  wood  to  No. 
1060  Sixth  avenue/' 

Plaintiff  proceeded  with  the  work 
mentioned  in  the  contract,  and 
while  so  engaged,  and  in  the  act  of 
removing  one  of  the  trees,  he  was 
accidentally  injured  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  cause  the  loss  of  two  fin- 
gers of  his  left  hand.  On  the  theory 
that  he  was  an  employee  engaged  in 
the  service  of  the  defendant  he 
made  claim  for  an  allowance  of 
damages  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  (Code  Supp. 
1913,  §§  2477m-2477m51).  This 
demand  was  resisted  by  the  defend- 
ant on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  was 
not  its  employee,  but  a  contractor, 
and  as  such  did  not  come  within  the 
protection  of  the  statute.  The  ma- 
jority of  the  arbitration  committee 
to  which  the  matter  was  submitted 
found  against  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
theory  that  he  was  not  an  employee 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Compen- 
sation Act,  but  a  contractor. 

On  the  hearing  before  the  court 
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the  contract  was  introduced  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  fact  of  plaintiff's  in- 
jury was  shown.  In  addition,  plain- 
tiff testified  that  he  did  the  work 
alone,  using  his  own  saws,  axes, 
ropes,  and  other  tools,  but  procured 
or  borrowed  from  defendant  a  bar, 
pick,  and  shovd  for  temporary  use 
on  some  parts  of  the  job.  As  the 
defendant's  steam  shovel  was  also 
working  in  that  vicinity,  and  it  was 
necessary  to  have  the  trees  nearest 
the  front  of  the  shovel  removed,  to 
avoid  delaying  its  operation,  it  was 
understood  between  the  parties  that 
this  work  should  have  priority  of 
attention,  and  on  sev^*al  occasions 
the  defendant  gave  directions  to 
that  effect.  Plaintiff  controlled  his 
own  hours  and  times  of  work  so 
long  as  he  kept  it  ahead  of  the  shov- 
el. After  the  accident  defendant 
furnished  a  man  to  complete,  or  to 
assist  plaintiff  in  completing,  the 
removal  of  the  trees. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts 
in  the  case.  The  trial  court  af- 
firmed the  arbitrators'  finding,  and 
plaintiff  appeals. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act,  after  defining  the  word  "work- 
man" as  synonymous  with  "em- 
ployee," and  as  meaning  any  person 
who  has  entered  into  the  employ- 
ment or  works  under  contract  of 
service  for  an  employer,  with  cer- 
tain specified  exceptions,  attaches  to 
such  definition  the  following  pro- 
viso: "Provided  that  one  who  sus- 
tains the  relation  of  contractor  with 
any  person,  firm,  association,  (or) 
corporation  .  .  .'  shall  not  be 
considered  an  employee  thereof." 
Code  Supp.  1913,  2477ml6. 

The  question  we  have  to  consider 
in  this  case  is  whether  the  plain- 
tiff's relation  to  the  defendant,  as 
shown  by  the  evidence,  is  that  of  a 
workman  or  employee  within  the 
statutory  definition  of  the  term,  so 
that  he  is  entitled  to  an  award  in 
damages ;  or  whether  he  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  contractor,  and  there- 
fore not  within  the  protection  of  the 
act. 

Whether  the  distinction  thus 
drawn  between  workman  and  con- 


tractor is  in  all  respects  logical  and 
just  is  a  consideration  for  the  legis- 
lature, and  not  for  the  court,  which 
must  apply  and  give  effect  to  the 
statute  according  to  its  plain  and 
unequivocal  terms.  The  only  debat- 
able question,  therefore,  is  whether, 
upon  the  admitted  facts,  the  arbi- 
trators and  the  trial  court  erred  in 
classing  plaintiff  as  a  contractor. 
The  term  is  one  of  very  frequent  use 
in  common  speech,  and  its  meaning 
has  often  been  considered  by  tiie 
courts.  As  is  not  unusual  in  judi- 
cial definitions  of  ev^i  the  most 
familiar  words,  it  has  b^n  various- 
ly phrased  and  interpreted,  but  we 
think  there  has  been  developed  no 
radical  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
its  substantial  meaning  or  effect. 
In  its  broadest  sense,  every  person 
who  enters  into  a  contract  or  takes 
upon  himself  contract  obligations  of 
any  kind  is  a  contractor,  but  as  or- 
dinarily used  it  is  applied  to  any 
person  '  Vho,  in  the  pursuit  of  an  in- 
dependent business,  undertakes  to 
do  a  specific  piece  of  work  for  other 
persons,  using  his  own  means  and 
methods,  without  submitting  him- 
self to  their  control  in  respect  to  all 
its  details.  The  true  test  of  a  con- 
tractor would  seem  to  be  that  he 
renders  service  in  the  course  of  an 
independent  occupation,  represent- 
ing the  will  of  his  employer  only  as 
to  the  result  of  his  work,  and  not  as 
[to]  the  means  by  which  it  is  ac- 
complished." Jann  v.  W.  H.  Mc- 
Knight  &  Co.  117  Ky.  655,  78  S.  W. 
862;  Caldwell  v.  Atlantic,  B.  &  A. 
R.  Co.  161  Ala.  395,  49  So.  674 ;  Hal- 
stead  V.  Stahl,  47  Ind.  App.  600,  94 
N.  E.  1056;  Carey-Lombard  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Jones,  187  111.  203,  58  N. 
E.  347;  Humpton  v.  Unterkircher, 
97  Iowa,  514,  66  N.  W.  776,  14  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  595;  Carlson  v.  Stocking, 
91  Wis.  432,  65  N.  W.  58 ;  Madix  v. 
Hockgreve  Brewing  Co.  154  Wis. 
448,  143  N.  W.  189 ;  Parrott  v.  Chi- 
cago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  127  Iowa,  419, 
103  N.  W.  352 ;  2  Words  ft  Phrasea, 
p.  1634. 

Tested  by  this  rule,  which  seema 
to  fairly  reflect  the  consensus  of  jo- 


Worksaen's  coat* 
peaaatlOB— in- 
dependent con- 
tmetov— one 
mo^lnir  trees. 


dicial  opinion,  there 

doubt   of   the   cor- 
rectness of  the  deci- 
sion   of    the    trial 
court  in  this  case. 
The  plaintiff  made 
a  specialty  of  this  kind  of  work,  and 
had  supplied  himself  with  substan- 
tially all  the  tools  and  appliances 
necessary  for  the  performance  of 
such  jobs.    His  a^rreement  with  the 
defendant  was  to  produce  a  certain 
result,  to  wit,  the  removal  of  sixty- 
two  trees  standing  on  a  described 
tract  of  ground.    The  method  and 
manner  of  their  removal  were  left 
wholly  to  his  own  choice  and  discre- 
tioUi  except  that  the  trees  should  be 
"grubbed"    where   necessary.      No 
right  to  control  or  direct  the  work 
was    reserved    to    the    defendant, 
though  plaintiff  says  it  was  under- 
stood that  he  was  to  keep  in  front 
of  the  steam  shovel  in  order  to  clear 
the  way  for  its  operation.    He  was 
not  limited  in  the  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  work,  except  as  the 
law  implied  a  duty  to  complete  it 
within    a   reasonable   period.      He 
controlled  his  own  time,  and  was  in 
all  essential  respects  his  own  mas- 
ter, being  answerable  to  the  defend- 
ant for  nothing  except  the  accom- 
plishment of  tiie  promised  result, 
the  r^noval  of  the  trees;  or,  if  we 
go  beyond  the  writing,  the  removal 
of  the  trees  in  such  time  as  not  to 
delay  the  operation  of  the  steam 
shovel   with  which  defendant  was 
doing  the  grading  through  the  land 
from  which  the  trees  were  to  be  tak- 
en.    To  say  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  plaintiff  was  not  a 

contractor,  but  an 
^^*i^^r^.^       ordinary    employee 

or  servant,  is  quite 
impossible,  unless  we  are  ready  to 
ctiar^gard  all  precedent.    The  stat- 
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the  word  "contrac- 


tor" in  the  sense  in  rampti^  «•  t« 
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which  the  term  is 
commonly  em- 

ployed, and  in  which  it  has  been  de- 
fined by  th^  courts,  and  we  are  sat- 
isfied tiiat  plaintiff's  own  showing 
brings  him  very  clearly  within  that 
class. 

This  decision  is  in  no  way  out  of 
harmony  with  any  of  the  authori- 
ties cited  by  appellant,  unless  it  be 
Rheinwald  v.  Builders'  Brick  & 
Supply  Co.  168  App.  Div.  425,  153 
N.  Y.  Supp.  598.  That  decision 
seems  to  have  been  reversed  on  ap^ 
peal  (see  174  App.  Div.  939,  160  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1143),  and  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  of  controlling  authority. 

The  trial  court  did  not  err  in 
holding  plaintiff  to  be  a  contractor, 
and  not  an  employee  within  the 
terms  of  the  Compensation  Act,  and 
the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Ladd,  Ch.  J.,  and  Stevens,  Preston, 
and  Gaynor,  JJ.,  concur. 


HOTE. 

The  annotation  following  Chicago, 
B.  I.  &  P,  R.  Co.  V.  Bennett,  post, 
684,  treats  of  the  elements  bearing 
directily  upon  the  quality  of  a  con- 
tract as  affecting  the  character  of  one 
as  an  independent  contractor.  More 
specifically,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  fact 
that  the  contractor  is  bound  to  fur- 
nish the  materials  and  appliances  re- 
quired for  the  work,  see  §  84  of  that 
annotation.  As  to  oral  evidence  with 
respect  to  the  extent  of  the  power  of 
control  reserved  to  the  employer,  see 
§§  15-18.  For  other  annotations  on  the 
general  question,  who  is  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  see  A.L.R.  Indexes 
under  ''Master  and  servant'' 
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CRAFT  &  COMPANY  et  al. 

North  Carolina  Supreme  Courf  — iipHl  J^5,  1917m 

(173  N.  C.  418,  92  S.  E.  174.) 

Master  and  servant  —  independent  ccmtractor  —  who  is. 

One  constructing  a  bridge  for  a  railroad  company  under  contract  is  not 
an  independent  contractor  so  as  to  relieve  the  railroad  company  from  lia- 
bility for  injury  to  his  employee,  if  the  work  is  to  be  done  agreeably  to 
the  orders  of  the  railroad  engineer,  whose  decision  as  to  amounts  due  is 
conclusive,  and  who  may  employ  laborers  necessary  to  complete  the  job 
on  time  if  the  contractor  fails  to  do  so,  or  may  dedare  the  contract  for- 
feited and  complete  it  himself,  and  the  railroad  company  may  pay  money 
directly  to  the  contractor's  employees  or  creditors  for  work  done  or  nuk 
terials  furnished,  while  payment  may  be  made  on  the  cost-plus  basis  for 
work  which  cannot  be  accurately  measured. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  nonsuit  granted  by  the  Superior  Court  for 
New  Hanover  County  (Connor,  J.)  as  to  the  defendant  railroad  companies 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries,  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  the  fall  of  an  improperly  and  insecurely  constructed 
scaffold.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Hoke,  J.:  The  court  having  intimated  an 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  opinion  that  this  was  the  effect  of 
show  that  in  the  fall  of  1914  de-  the  contract  and  the  attendant  facts 
f endants  Craft  &  Company  were  en-  in  evidence,  plaintiff  excepted,  and 
gaged  in  constructing  a  reinforced  submitted  to  a  nonsuit  as  to  the  rail- 
concrete  bridge  over  Fourth  street  road  companies.  There  was  recov- 
in  the  city  of  Wilmington,  under  a  ery  and  judgment  for  $1,250  dam- 
contract  with  the  two  defendant  ages  against  Craft  &  Company,  and 
railroads,  and  that  on  the  27th  of  judgment  of  nonsuit  as  to  the  rail- 
November,  1914,  plaintiff,  while  en-  road  companies,  and  from  the  judg- 
gaged  as  an  employee  in  said  work,  ment  as  to  these  companies  plaintiff 
was  injured  by  the  fall  of  a  scaffold  appealed, 
on  which  he  was  placed,  in  the  %#  a  ^  »a  j  ^  n  ^ 
course  of  his  employment,  the  scaf -  JJ^'  ^  %  '^^^"^  for  appellant, 
r  ij  iT  •  u  ^"**;*^-'*"^*'^  "^'^^  ^^  Messrs.  Rountree  &  Davis,  John  D. 
fold  havmg  been  improperly  and  m-  Bellamy,  and  Emmett  Bellamy  for  ap- 
securely  constructed.  pellees. 

On  tile  trial  it  appeared  for  de- 
fendant companies  that  the  work  in  Hoke,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
question  was  being  done  by  their  co-  the  court: 

defendants,  Craft  &  Company,  uh-  Plaintiff  objects  to  the  validity  of 
der  a  written  contract  which  was  the  judgment  of  nonsuit  for  the 
put  in  evidence,  and  under  the  reasons:  (1)  That,  under  the 
terms  of  which  defendants  contend-  terms  of  the  written  agreement, 
ed  that  Craft  &  Company  were  inde-  Craft  &  Company  were  not  inde- 
pendent contractors,  and  that  no  pendent  contractors;  (2)  that  the 
liability  could  be  properly  imputed  work  in  which  they  were  engaged 
to  the  companies  by  reason  of  de-  was  inherently  dangerous,  and  ti^t 
fault  of  such  contractors.  the  position  of  independent  contrac- , 
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tor  could  in  no  event  be  maintained 
for  the  benefit  of  the  appellees. 

On  the  record  we  see  nothing  to 
justify  the  position  that  the  work 
was  inherently  dangerous,  and  the 
objection  made  upon  that  ground 
must  be  disallowed.  Scales  v.  Lew- 
ellyn,  172  N.  C.  494,  ~  A.L.R.  — , 
90  &  E.  521. 

We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that, 
under  the  written  agreement  of- 
fered in  evidence,  the  powers  re- 
served to  the  railroads  during  the 
performance  of  the  work,  and  as  to 
the  manner  and  methods  of  doing  it, 
are  so  extended  and  controlling  that 
Craft  &  Company  could  in  no  prop- 
er sense  be  considered  as  independ- 
ent contractors,  but  are  themselves 
agents  and  employees  of  the  rail- 
roadSy  for  whose  negligent  default 
the  companies  may  be  held  respon- 
sible under  the  principles  of  re- 
spondeat superior. 

In  Beal  v.  Champion  Fiber  Co. 
154  N.  C.  147-150,  69  S.  E.  835,  the 
court  quotes   with  approval   from 
Moll  on  Independent  Contractors, 
who,  in  §  19,  quotes  as  follows  from 
Judge  Thompson,  who  in  his  Com- 
mentaries on  Negligence,  states  the 
rule  thus:     '^If  the  pn^rietor  re- 
tains for  himself  or  for  his  agent 
(e.   g.f  architect  and  superintend- 
ent)   a   generid   control   over   the 
work,  not  only  with  reference  to  re- 
sults,  but  also  with  reference  to 
methods  of  procedure,  then  the  con- 
tractor is''  not  deemed  an  independ- 
ent contractor  within  the  meaning 
of  the  rule  under  consideration,  but 
he  is  ^'deemed  the  mere  agent  or 
servant  of  the  proprietor,  and  the 
rule  of  respondeat  superior  operates 
to  make  the  proprietor  liable  for  his 
wrongful  acts,  or  those  of  his  serv- 
ants, whether  the  proprietor  direct- 
ly interfered  with  the  work  and  au- 
thorized and  commanded  the  doing 
of  such  acts  or  not.    It  is  not  neces- 
sary in  such  a  case  that  the  employ- 
er should  actually  guide  and  control 
the  contractor.     It  is  enough  that 
the    contract  vests   him  with   the 
right  of  guidance  and  control." 

And  again,  from  Smith  v.  Sim- 
mons, 103  Pa.  32,  49  Am.  Rep.  113 : 
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'"Where  one  who  contracts  to  per- 
form a  lawful  service  for  another 
is  independent  of  his  employer  in 
all  that  pertains  to  the  execution  of 
the  work,  and  is  subordinate  only  in 
effecting  a  result  in  accordance  with 
the  employer's  design,  he  is  an  in- 
dependent contractor,'  and  in  such 
case  the  contractor  alone,  and  not 
the  employer,  is  liable  for  damages 
caused  by  the  contractor's  negli- 
gence in  the  execution  of  the  work." 

These  tests  for  determining  the 
position  of  an  independent  contrac- 
tor are  in  accord  with  the  generally 
prevailing  doctrine,  and  have  been 
recently  approved  and  applied  in 
several  decisions  of  this  court. 
Embler  v.  Gloucester  Lumber  Co. 
167  N.  C.  457,  88  S.  E.  740 ;  Harmon 
V.  Ferguson  Contracting  Co.  159  N. 
C.  22,  74  S.  E.  632 ;  Johnson  v.  Caro- 
lina, C.  &  O.  R.  Co.  157  N.  C.  382,  72 
S.  E.  1057 ;  Hopper  v.  Ordway,  157 
N.  C.  125,  72  S.  E.  839;  Denny  v. 
Burlington,  155  N.  C.  38,  70  S.  E. 
1085,  8  N.  C.  C.  A.  922. 

True,  in  Denny  v.  Burlington,  su- 
pra, and  in  Hopper  v.  Ordway,  157 
N.  C.  125,  72  S.  E.  839,  it  was  held 
that  when  the  relation  of  independ- 
ent contractor  has  been  created 
within  the  meaning  of  these  defini- 
tions, the  result  is  not  affected  by 
the  fact  tihat  an  agent  of  the  propri- 
etor is  to  be  present  for  the  purpose 
of  seeing  that  the  work  is  done  ac- 
cording to  specifications.  Johnson 
V.  Carolina,  C.  &  O.  R.  Co.  157  N.  C. 
382-384,  72  S.  E.  1057. 

No  more  would  conditions  be 
changed  by  the  mere  fact  that  the 
contract  contains  a  provision  that, 
in  case  of  failure  to  perform  prop- 
erly, the  proprietor  could  take  over 
the  contract  and  complete  the  same. 
But,  in  our  opinion,  the  powers  re- 
served to  the  companies  and  their 
immediate  agents  by  the  provisions 
of  the  present  contract  go  much  be- 
yond anything  appearing  in  these 
decisions,  on  the  principles  they  are 
intended  to  sustain.  In  the  opening 
clause  of  the  contract  there  is  a 
stipulation  that  "the  work  is  to  be 
done  and  finished  agreeably  to  the 
direction  and  orders  of  the  chief  en- 
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gineer  of  one  of  the  defendants,  or 
his  assistants/' 

This  officer,  too,  is  given  large 
powers  with  reference  to  modifica- 
tions of  the  plans  as  the  work  pro- 
gresses. His  decision  as  to  amounts 
due  on  the  previous  estimates  is  ab^ 
solutely  conclusive,  and,  in  the  final 
estimate,  the  amount  due  is  to  be 
paid  when  the  entire  work  is  com- 
pleted to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
engineer,  and  on  his  certificate  that 
it  has  been  done  according  to  speci- 
fications, and  in  accordance  with  his 
directions,  and  to  Ms  satisfaction 
and  acceptance.  In  another  clause 
the  work  is  to  begin  at  once,  and  be 
completed  on  or  before  a  specified 
period,  and  prosecuted  witii  such 
force  as  the  engineer  may  deem  ad- 
equate, and  '"if  said  party  shall  fail 
to  prosecute  the  work  with  suffi- 
cient force,  in  the  opinion  of  said 
engineer,  the  latter,  or  such  agent 
or  agents  as  he  may  designate,  may 
proceed  to  employ  such  number  of 
workmen,  laborers,  and  overseers 
as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  com- 
pletion, at  such  wages  as  they  may 
find  necessary  or  expedient,  and 
charge  same  over  to  Craft  &  Ck>m- 
pany  on  the  contract,"  etc. 

And  again:  "Or  for  failure  to 
prosecute  the  work  with  an  ad- 
equate force,  or  for  noncompliance 
with  his  directions  in  regard  to  the 
manner  of  constructing  it,  or  for 
failure  to  complete  the  work  within 
the  time  limit,  or  for  other  delays  in 
the  performance  of,  or  any  omission 
or  neglect  of  the  requirements  of, 
the  agreement  and  specifications  on 
the  iMurt  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part,  the  said  engineer  may,  at  his 
discretion,  declare  this  contract,  or 
any  portion  or  section  of  it,  forfeit- 
ed, and  the  railroad  companies  ex- 
onerated from  all  liability  under  it." 

In  §  12  stipulation  is  made  as  fol- 
lows: "It  is  further  understood 
and  agreed  that  the  parties  of  the 
second  and  third  parts,  the  railroad 
companies,  jointly  and  severally, 
may  at  any  time,  either  with  or 
without  an  estimate  furnished,  pay 
any   moneys   directly   to  the   em- 


ployees and  others  having  claims 
and  demands  against  the  party  of 
the  first  part  for  work  done  and  ma- 
t^al  furnished  to  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
contract,  and  may  at  any  time  re- 
quire voucher  for  the  payment  to 
employees  and  others  having  claims 
and  demands  against  the  party  of 
the  first  part,  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid." 

And  §  13 :  "If,  during  the  prog- 
ress of  the  work  contracted  for, 
which  shall  be  under  the  direction 
of  the  engineer  not  contemplated  in 
the  specifications  mentioned  in  §  1 
of  this  agreement,  and  not  specifi- 
cally included  herein,  which  woric 
cannot,  in  the  opinion  of  the  en- 
gineer, be  accurately  measured  or 
estimated  under  the  terms  of  this 
contract,  then  in  that  case  the  same 
shall  be  paid  for  at  actual  cost  for 
labor  and  materials  furnished  by 
the  party  of  the  first  part,  with  10 
per  cent  added  for  superintendence 
and  use  of  tools,  and  it  is  further 
agreed  and  understood  that  all 
terms  and  stipulations  of  this  con- 
tract, as  far  as  may  be  applicable, 
shall  attach  to  all  work  so  done, 
which  work  for  all  purposes  shall 
be  deemed  part  of  the  work  con- 
tracted for  by  the  party  of  the  first 
part  hereunder." 

From  these  stipulations,  and  un- 
der the  principles  approved  and  sus- 
tained by  the  authorities  cited,  it 
will  sufficiently  ap- 
pear, as  stated,  that   ant— Indepead' 

the  powers  over  !!;Uiio*u^'****' 
this  work  reserved 
to  the  companies  and  their  agents, 
in  the  course  of  its  performance  and 
as  to  the  manner  and  methods  of  do- 
ing it,  are  of  such  a  character  and 
extent  as  to  constitute  the  contrac- 
tor, Crafts  &  Company,  the  agents 
and  employees  of  the  railroads  in 
reference  to  the  construction  of  this 
bridge,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties 
must  be  adjusted  on  that  basis. 

There  is  error,  and  this  will  be 
certified  that  the  question  of  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  appellees  may  be 
properly  determined. 


The  elements  bearing  4irectly  upon 
the  quality  of  a  contract  as  affecting 
the  character  of  one  as  an  independ- 
ent contractor  are  the  subject  of  the 
annotation  following  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bennett,  post,  684.  .  More 
specifically,  as  to  the  effect  of  stipula- 
tions requiring  the  contractor  to  satis- 
fy a  certain  standard,  see  §  11  of  that 
annotation;    as    to    stipulations    by 
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which  the  employer  is  authorized  in 
general  terms  to  give  directions  con- 
cerning {he  work,  see  §  12;  and  as  to 
stipulations  by  which  employer  is  em- 
powered to  give  directions  as  to  par- 
ticular matters,  see  §  13.  The  effect 
of  the  employer's  right  to  terminate 
the  employment  is  considered  in  §  26. 
For  other  annotations  on  the  general 
question,  who  is  an  independent  con- 
tractor, see  A.L.R.  Indexes  under 
''Master  and  servant 


C.  H.  SWAIN 

V. 

KIRKPATRICK  LUMBER  COMPANY 

and 

CALCASIEU  NATIONAL  BANK  et  al.,  Appts. 

lAniiUiana  Supreme  Court '^  Fehruaru  2S,  lOlS. 

(143  La.  80,  78  So.  140.) 

Master  and  serrant  —  payment  for  work  prodnced  — »  independent  con- 
tractor. 

1.  A  foreman  and  filer  in  a  sawmill  has  a  lien  or  privilege  on  the  ma- 
terial manufactured  in  the  mill,  when  he  is  employed  under  Act  No.  23 
of  1912,  p.  30,  although  his  wages  are  measured  by  the  amount  of  material 
produced,  less  the  amount  paid  by  the  employer  to  the  workmen  who  are 
under  the  joint  control  of  the  employer  and  foreman.  He  is  not  an  inde- 
pendent contractor. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.] 

cause  which   will  vitiate   a  judicial 


Action  —  revocatory  —  when  lies* 

2.  The  revocatory  action  lies  when 
the  sale  complained  of  was  made  by 
judicial  process,  or  by  convention  of 
the  parties. 

Judicial  sale  —  vacation  —  cause. 

3.  Fraud  in  the  concealment  or  mis- 
representation of  facts  is  not  the  only 

Headnotes  by  Sommerville,  J. 


sale.  Anything  by  a  party  in  interest 
that  chills  the  sale,  or  prevents  com- 
petition among  the  bidders,  will,  on 
competent  proof,  cause  such  sale  to  be 
set  aside. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  1131,  1132;  16  R.  C. 
L.  89,  95;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp.  710.] 


Appeal  by  defendants  bank  and  mercantile  company  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Judicial  District  Court  for  the  Parish  of  Calcasieu  (Overton,  J.)  in 
favor  of  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  to  have  a  sale  of  lumber  on  which 
he  claimed  a  lien  for  wages  set  aside,  and  to  recover  the  value  of  the  lumber 
to  the  extent  of  his  claim.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Pujo  ft  Williamson  for  ap-  ft  Hawthorn,  and  Cline  &  Bdl,  for  ap- 
pellants, pellee : 

Messrs.  Peterman  ft  I>ear,  Hundley         Where  one  is  engaged  by  the  presi- 
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dent  of  a  sawmill  company  to  manu- 
facture lumber,  but  with  authority  re* 
tained  by  the  president  to  direct  its 
manufacture,  employ  and  discharge 
laborers,  and  give  orders  to  the  work- 
men conjointly  with  the  person  so  en- 
gaged, and  which  reserved  authority 
is  constantly  exercised  by  the  presi- 
dent, such  engagement  does  not  ren- 
der such  person  an  independent  con- 
tractor. 

Blumauer  v.  Clock,  24  Wash.  596,  85 
Am.  St.  Rep.  966,  64  Pac.  844;  Nyback 
V.  Champagne  Lumber  Co.  48  C.  C.  A. 
682, 109  Fed.  732 ;  Southern  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  v.  Wallace,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12, 
54  S.  W.  638 ;  Parrott  v.  Chicago  G.  W. 
R.  Co.  127  Iowa,  419,  103  N.  W.  532; 
Barclay  v.  Puget  Sound  Lumber  Co. 
48  Wash.  241,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  140,  93 
Pac.  430;  Employers  Indemnity  Co.  v. 
Kelly  Coal  Co.  149  Ky.  712,  4h  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  963,  149  S.  W.  992;  Yeates  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  241  111.  205,  89  N.  E. 
338;  McColligan  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  214  Pa.  229,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  544, 
112  Am.  St.  Rep.  739,  63  Atl.  792,  20 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  471 ;  Indiana  Iron  Co.  v. 
Cray,  19  Ind.  App.  565,  48  N.  E.  803; 
Andrews  Bros.  Co,  v.  B^ims,  22  Ohio 
C.  C.  437;  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  ' 
V.  Continental  Trust  Co.  166  Fed.  597 ; 
Faren  v.  Sellers  &  Co.  39  La.  Ann. 
1017.  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  256,  3  So.  363; 
Moffet  V.  Koch,  106  La.  375,  31  So.  40. 

A  sale  of  property  as  staple  as  lum- 
ber, at  public  auction,  which  brings 
less  than  10  per  cent  of  its  value, 
should  be  annulled  and  set  aside  when 
it  is  shown  that  competitive  bidding 
was  stifled  and  chilled  by  acts  of  the 
owner  of  the  pr(^erty,  and  which  in- 
ured to  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  by 
the  act  of  the  purchaser  thereof  in 
giving  the  owner  credit,  not  for  the 
amount  for  which  the  property  was 
adjudicated  at  the  sale,  but  for  the 
amount  which  the  purchaser  realized 
at  a  resale  thereof  in  the  usual  course 
of  business. 

2  R.  C.  L.  1131;  Liles  v.  Rhodes,  7 
La.  91;  Wood  v.  Hennen,  9  La.  Ann. 
264;  Herndon  v.  Gibson,  38  S.  C.  357, 
20  L.R.A.  545,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  765,  17 
S.  E.  145;  Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  19  S. 
C.  Eq.  (2  Rich.)  855,  46  Am.  Dec.  58; 
Smith  V.  Greenlee,  13  N.  C.  (2  Dev. 
L.)  126,  18  Am.  Dec.  564;  Slater  v. 
Maxwell,  6  Wall.  268,  18  L.  ed.  796; 
Hudson  V.  Hudson,  5  Munf.  180;  James 
V.  Fulcrod,  5  Tex.  512,  55  Am.  Dec. 
743;  Jackson  v.  Morter,  82  Pa.  291; 
Stewart  v.  Severance,  48  Mo.  322,  97 


Am.  Dec.  392 ;  Bunts  v.  Cole,  7  Blackf . 
265,  41  Am.  Dec.  226;  Kinard  v.  Hiers, 
24  S.  C.  Eq.  (3  Rich.)  428,  55  Am.  Dec. 
643;  Trimble  v.  Turner,  13  Smedes  & 
M.  348,  53  AnL  Dec.  90 ;  Dick  v.  Und- 
say,  2  Grant,  Cas.  431,  24  Pa.  217; 
Bethel  v.  Sharp,  25  111.  173,  76  Am. 
Dec.  790;  Chaffe  v.  Farmer,  34  La 
Ann.  1017;  Chaffe  v.  Mayer,  34  La. 
Ann.  1031;  Meyer  v.  Farmer,  86  La. 
Ann.  785. 

The  law  gives  to  a  creditor  injured 
by  any  device  by  which  an  illegal  pref- 
erence is  given  another  creditor, 
whether  the  result  of  convention  or 
the  machinery  of  the  courts,  the  right 
to  have  it  annulled  and  set  aside. 

Block  V.  Marks,  47  La.  Ann.  108,  16 
Sob  649;  Palmer  v.  Hightower,  47  La. 
Ann.  18,  16  So.  560;  Newman  v.  Baer, 
50  La.  Ann.  329,  28  So.  279. 

Sommerville,  J.,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court:  . 

Plaintiff,  the  foreman  and  filer  in 
the  mill  of  the  Kirkpatrick  Lumber 
Company,  is  a  judgment  creditor  of 
that  company,  with  recognition  of  a 
lien  for  wages  on  the  lumber  manu- 
faetored  by  said  company  while  he 
was  in  its  employment,  and  which 
was  stacked  on  the  yards  of  said 
company  in  Calcasieu  parish.  He 
caused  the  lumber  to  be  provisional- 
ly seized;  all  in  accordance  with 
Act  23  of  1912,  p.  30. 

He  alleges  that  while  under  sei- 
zure the  other  two  defendants,  the 
Calcasieu  National  Bank  of  South- 
west Louisiana  and  the  Calcasiea 
Mercantile  Company,  caused  execu- 
tory process  to  issue  under  a  chattel 
mortgage  given  to  them  by  the 
Kirkpatrick  Lumber  Company,  un- 
der Act  65  of  1912,  p.  75,  and  caused 
the  same  350,000  feet  of  lumber 
provisionally  seized  by  him  to  be 
seized  and  sold  under  the  chattel 
mortgage  above  referred  to,  and 
that  the  bank  became  the  purchaser 
thereof  for  the  vile  price  of  $200, 
and  that  it  has  sold  the  same  for  the 
joint  benefit  and  account  of  the 
Kirkpatrick  Lumber  Company,  the 
mercantile  company,  and  itself,  and 
that  he  has  thus  been  unfairly  and 
fraudulently  deprived  of  his  wages 
and  lien  therefor. 

Plaintiff    further     alleges     and 
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shows  that  the  lumber  sold  was  well 
worth  $6  to  $8  per  1,000  feet.  He 
further  alleges  that  the  three  de- 
fendants conspired  and  colluded  to- 
j^ether  to  prevent,  prohibit,  sup- 
press, and  stifle  competitive  bidding 
at  the  sale  of  the  lumber;  that  they 
circulated  and  caused  to  be  circulat- 
ed, directly  and  by  inference,  vari- 
ous and  sundry  reports  tending  to 
keep  off  and  prevent  bidders  who 
were  present  at  the  sale  from  bid- 
ding; that  no  one  bid  at  the  sale 
exc^t  the  agent  and  representative 
of  the  bank  and  the  mercantile  com- 
pany; and  that  defendants  were 
thus  given  an  unfair  and  undue 
preference,  to  his  injury. 

Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  lumber 
company  was  insolvent  on  the  day 
of  the  sale,  and  he  has  proved  that 
it  was  insolvent,  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  other  defendants,  at  the  date 
of  the  chattel  mortgage  given  to 
thesL  He  further  alleged  and 
proved  that  a  large  part  of  the  lum- 
ber seized  and  sold  under  executory 
process  was  not  covered  by  the  chat- 
tel mortgage,  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  defendants,  and  that  the  funds 
derived  from  the  sale  of  the  lumber 
mortgaged,  and  that  not  mortgaged, 
were  commingled  and  confused. 

Plaintiff  asked  that  the  sale  be 
annulled  and  set  aside,  and,  as  the 
property  had  been  disposed  of  by 
defendants,  that  he  have  judgment 
in  his  favor  against  defendants  in 
solido  for  the  value  of  the  lumber 
to  the  extent  of  his  claim. 

The  lumber  company  did  not  an- 
swer, and  default  was  taken  against 
it.  There  was  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  and  against  the  defend- 
ants. The  bank  and  the  mercantile 
company  have  appealed.  The  lum- 
ber company  has  not  appealed. 

In  their  answer  the  bank  and  the 
mercantile  company  deny  that 
plaintiff  had  a  lien  on  the  lumber 
seized  and  sold.  They  argue  that  he 
was  an  independent  contractor,  and 
not  covered  by  the  terms  of  Act  23 
of  1912,  p.  80.  They  also  set  up  the 
validity  of  the  sale. 

The  evidence  is  clear  that  plain- 
tiff i^as  the  foreman  and  saw  filer 


in  the  sawmill,  and  that  he  received, 
or  was  to  receive,  $3.50  per  1,000 
feet  on  the  lumber  manufactured  in 
the  mill ;  that  he  was  to  employ  the 
hands  engaged  in  the  mill,  who  were 
subject  to  the  orders  of  himself  and 
his  employer;  that  the  hands  were 
to  be  paid  by  the  sawmill  company ; 
and  that  he  (plaintiff)  was  to  re- 
ceive from  his  employer  the  differ- 
ence between  the  wages  thus  paid  to 
the  other  hands  and  the  amount  due 
him  at  $8.50  per  1,000  feet  of  lum- 
ber manufactured. 

The  court  has  held  adversely  to 
the  position  assumed  by  the  defend- 
ants in  somewhat  similar  cases. 
The  sawmill  com- 
pany owned  and  op-  ?•/*!' "^JT*^" 
erated  the  mill,  and  tor  work  pro- 
plaintiff  was  hired  t^r^t^t^^^' 
by  it  to  serve  as 
foreman  therein,  at  the  will  of  the 
company.  The  president  of  the 
company  was  present  every  day, 
and  directed  plaintiff  and  the  other 
workmen.  Plaintiff  was  under  the 
authority  of  the  company,  and  the 
other  workmen  were  under  the  joint 
authority  of  plaintiff  and  the  com- 
pany. It  is  immaterial  what  plain- 
tiff's wages  were  to  have  been,  or 
how  they  were  to  have  been  paid. 
Wages  are  that  which  are  paid  for 
a  service  rendered;  what  are  paid 
for  labor ;  hire.    Century. 

In  the  case  of  Lalanne  v.  McKin- 
ney,  28  La.  Ann.  642,  where  labor- 
ers were  to  receive  one  half  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  cotton  and  other 
produce,  the  court  said:  "The  tes- 
timony of  the  laborers  shows  that 
the  contract  between  them  and  Mc- 
Kinney  was  that  they  were  hire- 
lings, to  be  paid  by  the  half  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  cotton  and  by  re- 
ceiving the  half  of  the  other  prod- 
uce. This  contract  was  exactly 
like  the  one  between  the  Cowans 
and  their  laborers,  reported  in 
[Bres  V.  Cowans]  22  La.  Ann.  p. 
488,  where  it  is  said:  *The  plan- 
tation in  question  was  owned  by  the 
defendants  in  1867,  and  cultivated 
by  them  in  cotton.  The  defendants 
employed  certain  laborers,  and 
agreed   to    give   them,   in   lieu   of 
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wages,  one  third  of  the  gross  prod- 
ucts of  the  cotton.  There  was 
plainly  no  partnership  in  this.  The 
plantation  was  the  Ck)wans's,  the 
cotton  as  it  grew  was  theirs,  the 
supplies  were  furnished  to  them  for 
the  crop,  and  every  fiber  of  the  cot- 
ton as  it  matured  was  affected  by 
the  privilege.' " 

Again,  in  the  case  of  Faren  v. 
Sellers,  39  La.  Ann.  1017,  4  Am.  St. 
Rep.  256,  3  So.  366,  the  court  quotes 
from  Mr.  Wood  [Mast.  &  S.]  p. 
614,  as  follows:  ''The  simple  test 
is.  Who  has  the  general  control  over 
the  work?  Who  has  the  right  to  di- 
rect what  shall  be  done,  and  how  to 
do  it?  And  if  the  person  employed 
reserves  this  power  to  himself,  his 
relation  to  his  employer  is  inde- 
pendent and  he  is  a  contractor;  but 
if  it  is  reserved  to  the  employer  or 
his  agents,  the  relation  is  that  of 
master  and  servant.'' 

In  other  jurisdictions,  findings 
are  to  the  same  effect.  See  Nybaek 
V.  Champagne  Lumber  Co.  48  C.  C. 
A.  632,  109  Fed.  732 :  "Defendant, 
which  owned  and  operated  a  saw- 
mill, contracted  with  a  third  person 
to  work  up  the  slabs  into  laths  and 
pickets,  using  machines  in  the  mill, 
which  were  run,  kept  in  order,  and 
lighted  by  defendant.  Defendant 
owned  the  products,  paid  the  wages 
of  the  workmen  employed  by  such 
person,  and  paid  him  the  remain- 
der, if  any,  due,  computed  at  a 
stipulated  price  per  one  thousand 
for  the  laths  and  pickets  made. 
Held,  that  such  person  was  not  an 
independent  contractor,  but  a  serv- 
ant of  defendant,  put  in  charge  of 
particular  machines,  and  paid  upon 
the  terms  stated,  and  that  whatever 
duty  there  was  to  instruct  an  inex- 
perienced workman  employed  in  the 
operation  of  such  machines,  as  to 
the  dangers  of  the  employment,  re- 
mained a  duty  of  defendant." 

And  Barclay  v.  Puget  Sound 
Lumber  Co.  48  Wash.  241, 16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  140,  93  Pac.  430,  3  Am. 
Dig.  (1908A)  p.  1806:  "Where  de- 
fendant  operated  a  lath  mill 
through  a  contract  with  T.,  by 
which  T.  was  to  receive  75  cents  per 


1,000  laths  produced,  and  was  to 
employ  other  men,  whom  defendant 
was  to  pay  out  of  the  75  cents  per 
thousand,  T.  to  receive  the  balance, 
.  .  .  and  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  T.  to  work  in  the  mill,  T.  was  not 
an  independent  contractor,  .  .  . 
and  the  relation  of  master  and  serv- 
ant existed  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant." 

See  also  Moffet  v.  Koch,  106  La. 
376,  31  So.  40 ;  Blumauer  v.  Clock, 
24  Wash.  596,  86  Am.  St  Rep.  966, 
64  Pac.  844;  Southeni  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  V.  Wallace,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12» 
54  S.  W.  638 ;  Employers  Indemnity 
Co,  V.  Kelly  Coal  Co.  149  Ky.  712, 
41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  963,  149  S.  W. 
992 ;  Yeates  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  241 
lU.  206,  89  N.  E.  338,  7  Am.  Dig. 
1722. 

And  in  Indiana  Iron  Co.  v.  Cray, 
19  Ind.  App.  665,  48  N.  E.  803,  13 
Decen.  Dig.  27,  it  was  held :  "De- 
fendant was  engaged  in  the  business 
of  manufacturing  iron  and  steel, 
and  owned  and  furnished  the  build- 
ing, machinery,  material,  and  mo- 
tive power,  and  provided  the  super- 
intendent and  head  workmen  in  a 
rolling  mill  in  which  plaintiff 
worked.  The  department  in  which 
plaintiff  worked  was  under  the  con- 
trol of  a  'boss  roller,'  who  furnished 
his  own  assistants  and  employed  all 
help  under  him  (among  whom  was 
plaintiff),  kept  tiie  time  of  these  as- 
sistants, had  the  right  to  discharge 
them,  had  sole  control  of  manufac- 
turing into  iron  and  steel  material 
furnished  him  by  the  defendant, 
and  was  paid  a  certain  gross  sum 
for  his  work,  from  which  he  paid 
his  assistants.  Defendant  repaired 
and  improved  all  machinery,  exer- 
cised some  control  over  material 
while  it  was  in  the  boss  roller's 
hands,  and  also  had  the  right  to  dis- 
charge men  employed  by  said  boss 
roller.  Held,  that  the  boss  roller 
was  a  foreman  rather  than  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  since  such  con- 
tractor is  not  the  servant  of  his  em- 
ployer, and  that  from  the  fact  that 
defendant  had  the  right  to  dis- 
charge plaintiff  could  be  implied  the 
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contractual  relation  of  master  and 
servant/' 

And  in  Andrews  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Bums,  22  Ohio  C.  C.  437,  13  Decen. 
Dig.  27,  it  was  held :  ''Where  a  roll- 
ing mill  company  employs  a  boss 
roller  under  the  rules  ...  of  the 
.  .  .  association,  the  boss  roller 
to  employ  his  own  assistant  roller, 
roughers,  and  beaters,  the  compen- 
sation to  be  an  agreed  price  per  ton 
for  labor  performed,  divided  among 
the  boss  roller  and  his  assistants 
.  .  .  as  provided  by  the  rules, 
.  .  .  and  the  output  of  the  mill  to 
be  under  the  direction  of  the  gener- 
al superintendent  and  to  his  satis- 
faction, the  relation  between  the 
company  and  the  employee  is  that 
of  master  and  servant/' 

Plaintiff  has  not  offered  direct 
evidence  showing  collusion  and 
fraud  between  the  three  defendants, 
by  which  he  was  deprived  of  the 
lumber  upon  which  his  lien  rested; 
but  the  conclusion  is  clear  that  the 
acts  of  defendants,  taken  separately 
and  together,  deterred  bidding  at 
the  sheriff's  sale  except  by  one  bid- 
der. That  bidder  was  declared,  in 
an  answer  to  one  of  the  suits  be^ 
tween  plaintiff  and  defendants,  not 
to  represent  them  (defendants)  at 
the  sale ;  the  bank  and  the  company 
admit  him  to  have  been  their  repre- 
sentative at  the  sale,  in  their  an- 
swer to  this  suit. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  bank 
and  the  mercantile  company  knew 
that  the  sawmill  company  was  in- 
solvent at  the  time  that  they  took 
the  mortgage  notes  foreclosed  upon 
in  the  executory  proceeding;  they 
knew  that  some,  if  not  about  one 
half,  of  the  property  upon  which 
tiieir  chattel  mortgage  rested,  had 
been  sold  and  removed  by  the  lum- 
ber company  before  the  seizure  was 
made  by  them;  they  caused  to  be 
seized  and  sold  lumber  upon  which 
they  knew  their  mortgage  did  not 
rest;  they  knew  that  the  president 
of  the  sawmill  company  permitted 
them  to  seize  and  sell  lumber  upon 
which  their  chattel  mortgage  did 
not  rest,  if  he  did  not  actually  agree 
taitbe  seizum;  they  knew  before 


they  sought  execution  on  their 
mortgage  notes  that  plaintiff  had 
sued  the  sawmill  company  for  his 
wages  as  foreman  and  filer,  and  had 
asked  to  have  a  lien  or  privilege  on 
the  lumber  recognized  therefor; 
they  sent  a  representative  to  the 
sale  who  pretended  to  be  acting  for 
himself;  this  agent  saw  several 
prospective  bidders  on  the  day  of 
the  sale,  and  told  one  of  them  '  Vho- 
ever  bought  the  lumber  would  have 
a  lawsuit  with  the  bank,"  and  that 
person  decided  he  would  have  to  liti- 
gate with  the  bank  if  he  bought, 
and  he  did  not  bid,  altiiough  he 
had  gone  there  for  the  purpose  of 
bidding.  Other  bidders  present 
refused  to  bid  because  the  presi- 
dent of  the  sawmill  company  told 
them  that  Uie  lumber  was  on  leased 
ground  and  subject  to  a  landlord's 
lien,  when  the  yearly  rent  was 
only  $6,  and  that  had  been  paid 
in  advance;  he  also  said  that  the 
buying  of  the  lumber  would  not 
give  a  right  of  way  for  haul- 
ing it,  and  that  the  railroad  spur 
which  was  laid  to  the  sawmill 
was  a  private  spur,  which  belonged 
to  his  company,  and  that  it  could 
not  be  used  unless  he  gave  permis- 
sion to  use  it.  Defendants  knew 
that  their  bid  of  $200  was  an  inad- 
equate price  for  the  lumber,  being 
less  than  one  tenth  of  its  value. 
The  bank  and  mercantile  company 
bought  the  lumber  for  the  joint  ac- 
count of  themselves  and  the  sawmill 
company,  and  did  not  credit  the  ac- 
count of  the  latter  vrith  the  $200; 
but  they,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
president  of  the  sawmill  company, 
subsequently  sold  and  delivered  the 
lumber  to  others  for  more  than 
$2,000,  and  divided  the  receipts  be- 
tween the  bank  and  the  mercantile 
company,  and  credited  the  notes  of 
the  sawmill  company  with  the  full 
amount  realized  from  the  sale. 

Thus,  the  three  defendants  acted 
in  the  interest  of  one  another 
through  all  the  stages  of  the  trans- 
action referred  to,  and  throughout 
the  litigation,  and,  at  the  close,  di- 
vided the  spoils  between  thenk 

The  suit  of  i^aintiff  is  similar,  to 
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the  revocatory  action.  Plaintiif  is 
a  judgment  creditor  of  the  8a¥rmill 
company,  which  concern  was  in  in- 
solvent circumstances  when  the 
mortgage  notes  were  issued  to  de- 
fendants, and  when  the  sale  and 
purchase  thereunder  took  place. 
These  transactions  were  made  in 
bad  faith,  and  they  injured  plain- 
tiff. They  are  deemed  under  the 
law  to  have  been  made  in  fraud  of 
the  creditors  of  the  sawmill  com- 
pany. It  is  inunaterial  that  the  sale 
of  the  lumber  was  by  a  judicial  pro- 
ceeding, rather  than  by  convention 
between  the  parties.  On  this  point, 
it  is  said  in  Newman  v.  Baer,  60  La. 
Ann.  829,  23  So.  279:  ''An  insol- 
vent debtor  cannot  give  in  payment 
to  one  creditor,  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  others,  any  other  thing  than  the 
sum  of  money  due.  Rev.  Civ.  Code, 
art.  2668 ;  Taylor  v.  Enox,  2  La.  16 ; 
Lovell  V.  Pa3me,  30  La.  Ann.  611. 
The  acts  and  doings  of  an  insolvent 
debtor,  through  which  he  seeks  to 
give  a  fraudulent  preference  to  one 
creditor  over  others,  are  all  the 
more  to  be  reprobated  when  the 
machinery  of  the  law  is  invoked  to 
give  the  semblance  of  plausibility 
and  propriety  to  such  proceedings. 
Haas  V.  Haas,  36  La.  Ann.  886. 
The  law  recognizes  no  distinction 
between  a  voluntary  conveyance  of 
property  in  fraud  of  creditors,  and 
such  an  alienation  disguised  under 
the  forms  of  judicial  proceedings. 
It  will  annul  and  set  aside  any 
machination  or  contrivance  by 
which  this  is  sought  to  be  done. 
Rev.  Civ.  Code,  arts.  1969,  1970, 
1983,  1984,  2658;  Muse  v.  Yarbor- 
ough,  11  La.  530.  Neither  the  law 
nor  the  courts  are  to  be  used  as  in- 
struments to  work  injustice.  To  at^ 
tempt  this  is  to  aggravate  the  of- 
fending." 

The  state  of  facts  in  this  case  is 
one  which  admits  most  clearly  of 

the  application  of 
foV;i^7r?Si.  the   revocatory   ac- 

tion.  Not  only  eon- 
tracts  which  dispose  of  property, 
says  the  Civil  Code,  article  1984, 
but  all  ojthers  which  are  made  in 
fraud    of    creditors,    and    deprive 


them  of  their  recourse  upon  tiie 
property  of  their  debtor,  come  with- 
in the  provisions  of  the  section  of 
the  Code  which  treats  of  this  action. 
In  the  case  of  Prats  v.  His  Credi- 
tors, 6  Rob.  288,  the  court  held :  "A 
fraud  perpetrated  by  the  machinery 
of  a  judgment,  when  the  courts 
themselves  are  made  the  uncon- 
scious instruments,  is  as  liable  to  be 
questioned  and  annulled  as  when  ef- 
fected in  the  usual  forms  of  a  con- 
tract." 

And  in  Stone  v.  Kidder,  6  La. 
Ann.  552,  the  court  said:  ''Every 
fraudulent  device^  contrivance,  or 
artifice  by  which  a  creditor  may 
have  been  injured,  and  from  whidi 
a  fraud  upon  his  rights  is  practised, 
is  reached  and  renuBdied  by  this  ac- 
tion.'' 

See  also,  to  the  same  effect.  Block 
V.  Marks,  47  La.  Ann.  108,  16  So. 
649. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  in 
setting  aside  the  sheriff's  sale  was 
also  fully  justified  because  of  the 
acts  of  defendant's  agent  in  deter- 
ring another  from  bidding,  regard- 
less of  what  his  motive  was,  honest 
or  fraudulent.  His  acts  caused 
great  prejudice  to  this  plaintiff  by 
preventing  others  from  giving  a 
greater  price  for  the  lumber. 

The  law  is  stated  in  2  R.  C.  L. 
1181,  to  be:  ''Sales  at  auction  must 
be  fairly  and  openly  conducted. 
The  great  object  of  the  rules  regu- 
lating such  sales,  and  said  to  be 
founded  upon  reasons  of  public  pol- 
icy, is  to  secure  a  fair  price  to  the 
owner  or  those  interested  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  property.  This  can 
be  accomplished  only  by  the  means 
of  fair  competition.  Just  as  the  law 
protects  the  purchaser  by  condemn- 
ing the  practice  of  employing  puff- 
ers to  enhance  the  price,  in  like 
manner  it  protects  the  owner  of  the 
property,  and  such  persons  as  may 
be  interested  in  the  proceeds  there- 
of, by  forbidding  the  stifling  of 
competition  among  bidders,  irre- 
spective of  the  cloak  under  which  it 
is  accomplished,  in  order  that  those 
interested  in  the  property  may  ob- 
tain   a    full    equivalent    therefor. 
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where  a  mortgafiror  whose  property 
is  being  sold  at  foreclosure  appeals 
to  the  sympathy  of  the  crowd  in  or- 
der to  induce  them  not  to  bid 
against  him,  even  though  his  repre- 
sentations are  perfectly  true. 
Moreover,  it  is  entirely  inmiaterial 
whether  the  statements  were  made 
publicly  at  the  sale,  or  privately,  so 
long  as  they  had  a  depressing  effect 
upon  the  sale.    The  rule  is  equally 

applicable  to  any 
act  of  the  auction- 
eer of  the  o¥mer  of 
the  party  selling,  or  of  third  par- 
ties as  purchasers,  which  prevents 
a  fair,  free,  and  open  sale,  or  which 
diminishes  the  competition  and 
stifles  or  chills  the  sale.'' 

See  also  Liles  v.  Rhodes,  7  La.  91 ; 
Wood  V.  Hennen,  9  La.  Ann.  264; 
Ghaffe  v.  Farmer,  84  La.  Ann.  1017 ; 
Chaffe  V.  Meyer,  84  La.  Ann.  1081 ; 
Barclay  v.  Puget  Sound  Lumber  Co. 
48  Wash.  241, 16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  140, 
92  Pac.  480. 

Act  23  of  1912,  p.  80,  in  the  first 
section,  gives  to  ^'all  managers, 
mechanics,  or  laborers  employed  by 
or  working  in  sawmills,"  etc.,  liens 
or  privileges  on  all  logs,  lumber, 
etc.,  manufactured  in  the  mills 
where  such  managers,  mechanics, 
or   laborers   are  engaged   or  em- 


salaries  or  wages. 

Plaintiff  was  engaged  and  em- 
ployed in  defendant's  sawmill  as 
foreman  and  filer,  and  he  had  a  lien 
upon  the  lumber  seized  and  sold  by 
the  other  defendants,  the  bank  and 
the  mercantile  company,  and  he  was 
in  a  position  to  contest,  and  he  has 
successfully  contested,  the  validity 
of  the  sale  of  that  lumber  under  the 
executory  process  sued  out  by  two 
of  the  defendants.  Meyer  v.  Farm- 
er, 86  La.  Ann.  786. 

The  judgment  appealed  fn»n  is 
afibmed* 


The  annotation  followfiig  CHiCAoa, 
R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Benneit,  post, 
684,  deals  with  the  elements  bearing 
directly  upon  the  quality  of  a  contract 
as  affecting  the  character  of  one  as 
an  independent  contractor.  More 
speeiflcally,  as  to  the  significance  of 
the  footing  upon  which  the  remunera- 
tion of  the  person  employed  is  com- 
puted, see  §  25  of  that  annotation.  For 
other  annotations  on  the  general 
question,  who  is  an  independent  con- 
tractor, see  A.L.R.  Indexes,  under 
''Master  and  servant" 


MUBDOCE  CAMPBELL,  Appt., 

V. 

B.  N.  JONES  et  al.,  Respts. 

Vf  MMnirtoti  Supreme  Court  —  Odoher  8,  1910* 

(60  Wash.  266,  110  Pac.  1088.) 

Master  —  faidependent  contractor  —  fixed  prc^t. 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  employs  a  person  to  construct  a  bridge 
for  it,  upon  paying  the  actual  cost  of  labor,  tools,  and  materials,  plus  a 
fixed  percentage  for  profit,  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  his  employees  through 
negligent  performance  of  the  work,  since  he  is  an  independent  contractor. 

{See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.]  ^ 

-  safe  working 


—  Injury  to  servant  - 
place. 

2.  Bridge  contractors  are  liable  for 
injuries  to  one  of  their  employees 
through    the  negligent  act   of  their 


foreman  in  uprooting  a  stump  on  a 
hillside,  for  use  as  fuel,  in  such  man- 
ner that  it  causes  a  stone  to  roll  down 
on  the  injured  person,  who  was  work- 
ing at  the  foot  of  the  hill,  since  it  is 
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their  duty  to  furnish  him  a  safe  place 
in  which  to  work. 
[See  18  R.  C.  L.  593.] 

Trial  —  question  for  Jury  —  negli- 
gence. 

3.  The  jury  must  determine  whether 


or  not  it  is  negligence  f6r  the  fore- 
man of  a  bridge  gang  to  loosen  a 
stump  on  a  hillside  above  the  place 
where  the  men  were  working,  in  such 
manner  that  it  caused  a  stone  to  roll 
down  upon  them. 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Spokane 
County  (Sullivan,  J.)  in  defendants'  favor,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  for  which  defendants  were  alleged  to  have 
been  responsible.  Affirmed  as  to  defendant  railway  company.  Reversed 
as  to  remaining  defendants. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

^    Messrs.  Plununer  &  Latimer  for  ap-     that   is,    as   the   witness   explains, 
pellant. 

Messrs.  H.  H.  Field  and  CuUen  & 
Dudley  for  respondents. 

Fullerton,  J.,  delivei^  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

The  appellant  brought  this  action 
against  tiie  respondents  to  recover 
for  personal  injuries.  On  the  trial, 
at  the  close  of  his  case  in  chief,  a 
challenge  to  the  sufficiency  of  his 
evidence  was  interposed  by  the  re- 
spondents and  sustained  by  the 
court,  and  afterwards  a  judgment 
was  entered  against  him  to  the  ef- 
fect that  he  take  nothing  by  his  ac*- 
tion.    This  appeal  foUovired. 

From  the  record  it  appears  that^ 
at  the  time  the  appellant  received 
the  injuries  for  which  he  sues,  the 
respondent  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  & 
Puget  Sound  Railway  Company  was 
engaged  in  constructing  a  railroad 
across  the  state  of  Washington,  and 
had  let  the  contract  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  part  of  its  roadbed  to 
a  firm  of  contractors  known  as 
Grant,  Smith,  &  Company,  who  in 
turn  had  sublet  «the  work  of  con- 
structing a  portion  thereof  to  the 
respondents  Jones  &  Onserud.  Be- 
tween the  terminals  of  the  work 
undertaken  by  Jones  &  Onserud,  or 
contiguous  thereto,  was  certain 
bridge  work,  which  was  not  includ- 
ed within  the  work  undertaken  by 
them,  but  which  nevertheless  re- 
quired certain  grading  and  excavat- 
ing to  be  done  preparatory  to  the 
erection  of  the  bridge.  The  con- 
tractors, Jones  &  Onserud,  under- 
took to  do  this  worif:  uixder  what  a 
witness  called  a  ''force  account]'' 


as 
Jones  &  Onserud  undertook  to  fur- 
nish all  tiie  necessary  labor,  mate- 
rials, and  tools,  and  do  the  neces- 
sary grading  and  excavating,  for 
the  actual  cost  of  the  work,  plus  a 
-fixed  percentage  to  be  added  thereto 
as  profit  The  appellant  was  em- 
ployed by  Jones  &  Onserud,  and  was 
put  to  work  with  some  three  or  four 
others  on  the  ''force  account* '  work, 
excavating  for  a  bridge  pier  under 
the  direction  of  one  A.  E.  Lundin, 
foreman  for  Jones  &  Onserud.  The 
place  of  work  was  on  a  steep  hill- 
side; so  steep,  in  fact,  that  before 
paths  and  steps  were  cut  into  the 
face  of  the  hill,  the  workmen  were 
let  down  to  their  places  of  work 
with  ropes.  A  part  of  the  work  con- 
sisted in  drilling  holes  into  the  bank 
with  chum  drills.  The  weather  be- 
ing cold,  clay  and  earth  would  freeze 
to  the  drills,  rendering  them  useless, 
and  to  clean  them  they  were  heated 
in  a  small  fire,  which  was  kept  burn- 
ing for  that  purpose  at  the  place  of 
work.  To  get  fuel  for  this  fire  tiie 
foreman,  Lundin,  ^went  up  the  hill, 
some  150  feet  above  the  fire,  and 
proceeded  to  uproot  a  small  stump 
that  stood  at  that  place,  ,by  kicking 
it  with  his  foot.  In  so  doing  he 
loosened  a  rock  some  12  ihches  in 
diameter,  which  rolled  down  the  hill 
and  struck  appellant,  causing  the 
injuries  for  wldch  he  sues. 

The  record  does  not  show  that  the 
railway  company  was  in  any  man- 
ner concerned  in  the  employment  of 
the  ^pellant.  I^  did  not  hire  him 
directly*  ncMr  did  it  attempt  in  any 
manner  to  direct  or  control  his  work 


CAMPBELL  Y.  JONES. 

(60  Wa9h.  t65,  no  Pao,  108S,) 


$n 


while  he  was  engaged  in  excavating 
for  the  pier.  Its  contract  was  with 
Jones  &  Onserud.  It  employed  that 
firm  to  do  the  yrork,  leaving  them  to 
perform  it  according  to  their  own 
methods,  and  with  tibeir  own  tooto, 
materials,. and  emplo(yees,  subject  to 
the  one  condition  that  certain  de- 
fined results  be  obtained.  Such  be- 
ing the  record,  we  think  the  trial 
judge  very  properly  sustained  the 
challenge  to  the  sufiiciency  of  the 
evidence  made  by  the  respondent 
railway  company.  Jones  &  Onser- 
ud, the  employers  of  the  appellant, 

sustained  to  that 
company  the  rela- 
tion of  independent 
contraf^tors,  and 
their  negligence,  or  the  negligence 
of  their  foreman,  whereby  one  of 
their  employees  was  injured,  could 
not  render  the  railroad  company  li- 
able for  such  injury.  Easter  v. 
Hall,  12  Wash.  160,  40  Pac.  728; 
Boyle  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  13 
Wash.  883,  43  P^c.  344;  Ziebell,  v. 
Eclipse  Lumber  Co.  33  Wash.  591, 
74  Pac.  680,  15  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  457; 
Miller  v.  Moran  Bros.  Co.  39  Wash. 
631,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  283,  109  Am. 
St.  Rep.  917,  81  Pac.  1089;  Engler 


Independent 
eon  tract oi!^~ 


furnished  the  appellant  was  thereby 
rendered  dangerous  or  unsafe,  there 
can  be  no  question  of  the  liability  of 
his  principals  therefor.  His  negli- 
gence was  their  negligence,  and  any 
negligent  act  in  the  line  of  his  duty, 
which  would  render  him  personally 
responsible  to  the  appeUanl^  would 
render  his  principals  likewise  per- 
sonally responsible.  The  liability  of 
the  respondents  Jones  &  Onserud, 
therefore,  turns  on  the  question 
whether  the  act  of  uprooting  the 
stump  was  in  itself  negligent.  But 
as  to  this  we  think  ^^^^,^„ 
the  evidence  made  a  tor  ijoiry- 
case  for  the  jury,  ««^*«*«'«*- 
The  position  of  the  stump  with  ref- 
erence to  the  working  place  of  tiie 
appellant,  the  manner  in  which  it 
was  uprooted,  the  frozen  condition 
of  the  ground*  and  the  fact  that  the 
act  did  in  fact  loosen  a  rock,  which 
rolled  down  the  hill  and  injured  the 
appellant,  were  all  matters  to  be 
considered  by  tiie  jury  in  determin- 
ing the  character  of  the  act,  and  the 
court  should  have  submitted  the 
question  of  negligence  to  them. 

We  are  aware  of  the  contention 
of  the  respondents  to  the  effect  that 
Lundin,    when    he    uprooted    the 


V.  Seattle,  40  Wash.  72,82  Pac.  136,%  stump,    was    not    engaged    in    the 


19  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  49;  Larson  v. 
American  Bridge  Co.  40  Wash.  224, 
111  Am.  St.  Rep.  904,  82  Pac.  294; 
Kendall  v.  Johnson,  51  Wash.  477, 
99  Pac.  310;  Seattle  Lighting  Co.  v. 
Hawley,  54  Wash.  137,  103  Pac.  6. 
But  we  think  the  court  erred  in 
sustaining  th^  challenge,  to  the  evi- 
dence made  on  behalf  pf  the  defend- 
ants Jones  &  Onserud.  They  were 
the  appellant's  employers,  and  owed 
to  him  the  duty  of  furnishing  him 
vdth  a  reasonably  saf^  place  in 
which  to  work,  and  the  duty  of 
keeping  the  place  reasonably  safe  as 
long  as  th€fy  r^uir^d  him  to  work 
therein.  This  duty  was  non-delega- 
ble,  and  when  they  intrusted  it  to 
another  they  became 'responsible  for 
tJie  negligent  performance  of  the 
duty  by  that  other.     If,  therefore; 


master's  work,  but  was  performing 
the  labor  of  a  servant;  that  he  was 
at  that  time  a  fellow  servant,  and 
his  acts,  being  those  of  a  fellow 
servant,  would  not  render  the  mas- 
ter liable  for  injuries  resulting 
therefrom,  even  though  it  were  con- 
sidered that  the  acts  were  negligent. 
But  this  reasoning  overlooks  the 
fact  that  the  duty  of  the  respondents 
to  oversee  the  appellant's  place  of 
work  was  a  continuing  duty,  obliga- 
tory upon  them  at  all  times;  that, 
while  trie  wotk  itself  may  have  been 
servant's  work,  the  duty  to  see  that 
its  performance  did  not  result  in  ins- 
Jury  to  the  servants  working  else- 
where was  the  master's  duty.  This 
•  duty,  as  we  say,  could  not  be  dele- 
gated, and  if  the  injury  to  appellant 
was   caused  by  its  negligent  per- 


to  a^i^v^  Lyndin, .  in  uprootr,   formance  the  master  is  liable.  ,    . , 
,nt— Mfe  Work-     ing  the  stump,  act-    "    This  principle  was  anrioiinced  by 
inar  pi«ee.  ^^  negligently,  and  .  this  court  in  the  case  of  Creaiiler  v. 

the  place  of  work  Which  had  been    Mofran  BtDS.  Co.  41  Wash.  686;*  84 

20  A.L.R.— 43. 
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Pac.  692.  There  certain  employees 
of  the  appellant  were  engaged,  un- 
der the  direction  of  a  foreman,  in 
removing  a  propeller  from  a  pro- 
peller shaft  of  a  ship,  to  which  it 
was  tightly  wedged.  The  hub  of 
the  propeller  had  been  heated  to 
facilitate  its  removal,  and  oil  con- 
fined therein  had  by  that  means  be- 
come intensely  hot.  In  the  course 
of  the  work,  the  foreman  tock  up  a 
sledge  and  struck  the  hub  a  blow 
which  loosened  it,  releasing  the  hot 
oil,  which  poured  upon  an  employee 
assisting  in  the  work,  and  burned 
him  80  severely  as  to  cause  his 
death.  It  was  held  that  the  act  of 
the  foreman  was  the  act  of  the  mas- 
ter, and  not  that  of  a  fellow  servant. 
In  the  course  of  its  opinion  the 
court  said:  ''It  is  urged  by  appel- 
lant that  the  act  of  the  superintend- 
ent in  striking  the  hub  with  the 
sledge  at  the  time  and  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  did  constituted  an 
act  of  a  fellow  servant  of  Creamer ; 
that  such  an  act,  although  per- 
formed by  the  superintendent,  was 
not  one  of  superintendence,  was  not 
one  of  the  non-delegable  duties  of 
the  master,  was  not  the  act  of  a  vice 
principal,  but  was  the  manual  act  of 
one  working  with  Creamer  in  the 
same  undertaking  and  to  accom- 
plish the  same  end  toward  which 
they  were  all  working ;  that  in  strik- 
ing said  blow  said  superintendent 
was,  for  the  time  being,  a  fellow 
workman  of  Creamer;  and  that  his 
negligence,  as  such,  would  not  ren- 
der the  appellant  company  liable. 
This      argument      would      appeal 


strongly  to  the  writer  of  this  oinn- 
ion,  were  it  not  for  the  former  de- 
cisions of  this  court  Nelson  v.  S. 
Willey  S.  S.  &  Nav.  Co.  26  Wash. 
548,  67  Pac.  237;  Dossett  v,  St 
Paul  &  T.  Lumber  Co.  40  Wash.  276, 
82  Pac.  278 ;  O'Brien  v.  Page  Luni- 
ber  Co.  39  Wash.  687,  82  Pac.  114. 
Under  the  authority  of  those  deci- 
sions, when  the  superintendent, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  work- 
man, negligently  set  in  operation  an 
agency  fraught  with  danger,  he 
thereby  rendered  the  company  li- 
able for  the  result  of  such  negli- 
gence." 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore, 
that,  on  any  view  of  the  case,  the 
judgment  is  erroneous  as  to  the  re- 
spondents Jones  &  Onserud.  As  to 
them  the  judgment  will  be  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded,  willi  in- 
structions to  grant  a  new  trial.  As 
to  the  Chicago,  .Milwaukee,  &  Puget 
Sound  Railway  Company,  it  will 
stand  affirmed. 

Rudkin,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gose  and 
Chadwick,  JJ.,  concur. 


VOTE. 

The  elements  bearing  directly  upon 
the  quality  of  the  contract  as  affect- 
ing the  character  of  one  as  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  is  the  subject  of 
the  annotation  following  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bennett,  post,  684. 
For  other  annotations  on  the  general 
question,  who  is  an  independent  con- 
tractor, see  A.L.R.  Indexes  under 
'^Master  and  servant.** 


C.  F.  KALER  et  al.,  Respts., 

V. 

PUGET  SOUND  BRIDGE  &  DREDGING  COMPANY,  Impleaded,  efec^ 

Appt. 

(72  Wash.  497,  180  Pac.  894.) 

Mauler  and  servant  — »  contractor  — » treisqiass  —  remedy  against  prindpal 
lost. 
A  contractor  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  private  property  by  casting 


KALER  ▼.  PUGET  SOUND  BRIDGE  &  DREDGING  CO  67B 

material  thereon  in  filling  adjoining  low  land»  under  contract  with  a 
municipality  for  the  conservation  of  public  health,  if  he  follows  the  plans 
prepared  by  the  municipal  authority,  and  the  right  to  hold  the  city  liable 
has  been  lost. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.] 


Appeal  by  the  defendant  dredging  company  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Thurston  County  (Mitchell,  J.)  in  plaintiff's  favor, 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  compensation  for  injuries  to  real  estate 
through  an  improvement  executed  by  defendant  under  contract  with  the 
city  of  Olympia.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  John  W.  Roberts  and  George     71  Mo.  62;  Quinn  v.  Peterson  &  Co* 


L.  Spirk,  for  appellant: 

Plaintiff  is  estopped  by  bringing  a 
lawsuit. 

Justice  v.  Lancaster,  20  Mo.  App. 
559;  Preston  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  96  Iowa, 
71,  63  N.  W.  577;  Collins  v.  Grand 
Rapids,  95  Mich.  286,  54  N.  W.  889; 
Hembling  v.  Big  Rapids,  89  Mich.  1, 
50  N.  W.  741;  Dallas  v.  Beeman,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  315,  65  S.  W.  762;  Jef- 
fersonville  v.  Myers,  2  Ind.  App.  532, 
28  N.  E.  999. 

The  release  of  the  city  by  respond- 
ents operated  to  release  appellant  as 
alleged  joint  tort-feasor. 

De  Baker  v.  Southern  California  R. 
Co.  106  Cal.  257,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  237, 
39  Pac.  610;  Wallenberg  v.  Minne* 
apolis.  111  Minn.  471,  127  N.  W.  422, 
856,  2  Ann.  Cas.  873;  Abb  v.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  28  Wash.  428,  58  L.RA.  293, 
92  Am.  St.  Rep.  864,  68  Pac.  954;  24 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  285;  34  Cyc. 
1047. 

If  there  was  any  liability,  that  lia- 
bility was  one  which  could  be  imposed 
upon  the  city  alone. 

28  Cyc.  1086 ;  De  Baker  v.  Southern 
California  R.  Co.  106  Cal.  257,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  237,  39  Pac.  610;  Denison  & 
P.  Suburban  R.  Co.  v.  James,  20  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  358,  49  S.  W.  660;  St.  Louis 
use  of  Sullivan  v.  Clemens,  42  Mo.  69; 
Shaw  v.  Crocker,  42  Cal.  435;  Eachus 
V.  Los  Angeles,  130  Cal.  492,  80  Am. 
St.  Rep.  147,  62  Pac.  829 ;  Engebretsen 
V.  Gay.  158  Cal.  775,  109  Pac.  879; 
Wallenberg  v.  Minneapolis,  111  Minn. 
471,  127  N.  W.  422,  856,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
873 ;  Pearson  v.  Zable,  78  Ky.  170 ;  Jef- 
fersonville  v.  Myers,  2  Ind.  App.  532, 
28  N.  E.  999;  Cooper  v.  Seattle,  16 
WsLBh.  462,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  46,  47  Pac. 
887;  Seattle  v.  Buzby,  2  Wash.  Terr. 
25.  8  Pac.  180;  Provine  v.  Seattle,  59 
Wash.  681,  110  Pac.  619;  Cincinnati  v. 
Stone,  5  Ohio  St.  38;  Fink  v.  St  Louis, 


69  Wash.  207,  124  Pac.  502;  Potter  v. 
Spokane,  63  Wash.  269,  115  Pac.  176. 
Messrs.    Thomas    BL    Vance    and 
Harry  L.  Parr  for  respondents. 

Chadwkk,  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

This  is  a  suit  growing  out  of  a 
municipal  improvement  in  the  city 
of  Olympia,  and  known  locally  as 
the  "Swantown  flU."  The  work  was 
done  under  an  invocation  of  the  po- 
lice power  of  the  cily,  the  ordinance 
reciting  that  it  was  '^necessary  and 
expedient,  on  account  of  the  public 
health,  sanitation,  the  general  wel- 
fare, and  the  general  improvement 
of  the  property  located  within  the 
boundaries''  of  the  district,  ^^ch 
are  described  in  the  ordinance. 
Two  lots  and  a  fraction,  which  were 
included  in  the  improvement  dis- 
trict, are  owned  by  the  plaintiffs. 
When  the  fill,  which  was  made  by  a 
hydraulic  dredger  with  silt  and 
sand  from  the  bottom  of  the  bay, 
had  so  far  progressed  as  to  come  up 
to  plaintiffs'  property,  they  asked 
and  were  granted  the  right  to  take 
a  part  of  their  properly  out  of  the 
district.  They  undertook,  at  their 
own  expense,  to  build  a  bulkhead 
along  the  line  agreed  upon.  The 
material  used  was  old  bridge  floor- 
ing, which  was  placed  against  some 
fence  posts.  As  the  woric  pro- 
gressed, this  gave  way.  A  new  line 
was  agreed  upon,  and  a  new  bulk- 
head put  in.  The  salt  water  and 
silt  ran  through  and  over  the  bar- 
rier, and  did  considerable  damage 
to  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs.  A 
trial  was  had,  and  a  verdict  in  the 
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Butri  of  $500  was  returned  in  plain- 
tiffs' favor.  The  city  was  made  a 
party  to  the  suit  ;*  but,  it  appearing 
on  the  trial  that  no  claim  had  been 
presented  within  the  time  fixed  by. 
law  for  the  presentation  of  claims, 
it  was  dismissed  out  of  the  case,  and 
the  trial  proceeded  against  the 
dredging  company  alone. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  ordi- 
nance and  contract  under  which  the 
work  was  done  provided  that  it 
should  be  done  strictly  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions furnished  by  the  city,  aitd  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  city  en- 
gineer, and  the  testimony  shows 
that  the  changes  made  were  sanc- 
tioned by  that  officer.  One  other 
fact  material  to  our  discussion  is 
that  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs 
was  bounded  on  the  north  by  a 
street,  and  on  the  west  and  south  by 
property  still  within  the  improve- 
ment district,  and  which  the  dredg- 
ing company  was  bound  to  fill  under 
its  contract. 

The  arguments  of  counsel,  as  set 
forth  in  tihe  briefs,  have  taken  wide 
range ;  but  the  case,  in  so  far  as  the 
liability  of  the  appellant  is  con- 
cerned, can  be  quickly  determined 
by  reference  to  some  of  the  cases 
heretofore  decided  by  this  court, 
and  to  one  or  two  fundamentltl  prin- 
ciples. One  of  the  suggestions 
made  by  respondents,  and  which 
should  be  first  determined,  is  that 
there  has  been  a  taking  and  damag- 
ing, within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution (art.  1,  §  16),  for  which 
they  are  entitled  to  compensation; 
that,  the  city  being  a  trespasser,  ap- 
pellant could  not  escape  liability  be- 
cause it  had  a  contract  to  do  that 
which  was  unlawful.  Whether  the 
damage  suffered  by  respondents  is 
such  an  injury  as  would  sustain  a 
recovery  under  the  Constitution, 
and  to  which  tiie  special  statute  cov- 
ering the  presentation  of  claims 
would  not  apply^  is  a  question  that 
cannot  now  be  raised.  Whatever 
the  law  may  be^  the  trial  court  held 
that  the  city. was  not  liable;  and,  no 
appeal  having  been  »taken.£Fom  that 
<^er,  it  has.  be^m^;  the  law  of  the 


case  (8  Cyc.  79l),  and  respondents 
must  recover  from  the  appellant,  if 
at  all,  upon  other  grounds. 

This  court  has  held  that  it  is 
within  the  police  power  of  a  city  to 
fill  low-lying  ground,  when  neces- 
sary to*  protect  the  health,  comfort, 
and  convenience  of  the  municipality, 
and  that  any  consequential  damage 
suifered  because  thereof  is  in  due 
process  of  law.  **It  would  be  mani- 
festly destructive  to  the  advance- 
ment or  development  of  organized 
communities  to  put  the  public  to  the 
burden  of  rendering  compensation 
to  one,  or  to  many,  when  tiie  indi- 
vidual use  is,  or  might  be,  a  menace 
to  the  healthy  morals,  or  peace  of 
the  whole  community."  Bowes  v. 
Aberdeen,  58  Wash.  585,  30  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  709,  109  Pac.  869.  A  pro- 
ceeding in  all  respects  similar  to  the 
one  under  discussion  has  been 
passed  by  this  court  as  possessing 
no  legal  infirmity.  Martin  v. 
Olympia,  69  Wash.  28, 124  Pac  214. 
Consequently,  the  city  council  hav- 
ing determined  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  fill  and  improve  the  property 
of  these  respondents,  no  damages 
could  have  bcMBU  recovered  if  the  city 
had  made  the  improvement  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  original  plan. 
While  the  city  can  improve  property 
within  the  insanitary  district  as  de- 
termined by  the  ordinance,  it  does 
not  follow  that  it  can  damage  abut- 
ting property.  "Legislation  tend- 
ing to  the  preservation  of  the  public 
health  is  favored  by  the  courts,  and 
is  regarded  as  a  poWer  inherent  in 
a  municipal,  corporation  where 
population  i^  congested.  28  Cyc* 
709;  Gundlirigv.  Chicago,  176  111. 
340,  48  L.R.A.  230,  52  N.  E.  44. 
But  the  power  must  be  exercised 
within  a  proper  limit— ^in  this  case, 
the  filling  of  the  district— and  when 
the  city  goes  beyond  that  limit  the 
legislature  should  provide,  and  it 
has  in  this  case  provided,  for  com- 
pensation to  those  whose  im)perty 
stands  in  the  way.  If  it  did  not,  it 
would  result  in  the  confiscation  of 
unoffending  property.*'  State  ex 
rel.  Stalding  v^  Aberdeen,  58  Wash. 
562,  109  Pac.  379.    See  also  Dono* 
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frio  V.  Seattle,  72  Wash.  178,  129 ' 
Pac.  1094 ;  Ferry-Leary  Land  Co,  v. 
Holt  &  Jeffery,  53  Wash.  584,  102 
Pac.  445 ;  Olson  v.  Seattle,  30  Wash. 
687,  71  Pac.  201 ;  State  ex  rel.  Smith 
V.  Superior  Ct.  26  Wash.  278,  66 
Pac.  385.  When  the  city,  acting 
through  its  engineer,  he  having  au- 
thority to  exempt  property,  exclud- 
ed a  part  of  respondents'  property 
and  di^w  new  lines  around  it,  it 
made  the  excluded  lots  abutting 
property;  and  it  would  become  li- 
able for  such  damages  as  might  re* 
suit  to  the  abutting  property  from 
the  manner  in  which  the  work  was 
done.  Now,  admitting,  without  de- 
ciding, that  there  was  such  damage 
for  which  the  city  could  have  been 
held,  the  question  remains  whether, 
the  city,  which  furnished  the  plan 
of  1^  work  and  directed  it  in  all 
particulars,  having  been  dismissed 
out  of  the  case,  its  contractor  is  li- 
able. The  negligence,  if  any,  upon 
which  a  right  of  recovery  could 
have  been  predicated,  was  the  omis- 
sion of  the  city  to  provide  an  ad- 
equate plan,  or  to  make  proper  pro- 
vision for  carrying  away  the  water 
and  silt  which,  in  the  natural  order 
of  things,  would  seep  through  and 
over  the  bulkheads,  and  to  care  for 
the  water  that  flowed  from  an  ar- 
tesian well  which  was  on  the  prem- 
ises. Because  of  these  omissions 
water  was  left  standing  on  the  lots, 
and  trees  and  vegetation  were 
killed.  It  is  not  shown  that  appel- 
lant has  in  any  manner  violated  its 
contract  with  the  city,  or  has  failed 
to  follow  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, or  refused  to  obey  the  orders 
and  directions  of  the  city  engineer. 
Negligence  implies  a  wilful  fault. 
In  keeping  with  this  principle,  it 
has  been  held  by  this,  and  generally 
by  other  courts,  that  where  the  fault 
lies  in  the  plan  furnished  by  the  su- 
perior, and  the  work  is  done  under 
his  direction,  the  contractor  is  not 
liable  in  the  absence  of  negligence. 
If  negligent,  he  is  held  for  his  neg- 
ligence, and  not  as  a  trespasser. 
This  case,  in  principle  and  in  many 
of  its  facts,  is  not  unlike  the  case  of 
Quinn  v.  Peterson  &  Ck>.  69  Wash. 


BRIDGE  &  DJIEDGING  CO.  $77 

2.08,  124  Pac.  502,  where  a  recovery 
was  denied.  In  rotter  v.  Spokane, 
63  Wash.  267,  115  Pac.  176,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  damage  for  which  a 
recovery  was  sought  was  caused  by 
a  defective  bulkhead.  It  was  held 
that,  the  plan  being  at  fault,  the 
contsractor,  who  had  done  the  work 
under  a  contract  which  ''provided 
that  the  work  should  be  performed 
according  to  certain  plans  and  spec- 
ifications described  in  the  contract, 
and  should  be  under  the  supervi- 
sion, direction,  and  control  of  the 
board  of  public  worics  of  the  city, 
and  its  representative,  the  city  en- 
gineer ;  and  that,  in  case  of  improp- 
er construction  and  noncompliance 
with  the  contract,  the  board  had  the 
right  to  order  a  partial  or  entire  re- 
construction of  the  work,  or  to  de- 
clare the  Qontract  forfeited,  and 
relet  the  same  to  another  contrac- 
tor, and  to  adjust  the  differences 
that  should  arise  between  the  city 
and  the  contractor  by  reason  of  the 
change" — was  not  liable. ' 

The  liability  of  the  contractor 
was  not  expressly  passed  on  in  that 
case,  or  in  Cooper  v.  Seattle,  16 
Wash.  462,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  46,  47 
Pac.  887,  but  it  would  seem  to  fol- 
low from  the  reasoning  of  the  court 
that  the  general  rule  would  have 
been  applied,  if  it  had  been  neces- 
sary to  a  decision.  Peter  Casassa 
brought  suit  against  the  city  of 
Seattle  and  the  Lewis  &  Wiley  C!om- 
pany,  contractors,  for  damages 
from  slides  suffered  because  of  in- 
sufficient slopes  to  sustain  a  street 
grade.  The  city  was  held,  but  tiie 
contractor  was  exonerated,  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  work  was  done  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  city,  and 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence 
of  negligence  to  charge  the  con- 
tracting company.  Casassa  v.  Se- 
attle, 66  Wash.  146,  119  Pac.  13. 
The  general  rule,  as  found  by  Mr. 
Dillon,  is  thus  stated:  ''Where  a 
city,  acting  vrithin  its  general  pow^ 
ers,  contracts  for  the  grading  of  a 
public  street,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  conditions  of  the  contract, 
and  the  law  prescribing  the  same, 
the  work  is  done  under  the  imme^ 
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diate  supervision  of  certain  officers, 
whose  official  duty  it  is  to  superin- 
tend the  work,  and  the  damages  re- 
sult, not  from  any  negligence  or 
wrongdoing  of  the  contractors,  but 
from  the  performance  of  tiie  work 
in  the  manner  required  by  the  con- 
tract, the  contractors  are  the  agents 
of  the  city,  and  the  city  is  liable  for 
such  damages/'    4  Dill.  Mun.  Corp. 

6th  ed.  §  1655,  note ; 
28  Cyc.  1280.  We 
conclude  that  appel- 
lant was  not  an  in- 
dependent contrac- 
tor, and  that  the  liability  for  the 
damages  sustained  rested  upon  the 
city,  and  not  upon  appellant. 

We  shall  not  discuss  the  other 
questions,  some  of  which  might,  in 
any  event,  call  for  a  new  trial,  as 
the  forgoing  is  determinative  of 
the  case. 


Mmat«r  mmM. 
•ervant— 
eon  tractov^— 
treflpaa*— rea 
asalnat 
principal  last. 


Reversed,    with    instructions    to 
dismiss  the  suit. 

Crow,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gose^  Parker, 
and  Mount,  JJ.,  concur. 


VOTE. 


The  question  whether  or  not  one  is 
an  independent  contractor  as  affected 
by  the  elements  bearing  directly  upon 
the  quality  of  the  contract  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  annotation  following  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bbnnett, 
post,  684.  As  to  the  effect  of  provi- 
sions in  statutes  and  municipal  ordi- 
nances, see  §  2  of  that  annotation.  For 
other  annotations  on  the  general 
question,  who  is  an  independent  con- 
tractor, see  A.L.R.  Indexes,  under 
"Master  and  servant.'' 


CHICAGO,  ROCK  ISLAND,  &  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plff. 

in  Elrr., 

V. 

E.  S.  BENNETT. 

OtUahamm  Supreme  Court  (Division  No.  9)  ^•^Septemher  17,  1912. 

(86  Okia.  358,  128  Pac.  706.) 

Master  and  servant  •—  test  of  relation. 

1.  In  determining  whether  the  relation  between  a  proprietor  and  one 
doing  work  for  him  is  that  of  master  and  servant,  or  proprietor  and  inde- 
pendent contractor,  while  the  court  may  take  into  consideration  the  man- 
ner of  payment,  whether  by  the  day,  week,  month,  etc.,  with  a  reservation 
of  the  right  to  discharge,  or  whether  there  was  to  be  payment  by  the  piece 
or  entire  job,  yet  the  mode  of  payment  is  not  a  decisive  test  by  which  to 
determine  the  question.  The  test  lies  in  whether  or  not  the  contract  re- 
serves to  the  proprietor  the  power  of  control  over  the  employee.  The  mere 
fact  that  the  work  being  performed  by  an  employee  at  the  time  he  was 
injured  was  done  by  the  piece  or  job,  as  by  pajrment  of  a  stated  price  per 
ton  for  shoveling  coal  into  an  engine  tender,  does  not  deprive  him  of  the 
character  of  an  employee,  where  he  was  a  mere  servant  carrying  out  his 
employer's  will  and  instructions. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  684.] 


—  independent  contractor  defined. 

2.  An  independent  contractor  is  one 
who,  exercising  an  independent  em- 
ployment, contracts  to  do  a  piece  of 
work  according  to  his  own  methods, 

Headnotes  by  Brewer,  G. 


and  without  being  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  his  employer  except  as  to  the 
result  of  the  work. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  67;  8  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
164.] 


CHICAGO,  R.  I.  ft  P. 

{S$  Oklm.  S9B, 

—  letentioii  of  contract  —  inference. 

3.  The  employer's  intention  to  re- 
tain the  right  of  exercising  control 
over  a  person  performing  work  for 
him,  and  hence  creating  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  between  the 
parties,  will  be  inferred  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  emplosrment  was  gen- 
eral, and  not  based  on  a  contract  to 
do  a  certain  piece  of  work  on  certain 
specified  terms  in  a  particular  manner 
and  for  a  stipulated  sum. 

Trial  —  question  of  law  —  constmo- 
tion  of  omtract. 

4.  Where  the  contract  of  en^loy- 
ment  involved  is  in  writing,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  relation  created  by  it  be- 
tween the  parties  is  ordinarily  one  of 
law  for  the  court;  but  if  the  contract 
is  oral,  and  the  evidence  as  to  its 
terms  is  conflicting,  or  where  a  written 
contract   has   been   modified   by   the 
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practice  under  it,  the  question  should 
be  submitted  to  the  jury  under  proper 
instructions.  But,  although  the  con- 
tract may  be  oral,  if  there  is  no  dis- 
pute as  to  its  terms,  or  if  but  one  in- 
ference can  be  drawn  from  the  evi- 
dence, then  the  question  of  whether 
the  relation  is  that  of  employer  and 
independent  contractor,  or  that  of 
master  and  servant,  is  for  the  court. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  78;  8  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
168.] 

Master  and  servant  —  safety  of  work- 
ing place  — ^  duty. 

6.  A  master  is  under  an  obligation 
to  take  care  that  the  premises  in 
which,  and  the  appliances  and  instru- 
mentalities with  which,  he  requires 
his  servant  to  work,  shall  be  reason- 
ably safe  for  the  purposes  intended. 

[See  18  R.  C.  L.  587,  593;  3  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  827.] 


Error  to  the  District  Court  for  Greer  County  (Brown,  J.)  to  review  a 
judgment  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Affirm^* 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  ihe  court 

Messrs.  C.  O.  Blake,  H.  B.  Low,  R.  J.     399 ;  Smith  v.  Humphreyville,  47  Tex. 


Roberts^  and  W.  H«  Moore,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

A  carrier  is  not  responsible  for  the 
loading  or  unloading  of  cars. 

Gulf,  W.  T.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Wittne- 
bert,  101  Tex.  368,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1227,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  108  S.  W. 
150,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1153. 

Plaintiff  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor, not  a  servant  of  defendant. 

Thomp.  Neg.  §  202,  p.  575,  note  4; 
Steel  V.  South-Eastern  R.  Co.  16  C.  B. 
550,  139  Eng.  Reprint,  875;  Earl  v. 
Beadleston,  10  Jones  &  S.  294 ;  Ander- 
son v.  Tug  River  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  59  W. 
Va.  801,  53  S.  E.  713 ;  Riedel  v.  Moran, 
Fitzsimons  Co.  103  Mich.  262,  61  N.  W. 
509;  St.  Louis,  I,  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Yonley,  53  Ark.  503,  9  L.R.A.  604,  13 
S.  W.  333, 14  S.  W.  800. 

The  question  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor or  an  employee  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury  for  its  determination. 

Sacker  v.  Waddell,  98  Md.  43,  103 
Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  56  Atl.  399,  15  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  324;  Carlsori  v.  Stocking,  91 
Wis.  432,  65  N.  W.  58;  Whitson  v. 
Ames,  68  Minn.  23,  70  N.  W.  793,  2  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  178;  Wallace  v.  Southern 
Cotton  Oil  Co.  91  Tex.  18,  40  S,  W. 


Civ.  App.  140,  104  S.  W.  495;  Brophy 
V.  Bartlett,  108  N.  Y.  632, 15  N.  E.  368 ; 
Daley  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  147  Mass. 
101, 16  N.  E.  690 ;  Barg  v.  Bousfield,  65 
Minn.  355,  68  N.  W.  45,  16  Am.  Neg. 
Cas.  188 ;  Craft  v.  Albermarle  Timber 
Co.  132  N.  C.  151,  43  S.  E.  597. 

Messrs.  H.  M.  Thacker  and  Charles 
M.  Thacker  for  defendant  in  error. 

Brewer^  C,  filed  the  following 
opinion : 

The  defendant  in  error,  as  plain- 
tiff below,  recovered  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  as  de- 
fendant, in  the  sum  of  $750,  on  ac- 
count of  personal  injuries  received 
in  defendant's  yards  at  Mangum, 
while  loading  a  locomotive  tender 
with  coal  from  a  box  car.  The  coal 
had  been  loaded  into  the  box  car, 
without  using  grain  or  inside  doors, 
and  the  heavy  lump  coal  thus  loaded 
came  into  contact  with  sliding  side 
doors  of  the  car,  bulging  the  doors 
out  against  the  sides  of  the  groove 
upon  which  it  was  to  be  moved.  On 
the  night  of  the  injury  the  engine  to 
be  coaled  vras  placed  on  the  north 
side  of  the  car,  but  the  north  door 
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was  bulged  and  broken  so  it  could 
not  be  opened.  The  engine  was 
then  placed  on  the  south  side  of  the 
car.  The  south  door  was  sprung 
and  bulged  to  some  extent,  but  was 
not  broken  so  far  as  could  be  seen, 
and  plaintiff,  with  the  assistance  of 
a  yardman,  attempted  to  open  the 
south  door  by  sliding  it  back.  It 
was  tight,  and  would  not  move,  so 
plaintiff  inserted  the  point  of  a 
small  iron  pick  in  an  attempt  to 
slide  the  door,  when  it  suddenly 
broke  loose,  evidently  from  the 
great  pressure  of  the  heavy  lumps 
of  coal  inside,  and  the  door  fell  on 
plaintiff,  breaking  his  arm  and 
causing  other  injuries* 

The  defendant,  after  general  de- 
nial, set  up  the  special  defense  of  in- 
dependent contractor.  In  the  peti- 
tion in  error  defendant  sets  out 
thirteen  specifications  of  error,  and, 
in  presenting  its  argument  thereon, 
says  in  its  brief:  ''In  presenting 
the  errors  to  this  court  on  appeal 
the  plaintiff  in  error  desires  to  urge 
them  as  a  whole  without  urging  any 
one  specifically,  and  without  waiver 
of  any,''  etc.  The  argument  and  au- 
thorities are  submitted,  however, 
under  three  subheads,  a  considera^ 
,  tion  of  which  will  dispose  of  the 
case.  They  are:  First,  the  plain- 
tiff is  an  independent  contractor, 
and  not  a  servant  of  defendant ;  sec- 
ond, it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
submit  the  question  of  independent 
contractor  to  the  jury;  third,  the 
carrier  is  not  responsible  for  load- 
ing or  unloading  of  cars. 

1.  We  will  consider  the  questions 
in  their  order ;  and  to  determine  the 
relation  existing  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant — ^that  is, 
whether  he  was  a  servant,  or  an  in- 
dependent contractor — ^we  will  re- 
fer to  the  evidence.  The  plaintiff 
was  a  coal  heaver.  His  contract  of 
employment  was  oral.  He  says  he 
heard  there  was  a  vacancy,  and  ap- 
plied in  person  for  the  job ;  that  he 
was  told  to  go  to  work  that  night — 
that  ihe  company  would  try  him 
and  see  how  long  he.  would  stay. 
Plaintiff  says  noticing  was  said  at 
the  time  about  how  he  was  to  be 


paid,  whether  by  the  day,  week, 
month,  or  ton,  but  that  shortiy 
thereafter  he  learned  he  was  to  be 
paid  by  the  ton.  The  station  agent 
said  he  hired  plaintiff,  and  tcid  him 
his  pay  would  be  by  the  ton.  The 
station  agent  and  night  watchman 
both  disclaimed  any  authority  to  di- 
rect plaintiff  in  his  work.  It  was 
also  shown  that  upon  occasions 
plaintiff  had  hired  a  neighbor,  pay- 
ing him  a  pig  to  help  him  shovel  coal. 
It  appears  that  as  engines  came  in 
the  engine  watchmen  would  run 
them  to  some  convenient  place  in  the 
yards,  then  draw  a  car  of  coal 
alongside,  and  plaintiff  would  then 
shovel  coal  into  the  tender  of  the  en- 
^ne.  It  is  also  shown  that  the  sta^ 
tion  agent  directed  the  engine 
watchmen  which  cars  to  unload,  and 
the  watchmen  would  then  direct 
plaintiff  what  cars  to  unload  first, 
etc.;  that  plaintiff  would  assist  in 
switching  engines  and  cars,  and  in 
spotting  them  to  be  coaled ;  and  that 
the  other  employees  sometimes  as- 
sisted plaintiff  in  his  work.  The 
lantern  and  other  instrumentalities 
for  plaintifTs  woric  were  furnished 
by  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  bases  its  conten- 
tion, in  the  main,  that  plaintiff  was 
an  independent  contractor,  on  the 
fact  that  he  was  paid  by  the  ton  for 
his  work,  and  the  evidence  of  the 
stati<Hi  agent  that  he  did  not  give 
idaintiff  any  direction  or  exercise 
any  control  over  him  as  to  how  he 
unloaded  the  coal  into  the  tenders. 
The  generally  accepted  rule  of  law 
is  1  Thomp.  Neg.  (§  622) :  "An 
independent  con^ctor,  within  the 
meaning  of  this  rule,  is  one  who 
renders  service  in  the  course  of  an 
occupation,  representing  the  will  of 
his  emi^yer  only  as  to  the  result  of 
his  work,  and  not  as  to  the  means 
by  which  it  is  accomplished.  .  .  . 
In  every  case  the  decisive  question 
is :  Had  the  defendant  the  right  to 
control,  in  the  given  particular,  the 
conduct  of  the  person  doing  the 
wrong?  Does  he  reserve  to  himself 
the  essential  powers  of  a  master? 
It  is  but  another  form  of  langua^re, 
expressing  the  same  idea,  to  say 
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that  the  true  test  to  determine 
whether  one  who  renders  service  to 
another  does  so  as  a  -contractor  or 
not  is  to  ascertain  whether  he  ren- 
ders the  service  in  the  course  of  an 
independent  occupation,  represent- 
ing the  will  of  his  employer  only  as 
to  the  result  of  hia  work,  and  not  as 
to  the  means  by  which  it  is  accom- 
plished. On  this  question  the  con- 
tract under  which  the  work  has 
been  done  must  speak  conclusively 
in  every  case,  reference  being  had, 
of  course,  to  surrounding  circum- 
stances. This  being  so,  the  mere 
fact  that  the  agent  who  did  the  in- 
jury carried  on  a  separate  and  inde- 
pendent employment  will  not  ab- 
solve his  principal  from  liability. 
'If  such  were  the  rule,  a  party 
would  be  exempt  from  responsibil- 
ity even  for  the  negligent  acts  of  his 
domestic  servants,  such  as  his  cook, 
coachman,  or  gardener/''  And, 
further,  the  same  author,  in  discuss- 
ing the  mannw  of  payment  as  bear- 
ing on  the  relation  between  the  par- 
ties, says :  ''Sec.  629.  In  determin- 
ing whether  the  relation  is  that  of 
master  and  servant,  or  that  of  pro- 
prietor and  independent  contractor, 
the  courts  have  sometimes  taken  in-> 
to  consideration  the  manner  of  pay- 
ment—whether payment  was  to  be 
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of  the  power  to  discharge,  or  wheth- 
er there  was  to  be  a  payment  by  the 
piece  or  by  the  entire  job.  But  the 
mode  of  payment  is  not  a  decisive 
test  by  which  to  determine  this 
question.  The  test  lies  in  the  ques- 
tion virhether  the  contract  reserves 
to  the  proprietor  the  power  of  con- 
trol over  the  employee.  That  the 
mere  fact  that  the  work  being  per-^ 
formed  by  an  employee  at  the  time 
he  was  injured  was  done  by  the 
piece  or  job— as  by  payment  of  a 
stated  price  for  each  car  when  load- 
ed—does not  deprive  him  of  the 
character  of  an  employee,  where  he 
was  a  mere  servant  canying  out  the 
employer's  will  and  instructions." 

Amongr    the    definitions    selected 
and     approved    in     4    Words 
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Phrases,  3542,  we  find  the  foUow- 
ing:     "An  independent  contractor 

is  one  who,  exercis-  «tadepe«de«t 
ing  an  independent  eoi>tr«etc»r 
employment,      con-  **•■•*• 
tracts  to  do  a  piece  of  work  accord- 
ing to  his  own  methods,  and  without 
being  subject  to  the  control  of  his 
employer  except  as  to  the  result  of 
the  work.    Waters  v.  Pioneer  Fuel 
Co.  52  Minn.  474,  38  Am.  St.  Rep. 
564,  55  N.  W.  52 ;  Indiana  Iron  Co. 
V.  Cray,  19  Ind.  App.  566,  48  N.  E. 
807." 

It  has  been  seen  that  the  mode  of 
payment — as,  in  this  case,  by  the 
ton — is  not  a  test  of  the  relation  be- 
tween the  parties;  nor  is  such  fact 
in  any  way  inconsistent  vrith  the 
idea  of  that  relation  being  one  of 
master  and  servant.  The  station 
agent  said  that  he  did  not  control 
or  direct  the  method  or  detail  of 
plaintiff's  work,  and  that  other  em- 
ployees in  the  yard  merely  designat- 
ed the  cars  to  be  unloaded.  But  the 
test  is  not  whether  the  defendant 
did  in  fact  control  and  direct  plain- 
tiff in  his  work,  but  is  whether  it 
had  the  right  under  the  contract  of 
employment,  taking  into  account  the 
circumstances  and  situation  of  the 
parties  and  the  work,  to  so  control 
and  direct  him  in  the  work.  Moll, 
Independent  Oontractors,  §  35 ;  Lin- 
nehan  v.  Rollins,  137  Mass.  123,  50 
Am.  Rep.  287.  A  case  directly  in 
point  is  that  of  Hamilton  v.  Okla- 
homa Trading  Co.  33  Okla.  81,  124 
Pac.  38,  and  the  numerous  author- 
ities cited  and  quoted  from.  See  al- 
so Chas.  T.  Derr  Constr.  Co.  v.  Gel- 
ruth,  29  Okla.  538, 120  Pac.  258.  In 
this  case,  would  an  officer  or  man- 
ager of  defendant,  who  might  have 
seen  plaintiff  heaving  coal  careless- 
ly or  wastefully,  and  loading  the 
tender  improperly,  have  had  the 
right  to  require  him  to  use  a  better 
method  ?  If  such  manager  saw  him 
loading  one  tender,  and  preferred 
that  he  load  another  first,  would  he 
not  have  at  once  commanded  and 
enforced  obedience  to  his  wishes, 
thus  changing  plaintifTs  plan  and 
method  of  work?  Is  it  conceivable 
that  a  railroad,  in  hiring  an  un- 
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skilled  man  to  perform  one  of  the 
simplest  tasks  of  hard  manual  la^ 
bor,  requiring  scarcely  more  than 
muscle  in  its  performance,  yet  one 
that  must  be  constantly  performed 
in  the  yards  to  keep  trains  moving, 
would  absolutely  relinquish  all  right 
of  control  and  direction  ?  We  hard- 
ly think  so.  In  Moll  on  Independent 
Contractors,  at  page  76,  it  is  said: 
"The  ground  upon  which  some  deci- 
sions may  be  said  to  have  proceeded 
was  that,  in  view  of  the  humble  in- 
dustrial status  of  the  persons  em- 
ployed, and  the  simple  character  of 
the  work  to  be  done,  the  only  admis- 
sible inference  was  that  the  employ- 
ers intended  to  retain  the  right  to 
give  directions  in  regard  to  the  de- 
tails of  the  work"— citing  Rich- 
mond V.  Sitterding,  65  L.R.A.  445, 
and  note  (101  Va.  354/  99  Am.  St. 
Rep.  879,  43  S.  E.  562, 13  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  616).  The  same  author 
(Moll)  at  page  76  continues:  "It 
is  held  in  Massachusetts  that  the 
employer's  intention  to  r^;ain  the 

right  of  exercising 
control,  and  hence 
creating  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant,  should 
always  be  inferred  where  it  appears 
that  the  employment  was  general^ 
and  not  based  on  a  contract  to  do  a 
certain  piece  of  work  on  certain 
specified  terms  in  a  particular  man- 
ner and  for  a  stipulated  price" — cit- 
ing Brackett  v.  Lubke,  4  Allen,  138, 
81  Am.  Dec*  694 ;  Dane  v.  Cochrane 
Chemical  Ck>.  164  Mass.  453,  41  N. 
E.  678,  and  numerous  other  cases. 

In  this  case  the  employment  was 
general.  Many  or  few  engines  were 
to  be  provided  with  coal  according 
to  the  demands  of  business.  There 
was  no  particular  manner  of  doing 
the  work ;  no  particular  place  in  the 
yards  for  it  to  be  done.  The  work 
was  to  be  done  where  and  when  and 
as  much  of  it  as  the  needs  of  the 
employer  might  require.  If  this 
coal  heaver  was  a  contractor,  and 
not  a  servant,  every  coal  miner  in 
this  state  occupies  toward  the  com- 
pany for  which  he  works  the  same 
relation.  It  is  common  knowledge 
that  the  miner  furnishes  his  entire 


—retention  of 
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equipment  of  tools,  his  oil,  and 
lamp,  and  his  powder,  fuse,  and 
caps,  and  receives  a  stipulated  price 
per  ton  for  the  coal  mined;  yet  we 
doubt  if  anyone  would  now  serious- 
ly urge  in  this  jurisdiction,  where 
the  courts  are  full  of  mining  cases, 
that  the  coal  miner  sustains  that  re- 
lation to  his  company.  It  has  been 
held,  however,  that  he  does  not  sus- 
tain such  relation.  Drennen  v. 
Smith,  115  Ala.  396,  22  So.  442; 
Lake  Superior  Iron  Co.  v.  Erickson, 
39  Mich.  492,  33  Am.  Rep.  423,  10 
Mor.  Min.  Rep.  39.  We  therefore 
conclude  that  in  this  case  it  is 
shown  that  the  relation  existing  be- 
tween the  parties  at  tiie  time  of  the 
injury  was  that  of  master  and  serv- 
ant. 

2.  What  has  been  said  on  the  first 
proposition  relieves  us  of  any  ex- 
tended consideration  of  the  second, 
i.  e.,  that  it  was  reversible  error  to 
refuse  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  whether  plaintiff  was  a 
contractor  or  a  servant.  We  think 
it  can  be  correctly  said  that,  where 
the  contract  of  em^ 
ployment  is  in  writ-  Jr*uJ;;:!io'Jf~ 
ing,  the  question  of  JJSSSS?  •' 
the  relation  created 
by  it  between  the  parties  is  ordina- 
rily one  of  law  for  the  court ;  but  if 
the  contract  is  oral,  and  the  evi- 
dence is  conflicting,  or  where  a 
written  contract  has  been  modified 
by  the  practice  under  it,  the  ques- 
tion should  be  submitted  to  the  jury 
under  proper  instructions.  1 
Thomp.  Neg.  640;  Moll,  Independ- 
ent Contractors,  §§  28,  29,  and  au- 
thorities cited.  But  although  the 
contract  may  be  oral,  if  there  is  no 
dispute  as  to  its  terms,  or  if  but  one 
inference  can  be  drawn  from  the 
evidence,  then  the  question  whether 
the  relation  is  that  of  employer  and 
independent  contractor,  or  that  of 
master  and  servant,  is  for  the  court. 
Moll,  Independent  Contractors,  §§ 
28,  29;  Foley  v.  Felrath,  98  Ala. 
176,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  39,  13  So.  485, 
and  authorities  cited;  Drennen  v. 
Smith,  115  Ala.  403,  22  So.  442. 
The  evidence  in  this  case  presente 
no  substantial  conflict  relative  to 
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the  employment  of  plaintiff;  and, 
taking  &to  consideration  the  nature 
and  diaracter  of  the  work,  the  du^ 
ties  involved,  the  methods  pursued, 
and  the  necessary  interest  and  con- 
cern of  each  of  the  parties  in  the 
time,  place,  and  manner  of  doing 
the  work  and  in  the  results  to  be  ac- 
complished, we  have  no  hesitancy  in 
holding  that  but  one  reasonable  in- 
ference could  be  drawn  from  the 
evidence  as  to  the  relation  of  the 
parties,  and  that  is  that  such  rela- 
tion was  that  of  master  and  serv- 
ant. This  being  the  case,  the  court 
very  properly,  under  the  facts  pre- 
sented, refused  to  submit  the  ques- 
tion to  the  jury. 

3.  The  remaining  point  contend- 
ed for  by  defendant-— that  it  was 
not  responsible  for  a  negligent  load- 
ing of  the  car  by  the  consignor — 
loses  much,  if  not  all,  of  its  force 
and  applicability,  when  it  has  once 
been  determined  that  the  plaintiff 
was  its  servant.  The  question,  that 
relation  once  established,  becomes 
one  of  safe  place  in  which  to  work 
and  safe  instrumentalities  and  ap- 
pliances with  which  to  work,  and 
the  doctrine  and  rules  of  law  rel- 
ative to  the  duty  of  a  carrier  to  the 
consignor  or  consignee  of  freight, 
or  the  consignee's  servants  in  un- 
loading the  same  after  a  delivery  to 
him,  where  the  question  of  negli- 
gent loading  by  the  consignor  is  pre- 
sented, are  no  longer  controlling,  if, 
indeed,  applicable  at  all.  We  have 
read  Gulf,  W.  T.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v,  Witt- 
nebert,  101  Tex.  368,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1287,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  858, 
108  S.  W.  150,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1153, 
cited  by  defendant,  and  do  not 
tiiink  it  in  point  here. 

The  duty  of  the  master  involved 
in  this  case  is  stated  thus  in  Labatt 
on  Master  &  Servant,  1st  ed.  §  14 : 
"The  rule  defining  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  master's  obligation 
with  respect  to  the  condition  of  the 
agencies  of  his  business  may  be 
stated  in  its  most  general  form  as 
follows:  The  degree  of  care  re- 
quired of  an  employer  in  protecting 
his  employees  from  injury  is  the 
adoption   of  all   reasonable  means 
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and  precautions  to  provide  for  the 
safety  of  his  servants  while  in  the 
performance  of  their  work.  What 
shall  be  deemed  'due  care'  is  to  be 
'estimated  on  a  consideration  of  the 
facts  of  each  particular  case.'  It  is 
'such  care  as  reasonable  and  pru- 
dent men  would  use  under  similar 
circumstances/  The  care  which 
.such  a  man  is,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  rule,  assumed  to  exercise,  is 
that  whicd)  he  would  exercise  for  his 
own  safety  if  the  instrumentality  in 
question  was  furnished  for  his  own 
personal  use.  That  is  to  say,  a 
master  is  required  to  furnish  'such 
[appliances]  as  a  prudent  man 
.woiiJd  furnish,  if  his  own  life  were 
exposed  to  the  danger  that  would 
result  from  unsuitable  or  unsafe  ap- 
pliances/" See  also  Thompson, 
Neg.  §  8.  And,  regarding  the  in- 
strumentalities and  appliances  fur- 
nished the  servant,  the  same  author 
(Labatt) ,  at  §  22a,  states  as  a  corol- 
lary to  the  foregoing  the  following: 
"The  general  principle  laid  down  in 
§  14,  supra,  involves  the  corollary 
that  the  master  is  in  default  as  re- 
spects his  servants,  unless  the  appli- 
ances furnished  are  such  as  would 
conmfiend  themselves  to  a  reason- 
ably prudent  man.  He  is  bound  to 
furnish  such  appli- 
ances as  are  reason-  M^^ut-^tety 
ably  safe  and  suit-  ;;»X2!JSt?. 
able — such  as  a 
prudent  man  would  furnish  if  his 
own  life  were  exposed  to  the  danger 
that  would  result  from  unsuitable 
or  unsafe  appliances.  In  order  to 
discharge  this  obligation,  he  must 
see  that  the  instrumentalities  which 
he  furnishes  are  in  'proper  condi- 
tion ; '  that  is  to  say,  in  'a  condition 
which  shall  not  endanger  the  safety 
of  the  employed,'  or  in  such  a  con- 
dition 'that  an  employee  can  per- 
form all  the  duties  required  of  him 
with  reasonable  safety,'  or  in  such 
a  condition  that  it  shall  be  'reason- 
ably probable  that  injury  will  not 
occur  in  the  exercise  of  the  employ- 
ment.' Such  being  the  general 
character  of  the  master's  obliga- 
tions, the  doctrine  is  now  regarded 
as  axiomatic  that  the  employer  is 


684 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS, .  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R, 


bound  to  furnish  adequate  mate- 
rials, and  means,  and  resources 
suitable  to  accomplish  the  work; 
that  is  to  say,  all  that  is  necessary 
to  carry  on  the  business,  including 
premises  reasonably  safe  for  that 
purpose/'  In  this  case  the  car  of 
coal,  with  its  sliding  door  to  be  op- 
ened, was  an  instrumentalily  fur- 
nished plaintiff,  with  which,  and 
about  which,  to  work.  There  is 
some  evidence  that  it  was  in  a  de- 
fective and  dangerous  condition, 
and  that  such  condition  could  have 
been  easily  ascertained  if  any  at- 
tention had  been  given  to  it  when  it 
was  set  out  for  unloading.  The 
plaintiff  went  to  it  to  unload  it  on 
a  dark  night,  equipped  with  no  light 
by  which  he  could  see  and  determine 
conditions,  save  that  of  a  lantern 
provided  him  by  the  defendant. 
The  question  of  whether  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence was  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  determined  in  his  favor.  The 
jury  were  properly  instructed  that 


plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless 
they  should  find  that  his  injury  was 
the  direct  and  proximate  result  of 
defendant's  neglect  to  use  ordinary 
care  to  keep  and  maintain  said  car 
and  the  door  thereof  in  a  safe  con- 
dition to  be  unloaded,  without  in- 
jury to  those  performing  the  work. 
While  the  petition  may  be  subject 
to  some  slight  criticism  in  not  being 
sufficiently  full  and  specific  in  stat- 
ing defective  and  unsafe  conditions, 
yet  the  proof  was  directed  and  in- 
structions given  on  this  theory,  and 
we  have  no  doubt  but  that  it  was  tiie 
correct  theory  of  the  case.  We  have 
read  the  entire  record,  and  believe 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and 
that  no  reversible  error  has  been 
shown. 
The  case  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 

Petition    for    rehearing    denied, 
December  17, 1912. 


ANNOTATION. 

Elements  bearing  direcdy  upon  the  iqpiaBty  of  a  contract  as  affectmg  the  char- 
acter of  one  as  independent  contractor. 


L  In  g:eneral: 

§     1.  Scope,  686. 

i  2.  Effect  of  provisions  in  stat- 
utes and  municipal  ordi- 
nances, 686. 

I  3.  Identification  of  contractor 
and  his  servants  for  the 
purpose  of  determining 
the  significance  of  an  ex- 
ercise of  control,  687. 
II.  Stipulations    construed    as    investing 

the  employer  with  powers 
of  control  which  do  not 
extend  to  the  details  of  the 
work: 

I     4.  In  general,  687. 

i  5.  Stipulations  requiring  the 
contractor  to  satisfy  a  cer^ 
tain  standard,  693. 

I  6.  Stipulations  by  which  the 
employer  is  empowered  in 
general  terms  to  give  di- 
rections concerning  the 
work,  697. 


Il.^-continued. 

8  7.  Stipulations  by  which  the 
employer  is  empowered  to 
give  directions  with  regard 
to  particular  matters,  702. 
I  8.  Other  stipulations  importing 
a  reservation  of  a  certain 
degree  of  control  over  the 
work,  707. 
t     9.  Typical  contracts  relating  to 

various  descriptions 
of  work: 
1  (a)  Work   performed  for 
railroad   eompanies» 
709. 

(b)  Work  with  respect  to 

buildings,  709. 

(c)  Construction   of  sew- 

ersy  709. 

(d)  Laying      gas      pipes, 

709. 

(e)  Work  with  respect  to 

timber,  710. 
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n.  9— continued. 

(f )  Operation  of  quarries, 
710. 
UL  Stipulations   eonstrued   as   investing 

the  employer  with  powers 
of  control  which  extend  to 
the  details  of  the  work: 
I  10.  In  general,  710. 
i  11.  Stipulations     requiring     the 
contractor    to    satisfy    a 
certain  standard,  710. 
I  12.  Stipulations    by    which    the 
employer  is  authorized  in 
general  terms  to  give  di- 
rections    concerning     the 
work,  712. 
f  18.  Stipulations    by    which    the 
employer  is  empowered  to 
give    directions    with    re- 
gard   to    particular    mat- 
ters, 719. 
I  14.  Typical  contracts  relating  to 

various     kinds     of 
work: 
1  (a)  Work   performed    for 
railroad   companies, 
721. 

(b)  Work  with  respect  to 

buildings,  721. 

(c)  Construction  of  high- 

ways, 721. 

(d)  Construction   of  sew- 

er, 721. 

(e)  Construction    of   tele- 

phone system,  721. 

(f)  Scavenging       work, 

721. 

IV.  Oral  evidence  with  respect  to  the  ex- 

tent of  the  power  of  con- 
trol reserved  to  the  em- 
ployer: 

I  16.  Evidence  relating  specifically 
to  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract as  entered  into,  721. 

I  16.  Evidence  as  to  the  conduct  or 
words  of  the  parties  dur- 
ing the  progress  of  the 
work,  725. 

I  17.  Same  subject;  independence 
of  contract  predicated, 
727. 

I  18.  Same  subject;  independence 
of  contract  negatived, 
735. 

V.  Circumstantial  evidence  bearing  upon 

the  quality  of  the  contract: 

§  19.  Introductory,  744. 

§  20.  Special  skill  required  for  the 
performance  of  the  stipu- 
lated work,  745. 

I  21.  Humble  industrial  status  of 
the  person  employed,  745. 

f  22.  Financial  irresponsibility  of 
the  person  employed,  751. 


v.— continued. 

i  23.  Contractor     bound     or     not 
bound     to     perform     the 
work  himself,  751. 
I  24.  Partition  of  the  work  among 

several  contractors,  754. 
t  25.  Footing  upon  which  the  re- 
muneration of  the  person 
employed      is      computed, 
755. 
-  f  26.  Employer  entitled  to  termi- 
nate the  employment,  761* 
i  27.  Employer     not     entitled     to 
terminate  the  employment, 
765. 
t  28.  Contract  not  terminable  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  per- 
son employed,  766. 
I  29.  Employer  entitled  or  not  en- 
titled   to    discharge 
the  workmen   hired 
by  the  contractor: 

(a)  Right  vested   in   em- 

ployer, 766. 

(b)  Right   not   vested    in 

employer,  768. 
(e)  Bearing  of  th^ee  cir- 
cumstances       upon 
the       question       of 
^  special      temporary 

service,  76d. 
I  80.  Employer  empowered  to  con- 
trol  the   employment   and 
discharge  of  the  workmen, 
769. 
t  81.  Contract  not  to  be  iassigned 
or  sublet  without  the  em- 
ployer's permission,  770. 
I  82.  Party  by  whom  the  wages  of 

the        contractor's 
servants  paid: 
(a)  Payment  by  the  con- 

tractee,  772. 
<by  Pajrment  by  the  con- 
tractor, 773. 

(c)  Bearing  of  these  cir- 

cumstances upon  the 
question  of  special, 
temporary     service, 
774. 
I  88.  Contractor  bound  to  furnish 
the  labor  required  for  the 
work,  774. 
I  84.  Contractor  bound  to  furnish 
the   materials   and    appli- 
ances    required     for     the 
work,  776. 
8  85.  Contractor  bound  to  furnish 
both  the  labor  and  appli- 
ances, 777. 
8  36.  Employer   bound   to   furnish 
the   materials    and    appli- 
ances    required     for     the 
work,  778. 


686 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


v.— continued. 

t  37.  Employer's^  surrender  or  re- 
tention of  the  con- 
trol of  the  place  of 
work: 

(a)  Control    surrendered, 

781. 

(b)  Control  retained, 

784. 

I  88.  Arrangements  with  regard  to 
the  medical  treatment  of 
the  workmen  hired  by  the 
person  employed.  787. 

I  89.  Arrangements  with  regard  to 
insurance  against  liability, 
787. 

I  40.  Obligation  of  contractor  to 
indemnify  employer  for 
injuries  resulting  from  the 
work,  788. 

i  41.  Contractor  a  stockholder  in 
employing  company,  789. 

i  42.  Contractor  a  director  of  em- 
ploying company,  789. 

I  42a.  Contracting  company  an 
auxiliary  of  the  employing 
company,  790. 

I  48.  Custom  or  usage,  790. 

/.  In  general, 

§  1.  Seope. 

The  evidential  elements  with  refer- 
ence to  which  the  quality  of  the  con- 
tract is  determinable  fall  into  two 
categories,  viz.: 

(1)  Those  which  have  a  direct 
bearing  upon  the  question  whether 
the  person  employed  was  free  from  or 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  employ- 
er with  respect  to  the  details  of  the 
stipulated  work. 

(2)  Those  of  a  circumstantial  de- 
scription, which  possess  a  merely  in- 
direct and  inferential  significance 
with  respect  to  that  question.    . 


V^— continued. 

§  44.  Miscellaneous    facts — tending 
to  show  that  the  person 
employed  was   an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  790. 
I  45.  — tending  to  prove  that  the 
person  employed  was  a 
servant,  792. 
f  46.  — ^not   inconsistent   with   the 
inference  that  the  per- 
son   employed    was    an 
independent    contractor, 
793. 
I  47.  — ^not   inconsistent   with    the 
inference  that  the  per- 
son    employed     was     a 
servant,  796. 
I  48.  — ^irrelevant    or    immaterial, 

796. 
i  49.  Bad  faith  on  employer's  part 
in    respect    of    making    a 
contract     independent     in 
form,  796. 
i  50.  Virtual    identity   of  employ- 
ing   and    employed    com- 
panies    or     partnerships, 
802. 
i  51.  Estoppel  of  employer  to  aver 
indei>endenc6   of  contract, 
807. 

The  probative  significance  which 
has  been  ascribed  to  the  various  ele- 
ments belonging  to  both  of  these 
categories  is  discussed  in  the  present 
monograph. 

§  2.  Effect  of  provieiona  in  statutes  and 
municipal  ordinances. 

The  independence  of  a  contract  for 
the  performance  of  municipal  work  ia 
necessarily  negatived,  where  it  is 
made  with  reference  to  a  statute  or 
ordinance  containing  a  provision  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  place  the  contrac- 
tor completely  under  the  control  of 
some  designated  agent  of  the  munici- 
pality during  the  progress  of  the 
work.* 


» In  Harper  v.  Milwaukee  (1872)  30 
Wis.  365  (earth  dug  from  a  trench 
was  left  in  such  a  position  that  the 
water  in  a  drain  was  obstructed  and 
diverted  onto  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises), the  independence  of  a  contract 
with  a  city  for  the  building  of  a  sew- 
er was  held  to  be  negatived,  where 
the  contract  was  let  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  a  statute  by  virtue  of 
which  the  board  of  public  works  had 
full  and  complete  contt^l  of  the  man- 
ner of  the  perfbrmnn^ift  of  the  work 


by  the  contractor  during  the  progress 
thereof,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  that 
board  to  reserve,  in  the  contract  for 
building  the  sewer,  the  right  to  deter- 
mine finally  all  questions  as  to  the 
proper  performance  thereof,  or  the 
doing  of  the  work  therein  specified, 
and,  in  case  at  imperfect  or  improper 
performance,  to  suspend  the  work,  to 
order  a  reconstruction  thereof/  or  to 
relet  the  work  to  some  other  party. 
Wis.  Private  &  Local  Laws  1M9,  chap. 
3d9,  §!  11,  17,  chap.  401,  i  12.     The 
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$  3>  Identification  of  contractor  and  hi9 
servants  for  the  purpose  of  determin' 
ing  the  eigntficomce  of  an  egcerciee  of 
control. 

In  the  eases  in  which  the  effect  of 
evidence  that  the  employer  exercised 
control  over  the  performance  of  the 
work  has  been  considered,  the  courts 
have  proceeded  upon  the  theory  that 
the  contractor  is  so  far  identified  with 
his  servants  that  the  probative  sig- 
nificance of  such  evidence  does  not  in 
any  wise  depend  upon  whether  the 
control  was  exercised  with  respect  to 
the  contractor  himself,  or  to  his  serv- 
ants.^ In  a  logical  point  of  view  this 
theory  would  seem  to  be  unassailable. 


II.  StipuMatUms  conetrued  as  investing 
the  employer  with  powers  of  control 
which  40  not  eoBtend  to  thm  detaUa  of 
the  work. 

§  4.  In  general. 

The  general  doctrine  is  well  estab- 
lished, that  stipulations  wliich  entitle 
the  employer  to  exercise  a  certain 
measure  of  control  over  the  work,  but 
go  no  further  than  to  enable  him  to 
secure  that  it  shall  be  properly  per- 
formed, do  not  affect  the  quality  of 
contracts  which,  apart  from  those 
stipulations,  would  be  construed  as 
independent.^    In  other  words,  the  re- 


court,  not  having  the  contract  before 
it,  entertained  the  presumption  that 
it  was  made  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute.  See  also 
KoUock  V.  Madison  (189a)  84  Wis. 
468,  54  N.  W.  726. 

In  St.  Paul  V.  Seitz  (1859)  8  Minn. 
297,  Gil.  206,  74  Am.  Dec.  768  (plain- 
tiff fell  into  an  excavation  made  in 
the  course  of  the  grading  of  a  street), 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  that 
the  city  of  St  Paul  should  ''retain 
that  supervisory  and  directory  power 
over  the  details  of  the  work  and  the 
manner  of  its  performance  which  is 
so  valuable  to  the  citizen  in  protect- 
ing his  person  and  property  against 
the  carelessness  of  irresponsible  con- 
tractors,'* was  held  to  be  a  necessary 
inference,  for  the  reason  that  the 
charter  provided  as  follows:  'The 
said  street  commissioners  shall  have, 
power  to  order  and  contract  for 
the  making,  grading,  repairing,  and 
cleansing  of  streets,  alleys,  public 
ground,  reservoirs,  gutters,  and  sew- 
ers within  their  respective  wards,  and 
to  direct  and  control  the  persons  em- 
ployed therein.'* 

In  Seattle  v.  Busby  (1880)  2  Wash. 
Terr.  26,  8  Pac.  180,  and  Smith  v. 
Seattle  (1899)  20  Wash.  618,  66  Pac. 
389,  the  independence  of  the  con- 
tracts in  question  was  held  to  be  neg- 
atived by  the  fact  that  they  were 
made  with  reference  to  ordinances 
which  declared  that  the  stipulated 
work  was  to  be  done  "under  the  su- 
pervision" of  the  designated  agents 
of  the  defendants.  See,  however,  cases 
cited  in  §  12,  infra. 

In  Cooper  v.  Seattle  (1897)  16 
Wash.  462,  68  Am.  St  Rep.  46,  47  Pac. 
887,  the  charter  of  the  defendant  city 


provided  that  such  improvements  as 
were  made  by  contractors  should  be 
"under  the  management"  of  its  board 
of  public  works.  But  the  decision 
holding  that  the  contractor  was  a 
servant  of  the  city  was  apparently 
founded  entirely  on  the  stipulations 
of  the  contract  itself. 

See  also  Kaler  v.  Puget  Sound  B.  & 
O.  Go.  (reported  herewith,  ante,  674). 

^  For  cases  in  which  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract  was  held  not  to 
be  destroyed  by  proof  of  the  exercise 
of  a  certain  measure  of  control  over 
the  contractor's  servants,  see  Chicago 
Hydraulic  Press  Brick  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell (1904)  116  IlL  App.  822  (employ- 
er directed  driver  of  contractor's 
wagon  where  to  haul  certain  bricks, 
how  to  load  them,  and  where  to  deliv- 
er them) ;  Cohen  v.  Western  Electric 
Co.  (WOO;  App.  T.)  50  Misc.  660,  99 
N.  Y.  Supp.  526  (clerk  of  employer  of 
trucking  firm  gave  directions  as  to 
where  the  drivers  were  to  take  the 
goods.). 

*  "The  right  of  the  employer  to  ex- 
ercise a  limited  control  over  the  work, 
without  thereby  destroying  the  inde- 
pendent character  of  the  contract, 
has  been  recognized  by  the  courts  in 
numerous  cases.  The  rule  seems  to 
be  well  established  that  where  the 
control  reserved  does  not  apply  to  the 
mode  or  manner  of  having  the  work 
done,  and  does  not  in  any  way  take 
the  work  out  of  the  hands  of  the  con- 
tractor, it  will  not  destroy  the  inde- 
pendent nature  of  the  contract.  .  .  . 
In  other  words,  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  is  not  to  be  inferred  from 
the  reservation  by  the  employer  of 
powers  which  do  not  deprive  the  con-, 
tractor  of  his  right  to  use  his  own 
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methodfl  in  accordance  with  his  con- 
tract." St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Madden  (1908)  77  Kan.  80,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  788,  98  Pac.  586. 

"The  mere  fact  that  a  proprietor 
retains  a  general  supervision  over 
work  to  be  constructed  for  him  by 
another,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying 
himself  that  the  contractor  carries 
out  the  stipulations  of  his  contract, 
does  not  make  him,  the  proprietor,  re- 
sponsible for  the  wrongs  done  to  third 
persons  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
work."  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitchell- 
Borne  Constr.  Co.  (1915)  186  La.  805, 
19  A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

If  the  other  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract are  such  as  render  the  person 
employed  an  independent  contractor, 
he  will  not  be  converted  into  a  serv- 
ant by  the  insertion  of  stipulations 
reserving  to  the  employer  **the  right 
to  change,  inspect,  and  supervise  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  produce  the 
result  intended  by  the  contract."  Up- 
pington  V.  New  York  (1901)  165  N.  Y. 
222,  58  L.R.A.  550,  59  N.  E.  91,  9  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  115. 

"The  mere  fact  of  direction  as  to 
things  to  be  done,  without  control 
over  the  methods  or  means  of  doing 
them,  does  not  make  a  contractor  a 
servant."  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  § 
164 — quoted  in  Powley  v.  Vivian  &  Co. 
(1915)  169  App.  Div.  170,  154  N.  Y. 
Supp.  426,  10  N.  G.  C.  A.  835. 

In  one  case  the  broad  rule  was  laid 
down  that  the  mere  right  of  the  de* 
fendant  to  supervise  the  work  so  far 
as  to  see  whether  it  was  done  accord- 
ing to  contract  does  not  throw  the  re- 
sponsibility, if  any,  of  the  contractor, 
on  the  employer.  Welsh  v.  Lehigh  & 
W.  Coal  Co.  (1886)  2  Sadler  (Pa.)  319, 
5  Atl.  4& 

"It  is  now  an  accepted  rule  that 
supervision  of  such  work  [i.  e.,  build- 
ing a  railway]  may  be  retained  with- 
out interfering  with  the  independent 
action  or  liability  of  contractors  who 
have  engaged  to  perform  it,  or  subdi- 
visions of  it."  Larson  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  (1892)  110  Ma  234,  16 
L.R.A.  330,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  439,  19 
S.  W.  416. 

"Although  the  employer  may  have 
had  an  agent  who  supervised  the  work 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  seeing  that  it 
was  done  in  conformity  to  the  con- 
tract, without  interfering  as  to  the 
particular  method  in  which  it  was 
done,  or  the  means  by  which  a  given 
result  was  to  be  accomplished,  that 


would  not  be  in  law  a  control  and  di- 
rection of  the  work  by  her;  and  she 
would  not  be  responsible  for  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  work  was  done." 
Harrison  v.  Kiser  (1887)  79  6a.  588, 
4  S.  £.  820  (language  of  headnote 
prepared  by  the  court). 

An  employer  cannot  be  held  liable 
for  the  acts  of  a  contractor  merely 
because  his  engineer  has  a  general 
supervision  of  the  work,  where  the 
power  of  such  engineer  is  "linuted  to 
the  manner  of  its  accomplishment, 
and  the  time  within  which  it  should 
be  finished,  rather  than  the  means  to 
be  need."  Edmundson  v.  Pittsburgh, 
M.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  (1885)  111  Pa.  316,  2 
Atl.  404. 

A  contract  is  none  the  less  inde- 
pendent because  the  employer's  rep- 
resentative has  the  right  to  see  that 
the  work  is  properly  done.  Murphy 
V.  Ottawa  (1887)  18  Ont.  Rep.  334. 

One  of  the  stipulations  which,  in 
Mobley  v.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co.  (1919)  68 
Ind.  App.  308,  119  N.  E.  477,  was  held 
to  be  independent,  was  that  the  con- 
tractor should  provide  facilities  for 
inspection  by  the  employer. 

In  Reedie  v.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1849)  4  Exch.  244,  154  Eng.  Reprint, 
1201,  6  Eng.  Ry.  &  C.  Cas.  184,  20  L. 
J.  Exch.  N.  S.  65,  a  provision  by  which 
the  employer  reserved  a  general  pow- 
er of  watching  the  work  was  treated 
as  inrniaterial.  In  fact,  it  was  not 
even  contended  by  counsel  that  it 
changed  the  relation  of  the  parties  to 
that  of  master  and  servant. 

In  Crudup  v.  Schreiner  (1901)  98 
111.  App.  337,  the  provision  which  was 
held  not  to  affect  the  independence  of 
a  subcontractor  was  contained  in  the 
following  contract  between  the  prin- 
cipal employer  and  the  contractor  in 
chief:  "The  contractor  must  person- 
ally superintend  the  whole  of  this 
work  at  all  times  in  every  detail,  or 
appoint  a  competent  foreman  to  rep- 
resent him,  to  whom  all  necessary  or- 
ders may  be  given  from  time  to  time 
during  the  progress  of  the  work." 

In  Thurston  v.  Kansas  City  Termi- 
nal R.  Co.  (1914)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  168 
S.  W.  236,  it  was  provided  by  one  of 
the  clauses  in  a  contract  for  the  dem- 
olition of  a  building  belonging  to  the 
defendant  company  that  it  should 
name  and  furnish  a  man  to  look  after 
its  interest  while  the  work  was  in 
progress,  who  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
other  party  a  sum  of  not  less  than  $15 
per  week,  until  the  work  was   com- 
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pletecL  Held»  that  the  provision  did 
not  operate  so  as  to  repel  Uie  infer- 
ence, deducible  from  the  residue  of 
the  contract^  that  the  person  em- 
ployed was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor. 

In  Arkansas  Natural  Gas  Co.  ▼• 
Miller  (1912)  106  Ark.  477,  152  S.  W. 
147,  a  written  contract  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  pipe  line,  whereby  the 
contractors  agreed  to  furnish  the 
material  and  do  the  work  for  a  stipu- 
lated price,  provided  that  '*all  mate- 
rial furnished  by  the  said  contractor 
in  the  construction  and  laying  of  said 
pipe  line,  and  all  work  done,  should 
be  subject  to  the  inspection  and  ap- 
proval of  the  company,  or  its  duly  au- 
thorized agent,  and  that  the  said  in- 
spection shall  be  made  as  work  pro- 
gresses, and  that  any  defective  mate- 
rials, or  workmanship,  shall  be  pointed 
out  by  it  as  soon  as  the  same  is  dis- 
covered*  and  the  said  defect  shall  be 
at  once  remedied  by  the  said  contrac- 
tor.'' Held,  that  this  provision  did 
not  operate  so  as  to  render  the  d^ 
fendant  liable  for  the  negligent  acts, 
of  the  contractors  or  their  servants. 

In  Mason  &  H.  Co.  v.  Highland 
(1909)  —  Ky.  — ,  116  S.  W.  320,  an 
instruction  by  which  the  jury  were 
told  that  the  employers  were  not  li- 
able for  an  injury  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff,  while  in  the  service  of  an 
independent  contractor,  but  which 
contained  the  qualifying  statement 
that  such  liability  would  be  predica- 
ble  if  they  retained  control  of  the 
stipulated  work,  was  held  erroneous 
in  respect  of  its  not  sufficiently  in- 
forming the  jury  that  the  employers 
might,  without  destroying  the  inde- 
pendent character  of  the  contract,  re- 
tain control  of  the  work,  to  the  extent 
of  seeing  that  it  was  done  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract. 

In  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitchell-Borne 
Constr.  Co.  (1915)  186  La.  805,  19 
A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888,  the  con- 
tract between  the  water  board  of  New 
Orleans  and  a  construction  company 
contained  the  following  provision,  ap- 
parently inserted  ex  abundanti  can- 
tela:  "It  is  well  understood  that  the 
right  of  supervision  by  the  general 
superintendent  and  other  employees 
of  the  board  will  not  make  the  con- 
tractor an  agent  of  the  board,  and 
that  the  liability  of  the  contractor  for 
all  damages  to  public  or  private  prop- 
erty arising  from  the  contractor's 
execution  of  the  work  shall  not  be 
20  A.L.R.— 44. 


lessened  because  of  such  right  of  su- 
pervision. Such  right  of  supervision 
is  retained  in  order  to  insure  to  the 
board  the  completion  of  the  work  ac- 
cording to  the  specifications,  and  to 
insure  the  public  in  general  from  all 
unnecessary  inconveniences  during 
the  construction  of  the  work."  Such 
a  provision  was  undoubtedly  binding, 
as  the  court  laid  down,  upon  the  two 
parties  to  the  contract.  But  a  stipula- 
tion of  this  sort  would  clearly  be  in- 
effectual to  relieve  the  contractee  of 
responsibility  for  the  contractor's  de- 
faults, if  the  right  of  supervision  re- 
served by  the  contract  had  actually 
been  sufficiently  extensive  to  place  the 
former  in  the  position  of  a  master 
with  regard  to  the  latter. 

For  other  cases  in  which  the  doc- 
trine stated  in  the  text  has  been 
recognized,  see: 

Alabama.  —  Chattahoochee  ft  6.  R. 
Co.  V.  Behrman  (1908)  136  Ala.  508, 
85  So.  182. 

.  Arkansas. — St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co. 
V.  Knott  (1891)  54  Ark.  424,  16  S.  W. 
9;  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilli- 
han  (1906)  77  Ark.  561,  92  S.  W.  793; 
Arkansas  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Miller 
(1912)  105  Ark.  477,  152  S.  W.  147; 
Arkansas  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Se- 
crist  (1915)  118  Ark.  561,  177  S.  W. 
37. 

CaHfoniia.r— 4yreen  v.  Soule  (1904) 
145  Cal.  96,  78  Pac.  337,  17  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  8;  Donlon  Bros.  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1916)  173  CSal.  250, 
159  Pac.  715;  Johnson  v.  Helbing 
(1907)  6  Cal.  App.  424,  92  Pac.  360; 
Buckingham  v.  Commary-Peterson  Co. 
(1919)  39  Cal.  App.  154,  178  Pac.  318. 

Connecticut.  —  Norwalk  Gaslight 
C^.  V.  Norwalk  (1898)  63  Ck>nn.  495, 
28  Atl.  32. 

INsttict  oi  Columbia.  —  Philadel- 
phia, B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Karr  (1912)  38 
App.  D.  C.  193,  —  A.L.R.  — 

Georgiai^-Lee  v.  Atlanta,  B.  &  A.  R. 
Co.  (1911)  9  Ga.  App.  752,  72  S.  E. 
165. 

Illinois.— Nevins  v.  Peoria  (1886) 
41  111.  502,  89  Am.  Dec.  392;  Pfau  v. 
Williamson  (1872)  63  111.  16;  Pioneer 
Fireproof  (Constr.  Co.  v.  Hansen 
(1898)  176  111.  100,  52  N.  E.  17;  Boyd 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1905)  217 
111.  332,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  253,  75  N.  E. 
496  ("only  a  right  of  general  super- 
vision and  inspection  to  see  that  the 
contract  was  properly  performed'^; 
Bayer  ▼.  Chicago,  M.  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
(1896)  68  ni.  App.  219;  Cary  v.  Chi- 
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cago  (1895)  60  111.  App.  841;  Fiti- 
patrick  v.  Chicago  ft  W.  I.  R.  Go. 
(1889)  31  111.  App.  649,  appeal  dis- 
missed in  (1891)  139  111.  248,  28  N.  E. 
837;  Geist  v.  Rothschild  (1900)  90  111. 
App.  324;  Bjomson  y*.  Saccoiw  (1899) 
88  111.  App.  6  (contractor  agreed  to 
''permit  the  owners  and  all  persona 
appointed  by  them  to  visit  and  inspect 
the  said  work,  or  any  part  thereof,  at 
all  times  and  places,  during  the  prog- 
ress of  the  same,  and  shall  provide 
sufficient,  safe,  and  proper  facilities 
for  such  inspection'^ ;  Vacker  v. 
Yeager  (1909)  161  111.  App.  144;  Fell 
V.  Chicago  Bldg.  A  Special  (Tonstr*  Co. 
(1914)  187  111.  App.  286. 

Indiana^ — ^New  Albany  Forge  A 
Rolling  Mill  v.  Cooper  (1891)  131  Ind. 
363,  30  N.  £.  294;  Staldter  v.  Hunt- 
ington (1899)  153  Ind.  354,  55  K  E. 
88;  Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Bppley  (1914) 
181  Ind.  219,  104  N.  E.  66,  Ann.  Gas. 
1916D,  220;  Prest-0-Lite  Go.  ▼.  Skeel 
(1914)  182  Ind.  693,  106  N.  E.  867, 
Ann.  Gas.  1917A,  474,  7  N.  G.  G.  A. 
724  (contract  provided  that  the  own^- 
er,  through  a  person  called  an  in'* 
specter,  should  have  the  authority  to 
examine  the  materials  furnished,  and 
to  condemn  those  which  did  not  con- 
form to  the  prescribed  standard,  and 
that  his  inspector  could  also  arrest 
the  progress  of  the  work  if  he  found 
that  it  was  not  conforming  to  the 
standard  prescribed  in  the  contract) ; 
Julius  Keller  Gonstr.  Co.  v.  Herkless 
(1916)  69  Ind.  App.  472,  109  N.  E. 
797. 

Iowa.  —  Hughbanks  v«  Boston 
Invest.  Ck).  (1894)  92  Iowa,  267,  60  N. 
W.  640;  Kelleher  v.  Schmitt  ft  H. 
Mfg.  Ck>.  (1907)  122  Iowa,  636,  98  N. 
W.  482. 

Kansas. — ^PottorfF  v.  Fidelity  Ck>al 
Min.  Co.  (1912)  86  Kan.  774,  122 
Pac.  120  (in  syllabus  of  court). 

Louisiana. — ^Robichaux  v.  Morgan's 
L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (1912)  131  Ik. 
727,    60    So.    206;     Lutenbacher    v.- 
Mitchell-Borne  Constr.  Co.  (1915)  136 
La.  805,  19  A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

Massachusetts. — Harding  v.  Boston 
(1896)  163  Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411; 
Gorham  v.  Cross  (1878)  125  Mass. 
232,  28  Am.  Rep.  224;  Morgan  v. 
Smith  (1893)  159  Mass.  570,  36  N.  E. 
101. 

Michigan.  —  Bacon  v.  Candler 
(1914)  181  Mich.  372,  148  N.  W.  194. 

Missouri. — Crenshaw  v.  Ullman 
(1892)  113  Mo.  633,  20  S.  W-  1077; 
McKinley  v..  Chicago,  S.  F.  A  C.  R.'^  Co. 


(1890)  40  Mo.  App.  449;  Ege  v. 
Phceniz  Brick  A  Gonstr.  Go.  (1906) 
118  Mo.  App.  630,  94  S.  W.  999. 

New  York.  —  Uppington  ▼.  New 
York  (1901)  166  N.  Y.  222,  68  L.R.A. 
660,  69  N.  E.  91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  116; 
Froelich  v.  New  York  (1910)  199  N. 
Y.  466,  98  N.  E.  79,  modifying  judg- 
ment in  (1908)  129  App.  Div.  909,  144 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1127  (''right  to  Change,  su- 
pervise, and  inspect  to  the  extent  nec- 
essary to  produce  the  result  intended 
by  the  contract^) ;  Herman  v.  Buffalo 
(1916)  214  N.  Y.  316,  108  N.  E.  461; 
Hawke  v.  Brown  (1898)  28  App.  Div. 
37,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1082;  Duerr  y. 
Consolidated  Gas  Co.  (1908)  86  App. 
Div.  14,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  714;  Carpenter 
V.  New  York  (1906)  116  App.  Div.  662, 
101  N.  Y.  Supp.  402;  Jaskoey  v.  Con- 
solidated Gas  Go.  (1900)  33  Misc.  790, 
67  N.  Y.  Supp.  976;  Gardner  v.  Ben- 
nett (1874)  6  Jones  A  S.  197;  Clare  v. 
National  City  Bank  (1876)  8  Jones  A 
S.  104. 

North  Carolina.— Denny  v.  Burling- 
ton (1911)  166  N.  G.  89,  70  3.  B.  1086, 
8  N.  G.  G.  A.  922 ;  Hopper  v.  Ordway 
(1911)  167  N.  G.  126,  72  S.  E.  839; 
Johnson  v.  Carolina,  G.  A  O.  R.  Co. 
(1911)  157  N.  C.  382,  72  S.  E.  1067; 
Bmbler  v.  Gloucester  Lumber  Go. 
(1914)  167  N.  G:  467,  63  S.  E.  740. 

Oklahoma.  —  Bokoshe  Smokeless 
Goal  Go.  V.  Morehead  (1912)  34  Okla. 
424,  126  Pac.  1033  (coal  company  re- 
served the  right  to  inspect,  examine, 
and  survey  the  premises  at  any  time, 
and  it  was  agreed  that  all  the  "work- 
ings'' on  the  premises  should  be  done 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the 
company). 

Oregm..— 43iaconi  v.  Astoria  (1911) 
60  Or.  12,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1150,  118 
Pac.  866,  118  Pac.  180. 

Pennsylvania. — Reed  v.  Allegheny 
(1876)  79  Pa.  300;  Wray  v.  Evans 
(1875)  80  Pa.  102;  Welsh  v.  Parrish 
(1892)  148  Pa.  599,  24  Atl.  86;  Miller 
V.  Merritt  (1905)  211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl. 
608. 

Texas, — Simonton  v.   Perry    (1901) 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  62  S.  W.  1090; 
Edmundson  v.  Coca-Cola  Co.   (1912) 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  150  S.  W.  273. 
Virginia,— Bibb  v.  Norfolk  A  W.  R. 

Co.  (1891)  87  Va.  711,  14  S.  E.  163. 

Washington. — Miller  v.  Moran  Bros. 
(3o.  (1905)  39  Waih.  631,  1  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  288,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  917.  8i 
Pac.  1089;  Larson  v.  American  Bridge 
Co.  (1905)  40  Wash.  224,  111  Am.  St. 
Rep.  904.  82  Pac.  294 ;  Gary  v.  Spark- 
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lation  of  master  and  servant  is  not 
inferable  from  the  reservation  of 
powers  which  do  not  "deprive  the  con- 
tractor of  his  right  to  do  the  work 
according  to  his  own  initiative,  so 
long  as  he  does  it  in  accordance  with 
his  contract.''  • 

It  would  seem  that,  in  the  final 
analysis,  this  doctrine  may  appropri- 
ately be  referred  to  the  consideration 
that,  to  every  agreement  by  which 
one  person  undertakes  to  produce 
certain  concrete  results  for  the  bene- 
fit of  another,  there  is  attached  an 
implied  condition  that  the  latter  per- 
son shall  have  the  right  of  refusing 
to  accept  the  results  finally  obtained, 
if  they  do  not  constitute  a  satisfac* 
tory  execution  of  the  agreement.' 


The  courts  have  also  emphasised 
the  special  consideration^  appropri- 
ate, more  particularly,  to  formal 
contracts  of  a  somewhat  elaborate  de- 
scription, that  the  question  whether 
the  person  employed  was  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  or  a  mere  servant 
''is  not  determined  solely  by  the  re- 
tention of  a  certain  kind  or  degree  of 
supervision  by  the  employer.  It  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  contract  as  a 
whole, — by  its  spirit  and  essence, — 
and  not  by  the  phraseology  of  a  single 
sentence  or  paragraph/**  The  ef- 
fect of  applying  this  test  to  a  stipu- 
lation which  on  its  face  may  be 
understood  as  reserving  to  the  em- 
ployer either  a  complete  power  of 
control  over  the  woik,  or  as  confer- 


man  &  M.  Co.  (1911)  62  Wash.  363,  -^ 
A.L.R.  — ,  113  Pac.  1093;  North  Bend 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S.  R. 
Co.  (1913)  76  Wash.  232,  135  Pac. 
1017;  Watson  v.  Hecla  Min.  Co. 
(1914)  79  Wash.  383,  140  Pac.  317 
(stipulation  "to  do  all  in  a  workman- 
like and  substantial  manner,  the  same 
to  be  inspected  by  the  foreman"  of 
the  contractee) ;  Johnston  v.  Seattle 
Taxicab  &  Transfer  Co.  (1915)  86 
Wash.  551,  148  Pac.  900  (arguendo). 

Canada. — ^Ballentine  v.  Ontario  Pipe 
Line  Co.  (1908)  16  Ont  L.  Rep.  654 
(contract  assumed  by  single  judge  to 
be  independent) ;  Smith  v.  Montreal 
(1917)  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  52  C.  S.  284 
(decision  of  single  judge) ;  Smith  v. 
Ulen  (1914)  —  Alberta  L.  R.  — ,  17 
D.  L.  R.  400  (decision  of  single  judge). 
See  also  the  cases  cited  in  the  fol-* 
lowing  sections. 

'A  phrase  used  by  Rigby,  L.  J.,  in 
Hardaker  v.  Idle  Diet  (Council  [1896] 
1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  335,  353,  65  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  863,  74  L.  T.  N.  S.  69,  44  Week. 
Rep.  823,  60  J.  P.  196. 

In  a  Canadian  case.  Osier,  J.  A.,  ex« 
pressed  the  opinion  that  the  legal  cri- 
terion for  determining  the  question 
whether  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  existed  was  whether  the  al* 
leged  master  had  the  power  of  con- 
lolling  the  work  which  the  alleged 
servant  was  doing  for  him,  '4n  re- 
spect t»  anything  not  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  proper  doing  of  the 
work."  Saunders  v.  Toronto  (1899) 
26  Ont.  App.  Rep.  265. 

'The  logical  connection  thus  sug- 
gested   ia   traceable  in   such  a   pas- 


sage as  the  following:  "Was  there  a 
control  or  direction  of  the  person 
in  opposition  to  a  mere  right  to  ob- 
ject to  the  quality  or  description  of 
the  work  done?  Where,  this  ele- 
ment of  personal  control  is  found, 
then  responsibility,  either  for  mal- 
feasance or  nonfeasance,  for  fault 
or  negligence,  will  attach  not  only 
to  the  servant  or  workman  (he  is 
lilways  liable),  but  to  him  who 
had  the  personal  control  over  him, 
who  was  his  superior  in  the  sense  of 
the  maxim  [i.  e.,  'respondeat  supe- 
rior']. On  the  other  hand,  if  an  em- 
gloyer  has  no  such  personal  control, 
ut  has  merely  the  right  to  reject 
work  that  is  ill  done,  or  to  stop  work 
that  is  not  being  rightly  done,  but  has 
no  power  over  the  person  or  time  of 
the  workman  or  artisan  employed, 
then  he  will  not  be  their  superior  in 
the  sense  of  the  maxim,  and  not  an- 
swerable for  their  fault  or  negli- 
gence." Stephens  v.  Thurso  Police 
Comrs.  (1876)  3  So.  Sess.  €as.  4th 
series,  542.  This  statement  of  prin- 
ciples was  quoted  with  approval  in 
Saunders  v.  Toronto  (1899)  26  Ont. 
App.  Rep.  265. 

*  Foster  v.  Chicago  (1902)  197  111. 
264,  64  N.  E.  322,  affirming  (1901)  96 
111.  App.  4,  held,  with  reference  to  th^ 
words  ''under  the  immediate  direction 
and  superintendence,"  that  the  nature 
of  the  relationship  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained "in  the  light  of  the  entire  in- 
strument embracing  the  contract." 

Ridgeway  v.  Downing  Co.  (1900) 
109  GkL  591,  34  S.  E.  1028,  7  Am.  Neg. 
Ren.  218. 
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ring  upon  him  merely  the  right  of  see- 
ing that  certain  results  are  accom- 
plished, will  frequently  be  to  create  a 


reasonable  c^^ainty  that  the  person 
employed  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor.' 


» In  Erie  v.  Caulkins  (1877)  85  Pa. 
247,  27  Am.  Rep.  642,  the  trial  judge 
held  that  a  stipulation  of  this  tenor 
created  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant,  his  conclusion  being  based 
upon  a  remark  made  by  Strong,  J.,  in 
Painter  y.  Pittsburgh  (1863)  46  Pa. 
218,  to  the  effect  that  a  certain 
clause  there  under  review  only  gave 
the  employer  "the  power  to  direct  the 
results  of  the  work,  without  any  con- 
trol over  the  manner  of  performing 
it,  which  control,  alone,  furnishes  a 
ground  for  holding  the  master  or 
principal  for  the  act  of  a  servant  or 
agent."  The  supreme  court,  however, 
said:  "The  word  'manner,'  in  the 
above  quotation,  is  evidently  consid- 
ered as  having  a  meaning  so  general 
as  to  reduce  the  contractor  to  the 
grade  of  a  mere  servant  or  agent. 
'Manner*  must,  in  such  a  case,  mean 
the  power  to  control  the  work  not  on- 
ly as  to  its  character,  but  also  as  to 
the  particular  means  used  to  accom- 
plish it.  This  must  needs  be  so,  for, 
as  we  have  seen  in  the  case  of  Reed 
V.  Allegheny  (1876)  79  Pa.  300,  a 
stipulation  for  general  supervision  of 
the  work  does  not  reduce  the  contrac- 
tor to  the  grade  of  an  agent,  although 
necessarily,  in  such  case,  the  en- 
gineer must,  to  some  extent,  control 
the  manner  in  which  the  contract  is 
performed.  It  is  quite  obvious  that 
the  word  'manner'  must  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  contract  in 
which  it  is  found.  By  the  agreement 
under  consideration,  the  work  was  not 
only  to  be  done  in  such  manner,  but  at 
such  times  and  in  such  places,  as  the 
engineer  shall  direct;  if  this  were  the 
whole  of  the  contract  the  matter 
would  be  of  easy  Solution;  but,  turn^ 
ing  to  the  body  of  the  contract,  we 
find  that  Grant  was  bound  to  begin 
the  work  on  or  before  the  25th  of  Oc- 
tober, and  to  finish  it  by  the  25th  of 
December  following,  so  that  the  en- 
gineer's directions  as  to  time  must  be 
limited  by  the  periods  thus  expressed. 
So  as  to  place;  that  is  fixed  be- 
tween certain  points  on  State  street, 
and  whilst  the  engineer  might  direct 
that  the  work  should  be  done  on  either 
side  or  in  the  middle  of  that  street,  as 
he  might  think  would  best  subserve 
the  public  welfare,  his  directions  that 
the   work   should   be   done   on   some 


other  street,  or  even  beyond  the  points 
indicated  on  State  street,  would  be 
utterly  nugatory.  Just  so  with  refer- 
ence to  the  manner  in  which  the  work 
is  to  be  performed;  that  is  carefully 
prescribed  in  the  specifications,  and 
within  these  prescriptions  the  en- 
gineer may  direct,  but  not  beyond 
them.  If  he  does  require  and  direct 
something  which  is  not  found  there- 
in, he  must  then  act  as  arbiter  be- 
tween the  contracting  parties,  and  fix 
the  rate  of  compensation  for  the  work 
thus  required,  and  that  rate  becomes 
part  of  the  contract.  This,  in  itself, 
exhibits  two  independent  contracting 
parties  who  have  provided  themselves 
with  an  arbiter  to  settle  their  dis- 
putes. It  is  not  thus  with  mere 
agents,  or  servants,  for  they  them- 
selves are  but  parts  of  the  means  used 
by  the  master  to  accomplish  his  de- 
sign, and  that  he  may  choose  to  alter 
the  theory  or  plan  of  the  work  before 
it  is  begun,  or  during  its  progress,  is 
of  no  moment  to  them.  This  contract 
contemplates  the  accomplishment  of  a 
certain  result;  the  means,  so  far  as 
they  are  deemed  necessary  to  give  the 
work  its  proper  charact^,  are  care- 
fully specified;  the  province  of  the 
engineer  was  to  see  that  these  means 
were  properly  applied;  in  other 
words,  to  see  that  proper  materials 
and  methods  were  used  to  produce 
the  required  result.  But  in  all  this 
the  contractor  was  supreme,  for  he 
had  but  to  comply  with  his  contract 
in  delivering  to  the  city  a  good  job 
according  to  the  terms  of  that  con- 
tract." 

In  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley 
Electric  R.  Co.  (1899)  191  Pa.  861,  48 
Atl.  215,  6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  383,  the  trial 
judge,  in  an  opinion  adopted  as  cor- 
rect by  the  supreme  court,  said: 
'"Noncompliance  with  the  directions 
of  the  engineer*  must  be  construed  in 
connection  with  other  parts  of  the 
contract.  It  evidently  means  noncom- 
pliance with  his  directions  in  such 
matters  as,  under  the  agreement,  he 
had  the  right  to  direct.  It  does  not, 
either  expressly  or  by  inference,  give 
him  the  right  to  interfere  with  the 
means  Stark  chose  to  use  to  accom- 
plish the  work.  Such  right  is  not  re- 
served in  tiie  agreement,  and  it  was 
not  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
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The  general  doctrine  above  stated 
obviously  applies  only  to  cases  in 
which  the  reserved  right  of  super- 
vision has  relation  to  ''results,  and  not 
to  the  method  of  doing  the  stipulated 
work.'^ 

An  express  stipulation  to  the  effect 
that  no  control  over  the  person  em- 
ployed is  reserved  by  the  employer 
with  respect  to  the  performance  of 
the  work,  except  as  to  the  results  to 
be  accomplished,  is  an  element  prop- 
er to  be  considered.^  But  manifestly 
it  will  not  avail  to  protect  the  em- 
ployer from  liability  to  a  third  per- 
son, if  the  contract  is  otherwise  of 
such  a  tenor  as  to  require  the  conclu- 
sion that  he  was  invested  wi^  the 


power  of  controlling  the  details  of  the 
work.^ 

» 

§  5.  SMpttkUiofM  requiring  Om  ocmfrcMN 
tor  to  S9ti9fjf  m  certain  stafutord. 

The  general  doctrine  stated  in  the 
preceding  section  is  illustrated,  in 
one  of  its  aspects,  by  the  cases  in 
"whi^h  it  has  been  held  that  the  inclu- 
sion of  such  stipulations  as  the  fol- 
lowing does  not  destroy  the  independ- 
ence of  a  contract: 

That  the  work  is  to  be  done  ''under 
the  supervision,  and  subject  to  the 
approval/'  of  the  employer  or  his 
agent.^ 

That  the  woiic  shall  be  "subject  to 
approval  and  acceptance.''* 


parties  that  the  engineer  could  com- 
pel a  forfeiture  of  the  agreement  by 
assuming,  at  his  will,  to  give  direc- 
tions in  matters  over  which  the  agree- 
ment did  not  give  him  jurisdiction." 

•Stagg  V.  Taylor  (1916)  119  Va. 
266,  89  S.  E.  237 — laying  down  the  law 
with  reference  to  a  new  trial. 

In  Harger  v.  Harger  (1920)  144  Aiii. 
375,  222  S.  W.  786,  the  court  thus  com- 
mented upon  the  fact  that  the  lessor 
of  the  mine  in  question  had  reserved 
the  right  to  send  inspectors  to  see 
that  the  properly  was  cared  for  and 
not  injured:  "The  reservation  of  this 
right  did  not  make  the  lessor  liable 
for  the  failure  of  the  lessee  to  keep 
the  premises  in  good  repair,  for  one 
of  the  essentials  of  a  contract  to  have 
work  done  independently  is  that  the 
work  is  to  be  done  in  the  course  of  an 
independent  occupation,  according  to 
the  methods  and  under  the  direction 
of  the  contractor  himself,  and  that  he 
represents  the  will  of  the  owner  only 
as  to  the  result  of  the  work  done." 

^In  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Bond  (1916)  240  U.  S.  449,  66  L.  ed. 
736,  86  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  408,  11  N.  C.  C. 
A.  342,  where  the  person  employed 
was  held  to  be  an  independent  con- 
tractor, a  stipulation  of  this  tenor 
was  treated  as  one  of  the  elements  up- 
on which  that  conclusion  was  based. 

For  cases  in  which  contracts  which 
included  a  similar  provision  were  held 
to  be  independent,  see  Barton  v.  Stude- 
baker  Corp.  (1920)  —  CaL  App.  — , 
189  Pac.  1025 ;  Gall  v.  Detroit  Journal 
Co.  (1916)  191  Mich.  405,  19  A.L.R. 
1164,  158  N.  W.  36;  Strieker  v.  In- 
dustrial Commission  (1920)  55  Utah, 
603,  19  A.L.R.  1159,  188  Pac.  849. 


•In  Tiffin  v.  McCormack  (1878)  34 
Ohio  St  688,  82  Am.  Rep.  408,  2  Mor. 
Min.  Rep,  194,  where  such  a  contract 
was  under  review,  the  court  laid  it 
down  that  "a  master  cannot  exonerate 
himself  from  responsibility  to  third 
persons,  which  the  law  imposes  on 
him,  for  injury  resulting  from  the 
misconduct  of  the  servant,  by  con- 
tracting with  the  servant  that  he  will 
not  exercise  any  control  over  him." 

In  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Bbnnett  (reported  herewith)  ante, 
678,  where  the  independence  of  the 
contract  under  review  was  deemed  to 
be  deducible  from  its  other  clauses, 
the  court  held  that  this  conclusion 
was  not  negatived  by  the  fact  that  it 
also  embraced  the  following  clause: 
"It  is  hereby  agreed  and  understood 
that  the  contractor  shall  be  deemed 
and  held  as  the  original  contractor, 
and  the  railway  company  reserves 
and  holds  no  control  over  him  in  the 
doing  of  such  work,  other  than  as  to 
the  resalt  to  be  accomplished." 

^Vosbeck  v.  Kellogg  (1899)  78 
Minn.  176,  80  N.  W.  957,  7  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  86 ;  Eaton  v.  European  &  N.  A.  R. 
Co.  (1871))  59  Me.  520,  8  Am.  Rep. 
430;  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley 
Electric  R.  Co.  (1899)  191  Pa*  361,  43 
Atl.  215,  6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  383;  Callan 
V.  Bull  (1896)  113  Cal.  593,  45  Pac. 
1017;  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co.  v. 
Martin  (1893)  100  Ala.  511,  14  So. 
401. 

«  Montain  v.  Fargo  (1917)  38  N.  D. 
432,  L.R.A.1918C,  600,  166  N.  W.  416, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918D,  826;  Bain  v.  Petro- 
leum Iron  Works  Co.  (1909)  223  Pa. 
96,  72  Atl.  279. 
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Tbat  the  work  shall  be  done  in  con- 
formity with  the  contract  and  the 
rules  of  the  employer.* 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  pla[ns  and  specifica- 
tions.^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifi- 
cations furnished"  by  the  employer, 
"or  such  person  as  he  may  appoint/'* 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "in 
accordance    with    the    specifications 


and  drawin^rs  and  Instructions  that 
have  been  or  may  later  be  given/'  * 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "ac- 
cording to  the  employer's  plans,  and 
to  the  satisfaction"  of  his  represen- 
tative.' 

That  the  labor,  materials,  machin- 
ery, etc.,  required  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  shall  be  provid- 
ed in  accordance  with  the  plans  and 
specifications.* 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "to  the 


•Porter  v.  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron,  & 
R.  Co.  (1912)  177  Ala.  406,  69  So.  255. 
The  actual  words  of  the  contract  are 
not  stated  in  the  report. 

« Morning  v.  Cramp  &  Co.  (1909) 
170  Fed.  364;  Johnson  v.  Helbing 
(1907)  6  CftL  App.  424,  92  Pac.  360; 
Long  V.  Moon  (1891)  107  Mo.  384,  17 
S.  W.  810;  Crenshaw  v.  Ullman  (1893) 
113  Mo.  633,  20  S.  W.  1077;  Omaha 
Bridge  &  Terminal  Co.  v.  Hargadine 
ri904)  5  Neb.  (Unof.)  418,  98  N.  W. 
1071,  second  appeal  (1906)  76  Neb. 
729,  107  N.  W.  864;  Hopper  v.  S.  S. 
Ordway  &  Soiis  (1911)  157  N.  C.  125, 
72  S.  E.  839  (work  was  to  be  fin- 
ished complete  to  the  intent  and 
meaning:  of  the  specifications,  and  the 
plans  and  details) ;  Allen  v.  Willard 
(1868)  57  Pa.  374;  School  Dist.  v. 
Fuess  (1881)  98  Pa.  600,  42  Am.  Rep. 
627;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheat- 
ham (1907)  118  TeniL  160,  100  S.  W. 
902  C'work  to  be  done  by  the  said 
contractors  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
engineer  of  the  railroad  company,  ac- 
cording to  the  said  specifications, 
plans,  profiles,  and  sections,  and  ac- 
cording to  such  working  plans  and 
explanatory  drawings  and  instruc- 
tions as  may  from  time  to  time  be 
furnished  by  said  engineer") ;  Morris 
V.  Salt  Lake  City  (1909)  36  Utah,  474, 
101  Pac.  373;  Cary  v.  Sparkman  &  M. 
Co.  (1911)  62  Wash.  368,  —  A.L.R. 
— ,  113  Pac.  1093. 

In  Smith  v.  Humphrey ville  (1907) 
47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  140,  104  S.  W.  495 
(writ  of  error  denied  by  supreme 
court),  one  of  the  provisions  in  a  con- 
tract held  to  be  independent  was  to 
the  effect  that,  if  the  work  was  not 
sufficiently  explained  by  the  drawings 
and  specifications,  the  contractor  was 
to  apply  to  the  architect  for  such  fur- 
ther drawings  and  explanations  as 
might  be  necessary,  and  was  to  com- 
ply with  the  same  so  far  as  consistent 
with  the  original  drawings  and  speci- 


fications, the  decision  of  the  architect 
being  conclusive,  in  case  of  doubt,  as 
to  the  meaning  of  the  drawings  and 
specifications. 

Indianapolis  Northern  Traction  Co. 
▼.  Brennan  (1909)  174  Ind*  1,  SO 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  85,  87  N.  E.  215,  90  N.E. 
65,  68,  91  N.  E.  508;  St.  Louis,  Ft.  S. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Willis  (1888)  38  Kan. 
330,  16  Pac.  728. 

^Hunt  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  (>>. 
(1866)  51  Pa.  475.  The  court  held 
that  the  word  "instructions,"  used  in 
the  agreement,  referred  to  the  kind  of 
structure,  design,  materials,  combina- 
tions, and  all  matters  pertaining  to 
the  planning  of  the  building  to  be 
erected,  but  that,  as  to  the  mode  of  ac- 
complishing the  work  which  the  con- 
tractor undertook,  he  was  left  to  his 
own  skill  and  judgment. 

*Bain  v.  Petroleum  Iron  Works  Co. 

(1909)  228  Pa.  96,  72  Atl.  279. 
''Allen  V.  Hayward  (1845)  7  Q.  B. 

960,  115  Eng.  Reprint,  749,  16  L.  J.  Q. 

B.  N.  S.  99,  10  Jur.  92,  4  Eng.  Ry.  A 

C.  Cas.  104;  Philadelphia  &  R.  Co.  v. 
Karr  (1912)  38  App.  D.  C.  193,  — 
.^  L  R  

•  Miller  v.  Merritt  (1905)  211  Pa. 
127,  60  Atl.  608. 

In  Philadelphia,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Karr  (1912)  88  App.  D.  C.  196,  — 
A.L.R.  — ,  it* was  stipulated  as  fol- 
lows: "The  contractor  is  to  provide 
all  manner  of  labor,  materials,  ap- 
paratus, machinery,  appliances,  pow- 
er, light,  and  all  other  things  needful 
or  necessary  for  the  performance  of 
the  work  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
attached  drawings  and  specifications 
forming  a  part  of  this  contract,  and  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  chief  engineer 
of  the  railroad  company." 

In  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes 

(1910)  134  Ga.  75,  67  S.  E.  542,  the 
contract  under  review  contained  the 
following  clause:  "Said  labor,  teams, 
tools,  engines,  machinery,  and  mate- 
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Mtisfaetion''  of  the  employer  or  the 
employer's  agent.* 

That  the  work  ahall  be  done  '^ 
the  satisfaction  and  acceptance"  of 
the  employer's  agent.^* 

That  the  men  and  appliances  fur- 
nished under  the  contract  shall  be  ac- 
ceptable to  the  designated  agent  of 
the  employer.** 


That  the  Work  shall  be  done  under 
a  apecified  municipal  ordinance  'to  the 
full  satisfaction  and  acceptance"  of 
the  municipality.^ 

That  suitable  material  is  to  be  fur- 
nishedy  and  a  specified  structure 
erected,  subject  to  the  daily  approval 
of  the  employer's  engineer.^ 

That  the  labor  and  material  used 


rials  to  be  furnished,  and  the  said 
work  to  be  done,  by  said  contractors, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer  of 
the  railroad  company,  according  to 
said  specifications,  plans,  profiles,  and 
sections,  and  according  to  such  work- 
ing plans  and  explanatory  drawings 
and  instructions  as  may  from  time  to 
time  be  furnished  by  said  engineer/^ 
•United  States. — ^New  Orleans,  M. 
&  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hanning  (1878)  16 
Wall.  649.  21  L.  ed.  220;  7  Am.  Neg. 
Cas.  309. 

Georgia. — ^Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hughes  (1910)  184  6a.  76,  67  S.  E. 
642;  Lampton  v.  Cedartown  Co. 
(1909)  6  Ga.  App.  147,  64  S.  E.  496; 
Lee  V.  Atlanta,  B.  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1911) 
9  Ga.  App.  762,  72  S.  E.  166. 

Illinois.  —  Crudup  v.  Schreiner 
(1901)  98  in.  App.  387. 

Massachusetta — Connors  v.  Hen- 
nessey (1878)  112  Mass.  96;  Eldred 
V.  Mackie  (1901)  178  Mass.  1,  69  N.  E. 
673. 

Michigan.  ^-  Holbrook  v.  Olympia 
Hotel  Co.  (1918)  200  Mich.  697,  166 
N.  W.  876. 

Missouri. — Salmon  v.  Kansas  City 
(1912)  241  Mo,  14,  89  L,R.A.(N.S.) 
328,  145  S.  W.  16. 

Nebraska* — Omaha  Bridge  &  Ter- 
minal R.  Co.  1r.  Hargadine  (1904)  6 
Neb.  (Unof.)  418.  98  N.  W.  1071,  sec- 
ond appeal  (1906)  76  Neb.  729,  107 
N.  W.  864. 

Ohio. — Hughes  v.  Cincinnati  ft  S.  R. 
R.  Co.   (1883)  39  Ohio  St.  461. 

Oregon. — Giaconi  v.  Astoria  (1911) 
60  Or.  12,  87  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1150,  113 
Pac.  866,  118  Pac.  180. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Wray  v.  Evans 
(1875)  80  Pa.  102;  Miller  v.  Merritt 
(1905)  .211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  608. 

Tennessee.  —  Powell  v.  Virginia 
Constr.  Co.  (1890)  88  Tenn.  692,  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  925,  18  S.  W.  691 ;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Cheatham  (1906) 
118  Tenn.  160,  100  S.  W.  902. 

Texas Ewing  v.  Litzmann   (1916) 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  188  S.  W.  742. 

Washington.  —  Miller  v.  Moran 
Bros.    Co.    (1906)    39    Wash.    681,    1 


L.R.A.(N.S.)  283,  109  Am.  St.  Rep. 
917,  81  Pac.  1089;  Johnston  v.  Seattle 
Taxicab  &  Transfer  Co.  (1916)  85 
Wash.  661,  148  Pac.  900. 

Wisconsin.  —  Smith  v.  Milwaukee 
Builders*  ft.  T.  Exchange  (1896)  91 
Wis,  360,  30  L.R.A.  504,  61  Am.  St. 
Rep.  912,  64  N.  W.  1041. 

The  liability  of  the  employer  was 
denied,  where  the  contractor  had  of- 
fered to  do  the  work  of  excavation  for 
"$646,  lump  job,"  and  the  defendant 
had  accepted  the  offer  in  a  letter,  in 
which,  among  the  other  terms  given* 
it  was  stated  that  "the  excavation  was 
to  be  done  absolutely  in  accordance 
with  the  drawing,"  and  "to  the  full 
satisfaction  of  the  architect,"  and 
that  the  lines  of  the  excavation  were 
to  be  given  by  their  engineer.  Hunt 
V.  Vanderbilt  (1894)  116  N.  C.  659,  20 
S.  E.  168. 

^®  Indianapolis  Northern  Traction 
Co.  (1909)  174  Ind.  1,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
86,  87  N.  £.  216,  90  N.  E.  65,  68,  91 
N.  E.  508  ("satisfaction  and  accept- 
ance");  Harding  v.  Boston  (1895) 
163  Mass.  14,  89  N.  E.  41L 

"  Montain  v.  Fargo  (1917)  38  N.  D. 
432,  L.R.A.1918C,  600,  166  N.  W.  416, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918D,  826. 

"Ibid. 

*•  Casement  v.  Brown  (1898)  148 
U.  a  616,  87  L.  ed.  682,  18  Sup.  CSt. 
Rep.  672.  The  court  said:  "This 
constant  right  of  supervision,  and 
this  continuing  duty  of  satisfying  the 
judgment  of  the  engineers,  do  not  al- 
ter the  fact  that  it  was  a  contract  to 
do  a  particular  work,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  plans  and  specifications  al- 
ready prepared.  They  did  not  agree 
to  enter  generally  into  the  service  of 
the  companies,  and  do  whatever  their 
employers  called  upon  them  to  do, 
but  they  contracted  for  only  a  specific 
work.  The  functions  of  the  engineers 
were  to  see  that  they  complied  with 
this  contract.  .  .  .  They  were  to 
see  that  the  thing  produced  and  the 
result  obtained  were  such  as  the  con- 
tract provided  for." 
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by  the  contractor  shall  be^  subject  to 
the  ''approval"  of  the  agw»t  desiffnat^ 
ed  by  the  contractee.^ 

That  no  work  shall  be  commenced 
until  the  drawings  therefor  are  ap- 
proved by  the  eniriiieer  of  the  employ~- 
er." 

That  the  employer  may  inspect  the 
work  at  any  time,  and  direct  changes 
to  be  made  in  work  which  has  not 
been  done,  or  is  not  being  done,  in 
accordance  with  the  contract.** 

That  the  contractor  shall  remedy 


**  Stanley  v.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co. 

(1911)  166  111.  App.  132;  Lutenbacher 
V.  Mitchell-Borne  Constr.  Co.  (1915) 
186  La.  805,  19  A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888; 
Salmon  v.  Kansas  City  (1912)  241  Mo. 
14,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  328,  145  S.  W.  16. 

"  Stanley  v.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(111.)  supra. 

"Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919) 
20  Ariz.  531,  1«3  Pac.  740. 

*^  Arkansas  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Miller 

(1912)  105  Ark.  477,  152  S.  W.  147 
(defective  materials  or  workmanship 
to  be  remedied,  ''as  soon  as  the  same 
is  pointed  out") ;  Good  v.  Johnson 
(1907)  38  Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
896,  88  Pac.  439  (defective  work 
and  material  to  be  remedied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  employer's  engi- 
neer) ;  Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Nor- 
walk  (1893)  63  Conn.  495,  28  Atl. 
32  (any  materials  or  implements 
brought  on  the  ground  which  the  em- 
ployer's agent  "shall  deem  to  be  of 
improper  description,  or  improper 
to  be  used  in  the  work,"  shall  be  re- 
moved "forthwith") ;  Prest-0-Lite  Co. 
V.  Skeel  (1914)  182  Ind.  593,  106  N.  E. 
367,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  474,  7  N.  C.  C. 
A.  724  (employer's  inspector  empow- 
ered to  condemn  materials  not  con- 
forming to  the  prescribed  standard) ; 
Mobley  v.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co.  (1919)  68 
Ind.  App.  308,  119  N.  E.  477  (contrac- 
tor "shall  remove  after  notice  all  mate- 
rials condemned  by  the  architect") ; 
Lutenbacher  v.  Mitchell-Borne 
Constr.  Co.  (1915)  136  La.  805,  19 
A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888  (contract  em- 
powered the  employer's  agent  to  re- 
quire the  contractor  to  discontinue 
the  use  of  machinery  which,  in  the 
agent's  judgment,  was  not  adapted  to 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  being 
used,  and  also  to  remedy  all  neglected 
portions  of  the  work,  and  all  improp- 
erly constructed  work,  on  notice  in 
writing  from  the  employer's  engineer. 


all  defects  in  the  work  or  materials, 
when  ordered  to  do  so  by  a  designated 
agent  of  the  employer .^^ 

That  the  employer's  agent  shall 
have  the  right  of  rejecting  unsatis- 
factory materials.^ 

Some  of  the  stipulations  tabulated 
in  the  next  section  eontain  words 
which  would  render  it  possible,  as  a 
matter  of  classification,  to  place  them 
under  the  same  category  as  those 
specified  above. 


Salmon   v.   Kansas   City    (1912)    241 
Mo.  14,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  328,  145  S.  W. 
16  (contractor  shall,  "upon  being  so 
directed  by  the  engineer,"  remove,  re- 
build, or  make  good,  at  his  own  cost, 
any  work  which  the  "latter  shall  de- 
cide to  be  defective") ;  Uppington  v. 
New  York   (1901)   166  N.  Y.  222,  53 
L.R.A.  650,  59  N.  E.  91,  9  Ahl  Neg. 
Rep.   115    (any  'Materials  or  imple- 
ments   brought    upon    the    ground" 
which  the  engineer  "shall  deem  to  be 
of  improper  description,  or  improper 
to  be  used  in  the  work,"  shall  be  re- 
moved   forthwith);    Smith    v.    Hum- 
phreyville   (1907)   47  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
140,  104  S.  W.  495  (contractor  to  take 
down  "all  portions  of  the  work  con- 
demned" by  the  architect  as  unsound, 
or   improper,   or   not  conforming   to 
specifications  and  drawings");  Calla- 
han V.  Salt  Lake  City  (1912)  41  Utah, 
300,  125  Pac.  863  (contractor  required 
to  remove  any  work  defectively  done, 
whenever  "directed?  to  do  so) ;  Day- 
ton V.  Free  (1914)  46  Utah,  277,  148 
Pac.  408    ("all  imperfect  or   insuffi- 
cient work  or  material,  when  pointed 
out  by  the  engineer  of  the  company, 
shall    be   immediately   remedied    and 
made  good  and  sufiicient  by  the  con- 
tractor, at  his  own  cost  and  expense, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  said  engineer")  ; 
McGrath  v.  St.  Louis  (1909)  215  Mo. 
191,   114  S.   W.   611    (employer's   en- 
gineer shall  have  power  to  condemn 
work  and  require  it  to  be  reconstruct- 
ed) ;    Ewing   v.   Litzmann    (1916)    — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  188  S.  W.  742  (con- 
tractor   shall    remove    all    materials 
condemned  by  the  employer's  archi- 
tect, and  discontinue  a)I  portions  of 
the  work  condenmed  by  him). 

"  Fitzpatrick  v,  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R. 
Co.  (1889)  31  IlL  App.  649  (words  of 
clause  are  not  stated).  Appeal  dis- 
missed in  (1891)  139  III.  248,  28  N.  E. 
837. 
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I  6.  SiipultMans  hy  t^McH  the  empUnf99 
is  etnpatoered  in  general  terme  te  give 
diretsHons  eanoeming  the  %»orlc. 

The  extent  to  which  the  courts 
have  sone  in  refusinff  to  infier  the  ex- 
istence of  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  is  shown  in  a  still  more  strik* 
ins:  manner,  by  the  decisions  with  re- 
spect to  stipulations  investing  the 
employer  or  his  representative  with 
the  right  to  give  "directions,"  "or* 
ders,"  or  "instructions,"  concerning 
the  performance  of  the  work.^  This 
principle  of  interpretation  has  beeo 
deemed  to  warrant  the  inference  that 
a  contract  is  none  the  less  independ*^ 
ent  in  its  character,  because  it  con- 
tains one  or  other  of  the  following 
provisions : 

That  the  work  was  to  be  done  "in 
accordance  with  instructions"  from 
the  employer.* 

That  the  person  employed  shall 
"conform  tq  all  the  instructions"  of 
the  employer's  agent  "as  to  the  mode 
of  doing  the*  work."* 

That  the  employer's  agent  shall 
"superintend  the  work,  and  give  such 
instructions  from  time  to  time  as  the 
necessities  of  the  work  shall  de- 
mand." * 


That  the  person  employed  shall  "at 
all  times  conform  to,  and  comply  with» 
such  instructions  as  may  be  given  by 
the  employer's  agent.^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  performed 
"in  such  manner  Us  shall  be  direct- 
ed."^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done,  and 
the'  materials  furnished,  "as  direct- 
ed" by  the  emplbyer's  agent.^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "sub- 
ject to  the  inspection  and  direction'' 
of  the  employer's  agent.* 

That    the    employer's    agent    shall 
supervise  and  direct  the  work."* 

That  the  work  shall  be  executed 
under  the  supervision"  of  the  em- 
ployer's agent,  and  "as  he  may  di- 
rect." »• 

That  the  materials  and  work  are  to 
be  furnished  and  done  "according  to 
the  plan  and  under  the  direction 
and  supervision"  of  the  employer's 
agent.^^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "un- 
der the  direction  and  supervision"  of 
the  employer's  agent.** 

That  the  employer  shall  have  the 
right  of  supervising,  by  his  agents, 
the  execution  of  the  work,  and  of  giv- 
ing directions  with  respect  to  it.** 


*i 


u. 


*  That  there  was  at  first  a  disposi- 
tion on  the  part  of  judges  to  construe 
such  a  stipulation  to  the  disadvantage 
of  the  employer  may,  perhaps,  be  in- 
ferred from  some  remarks  of  Lord 
Denman,  in  Allen  v.  Hay  ward  (1S45) 
7  Q.  B.  960,  115  Eng.  Reprint,  749,  4 
Eng.  Ry.  A  C.  Gas.  104,  15  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  99,  10  Jur.  92.  Referring  to  a 
clause  of  the  contract  which  re- 
quired that  all  such  parts  of  the  work 
as  were  not  specified  and  described  in 
the  contract,  or  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, should  be  executed  in  such 
manner  as  the  surveyor  of  the  works 
should  direct,  he  said  that  this  provi- 
sion appeared  to  take  power  from  the 
contractor,  and  keep  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  commission's,  or  their  sur- 
veyor. But  it  was  held  not  to  be  ap- 
plicable to  the  facts  under  discussion, 
and  its  actual  effect  was  not  deter- 
mined. 

*  Smith  V.  State  Workmen's  Ins. 
Pond  (1918)  262  Pa-  286,  19  A.L.R. 
1156,  105  Atl.  90. 

*  McGrath  v.  St.  Louis  &  H.  Constr. 
Co.  (1908)  215  Mo.  191,  114  S.  W.  611. 


«  Robinson  v.  Webb  (1875)  11  Bush 
(Ky.)  464. 

»  Pearson  v.  M.  M.  Potter  Co.  (1909) 
10  CaL  App.  245,  101  Pac.  681. 

•United  States  v.  Driscoll  (1877) 
96  U.  S.  421,  24  L.  ed.  847  (case  in- 
volving a  workman's  claim  for  extra 
compensation). 

■^  Callan  v.  Bull  (1896)  113  CaL  593, 
45  Pac.  1017. 

•  Harding  v.  Boston  (1895)  163 
Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411. 

•New  Orleans  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hanning  (1873)  15  Wall.  (U.  S.)  649, 
21  L.  ed.  220,  7  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  309. 

^*  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitchell-Borne 
Constr.  Co.  (1915)  186  La.  805,  19 
AX.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

^1  Allen  V.  Willard  (1868)  57  Pa. 
374. 

i*Good  V.  Johnson  (1907)  38  Colo. 
440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  88  Pac.  439; 
Montain  v.  Fargo  (1917)  38  N.  D.  432, 
L.R.A.1918C,  600,  166  N.  W.  416,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918D,  826. 

»  Weber  v.  Buffalo  R.  Co.  (1897)  20 
App.  Div.*  292,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  7. 
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That  the  work  shall  be  done  "as  di- 
rected" by  the  employer  or  his  desi^r- 
nated  agent.^^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "under 
the  direction"  of  a  designated  agent 
of  the  employer.^*  In  one  of  the  cases 
in  which  the  contract  contained  a  pro- 
vision of  this  tenor,  there  was  the 
further  statement  that  the  decision  of 
the  agent  "as  to  the  true  construction 
and  meaning  of  the  drawings  and 
specifications  shall  be  final/'  ^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  *'ac- 
cording  to  the  drawings  prepared  by 
the  employer's  architect,  and  under 
the  architect's  direction."" 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "ae- 


eording  to  plans  and  specifications, 
under  the  supervision"  of  the  employ- 
er's architect.^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "un- 
der the  direction"  of  the  employer's 
architect,  and  "in  conformity  to"  cer- 
tain drawings  and  specifications.^ 

That  the  contractor  is  to  complete 
the  work  in  conformity  with  plans, 
'in  strict  obedience  to  the  directions 
which  from  time  to  time  will  be  giv- 
en by  the  city  engineer,  or  his  au- 
thorized agents,  in  accordance  with 
certain  specifications/'** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  ''un- 
der the  direction  and  to  the  satisfac- 
tion" of  the  employer's  agent.*^ 


**Kirby  v.  Lackawanna  Steel  (3o. 
(1906)  109  App.  Div.  834,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  883. 

In  LaGroue  v.  New  Orleans  (1905) 

114  La.  258,  88  So.  160,  the  words  "as 
directed,"  inea  contract  by  which  a 
man  agreed  to  plant  trees  in  a  street, 
were  construed  as  referring  to  the 
particular  places  at  which  the  trees 
were  to  be  planted,  and  not  as  im- 
porting that  the  board  was  to  super- 
vise the  mode  of  planting.  "This  was 
left  to  the  superior  knowledge  of  the 
contractor,  and  the  board  and  city 
were  protected  by  his  guaranty." 

^  Indianapolis  Northern  Traction 
Co.  V.  Brennan  (1909)  174  Ind.  1,  80 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  85,  87  N.  E.  215,  90  N. 
E.  65,  68,  91  N.  E.  503;  Scharff  v. 
Southern  Illinois  Constr.  Co.    (1905) 

115  Mo.  App.  157,  92  S.  W.  126;  Burke 
V.  Ireland  (1898)  26  App.  Div.  487,  50 
N.  Y.  Supp.  869. 

"  United  Gas  Improv.  Co.  v.  Larsen 
(1910)  105  C.  C.  A.  486,  182  Fed.  620. 

"Scharff  v.  Southern  Illinois 
Constr.  Co.  (1905)  115  Mo.  App.  157, 
92  S.  W.  126. 

"Jansen  v.  Jersey  City  (1897)  61 
N.  J.  L.  243,  39  Atl.  1025,  4  Am.  Neg. 
Reo.  313. 

"  Mobley  v.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co.  (1918) 
68  Ind.  App.  308,  119  N.  E.  477. 

«•  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City  (1912)  241 
Mo.  14,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  328,  145  S.  W. 
16. 

"Frassi  v.  McDonald  (1898)  122 
Cal.  400,  55  Pac.  139,  772;  Ridge  way 
V.  Downing  Co.  (1900)  109  Ga.  591,  34 
S.  E.  1028;  Pioneer  Fireproof  Constr. 
Co.  V.  Hansen  (1898)  176  IlL  100,  52 
N.  E.  17,  affirming  (1897)  69  111.  App. 
659,  3  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  16 ;  Foster  v. 
Chicago  (1902)  197  IlL  264,  64  N.  E. 


322;  Bjornson  v.  Saccone  (1900)  88 
IlL  App.  6;  Stanley  v.  Aurora,  S.  ft  C. 
R.  Co.  (1911)  166  IlL  App.  132;  Prest- 
0-Lite  Co.  V.  Skeel  (1914)  182  IniL 
598,  106  N.  E.  366,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A, 
474,  7  N.  C.  C.  A.  724;  Indiana  Iron 
(>>.  V.  Gray  (1897)  19  Ind.  App.  565, 
48  N.  E.  803;  Kelly  v.  New  York 
(1854)  11  N.  Y.  482;  Slater  ▼.  Merser- 
eau  (1876)  64  N.  Y.  188. 

In      Humpton     ▼.      Unterkirehner 
(1896)  97  Iowa,  509,  66  N.  W.  776,  14 
Am.  Neg.  Cas.  595,  a  clause  which  pro- 
vided that  the  work  was  to  be  done 
''under  the  direction  of  the  defend- 
ants and  their  architect,  and  to  their 
entire  satisfaction,  approval,  and  ac- 
ceptance" was  thus  commented  upon : 
*lt  is  manifest  that  this  direction,  ap- 
proval,   and    acceptance    had    refer- 
ence  to   the    time    within    which    it 
should  be  perfonned,  with  reference 
to    other    parts    of    the    work,    and 
to   the   results   to   be   accomplished, 
and  not  to  the  method  or  manner  in 
which  it  should  be  performed.     De- 
fendants had  no  control  over  the  men 
who  should  be  employed  by  either  of 
these   contractors.      They   could   not 
say  who  should  be  employed  or  who 
discharged.    They  had  the  right,  un- 
der   their    contracts,    to    say    what 
should  be  done,  but  not  how  it  should 
be  brought  about,  or  who  should  do 
it.     .     .     .     Appellant  relied  largrely 
upon  the  use  of  the  word  'discretion/ 
as  employed  in  the  contracts  referred 
to.    We  do  not  regard  this  as  in  any 
sense  conclusive.     When  we  look   at 
the  whole  contract,  it  is  apparent  that 
the  only  direction  the  architect  or  the 
owner   could   give   was    as   to  what 
should  be  done  to  aceomplish  the  ends 
aimed  at  by  the  contract.    He  could 
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That  certain  portions  of  the  work 
are  to  be  done  "as  directed"  by  the 
inspector  or  superintendent  of  the 
employer,  and  that  the  whole  work  is 
to  be  done  ''subject  to  the  direction" 
of  the  superintendent  at  all  times.* 

That  the  work  shall  be  performed 
''as  ordered  by  the  employer's  en- 
gineer and  to  his  satisfaction."** 


Thtft  the  work  shall  be  done  "uh- 
der  the  immediate  direction  and  su-* 
perintendence,"  .  of  the  employer's 
representative,  and  "to  his  entire  sat- 
isfaction, approval,  and  acceptance."** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "sub- 
ject to  the  direction  and  acceptance" 
of  the  employer's  agent.** 

That  "the  work  shall,  at  every  stage 


not  dictate  the  means  or  methods  to 
be  employed.  This  is  the  interpreta- 
tion which  has  uniformly  been  placed 
upon  such  contracts." 

A  provision  in  a  building  contract 
that  the  work  shall  be  performed  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  draw- 
i'iigs,  and  executed  under  the  direction 
and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  owner's 
architect,  does  not  authorize  the  lat- 
ter to  modify  the  plans,  so  as  to  re- 
lieve the  contractor  from  doing  the 
work  called  for  by  the  contract;  and 
the  owner  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
injuries  to  an  employee  of  a  subcon- 
tractor from  the  fall  of  the  building 
during  erection,  owing  to  a  change  in 
the  specifications  by  the  architect. 
Burke  v.  Ireland  (1898)  26  App.  Div. 
487,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  869. 

**  United  Gas  Improv.  Co.  v.  Lar- 
son (1910)  105  C.  C.  A.  486,  182  Fed. 
620. 

**Gagnon  v.  Saraguay  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (1909)  Rap.  Jud.  Que- 
bec 36  S.  C.  227. 

**  Foster  v.  Chicago  (1901)  96  lU. 
App.  4,  affirmed  in  (1902)  197  111.  264, 
64  N.  E.  822.  In  an  opinion,  adopted 
by  the  supreme  court  as  being  a  cor- 
rect  statement  of  principles,  the  court 
of  appeals  said:  "The  requirement 
that  the  time  and  manner  of  doing 
the  work  must  be  satisfactory  to  the 
city's-  conunissioner  of  public  works 
does  not  include  the  means  employed, 
and  is  limited  by  the  provisions  of  the 
contract.  The  direction  and  superin- 
tendence provided  for  do  not  relieve 
the  contractor  of  responsibility,  or 
permit  the  city  to  change  or  modify 
the  terms  of  the  written  instrument. 
The  contractor  agrees  to  do  all  work 
necessary  to  fully  complete  the  sewer 
in  the  manner  required  by  the  con- 
tract, as  well  as  in  a  manner  satis- 
factory to  the  city.  Provided  he 
reaches  a  satisfactory  result  in  build- 
ing such  a  sewer  as  the  contract  calls 
for,  the  contractor  is  not  prevented 
from  using  his  own  methods.  The 
specifications  require  the  sides  of  a 
trench,    like  that   where   the   caving 


occurred,  'to  be  effectually  supported 
with  suitable  planks  and  timbers  by 
the  contractor  without  expense  to  the 
city.'  The  method  of  using  such 
planks  and  timbers  for  such  purpose 
is  left  to  the  contractor.  The  con- 
tract does  not  include  the  direction, 
management,  and  control  by  the  city 
of  every  detail  of  the  work.  The  con- 
tractor was  not  required  to  take  his 
orders,  day  by  day,  from  the  city.  He 
was  to  be  guided  by  the  contract  and 
the  specifications  constituting  a  part 
tiiereof.  He  was  not  a  mere  servant 
and  employee.  He  was  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  the  city  retaining  such 
supervisory  powers  as  it  might,  from 
time  to  time,  find  it  necessary  to  exer- 
cise to  insure  compliance  with  the 
contract,  and  to  obtain  the  result 
called  for  thereby." 

**  In  Hooe  v.  Boston  A  N.  Street  R. 
Co.  (1904)  187  Mass.  67,  72  N.  E.  341, 
where  the  trial  judge  was  held  to 
have  properly  declined  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  certain  employees  engaged 
in  the  work  in  question  were  not  serv- 
ants of  one  Famum,  but  of  the  rail- 
way company  for  which  he  had  under- 
taken to  perform  the  work,  the  court 
thus  commented  upon  the  terms  of  the 
written  agreement  between  Farnum 
and  the  company :  "It  was  a  contract 
which  gave  Farnum  the  legal  right  to 
provide  all  the  necessary  labor  and 
materials  to  complete  the  subgrading 
and  ballasting  of  the  proposed  line  of 
railroad.  By  the  terms  of  the  writing 
he  was  to  have  'the  general  direction 
of  the  work,'  and  he  could  be  dis- 
placed only  in  case  the  progress  made 
on  the  work  was  'not  satisfactory  to 
the  railroad  company,'  in  reference  to 
the  time  when  he  agreed  to  have  it 
completed.  The  expression,  'subject 
to  the  direction  and  acceptance  of  the 
engineer,'  is  similar  to  the  common 
provision  in  building  contracts,  which 
gives  the  architect  a  right  to  repre- 
sent the  owner  in  determining  wheth- 
er the  wo^k  is  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  contract.  In  this 
case  the  work  to  be  done  is  described 
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of  its  progress,  be  subjected  to  the 
direction,  insi>ection,'  and  acceptance 
of  the  employer's  engineer."  ••  In 
one  of  the  cases  in  which  this  phrase- 
ology was  used  in  the  contract,  it  was 
also  provided  that  the  engineer  ''shall 
determine  what,  in  any  case*  is  a  fair 
construction    of    the    contract,    and 


what  such  construction  requires  to  be 
done  by  either  party."  " 

That  the  contractor  shall  comply 
with  the  "directions"  of  the  employ- 
er's superintendent  of  construction 
as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  perform- 
ing the  work,  the  precautions  to  be 
taken,  and  the  quality  of  the  mate- 
rials and  workmanship.^ 


in  the  agreement  very  generally. 
Probably  something  as  to  the  details 
of  construction  was  understood  to  be 
left  to  the  determination  of  the  en- 
gineer or  agent.  But  this  did  not  give 
to  the  engineer  any  right  of  control  or 
direction  as  to  the  execution  of  the 
work,  after  he  had  indicated  to  the 
contractor  what  was  to  be  done  and 
what  materials  were  to  be  furnished. 
This  further  right  was  to  determine 
whether  the  work  done  by  the  con- 
tractor was  acceptable." 

In  Vacker  v.  Yeager  (1909)  161  IlL 
App.  144,  it  was  laid  down  that  the 
contract  in  question,  in  so  far  as  it 
provided  that  the  work  should  be  done 
under  the  direction  of  the  defendants 
or  their  authorized  foreman,  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  architects  or  their  au- 
thorized representative,  conferred  up- 
on the  contractor  merely  the  right  of 
inspection,  and  that  the  reservation  of 
such  right  of  inspection  was  not  a  res- 
ervation of  the  power  to  control  the 
method  of  doing  the  work. 

»•  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheat- 
ham (1906)  118  Tenn,  160,  100  S.  W. 
902;  Madisonville,  H.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v. 
Owen  (1912)  147  Ky.  1,  143  S.  W.  421. 

^  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes 
(1910)  134  Ga.  75,  67  S.  E.  542. 

«•  Miller  v.  Merritt  (1905)  211  Pa, 
127,  60  Atl.  508.  Discussing  the  con- 
tention that  the  defendants  were  de- 
nied the  control  of  the  work  and  the 
mode  of  performing  it  by  this  pro- 
vision, the  court  said :  "This  is  a  mis- 
apprehension of  the  effect  of  this 
clause  of  the  agreement  The  con- 
tract provides  that  the  work  shall  be 
completed  in  two  weeks,  and  the 
specifications  require  the  materials  to 
be  the  best  of  their  respective  kinds, 
and  the  entire  work  'to  be  construct- 
ed and  finished  in  every  part  in  a 
good,  substantial,  and  workmanlike 
manner,  according  to  the  accompany- 
ing drawings  and  this  specification/ 
It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the 
clause  of  the  agreement  just  referred 
to  conferred  on  the  owner^s  superin- 
tendent of  construction  only  such  su- 


pervisory powers  as  would  enable  him 
to  see  that  the  defendants  were  per- 
forming the  work  in  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  contract  and 
specifications,  and  gave  him  no  au- 
thority to  direct  the  workmen  as  to 
the  methods  of  executing  the  details 
of  the  work.  If  he  discovered,  on  in- 
spection, that  the  defendants'  em- 
ployees were  neglecting  or  not  prop- 
erly constructing  the  work,  it  was  not 
his  duty  to  instruct  them  how  to  do 
it,  or  to  require  them  to  do  it  in  a 
proper  manner,  but  to  notify  their 
ttnployers,  the  defendants,  of  their 
conduct,  and,  upon  failure  of  the  de- 
fendants to  have  the  work  satisfac- 
torily performed,  the  owner  was  au- 
thorized by  the  agreement,  at  the  cost 
and  expense  of  the  defendants,  to  'em- 
ploy on  the  work  such  mechanics, 
overseers,  and  laborers,  .  .  .  and 
purchase  such  materials,  as  may 
.  •  .  be  necessary'  to  make  up  or 
correct  the  shortcomings,  omissions, 
or  delinquencies  of  the  defendants, 
who  were  liable  to  the  owner  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  their  default.  This 
view  of  this  clause  of  the  contract  in 
question  is  supported  by  the  language 
of  the  agreement  immediately  preced- 
ing the  clause,  which  declares  that 
the  defendants  shall  provide  safe  and 
proper  facilities  for  the  inspection  of 
the  work  by  the  owner's  superintend- 
ent of  construction."  There  is  a 
seeming  conflict  between  this  deci- 
sion and  Herrington  v.  Booth  (1916) 
252  Pa.  70,  97  Atl.  178.  See  §  12,  note 
22,  infra. 

In  Romaniuk  v.  Grand  Trunk  P.  R^ 
Co.  (1914;  C.  A.)  24  Manitoba  L.  R. 
797,  20  D.  L.  R.  301,  the  plaintiff,  a 
workman  in  the  service  of  M.  t  M.,  a 
firm  of  contractors  employed  by  the 
defendant  company  to  fill  a  bay  with 
rocks  in  order  to  protect  the  railway 
track,  was  injured  by  a  rock  which 
rolled  down  on  him  while  engaged  in 
loading  the  boat  by  which  the  mate- 
rials for  the  filling  were  conveyed  to 
the  bay.  The  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract regarded  as  material  in  the 
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That  the  work  is  to  be  conformed 
to  such  "further  direction"  as  shall 
be  given  by  the  employer's  agent.** 


That  the  work  shall  be  done  "as 
described  in  the  specifications,  and 
agreeably    to     the    direction,     from 


were  as  follows:  ,  (5)  The  engineer 
(i.  e.»  the  chief  engineer  of  the  de- 
fendants) may,  at  any  time  before  the 
completion  of  the  work,  order  extra 
work  done,  or  make  any  changes  he 
may  deem  expedient  therein,  and  may 
furnish  other  plans,  either  by  way  of 
supplement,  or  in  substitution  of  the 
plans  referred  to,  etc.  (6)  The  con- 
tractor shall,  at  his  own  expense,  fur- 
nish all  the  labor,  materials,  and  tools 
necessary  for  the .  paid  work,  prose- 
cute the  same  in  a  skilful  and  efficient 
manner  and  under  the  control  and 
supervision  of  the  engineer,  to  whose 
direction  he  shall  at  all  times  con- 
form; afford  every  facility  for  inspec- 
tion and  testing  by  the  engineer  of 
the  work  as  done,  and  being  done,  and 
of  the  materials  provided  therefor; 
re-execute  any  work  that,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  engineer,  is  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, removing  materials  objected  to 
by  the  engineer,  and  r^lacing  same 
with  other  material  to  his  satisfac- 
tion; and  in  all  respects  follow  and 
observe  the  instructions  of  the  en- 
gineer, whose  authority  shall  be  par- 
amount in  and  about  the  construction 
of  the  said  work.  (7)  The  engineer 
shall  be  sole  judge  of  work  and  mater 
rial  in  respect  of  both  quantity  and 
quality,  and  his  decision  on  all  ques- 
tions in  dispute  with  regard  to  work 
or  material  shall  be  final.  (8)  The 
contractor  shall  keep  a  competent 
foreman  on  the  ground,  during  all 
working  hours,  to  receive  orders  of 
the  engineer,  such  foreman  to  be  enr 
gaged  and  retained  only  with  approv- 
al of  the  engineer.  Held,  that  the 
contract  did  not  operate  so  as  to  ren- 
der M.  &  M.  the  servants  of  the  eom-^ 
pany,  and  consequently  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  maintain  an.  action 
against  it  for  the  injury  sustained  by 
him.  Commenting  on  the  p.rovision8 
of  clause  6,  which  were  considered 
the  most  important,  the  court  said: 
**This  plainly  intends  to  give  the  en- 
gineer complete  authority  over  the 
construction,  bvit  does  not  extend  that 
anthority  to  the  nianner  of  procuring 
the  material '  and  bringing  it  to  th^ 
place  where  it  is  to  be  used.  The 
clear  intention  is  to  give  the  engilneer 
full  supervision  :and  authority  over 
the  actual  construction,  emd  ;to  ipake 
his    decision  final   in   respect  of  the 


quality  of  the  matejrial  and  the  proper 
performance  of  the  work.  The  en- 
gineer has  no  control  over  the  con- 
tractor as  to  where  or  how  the  latter 
procui^es  the  material:  An  engineer 
of  the  defendant,  who  appears  to  have 
superintended  the  work  in  question, 
states  that  th^  contractors  selected 
the  quarries,  from  which  the  rock  was 
to  be  taken,  and  that  these  were  sat- 
isfactory to  him.  He  also  states  that 
the  rock  was  taken  from  the  defend- 
ants' property  with  the  defendants' 
permission.  There  was  nothing,  how- 
ever, to  prevent  the  contractors  from 
obtaining  the  material  in  any  other 
place,  as  long  as  it  was  suitable  for 
the  work.  There  lA  nothing  to  show 
that  the  defendants  exercised  any  su- 
pervision or  control  over  the  manner 
in  which  the  quarries  were  worked,  pr 
over  the  means  taken  for  bringing  the 
material  upon  the  work."  Prom  the 
following  passage  in  the  judgment, 
however,  it  would  appear  that  the 
conclusion  of  the'  Court  would  have 
been  different  if  the  accident  had  oc- 
curred while  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
gaged in  the  actual  work  of  filling  the 
bay:  "Here  the  injury  complained  of 
was  not  caused  by  anything  done,  or 
any  negligence  that  occurred,  during 
the  actual  construction  of  the  work, 
over  which  construction  the  engineer 
was  given  such,  wide  power  of  su- 
pervision and  control.  The  accident 
took  place  while  the  contractor  was 
procuring  and  taking  out  material  for 
use  on  the  work,  an  operation  over 
which  the  engineer  had  no  such  pow- 
er " 

» Pack  V.  New  York  (1853)  8  N.  Y. 
222.  The  court  said:  'This  clause 
...  is  nothing  more  than  a  stipula- 
tion for  a  change  of  the  specifications 
of  the  work  as  stated  in  the  contract, 
at  fixed  prices  provided  therein.  It 
does  not,  as  the  court  below  held, 
make  Riley  [a  subcontractor]  the  im- 
mediate servant  of  the  defendants,  or 
give  to  them  any  control  over  him  as 
to  the  manner,  or  otherwise,  in  which 
he  should  conduct  the  blasting.  The 
defendants  may  change  the  grade  by 
new  specifications  from  that  provided 
in  the  contiract,  and  the  duty  is  then 
imposed,  upon  Poster  to  make  his 
grade  accordingly ;  hut  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  hjB  shall  proceed  in  his 
blasting  to  make  the  grade,  or  do  the 


702 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


L20  A.L.E. 


time  to  time/'  of  the  employer's 
agent.*^ 

That  the  employer's  engineers  shall 
have  full  power  to  decide  as  to  the 
manner  of  conducting  and  executing 
the  work  in  every  particular,  and  that 
the  contractor  shall  follow  the  in- 
structions or  orders  of  any  person 
designated  by  the  employer.*^ 

That  any  orders  or  directions  given 
by  the  agent  delegated  to  superintend 
the  work  on  behalf  of  the  contractor, 
or  by  his  duly  appointed  represent- 
ative, ''shall  be  immediately  and 
strictly  obeyed  by  the  contractor  or 
any  overseer  in  charge  of  the 
work."  •• 

That  ''the  entire  work  shall  be  done 
in  full  accordance  with  the  directions 
and  instructions"  of  the  employer's 
agent.* 

That  the  person  employed  shall 
"obey  and  follow  every  direction  to 
be  given  by  the  employer's  engineer, 
and  in  all  respects  carry  out  his  re- 
quirements." •* 

That  the  person  employed  shall 
"follow  at  all  times,  without  delay,  all 
orders  and  instructions  of  the  em- 
ployer's engineer  in  the  prosecution 
and  completion  of  the  work."  ** 


work,  he  is  as  perfectly  independent 
of  the  defendants  as  a  man  ever  was 
while  engaged  in  doing  his  own 
work." 

••Hughes  v.  Cincinnati  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(1883)  89  Ohio  St.  461.  The  court 
said  that  when  the  whole  contract 
(see  §  22,  note  1  (a)  of  the  mono- 
graph appended  to  Gall  v.  Detroit 
Journal  Co.  19  A.L.R.  pp.  1168  et 
seq.),  was  considered,  it  was  quite 
clear  that  "the  directions  of  the  engi- 
neer or  his  assistants,"  thus  referred 
to,  were  those  only  which  were  speci- 
ally named  in  the  specifications. 

"Smith  V.  Ulen  (1914;  Alberta 
Sup.  Ct.)  28  West.  L.  R.  136,  6  West. 
Week.  Rep.  678,  17  D.  L.  R.  400  (per 
Beck,  J.,  sitting  alone). 

««  Engler  v.  Seattle  (1905)  40  Wash. 
72,  82  Pac.  136,  19  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  49. 
The  second  provision,  unsuccessfully 
relied  upon  as  being  incompatible 
with  the  independence  of  the  contract, 
was:  "Whenever  the  contractor  is 
not  present  on  the  work,  orders  will 
be  given  to  the  superintendent  or 
overseer    who   may    have    immediate 


That  "all  explanations  and  direc- 
tions necessary  to  the  carrying  oat 
and  completing  satisfactorily  the  dif- 
ferent descriptions  of  work  contem- 
plated and  provided  for  under  the 
contract  will  be  given  by  the  employ- 
er's engineer."  •• 

That  whenever  the  contractor  is  not 
present  at  the  work,  and  at  such  time 
instructions  become  necessary,  the 
designated  agent  of  the  contractee 
"may  give  the  necessary  orders  to  the 
superintendent"  in  charge  of  the 
work.*^ 

That  the  agents  of  the  employer 
"shall  have  full  power  to  decide  as 
to  the  manner  of  conducting  and  exe- 
cuting the  work  in  every  particular, 
and  the  contractor  shall  follow  the  in- 
structions or  orders"  of  any  person 
designated  by  the  employer.** 

§  7.  StipulaUons  hy  uffUch  the  enytHofer 
ia  empowered  to  give  directUme  wUh 
regford  to  particular  nuUtere* 

The  following  provisions  of  this 
tenor  have  been  held  not  to  affect  the 
independence  of  a  contract: 

That  certain  specified  things  shall 
be  done  "according  to  instructions," 
and  "as  may  be  desired,"  and  "as  may 
be  required."  * 


charge  thereof,  and  shall  by  them  be 
received  and  strictly  obeyed." 

••  Hopper  V.  S.  S. .  Ordway  A  Sons 
(1911)  157  N.  C.  126,  72  S.  E.  839. 

••Carpenter  v.  New  York  (1906) 
116  App.  Div.  552,  101  N.  Y.  Supp. 
402. 

••  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitchell-Borne 
CJonstr.  Co.  (1915)  186  La.  806,  19 
A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

••Uppington  v.  New  York  (1901) 
165  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R.A.  560,  59  N.  E. 
91.  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  116. 

^  McGrath  v.  St.  Louis  &  H.  Constr. 
Co.  (1908)  215  Mo.  191,  114  S.  W.  611; 
Salmon  v.  Kansas  City  (1912)  241  Mo. 
14,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  328,  146  S.  W.  16; 
Callahan  v.  Salt  Lake  City  (1912)  41 
Utah,  300,  125  Pac.  863;  Engler  v. 
Seattle  (1905)  40  Wash.  72,  82  Pac. 
136,  19  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  49. 

<•  Smith  V.  Ulen  (1914;  Alberta  Sup. 
Ct.)  28  West.  L.  R.  133,  6  West.  Week. 
Rep.  678,  17  D.  L.  R.  400. 

^  Roper  V.  Hussey-Freke  [1916;  Ct 
of  App.]  3  E.  B.  (Eng.)  222,  [1915] 
W.  N.  261,  81  Times  L.  R.  607,  84  L.  J. 
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That  certain  portions  of  the  work 
shall    be    performed    in    accordance 


with  the  ^'directions'  of  a  designated 
agent  of  the  employer.' 


K.  B.  N.  S.  1361,  lis  L.  T.  N.  S.  685,  69 
Sol.  Jo.  696,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  604. 

'In  Stanley  v.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  (1911)  166  IIL  App.  1S2,  the  speci- 
fications provided,  inter  alia,  that  the 
girders  of  the  bridge  in  question 
should  be  spaced  as  required  by  lo- 
cal circumstances  and  "directed"  by 
the  engineer  of  the  defendant  railroad 
company. 

In  Harding  v.  Boston  (1896)  168 
Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411,  a  contract  for 
the  construction  of  a  sewer  contained 
the  following  provisions:  That,  "if 
the  material  was  unsuitable  for  form- 
ing the  bottom,  a  further  depth  was 
to  be  excavated,  as  directed  by  the 
superintendent  or  inspector  in 
charge;"  that  only  such  length  of 
trench  was  to  be  opened  at  once  "as 
directed  by  the  inspector;"  that  all 
sewers  or  drains  were  to  be  connected 
with  the  work  "as  directed  by  the  su- 
perintendent or  inspector;"  and  that 
the  work  should  be  performed  so  as  to 
permit  the  passage  of  street  cars, 
"unless  by  special  direction  of  the  su^ 
perintendent." 

In  Callahan  v.  Burlington  ft  M.  Riv- 
er R.  Co.  (1867)  23  Iowa,  662,  where 
a  contract  for  the  grading  of  a  rail- 
road provided  that  certain  perishable 
materials  on  the  right  of  way  should 
be  removed  "as  the  engineer  might  di- 
rect," an  action  for  damages  caused  to 
plasntifTs  property  by  fire  which 
spread  from  piles  of  wood,  etc.,  which 
the  defendants  engineer  had  ordered 
a  contractor  to  bum  on  its  right  of 
way,  was  held  not  to  be  maintainable. 
The  court  said :  "The  clearing  of  the 
ground  was  the  work  to  be  done, — 
the  end  to  be  attained, — ^and  could  be 
done  in  one  of  two  modes,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  defendant.  In  the  exercise 
of  that  option,  burning  was  chosen  as 
the  mode  of  accomplishing  the  end. 
But  with  the  manner  of  burning  de- 
fendant had  nothing  to  do,  and  over 
it  exercised  no  control.  It  could  not 
direct  that  the  combustible  mate- 
rials should  be  gathered  in  large  or 
small  heaps,  or  on  one  side  of  the 
roadway  or  the  other,  or  that  the  act 
of  baming  should  be  prudently  and 
carefully  done,  and  proper  precau- 
tions of  watchfulness  be  exercised  in 
order  to  prevent  danger  to  the  prop- 
erty of  others — all  relating  to  the 
manner  of  doing  the  work  required  by 
the  contract  to  be  done." 


In  Vosbeck  v.  Kellogg  (1899)  78 
Minn.  176,  80  N.  W.  957,  7  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  86,  the  contract  between  a  tele- 
phone company  and  one  K.  provided 
that  K.  should  furnish  "all  necessary 
labor,  skill,  material,  apparatus,  sup- 
plies, and  machinery"  to  construct 
and  complete  the  line,  that  the  "tele- 
phones and  switchboard  were  to  be 
installed,  located,  and  placed  as  and 
where  directed"  by  the  telephone 
company,  and  that  the  work  should  be 
under  the  supervision  of  the  company 
and  its  agent.  Held  that  K.  was 
an  independent  contractor;  at  least, 
in  respect  to  stringing  the  wires  on. 
the  poles. 

In  Salmon  ▼•Kansas  City  (1912) 
241  Mo.  14,  89  L.R.A.(N.S.)  828,  145 
8.  W.  16,  the  following  specificationa 
were  included  in  a  sewer  contract 
held  to  be  independent:  That  cer- 
tain tests  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  quality  of  the  cement  should 
be  complied  with,  "except  on  such 
portions  of  the  work  as  the  city  en- 
gineer might  otherwise  direct,"  and 
that  it  should  be  prepared  in  a  certain 
manner,  "unless  otherwise  ordered  by 
the  city  engineer; "  that  the  surplus 
earth  excavated  for  the  sewer  should 
be  removed  to  such  distance  "as  may 
be  designated  by  the  engineer; "  that 
the  conlractor  should  not  blast  any 
rock  without  taking  such  precautions 
as  would  prevent  damage  to  person  or 
property;  and  that  the  house  connec- 
tions of  the  sewers  should  be  worked 
into  the  casing  "in  such  manner  as 
the  engineer  might  direct." 

In  Uppington  v.  New  York  (1901) 
166  N.  Y.  222,  58  L.R.A.  550,  59  N.  E. 
91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115,  it  was  pro- 
vided in  a  sewer  contract  held  to  be 
independent  that  the  city  engineer 
was  to  "have  the  right  to  regulate  the 
excavation,"  and  that  "not  more  than 
400  feet  of  trench"  were  to  be  opened 
at  one  time,  without  his  permission. 

In  Gay  v.  Roanoke  R.  ft  Lumber  Co. 
(1909)  148  N.  C  886,  62  S.  E.  436,  it 
was  assumed  that  a  provision  in  a 
contract  by  which  a  firm  employed  to 
cut  timber  agreed  to  load  it  on  rail- 
road cars  "in  a  proper  manner,  the 
logs  being  secured  to  stand  transpor- 
tation by  the  railroad,  and  the  loading 
to  be  done  according  to  directions  as 
given"  by  the  railroad  company,  did 
not  negative  the  inference  deducible 
from  the   other  provisions  that  the 
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That  a  designated  portion  of  tlie 
work  is  to  be  done  according  to  the 
plans,  and  "in  accordance  with  the  di- 
rections," of  the  employer's  engineer, 
and  another  portion  "under  the  imme- 
diate supervision  and  direction"  of 
8uch  engineer.' 

That  the  person  employed  shall 
^'conform  to  the  directions"  of  the 
employer's  agent  as  "to  the  order  of 
time  in  which  different  parts  of  the 
work  shall  be  done."* 

That  all  work  shall  be  ''conunenced 
and  carried  on  at  such  times,  and  in 
such  places,  and  in  such  manner,  as 
the  employer's  engineer  shall  di- 
rect-"* 

That  the  whole  of  the  work  "shall 
be  commenced  and'  carried  on  when 


and  where  the  empk^er's  agent  shall 
direct"  • 

That  the  work  shall  be  "prosecuted 
at  and  from  as  many  different  points 
on  tl^e  line  of  the  work  as  the  employ- 
er's agent  may,  from  time  to  time, 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  de- 
termine." ^ 

That  the  contractor  shall  "carry  on 
and  prosecute  the  work  in  such  man- 
ner, at  such  time;  and  at  such  places 
or  points,  as  the  chief  engineer  of  the 
employer  shall  direct,**  and  shall 
"complete  any  portion  of  the  work 
that  may  be  required"  by  the  employ- 
er's engineer.' 

The  employer's  engineer  shall  have 
the  right  to  give  directions  as  to  the 
quantify  of  work  to  be  done.' 


-«-u 


firm  were  independent  contractors^ 
The  same  position  was  taken  with  re* 
gard  to  a  provision  that  the  firm 
should  "cut  the  timber  in  proper  and 
workmanlike  manner,  and  as  close  as 
the  [employer]  may  direct,  and  to  cut 
all  and  every  suitable  tree  into  logs 
before  leaving  any  one  location." 

In  Hopper  v.  S.  S.  Ordway  &  Sons 
(1911)  157  N.  C.  125,  72  S.  E.  839,  the 
specifications  provided  that  "mortar 
should  be  composed  of  two  parts 
clean  sharp  sand,  and  one  part  of  Ros- 
endale  cement,  of  such  brand  as  the 
engineer  may  approve,  and  mixed  in 
such  manner  as  he  may  direct." 

In  Strieker  v.  Industrial  Ck)mmis- 
sion  (1920)  55  Utah,  603,  19  A.LJt. 
1159,  188  Pac.  849,  it  was  provided 
that  the  rock  to  be  quarried  should  be 
taken  from  the  places  "directed." 

See  also  Hughes  v.  Cincinnati  &  S. 
R.  Co.  (1883)  89  Ohio  St.  461  where 
the  contract  contained  a  large  number 
of  provisions  reserving  to  the  defend- 
ant's engineer  a  right  of  direction  as 
regarded  various  matters.  In  dis- 
cussing paragraph  (5)  of  the  con^ 
tract,  the  court  said:  "The  power  of 
the  engineer  to  direct,  under  this 
clause,  is  lihiited  to  cases  where  waste 
earth  from  an  •  excavation  ia  t  thrown 
out  over  the  top  slope  of  the  excava^ 
tion,  into  spoil  banks^  and  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  such  spoil  banks 
shall  be  made  to  slope  .backward  from 
the  excavation.  Conceding  that  the 
railway  company  would  be  liable  for 
an  injury  from  the  mode  and  manner 
in  which  such  spoil  banks  might  be 
constructed^  under  the  dirtetion,  or 
without  the  direction,  of  the  engineer; 


it  is  not  claimed  that  the  plaintiff 
so.  injured.  In  wasting  the  earth, 
which  resulted  in  pUintiff'a  injury, 
the  contractors  were  acting  on  their 
own  responsibility,  without  any  con- 
trol, or  right  of  control,  on  the  part 
of  the  engineer,  as  to  the  mode  or 
manner  of  doing  the  work." 

*Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Norwalk 
(1893)  68  Conn.  495,  28  AtL  82. 
'  *  McGrath  v.  St.  Louie  A  H.  Gonstr. 
Co.  (1908)  215  Mo.  191,  114  S.  W.  611. 

•Erie  v.  Caulkins  (1877)  85  Pa. 
247,  27  Am.  Rep.  642.      • 

•Foster  v.  Chicago^  (1902)  197  111. 
264,  64  N.  E.  322,  afibrming  (1901)  96 
111.  App.  4. 

''Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  ▼.  Norwalk 
(1893)  63  Conn.  495,  28  AtL  32. 

•  Hayes  v.  Chicago,  O.  &  P.  R.  C^ 
(1916)  203  111.  App.  472.  The  court 
took  the  position  that,  when  con- 
strued in  connection  with  all  the  oth- 
er provisions  of  the  <^ontract,  this 
stipulation  must  be  understood  as  not 
being  intended  to  give  any  control  to 
the  company  over  the  in<fividual  em- 
ployees of  the'  contractor,  or  any  con- 
trol over  the  details  of  the  work  to 
be  done  by  the  contractor,  or  the 
means,  mechanical  or  otherwise,  by 
which  the  work  was  'to  be  accom- 
plished..   . 

*  The  fact  that  a  subcontract  for  the 
laying  of  a  railroad  track  contains  a 
provision  to  the  effect  that  the  track 
is  to  be  laid  as  far  as  it  shall  h€  or- 
dered by  the .  chief  engineer  of  the 
general  contractor  does  not  render  the 
general  contrKotor  liable  for  the  ne^* 
ligence  of  the  sttbeontractor.  Powell 
V.    Virginia    Coastr.    Co.  '  (1890)     88 
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That  the  contractor  shall  follow 
the  ''directions"  of  the  ^nployer  with 
respect  to  the  number  of  men  em- 
ployed, the  work  thegr  should  do,  and 
the  rate  of  wages  to  be  paid.^*^ 

-That  the  work  "shall  be  prosecuted 
with  such  force  as. the  employer's  en- 
gineer may  deem  adeq^uate  for  its 
completion  within  the  time  specif 
fied."  " 

That  the  ''an^ount  of  force  em- 
ployed by  the  contractors  is  at  all 
times  subject  to  regulation,  and  must 
be  increased  or  diminished  as  re- 
quired by  the  engineer."  ** 

That  the  contractor  shall  increase 
the  force  ''whenever  required  by  the 
en^>loyer's  engineer."  " 

That  the  employer's  chief  engineer 
may,  on  giving  notice  in  writing,  sus- 
pend operations,  pr  reduce  the  work- 
ing force  from  time  to  time,  at  any 
particular  point  or  poltfts,  or  upon  th« 
whole  work." 

That  the  engineer  of*  the  employer 


u 


shall  have  power  to  direct  the  appli- 
cation of  the  forces  to  any  portion  of 
the  work  which,  in  his  judgment,  re- 
quires it,  and  to  order  the  increase  or 
diminution  of  the  forces  at  any  point 
he  may  indicate."  ^* 

That  the  work  shall  be  executed  "at 
such  places  and  in  such  order  of  pre- 
cedence as  the  engineer  of  the  em- 
ployer shall  direct."  " 

That  the  work  was  "to  be  proceed- 
ed in  or  suspended  on  any  portion, 
when  required  by  the  employer's  en- 
gineer." " 

That  the  work  of  handling  the 
materials  to  which  the  contract  has 
relation  shall  be  performed  at  the 
place  specific  by  the  employer.^* 

That  the  employer's  agent  shall 
"prescribe  the  order  in  which  the 
materials  shall  be  placed."  ^* 

That  certain  materials  shall  be  de- 
livered or  deposited  at  the  places 
designated.** 

That    the    contractor    "shall    com- 


Tenii«  692,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  926,  13  S. 
W.  691. 

^Kirby  v.  Lackawanna  Steel  Co. 
(1905)  109  App.  DiV.  384,  96  N.  Y. 
Siipp.  833. 

"  Hughes  V.  Cincinnati  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(1883)  39  Ohio  St.  461. 

^  Louisvillet  &  N.  R.  (3o.  v.  Hughes 
(1910)  134  6a.  76,  67  S.  E.  642. 

That  a  stipulation  by  which  a  con- 
tractor undertakimg  to  sink  a  shaft 
was  required  16  maintain  three  shifts 
of  workmen  continuously  did  not  de- 
stroy the  independence  of  the  con- 
tractor was  held  in  Swansea  Lease  v. 
Molloy  (1919)  20  Ariz.  631,  183  Pac. 
740. 

»•  Rogers  v;  Florence  R,  Co.  (1889) 
31  S.  C.  878,  9  S.  E.  1069. 

"Hayes  v.  Chicago,  O.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1916)  203  IlL  App,  472. 

u  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes 
(1910)  184  C^  76;  67  S.  E.  642.  See 
also  Good  v.  Johnson  (1907)  38  Colo. 
440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  88  Pac.  439, 
where  a  similar  provision  was  in- 
volved. ' 

^^  Lutenbaoher.  *.  v.     Mitchell-Borne 

£>n8tr.   Oo.    (1915)    136   La.   805,   19 
L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 
w  Wray  v.  Evans  (1876)  80  Pa.  102. 
««  Ghieago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  €Jo.  v.  Bond 
(1916)  240  U.  &  449,  60  L.  ed.  735,  36 
Sup.  Ot;  Rep.  .403,  11  N.  Gi  <X  A.  342 
(person 'employed  by  ra11rodd)Compat 
20  A.L.R.— 46. 


ny  waiB  to  unload  wood  and  sand  at 
the  points  designated  by  it). 

>•  Callan  v.  Bull  (1896)  113  Cal.  593, 
45  Pac.  1017. 

» In  b'Hara  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co. 
(1912)  244  Mo.  396,  148  S.  W:  884  (re- 
versing (1908)  131  Mo.  App.  428,  110 
S.  W.  642,  for  error  in  instruction) 
where  the  plaintiff's  minor  child 
was  killed  by  a  gas  pipe  which 
certain  boys  had  set  rolling  from  a 
pile  deposited  by  the  Uffman  Com- 
pany, a  contractor  to  which  the  de- 
fendant had  left  the  work  of  deliver- 
ing pipes  at  the  places  .  where  they 
were  to  be  laid,  the  contract  as  to  the 
delivery  contained  the  following 
clause:  "The  party*  of  the  first  part 
hereby  agrees  to  haul  such  quantities 
of  cast  iron  from  oars  to  streets  or 
lots  designated  by  the  party  of  the 
second  part,  or  from  storage  lots  to 
streets,  and  to  distribute  such  pipes 
along  the  streets  as  required  by  the 
second  party."  The  court,  in  denying 
the  right  of  action,  said:  "We  can 
see  no  reason  why  the  doctrine  of  in- 
dependent contractor  should  not  ap- 
ply to  this  case^  The  defendant,  had* 
to  designate  the  streets  upon  which 
pipes  were  'required' » by  the  contract. 
Whether  such  pipes  were  to  be  placed 
on  the  north  side  of  the  street,  or  the 
south  $ide*  of  a  particular  street,  the 
O0iitpa<i^' is'' silent j  ^  That  was  a  matter 
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mence  work  at  such  points  as  the  em- 
ployer's engineer  may  direct,  and 
shall  conform  to  his  directions  as  to 
the  order  of  time  in  which  the  differ- 
ent parts  of  the  work  shall  be  done, 
as  well  as  to  all  his  other  instructions 
as  to  the  mode  of  doing  the  same."  ^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  conformed 
to  the  lines  given  by  the  employer's 
engineer." 

That  the  contractor  shall  be  guided 
in  the  work  by  the  lines  staked,  and 
the  instructions  given  to  him  by  the 
engineer  of  the  employer  contrac- 
tee.~ 

That  the  employee  shall  have  the 
power  to  ''modify,  alter,  or  vary  the 
works,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  also  to 
alter  or  vary  the  description  of  the 
materials  to  be  used  from  time  to 
time."  •* 


That  the  designated  agents  of  the 
employer  shall  have  the  power  'Hx> 
vary,  extend,  or  diminish  the  quan- 
tity of  work  during  its  progress,  with- 
out vitiating  the  contract."* 

That  the  employer  shall  have  the 
right,  at  any  time  during  the  progress 
Of  the  woric,  to  ''make  any  alterations, 
deviations,  or  omissions  from  the  con- 
tract** 

That  the  employer's  agent  shall 
have  the  power  to  ''change,  at  his  dis- 
cretion,  the  amounts  of  all  the  various 
kinds  of  work,  and  materials,  and 
structures."  ^ 

That  the  employer  shall  have  the 
right  to  order  alterations  or  additions 
to  the  work  as  specified  in  the  con- 
tract." 

Reference  may  also  be  made  in  this 
connection,  to  a  case  in  which  it  was 


left  solely  to  the  Uffman  Company. 
Whether  they  should  be  blocked  to 
prevent  them  from  rolling  was  a  mat- 
ter relating  to  the  unloading  of  the 
pipes  in  the  street*  and  was  under  the 
control  of  the  Uffman  Company." 

»  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City  (1912)  241 
Mo.  14,  S9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  816,  145  S.  W. 
16;  Ege  v.  Phcenix  Brick  &  Constr. 
Co.  (1906)  118  Mo.  App.  680,  94  S.  W. 
999. 

For  a  case  in  which  stipulations  re- 
quiring the  contractor  to  commence 
work  at  such  places  as  may  be  direct- 
ed were  involved,  see  Callahan  v.  Salt 
Lake  City  (1912)  41  Utah,  300,  126 
Pac.  868. 

«  Callan  v.  Bull  (1896)  113  OaL  593, 
45  Pac.  1017;  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitch- 
ell-Borne Constr.  Co.  (1915)  186  La. 
805,  19  A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888;  Hard- 
ing V.  Boston  (1895)  163  Mass.  14,  89 
N.  E.  411;  Hughes  v.  Cincinnati  &  S. 
R.  Co.  (1888)  89  Ohio  St.  461;  Thomas 
V.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley  Electric  R.  Co. 
(1899)  191  Pa.  361,  48  Atl.  215,  6  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  888;  Murphy  v.  Ottawa 
(1887)  13  Ont  Rep.  334. 

**  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitchell-Borne 
Constr.  Co.  (1915)  136  La.  805,  19 
A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

In  Winniford  v.  MacLeod  (1913)  68 
Or.  301,  136  Pac.  28,  the  contract, 
after  providing  that  the  first  party 
should  furnish,  on  application  of  the 
second  party,  such  additional  infor- 
mation as  might  be  required  for  the 
guidance  and  information  of  the  sec- 
ond party  in  the  conduct  of  the  work. 


continued:  "And  the  second  parties 
agree  to  make  all  cuts  and  fills  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  staking,  and  in 
each  and  every  instance  to  dress  the 
streets  and  slopes  to  the  true  Hne  and 
surface  without  back  filling.  .  .  . 
But,  whether  in  excavation  or  in  em- 
bankment, they  shall  in  all  cases  con- 
form to  the  staking  of  the  first  party, 
and  to  any  request  which  the  first 
party  may  from  time  to  time,  during 
the  progress  of  the  work*  make  of  the 
second  parties." 

'^Hardaker  v.  Idle  Dist.  Council 
[1896;  C.  A.]  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  385,  65 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  363,  74  L.  T.  N.  S.  69, 
44  Week.  Rep.  323,  60  J.  P.  196. 

"Uppington  v.  New  York  (1901) 
165  N.  Y.  222,  58  L.R.A.  550,  59  N.  E. 
91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115. 

••Frassi  v.  McDonald  (1898)  122 
Cal.  402,  55  Pac.  189,  772. 

•'Uppington  v.  New  York  (1901) 
165  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R.A.  550,  59  N.  E. 
91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115. 

**  Arkansas  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Secrist  (1915)  118  Ark.  561,  177  S.  W. 
37;  Green  v.  Soule  (1904)  145  Cal. 
96,  78  Pac.  337,  17  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  8; 
Buckingham  v.  Commary-Peterson  Co. 
(1918)  39  CaL  App.  154,  178  Pac.  818; 
Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Bppley  (1914)  181 
Ind.  219,  104  N.  E.  66,  Ann.  Caiv 
1916D,  220;  Miller  v.  MerriU  (1905) 
211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508;  Bain  v.  Pe- 
troleum Iron  Works  Co.  (1909)  228 
Pa.  96,  27  Atl.  279 ;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  (}heatham  (1907)  118  Tenn. 
160,  100  S.  W.  902  (''engineer  shall 
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held  thjtty  if  the  provisions  of  a  con- 
tract between  the  owner  and  the  driv- 
er of  a  cab  are  otherwise  such  as  to 
show  that  the  relationship  created  be- 
tween them  is  that  of  bailor  and 
bailee,  the  conclusion  thus  indicated 
will  not  be  repelled  by  other  provi- 
sions which  merely  limit  the  fares  to 
be  charged,  fix  boundaries,  prescribe 
the  uniforms  to  be  worn,  require 
cleanly  and  sober  habits,  and  deal 
with  other  incidental  matters.*^ 

§  8»  Other  aUpulatitms  importing  a 
reservation  of  a  certain  degree  of  con- 
trol over  the  tDorfc, 

Stipulations  which,  although  they 
import  a  reservation  of  a  certain  de- 


gree of  control  over  the  performance 
of  the  work,  have  been  treated  as  be- 
ing not  inconsistent  with  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  contractor  was  inde- 
pendent are  the  following:  i 

That  if  the  contractor  neglects  to 
do  the  work,  or  furnish  the  material 
therefor,  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement,  the  employer  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  provide  such  labor  or  mate- 
rials,  and  to  proceed  with  the  comple- 
tion of  the  work.^  | 

That  if  the  work  is  not  "satisfac- 
tory" to  "the  employer's"  agent,  he 
may  employ  men  at  the  expense  of  the 
contractor  to  make  the  necessary 
change."  •  ) 


have  the  right  to  make  any  alteration 
that  may  be  hereafter  determined  up- 
on by  him  as  necessary  or  desirable, 
in  the  location,  line,  grade,  plan, 
form,  or  dimensions  of  the  work,  ei- 
ther before  or  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  same");  Smith  v.  Hum- 
phreyville  (1907)  47  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
140,  104  S.  W.  495;  Dayton  v.  Free 
(1914)  46  Utah,  277,  148  Pac.  408 
(mining  company  reserved,  in  con- 
tract for  construction  of  tunnel,  the 
right  "at  any  time,  either  before  or 
during  the  construction  of  the  work, 
or  any  portion  thereof,  to  order  any 
additional  work  to  be  done,  and  to 
make  any  changes  in  the  work  con- 
tracted for,  or  in  its  location  or  posi- 
tion, either  in  line  or  grade,  which  it 
may  deem  expedient,  or  which  the  en- 
gineer of  the  company  may  direct") ; 
Romanink  v.  Grand  Trunk  P.  R.  Co. 
(1914;  Ct.  of  App.)  24  Manitoba  L.  R. 
797,  18  Can.  Ry.  Cas.  170,  29  West.  L. 
R.  766,  7  West.  Week.  Rep.  399,  20  D. 
L.  R.  801. 

In  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City  (1912) 
241  Mo.  14,  89  L.R.A.(N.S.)  328,  145 
S.  W.  16,  the  contract,  which  was  one 
for  the  construction  of  sewers,  con- 
tained both  a  general  clause  of  the 
tenor  stated  in  the  text,  and  also  a 
special  provision  to  the  effect  that  the 
manholes  and  catch  basins  might  be 
changed  as  regards  location,  or  might 
be  omitted  altogether,  "if  deemed  best 
by  the  city  engineer." 

Compare  also  Giaconi  v.  Astoria 
(1911)  60  Or.  12,  87  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1150,  118  Pac.  855,  118  Pac.  180, 
where  the  resolution  of  a  municipal 
council  with  regard  to  the  grading  of 
the  street  in  question  provided  that 
"any    matter    of    construction    and 


drainage  found  necessary  to  make  the 
improvement  safe  or  substantial  shall 
be  done  by  the  contractor,  whether 
specified  or  not,  without  extra 
chasge."  There,  however,  the  effect 
of  the  provision  was  not  considered 
with  reference  to  the  question  wheth- 
er the  contract  was  one  of  an  inde- 
pendent character. 

The  doctrine  entertained  in  Larsen 
V.  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (1911)  164  Mich. 
295,  129  N.  W.  894,  with  regard  to  the 
effect  of  a  provision  of  this  type,  is 
apparently  different  from  that  reflect- 
ed by  the  above  eases. 

**McColligan  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  (1905)  214  Pa.  229,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
544,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  739,  68  Atl.  792, 
20  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  471,  the  court  said : 
"The  conditions  and  regulations — 
incidents  of  the  contract  of  letting,  in 
some  instances,  it  is  true — ^are  con- 
sistent with  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant,  but  not  inconsistent  with 
that  of  bailor  and  bailee.  If  the  com- 
pany, in  order  to  protect  its  property 
and  give  the  traveling  public  modern 
conveniences  and  suitable  accommo- 
dations, has  deemed  it  advisable  to 
embody  in  the  contract  of  letting  cer- 
tain reasonable  regulations,  no  legal 
or  business  reason  can  be  properly  as- 
signed why  the  real  relation  of  the 
parties  should  be  changed  thereby." 

1  Miller  v.  Merritt  (1905)  211  Pa. 
127,  60  Atl.  508.  The  contract  under 
review  in  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L. 
Valley  Electric  R.  Co.  (1899)  191  Pa. 
361,  43  Atl.  215,  6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  383, 
contained  a  similar  provision,  but  the 
precise  terms  are  not  stated.  See  also 
Smith  V.  Humphreyville  (1907)  47 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  140,  104  S.  W.  495. 

<  Washington   Natural    Gas   (3o.   v. 
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That,  if  the  ct)irtral<;tdi:'"tAite  to 
pi-osecute  the  Wbrlc  with  'du*  dilf- 
gence,"  the  empldj^r  mjiy  fiAisli  'the 
same  and  charge  it  tbthe  clonti^b- 
tor."  « 


).: 


That  if  the  contractor  "shall  refuse 
or  neglect  to  prosecute  the  woi*k  with 
a  sufficient  force/'  the  employer's  *en- 
gineer  **may  employ  such  a  number 
of  workmen,  laboreris,  and  overseers," 
as  may,  in  his  opinion,  be  neeedsary 
to  insure  the  completion  of  the*  work 
within  the  time  specified.^ 

That  additional  workmen  may  be 
employed  by  the  contractee's  en- 
gineer, and  the  amount  of  their  wages 
charged  to  the  contractors,  whenever 
the  contractor  is  not  prosecuting  the 
work  with  the  force  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  such  agent,  is  necessary 
for  its  completion  within  the  time 
specified.* 

That,  in  the  event  of  the  contract 
tor's  failing  to  provide  a  sufficient 
number  of  skilled  workmen,  the  em- 


ployer shall  have  the  right  to  enrploy 
duch  labor,  and  charge  to  the  contrac- 
'1;or  all  damages  occasioned  by  the  de- 
fault." 

That,  if  the  contractor  shall  at  any 
time  neglect  or  refuse  to  provide  a 
sufficiency  of  materials  and  workmen 
to  execute  the  work  properly,  the  em- 
ployer may  himself  furnish  such 
materials  and  workmen,  proceed  with 
the  execution  of  the  work,  and  charge 
to  the  contractor  the  expenses  thus 
incurred.'' 

That  the  employer  shall  be  «t  lib- 
erty to  provide  the  necessary  labor 
and  materials,  if  a  sufficiency  thereof 
is  not. supplied  by  the  contractor,  aft- 
er he  has  been  notified  by  a  designat- 
ed agent  of  the  employee  to  do  so.* 

That  the  work  may  be  suspended 
under  certain  specified  circum- 
stances.* 

That  the  contractor  shall  "comply 
with  the  ordinances  of  the  city"  with 
which  the  contract  is  made.^* 


Wilkinson  (1886)  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  637, 
2  A«.  388. 

•Ibid. 

« Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. :  Cheat- 
ham (1906)  118  Temu  160,  100  S.  W. 
902.  For  other  cases  in  which  similar 
provisions  were  contained  in  the  con- 
trltcts  under  review,  see  Raxworthy 
V.  Heisen  (1915)  191  IlL  App.  457,  8 
N.  C.  C.  A.  819,  affirmed  (1916)  274 
III.  398,  113  N.  E.  699;  Hughes  v.  Cin- 
cinnati &  S.  R.  Co.  (1888)  39  Ohio  St. 
461;  Wray  v.  Evans  (1876)  80.  Pas. 
102;  Wac^ington  Natural  Gas  Co.  v. 
Wilkinson  (1885)  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  637, 
2  Atl.  338. 

*  Louisville  A  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheatham 
(1907)  118  Tenn.  160,  100  S.  W.  902. 
See  alsoGood  V.  Johnson  (1907)  38 
Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A.(N.SO  896,  88  Pac 
439  (contractor  might  be  required,  on 
pain  of  suffering  a  forfeiture  of  the 
contract,  to  increase  the  force  and 
equipment  to  -  the  necessary  extent)  ; 
Hopper  V.  S.  8.  Ordway  &  Sons  (1911) 
167  N.  C.  125,  72  S.  E.  889. 

•  Mobley  v..  J.  S.  Rogers  Co.  (1918) 
68  Ind.  Appi.  308,  119  N.  E.  477. 

'Pioneer  Fireproof  Constr.  Co.  v. 
Hansen  (1898)  176  IlL  100,  52  N.  E. 
17;  Wray  v.  Ev»ns  (1876)  80  Pa.  14)2; 
Hughes  V.  'Cincinnati  &  S.  R.  Go; 
(1888)  39  Olda  Sti  461;  Thomas  ▼. 
Altoona  6c '  L;  Valley^  Electrie  R.  Co. 
(1899)  191  Pa.  861^  43  Atl^  216>  .6  Am. 


Neg.  Rep.  383;  Rogers  v.  Florence  R. 
Co.  (1889)  31  S.  C.  378,  9  S.  £.  1059. 

•  Ewing  V.  Litzmann  (1916)  —  Tex. 
Gv.  App.  — ,  188  S.  W.  742. 

•Prest-0-Ute  Co.  v.  Skeel  (1914) 
182  Ind.  593,  106  N.  E.  367,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917A,  474,  7  N.  C.  C.  A.  724  (employ- 
er's inspector  empowered  to  arrest 
progress  of  work*  if  he  found  it  was 
not  conforming  to  the  standard  pre- 
scribed in  the  work) ;  Julius  Keller 
Constr.  (3o.  v.  Herkless  (1915)  59 
Ind.  App.  472,  109  N.  E.  797  (work 
was  to  be  suspended  in  winter, 
if  such  suspension  should  be  re- 
quired by  weather  conditions);  Sal- 
mon V.  Kansas  City  (1912)  241  Mo.  14, 
39  L.R.A.(N.SO  328,  145  S.  W.  16 
(clause  as  to  suspension  during  freez- 
ing weather  was  supplemented  by  a 
statement  that  the  engineer  of  the 
contractee  ''should  have  the  right  to 
direct  that  the  work  should  be  contin- 
ued under  such  conditions  as  he 
should  prescribe,"  and  by  a  provision 
that,  during  the  suspension  of  the 
work  from  any  cause,  the  same  should 
be  suitably  covered  and  the  trenches 
filled,  "if  the  engineer  so  directed"). 

i»  Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Norwalk 
(1893)  63  Oinn.  495,  28  Atl.  32;  Hard- 
ing V.  Boston  (1895)  163  Mass.  14^  39 
N.  E.  411 ; .  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City 
(1912)  241  Mo.  14,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
82S,  145  S.  W.  16;  Uppington  v.  Ne^ 
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That  tlie  employ^^  Bhi^l  liave  the 
right  to  make  a  certain  use  of  what  is 
produced  by  the  work»  while  it  is  ib 
course  of  performance.^^ 

The  si^rnificance  of  other  stipula- 
tions is  discussed  in  §§  27-31,  infra. 

i  9.  Tup^cal  contracts  relmting  to  iMifi- 
ous  deocriptions  of  work. 

For  the   purpose   of  enabling  the 


reader  to  examine  some.twioal  con<^ 
tracts  of  a  detailed  and  comprehen- 
sive Character,  which  embrace  stipula- 
tions of  the  various  descriptions  tabu- 
lated in  the  preceding  sections,  it  will 
be  advisable  to  cite  the  cases  in 
which  the  contents  of  such  contracts 
have  been  particularized  by  the 
courts.^ 


Tork  (1901)  166  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R.A. 
550,  59  N.  £.  91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115 
(contractors  were  r.equired  to  observe 
all  the  ordinances  of  the  common 
council  in  relation  to  obstructing  the 
streets,  and  'in  all  cases  of  rock 
blasting  the  blast"  was  "to  be  care- 
fully covered  with  heavy  timber,  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinances  of  the  com- 
mon council"  relating  to  the  subject, 
"which  ordinances  shall  be  strictly 
observed") ;  Callahan  v.  Salt  Lake 
City  (1912)  41  Utah,  800,  125  Pac.  868 
("ordinances,  in  so  far  as  they  may 
affect  his  employees  or  the  dteposition 
or  transportation  of  the  materials"). 

See,  however,  Larsen  v.  Home 
Teleph.  Go.  (1911)  164  Mich.  295,  129 
N.  W.  894,  where  a  different  construc- 
tion was  placed  on  a  stipulation  of 
this  character. 

In  Ware  v.  Dominion  Exp.  Co. 
(1908;  Montreal  Ct.  of  Rev.)  IS  Rev. 
L.  N.  S.  (Quebec)  858,  reversing  14 
Rev.  L.  N.  S.  898,  where  a  child  was 
injured  through  falling  into  an  exca^ 
vation  made  for  a  building,  the  con- 
struction contract  provided  that  "all 
the  work,  labor,  and  materials  were  to 
be  rendered,  furnished,  and  per- 
formed ^according,  subject,  and  con- 
formably to  the  plans  of  the  archi- 
tects, or,  in  their  absence,  to  the  di- 
rection of  whomsoever  they  might 
appoint;  that  the  contractor  should 
"observe  and  conform  to  all  the  laws, 
ordinances,  and  regulations  of  the 
cil7  of  Montreal  and  province  of  Que- 
bec relating  to  the  use  and  obstruc- 
tion of  streets,  .  .  •  protection  of 
the  public  from  danger,  and  all  other 
matters  whatsoever."  Lynch,  J.,  took 
the  position  that  the  wording  of  the 
contract  "certainly  relieved  the  pro- 
prietor from  all  liability  for  any  dam- 
asres  which  the  contractor  might  occa- 
sion. The  architect  had  complete  di- 
rection of  the  building  operations,  but 
he  was  concerned  merely  with  the  re- 
sults of  the  work,  and  not  with  the 
means  by  which  those  results  were 
obtained.    In  my  opinion,  the  defend- 


ant .exercised  no  control  whatever 
over"  the  work."  With  this  view  Pag- 
nu^Io,  'J.,  agreed,  remarking  that  the 
French  decisions  were  not  binding 
upon  the  eourt. 

*»  Dayton  V.  Free  (1914)  46  Utah, 
277,  148  Pac.  408,  where,  in  a  contract 
relating  to  the  construction  of  a  min- 
ing tunnel,  the  company  reserved  the 
right,  "at  any  time  during  the  prose- 
cution of  the  work,"  to  run  drifts, 
etc.,  and  to  conduct  and  carry  on  such 
other  mining  operations  through  and 
from  the  said  tunnel  as  it  might  de- 
sire," provided  that  they  did  not  in- 
terfere with  the  reasonable  prosecu- 
tion of  the  woric  by  the  contractors. 

1  (»)  Work     pertunaed     f  pr     railro«d 
poatpaniea. 

(The  cross-references  are  to  the 
sections  of  the  monograph  in  19 
A.L.R.  pp.  1168,  et  seq.) 

Philadelphia,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Karr 
(1912)  38  App.  D.  C.  193,  —  A.L.R.  — 
(see  §  22,  note  1  (a) ) ;  Hayes  v.  Chi- 
cago, O.  &  P.  R.  Go.  (1916)  203  ID. 
App.  472  (see  §  22,  note  1  (a)); 
Hughes  V.  Cincinnati  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(1883)  89  Ohio  St.  461  (see  §  22,  note 
1  (a));  Rogers  v.  Florence  R.  Co. 
(1889)  31  S.  a  378,  9  S.  E.  1059  (see 
<§  22,  note  1  (a) ) ;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Cheatham  (1906)  118  Tenn.  160, 
100  S.  W.  902  (see  §  22,  note  1  (a)). 

(b)  Work  wltli  respeet  tp  buildiags. 

Mobley  v.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co.  (1919) 
68  Ind.  App.  308,  119  N.  E.  477  (see  § 
22,  note  1  (b)). 

(e)  Coastm«tioa   pf  spwers. 

Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Norwalk 
(1893)  63  Conn.  495,  28  Atl.  32  (see  § 
22,  note  1  (e));  Harding  v.  Boston 
(1895)  163  Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411  (see 
§  22,  note  1  (e));  Uppington  v.  New 
York  (1901)  165  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R.A. 
650,  59  N.  E.  91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
115  (see  §  22,  note  1  (e)). 

(d)  Layias  s»s  pipes. 

Hardaker    v.    Idle    Dist    Council 
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ill.  SHpultUionM  eana$rued  m  inve9$in0 
ffce  emplatf0r  toUh  powera  of  control 
whUdk  extend  te  the  detaOa  of  the 
worh, 

§  to.  In  ifeneral. 

In  the  following  sections  will  be 
found  a  statement  of  the  effect  of 
various  stipulations  which  have  been 
construed  as  reserving  to  the  employ- 
er that  full  control  over  the  work 
which  places  him,  with  relation  to  the 
person  employed,  in  the  position  of  a 
master. 

A  comparison  of  the  cases  cited  in 
this  and  the  preceding  subtitle  dis- 
closes a  fundamental  divergence  of 
views  with  respect  to  the  significance 
of  identical  and  virtually  identical 
stipulations.  This  conflict  of  opinion 
is,  doubtless,  a  natural  consequence 
of  the  fact  that  the  phraseology  of 
several  of  the  stipulations  discussed 
in  both  subtitles,  is  on  its  face,  sus- 
ceptible of  two  diverse  interpreta- 
tion3 — one  importing  a  control  which 
extends  to  details,  and  the  other  a 
control  which  has  relation  merely  to 
the  results  of  the  work.  But  the  ac- 
tual state  of  the  authorities  which 
has  resulted  from  the  inconsistencies 
produced  by  .this  cause  is  extremely 
unsatisfactory,  and,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  all  the  stipulations  with  re- 
gard to  which  there  is  so  much  dis- 

[1896]  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  335,  65  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  N.  S.  363,  74  L.  T.  N.  S.  69,  44  Week. 
Rep.  323,  60  J.  P.  196  (see  §  18,  note  1 
(dd)). 

(•)  Wprk  wltli  respect  to  timber.  ^ 

Gay  V.  Roanoke  R.  &  Lumber  Co. 
(1908)  148  N.  C.  336,  62  S.  E.  436 
(see  §  22,  note  1  (j)). 

(f)  Operatiom  ef  qvarrlee. 

Strieker  v.  Industrial  Commission 
(1920)  55  Utah,  603,  19  A.L.R.  1159, 
188  Pac.  849  (see  §  34,  note  1  (e)). 

^Manton  v.  H.  L.  Stevens  &  Co. 
(1915)  170  Iowa,  495,  153  N.  W.  87, 
the  court  said:  "It  was  appropriate 
and  consistent  to  make  such  provision 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Martins.  The 
very  purpose  of  their  employment  of 
Stevens  &  Company  as  architects  and 
engineers  and  superintendents  was 
that  they  might  have  the  benefit  of 
their  experience,  knowledge,  and 
judgment.    It    was    entirely    consis- 


agreement  are  found  in  written  con- 
tracts, furnishes  a  singular,  and  by 
no  means  edifying,  commentary  upon 
the  doctrine  that  the  construction  of 
such  contracts  is  assigned  to  the 
courts  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
uniformity  in  the  decisions. 

In  a  case  where  a  person  employed 
to  superintend  construction  work  had 
inserted  in  certain  subcontracts  for 
the  supply  of  materials,  clauses  to  the 
effect  that  the  deliveries  should  meet 
his  approval,  it  was  unsuccessfully 
contended  that  the  inclusion  of  such 
provisions  showed  that  his  interest  in 
the  subcontracts  was  that  of  an  in- 
dependent contractor.^ 

§  11,  Stipulatione    requiring    the    eon- 
trador  to  aaUsfy  a  certain  etandard. 

The  following  provisions  have  been 
construed  as  being  inconsistent  with 
the  inference  that  the  person  em- 
ployed was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor: 

That  the  contractor  shall  execute 
all  the  works  mentioned  in  the  speci- 
fications and  certain  plans,  according 
to  such  explanatory  drawings  and  in- 
structions as  may  be  furnished  to 
him  by  the  employer's  surveyor.* 

That  the  work  shall  be  performed 
in  a  manner  satisfactory  to''  the  em- 
ployer.* 

That  the  work  shall  ''be  carried  on 


ii 


tent,  therefore,  that  the  contracts  in 
their  behalf  should  meet  the  approval 
of  Stevens  &  Company  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  acceptance." 

*  Penny  v.  Wimbledon  Urban  Dist. 
Council  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  212,  67 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  754,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  748. 

<In  Stroka  v.  Halliday  (1916)  39 
R.  L  119,  97  Atl.  965,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918D,  961,  the  members  of  a  mu- 
nicipal conmiittee  managing  a  4th 
of  July  celebration,  which  included 
a  display  of  fireworks,  were  sued 
for  an  injury  occasioned  to  a  boy 
through  the  explosion  of  an  unex- 
ploded  bomb  which  he  had  picked 
up,  after  the  celebration,  on  land 
adjacent  to  the  place  where  the 
fireworks  were  exhibited.  Under  its 
contract  the  fireworks  manufacturing 
company  agreed  "to  furnish  the  fire- 
works ...  in  accordance  with  the 
program,  .  .  .  and  in  a  manner 
satisfactory  to  said  4th  of  July  com- 
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under  the  supervision,  and  according 
to  the  direction  of  the  (mine)  man- 
ager, or  his  duly  authorized  agent,  and 
to  his  satisfaction  as  to  the  manner  of 
doing  said  work,  and  as  to  the  limit 
and  extent  thereof/*^ 


That  'the  amount  due  is  to  be  paid 
when  the  entire  work  is  completed  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  employer's  en- 
gineer." • 

That  "all  material  furnished  and 
work  done,  not  in  accordance  with  the 


mittee."  Having  expressed  the  opin- 
ion that  it  was  to  be  inferred,  from 
the  "whole  wording  of  the  contract, 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
thereto  that  all  the  firing  should  be 
done  by  the  members  of  the  company, 
or  its  employees,"  the  court  thus  com* 
mented  upon  the  second  of  the  condi- 
tions imposed  upon  the  contractor: 
"This  clause,  then,  applies  to  every- 
thing to  be  done — ^not  only  to  the 
quality  and  extent  of  the  exhibit,  but 
also  to  the  manner  of  doing  the  firing; 
and  it  seems  to  us  to  be  unwarranted 
to  say  that,  under  this  language,  the 
committee  or  any  member  thereof  did 
not  have  full  authority  to  control  the 
'manner'  of  doing  anything  which 
had  to  be  done.  If  it  had  been  ob- 
served in  any  portion  of  this  display, 
during  the  day  or  evening,  that  the 
bombs  or  other  fireworks  were  being 
discharged  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be 
dangerous  to  property  or  to  persons, 
or  so  as  to  show  that  the  man  engaged 
in  the  work  of  firing  was  incompetent, 
reckless,  or  negligent,  it  would  have 
been  not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty, 
of  the  committee  or  any  member 
thereof,  or  of  the  subcommittee 
or  any  member  thereof,  to  have 
stopped  the  firing,  and  either  to  have 
forbidden  the  continuance  of  the 
display  entirely,  or  to  have  insist- 
ed that  the  incompetent,  reckless, 
or  negligent  person  in  charge  should 
be  removed,  and  that  a  man  or  men 
competent  for  the  work  should  be 
substituted.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that,  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract itself,  the  'manner'  of  doing  the 
work  was  subject  at  all  times  to  the 
full  control  of  the  defendants,  who 
authorized  the  contract,  and  who  were 
personally  responsible,  as  we  have 
shown,  and  that  the  fireworks  compa- 
ny was  not  an  'independent  contrac* 
tor'  in  the  sense  used  in  the  books. 
The  mere  fact  that  the  fireworks  com- 
pany was  permitted  l)y  the  committee 
to  conduct  this  display  through  a 
member  of  the  firm,  with  such  assist- 
ance as  he  found  necessary,  and  en- 
tirely without  interference  by  the 
committee  or  any  member  thereof, 
was  entirely  immaterial." 


In  Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919) 
20  Ariz.  531,  183  Pac.  740,  one  of  the 
clauses  regarded  as  negativing  the  in- 
dependence of  the  contract  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  work  was  "to  be  done 
to  the  satisfaction"  of  the  employer. 

■»Kelley  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (1921)  270  Pa.  426,  113  Atl.  419, 
decided  with  special  reference  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Act  of  June  2,  1891,  P. 
L.  176,  and  the  amending  Act  of  June 
1,  1915,  the  latter  of  which  provides 
that  the  owner  "shall  have  supervi- 
sion, direction,  and  control  of  the 
mine  foreman."  In  the  contract  un- 
der review  there  was  a  general  clause 
to  the  effect  that,  ^'except  as  herein 
specifically  provided,  all  matters  per- 
taining to  the  works  .  .  .  shall  be 
under  the  sole  supervision  and  con- 
trol of  the  mine  foreman,  .  .  .  and 
the  contractor  and  all  his  employees 
shall  be  subject  to  the  order  and  di- 
rections of  said  mine  foreman  pertain- 
ing to  all  matters  under  the  control 
of  said  foreman  as  provided  by  exist- 
ing laws."  Discussing  the  effect  of 
this  clause  with  relation  to  the  par- 
ticular provisions  of  the  contract,  the 
court  said :  "It  will  thus  be  seen  that 
the  contract  specifically  provides  for 
the  control  of  the  means  of  perform- 
ance by  the  mine  foreman,  that  the 
manner  of  doing  the  work  shall  be  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  manager,  that 
the  defendant  shall  have  the  right 
to  suspend  or  terminate  the  work 
without  notice  to  the  contractor,  with 
the  right  to  remove  from  the  work 
any  workmen  who,  in  the  opinion  of 
its  manager,  are  incompetent,  care- 
less, or  for  any  other  reason  unsatis- 
factory, and  that  the  interpretation  of 
the  contract  .  .  .  shall  be  by  the 
manager,  whose  decision  shall  be  con- 
clusive. It  is,  therefore,  manifest 
that,  through  the  manager  and  mine 
foreman,  full  control  over  the  means 
and  manner  of  performance  was  re- 
served to  defendant,  and  there  was 
left  in  the  contractor  no  independence 
whatever  in  manner  and  means  of  per- 
formance." 

J  Gassimbn  v.  Craft  ft  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  662. 
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specifications/'  shall  be  removed  by 
the  contractor,  at  his  own  expense, 
within  a  certain  number  of  hours  aft- 
er notice  from  the  designated  agent 
of  the  contractee.* 

That  the  sanction  of  the  employer 
to  the  closing  of  all  proposed  sales  of 
the  employer's  properties  should  be 
obtained  by  the  person  employed  to 
make  such  sales.^ 

Some  of  the  stipulations  referred 
to  in  the  next  section  may  also  be  as-^ 
signed  to  the  same  category  as  those 
above  tabulated. 


§  12.  StiptOaUons  hy  which  the  empUpy* 
er  is  authorized  In  general  term$  to 
give  directiena  oonoertUng  the  tvork. 

The  followijig  stipulations  have 
been  held  to  negative  the  independ- 
ence of  a  contract  in  which  they  were 
inserted : 

That  the  work  shall  "at  all  times  be 
subject  to  the  supervision"  of  the  em- 
ployer's engineer/'  * 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  ''under 
the  supervision"  of  the  employer's 
agent' 

That  the  work  ahall  be  conducted 
"under  the  superintendenee"  of  the 
employer's  agent* 


«Thillman  v.  Baltimore  (1909)  111 
Md.  131,  73  Atl.  722.  In  this  case, 
where  the  defendant  wa3  held  liable 
for  damage  caused  by  water  deflected 
into  the  plaintiff's  cellar  by  reason  of 
negligence  with  respect  to  the  work 
of  repaving  an  alley,  the  conclusion 
that  the  tort-feasor  was  not  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  seems  to  have  been 
mainly  based  upon  the  reservation  of 
the  right  conferred  by  a  provision  of 
this  tenor.  But  the  court  also  relied 
upon  the  effect  of  certain  provisions 
(not  quoted)  which  gave  the  engineer 
of  the  contractee  "more  or  less  con- 
trol over  the  work,"  particularly  a 
specification  which  had  a  direct  rela- 
tion to  the  conditions  which  occa- 
sioned the  injury  complained  of,  viz., 
that  "all  soft  and  spongy  material  be- 
low the  subgrade  [of  the  alley  to  be 
repaved]  be  removed,  and  filled  with 
some  material  satisfactory  to  the  cily 
engineer." 

See  also  Aarnes  v.  Great  Northern 
R.  Co.  (1915)  129  Minn.  467,  152  N.  W. 
866,  where  a  contract  held  not  to  be 
independent  included  a  provision  re- 
quiring the  contractor  to  remove  all 
condemned  materials,  etc.,  within  a 
specified  time  after  he  received  notice 
to  do  so. 

*  Brown  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Commis- 
sion (1917)  174  Cal.  457,  163  Pac.  664. 
The  court  was  of  opinion  that  this 
stipulation  "necessarily  implied  the 
power  of  designating  and  directing  in 
advance  the  terms  upon  which  each 
lot  must  be  sold." 

^Aarnes  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1915)  129  Minn.  467,  152  N.  W.  866. 

*  Smith  V.  Seattle  (1899)  20  Wash. 
613,  56  Pac.  389  (defendant  held  li- 
able for  injury  caused  to  his  property 


by  the  removal  of  lateral  support  con- 
sequent upon  the  grading  of  a  street) ; 
Flynn  v.  Philadelphia  (1901)  199  Pa. 
476,  49  Atl.  249  (in  opinion  of  judge 
of  first  instance  which  was  adopted 
by  the  supreme  court). 

From  provisions  of  a  eontract 
which  showed  that  the  ci^  retained  a 
supervisory  control  over  the  work, 
and  had  power  to  dismiss  any  person 
Mnployed  by  the  contractors  on  the 
work,  and  tiiat  the  dismissals  of  the 
board  of  public  works,  which  repre- 
sented the  city,  were  final  and  conclu- 
sive in  every  case  that  might  arise  un- 
der the  contract,  the  court  drew  the 
inference  that  there  were  "depend- 
ence" and  "serviency"  in  the  contrac- 
tors. Chicago  V.  Joney  (1871)  60  IlL 
383.  The  phraseology  of  the  clauses 
as  to  supervision  is  not  stated. 

In  Cunningham  v.  Penn  Bridge  Co. 
(1912)  181  La.  196,  59  So.  119,  the 
court  after  referring  to  a  passage  in 
Thompson  on  Negligence,  continued 
thus:  "We  will  state  that  from  the 
same  commentator  we  gather:  'When 
the  owner  maintains  control  on  a  giv- 
en particular  of  the  work,  the  contrac- 
tor is  not  an  independent  contractor.' 
The  city  certainly  retained  some  con^ 
trol  over  the  construction."  As  the 
provisions  which  were  regarded  as  be- 
ing indicative  of  a  "retention  of  con- 
trol" are  not  mentioned  in  the  report* 
it  is  impossible  to  say  under  which  of 
the  paragraphs  of  this  section  the 
case  should  be  placed. 

'Nisbitt  V.  Dixon  (1852)  14  Sc 
Sess.  Cas.  2d  series,  973. 

In  Scott  V.  Springfield  (1899)  81 
Mo.  App.  312,  it  was  held  that  a  eon- 
tract  containing  the  following  provi- 
sion was  not  independent:  The  word 
"engineer,"  as  herein  employed,  shall 
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That  the  employer  shall  have  the 
direction  and  constant  supervision" 
of  the  work.^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  "under  the 
superintendence"  of  the  defendant's 
engineer,  and  "any  orders  or  direc* 
tions  given  by  him  shall  be  respect-  ' 
ed,  and  immediately  and  strictly 
obeyed  by  the  contractor."* 

That  "except  as  herein  specifically 
provided,  all  matters  pertaining  to 
the  work  shall  be  under  the  sole  su- 
pervision and  control  of  .  the  mine 
foreman,  and  the  contractor  and  all 
his  employees  shall  be  subject  to  the 


orders  and  directions  of  said  mine 
foreman,  pertaining  to  all  matters  un- 
der the  control  of  said  mine  foreman 
as  provided  by  existing  laws."*^ 

That  the  employer  shall  have  the 
right  to  "direct  the  manner  in  which 
the  work  shall  be  carried  out."  * 

That  the  contractor  "shall  carry  on 
the  work  during  suitable  weather,  as 
the  employer's  engineers  shall  di- 
rect."^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  performed 
^'under  the  direction"  of  the  employ- 
er's agent.' 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "ac- 


be  construed  to  mean  such  person  as 
shall  be  designated  by  the  city  coun- 
cil, whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  superin- 
tend the  work  in  all  its  details,  pass 
upon  and  reject  such  material  as  may 
not  be  in  conformity  with  these  speci- 
fications, designate  when  work  shall 
begin,  and  how  it  shall  be  conducted, 
discharge  incompetent  or  disobedient 
employees,  and  pass  upon  all  ques- 
tions as  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of 
these  specifications.  The  engineerp 
subject  to  approval  of  the  sewer  com^ 
mittee,  may  appoint  and  place  upon 
the  work  such  inspectors  as  he  may 
see  fit,  fully  authorized  to  act  for  him 
in  his  absence. 

*Bechnel  v.  New  Orleans,  M.  &  T. 
R.  Co.  (1876)  28  La,  Ann.  522. 

»  Cooper  V.  Seattle  (1897)  16  Wash. 
462,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  46,  47  Pac.  887. 

••Kelley  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (1921)  270  Pa.  426,  113  Atl.  419. 

•  Beal  V.  Champion  Fiber  Co.  (1910) 
154  N.  C.  147,  69  S.  E.  834. 

''Chas.  T.  Derr  Constr.  Co.  v.  Gel- 
ruth  (1911)  29  Okla,  538,  120  Pac.  253. 

<  Williams  v.  National  Cash  Regis- 
ter Co.  (1914)  157  Ky.  836,  164  S.  W. 
112;  Delmonico  v.  New  York  (1848; 
Super.  Ct.)  1  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  222; 
Harmon  v.  Ferguson  Contracting  Co. 
(1912)  159  N.  C.  22,  74  S.  E.  632; 
Schade  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1914)  79  Wash.  651,  140 
Pac.  897. 

In  Burger  v.  Philadelphia  (1900) 
196  Pa.  41,  46  Atl.  262,  the  purport  of 
a  contract  for  the  reconstruction  of 
sewer  inlets  was  thus  summarized  by 
the  court:  "The  contract  under 
which  the  work  was  done  was  a  con- 
tract to  furnish  the  material  and  la- 
bor for  the  reconstruction  of  sewer 
inlets  in  any  part  of  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia, during  the  year  1896,  as  re- 


quired by  the  department  of  public 
works,  and  subject  to  its  direction 
and  approval.  For  a  part  of  the  work 
a  fixed  price  was  to  be  paid,  as  for 
stone,  bricks,  or  iron  inlets  of  differ- 
ent patterns,  for  iron  gratings,  man- 
holes, terra-cotta  pipe,  etc.,  but  in 
most  cases  the  work  was  to  be  paid 
for  at  a  fixed  price  per  foot  or  yard, 
as  excavating,  masonry,  curving,  pav- 
ing, etc.  No  particular  work  was 
specified,  and  none  might  be  ordered. 
When  ordered,  the  work  was  to  be 
done  in  the  presence  of  an  inspector, 
and  the  department  reserved  the  right 
of  absolute  control  and  direction. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  de- 
partment exercised  any  right  except 
that  of  supervision,  or  that  the  con- 
tractor received  any  directions  froni 
anyone  acting  for  the  city."  As  there 
was  evidence  that  the  defendant's 
agents  had  accepted  the  work  with 
notice  of  the  defects  which  caused 
the  plaintifTs  injury,  the  court  de- 
clined to  consider  whether,  in  view  of 
the  exceptional  character  of  the  con- 
tract, the  city  was  relieved  of  liabil- 
ity for  the  negligence  of  its  contrac- 
tor, under  the  ruling  in  Painter  v. 
Pittsburgh  (1863)  46  Pa.  213,  and  the 
line  of  cases'  which  followed  it. 

In  Nashville  v.  Brown  (1871)  9 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  1,  24  Am.  Rep.  289,  the 
court  seems  to  have  considered  that 
the  fact  of  its  having  been  provided, 
by  a  contract  for  certain  street  work, 
that  it  was  to  be  done  "under  the  di- 
rection of  the  city  engineer,  and  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  street  committee," 
was  an  element  which  in  itself  showed 
that  the  relation  created  was  that  of 
master  and  servant.  But  the  main 
ground  of  the  decision  was  the  rule 
which  declares  the  keeping  of  a  street 
in  a  safe  condition  to  be  a  non-delega- 
ble  duty. 
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cording  to  the  directions  of  the  super- 
vising architect,  whose  decisions  on 
all  points  shall  be  final.* 

That  the  work  shall  be  *'done  and 
finished  agreeably  to  the  directions 
and  orders"  of  the  employer's  en- 
gineer.** 

That  the  contractor  shall  be  ''sub- 
ject at  all  times,  during  the  progress 
of  the  work,  to  the  direction''  of  the 
employer's  engineers." 

That  ''all  directions  and  instruc- 
tions given  by  the  engineers,  etc.,  of 
the  employer,  must  be  fully  carried 
out"  by  the  contractor." 

That  the  contractor  must  strictly 
follow  without  delay  all  orders  and 
instructions  from  the  chief  engineer 
or  his  authorized  assistants   in  the 


prosecution  and  completion  of  the 
wok  and  every  part  thereof."* 

That  the  employers  "may  submit  to 
the  contractor  such  orders,  directions, 
and  instructions  as  they  wish  for  the 
proper  carrying  out  of  the  contract, 
and  the  contractor  shall  obey  the 
same,"  " 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  under 
"direction"  of  the  employer's  desig- 
nated agents,  who  "shall  have  entire 
control  over  the  manner  of  doing,  or 
shaping,  all  and  every  part  of  the 
work."»* 

That  the  work  shall  be  carried  on, 
"in  its  several  parts  and  branches,  in 
such  manner,  at  such  times,  and  at 
such  places,  as  the  employer  may 
from  time  to  time  direct."  " 


*Faren  v.  Sellers  (1887)  39  La. 
Ann.  1011,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  266,  S  So. 
868  (workman  injured).  The  court 
said:  "The  nature  of  the  work  was 
such  that  nothing  else  but  the  method 
of  doing  it  required  the  supervision  of 
the  architect.  ...  If  the  architect 
had  directed  or  permitted  Lornch  to 
strip  the  building,  as  actually  done  by 
defendants,  before  removing  the 
spans.  Lynch  would  have  been  the 
servant  of  defendants  quoad  the 
adoption  of  this  method,  and  they 
would  have  been  responsible  for  any 
injury  resulting  therefrom.  A  forti- 
ori are  they  responsible  when  they 
themselves  adopt  this  method  and  do 
this  part  of  the  work  themselves." 

"  Gadsden  v.  Craft  &  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  662. 

**  Carlton  County  Farmers  Mut.  F, 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Foley  Bros.  (1912)  117 
Miniu  59,  88  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  175,  184  N. 
W.  811. 

"Ibid. 

!«•  Flynn  v.  Philadelphia  (1901)  199 
Pa.  476,  49  Atl.  249  (in  opinion  of 
judge  of  first  instance  which  was 
adopted  by  the  supreme  court). 

"  Chas.  T.  Derr  Constr.  Co.  v.  Gel- 
ruth  (1911)  29  Okla.  588,  120  Pac. 
253. 

1*  Covington  v.  Geyler  (1892)  98 
Ky.  275,  19  S.  W.  741  (plaintiff's 
house  injured  by  removal  of  lateral 
support). 

"  Aarnes  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1915)  129  Minn.  467,  152  N.  W.  866 
(servant  of  contractor  injured  while 
working  on  a  building) ;  Gulf,  C.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Delaney  (1900)  22  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  427,  56  S.  W.  588. 


In  Morrissey  v.  Cincinnati  (1911) 
88  Ohio  C.  C.  541,  affirmed  in  (1913) 
87  Ohio  St.  525,  102  N.  E.  1121,  which 
involved  a  similar  provision,  not  con- 
taining the  words  "at  such  times,"  an 
action  was  held  to  be  maintainable 
for  damage  caused  to  a  building  by 
explosions  of  dynamite  used  in  exca- 
vating a  trench  for  a  sewer.  The 
lower  court  (consisting  of  three  cir- 
cuit judges)  said:  "The  excavation 
for  the  sewer  was  part  of  the  work 
contracted  for,  and  we  think  it  clear 
that,  under  the  provision  just  quoted, 
the  city  engineer  or  inspector  had  the 
right  to  control  the  manner  of  making 
the  excavation,  and  to  determine 
whether  same  should  be  by  pick  and 
shovel,  blasting,  steam  shovel,  or  oth- 
erwise, such  right  to  be  exercised 
reasonably  and  with  a  proper  regard 
for  the  welfare  of  persons  and  prop- 
erty likely  to  be  affected,  as  well  as 
for  the  advantage  of  the  contractor 
in  the  adoption  of  such  method  or 
manner  as  would  cheapen  and  facili- 
tate the  execution  of  the  contract.  It 
seems  to  us  that  the  contract  secures 
such  right  to  the  city  without  ambigu- 
ity. If  any  aids  to  construction  were 
necessary,  we  think  all  the  circum- 
stances— ^the  character  of  the  ground* 
depth  of  excavation,  power  and  duty 
of  the  city  with  reference  to  streets, 
contiguous  buildings — all  make  such 
reservation  on  the  part  of  tihe  city  ap- 
pear reasonable  and  necessary."  The 
court  was  of  opinion  that  the  clause 
in  question  was  to  be  construed  in 
the  same  sense  as  the  one  considered 
in  Cincinnati  v.  Stone  (1856)  5  Ohio 
St.  88. 
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That  the  contractor  shall  "conform 
in  all  respects  to  the  directions  and 
instructions'^  of  the  employer's  en- 
gineers, relative  to  the  work,  and 
shall  progress  with  the  same  at  such 
time  or  times,  in  such  manner,  and  at 
such  particular  points  on  the  line  of 
the  work  as  the  engineers  shall  di- 
rect" " 

That  the  contractor  shall  be  sub- 
ject at  all  times  during  the  progress 
of  the  work  to  the  "direction"  of  the 
employer's  agent  as  to  the  mode  and 
manner  of  doing  it,  and  shall  pros- 
ecute the  work  in  such  manner  and  at 
such  points  as  he  may  direct.^'' 

That  "all  of  the  work,  material,  and 
apparatus  shall  be  performed,  done, 
located,  and  placed,  at  such  place,  and 
in  such  manner,  as  shall  be  designat- 
ed or  required"  by  the  onployer's  en- 
gineer." 

That  the  employer's  engineer  '*will 


designate  the  order  of  time  in  which 
the  different  parts  of  the  work  shall 
be  done,  as  well  as  the  mode  of  doing 
the  same."  " 

That  the  instrumentality  to  be  used 
for  the  work  shall  be  "under  the  di- 
rection and  supervision"  of  the  em- 
ployer, and  do  certain  specified  parts 
of  the  work  "in  the  manner"  to  be  in- 
dicated by  him.*^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "un- 
der the  supervision  and  according  to 
the  direction"  of  the  employer's  en- 
gineer, and  that  he  shall  have  power 
"to  reject  or  condemn  any  work."" 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "in  the 
manner"  prescribed  by  the  employer, 
and  that  his  "orders  shall  be  obeyed" 
by  the  contractor  and  the  contractor's 
employees.** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "as 
ordered."  *• 

That  the  contractor  shall  be  "under 


In  Denver  v.  Rhodes  (1886)  9  Colo. 
554,  18  Pac.  729,  the  retention  by  the 
defendant  municipality  of  control 
over  the  work  was  held  to  be  a  nec- 
essary inference,  where  a  power  had 
been  reserved  to  make  alterations  in 
the  manner,  extent,  and  plan  of  the 
work,  as  it  progressed,  and  to  relet 
the  work  in  case  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract were  not  complied  with,  and, 
among  other  reservations  of  author- 
ity and  control  over  the  work,  was  the 
following:  "The  contractor  shall 
commence  the  work  at  such  points  as 
the  engineer  and  sewer  committee 
may  direct,  and  shall  conform  to  their 
directions  as  to  the  order  of  time  in 
which  the  different  parts  of  the  work 
shall  be  done,  as  well  as  to  all  the 
engineer's  other  instructions  as  to  the 
mode  of  doing  the  same,  including  the 
length  of  street  or  alley  that  may  be 
taken  up  in  advance  of  the  back  fill- 
ing." 

^•Carlton  County  Farmers  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Foley  Bros.  (1912)  117 
Minn.  59,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  175,  134  N. 
W.  311. 

"North  Bend  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1913)  76 
Wash.  232,  185  Pac.  1017. 

"  Larsen  v.  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(1911)  164  Mich.  295,  129  N.  W.  894. 

wpressley  v.  Sallisaw  (1916)  54 
Okla.  747,  154  Pac.  660. 

••Perkins  v.  Blauth  (1912)  163  Cal. 
782,  127  Pac.  50,  where  an  action  was 


held  to  be  maintainable  against  the 
trustees  of  a  reclamation  district  for 
damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff's 
land,  in  consequence  of  the  failure  of 
a  dredger  company  to  protect  his  land 
from  the  waters  of  a  river,  after  a 
levee  had  been  cut  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  dredger  to  pass  through 
it  and  reach  the  place  where  the  work 
for  which  it  had  been  hired  was  to  be 
done.  Stress  was  laid  upon  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  negligence  com- 
plained of  had  relation  to  certain  par- 
ticular matters  in  respect  of  which 
the  right  of  control  had  been  re- 
served. But  it  is  reasonably  clear 
from  the  language  of  the  court  that 
this  consideration  was  regarded  as 
being  merely  corroborative  of  an  in- 
ference deemed  to  be  deducible  from 
the  general  provision,  which  was  ap- 
plicable to  the  work  as  a  whole. 

•*  Cincinnati,  H;  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Van 
Dorn  (1885)  1  Ohio  C.  C.  292,  1  Ohio 
C   D    160 

'»Herrington  v.  Booth  (1916)  252 
Pa,  70,  97  Atl.  178.  As  the  precise 
tenor  of  the  contract  under  review  is 
not  stated  in  the  report,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say  whether  this  decision  is 
really  in  conflict  with  Miller  v.  Mer- 
ritt  (1905)  211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508, 
which  is  seemingly  inconsistent  witti 
it.    See  §  6,  note  28»  supra. 

» Porter  v.  Withers  Estate  Co. 
(1919)  201  Mo.  App.  27,  210  S.  W. 
109. 
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the  immediate  order"  of  the  employ- 
er's agent,  and  that  the  work  shall  be 
performed  *'to  his  entire  satisfac- 
tion." •• 

That  *the  work  shall  be  prosecuted 
at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as 
the  employer's  engineer  may  di- 
rect." » 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "under 
the  direction"  of  the  employer's  en- 
gineer, who  shall  have  "entire  control 
over  the  manner  of  doing  and  shap- 
.ing  all  or  any  part  of  the  same,"  and 
whose  directions  are  to  be  "strictly 
obeyed."  «• 

That  the  person  "employed"  is  to 
perform  the  stipulated  work  accord- 
ing to  the  "instructions"  of  the  em- 
ployer." 

^  Stephens  v.  Thurso  Poltce  Comr9. 
(1876)  3  So.  Sess.  Cas.  4th  series,  542. 

^•Larsen  v.  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
(1911)  164  Mich.  296,  129  N.  W.  894. 

^  Cincinnati  v.  Stone  (1855)  5  Ohio 
St.  S8. 

"A  clause  of  this  purport  was 
treated  as  the  controlling  element  in 
Linquist  v.  Hodges  (1911)  248  IlL 
491,  94  N.  E.  94,  where  Hodges  em- 
ployed B.  and  R.  to  superintend  the 
masonry  and  the  concrete  and  carpen- 
try work  for  a  factory  building,  and 
agreed  to  "lease  from  them  all  tools 
and  equipment  necessary  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  work."  Hodges  was 
held  liable  for  the  negligence  of  a 
workman,  whereby  injury  was  inflict- 
ed on  the  plaintiff,  another  workman, 
but  not  a  fellow  servant  of  the  tort- 
feasor. 

The  above  ease  was  followed  in 
Fetzer  v.  Noel  Constr.  Co.  (1912)  175 
IlL  App.  401,  where,  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  servant  of  an  elevator 
company  to  recover  for  an  injury  by 
the  negligence  of  a  servant  of  the 
Armored  Company,  in  allowing  a 
plank  to  project  into  the  shaft  in 
which  a  car  on  which  plaintiff  stood 
was  being  operated,  the  contract  be- 
tween the  Armored  Company  and  the 
Noel  Company,  the  general  contrac- 
tor for  the  construction  of  the  build- 
ing in  which  the  accident  occurred, 
was  held  to  import  that  the  Armored 
Company  was  to  act  as  superintend- 
ent for  the  Noel  Company.  The  only 
provisions  specifically  mentioned  by 
the  court  were  that  the  compensation 


That  the  work  is  to  be  carried  on 
"under  the  instructions"  of  the  em- 
ployer's foreman." 

That  the  person  employed  shall  be 
"governed  by  the  printed  instructions 
on  the  back  of  this  contract."** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  em- 
ployer's agent,  that  such  agent  shall 
have  authority  to  direct  the  order  in 
which  and  the  points  at  which  it 
should  be  prosecuted,  and  that  the 
contractor  shall  immediately  comply 
with  all  the  instructions  given  by  the 
engineer.** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "ac- 
cording to  the  plans  and  directions  of 
the  employer's  chief  engineer."** 

That  the  work  shall   be  done   "in 

accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifi- 

■■  ■  ^  *■ ■■ ' ■ 

was  to  be  10  per  cent  "for  the  super- 
intending of  the  work,"  and  that  there 
was  also  to  be  paid,  as  additional 
compensation,  a  certain  percentage  of 
the  amount  by  which  the  cost  of  the 
labor,  etc.,  should  fall  short  of  a  cer- 
tain amount.  t 

In  Aarnes  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1915)  129  Minn.  467,  152  N.  W.  866, 
one  of  the  clauses  which  were  advert- 
ed to  as  destroying  the  independence 
of  the  contract  was  to  the  effect  that 
all  the  work  should  be  carried  out 
strictly  in  accordance  with  the  plans 
which  would  be  furnished,  and  speci- 
fications and  instructions  which 
would  be  given  from  time  to  time  by 
the  architect,  engineer,  or  inspectors 
of  the  contractee.  On  the  principle, 
"nosciter  a  sociis,"  however,  it  would 
seem  preferable,  in  this  instance,  to 
construe  the  word  "instructions"  as 
connoting  merely  supplementary  di- 
rections of  the  same  character  as 
"specifications,"  and  not  directions 
concerning  the  details  of  the  work. 

*•  Arizona-Hercules  Copper  Co.  v, 
Crenshaw  (1919)  21  Ariz.  15,  184  Pac. 
996. 

^Gahagan  v.  Aermotor  Co.  (1897) 
67  Minn.  252,  69  N.  W.  914,  1  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  92. 

**  McCarthy  v.  Clark  (1911)  115 
Md.  454,  81  Atl.  12  (pedestrian 
stumbled  over  a  manhole  frame  left 
on  a  sidewalk  by  a  servant  of  a  firm 
.engaged  in  constructing  a  sewer). 

*iyeazie  v.  Penobscot  R.  Co.  (1860) 
49  Me.  119. 
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cations,  and  as  directed^'  by  the  em- 
ployer's agent.** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  ''under 
the  direction  and  subject  to  the  ap- 
proval" of  the  employer.** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "un- 


der the  directions,  and  to  the  satisfac- 
tion,"  of  the  designated  agents  of  the 
employer.** 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  ''ac- 
cording to   the   plans   and   specifica- 


••DePalma  v,  Weinman  (1909)  16 
N,  M.  68,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  423,  103  Pac. 
782  (excavation  on  adjacent  lot 
caused  plaintiff's  wall  to  collapse). 
The  court  quoted  some  of  the  lan- 
guage used  in  New  Orleans,  M.  &  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Hanning  (1872)  15  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  649,  21  L.  ed.  220,  and  con- 
tinued thus:  "The  contract  in  this 
case  seems  as  broad  in  its  terms.  In 
superintending  and  directing  there  is 
no  limitation  upon  the  power  of  La 
Driere  [architect],  so  long  as  he 
stayed  within  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions. He  could  direct  where  every 
stone  should  be  laid  and  every  shovel- 
ful of  dirt  should  be  taken  out. 
Grande  [contractor]  was,  therefore,  a 
servant  of  Barnett,  who,  though  he 
was  to  receive  a  stipulated  price  for 
his  work,  executed  it  under  the  direc- 
tion and  superintendence  of  his  em- 
ployer." The  decision  rendered  on 
the  subsequent  appeal  of  this  case  in 
(1911)  16  N.  M.  302,  121  Pac.  38,  was 
affirmed  in  (1914)  232  U.  S.  571,  58 
L.  ed.  733,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  370,  in 
which,  although  a  merely  cursory  ref- 
erence to  the  terms  of  the  contract 
was  made,  the  position  of  the  lower 
court  with  regard  to  the  effect  of  the 
clause  quoted  in  the  text  was  evident- 
ly approved. 

**  In  Linnehan  v.  Rollins  (1884)  18T 
Mass.  123,  50  Am.  Rep.  287,  the  trial 
judge,  on  a  charge  to  a  jury  which 
was  held  by  the  supreme  court  to  be  a 
correct  statement  of  principles,  thus 
commented  on  a  contract  which  pro- 
vided, in  substance,  that  one  Elston 
was  to  take  down  the  entire  building, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  the  employer 
might  request:  "This  contract  gives 
the  defendants  the  right  to  control 
and  direct  the  action  of  Elston.  It  is 
not  simply  a  provision  that  the  work 
must  finally  meet  their  approval  be- 
fore they  pay  him,  but  it  is  a  provi- 
sion that,  in  the  first  instance,  he  is 
to  take  down  just  so  much  of  it  as 
they  desire,  and  that  he  is  to  do  the 
work  of  taking  down  under  their  di- 
rection. There  is  no  other  mode  of 
construing  it  than  so  as  to  mean  that 
he,  by  this  contract,  was  subject  to 
their  orders  as  to  the  time,  and  man- 


ner, and  mode  of  doing  this  work;  that 
they  had  the  right  to  step  in  and  say 
to  him:  'You  are  not  doing  this  as 
we  directed  you  to  do  it.  We  direct 
you  thus  and  so,  and  we  direct  you 
to  do  this  in  the  other  way.'  That 
seems  to  me,  as  far  as  the  contract  is 
concerned,  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant  so  far 
as  Elston  and  the  defendants  are  con- 
cerned." , 
**Parrott  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1905)  127  Iowa,  419,  103  N.  W.  352. 
The  court  argued  thus:  "No  plans 
and  specifications  were  attached  to 
the  contract,  and  nothing  in  it  indi- 
cated the  result  to  be  attained,  save 
that  the  earth  was  to  be  taken  from 
the  cuts  and  placed  in  the  fill.  To 
what  elevation  or  line  was  the  fill  to 
be  raised?  To  what  depth  or  width 
were  the  excavations  to  be  made  along 
the  right  of  way?  The  contract  con- 
tains no  answer  to  these  inquiries, 
save  in  stipulating  that  the  'grading 
shall  be  done  under  the  direction, 
and  to  the  satisfaction,  of  the  chief 
engineer  of  the  company  and  his  as- 
sistant.* The  word  'grading,'  as  used, 
is  not  synonymous  with  'filling,'  for 
the  contractor  promised  to  furnish 
.the  work,  tools,  etc.,  to  do  'all  the 
grading  required  for  filling.'  The 
earth  to  be  used  is  described  as  'mate- 
rial for  filling,'  not  grading,  and  the 
fill,  when  completed,  is  designated  as 
an  'embankment,'  not  a  grade.  Mani- 
festly, the  word  was  not  employed  in 
the  technical  sense  of  bringing  the 
surface  at  the  bridge  to  a  line  or 
grade,  but  in  the  broader  sense  of  in- 
cluding the  excavating  and  filling  con- 
templated by  the  agreement  of  the 
parties.  See  Ryan  v.  Dubuque  (1900) 
112  Iowa,  284,  83  N.  W.  1073.  Other- 
wise the  company  must  be  held  to 
have  authorized  the  contractor  to  ex- 
cavate from  its  right  of  way  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  he  might 
choose — a  thing  inconsistent  with  its 
duty  to  the  public,  and  inconceivable 
in  the  protection  of  its  own  interests. 
As  he  was  to  do  the  grading  (that  is, 
excavate  and  fill)  under  the  direction 
of  defendant's  agents,  the  engineer, 
Stoddart  was  not  an  independent  con- 
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tlons,  and  under  the  direction,  super- 
intendence, and  approval"  of  the 
designated  agent  of  the  employer.*^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  ''under 
the  control"  of  the  employer's  super- 
intendent, and  "to  his  satisfaction."  ^ 

That  the  work  "shall  at  every  stage 
of  its  progress,  from  beginning  to 
end,  be  subject  to  the  direction,  in- 

tractor,  but  the  servant  of  the  com- 
pany, and  it  is  liable  for  any  damages 
occasioned  by  the  removal  of  the  soil 
from  plainti^s  land." 

Compare  also  Hill  v.  Caverly  (1834) 
7  N.  H.  215.  26  Am.  Dec.  735.  where 
the  liability  of  the  owner  of  a  saw- 
mill for  damages  caused  to  the  plain- 
tiff's land  through  the  bursting  of  a 
defective  dam.  constructed  by  the 
''lessee"  of  the  mill,  was  affirmed  on 
the  ground  that  such  lessee,  having 
agreed  "to  follow  the  directions  of 
the  lessor  in  everything  relating  to 
the  stoppage  or  flowage  of  the  water 
in  the  mill  pond."  was  a  mere  serv- 
ant. 

»»  Harold  v.  Montreal  (1867;  Q.  B.) 
11  Lower  Can.  Jur.  169.  The  court 
also  laid  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the 
contract  embraced  a  provision  au- 
thorizing the  defendant  corporation  to 
set  it  aside  after  twenty-four  hours' 
notice  given.  But  the  decision  was 
evidently  based  upon  the  provision 
specified  in  the  te^. 

In  Pelletier.  J..  Grolean  v.  Quebec 
C.  R.  Co.  (1895;  Quebec  Cir.  Ct.)  1 
Rev.  de  Jur.  54,  it  was  laid  down  that 
a  railway  company  which  contracts 
for  the  construction  of  a  line  for  a 
fixed  price,  but  nominates  its  own  en- 
gineer as  an  arbiter  between  itself 
and  the  contractors,  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  the  work  performed,  and  of 
giving  the  certificate  required  by  the 
contract  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  payment  of  sums  of  money  on  ac- 
count of  the  total  cost  of  the  under- 
taking, and  which  obligates  itself  to 
furnish  the  right  of  way,  exercises 
thereby  such  superintendence  and 
control  over  the  work  as  to  render  it- 
self responsible  to  a  third  person  for 
any  injury  inflicted  by  the  undertak- 
ers. This  ruling  goes  much  further 
than  the  other  Quebec  case  cited 
above.  But  it  was  made  by  a  single 
judge  of  first  instance,  and  its  au- 
thority as  a  precedent  is  doubtful. 

"Speed  V.  Atlantic  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1879)  71  Mo.  303. 


spection.  and  acceptance  of  the  en- 
gineer" of  the  employer.*^ 

That  the  work  shall  be  done  "under 
the  direction  and  supervision"  of  the 
employer  as  to  times,  places,  and 
quantities,  and  '^according  to  his  ap- 
proval."" 

That  the  work  is  to  be  done  as  or- 
dered by  "the  designated  agent  of  the 
employer,  and  "to  his  satisfaction."  " 

In  Schwartz  v.  Gilmore  (1867)  45 
UL  455,  92  Am.  Dec.  227.  where  the 
existence  of  a  contract  of  service  was 
held  to  have  been  properly  inferred, 
the  court  thus  conunented  upon  the 
language  of  an  instruction:  "Here, 
although  Daegling  was  erecting  the 
walls  under  a  contract,  he  was.  by  its 
terms,  to  carry  forward  the  work  un- 
der the  control  of  the  superintendent, 
and  'to  remove  all  improper  work  or 
materials  upon  being  directed  so  to 
do  by  the  superintendent,'  to  whose 
judgment,  both  as  to  work  and  mate- 
rials, he  agreed  to  submit,  and  whose 
acts  the  owner  agreed  to  recognize. 
The  owner  also  reserved  the  right  to 
change  his  plan,  and  the  architect 
was  declared  to  be  the  superintendent 
for  the  owner." 

'^  Madisonville,  H.  &  E.  R.  CrO.  v. 
Owen  (1912)  147  Ky.  1.  143  S.  W.  421. 
holding  that  the  jury  had  been  cor- 
rectly instructed  that  a  company 
which  had  taken  the  construction  con- 
tract embracing  this  provision  was  a 
servant  of  the  defendant  railroad 
company,  and  that  the  latter  company 
was  liable  for  the  damages  resulting 
to  the  plaintiff  from  the  obstruction 
of  a  stream  by  logs  which  the  former 
company  had  thrown  into  it.  The 
contention  of  the  defendant  that  this 
provision  reserved  to  the  railroad 
company  no  more  than  the  right  to 
pass  \jn  the  finished  work  was  reject- 
ed. 

••Wooton  V.  Dragon  Consol.  Min. 
Co.  (1919)  54  Utah,  459,  181  Pac.  698. 

••Gagnon  v.  Saraguay  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  (1909)  Rap.  Jud.  Que- 
bec 36  C.  S.  227. 

In  Porter  v.  Withers  Estate  Co. 
(1919)  201  Mo.  App.  27,  210  S.  W.  109. 
where  the  court  went  no  further  than 
to  hold  that  a  provision  obligating  the 
contractor  to  perform  all  work  of  a 
certain  kind,  "as  ordered  by"  the  em- 
ployer, should,  when  considered  with 
reference  to  some  of  the  other  clauses 
of  the  contract,  be  construed  aa  in^ 
porting  an  exercise  of  full  control. 
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§  13.  StipuUtUon9  hy  %ohich  the  employ^ 
er  is  empowered  to  give  directions  with 
regard  to  particular  mattere^ 

The  independent  character  of  the 
contract  is  clearly  destroyed,  pro  tan- 
to,  by  a  provision  which  invests  the 
employer  with  the  right  of  control  in 
respect  of  a  certain  portion  of  the  stip- 
ulated work.  In  this  point  of  view  any 
torts  of  the  contractor  which  are  in- 
cidental to  his  performance  of  that 
portion  are  imputable  to  the  employ- 
er, irrespective  of  whether  the  con-^ 
tract  is  one  which  would,  so  far  as 
its  other  provisions  are  concerned,  be 
classed  as  independent.    Whether  li- 


ability is  predicable  on  this  .ground  is 
obviously  a  matter  to  be  determined 
from  a  consideration  of  the  tenor  of 
the  provision  in  question,  and  the  na- 
ture of  the  tort  complained  of. 

Some  of  the  particular  provisions 
with  reference  to  which  the  independ- 
ence of  contracts  has  been  denied  are 
the  following: 

That  the  contractor  shall  ''observe 
all  lines,  grade  stakes,  reference 
points,  and  other  location  details."^ 

That  ''all  movements  of  the  con- 
tractor's equipment  over  the  employ- 
ing railroad  company's  main  and  side 
tracks  shall  be  under  such  rules  and 


^Ghas.  T.  Derr  Gonstr.  Co.  v. 
Gelruth  (1911)  29  Okla.  538,  120  Pac. 
253. 

In  Goldschmid  v.  New  York  (1897) 
14  App.  Div.  135,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  447, 
1  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  508,  where  the  de- 
fendant city  was  held  to  be  liable  for 
the  injury  caused  by  a  retaining  wall 
which  a  contractor  for  the  grading  of 
a  street  had  built  beyond  the  bound- 
ary line  of  the  plaintiff's  lot,  and  con- 
structed of  such  poor  materials  that 
it  bulged  over  his  land,  the  facts 
which  were  held  to  show  that  the  city 
had  reserved  the  right  to  specify  the 
place  where  the  wall  should  be  built, 
and  the  manner  of  its  construction, 
were  thus  stated:  "It  was  expressly 
provided  in  the  contract  that  the  re- 
taining walls  should  be  built  where 
they  were  indicated  on  the  plan,  or 
where  they  were  directed  by  the  en- 
gineer to  be  built,  and  that  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  walls  should  be  built 
was  to  be  determined  by  the  engineer. 
It  was  further  agreed  in  the  contract 
that,  during  all  the  time  while  the 
work  was  in  progress,  the  materials 
used  in  it  s^hould  be  subject  to  the  ex- 
amination of  the  commissioner  of 
street  improvement,  and  should  be  im- 
mediately removed  if  not  satisfactory 
to  him.  It  was  proved  upon  the  trial, 
by  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  pro- 
duced on  the  part  of  the  city,  that  an 
inspector  was  present  all  the  time  the 
work  was  going  on,  and  that  he  gave 
directions  as  to  the  stone  that  was  put 
in  the  wall.  It  was  also  proved,  and 
not  disputed,  that  the  place  where  the 
wall  was  located  was  designated  by 
the  engineer  employed  by  the  city,  and 
that  the  trench  was  dug  and  the  wall 
was  built  precisely  in  the  place  where 
the  city's  engineers  directed  it  to  be 
done." 


In  Stork  v.  Philadelphia  (1901)  199 
Pa.  462,  49  AtL  236,  the  undisputed 
evidence  showed  that,  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  work  of  constructing  a 
subway  on  a  street,  it  became  neces- 
sary to  tear  down  a  house  adjacent  to 
that  of  plaintiff ;  that  the  city  had  re- 
served the  right  to  determine  when 
any  underpinning  or  shoring  up  of 
foundations  should  be  done  by  the 
contractors;  that  it  had  refused  to  au- 
thorize the  shoring  up  of  plaintiff's 
house,  when  the  excavation  was  first 
made;  and  that  this  resulted  in  seri- 
ous damage  to  the  property.  Held, 
that  there  was  evidence  on  which  the 
case  must  have  gone  to  the  jury,  and 
consequently  that,  under  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  damages  recoverable,  if  there 
was  any  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
could  infer  negligence,  the  trial  judge 
had  properly  entered  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff. 

In  N(Nrris  v.  Philadelphia  (1912)  49 
Pa.  Super.  Ct  641,  the  defendant  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  a  con- 
tractor for  the  laying  of  a  water  main. 
The  execution  of  the  work  involved 
the  cutting  of  a  very  large  and  deep 
trench  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property, 
and  the  municipal  officers  located  the 
line  of  that  trench  near  the  sidewalk 
on  plaintiff's  side  of  the  street.  Dur- 
ing the  progress  of  the  work  the  earth 
excavated  from  the  trench  was  all 
thrown  upon  the  side  thereof  next 
plaintiff's  property,  and  covered  a 
large  part  of  the  lawn  in  front  of  her 
house,  destroying  her  fence,  the  grass 
sod  upon  her  lawn,  her  shrubbery  and 
vines,  and  a  number  of  trees.  The 
contract  contained  the  following 
clause:  "All  materials  excavated 
shall  be  placed  where  directed  by  the 
chief   of  the   bureau    of   water,   and 
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restrictioiis  as  the  company's  division 
superintendent  may  prescribe/'* 

That  the  employer's  agent  "may  at 
any  time  change  form  of  plan,  grade 


or  section,  elevation  or  location  of  the 
work."* 

That  the  work  ''shall  be  prosecuted 
with  such  force  as  the  emplojrer's  en- 


footways  shall  be .  kept  clear  for  a 
width  of  4  feet  next  to  the  house  line, 
.  .  .  unless  special  permission  to 
the  contrary  be  granted  by  the  direc^ 
tor  of  the  department  of  public 
works."  By  other  provisions  the  sale 
and  removal  of  the  material  excavated 
from  the  pipe  trenches,  and  the  opera- 
tion of  refilling  them,  were  placed  un- 
der the  control  of  the  director  of  the 
department  of  public  works.  Counsel 
for  the  defendant  argued  that  the 
contractor  who  did  the  work  and 
placed  the  materials  upon  plaintiff's 
land  had  no  right,  under  his  contract, 
to  do  this,  and  that  he  and  not  the 
city  should  be  held  liable.  But  the 
court  said:  "With  these  provisions 
in  the  contract  it  is  idle  to  assert  that 
the  city  did  not  retain  the  absolute 
control,  through  its  officers,  of  the  dis- 
position of  the  material  taken  from 
the  trench,  and  the  return  of  tibat 
material  to  the  trench,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  refilling,  after  the  water  main 
had  been  laid.  If  the  contractor  had 
disregarded  the  instructions  of  the 
city  officers,  and,  in  violation  of  their 
instructions,  deposited  it  upon  the 
property  of  some  individual,  the  city 
would  not  have  been  liable  for  inju- 
ries resulting  from  that  unauthorized 
act;  but  the  plaintiff  produced  evi- 
dence which  would  have  warranted  a 
finding  that  the  contractor  heaped 
the  dirt  upon  plaintiff's  sidewalks  and 
lawn  in  accordance  with  the  express 
direction  of  the  chief  of  the  bureau  of 
water,  and  that  all  that  was  done  was 
under  the  direction  of  the  proper  cily 
officials.  If  this  testimony  was  true, 
the  contractor  only  did  with  the  mate- 
rial what  his  contract  with  the  city 
required  him  to  do — deposited  it  in 
the  place  directed  by  the  chief  of  the 
bureau  of  water;  and  the  city  was  li- 
able for  any  injury  to  property  which 
resulted  from  the  act." 

In  Quanah,  A.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Good- 
win ri915)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  177 
S.  W.  545,  where  the  plaintiff's  horse 
took  fright  at  a  pile  of  rails  deposit- 
ed in  a  street  by  a  subcontractor,  his 
right  to  hold  the  defendant,  the  prin- 
cipal contractor,  liable  for  the  re- 
sulting injury,  was  predicated  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  re- 
served the  right  to  select  the  place  of 


deposit,  and  had  received  a  promise 
from  the  contractor  to  deposit  the 
rails  at  the  point  in  question. 

In  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Tillotson 
(1916)  84  Wash.  678,  147  Pac.  423,  the 
defendant  who  had  taken  a  subcon- 
tract for  the  construction  of  a  pi^ 
of  a  highway,  was  charged  by  a 
railroad  company  with  having  felled 
trees  so  negligently  as  to  endanger  its 
telegraph  wires  and  the  operation  of 
its  trains,  and  to  damage  its  track, 
one  of  the  specifications  provided: 
"If  any  work  or  service  t>e  required 
to  be  done  which,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  engineer,  does  not  come  within  the 
class  of  work  to  be  measured  under 
the  contract,  he  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
direct  the  contractor  to  perform  the 
same  by  day  labor,  and  the  cpntractor 
when  required  by  him  shall  furnish 
such  force  and  materials  and  perform 
such  work  in  the  manner  directed. 
.  •  .  The  engineer  shall  be  at  lib- 
erty to  discharge  any  inefficient  or 
unsuitable  wortoian  who  shall  be 
placed  on  such  work»  and  the  work  so 
performed  shall  be  subject  to  his  ap- 
proval before  payment  is  made  there- 
for." Held,  that  this  provision,  be- 
ing applicable  only  to  the  extra  work 
specified,  did  not  destroy  the  inde- 
pendent character  of  the  contract. 

Where  the  contract  for  laying  a 
line  of  pipes  provided  that  they  "were 
to  be  deposited  in  such  continuous 
lines  as  might  be  pointed  out,  in  such 
manner  as  not  to  interfere  with  the 
traffic,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
officer  who  might  be  present,"  and  the 
plaintiff  was  injured  by  falling  over 
a  pipe  which  had  been  deposited  by  a 
carter  in  such  a  manner  as  to  project 
over  a  crossing,  one  of  the  judges  was 
of  opinion  that  the  public  board 
which  had  made  the  contract  for  the 
distribution  of  this  and  other  pipes 
along  the  highway  had  retained  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  indicate,  by  the 
direction  of  their  officer,  the  places  at 
which  the  pipes  were  to  be  deposited. 
O'Brien  v.  Board  of  Land  &  Works 
(1880)  6  Vict.  L.  Rep.  (L.)  204,  2 
Austr.  L.  T.  22. 

*  Callahan  Constr.  Co.  v.  Raybum 
(1915)  110  Miss.  107,  69  So.  669. 

^Chas.  T.  Derr  Constr.  Co.  v.  (3el- 
ruth  (1911)  29  Okla.  588,  120  Pac.  253. 
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gineer  may  deem  adequate;  if  said 
party  shall  fail  to  prosecute  the  work 
with  sufficient  force  in  the  opinion  of 
said  engineer,  the  latter,  or  such 
agent  or  agents  as  he  may  designate, 
may  proceed  to  employ  such  number 
of  workmen,  laborers,  and  overseers 
as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  comple- 
tion'' at  the  time  specified.^ 

The  significance  of  other  stipula* 
tions  is  discussed  in  §§  27-31,  infra. 

#  jr4.  Typical  contracts  relating  to  vari- 
ous hinds  of  worlc. 

For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
reader  to  examine  some  typical  con- 
tracts of  a  detailed  and  comprehen- 
sive character,  which  embrace  stipula- 
tions   of    the    various    descriptions 

^Gadsdbn  v.  Craft  &  Co.  (report- 
ed herewith)  ante,  662. 

1  (a)  Wprk     perfprm^d     for     railroad 


(The  cross-references  are  to  the 
sections  of  the  monograph  in  19 
A.L.R.  pp.  1168  et  seq.) 

New  Orleans,  M.  &  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Ban- 
ning (1872)  15  Wall.  (U.  S.)  649,  21 
L.  ed.  220  (see  §  20,  note  1  (a) :  Gads- 
den V.  Craft  &  Co.  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  662;  Poehr  v.  New  York 
Short  Line  L.  R.  Co.  (1909)  40  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  7  (see  §  24,  note  1  (a) ; 
North  Bend  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1913)  76  Wash.  232, 135 
Pac.  1017  (see  §  24,  note  1  (a); 
Schade  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1914)  79  Wash.  651,  140 
Pac.  897  (see  §  30,  note  1  (a). 

<1>>  Work  wltli  respect  to  bnlldlngo. 

Chicago  V.  Murdock  (1904)  21^  lU. 
9,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  72  N.  E.  46, 
affirming  118  111.  App.  656  (see  §  24, 
note  1  (b) ;  Bissell  v.  Ford  (1913)  176 
Mich.  64,  141  N.  W.  860  (see  §  24, 
note  1  (b)  ;  Aames  v.  Great  Northern 
R.  Co.  (1915)  129  Minn.  467,  152  N. 
W.  866  (see  §  24,  note  1  (b) ;  Beal  v. 
Champion  Fiber  Co.  (1910)  154  N.  C. 
147,  69  S.  £.  834  (see  §  24,  note  1  (b). 

<c>    Constmetion   of  hial&ways. 

Cast  St.  Louis  v.  Murphy  (1900)  89 
111.  App.  22  (see  §  24,  note  1(c). 

Cd>    Oonstruetioa  of  sexrer. 

Hamill  v.  Territilli  (1915)  196  111. 
App.  174  (see  §  24,  note  1  (d) ;  Press- 
ley  V.  Sallisaw  (1916)  54  Okla.  747, 
154  Pac.  660  (see  §  24,  note  1  (d)  ; 
First  Presby.  Congregation  v.  Smith 
20  A.L.R.— 46. 


tabulated  in  the  preceding  sections,  it 
will  be  advisable  to  cite  the  cases  in 
which  the  contents  of  such  contracts 
have  been  ^^  particularized  by  the 
courts.* 

IV.  Oral  evidence  with  respect  to  the 
extent  of  the  power  of  control  reserved 
to  the  employer, 

§  Id.  Evidence  r^UMng  speciflcaUy  to 
the  nature  of  the  contract  as  entered 
into. 

Some  of  the  decisions  which  turn 
upon  the  significance  of  evidence  of 
this  description  illustrate  the  circum- 
stances which  are  regarded  as  point- 
ing to  the  conclusion  that  the  em* 
ployer's  powers  of  control  did  not  ex- 
tend   to    the    details    of   the    work.* 

(1894)  163  Pa.  561,  26  LJI.A.  564,  43 
Am.  St  Rep.  808,  30  Atl.  279  (see  §  24, 
note  1  (d). 

(o)  Ooastraotlom   of  tolephoao   systoat* 

Larsen  v.  Home  Teleph.  Co.  (1911) 
164  MiiA.  295,  129  N.  W.  894  (see  § 
24,  note  1  (e). 

(f)  Seaveaglas  xrork. 

Stephens  v.  Thurso  Police  Comrs. 
(1876)  3  Sc  Sess.  Cas.  4th  series,  542 
(see  §  36,  note  1  (k). 

^  In  Arkansas  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Secrist  (1915)  118  Ark.  561,  177  S.  W. 
37,  the  evidence  which  was  held  to 
show  that  the  plaintifTs  immediate 
employer  was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor, and  that  he  was  consequently 
not  entitled  to  recover  against  the 
principal  employer  for  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, was  thus  stated:  ''Allen 
testified  that  the  appellant  company 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  work,  ex- 
cept to  see  that  the  shed  was  con- 
structed in  accordance  with  the  plans, 
and  that  the  appellant  company  had 
nothing  to  do  with  employing  or 
discharging  the  labor,  and  that  it  had 
no  authority  to  give,  and  did  not  give, 
any  orders  or  directions  to  any  of  the 
laborers  in  regard  to  the  manner  of 
performing  their  work,  but  that  any 
suggestions  or  directions  concerning 
the  work,  made  by  appellants,  were 
given  either  to  him  or  his  foreman, 
and  were  given  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
forming the  work  to  the  plans.  He 
testified  that  the  lumber  company  fur- 
nished the  plans  and  specifications  to 
go  by,  and  that  certain  changes  were 
made   by   its    superintendent   in   the 
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Under  this  head  it  will  be  advisable 
to  refer  specially  to  the  rulings  which 
have  proceeded  upon  the  theory  that, 
where  a  contract  for  the  transporta- 


tion of  goods  is  shown  by  the  rest  of 
the  evidence  to  be  independent,  its 
quality  is  not  altered  by  evidence  to 
the  effect  that  the  employer  is  entitled 


plans,  but  such  changes  were  indicated 
on  the  blue  print;  that  on  one  occasion 
the  superintendent  made  some  changes 
in  the  material  to  be  used*  but  no  di- 
rections were  ever  given  by  any  repre- 
sentative of  the  appellant  company  to 
the  men  about  their  Work,  but  that  he 
and  his  foreman  at  all  times  had  sole 
authority  and  supervision  over  the  ap- 
pellee and  all  other  laborers.  It  is 
shown,  however,  that  appellant's  gen« 
eral  manager  and  superintendent  were 
both  about  the  work  once  or  twice  a 
day^  and  sometimes  oftener;  and  Al- 
len's foreman  and  gne  of  the  laborers 
both  testified,  on  cross-examination, 
that  it  was  their  duty  to  do  as  they 
were  told  by  appellant's  superintend- 
ent, and  that  they  were  subject  to  his 
orders  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties.  But  a  consideration  of  all  the 
evidence  given  by  these  witnesses 
makes  it  plain  that  they  only  intended 
to  say  that  the  superintendent  had  the 
right  to  prescribe  plans  for  the 
building,  and  that  it  was  their  duty 
to  execute  these  plans." 

In  Richards  v.  Consolidated  Light- 
ing Co.  (1916)  90  Vt.  552,  99  Atl.  241, 
the  plaintiff  relied  upon  certain  evi- 
dence of  the  following  purport:  The 
defendant's  representative  gave  the 
plaintiff  a  plan  of  the  coal  conveyer 
in  question,  and  told  him  to  build  it — 
in  the  plaintiff's  own  language:  "We 
first  looked  at  the  plan,  and  then  they 
( defendant's  representatives)  said, 
^We  will  leave  it  to  you  to  go  and  put 
it  on.'"  Held,  that  the  contract  was 
an  independent  one. 

In  Kettleman  v.  Atkins  (1917)  229 
Mass.  89,  118  N.  E.  249,  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  for  an  injury 
caused  by  a  piece  of  molding  which 
fell  from  a  building,  for  the  erection 
of  which  the  defendant  had  contract- 
ed, turned  upon  the  meaning  to  be 
ascribed  to  his  own  testimony,  which 
is  thus  summarized  in  the  opinion: 
As  a  witness  called  by  the  plaintiff,  he 
testified  upon  direct  examination  that 
he  "  'sublet  the  carpentry,  painting, 
and  plastering.'  He  further  testified,  1 
had  a  contract  to  do  all  the  work.  I 
hired  the  carpenter  and  painter  and 
looked  after  their  work,  and  was  daily 
on  the  job  to  see  what  the  painter,  or 
the  carpenter,  or  anybody  else,  did 
about  their  work.'    He  then  was  asked 


by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  the  follow- 
ing questions,  and  replied  as  follows: 
'Q.  And  they  worked  under  your  direc- 
tion? A.  Yes,  under  the  contract. 
Q.  While  you  sublet  it  to  different 
people,  they  all  worked  under  your 
direction?  A.  Yes.  Q.  They  had  to 
do  what  you  said?  A.  Yes.  Q.  And 
whoever  did  that  work  were  all'  under 
your  direction?  A.  Yes.'  Upon  cross- 
examination  he  testified  that  he  sub- 
let the  carpenter  work  and  the  plaster- 
ing work,  and  had  contracted  with  the 
carpenter  to  do  the  carpenter  work. 
And  when  he  said  that  the  carpenter 
did  the  work  under  his  direction  he 
meant  he  did  it  under  the  terms  of 
his  contract  witii  him,  and  that  he 
was  there  tp  see  that  the  carpenter 
lived  up  to  the  terms  of  the  contract 
with  him,  and  to  see  the  quality  of  the 
work.  He  did  no  carpenter  work  him- 
self. His  own  work  waa  masonwork, 
and  the  masonwork  had  all  been  fin- 
ished at  that  time.  So  far  as  he  was 
concerned,  he  was  doing  no  work  on 
his  own  account  on  that  December  30. 
The  woric  tiiat  was  being  done  was 
being  done  under  contract  with  vari- 
ous subcontractors,  holding  contracts 
under  him.'"  The  contention  of  the 
plaintiff  that  the  answers  given  by 
the  defendant,  in  reply  to  direct  ques- 
tions put  to  him  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  were  evidence  in  the  nature 
of  an  admission  that  the  defendant 
was  in  charge  of  the  carpenter  work 
upon  the  building  at  the  time  the 
plaintiff  was  injured,  was  rejected,  on 
the  ground  that  these  answers  "were 
given  in  connection  with  the  defend- 
ant's previous  testimony  that  he  had 
sublet  the  carpenter  work  and  certain 
other  work  upon  the  building."  The 
court  then  proceeded  as  follows :  ^'The 
only  fair  inference  from  the  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant  to  the  effect 
that  all  the  men  who  worked  on  the 
building  so  worked  under  his  direc- 
tion is  that  the  subcontractors  so 
worked  as  he  had  previously  testified. 
It  would  be  manifestly  unfair,  in  con- 
sidering thlB  testimony,  to  deal  with 
the  defendant's  answers,  disresrarding 
what  he  said  with  reference  to  having 
sublet  the  carpenter  work.  The  only 
reasonable  inference  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion that,  when  he  said  that  all  the 
men  who  worked  on  the  building  so 
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to  give  directions  with  regard  to  such 
matters  as  these: — ^the  particular  ar- 
ticles which  are  to  be  transported,' 
the  places  from  which  they  are  to  be 
taken,*  or  the  places  at  which  they 
are  to  be  delivered.* 


In  other  cases  the  evidence  was 
considered  to  be  inconsistent  with  the 
inference  that  the  person  employed 
was  an  independent  contractor.* 

From  evidence  which  merely  shows 
that  the  employer  made  some  sugges- 


worked  under  his  direction,  he  re- 
ferred to  the  subcontractors^  and  not 
to  the  men  in  their  employ.  So  con- 
strued, there  is  no  evidence  to  war- 
rant a  finding  that  the  piece  of  mold- 
ing which  struck  the  plaintiff  was 
thrown  or  fell  from  the  building  by 
reason  of  the  negligence  of  any  work- 
man for  whom  the  defendant  was 
legally  responsible." 

In  Miller  v.  Moran  Bros.  Co.  (1906) 
39  Wash,  631,  1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  283,  109 
Am.  St.  Rep.  917,  81  Pac.  1089,  where 
the  contract  was  held  to  be  independ- 
ent, evidence  that  the  person  employed 
was  to  have  control  and  supervision 
of  the  workmen  was  mentioned  as  one 
of  the  elements  on  which  the  conclu- 
sion was  based.  But  obviously  this 
fact  is  indecisive,  unless  the  control 
and  supervision  contemplated  by  the 
parties  were  exclusive. 

In  Reisman  v.  Public  Service  Corp. 
(1911;  Err.  &  App.)  82  N.  J.  L.  464,  38 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  922,  81  Atl.  838,  the  in- 
ference that  persons  who  had  under- 
taken to  give  an  exhibition  of  fire- 
works were  independent  contractors 
was  held  to  be  proper,  where  the  testi- 
mony showed  that  they  were  uncon- 
trolled as  regards  the  manner  of 
performing  the  contract,  except  that 
the  employer  fixed  the  time  when,  and 
the  place  where,  the  fireworks  were 
to  be  set  off. 

In  Coolidge  v.  State  (1908;  Ct.  CI.) 
61  Misc.  38,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  553,  the 
independence  of  the  contract  was 
predicated  upon  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  the  contractor  ''had  the  super- 
vision of  his  men  and  the  direction 
and  control  of  the  work." 

In  Mayhew  v.  Sullivan  Min.  Co. 
(1884)  76  Me.  100,  testimony  that  the 
plaintiif,  ''in  his  work,  was  to  be  un- 
der the  direction"  of  the  defendant's 
superintendent,  was  held  not  to  re- 
but the  conclusion  deducible  from  the 
written  contract  of  the  parties,  viz., 
that  the  person  employed  was  not  a 
8ei*vant. 

In  Muldry  v.  Fromherz  (1917)  142 
Lbl  1087,  78  So.  126,  a  finding  of  fact 
that  the  only  right  reserved  was  with 
regard  to  seeing  that  the  work  was 
done  was  construed  as  importing  that 
the  contract  was  an  independent  one. 


'See  cases  cited  in  §  17»  note  10, 
infra. 

Where  a  person  entered  into  an 
absolute  contract  with  a  railway  com- 
pany to  draw  its  cars,  and  furnished 
the  horses  and  drivers,  and  assumed 
the  entire  control^  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  that  the  company  could  give  di- 
rections as  to  which  cars  were  to  be 
hauled,  the  stations  to  which,  and  the 
time  at  which,  they  were  to  be  hauled, 
did  not  disprove  the  independence  of 
the  contract.  Schular  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.  (1862)  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
653. 

^Echert's  Case  (1919)  233  Mass. 
577,  124  N.  E.  421. 

In  Saunders  v.  Toronto  (1899)  26 
Ont.  App.  Rep.  265,  reversing  (1898) 
29  Ont.  Rep.  273,  the  evidence  showed 
that  a  man  whom  the  defendant  city 
had  employed,  with  his  horse  and  cart, 
to  remove  street  scrapings,  was  free 
from  the  control  and  direction  of  the 
city,  except  that  he  was  directed  where 
to  load  and  where  to  unload.  Held, 
that  he  was  not  a  servant  of  the  city, 
so  as  to  render  it  liable  for  injuries 
negligently  inflicted  by  him  upon  a 
third  person,  while  he  was  taking  a 
load  to  the  dumping  ground. 

Where  it  has  been  shown,  in  an  ac- 
tion against  A  for  the  negligence  of 
B,  that  A  was  working  under  a  con- 
tract to  haul  sand  at  so  much  a  load 
from  B's  lot,  a  witness  cannot  be 
asked  by  whose  orders  A  left  off  draw- 
ing sand  from  another  lot  of  B,  and 
whether  B  could  have  directed  A  to 
stop  hauling  from  the  lot  in  question. 
Such  evidence  has  no  tendency  to  show 
that  the  employer  reserved  control 
over  the  manner  of  doing  the  work. 
Fink  V.  Missouri  Furnace  Co.  (1884) 
82  Mo,  276,  52  Am.  Rep.  376,  reversing 
(1881)   10  Mo.  App.  61. 

*See  Schular  v.  Hudson  River  R. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  note  2,  supra,  and  cases 
cited  in  §  17,  note  9,  infra. 

*In  Employers*  Indemnity  Co.  v. 
Kelly  Coal  Co.  (1913)  156  Ky.  74,  49 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  850,  160  S.  W.  914,  the 
facts  aiid  the  conclusion  based  upon 
them  were  thus  stated  by  the  court. 
** Appellee  operated  its  mines  chiefly 
through  one  McBrayer,  its  mine  fore- 
man, and  through  him  entered  into  a 
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tions  regarding  the  manner  in  which 
the  work  was  to  be  done,  it  cannot  be 


inferred  that  the  person  employed  was 
a  servant.* 


verbal  contract  with  one  Ramsey, 
whereby  it  was  agreed  that  Ramsey 
was  to  get  out  coal  from  a  certain  part 
of  appellee's  mine,  and  deliver  the  coal 
to  a  sidetrack,  and  keep  up  a  certain 
part  of  the  entry,  at  the  price  of  70 
cents  per  car.  The  part  of  the  mine 
from  which  Ramsey  was  to  take  the 
coal  included  the  entry  and  six  or 
eight  rooms,  and  he  was  to  lay  his 
own  track,  prop  the  rooms,  and  remove 
the  slate,  and  the  company  was  to 
furnish  the  cars  and  mules,  and  feed 
them;  but  the  right  was  reserved  to 
the  mine  foreman,  upon  behalf  of  the 
company,  to  see  that  the  work  was 
done  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
company,  and  to  protect  the  property 
of  the  company,  and  the  work  was  to 
be  done  so  as  to  meet  all  legal  require- 
ments of  the  company.  While  Ramsey 
was  to  employ  his  own  men  and  imme- 
diately supervise  their  work,  it  was 
all  to  be  done  under  and  within  the 
rules  of  the  company." 

In  Barrett  v.  Selden-Breck  Constr. 
Co.  (1919)  103  Neb.  850,  174  N.  W. 
866,  the  evidence  held  insufficient  to 
show  that  one  Barrett,  a  subcontractor 
for  the  brickwork  of  a  building,  was 
a  servant  of  the  defendant^  is  thus 
stated:  The  superintendent  of  the 
brickwork  testified  that  it  was  his  duty 
to  oversee  the  work,  including  the 
cleaning  and  pointing  of  the  walls; 
that  if  he  saw  that  Barrett  was  doing 
a  "streaky  job,"  he  would  call  his  at- 
tention to  it;  that  he  had  no  authority 
to  make  him  do  it  over;  that  that 
would  be  left  to  the  architect,  but  it 
would  have  to  be  satisfactory  before 
the  work  would  be  acceptable;  and 
that  if  Barrett  had  replaced  brick,  or 
done  other  extra  work  of  that  nature, 
the  superintendent  would  inspect  it, 
and  either  accept  it  or  report  to  the 
office. 

In  Simmons  v.  John  L.  Rope  Lumber 
Co.  (1917)  174  N.  C.  220,  93  S.  E. 
736,  the  inference  that  a  person  em- 
ployed for  logging  work  was  a  serv- 
ant was  held  to  be  warranted  by  his 
testimony  that  the  employer's  vice 
principal  "told  him  where  to  work,  and 
how  to  work,  and  where  to  put  the 
logs,  and  so  forth." 

In  Doharty  v.  Boyd  [1909]  S.  C.  87, 
46  Scot.  L.  R.  71,  2  B.  W.  C.  C.  257, 
the  employer  testified  that  the  claim- 


ant was  under  his  orders  as  to  where 
to  work,  and  subject  to  dismissal. 
Held,  that  the  claimant  was  not  an  in- 
dependent contractor.  But  it  is  ap- 
prehended that  all  courts  would  not 
regard  such  evidence  as  negativing 
the  independence  of  a  contract. 

The  same  criticism  is  also  applica- 
ble to  Murphy  v.  Ottawa  (1887)  13 
Ont.  Rep.  334,  where  evidence  which 
showed  that  the  duties  of  the  defend- 
ant's inspector  with  regard  to  the  woiic 
of  laying  a  sewer  pipe  were,  principal- 
ly, to  lay  off  the  direction  of  the  drain, 
paying  particular  attention  to  its 
depth  and  grade,  taking  the  depth 
every  fifth  foot,  and  seeing  that  the 
pipe  was  properly  cemented,  was  held 
to  be  inconsistent  with  the  inference 
that  the  person  employed  was  an  in- 
dependent contractor. 

In  Greene  County  v.  Schertzer 
(1920)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  127  N.  E.  843, 
the  court  took  the  position  that  testi- 
mony to  the  effect  that  the  person 
employed  "was  his  own  boss"  was  to 
be  construed  with  relation  to  the  rest 
of  the  testimony,  and  that,  when  so 
construed,  it  did  not  necessarily  prove 
that  he  was  an  independent  contractor. 

In  Manton  v.  H.  L.  Stevens  &  Co. 
(1915)  170  Iowa,  495,  153  N.  W.  87, 
the  fact  that  the  recommendations  of 
the  persons  employed  were  followed 
in  every  case  throughout  the  con- 
struction work  which  they  were  su- 
pervising, and  that  at  no  time  did 
their  employers  overrule  or  change 
those  recommendations,  was  also  re- 
lied upon  as  showing  that  they  had 
the  actual  control  of  the  method  of 
construction.  But  the  court  said: 
''The  question  at  this  point  is  not  so 
much  what  the  Martins  [employers] 
did  do  in  that  regard,  as  what  they 
had  a  right  to  do.  It  is  undisputed 
that  every  item  of  cost,  both  for  labor 
and  material,  was  incurred  under  the 
eye  of  the  Martins.  .  .  .  They 
were  free  to  increase  or  reduce  the 
cost;  to  follow  the  original  plans,  or 
to  change  them.  Their  right  in  this 
respect  was  not  affected  by  the  fact 
that  no  friction  or  difference  of  opin- 
ion arose  between  them  and  their 
architects  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
work." 

•Norton  v.  Day  Coal  Co.  (1920)  — 
Iowa,  — »  180  N.  W.  905. 
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§  le.  Evidence  as  to  the  eandmet  or 
words  of  the  parUee  during  the  prog' 
rese  of  the  tvorh. 

The  absence  of  any  testimony  war- 
ranting the  inference  that  the  em- 
ployer actually  exercised  control  over 
the  work  while  it  was  in  progress  has 
frequently  been  adverted  to  as  an  ele- 
ment which  tended  to  prove  that  he 
had  no  right  to  exercise  such  control, 
and  consequently  that  the  person  em- 
ployed was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor.* Having  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  work  of  most  of 
the  descriptions  discussed  in  this 
treatise  is  ordinarily  performed,  it 
may  be  said  that  the  omission  of  the 
party  by  whom  the  independence  of 
the  contract  is  denied  to  offer  such 
testimony  must  usually  be  decisive. 

Evidence  which  shows  that  tlie  em- 
ployer did,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  inter- 
fere with,  or  give  directions  concern- 
ing, certain  particulars  of  the  work, 
has  a  material  bearing  both  upon  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  to 
the  contract  and  upon  the  enforce- 
ability of  claims  in  respect  of  injuries 
caused  by  acts  done  in  the  course  of 
the  work.  Such  evidence  is  suscep- 
tible, according  to  circumstances,  of 
being  considered  under  two  different 
aspects. 

( 1 )  It  may  be  regarded  as  tending  to 
establish  the  general  conclusion  that 
the  employer's  acts  were  done  in  pur- 
suance of  a  right  reserved  by  him  at 


the  time  when  the  contract  was  made, 
or  acquired  by  him  with  the  consent 
of  the  contractor  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  stipulated  work,  and  that 
he  consequently  occupied  the  position 
of  a  master  with  respect  to  the  person 
employed.*  In  this  point  of  view  the 
evidence  has  sometimes  been  spoken 
of  as  being  indicative  of  a  *^ractical 
construction  of  the  contract  in  the 
performance  of  the  work.''*  To  neg- 
ative the  inference  that  the  person 
employed  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor, it  is  not  necessary  that  the  di- 
rections actually  given  should  have 
embraced  every  detail  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  work.* 

(2)  It  may  be  regarded  as  tending 
to  establish  the  particular  conclusion, 
appropriate  only  to  cases  in  Which  the 
injury  was  a  direct  result  of  the  em- 
ployer's interference  or  orders,  that 
he  was  a  principal  tort-feasor,  and  re- 
sponsible as  such,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  nature  of  the  contract  as  a 
whole. 

The  decisions  cited  in  the  present 
subtitle  are  those  which,  having  re- 
gard to  the  facts  involved,  and  the 
language  used  in  the  opinions,  may 
with  reasonable  certainty  be  included 
in  the  category  of  those  which  illus- 
trate the  significance  of  the  evidence 
in  the  former  of  these  points  of  view. 
But  in  some  instances  the  theory  with 
reference  to  which  they  were  ren- 
dered is  more  or  less  doubtful. 


*See,  for  example: 

Alalrama. —  Massey  v.  Oates  (1906) 
143  Ala.  248,  39  So.  142. 

Arkansas:  —  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Yonley  (1890)  —  Ark.  — ,  13 
S.  W.  833. 

California.  —  Houghton  v.  Loma 
Prieta  Lumber  Co.  (1908)  162  Cal. 
674,  93  Pac.  877. 

Illinoia. — Galatia  Coal  Co.  v.  Harris 
(1904)  116  111.  App.  70;  Boyle  v.  Web- 
er (1914)  189  111.  App.  184,  9  N.  C. 
C.   A.    351. 

New  York.  —  Benedict  v.  Martin 
(1862)    36  Barb.  288. 

Rhclde  Island.  —  Lake  v.  Bennett 
<1918)   41  R.  I.  164,  103  Atl.  146. 

Texas.  —  Simonton  v.  Perry  (1901) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  62  S.  W.  1090. 

«  By  Georgia  Civ.  Code  1911,  §  4416 
(3819),  it  is  provided  that  the  em- 
ployer is  liable  for  the  negligence  of 


a  contractor,  "if  he  retains  the  right 
to  control  the  time  and  manner  of  exe- 
cuting the  work." 

*  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheatham 
(1907)  118  Tenn.  160,  100  S.  W.  902, 
citing  Powell  v.  Virginia  Constr.  Co. 
(1890)  88  Tenn.  692,  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
926,  13  S.  W.  691,  where  similar  lan- 
guage was  used.  See  also  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bond  (1916)  240 
U.  S.  449,  60  L.  ed.  735,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  403.  11  N.  C.  C.  A.  342  (phrase 
used  in  opinion  of  trial  judge,  quoted 
by  Supreme  Court) ;  De  Perri  v.  Motor 
Haulage  Co.  (1918)  186  App.  Div.  384, 
173  N.  Y.  Supp.  189. 

«  Sullivan  v.  Dunham  (1898)  36  App. 
Div.  342,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  962,  affirmed 
in  (1900)  161  N.  Y.  290,  47  L.R.A.  715, 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  274,  66  N.  E.  923,  7 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  126. 
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So  far  as  regards  that  class  of  cases 
in  which  the  claimant  is  the  injured 
servant  of  the  person  whom  the  de- 
fendant alleges  to  be  an  independent 
contractor,  it  is  clear  that,  apart  from 
the  question  whether  he  was  entitled 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  exer- 
cise control  over  that  person,  his  li- 
ability in  respect  of  the  injury  may  be 
predicated  on  the  ground  of  the  gen- 
eral principle  that,  "if  an  employer  in 
fact  assumes  the  relation  of  master  to 
the  servants  of  one  whom  he  has  en- 
gaged to  produce  a  given  result,  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  which  the 
law  imposes  upon  such  a  relation  at^ 
tach."  » 

It  is  manifest  that,  where  the  acts 
relied  upon  as  evidence  of  the  exer- 
cise of  an  actual  control  over  the  de- 
tails of  the  work  were  done  by  an 
agent  of  the  principal  employer,  li- 
ability cannot  be  imputed  to  the  lat- 
ter on  account  of  these  acts,  unless  it 
appears  that  the  acts  were  within  the 
scope  of  the  agent's  authority.* 

In  a  case  where  the  essence  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim  is  simply  that  the 
person  employed  was  not  an  independ- 


ent contractor,  and,  in  the  alternative, 
that  if  he  was  such  a  contractor,  the 
work  which  he  was  called  upon  to  per- 
form  under  his  contract  was  inherent- 
ly dangerous  to  others,  so  that  the 
independence  of  the  contract  did  not 
shield  the  employer  from  liability,  an 
instruction  embodying  the  general 
rule  as  to  the  nonliability  of  an  em- 
ployer for  the  negligence  of  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  is  not  open  to  ex- 
ception on  the  ground  of  its  failing  to 
state  the  effect  of  the  employer's  in- 
terference in  the  methods  of  perform- 
ing the  stipulated  work«^ 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  evi- 
dence of  the  description  considered  in 
this  and  the  following  sections  may 
be  adduced,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  general  character  of 
the  contract  of  employment,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  that  the 
principal  employer  had>  as  a  re- 
sult of  his  having  assumed  the  imme- 
diate control  and  direction  of  a  par- 
ticular portion  of  the  stipulated 
work,  become  the  master  ad  banc 
vicem  of  the  servant  or  servants  by 
whom  it  was  performed.* 


*  Kansas  City,  M.  &  0.  R.  Go.  v. 
Loosley  (1907)  76  Kan.  103,  90  Pac. 
990. 

•In  United  Gas  Improv.  Go.  v.  Lar- 
sen  (1910)  105  G.  G.  A.  486,  182  Fed. 
620,  where  the  contract  for  the  recon- 
struction of  a  building  contained  the 
provision  that  the  work  should  be  done 
"under  the  direction  of  the  archi- 
tects named,  acting  as  counsel"  for 
the  principal  employer,  the  court  ob- 
served: "Had  the  architects  under- 
taken to  direct  or  control  the  work, 
they  would  have  been  outside  the  line 
of  any  duty  they  owed  the  gas  com- 
pany, and  any  such  unauthorized  acts 
would  not  make  the  architects  its 
agents  in  that  respect." 

^  Alexander  v.  R.  A.  Sherman's  Sons 
Go.  (1912)  86  Conn.  292,  85  Atl.  514. 
The  court  said:  "It  was  only  neces- 
sary to  give  a  charge  adapted  to  the 
facts  and  claims  in  the  case.  To  ex- 
cuse the  defendant  from  liability  un- 
der the  charge  given,  the  jury  must 
have  found  that  under  the  contract 
between  the  defendant  and  O'Neil, 
which  was  by  parol,  the  latter  was 
employed  to  do,  independently  or 
without  subordination  to  the  defend- 
ant,    the     work     in     question,     and 


that  he  was  to  have  the  selection 
and  control  of  the  workmen  and  other 
agencies  employed,  and  to  have  con- 
trol over  the  whole  work,  and  be  re- 
sponsible to  the  defendant  only  for 
the  result.  If  they  found  this  to  be 
the  contract,  it  excluded  the  right  of 
the  defendant  to  control  the  work, 
and,  under  the  authorities  cited  above, 
made  O'Neil  an  independent  contrac- 
tor. In  view  of  the  claims  made  in 
the  case,  we  think  the  charge  upon 
this  point  was  sufficient." 

'In  McBride  v.  Jerry  Madden 
Shingle  Go.  (1912)  178  Mich.  248,  138 
N.  W.  1077,  the  evidence  was  held  in- 
sufficient to  show  that  this  situation 
existed. 

Evidence  that  the  defendant's  rep- 
resentative hired  other  laborers  on  a 
gang  besides  its  foreman,  that  he  had 
previously  discharged  and  taken  back 
the  whole  gang,  that  he  refused  em- 
ployment to  some  men,  and  that  he  di- 
rected men  when  to  go  on  and  stop 
work,  will  warrant  a  jury  in  finding 
that  the  defendant  was  the  master  of 
the  foreman  and  the  laborers  on  the 
gang.  Daley  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co. 
(1888)  147  Mass.  102,  16  N.  E.  690. 

For  a  case  in  which  the  evidence  re- 
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The  actual  exercise  of  control  over 
the  person  employed  has  sometimeB 
been  regarded  as  evidence  bearing  up- 
on the  question  whether  the  contract 
was  made  in  good  faith.* 

$  17.  Same    mthjeot;    independence    of 
contract  predicated. 

Both  on  principle  and  authority  it 
16  clear  that  the  existence  of  the  rela- 
tionship of  master  and  servant  be- 
tween the  employer  and  person  em- 
ployed is  not  established  by  evidence 
which  merely  shows  that  ^e  former 
exercised  over  the  latter  a  limited 
control,   similar  in  kind   and   degree 


to  that  which  is  indicated  by  such 
oral  evidence  as  that  referred  to  in 
i  15,  supra,  or  to  that  which  is 
imported  by  those  formal  provisions 
which,  as  has  been  shown  in  §§  4  et 
seq.,  supra,  may  be  reserved  in  a  writ- 
ten contract  without  affecting  its  in- 
dependent character.^ 

In  some  of  the  classes  of  cases  in 
which  the  decisions  were  rendered 
with  reference  to  this  doctrine,  the 
evidence  was  to  the  effect  that  the  em- 
ployer gave  such  directions  as  were 
appropriate  for  the  purpose  of  insur- 
ing its  performance  in  accordance 
with  th6  terms  of  the  contract.*    The 


lied  upon  by  a  workman  who  had  orig- 
inally been  hired  by  a  subcontractor 
was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  inference  that,  at  the  time  when 
he  was  injured,  the  contractor  in  chief 
had  assumed  control  on  the  work,  so 
as  to  render  him  the  plaintiff's  master, 
see  Anderson  v.  Foley  Bros.  (1910) 
110  Mimu  151,  124  N.  W.  987. 

*Bokoshe  Smokeless  Coal  Co.  v. 
Morehead  (1912)  84  Okla.  424,  126 
Pac.  1088.    See  §  49,  infra. 

^In  Clark  v.  Tall  Timber  Lumber 
Co.  (1916)  140  La.  Ann.  380,  78  So. 
289,  a  portion  of  the  evidence  which 
was  held  to  establish  the  independence 
of  the  contract  was  to  the  effect  that 
the  employer  had  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  manner  in  which  the  per* 
son  employed  performed  the  stipulated 
work  of  getting  out  ties,  except  to  see 
that  they  were  made  according  to 
specifications. 

*In  Curtis  v.  Plumptre  (1918;  C. 
A.)  W.  C.  ft  Ins.  Rep.  (Eng.)  195.  6 
B.  W.  C.  C.  87,  Cozens-Hardy,  M.  R., 
is  stated  in  one  of  the  reports  to  have 
remarked:  "A  landowner  who  em- 
ploys an  independent  contractor  with 
a  srang  of  men  does  not  exercise  con- 
trol if  he  goes  down  to  the  work,  and, 
seeing  some  man  doing  something 
which  he  considers  injurious,  tells 
him  not  to  do  it,  or  to  do  it  in  some 
other  way.  That  does  not  amount  to 
an  order  given  by  a  master  to  his 
servant,  but  is  a  direction  by  the  land- 
owner to  a  man  employed  by  the  con- 
tractor." Considering  that  the  reme- 
dial rights  of  the  claimant  depended, 
not  upon  the  mere  fact  that  the  di- 
rection was  given,  but  upon  the 
character  of  the  direction  as  an  ele- 
ment bearing  upon  the  extent  of  the 
controlling   powers   reserved   by   the 


employer,  this  language  is,  to  say  the 
least,  lacking  in  precision — so  much 
so  that  it  seems  questionable  whether 
the  words  of  the  learned  judge  are 
correctly  stated.  According  to  the 
other  report,  the  sort  of  instruction 
referred  to  was  described  by  him  as 
a  "piece  of  advice."  This  is  a  still 
more  unsatisfactory  version,  for  it  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  he  could  have 
used  such  a  phrase  to  characterize  a 
direction  which  the  ^ployer  was  en- 
titled to  give.  If  he  had  no  right  to 
give  the  direction,  it  manifestly  had 
no  juristic  significance  with  respect  to 
the  nature  of  the  relationship. 

In  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bond 
(1916)  240  U.  S.  449,  60  L.  ed.  785, 
86  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  408,  11  N.  C.  C.  A. 
842,  the  agent  of  the  defendant  rail- 
way company  testified  that  the  con- 
tractor was  ''directed  by  him  what  to 
do,"  was  "under  his  supervision  and 
control  all  the  time,"  and  "performed 
his  duties  in  accordance  with  what  the 
agent  directed  him  to  do."  The  wit- 
ness also  answered  in  the  negative  the 
question,  "Did  you  have  anything  to 
do  with  directing  him  in  detail  as  to 
how  he  performed  the  terms  of  his 
contract?"  Held,  that  the  lower  court 
has  erred  in  treating  this  evidence  as 
proof  that  the  employer  had  exercised 
over  the  work  a  degree  of  control 
which  showed,  that  he  considered  the 
contractor  to  6e  a  servant. 

In  Cox  V.  Philadelphia  (1908)  165 
Fed.  659,  it  was  held  that  no  such 
control  over  the  work  of  building  a 
subway  under  a  street  as  would  ren- 
der the  defendant  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  the  builder  was  shown  by 
evidence  that  the  defendant  city  had 
an  inspector  on  the  ground,  watching 
the  progress  of  the  work,  and  that  he 
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cases  cited  under  this  head  should 
be  collated  with  those  which  involve 
the  effect  of  written  provisions   re- 


serving   the    right    of    supervision. 
See  §  4,  supra. 
In  other  cases  the  purport  of  the 


pointed  out  to  the  construction  com- 
pany from  time  to  time  what  he  con- 
sidered to  be  unsafe  places,  whereup- 
on the  construction  company  gave  the 
matter  such  attention  as  seemed  to  be 
needed. 

In  United  Gas  Improv.  Go.  v.  Larsen 
(1910)  105  G.  G.  A.  486,  182  Fed.  620, 
one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  li- 
ability of  the  defendant  was  denied 
was  that  "all  of  the  acts  which  are 
cited  to  show  such  assumption  [of  con- 
trol] are  attributable  to  that  super- 
vision and  inspection  which  the  con- 
tract provided  the  architects  should 
exercise  to  insure  the  work  being  done 
according  to  the  terms  stipulated." 

In  Johnson  v.  Helbing  (1907)  6  Cal. 
App.  424,  92  Pac.  360,  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  defendant  was  pres- 
ent at  the  building  in  question  every 
day;  that  he  watched  the  progress  of 
all  the  work,  and  saw  that  it  was  done 
according  to  his  plans  and  speciiicap- 
tions  and  contract;  but  that  he  did 
not  direct  the  company's  workmen  in 
their  work,  or  iliterfere  with  them  in 
any  way. 

In  Bellamy  v.  F.  A.  Ames  Go.  (1910) 
140  Ky.  98,  130  S.  W.  980,  where  a 
servant  of  a  contractor  for  the  brick 
work  of  a  building  was  injured  by  the 
collapse  of  a  wall,  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  president  and  the  su« 
perintendent  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany were  frequently,  almost  daily, 
upon  or  about  the  building,  watching 
its  progress  and  the  character  of  the 
work;  but  they  testified  that  their 
presence  and  inspection  were  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  company  was  having 
done  by  its  own  laborers  certain  parts 
of  the  work,  which  they  were  looking 
after  in  a  general  way,  and  that  they 
were  in  no  case  interfering  with  or 
directing  the  work  being  done  by  the 
contractor.  Held,  that  the  owner's 
presence  and  acts  detailed  did  not,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  amount  to  such 
an  assumption  of  control  as  to  destroy 
the  independence  of  the  contract,  and 
consequently  that  the  defendant  was 
not  liable  for  the  plaintiiFs  injury. 

The  fact  that  a  superintendent  of 
the  employer  "occasionally  would  visit 
the  work,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
contractor  was  performing  it  accord- 
ing to  specifications,"  was  held  in 
Garey  v.  Baxter  (1909)  201  Mass.  522, 


87  N.  E.  901,  to  be  insufficient  to  de- 
stroy the  independence  of  the  contract. 

In  McBride  v.  Jerry  Madden  Shingle 
Go.  (1912)  178  Mich.  248,  138  N.  W. 
1077,  the  defendant's  superintending 
agent  testified  that  the  contractor  him- 
self ''had  the  sole  direction''  of  cutting 
the  lumber  in  question,  and  of  haul- 
ing, and  placing  it  on  the  ground 
designated.  In  answer  to  the  inquiry 
whether  he  had  any  work  to  do,  or  in- 
structions from  the  ccHnpany  with  re- 
spect to  that  work,  he  said :  "Why,  no 
more  than  to  go  and  look  around  and 
see  how  they  were  getting  along." 
Held,  that  the  control  thus  exercised 
did  not  destroy  Ute  independence  of 
the  contract. 

The  fact  that  a  landlord,  when  em- 
ploying a  plumber  to  make  some  re- 
pairs, informs  him  that  a  tenant  on  the 
premises  will  show  him  what  to  do, 
has  no  tendency  to  prove  that  the  de- 
fendant reserves  the  right  to  direct 
how  the  work  shall  be  done.  Burns  ▼. 
McDonald  (1894)  57  Mo.  App.  699. 

In  Denny  v.  Burlington  (1911)  155 
N.  C.  33,  70  S.  E.  1085,  8  N.  G.  G.  A. 
922,  evidence  held  to  be  insufficient  to 
show  that  the  defendant,  at  any  time 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  as- 
sumed control  tiiereof ,  or  of  any  part 
of  it,  was  thus  reviewed:  ^There  are 
to  be  found,  to  be  sure,  expressions 
from  witnesses  to  the  effect  that 
Kueffner,  the  city  engineer,  was  pres- 
ent now  and  then  when  the  work  was 
going  on;  but,  when  the  evidence 
touching  upon  this  feature  of  the  case 
is  justly  and  properly  considered,  it 
amounts  to  no  more  than  proof  that 
he  was  there,  in  the  interest  of  the 
city  and  under  instructions  from  it, 
for  the  purpose  of  seeing  that  the  work 
was  done  according  to  the  contract, 
and  not  to  give  any  instructions  as  to 
how  it  should  be  done,  or  to  supervise 
or  control  it.  He  made  a  suggestion, 
it  is  true,  as  to  how  some  of  it  should 
be  done,  but  it  was  not  made  while 
in  the  exercise  of  any  power  or  con- 
trol over  those  doing  the  work,  and 
was  merely  the  gratuitous  expression 
of  an  opinion,  which  any  outsider 
might  have  given,  and  it  was  entirely 
optional  with  Rodden,  foreman  of  Rus- 
sell &  Harris,  whether  to  adopt  or  ac- 
cept this  advice." 

In  Goates  v.  Ghapman   (1900)    195 
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evidence  wae  that  the  employer  crftve, 
with  regard  to  particular  matters,  di'* 
rections  Bimilar  in  character  to  those 
which  are  the  subject  of  the  express 
stipulations  discussed  in  §§  6  and  7, 
supra.  It  has  been  held  that  the  in- 
dependence of  the  contract  is  not 
negatived  by  testimony  tending  to 
show  these  facts: 


That  the  employer  gave  -  direc- 
tions coBcemhig  the  order  in  which 
certain  portioiis  of  the  work  should 
be  performed.' 

That  the  employer  gave  the  per- 
son employed  directions  with  regard 
to  the  particular  places' at  which  the 
stipulated  work  was  to  be  per- 
formed.* 


Pa.  109,  45  Atl.  676,  it  was  arranged 
by  a  person  who  had  undertaken  to 
build  houses  on  his  own  property  that 
some  portions  of  the  work  should  be 
performed  by  his  own  servants,  and 
the  remainder  by  contractors.  H6  ap- 
pointed a  general  superintendent  of 
the  whole  work  to  see  that  the  various 
contracts  were  complied  with,  but  no 
control  was  exercised  by  such  superin- 
tendent over  the  contractors  and  their 
work,  except  by  calling  their  attention 
to  the  requirements  of  the  contract. 
In  an  action  brought  by  one  of  the 
owner's  servants  against  one  of  the 
contractors,  to  recover  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  work- 
man in  the  defendant's  employ,  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  fellow 
servant  of  the  tort-feasor. 

In  Polluck  V.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  (1917)  40  S.  D.  186,  166  N.  W. 
641,  the  testimony  unsuccessfully  ror 
lied  upon  as  being  indicative  of  inde- 
pendence was  that  if  the  workmen  of 
one  who  had  contracted  to  keep  coal 
chutes  on  a  railroad  filled  "did  not 
keep  the  coal  shoveled,  as  he  had 
agreed  to  do,  the  railroad  company's 
agent  would  complain  to  him  that  it 
was  not  done." 

For  other  cases  which  sustain  the 
statement  in  the  text,  see: 

United  States.  —  Salliotte  v.  King 
Bridge  Co.  (1908)  65  L.R.A.  620,  58  C. 
C.  A.  466,  122  Fed.  878,  certiorari  de- 
nied in  (1903)  191  U.  S.  569,  48  L.  ed. 
306,  24  Sup.  (%.  Rep.  841 ;  Morning  v. 
Cramp  &  Co.  (1909)  170  Fed.  864. 

Alabama.— Hubbard  V.  Cofifin  (1914) 
191  Ala.  494,  67  So.  697. 

Calif omia. — Fay  v.  German  General 
Benev.  Soc.  (1912)  163  Cal.  118,  124 
Psc.  844. 

Indiana.  —  Marion  Show  Co.  v.  Ep- 
pley  (1914)  181  Ind.  219,  104  N.  E.  65, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  220. 

Kentucky.  —  Pine  Mountain  R.  Co. 
V.  Finley  (1909)  —  Ky.  — ,  117  S.  W. 
413;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith 
(1909)  134  Ky.  47,  119  S.  W.  241. 

Lioaisiana.  —  Clark  v.  Tall  Timber 


Lumber  Co,  (1916)  140  La.  Ann.  380, 
78  So.  239. 

Massaduiaetta.  —  Davis  v.  John  L. 
Whiting  £  Son  Co.  (1909)  201  Mass. 
91,  18  A.L.R.  782,  87  N.  E.  199. 

Michigan.  —  Lenderink  v.  Rockford 
(1904)  135  Mich.  531,  98  N.  W.  4. 

New  York.  —  Lubelsky  v.  Silverman 

(1906)  49  Misc.  183,  96  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1056;  Freund  v.  Composite  Realty  Co. 
(1917)  165  N.  Y.  Supp.  951. 

Texas.  —  Smith   v.   Humphreyville 

(1907)  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  140,  104  S.  W. 
495. 

In  White  v.  Oliver  Hill  Fire  Brick 
Co.  (1916)  169  Ky.  885,  185  S.  W.  107, 
evidence  that  the  employer's  superin- 
tendent had,  once  or  twice  during  the 
progress  of  the  work,  made  some  ob- 
jection to  the  manner  in  which  it  was 
being  done,  was  held  to  be  not  in- 
consistent with  the  supposition  that 
the  person  employed  was  an  independ- 
ent contractor.  But  this  statement 
seems  open  to  criticism  if  it  is  to  be 
understood  as  importing  that  such  a 
fact  has  no  tendency  whatever  to 
prove  that  the  person  employed  was 
a  servant.  That  it  possesses  some 
relevancy  in  that  regard  would  seem 
to  be  quite  clear. 

•Storm  v.  Thompson  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  658. 

*In  The  Satilla  (1916)  148  C.  C.  A. 
552,  235  Fed.  58,  affirming  (1915)  221 
Fed.  949,  the  president  of  the  stevedor- 
ing company  for  whose  negligence,  re- 
sulting in  injury  to  one  of  its  servants, 
it  was  sought  to  hold  the  ship  in  ques- 
tion responsible,  testified  that  the  su- 
perintendent of  the  shipowner  gave 
him  orders  when  he  wanted  the  cargo; 
how  quickly  he  wanted  the  ship  dis- 
charged or  loaded ;  when  the  ship  had 
got  to  go;  if  he  wanted  the  company 
to  work  nights  or  days;  and  where  he 
wanted  the  cargo.  The  contention 
that,  under  the  circumstances  thus 
stated,  the  stevedoring  company  was 
a  servant,  was  rejected.  The  remarks 
of  the  lower  court  with  respect  to  this 
part  of  the  evidence  were  as  follows: 
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'It  does  not  alter  the  case  to  say  that 
fliose  in  control  of  the  ship  pointed 
out  in  a  general  way  the  work  .to  be 
done  by  the  contractors.  The  direc* 
tion  given  by  the  ship  people  was 
merely  to  indicate  the  work  to  be  done 
and  where  the  load  was  to  be  stored. 
In  no  other  sense  did  they  control  the 
contractors,  for  neither  the  contrac- 
tors, nor  the  men  who  tied  the  rails 
together,  nor  the  winchmen,  were  sub- 
ject to  the  general  orders  of  the  agents 
of  the  ship." 

In  See  v.  Leidecker  (1918)  152  Ky, 
724,  154  S.  W.  10,  the  owner  of  a 
wagon  and  team,  who  contracted  for  a 
specified  sum  to  transport  a  boiler 
from  a  railroad  station,  the  exact  place 
of  delivery  to  be  designated  by  con- 
tractee,  was  held  to  be  an  independent 
contractor,  although,  at  the  time  when 
the  boiler  was  being  unloaded,  he  fol- 
lowed directions  given  by  the  em- 
ployer with  the  view  of  securing  that 
it  should  be  deposited  at  a  particular 
place  and  set  in  a  particular  way. 
That  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this 
regard  was  entirely  correct  cannot  be 
disputed,  for  it  was  in  accord  with  the 
authorities  as  a  whole;  if  there  was  no 
more  in  the  case  than  this,  no  excep- 
tion could  be  taken  to  the  decision. 
But  the  report  states  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  holding  the  boiler,  or  as  a 
means  for  pulling  it  off  the  wagon, 
Leidecker  directed  See  to  put  a  chain 
round  the  boiler,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  connecting  it  he  told  See  "to  pass 
the  chain  under  the  boiler  and  hand 
it  up  on  the  other  side."  It  seems 
clear  that,  in  this  state  of  the  evi- 
dence, the  only  possible  conclusion  is 
that  Leidecker  was  directing  See  "how 
to  do"  this  portion  of  the  work,  or, 
in  other  words,  controlling  the  means 
by  which  it  was  performed.  If  so,  the 
relationship  of  master  and  servant 
was  created  ad  banc  vicem,  and  for 
the  injury  in  suit,  which  was  caused 
by  the  boiler's  toppling  over  onto  See 
while  he  was  carrying  the  chain  under 
it,  Leidecker  might  properly  have  been 
held  answerable,  if  the  evidence  was 
such  as  to  warrant  the  inference  that 
he  had  failed  to  fulfil  a  master's  obli- 
gation with  regard  to  the  maintenance 
of  a  safe  place  of  work.  As  this  as- 
pect of  the  case  was  not  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  court,  the  decision 
was,  to  say  the  least,  unsatisfactory, 
as  ignoring  a  ground  upon  which  See's 
right  of  recovery  might  possibly  have 
been  predicated. 


In  Vogemann  v.  American  Dock 
&  Trust  Co.  (1909)  181  App.  Div.  216, 
115  N.  Y.  Supp.  741,  afllrmed  in  (1910) 
198  N.  Y.  586,  92  N.  E.  1105,  the  own- 
ers of  certain  goods,  which  were 
thrown  into  the  water  owing  to  the 
collapse  of  the  defendant's  pier  while 
the  steamship  of  which  the  plaintiffs 
were  charterers  was  being  discharged 
by  stevedores,  recovered  judgments 
against  the  plaintiffs.  In  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  ' 
those  judgments,  together  with  the 
reasonable  expenses  incurred  in  the 
litigation,  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that 
the  damage  was  caused,  in  part,  by 
the  negligence  of  the  stevedores  in 
improperly  loading  the  cargo  upon  the 
pier.  The  evidence  which  was  held  to 
have  warranted  the  jury  in  finding 
that  these  stevedores  were  independ- 
ent contractors,  and  upon  which,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  trial 
judge  might  well  have  ruled  that  this 
was  their  relationship  to  the  defend- 
ants, was  to  the  effect  that  they  were 
regularly  employed  by  the  plaintiffs 
for  unloading  cargoes  and  were  paid 
a  regular  contract  price  by  the  ton, 
with  extra  charge  for  tiering  above  the 
ordinary  height,  and  that  the  work 
was  done  by  their  own  men,  under 
the  supervision  of  a  foreman  em- 
ployed by  them.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  mere  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiffs' tally  clerk  was  present  to  keep 
track  of  the  work,  or  that  he  gave 
directions  where  to  put  the  cargo,  or 
for  extra  tiering,  did  not  change  the 
case.  The  plaintiffs  were  concerned 
only  with  the  result,  not  with  the 
means  or  methods  employed  by  the 
stevedores  to  attain  it. 

In  Giaconi  v.  Astoria  (1911)  60  Or. 
12,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1150,  113  Pac.  856, 
118  Pac.  180,  the  court  laid  stress 
upon  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
showing  that  any  direction  was  given 
by  defendant's  ofificers  or  agents  re- 
specting the  performance  of  the  work, 
except  that  the  contractor  was  re- 
quired to  place  a  box  flume  in  the  fill 
to  be  constructed — a  duty  imposed 
upon  him  by  a  resolution  of  the  city 
council — whenever  necessity  demand- 
ed a  drain. 

In  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Paris  (1905)  39  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
424,  87  S.  W.  724,  where  the  agent  in 
charge  of  a  building  occupied  by  a 
telephone  company  indicated  the  par- 
ticular rooms  in  which  the  work  of 
one  who  had  undertaken  to  paper  the 
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That  the  employer's  enirin^r  fl^ve 
the  levels  necessary  for  the  execution 

of  gradinir  work.^ 
That   the    employer    gave    certain 


In^tmctfons  with  regard  to  the  dimen- 
sions of  a  portion  of  a  structure.* 

That  the  employer  specified  the 
places  at  which  certain  materials 
were  to  be  placed.* 


entire  building  should  be  carried  on 
at  certain  times,  it  was  observed  that 
these  directions  were  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing,  as  far  as  practicable, 
an  interference  with  the  operation  of 
the  telephones.  Commenting  upon  the 
testimony  of  the  person  employed  that 
the  work  "was  not  done  as  he  would 
have  done  it,,  had  he  been  left  to  him- 
self,'' the  court  said:  "Whether  this 
applies  to  the  method  and  manner  of 
putting  on  the  paper  and  paint,  or  to 
the  moving  around  from  room  to  room 
at  the  suggestion  of  McDuffie,  is  not 
shown.  If  he  intended  it  should  apply 
to  the  method  and  manner  of  putting 
on  the  paper  and  paint,  then  he  failed 
to  specify  or  detail  wherein  McDuffie 
was  superintending." 

In  Texas  Traction  Go.  v.  George 
(1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  149  S.  W. 
438,  where  the  plaintiff's  decedent  was 
killed  while  assisting  in  the  work  of 
installing  a  transformer  and  of  mak- 
ing the  framework  connections,  in  a 
traction  company's  substation,  the 
court  refused  to  ascribe  any  weight  to 
the  fact  that  the  officers  of  the  com- 
pany directed  where  the  transformer 
should  be  located  in  the  building,  and 
that  the  framework  to  be  constructed 
and  installed  by  the  contractor  should 
conform  in  size  and  color  to  the  f rame* 
work  belonging  to  the  company,  which 
had  been  already  erected  in  the  sub- 
station. 

In  Dayton  v.  Free  (1914)  46  Utah, 
277,  148  Pac.  408,  the  court  assumed 
that  the  independence  of  a  contract 
for  the  construction  of  a  tunnel  was 
not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  the  em- 
ployer's engineer  furnished  the  course 
and  grrade  of  the  tunnel,  designated 
the  places  requiring  timbering,  and 
the  places  where  the  track  and  pipe 
were  to  be  laid,  and,  at  places,  re- 
quired the  widening  of  the  tunnel  and 
the  performance  of  extra  work  to  sup- 
port the  roof  of  the  tunnel  with  rein- 
forced concrete. 

In  lAwton  V.  Morgan,  Fliedner  & 
Boyce  (1913)  66  Or.  292,  131  Pac.  314, 
134  Pac.  1037,  evidence  which  showed 
that  a  contractor's  foreman  directed  a 
subcontractor  concerning  the  places 
where  piles  should  be  driven,  and  in^ 
dicated    where   it   was    necessary   to 


place  one  pile  on  top  of  another,  in 
order  to  force  them  to  the  depths 
necessary  to  insure  an  adequate  sup- 
port for  the  foundation  to  be  laid  upon 
them,  was  held  not  to  disprove  the  in- 
dependent status  of  the  subcontractor. 

In  Farmer  v.  St.  Croix  Power  Co. 
(1908)  117  Wis.  76,  98  Am.  St.  Rep. 
914,  93  N.  W.  830,  the  court  observed : 
''Obviously  the  mere  fact  that  em- 
ployees of  a  person  having  a  distinct 
portion  of  contract  work  to  do  take 
directions  to  some  extent,  as  the  work 
proceeds,  from  the  principal  contrac- 
tor, does  not  change  the  status  of  their 
employer  from  that  of  a  subcontractor 
to  that  of  an  employee  of  the  principal 
contractor.  The  circumstances  in  re- 
gard to  who  directed  the  teamsters 
where  to  unload  material  from  their 
wagons  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
question  of  whether  their  employer 
was  an  employee  or  a  subcontractor. 
That  must  be  determined  by  the  na- 
ture of  his  contract  itself." 

^  In  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley 
Electric  R.  Co.  (1899)  191  Pa.  361, 
43  Atl.  215,  6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  383,  one 
Stark,  who  had  undertaken  to  grade 
the  defendant's  railroad,  testified  that 
all  the  authority  possessed  by  the  de- 
fendant's engineer  was  to  put  in  the 
grade  stakes  and  say  to  him.  ''These 
are  your  grade  stakes."  Held,  that  the 
witness  meant  by  this  answer  that 
tiie  work  to  be  supervised  by  the  en- 
gineer was  the  manner  of  its  com- 
pletion, liot  the  manner  of  its  execu- 
tion. This  view  as  to  import  of  the 
evidence  was  corroborated  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  defendant's  chief  en- 
gineer that  the  company  did  not 
reserve  any  right  or  power  to  control 
the  performance — only  that  Stark 
"was  to  grade  the  track  and  lay  the 
rails,  subject  to  his  approval  in  every 
respect." 

•Connolly  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Com- 
mission (1916)  173  Cal.  405,  160  Pac. 
239;  Arkansas  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Secrist  (1915)  118  Ark.  561,  177  S.  W. 
37  (length  specified  for  posts  which 
had  to  be  adapted  to  the  level  of  the 
top  of  a  foundation  wall  built  by  em- 
ployer for  the  house  erected  by  the 
contractor). 

*In  Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919) 
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That  the  employer  super^ntendf^ 
the  adjustment  or  arrangement  .  9^ 
portions  of  a  structured 

That  the  employer  gave  orders 
that  stronger  materials  should  he 
used  for  a  certain  portion  of  a  struc- 
ture.* 

That    the    employer    specified    the 


ilestinations  to  which  articles  were  to 
be  conveyed  by  a  person  employed  for 
trahsportation   work.* 

That  the  employer's  foreman  di- 
rected the  person  employed  and  his 
driver,  with  regard  to  the  particular 
materials  which  were  to  be  hauled 
under  the  contract  in  question.** 


20  Ariz.  581,  188  Pac.  740,  it  was  held 
that  the  existence  of  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  was  not  shown  by 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  after  men 
employed  to  perform  mining  work  had 
been  for  some  time  dumping  the  waste 
rock  and  material  in  a  circular  form 
around  the  collar  of  the  shaft  on  whith 
they  were  working,  the  employer's  su- 
perintendent instructed  them  to  dump 
it  at  another  place.. 

^In  Stanley  v.  Aurora,  E.  ft  C.  R. 
Go.  (1911)  166  IlL  App.  132,  tiie  evi- 
dence introduced  by  plaintiff  tended 
to  show  that  defendant's  engineer,  J., 
was  present  nearly  every  day  during 
the  erection  of  the  bridge  in  question ; 
that  upon  one  occasion,  when  it  had 
been  set  up  so  that  one  end  was  lower 
than  the  other,  J.  told  the  workmen 
that  they  had  better  block  it  up,  or  the 
bridge  would  slide  off;  that  upon  other 
occasions  he  told  them  to  keep  the 
bridge  square  and  to  put  the  beams 
in ;  that  he  noticed  the  rivets  to  see  if 
they  were  bolted  up  thoroughly;  and 
that  when  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in 
taking  the  ends  off  a  couple  of  bolts, 
J.  told  him  "not  to  take  the  nuts  clear 
off,  or  the  end  of  the  crossbeam  would 
drop  down."  Held,  that  there  was 
nothing  in  what  was  said  and  done  by 
J.  that  subistantially  supported  the 
averment  in  the  declaration  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  servant  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

In  Klages  v.  Gillette-Herzog  Mfg. 
Co.  (1902)  86  Minn.  468,  90  N.  W. 
1116,  12  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  488,  one  of  the 
facts  in  evidence  was  that  the  em- 
ployer had  superintended  the  work  of 
putting  into  place  certain  plates  which 
formed  part  of  the  structural  iron  to 
which  the  contract  had  relation. 

•Wood  V.  Watertown  (1890)  68 
Hun,  298,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  864. 

•Bray  v.  Kirkpatrick  [1919;  Ir.  C. 
A.]  W.  C.  ft  Ins.  Rep.  151;  Pace  v.  Ap- 
panoose County  (1918)  184  Iowa,  498, 
168  N.  W.  916,  17  N.  C.  C.  A.  682; 
Wadsworth  Howland  Co.  v.  Foster 
(1893)  50  IlL  App.  618,  affirmed  in 
(1897)  168  IlL  514,  48  N.  E.  168;  Cohen 
V.  Western  Electric  Co.   (1906;  App. 


T.)  60  Misc.  660,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  525; 
Powley  V.  Vivian  ft  Co.  (1915)  169 
App.  Div.  170,  164  N.  Y.  Supp.  426,  10 
N.  C.  C.  A.  885  (taking  of  sand  and 
gravel). 

The  fact  that  the  owner  of  a  store 
points  out  the  goods  to  be  carted,  and 
their  destination,  to  a  man  in  the  em- 
ploy of  a  cartage  company  which  is 
under  contract  to  do  all  the  cartage  of 
the  former  at  a  specified  price,  does 
not  show  that  the  owner  of  the  store 
exercised  control  over  the  manner  in 
which  the  goods  were  to  be  transferred 
to  the  trucks,  or  over  the  route  by 
which  they  were  to  be  taken  to  their 
destination.  Riedel  v.  Moran,  Fitz- 
simons  Co.  (1894)  108  Mich.  262,  61 
N.  W.  509. 

In  Moore  v.  Stainton  (1908)  80  App. 
Div.  296,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  244,  affirmed 
on  opinion  below  in  (1904)  177  N.  Y. 
581,  69  N.  E.  1127,  where  Stainton,  a 
truckman,  was  held  to  be  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  a  portion  of  the  evi- 
dence consisted  of  the  testimony  of  a 
member  of  the  employing  firm  to  the 
effect  that  Stainton  had  to  do  the  stip- 
ulated work,  ''not  only  to  our  satisfac- 
tion, but  according  to  our  direction;" 
but  he  also  stated:  "We  do  not  give 
any  directions  whatever  to  Mr.  Stain- 
ton, except  to  hand  him  the  written 
delivery  order  for  ttie  goods." 

In  Reer  v.  Babcock  (1920)  280  N.  Y. 
106,  129  N.  E.  224,  reversing  (1919) 
187  App.  Div.  926,  174  N.  Y.  Supp. 
914,  a  portion  of  the  evidence  on 
which  the  court  based  its  ruling  that 
a  truckman  was  not  a  servant  was 
thus  stated:  "The  practice  was  to 
deliver  to  a  truckman  a  slip  indicat- 
ing the  place  of  delivery  after  the 
coalhad  been  weighed,  but  no  direc- 
tions were  given  as  to  the  route  to  be 
traversed  to  make  a  delivery;  neither 
did  Babcock  ft  Company  have  or  exer- 
cise jurisdiction  over  them  after  they 
left  the  yard." 

"Western  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Pills- 
bury  (1916)  172  Cal.  807,  159  Pac. 
721;  Flickenger  v.  Industrial  Acci. 
Commission  (1919)  181  CaL  425,  19 
A.L.R.  1150,  184  Pac.  861. 
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That  the  employer  designated  cer- 
tain materials  for  use  in  a  structure.^^ 

That  the  employer  specified  a  par^ 
ticular  portion  of  his  property  as  be- 
ing excepted  from  the  operation  of 
the  contract.^ 

That  the  employer  directed  the 
person  employed  to  give  ■  special  at- 
tention to  one  particular  portion  of 
the  work.** 

That  the  employer  dr  his  agent 
gave  directions  concerning  the  mate- 


*^In  Mobley  v.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co. 
(1918)  68  Ind*  App.  308,  119  N.  E.  477, 
the  court  said  that  the  marking  of  the 
stones  to  be  set  in  a  building  was 
"simply  an  indication  of  the  place 
where  the  cutting  had  to  be  done,  in 
order  that  they  might  conform  to  the 
specifications  and  fit  in  the  proper 
nlaces.^' 

"  Scales  V.  First  State  Bank  (1918) 
SS  Or.  490,  172  Pac.  499  (trees  marked 
to  be  left  on  tract  where  timber  was 
to  be  cut). 

^  Litta  V.  Risley  Lumber  Co.  (1918) 
224  N.  Y.  821,  19  A.L.R.  1147,.  120  N. 
£.  730  (painter  directed  to  scrape  off 
and  paint  well  the  rusty  spots  on  a 
smokestack) . 

i«  Kelleher  v.  Schmitt  &  H.  Mfg.  Co. 
(1904)  122*  Iowa,  636,  98  N.  W.  482 
(filling  of  mattresses). 

"  In  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  (3o.  v.  Mad- 
den (1908)  77  Kan.  80, 17  L.ILA.(N.S.) 
788,  93  Pac.  586,  where  the  plaintiff's 
property  was  injured  by  a  fire  which 
escaped  from  a  railroad  company's 
risrht  of  way,  on  which  a  man  had  con- 
tracted to  bum  a  fire  guard,  the  evi* 
dence  which  was  relied  upon  for  the 
purpose  of  affecting  the  railroad  com* 
pany  with  liability,  and  which  was  held 
insufilcient,  was  that  the  fire  escaped 
from  the  control  of  the  contractor  by 
reason  of  the  high  wind,  and  that  but 
for  the  order  and  direction  of  the  com- 
pany's foreman,  given  two  days  previ- 
ously, the  fire  would  not  have  been  set 
out  on  the  day  selected.  The  court 
reasoned  thus:  "It  is  not  reasonable 
to  presume  that,  when  the  foreman  di- 
rected Gregory  to  begin  the  work  on 
the  following  Monday,  it  was  the  in? 
tention  thereby  to  deprive  him  of  the 
use  of  all  discretion  in  the  matter,  or 
that  the  order  meant  that  he  should 
besrin  the  work  on  that  day,  regardless 
of  wind  i^nd  weather."  The  present 
-^riter  ve^turep  .to  express  tl^e  opinion 
that  the  decision  in  this  case  wgs  er*- 
roneous,  as  having  been  referred  to  an 


rials  to  b<s  used  in  an  article  which 
the  person  employed  had  undertaken 
to  manufacture.^  ' 

That  the  employer's  agent  gave 
directions  with  regard. to  the  time  at 
which  the  work  was  to  be  per- 
formed.^ 

That  the .  operation  of  construe^ 
tion  trains  used  by  a  contractor  for 
the  purposes  of  his  work  was  regulat- 
ed to  some  extent  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany 
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improper  theory  regarding  the  effect 
of  the  evidence.  .  It  is  submitted  that 
the  questions  which  the  evidence  in- 
dicated to  be  controlling  were:  (1) 
Whether  the  order  given  by  the  fore- 
man was  one  which  the  defendant  was 
authorized  to  give  by  the  specific 
terms  of  the  contract^as  originally  en- 
tered into;  (2)  whether,  if  the  order 
was  not  so  authorized,  the  contractor 
was  warranted,  on  other  grounds,  in 
treating  it  as  one  which  he  was  bound 
to  obey;  (3)  whether  the  injury  com- 
plained of  was  occasioned  by  acts  done 
in  compliance  wiUi  the  order.  Suppos- 
ing the  first  and  third  of  these  ques- 
tions, or  the  second  and  third,  to  be 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  it  seems 
clear  that  the  injury  would  have  been 
simply  one  which  was  occasioned  by 
obedience  to  instructions  which  the 
contractor  was  obliged  to  follow,  and 
that  the  precise  nature  of  the  relation- 
i&ip  created  by  the  contract  would  be 
an  entirely  immaterial  element.  In 
this  point  of  view,  the  motion  upon 
which  the  decision  is  largely  based, 
viz.,  that  the  contractor  had  a  discre- 
tion in  respect  of  obeying  the  order, 
became,  even  if  conceded  to  be  correct, 
quite  irrelevant.  The  only  question, 
so  far  as  a  third  person,  like  the  plain- 
tiff, was  concerned,  would  be  whether 
the  fire  which  caused  the  damage  was 
kindled  in  pursuance  of  instructions 
given  by  an  agent  of  the  company, 
within  the  scope  of  his  powers. 

"  In  Kansas  City,  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  v, 
Loosley  (1907)  76  Kan.  103,  90  Pac. 
990,  where  it  was  sought  to  hold  a 
railway  company  liable  for  an  injury 
caused  by  the  negligent  operation  of  a 
construction  train,  a  portion  of  the 
evidence  was  thus  discussed:  "It  may 
be  conceded  that  the  superintendent  of 
the  railway  company  made  statements 
which,  if  taken  literally,  might  indi* 
cate  that  he  had  c6mplete  dominioii 
over  every  liiojvement  of  the  ccmsti'uc- 
tion  company's  trains  and  every  detail 
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That  the  employer's  foreman  gaye 
directions  which  amounted  to  specify- 
ing the  size  of  the  charge  to  be  used 
in  blasting.^^ 


That  a  person  employed  to  deliv- 
er newspapers  was  instructed  not  to 
exceed  the  legal  limit  of  speed.^* 

(It  should  be  pointed  out  that,  in 


of  their  work  at  Carmen^  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  the  right  to  go  to  the  jury 
upon  them.  But  a  fair  inference  from 
his  testimony  as  a  whole  is  that  the 
construction  company's  trains  were 
under  his  jurisdiction,  and  subject  to 
the  time  cards,  rules,  and  regulations 
of  the  railroad  company,  merely  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  prevent  conflict 
and  confusion  from  the  joint  use  by 
the  two  companies  of  the  same  tracks 
and  yards;  that  the  railroad  company 
was  not  doing  the  work  of  the  con- 
struction company  in  any  sense;  that 
it  was  not,  pro  tanto,  building  its  own 
road ;  that  all  the  details  in  the  prose- 
cution of  that  work  were  left  to  the 
full  discretion  of  the  construction 
company;  that  the  superintendent 
could  not  say  when  a  train  should 
take  out  material,  or  when  it  should 
return  to  the  material  yards,  or  pro- 
hibit it  from  going  or  returning,  or 
say  how  it  should  be  handled,  or  who 
should  handle  it,  and  so  generally,  re- 
specting the  manner  and  means  of 
carrying  out  the  construction  com* 
pany's  contract;  and  the  defendant 
had  the  right  to  go  to  the  jury  upon 
this  theory.  If  the  jury  had  taken  this 
view,  they  might  have  found  that  the 
railway  company  had  'control'  over  the 
plaintiff's  train  in  the  sense  that  it 
was  on  a  track  turned  over  under  the 
contract,  that  it  was  subject  to  the 
railway  company's  time  cards,  rules, 
and  regulations,  and  that  it  was  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  railway  com- 
pany's superintendent,  and  yet  they 
rightfully  might  have  returned  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant." 

In  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith 
(1909)  184  Ky.  47,  119  S.  W.  241,  it 
was  held  that  the  independence  of  a 
contract  for  the  construction  of  a  rail- 
road culvert  was  not  negatived  by  the 
fact  that,  while  the  work  was  in 
progress,  the  railroad  company  kept 
a  man  upon  the  ground  whose  func- 
tion was  to  see  that  the  track  was  kept 
safe  for  the  passage  of  trains. 

"  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Newland 
(1917)  176  'Ky.  166,  195  S.  W.  416. 
The  court  reasoned  thus:  ''While  it  is 
true  that  plaintiff  and  his  nephew  say 
that  plaintiff  was  subject  to  the  direc- 
tions of  Applegate,  who  told  him  ex- 
actly how  to  do  the  work,  yet,  when 


asked  to  tell  what  these  directions 
were,  plaintiff  said  that  Applegate  told 
him  'to  put  in  so  many  sticks  of  dyna- 
mite for  the  first  spring,  and  so  many 
for  the  second,  and  so  many  for  the 
third,  and  so  on,'  and  then  'to  shoot 
them,'  and  *his  nephew  said:  'He 
(Applegate)  told  us  how  many  to  put 
in,  as  I  have  stated  before,  and  if  he 
seen  we  wasn't  doing  it  according  to 
the  way  that  he  wanted  it  done,  that 
he  had  the  right  and  the  authority 
to  stop  us.'  •  .  .  The  purpose  of  the 
work  was  to  change  the  physical  con- 
dition of  the  fill,  so  as  to  prevent  it 
from  slipping.  Hence  the  mere  firing 
of  the  shots  was  not  the  object  sought 
by  the  company,  but  the  blasting  of 
the  holes  with  charges  of  dynamite 
sufficient  to  prove  effective  for  the  pur- 
pose intended.  Every  contract  re- 
serves to  the  ^nployer  the  right  to  Sf^ 
that  the  contract  is  performed  accord- 
ing to  the  specifications.  .  .  .  Here 
the  directions  with  reference  to  the 
particular  'springs,'  and  the  amount  of 
dynamite  to  be  used  in  each  'spring,' 
were  mere  specifications  intended  to 
accomplish  a  particular  result,  and  the 
fact  that  the  company  reserved  the 
right  to  end  the  contract  if  the  work 
was  not  done  according  to  the  specifi- 
cations does  not  tend  to  show  that  it 
reserved  any  control  over  plaintiff  as 
to  the  manner  of  doing  the  work.  The 
only  control  reserved  was  the  right  to 
demand  that  the  plaintiff  should  fire 
only  such  blasts  as  were  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  directions  which 
constituted  a  part  of  the  contract. 
Upon  this  showing  the  court  concludes 
that  the  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
plaintiff  was  a  servant  of  the  defend- 
ant was  insufficient  to  take  the  case 
to  the  jury,  and  that  the  trial  court 
should  have  held,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  he  was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor." This  decision  deals  with  condi- 
tions which  lie  very  close  to  the  border 
line  between  "details"  and  "results,'* 
and,  if  correct, — a  point  which  cer- 
tainly seems  to  be  arguable, — illus- 
trates the  extreme  difficulty  of  diflTer- 
entiating,  under  some  states  of  faets, 
between  those  categories. 

>•  Gall  V.  Detroit  Journal  Co.  (1916) 
191  MiclL  406,  19  A.L.R.  1164,  168  N. 
W.  88. 
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some  cases,  the  right  of  the  claimant 
to  recover  on  the  ground  of  acts  and 
words  betokening  the  exercise  of  a 
limited  measure  of  control  has  been 
denied,  not  with  reference  to  their 
bearing  upon  the  nature  of  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  employer  and  the 
contractor  himself,  but  with  reference 
to  their  bearing  upon  the  nature  of 
the  relationship  between  the  employ- 
er and  the  contractor's  servants)  ;^ 


i  is.  Same    auhieetf    independence    of 
eantroei  negaUved. 

Facts  which  have  been  treated  as 
inconsistent  with  the  inference  that 
the  person  employed  was  an  independ- 
ent contractor  are  the  following: 

(1)  That  the  employer  gave  direc- 
tions with  regard  to  the  manner  in 
which  various  portions  of  the  work 
were  to  be  performed.^  A  comparison 
between   the  cases   collected   in   the 


^  In  Chicago  Hydraulic  Press  Brick 
Co.  V.  Campbell  (1904)  116  IlL  App. 
322,  the  plaintiff,  a  passenger  on  a 
street  car,  was  injured  as  a  result  of 
its  collision  with  a  wagon  driven  by  a 
man  whose  immediate  employers  were 
K.  &  D.,  a  firm  engaged  in  the  stone 
business  on  their  own  account,  and 
also  in  the  business  of  teaming  for 
others.    At  the  time  of  the  accident 
the  wagon  was  conveying  a  load  of 
bricks  for  the  defendant  brick  com- 
pany, with  which  the  firm  had  made 
an  oral  contract  to  do  a  portion  of  the 
teaming  on  the  terms  that  they  were 
to  be  paid  a  certain  price  per  load  ac^ 
cording  to  the  distance  it  was  hauled. 
Other  circumstances  adverted  to  by 
the  court,  as  having  a  bearing  upon  the 
nature  of  the  relationship  created  by 
the  contract,  were  the  following :    The 
wagons  and  horses  were  kept  at  de- 
fendant's yards  in  sheds  belonging  to 
it,  but  they  were  maintained  by  K.  & 
D.,  and  were  in  charge  of  their  em- 
ployees.    One  H.  was  shipping  clerk 
and  yardman  for  the  defendant  at  the 
yards  from  which  the  load  in  question 
was  sent  out.    If  K.  &  D.  desired  to 
use  their  horses  and  wagons  in  their 
own  business,  they  communicated  with 
H.  to  find  out  whether  he  could  spare 
any  of  their  teams,  because,  under  the 
contract  with  the  defendant,  it  was  to 
have   the  preference   in   use   of  the 
teams  to  do  its  hauling  before  K.  ft  D. 
could  use  them  for  others,  or  in  their 
stone  business.    The  drivers  were  em- 
ployed and  paid  by  K.  ft  D.  with  their 
money,  the  evidence  warranting  the 
conclusion  that,  on  the  occasions  when 
the  money  was  handed  to  the  men  by 
H-,  and  the  money  furnished  by  the 
defendant,  this  was  done  as  a  matter 
of  accommodation  for  K.  ft  D.    It  was 
deemed  to  have  been  established  by 
a  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
that  H.  had  no  power  to  hire  or  dis- 
charge the  teamsters;  that  he  had  no 
control  over  their  actions  further  than 
to  direct  them  when  to  haul  brick,  how 


they  should  load  it,  and  where  it 
should  be  delivered;  and  that  he  did 
not  direct  their  teamsters  as  to  the  way 
they  should  go,  or  in  any  way  as  to 
how  they  should  drive  the  teams.  A 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  set  aside 
and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

In  Jahn  v.  W.  H.  McKnight  ft  Co. 
(1904)  117  Ky*  665,  78  S.  W.  862,  it 
was  held  that  a  driver  regularly  in  the 
employ  of  a  firm  of  truckmen  engaged 
by  the  defendant  to  deliver  packages, 
was  not  their  servant,  where  they  had 
no  right  to  direct  him,  except  to  the 
extent  of  seeing  that  the  packages 
were  delivered  to  the  proper  addresses. 

Un  McNally  v.  Fitzgerald  (1914) 
48  Ir«  L.  T.  4,  a  claimant  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  was  a 
plumber  who  had  been  called  in  to  ef-* 
feet  some  repairs  in  a  hotel,  the  ma- 
terials for  the  job  being  supplied  by 
the  proprietor.  Holmes,  L.  J.,  said: 
'1  think,  as  a  rule,  when  you  send  for 
a  plumber  to  do  work,  he  comes  to  do 
it  as  a  contractor,  because  it  is  a  busi- 
ness the  ordinary  man  does  not  know 
much  about,  and  it  is  left  in  the  plumb- 
er's hands;  he  supplies  all  the  ma- 
terials necessary,  and  does  the  work 
on  that  basis,  and  he  is  usually  paid 
for  the  whole  work  when  finished. 
Here  a  man,  having  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent found  out  what  was  wrong,  sent 
for  a  plumber  carrying  on  business  in 
a  small  country  town;  he  gave  direc- 
tions to  remove  the  obstruction,  point- 
ing out  where  it  was  located.  He  came 
back  from  time  to  time  to  see  how  the 
work  was  going  on,  and  a  servant  of 
his  held  a  candle  for  the  plumber.  In 
addition  to  this,  there  is  positive  evi- 
dence that  the  owner  of  the  hotel  was 
not  an  ordinary  employer;  he  was  a 
man  anxious  to  give  a  great  deal  of 
assistance;  a  man  who  understood  a 
great  deal  about  the  business;  and 
that  he  was  not  only  present,  but  gave 
directions  which  would  not  be  given  to 
an  independent  contractor.''  All  the 
members  of  the  court  expressed  doubts 
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as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of 
the  county  court  judge,  awarding  com- 
pensation, but  were  of  opinion  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sup- 
port it. 

Ill  Sacchi  V.  Bayside  Lumber  Co. 
(1910)  18  Gal.  App.  72,  108  Pac.  885, 
where  plaintiff's  land  was  inundated 
by  the  water  of  a  river  in  which  an 
obstruction  was  created  by  logging 
and  quanying  operations,  the  conten- 
tion that  the  persons  performing  the 
work  were  independent  contractors 
was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  while 
they  were,  under  their  contracts,  ^to 
receive  specific  compensation  .  .  • 
not  in  the  nature  of  wages,  each, 
nevertheless,  prosecuted  his  work  in 
conformity  with  the  general  directions 
of  the  defendant 

>  In  Connell  v.  Harris  (1918)  28  CaL 
App.  687,  188  Pac^  949,  where  the 
plaintiff's  automobile  came  into  collt" 
sion  with  the  rear  end  of  a  wagon  load- 
ed with  timber  upon  which  no  light 
was  displayed,  the  evidence  showed 
l^at  the  driver  was  a  teamster*  who 
had  contracted  with  the  defendant  to 
haul  the  timber  to  another  city  for 
$6;  that,  as  the  wagon  of  the  teamster 
himself  was  too  small  to  carry  the  tim- 
bers, a  larger  one  belonging  to  the  de* 
fendants  was  used,  and  drawn  by  the 
teamster's  horses;  that  the  defendant 
showed  the  teamster  the  way  to  the 
yards  where  the  timbers  were,  helped 
to  load  them,  and  rode  with  him  for 
some  distance,  and  personally  pro- 
cured a  white  light  after  nightfall, 
and  assisted  to  place  it  on  the  wagon. 
Held,  that  the  evidence  indicated  the 
retention  by  the  defendant  of  a  suf- 
ficient degree  of  control  over  the  man- 
ner of  performing  the  work  to  destroy 
the  independence  of  the  contract. 

In  Easton  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Com- 
mission  (1917)  84  CaL  App.  821,  167 
Pac.  288,  the  fact  that  the  driver  of  a 
baker's  wagon  was  not  directed  by 
his  employer  as  to  where  he  Should 
go,  or  as  to  whom  he  should  sell 
bread,  was  held  to  have  some  tendency 
to  show  that  he  was  not  a  servant. 

In  Aisenberg  v.  C.  F.  Adams  Co. 
(1920)    95   Comu   419.,   Ill   Atl.   591, 
where  a  salesman  was  held  to  be  an 
"employee"  entitled  i;o  claim  under  a 
Workmen's    Compensation    Act,    the 
circumstance      that     the    .  eiyiployee. 
"made  the  terms  of  all   sales"  was' 
stated  to  be  a  "v^ry  important  feature 
of  control." 
.  In  Mumby  v.  Bowden  (1889)  25  FbL' 


455,  .6  So.  458,  where  the  goods  of 
the  tenants  of  a  building  were  injured 
through  the  negligent  mannei:  in 
which  an  employee  of  the  landlord  had 
repaired  a  gutter  over  a  party  wall, 
the  evidence  relied  upon  as  showing 
that  the  employee  was  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  defendant,  and  therefore, 
in  "legal  contemplation,"  his  servant, 
comprised  the  following  facts:  That 
the  job  was  a  light  one;  ^at  the  de- 
fendant had  not  surrendered  the  prem- 
ises  while  the  work  was  being  done; 
that  he  had  instructed  the  employee 
not  to  do  the  woric  when  rain  was 
threatened;  and  that  he  had  ordered 
the  employee  to  "go  ahead"  when  the 
latter  explained  what  he  thought  best 
to  be  done. 

In  St.  Johns  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Shalley 
(1894)  88  Fbu  897,  14  So.  890  (fire 
negligently  started  damaged  property 
of  adjoining  landowner),  the  court 
thus  commented  on  the  evidence  which, 
in  its  opinion,  negatived  the  conten- 
^on  of  the  defendant  that  the  laborers 
whose  carelessness  produced  the  in- 
lury  were  independent  contractors: 
^'The  proof  shows  that  these  graders 
were  employed  directly  by  the  railroad 
company,  and  were  paid  by  the  com- 
pany at  the  rate  of  so  much  per  cubic 
yard  of  earth  removed,  and  an  agreed 
price  for  all  stumps  removed.  The 
graders  were  conmion  laborers,  and 
the  defendant  company  seems  to  have 
been  carxying  on  the  general  work  of 
constructing  its  road  within  itself,  and 
not»  as  is  often  customary,  through  the 
instrumentality  of  an  independent  con- 
tractor for  the  various  branches  of  its 
work.  Its  witness,  C.  R.  Knight,  who 
was  its  engineer,  as  he  says,  'in  charge' 
of  the  extension  of  the  road  to  Palatka, 
undertakes  in  his  evidence  to  repre- 
sent these  graders  as  being  independ- 
ent contractors;  but  he  testified  that 
their  work  was  staked  out  for  them  by 
the  engineer  in  sections,  and  the  'yard- 
age' computed,  and  that  then  a  'fore- 
man' let  out  the  sections  to  those  who 
applied  for  the  grading  of  them;  and 
that  the  next  duty  of  the  foreman  was 
to  accept  or  reject  the  work  upon  its 
completion,  and,  in  case  of  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  work  was  well  done,  he 
called  on  the  engineer  for  the  levels 
necessary. to  determine  the  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  grader  had  'properly  and 
faithfully,  and  in  accordance  with  his 
contract,  done  his  work.'  He  testified 
further  that  the  foreman  had  the  right 
to  take  the  work  away  from  them 
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when,  for  any  cause,  they  neglected  to 
perform  it  within  a  reasonable  time^ 
and  to  relet  any  uncompleted  portion^ 
paying  pro  rata  for  the  part  per* 
formed;  and  that  whenever  the  fore- 
man's attention  was  called  to  any  spe- 
cific violation  of  the  'contract/  he  had 
the  right  to  annul  the  contract  or  to 
compel  the  grader  to  do  the  work  as  he 
had  contracted  to  do  it;  and  that  the 
foreman  pointed  out  to  the  grader  the 
'amount  and  nature'  of  the  work,  di- 
recting him  as  to  the  width  and  height 
of  the  embankment,  and  where  the 
earth  was  to  be  taken  from,  etc^  etc» 
In  other  words,  what  this  witness 
termed  the  'stipulations  of  the  con- 
tract* with  the  graders  were  evidently 
nothing  more  than  directions  from  the 
foreman  and  engineer  to  the  graders 
as  to  the  mode  and  manner  of  doing 
their  work,  and  if  it  was  not  done  in 
accordance  with  those  directions,  the 
grader  was  forced  to  comply  with 
them,  or  else  be  dismissed  without  pay 
for  the  uncompleted  or  imperfect 
work.  Under  these  circumstances  we 
think  these  graders,  instead  of  being 
independent  contractors  in  the  sense 
that  would  relieve  the  employer  com- 
pany from  responsibility  for  their  neg- 
ligence, are  sunk  to  the  level  of  ordi- 
nary laboring  servants  to  the  com- 
pany, which  was  their  master,  and  that 
the  company  was  properly  held  to  be 
liable  for  the  damage  resulting  from 
their  negligence  in  the  performance  of 
the  work  they  were  put  by  the  company 
to  perform  for  its  use  and  benefit." 

In  International  Agri.  Corp.  v.  Suber 
(1919)  24  6a.  App.  445,  101  S.  E.  300, 
where  the  plaintiff's  minor  son  was  in- 
jured as  a  result  of  the  breaking  of  a 
rope  which  supported  a  scaffold  used 
by  the  immediate  employer  of  the  in- 
jured person  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
forming a  contract  made  for  the  paint- 
ing"  of  the  defendant's  building,  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  was  sustained  on 
the  grround  that  the  defendant's  vice 
principal  not  only  interfered  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  ijidependent  con-  , 
tractor  and  his  employees  were  paint-  ; 
ing    the    building — prohibiting    them  [ 
from  hanging  the  hooks  on  the  roof  of 
the   building — but  went  further,  and. 
directed   where   and   how  the.  hooks 
should  be  hung,  and  furnished  them  ' 
with   a  rope  with .  which  to  hang  the  : 
scaffold  as  directed  by  him.    The  right  * 
of  action  was  affirmed  with  reference 
both  to  common-law  pi'inciples  and  to 
the  Civil  Code  1910,  %  4415^  subsec.  5, 
20  AJL.R.-^7. 


which  provides  that  the  employer  is 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
tractor, if  he  "interferes  and  assumes 
control  so  as  to  create  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant,  or  so  that  an  in- 
jury results  which  is  traceable  to  his 
interference." 

In  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Tow 
(1901)  23  Ky.  L.  Rep.  408^  66  L.R.A. 
941,  63  S.  W.  .27,  where  the  plaintiff, 
while  seeking  employment,  was  in- 
jured by  a  blast  set  off  without  warn- 
ing by  the  workmen  of  a  contractor 
engaged  to  construct  a  railroad  tun- 
nel, a  verdict  negativing  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract,  and  finding  the 
railroad  company  liable,  was  held  to 
be  warranted  by  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  the  railroad  company's  section 
men  were  assisting  in  the  manual 
labor;  that  an  employee  of  the  com- 
pany was  showing  the  way  in  which 
the  blasting  should  be  done;  that  the 
engine  which  hauled  the  cars  used  for 
the  work  belonged  to  the  company; 
and  that  various  employees  of  the  com- 
pany were  aiding  in  the  control  and 
management  of  the  work  generally. 

In  Ballard  &  B.  Co.  v.  Lee  (1908) 
131  Ky.  412,  116  S.  W.  732,  it  was  held 
that  the  question  whether  the  defend- 
ant company  was  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  servant  of  a  contractor  employed 
by  it  should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury,  where  the  evidence  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff's  administrator 
tended  to  show  that  the  defendant's 
superintendent  of  the  work  was  fre- 
quently about  the  place  where  it  was 
going  on;  that  sometimes,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  contractor,  he  would  not 
only  tell  the  laborers  what  to  do,  but 
how  to  do  it,  directing  them  as  to  the 
manner  of  doing  the  work  right,  and 
correcting  them  when  wrong;  that  he 
kept  an  account  of  the  wages  due  to 
the  contractor  as  well  as  the  laborers, 
and  looked  after  the  payments;  and 
that  he  also  exercised  a  general  super- 
intendence over  the  contractor. 

In  Moffet  V.  Koch  (1901)  106  La. 
371,  81  So.  40,  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  defendant  had  contracted 
to  erect  a  brewery,  and  that  he 
let  out  to  one  W.  the  contract  for  gen- 
eral work,  including  the  hoisting  into 
position  of  the  iron  required  in  the 
building;  that  W.  employed  and  dis- 
charged his  own  mechanics  and  labor- 
ers ;  and  that  the  defendant  communi- 
cated with  him,  and  not  with  the  lAen 
employed  by  him.  The  court  remarked* 
that  there  was,  upoti  the  phe,  hand. 
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an  uncertainty  as  to  the  precise 
limitations  of  the  contract,  and,  upon 
the  other,  a  certainty  that  the  de- 
fendant was  continually  on  hand, 
and  in  control,  even  though  his  direc- 
tions as  to  how  the  work  should  he 
done  were  given  to  W.  The  conclusion 
arrived  at,  therefore,  was  that  W.  was 
not  an  independent  contractor  in  such 
a  sense  as  to  relieve  the  defendant  of 
liability  for  his  conduct  in  the  prose^ 
cution  of  that  work. 

In  Keyes  v.  Second  Baptist  Church 
(1904)  99  Me.  808,  59  Atl.  446,  17  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  526,  the  evidence  which  was 
held  to  show  that  one  Nelson  who  had 
contracted  to  make  certain  alterations 
in  a  church  building  was  a  servant  was 
thus  stated  by  the  court:  The  defend- 
ants ''not  only  reserved  the  right  of 
access,  but  exercised  it.  They  fur- 
nished an  architect.  The  committee 
was  in  daily  attendance.  The  plans 
were  not  made  in  advance,  'not  settled 
at  any  one  time,  but  grew  as  time  and 
the  work  went  on,'  as  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  testified.  He  further 
says  that  he  frequently  consulted 
about  the  work  with  Mr.  Nelson,  and 
that  they  'frequently  brought  the  ar- 
chitect in  to  settle  questions  which  we 
could  not,  such  as  how  the  work  should 
be  accomplished, — and  that  he  had  au- 
thority to  control  Mr.  Nelson.'  We 
need  not  quote  further.  The  evidence, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  wri^en 
contract  of  Nelson,  conclusively  shows 
that  Nelson,  instead  of  'not  acting,' 
did  act,  under  the  direction  and  con- 
trol of  his  employers,  and  did  not  de- 
termine for  himself  in  what  manner 
the  work  should  be  done.  He  was  com- 
pelled to  so  act  if  he  worked  at  all, 
and  did  so  act.  We  are  unable  to  see 
any  reason  why,  at  any  time  if  they 
so  desired,  the  defendants  could  not 
have  discharged  Nelson  and  all  his 
men,  without  subjecting  themselves  to 
any  liability  whatever  for  breach  of 
contract.  Nelson  was  not  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  and  the  ruling  of 
the  presiding  justice  must  stand." 

In  Hanrahan  v.  Baltimore  (1911) 
114  Md.  517,  80  Atl.  312,  the  liability 
of  the  defendant  was  inferred  from 
certain  undisputed  evidence  (not  re- 
ported) that  the  contractors  were 
under  the  supervision  of  the  city,  and 
that  the  division  sewer  engineer  was 
in  control  of  the  work. 

In  (3iristianson  v.  Lannin  (1913) 
215  Mass.  822,  102  N.  B.  419,  where  a 
covered  pipe  in  which  a  watercourse 
crossed  the  plaintifT's  land  was  ob- 


structed, while  the  defendant's  land, 
near  which  the  pipe  opened,  was  being 
graded  by  one  M.,  the  plain  cilf's  right 
to  retain  a  verdict  for  the  damage  oc- 
casioned to  his  property  by  the  over- 
flow resulting  from  the  obstruction 
was  afl&rmed,  upon  evidence  which 
tended  to  show  that  the  defendant 
made  a  contract  with  M.  to  "do  all 
rough  grading  as  directed;"  that  M., 
although  he  let  the  grading  to  a  sub- 
contractor, caused  the  work  to  be  done 
as  the  defendant  directed;  that  the 
level  of  the  surface  of  the  earth  at  the 
rear  of  the  lot,  near  the  opening  of  the 
watercourse,  was  raised  about  3i  feet; 
and  that  M.  pointed  out  to  the  defend- 
ant the  opening  of  the  pipe,  and  said 
he  had  put  some  sticks  and  stones 
there,  whereupon  the  defendant  told 
him  to  leave  it  where  it  was.  Such 
evidence,  it  was  held,  would  justify  a 
finding  that  the  defendant  "retained 
an  active  directory  control  over  the 
manner  in  which  the  grading  and  fill- 
ing were  done." 

In  Ripley  v.' Priest  (1912)  169  Mich. 
883,  135  N.  W.  258,  the  action  was 
brought  to  recover  for  injuries  oc- 
casioned to  plaintiflTs  property  by  a 
fire  which  escaped  from  defendant's 
land,  owing  to  the  negligence  of  men 
employed  under  a  written  contract  to 
clear  it  for  a  certain  sum  per  acre. 
After  remarking  that,  if  the  defendant 
had  left  the  conduct  of  the  work  to 
these  men,  his  liability,  if  it  existed, 
would  rest  upon  grounds  which  it 
was  not  necessary  to  consider,  con- 
tinued thus:  "The  plaintiff,  how- 
ever, gave  testimony  tending  to 
show  that  defendant  undertook  to 
control  and  direct  the  method  of  burn- 
ing. He  testified  that  back-firing  was 
done  to  minimize  the  danger  of  escape, 
upon  the  suggestion  of  defendant,  and 
that  defendant  told  him  that  he  had 
his  hired  men  in  there,  but  he  could 
not  depend  on  them,  and  wanted  me  to 
look  after  it.'  A  fire  set  sometime  in 
August  had  escaped  control,  and  had 
with  great  difficulty  and  labor  been  ex- 
tinguished. Plaintiff  had  assisted  in 
this  work,  and  defendant  had  paid  him 
for  it.  .  .  .  Under  the  facts  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence  in  this  case,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  learned  circuit 
judge  properly  submitted  to  the  jury 
the  question  whether  the  defendant, 
with  the  consent  of  Hook  and  Still, 
directed  them  how  they  should  per- 
form their  work  the  same  as  though 
they  were  servants.  If  the  master  con- 
trols the  manner  of  performance  of 
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the  acts  of  which  complaint  is  made, 
or  even  reserves  the  right  to  supervise 
or  control,  he  is  liable  for  the  negli- 
gent performance  of  those  acts/'  The 
phrase,  ''even  reserves  the  right  to 
supervise  or  control,"  is  scmiewhat 
oddly  worded,  considering  that  such 
reservation  is  the  recognized  indicium 
of  the  relationship  of  master  and  serv- 
ant. 

The  fact  that  "at  least  some  super- 
vision was  exercised''  by  the  employ- 
er's agents  was  one  of  the  evidential 
elements  adverted  to  in  Brown  v.  Doug- 
las Lumber  Co.  (1910)  113  Minn.  67, 
129  N.  W.  161.  This  language  is  some- 
what wanting  in  precision.  Presum- 
ably the  "supervision"  which  the  court 
had  in  mind  amounted  to  a  control 
over  the  details  of  the  work,  and  not 
merely  to  a  general  supervision  ex* 
ercised  for  the  purpose  of  insuring 
that  its  results  should  be  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  contract. 

The  inference  that  a  man  employed 
to  make  an  excavation  for  a  cellar,  at 
a  specified  price  per  diem  and  commis- 
sions on  the  outlay,  was  a  contractor 
and  not  a  servant,  cannot  properly  be 
drawn,  where  the  evidence  of  the  em- 
ployer himself  shows  that  he  was  ex- 
ercising control  over  him  in  respect  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  earth  should 
be  removed,  so  as  to  secure  the  safety 
of  a  house  on  the  adjacent  lot.  Mound 
City  Paint  &  Color  Co.  v.  Conlon 
(1887)  92  Mo.  221,  4  S.  W.  922, 16  Am. 
Neg.   Cas.  435. 

In  Porter  v.  Withers  Estate  Co. 
(1919)  201  Mo.  App.  27,  210  S.  W.  109, 
the  plaintiff  testified  that  one  Crood- 
win,  the  defendant's  agent,  was  on  the 
work,  and  that  "he  would  give  direc- 
tions what  to  do,  and  what  colors  to 
use,  and  where  to  paint,"  and  that  he 
would  direct  Batty,  the  plaintiff's  im- 
mediate employer,  with  a  suggestion 
"about  how  high  up  we  were  painting 
this  border,"  and  that  he  directed 
Batty  what  to  do,  "how  to  paint  it,  and 
so  on."  The  evidence  also  showed  that 
defendant  was  interfering  in  the  work, 
to  the  extent  of  dictating  the  kind  of 
men  that  should  be  employed.  Held, 
that  these  facts  were  inconsistent  with 
the  theory  that  defendant  was  looking 
only  to  the  result  of  the  work. 

In  Jensen  v.  Barbour  (1895)  15 
Mont«  582,  39  Pac.  906,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  person  who  had  made  with 
the  owner  of  a  street  car  line  a  con- 
tract, under  which,  for  a  specified 
junount  per  month,  he  was  to  haul  a 


car  over  the  line  once  a  day  each  way, 
and  to  furnish  a  driver,  was  a  servant 
of  the  owner,  and  not  an  independent 
contractor,  one  of  the  grounds  on 
which  the  decision  was  based  was  that 
the  reservation  of  a  power  of  control 
was  indicated  by  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant's agent  was  accustomed  to 
give  directions  for  the  protection  of 
property,  and  to  warn  the  driver  not 
to  allow  boys  to  ride  on  the  car. 

In  De  Sandro  v.  Missoula  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (1915)  48  Mont  226,  ISS 
Pac.  711,  evidence  held  to  be  compe- 
tent as  bearing  upon  the  question  of 
the  extent  to  which  the  defendant  re- 
tained control  of  the  work  was  to  the 
effect  that  W.,  the  defendant's  general 
foreman,  gave  some  orders  to  O.,  the 
foreman  in  charge  of  the  stipulated 
work,  concerning  the  completion  of 
the  particular  portion  of  it  on  which 
the  plaintiff  was  engaged  on  the  day 
before  he  was  injured,  and  that  W. 
also  directed  O.  to  keep  the  crew  work- 
ing at  the  same  place  on  the  following 
day. 

In  Paro  v.  Whitefield  Sav.  Bank  &  T. 
Co.  (1914)  77  N.  H.  394,  92  Atl.  331, 
where  plaintiff  came  into  collision  with 
a  piece  of  timber  left  upon  the  side- 
walk in  front  of  defendant's  bank  by 
the  workmen  of  one  Smith,  who  had 
contracted  to  cement  the  cellar  floor, 
on  a  basis  of  payment  for  all  labor  and 
supplies  at  cost  price,  with  10  per  cent 
added,  a  nonsuit  was  held  erroneous 
for  the  reason  that,  upon  the  evidence, 
it  could  be  found  that  the  bank  did 
not  relinquish  the  control  of  the  prem- 
ises to  Smith,  and  that  his  contract 
was  merely  to  furnish  such  material 
and  workmen  as  the  bank  should,  from 
time  to  time,  require  in  the  progress  of 
the  repair  and  improvement  then  con- 
templated, or  decide  upon  in  the 
course  of  the  work.  The  court  said: 
"There  was  evidence  that  Page  (treas- 
urer), for  the  bank,  gave  directions  in 
the  course  of  the  work  to  Smith  and 
the  workmen;  the  plan  prepared  be- 
fore the  work  was  begun  was  not  ad- 
hered to;  it  could  be  found  that  the 
cement  was  brought  upon  the  prem- 
ises for  work  not  contemplated  when 
Smith  was  employed.  There  was  no 
evidence  that  Smith  objected  to  the 
changes  made  as  the  work  progressed, 
or  to  the  interference  of  Page,  or 
understood  he  had  any  right  to  ob- 
ject. From  these  facts  it  could  be 
inferred  Smith  was  not  employed  to 
produce  a  certain  result,  with  control 
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over  the  detJEiils  xxf  the*  work,  but  was 
employed  to  overdte  '  the  making  of 
such  changes  as  the  defendairts  from 
time  to  time  should  direct,  securing 
for  them  such  of  the  necessary  labor 
and  material  as  the  defendants  did  not 
otherwise  provide;  in  short,  that  he 
was  the  defendants'  servant.  .  .  . 
Aside  from  the  direct  testimony  of 
Smith  that  everything  was  done  under 
the  supervision  of  Page,  the  treasurer 
of  the  bank,-^that  'he  was  the  boss,' — 
there  was  other  evidence  tending  to 
the  same  conclusion.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  recite  it.  If  Smith  is  believed, 
the  bank  not  only  retained  the  right 
of  control  as  to  the  details  of  the 
work,  but  exercised  such  control." 

In  Hart  v.  Ryan  (1889)  3  Silv.  Sup. 
Ct.  415,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  921  (removal  of 
lateral  support  damaged  a  building), 
it  was  held  that  the  trial  judge  proper- 
ly refused  to  hold  upon  the  evidence 
that  the  defendants,  the  principal  con- 
tractors for  the  erection  of  a  build- 
ing, were  not  liable  by  reason  of  their 
arrangement  with  one  K.  as  to  the  ex« 
cavations,  the  evidence  being  to  this 
effect:  That  K.  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
yard  for  such  excavations  as  he  made; 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  follow  the  di- 
rections of  the  defendants  from  time 
to  time,  as  to  where  and  when  he 
should  dig;  that  they  supervised  the 
work;  and  that  Ryan  gave  directions 
to  the  men  there.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, it  was  considered  that,  if  K. 
made  the  excavations  which  caused  the 
damage  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  it 
was  with  the  knowledge  and  apparent- 
ly with  the  direction  of  the  defend- 
ants. Hence  if,  upon  all  the  evidence, 
the  jury  found  that  the  footing  course 
was  erected  upon  the  plaintiff's  land, 
K.,  as  well  as  the  defendants,  became 
a  trespasser  upon  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises. 

In  Postal  Teleg.-Cable  Go.  v.  Mur- 
rell  (1918)  180  Ky.  52,  L.R.A.1918D, 
357,  201  S.  W.  402,  the  court  proceeded 
upon  the  theory  that  an  employer  ex- 
ercises control  over  the  details  of  work, 
when  he  directs  a  messenger  boy  with 
regard  to  the  places  from  which  he  is 
to  collect  telegrams,  or  at  which  he  is 
to  deliver  them. 

In  Sullivan 'v.  Dunham  (1898)  35 
App.  Div.  342,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  962,  af- 
firmed in  (1900y  161  N.  Y.  290,  47 
L.R.A.  715,  76  Am.  St.  Rfep.  274,  55  N. 
E.  923,  7  Am.  Neg*.  Rep.  126  (tree 
which  was  blasted  out  whole  fell  on 
plaintiff) ,  one  Jewell  *had  made  a  con- 


tract with  the  defenilant  for  removing 
trees.  The  former  testified  that  he  was 
to  furnish  teams  and  men  for  a  cer- 
tain price,  and  that  either  he  or  one 
Dinkel  was  to  be  present  and  act  as  . 
foreman  under  the  direction  of  one 
Ward,  who  was  the  defendant's  fore- 
man, and  was  to  do  the  work  pursuant 
to  his  direction.  Ward  was  present  a 
part  of  the  time  while  the  work  was 
progressing  and  pointed  out  what  was 
to  be  done.  The  witness  said:  "We 
did  not  usually  do  anything  that  Ward 
did  not  first  tell  us  to  do."  The  di- 
rections given  by  Ward  consisted  in 
pointing  out  the  particular  pieces  of 
work  to  be  done,  such  as  the  excava- 
tion for  the  foundation  of  a  bam,  and 
construction  of  a  ditch.  For  new 
pieces  of  work  Dinkel  and  Jewell  went 
to  Ward ;  he  directed  them  to  take  the 
trees  out  whole.  The  defendants 
Dinkel  and  Jewell  received  pay  as 
foremen,  at  a  given  price  per  day,  and 
the  men,  material,  and  expenses  were 
paid  for  at  cost,  and  bills  rendered 
therefor  with  a  certain  percentage 
added  as  profit.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  defendant  stated,  in  effect,  that  he 
said  a  good  deal  to  Mr.  Ward  on  the 
subject  of  giving  directions  to  Dinkel 
and  Jewell  "as  to  the  manner  or  meth- 
od and  means  of  doing  this  work,  be- 
fore I  left;  also  while  I  was  there,  be- 
fore I  had  made  my  plans  for  going." 
The  defendant  was  present  when  the 
work  began,  but  while  it  was  in  prog- 
ress he  went  away,  and  subsequently 
communicated  with  Ward  in  reference 
to  the  work.  The  defendant  also  tes- 
tified that  he  gave  no  directions,  either 
himself  or  through  Ward,  to  Dinkel  or 
Jewell,  except  in  regard  to  the  expan- 
sion of  the  work,  and  additional  items 
of  work  to  be  done.  The  court  thus 
commented  on  this  evidence:  "If  the 
arrangement  was  that  Dunham  was 
simply  to  give  directions  as  to  the 
work  to  be  done,  and  did  not  give,  or 
had  no  authority  to  give,  directions  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  it  should  be 
done,  or  as  to  the  means  to  be  used  in 
performing  it,  then  he  would  not  be 
liable  for  any  injury  resulting  from 
the  method  of  its  performance,  as 
there  would  be  no  relation  of  master 
and  servant.  But  the  evidence  author^ 
i^ed  a  different  inference  from  this. 
As  we  have  seen,  Dunham  said  that  he 
did  not  give  directions  as  to  ^e  man- 
ner, method,  and  -means  of  doing*  tiie 
work,  and  Ward  carried  out  this  view 
when  he  diifected  that  the  trees  should 
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be  taken  out  whole,  and  he  gave  such 
direction  in  relation  to  blasting  the 
particular  tree  out  of  which  the  injury 
.  arose.  It  was  not  necessary  that  the 
directions  should  embrace  every  detail 
in  doing  the  work." 

In  Waters  v.  Greenleaf'Johnson 
Lumber  Co.  (1894)  115  N.  C.  648,  20 
N.  E.  718,  all  the  trees  of  a  certain 
size  on  the  plaintiffs  land  were  pur- 
chased by  the  defendant  company, 
under  a  contract  giving  it  the  right  to 
construct  a  railroad  for  the  removal  of 
the  timber.  Parker,  a  man  engaged  to 
construct  the  road  and  cut  and  deliver 
the  timber,  committed,  in  the  course 
of  his  work,  a  trespass  on  the  plain* 
tiff's  property.  The  evidence  did  not 
show  how  he  was  paid ;  nor  did  it  ap* 
pear  whether  he  was  the  mere  instru* 
ment  of  the  company,  which  directed 
the  work,  furnished  the  material  nee* 
essary  to  prosecute  it,  and  paid  the 
hands,  or  whether  it  devolved  on  him 
exclusively,  under  his  contract*  to  at- 
tend to  all  of  these  matters.  It  was, 
however,  held  that  the  fact  that  the 
ccMoapany  "supervised  the  cutting  of 
the  timber,  and  issued  orders  that 
Parker  was  bound  to  obey,  showed  af- 
firmatively, of  itself,  a  state  of  sub- 
jection on  his  part  that  made  him,  in 
law,  its  servant." 

In  Oklahoma  City  Constr.  Co.  v.  Pep- 
pard  (1914)  43  Okla.  121, 140  Pac.  1084, 
the  president  of  the  company  which 
was  erecting  the  building  on  which  the 
plaintiff's  decedent  was  killed  testified 
that  the  authority  of  the  owners  was 
recognized  with  relation  to  everything 
in  respect  of  which  he  sought  to  ex- 
ercise it,  and  that  his  word  was  law 
on  the  building.  This  evidence,  to- 
gether with  other  facts  not  reported, 
was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
finding  of  the  jury  that  the  company 
was  not  an  independent  contractor. 

In  Moore  v.  B.  F.  Sturtevant  Co. 
(1910)  228  Pa.  399,  77  Atl.  564,  a  serv- 
ant of  a  manufacturing  company,  in 
whose  building  the  defendant  had  con- 
tracted to  place  machinery  and  to  erect 
a  smokestack,  was  injured  by  reason  of 
a  defect  in  an  appliance  used  in  build- 
ing* the  stack.  The  main  ground  of  the 
defense  was  that  this  work  had  been 
sublet  by  the  defendant,  and  was  done 
by  an  independent  contractor.  The 
contract  with  the  subcontractor  was 
partly  in  writing,  and  partly  oral,  and 
there  was  a  dispute  in  relation  to  the 
oral  part  of  it.  The  testimony  pro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff  tended  to  show 


that,  while  the  subcontractor  fur- 
nished men  and  machinery,  the  whole 
control  and  management  of  the  work 
were  under  the  charge  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  nature  of  the  relationship 
created  by  the  contract  was  held  to  be 
a  question  for  the  jury. . 

Men  who  were  employed  to  load  coke 
on  the  cars  of  a  railway  company,  and 
who  were  paid  by  the  number  of  cars 
loaded*  and  who,  as  the  undisputed 
evidence  showed,  did  their  work  under 
the  immediaj^  supervision  and  con- 
trol of  the  company's  superintendent, 
were  held  not  to  be  independent  con- 
tractors, in  Holmes  v.  Tennessee  Coal, 
Iron  &  R.  Co.  <1897)  49  La.  Ann.  1465, 
22  So.  403,  3  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  174  (labor- 
er threw  a  heavy  board  down  into  the 
street  without  looking). 

In  Corrigan  v.  Heubler  (1914)  — 
Tex,  Civ.  App.  — ,  167  S.  W.  159,  where 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
damages  for  an  injury  caused  by  a 
defective  structure  upon  lyhich  he  was 
working  depended  .upon  whether  his 
immediate  employer,  Gilkison,  was  the 
servant  of  the  defendants,  who  were 
principal  contractors,  or  was  himself 
an  independent  contractor,  the  char- 
acter of  the  relationship  was  held  to 
be  a  question  for  the  jury,  the  evi- 
dence being  as  follows :  That  the  con- 
tract between  the  defendants  and  Gil- 
kison was  oral;  that  Gilkison  was 
irresponsible  financially,  and  was  fur- 
nished by  the  defendants  with  all  the 
material  used  by  him,  and  with  money 
for  the  payment  of  his  workmen;  that 
the  contract  entered  into  between  the 
principal  employer  and  the  defendants 
provided  that  the  latter  "would  not  as- 
sign, transfer,  or  sublet  the  work,  or 
any  part  thereof,  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  agents  of  the  principal 
employer;  that  such  consent  was  not 
shown;  that  the  defendants  put  cer- 
tain employees,  not  alleged  to  have 
been  employed  by  Gilkison,  upon  the 
work  he  was  doing;  that  Gilkison 
thereupon  abandoned  the  work;  that 
the  defendant's  physician  and  surgeon, 
who  treated  all  their  men  when  treat- 
ment was  necessary,  treated  the  plain- 
tiff when  he  was  hurt,  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendants,  who  paid  him  for 
his  services ;  and  that  the  defendants, 
on  more  than  one  occasion,  exercised 
authority  and  control  over  Gilkison  in 
directing  where  he  and  the  men  under 
him  should  work,  how  the  work  should 
be  done,  and  how  the  material  should 
be  used  in  doing  it. 
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In  Houston  Belt  &  Terminal  R.  Co. 
V.  Scheppelman  (1918)  —  Ten.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  208  S.  W.  167,  where  the  in- 
jury complained  of  was  caused  by 
the  improper  manner  in  which  a  sew- 
er trench  had  been  refilled  after  pipes 
had  been  laid,  a  portion  of  the  evi« 
dence  on  which  the  finding:  of  the 
jury  that  the  contract  in  question 
was  not  an  independent  one  was  that 
the  employing  company  had  given  di- 
rections as  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  filling  was  to  be  done. 

In  Glover  v.  Richardson  &  E.  Go. 
(1911)  64  Wash.  403,  116  Pac.  861,  2 
N.  C.  C.  A.  484,  a  portion  of  the  tes- 
timony which  was  held  to  justify  a 
finding  that  the  pferson  employed,  who 
had  been  engaged  to  haul  goods,  was 
not  an  independent  contractor,  was 
that  he  was  subject  at  all  times  to  the 
employer's  directions  with  regard  to 
the  particular  thing  that  he  was  to 
haul,  the  time  when  it  was  to  be 
hauled,  and  the  place  to  which  the 
thing  was  to  be  taken. 

In  Rankel  v.  Buckstaff-Edwards  Go. 
(1909)  188  Wis.  442,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1180,  120  N.  W.  269,  a  portion  of  the 
evidence  was  that  the  defendant's  of- 
ficers had  ''exercised  control  over  the 
undertaking,  to  the  extent  of  directing 
its  progress,  course  of  procedure,  and 
general  management.'' 

An  employer  who  is  sued  for  a  per- 
sonal injury  received  by  an  employee 
from  the  falling  of  an  ice  house  can- 
not escape  liability  on  the  ground  that 
he  reserved  no  control  over  the  erec- 
tion of  the  building,  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  before  the  contract 
was  let  he  consulted  with  the  builder, 
and  determined  the  materials  to  be 
used  and  plan  of  construction,  and  was 
around  the  premises  constantly  while 
it  was  under  construction.  Meier  v. 
Morgan  (1892)  82  Wig,  289,  83  Am.  St. 
Rep.  39,  52  N.  W.  174. 

The  independence  of  a  contract  is 
negatived  where  the  evidence  is  that 
a  person  agreed  to  clear  a  piece  of 
land  at  a  certain  price  per  acre,  but 
that  the  employer  watched  the  prog- 
ress of  the  work,  gave  advice  as  to  the 
setting  of  the  fire  to  burn  the  timber 
and  brushwood,  and,  when  he  was  told 
that  a  certain  fence  which  extended  to 
the  plaintiffs  land  might  take  fire, 
said  that  it  made  no  difference.  John- 
ston V.  Hastie  (1870)  80  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
232. 

'  For  other  cases  in  which  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  employer  did,  in 


point  of  fact,  interfere  with  and  con- 
trol the  employees  in  the  course  of 
their  work,  has  been  adverted  to  as  a 
cumulative  element  supporting  the  . 
conclusion  that  they  were  mere  serv- 
ants, see  S6randat  v.  Salsse  (1866) 
L.  R.  1  P.  G.  (Eng.)  162,  36  L.  J.  P.  C, 
N.  S.  17,  12  Jur,  N.  S.  301,  14  Week. 
Rep.  487;  Homewood  Rice  Land  Syn- 
dicate V.  Suhs  (1920)  142  Ark.  619, 
219  S.  W.  833;  Giacomini  v.  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  (1907)  5  Cal.  App.  218,  89 
Pac.  1069  (employer's  agent  "fre- 
quently criticized  the  work  of  the 
workmen"  hired  by  the  contractor,  and 
"occasionally  gave  tiiem  orders") ; 
Quayle  v.  Sewerage  &  Water  Bd. 
(1912)  131  La.  26,  68  So.  1021  (de- 
fendant's inspector  "remained  on  the 
work,  and  directed  how  it  should  be 
done") ;  Wallace  v.  Southern  Ck>tton 
Oil  Co.  (1897)  91  Tex.  18,  40  S.  W.  399; 
Wm.  Cameron  &  Co.  v.  Realmuto 
(1907)  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  306, 100  S.  W. 
194  (employer  "directed  how  and  when 
the  work  should  be  done") ;  Moore  v. 
Kopplin  (1911)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
135  S.  W.  1038  (evidence  showed  that 
the  fence  in  question  was  erected 
under  the  orders  and  directions  of  the 
defendant's  agent) ;  Texas  Bldg.  Go 
v.  Reed  (1914)  —  T«x.  Civ.  App.  — . 
169  S.  W.  211  (evidence  held  to  war- 
rant finding  that  an  agent  of  the  de- 
fendant exercised  control  over  the 
manner  in  which  the  person  employed 
was  to  do  the  work) ;  Ejuiceley  v.  West 
Virginia  Midland  R.  Go.  (1908)  64  W. 
Va.  278,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  370,  61  S.  E. 
811  (man  employed  to  transfer  lum- 
ber from  narrow-gauge  to  standard- 
gauge  cars  unloaded  it  "in  such  man- 
ner as  the  employer  directed,  and 
placed  it  where  he  was  ordered  to  put 
it"). 

In  Worthington  v.  Parker  (1886)  11 
Daly  (N.  Y.)  546,  the  defendant's 
agent  employed  a  firm  of  tinsmiths  to 
make  a  change  in  a  water  pipe  of  a 
house,  and  described  to  them  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  leader  was  to  be 
let  out,  how  to  put  it  in,  and  solder  it; 
— stating  that  the  pipe  was  to  be 
changed  which  ran  through  the  fire- 
wall, and  then  a  leader  was  to  be 
run  along  the  wall  to  the  rear 
of  the  building  to  carry  the  water 
off.  This  made  it  necessai7  to  con- 
nect the  leader  that  came  through 
the  wall,  which  was  a  3i-inch  pipe, 
with  the  other  leader,  by  an  elbow 
joint.  Held,  that  the  persons  em- 
ployed   were    not    independent    con- 
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footnote  and  those  which  are  re- 
viewed in  the  preceding  section  dis- 
closes, in  some  instances,  a  conflict  of 
views  which  is  the  anaiogue  of  the 
still  more  remarkable  difference  of 
opinion  which  is  exhibited  by  the  de- 
cisions which  turn  apon  the  probative 
significance  of  the  express  stipula- 
tions discussed  in  the  two  preceding 
subtitles. 

(2)  That  the  employer  transferred 
the  contractor's  servants  from  one 
kind  of  work  to  another.' 

(3)  That  the  employer  promised,  in 
response  to  a  complaint  made  by  one 
of  his  own  servants,  that  the  contrac- 
tor's careless  methods   of  work,  by 


which  they  were  endangered,  should 
be  remedied.' 

(4)  That  the  employer's  agent  in- 
spected the  work  to  see  that  it  was  be- 
ing performed  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  contract.^  But  having 
regard  to  the  cases  cited  in  note  2  to 
the  preceding  section  and  in  §  1,  su- 
pra, the  theory  that  this  fact  has  a 
tendency  to  disprove  the  independence 
of  the  contract  is  so  clearly  opposed 
to  the  weight  of  authority  that  it  may 
safely  be  pronounced  erroneous. 

(5)  That  the  person  employed  be- 
gan and  ceased  work  at  the  hours 
specified  by  the  employer's  agent.' 

(6)  That  the  contractor  exercised 


tractors.  The  court  said:  "They 
were  directed  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  work  was  to  be  done. 
.  .  .  In  the  case  of  workmen  em- 
ployed to  do  a  job  like  this,  she, 
or  her  agent,  had  the  right  to  dismiss 
them  at  any  moment  if  not  satisfied 
as  to  their  ability,  or  mode  of  doing 
it;  and  as  she,  through  her  agent, 
selected  them,  she  is  responsible  for 
the  injury  that  arose  from  having 
made  the  choice  of  unskilful  or  care- 
less persons  to  do  what  was  to  be 
done."  As  the  persons  employed  were 
a  firm  of  master  mechanics  engaged  in 
a  recognized  business  on  their  own  ac- 
count, it  would  seem  that  they  must 
have  been — ^prima  facie,  at  leasts—in- 
dependent contractors  (see  19  A.L.R. 
pp.  241  et  seq.),  and  consequently 
that  the  court  was  not  justified  in 
treating  them  as  "agents,"  or,  rather, 
as  "servants,"  for  the  following 
passage  shows  that  this  was  really 
the  position  in  which  they  were 
deemed  to  be.  In  this  point  of  view 
it  is  important  to  observe  that  the 
"direction"  to  which  the  tort-feasors 
are  here  stated  to  have  been  subject 
was  apparently  not  one  of  such  a 
character  as  to  require  the  inference 
that  they  were  servants. 

« In  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Wal- 
lace (1900)  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12,  54 
S.  W.  638,  two  facts  adverted  to  as 
being  indicative  of  the  conclusion  that 
the  contractor  was  a  servant  were  that 
the  employer's  agents  frequently  re- 
quired the  worsen  controlled  by 
them  to  do  other  kinds  of  work  besides 
that  which  was  covered  by  his  con- 
tract, and  that  the  contractee's  super- 
intendent compelled  him  to  take  back 
a  workman  whom  he  had  discharged. 

In  Sempier  v.  Goemann  (1917)  165 


Wis.  103,  161  N.  W.  354,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918C,  670,  one  of  the  facts  with  ref- 
erence to  which  the  independence  of 
the  contract  was  denied  was  that  the 
principal  employer  had  exercised  some 
species  of  control  over  the  contrac- 
tor's servants,  by  shifting  at  least  one 
of  them  to  work  which  was  admittedly 
under  the  personal  direction  of  the 
former. 

•  In  Simila  v.  Northwestern  Improv. 
Co.  (1913)  73  Wash-  285,  131  Pac.  831, 
the  plaintiff,  while  working  near  the 
mouth  of  a  tunnel  of  the  mine  op- 
erated by  the  defendant,  his  employer, 
was  struck  by  a  piece  of  timber  sent 
down  a  chute  by  men  who  had  con- 
tracted in  writing  to  cut  timber  and 
deliver  it  at  the  mine.  His  witnesses 
testified  that,  only  a  short  time  before 
the  accident,  complaint  had  been  made 
to  the  defendant's  superintendent  re- 
garding the  reckless  manner  in  which 
the  timbers  were  being  sent  down  the 
chute,  and  that  he  did  not  then  dis- 
claim authority,  but  promised  to  see 
that  the  trouble  was  remedied.  Held, 
ths^t  this  evidence  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  juryt  not  only  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  inconsistent  with 
his  own  statement  that  the  defendant 
had  no  control  over  the  stipulated 
work,  but  also  for  the  reason  that,  if 
this  statement  was  correct,  the  course 
taken  by  him  tended  to  mislead  the 
defendant's  workmen  with  regard  to 
the  nature  of  the  relationship  between 
the  defendant  and  the  contractors. 

*  State  ex  rel.  Virginia  &  R.  Lake  Co. 
V.  District  Ct.  (1914)  128  Minn.  43, 
150  N.  W.  211,  7  N.  C.  C.  A.  1076;  Mid- 
gette  V.  Branning  Mfg.  Co,  (1909)  150 
N.  C.  333,  64  S.  E.  6. 

^  Van  Simaeys  v.  George  R.  Cook  Co. 
(1918)  201  Mich.  540,  167  N.  W.  926. 
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"entire   supervision"   over   the   work 
and  the  workmen.* 

(7)  That  the  employer  "outKned 
the  route"  to  he  taken  hy  a  man  em- 
ployed as  a  carterJ 

V.  Circumstantial  evidence  t^earing  upon 
the  quality  of  the  contract. 

§  19.  Introductory. 

In  the  present  division  it  is  pro» 
posed  to  discuss  those  evidential  ele- 
ments which  are  circumstantial  in 
their  nature,  and  therefore  possess  a 
merely  indirect  and  inferential  sig- 
nificance with  regard  to  the  character 
of  the  relationship  between  the  em- 
ployer and  the  person  employed. 

The  characteristic  feature  of  all 
these  elements  is  that  they  each  pos- 
sess some  significance  as  tending  to 
prove  or  disprove  the  independence  of 
the  contract,  but  are  not  conclusive 
with  respect  to  that  point.  Having 
regard  to  their  inconclusive  quality* 
it  is  apparent  that  none  of  them,  tak- 
en singly  and  apart  from  other  testi- 
mony, can  constitute  an  adequate  ba- 
sis for  an  ultimate  inference  of  fact 
concerning  the  relationship  between 
the  employer  and  the  person  em- 
ployed. To  what  extent  the  cumula- 
tive weight  of  two  or  more  of  them  in 
combination  may  be  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify such  an  inference  is  a  question 
less  easily  determined. 

Merely  as  a  matter  of  abstract  log- 
ic, it  might  possibly  be  argued  that  a 
definite  conclusion  cannot  warrant- 
ably  be  founded  upon  a  conjunction 
of  elements,  each  ef  which  is  indeci- 
sive in  relation  to  the  issue  upon 
which  it  has  a  bearing.  This  phase 
of  the  subject  has  not  yet  been  dis- 
cussed by  the  courts  with  reference 
to  the  general  principles  by  which  the 
probative  value  of  evidence  is  ap- 
praised. But  it  is  clear  that  many  of 
the  decisions,  as  they  stand,  cannot  be 
harmonized  with  such  a  theory.  It  is 
inconsistent  with  the  cases  which  pro- 
ceed, expressly  or  by  implication,  up- 
on the  doctrine  that  a  presumption  of 


independence  is  raised  by  evidence 
which  shows  that  the  stipulated  work 
was  to  be  performed  on  a  quantitative 
basis,  and  that  the  person  employed 
was  normally  engaged  in  a  distinct 
and  recognized  occupation,  business^ 
or  calling.  See  §§  17  and  38  of  the 
monograph  in  19  A.L.R.  pp.  1168  et 
seq. 

Nor  can  it  be  reconciled  with  the 
cases  in  which  an  affirmation  or  deni- 
al of  independence  has  been  predicat- 
ed upon  evidence  which  did  not  in- 
clude any  testimony  having  a  direct 
tendency  to  show  that  the  person  em- 
ployed was  not  under  the  control  of 
the  employer  with  respect  to  the  de- 
tails of  the  work,  or  that  he  was  sub- 
ject to  such  control.  See  §§  17  and  38 
of  the  monograph  in  19  A.L.R.  pp. 
1168  et  seq. 

Another  class  of  cases  in  which  it 
is  necessary  to  assume  that  a  definite 
significance  was  ascribed  to  a  con- 
junction of  these  inconclusive  ele- 
ments consists  of  those  in  which  there 
was  direct  testimony  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  a  right  on  the  employer's  part 
to  exercise  control  over  the  work,  but 
that  testimony  was  itself  of  an  inde- 
cisive character,  as  being  susceptible 
either  of  the  construction  that  thia 
right  extended  to  prescribing  the 
manner  in  which  the  work  was  to  be 
done,  or  of  the  construction  that  it 
was  of  that  limited  scope  which  ie 
deemed  to  be  consistent  with  inde- 
pendence of  the  contract.  In  cases 
of  this  type  it  seems  permissible 
to  view  the  function  of  the  indirect 
testimony  from  two  different  stand- 
points; either  to  regard  the  itema 
composing  it  as  being  merely  a  por- 
tion of  an  entire  aggregate  of  evi- 
dence on  which  the  decision  ia 
founded,  or  to  consider  them  as  a  col- 
lection of  particulars  which  serves  to 
affix  to  the  direct  testimony  a  definite 
significance  which,  when  considered 
apart  from  them,  it  does  not  possess. 
But  the  reports  throw  no  light  upon 
this  general  aspect  of  the  matter. 


«  Richmond  v.  Sitterding  (1908)  101 
Va.  854,  66  L.R A.  446,  99  Am.  St.  Rep. 
879,  48  S.  E.  662,  18  AuL  Neg.  Rep. 
616. 


'Muldoon  V.  City  Fireproofing  Go. 
(1909)  184  App.  Div.  468,  119  N.  Y. 
Supp.  820. 
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§  20.  Special  akM  required  tor  the  per^ 
fiMmuinoe  of  the  stipulated  trorlc. 

The  fact  that  the  work  to  be  done 
was  such  as  required  special  skill  for 
its  proper  performance  is  frequently 
referred  to  in  cases  where  the  con- 
tract was  held  to  be  independent. 
There  is  specific  authority  for  the 
doctrine  that  this  circumstance  is  to 
be  regarded  as  one  of  those  which 
have  some  tendency  to  show  that  the 
relation  between  the  employer  and 
the  person  employed  was  not  that  of 
master  and  servant.^  But  the  pres- 
ent writer  has  not  found  any  case  in 
which  it  has  been  credited  with  a  dis- 
tinctly differentiating  significance ; 
and  there  are  many  instances  in 
which  it  has  been  wholly  disregard- 
ed.* 

^21.  Hunible  industrial  siaiue  of  the 
person  employed. 

The  theory  upon  which  the  courts 


seem  to  have  proceeded  in  many  clEises 
was  that  in  view  of  the  humble  indus- 
trial status  of  the  persons  employed, 
and  the  simple  character  of  the  work 
to  be  done,  the  only  admissible  infer- 
ence was  that  the  employers  intended 
to  retain  the  right  to  give  directions 
in  regard  to  the  details  of  the  work. 
In  other  words,  it  was  considered 
that,  although  the  persons  employed 
might  have  been  engaged  in  a  distinct 
occupation  or  calling,  in  the  sense 
that  they  held  themselves  out  as  be- 
ing prepared  to  do  certain  kinds  of 
work  for  such  parties  as  might  engage 
them,  the  relation  which  they  bore  to 
those  parties,  during  the  progress  of 
such  work  as  might  be  undertaken  by 
them,  was  in  law  that  of  a  servant.^ 
The  authorities  do  not  show  distinctly 
the  rationale  of  the  presumption  thus 
entertained.  Essentially  it  may,  per- 
haps, be  said  to  reflect  merely  the  un- 


^  See,  for  example,  Kueckel  v.  Ryder 
(1900)  54  App.  Div.  252,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  522,  affirmed  on  opinion  below 
in  (1902)  170  N.  Y.  662,  62  N.  E.  1096; 
Ziebell  V.  Eclipse  Lumber  Co.  (1903 J 
33  Wash.  591,  74  Pac.  680,  15  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  457;  Threlkeld  v.  White  (1890; 
8  N.  Z.  L.  R.  513. 

In  Cleghom  v.  Taylor  (1856)  18  Sc 
Sess.  Cas.  2d  series,  664,  it  was  held 
that  a  master  slater  employed  to  put 
up  a  chimney  can  and  top  was  not 
a  contractor. 

«In  Morgan  v.  Bowman  (1856)  22 
Mo.  538,  where  the  fact  that  the  per- 
son employed  had  been  selected  on 
account  of  his  peculiar  skill  was  de- 
clared not  to  be  decisive,  if  he  was 
in  point  of  fact  subject  to  control  as 
regarded  the  details  of  the  work. 

In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Clement 
(1920)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  220,  S.  W. 
407,  where  a  carpenter  was  injured 
while  repairing  a  railway  car  from 
which  gasolene  was  leaking,  the  court 
made  the  following  remarks :  "Plain- 
tiff was  employed  for  hire  to  do  a  par- 
ticular work,  and  the  fact  that  he  was 
so  employed  by  reason  of  his  special 
skill,  which  was  the  only  fact  relied  on 
to  show  that  he  was  an  independent 
contractor,  would  not  of  itself  make 
plaintiff  an  independent  contractor, 
since  all  servants  are  supposed  to  be 
competent  to  perform  the  duties  as- 
signed to  them,  and  are  employed  for 
that  reason.     In  order  to  show  that 


plaintiff  was  employed  as  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  it  was  incumbent 
upon  defendant  to  plead  and  prove 
some  special  facts  which  would  nega- 
tive the  prima  facie  showing  that  he 
was  employed  as  was  any  other  em- 
ployee, such  as  locomotive  engineer, 
who  is  likewise  employed  because  of 
his  special  skill  in  the  operation  of  a 
locomotive." 

iln  Sadler  v.  Henlock  (1855)  119 
Eng.  Reprint,  209,  4  El.  &  Bl.  570,  the 
defendant  directed  a  man  named  Pear- 
son to  cleanse  out  a  drain  on  his  land. 
Pearson  was  not  otherwise  in  the  em- 
ployment of  the  defendant;  he  was  a 
common  laborer,  who  had  originally 
made  the  drain.  Pearson  executed  the 
work  with  his  own  hands,  and  charged 
the  defendant  5  shillings  for  the  job, 
which  the  defendant  paid.  The  de- 
fendant was  not  shown  to  have  inter- 
fered with  the  work,  or  to  have  seen 
the  way  in  which  it  was  executed,  or 
to  have  given  any  specific  directions. 
Pearson,  in  clearing  out  the  drain,  took 
up  the  part  of  the  highway  under 
which  the  drain  passed.  After  com- 
pleting the  work,  he  replaced  the  soil 
of  the  highway,  but  imperfectly  and 
with  insufficient  materials;  and,  in 
consequence,  it  gave  way  while  a  horse 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  on 
which  plaintiff  was  riding  at  the  time, 
was  passing  over  it;  and  the  horse,  by 
falling  into  the  hole  thus  made,  was 
injured.     Upon  this  evidence  it  was 
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derstanding  of  the  courts  as  to  the 
terms  upon  which  work  is  ordinarily 


contracted    for,    under    the    circum- 
stances indicated. 


held  that  Pearson  was  a  servant,  for 
whose  negligence  the  defendant  was 
responsible.  Lord  Campbell,  Ch.  J., 
said:  "Had  Pearson  been  the  domes- 
tic servant  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  had  said  to  him,  'Go  and 
clean  out  the  drain,'  no  doubt  Pearson, 
by  doing  the  work  negligently,  would 
have  made  the  defendant  liable.  Then 
what  difference  can  it  make  that  Pear- 
son was  an  independent  laborer,  to  be 
paid  by  the  job?  The  defendant  might 
have  said,  'Fill  up  the  hole  in  the  road, 
but  not  as  you  are  now  doing  it,  lest, 
when  a  horse  goes  over  the  place,  he 
may  be  injured.'  Pearson  was,  there- 
fore, the  defendant's  servant,  and,  if 
so,  cadit  qusestio."  Coleridge,  J.,  said: 
'If  the  work  had  been  done  by  his  own 
hand  he  would  have  been  responsible. 
So  he  would,  if  it  had  been  done  by 
his  servant,  or  by  a  common  laborer 
whom  he  had  employed.  On  what 
ground?  Because  the  party  doing  the 
act  would  have  been  employed  by  him. 
Instead  of  this,  he  employs  a  person 
who  seems  to  have  been  usually  em- 
ployed in  such  works.  Such  person  is 
just  as  much  his  servant,  for  this  pur- 
pose, as  a  domestic  servant."  Wight- 
man,  J.,  said :  "Really  the  question  is 
whether  Pearson  is  to  be  considered  as 
the  defendant's  servant,  or  as  a  con- 
tractor exercising  an  independent  em- 
ployment. The  whole  evidence  shows 
that  the  former  is  the  correct  view. 
Pearson  was  not  a  person  exercising 
an  independent  business,  but  an  ordi- 
nary laborer,  chosen  by  the  defendant 
in  preference  to  any  other,  but  not 
exercising  an  independent  employ- 
ment." Crompton,  J.,  said :  "The  real 
question  is  whether  the  defendant  and 
Pearson  stood  to  each  other  in  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant.  I  decide 
not  on  the  ground  that  Pearson  did 
not  employ  the  hands  of  another;  for, 
if  he  was  the  defendant's  servant,  the 
defendant  would  be  liable  for  the 
wrongdoing  of  the  person  whom  the 
servant  employed;  though  it  is  true 
that  such  employment  may  sometimes 
be  a  test  as  to  whether  the  employer 
was  a  servant  or  an  independent  con- 
tractor. The  test  here  is  whether  the 
defendant  retained  the  power  of  con- 
trolling the  work.  No  distinction  can 
be  drawn  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  man  being  employed  at  so  much  a 
day,  or  by  the  job.  I  think  that  here 
the  relation  was  that  of  master  and 


servant,  not  of  contractor  and  contract 
tee."  The  last^mentioned  judge  also 
remarked,  during  the  argument  of 
counsel  (p.  575)  :  "Is  not  this  rather 
a  case  where  the  employer  maintains 
a  control  over  the  person  whom  he  em- 
ploys? A  contractor  chooses  the  mode 
in  which  the  woric  is  done,  and  the 
persons  who  do  it.  I  thought  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  cases,  which  are  cases  of 
difficulty,  was  that  the  contractor  had 
this  power  of  choice." 

In  Tucker  v.  Axbridge  Highway  Bd. 
(1889;  Q.  B.  D.)  53  J.  P.  (Eng.)  87, 
where  a  trap  was  capsized  by  striking 
against  a  heap  of  stones  which  had 
been  left  beside  a  road  by  a  man  who 
had  been  employed  to  repair  it,  the 
defendant  was  held  liable  on  the  gen- 
eral ground,  as  it  would  seem,  that  "if 
a  person  does  merely  menial  work  then 
he  is  clearly  a  servant." 

In  M'Keon  V.  Bolton  (1851)1  Ir.  C. 
L.  Rep.  377,  3  Ir.  Jur.  0.  S.  288,  a  man 
employed  by  the  defendant  to  cleanse 
out,  at  certain  intervals,  the  contents 
of  his  ash  pit,  deposited  them  on  one 
occasion  in  the  street,  preparatory  to 
their  being  removed,  and  the  plaintiflTs 
vehicle  was  upset  by  the  heap.  The 
jury  found  that  the  contract  was  an 
entire  one  to  remove  the  rubbish  al- 
together, and  not  merely  to  take  it  to 
the  street.  It  was  held  error  to  enter 
judgment  for  the  defendant  on  this 
finding.  Blackbume,  J.,  remarked  that 
the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  in 
such  cases  makes  all  the  difference, 
and  that,  when  regard  was  had  to  the 
fact  that  the  act  which  caused  the 
injury  done  in  the  very  house  occupied 
by  the  defendant,  and  under  his  wife's 
directions,  it  appeared  to  have  been 
but  the  ordinary  act  of  a  servant. 

In  Cinofsky  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
sion (1919)  290  111.  521,  125  N.  E.  286, 
one  of  the  facts  emphasized  by  the 
court  was  that  the  work  [stripping  of 
engines  by  men  engaged  in  the  "junk** 
business]  was  simple,  and  little  super- 
vision was  required  for  it. 

In  Bristol  &  G.  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1920)  292  UL  16,  126  N. 
E.  599,  the  fact  that  the  work  of  a 
man  employed  as  a  teamster  was 
simple,  was  one  of  the  grounds  upon 
which  he  was  held  to  be  an  "em- 
ployee," within  the  meaning  of  a 
workmen's  compensation  act. 

Where  a  city  was  constructinir  a 
water-pipe  trench,  and  a  laborer  em- 
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As  atated  in  §  18  of  the  monograph 
in    18   A.LJC.   pp.   802   et   seq.,   that 


''ouvriers  d'une  profession  et  deter- 
minee"  are  not  within  the  purview  of 


ployed  under  the  direction  of  the  city's 
inspector  and  superintendent  was  as- 
signed to  the  excavation  of  a  12-foot 
section  of  the  trench,  but  had  no  au- 
thority or  discretion  as  to  his  work»  it 
was  held  that  he  was  not,  therefore,  an 
independent  contractor,  but  a  servant, 
and  that  the  city  was  bound  to  provide 
for  his  safety  against  caving  of  the 
banks  while  performing  the  work. 
Ft.  Wayne  v.  Christie  (1900)  156  Ind. 
172,  59  N.  E.  886. 

In  Rait  v.  New  England  Furniture 
&  Carpet  Co.  (1896)  66  Minn*  76,  68 
N.  W.  729,  the  court  inclined  strongly 
to  the  view  that  the  decision  in  Sadler 
V.  Henlock  (Eng.)  supra,  would  have 
justified  it  in  holding,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  a  person  whose  general  oc- 
cupation was  that  of  carpenter  and 
builder,  who  was  employed  by  a  house 
owner  to  stop  a  leak  in  the  roof  of  the 
house,  and,  while  engaged  on  the  job, 
threw  down  some  ice  and  snow  on  a 
passer-by,  was  a  mere  servant.  But 
it  was  declared  to  be,  at  least,  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  de- 
fendant surrendered  all  control  over 
the  actions  of  the  employee  as  to  the 
manner  of  removing  the  ice  and  snow 
from  the  roof  of  the  building.  The 
construction  thus  put  upon  the  Eng- 
lish case  is  of  very  dubious  correct- 
ness, when  it  is  considered  that  the 
work  there  involved  did  not  require 
any  special  skill,  as  in  the  case  before 
the  court.  Upon  the  facts  the  Min- 
nesota ruling  is  inconsistent  with  an- 
other English  case,  Welfare  v.  Lon- 
don &  B.  R.  Co.  (1869)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B. 
(Eng.)  696,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  241, 
20  L.  T.  N.  S.  748,  17  Week.  Rep.  1066. 

In  O'Neill  v.  Blase  (1902)  94  Mo. 
App.  648,  68  S.  W.  764,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  laborer  engaged  for  50 
cents  to  drive  an  animal  was  a  serv- 
ant to  the  owner  of  the  animal,  and 
not  an  independent  contractor,  the 
court  reasoned  as  follows:  "There  is 
nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  employ- 
ment, or  in  the  contract,  to  indicate 
that  Simon  [the  laborer]  was  not  sub- 
ject to  the  control,  supervision,  and 
direction  of  Blase,  had  he  seen  fit  to 
exercise  such  control  over  Simon's 
movements.  Nor  is  there  anything 
whatever  in  the  testimony  to  prove 
that  Simon  exercised  a  distinct  call- 
ing, as  did  the  colored  teamster,  Stev- 
enson, in  Pink  v.  Missouri  Furnace 
Co.   (1884)  82  Mo.  276,  52  Am.  Rep. 


876,  and  the  licensed  drover  described 
in  an  English  case  cited  by  appellant 
[Milligan  v.  Wedge  (1840)  12  Ad.  & 
El.  787,  118  Eng.  Reprint  993,  4  Perry 
&  D.  714,  10  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  19]. 
Simon  was  doing  any  sort  of  ordinary 
work  at  that  time.  To  constitute  him 
an  independent  contractor,  so  as  to  re- 
lieve his  employer  from  liability  for 
his  conduct,  it  must,  at  least,  appear 
that  the  work  to  be  performed  was 
committed  exclusively  to  the  discretion 
of  the  contractor.  The  independence 
of  the  contractor  may  appear  by  the 
nature  of  the  work  sometimes,  and  at 
other  times  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, or  by  the  calling  of  the  contrac- 
tor. The  nature  of  the  work  in  ques- 
tion in  this  case,  no  less  than  the 
agreement  itself,  totally  fails  to  es- 
tablish a  foundation  for  holding 
Simon  to  be  an  independent  contrac- 
tor in  the  matter  of  driving  the  cow 
to  defendant's  place  of  business.  The 
fact  that  the  work  was  tp  be  paid  for 
in  one  price  is  not  decisive  of  the 
question." 

In  Hughes  v.  Orange  County  Milk 
Asso.  (1890)  56  Hun,  896,  31  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  468,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  252,  the 
ground  upon  which  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  held  liable  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  a  pedestrian  who  fell  into  an 
unguarded  hole  in  a  sidewalk,  which 
was  used  for  the  removal  of  manure 
from  its  stables,  was  that  the  person 
who  had  removed  the  covering,  a  man 
under  a  yearly  contract  with  the  de- 
fendant to  remove  the  manure,  was 
not  a  tenant,  but  a  servant  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  company  was 
bound  to  see  to  it  that  the  sidewalk 
was  made  safe  while  the  hole  was 
open. 

In  Curry  v.  Addoms  (1915)  166  App. 
Div.  488,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  1017,  reargu- 
ment  denied  in  (1915)  168  App.  Div. 
925,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  1106,  where  the 
plaintiff,  a  woman  employed  as  an  as- 
sistant, without  the  defendant's  knowl- 
edge, by  the  janitress  of  two  of  his 
houses,  whose  duties  were  ''to  keep  the 
premises  clean  and  see  that  the  ashes 
were  removed,  to  collect  the  rents,  and 
to  report  to  me  the  general  condition 
of  the  houses  from  time  to  time,"  was 
injured  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  a 
flight  of  steps,  one  of  the  theories  re- 
lied upon  was  that,  under  §  200  of  the 
Labor  Law  (Consol.  Laws,  chap.  31 
[Laws  1909,  chap.  86],  as  amended  by 
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art.  1384  of  the  Code  Napol6on,  which 
inrovides  that  "les  maitres  et  commet- 


tants  son  responsables  du  dommage 
caus4  par  leurs  domestiques  et  pre- 


Laws  of  1910,  chap.  352),  known  as 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act,  the  jani- 
tress  was  an  independent  contractor, 
so  that  the  plaintiff  became  her  sub- 
contractor, and  the  delfendant  was 
liable  for  any  defect  in  his  "ways, 
works,  machinery,  or  plant."  But 
the  contention  in  this  regard  was  re- 
jected by  the  court,  which  said:  "In 
the  matter  of  duties,  her  position  was 
similar  to  that  of  a  housekeeper,  or 
domestic  servant,  to  whom  fall  the  in- 
numerable small  duties,  indefinite  and 
shifting  in  nature  and  variety,  cover- 
ing the  fields  of  cleaning,  sweeping, 
scrubbing,  setting  to  right  movable 
things  gone  awry,  watching  the  vari- 
ous phenomena  of  disrepair  and  re- 
porting them,  with  attentive  mending 
of  the  fires  and  the  disposition  of 
ashes,  meanwhile  removed  from  the 
immediate  eye  of  her  master,  but 
awaiting  and  obedient  to  his  command 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  she  should 
do  his  work,  provided  he  exercise  the 
right  to  interfere.  As  such  a  person 
she  did,  indeed,  contract  to  do  the 
work  for  a  fixed  sum,  but  in  a  legal 
sense  she  wai9  not  freed  from  the  over- 
ruling will  of  the  master,  who  of  right 
could  direct  to  what,  aiid  in  what  way, 
she  should  put  her  hand  in  work. 
Like  an  independent  contractor,  she 
promised  to  effect  a  result,  but,  un- 
like such  a  person,  she  was  not  legally 
free  to  choose  her  means  of  doing  it. 
It  is  not  a  question  whether  the  mas- 
ter does  leave  his  servant  to  choose 
her  means  and  to  direct  herself  in  the 
matter  of  details,  but  whether  he  is 
bound  to  do  so,  or  has  the  right  to 
interpose  his  own  methods  even  to  the 
point  of  caprice.  .  .  .  The  statute, 
by  the  term  'independent  contractor,' 
means  to  indicate  a  person  who,  in 
the  legal  sense,  is  independent  of  the 
service  of  the  person  who  employs 
him.  In  thought,  in  speech,  and  in 
matters  of  contract,  there  are  dis- 
tinctively dissociated  from  such  per- 
son the  usual  cleaners  and  caretakers 
of  public  or  private  buildings.  The 
statute  may,  in  this  case,  well  be  in- 
terpreted by  customary  estimate  of  the 
relations  of  one  person  to  another. 
Moreover,  it  would  be  quite  unfortu- 
nate to  lift  a  janitress  to  the  position 
of  an  independent  contractor,  and 
thereby  remove  from  the  master  the 
rule  respondeat  superior,  inasmuch  as 
upon  her  care  in  the  matter  of  details 


the  safety  of  tenants  depends,  and  for 
the  prudent  doing  of  which  the  master 
is  responsible." 

In  Hamilton  v.  Oklahoma  Trading 
Co.  (1911)  33  Okla.  81,  124  Pac.  3S, 
the  defendant  was  held  not  to  be  liable 
for  the  breakage  of  a  plate-glass  win- 
dow, occasioned  by  the  negligence  of 
laborers  engaged  to  convey,  by  means 
of  his  truck,  a  carload  of  flour  from 
the  sidewalk  into  the  building  occu- 
pied by  him. 

In  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ben- 
nett (reported  herewith)  ante,  678, 
the  conclusion  of  the  court,  that  a  man 
engaged  by  a  railroad  company  to 
shovel  coal  at  so  much  per  ton  into 
engine  tenders  was  not  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  was  based  in  part  on 
the  extreme  improbability  that  the 
company,  "hiring  an  unskilled  man  to 
perform  one  of  the  simplest  tasks  of 
manual  labor,  .  .  .  would  absolute- 
ly relinquish  all  right  of  control  and 
directions." 

See  also  Ruehl  v.  Lidgerwood  Rural 
Teleph.  Co.  (1912)  23  N.  D.  6,  L.R.A. 
1918C,  1068,  136  N.  W.  798,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914C,  680,  where  one  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  defendant  was  held  to 
be  liable  for  injuries  received  by  a 
child,  who  had  fallen  into  one  of  the 
holes  dug  for  its  poles,  was  that  the 
man  by  whom  the  holes  were  dug  was 
shown  not  to  be  an  independent  con- 
tractor, by  his  testimony  to  the  effect 
that  the  defendant's  general  manager 
of  the  construction  work  had  employed 
him  to  dig  them  at  a  specified  price  for 
each  hole,  and  with  tools  furnished  by 
the  person  whom  the  manager  was  to 
send  to  mark  the  places  where  the 
holes  were  to  be  dug.  But  the  precise 
position  of  the  court  with  regard  to 
the  significance  of  the  testimony  is 
obscure. 

Where  a  landowner  who  is  about  to 
rebuild  a  house  which  has  been  de- 
stroyed by  fire  contracts  directly  with 
a  laborer  to  make  the  excavation  for 
the  foundation  for  a  specified  price, 
instead  of  letting  out  the  whole  work 
to  one  person,  it  is  error  to  give  an 
instruction  which  would  exclude  from 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  the  possi- 
bility that  the  laborer  was  hired  as  a 
servant.  Stevenson  v.  Wallace  (1876) 
27  Gratt.  (Va.)  77. 

In  Kueckel  v.  Ryder  (1900)  54  App. 
Div.  252,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  522,  the  court 
remarked    arguendo :     ''Undoubtedly, 
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pos^s."  Since  persons  belonging  to 
the  category  considered  in  the  pres- 
ent section  are,  normally  at  least,  out- 
side the  class  thus  exempted  from  re- 
sponsibility, there  is  some  apparent 
ground  for  the  theory  that,  in  coun- 


tries in  which  the  Code  is  in  force,  the 
element  now  under  discussion  carries 
a  higher  and  more  definite  signifi- 
cance than  that  which  is  accorded  to 
it  in  other  jurisdictions.' 
But,   having  regard  to  the   prece- 


one  cannot  shield  himself  under  the 
doctrine  of  independent  contractors 
by  simply  employing  another  person, 
and  giving  him  a  general  authority  to 
procure  others  to  assist  in  work  which 
requires  no  care,  or  skill,  or  experi- 
ence, but  which  is  merely  such  as 
might  be  done  by  any  person  with  suf- 
ficient physical  strength.'' 

In  Rankine  v.  Dixon  (1847)  9  Sc 
Sess.  Cas.  2d  series,  1048,  where  the 
plaintiff,  the  proprietor  of  a  mineral 
stratum  which  had  been  damaged  by 
fire  which  spread  from  the  place  where 
ironstone  was  being  calcined,  it  was 
shown  that  the  lessee  of  the  iron- 
stone workings  had  employed  contrac- 
tors to  calcine  it  at  so  much  per  ton, 
payable  at  the  end  of  every  fortnight. 
These  contractors  employed  and  paid 
all  the  workmen,  the  lessee  having  no 
direct  management  in  the  calcining 
operations.  The  jury  were  charged 
by  Lord  President  Boyle  that  in  point 
of  law  the  lessee  was  responsible  for 
the  acts  of  these  contracters,  as  they 
were  in  no  different  position  from  any 
other  laborers  hired  by  a  master  to 
work  by  the  piece. 

In  Nisbet  v.  Dixon  (1852)  14  Sc 
Sess.  Cas.  2d  series,  973,  a  later  case 
arising  out  of  the  same  occurrence, 
the  stipulations  of  the  contract  are 
set  forth  in  greater  detail.  The  con- 
tractor agreed  to  employ  the  necessary 
number  of  miners,  to  pay  them  their 
wages,  to  furnish  various  implements 
necessary  for  the  workings,  etc.  After 
the  first  two  months  the  output  was  to 
be  not  less  than  100  tons  of  calcined 
stone  weekly,  and  a  failure  to  perform 
this  stipulation  entitled  the  contractee 
to  terminate  the  contract  by  giving  a 
wril^en  notice  of  one  month.  The 
working  was  to  be  carried  on  regularly 
and  fairly,  and  agreeably  to  the  in- 
structions of  the  contractee  or  his 
overseer.  The  contractor,  after  the 
first  month,  had  the  right  to  abandon 
the  job  upon  giving  one  month's  no- 
tice. It  was  held  that,  as  between  the 
lessee  of  the  ironstone  and  his  land- 
lord, the  contractor  was  to  be  regard- 
ed as  a  mere  servant  of  the  lessee. 
The  factor  upon  which  the  judgment 
of  Lord  Colonsay  was  mainly  based 


was  the  humble  industrial  status  of 
the  contractors:  "This  is  a  case  of 
injury  to  a  neighboring  property  by  a 
person  who  held  a  mixed  character — 
at  least,  whose  trade  had  not  yet  as- 
sumed such  an  independent  character 
as  entitles  us  to  hold  that  the  defend- 
ers can  get  rid  of  the  responsibility 
which  attaches  to  them,  by  employing 
such  a  person  as  Watson  and  his 
gangers,  instead  of  laborers  paid  di- 
rectly by  themselves."  The  two  other 
judges  relied  upon  the  existence  of  a 
non-delegable  duty. 

In  a  New  Zealand  case  it  was  re- 
marked, arguendo:  "There  is  yet  an- 
other point  of  distinction  which  has 
been  referred  to  in  several  of  the 
cases,  and  is,  perhaps,  here  applicable 
— ^the  employment  of  an  ordinary  labor- 
er to  do  ordinary  laborer's  work  by  the 
piece,  and  the  employment  of  persons 
skilled  in  a  particular  business."  Threl- 
keld  V.  White  (1890)  8  N.  Z.  L.  R.  513. 

A  porter  who  was  occasionally  em- 
ployed by  a  butter  factor  to  leave 
parcels  at  the  houses  of  purchasers^ 
and  was  paid  by  the  persons  to  whom 
the  parcels  were  delivered,  was  held 
to  be  a  "servant"  of  such  factor,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  embezzlement 
statutes,  and  not  a  person  following 
an  independent  employment.  Reg.  v. 
Lynch  (1854)  6  Cox,  C.  C.  (Eng.)  445. 

The  case  of  Bon  Jellico  Coal  Co.  v. 
Murphy  (1914)  161  Ky.  450,  171  S.  W. 
160,  is  possibly  to  be  classed  as  one 
of  those  illustrating  the  doctrine  re- 
ferred to  in  the  teirt.  But  its  precise 
rationale  is  not  clear. 

In  Schroer  v.  Brooks  (1920)  204  Mo. 
App.  567,  224  S.  W.  63,  it  was  held 
that  the  work  of  cutting  logs  was  not 
"common  or  hard  labor"  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  exclude  the  inference  that 
the  person  employed  was  an  independ- 
ent contractor. 

*  In  S^randat  v.  Salsse  (1866)  L.  R. 
1  P.  C.  (Eng.)  152,  35  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S. 
17,  12  Jur.  N.  S.  301,  14  Week.  Rep. 
487,  the  respondent  brought  an  action 
for  injuries  caused  by  a  fire  kindled 
on  the  appellant's  land  by  laborers 
employed  by  him  to  clear  the  ground 
for  agricultural  purposes,  which  fire 
was  so  carelessly  made  that  sparks 
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dents  already  cited,  it  can  scarcely 
be  doubted  that,  on  facta  such  as 
those  presented  in  the  case  reviewed 
below,  the  conclusion  that  the  cdn- 


and  other  burning  particles  were  car- 
ried over  and  scattered  upon  his  prem- 
ises. He  grounded  his  claim  for 
damage  on  art.  1384  of  the  Code  Na- 
poleon (which  is  administered  in 
Mauritius  where,  the  action  was 
brought),  which  is  in  these  words: 
"'Les  maitres  et  commettants  [sont 
responsables]  du  dommage  caus^ 
^par  leurs .  domestiques  et  pr^pos^s 
dans  les  fonctions  auxquelles  ils  les 
ont  employes."  The  respondent  con- 
tended that  the  appellant  and  the 
men  he  employed  stood  in  the  re- 
lation of  commettant  and  pr6pos6 
within  the  meaning  of  this  article. 
.From  an  examination  of  the  author- 
ities the  conclusion  was  arrived  at 
that,  subject  to  the  qualification  men-* 
tioned  in  the  following  sentence,  the 
^word  "pr^pos^"  in  the  article  means 
substantially  a  person  who  stands  in 
the  same  relation  to  ''conunettant"  as 
♦*domestique"  does  to  "maStre,"  i.  e., 
a  person  whom  the  "commettant"  has 
intrusted  to  perform  certain  things  on 
his  behalf.  It  was  observed,  however, 
that  the  French  lawyers,  in  their  in- 
terpretations of  the  article,  had  quali- 
fied this  construction  by  the  doctrine 
that,  in  order  to  make  the  commettant 
responsible  for  the  negligence  of  the 
pr6pos6,  the  latter  must  be  acting 
''sous  les  ordres,  sous  la  direction  et 
la  surveillance  du  commettant."  The 
evidence  showed  that  there  were  two 
bands  of  Indian  laborers  employed, 
and  that  the  work  was  to  be  paid  for 
at  a  certain  price  per  acre,  but  left  it 
doubtful  whether  the  appellant  was  to 
pay  the  price  to  the  headihen  of  each 
band,  or  to  them  and  the  Indians  in 
their  respective  bands.  On  this  evi- 
dence the  contention  of  the  appellant 
that  he  had  severed  himself  from  the 
execution  of  the  work,  and  parted 
with  all  superintendence  and  control 
over  the  persons  by  whom  it  was  per- 
formed, was  rejected  by  the  privy 
council,  on  grounds  explained  in  the 
following  extract  from  the  judgment: 
"Having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the 
work,  and  the  condition  of  the  men 
employed,  it  appears  to  us  unreason- 
able to  infer  that  the  appellant  had 
parted  with  the  power  of  correcting, 
as  the  work  went  on,  the  mode  in 
which  it  was  to  be  performed,  and  of 


tract  was  not  an  independent  one 
would  be  arrived  at  by  any  court 
which  proceeds  upon  the  principles  of 
Anglo-American  law.* 


dictating  what  kind  of  brushwood  and 
other  growth  was  to  be  removed,  and 
what  was  to  be  left  standing,  and  how 
the  weeds  and  brushwood  which  had 
been  got  up  were  to  be  dealt  with,  and 
where  they  were  to  be  deposited;  in 
other  words,  we  think  the  evidence 
does  not  show  that  the  general  con- 
trol,   direction,    and   surveillance    of 
the  operations  were  relinquished  by 
the  appellant,  by  reason  of  the  agree- 
ment he  had  made  with  the  Indians. 
It  may  be  observed  that  these  men  do 
not  at  all  answer  the  description  giv- 
en by  Sirey  ('Codes  Annotds,'  vol.  1, 
p.  665)   of  ouvriers  d'une  profession 
reconnue  et  d6termin6e;  they  were  or- 
dinary laborers  characterized  by  the 
court  below  as  'a  set  of  idle,  careless 
semibarbarians.'     The  view  we  have 
thus  taken  of  the  relation  established 
by  the  agreement  between  them  and 
their  employer  is  corroborated  by  the 
evidence,  which  shows  ^at  in  point 
of  fact  the  appellant  did  interfere  and 
control  the  men  in  the  course  of  the 
work.     For  example,  it  was  said  by 
Joondine:    'Mr.  S6rendat  told  me  not 
to  put  fire  in  the  place  where  I  was 
working;     ...    he  told  me  to  put 
fire  in  another  place  which  he  point- 
ed.'   Again,  Beesapa  says :    "The  pre- 
vious day  Mr.  S^rendat  had  come  and 
told  Joondine  to  leave  that  portion  of 
ground,   which   is   $50,   and   go    and 
work  in  the  interior  of  the  field.'    And 
the  appellant's  answer  states  that  he 
had  given  orders  five  or  six  days  be- 
fore to  burn  some  weeds,  but  that  he 
also  gave  orders  that  the  fire  should 
be  carefully  extinguished.     Looking, 
then,  at  the  whole  case,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  appellant  and  the  In- 
dian whose  negligence  caused  the  fire 
stood  in  the  relation  of  'commettant' 
and  'pr4pos&'    And,  as  it  has  not  been 
disputed  that  the  negligent  act  was 
done  by  the  "pr^os^'  in  the  course  of 
his  employment,  it  follows  that   the 
responsibility    of    the    appellant    is 
made  out." 

*In  the  monograph  in  19  A.Lt.R.  pp. 
1168  et  seq.,  the  reader  will  find,  in 
the  various  sections  which  illustrate 
the  circumstances  under  which  the 
independence  of  the  contracts  was 
denied,  many  cases  which  support 
this  statement. 
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I  22.  Financial   irrespanHfHlitff    of   the 
person  employed. 

An  evidential  situation  which  in- 
dudes  among  its  elements  the  one  ad- 
verted  to  in  the  preceding  section  or- 
dinarily includes  another  circum- 
stance which  is  intimately  associated 
with  that  element,  viz.,  the  financial 
irresponsibility  of  the  person  em- 
ployed. This  circumstance,  also,  is 
regarded  as  one  which  tends  to  nega- 
tive the  independence  of  the  con- 
tract.^ In  the  nature  of  the  case  it  is 
clear  that  the  probative  value  attach- 
ing to  such  evidence  must  vary  ac- 
cording to  the  extent  and  importance 
of  the  stipulated  work.*  It  may  be 
said  to  reach  the  vanishing  point 
where   the    undertaking   in   question 


was  one  of  such  a  nature  that  it  could 
readily  be  carried  out  by  a  person  who 
possessed  little  or  no  capital. 

The  theory  that  this  circumstance 
is  not  necessarily  inconsistent  wiiii 
the  inference  that  the  contract  was  an 
independent  one  was  recognized  in 
the  cases  cited  below.* 

f  23.  Contr^etOT  Ikomnd  or  not  bound  to 
perform  the  worh  himself. 

A  natural  deduction  from  the  ordi- 
nary conception  of  an  independent 
contractor,  viz.,  that  he  is  essentially 
a  person  who  merely  agrees  to  pro- 
duce certain  specified  results  by  any 
means  which  he  may  think  proper  to 
select,  is  that,  unless  restricted  by 
some  express  stipulation,  he  will  al- 
ways be  entitled  to  use  the  labor  of 


^  For  cases  in  which  this  signifi- 
cance was  ascribed  to  it,  see  also  Le^ 
high  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Yensavage 
(1914)  134  C.  C.  A.  275,  218  Fed-  547, 
certiorari  denied  in  (1915)  235  U.  S. 
705,  59  L.  ed.  434,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
282;  Arizona-Hercules  Copper  Co.  v. 
Crenshaw  (1919)  21  Ariz.  15,  184  Pac. 
996;  Wallace  v.  Southern  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  (1897)  91  Tex.  18,  40  S.  W.  399; 
Fehrenbacher  v.  Oakdale  Copper  Min. 
Co.  (1911)  66  Wash.  134,  117  Pac. 
870. 

In  Eeech  v.  John  L.  Roper  Lumber 
Co.  (1914)  166  N.  C.  503,  82  S.  E.  836, 
an  instruction  was  approved  by  which 
the  jury  were  told  that  if  the  tort- 
feasor, a  man  employed  for  logging 
operations,  was  insolvent,  it  was  a 
circumstance  which  they  were  to  take 
into  consideration  in  determining 
whether  he  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor. 

In  Corrigan  v.  Heubler  (1914)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  167  S.  W.  159,  the 
facts  that  a  man  who  had  undertaken 
the  erection  of  a  building  was  finan- 
cially irresponsible,  and  had  been  fur- 
nished with  all  the  materials  used  by 
him,  and  the  wages  of  his  workmen, 
were  mentioned  in  conjunction,  as 
tending  to  negative  the  independence 
of  the  contract. 

In  Nelson  v.  American  Cement 
Plaster  Co.  (1911)  84  Kan.  797,  115 
Pac.  578,  the  contractor's  want  of 
means  or  capital  was  adverted  to  as 
a  circumstance  tending  to  show  that 
the  contract  was  a  device  for  the  pur- 
pose of  evading  liability.  .  In  this 
point  of  view,  it  will  be  observed,  fi- 


nancial irresponsibility  was  not  re- 
garded as  an  element  which  bore  upon 
the  nature  of  the  relationship  be* 
tween  the  parties,  but  one  which  tend- 
ed to  establish  the  existence  of  a  sit- 
uation in  which  the  fact  of  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  contract  would  afford 
no  protection  to  the  employer.  See  § 
49,  infra. 

•In  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
Wallace  (1899)  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12, 
54  S.  W.  638,  it  was  remarked  that  the 
rationale  of  the  significance  ascribed 
to  this  element  was  not  the  fact  that 
the  financial  irresponsibility  would 
debar  a  person  from  assuming  the 
position  of  an  independent  contractor, 
but  the  "extreme  improbability"  that 
the  employer  "would  intrust  to  such 
a  person  [without  means,  the  per- 
formance of]  a  continuing  contract 
involving  the  operation  of  valuable 
machinery  and  the  filling  of  impor- 
tant orders  as  a  result  of  his  work, 
without  retaining  control  and  man- 
agement over  the  methods,  means,  and 
manner  of  the  work,  and  the  time 
when  it  should  be  done." 

•  White  V.  Olive  Hill  Fire  Brick  Co. 
(1916)  169  Ky.  835,  185  S.  W.  107 
(plaintiff  was  insolvent,  and  doing 
the  work  at  a  smaller  price  than  it 
could  reasonably  be  done  for) ; 
Keech  v.  John  L.  Roper  Lumber  Co. 
(1914)  166  N.  C.  503,  82  S.  E.  836  (one 
of  the  statements  of  an  instruction 
held  to  be  correct  was  that  if  the  per- 
son employed  "was  insolvent,  and  was 
an  experienced  man,  and  the  contract 
was  made  in  good  faith,  still  he  would 
be  an  independent, contractor)." 
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others  in  executing  the  work  which 
he  has  undertaken.  In  this  point  of 
view  the  conclusion  is  indicated  that 
evidence  from  which  it  may  warrant- 
ahly    be    inferred    that    the    person 


whose  status  is  in  question  was  not 
bound  to  perform  personally  the  work 
undertaken  by  him  tends  strongly  to 
show  that  he  was  not  employed  as  a 
mere  servant.^ 


^For  cases  in  which  the  probative 
significance  of  such  evidence  was  rec- 
ognized, see  Burns  v.  Michigan  Paint 
Co.  (1908)  152  Mich.  618,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  816,  116  N.  W.  182;  Barrett  v. 
Selden-Breck  Constr.  Co.  (1919)  103 
Neb.  850,  174  N.  W.  866;  Holbrook  v. 
Olympia  Hotel  Co.  (1918)  200  Mich. 
597,  166  N.  W.  876;  Bray  v.  Kirk- 
Patrick  [1919;  Ir.  Ct.  App.]  W.  C.  & 
Ins.  Rep,  161;  Walsh  v.  Waterford 
Harbour  Comrs.  [1914;  Ir.  Ct.  of 
App.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep.  16,  47  Ir.  L.  T. 
268,  7  B.  W.  a  C.  960. 

In  Western  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Pills- 
bury  (1916)  172  Cal.  807, 159  Pac.  721, 
the  facts  from  which  the  conclusion 
was  deduced  that  the  claimant,  one 
Stevens,  was  not  an  "employee**  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  California 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  were 
thus  stated  by  the  court:  "The  con- 
tract between  Stevens  and  Tittle 
[contractor  for  municipal  work]  did 
not  cover  any  definite  period.  .  .  . 
The  latter's  foreman  directed  Stevens 
and  his  driver  in  the  matter  of  the 
materials  to  be  hauled.  There  was  no 
agreement  regarding  the  bulk  of  mat- 
ter or  the  number  of  loads  per  day, 
but  each  wagon  was  to  be  used  for  the 
period  of  eight  hours  a  day,  both  in 
removing  the  rubbish  and  surplus 
sand  that  accumulated  from  Tittle's 
work,  .  .  .  and  also  in  hauling 
lumber  and  rock  for  the  use  of  Tittle. 
.  .  .  There  is  no  word  of  evidence 
that  Stevens  was  employed  personally 
to  drive  either  of  his  teams.  He  was 
to  furnish  the  means  of  accomplishing 
certain  results — namely,  drivers, 
teams,  and  wagons — ^and  there  was  no 
element  of  personal  service  in  the 
contract.  ...  He  did  [as  a  matter 
of  fact]  drive  one  of  his  own  wagons, 
but,  if  he  had  desired  to  devote  a  day 
to  other  occupations,  his  contract 
with  Tittle  would  have  been  fully  per- 
formed if  he  had  put  any  competent 
man  in  charge  of  the  horses  he  had 
been  driving,  because  he  had  been  re- 
quired to  furnish  'teams'  (which  in- 
cluded wagons  and  drivers).  Neither 
Mr.  Stevens  nor  the  driver  of  his  sec- 
ond team  was  listed  as  an  employee 
on  the  books  of  Mr.  Tittle  (who  did 
business  under  the  name  of  Tittle 


Company*),  the  account  being  carried 
as  'H.  H.  Stevens  teams.'  "  At  the  end 
of  each  week  an  envelop  was  given  to 
Stevens  containing  pay  at  the  rate  of 
$6  per  day  for  each  team,  neither  he 
nor  his  driver  receiving  any  segregat- 
ed sum  from  Tittle  as  wages. 

In  Dallison  v.  Hampel  (1910)  12 
West.  Austn  L.  R.  162,  where  a  man 
engaged  on  a  piecework  footing  to 
cart  wood,  etc.,  was  held  to  be  an  in- 
dependent contractor,  the  two  circum- 
stances relied  upon  were  the  absence 
of  any  obligation  on  his  part  to  per- 
form the  contract  personally,  and  his 
freedom  from  the  employer's  control. 

In  Parmer  v.  St.  Croix  Power  Co. 
(1903)  117  Wis.  76,  98  Am.  St.  Rep. 
914,  93  N.  E.  830,  a  subcontractor  was 
held  not  to  be  an  "employee"  within 
the  purview  of  a  lien  law,  because  "he 
was  as  free  to  perform  his  contract 
by  the  employment  of  others  as  the 
principal  was  to  perform  his  contract 
that  way.  The  element  of  personal 
service  essential  to  the  relation  of  a 
servant  to  his  master  or  a  laborer  to 
his  employer  was  entirely  wanting." 

A  person  to  whom  a  government 
contract  for  road  work  which  was  to 
be  done  according  to  certain  specifica- 
tions, and  paid  for  at  so  much  per 
chain,  had  been  sublet,  has  been  held 
not  to  be  a  servant  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  Masters  and  Servants  Act 
of  New  South  Wales.  Ex  parte  Rath- 
bone  (1892)  18  New  South  Wales  L. 
R.  56. 

So,  also,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
corresponding  statute  in  Victoria  is 
not  applicable  to  a  person  whose  posi- 
tion is  defined  by  the  acceptance  of  his 
offer  to  paint  a  certain  number  of  rail- 
way trucks  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
owner.  Under  such  an  agreement 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  con- 
tracting party  from  getting  the  work 
done  by  deputy.  McElroy  v.  Austra- 
lian Forge  &  Engineering  Cki.  (1899) 
24  Vict  L.  Rep.  953. 

It  is  not  irrelevant  to  mention  in 
this  connection  that,  in  construing  the 
English  Truck  Act  (1  &  2  Wm.  IV. 
chap.  37),  the  courts  have  held  a  per- 
son is  or  is  not  a  "laborer"  or  an 
"artificer,"  within  the  scope  of  its  pro- 
visions, according  as  he  is  or  is  not 
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It  may  be  remarked  that,  in  the 
cases  which  hear  upon  the  subject, 
the  language  used  by  the  courts  is 
sometimes  such  as  to  leave  a  doubt  as 
to  whether  the  right  of  the  contractor 
to  avail  himself  of  the  labor  of  others 
was  regarded  as  being  predicable 
from  the  terms  of  the  contract  itself, 
or  as  a  deduction  from  affirmative  tes- 
timony. There  is  authority  for  the 
doctrine  that  the  independence  of  the 
contract  may  sometimes  be  a  warrant- 
able conclusion,  if  the  person  em- 
ployed did,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  exe- 
cute the  work  by  the  hands  of  anoth- 
er.« 


As  the  principle  of  the  maxim 
"delegatus  non  potest  delegare''  is  un- 
derstood to  apply  in  its  full  force  to 
a  servant,  it  is  perhaps  permissible  to 
lay  it  down  as  a  general  rule  that  if 
it  should  appear,  either  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  employment  or  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  that  the  person  em- 
ployed is  expected  to  do  the  work  with 
his  own  hands,  the  appropriate  infer- 
ence, in  the  absence  of  countervailing 
considerations,  will  be  that  he  is  en- 
gaged as  a  servant.  But  there  is  very 
little  judicial  authority  upon  this 
point.*  It  is  clear,  moreover,  that  the 
probative  significance  of  this  element. 


bound  to  execute  in  person  the  work 
which  he  has  undertaken  to  do,  the 
theory  being  that  this  term  is  intend- 
ed to  apply  only  to  persons  who  are 
actually  and  personally  engaged  to 
perform  the  work.  Riley  v.  Warden 
(1848)  2  Exch.  59,  154  Eng.  Reprint, 
405,  18  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  120;  Bowers 
V.  Lovekin  (1856)  6  El.  &  Bl.  584,  119 
Eng.  Reprint,  982,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
371,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  1187,  4  Week.  Rep. 
600;  Ingram  v.  Barnes  (1857)  7  El.  & 
Bl.  115,  119  Eng.  Reprint,  1190,  26  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  319,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  861,  5 
Week,  Rep.  726;  Floyd  v.  Weaver 
(1852)  16  Jur.  (Eng.)  289,  21  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  151;  Sharman  v.  San- 
ders (1853)  13  C.  B.  166,  138  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1161,  3  Car.  &  K.  298,  22  L.  J. 
P.  C.  N.  S.  86,  17  Jur.  N.  S.  765,  1 
Week.  Rep.  152;  Sleeman  v.  Barrett 
(1864)  2  Hurlst.  &  C.  934,  159  Eng. 
Reprint,  886,  33  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  153, 
10  Jur.  N.  S.  476,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  834,  12 
Week.  Rep.  411. 

'In  a  leading  case  Crompton,  J., 
remarked  that  the  fact  of  another 
person's  having  been  engaged  by  the 
neg'ligent  employee  to  carry  out  the 
stipulated  work  "may  sometimes  be  a 
test  as  to  whether  the  employer  was  a 
servant  or  an  independent  contrac- 
tor." Sadler  v.  Henlock  (1855)  4  El. 
&  BL  570,  119  Eng.  Reprint,  209,  3  C. 
L.  R.  760,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  677,  24  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  N.  S.  138,  3  Week.  Rep.  181. 

*  One  of  the  evidential  elements  re- 
lied upon  in  Gall  v.  Detroit  Journal 
Ck>.  (1916)  191  Mich.  405,  19  A.L.R. 
1164,  158  N.  W.  86,  was  that  the  person 
employed  was  bound  to  do  the  stipu- 
lated work  in  person. 

In  Sadler  v.  Henlock  (Eng.)  supra, 
while  one  of  the  counsel  was  arguing 
that   the  workman  was  not  the  per- 
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sonal  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
he  might  have  employed  a  third  per- 
son to  do  the  work,  Lord  Campbell  in- 
terposed the  remark:  "I  doubt  that; 
if  I  select  a  person  in  whom  I  place 
confidence,  can  he  employ  another?'' 
In  Rheinwald  v.  Builders'  Brick  ft 
Supply  Oo.  (1915)  168  App.  Div.  425, 
153  N.  Y.  Supp.  598,  which  involved 
the  enforceability  of  a  claim  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  one 
of  the  points  taken  by  counsel  was 
that  the  decedent,  a  painter,  "was 
not  a  'workman'  or  'employee,'  but 
rather  an  'independent  contractor,' 
within  the  meaning  and  scope  of  the 
term  'workman'  or  'employee,'  as  used 
in  'master  and  servanf  statutes,  or  in 
common-law  decisions  applying  famil- 
iar rules  of  the  master's  liability  in 
negligence  for  injuries  sustained  by 
an  employee."  But  the  theory  thus 
relied  upon  was  held  untenable. 
The  record  itself,"  said  the  court, 
clearly  indicates  that  it  was  contem- 
plated by  both  Rheinwald  and  his 
employer  that  he  should  and  would  do 
all  the  work  personally ;  he  had  no  as- 
sistants on  whose  labor  he  made  a 
profit;  he  personally  performed  every 
detail  of  the  work  for  which  he  was 
paid;  and  the  record  indicates  that 
both  understood  that  full  rights  of 
control  and  direction  were  reserved 
to,  and  ordinarily  exercised  by,  the 
employer  on  painting  work  performed 
by  Rheinwald."  The  decision  itself  in 
this  case  is  no  longer  good  law  in 
New  York.  See  (1916)  174  App.  Div. 
935,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  1143,  reargu- 
ment  denied  in  (1916)  175  App.  Div. 
957,  161  N.  Y.  Supp.  1142,  which  is 
affirmed  in  (1918)  223  N.  Y.  572,  119 
N.  E.  1074.     But  the  correctness  of 
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whatever  it  may  be,  ia  in  no  wise  de- 
cisive.* 

i  24.  Partition    of    the    woric    among 
several  oonHvetora. 

In  a  Pennsylvania  case,  where  the 
plaintiff,  while  passing  along  a  street, 
fell  into  an  unguarded  excavation 
which  had  been  made  in  the  course  of 
building  operations,  the  court  ap- 
proved a  charge  of  the  trial  judge  to 
the  effect  that  where  the  work  is 
split  up  in  different  contracts,  and  the 
owner  undertakes  to  supply  one  of  the 
contractors  with  materials  to  be  used 
in  the  execution  of  his  contract,  and 
no  provision  is  made  for  the  supervi- 
sion of  the  work  or  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  guards  around  it,  it  is 
justifiable  to  draw  the  inference  that 
the  owner  retained  the  supervision, 
and  that  his  duty  to  protect  the  public 
has  not  been  devolved  on  others.^  In 
the  argument  of  the  court  it  is  taken 
for  granted  that,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  those  involved,  an  em- 
ployee may,  by  an  express  stipulation. 


devolve  upon  a  contractor  the  duty  of 
protecting  the  public — a  doctrine 
which  had  been  established  in  Penn- 
sylvania by  an  earlier  ruling,  but 
which  is  discredited  by  Utie  weight  of 
authority.'  In  most  jurisdictions, 
therefore,  the  special  consideration 
upon  which  the  court  relied  would 
have  no  force,  as  the  employer  would 
have  been  held  liable  on  the  simple 
ground  that  a  non-delegable  duty  had 
not  been  fulfilled,  and  irrespective  of 
the  question  whether  the  work  had 
been  undertaken  by  one  or  several 
contractors.  The  present  writer  has 
found  only  one  other  case  in  which  it 
has  been  intimated  that  the  partition 
of  the  work  among  two  or  more  con* 
tractors  may  be  a  sufficient  reason  for 
charging  a  principal  with  liability  for 
their  negligence.'  Such  a  limitation 
of  the  general  doctrine  seems  to  be 
quite  arbitrary  and  irrational,  and 
there  are  not  wanting  decisions  in 
which  it  has  been  ignored  or  repudiat- 
ed,* 


these  particular  remarks  has  not  been 
questioned. 

*In  Luckie  v.  Diamond  Coal  Co. 
(1919)  41  Cat.  App.  468,  183  Pac.  178, 
the  court  made  the  following  re- 
marks: ''Assuming,  though  not  con- 
ceding, that  the  written  contract  of 
emplojrment  contemplated  that  Foulks 
should  personally  drive  the  truck,  the 
fact  remains  that  Foulks  did  employ 
others  to  drive  it  and  deliver  the 
loads;  that  these  other  persons  re- 
ceived their  orders  and  directions,  as 
well  as  their  pay,  from  him  and  not 
from  defendant;  and  that  defendant 
acquiesced  in  this  course  of  conduct. 
And  even  if  Foulks  himself  had  been 
required  to  drive  the  truck,  it  would 
not  necessarily  follow  that  he  was  a 
servant,  and  not  an  independent  con- 
tractor." 

The  fact  that  the  person  employed 
was  doing  the  work  himself  was  de- 
clared not  to  be  a  material  element  in 
Norton  v.  Day  Coal  Co.  (1920)  — 
Iowa,  — ,  180  N.  W.  905. 

^Hornan  v.  Stanley  (1870)  66  Pa. 
464,  5  Am.  Rep.  389. 

«  Allen  V.  Willard  (1868)  57  Pa.  874, 
where  a  principal  contractor  was  sued 
for  an  injury  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  subcontractor  in  leaving 
unguarded  an  excavation  under  a 
footpath,  it  was  laid  down  that,  al- 


though the  defendant  would  not  have 
been  liable  if  he  had  committed  to  the 
subcontractor  the  entire  control  of 
the  work  of  making  the  excavation,  he 
should  be  held  responsible,  for  the 
reason  that  the  evidence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  establish  the  conclusion  that 
the  control  of  the  work  had  been  thus 
transferred. 

*McCleary  v.  Kent  (1854)  3  Duer 
(N.  Y.)  27,  where  the  remark  was 
made  arguendo,  with  reference  to  the 
liability  of  a  contractor  for  the  negli- 
gence of  subcontractors. 

*  In  Treadwell  v.  New  York  (1861) 
1  Daly  (N.  Y.)  128,  it  was  held  that 
a  person  who  employs  two  independ- 
ent contractors  to  execute  different 
portions  of  the  work  of  constructing 
a  building  is  not  liable  to  one  of  them 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  other. 

In  Martin  v.  Tribune  Asso.  (1883)  30 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  891,  the  defendant  was 
held  not  to  be  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  one  of  several  mechanics 
who  had  been  employed  to  do  different 
parts  of  the  work  of  constructing  a 
building. 

In  Potter  ▼.  Seymour  (1859)  4 
Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  140,  Hoffman,  J.,  re- 
marked: ''When  we  once  arrive  at 
the  principle  that  employment,  con- 
trol, and  supervisipp,  or  the  right  to 
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J  2S.  ^Footing  upon  .  yahiidh  th&  rfmmm 
njgraiiou  of  the .  penvn  mnjflaymd  4» 
computed* 

It  has  been  laid  down  that  "the 
manner  of  payment  of  the  contractor, 
whether  it  be  by  the  day»  or  in  a;  lump 
sum,  is  not  a  material  factor  in  det^r* 
mining  the  relation  beitween  the  par- 
ties/'^ and  that  it  does  not  matter 
"whether  the  contractor  is  to  be  com- 
pensated by  a  lump  sum,  or  a  com- 
mission on  the  costy  or  a  per  diem 
payment.*'* 


Bot  it  10  manifeet  from  thd  deci* 
siona  that  these  sweeping  statements 
need  some  qaalification.  The  correct 
dextrine,  40  far  as  It  cAn  be  ex- 
pressed in  general  phraseology,  is 
thill:  '  that  the  mode  of  payment  is  an 
element  Which  has  some  bearing  up- 
on the  question  whether  the  person 
employed  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor, but  does  not  afford  a  decisive 
test  of  the  nature  of  his  relationship 
to  the  employer.'     In  tbi^  point  of 


such,  over  the  person  whoise  neglect 
was  the  immediate  cause  of  the  in- 
jury, is  to  test  all  these  cases,  the 
logical  result  seems  inevitable  that 
such  rule  is  as  applicable  to  contracts 
for  distinct  portions  of  a  building,  as 
to  a  contract  for  the  whole/' 

»  Ballard  ft  B.  Co.  v.  Lee  (1909)  18; 
Ky.  412,  115  S.  W.  782;  Mayhew  v. 
Sullivan  Min.  Go.  (1884)  76  Me.  100 
(contract  to  break  down  rock  in  a 
mine  at  a  certain  price  per  foot). 

Language  indicative  of  a  similar 
point  of  view  was  used  in  Fuller  v. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  (1882)  15  Fed. 
875  (charge  to  jury);  Waters  v.  Pi- 
oneer Fuel  Co.  (1898)  52  Minn.  474, 
55  N.  W.  52,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  564. 

•  Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Eppley  (1914) 
181  Ind.  219,  104  N.  E.  65,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916D,  220. 

'  The  statement  in  1  Thomp.  Negl. 
§§  579,  629,  to  this  effect,  was  ap- 
proved in  Messner  v.  Bell  &  Co. 
(1909)  188  Ky.  19,  117  S.  W.  846,  19 
Ann.  Cas.  1;  Williams  v.  National 
Cash  Register  Co.  (1914)  157  Ky.  886, 
164  S.  W.  112. 

For  some  recent  eases  in  which  the 
rule  that  the  mode  of  paying  the  re- 
muneration of  the  person  employed  is 
one  of  the  circumstances  to  be  con- 
sidered was  recognized  in  general 
terms,  see  Vacker  v.  Yeager  (1909) 
151  111.  App.  144;  Interstate  Coal  Co. 
V.  Trivett  (1918)  155  Ky.  795,  160  S. 
W.  781;  Bodwell  v.  Webster  (1915)  98 
Neb.  664,  154  N.  W.  229,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918C,  624;  Ruehl  v.  lidgerwood  Ru- 
ral Teleph.  Co.  (1912)  23.  N.  D.  6, 
L.RJ^.1918C,  1068,  135  N.  W.  793,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  680. 

'^he  tendency  of  modern  decisions 
is  not  to  regard  as  essential  or  con- 
trolling the  mere  incidentals  of  the 
contract,  such  as  the  mode  and  man- 
ner of  pasmient."  Atlantic  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Coneys  (1897)  28  C.  C.  A.  888, 
61  U.  S.  App.  570,  82  Fed.  177. 


'*In  the  books  divers  rules  for  pro- 
nouncing upon  this  question  [i.  e., 
whether  or  not  an  employee  was  a 
servant]  have  been  stated,  but  I  must 
say  not  always  with  definiteness  and 
perspicuity.  Some  lay  it  down  that 
the  manner  of  paying  for  the  work  or 
thing  done,  whether  by  the  day  or  the 
job,  is  the  rule;  but  this  is  not  so; 
that  is  a  circumstance  to  be  consid- 
ered, but  not  the  criterion."  Corbin 
V.  American  Mills  (1858)  27  Conn. 
274,  71  Am.  Dec.  68. 

''The  fact  that  payment  is  to  be 
made  by  the  piece,  or  the  job^  or  the 
day  or  hour  is  not  necessarily  con- 
trolling, where  the  worlonan  is  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  employer  as 
an  employee,  and  not  a  contractor." 
Frankhn  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1921),  296  IlL  829,  129 
N.  E.  81L    '  ' 

That  the  mode  of  payment  is  a  cir- 
cumstance in  determining  whether 
one  is  an  independent  contractor  or  a 
servant  of  another,  but  is  not  deci- 
sive, was  declared  in  Indiana  Iron  Co. 
V.  Cray  (1897)  19  Ind.  App.  565,  48 
N.  E.  803. 

An  instruction  based  on  the  theory 
that  the  mode  of  payment  is  a  decisive 
circumstance  was  held  erroneous  in 
New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Reese 
(1884)  61  Miss.  581,  where  the  state- 
ment disapproved  was  to  the  effect 
l^t  a  contract  with  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  complete  an  abandoned  con- 
struction jpb»  the  agreement  being 
that  the  contractor  was .  to  be  paid 
what  the  labor  and  material  to  be  fur- 
nished by  bim  should  cost,  and  10  per 
cent  additional  as  compensation,  made 
the  contractor  the  servant  of  the  com- 
pany so  as  to  render  it  liable  for  his 
trespass  in  taking  trees  from,  the  land 
of  a  third  party. 

The  cases  cited  pasifim  in  the  mono? 
graph  in  19  A.L.R.  pp.  1168  et  seq.. 
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view  it  follows  that,  for  a  complete 
and  accurate  statement  of  the:  effect 
of  the  decisions,  several  affirmative 
propositions  and  their  negative  com- 
plements are  required. 

(1)  The  fact  that  the  person  em- 
ployed undertook  to  perform  the  stip- 
ulated work  as  a  whole  for  a  specific 
sum  tends  very  strongly  to  show  that 
he  was  an  independent  contractor. 
The  high  degree  of  probative  force 
ascribed  to  this  element,  apparent 
from  the  cases  cited  in  §§  17  and  33, 
of  the  monograph  in  19  A.L.R.  pp. 
1168  et  seq.,  would  indicate  that, 
when  it  is  combined  with. the  single 
additional    element   of   the    exercise 


of'  an  independent  occupation  by 
the  person  employed,  the  inference 
with  respect  to  the  quality  of  the 
contract  becomes  virtually  a  prima 
facie  presumption,  which  prevails  in 
the  absence  of  affirmative  proof  that 
the  employer  was  entitled  to  control 
the  details  of  the  work.  But  it  is  well 
settled  that  the  element  is  not  neces- 
sarily decisive  as  regards  the  quality 
of  the  contract.* 

(2)  The  fact  that  the  remuneration 
of  the  person  employed  was  computed 
with  reference  to  the  quantity  of  work 
performed  by  him  tends  strongly  to 
show  that  he  was  an  independent 
contractor.*     That  its  probative  sig- 


are  also  inconsistent  with  the  broad 
statements  quoted  in  the  text. 

^This  obvious  proposition  was  ex- 
plicitly affirmed  in  Morgan  v.  Smith 
(1893)  159  Mass.  570,  35  N.  E.  101^ 
Kniceley  v.  West  Virginia  Midland  R. 
Co.  (1908)  64  W.  Va.  278,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  370,  61  S.  E.  811. 

And  see  other  cases  cited  in  foot- 
notes to  §§  19  and  20  of  the  mono- 
graph in  19  A.L.R.  pp.  1168  et  seq., 
in  which  this  element  appears  in  con- 
nection with  evidence,  circumstantial, 
or  partly  circumstantial  and  partly 
direct,  negativing  independence  of 
the  contract. 

In  Cargeme  v.  Alberta  Coal  &  Min. 
Co.  (1912)  22  West.  L.  R.  (Can.)  68, 
7  B.  W.  C.  C.  1020,  6  D.  L.  R.  231,  it 
was  held  that  an  applicant  under  a 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  was 
precluded  from  enforcing  his  claim, 
by  reason  merely  of  the  fact  that  he 
contracted  to  perform  the  work  in 
question  for  a  lump  sum,  and  not  on  a 
time  basis. 

•In  Bellamy  v,  F.  A.  Ames  Co. 
(1910)  140  Ky,  98,  130  S.  W.  980.  the 
court  upheld  a  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant in  an  action  brought  by  a 
hodcarrier,  injured  while  in  the  em- 
ploy of  a  mason  whose  compensation 
for  the  brickwork  in  a  building,  then 
under  construction  for  the  defendant, 
was  based  upon  the  number  of  bricks 
laid.  In  this  case,  it  should  be  ob- 
served, evidence  offered  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  which  showed  that  the 
mason's  workmen  were  paid  directly 
by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  exercised  control  over  the  op- 
erations, was  explained  in  such  a 
manner  as.  to  destroy  the  probative 


value    which   would    otherwise    have 
been  ascribed  to  it. 

In  Chute  v.  Moeser  (1908)  77  Kan. 
706,  95  Pac.  398,  the  fact  of  the  de- 
fendant's having  "paid  upon  esti- 
mates, as  the  work  progressed,  ac- 
cording to  an  agreed  price  per  cubic 
foot,"  was  specified  as  one  of  several 
"considerations  which  did  not  affect 
the  reason  of  the  rule  which  ordina- 
rily exempts  an  employer  from  re- 
sppnsibili^  for  the  negligence  of  an 
independent  contractor."  The  precise 
import  of  this  statement  is  somewhat 
obscure,  but  if  it  means  that  this  fact 
had  no  evidential  significance  what- 
ever, in  respect  of  the  nature  of  the 
relationship,  it  was  manifestly  incon- 
sistent with  the  weight  of  authority. 

In  De  Sandro  v.  Missoula  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (1915)  48  Mont.  226,  136 
Pac.  711,  evidence  which  showed  that 
periodical  settlements  were  made  be- 
tween the  person  employed  and  the 
defendant  company,  based  upon  esti- 
mates at  the  specified  price  per  foot, 
the  company  paying  a  lump  sum  for 
the  amount  due,  tended  to  corroborate 
other  testimony  from  which  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  contract  might  be  in- 
ferred. 

In  Western  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Pills- 
bury  (1916)  172  Cal.  807, 159  Pac.  721, 
one  of  the  facts  specified*  among 
those  which  tended  to  show  that  the 
person  employed  was  an  independent 
contractor,  was  that  at  the  end  of 
each  week  he  received  an  amount  of 
remuneration  calculated  at  the  rate  of 
so  many  dollars  per  diem  for  each  of 
the  teams  used  by  him  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  the  haulage  of 
materials,  no  separate  sum  bein^  paid 
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nificance  is  regarded  as  beinff,  for 
practical  purposes,  not  less  consider- 
able than  that  of  the  circumstance 
mentioned  in  f  (1),  is  indicated  by 
the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  to 
be  sufficient^  when  combined  with  the 
element  of  an   independent   occupa- 


tion, to  establish  the  independence  of 
the  contract  See  §§  21  and  83  of  the 
monograph  in  19  A.L.R.  pp.  1168  et 
seq.  But  it  is  disregarded  whenever 
the  conclusion  indicated  by  the  re- 
mainder of  t)ie.  evidence  is  that  the 
person  employed  was  a  servant.'   This 


as  wages,  either  to  him  or  his  work- 
men. 

In  Cohen  v.  Western  Electric  Go. 
(1906;  A.  T.)  50  Misc.  660,  99  N.  Y. 
Supp.  525,  the  court  seems  to  have  as- 
sumed that  a  ticucking  firm,  paid  by 
the  month  according  to  the  number 
and  description  of  the  trucks  used, 
was  an  independent  contractor,  but 
the  only  question  actually  discussed 
was  whether  the  defendant  could  be 
held  liable  on  the  ground  that  it  had 
exercised  authority  over  the  partic- 
ular driver  whose  negligence  had 
caused  the  plaintiff's  injury. 

In  Barrett  v.  Selden-Breck  Constr. 
Co.  (1919)  103  Neb.  850,  174  N.  W. 
SOS,  a  portion  of  the  evidence  from 
which  the  independence  of  the  con- 
tract was  inferred  was  that,  while  the 
contract  was  in  progress,  the  person 
employed  was  paid  upon  estimates,  at 
the  end  of  the  week,  only  50  per  cent 
of  the  computed  price  of  the  work 
completed. 

As  elements  tending  to  prove  the 
independence  of  the  contract,  the 
facts  that  no  provision  was  made  as 
to  the  payment  for  the  services  ren- 
dered, and  that  the  compensation  was 
dependent  upon  the  value  thereof, 
were  mentioned  in  Hexamer  v.  Webb 
(1886)  101  N.  Y.  377,  54  Am.  Rep.  703, 
4  N.  E.  755. 

•  For  cases  in  which  persons  env- 
ployed  to  work  by  the  piece  were  held 
to  be  servants,  see  the  following: 

California.  —  Majors  v.  Connor 
(1912)  162  Cal.  131,  121  Pac.  871; 
Connell  v.  Harris  (1913)  28  Cal.  App. 
537,  138  Pac.  949;  Sacchi  v.  Bayside 
Lumber  Co.  (1910)  13  Cal.  App.  12, 
108  Pac.  885. 

Illinois. — Decatur  R.  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Bd,  (1918)  276  111.  472,  114  N.  E. 
915. 

Indiana. — Munice  Foundry  A  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Thompson  (1919)  70  Ind.  App. 
157,  123  N.  E.  196;  Nissen  Transfer  ft 
Storage  (>>.  v.  Miller  (1920)  —  Ind. 
App.  — ,  125  N.  E.  652. 

Iowa.  —  Frisbee  v.  Hawkeye  Land 
Co.  (1915)  170  Iowa,  540,  153  N.  W. 
85,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  228. 


Kansas. — Isnard  v.  Edgar  Zinc  Co. 
(1910)  81  Kan.  765,  106  Pac.  1003.    . 

Kentucky*^ — ^Messmer  v^  Bell  &  C. 
Co.  (1909)  133  Ky.  19,  117  S.  W.  346, 
19  Ann.  Cas.  1 ;  Employer's  Indemnity 
Co.  V.  Kelly  Coal  Co.  (1913)  156  Ky. 
74,  49  L.R.A.(N.S.)  850,  160  S.  W.  914; 
Interstate  Coal  Co.  v.  Trivett  (1913) 
155  Ky.  795,  160  S.  W.  731 ;  Interstate 
Coal  Co.  v.  Trivett  (1913)  155  Ky.  825, 
160  S.  W.  728;  Postal  Teleg.-Cable  Co. 
V.  Murrell  (1918)  180  Ky.  62,  L.RJV. 
1918D,  357,  201  S.  W.  462. 

Louisiaiia. — Swain  v.  KntRPAXRiCK 
Lumber  Co.  (reported  herewith)  ante, 
665. 

Massadiusetts. -r- McAllister's  Case 
(1918)  229  Mass.  193,  118  N.  E.  326.: 

Michigan^ — ^Lewis  v.  Detroit  Vitri- 
fied Bnck  Co.  (1911)  164  Mich.  489, 
129  N.  W.  726. 

Minnesota.  —  Waters  v.  Pione^ 
Fuel  Ck>.  (1893)  52  Minn.  474,  38  Am. 
St.  Rep.  564,  55  N.  W.  52 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Virginia  &  R.  L.  Co.  v.  District  Ct. 
(1914)  128  Minn.  43,  150  N.  W.  211,  7 
N.  C.  C.  A.  1076. 

MissourL — ^Kiser  v.  Suppe  (1908) 
133  Mo.  App.  19,  112  S.  W.  1005. 

Montana. — Allen  v.  Bear  Creek  Coal 
Co.  (1911)  43  Mont.  269,  115  Pac.  673; 
Mclnness  v.  Republic  Coal  Co.  (1914) 
49  Mont.  112,  140  Pac.  235. 

New  York.  —  Liberatore  v.  Fried- 
man (1918)  224  N.  Y.  710,  121  N.  E. 
876;  Peer  v.  Babcock  (1920)  230  N.  Y. 
106,  129  N.  E.  224,  reversing  (1919) 
187  App.  Div-  925,  174  N.  Y.  Supp.  914. 

Oklahoma. — See  also  Chicago,  R.  I. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bennett  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  678. 

Oregon.  —  Macdonald  v.  O'Reillsr 
(1904)  45  Or.  589,  78  Pac.  753. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Foster  v.  National 
Steel  Co.  (1907)  216  Pa.  279,  65  Atl. 
618;  Kelley  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (1921)  270  Pa.  426,  113  Atl.  419. 

Texas.— Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
Wallace  (1899)  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12, 
64  S.  W.  638;  Wm.  Cameron  &  Co.  v. 
Realmuto  (1907>  45  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
305,  100  S.  W.  194;  Missouri,  K.  ft  T. 
R.  Co.  V.  Romans  (1908)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  114  S.  W.  157. 


I 


758 


AMERICAN. LAW  BEPOBTS,  AKNQTATBD. 


[20  A.LJft. 


remark  is  applicable  as  regards  con- 
tracts under  which  the.. standard  of 


-remuneration  is  a  percentage  of  the 
profits,  gross  or  net,  which  accrue  to 


•  w  •  f 


Washington.  —  Burclay  v.  Puget 
Sound  Lumber  Co.  (1908)  48  Wash. 
241,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  140,  93  Pac.  430; 
Simila  v.  Northwestern  Improv.  Co. 
(1913)  73  Waah.  285,  131  Pac.  831. 

Wisconsin Whitney    v.    Clifford 

(1879)  46  Wis.  138,  32  Am.  Rep.  703, 
49  N.  W.  835;  Murphy  v.  Herold  C6. 
(1909)  137  Wis.  609,  119  N.  W.  294. 

England.— Charles  v.  Taylor  (1878) 
L.  R.  3  C.  P.  Div.  492,  38  L.  T.  N.  S. 
773,  27  Week.  Rep.  32. 

Canada. — Campbell  V.  Dickie  (1903) 
86  N.  S.  40  (affirmed  In  (1903)  34  Can. 
S.  C.  265,  but  this  point  was  not  re- 
ferred to). 

"No  distinction  can  be  drawn  from 
the  cirenmeftance  of  a  man  being  em- 
ployed at  so  much  a  day,  or  by  the 
job.'*  Sadler  v.  Henlock  (1855)  4  El. 
&  61.  570,  119  Eng.  Reprint,  209,  8 
C.  L.  R.  760,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  677.  24  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  138,  8  Week.  Rep.  181. 
What  is  meant  by  these  words  is  evi- 
dently that  this  circumstance  is  not 
decisive. 

In  Tucker  v.  Axbridge  Highway 
Bd.  (1889;  Q,  B.  Div.)  5  Times  L.  R. 
(Eng.)  26,  53  J.  P.  87,  where  the  de- 
fendant was  held  liable  for  the  death 
of  the  plaintiff's  husband,  occasioned 
by  his  having  driven  a  vehicle  in  the 
dark  against  a  pile  of  stones  deposit- 
ed on  a  road  by  a  man  who  had  been 
hired  to  haul  them  at  so  much  a  load. 
Pollock,  B.,  according  to  the  former  of 
the  reports  specified,  used  the  follow- 
ing language:  "It  was  said,  indeed, 
that  the  carter  was  not  the  servant  of 
the  board.  He  was,  however,  em- 
ployed and  paid  by  the  board,  and  a 
servant  could  not  be  made  a  contrac- 
tor merely  because  he  was  paid  by 
piecework  or  by  quantity.  The  man 
was  simply  employed  by  the  board  to 
cart  the  stones  and  put  them  by  the 
side  of  the  road.  If  he  had  been  em- 
ployed under  a  general  contract  to  put 
the  road  in  repair,  it  would  have  been 
different.  But  here,  as  in  Taylor  v. 
Greenhalgh  (1876)  24  Week.  Rep. 
(Eng.)  311,  the  man  was  only  em- 
ployed to  And  labor.  He  was,  there- 
fore, the  servant  of  the  board,  and 
they  were  liable  for  his  negligence." 
As  reported  in  J.  P.,  the  learned 
Judge's  words  were  these:  "The  con- 
tractor here  was  a  servant  of  the 
highway  board.  Mr.  Poole  contended 
that  he  was  not  a  servant,  but  a  con- 
tractor.    It  is,  however,  well  estab- 


lished that  you  cannot  alter  the  re- 
lation between  any  two  persons  bv 
merely  applying  to  them  terms  of  dif- 
ferent signification.  You  must  look 
at  the  facts,  and  judge  from  them. 
If  a  person  does  merely  menial  work 
then  he  is  clearly  a  servant.  If  he 
does  the  work  in  pursuance  of  a  gen- 
eral contract,  the  matter  is  different, 
— the  work  is  to  be  done  for  a  lump 
sum,  or  by  the  year  or  month,  or  at  so 
much  per  yard, — ^it  is  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent matter,  and  in  that  case  the 
duty  and  liability  are  wholly  trans- 
ferred to  the  contractor.  That  point 
is  rendered  clear  in  Pendlebury  v. 
Greenhalgh  (1875)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
36,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  3,  88  L.  T.  N.  S. 
472,  24  Week.  Rep.  98,  12  Eng.  RuL 
Cas.  700." 

In  Kelles^s  Dependents  ▼.  Hossac 
Lumber  Co.  (1921)  —  Vt  — ,  113  Atl. 
818,  20  N.  C.  C.  A.  902,  a  portion  of 
the  evidence  from  which  the  exist- 
ence of  the  relationship  of  master  and 
servant  was  held  to  be  inferable  was 
that  the  persons  employed  were 
carried  on  the  employer's  books  with 
the  per  diem  workmen;  but  the  pay- 
roll sheets  on  which  their  names  ap- 
peared were  headed  "jobbers." 

The  existence  of  independent  sub- 
contracts with  the  persons  who  per- 
formed various  distinct  kinds  of  work 
for  the  principal  contractor  will  not 
be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  that 
they  were  paid  by  the  piece.  Allen  v. 
Willard  (1868)  57  Pa.  374. 

In  De  Sandro  v.  Missoula  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (1915)  48  Mont.  226,  186 
Pac.  711,  it  was  laid  down  that  the  ar- 
rangement made  for  periodical  settle- 
ments on  a  piecework  footing  "did  not 
so  conclusively  establish  the  existence 
of  an  independent  contract  that  the 
court  was  warranted  in  taking  the 
case  from  the  jury." 

In  a  Quebec,  case  it  was  declared  to 
be  "immaterial  whether  the  workman 
is  paid  by  the  piece  or  by  the  foot, 
provided  the  work  is  done  on  the 
premises  and  under  the  supervision  of 
the  defendants."  Beaulieu  v.  Picard 
(1912)  42  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  S.  C.  455, 
7  D.  L.  R.  2. 

In  Rex  V.  King's  Norton  (1741) 
Burr.  Sett.  Cas.  (Eng.)  152,  an  em- 
ployee, though  paid  by  the  piece,  was 
held  to  be  a  servant  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  settlement  under  the 
Poor  Law. 
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the  employer  from  the  services  of  the 
person  employed.^ 

(3)  The  fact  that  the  remuneration 
was  computed  with  reference  to  the 
time   during   which   the   person   em- 


ployed should  be  engaged  in  the  per^ 
fcrmance  of  the  stipulated  work  tends 
strongly  to  prove  that  he  was  not  an 
independent  contractor.*  But  its  pro- 
bative significance  in  this  respect  is 


''For  cases  in  which  it  was  held 
that,  having  regard  to  the  whole  of  a 
contract  for  the  employment  of  a 
salesman  on  a  commission  basis,  it 
was  not  an  independent  one,  see  Sing- 
er Mfg.  Co.  V.  Rahn  (1889)  132  U.  S. 
518,  38  L.  ed.  440, 10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  176; 
Riggs  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (1904)  130 
Fed.  199;  Aisenberg  v.  C.  F.  Adams 
Co.  (1920)  95  Conn.  419,  111  Atl.  591. 
In  Terry  Dairy  Co.  v.  Parker  (1920). 
144  Ark.  401,  223  S.  W.  6,  where  a 
man  engaged  to  handle  the  produce  of 
a  dairy  company  was  held^  upon  the 
evidence  as  a  whole,  to  m  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  it  was  held  that 
the  fact  of  his  having  been  paid  for 
his  services  on  a  commission  basis 
was  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  warrant 
that  conclusion. 

In  King  v.  Brenham  Automobile  Co. 
(1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  145  S.  W. 
278,  where  the  tort-feasor  was  a  lad 
operating  an  automobile  owned  by  the 
defendant,  who  furnished  the  lights 
and  gasolene  necessary  to  run  it»  and 
got    the    larger   part   of   the   money 
earned  by  the  car.    The  existence  of 
the  relationship  of  master  and  serv- 
ant,  as   indicated   by  these   circum- 
stances, was  held  not  to  be  negatived 
by  the  fact  that  he  was  to  receive  20 
per  cent  of  the  earnings.    Such  a  fact, 
it   was   considered,  tended   to   prove 
that  this  mode  of  pay  was  established 
to  offer  an  incentive  to  seek  for  and 
obtain  passengers  for  the  car,  rather 
than  to  show  that  the  chauifeur  was 
an  independent  contractor. 

The  circumstance  that  a  driver  em- 
ployed by  a  baker  was  paid  a  percent- 
age of  the  retail  price  of  the  bread  de- 
livered by  him  was  held  in  Easton  v. 
Industrial  Acci.  Commission  (1917) 
34  CaL  App.  321,  167  Pac.  288,  not  to 
be  inconsistent  with  the  conclusion 
that  he  was  an  "employee  entitled  to 
claim  under  a  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act."  The  court  quoted  the  fol- 
lowinfiT  remark,  made  in  Cameron  v. 
Pillsbury  (1916)  173  Cal.  83,  159  Pac. 
149:  "It  is  not  an  uncommon  thing 
for  retail  merchants,  laundrymen,  and 
the  like,  to  pay  a  commission  to  the 
drivers  of  their  delivery  wagons  for 
all  new  business  which  they  bring  in. 
It  has   never  been  held  that  this  cir- 


cumstance created  a  distinct  relation- 
ship in  law." 

In  cases  arising  under  the  em- 
bezzlement statutes,  the  fact  that  a 
person  employed  to  solicit  orders  for 
a  commodity  is  paid  by  commission 
does  not  negative  the  inference  that 
he  is  a  servant.  Rex  v.  Carr  (1811) 
Buss.  &  R.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  198;  B^.  v. 
May  (1861)  Leigh  &  C.  C.  C.  (Eng.) 
13,  30  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  81,  7  Jur. 
N.  S.  147,  8  L.  T.  N.  S.  680,  9  Week. 
Rep.  256,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  421 ;  Reg.  v.  Tite 
(1861)  Leigh  &  C.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  29,  30 
L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  142,  7  Jur.  N.  S. 
556,  4  L.  T.  N.  S.  259,  9  Week.  Rep. 
554,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  458;  Reg.  v.  Bailey 
(1871)  12  Cox,  C.  C.  (Eng.)  56, 24  L.  T. 
N.  S.  477. 

^  For  cases  in  which  the  doctrine 
was  affirmed  or  taken  for  granted,  see 
Thompson  v.  Twiss  (1916)  90  Coob. 
444,  L.R.A.1916E,  506,  97  Atl.  328; 
Messmer  v.  Bell  &  C.  Co.  (1909)  133 
Ky.  19,  117  S.  W.  346,  19  Ann.  Cas.  1 
--citing  1  Thomp.  Neg.  §§  579,  629; 
Williams  v.  National  Cash  Register 
Co.  (1914)  157  Ky,  836,  164  S.  W.  112 
— citing  the  same  authority ;  Porter  v. 
Withers  Estate  Co.  (1919)  201  Mo. 
App.  27,  210  S.  W.  109 ;  Poor  v.  Madi- 
son River  Power  Co.  (1908)  38  Mont. 
341,  99  Pac.  947 ;  Glover  v.  Richardson 
&  E.  Co.  (1911)  64  Wash.  403,  116 
Pac.  861,  2  N.  C.  C.  A.  484;  Belanger 
V.  Belanger  (1895)  24  Can.  S.  C.  678. 

In  Texas  Short  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Way- 
mire  (1905)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  89 
S.  W.  452,  it  was  held  error  to  refuse 
an  instruction  to  the  elfect  that,  al- 
though the  jury  might  find  from  the 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  under 
contract  for  a  compensation  to  be 
measured  by  the  time  consumed  in 
the  work,  yet  if  they  also  found  that, 
under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the 
defendant  had  no  right  to  control 
plaintiff  as  to  the  manner  of  perform- 
ing the  work,  they  should  render  a 
verdict.  The  refusal  of  this  charge  is 
assigned  as  for  the  defendant. 

In  Shea  v.  Reems  (1884)  36  La. 
Ann.  966,  where  it  was  laid  down  that 
the  Louisiana  Code  ordinarily  infers 
the  power  of  control  and  discharge 
from  the  payment  of  wages,  this  was 
declared  to  be  the  common-law  rule 
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disregftrded,  whenever  the  rest  of  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  employer  was 
not  invested  with  the  right  to  exercise 
control  over  the  details  of  the  stipu- 
lated work.' 

(4)  The  fact  that  the  remuneration 
of  the  petson  employed  was  to  be  com- 
puted, either  entirely  or  in  part,  with 


reference  to  the  amount  which  he 
himself  should  disburse  for  the  pur- 
pose of  performing  the  stipulated 
work,  tends  to  show  that  he  was  an 
independent  contractor.^  But  its  sig- 
nificance in  that  regard  is  not  deci- 
sive. 


also.  This  statement  is,  clearly  too 
sweeping.  The  most  that  can  be  said, 
having  a  due  regard  to  the  general 
trend  of  the  authorities,  is  that  the 
payment  of  wages  is  a  circumstance 
from  which  a  jury  would  be  justified 
in  inferring  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant,  if  there  should  be  no  an- 
tagonistic evidence  pointing  decisive- 
ly to  the  opposite  conclusion. 

'  ''One  may  be  an  independent  con- 
tractor, although  not  to  be  paid  a 
round  sum  for  his  work,  as  when  paid 
by  the  day,  or  the  cost  of  the  work 
and  a  per  cent."  Pooler  v.  Sargent 
Lumber  Co.  (1916)  113  Me.  426,  L.R.A. 
1915F,  1125,  94  Atl.  754. 

For  other  cases  supporting  the 
statement  in  the  text,  see  the  follow- 
ing: 

Connecticut. — Corbin  v.  American 
Mills  (1868)  27  Conn.  274,  71  Am. 
Dec.  68,  18  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  785. 

Massachusetts. — Dane  v.  Cochrane 
Chemical  Co.  (1896)  164  Mass.  463,  41 
N.  E.  678  (carpenter  employed  under 
continuous  contract  at  a  specified 
rate  per  diem,  but  using  his  own  dis- 
cretion as  to  details,  held  to  be  an  in- 
dependent contractor). 

Michigan. — Gall  v.  Detroit  Journal 
Co.  (1916)  191  Mich.  405,  19  A.L.R. 
1164.  158  N.  W.  36;  Holbrook  v.  Olym- 
pia  Hotel  Co.  (1918)  200  Mich.  697, 
166  N.  W.  876. 

New  York.  —  Hexamer  v.  Webb 
(1886)  101  N.  Y.  377,  54  Am.  Rep.  703, 
4  N.  E.  755;  Larow  v.  Clute  (1891; 
Sup.  Ct.  Gen.  T.)  37  N.  Y.  S.  R.  859, 
14  N.  Y.  Supp.  616. 

Pennsylvania. — Harrison  v.  Collins 
(1878)  86  Pa.  153,  27  Am.  Rep.  699; 
Karl  v.  Juniata  County  (1903)  206  Pa. 
633.  56  Atl.  78. 

Texas. — Groesbeck  v.  Pinson  (1899) 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  44,  50  S.  W.  626. 

Virginia. — Emraerson  v.  Fay  (1896) 
94  Va.  60,  26  S.  E.  386. 

In  Norton  v.  Day  Coal  Co.   (1920) 
—  Iowa,  — ,  180  N.  W.  905,  the  fact 
the  person  employed  was  paid  by  the; 
day  was   declared  to   be  significant, 
but  not  conclusive,  with  regard  to  the 


existence     of    the     relationship     of 
master  and  servant. 

The  statement  in  Geer  v.  Darrow 
(1891)  61  Conn.  220,  23  Atl.  1087,  that 
the  fact  of  the  defendant's  computa- 
tion having  been  estimated  by  day's 
work  was  "quite  immaterial,"  is  in- 
exact. Manifestly  what  the  court 
meant  was  that  this  fact  is  not  de- 
cisive. 

In  a  prosecution  under  the  em- 
bezzlement statutes,  the  fact  that  men 
following  the  same  occupation  (dro- 
ver) as  the  prisoner  were  customarily 
paid  by  the  day  does  not  prove  that 
he  was  a  servant.  Reg.  v.  Hey  (1849) 
2  Car.  A  K.  (Eng.)  985,  Temple  &  M. 
209,  1  Den.  C.  C.  602,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  582, 
14  Jur.  154. 

^^'In     United     States     v.     DHscoll 
(1877)  96  U.  S.  421,  24  L.  ed.  847,  one 
Ordway  contracted  with  the  United 
States  to  furnish  granite  at  specified 
prices  from  certain  quarries,  and  to 
deliver  it  in  Washington  city,  at  such 
times  as  might  be  required.    It  was 
provided  that  he  should  furnish  all 
the  labor,  tools,  and  material  neces- 
sary 'to  cut,  dress,  and  box  at  the 
quarries  all  the  granite  in  such  man- 
ner" as  should  be  directed;  that  the 
United  States  was  to  pay  him  "the 
full  cost  of  such  labor,*'  etc,  "and  also 
the    insurance    on    the    granite,    in- 
creased by"  15  per  cent  on  such  cost; 
that  he  was  to  furnish  such  number 
of  men  as  might  be  deemed  necessary 
for    the    proper    prosecution    of    the 
work  by  the  United  States;  and  that, 
in  default  of  delivery  at  the  times  re- 
quired   by    the    United    States,     he 
should  pay  $100  for  each  day  there- 
after.    Claimant,  having  worked  ten 
hours  a  day  as  an  employee   of  the 
contractor,   petitioned  for  compensa- 
tion in  respect  of  the  two  hours  in 
excess  of  the  eight  specified   by  the 
Act  of  June  25,  1868,  as  constituting 
a  day's  work.     Held,  that  the  claim- 
ant's  employer  was   an   independent 
contractor,  and  consequently  that  the 
claim    was    not    enforceable.      It    is 
clear,  said  the  court,  "that  there  was 
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J  26.  Employer    entitled    to    terminate 
the  em,ployment» 

The  eircumBtance  that  the  employ- 
er posseted  the  right  of  terminating 
the  contract  at  any  time,  irrespective 
of  whether  there  was  or  was  not  a 


good  cause  for  doing  so,  is  indispu- 
tably an  evidential  element  which 
tenda  strongly  to  show  that  the  per- 
son employed  was  not  an  independent 
contractor.^  There  is  even  some  ap- 
parent'authority  for  the  doctrine  that 


BO  privity  between  the  appellee  and 
the  United  States.  Ordway  employed 
him,  and  was  to  pay  him,  and  did  pay 
him.  The  United  States  had  no  in- 
terest in  the  rate  or  amount  paid, 
save  that  the  sums  so  paid,  with  15 
per  cent  in  addition,  was  the  measure 
of  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  Ordway. 
The  fact  that  Ordway  procured  the 
appellee's  receipts,  presented  his  own 
voucher  to  the  government,  and  re- 
ceived his  pay  before  paying  his 
hands,  is  immaterial  as  regards  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  It  was  a  con^ 
venience  to  the  contractor,  and  safe 
for  the  government.  The  hands  trust- 
ed the  former*  and,  if  he  had  failed  to 
pay  them,  the  loss  would  have  been 
theirs."  It  was  also  remarked  that 
the  stipulation  as  to  the  penalty  was 
"incongruous  with  the  idea  of  his  be- 
ing an  agent,  and  not  a  contractor." 

Compare  also  statement  quoted  in 
note  9,  supra,  from  the  Pooler  Case. 

^  For  cases  in  which  the  person  em- 
ployed was  held  not  to  be  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  and  in  which  this 
element  was  one  of  those  adverted  to, 
see  the  following: 

United  States.— Standard  Oil  Co.  v. 
Parkinson  (1907)  82  C.  C.  A.  29,  162 
Fed.  681  (either  party  might  abandon 
contract  at  any  time). 

Arizona. — Arizona-Hercules  Copper 
Co.  V.  Crenshaw  (1919)  21  Ariz.  16, 
184  Pac.  996. 

Colorado. — Good  v.  Johnson  (1907) 
38  Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  88 
Pac.  489,  12  Ann.  Cas.  137  (employer 
WAS  empowered  to  reduce  the  force 
en^raged  upon  the  work,  or  suspend  it 
for  any  length  of  time,  or  discontinue 
it  and  cancel  the  contract,  upon  pay- 
ing the  contractor  all  that  was  due  to 
him,  up  to  the  time  of  suspension). 

Connecticat.  —  Aisenberg  v.  C.  F. 
Adams  Co.  (1920)  96  Conn.  419,  111 
Atl.  691. 

Illinois^ — ^Decatur  R.  &  Light  Co.  v. 
Industrial  Bd.  (1918)  276  111.  472,  114 
N.  E.  916;  Bristol  A  6.  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission  (1920)  292  HI.  16, 
12^  N.  E.  699;  Bernauer  v.  Hartman 
Steel  Co.  (1889)  38  111.  App.  491. 

Indiana. — Columbia   School   Supply 


Co.-v.  Lewis  (1917)  66  Ind.  App.  339, 
116  N.  E.  1. 

*  Leuisiawa.-^Quayle  v.  Sewerage  & 
Water  Bd.  (1912)  131  La.  26,  68  So. 
1021  (employer's  possession  of  right 
of  discharging  contractor  at  any  time 
is  mentioned  in  the  syllabus  of  the 
court  as  one  of  several  factors,  the 
conjunction  of  which  negatived  the 
independence  of  the  contract) . 

MichigaiL — Lewis  v.  Detroit  Vitri- 
fied Brick  Co.  (1911)  164  Mich.  489, 
129  N.  W.  726. 

New  York.  —  Goldman  v.  Mai^on 
(1888)  18  N,  Y.  S.  R.  376,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  387 ;  Muldoon  v.  City  Fireproof - 
ing  Co.  (1909)  134  App.  Div.  463,  119 
N.  Y.  Supp.  320;  Abromowitz  v.  Hudr 
son  View  Constr.  Co.  (1919)  188  App. 
Div.  356,  177  N.  Y.  Supp.  187,  affirmed 
in  (1920)  228  N.  Y.  609,  126  N.  E.  898. 

Texas. — Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
Wallace  (1899)  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12, 
54  S.  W.  638. 

Vermont.  —  Kelley's  Dependents  v. 
Hoosac  Lumber  Co.  (1921)  —  Vt  — ^ 
113  Atl.  818,  20  N.  C.  C.  A.  902. 

West  Virginia. — Kniceley  v.  West 
Virginia  Midland  R.  Co.  (1908)  64  W. 
Va.  278,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  370,  61  S.  E. 
811. 

Canada.  —  Harold  v.  Montreal 
(1867;  Q.  B.)  11  Lower  Can.  Jur.  169 
(contract  might  be  set  aside  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  employer  after  twen- 
ty-four hours'  notice). 

Scotland. — Doharty  v.  Boyd  [1909] 
Sc.  Sess.  Cas.  87,  46  Scot.  L.  R.  71,  2 
B.  W.  C.  C.  267. 

In  Cockran  v.  Rice  (1910)  26  S.  D. 
393,  128  N.  W.  683,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B, 
670,  it  was  said:  "No  single  fact  is 
more  conclusive  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
contract  of  employment,  perhaps, 
than  the  unrestricted  right  of  the  em- 
ployer to  end  the  particular  service 
whenever  he  chooses,  without  regard 
to  the  final  result  of  the  work  itself." 
This  statement  is  obviously  too 
sweeping,  for  direct  evidence  going  to 
show  that  the  employer  was  entitled 
to  exercise  control  over  the  details  of 
the  work,  or  actually  exercised  such 
control,  is  certainly  more  conclpsive 
than  the  fact  mentioned. 
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the  probative  force  of  the  circum- 
stance in  this  regard  is  virtually  deci- 
sive.* But  this  doctrine  is  apparently 
not  reconcilable   with   the   language 


used  in  the  majority  of  the  cases,  and 
it  is  certainly  inconsistent  with  those 
cases  in  which  the  persons  employed 
were  held  to  be  independent  contrac- 


In  Keyes  v.  Second  Baptist  Church 
(1904)  99  Me.  808,  69  Atl.  446,  17  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  526,  the  existence  of  a  right 
of  discharge  was  adverted  to,  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  viewed  not  as  a 
corroborative  factor  established  by 
direct  evidence,  but  as  a  circumstance 
deducible  from  the  rest  of  the  evi-* 
dence. 

In  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rahn  (1889) 
132  U.  S.  518,  33  L.  ed.  440,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  175,  one  of  the  provisions  re- 
ferred to  as  negativing  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  employer  could  discharge  the 
contractor  at  any  time,  while  the  lat- 
ter could  terminate  the  contract  only 
upon  ten  days'  notice. 

*In  Oldfield  v.  Furness  (1898;  C. 
A.)  58  J.  P.  (Eng.)  102,  9  Times  L.  R. 
515,  where  the  plaintiff  was  injured 
by  the  fall  of  a  chute  which  had  been 
negligently  fastened  by  a  coservant, 
it  was  held  that  a  jury  could  not  have 
properly  found  that  the  immediate 
employer  of  the  injured  person  was 
an  independent  contractor,  where  the 
evidence  was  that  certain  shipowners 
had  arranged  to  have  the  goods  arriv- 
ing in  a  ship  delivered  through  their 
agents,  a  firm  which  was  one  of  the 
defendants  in  the  action;  that  these 
agents  had  made  a  contract  with  one 
J.,  who  had  been  a  foreman  on  the 
dock  quay,  and  who  himself  worked 
on  the  quay;  that  this  contract  pro- 
vided that  the  agents  might  at  any 
moment  stop  J.  from  going  on  with 
the  work;  and  that,  after  the  acci- 
dent, the  agents,  in  a  letter  to  the 
plaintiff,  had  referred  to  J.  as  their 
''foreman."  The  court  seems  to  have 
considered  the  nonsuit  proper,  even 
without  reference  to  the  last-men- 
tioned detail. 

In  Nelson  v.  American  Cement 
Plaster  Co.  (1911)  84  Kan.  797,  115 
Pac.  578,  the  court  laid  it  down  that, 
if  the  employer  retained,  "outside  of 
the  written  instrument  embodying  the 
contract,  the  right  to  discharge  at 
will  the  person  employed,"  the  latter 
was  not  an  independent  contractor, 
and  the  instrument  was  not  what  it 
purported  to  be. 

In  Evans  v.  Dare  Lumber  Co. 
(1917)  174  N.  C.  31,  93  S.  E.  430,  the 
court  took  the  position  that  the  right 


of  the  employer  to  terminate  the  con- 
tract at  any  time  "gave  him  potential 
control"  over  the  person  employed, 
and  showed  conclusively  that  the  lat- 
ter was  not  an  independent  contrac- 
tor. The  soundness  of  the  doctrine 
thus  adopted  seems  to  be  disputable. 
It  is  submitted  that  the  employer's 
piossession  of  a  right  to  dismiss  at  any 
time  the  person  employed  does  not 
necessarily  import  his  possession  of  a 
right  to  control  the  details  of  the 
stipulated  work. 

In  Holliday  v.  National  Teleph.  Go. 
[1899]  2  Q.  B.  (EngO  392,  68  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  N.  S.  1016,  81  L.  T.  N.  S.  252,  47 
Week.  Rep.  658,  reversing  [1899]  1 
Q.  B.  221,  68  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  302, 
where  the  injury  was  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  H.,  a  master  plumber 
employed  by  a  telephone  company  to 
connect  the  pipes  which  it  was  laying 
in  a  street  for  its  wires,  the  evidence 
was  that,  according  to  the  usual 
course  of  business,  H.  was  sent  for, 
and  either  came  in  person,  or  sent  one 
or  two  men,  generally,  and  did  the 
work  as  soon  as  he  could.  But  there 
was  no  agreement  that  he  should 
come  at  any  specified  time.  On  the 
occasion  in  question  H's  brother  came 
to  do  the  work  alone,  as  H.  was  other- 
wise engaged.  The  defendant's  local 
manager  visited  the  work  several 
times  a  day  to  see  that  the  joints  were 
properly  made,  and  he  stated  in  evi- 
dence that,  if  the  work  were  not  sat^ 
isfactory,  he  could  put  an  end  to  the 
contract.  A  finding  by  the  city  of 
London  court  that  H.  was  a  servant 
was  held  by  the  divisional  court  not 
to  be  justified  by  the  evidence;  but 
the  court  of  appeal  was  of  opinion 
that  the  finding  should  be  allowed  to 
stand. 

In  1  Thompson  on  Negligence,  SS 
579  &  629,  the  rule  is  thus  stated: 
"The  right  to  control  the  conduct 
of  another  implies  the  power  to 
discharge  him  from  the  service  or 
employment  for  disobedience;  and, 
accordingly,  the  power  to  discharge 
has  been  regarded  as  the  test  by 
which  to  determine  whether  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant  exists." 
This  passage  was  quoted  in  Williams 
V.  National  Cash  Register  Co.  (1914) 
157  Ky.  836,  164  S.  W.  112.    But  the 
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tors,  although  their  employment  waa 
terminable  at  any  time.' 

Stipulations  authorizing  the  em- 
ployer to  cancel,  annul,  forfeit,  or  re- 
yoke  the  contract  under  certain  speci- 
fied   circumstances    have    sometimes 


been  viewed  as  having  a-  tendehcy  to 
show  that  the  person  employed  was  a 
mere  servant^  On  the  other  hand,  it 
has  frequently  been  declared  or  as- 
sumed that  they  do  not  in  any  wise 
affect  the  independence  of  a  contract.' 


precedents  cited  by  the  learned  author 
show  that'  his  statement  has  refer- 
ence to  the  question  whether  a  cer- 
tain person  was  the  servant  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  of  someone  else,  and  not 
to  the  question  whether  that  person 
was  an  independent  contractor  or  a 
servant. 

<  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co. 

(1919)  258  Fed.  697  (employer  was 
entitled  to  terminate'  contract  oi^ 
short  notice) ;  Donlon  Bros.  v.  Indus- 
trial Acci.  Commission  (1916)  173 
Cal.  260,  159  Pac.  715;  Luckie  v.  Dia- 
mond Coal  Co.  (1919)  41  CaL  App. 
468,  183  Pac.  178.  See  also  Gall  v. 
Detroit  Journal  Co.  (1916)  191  Mich. 
405,  19  A.L.R.  1164,  169  N.  W.  36; 
Wooton  V.  Dragon  Consbl.  Min.  Co. 
<1919)  54  Utah,  459,  181  Pac.  698. 

*  For  cases  in  which  contracts  con- 
taining such  stipulations  were  held 
not  to  be  independent,  see  Pottorff  v. 
Fidelity  Coal  Min.  Co.  (1912)  86  Kan. 
774,  122  Pac.  120  (mining  company 
empowered  to  annul  the  contract,  if 
the  '^working  of  the  mine  was  not 
agreeable  to  it") ;  Speed  v.  Atlantic  ft 
P.  R.  Co:  (1879)  71  Mo,  303  (contract 
revocable  on  twenty-four  hours'  no- 
tice, if  work  was  not  done  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  employer's  superintend- 
ent) ;  Abromowitz  v.  Hudson  View 
Constr.  Co.  (1919)  188  App.  Div.  356, 
177  N.  Y.  Supp.  187  (contract  term- 
inable if  work  not  done  properly) ;  Sipe 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (1909)  222  Pa. 
400,  71  Atl.  847  (power  reserved,  by 
employer  to  annul  and  forfeit  the  con- 
tract if  work  was  not  done  to  his  satis- 
faction) ;  West  Lumber  Co.  v.  K^en 

(1920)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  221  S.  W. 
625  (person  employed  was  subject  to 
discharge  for  disobedience  to  orders). 

In  Gadsden  v.  Craft  &  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  662,  the  stipulation 
under  review  was  to  this  effect:  "For 
failure  to  prosecute  the  work  with  an 
adequate  force,  or  for  noncompliance 
with  his  directions  in  regard  to  ih^ 
manner  of  constructing  it,  or  for  fail- 
ure to  complete  the  work  within  the 
time  limi^  or  for  other  delays  in  the 
performance  of,  or  any  omission  or 
neglect  of  the  requirements  of,  the 
aiDrreement   and    specification    on   the 


part  of  the  party  of  the  first  part,  the 
said  engineer  may,  at  his  discretion, 
declare  this  contract,  or  any  portion 
or  section  of  it,  forfeited." 

In  Blake  v.  Thirst  (1863)  2  Hurlst. 
&  C.  20,  159  Eng.  Reprint,  9,  82  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  189,  11  Week.  Rep.  1034, 
8  L.  T.  N.  S.  251,  the  admission  of  t^e 
employer  that  he  could  have  dis- 
missed at  any  time  a  man  engaged 
under  a  parol  contract,  if  he  was  dis- 
satisfied with  the  execution  of  the 
Work,  was  one  of  the  elements  upon 
which  the  court  based  its  decision 
that  the  contract  was  not  an  independ- 
ent one. 

*  Stipulations  with  respect  to  which 
this  position  has  been  taken  are  the 
following: 

That  the  employer's  engineer  inight 
declare  the  contract  forfeited  "for 
noncompliance  with  his  direction^  in 
regard  to  the  manner"  of  doing  the 
work.  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley 
Electric  R.  Co.  (1899)  191  Pa.  861,  43 
Atl.  215,  6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  383. 
'  That,  in  the  event  of  the  work. be- 
ing delayed,  the  architect  supervising 
the  work,  as  the  representative  of  the 
employer,  shall  have  the  right  to  em- 
ploy another  person  to  carry  out  the 
cpntract.  Robinson  v.  Webb  (1875) 
11  Bush  (Ky.)  464. 

That,  in  case  of  "improper  or  im- 
perfect performance,"  the  contract 
may  be  relet.  Kuehn  v.  Milwaukee 
(1896)  92  Wis.  263,  65  N.  W.  1030, 
followed  in  Pioneer  Fireproof  Constr. 
Co,  V.  Hansen  (1898)  176  111.  100,  52 
N.  E.  17,  affirming  (1897)  69  III.  App. 
659,  3  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  16. 

That  if,  at  any  time,  the  contractors 
are  not  employing  men,  tools,  imple- 
ments, and  machinery,  in  kind  and 
quantity,  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of 
the  chief  engineer  of  the  company, 
and  necessary,  in  his  opinion,  to 
prosecute  the  work  with  due  diligence 
and  expedition,  .  .  .  the  employer 
shall  have  the  right  to  declare  the 
contract  annulled,  after  sierving  no- 
tice upon  the  contractor.  Burmeister 
V.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  (1881)  15 
Jones  ft  S.  (N.  Y.)  264. 

That  the  employer  may  •'terminate 
the  contract  immediately/'  if  the  con- 
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But  it  would  seem  to  be  at  least  aa 
arguable  proposition  that  they  are  es- 
sential elements  of  a  neutral  quality 
as    respecto    their,  probative    signifi- 


cance, or,  in  other  words,  that  they 
do  not  tend  dej&nitelyc  either  to  prove 
or  to  disprove  the  independence  of 
the  contract.    There  is  no  little  diffi- 


tractor  fails  to  prosecute  the  work 
with  diligence,  or  to  perform  any 
proper  directions.  Kelley  v.  Delaware, 
L.  &  W.  R.  Co,  (X921)  270  Pa.  426,  ai3 
AtJ.  ,419. 

That  the  employer's  agent  "may,  at 
his  discretion,  for  the  failure  to 
prosecute  the  work  with  an  adequate 
force,  or  for  noncompliance  ^th  hi^ 
instructions  in  regard  to  the  manner 
of  construction,  or  for  any  other  .'omis- 
sion or  hegliect  of  the  requirements  of 
this  agreement  and  specifications  on 
the  part  of  the  contractors,  declare 
this  contract .  abandoned."  Louisville 
&  N.  It.  Co.  V.  Cheatham  (1906)  118 
Tenn,  160.  100  S.  W.  902. 

That  if  the  contractor  shall  fail  to 
prosecute  the  work  with  an  adequate 
forc^,  or  to  comply  with  the  directions 
of  the  engineer  in  regard  to  the  man- 
ner pf  performing  it,  or  in. any  other 
way  neglect  the  requirements -^oj^  tbfi 
agreement  and  specification^  or  do 
jany  portion  of  the  work  in  an  unfaith- 
ful a;id .  unworkmanlike  manner,  the 
engineer  may,  at  his  discretion,  de- 
clare the  contract  forfeitedf*  Hughes 
V.  Cincinnati  &  S.  R.  Co.  (1883)  39 
Ohio  St.  461. 

That  the  employer's  agent  may  de- 
clare the  contract  forfeited  "for  non- 
compliance" with  his  directions  in 
regard  to  the  manner  of  performing 
the  work.  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  I|.  * 
Valley  Electric  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  supra. 

That  the  employer  may  annul  the 
contract  on  failure  of  the  contractor 
to  comply  with  its  provisions.  Hayes 
V.  Chicago,  0.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1916)  203 
111.  App.  472. 

That  the  employer's  agent  may  for- 
feit the  contract  for  imperfect  work, 
and  employ,  at  the  expense  of  the  con- 
tractor, such  force  and  means  as,  in 
his  judgment,  shall  be  necessary  to 
complete  the  work  within  the  time 
provided  for  in  the  contract.    Ibid. 

That  the  employer  shall  be  entitled 
to  terminate  the  contract  if  the  con- 
tractor refuses  or  neglects  to  supply 
tools  or  properly  skilled  workmen. 
Strieker  v.  Industrial  Commission 
(1920)  55  Utah,  603,  19  A.L.R.  1159, 
188  Pac.  849. 

That,  if  the  work  is  not  done  by  a 
subcontractor  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  principal  employer's  engineer,  the 
contract   is   to   be   forfeited   on   two 


days'  notice.  Wray  v.  Evans  (1875) 
80  Pa.  102.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  "As  long  as  Davis  [the  sub- 
contractor] continued  to  progress 
with  the  work  in  a  manner  satisfac- 
tory to  the  engineer,  oi^  the  gas  com- 
pany, Wray  had  no  more  power  over 
the  work  than  an  entire  stranger. 
Had  he  volunteered  advice  as  to  the 
care  necessary  to  preserve  the  public 
from  danger,  it  would  have  been  to  no 
purpose,  as  he  had  n^o  power  to  en- 
force it.  The  matter  was  out  of  hi^ 
hands;  he  could  not  assume  the  con- 
trol of  the  work  until  the  subcontract 
should  be  forfeited  by  nonperform- 
ance." 

The  following  cases  also  support 
the  statement  in  the  text: 

United  States.— Chicago,  R.  L  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Turner  (1916)  240  U.  S.  449» 
60  L.  ed.  785,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  403,  11 
N*  C,  C«  A.  342  (contract  was  termi- 
nable by  either  party  upon  fifteen  days' 
notice,  or  by  the  company  without 
such  notice,  upon  the  failure  of  the 
contractor  to  perform  his  duties). 

California.— Teller  v.  Bay  &  River 
Dredging  Co.  (1907)  151  Cal.  209.  12 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  267,  90  Pac.  942,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  779  (the  employer,  if  dissatisfied 
with  the  work,  might  terminate  the 
contract  on  payment  of  the  amount 
then  due). 

Illinois. — Hayes  v.  Chicago,  0.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  (1916)  203  111.  App.  472  (con- 
tract  terminable  on  notice  given). 

Iowa.— Parrott  v,  Chicago  G.  W.  R. 
Co.  (1905)  127  Iowa,  419,  103  N.  W. 
352  (contract  might  be  terminated  by 
the  employer's  engineer  "whenever  he 
shall  deem  it  for  the  best  interests  of 
the  compan3r^'). 

Kansas.  —  ^iaughlelle  v.  Price 
(1916)  99  Kan.  412,  161  Pac.  907  (any 
refusal  of  the  lessee  to  comply  with 
any  provision  of  the  agreement,  for 
five  days  after  his  attention  was 
called  thereto  in  writing  by  the  lessor, 
was  to  authorize  a  termination  of  all 
rights  of  the  lessee  upon  ten  days' 
notice). 

Minnesota.  —  Aarnes  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1915)  129  Minn.  467. 
152  N.  W.  866  (employer  had  the  right 
to  terminate  the  contract  '^whenever, 
in  his  opinion,  it  was  necessary  or  ex- 
pedient"). 

Missouri. — Hilsdorf    ▼•    St.    Louis 
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tulty  in  finding  any  satisfactory  log-^ 
ical  ground  upon  which  it  can  be 
maintained  that  a  provision  which^  by 
its  terms;  purports  merely  to  regulate 
the  right  of  rescission,  has  a  distinct 
bearing  upon  the  extent  of  the  con^ 
trolling  powers  which  the  employer  i^ 
entitled  to  exercise  while  the  worlc!is 
in  course  of  performance. 

i  27,  Shnpioper  not  entitied^to  •ermi- 
na$e  the  0m^pioyfne^t, 

The  existence  of  the  right  of  coa-r 


(1869)  45  Mo.  94,  100  Am.  Dec.  852 
(power  reserved  to  annul  the  con- 
tract). 

North  Dakota. — Solberg  v.  Schloss-^ 
er  (1910)  20  N.  D.  d07>  30  L.R.A. 
(N.S,)  1111,  127  N.  W.  91  (employer 
reserved  right  to  terminate  the  coa-i 
tract  in  ease  the  work  was  not  being 
done  in  accordance  with  the  plans).   < 

Oregon.^— Scales  v.  First  State  Bank 
(1918)  88  Or.  490,  172  Pac.  499  (em- 
ployer empowered  '^  take  full  con*' 
trol  and  possession/'  and  to  prosecute 
the  work  to  completion,  in  the  event 
of  the  failure  of  the  person  employed 
to  comply  with  any  of  the  terms  or 
conditions  of  the  contract). 

Peimsylvaiiia. — Poehr  v.  New  York 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  (1909)  40  Pa.  Super: 
Ct.  7  (employer  might  stop  or  suspend 
work  for  reasons  not  specified  in  the 
contract). 

Texas.— Smith  ▼.  Humphreyville 
(1907)  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  140, 104  S.  W. 
495  (employer  empowered  to  termi-^ 
nate  employment  for  specified  rea-* 
sons). 

West  Virginia. — ^Anderson  v.  Tujf 
River  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  (1906)  59  W. 
Va.  301,  53  S.  E.  713  (contract  might 
be  canceled,  if  not  duly  performed). 

In  Svolos  V.  Harry  Marsh  Co.  (1921) 
195  App.  Div.  674,  186  N.  Y.  Swpp. 
689,  a  contract  was  held  independent 
which  contained  a  stipulation  to  the 
efiTect  that,  if  there  was  any  delay  of 
more  than  eight  hours,  except  such  as 
might  be  due  to  weather  conditions, 
the  employer  was  at  liberty  to  go  on 
and  complete  the  work. 

In  Dayton  v.  Free  (1914)  46  Utah, 
277,  148  Pac.  408,  the  defendant  com-* 
pany  reserved  the  right  to  terminate 
the  contract,  if  the  firm  failed  or  re-* 
f nsM  for  six  tnosths  to  do  the  amount 
of  woriE  stipulated  ih  the  8pecifiea<- 
tione;  or  if  th6  company  had  not  sxtifi*- 
eicnt  ftmds  to  'justify  a  ic^bntinuaild^ 
^  the  ^ork;  but,  in  the  event  of  the 


tr<>lling  the  i  person  employed  in  re- 
spect of  the  details  of  the  work  nor- 
mally impiiea  that  the  employer •  has 
also  the  right  to  discharge  him.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  existence  of  the  rela- 
tfbn  xd  miuiter  lind  servant  is  ordina-^ 
rifly' negatived,  where  it  appears  tiiat 
th^  power  of  discharge  was  not  an  in* 
cident  of  'the  contract.*-  On  the 
ground  that  an  employier  invested 
with  the  power  of  terminating  the 
contract  at  any'  tilne  is  also  ihvested; 


IMJ    ■        * 


contracts  being  terminated  without 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  contractors, 
the  company  was  to  pay  for  all  work 
Completed,  and  to'  purchase  from  the 
firm  at  cost  all' machinery,  appliances, 
tools,  materials,,  etc.,  on  hand. 

In  Blumb  v,  Kan3as  ,City  (18S4)  84 
Mo.  112,  54  Am.  Rep.  87,  the  court  re- 
jected the  contention  that  a  condi- 
tional clause  of  the  type  exBmplified 
in*  the  above  cases  was  to  be  con- 
strued in  >  such  a  sense  that  the  de- 
fendant might  be  declared  liable,  as 
a  matter  of  law^  jf  its  agent  should 
be  notified  that  the  contractor's  men 
were  doing  a  part  of  the  work  in  a 
negligent  manner.; 

In  Hopper  v.  S.  S^Ordway  &  Sonsi 
(1911)  157  N.€.  125,  72  S.  E.  839,  the 
court,  referring  to  the  statement  in 
16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  190,  that 
'i;he  fact  that  the  employer'  may  at 
any  time  terminate  the  employment, 
though  strong  evidence  that  the  em-^ 
ployee  is  a  mere  servant,  is  not  con- 
clusive in  that  regard/'  said  that  it 
was  not  applicable  to  the  contract  un- 
der consideriition,  because  undel-  it 
'^here  was  no  absolute  right  to  termi- 
nate the  contract  at  any  time,  but  to 
put  an  end  to  it  if  the  oontrattor  was 
not  pei^orming  it  according :  to  "the 
stipulations." 

*  Pioneer  Fireproof  Constr.  Co.  v; 
Hansen  (1898)  176  IlL  100,  52  N.  E. 
17. 

In  Western  Indemnity  Co.Vi  Pills- 
bury  (1916)  172  Cal.  807,  159  Pac.  721, 
involving  a  claim  under  a  Workmen's 
C!ompensation  Act,  the  court  thus 
commented  on  the  finding  that  the  em^ 
ployet  had  the  righ't  of  discharging 
the  applicant;  "and  ruling  his  team 
off  the  work,"  if*  the  services'  rendered 
were  unsatisfactory:*  "The  conjunc- 
tive is  very  significant.  Tittle  cotild 
net,,  undei*  the  contract,  ^discharge 
Stevens*  x>t  dispense  vMth,  the  ^ervdce^ 
ef  the  team;    The  Itgreement^was^not* 
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by  implication,  with  the  power  of  ob- 
taining its  modification  by  offerinir 
the  employee  the  alternative  of  con- 
senting to  such  modification,  or  of  be- 
ing discharged,  it  has  been  held  that, 
where  the  consent  of  the  employee  to 
certain  acts  of  the  employer's  agents 
which  amount  to  an  assertion  of  con- 
trol over  the  details  of  the  stipulated 
work  is  shown  to  have  been  procured 
by  a  threat  of  discharge,  the  employ- 
er is  precluded  from  relying  upon  the 
defense  that  those  acts  were  in  viola- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  con** 
tract.* 

$he  consmU  of  the  permon  empU^yed. 

In  the  case  eited  below,  a  person 
employed  under  a  contract  which  con- 


tained a  provision  of  this  tenor  was 
held  to  be  a  mere  servant.^  But  the 
precise  significance  attached  to  it  by 
the  court  is  not  apparent  from  the  re- 
port 

§  29.  JBntployer  enttUed  or  no$  eniUied 
t9  diadharge  the  tcoHbmaH  Mred  by 
the  eonMractor, 

(a)  Bight  veaied  in  employer 

That  the  circumatance  of  the  em- 
ployer's having  possessed  the  right  of 
discharging,  by  a  direct  exertion  of 
authority,  the  servants  of  the  persod 
employed,  tends  in  some  degree  to 
prove  that  that  person  was  not  an  in- 
dependent contractor»  is  a  doctrine 
with  regard  to  which  there  is  appar- 
ently no  difference  of  opinion.^    That 


thus  divisible,  and  clearly  Stevens 
was  not  the  employee  of  Tittle." 

In  Kiser  v.  Suppe  (1908)  183  Mo. 
App.  19, 112  S.  W.  1005,  the  court  used 
this  language:  ''Not  only  was  he  [the 
contractor]  to  be  paid  'by  the  piece' 
instead  of  by  wages, — another  im- 
portant, but  not  conclusive,  fact, — 
but  he  was  to  have  full  control  over 
the  manner  of  conducting  the  work, 
and  was  to  employ,  discharge,  and 
pay  his  assistants.  He  owed  defend- 
ants no  obedience,  and  consequently 
they  had  no  right  to  discharge  him 
for  disobedience.  Their  right  to  dis- 
continue the  sinking  of  the  shaft,  and 
thereby  terminate  his  employment, 
was  not  the  legal  equivalent  of  the 
right  to  discharge  him,  and  as  long  as 
work  was  conducted  by  him  under  the 
contract,  he  was  a  contractor,  inde- 
pendent of  their  control." 

•Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Wal- 
lace (1900)  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12,  54  8. 
W.  688.  There  the  contractor  resist- 
ed the  assertion  of  a  power  on  the 
part  of  the  officers  of  the  company  to 
require  the  retention  of  men  whom  he 
desired  to  discharge,  to  transfer  his 
servant's  men  to  other  work,  and  to 
fix  the  hours  of  labor. 

1  In  B^ianger  v.  B61anger  (1896)  24 
Can.  S.  C.  678,  where  the  relation  of 
the  parties  was  determined  with  ref- 
erence to  the  law  of  the  province  of 
Quebec,  A.  B.  and  C.  B.,  who  had  pub- 
lished a  newspaper  as  partners  or 
joint  owners,  entered  into  a  new 
agreement  by  which  A.  6.  assumed 
painnent  of  all  the  debts  of  the  busi- 
i»ess,  and  became  from  that  time  sole 


proprietor  of  the  paper,  binding  him- 
self to  continue  its  publication,  and, 
in  case  he  wished  to  sell  out,  to  give 
C,  B.  the  preference.  The  agreement 
provided  that  C.  B.  should  become 
from  the  date  of  the  contract  director 
and  editor  of  the  newspaper;  that  his 
name  should  appear  as  such  director 
at  the  head  of  the  newspaper;  that 
for  his  services  A.  B.  should  allow 
him  a  specified  sum  per  annum;  and 
that  A.  B.  could  not  terminate  this 
engagement  without  the  consent  of 
C.  B.  After  the  paper  had  been  pub- 
lished for  some  time  under  this  agree- 
ment as  a  supporter  of  a  certain 
political  party,  C.  B.,  without  instruc- 
tions from  or  permission  of  A.  B., 
wrote  editorials  violently  opposing 
the  candidate  of  that  party  at  an  elec- 
tion, and  was  dismissed  from  his  posi- 
tion on  the  paper.  He  then  brought 
an  action  against  A.  B.,  asking  for  a 
declaration  that  he  was  "redacteur  et 
directeur"  of  the  newspaper,  and 
claiming  damages.  His  contention 
that  he  was  in  a  position  of  absolute 
independence  with  respect  to  A.  B., 
was  pronounced  untenable,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  effect  of  the  agreement 
was  to  make  him  the  employee  of  A. 
B.,  as  owner  of  the  paper. 

>  For  cases  in  which  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract  was  negatived 
with  relation  to  evidence  which  in- 
cluded this  element,  see  Crood  v.  John- 
son (1907)  38  Colo.  440.  8  L.RJL 
(N.S.)  896,  88  Pac.  439;  Kinsman  v. 
Hartford  (Tourant  Co.  (1919)  94  CamL 
156,  108  Atl.  562;  Chicago  v.  Joney 
(1871)  60  IIL  383;  Indiana  Iron  Co. 
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this  is  the  highest  probative  value 
which  can  logically  be  ascribed  to 
Boch  an  dement  would  seem  to  be  the 
only  reasonable  position^  having  re- 
gard to  the  doctrine  that  the  inde- 
pendence of  a  contract  is  not  neces- 
sarily  destroyed   by   tiie   employer's 


reservation  of  a  right  to  terminate  it 
at  any  time.  See  §  27,  supra.*  But 
in  the  cases  cited  below  the  de- 
cision seems  to  have  proceeded  upon 
the  hypothesis  that  the  element  pos- 
sessed a  conclusive  significance.* 
Testimony  to  the  effect  that  the  em- 


y.  Cray  (1897)  19  Ind.  App.  565,  48  N. 
E.  808;  Employers'  Indemnity  Co.  v. 
Kelly  Coal  Co.  (1918)  156  Ky.  74,  49 
L.ILA.(N.S.)  860,  160  S.  W.  914; 
Bechnel  v.  New  Orleans,  M.  &  T.  R. 
Co.  (1876)  28  La.  Ann.  622;  Quayle 
V.  Sewerage  A  Water  Bd.  (1912)  131 
La.  26,  58  So.  1021;  Van  Simaeys  v. 
George  R.  Cook  Co.  (1918)  201  Mich. 
540,  167  N.  W.  925;  Aarnes  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1915)  129  Minn.  467, 
152  N.  W.  866;  Gray  v.  Grand  River 
Coal  A  Coke  Co.  (1914)  175  Mo.  App. 
421,  162  S.  W.  277;  Harmon  v.  Fer^ 
guson  Contracting  Go.  (1912)  169  N.  C. 
22,  74  S.  E.  632;  Foehr  v.  New  York 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  (1909)  40  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  7. 

In  Charles  v.  Taylor  (1878)  L.  R.  8 
C.  P.  Div.  (EngO  492,  88  L.  T.  N.  S. 
773,  27  Week.  Rep.  82,  where  the  per- 
son employed  was  held  to  be  a  serv- 
ant, one  of  the  incidents  of  the 
contract  was  that  he  selected  his  work- 
men, but  could  not  dismiss  them  with- 
out referring  the  matter  to  the 
employer. 

In  Smith  v.  Ulen  (1914;  Alberta 
Sup.  Ct.)  28  West.  L.  R.  133,  6  West. 
Week.  Rep.  678,  17  D.  L.  R.  400,  it  was 
held  that  the  reservation  of  a  power 
to  suspend  any  workman  for  incom- 
petency, drunkenness,  negligence,  or 
disregard  of  orders  did  not  destroy 
the  independence  of  the  contract. 

■In  Fay  v.  German  General  Benev. 
Soc.  (1912)  163  CaL  118,  124  Pac.  844, 
the  following  instruction  was  held  er- 
roneous: "Where  the  owner  of  a 
building  has  certain  work  done  there- 
on under  another,  and  pays  that  other, 
as  his  compensation  therefor,  a  per- 
centage upon  the  cost  of  labor  per- 
formed and  materials  furnished,  and 
the  owner  pays  for  the  materials  used, 
and  pays  the  men  each  week  to  per- 
form the  work,  and  has  the  power  to 
discharge  them,  then,  in  that  case,  the 
owner  is  the  master  and  the  men  who 
do  the  work  are  the  servants  of  the 
master  or  owner,  and  the  person  who 
is  thus  paid  such  a  percentage  as  his 
compensation  is  only  the  agent  of  the 
owner,  and  the  men  who  do  the  work 


in  such  a  case  are  the  servants  of  the 
owner  of  the  building." 

In  Knieeley  v.  West  Virginia  Mid- 
land R.  Co.  (1908)  64  W.  Va.  278,  17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  370,  61  S.  £.  811,  the 
court  observed,  arguendo :  "Nor  is  it 
more  than  a  mere  circumstance,  hav- 
ing more  or  less  probative  force,  that 
the  general  employer  has  not,  or  has 
delegated,  this  power  to  hire  and  dis- 
charge the  men.'*  The  view  taken  in 
the  text  is  sui^K>rted  in  effect  by  this 
statement;  though,  in  regarding  the 
situation  from  the  standpoint  of  a 
'"delegation"  of  authority,  the  court 
has  invoked  what  seems  to  be  an  en- 
tirely novel  conception.  It  may  be 
remarked,  however,  that  the  only  two 
cases  cited  were  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Peterson  (1896)  162  U.  S.  346,  40  L. 
ed.  994,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  843;  and 
Jackson  v.  Norfolk  A  W.  R.  Co.  (1897) 
43  W.  Va.  381,  46  L.R.A.  337,  27  S.  E. 
278,  31  S.  E.  258,  1  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  722; 
and  that  these  involved  merely  the  li- 
ability of  a  master  to  his  servant  for 
the  negligence  of  a  superior  fellow 
servant.  They  have,  therefore,  no 
pertinency  to  the  issue  raised  in  cases 
which  turn  upon  the  question  whether 
the  immediate  employer  of  the  in- 
jured person  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor. 

For  cases  in  which  contracts  re- 
serving the  act  of  discharge  were  held 
to  be  independent,  see  Hardaker  v. 
Idle  Dist.  Council  [1896;  C.  A.]  1  Q.  B. 
(Eng.)  335,  65  L.  J.  Q.  6.  N.  S.  363,  74 
L.  T.  N.  S.  69,  44  Week.  Rep.  323,  60  J. 
P.  196;  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil 
Co.  (1919)  258  Fed.  697;  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.  V.  Newland  (1917)  176  Ky. 
166,  195  S.  W.  415;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Cheatham  (1906)  118  Tenn.  160, 
100  S.  W.  902. 

•In  Borderland  Coal  Co.  v.  Small 
(1914)  160  Ky.  738,  170  S.  W.  8,  where 
the  defendant  company  was  held  li- 
able as  master  for  the  death  of  a 
helper  employed  by  a  headminer,  the 
decision  was  put  upon  the  ground 
that  the  deceased  was  'in  the  service . 
of  the  company,  which  not  only  paid 
him,  but,  under  the  evidence,  had  the 
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ployer's  agent  discharged,  on  one  oc- 
casion, a  servant  qf  the  contractor, 
has,  manifestly,  no  tendency  to  show 
that  this  servant  and  his  fellow  aerv- 
lints  were  under  the  control  and  di- 
rection of  the  employer,  if  it  also  ap- 
pears that,  when  he  took  this  step,  the 
agent  was  acting  at  the  request  of 
the  contractor.* 

(h)  Right  not  v09ted  In.  mmployer» 

As  a  matter  of  abstract  theory,  it  Is 
doubtless  possible  to  conceive  of  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  relation- 
ship of  master  and  servant  may  ex- 
ist»  even  though  the  former  does  not 
possess  the  right  of  discharging  the 
latter.  But  as  such  a  right  is  nor- 
mally incidental  to  that  relationship, 


evidence  which  shows  that  a  principal 
employer  did  not  possess  it  with  re- 
spect to  the  servants  hired  by  the 
party  who  undertook  to  perform  the 
work  in  question  may  reasonably  be 
said  to  afford,  in  most  instances,  de- 
cisive proof  that  he  was  not  their 
master — ^a  conclusion  which  usually 
involves,  by  necessary  implication, 
the  further  inference  that  the  inter- 
mediate employ^er  was  an  ind^>end- 
ent  contractor.*  Such  evidence  has, 
in  some  cases,  been  viewed  as  being 
sufficient  of  itself  to  warrant  that  in- 
ference.* In  others  it  has  been  ad- 
verted to  in  conjunction  with  other 
elements  which  pointed  to  that  infer- 
ence.^ 


right  to  discharge  him.  •  •  •  In 
such  cases  the  head  miner  or  work- 
man  is  not  an  independent  contractor, 
bi|t  a  servant,  whose  compensation  de- 
pends upon  the  amount  of  coal  he  gets 
out;  and  while  he  pays  his  helpers* 
their  pay  is  taken  out  of  his  pay. 
And  where  both  are  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  mine  owner,  as  here» 
they  are  equally  his  servants." 

The  syllabus  of  the  court  in  Tal- 
mage  v.  Tift  (1920)  25  6a.  App,  639, 
104  S.  E.  91,  is  as  follows:  *^Where 
laborers  employed  by  a  contractor  are 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  employ- 
er, and  may  be  discharged  by  the  lat- 
ter, the  contractor  is,  as  respects  the 
employment  and  control  of  the  labor- 
ers, not  an  independent  contractor," 
citing  14  R.  C.  L.  68. 

*  Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Eppley  (1914) 
181  Ind.  219,  104  N.  E.  65,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916D,  220. 

•The  qualifying  word  "usually"  is 
here  introduced,  because  the  right  to 
control  the  servants  of  the  interme- 
diate employer  may  be,  and  often  is, 
absent,  where  that  employer  \8  an> 
agent, 

«  Crudup  V.  Schreiner  (1901)  98  111. 
App.  337 — relying  on  Pioneer  Constr. 
Co.  V.  Hansen  (1898)  176  111.  100,  52- 
N.  E.  17.  That  case  was  also  dted  as 
a  precedent  in  Chicago  Hydraulic 
Press  Brick  Co.  v.  Campbell  (1904) 
116  III.  App.  322,  where  it  was  laid 
down  that  evidence  going  to  show  that 
the  defendant  company  had  no  power 
to  discharge  the  driver  of  a  wagon 
used  by  his  immediate  employers  in 
the  perfonpance  of  a  contract  for  the. 
haulage     of     brick    was     conclusive 


against  the  theory  that  the  company 
was  responsible  for  his  negligence. 
But  this  particular  ruling  seems  to 
apply  merely  to  the  second  of  the 
questions  discussed,  viz.,  whether,  at 
the  time  when  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured, the  driver  was  a  special  serv- 
ant, pro  tempore,  of  the  company.  If 
so,  the  earlier  case  was  not  in  point, 
for  it  did  not  involve  the  question  of 
special  service.  That  question,  how- 
ever, was  the  one  upon  which  the  oth- 
er authority  cited  (Consolidated  Fire- 
works Co.  V.  Koehl  (1901)  190  lU.  145, 
60  N.  E.  87)  actually  turned. 

In  Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919) 
20  Ariz.  581,  183  Pac.  748,  the  power 
of  discharge  was  held  not  to  have 
been  conferred  by  a  clause  in  the  con- 
tract to  the  effect  that  no  person  or 
persons  objectionable  to  the  principal 
employer  should  be  hired  by  the  con- 
tractor. 

"^  For  cases  in  which  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract  was  predicated 
partly  on  the  ground  that  the  right  of 
discharge  was  not  vested  in  the  prin- 
cipal employee,  see  Stanley  v.  Aurora, 
E.  &  C.  R.  CJo.  (1911)  166  lU.  App. 
132;  Eelleher  v.  Schmitt  &  H.  Mfg. 
Co.  (1904)  122  Iowa,  635,  98  N.  W. 
482;  White  v.  Olive  Hill  Fire  Brick 
Co.  (1916)  169  Ky.  835,  185  8.  W.  107; 
Crow  V.  McAdoo  (1920)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  219  S.  W.  241 ;  Miller  v.  Mer- 
ritt  (1905)  211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508 
(defendants — here  the  contractors — 
selected,  employed,  and  paid  the  work- 
men "out  of  their  own  funds,"  and  the 
principal  employer  could  not  dismiss 
them). 

In   Carleton   v.   Foundry  &   Mach. 
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(c)   Bearing     of     the^e     circumstances 
Mpon  the  question  of  special  tem/porary 


The  fact  that  the  right  to  diacharge 
the  workman  by  whom  the  act  consti- 
tuting the  gravamen  of  the  claim  was 
conmiitted  was  or  was  not  vested  in 
the  defendant  is  relevant  with  respect 
to  the  question  whether  the  work- 
man's position  at  the  time  when  he 
conunitted  the  act  was  that  of  a  spe- 
cial servant  of  the  defendant  for  the 
purpose  of  the  work  then  in  course  of 
performance,  as  well  as  with  respect 
to  the  question  whether  his  immedi- 
ate employer  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor. The  former  question  in- 
volves the  effect  of  evidence  applica^- 
ble  to  a  temporary  situation;  the  lat- 
ter is  concerned  with  the  nature  of 
the  relationship  of  the  parties  during 
the  whole  of  the  period  covered  by 


Products  Co.  (1917)  199  Mich.  148,  19 
A.L.R.  1141,  165  N.  W.  816,  a  finding 
that  the  contractee  was  entitled  to 
hire  and  discharge  the  contractor's 
workmen  was  held  not  to  be  warrant- 
ed by  evidence  which  merely  showed 
that  on  one  occasion  a  workman  had 
appeared  at  the  factory  of  the  con- 
tractee in  an  exhausted  condition,  and 
that  the  manager,  having  inquired 
what  the  trouble  was,  and  ascertained 
that  he  had  been  working  all  night  at 
another  factory,  allowed  him  to  lie 
off  for  the  day.  The  court  said: 
"This  act  of  humanity  is  not  evidence 
of  the  right  to  hire  and  discharge,  and 
we  emphasize  the  word  'right,'  be- 
cause, as  we  shall  presently  see,  it  is 
not  what  control  was  exercised,  but 
what  right  of  control  existed." 

In  Edmundson  v.  Coca-Cola  Co. 
(1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  150  S.  W. 
273,  one  of  tJie  clauses  in  the  contract 
required  the  contractor,  after  the 
completion  of  the  work,  to  submit  the 
bills  for  material  and  his  pay  rolls  to 
the  contractee,  to  be  checked  and  ap- 
proved. Held,  that  "the  right  of  ap- 
proval extended  only  to  the  amounts 
paid  for  material  and  work,  and  could 
only  be  construed  to  give  the  com- 
pany the  right  to  disapprove  the 
amounts  paid  for  certain  material 
and  work  if  unreasonable,  but  cannot 
be  construed  to  mean  that  the  com- 
pany would  have  the  right  to  name 
the  men  who  were  to  do  the  work,  or 
the  right  to  discharge  men  who  were 
20  A.L.R.— 49. 


the  contract.  It  may  be  doubted,  how- 
ever, whether  the  courts  have  always 
written  their  opinions  with  a  clear  re- 
alization of  the  essential  dissimilarity 
of  the  issues  to  be  determined,  ac- 
cording as  the  evidence  is  regarded 
as  having  a  bearing  upon  the  one  or 
the  other  of  these  questions.' 

§  30.  Employer  empowered  to  eonCrol 
the  emptoym^ent  and  discharge  of  the 
%tor1cm>enu 

The  preponderance  of  authority  is 
in  favor  of  the  doctrine  that  the  inde- 
pendence of  a  contract  is  in  nowise 
affected  by  the  insertion  of  a  provi- 
sion to  the  effect  that  the  employer 
shall  have  the  right  to  demand  and 
procure  the  discharge  of  any  of  the 
contractor's  workmen  who  may  be  dis- 
obedient, unskilful,  Jiegligent,  or  in 
any  other  way  unfit  to  participate  in 
the  work.* 


doing  the   work,    under   employment 
by"  the  contractor. 

•See.  for  example,  Chicago  Hydrau- 
lic Press  Brick  CJo.  v.  Campbell 
(1904)  116  111.  App.  322,  note  6,  supra. 

^In  Reedie  v.  London  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  (1849)  4  Exch.  244,  154  Ehg.  Re- 
print, 1201,  6  Eng.  Ry.  &  C.  Cas.  184, 
20  L.  J.  Exch,  N.  S.  65,  19  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  168,  the  plaintiff's  contention 
that,  as  the  defendant  was  invested 
by  the  contract  with  the  power  of  in- 
sisting on  the  removal  of  careless  or 
incompetent  workmen,  it  was  respon- 
sible for  their  retention,  was  thus 
disposed  of:  ''The  workman  is  still 
the  servant  of  the  contractor  only, 
and  the  fact  that  the  defendants 
might  have  insisted  on  his  removal,  if 
they  thought  him  careless  or  unskil- 
ful, did  not  make  him  their  servant." 

For  other  cases  in  which  contracts 
including  provisions  of  this  tenor 
were  held  to  be  independent,  see  the 
following: 

United  States.  —  Atlantic  Transp. 
Co.  v«  Coneys  (1897)  28  C.  C.  A.  388, 
61  U.  S.  App.  570,  82  Fed.  177. 

Alabama. — Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Hubbard  (1915)  14  Ala. 
App.  139,  68  So.  571. 

California.— Callan  v.  Bull  (1896) 
118  Cal.  593,  45  Pac.  1017. 

.^Comiecticutw — Norwalk  Gaslight  Co. 
Vi  Norwalk  (1893)  63  Conn.  495,  28 
Atl.  32. 

€reergift»-^Loui8ville  A  N..R»  (3a;  V. 
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§  81'.  CtnUraei  not  to  he  asMgned  or 
Bublet  wUHumt  the  employer's  permie* 
elon. 

In  several  cases  in  which  the  per- 


Hughes  (1910)   184  Ga,  76»  67  S.  £. 
542. 

Illinois. — ^Bayer  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  (1896)  68  111.  App.  219. 

Indiana.— Julius  Keller  Constr.  Co. 
V.  Herkless  (1915)  59  IncL  App.  472, 
109  N.  E.  797. 

Louisiana. — Robichaux  v.  Morgan's 
L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  (1912)  131  La. 
727,  60  So.  206 ;  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitch- 
ell-Borne Constr.  Co.  (1915)  186  La. 
805,  19  A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

Missouri*^ — Salmon  v.  Kansas  City 
(1912)  241  Mo.  14,  89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
328,  145  S.  W.  16;  McGrath  v.  St. 
Louis  (1908)  215  Mo.  191,  114  S.  W. 
611;  McKinley  v.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C. 
R.  Co.  (1890)  40  Mo.  App.  449;  Ege  v. 
Phoenix  Brick  &  Constr.  Co.  (1906) 
118  Mo.  App.  680,  94  S.  W.  999. 

Nebraska. — Omaha  Bridge  &  Ter- 
minal Co.  V.  Hargadine  (1904)  5  Neb. 
(Unof.)  418,  98  N.  W.  1071,  s.  c.  on 
second  appeal,  76  Neb.  729,  107  N.  W. 
864. 

New  Jersey* — Cuff  v.  Newark  &  N. 
Y,  R.  Co.  (1870)  35  N.  J.  L.  17,  10  Am. 
Rep.  205. 

New  York. — ^Uppington  v.  New  York 
(1901)  165  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R,A.  550, 
59  N.  E.  91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115; 
Schular  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  (1862) 
38  Barb.  653.  . 

North  Carolina. — Denny  v.  Burling- 
ton (1911)  155  N.  C.  39,  70  S.  E.  1085, 
3  N.  C.  C.  A.  922  (arguendo) ;  Harmon 
V.  Ferguson  Contracting  Co.  (1912) 
159  N.  C.  22,  74  S.  E.  633. 

Pennsylvania. — Foehr  v.  New  York 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  (1909)  40  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  7. 

South  Carolina. — Rotrers  v.  Flor- 
ence R.  (5o.  (1889)  31  S.  C.  378,  9  S. 
E.  1059. 

Tennessee. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Cheatham  (1907)  118  Tenn.  160,  100 
S.  W.  902. 

'  Texa8.-^ulf ,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Delaney  (1900)  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  427, 
55  S.  W.  538. 

Utah.— Callahan  v.  Salt  Lake  City 
(1912)  41  Utah,  300,  125  Pac.  868; 
Dayton  v.  Free  (1914)  46  Utah,  277, 
148  Pac.  408. 

Washington.  —  Engler  v.  Seattle 
(1905)  40  Wash.  72,  82  Pae.  136,  19 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  49. 

England. — Hardaker   t.   Idle   Dist. 


son  employed  was  held  to  be  a  serv- 
ant, the  contract  under  review  em- 
braced a  stipulation  that  no  part  of 
the  work  should  be  sublet  without  the 


Council  [1896]  1  Q.  B.  335,  35  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  363,  74  L.  T.  N.  S.  69,  44 
Week.  Rep.  323,  60  J.  P.  196. 

Australia.— Smith  v.  Ulen  (1914) 
—  Alberta  L.  R.  — ,  17  D.  L.  R.  400 
(decision  of  single  judge). 

In  one  case  it  was  remarked  that 
the  fact  that  the  discharge  is  to  be 
accomplished  through  a  request  to  the 
immediate  employer  of  the  workman, 
instead  of  by  the  direct  act  of  the 
principal  himself,  rather  repels  than 
creates  the  inference  that  the  prin- 
cipal possesses  the  right  to  discharge. 
Harris  v.  McNamara  (1892)  97  Ala. 
181,  12  So.  103. 

In  another  case  the  court,  in  com- 
menting upon  the  fact  that  by  the 
specifications  the  contractor  was  re- 
quired to  dismiss  from  his  employ- 
ment all  incompetent  or  unfaithful 
persons,  said:  'In  this  we  may  ob- 
serve that  the  statement  that  t^e  city 
had  a  general  power  over  the  men  em- 
ployed by  the  contractor  is  too  broad, 
for  the  contract  is  that  he  shall  dis- 
miss from  his  employment  incom- 
petent or  unfaithful  employees. 
Herein  the  fact  of  his  superior  and 
independent  control  over  the  work- 
men is  recognized;  for,  if  the  city  re- 
tained this  power,  why  contract  with 
Grant  for  the  doing  of  that  which  it 
could,  at  any  time,  do  itself.''  Erie 
V.  Caulkins  (1877)  86  Pa.  247,  27  Am. 
Rep.  642,  13  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  1. 

In  Callahan  (Honstr.  Co.  v.  Raybum 
(1915)  110  MiUB.  107,  69  So.  669,  the 
independence  of  a  contract  for  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  was  held  to 
be  deducible  from  stipulations  that 
the  crew  employed  by  the  contractor 
on  his  construction  trains  should  he 
such  as  were  satisfactory  to  the  com- 
pany, and  that  any  employees  not 
found  satisfactory  should  be  dis- 
charged at  its  request.  No  preced- 
ents were  cited. 

In  the  following  cases  the  reserva- 
tion by  the  employer  of  a  right  to  de- 
mand the  discharge  of  the  contractor's 
workmen  deemed  to  be  unsuitable  was 
one  of  the  elements  with  reference  to 
which  the  independence  of  tibe  con- 
tract was  denied.  Carlton  County 
Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Foley 
Bros.  (1912)  117  Mimu  69,  88  L.RJI. 
(N.S.)  176,  184  N.  W.  311;  Callahan 
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eonsent  of  the  employer.^  In  other 
cases  the  independence  of  contracts 
which  contained  clauses  of  this  pur- 
port was  affirmed.' 

The  doctrine  for  which  the  cases 
belongin^r  to  the  latter  of  these 
groups  may  be  regarded  as  being  in 
some  degree  authorities, — ^viz.,  that 
such  clauses  are  to  be  classed  among 
the  elements  which  tend  to  prove  the 
independence  of  a  contract — derives 
some  support  from  the  consideration 
that  they  are  very  rarely  inserted  in 
contracts  of  hiring  of  service. 


In  one  case  a  clause  providing  that 
the  person  employed  should,  in  the 
event  of  his  subletting  the  work,  re- 
main liable  to  the  employer  as  though 
there  had  been  no  subletting,  wa& 
held  to  negative  the  independence  of 
the  contract.*  But  in  another  case 
the  independence  of  a  contract  which 
included  such  a  clause  was  affirmed.^ 

The  independence  of  a  contract 
with  a  city  is  not  destroyed  by  the  in- 
sertion of  a  clause  providing  that  on- 
ly persons  resident  in  the  city  shall 
be  employed  by  the  contractor.* 


Constr.  Co.  v.  Rayburn  (Miss.)  supra; 
Chas.  T.  Derr  Constr.  Co.  v.  Gelruth 
(1911)  29  Okla.  538,  120  Pac.  253; 
Pressley  v.  Sallisaw  (1916)  54  Okla. 
747.  154  Pac.  660;  Cooper  v.  Seattle 
(1897)  16  Wash.  462,  58  Am.  St.  Rep. 
46,  47  Pac.  887;  North  Bend  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Chicago  M.  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1913) 
76  Wash.  232,  136  Pac.  1017. 

In  Muskogee  Electric  Traction  Co. 
V.  Hairel  (1915)  46  Okla.  409,  148  Pac. 
1005,  the  two  provisions  which  were 
there  held  to  destroy  the  independence 
of  the  contract  were  (1)  that  any  per- 
son in  the  employ  of  the  contractor  or 
of    any    subcontractor,   who,    in    the 
opinion  of  the  contractee,  should  not 
perform  his  work  in  a  proper  manner, 
or  be  riotous,  etc.,  should*  forthwith 
be  discharged  by  the  contractor;  and 
(2)  that,  if  there  should  be  any  un- 
satisfied claims  for  damages  to  per- 
sons or  property  at  the  time  when  the 
final    estimate   was   made,    the    con- 
tractee should  have  the  right  to  deduct 
all  sums  paid  in  respect  of  such  claims, 
from  the  amount  due  to  the  contractor 
as  shown  by  the  final  estimate.     As 
the  latter  of  these  provisions  appar- 
ently has  no  relevancy  to  the  question 
of  the  independence  of  the  contract, 
the  decision  must  apparently  be  re- 
garded as  resting  upon  the  probative 
significance  of  the  fonner  alone. 

1  Blake  v.  Thirst  (1863)  2  Hurlst. 
k  C.  20,  159  Eng.  Reprint,  9,  32  L.  J. 
Exch,  N.  S.  189,  11  Week.  Rep.  1084, 
8  L.  T.  N.  S.  251;  Carlton  County 
Fanners'  Mut.  P.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Foley 
(1912)  117  Minn.  59,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
175,  134  N.  W.  311;  Corrigan  v. 
Heubler  (1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
167  S.  W.  159. 

<  United  States.  —  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft 
P.  B.  Co.  V.  Bond  (1916)  240  U.  S. 


449,  60  L.  ed.  735,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
403,  11  N.  C.  C.  A.  342. 

District  of  Columbia.  —  Philadel- 
phia, B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Karr  (1912) 
88  App.  D.  C.  193,  —  A.L.R.  — . 

Illinois.  —  Hayes  v.  Chicago,  0.  k 
P.  R.  Co.  (1916)  203  111.  App.  472. 

Kansas.  —  Maughlelle     v.     Price 

(1916)  99  Kan.  412,  161  Pac.  907. 
Kentucky.   —  Robinson    y.    Webb 

(1875)  11  Bush,  464. 

Nebraska.  —  Omaha  Bridge  &  Ter- 
minal R.  Co.  V.  Hargadine  (1904)  5 
Neb.  (Unof.)  418,  98  N.  W.  1071,  s.  c. 
on  second  appeal  in  (1906)  76  Neb. 
729,  107  N.  W.  864. 

New  Jersey.  —  Cuff  v.  Newark  & 
N.  Y.  R.  Co.  (1870)  35  N.  J.  L.  17,  10 
Am.  Rep.  205. 

Tennessee.  —  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co. 
T.  Cheatham  (1907)  118  Tenn.  160, 100 
S.  W.  902. 

Texas.  —  Smith  v.  Humphreyville 
(1907)  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  140,  104  S.  W. 
495. 

In  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Commerce  k  T. 
Co.  (1916)  135  Tenn.  398,  18  A.L.R. 
788,  186  S.  W.  465,  a  provision  against 
subletting  without  consent  was  fol- 
lowed by  this  clause:  If  "any  portion 
of  the  work  be  let  to  subcontractors, 
the  contractor  covenanted  that  such 
subcontractors  should  be  responsible, 
capable,  and  reputable  persons,  and  the 
contractor  should  remain  responsible 
for  the  performance  of  the  work,  notr 
withstanding  any  subcontract." 

•  Alabama  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Talley- 
Bates  Constr.  Co.  (1909)  162  Ala.  396» 
50  So.  341. 

♦Hayes  v.  Chicago,  O.  k  P.  R.  Co. 

(1917)  203  111.  App.  472. 

» Harding  v.  Boston  (1895)  163 
Mass.  14,  39  N.  £.  411. 
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§  92.  Partif  hy  %vhom  the  wages  of  the 
eanJtractor's  eervanta  poid^  , 

(a)  Payment  &y  the  CQntractee, 

The  circumstance  that  the  wages  of 
the  workmen  hired  by  the  contractor 
were  paid  by  the  principal  employer  is 
regarded  as  an  element  which  tends, 


in  some 'degree,  to  show  that  the  ^^on-^ 
tractor  was  himself  a  mere  servant^ 
But  it  is  clearly  decisive  in  that  re- 
gard.' Such  prima  facie  significance  as 
it  possesses  may  be  rebutted  by  proof 
that  the  wages  were  paid  by  the  prin- 
cipal employer  because  the  contractor 
was  without  the  necessary  funds,'  or 


^  Alabama,  r—  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Hubbard  (1915)  14  Ala, 
App.  189,  68  So.  571. 

Arizona.  —  Arizona-Hercules  Cop- 
per Co.  V.  Crenshaw  (1919)  21  Ariz. 
15,  184  Pac.  996. 

California.  —  Giacomini  v.  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  (1907)  6  Cal.  App.  218,  89 
Pac.  1059. 

Connecticut.  —  Thompson  v.  Twiss 
(1916)  90  Conn.  444,  L.R.A.1916E.  506, 
97  Atl.  828. 

Illinois.— Linguist  v.  Hodges  (1911) 
248  111.  491,  94  N.  E.  94. 

Indiana.  —  Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Ep- 
pley  (1914)  181  Ind.  219,  104  N.  E.  65, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  220. 

Kansas.  —  Nelson  v.  American 
Cement  &  Plaster  (>>.  (1911)  84  Kan. 
797,  115  Pac.  578. 

Kentudcy.  —  Ballard  &  B.  Co.  v.  Lee 
(1909)  131  Ky.  412,  115  S.  W.  732; 
Employers'  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Kelly  Coal 
Co.  (1913)  156  Ky.  74,  49  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
850,  160  S.  W.  914. 

Massachusetts.  —  Carey  v.  Baxter 
(1909)  201  Mass.  522,  87  N.  E.  901. 

Minnesota.  —  Klages  v.  Gillette 
Herzog-Mfg.  CJo.  (1902)  86  Minn.  458, 
90  N.  W.  1116,  12  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  488. 

MissojurL  : —  Porter  v.  Withers  Es- 
tate Co.  (1919)  201  Mo.  App.  27,  210 
S.  W.  109.       , 

New  York.  —  Powley  v.  Vivian  & 
Co.  (1915)  169  App.  Div.  170,  154  N. 
y.  Supp.  426,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  835. 

No^h  Carolina.  —  Midgette  v^  Bran- 
ning  Mfg.  (3o.  (1909)  150  N.C.333,  64 
S.  E.  5. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Miller  v.  Merritt 
(1905)  211.Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508. 

Texas.  <—  Texas  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Reed 
(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  r— ,  169  S. 
W.  211  (wages  paid  by  checks,  signed 
by  principal  employer,  and  .counter- 
signed by  intermediate  employer. 

Washington.  —  Erickson  v.  E.  J. 
McNeeley  &  Co.  (1906)  41  ,Wash.  511, 
84  Pac.  8;  'Jam(^  v^  Pearson  (1911) 
64  WaBh..263,  ;il6:Pac.  852;  Fehren- 
bacher  v.  Oakes<)ale  Copper  Min.  Co. 
(1911)  65  Wasli.  134,  ll7  Pafe.  870. 

In  Embler  v.  Gloucester  Lumber  Co. 
(1914)    167  N.  C.  457,  88  S.  E.  740, 


where  the  question  of  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract  was  held  to  be  for 
the  jury,  one  of  the  items  of  evidence 
was  that  the  wages  of  the  workmen 
were  deducted  from  the  contract  price 
of  the  work. 

'Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919) 
20  Ariz.  531,  183  Pac.  740;  White  v. 
Olive  Hill  Fire  Brick  (Jo.  (1916)  169 
Ky.  835,  185  S.  W.  107;  Scales  v.  First 
State  Bank  (1918)  88  Or.  490, 172  Pac. 
499;  Groesbeck  v.  Pinson  (1899)  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  44,  50  S.  W.  620  (person 
employed  kept  an  account  of  tiie  ex- 
penses incurred  by  him  in  hiring  men 
and  teams,  and  this  amount  was  paid 
by  the  employer  after  the  completion 
of  the  work) ;  and  the  cases  cited  in 
the  following  notes. 

In  Brown  v.  Munn  Piano  Co.  (1916) 
172  App.  Div.  372,  158  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1026,  evidence  that  the  employer  had 
agreed  to  reimburse  the  person  em- 
ployed, for  wages  paid  to  such  assist- 
ants as  h^  might  have  was  held  not 
to  negative  the  conclusion  that  the 
latter  was  an  independent  contractor. 

In  Paterson  v.  Lockhart  (1905)  7 
Sc.  Sess.  Cas.  5th  series,  954,  42  Scot. 
L.  R.  755,  13  Scot  L.  T.  193,  this  ele- 
ment seems  to  have  been  regarded  as 
decisive.  If  so,  the  position  taken  is 
not  in  harmony  with  the  cases  as  a 
whole, 

'  For  cases  involving  this  situation, 
see  Stanley  v.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(1911)  166  IlL  App.  132  (element  was 
mentioned,  but  not  specially  dis- 
cussed) ;  Lawton  v.  Morgan,  Fliedner 
&  Boyce  (1913)  66  Or.  292,  131  Pac. 
314,  134  Pac.  1037, 

In  Bain  v.  Petroleum  Iron  Works  Co. 
(1909)  223  Pa.  96,  72  Atl.  279,  the 
court  thus  commented  upon  certain 
undisputed  evidence  which  showed 
that  the  wages  of  the  men  doing  the 
work  in  question  were  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  not  by  their 
immediate  employer:  'This  eireum- 
stance»  unexplained,  would  warrant 
t^e  inference  that,  the  contract  ^be- 
tweisn  defendant  and  Robinson  had 
been  ignored  or  superseded.  The  de- 
fendant    advanced     an     explanation 
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because  the  principal  employer  de- 
sired to  protect  his  property  against 
liens.^  It  becomes,  of  course,  an  en- 
tirely negligible  factor,  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  payment  was 
made  with  money  furnished  by  th^ 
person  employed.* 


(h)  JPoffmefU  hp  the  contractor. 

The  fact  that  the  wages  of  the 
workmen  employed  by  the  contractor 
were  paid  by  him  tends  to  prove  that 
the  contract  was  an  independent 
one.^     But    it   does    hot   possess    a 


wholly   consistent   with   its   position 
that  the  work  was  being  done  by  Rob- 
inson under  the  contract  when  thie  ac- 
cident happened.    It  was  this:     That 
Robinson    reported   to    the    company 
that  he  was  without  funds  to  pay  the 
men  he  had  employed,  and  asked  that 
the  company  do  so,  and  charge  him 
with   the   advancement;   that  rather 
than  have  the  work  fail,  or  run  the 
risk  of  liens,  the  company  acceded  to 
his  request  and  paid  the  men  directly. 
This  raised  a  question  of  fact  which 
necessarily  drew  the  case  to  the  jury. 
The  explanation  rested  merely  upon 
oral  testimony,  which,  if  believed  by 
the  jury,  would  leave  the  contract  be- 
tween  the   defendant  and   Robinson 
wholly    unaffected    by    the    circimi- 
stance  that  the  defendant  had  paid 
the  wages.    If  the  explanation  was  a 
true  statement  of  facts,  it  was  more 
than  sufficient  to  overcome  the  infer- 
ence of  an  abandonment  of  the  con- 
tract from  the  payment  of  the  wages.** 
In  Harger  v.   Harger    (1920)    144 
Ark.  876,  222  S.  W.  736,  where  the  evi- 
dence  showed   that  the   lessor  of  a 
mine  advanced  money  to  the  lessee  on 
his  pay  roll,  and  that  he  put  himself 
on  the  pay  roll  covered  by  such  ad- 
vances, the  court  said :    'This  circum- 
stance is  without  any  probative  force 
to   establish  the  fact  that  appellant 
Harger  was  a  mere  employee,  or  agent 
of  the  coal  company  in  the  operation 
of  the  mine.    It  had  the  right  to  make 
advances  under  its  purchases  without 
the  transaction  being  treated  as  a  de- 
parture from  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, and  as  a  change  of  its  nature.** 
In     Employers'    Indemnity    Co.    v. 
Kelly  Coal  Co.  (1913)  149  Ky.  712,  41 
L.R.A.(N.S.)     963,    149    S.    W.    992, 
the  fact  that  the  coal  company,  with 
which  the  immediate  employer  of  an 
injured  miner  had  made  a  contract  to 
get  out  coal  at  so  much  a  ton,  had 
paid  the  wages  of  that  miner  for  the 
purpose   of   assisting   his   immediate 
employer  in  his  business,  was  held  not 
to  be  sufficient  of  itself  to  render  that 
miner  an  "employee"  of  the  coal  com- 
pany, within  the  meaning  of  a  policy 
issued  by  the  indemnity  company. 


*Good  V.  Johnson  (1907)  38  Colo. 
440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  88  Pac.  439; 
Bellamy  v.  F.  A  Ames  Co.  (1910)  140 
Ky,  98,  180  S.  W.  980. 

*Such  rebutting  testimony  was 
given  in  Bokoshe  Smojceless  Coal  Co. 
V.  Morehead  (1912)  34  OkHu  424,  126 
Pac.  1083. 

*  For  cases  in  which  the  element  was 
one  of  thbse  with  reference  to  which 
the  independence  of  the  contract  was 
predicated,  see  the  following: 

Alabama.  —  Harris   v.    McNamara 

(1892)  97  Ala.  181,  12  So.  108;  Hub- 
bard V.  Coffin  (1914)  191  Ala.  494,  67 
So.  697;  Connors- Weyman  Steel  Co.  v. 
Kilgore.  (1914)  189  Ala.  643,  66  So. 
609. 

Arkansas.  —  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Yonley  (1890)  —  Ark.  — ,  13  S. 
W.  333. 

Connecticut.  —  Burke  v.  Norwich  & 
W.  R.  Co.  (1867)  34  Conn.  474,  13  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  662. 

Illinois.— Hale  v.  Johnson  (1875)  80 
111.  186;  Whitney  &  S.  Co.  v.  O'Rourke 
(1898)  172  111.  177,  50  N.  E.  242,  af- 
firming (1897)  68  111.  App.  487;  East 
St  Louis  V.  Giblin  (1878)  3  111.  App. 
219;  Chicago  Hydraulic  Press  Brick 
Co.  V.  Campbell  (1904)  116  111.  App. 
322  (holding  that  the  fact  of  an  oc- 
casional pajrment  by  the  principal 
employer  is  immaterial,  if  it  is  made 
as  an  accommodation). 

Indiana.  —  Marion  Shoe  Co.  v.  Ep- 
pley  (1914)  181  Ind.  219,  104  N.  E. 
65,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  220. 

Maryland.— Smith  v.  Benick  (1898) 
87  Md.  610,  42  L.R.A.  277,  41  Atl.  56. 

Michigan.  —  Lenderink  v.  Rockford 
(1904)  135  Mich.  531,  98  N.  W.  4;  Mc- 
Bride  v.  Jerry  Madden  Shingle  Co. 
(1912)  173  Mich.  248,  138  N.  W.  1077; 
Perham  v.  American  Roofing  Co. 
(1916)  193  Mich.  221,  159  N.  W.  140. 

Missouri.  —  Crenshaw   v.   Ullman 

(1893)  113  Mo.  633,  20  S.  W.  1077; 
Kiser  v.  Suppe  (1908)  133  Mo.  App. 
19,  112  S.  W.  1005;  Kipp  v.  Oyster 
(1908)  133  Mo.  App.  711,  114  S.  W. 
538 ;  Shroer  v.  Brooks  (1920)  204  Mo. 
App.  567,  224  S.  W.  53. 

Nebraska.  —  Barrett-Selden  Brock 


774 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED,  [20  AXJL 


conclusive    significance    in    that 
gard.'' 

{e)  Bearing  of  these  ifircufneimneee  %tp» 
on  the  qiueeiion  of  opecialp  temporary 
service. 

The  circumstance  that  the  wages  of 
the  person  whose  act  constitutes  the 
basis  of  the  claim  were  paid  by  the 
contractee,  or  by  the  contractor,  has 
also  a  bearing  upon  the  question 
whether  that  person  was  a  servant  of 
the  former,  or  of  the  latter,  at  the 
time  when  the  act  was  committed. 
The  cases  involving  this  question  are 


reviewed,  together  with  others  which 
illustrate  the  wider  subject  to  which 
it  has  relation,  in  Labatt  on  Master  & 
Servant,  §  19. 

#  8S.  Contractor  ho%snA  to  fumiah  the 
labor  required   for  the  toortb. 

Among  the  specific  elements  ad- 
verted to  in  many  cases  in  which  the 
independence  of  the  contract  has  been 
affirmed  is  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
the  contractor  was  to  furnish  all  the 
labor  required  for  the  performance  of 
the  stipulated  work,^  or  that  he  was 


Constr.  Co.  (1919)  103  Neb.  850,  174 
N.  W.  866. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Enowlton  v. 
Hoit  (1891)  67  N.  H.  155,  80  Atl.  346. 

New  York*  —  Butler  v.  Townsend 
(1891)  126  N.  Y.  105,  26  N.  E.  1017; 
Kueckel  v.  Ryder  (1900)  54  App.  Div. 
252,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  522,  affirmed  on 
opinion  below  in  (1902)  170  N.  Y. 
562,  62  N.  E.  1096;  Cohen  v.  Western 
Electric  Co.  (1906)  50  Misc.  660,  99 
N.  Y.  Supp.  525. 

Oregon.  —  Dibert  v.  Giebisch  (1914) 
74  Or.  64,  144  Pac.  1184. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Miller  v.  Merritt 
(1905)  211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508. 

South  Dakota.  —  Polluck  v.  Minne^ 
apolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1918)  40  S.  D. 
186.  166  N.  W.  641. 

Utah.  —  Strieker  v.  Industrial  Com- 
mission (1920)  55  Utah,  603,  19  A.L.R. 
1159,  188  Pac.  849. 

England. — Normile  v.  Braby  (1866) 
4  Fost.  &  F.  962. 

Ireland.  —  Hughes  v.  Quinn  [1917; 
C.  A.]  2  Ir.  R.  442. 

Scotland.  —  Grant  v.  Shaw  (1872; 
Ct.  of  Sess.)  9  Se.  L.  Rep.  254. 

In  Smith  v.  Belshaw  (1891)  89  Cal. 
427,  26  Pac.  834,  the  fact  that  the 
wages  of  the  contractor's  workmen 
were  paid  at  the  store  of  the  principal 
employer  was  treated  as  immaterial, 
as  the  money  used  in  paying  them  was 
that  of  the  contractor  himself. 

'In  Sempier  v.  Goemann  (1917)  165 
Wis.  103,  161  N.  W.  354,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918C,  670,  a  person  who  had  charge 
of  the  stipulated  work,  boarded  and 
paid  the  workmen,  and  was  himself  re- 
munerated at  piece  rates,  was  held  to 
be  within  the  purview  of  a  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act,  the  evidence  being 
to  the  effect  that  the  arrangement  as 
to  the  payment  of  the  workmen's 
wages  was  "for  convenience  only." 

For  cases  in  which  the  payment  of 


the  workmen's  wages  by  the  contrac- 
tor was  one  of  the  facts  proved,  but 
the  contract  was,  upon  the  whole  evi- 
dence, held  not  to  be  independent,  see 
Raftis  V.  McCloud  River  Lumber  Co. 

(1917)  35  CaL  App.  397, 170  Pac.  176; 
Decatur  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Bd.  (1918)  276  IlL  472,  114  N.  E.  915; 
BeninghofF  v.  Futterer  (1913)  176  UL 
App.  579;  Barg  v.  Bousfield  (1896) 
65  Minn.  355,  68  N.  W.  45,  16  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  188;  De  Sandro  v.  Missoula 
Light  &  Water  Co.  (1913)  48  Mont. 
226,  136  Pac.  711;  Rankell  v.  Buck- 
stafF-Edwards  Co.  (1909)  138  Wis.  448, 
20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1180,  120  N.  W.  269. 

The  contract  was  held  independent 
in  Embler  v.  Gloucester  Lumiber  Co. 
(1914)  167  N.  C.  457,  83  S.  E.  740, 
where  the  wages  of  the  workmen  were 
to  be  deducted  from  the  contract  price. 

^  See,  for  example : 

United  States.  —  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bond  (1916)  240  U.  S. 
449,  60  L.  ed.  735,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
403,  11  N.  C.  C.  A.  342. 

Arizona.  —  Hercules  Copper  Co.  v. 
Crenshaw  (1919)  21  Ariz.  15,  184  Pac. 
996. 

Illinois. — Meredosia  Levee  &  Drain- 
age  Dist.   V.   Industrial    Commission 

(1918)  285  111.  68,  120  N.  E.  516. 
Indiana.  —  Leet  v.  Block  (reported 

herewith)  ante,  654. 

Maryland.  —  Pierson  v.  Gohr  (1915) 
126  Md.  385,  94  Atl.  1021. 

Michigan. — Bacon  v.  Candler  (1914) 
181  Mich.  373,  148  N.  W.  194. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Heidenwag  v.  Phil- 
adelphia (1895)  168  Pa.  72,  31  Atl. 
1063;  Miller  v.  Merritt  (1905)  211  Pa. 
127,  60  Atl.  508. 

England.  —  Knight  v.  Fox  (1850)  5 
Exch.  721,  155  Eng.  Reprint,  316,  20 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  9, 14  Jur.  963 ;  Bobbey 
v.  W.  M.  Crosbie  &  Co.  (1915;  C.  A.) 
84  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  856,  112  L.  T. 
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to  hire  the  persons  who  assisted  him 
in  the  performance  of  the  work.' 

It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the 
arrangement  indicated  by  either  of 
these  forms  of  expression — which,  it 
is  obvious,  are,  for  practical  purposes, 
of  identical  import — is  one  of  the 
facts  which  is  regarded  as  having 
some  tendency  to  prove  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  not  conclusive  in  that  re- 
gard.' 

In  one  point  of  view  the  prima  facie 
significance  of  this  element  is,  it  may 
be  supposed,  suggested  by  the  general 
idea  which  underlies  the  attribution 
of  a  similar  significance  to  the  fact 
that  the  person  employed  is  to  furnish 


the  instrumentalities  of  the  work; 
viz.,  that  in  the  ordinary  course  oi 
business  independent  contractors  hire 
their  own  assistants.  In  another 
point  of  view  that  significance  may  be 
referred  to  the  consideration  that  a 
person  who  hires  assistants  for  the 
purposes  of  work  undertaken  by  him 
normally  exercises  over  them  that  de- 
gree of  control  which  is  associated 
with  the  relationship  of  master  and 
servant.  The  normality  of  this  situa- 
tion seems  to  afford  an  adequate  ba- 
sis for  a  presumption  that  such  as- 
sistants are  bis  own  servants  exclu- 
sively, and,  if  such  a  presumption  is 
admitted,  the  further  one  may  reason- 
ably be  said  to  arise  that  he  himself 


N.  S.  900,  8  B.  W.  C.  C.  236;  Barnes  v. 
Evans  [1914;  C.  A.]  W.  C.  &  Ins.  Rep. 
109.  7  B.  W.  C.  C.  24. 

'California.  —  Teller  v.  Bay  &  R. 
Dredging  Co.  (1907)  151  Cal.  209,  12 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  267,  90  Pac.  942,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  779. 

Connecticut.  —  Burke  v.  Norwich  & 
W.  R.  Co.  (1867)  34  Conn.  474. 13  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  662;  Aisenberg  v.  C.  F. 
Adams  Co.  (1920)  95  Conn.  419,  111 
Atl.  591. 

Illinois.  —  Whitney  &  S.  Co.  v. 
O'Rourke  (1898)  172  111.  177.  50  N.  E. 
242. 

Iowa.  —  Kelleher  v.  Schmitt  &  H. 
Mfg.  Co.  (1904)  122  Iowa,  635,  98  N. 
W.  482. 

Louisiana.  — -  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitch- 
ell Borne  Constr.  Co.  (1915)  136  La. 
805,  19  A.L.R.  206.  67  So.  888 ;  Ryland 
V.  Harve  M.  Wheeler  Lumber  Co. 
(1920)   146  La.  787.  84  So.  55. 

Midiigan.  —  Holbrook  v.  Olympia 
Hotel  Co.  (1916)  200  Mich.  597,  166 
N.  W.  876. 

MissourL  —  McEinley  v.  Chicago,  S. 
F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (1890)  40  Mo.  App. 
449;  Kiser  v.  Suppe  (1908)  133  Mo. 
App.  19.  112  S.  W.  1005. 

New  York.— Cohen  v.  Western  Elec- 
tric Co.  (1906;  App.  T.)  50  Misc.  660, 
99  N.  Y.  Supp.  525;  Peer  v.  Babcock 
(1920)  230  N.  Y.  109,  129  N.  E.  224, 
reversing  (1919)  187  App.  Div.  925, 
174  N.  Y.  Supp.  914. 

North  Carolina.  —  Embler  v.  Glou- 
cester Lumber  Co.  (1914)  167  N.  C. 
457,  83  S.  E.  740;  Vogh  v.  F.  C.  Geer 
Co.  (1916)  171  N.  C.  672,  88  S.  E.  874. 

Virginia.— Veitch  v.  Jenkins  (1907) 
107  Va.  68,  67  S.  E.  574. 

England.  —  Vamplew  v.   Parkgate 


Iron  &  Steel  Co.  [1903]  1  K.  B.  851. 
72  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  575.  67  J.  P.  417. 
51  Week.  Rep.  691,  88  L.  T.  N.  S. 
756,  19  Times  L.  R.  421. 

'So  laid  down  in  Arizona-Hercules 
Copper  Co.  v.  Crenshaw  (1919)  21 
Ariz.  15,  184  Pac.  996,  and  taken  for 
granted  in  the  other  cases  cited  in 
notes  1  and  2,  supra. 

In  Beninghoff  v.  Futterer  (1913) 
176  IlL  App.  579,  a  man  employed  to 
lay  a  roof  testified  that  he  frequently 
did  this  kind  of  work  for  the  employer, 
sometimes  "as  an  employee,''  and  at 
other  times  "by  contract."  The  only 
evidence  from  which  it  might  be  in- 
ferred that  he  laid  this  particular  roof 
by  contract,  and  not  by  day  labor,  was 
that  he  hired  and  paid  the  roofers,  and 
that  he  was  given  no  other  directions 
as  to  the  manner  of  doing  the  work 
than  to  make  a  good  job  of  it.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  materials  used  be- 
longed to  the  employer,  and  it  was  al- 
leged in  the  declaration,  and  not 
denied  by  any  special  plea,  that  the 
"defendants"  were  in  possession  and 
control  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of 
the  accident.  Held,  that  the  person 
employed  was  not  an  independent  con- 
tractor. 

For  other  cases  in  which  the  rela- 
tionship created  by  a  contract  which 
included  a  stipulation  of  this  tenor 
was  held  to  be  that  of  master  and 
servant,  see  Keyes  v.  Second  Baptist 
Church  (1904)  99  Me.  308.  59  Atl.  446. 
17  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  526 ;  American  Steel 
Foundries  v.  Industrial  Bd.  (1918) 
284  lU.  99,  119  N.  E.  902;  Nissen 
Transfer  &  Storage  Co.  v.  Miller 
(1920)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  125  N.  E.  652. 
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is  not  the  Bervant  of  any  third  per- 
son.* 

§  84,  CofUraotcr  hound  to  fumMt  the 
materialm  and  appUancmo  required  for 
the  tiTorie. 

A  doctrine  complementary  to  that 
which  is  stated  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion  is   that   evidence  which   shows 


that  the  person  employed  agreed  to 
furnish  all  or  a  portion  of  the  mate- 
rials or  appliances  required  for  the 
performance  of  the  stipulated  work 
tends  to  prove  that  he  was  an  inde- 
pendent contractor.^  But  such  evi- 
dence is  disregarded  in  cases  where 
the  appropriate  deduction  from  the 


*  The  following  passage  of  the  opin- 
ion in  Callan  v.  Bull  (1896)  113  Cal. 
593, 45  Pac.  1017,  is  somewhat  relevant 
in  this  connection,  though  the  stand- 
point of  the  court  is  not  exactly  that 
which  is  suggested  in  the  text:  "Un- 
less, by  the  contract,  this  right  is  re- 
served to  the  employer,  the  contractor 
will  be  presumed  to  have  the  right  of 
selection  and  control  of  all  whom  he 
employs.  .  .  .  The  contract  in  the 
present  case  does  not  contain  any  pro- 
vision by  which  the  appellant  was  de- 
prived of  the  power  to  employ  such 
persons  for  the  performance  of  the 
work  as  he  might  select  By  the  con- 
tract he  was  to  supply  all  the  ma- 
terials, and  perform  all  the  labor 
necessary  to  construct  the  jetty  ac- 
cording to  the  specifications,  .  .  . 
and  he  himself  testified  that  he  em- 
ployed all  the  laborers  engaged  in  the 
work,  and  furnished  all  the  materials." 

^For  cases  involving  contracts  which 
cast  this  obligation  on  the  person  em- 
ployed, and  which  were  held  upon  the 
whole  evidence  to  be  independent,  see 
the  following: 

United  States.  —  New  Orleans,  M. 
&  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hanning  (1872)  15  Wall. 
649,  21  L.  ed.  220;  Morning  v.  Cramp 
&  Co.  (1909)  170  Fed.  864;  United  Gas 
Improv.  Co.  v.  Larsen  (1910)  105  C. 

C.  A.  486,  182  Fed.  620;  The  Satilla 
(1916)  148  G.  C.  A.  552,  235  Fed.  58; 
International  Agri.  Corp.  v.  Slappey 
(1919)  261  Fed.  279. 

Alabama.  —  Harris  v.  McNamara 
(1892)  97  Ala.  181,  12  So.  103;  Con- 
nors-Wesrman  Steel  Co.  v.  Kilgore 
(1914)  189  Ala.  643,  66  So.  609;  Hub- 
bard V.  Cofiin  (1914)  191  Ala.  494,  67 
So.  697. 

California.— Green  v.  Soule  (1904) 
145  Cal.  96,  78  Pac.  337,  17  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  8;  Donlon  Bros.  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1916)  173  Cal.  250, 
159  Pac.  715. 

Colorado. — Good  v.  Johnson  (1907) 
38  Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  88 
Pac.  439. 

District  of  Columbia. — ^Philadelphia, 
B.  &  W.  R.  Ck).  V.  Karr  (1912)  38  App. 

D.  C.  193,  —  A.L.R.  — . 


Indiana*  —  Indianapolis  Northern 
Traction  Co.  (1909)  174  Ind.  1,  80 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  85,  87  N.  E.  215,  90  N.  E. 
65,  68,  91  N.  E.  508;  Marion  Shoe  Co. 
V.  Eppley  (1914)  181  Ind.  219,  104  N. 
E.  65,  Ann.  Gas.  1916D,  220;  Switow  v. 
McDougal  (1916)  184  Ind.  259,  111  N. 

E.  3 ;  Julius  Keller  Constr.  Co.  v.  Herk- 
less  (1915)  59  Ind.  App.  472, 109  N.  £. 
797. 

Iowa.— Storm  v.  Thompson  (report- 
ed herewith)  ante,  658. 

Kansas.  —  Maughlelle  v.  Price 
(1916)  99  Kan.  412,  161  Pac.  907. 

Kentucky. — Central  Coal  &  I.  Co. 
V.  Grider  (1903)  115  Ky.  745,  66  L.RJL 
455,  74  S.  W.  1058. 

Louisiana.  —  Robideaux  v.  Hebert 
(1907)  118  La.  1089,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
632,  43  So.  887. 

Maryland. — Smith  v.  Benick  (1898) 
87  Md.  610,  42  L.R.A.  277,  41  Atl.  56. 

Massachusetts.  —  Connors  v.  Hen- 
nessey (1873)  112  Mass.  96;  Harding  V. 
Boston  (1898)  163  Mass.  14,  39  N.  E. 
411. 

Missouri. — McKinley  v.  Chicago,  S. 

F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (1890)  40  Mo.  App*  449. 
Nebraska.  —  Westover  v.  Hoover 

(1911)  88  Neb.  201,  19  A.LJt.  216,  125 
N.  W.  285,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  471 ;  Barrett  v. 
Selden-Breck  Constr.  Co.  (1919)  103 
Neb.  850,  174  N.  W.  866. 

New  York. — Litts  v.  Risl^  Lumber 
Co.  (1918)  224  N.  Y.  821,  19  A.L.R. 
1147,  120  N.  E.  730,  reversing  (1918) 
184  App.  Div.  919, 170  N.  Y.  Supp.  1093; 
Cohen  v.  Western  Electric  Co.  (1906; 
App.  T.)  50  Misc.  660,  99  N.  Y.  Supp. 
525;  Hungerford  v.  Bonn  (1918)  18a 
App.  Div.  818,  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  280; 
Svolos  V.  Harry  Marsch  &  Co.  (1921) 
195  App.  Div.  674, 186  N.  Y.  Supp.  689. 

Oregon. — Lawton  v.  Morgan,  Flied- 
ner  &  Boyce  (1913)  66  Or.  292,  131 
Pac.  314,  134  Pac.  1087. 

Penni^lvania.  —  Miller  v.  Merritt 
(1905)  211  Pa.  127,  60  Atl.  508;  Bain 
V.  Petroleum  Iron  Works  CJo.  (1909) 
223  Pa.  96,  27  Atl.  279. 

Tennessee. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v 
Cheatham  (1907)  118  Tenn.  160,  lOO 
S.  W.  902. 

Texas.  —  Southwestern   Teleg.   &. 
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facts  as  a  whole  is  that  full  control 
over  the  details  of  the  work  had  been 
reserved  by  the  employer.' 


§  35.  Contraeior  5cmnd  to  furnish  both 
the  labor  and  appliancea. 

Both  of  the  facts  mentioned  in  the 


Teleph.  Co.  v.  Paris  (1905)  39  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  424,  87  S.  W.  724. 

Utah.— Oallahan  v.  Salt  Lake  City 
(1912)  41  Utah,  300,  125  Pac.  863. 

Virsliiia.— Veitch  v.  Jenkins  (1907) 
107  Va.  69,  57  S.  E.  574. 

Washin^n.  —  Campbell  v.  Jones 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  671. 

Wisconsin.  —  Whitney  v.  Clifford 
(1879)  46  Wis.  188,  82  Am.  Rep.  708, 
49  N.  W.  885. 

England* — ^Allen  v.  Hayward  (1845) 
7  Q.  B.  960,  115  Eng.  Reprint,  749,  15 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  99,  10  Jur.  92,  4  Eng. 
Ry.  &  C.  Cas.  104  (machinery  and  ma- 
terials). 

Ireland.  —  Hughes  v.  Quinn  [1917; 
C.  A.]  2  Ir.  R.  442  (tackle  for  sinking 
well) . 

Scotland.  —  Grant  v.  Shaw  (1872; 
C^.  of  Sc.  Sess.)  9  Sc.  L.  Rep.  254,  and 
the  cases  cited  in  note  3  of  the  pre- 
ceding section. 

For  cases  in  which  persons  engaged 
in  transportation  work  furnished  their 
own  vehicles  and  the  teams  or  other 
motive  power,  see  the  following: 

California.  —  Barton  v.  Studebaker 
Corp.  (1920)  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  189  Pac. 
1025. 

Indiana.— Zeitlow  v.  Smock  (1917) 
65  Ind.  App.  648,  117  N.  E.  665;  Sugar 
Valley  Ck>al  Ck).  v.  Drake  (1917)  66  Ind. 
App.  152, 117  N.  E.  937. 

Iowa. — ^Pace  v.  Appanoose  County 

(1918)  184  Iowa,  498,  168  N.  W.  916, 
17  N.  C.  C.  A.  682. 

Looisiana*  —  Muldry  v.  Fromherz 
(1917)  142  La.  1087,  78  So.  126;  Ry- 
land  V.  Harve  M.  Wheeler  Lumber  Co. 
(1920)  146  La.  787,  84  So.  55. 

Massachusetts.    —    Eckert's    Case 

(1919)  233  Mass.  577,  124  N.  E.  421; 
Oentrello's  Case  (1919)  232  Mass.  456, 
122  N.  E.  560;  Robichaud's  Case 
(1919)   234  Mass.  60,  124  N.  E.  890. 

Midiigan. — ^Bums  v.  Michigan  Paint 

Co.    (1908)    152  Mich.  613,  16  L.R.A. 

(N.S.)   816,  116  N.  W.  182;  Sawtells 

V.  Ekenberg  Co.  (1919)  206  Mich.  246, 

172  N.  W.  581. 

New  York.  —  Hopkins  v.  Empire  En- 
gineering Corp.  (1912)  152  App.  Div. 
570,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  478. 

Ireland. — Ryan  v.  Tipperary,  South 
Riding  (bounty  Council  (1912;  C.  A.) 
46  Ir.  L.  T.  69,  5  B.  W.  C.  C.  578; 
Clarke  v.  Bailieborough  Co-op  A.  &  D. 
Soc.   (1913;  C.  A.)  47  Ir.  L.  T.  113. 

In  the  following  cases,  some  of  the 


appliances  were  furnished  by  the  em- 
ployer, and  some  by  the  contractor; 
Industrial  Conmfiission  v.  Maryland 
Casualty  Co.  (1918)  65  Colo.  279,  176 
Pac.  288 ;  Mayhew  v.  Sullivan  Min.  Co. 
(1884)  76  Me.  100;  Kiser  v.  Suppe 
(1908)  133  Mo.  App.  19,  112  S.  W. 
1005;  Central  Coal  &  I.  Ck>.  v.  Grider 
(1903)  115  Ky.  745,  65  L.R.A.  455,  74 
S.  W.  1058. 

One  of  the  elements  in  a  case  where 
the  person  employed  was  held  to  be  an 
independent  contractor  was  that  worn- 
out  machinery  was  to  be  replaced  by 
the  employer,  but  that  the  expense  of 
installing  it  should  be  borne  by  the 
contractor.  Ziebell  v.  Eclipse  Lumber 
Co.  (1903)  33  Wash.  591,  74  Pac.  680, 
15  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  457. 

In  Western  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Pills- 
bury  (1916)  172  CaL  807, 159  Pac.  721, 
the  court,  referring  to  the  fact  that 
the  person  employed  drove  his  own 
team,  said  that  it  ''saw  nothing  in  this 
fact  which  made  him  a  servant,  and 
not  a  contractor."  Considering  that 
such  a  fact  is  generally  regarded  as 
having  a  positive  tendency  to  show 
that  the  person  employed  was  an  in- 
dependent contractor,  the  form  of  this 
remark  is  somewhat  curious. 

In  Gay  v.  Roanoke  R.  &  Lumber  Co. 
(1908)  148  N.  C.  336,  62  S.  E.  436,  a 
provision  of  a  logging  contract  held  to 
be  independent  was  that  the  tramroads 
were  to  be  built,  and  the  locomotive 
and  cars  to  be  kept  in  good  working 
order,  at  the  contractor's  expense. 

*  For  examples  of  such  cases  see  the 
following: 

Alabama. — Drennen  v.  Smith  (1896) 
115  Ala.  396,  22  So.  442. 

California. — Skell  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1920)  —  Cal.  App. 
— ,  186  Pac.  163. 

Kentucky. — ^Postal  Teleg.-Cable  Co. 
V.  Murrell  (1918)  180  Ky.  52,  L.R.A. 
1918D,  357,  201  S.  W.  462. 

Maine. — Keyes  v.  Second  Baptist 
Church  (1904)  99  Me.  308,  59  Atl.  446, 
17  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  526. 

Michigan.— Opitz  v.  Hoertz  (1917) 
194  Mich.  626,  161  N.  W.  866. 

Missouri. — Porter  v.  Withers  Estate 
Co.  (1919)  201  Mo.  App.  27,  210  S.  W. 
109. 

Texas.— Steger  v.  Barrett  (1910)  58 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  331,  124  S.  W.  174. 

Wisconsin.  —  Whitney  v.  Clifford 
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preceding  sections  are  quite  common- 
ly mentioned  together,  in  cases  in 
which  the  independence  of  the  con- 
tract was  affirmed.^ 

The  probative  force  of  the  two  in 
combination  is  presumably  somewhat 
greater  than  that  of  each  of  them 
singly.  But  the  cases  do  not  throw 
any  light  upon  this  particular  point. 


§  36.  Employer  hounA  to  fumiah  tfc« 
materials  and  appliances  required  far 
the   irorlc. 

In  many  of  the  cases  in  which  the 
relationship  of  master  and  servant 
was  held  to  have  been  created  by  the 
contract,  one  of  the  specific  elements 
mentioned  was.  that  the  employer  fur- 
nished the  materials  or  appliances  re- 


(1879)  46  Wis.  138,  32  Am.  Rep.  703, 
49  N.  W.  835. 

Ireland.  —  Moroney  v.  Sheehan 
(1908;  C.  A.)  87  Ir.  L.  T.  166;  Clarke 
v.  Bailieborough  Co-op.  A.  &  D«  Sec. 
(1913;  C.  A.)  47Ir.  L.  T.  113. 

In  De  Perri  v.  Motor  Haulage  Co. 

(1918)  185  App.  Div.  384,  173  N.  Y. 
Supp.  189,  the  circumstance  that  the 
trucks  which  a  haulage  contractor 
agreed  to  furnish  for  an  indefinite 
period  were  to  be  paid  for,  whether  in 
use  or  not,  was  regarded  as  an  ele- 
ment which  tended  to  negative  the  in- 
dependence of  the  contract. 

In  Boniface  v.  Relyea  (1866)  6  Robt. 
(N.  Y.)  397,  the  fact  that  a  man  en- 
gaged by  an  undertaker  to  drive  a  car- 
riage at  a  funeral  was  the  owner  of 
the  carriage  and  horses  which  he 
brought  seems  to  have  been  regarded 
as  conclusive  proof  that  he  was  not  the 
servant  of  the  undertaker.  If  this  was 
really  the  theory  of  the  court,  it  was 
manifestly  erroneous. 

^  See,  for  example : 

United  States*  —  United  States  v. 
Driscoll  (1877)  96  U.  S.  421,  24  L.  ed. 
847  (a  case  involving  a  workman's 
claim  for  extra  compensation). 

Alabama.  —  Harris  v.  McNamara 
(1892)  97  Ala.  181,  12  So.  103. 

Arizona. — Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy 

(1919)  20  Ariz.  531,  183  Pac.  740. 
California.— Boswell  v.  Laird  (1857) 

8  Cal.  469,  68  Am.  Dec.  345,  10  Mor. 
Min.  Rep.  616;  Green  v.  Soule  (1904) 
145  Cal.  96,  78  Pac.  337,  17  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  8. 
District  of  Columbia. — Philadelphia, 

B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Karr  (1912)  38  App. 
D.  C.  193,  —  A.L.R.  — ;  Harrison  v. 
Davis  Constr.  Co.   (1914)  42  App.  D. 

C.  255. 

Illinois.  —  Bjornson  v.  Saccone 
(1899)  88  111.  App.  6;  Fell  v.  Chicago 
Bldg.  &  Special  Constr.  Co.  (1914)  187 
111.  App.  286;  Raxworthy  v.  Heisen 
(1915)  191  111.  App.  457,  8  N.  C.  C.  A. 
819,  affirmed  in  (1916)  274  111.  398, 113 
N.  E.  699. 


Indiana.  —  Switow  v.  McDougal 
(1916)  184  Ind.  259,  111  N.  £.  3;  Mob- 
ley  V.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co.  (1915)  68  Ind. 
App.  308,  119  N.  E.  477. 

Iowa.  —  Bennett  v.  Mt.  Vernon 
(1904)  124  Iowa,  537,  100  N.  W.  349; 
Parrott  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Ck).  (1905) 
127  Iowa,  419,  103  N.  W.  352. 

Louisiana.  —  Lutenbacher  v.  Mit- 
chell-Borne Constr.  Co.  (1915)  136  La. 
805,  19A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888. 

Maine.— Wilbur  v.  White  (1903)  98 
Me.  191,  56  Atl.  657,  15  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
311. 

Maryland.  —  Symons  v.  Allegany 
County  (1907)  105  Md.  254»  65  Atl. 
1067. 

Michigan. — Bacon  v.  Candler  (1914) 
181  Mich.  372,  148  N.  W.  194. 

MissourL  —  Scharff  v.  Southern 
Illinois  Constr.  Co.  (1905)  115  Mo. 
App.  157,  92  S.  W.  126. 

Nebraska.  —  Westover  v.  Hoover 
(1911)  88  Neb.  201,  19  A.L.R.  215,  129 
N.  W.  285,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  471 ;  Barrett 
V.  Selden-Breck  Constr.  Co.  (1919)  103 
Neb.  850,  174  N.  W.  866. 

New  York.  —  Martin  v.  Tribune 
Asso.  (1883)  30  Hun,  391;  Carpenter 
v.  New  York  (1906)  115  App.  Div.  652, 
101  N.  Y.  Supp.  402 ;  Coolidge  v.  Stote 
(1908;  Ct.  CI.)  61  Misc.  38,  114  N.  Y. 
Supp.  553. 

Oregon. — Lawton  v.  Morgan,  Flied- 
ner  &  Boyce  (1913)  66  Or.  292,  131 
Pac.  314,  134  Pac.  1037;  Winniford  v. 
MacLeod  (1913)  68  Or.  301,  136  Pac. 
25;  Dibert  v.  Giebisch  (1914)  74  Or. 
64,  144  Pac.  1184. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Blattenberger  v.^ 
Little  Schuylkill  Nav.  R.  &  Coal  Ck). 
(1839)  2  Miles,  309;  Allen  v.  Willard 
(1868)  57  Pa.  374. 

Tennessee. — Louisville  &  N.  R.  Ck>. 
V.  Cheatham  (1906)  118  Tenn.  160, 100 
S.  W.  902. 

Utah. — Morris  v.  Salt  Lake  City 
(1909)  35  Utah,  474,  101  Pac.  373. 

Washington.— Cary  v.  Sparkman  Sl 
M.  Co.  (1911)  62  Wash.  363,  —  AX.B. 
r-,  113  Pac.  1093. 
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quired  for  the  stipulated  work.^    That 
fact,  therefore,  is  one  of  those  which 


are  to  be  regarded  as  having  to  prove 
that  the  person  employed  was  not  an 


*  See,  for  example: 
United  States.^ — Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Rahen  (1889)  182  U.  S.  518,  33  L.  ed. 
440,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  175  (wagon  for 
salesman) ;  Nyback  v.  Champagne 
Lumber  Co.  (1901)  48  C.  C.  A.  632, 
109  Fed.  732  (person  employed  oper- 
ated in  a  factory  a  machine  which  the 
employer  kept  in  running  order  at  his 
own  cost,  and  for  which  he  furnished 
the  necessary  power) ;  Standard  Oil 
Co.  V.  Parkinson  (1907)  82  C.  C.  A.  29, 
152  Fed.  681  (wagon  for  salesman). 
Alabama.  —  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Hubbard  (1915)  14  Ala. 
App.  139,  68  So.  571;  Stith  Coal  Co. 
V.  Harris  (1915)  14  Ala.  App.  181,  68 
So.  797. 

Arkansas.  —  Homewood  Rice  Land 
Syndicate  v.  Suhs  (1920)  142  Ark.  619, 
219  S.  W.  333;  Terry  Dairy  Co.  v. 
Parker  (1920)  144  Ark.  401,  223  S.  W. 
6. 

California.  —  Giacomini  v.  Pacific 
Lumber  Co.  (1907)  5  Cal.  App.  218, 
89  Pac.  1059  (machinery  in  factory). 
Connecticut.  —  Corbin  v.  American 
Mills  (1858)  27  Conn.  275,  71  Am.  Dec. 
63,  13  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  735;  Aisenberg 
V.  C.  F.  Adams  Co.  (1920)  95  Conn. 
419,  111  Atl.  591  (salesman  furnished 
with  blank  forms  for  various  pur^ 
poses) . 

Georgia.  —  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co. 
V.  O'Hara  (1872)  46  Ga.  417. 

niinois.  —  American  Steel  Foun- 
dries V.  Industrial  Bd.  (1918)  284  111. 
99,  119  N.  E.  902. 

Indiana. — ^Indiana  Iron  Co.  v.  Gray 
(1897)  19  Ind.  App.  566,  48  N.  E.  803 
(machinery  in  factory)  ;  Caca  v.  Wood- 
ruff  (1919)   70  Ind.  App.  93,  123  N. 
E.  120 ;  Nissen  Transfer  &  Storage  Co. 
V.  Miller  (1920)  —  Ind.  App.  — .  125  N. 
E.    652;    Greene   County   v.   Shertzer 
(1920)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  127  N.  E.  843. 
Iowa.  —  Kelleher  v.  Schmitt  &  H. 
Mfg.  Co.   (1904)  122  Iowa,  635,  98  N. 
W.  482   (room  and  machinery  in  fac- 
tory). 

Kansas.  —  Nelson  v.  American  Ce- 
ment Plaster  Co.  (1911)  84  Kan.  797, 
115  Pac.  578  (mules  used  in  mining 
work) . 

Kentucky.  —  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Tow  (1901)  23  Ky.  L.  Rep.  408,  66 
L.R.A.  941,  63  S.  W.  27  (engine  used 
to  haul  cars  in  tunnel  under  construc- 
tion was  supplied  by  railroad  com- 
pany) ;  Employers'  Indemnity  Co.  v. 
Kelly  Coal  Co.  (1913)  156  Ky.  74,  49 


L.R.A.(N.S.)  850,  160  S.  W.  914  (cars 
and  mules  used  in  mining  work). 

Louisiana. — ^Brady  v.  Jay  (1904)  111 
La.  1071,  36  So.  132  (logging  contrac- 
tor was  to  be  furnished  with  rail- 
road and  rolling  stock,  and  keep  them 
in  repair,  and  defray  all  the  expenses 
of  operating  the  road). 

Michigan. — ^Lewis  v.  Detroit  Vitri- 
fied Brick  Co.  (1911)  164  Mich.  489, 
129  N.  W.  726  (cars  and  track  fur- 
nished to  miners) ;  Perham  v.  Amer- 
ican Roofing  Co.  (1916)  198  Mich.  221, 
159  N.  W.  140;  Bayne  v.  Everham 
(1917)  197  Mich.  181,  168  N.  W.  1002. 

Minnesota.  —  Barg  v.  Bousfield 
(1896)  65  Minn.  355,  68  N.  W.  45,  16 
Am.  Neg.  Cas.  188;  Brown  v.  Douglas 
Lumber  Co.  (1910)  113  Minn.  67,  129 
N.  W.  161  (machinery  in  sawmill) ; 
Aarnes  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1915)  129  Minn.  467,  152  N.  W.  866 
(tools  and  materials  for  erection  of 
building). 

Montana.  —  Poor  v.  Madison  River 
Power  Co.  (1909)  38  Mont.  341,  99  Pac. 
947  (materials  for  alteration  of  struc- 
ture) • 

New  York.  —  Benedict  v.  Martin 
(1862)  36  Barb.  288;  Groldman  v.  Ma- 
son (1888;  Gen.  T.)  18  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
376,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  337. 

North  Carolina.  —  Midgette  v.  Bran- 
ning  Mfg.  Co.  (1909)  150  N.  C.  333.  64 
S.  E.  5  (mill  which  person  employed 
agreed  to  operate,  and  logs  sawed 
therein,  were  the  property  of  employ- 
er) ;  Embler  v.  Gloucester  Lumber  Co. 
(1914)  167  N.  C.  457,  88  S.  E.  740 
(materials  for  building). 

North  Dakota.  —  Ruehl  v.  Lidger- 
wood  Rural  Teleph.  Co.  (1912)  23  N. 
D.  6,  L.R.A.1918C,  1063,  135  N.  W, 
793,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  680  (tools  used 
in  construction  of  telephone  line). 

Ohio.  —  Andrew  Bros.  v.  Burns 
(1901)  12  Ohio  C.  D.  305,  22  Ohio  C.  C. 
437  (machinery  in  factory). 

Oklahoma.  —  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bond  (1915)  47  Okla.  161,  148 
Pac.  103  (tools  for  handling  coal). 

Texas.  —  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co. 
V.  Wallace  (1900)  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12, 
54  S.  W.  638  (machinery  furnished  by 
employer  and  operated  by  power  sup- 
plied by  him). 

Vermont  —  Kelley's  Dependents  v. 
Hoosac  Lumber  Co.  (1921)  —  Vt  — , 
113  Atl.  818.  20  N.  C.  C.  A.  902. 

Virginia.  —  Emmerson  v.  Fay 
(1896)  94  Va.  60»  26  S.  £.  386. 


780 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.il. 


independent  contractor.  But  such 
probative  aiffnificance  as  it  possesses 
is  manifestly  overcome,  whenever  the 
rest  of  the  evidence  points  to  the  con- 


clusion that  the  employer  was  not  to 
exercise  any  control  over  the  details 
of  the  work." 
It  is,  of  course,  an  entirely  negligri- 


Washington.  —  James  v.  Pearson 
(1911)  64  Wash.  263,  116  Pac.  852 
(hoisting  machinery  used  for  building 
work) ;  Fehrenbacher  v.  Oakesdale 
Copper  Min.  Co.  (1911)  65  Wash.  134, 
117  Pac.  870  (tools  and  machinery). 

Wisconsin.  —  Rankel  v.  Buckstaff- 
Edwards  Co.  (1909)  138  Wis.  448,  20 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1180,  120  N.  W.  269  (ma- 
terials for  building). 

England.  —  Blake  v.  Thirst  (1868) 
2  Hurlst.  &  C.  20,  159  Eng.  Reprint,  9, 
32  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  189,  11  Week.  Rep. 
1034,  8  L.  T.  N.  S,  251  (bricks  furnish- 
ed to  subcontractor) ;  Evans  v.  Pen- 
wyllt  Dinas  Silica  Brick  Co.  (1901;  C. 
A.)  18  Times  L.  R.  58  (tools  for 
quarrying) . 

Ireland.  —  M'Connell  v.  Galbraith 
(1918;  C.  A.)  48  Ir.  L.  T.  30,  7  B.  W.  C. 
C.  968  (^raps  furnished  to  trapper) . 

Scotland.  —  M'Cready  v.  Dunlop 
(1900)  2  Sc.  Sess.  Cas.  5th  series,  1027, 
37  Scot.  L.  R.  779,  8  Scot.  L.  T.  91. 

In  Vaughn  v.  Davis  (1920)  —  Mo. 
App.  — .  221  S.  W.  782,  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  defendants  were  held 
not  to  be  independent  contractors  as 
regards  the  delivery  of  beer  were  thus 
stated:  "They  were  delivering  the 
brewery  company's  beer,  stored,  re- 
frigerated, and  preserved  at  the  lat- 
ter's  expense,  selling  it  at  a  price 
fixed  by  the  brewery  company,  dis- 
tributing it  in  a  vehicle  owned  and 
furnished  by  the  company,  kept  in  ac- 
cordance with  its  directions  and  at  its 
expense,  and  insured  for  its  benefit, 
not  only  as  against  loss  on  the  truck 
itself,  but  also  against  liability  on  ac- 
count of  the  truck's  operation.  If 
Davis  &  Sons  were  operating  the 
truck  of  themselves,  and  independent- 
ly of  the  brewery  company's  business, 
why  was  the  indemnity  insurance  for 
operation  taken  out  in  favor  of  the 
brewery  company,  and  why  should  the 
brewery  company  bear  that  expense 
and  insist  upon  being  insured?  It  is 
not  clear  just  how  the  expenses,  which 
it  is  conceded  the  brewery  company 
bore,  were  paid,  whether  they  were 
actually  paid  by  the  brewery  company 
itself  or  through  Davis  &  Sons,  the 
expenses  being  deducted  from  the 
amounts  due.  At  one  place  Davis 
said  the  driver  was  employed  'through' 
their  firm.  If  the  conceded  expenses 
were  paid  by  Davis  &  Sons,  tod  credit 


was  taken  against  the  brewery  com- 
pany for  them,  it  is  remarkable  that 
the  expense  of  the  driver  was  not 
taken  care  of  in  the  same  way.  But 
if  it  was  the  brewery  company's  beer 
that  was  being  delivered,  and  its 
business  that  was  being  carried  on 
thereby,  then  the  driver  was  its 
agent  or  servant,  even  though  the 
driver  may  have  been  employed  and 
paid  by  Davis  &  Sons,  and  they  di- 
rected him,  as  they  naturally  would, 
where  to  deliver." 

In  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  CSieat- 
ham  (1907)  118  Tenn.  160,  100  S.  W. 
902,  a  supplemental  contract  regard- 
ing excavation  work  on  a  railroad  pro- 
vided as  follows:  'The  railroad 
agrees  to  furnish  necessary  rails, 
splices,  switches,  and  frogs  for  tem- 
porary track  to  be  used  in  connection 
with  steam-shovel  work,  without 
charge  to  the  contractors."  In  the 
opinion  of  the  court  this  stipulation 
did  not  throw  any  light  upon  the  na- 
ture of  the  relationship.  But,  in  view^ 
of  the  cases  cited  above,  this  ruling 
is  of  more  than  dubious  soundness. 

'The  independence  of  the  contract 
has  frequently  been  afiirmed,  in  cases 
in  which  this  element  was  present. 

United  States.  —  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bond  (1916)  240  U.  S.  449, 
60  L.  ed.  735,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  403,  11 
N.  C.  C.  A.  342  (tools). 

Arkansas.  —  Arkansas  Land  &  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Secrist  (1915)  118  Ark.  561, 
177  S.  W.  37  (materials). 

Colorado.  —  Industrial  Commission 
V.  Maryland  Casualty  Co.  (1918)  65 
Colo.  279,  176  Pac.  288  (materials). 

Connecticut.  —  Burke  v.  Norwich  & 
W,  R.  Co.  (1867)  34  Conn.  474,  13  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  662  (machinery). 

Indiana.  —  Nissen  Transfer  &  Stor- 
age Co.  V.  Miller  (1920)  —  Ind.  App. 
— ,  125  N.  E.  652  (horses,  feed,  and 
wagons). 

Kansas.  —  Chute  v.  Moeser  (1908) 
77  Kan.  706,  95  Pac.  398  (materials). 

Kentucky.  —  Bellamy  v.  F.  A.  Ames 
Co.  (1910)  140  Ky.  98,  130  S.  W.  980 
(materials) ;  White  v.  Olive  Hill  Fire 
Brick  Co.  (1916)  169  Ky.  835,  185  S. 
W.  107. 

Louisiana.  —  Robideaux  v.  Hebert 
(1907)  118  La.  1089,  12  L.R.A.(N^.) 
632,  43  So.  887  (tools  and  other  ao- 
pliances). 
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ble  factor  where  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  in8t!rumentalitie3  procured 
from  the  employer  were  bought  for 
the  purposes  of  the  work  by  the  per- 
son employed.' 

§  37,  Efnployer*9  aurrender  or  r^iiem^ 
Hon  o/  the  control  of  the  place  •/ 
trof*lc. 

(a)  Control  eurrendered. 

The  circumstance  that  the  premises 


on  which  the  stipulated  work  was  per* 
formed  were,  for  the  purposes  of  such 
performance,  placed  under  the  control 
of  the  person  employed,  is  an  element 
which  tends  to  show  that  he  was  an 
independent  contractor.^  But  it  will 
be  disregarded  if  the  evidence,  as  a 
whole,  is  such  as  to  require  the  con- 
clusion that  the  contract  was  one  of 


Minnesota.  —  Klages  v.  Gillette- 
Herzog  Mfg.  Co.  (1902)  86  Minn.  458, 
90  N.  W.  1116,  12  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  488. 

New  York.  —  Litts  v.  Risley  Lumber 
Co.  (1918)  224  N.  Y.  821,  19  A.L.R. 
1147,  120  N.  E.  730;  Powley  v.  Vivian 
&  Co.  (1915)  169  App.  Div.  170, 154  N. 
Y.  Supp.  426,  10  N.  C.  C.  A.  835  (fuel, 
oil,  etc.) 

North  Carolina.  —  Vogh  v.  F.  C. 
Geer  Co.  (1916)  171  N.  C.  672,  88  S. 
E.  874  (machinery,  etc.) 

Virginia.— Veitch  v.  Jenkins  (1907) 
107  Va.  68,  57  S.  E.  574  (materials, 
etc.). 

Scotland.  —  Hayden  v.  Dick  (1902) 

5  Sc.  Sess.  Cas.  5th  series,  152,  40 
Scot  L.  R.  95,  10  Scot.  L.  T.  380. 

In  Lampton  v.  Cedartown  Co.  (1909) 

6  Ga.  App.  147,  64  S.  E.  495,  the  fact 
that  the  owner  of  a  building  furnished 
all  the  materials  for  its  construction 
was  referred  to  as  being  ''not  incon- 
sistent'' with  the  inference  that  the 
building  contract  was  an  independent 
one. 

In  Connolly  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Com- 
mission (1916)  178  Cal.  405,  160  Pac. 
239,  where  the  unsuccessful  claimant 
under  a  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
had  been  employed  to  build  a  shed,  the 
court  declared  that  there  was  "no 
force  in  the  suggestion  that,  because 
the  owner  of  the  real  property  was  to 
furnish  the  lumber,  there  was  prob- 
ably no  contract  except  that  for  labor 
by  the  day;  contracts  are  often  made 
for  sufficient  labor  to  accomplish  spe- 
cific results  with  materials  furnished 
by  the  person  on  whose  property  those 
results  are  to  be  produced." 

In  Ennis  v.  Baumann  Rubber  Co. 
(1917)  91  Conn.  425,  99  Atl.  1031,  the 
court  thus  commented  upon  the  in- 
structions given  by  the  trial  judge: 
'The  jury  was  told  that  if  the  agree- 
ment for  the  digging  of  the  well  was, 
as  the  plaintiff  claimed  it  to  have  been, 
that  he  should  simply  do  the  work,  and 
that  the  defendant  should  furnish  all 
the  tools,  appliances,  and  materials. 


the  relation  of  master  and  servant  was 
created.  This  instruction  was  sup- 
plemented by  further  statements  to  the 
same  effect,  so  that  the  jury  was  clear- 
ly informed  that,  if  the  contract  to 
sink  the  well  contained  an  undertaking 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  fur- 
nish the  tools,  appliances,  and  ma- 
terials required  for  the  work,  that  fact 
would  suffice  to  convert  it  into  one  of 
employment,  and  the  relation  of  the 
parties  under  it  Into  that  of  master 
and  servant.  This  was  erroneous,  in 
that  the  vital  and  controlling  factor  of 
the  defendant's  right  of  control,  or  the 
lack  of  it,  was  ignored,  and  a  compara- 
tively immaterial  incident  made  con- 
clusive." 

*  For  a  ease  involving  this  situation, 
see  Bokoshe  Smokeless  Coal  Co.  v. 
Morehead  (1912)  34  Okla.  424, 126  Pac. 
1033. 

^Scanmion  v.  Chicago  (1861)  25  111. 
424,  79  Am.  Dec.  334;  Jefferson  v. 
Jameson  &  M.  Co.  (1896)  165  IlL  138, 
46  N.  E.  272,  reversing  (1895)  60  111. 
App.  587;  Allen  v.  Willard  (1868)  57 
Pa.  374;  Kniceley  v.  West  Virginia 
Midland  R.  Co.  (1908)  64  W.  Va.  278, 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  370,  61  S.  E.  811 ;  East- 
em  Townships  Bank  v.  DeK^rangat 
(1907)  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  17  B.  R.  232. 

In  Byrnes  v.  Western  (1896)  17  New 
South  Wales  L.  R.  80,  the  defendants 
sold  at  public  auction  the  building  ma- 
terials of  a  house  then  standing.  By 
the  terms  of  sale  the  building  mater- 
ials became  the  property  of  the  pur- 
chaser, who  contracted  under  a  penal- 
ty to  pull  them  down  and  cart  them 
away  within  two  months,  leaving  the 
site  cleared  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
vendor.  One  B.  became  the  purchaser 
for  the  sum  of  £10.  In  pulling  down 
the  house  he  negligently  caused  injury 
to  the  adjoining  house,  by  throwing 
bricks  and  rubbish  onto  it,  and  omit- 
ting to  prop  it  up  while  the  work  was 
in  progress.  By  Stowell,  Ch.  J.,  and 
Gowen,  J.,  it  was  held  that  the  con- 
tract   was    one    essentially    of    sale. 
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hiring  and  service,  or  agency.'  Its 
probative  significance  is  a  proper  sub- 
ject for  consideration,  irrespective  of 
whether  the  right  of  control  so  vest- 


ed was  or  was  not  exclusive.'  Nor  is 
the  relationship  of  the  parties  affect* 
ed  by  the  employer's  reservation  of  a 
right  to  enter  the  premises  for  the 


which  transferred  to  B.»  for  the  time 
being,  the  ownership  of  the  house,  and 
that,  while  he  was  engaged  in  the  de- 
molition and  removal  of  the  building, 
he,  and  he  alone,  had  all  the  respon- 
sibilities incident  to  ownership.  By 
Stephen,  J.,  it  was  considered  that  the 
essential  effect  of  the  contract  was 
that  the  contractor  agreed  to  pull 
down  the  house  and  take  away  the  ma- 
terials, and  that  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  the  materials  were  simply  an  inci- 
dent in  the  contract,  and  the  method  of 
paying  for  the  work  done.  The  con- 
clusion at  which  he  arrived,  therefore, 
was  that  the  defendants  were  liable, 
for  the  reason  that  the  contract  was 
one  likely  to  be  dangerous  to  the  ad- 
jacent owner. 

*In  Samyn  v.  McClosky  (1868)  2 
Ohio  St.  636,  where  a  man  employed 
to  erect  a  building  on  the  terms  that 
he  was  to  hire  the  workmen  and  in- 
dorse their  bills,  who  had  also  under- 
taken to  do  the  carpentry  "at  27  cents 
on  the  bill,"  was  held  to  be  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  only  in  respect  of 
the  carpentry,  and  the  employer's 
agent  in  respect  of  his  other  functions, 
the  court  remarked:  'The  so-called 
possession  of  Cameron  was  as  the 
agent  of  Samyn,  or,  rather,  he  oc- 
cupied the  preniises  as  mechanics 
usually  do  when  making  improve- 
ments. Dignifying  a  mere  license  thus 
to  occupy,  by  calling  it  a  surrender  of 
possession,  will  not  serve  to  avoid  re- 
sponsibili^." 

'  It  is  error  to  charge  the  jury  that, 
in  forming  an  opinion  as  to  whether 
the  employee  was  a  servant  or  an  in- 
dependent contractor,  they  should  in- 
quire whether  the  contract  ''gave  ex- 
clusive use  and  right  to  the  contractor 
over  the  place,''  and  how  long  this  ex- 
clusive use  and  right  were  to  continue. 
Gonlin  v.  Charleston  (1868)  49  S.  C. 
L.  (16  Rich.)  201. 

In  Bibb  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co. 
(1891)  87  Va*  711,  14  S.  E.  163,  where 
it  was  contended  that  the  right  re- 
served by  a  railroad  company  to  run 
its  trains  over  a  bridge  during  its  con- 
struction by  a  contractor  destroyed  the 
independent  contractor,  without  the 
court  remarked  that  this  amounted  to 
an  assertion  of  the  doctrine  that  a 
railroad  company  or  private  individual 
cannot,  in  the  one  case,  build  its  road 


or  other  structures,  or  repair  either, 
and,  in  the  other,  the  owner  of  prop- 
erty cannot  build  a  house  thereon,  or 
repair  one,  by  the  intervention  of  an 
independent  contractor,  without  the 
entire  surrender  of  the  possession  and 
use  of  the  property  to  such  contractor ; 
and  that,  if  such  surrender  be  not 
made,  then  the  employer  is  liable  for 
any  injury  to  another  resulting  from 
the  negligent  or  tortious  act  of  any 
agent  or  servant  of  the  contractor. 
"The  recognition  of  any  snch  princi- 
ple," it  was  declared,  "would  not  only 
lead  to  the  most  absurd  results,  but 
would  be  to  foster  gross  injustice  and 
oppression.  ...  In  every  such  case 
the  question  is  not  whether  the  owner 
or  proprietor  retained  any  use  of  the 
property  during  the  erection  of  the 
work,  but  who  had  the  efficient  con- 
trol of  the  work  contracted  to  be  done. 
Such  control,,  in  cases  like  the  pres- 
ent, is  necessarily  with  the  contractor; 
and,  were  it  otherwise,  independent 
employment  would  be  degraded,  its  lia- 
bility in  a  great  measure  destroyed, 
and  the  general  efficiency  of  railroad 
service  correspondingly  impaired. 
Hence,  the  books  teem  with  decided 
cases  in  which  defendants  were  held 
not  liable  for  torts  committed  on  their 
premises  by  contractors,  or  their 
agents  or  servants,  although  there  had 
not  been  an  entire  surrender  of  the 
possession  of  the  premises  to  the  con- 
tractor." 

In  Rome  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Chasteen 
(1889)  88  Ala.  691,  7  So.  94,  the  court 
was  equally  divided  in  opinion  upon 
the  question  whether  undisputed  evi- 
dence to  the  effect  that  the  tort-feasor 
was  engaged  in  building  the  road,  and 
was  in  possession  of  and  using  the  en- 
gine and  cars,  for  the  transportation 
of  rails  and  crossties,  and  of  freight 
and  passengers,  and  that  he  employed 
and  paid  the  workmen,  was  prima  facie 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  tort-feasor 
was  an  independent  contractor. 

That  the  contract  is  not  the  less  an 
independent  one,  because  the  employ- 
er has  that  power  of  interference 
which  is  derived  from  "that  reversion- 
ary right  which  is  necessarily  reserved 
to  every  owner  of  land,"  was  remarked, 
arguendo,  in  Schweickhardt  v.  St. 
Louis  (1876)  2  Mo.  App.  671. 
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purpose  of  geeizig  that  the  work  ig 
performed  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  and  specifications.  Under  such 
circumstances  the  person  employed 
still  remains  in  possession  of  the 
premises,  and  continues  to  perform 
the  work  under  his  contract,  and  not 
under  the  directions  of  the  employer.^ 
The  cases  in  which  the  effect  of  the 
employer's  surrender  of  control  has 
been  discussed  from  the  point  of  view 
indicated  in  the  preceding  paragraph 


should  be  carefully  distinguished 
from  those  in  which  the  right  of  ac- 
tion has  been  determined  with  refer; 
ence  to  the  general  principle  under 
which  an  owner  of  property  is  ordi- 
narily protected  from  liability  for  an 
injury  resulting  from  a  tort  commit- 
ted with  respect  to,  or  by  means  of, 
the  property,  if  it  is  shown  to  have 
been  out  of  his  control  at  the  time 
when  the  injury  was  received.*  In 
order    to    relieve    the    employer    of 


«Pfau  y.  Williamson  (1872)  63  MIL 
16. 

*In  Moore  v.  Sanbome  (1853)  2 
Mich.  57S,  59  Am.  Dec.  209,  two  of  the 
classes  of  cases  in  which  the  rule  of 
respondeat  superior  is  not  applicable 
were  thus  specified:  (1)  Where  a  con- 
tract is  made  with  another  in  respect 
of  services  upon  property,  when  no 
power  of  direction  or  supervision  is 
reserved  by  the  principal,  but  the  en- 
tire discretion  as  to  the  mode  of  ex- 
ecution of  the  contract,  together  with 
control  of  the  property,  is  confided  to 
the  employee.  (2)  In  case  of  a  like 
contract,  the  contract  prescribing  the 
mode  of  its  execution,  when  posses- 
sion of  the  property  is  surrendered  to 
the  employee  to  enable  him  to  execute 
the  contract. 

In  Butler  v.  Lewman  (1902)  115  6a. 
752,  42  S.  E.  98,  it  was  laid  down  that 
the  owners  "relieved  themselves  of  all 
responsibility  in  the  matter,  by  mak- 
ing an  absolute  surrender,  for  the  time 
being,  of  their  possession  of  the  build- 
ing, and  placing  it  under  the  complete 
control  of  independent  contractors." 

In  Hauver  v.  Whalen  (1892)  49  Ohio 
St.  69, 14  L.R.A.  828,  29  N.  E.  1049,  the 
masonry  and  woodwork  of  a  building 
were  let  to  contractors,  but  with  re- 
spect to  the  remainder  of  the  work, 
including  the  making  of  the  excava- 
tions for  cellars,  areas,  and  coal 
vaults,  there  was  no  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  it  was  performed  under 
the  direction  or  control  of  anyone  ex- 
cept the  owner  himself,  and  there  was 
neither  any  stipulation  giving  the  con- 
tractors the  occupancy,  possession,  or 
control  of  the  premises,  nor  any  other 
evidence  on  the  record  which  tended  to 
show  that  they  had,  or  were  entitled  to 
have,  such  occupancy,  possession,  or 
control.  It  was  held  that  a  requested 
instruction  to  the  following  effect  was 
abstract,  and  had,  therefore,  been 
properly  refused:  "If  the  jury  find 
from  the  evidence  that  the  defendants 


had  let  the  work  of  constructing  the 
building  and  area  in  question  to  con- 
tractors, who  were  to  do  all  the  work 
and  furnish  all  the  materials  on  their 
own  credit,  with  their  own  means,  and 
that  the  defendants,  while  the  work 
was  in  progress,  had  no  possession  or 
occupancy  of  the  premises,  and  had 
^  no  control  of  the  mode  or  manner  in 
which  said  contractors  should  do  the 
work,  other  than  to  accept  or  reject  the 
work  as  being  in  compliance  or  non- 
compliance with  the  contract,  then  the 
defendants  are  not  responsible  for  any 
injury  resulting  to  the  plaintiff  in  con- 
sequence of  the  negligence  of  said  con- 
tractors, or  any  of  their  employees,  in 
not  guarding  the  said  area  with  proper 
protections  or  coverings." 

In  Gilbert  v.  Beach  (1856)  4  Duer 
(N.  Y.)  423,  the  court  made  the  follow- 
ing remarks:  "The  employment  of 
the  contractor  is,  in  its  nature,  just 
as  independent  of  the  will  of  the  owner 
as  the  ordinary  conduct  of  the  tenant; 
and,  when  the  contract  is  for  the  con- 
struction of  an  entire  building,  the 
ground  upon  which  the  building  is  to 
be  erected  is  just  as  truly  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  the  contractor  as  the 
ground  covered  by  a  lease  is  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  the  tenant.  The  posses- 
sion, as  necessary  to  the  prosecution 
of  the  work  to  which  the  contract  re- 
lates, is  just  as  certainly  vested  in  the 
contractor,  by  force  of  his  contract,  as 
the  possession  of  demised  premises  is 
vested  in  the  tenant,  by  force  of  his 
lease.  It  is  said  that  the  owner,  when- 
ever he  may  please,  in  the  mere  ex- 
ercise of  his  own  will,  may  remove 
the  contractor  from  the  possession; 
but  if  this  power  belongs  to  him  as 
ovmer — ^which  we  neither  affirm  nor 
deny — it  is  not  a  power  which  he  is 
bound  to  exercise,  or  can  be  justified 
in  exercising,  unless  the  known  mis- 
conduct of  the  contractor  has  been 
such  as  to  render  its  exercise  a  posi- 
tive, duty;  and,  until  it  is  exercised. 
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liability  on  this  ground  it  is  sufficient 
that  the  contractor  should  have  been 
placed  in  possession  of  the  particular 
portion  of  the  premises  in  which  the 
work  was  performed.* 

(h)  Control  reUOmed, 

There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  re- 
garding the  probative  significance  of 


evidence  that  the  employer  retained 
possession  of  the  premises  on  which 
stipulated  work  was  performed.  By 
some  courts  such  evidence  is  appar- 
ently considered  to  be  incompatible 
with  any  other  conclusion  l^an  that 
the  person  employed  was  not  engaged 
on  the  footing  of  an  independent  con- 
tractor.^ The  soundness  of  anunqual- 


the  possession  of  the  contractor  is  the 
possession  of  the  owner  only  in  the 
same  sense  in  which  the  possession  of 
a  tenant  is,  in  judgment  of  law,  that 
of  his  landlord.  In  each  case,  the  pos- 
session is  derived  from  the  owner,  and 
is  held  in  subjection  to  his  paramount 
title,  but  in  both,  the  possession,  so 
long  as  it  continues,  is  exclusive.  In 
our  opinion,  therefore,  there  is  no  rea- 
son whatever  for  holding  that  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  owner  for  injuries 
to  third  persons  during  the  continu- 
ance of  this  possession  is  greater  in 
the  one  case  than  in  the  other." 

In  Newbum  v.  Healey  Real  Estate 
ft  Improv.  Co.  (1915)  17  Ga.  App.  217, 
86  S.  E.  429,  where  the  plaintiffs  de- 
ceased husband,  while  working  on  a 
steel  frame  building,  was  struck  by 
falling  planks  and  thrown  into  an  un- 
covered opening,  a  demurrer  was  held 
to  have  been  properly  sustained  to  a 
petition  which  merely  alleged  that  the 
defendant  was  constructing  in  a  speci- 
fied city  a  building  "now  commonly 
known  as  the  Healey  Building,"  and 
that  on  the  day  he  met  his  death  the 
decedent  "was  employed  by  the  B.  Con- 
struction Company,  which  had  the  con- 
tract for  the  ironwork  on  said  build- 
ing." The  court  took  the  ground  that, 
having  regard  to  the  rule  that  plead- 
ings are  always  to  be  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader,  it  might 
be  safely  assumed  that,  "so  far  as  the 
allegations  in  the  petition  of  the  plain- 
tiff are  concerned,  the  contractor,  and 
not  the  owner,  was  in  the  control  of 
the  premises,  and  had  entire  charge  of 
all  the  work  then  being  carried  on,  in 
pursuance  of  the  general  plan  of  the 
owner  to  finish  and  complete  the  six- 
teen-story building  described  in  the 
petition." 

In  Wodroczka  v.  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.  (1899;  App.  T.)  29  Misc.  637,  61 
N.  Y.  Supp.  186,  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  for  injury  occasioned  to  per- 
sonal property  by  the  falling  of  part  of 
the  neighboring  gas  holder  upon  the 
building  wherein  the  plaintiff  was  at 
work  was  denied  on  the  ground  that 


the  only  evidence  relating  to  owner- 
ship consisted  in  a  contract  between 
the  defendant  gas  company,  and  its 
oodef  endants,  which  disclosed  that  the 
latter  had  agreed  to  complete  the  hold- 
er within  six  months  after  the  time 
when  the  foundation  to  be  prepared  by 
the  owner  for  its  reception  was  sufil- 
ciently  advanced  to  allow  the  contrac- 
tor to  commence  work."  The  court 
said:  "There  is  nothing  in  the  case 
^  to  show  that  the  work  was  completed. 
...  If  the  contractors  were  still  in 
control,  they  were  the  parties  to  look 
to;  if  the  work  had  been  completed 
and  turned  over,  the  gas  company  was 
the  party  to  look  to,  provided  it  was, 
at  the  time,  the  owner,  or  in  possession 
and  control.  In  this  particular  the 
contract  avails  nothing,  because  it 
proves  nothing  as  to  possession  or  con- 
trol by  either  of  the  defendants  at  the 
time  of  the  accident." 

In  a  case  where  the  owner  of  a  build- 
ing employed  a  contractor  to  make  an 
excavation  in  the  sidewalk  in  front  of 
it,  the  jury  were  instructed  that  the 
mere  fact  that  the  owner  remained  in 
possession  of  the  building  itself  did 
not  establish  the  fact  of  his  control 
of  the  place  where  the  excavation  was 
made.  Puller  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank 
(1882)  15  Fed.  875. 

For  cases  in  which  the  contractor 
was  held  liable  on  the  ground  of  his 
being  in  possession  of  the  premises  in 
which  the  work  was  done,  see  Kep- 
perly  v.  Ramsden  (1876)  88  HI.  354; 
Jefferson  v.  Jameson  &  M.  Co.  (1897) 
165  111.  142,  46  N.  E.  272;  Moline  v. 
McKennie  (1888)  30  111.  App.  419. 

<»Mohr  V.  McKenzie  (1895)  60  IlL 
App.  575;  Geist  v.  Rothschild  (1900) 
90  111.  App.  324. 

Mn  Glickauf  v.  Maurer  (1874)  76 
IlL  289,  20  Am.  Rep.  238,  where  the 
landlord  of  a  leased  building  employ- 
ed a  carpenter  to  put  in  three  or  four 
skylights,  for  which  he  was  to  be  paid 
so  much  a  piece,  and  the  goods  of  a  ten- 
ant were  injured  through  his  negli- 
gence in  removing  the  roof  and  allow- 
ing the  rain  to  get  through,  the  court 


ANNO.— INDEPENDENT  CONTRACTOE--QUALITY  OF  CONTRACT.     785 


ified  doctrine  of  this  purport  is  ques- 
tionable. The  logical  reasons  to  which 
it  was  deemed  to  be  referable  are  not 
apparent  fr<»ii  the  language  used  in 
the  cases  cited.  An  eikamination  of 
the  facts  involved  in  those  cases 
shows  that  it  has  so  far  been  applied 
with  reference  only  to  inconsiderable 
operations.    Whether  it  will  be  treat- 


ed by  the  courts  which  have  adopted 
it  as  being  applicable  to  all  kinds  of 
work,  however  extensive,  remains  to 
be  seen. 

The  position  taken  by  other  courts 
is  that  the  situation  established  by 
such  evidence  is  merely  an  element 
which  tends  more  or  less  strongly,  ac- 
cording to  circumstances,  to  disprove 


said  that,  while  doing  the  work,  the 
carpenter  could  only  be  regarded  as 
the  servant  of  the  landlord.  The  fact 
that,  according  to  the  testimony  of  the 
carpenter,  he  had  the  entire  control  of 
the  work,  could  not,  it  was  declared, 
make  any  difference,  as  there  was  no 
such  surrender  of  the  entire  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  to  the  workmen  as 
could  relieve  the  landlord  of  respon- 
sibility. 

In  Bernauer  v.  Hartman  Steel  Co. 
(1889)  33  IlL  App.  491,  where  the  goods 
of  a  tenant  were  injured  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  servant  of  a  person  em- 
ployed by  the  landlord  to  make  some 
changes  in  the  plumbing,  the  court 
said  that,  as  the  terms  of  the  employ- 
ment were  not  given,  it  must  be  as- 
sumed that  no  special  terms  were 
agreed  on,  and  stated  its  conclusion  as 
follows:  The  negligent  person  "was 
employed  generally  to  do  the  required 
work,  and  was,  for  that  purpose,  the 
agent  or  servant  of  his  employer.  Pos- 
session or  control  of  the  building  or 
plumbing,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  not 
given  to  him.  His  employer  had  the 
right  to  control  and  direct  the  en- 
tire work,  and  might  have  discharged 
Ruh  [the  plumber]  from  the  employ- 
ment if  he  refused  to  obey  her  in- 
structions." 

In  Anderson  v.  Moore  (1903)  108  IlL 
App.  106,  the  court  thus  stated  its  con- 
clusion :  "Appellant  having  employed 
a  mechanic  to  make  repairs  upon  prem- 
ises occupied  by  appellee  as  a  tenant, 
the  plumber  must  be  regarded  as  the 
landlord's  servant,  it  not  appearing 
that  any  contract  had  been  let  to  the 
plumber  as  an  independent  contrac- 
tor, or  the  premises  surrendered  to  his 
control.'* 

In  Ruehl  v.  Lddgerwood  Rural 
Teleph.  Co.  (1912)  23  N.  D.  6,  L.R.A. 
1918C,  1063,  135  N.  W.  793,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914C,  680,  one  of  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  defendant  was  held  to  be 
liable  for  injuries  received  by  a  child 
who  fell  into  post  holes  dug  by  a 
laborer  hired  on  a  piecework  footing 
was  thus  stated:  "Nearly  all  of  the 
20  A.L.R. — 60. 


writers  .  .  .  a^ee  that,  where  a 
person  or  corporation  undertakes  to 
do  work  upon  the  premises  of  the 
owner,  or  of  him  who  is  in  possession, 
and  such  first  person  intrusts  the  per- 
formance of  the  work  to  a  contractor 
or  workman,  but  does  not  and  is  not 
authorized  by  the  one  in  possession  to 
give  the  control  of  the  premises  to  the 
workman  or  contractor,  such  workman 
or  contractor  will  be  looked  upon  as 
a  servairt  of  the  first  party,  and  not 
as  an  independent  contractor.  In 
other  words,  the  courts  are  inclined  to 
hold,  and  we  hold  in  this  case,  thal^ 
when  the  telephone  company  under- 
took to  put  the  telephone  in  the  house 
of  Louis  Ruehl,  it  impliedly  agreed  to 
put  it  in  in  a  safe  and  proper  manner, 
and  not  in  a  manner  which  would  en- 
danger the  lives  of  the  plaintiff  and  his 
family." 

In  Murphy  v.  Herold  Co.  (1909)  137 
Wis.  609,  119  N.  W.  294,  the  plaintiff 
fell  into  a  hatchway  left  oi>en  in  the 
sidewalk  in  front  of  the  premises  of 
the  defendant  company  by  one  T.,  who 
was  employed  by  it  to  deliver  certain 
paper  at  so  much  per  ton,  and  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  delivering  a 
load  by  means  of  a  skid.  The  conten- 
tion that  T.  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor was  rejected  for  reasons  thus 
stated :  "It  is  established  .  .  .  that 
the  appellaht  had  control  and  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  and  received  the 
paper  delivered  by  Tews  through  this 
hatchway  and  upon  an  elevator  which 
conveyed  it  into  the  basement  of  the 
building.  So  far  as  the  evidence 
shows,  possession  and  control  of  the 
building  and  premises,  including  the 
hatchway  through  which  the  paper 
was  delivered,  remained  with  appel- 
lant. .  .  .  The  evidence  does  not 
show  that  he  was  not  under  the  control 
of  the  appellant  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  work  in  delivering  paper  into  the 
building  occupied  by  the  appellant. 
The  means  and  methods  of  doing  the 
work  appear  from  the  evidence  to  have 
been,  to  some  extent  at  least,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  appellant."   But  the 
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the  independence  of  the  contract.* 
In  this  point  of  view,  the  employ* 
er's  retention  of  possession  does  not 
necessarily  operate  so  as  to  create  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant  be- 
tween him  and  the  person  employed.* 
The  probative  significance  of  such  re- 
tention is  deemed  to  be  merely  that  of 
an  element  which  bears  upon  the  ulti- 
mate question  to  be  determined,  viz., 
whether  the  contractor  had  control  of 
the  work.^* 

The  latter  of  these  doctrines  ap- 
pears to  be  the  more  satisfactory. 
It  is  difiicult  to  see  upon  what  ground 
it  can  be  maintained  that  there  is 
such  invariable  connection  between 
the  power  of  controlling  the  details  of 
the  work,  and  the  power  of  control- 


ling the  premises  on  which  the  work 
is  done,  that  the  exercise  of  the  latter 
power  necessarily  implies  the  exer- 
cise of  the  former  power  also. 

The  mere  fact  of  a  mninicipality'a 
having  reserved  the  power  to  use  a 
street  on  which  a  contractor  is  to  con- 
struct a  sewer  does  not  render  it  re- 
sponsible for  injuries  occasioned  by 
his  failure  to  take  proper  precautions 
for  the  protection  of  the  public 
against  the  dangers  incidental  to  the 
progress  of  the  work.^^ 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
employer's  retention  of  control  of  the 
place  of  work  may,  under  some  cir- 
cumstances, be  viewed  as  an  element 
the  significance  of  which  has  refer- 
ence, not  to  the  nature  of  the  rela- 


retention  of  possession  was  obviously 
regarded  as  the  determinant  factor. 

*For  cases  in  which  this  doctrine 
was  assumed  to  be  the  correct  one,  see 
Giacomini  v.  Pacific  Lumber  Co. 
(1907)  5  Cal.  App.  218,  89  Pac.  1059; 
Beninghoff  v.  Futterer  (1913)  176  IIL 
App.  579;  Isnard  v.  Edgin  Zinc  Co. 
(1910)  81  Kan.  766,  106  Pac.  1008; 
Pare  v.  Whitefield  Sav.  Bank  ft  T.  Co. 

(1914)  77  N.  H.  394,  92  Atl.  331; 
Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Wallace 
(1899)  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12,  54  S.  W. 
638;  Barclay  v.  Puget  Sound  Lumber 
Co.  (1908)  48  Wash.  241,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  140,  93  Pac.  430. 

In  Slayton  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co. 
(1899)  174  Mass.  55,  54  N.  E.  351,  6 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  289,  where  the  plaintiff 
was  injured  by  coming  into  collision 
with  a  pile  of  rails  deposited  near  a 
street  railway  in  which  they  were  to 
be  laid,  one  of  the  considerations  ad- 
verted to  as  having  a  tendency  to  nega- 
tive the  inference  that  the  person  who 
deposited  the  rails  was  an  independent 
contractor  was  thus  stated:  "It  is  to 
be  noticed  that  the  railway  which  was 
under  repair  was  in  actual  use  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers,  and  it  is 
more  natural  that  the  control  of  the 
work  of  repairs,  which  would  unavoid- 
ably affect  the  safety  of  operation, 
should  be  retained  by  the  defendant, 
than  committed  to  independent  con- 
tractors whom  the  defendisint  could  not 
control.'* 

*  This  proposition  was  explicitly  laid 
down  in  Pooles  v.  Sargent  Lumber  Co. 

(1915)  113  Me.  426,  L.RJ1.1915F,  1125, 
94  Atl.  754,  where  the  tort-feasor  was 


a  man  hired  to  remove  refuse  from 
the  defendant's  mill. 

"In  Mumby  v.  Bowden  (1889)  25 
Fla.  454,  6  So.  453,  the  court  proceeded 
on  the  theory  that,  in  order  to  relieve 
the  employer  of  liability  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  contractor,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  the  contractor  had  control 
of  the  work  as  well  as  of  the  premises. 

In  Louthan  v.  Hewes  (1902)  188  CaL 
116,  70  Pac.  1065,  where  the  action  was 
brought  to  recover  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  through  falling 
over  a  cleat  which  the  servant  of  a 
contractor  had  negligently  nailed  to  a 
staircase  under  construction,  the  court 
set  aside  a  verdict  against  the  em- 
ployer on  the  ground  that  the  contrac- 
tor was  proved  to  have  been  in  control 
of  the  work,  and  that  the  fact  of  the 
defendants  being  in  possession  of  the 
premises  was  immaterial. 

"Erie  v.  Caulkins  (1877)  86  Pa. 
247,  27  Am.  Rep.  642,  where,  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  for  injuries 
received  by  a  person  who  fell  into  a 
sewer  trench  at  night,  the  reservation 
of  such  a  power  was  assigned  by  the 
trial  judge  as  a  reason  for  refusing  to 
give  a  general  charge  in  favor  of  the 
defendant.  The  court  said :  'It  must 
not  be  forgotten  that  the  complaint  is 
not  that  the  street  was  used  in  an  un- 
lawful or  unauthorized  manner,  but 
only  that  there  was  neglect  in  not 
erecting  such  guards,  or  in  not  main- 
taining such  lights  at  night,  as  were 
necessary  to  protect  the  public  from 
injury.  Whether,  therefore,  the  city 
did  or  did  not  retain  the  use  of  the 
street  unocctipied  by  the  woric,  is  of 
no  kind  of  significance.** 
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tionship  between  him  and  the  person 
employed,  but  to  the  question  whether 
he  was  chargeable  with  personal  neg- 
ligence.^ So  far  as  regards  cases  of 
this  type,  it  is  clear  that  the  torts  of 
the  person  employed  cannot  be  imput- 
ed to  the  employer  on  the  mere  ground 
that,  while  the  work  was  in  progress, 
the  latter  still  retained,  with  respect 
to  his  premises,  that  ultimate  right  of 
control  which  is  an  inseparable  inci« 
dent  of  proprietorship. 

§  8S.  Arrangen%ent9  with  regard  to  the 
medieal  treatment  of  the  uforicmen 
hired  hp  the  pera&n  employed. 

Circumstances  which  have  been 
viewed  as  having  some  tendency  to 
disiMTOve  the  independence  of  a  con- 
tract are  that  the  physician  who  was 
retained  to  treat  the  servants  of  the 
employer  attended  on  a  workman  in 
the  service  of  the  person  employed, 
and  was  paid  by  the  employer  for  his 
services ;  ^  that  the  employer  defrayed 
the  medical  expenses  of  the  particular 
workman  who  was  the  claimant  in  the 
case;'  and  that  the  employer,  when 


paying  isbm  compensation  earned  by 
the  person  employed,  deducted  an 
amount  sufficient  to  cover  the  hospital 
feea  of*the  worionen  hired  by  the  lat- 
ter.* But  it  has  been  also  laid  down 
that  the  independence  of  the  contract 
is  not  necessarily  negatived  by  the 
last^mentioned  circumstance.* 

The  fact  that  the  person  employed 
was  required  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract to  maintain  a  hospital  service 
for  his  workmen  was  held,  in  the  case 
cited  below,  to  be  one  which  tended 
to  show  that  he  was  not  an  independ- 
ent contractor.' 

i  39,  Arrangements  with  regard  to  in* 
aurance  against  liaMUty, 

The  circumstance  that  the  principal 
employer  had  taken  out  a  policy  of  in- 
surance, entitling  him  to  be  indemni- 
fied for  money  expended  in  the  satis- 
faction of  claims  in  respect  of  inju- 
ries sustained  by  the  workmen  in  the 
service  of  the  person  employed,  has 
been  treated  in  some  cases  as  having 
a  tendency  to  negative  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract.^    But  the  pro- 


"  This  was  one  of  the  aspects  under 
which  the  facts  were  considered  in 
Sherman  House  Hotel  Co.  v.  Gallagher 
(1906)  129  111.  App.  557. 

*  Corrigan  v.  Heubler  (1914)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  —  ,  167  S.  W.  159. 

«Dibert  v.  Giebisch  (1914)  74  Or. 
64,  144  Pac.  1184,  the  opinion  was  ex- 
pressed that  the  significance  of  this 
fact  would  be  very  slight,  in  any  event. 
But  in  the  case  under  review  any 
weight  which  it  might  have  carried 
was  destroyed  by  rebutting  testimony 
which  showed  that  the  disbursements 
in  question  were  made  on  the  contrac- 
tor's account,  and  at  his  request. 

•Decatur  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Bd.  (1918)  276  IlL  472,  114  N.  E. 
916;  West  Lumber  Co.  v.  Keen  (1920) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  221  S.  W.  625, 
reversed  in  (1922)  —  Tex.  Com.  App. 
— ,  237  S.  W.  236. 

*  Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919)  20 
Ariz.  531,  183  Pac.  740. 

*  In  North  Bend  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  ft  P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1913)  76  Wash. 
232,  135  Pac.  1017,  a  clause  of  this 
tenor  was  characterized  as  being  "il- 
lustrative of  the  tendency  of  the  con- 
tract to  deal  with  matters  not  of  con- 
cern to  tiie  employers,  if  its  employees 
were  independent  contractors."    But 


this  theory  as  to  the  significance  of 
such  a  clause,  and  the  reasons  as- 
signed by  the  court  for  its  adoption, 
appear  to  be  of  very  dubious  sound- 
ness. That  the  workmen  engaged  in 
the  performance  of  a  contract  should 
be  in  good  physical  condition  is  cer- 
tainly a  matter  which  does  "concern" 
the  principal  employer  very  seriously. 
In  this  point  of  view  it  would  seem  to 
be  an  entirely  permissible,  if  not  nec- 
essary, conclusion  that  the  circum- 
stance of  his  exacting  from  the  person 
employed  a  stipulation  to  keep  up  an 
institution  which  will  promote  this 
important  object  can  have  no  tend- 
ency whatever  to  negative  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  contract. 
'  ^Arizona-Hercules  Copper  Co.  v. 
Crenshaw  (1919)  21  Ariz.  15,  184  Pac. 
996;  Nissen  Transfer  ft  Storage  Co. 
V.  Miller  (1920)  —  Ind.  App.  — ,  125 
N.  E.  652,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  590;  Rob- 
inson V.  Hill  (1910)  60  Wash.  615,  111 
Pac.  871 ;  Sempier  v.  Goemann  (1917) 
165  Wis.  103,  161  N.  W.  354,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918C,  670. 

In  Messmer  v.  Bell  ft  C.  Co.  (1909) 
138  Ky.  19,  117  S.  W.  346,  19  Ann. 
Cas.  1,  there  was  the  additional  cir- 
cumstance that,  when  the  plaintiff 
sustained  the  injury  in  question,  the 
defendant  had  reported  it  to  the  in- 
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earement  of  such  insurance  is  not 
sufficient  of  itself  to  change  the  qual- 
ity of  a  contract  which  is  shown  by 
the  remainder  of  the  evidence  to  have 
been  an  independent  one.' 

The  fact  that  the  person  employed 
did  not  obtain  indemnity  insurance 
agr&inst  injury  to  the  workmen  hired 
by  him  has  been  held  to  have  some 
tendency  to  negative  the  independ- 
ence of  the  contract.' 

§  40,  OhligaUon  of  ooniraeiar  to  in^ 
demnify  employer  for  injuries  result' 
ing  from  the  trorle. 

In  many  of  the  cases  in  which  the 


person  employed  was  held  to  be  an 
independent  contractor,  the  fact  that 
the  contract  embraced  a  provision 
which  obligated  him  to  protect  the 
employer  with  regard  to  any  loss  or 
damage  occasioned  to  the  latter  by 
the  manner  in  which  the  work  should 
be  performed  has  been  specified 
among  the  material  elements  in- 
volved.^ The  particularization  of  this 
circumstance  would  seem  to  indicate 
an  acceptance  of  the  theory  that  it  has 
a  distinct  tendency  to  prove  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  contract.  An  ade- 
quate support  for  such  a  theory  is 


su ranee  company  as  an  injury  to  one 
of  its  own  employees. 

'Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy  (1919)  20 
Ariz.  581,  188  Pac.  740. 

'Arizona-Hercules  Copper  Co.  v. 
Crenshaw  (Ariz.)  supra. 

^See,  for  example: 

United  States.  —  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bond  (1916)  240  U.  S.  449, 
60  L.  ed.  735,  36  Sup.  CH:.  Rep.  403,  11 
N.  C.  C.  A.  342;  Morning  v.  Cramp  ft 
Co.  (1909)  170  Fed.  364;  United  Gas 
Improv.  Co.  v.  Larsen  (1910)  182  Fed. 
620,  105  C.  C.  A.  486;  International 
Agri.  Corp.  v.  Slappey  (1919)  261  Fed. 
279;  The  Satilla  (1916)  148  C.  C.  A. 
552.  235  Fed.  58,  affirming  (1915)  221 
Fed.  949. 

Colorado.  —  Good  v.  Johnson  (1907) 
38  Colo.  440,  8  L.RJl.(N.S.)  896,  88 
Pac.  439. 

Indiana. — Mobley  v.  J.  S.  Rogers  Co. 

(1915)  68  Ind.  App.  308, 119  N.  E.  477; 
Staldter  v.  Huntington  (1899)  153 
Ind.  354,  55  N.  E.  88;  Julius  Keller 
Constr.  Co.  v.  Herkless  (1915)  59  Ind. 
App.  472,  109  N.  E.  797. 

Kansas.  —  Maughlelle     v.     Price 

(1916)  99  Kan.  412,  161  Pac.  907. 
Louisiana.  —  Lutenbacher  v.  Mitch- 
ell-Borne Constr.  Co.   (1915)   136  La. 
805,  19  A.L.R.  206,  67  So.  888;  Brady 
V.  Jay  (1904)  111  La.  1071,  36  So.  132. 

Maryland.  —  Sjrmons  v.  Allegany 
County  (1907)  105  Md.  254,  65  Atl. 
1067. 

Massachusetts.  —  Harding  v.  Boston 
(1895)  163  Mass.  14,  39  N.  E.  411. 

Missouri.  —  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City 
(1912)  241  Mo.  14,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
328,  146  S.  W.  16 ;  Thurston  v.  Kansas 
City  Terminal  R.  Co.  (1914)  —  Mo. 
App.  — ,  168  S.  W.  236. 

Nebraska.  —  Omaha  Bridge  ft  Ter- 
minal R.  Co.  V.  Hargadine  (1904)  5 
Neb.  (Unof.)  418,  98  N.  W.  1071;  Bar- 


rett    V.     Seldon-Breck     Constr.     (3o. 
(1919)  103  Neb.  850,  174  N.  W.  866. 

New  York.  —  Uppington  v.  New 
York  (1901)  166  N.  Y.  222,  68  L.R.A. 
550,  59  N.  E.  91,  9  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  115; 
Wolf  V.  American  Tract  Soc.  (1898)  25 
App.  Div.  98,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  236; 
Cohen  v.  Western  Electric  Co.  (1906; 
App.  T.)  50  Misc.  660,  99  N.  Y.  Supp. 
525;  Carpenter  v.  New  York  (1906) 
115  App.  Div.  552,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  402. 

North  Carolina.  —  Gay  v.  Roanoke 
R.  ft  Lumber  Co.  (1908)  148  N.  C.  336, 
62  S.  E.  436  (provisions  that  a  logging 
contractor  should  pay  for  any  delays 
or  damages  that  might  occur  to  the 
railroad,  if  he  failed  to  load  the  logs 
as  stipulated  by  the  contract  between 
two  railroad  companies  and  the  em- 
ployer). 

Pennsylvania.  —  Allen  v.  Willard 
(1808)  57  Pa.  374;  Wray  v.  Evans 
(1876)  80  Pa.  102. 

Tennessee.  —  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Cheatham  (1906)  118  Tenn.  160, 100 
S  W  902 
*  Utah.  —  Callahan  v.  Salt  Lake  City 
(1912)  41  Utah,  300,  125  Pac.  863; 
Dayton  v.  Free  (1914)  46  Utah,  277, 
148  Pac.  408;  Strieker  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1920)  55  Utah,  603,  19 
A.L.R.  1159,  188  Pac.  849. 

England. — ^Allen  v.  Hayward  (1845) 
7  Q.  B.  960,  115  Eng.  Reprint,  749, 
15  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  99,  10  Jur.  92,  4 
Eng.  Ry.  ft  Cas.  104 ;  Hardaker  v.  Idle 
Diat  Council  [1896]  1  Q.  B.  335,  65 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  363,  74  L.  T.  N.  S. 
69,  44  Week.  Rep.  323,  60  J.  P.  196. 

In  Kirby  v.  Lackawanna  Steel  Go. 
(1905)  109  App.  Div.  334,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  833,  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
that  the  relation  of  master  and  serv- 
ant did  not  exist  between  the  defend- 
ant company  and  an  engineering  com- 
pany which  had  contracted  to  operate 
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apparently  furnished  by  the  consid- 
eration that  a  provision  of  this  tenor 
forms  a  part  of  contracts  of  hiring 
and  service,  and  is  very  frequently 
inserted  in  contracts  of  an  independ- 
ent description.  But  it  clearly  must 
be  treated  as  a  negligible  factor,  if  the 
other  provisions  of  a  contract  are  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  negative  its  inde- 
pendence. 

In  a  case  where  the  contract  bound 
the  person  employed  to  save  the  em- 
ployer "harmless  from  all  labor  and 
materialmen's  liens/'  and  to  pay  "all 
railroad  demurrage  which  might  be 
incurred  because  of  any  negligence  on 
his  part/'  it  was  held  that  the  pres- 
ence or  absence  of  such  a  stipulation 
"does  not,  in  the  slightest  defirree, 
tend  to  determine  the  nature  of  the 
relation  created  by  the  contract.''^ 
But  this  complete  denial  of  any  pro- 
bative significance  seems  to  be 
scarcely  warrantable  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  stipulations  of  this  general 
type  are  not  uncommonly  inserted  in 
independent  contracts,  and  very  sel- 


dom, if  ever,  in  contracts  of  hiring 
and  service. 


i  41,  OatUractcr  a  ttockholder  In 

In  one  case  it  was  held  that  the 
minutes  of  the  meetings  of  the  stock- 
holders and  directors  of  the  defend- 
ant company  were  properly  admitted 
in  evidence  as  tending  to  show  not 
only  that  the  person  employed  was  not 
an  independent  contractor,  but  that 
he  substantially  owned  the  company, 
and  that,  as  the  owner  of  a  majority 
of  the  stock,  he  was  in  a  position  to 
change  at  will  the  contract  under 
which  it  was  claimed  he  was  woric- 
ing.* 

§  42,  Contractor  m  director  of  emptoy" 

ing  eotnpany. 

In  a  case  where  the  action  was 
brought  by  an  injured  servant,  it  was 
held  that  where  a  railway  company 
employs  one  of  its  directors  to  con- 
struct the  floor  of  a  building  by  day's 
work,  and  pays  him  a  commission  on 
the  actual  cost  of  the  work,  he  is,  as 


its  plant  was  founded  in  part  upon  the 
consideration  that  the  contract  em- 
braced a  provision  binding  the  defend- 
ant to  repay  the  contractor  all  ex- 
penses incurred  for  insurance  against 
accidents.  Such  a  provision  imported 
that  the  engineering  company  was  to 
protect  the  defendant  against  liability 
for  personal  injuries.  "This  was  pro- 
vided as  a  matter  of  safety  to  the  de- 
fendant. It  might  be  claimed,  as  it 
IS  here,  that  defendant  was  liable  on 
some  theory.  The  engineering  com- 
pany was  ultimately  to  protect  the 
defendant  against  such  liability.  In- 
surance was  provided  for,  and  defend- 
ant a^rreed  to  pay  the  premiums 
therefor  as  one  of  the  expenses  of  the 
business,  but  in  the  end,  if  the  insur- 
ance company  did  not  afford  defendant 
protection,  the  engineering  company 
was  bound  to  do  so." 

A  typical  example  of  a  stipulation 
of  this  sort  is  found  in  the  report  of 
Smith  V.  Bank  of  Commerce  &  T.  Go. 
(1916)  135  TeniL  398,  18  A.L.R.  788, 
186  S.  W.  465:  "The  contractor  will, 
at  his  own  expense,  protect  in  a  suit- 
able manner  the  work  and  ground,  so 
as  to  avoid  any  injury  to  the  property 
of  adjacent  owners  or  of  others,  and 
damage  to  their  persons,  or  employees, 
or  any  other  persons.    The  contractor 


will  be  responsible  for  all  damages  of 
every  nature  whatsoever  done  to  per- 
sons or  property  during  the  progress 
of  the  work,  and  occasioned  by  its  own 
acts  or  neglect,  or  that  of  any  of  its 
subcontractors,  foremen,  laborers,  or 
other  employees  or  agents,  and  shall 
have  executed  and  maintained  in  force 
bonds  as  provided  in  the  specifica- 
tions/' 

In  North  Bend  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.  (1913)  76 
Wash.  232,  136  Pac.  1017,  where  the 
contract  was  held  to  create  the  rela- 
tionship of  master  and  servant,  the 
court  remarked,  with  regard  to  a 
clause  which  provided  that  the  con- 
tractor should  hold  the  contractee 
free  from  damages  arising  from  any 
accident  to  any  person  or  property: 
''It  is  unnecessary  to  say  .  .  .  that 
the  clause  of  the  contract  making  con- 
tractors liable  for  losses  caused  by  the 
negligent  performance  of  the  work  is 
a  mere  brutum  f  ulmen  as  to  strangers 
to  the  contract."  The  possible  signifi- 
cance of  such  a  clause,  as  an  element 
tending  to  prove  the  independence  of 
the  contract,  was  not  isidverted  to. 

<  Scale  V.  First  State  Bank  (1918) 
88  Or.  490,  172  Pac.  499. 

1  Watson  V.  Black  Mountain  R.  Co. 
(1913)  164  N.  C.  176,  80  S.  E.  176. 
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regards  the  performance  of  such 
work,  a  mere  contractor,  and  that  no- 
tice to  him  of  any  defect  in  the  instru- 
mentalities is  not  notice  to  the  com- 
pany.^ The  rule  thus  adopted  is 
doubtless  a  proper  one  in  any  case  in 
which  the  injured  party  was  charge^ 
able  with  knowledge  of  the  actual  re- 
lations between  the  company  and  the 
director.  But  it  seems  clear  that,  un- 
der some  circumstances,  a  person  who 
is  employed  by  a  director  to  assist  him 
in  doing  work  which  is  for  the  benefit 
of  the  company  will  be  justified  in  as* 
suming  that,  in  respect  of  the  con- 
tract of  employment,  he  was  acting  as 
the  representative  of  the  company. 

§  42a.  Contracting  eon%pany  an  atuDU* 
iary  of  the  employing  €!ompany. 

In  the  case  cited  below  the  nonlia- 
bility of  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany for  injuries  resulting  from  the 
collision  of  a  train  with  a  wagon,  at 
a  crossing  on  a  line  constructed  by 
another  company,  was  referred  to  a 
doctrine  of  the  purport  thus  stated: 
"Where  a  parent  company,  operating 
a  long  line  of  road  in  the  state,  takes 
the  necessary  steps  to  construct  an 
auxiliary  railroad  for  the  purpose  of 
a  local  line  in  the  name  of  another 
company,  and,  in  strictly  pursuing  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  merely  fur- 
nishes aid  as  a  stockholder,  or  bond- 
holder, or  a  guarantor  of  bonds  of  the 
auxiliary  company,  and  such  auxiliary 
company  constructs  its  road  in  its 
own  name,  it  is  not  the  servant  or 
agent    in    such    construction    of   the 


parent  company;  and  the  parent  com^ 
pany  is  not,  on  account  of  being  a 
stockholder,  or  bondholder,  or  guaran- 
tor of  bonds  of  the  auxiliary  company, 
responsible  for  the  negligence  or 
other  default  of  the  auxiliary  com- 
pany in  constructing  its  road  in  its 
own  name."^ 

§  43,  CusttMn  or  usage. 

In  one  case  the  ruling  of  the  trial 
judge  that  a  fisherman  was  the  serv- 
ant of  the  defendant  packing  com- 
pany was  held  not  to  be  warranted  by 
testimony  which  merely  showed  that 
throughout  the  district  in  question  a 
general  usage  prevailed  that  the  fish- 
ermen delivering  fish  to  a  packing 
company  were  in  its  service.^ 

In  another  case  evidence  going  to 
show  that  there  was  a  custom  on  the 
part  of  the  employer's  foreman  to  ex- 
ercise over  the  work  of  persons  en- 
gaged for  the  same  purpose  as  the  one 
whose  status  was  in  question,  a  de- 
gree of  control  sufiicient  to  render 
them  servants,  was  held  inadmissible 
for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  affirma- 
tively shown  that  the  custom  was 
known  to  that  person,  and  that  he  had 
contracted  with  reference  to  it* 

§  44.  MiaceUaneoum  facte  ^-^  tending  to 
show  that  the  pereon  employed  wae  an 
in€li^pen,dent  oontraetor. 

To  this  category  belong  the  follow- 
ing facts : 

That  the  terms  of  the  contract  were 
such  as  to  leave  the  person  employed 
at  liberty  to  work  for  other  persons 
besides  the  employer.^ 


1  Dillon  V.  Sixth  Ave.  R.  Co.  (1882) 
16  Jones  &  S.  (N,  ¥•)  283. 

»In  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Davis  (1885)  84  Kan.  209,  8  Pac.  530. 
The  judgment  rendered  at  the  earlier 
hearing  in  (1885)  34  Kan.  199,  8  Pac. 
146,  was  set  aside. 

*  Oregon  Fisheries  Co.  v.  Elmore 
Packing  Co.  (1914)  69  Or.  340,  138 
Pac.  862.  The  court  relied  partly  up- 
on the  consideration  that  no  such  cus- 
tom had  been  pleaded,  and  partly 
upon  the  declaration  in  §  727,  L.  0.  L., 
that  evidence  may  be  given  of  ''usage, 
to  explain  the  true  character  of  an 
act,  contract,  or  instrument,  where 
such  true  character  is  not  otherwise 
plain;  but  usage  is  never  admissible 


except  as  a  means  of  interpretation/' 
This  provision  necessarily  imported 
that,  if  nothing  but  custom  was 
shown,  there  was  no  proof  of  a  con- 
tract arising  between  the  two  parties. 

*  Tuttle  V.  Embury-Martin  Lumber 
Co.  (1916)  192  Mich.  385,  168  N.  W. 
875,  Ann.  Cas.  1918C,  664. 

*Ex  parte  Johnson  (1839)  7  DowL 
P.  C.  (Eng.)  702  (man  who  had  con- 
tracted "to  print  certain  pieces  of 
woolen-cotton  goods"  was  held  not  to 
be  within  the  Master  and  Servants 
Act,  4  Geo.  IV.  chap.  34,  §  3) ;  Byrne  v. 
Baltinglass  Rural  Dist.  Council 
(1911 ;  C.  A.)  45  Ir.  L.  T.  206,  6  B.  W. 
C.  C.  566;  Winters  v.  American  Radia- 
tor Co.  (1915)  128  Minn.  508,  L.RJL 
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That  the  person  employed  was  a 
free  a^ent  as  to  his  hours  of  labor.* 

That  the  employment  was  not  con* 
timious.* 

That  neither  the  persons  employedt 
nor  the  workmen  hired  by  him,  were 
carried  in  the  books  of  the  employer.* 

That  neither  party  to  the  contract 
was  to  be  liable  in  any  way  for  any 
loss  or  damage  sustained  by  the  other, 
or  by  third  persons,  through  the  fault 
of  the  other  party.* 

That  as  long  as  the  appliance  which 
the  contract  obligated  the  person  em* 
ployed  to  furnish  for  the  purposes  of 
the  stipulated  work  was  capable  of 
performing  the  work,  the  anployer 
was  to  use  no  other.* 


That  the  contract  was  to  be  binding 
upon,  and  for  the  benefit  of,  the  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  successors, 
and  assigns  of  the  respective  parties 
thereto.^ 

That  time  was  to  be  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  and  that  the  work  was 
to  be  completed  before  a  specified  date.* 

That  the  contract  under  review 
contained  a  stipulation  that  the  per- 
son employed  was  to  pay  a  specified 
sum,  in  default  of  delivery  of  certain 
materials  at  the  times  required  by  the 
employer's  agent*  * 

That  the  tort-feasor  was  the  donee 
of  the  articles  by  the  handling  of 
which  he  caused  the  injury  com- 
plained of  .^* 


1915D,  476,  151  N.  W.  277  (transfer 
company,  whose  servant  caused  the 
injury  complained  of,  delivered  goods 
for  other  persons  besides  the  defend- 
ant) ;  Hopkins  v.  Empire  Engineering 
Corp.  (1912)  152  App.  Div.  570,  137 
N.  Y.  Supp.  478  (drayman  in  question 
had,  on  the  day  before  the  plaintiff 
was  injured  through  his  negligence, 
been  working  for  a  person  other  than 
the  defendant). 

•Curtis  V.  Plumptre  (1913;  C  A.) 
6  B.  W.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  87  (contractor 
and  the  men  engaged  by  him  did  the 
work  as  and  when  they  liked,  and 
were  not  bound  to  work  every  day, 
unless  they  thought  fit  to  do  so); 
Hayden  v.  Dick  (1902)  5  Sc.  Sess. 
Cas.  5th  series,  152,  40  Scot.  L.  R.  95, 
10  Scot.  L.  T.  380;  Ryan  v.  Tinperary, 
South  Riding  County  Council  (1912; 
C.  A.)  46  In  L.  T.  69,  5  B.  W.  C.  C. 
578;  Chisholm  v.  Walker  [1909]  S.  C. 
.^1,  2  B.  W.  C.  C.  261,  46  Scot.  L.  R.  24 
(not  obliged  to  come  on  any  partic- 
ular day) ;  Donlon  Bros.  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1916)  173  CaL  250, 
169  Pac.  715;  Easton  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1917)  34  Cat.  App. 
321,  167  Pac.  288;  Robichaud's  Case 
(1919)  234  Mass.  93,  124  N.  E.  890 
(person  employed  did  the  work  at  his 
own  convenience,  and  in  connection 
with  other  business);  Schroer  v. 
Brooks  (1920)  204  Mo.  App.  567,  224 
S.  W.  53;  Peer  v.  Babcock  &  Co.  (1920) 
280  N.  Y.  106,  129  N.  E.  224,  reversing 
(1919)  187  App.  Div.  925,  174  N.  Y. 
Supp.  914  (truckmen  "were  free  to 
make  such  deliveries  at  their  pleasure, 
and  were  not  subject  to  the  di- 
ntUoTUB  of  Babcock  &  Company  in  re- 


spect  of  the  time  they  Should  work 
or  the  manner  in  which  the  same 
should  be  accomplished).'' 

•Crow  V.  McAdoo  (1920)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  219  S.  W.  241. 

♦Western  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Pills- 
bury  (1916)  172  CaL  807,  159  Pac. 
721. 

•Powley  V.  Vivian  &  Co.  (1915)  169 
App.  Div.  170,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  426,  10 
N.  C.  C.  A.  835. 

*  Ibid. 

^Ibid. 

*Aarnes  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1915)  129  Miniu  467,  152  N.  W.  866. 

*  United  States  v.  Driscoll  (1877) 
96  U.  S.  421,  24  L.  ed.  847. 

i*In  Swart  v.  Justh  (1905)  24  App. 
D.  C  596,  the  evidence  showed  that, 
after  a  man  employed  to  construct  a 
skylight  for  a  lump  sum  in  the  roof 
of  the  defendant's  building  had  com- 
pleted the  work  and  received  pay- 
ment therefor,  he  expressed  a  wish  to 
have  the  old  materials,  that  the  de- 
fendant consented  to  his  taking  them, 
and  that,  while  he  was  throwing  them 
from  the  roof,  one  of  the  planks  struck 
a  person  who  was  passing  along  an 
alley.  The  court  approved  instruc- 
tions to  the  effect  (1)  that  if  the  con-* 
tractor  had  undertaken  the  removal 
of  the  old  materials  at  the  request,  or 
by  direction,  of  the  owner,  then  the 
contractor  was  acting  as  the  agent  or 
employee  of  the  defendant,  in  such 
manner  as  to  render  the  defendant  li- 
able for  his  negligence  in  performing 
the  work,  whether  he  himself  was  or 
was  not  present  and  in  actual  direc- 
tion of  the  work;  and  (2)  that,  if  the 
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§  4S.  ^tending  !•  prove  thMt  the  perean 
employed  uma  a  servant. 

To  this  category  belong  the  follow- 
ing facts : 

That  the  person  employed  could  not 
terminate  the  contract  without  giving 
a  month's  notice.^ 

That  the  person  «nployed  was  re- 
quired to  devote  his  whole  time  to  the 
stipulated  work.* 

That  a  person  employed  for  an  in* 
definite  period  to  perform  a  certain 
description  of  work  devoted  the  prin- 
cipal part  of  his  time  to  that  work.' 

That  the  person  employed  was  not 
at  liberty  to  do  the  same  kind  of  work 
for  anyone  except  the  employer.* 

That  the  person  employed,  when  for 


any  reason  he  could  not  work  at  the 
stipulated  job,  performed  other  kinds 
of  work  for  the  employer.^ 

That  the  employer  agreed  to  find 
work  fox*  the  person  employed,  or  pay 
wages.' 

That  the  person  employed  received 
a  guaranty  that  his  remuneration,  as 
fixed  upon  a  quantitative  basis, 
should  not  fall  below  a  specified 
sum.* 

That  the  risk  of  all  fiuctnations  in 
the  scale  of  wages  was  taken  by  the 
principal  employer,  and  not  by  the  im- 
mediate employer  of  the  men  hired  to 
perform  the  stipulated  work.^ 

That  the  relationship  of  master  and 
servant  had  existed  between  the  em- 


materials  had  become  the  property  of 
the  contractor  by  gift  from  the  de- 
fendant, and  if  in  removing  them  he 
acted  for  himself  alone,  and  without 
any  direction  from  the  defendant, 
then  the  defendant  would  not  be  li- 
able for  the  contractor's  negligence  in 
removing  them  in  his  own  way.  The 
court  intimated  that  if  the  gift  had 
been  coupled  with  the  requirement  of 
removal,  the  defendant  might  have 
been  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  con- 
tractor. The  authority  cited  was 
Burke  v.  Shaw  (1881)  59  Miss.  443,  42 
Am.  Rep.  870.  As  that  decision  was 
one  which  denied  the  liability  of  the 
donor,  and  there  is  apparently  noth- 
ing in  the  opinion  to  justify  citing  it 
as  a  precedent  for  the  doctrine  sug- 
gested, the  conclusion  that  the  court 
misapprehended  its  rationale  seems 
unavoidable.  It  is  somewhat  curious 
that  the  liability  of  the  defendant 
was  not  discussed  with  reference  to 
the  applicability  of  the  rule  which 
imposes  upon  the  owners  of  property 
adjacent  to  a  highway  an  absolute 
duty  to  see  that  persons  using  the 
highway  shall  not  be  injured  by  con- 
ditions existing  thereon,  which  can  be 
obviated  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care.  Pollock,  Torts,  Wade's  Am.  ed. 
p.  638. 

1  Re  Bailey  (1854)  8  El.  ft  Bl.  607, 
118  Eng.  Reprint,  1269,  per  Wight- 
man,  J.,  in  a  case  involving  the  crim- 
inal liability  of  a  servant  for  deser- 
tion. 

•Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rahn  (1889) 
132  U.  S.  518,  8S  L.  ed.  440,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  175;  Brown  v.  Industrial 
Acci.  Commission  (1917)  174  Cal.  457, 
163   Pac.  664;   Williams  v.   National 


Cash  Register  Co.  (1914)  157  Ky.  836, 
164  S.  W.  112;  Southern  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  ▼.  Wallace  (1900)  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  12,  54  S.  W.  638. 

For  cases  in  which  a  portion  of  the 
evidence  held  to  establish  the  rela- 
tionship of  master  and  servant  was 
that  the  employer  was  the  only  party 
for  whom  the  person  employed  was 
working,  see  Bristol  ft  6.  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission  (1920)  292  111.  16, 
126  N.  E.  599;  Speed  v.  Atlantic  ft  P. 
R.  Co.  (1879)  71  Mo.  303. 

In  O'Donnell  v.  Clare  County  Coun- 
cil [1913;  C.  A.]  W.  C.  ft  Ins.  Rep.  273. 
6  B.  W.  C.  C.  467,  47  Ir.  L.  T.  41,  one 
of  the  items  of  evidence  mentioned 
was  that  the  person  employed  was  at 
liberty  to  woik  for  anyone  else,  when 
he  was  not  wanted  by  the  employer. 

*  Standard  Oil  C)o.  v.  Parkinson 
(1907)  82  C.  C.  A.  29,  162  Fed.  681. 

♦Glover  v.  Richardson  ft  E.  Co. 
(1911)  64  Wash.  403,  116  Pac.  861,  2 
N.  C.  C.  A.  484. 

♦••Kelley's  Dependents  v.  Hoosac 
Lumber  Co.  (1921)  —  Vt.  — ,  113  Atl. 
818,  20  N.  C.  C.  A.  902. 

» Re  Bailey  (1864)  8  El.  ft  Bl.  607, 
118  Eng.  Reprint,  1269,  per  Cromp- 
ton,  J.,  in  a  case  involving  the  crimi- 
nal liability  of  a  servant  for  deser- 
tion. 

*Easton  v.  Industrial  Acci.  Com- 
mission (1917)  84  CaL  App.  321,  167 
Pac.  288  (delivery  of  bread  on  com- 
mission); Midgette  v.  Branning  Mfg. 
Co.  (1909)  150  N.  C.  888,  64  S.  E.  5 
(sawing  of  logs  at  so  much  per  1,000 
feet). 

^  Nelson  v.  American  Cement  Plast- 
er Co.  (1911)  84  Kaa.  797,  116  Pac 
578. 
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ployer  and  the  person  employed  be- 
fore the  latter  undertook  the  work  in 
question.* 

.  That  the  employer  fixed  the  hours 
during  which  the  stipulated  work  was 
to  be  carried  on  by  the  person  em* 
ployed.* 

That  the  person  employed  did  not 
reoeive  any  profit  on  the  work,  or  on 
the  daily  wages  of  the  workmen  hired 
by  him." 

That,  when  no  work  of  the  kind 
stipulated  was  aTailable,  the  person 
employed  assisted  the  servants  of  the 
employer  m  the  performance  of  their 
duties." 

That  the  person  who  was  alleged  to 
be  operating  a  certain  department  of 
the  defendant's  business  as  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  and  also  the  men 
hired  by  him,  occasionally  performed 
work  in  the  other  departments." 

That  the  owner  of  the  vehicle  which 
was  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
forming the  contract  was  to  be  paid  a 
specified  sum  for  each  day  that  it  was 
laid  oif  by  the  employer." 

That  the  principal  employer  "may 
at  any  time  pay  any  moneys  directly 
to  the  employees  and  others  having 
claims  against  the  contractor  for 
work  done  and  material  furnished." 

That  the  employer  listed  for  taxa- 
tion all  the  property  used  in  the  con- 
struction and  operation  of  the  logging 
road  used  by  the  person  employed." 


That  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial  no 
statement  of  his  account  had  been 
furnished  to  the  person  employed,  nor 
any  balance  struck  between  him  and 
the  employer." 

That  a  vehicle  used  by  the  person 
employed  for  the  purposes  of  the 
stipulated  work  bore  signs  on  which 
were  painted  the  name  of  the  employ- 
er and  his  business  address.^^ 

That  in  an  action  brought  against 
the  employer  he  rested  the  case  with- 
out having  introduced  any  evidence 
which  bore  upon  the  nature  of  the  re- 
lation between  him  and  the  person 
employed." 

That  employer  engaged  a  night 
watchman  to  protect  his  premises 
while  a  building  contract  was  in 
course  of  performance." 

§  4:6.  — <nol  inoonaUtent  with  the  infer* 
ence  that  the  person  employed  toas  an 
independent  contractor. 

To  this  category  belong  the  follow- 
ing facts: 

That  the  person  employed  was  re- 
quired to  exercise  the  greatest  of  care 
and  precaution  in  avoiding  all  fires  in 
and  about  the  premises  on  which  the 
work  was  to  be  performed.^ 

That  the  servants  of  the  employer 
co-operated  to  some  extent  with  those 
of  the  person  employed.* 

That  the  servants  of  the  contractor 
sometimes  worked   for  the  principal 


*Ruth  v.  Surrey  Commercial  Dock 
Co.  (1891;  C.  A.)  8  Times  L.  R.  (Eng.) 
116;  Van  Simaeys  v.  George  R.  Cook 
Co.  (1918)  201  Mich.  640,  167  N.  W. 
925. 

•  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Wallace 
(1899)  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12,  54  S.  W. 
638. 

"Thompson  v.  Twiss  (1916)  90 
Conn.  444,  L.R.A.1916E,  506,  97  Atl. 
329. 

"Glover  v.  Richardson  &  E.  Co. 
(1911)  64  Wash.  403,  116  Pac.  861,  2 
N.  C.  C.  A.  484.  Contrast  the  ruling 
in  White  v.  Olive  Hill  Fire  Brick  Co. 
(1916)  169  Ky.  835,  185  S.  W.  107,  § 
46,  note  8,  infra. 

''Giacomini  v.  Pacific  Lumber  Co. 
(19C7)  6  Cal.  App.  218,  89  Pac.  1059 
(verdict  finding  that  a  person  operat- 
ing shlnsrl^  department  of  lumber 
mill  was  not  an  independent  contrac- 
tor held  to  be  warranted  by  evidence 
which  included  this  element). 


^De  Perri  v.  Motor  Haulage  Co. 
(1918)  185  App.  Div.  884,  173  N.  Y. 
Supp.  189. 

^*  Gadsden  v.  Craft  ft  Co.  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  662. 

"Craft  V.  Albemarle  Timber  Co. 
(1903)  132  N.  C.  151,  43  S.  E.  597. 

w  Dibert  v.  Giesbisch  (1914)  74  Or. 
64,  144  Pac.  1184. 

^''Bristol  &  G.  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1920)  292  111.  16,  126  N. 
E.  599;  Glover  v.  Richardson  &  E.  Co. 
(1911)  64  Wash.  403,  116  Pac.  861,  2 
N.  C.  C.  A.  484. 

"  Slayton  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co. 
(1899)  174  Mass.  55,  54  N.  E.  351,  6 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  289. 

"Mann  v.  Max  (1919)  93  N.  J.  L. 
191,  —  A.L.R.  — ,  107  Atl.  417. 

^  Scales  V.  First  State  Bank  (1918) 
88  Or.  490,  172  Pac.  499. 

^Reisman  v.  Public  Service  Corp. 
(1911)  82  N.  J.  L.  464,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
922,  81  Atl.  838  (servants  of  owner  of 
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employer  when  the  contractor  had 
nothing  for  them  to  do,  and  that  the 
servants  of  the  principal  employer 
sometimes  helped  the  contractor  when 
he  was  in. need  of  assistance.' 

That  the  employer  made  advances 
to  the  contractor  while  the  work  was 
in  progress.^ 

That  the  employer  defrayed  certain 
expenses  which  the  person  employed 
had  legitimately  incurred  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  stipulated  work.* 

That  a  servant  of  the  principal  em- 
ployer kept  the  time  of  the  men  work- 
ing for  the  contractor.* 

That  one  of  the  members  of  a  con- 


tracting partnership  was  an  employee 
of  a  partnership,''  or  a  company*  for 
whom  the  stipulated  work  is  to  be  per- 
formed. Contrast  decisions  cited  in 
§  41,  supra. 

That  a  person  engaged  for  logging 
operations  was  bound  to  maintain,  at 
his  own  expense*  in  good  working  or- 
der, the  locomotive  and  cars  fur- 
nished by  the  employer  for  ttie  work, 
and  to  return  them  after  the  work  was 
finished.* 

That  the  person  who  let  a  contract 
for  the  stonework  of  a  building  was 
himself  a  builder,  and  was  doing  the 
woodwork." 


pleasure  resort  kept  the  crowd  back 
from  the  place  where  the  person  em- 
ployed was  giving  an  exhibition  of 
fireworks  ) 

*  White  V,  Olive  Hill  Fire  Brick  Co. 
(1916)  169  Ky.  835,  186  S.  W.  107. 
Contrast  the  ruling  in  Glover  v. 
Richardson  &  E.  Co.  (1911)  64  Wash. 
403,  116  Pac.  861,  2  N.  C.  C.  A.  484, 
§  45«  note  4,  supra. 

*Edmundson  v.  Coca-Cola  Co. 
(1912)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  150  S.  W. 
273.  The  court  pointed  out  that  a 
possible  explanation  of  this  fact  was 
that  the  contractor  had  expended  his 
own  money,  or  materials  and  labor, 
and  that  the  employing  company,  aft- 
er having  been  informed  of  his  pur- 
chases and  payment,  had  been  in- 
duced to  make  the  advances. 

*Edmundson  v.  Coca-Cola  Co. 
(Tex.)  supra,  where  a  portion  of  the 
evidence  relied  upon  in  support  of  the 
contention  that  one  Tufts  who  had 
undertaken  the  erection  of  a  building 
was  not  an  independent  contractor, 
was  the  fact  that  the  company  paid 
certain  bills  for  his  outlay  on  tele- 
phone messages,  printing,  and  stamps, 
and  the  cost  of  his  trip  to  the  place 
where  the  work  was  to  be  done,  and 
paid  him  his  percentage  on  these 
items,  treating  and  considering  them 
as  a  part  of  the  contract  price  of  the 
building.  The  court  said :  '^t  is  true 
if  Tufts  was  the  agent  or  employee 
of  the  company,  he  would  charge 
them  with  such  expenses;  also,  if  he 
was  to  receive  a  lump  sum  for  the 
building,  such  items  should  be  con- 
sidered as  covered  by  such  sum.  But 
it  does  not  follow  that  he  would  not, 
under  a  contract  like  the  one  in  this 
case,  charge  the  company  with  such 
items,  even  though  an  independent 
contractor.    They  appear  to  have  been 


legitimate  expenses  incurred  in  car- 
rying on  the  work,  and,  though  not 
mentioned  in  the  contract,  may  have 
been  considered  by  the  company  and 
Tufts  as  just  portions  of  the  claim 
against  the  company  for  erecting  ttie 
building.'' 

*Fay  v.  German  General  Benev. 
Soc.  (1912)  168  CaL  118,  124  Pac.  844. 

''  Hedge  v.  Williams  (1901)  131  CmL 
455,  82  Am.  St  Rep.  366,  68  Pac.  721, 
64  Pac.  106. 

*  Chicago  Hydraulic  Press  Brick 
Co.  v.  Campbell  (1904)  116  IlL  App. 
322.  There  one  of  the  contentions  of 
the  plaintiff  was  that  the  defendant 
company  and  K.  &  D.»  the  firm  for 
which  the  tort-feasor  was  working, 
were  one  and  the  same  concern,  and 
that  the  employment  of  the  firm  by 
the  defendant  was  a  mere  device  by 
the  firm  to  shift  responsibility  for  the 
torts  of  the  teamster  employer.  The 
decision  in  Chicago  Economic  Fuel 
Co.  V.  Myers  (1897)  168  IlL  139,  48  N. 
E.  66,  was  held  not  to  be  controlling, 
in  view  of  the  evidence  which  showed 
that,  while  the  business  relations  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  E.  A  D.  were 
intimate,  and  that  D.  was  at  the  time 
in  question,  and  for  a  long  time  prior 
thereto,  employed  by  the  defendant  as 
a  salesman,  the  firm  did  a  separate  and 
independent  business  of  its  own,  not 
only  in  the^  teaming,  but  in  the  stone 
business.  It  is  observable  that  the 
conception  of  a  ''device  to  shift  re- 
sponsibility," that  is  to  say,  of  a  posi- 
tively culpable  motive  actuating  the 
employing  company,  was  not  involved 
in  the  decision  cited. 

*Gay  V.  Roanoke  R.  A  Lumber  Co. 
(1908)  148  N.  C.  336,  62  S.  E.  486. 

M  Johnson  v.  Helbing  (1907)  €  Cal. 
App.  424,  92  Pac.  860. 
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That  if  the  person  employed  shouldt 
through  flickneee,  disability,  death,  or 
any  other  cause,  be  unable  properly 
to  look  after  and  manage  the  work, 
the  employer  was  to  have  the  right  to 
take  charge  of  the  work,  and  carry 
out  the  terms  of  the  agreement  at  the 
cost  and  expense  of  the  person  em- 
ployed.** 


i  47.  — «ioe  ineonaUtent  vpith  the  infer^ 
ence  that  the  person  employed  warn  a 
mervant. 

The  fact  that  a  person  who  had  un- 
dertaken to  perform  work  on  a  piece- 
work basis  was  permitted  to  hire  an 
assistant  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to 
show  that  a  finding  to  the  effect  that 
the  undertaker  was  a  servant  was  er- 
roneous.* 

The  fact  that  the  person  employed 
undertook  to  give  satisfaction,  or  to 
replace  the  product  of  the  work  as 
performed  by  him,  if  it  did  not  endure 
for  a  certain  length  of  time,  has  been 
held  not  to  be  decisive  with  respect 
to  the  question  whether  he  was  an 
^employee,"  within  the  meaning  of 
that  term  as  used  in  a  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act.' 

§  4S.      irreievant   or   immmierUUm 

''Where  there  is  a  binding  contract 
for  the  performance  of  a  specific  job 
by  the  contractor  and  those  whom  he 
may  employ  for  a  price  agreed,  it  mat- 
ters not,  in  determining  the  question 
whether  he  who  has  undertaken  such 
job  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  mere  serv- 
ant of  the  other  party,  what  kind  of 
work  was  the  subject  of  the  contract, 
or  whether  it  was,  or  was  not,  a  por- 
tion of  the  regular  work  which  the 
party  contracting  for  it  is  carrying 
on,  or  some  piece  of  work  incidental- 


ly connected  with  it  as  necessary  or 
convenient."* 

The  terms  on  which  the  contractor 
had,  on  previous  occasions,  been  em- 
ployed by  the  official  predecessors  of 
the  contractees,  have  no  relevancy 
with  respect  to  the  question  whether 
the  contract  was  an  independent  one.' 

With  reference  to  that  class  of 
cases  in  which  the  claimant  is  seek- 
ing to  charge  the  defendant  with  li- 
ability for  an  injury  sustained  by  him 
while  working  under  the  person  al- 
leged by  the  defendant  to  be  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  it  has  been  de- 
clared to  be  "wholly  immaterial 
whether  he  knew  for  whom  he  was 
working,  the  real  inquiry  being  who 
in  fact  was  his  employer."'  But  the 
rule  thus  laid  down  is,  in  effect,  some- 
times qualified  by  the  operation  of  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel.    See  §  51  infra. 

The  fact  that  the  employer  when 
speaking  to  a  workman  hired  by  the 
contractor,  referred  to  the  contractor 
as  his  foreman,  has  been  held  not  to 
be  of  sufficient  probative  value  to 
raise  an  issue.* 

i  49,  Bad  faith  on  e§npiayer*9  part  in 
respect  of  nuildng  a  contract  inde- 
pendent  in  fortn. 

In  some  cases  a  doctrine  which  may 
be  thus  formulated  has  been  applied: 
The  fact  that  the  ostensible  terms  of 
the  contract  were  such  as  to  render 
the  person  employed  an  independent 
contractor  will  not  protect  the  em- 
ployer from  liability  in  respect  of  his 
torts,  if  the  evidence  also  shows  that 
the  actual  relation  between  the  par- 
ties was  that  of  master  and  servant, 
and  that  the  contract  was  a  device 
adopted  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 


**  McBride  v.  Jerry  Madden  Shingle 
Co.  (1912)  178  Mich.  248,  138  N.  W. 
1077. 

*  Re  Bailey  (1854)  8  El.  &  Bl.  607, 
118  Eng.  Reprint,  1269,  per  Lord 
Campbell. 

'Rheinwald  v.  Builders'  Brick  A 
Supply  O).  (1915)  168  App.  Div.  425, 
153  N.  T.  Supp.  598.  But  it  is  doubt- 
ful how  far  this  particular  ruling  has 
been  affected  by  the  subsequent  con- 
demnation of  the  case  as  regards  the 
main  conclusion  arrived  at.  See 
(1916)   174  App.  Div.  935,  160  N.  Y. 


Supp.  1143,  reargument  denied  in 
(1916)  175  App.  Div.  957,  161  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1142,  which  is  affirmed  in 
(1918)  223  N.  Y.  572,  119  N.  E.  1074. 

*Mayhew  v.  Sullivan  Min.  Co. 
(1884)  76  Me,  107. 

'  Karl  V.  Juniata  County  (1903)  206 
Pa.  639,  56  Atl.  78. 

*De  Sandro  v.  Missoula  Light  & 
Water  Co.  (1915)  48  Mont.  226,  136 
Pac.  711. 

•kipp'v.  Oyster  (1908)  133  Mo. 
App.  711,  114  S.  W.  538. 
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the  employer  to  escape  the  liabilities 
incident  to  that  relationship.  The 
earliest  allusion  to  the  theory  that 
bad  faith  in  regard  to  the  formation 
of  the  contract  might  be  an  element 
proper  to  be  considered  ¥nth  refer- 
ence to  the  question  whether  it  should 


be  treated  as  independent  seems  to  be 
that  which  ia  found  in  some  remarks 
made  by  the  court,  arguendo,  in  a 
case  decided  in  1866.^  But  all  the 
cases  in  which  the  theory  has  been 
categorically  adopted  are  of  a  much 
more  recent  date.' 


^In  Kellogg  y.  Payne  (1866)  21 
lewa,  575,  where  the  action  was 
brought  by  a  farmer  to  recover  for 
damage  caused  to  his  property  by  a 
fire  negligently  set  out  on  the  land  of 
defendant,  it  was  observed,  without 
any  citation  of  precedents:  ''If  a  re- 
sponsible proprietor,  having  a  work  to 
perform  the  execution  of  which  would 
be  necessarily  attended  with  danger 
and  probable  injury  to  third  persons, 
should  let  the  doing  of  the  work  by 
contract  to  an  irresponsible  party, 
with  the  view  and  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  personal  liability  for  any 
damages  that  might  result  from  its 
execution  in  the  manner  required,  we 
will  not  say  that  such  proprietor 
would  not  be  liable  for  such  damage. 
But  his  liability  in  such  case,  if  it 
existed  at  all,  might  well  be  held  to 
rest  upon  the  fraud  or  mala  fides  of 
such  proprietor."  This  statement  was 
approved  in  Dibert  v.  Giebisch  (1914) 
74  Or.  64,  144  Pac.  1184. 

*  "A  party  may  not  be  permitted  to 
employ  a  contract,  which  by  its  terms 
assumes  to  establish  the  relation  of 
an  independent  contractor  as  to  one 
of  the  parties,  as  a  cloak  or  shield  to 
avoid  liabilities  arising  out  of  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant,  when 
such  relation  exists  in  fact/'  Stanley 
v.  Aurora,  E.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  (1911)  166 
111.  App.  132  (arguendo). 

In  Deep  Vein  Goal  Co.  v.  Raney 
(1916)  62  Ind.  App.  608,  112  N.  E.  392, 
it  was  recognized  that  if  the  leasing 
of  its  mine  was,  as  contended  by 
counsel,  "a  mere  subterfuge  resorted 
to  in  an  attempt  to  safeguard  the 
lessor  from  consequences  likely  to 
flow  from  negligent  operation,"  the 
lessor  would  have  been  liable  for  in- 
juries caused  to  a  servant  of  the  les- 
see by  the  fall  of  a  rock  from  the  roof 
of  a  tunnel.  But  the  court  refused  to 
consider  the  case  under  this  aspect, 
because  the  plaintiff  had  sued  on  the 
theory  that  his  immediate  employer 
was  working  the  mine  as  lessee. 

In  Laffery  v.  United  States  Gypsum 
Co.  (1910)  83  Kan.  349,  45  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  930,  111  Pac.  498,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912A,  590,  the  evidence  showed  that 


in  1900  the  B.  V.  Plaster  Company,  the 
former  owner  of  the  gypsum  mine  and 
mill  operated  by  the  United  States 
Gypsum  Company,  entered  into  a  writ- 
ten contract  with  one  Drake,  by  which 
it  was  agreed  that  he  should  noune 
and  deliver  such  gypsum  as  the  plas- 
ter company  might  require  at  its 
mills,  on  the  terms  that  the  company 
should  furnish  cars  and  rails  to  trans- 
-port  the  material  from  the  mine,  that 
the  deliveries  should  be  at  the  plaster 
company's  cable,  and  that  Drake 
should  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  45  cents 
per  ton.  The  contract  contained  the 
following  stipulations:  "It  is  further 
agreed  that  said  party  of  the  first  part 
shall  in  no  wise  have  control  of  the 
mine  from  which  said  gypsum  is  tak- 
en, or  any  authority  respecting  the 
manner  of,  or  means  employed  in  and 
about,  mining  said  g3^sum.'*  This 
agreement  was,  by  its  terms,  to  re- 
main in  force  for  one  year.  Drake 
had  been  superintendent  of  the  mine 
for  several  years  before  this  contract 
was  made,  and  he  continued  to  direct 
its  operations  afterward.  In  1902  the 
mills  and  mines  were  transferred  to 
the  srypsum  comnany,  and  Drake  con-* 
tinued  until  1906  to  supervise  the  op- 
eration of  the  mines,  emnlovin^  and 
discharging  the  laborers,  and  superin- 
tending the  work  in  the  mines  gener- 
ally, and  the  separation  of  the  mate- 
rial from  the  earth,  and  its  delivery 
at  the  mill.  The  claim  of  the  defend- 
ant company  was  that  he  acted  solely 
as  an  independent  contractor,  under 
the  contract  with  the  plaster  compa- 
ny, adopted  and  in  force  between  the 
transferee  and  the  contractor.  The 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  Drake 
acted  as  superintendent  of  the  mines 
for  the  defendant  company,  without 
reference  to  the  contract,  and  that 
the  contract  was  set  up  as  a  cover  to 
relieve  the  company  from  responaibil- 
ily  for  the  negligence  of  its  own  su- 
perintendent. Evidence  was  offered 
tending  to  support  the  claims  of  each 
party.  The  court  took  the  position 
that,  ''if  Drake  was  really  acting  for 
the  company  as  its  superintendent  in 
overseeing  and  directing  the  mining 
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Facta  mentioned   by   the  oourta   aa   having   some  tendency   to  abow   bad 


•peration,  by  its  authority,  direction, 
or  ac:reement,  or  if  the  written  con- 
tract was  not  in  force  between  the 
company  and  Drake,  or  if,  with  or 
without   the    contract,    the   company 
really  controlled  and  directed  the  op- 
eration of  the  mine,  then  it  is  liable 
for  any  actionable  negligence  on  his 
part  or  the  part  of  the  company/'    It 
was  accordingly  held  that  the  actual 
relationship  of  Drake  to  the  defend- 
ant was  a  question  for  the  jury. 
.  In    Nelson    v.    American    Cement 
Plaster  Co.   (1911)  84  Kan.  797,  115 
Pac.    578,    where    the    action    was 
brought  to  recover  for  the  death  of  a 
workman  in  a  gypsum  mine,  who  had 
been  killed  by  a  blast  set  off  vnthout 
any  warning  in  the  room  adjacent  to^ 
the  one  in  v^ich  he  was  working,  the 
defendant  company,  in  its  answer,  al- 
leged that  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
Nelson   was   in   the   employ   of   one 
Jenkins,   an   independent  contractor, 
engaged,  together  with  one  Messen- 
ger, under  a  written  contract  made 
between  them  and  the  Great  Western 
Plaster    Company,     the    defendant's 
predecessor  in  the  ownership  of  the 
mine;  that  this  contract  provided  that 
the  contractors  should  do  all  the  work 
in  the  mine  in  a  good  and  workman- 
like manner,  according  to  the  plans 
and  specifications  to  be  furnished  by 
the  company,  and  deliver  the  gypsum 
rock  for  the  mill  at  the  mouth  of  the 
mine  at  a  stipulated  price  per  ton; 
and  that  it  was  expressly  stipulated 
that  Messenger  and  Jenkins   should 
employ  and  discharge  the  men  who 
worked   in  the  mine,  and  have  full 
supervision   and   control    over  them, 
and  that  the  owner  of  the  mine  was  to 
have   nothing   whatever  to   do   with 
the  men,  or  the  manner  in  which  the 
work   should   be   conducteQ,  or  any- 
thing that  moved  to  the  safety  of  the 
men  in  the  work  of  getting  out  the 
rock.     The  answer  also  alleged  that^ 
after   the  withdrawsrl    of   Messenger 
from  the  work,  Jenkins  took  over  the 
performance  of  the  work  and  under 
the  terms  of  the  written  contract,  and 
that  after  the  mine   had  been   pur- 
chased by  the  defendant,  he  continued 
to  work  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
same   contract.    The   conclusions   of 
the  court  in  one  point  of  view  were 
thus  stated:     'In  our  opinion  there 
was  na  substantial  evidence  showing 
that  the  written  contract  relied  upon 
was  ioiiforce,  or  that  Jenkins^  at  the 


time  of  the  accident,  sustained  to  the 
company  the  relation  of  an  independ- 
ent contractor.  .  •  .  It  is  appar- 
ent from  the  evidence  and  all  the 
circumstances  connected  with  the 
contract  that  it  was  entered  into  as  a 
scheme  and  subterfuge  to  enable  the 
Great  Western  Plaster  C<Mnpany  to 
avoid  its  liability  for  injuries  to  its 
employees,  caused  by  its  own  negli- 
gence. Neither  Messenger  nor  Jenk- 
ins was  possessed  of  any  means  or 
capital.  That  of  itself  would  net 
make  the  contact  unlawful,  but  it  is 
only  one  of  several  circumstances  in- 
dicating the  purpose  of  the  arrange- 
ment When  the  alleged  contract  had 
been  in  existence  about  two  years,  the 
Great  Western  Plaster  Company,  act- 
ing through  a  Mr.  Paul  who  was  a 
part  owner  and  superintendent  of  the 
plant,  discharged  Messenger,  and 
Jenkins  continued  to  operate  the 
mine,  to  all  appearances  under  the 
same  arrangement,  until  1904,  when 
the  contract  was  taken  up  by  the 
Great  Western  Plaster  Company  on 
the  advice  of  its  attorney,  and  be- 
cause a  suit  had  been  brought  against 
it  for  an  injury  to  one  of  the  workmen 
in  the  mine,  and  the  scheme  was  ap- 
parently not  working  successfully. 
If  the  company  which  owned  the  mine 
and  made  the  contract  with  Messen- 
ger and  Jenkins  retained,  outside  of 
the  written  instrument,  the  right  to 
discharge  at  will  one  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract,  who  was  evidently  a 
partner  of  the  other,  the  contractors 
were  not  independent,  but  dependent 
upon  the  company,  and  the  written  in- 
strument was  not  what  it  purported  to 
be. '  The  following  comments  upon 
the  circumstances  existing  after  the 
sale  of  the  mine  were  also  made: 
'The  mine  continued  to  be  worked  in 
the  same  way  as  before,  Jenkins  hir- 
ing the  men,  and  the  defendant  com- 
pany paying  them  every  two  weeks  in 
checks  made  out  to  the  individual 
workmen,  the  pay  roll  being  kept  by 
Jenkins  and  furnished  to  the  compa^ 
ny.  The  company  weighed  the  rock 
at  the  mouth  of  the  mine,  and  paid 
Jenkins  sometimes  40,  sometimes  42i, 
and  at  other  times  45  cents  per  ton  of 
rock,  and  charged  him  a  stipulated 
price  for  oil  used  in  the  miners'  lamiM 
and  for  powder  used  in  blasting.  The 
company  owned  the  mules  and  fur- 
nished their  feed.  The  testimony 
shows  that  the  price*  paid  -to  Jenkins 
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faith  are  that  the  contract  was  ezeeitted  after  the  claimant's  injury  was  re» 


per  ton  of  rock  was  changed  from 
time  to  time*  to  allow  for  the  differ- 
ence he  had  to  pay  for  wages  of  the 
V  orkmen,  so  that  in  effect  the  com- 
pany, and  not  Jenkins,  took  the  risk 
of  all  fluctuations  in  the  scale  of 
wages  caused  by  the  supply  of  labor. 
When  work  in  the  harvest  fields  at- 
tracted the  men,  and  higher  wages 
had  to  be  paid,  Jenkins  was  not  so  in- 
dependent but  that  he  could,  by  mere- 
ly asking,  obtain  from  the  company 
whatever  additional  price  per  ton  was 
required  to  make  him  whole.  This 
plan  was  continued  with  the  defend- 
ant company,  and  they  had  three 
prices  which  they  paid  him  as  the 
scale  of  labor  demanded.  •  .  .  The 
inference  is  quite  strong  that  the 
written  contract  was  an  afterthought, 
and  that  the  defendant  intended  to  re- 
ly upon  its  arrangement  by  which 
Jenkins  was  to  hire  and  discharge  the 
men  at  the  mine,  and  was  to  be  paid  a 
price  per  ton  for  the  rock  mined.  The 
arrangement,  whether  it  was  in  writ- 
ing as  alleged  in  the  answer,  or  mere- 
ly verbal  as  Jenkins  testified,  had,  we 
think  from  all  the  circumstances,  but 
one  purpose,  which  was  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  escape  liability  for  in- 
jury to  its  own  employees  arising  out 
of  negligence  for  which  it  would  in 
law  be  responsible.  .  .  .  Consider- 
ing the  case  in  this  aspect  as  one  of 
first  impression,  we  think  it  is  clear 
that  courts  ought  not  to  permit  the 
employer  to  avoid  liability  for  inju- 
ries to  his  workmen  resulting  from 
his  own  negligence,  by  a  colorable  ar- 
rangement such  as  this  appears  to 
have  been.  To  hold  thus  would  per- 
vert a  wise  and  useful  principle  of 
law  to  a  purpose  for  which  it  was 
never  intended.  Whenever  the  courts 
can  say  from  all  the  circumstances 
that  the  contractor  is  not  independent 
of  the  owner,  and  that  the  contract, 
whatever  its  terms,  is  only  a  device  or 
scheme  to  avoid  the  liability  of  a 
master  to  his  servants  for  his  failure 
to  perform  a  duty  which  the  law  im- 
poses upon  him,  the  defense  that  the 
injury  was  caused  by  an  independent 
contractor  should  not  be  permitted  to 
prevail.**  It  was  accordingly  held 
that  the  error  of  the  trial  judge  in 
refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if 
the  deceased  was  in  the  employ  of  an 
independent  contractor  no  recovery 
could  be  had  against  the  defendant, 
and  the  further  error  in  giving  an  in- 


struction to  disregard  all  the  evidence 
tending  to  show  tnat  the  superintend- 
ent of  the  mine  was  an  independent 
contractor,  were  rendered  immaterial 
by  the  special  finding  that  the  de- 
ceased, at  the  time  he  was  injured, 
was  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  superintendent  was  act- 
ing for  the  company. 

In  White  v.  Olive  Hill  Fire  Brick 
Go.  (1916)  169  Ky.  835,  185  S.  W.  107, 
the  following  circumstances  were  re- 
lied upon  as  tending  to  show  that  A., 
a  person  onployed  to  do  plastering 
work,  was  merely  a  boss  or  foreman 
for  the  defendant  brick  company: 
— ^that  A.  was  doing  the  woxk  for  a  less 
sum  than  it  could  reasonably  be  done 
for;  that  when  the  plasterers  for  any 
reason  did  not  have  any  plastering 
to  do  during  the  progress  of  the  work, 
they  put  in  the  time  working  for  the 
brick  company;  that  when  A.  needed 
help  to  assist  in  the  plastering,  the 
brick  company's  men  performed  the 
service  needed;  that  the  plasterers 
employed  by  A.  were  paid  by  the  brick 
company;  ^at  H.,  the  general  super- 
intendent of  the  brick  company,  had 
occasionally,  during  the  progress  of 
the  work,  made  some  objections  to  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  being  done; 
and  that  the  company  furnished  the 
material.  The  court  said:  ^These 
circumstances  we  do  not  think  at  all 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  contract 
between  Abrams  and  the  company 
was  a  mere  device  to  relieve  the  com- 
pany from  responsibility,  or  to  over- 
come the  direct 'and  uncontradicted 
evidence  we  have  set  out,  nor  do  we 
think  they  were  of  sufficient  probative 
value  to  take  the  case  to  the  jury. 
There  seems  to  us  no  reason  why  the 
owner  of  property  may  not  make  a 
contract  wrth  an  independent  contrac- 
tor, under  the  terms  of  which  all 
these  things  that  the  brick  company 
did  might  not  be  done  without  chiang- 
ing  the  relation  Of  the  parties,  or  con- 
verting the  independent  contractor  in- 
to a  boss  or  foreman  for  the  owner." 

In  Young  v.  Fosburg  Lumber  Co. 
(1908)  147  N.  C.  26,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
255,  60  S.  E.  654,  the  contention  that. 
notwithstanding  the  language  of  the 
written  contract,  the  tort-feasor  was, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  mere  servant 
and  employee  of  defendant,  and  that 
the  writing  was  a  device  resorted  to 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  defend- 
ant   from    liabili^,    was    ttiaa    die- 
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cussed :  'It  is  clear  that  Ferrell  does 
not  become  an  independent  contrac- 
tor simply  because  the  writing  so 
styles  him.  Whether  he  is  one  de- 
pends upon  the  terms  upon  which  he* 
in  truth,  enters  upon  and  cuts  the 
defendant's  timber.  If »  as  a  fact,  not* 
withstanding  the  language  of  the 
writing,  defendant  exercises  a  control 
over  him  in  the  selection  and  employ- 
ment of  the  laborers, — ^if  defendant 
pays  them,  and  directs  the  manner  in 
which  they  perform  the  service, — in 
other  words,  if  the  writing  does  not 
truthfully  set  forth  the  agreement  be- 
tween Ferrell  and  defendant,  and  the 
jury  should  so  find,  then  he  is  not  an 
independent  contractor.  If  he  was 
not  acting  under  the  written  con- 
tract, but  as  the  servant  or  employee 
of  defendant,  and  the  laborers  who 
cut  the  trees  are  the  servants  of  de- 
fendant, it  would,  of  course,  be  liable 
for  their  negligence.^  The  court, 
however,  declined  to  consider  the  evi- 
dence alleged  to  support  the  conten- 
tion thus  advanced,  as  the  case  had 
not  been  tried  or  submitted  to  the  ju- 
ry in  this  point  of  view. 

In  Johnson  v.  Caroline,  C.  &  0.  R. 
Co.  (1911)  167  N.  C.  882,  72  S.  E.  1057, 
the  theory  thus  excluded  from  consid- 
eration by  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  appeal  in  the  earlier  case 
was  prosecuted  was  expressly  ap- 
proved. 

In  Midgette  ▼.  Branning  Mfg.  Co. 
(1909)  160  N.  C.  840,  64  S.  E.  6,  where 
an  action  was  held  to  be  maintainable 
for  a  fatal  injury  received  by  a  serv- 
ant of  the  lessee  of  a  sawmill,  the  fol- 
lowing remarks  were  made:  "Mere- 
ly calling  a  man  an  independent  con- 
tractor cannot  make  him  so.  We 
should  hesitate  to  hold  that  a  person 
or  corporation  could,  under  the  form 
and  semblance  of  an  independent  con- 
tract, operate  a  secondhand  mill  in 
bad  repair,  dangerous  to  employees, 
for  the  purpose  of  having  its  logs  cut 
into  lumber,  and  escape  liability  for 
injuries  sustained  by  the  employees, 
who,  in  good  faith  and  upon  reason- 
able grounds,  supposed  that  they  were 
employed  by  and  were  working  for  the 
owner  of  the  mill.'' 

In  Bokoshe  Smokeless  Coal  Co.  v. 
Morehead  (1912)  84  Okla.  424,  126 
Pac.  1088,  the  doctrine  that  "a  con- 
tract which  upon  its  face  creates  the 
relation  of  owner  and  independent 
contractor  will  not  protect  the  owner 
from  liability  for  negligence  of  the 


contractor,  if  it  is  designed  as  a  mere 
subterfuge  to  shield  the  owner  from 
liabili^  for  his  negligence,''  was  laid 
down  in  the  syllabus  of  the  court 
But  ^e  conclusion  that  the  defendant 
coal  company  was  really  operating 
the  mine  in  which  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  while  working  for  one  Hen- 
derson was  held  not  to  be  warranted 
by  evidence  to  the  effect  that  the 
plaintiff,  when  he  applied  to  the  com- 
pany's superintendent  for  employ- 
ment, was  sent  by  him  to  Henderson, 
with  whom,  he  was  told,  he  could  get 
on;  that  Henderson's  employees  drew 
their  wages  once  or  twice  from  the 
coal  companjr's  ofilce;  that  Henderson 
procured  from  the  company  some 
scales,  two  pit  cars,  some  rails,  and 
some  timbers  for  use  in  the  mine ;  and 
that  the  company's  superintendent 
was  at  the  mine  frequently,  and  at 
one  time  offered  a  suggestion  with 
reference  to  the  repair  of  an  engine. 

In  Dom  V.  Snare  ft  T.  Co.  (1909)  62 
Misc.  269,  114  N.  T.  Supp.  820,  where 
the  court,  in  ordering  a  new  trial,  re- 
marked that  the  plaintiff  must  look 
for  her  relief  to  the  subcontracting 
company  whose  servant  caused  her  in- 
jury, unless  "she  eould  prove  that 
that  company  was  a  mere  cover  under 
which  the  defendant  was  really  doing 
the  work." 

In  Mitchell  v.  Elizabeth  River  Lum- 
ber Co.  (1917)  174  N.  C.  119,  98  S.  E. 
464,  the  defendant  lumber  company 
held  a  lease  of  the  plaintiff's  timber, 
under  a  contract  giving  him  a  right 
of  way  across  the  tract  on  which  it 
stood.  On  that  right  of  way  the  de- 
fendant Bradshaw  had  laid  a  track, 
and  furnished  an  engine,  and  was  op- 
erating a  lumber  road  to  his  mill. 
The  lumber  company,  and  Bradshaw, 
and  Davis  had  entered  into  a  tri- 
partite agreement  the  purport  of 
which  was  that  the  lumber  company 
put  in  its  timber  contract  and  right 
of  way,  that  Bradshaw  put  in  the  en- 
gine, railroad  track,  and  saw  mill 
which  he  was  operating,  and  that 
Davis  was  to  cut  the  timber,  haul  it, 
and  saw  it  up  into  lumber,  and  load  it 
on  the  railroad  cars  at  a  certain  sta- 
tion. It  was  stipulated  in  the  con- 
tract that  Davis  was  to  be  an  "inde- 
pendent contractor,"  and  that  neither 
the  lumber  company  nor  Bradshaw 
was  to  be  "responsible  to  any  person 
for  any  damage,  injury,  or  loss  occa- 
sioned to,  or  sustained  by,  such  per- 
sons on  account  of,  or  in  connection 
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ceived,  and  dated  back  so  aa  to  cover 
the  time  of  the  accident,**  and  that  it 
did  not  embrace  any  express  provi- 
sions with  resrard  to  certain  apparent- 
ly essential  matters.* 


The  doctrine  formulated  ab^ve 
seems  to  be  open  to  criticism.  In  the 
first  place,  the  introduction  of  tKe  no- 
tion of  a  device  or  subterfuge  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  claimant  to 


with,  the  work  to  be  done/'  In  an 
action  brought  to  recover  for  the 
damage  caused  by  a  fire  communicat- 
ed to  the  plaintiff's  timber  from  the 
engine,  a  verdict  in  his  favor  was 
sustained  for  reasons  thus  stated: 
"In  the  present  instance  the  lumber 
company  owned  the  timber  and  the 
right  of  way.  It  did  not  convey  away 
either,  and  the  defendant  Bradshaw 
laid  down  the  track,  and  furnished 
the  engine  and  cars,  and  was  operat- 
ing the  road  on  the  lumber  company's 
right  of  way,  and  the  sawmill.  They 
were  practically,  therefore,  a  partner- 
ship, operating  said  railroad  to  get 
out  the  lumber  company's  timber  to 
market.  The  operation  of  the  rail- 
road and  mill  plant  by  Davis,  who 
seems  to  have  been  irresponsible,  can- 
not have  the  effect  to  relieve  the  other 
two  defendants  from  liability  for  neg- 
ligence either  as  to  employees  or  the 
owner  of  the  land,  whose  woods  were 
set  fire  to  by  the  negligence  in  the 
operation  of  the  engine.  If  this  could 
be  done  it  would  be  a  very  simple  de- 
vice to  put  some  nominal  or  irrespon- 
sible party  in  the  control  of  the  rail- 
road and  mill  plant,  and  thereby  ex- 
empt the  owners  of  the  same  from  all 
liability." 

See  also  Swansea  Lease  v.  Molloy 
(1919)  20  Ariz.  681, 183  Pac.  740  (evi- 
dence held  Insufficient  to  establish  al- 
legation that  the  contract  was  a  ''de- 
vice and  means  contrived  and  put  into 
effect  by  the  defendant,  for  the  pur- 
pose and  with  the  intent  of  enabling 
the  defendant  to  exemnt  himself  from 
the  liability  created"  bv  the  Emoloy- 
•rs'  Liability  Law) ;  and  Good  v.  John- 
son (1907)  S8  Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  876,  88  Pac.  439  (Question  of 
good  faith  erroneously  submitted  to 
the  jury  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
tending  to  prove  bad  faith) ;  Talmage 
V.  Tift  (1920)  25  6a.  App.  639,  104  S. 
E.  91  (syllalbus  of  court-— no  opinion 
— actions  for  injury  sustained  by 
laborer)  and  the  cases  cited  in  §  50, 
note  2,  infra. 

In  CobI  aty  Min.  Corp.  v.  Davis 
(1919)  17  Ala.  App.  22,  81  So.  35a, 
where  the  claimant  had  been  injured 
while  working  in  a  leased  mine,  the 
court  observed:    "It  seems  to  be  the 


rule  that,  as  betweeh  third  persons  in 
interest  and  the  owner  and  lessee,  it 
is  always  a  question  as  to  the  bona 
fides  of  the  lease  contract,  and,  where 
there  is  any  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  owner  is  using  the  lessee  as 
a  subterfuge  to  cover  its  own  opera- 
tion, it  becomes  a  question  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  owner  is  the 
party  in  contractual  relation  with  the 
party  in  interest."  The  authority  cit- 
ed was  Amerson  v.  Corona  Coal  it  I. 
Co.  (1915)  194  Ala.  175,  69  So.  601. 
But,  so  far  as  the  opinion  shows,  the 
element  of  "subterfuge"  did  not  enter 
into  the  discussion  in  that  case.  The 
actual  point  decided  was  that  the  di- 
rection of  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
on  the  theory  that  the  mine  in  ques- 
tion was  being  operated  by  a  leasee 
on  the  day  when  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured, was  error,  as  there  was  some 
evidence  pointing  to  the  opposite  con- 
clusion. On  the  second  appeal,  the 
case  was  again  held  to  be  one  for  the 
jury,  there  being  some  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate was  in  the  employ  of  the  defend- 
ant company. 

''De  Sandro  v.  Missoula  Liglit  it 
Water  Co.  (1915)  48  Mont.  226,  136 
Pac.  711. 

*In  Johnson  v.  Great  Northern 
Lumber  Co.  (1908)  48  Wash.  825,  93 
Pac.  516,  where  a  blast  set  off  without 
warning  injured  the  plaintiff,  while 
engaged  upon  excavation  woiic  by  his 
immediate  employer,  one  Veratt,  the 
omissions  emphasized  by  the  court  as 
tending  to  impeach  the  good  faith  of 
the  principal  employer  were  thus  ad- 
verted to:  "The  contract  provided 
that  the  appellant  should  furnish  the 
powder,  the  tools,  and  such  helpers  as 
Veratt  might  require  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  work,  at  its  own  cost  and 
expense,  and  fixed  Veratf  s  compensa- 
tion at  a  given  sum,  yet  it  placed  no 
limitation  whatever  on  the  quantity 
of  powder,  the  character  of  the  tools, 
or  the  number  of  helpers  Veratt  might 
lawfully  exact  under  it.  It  provided, 
also,  that  Veratt  might  hire  and  dis- 
charge his  helpers,  but  was  silent  as 
to  the  wages  he  might  lawfully  con- 
tract, on  the  appellant's  behalf,  to  pay 
them." 
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assert  his  remedial  ri^rhts  is,  so  far 
as  appears,  entirely  superfluous.     It 
is,  at  least,  reasonably  certain  that 
such  evidence  as  that  which  was  pre- 
sented in  all  the  cases  in  which  that 
notion  has  hitherto  been  relied  upon 
w6uld    have   justified    the    inference 
that  the  measure  of  control  which  the 
contractee  had  reserved  with  respect 
to  the  details  of  the  work  was  suffi- 
ciently extensive  to  negative  tiie  inde- 
pendence of  the  contract    In  the  sec- 
ond place,  the  fact  that  it  is  impos- 
sible, in  a  logical  point  of  view,  to 
confine  the  application  of  the  theory 
to  the  class  of  cases  now  under  dis- 
cussion,  is   suggestive   of  a   serious 
difficulty.    There  would  seem  to  be  no 
escape  from  the  conclusion  that,   if 
the  desire  of  an  employer  to  secure 
himself  from  loss  is  once  recognized 
as  being  evidence  of  bad  faith,  the 
operation  of  the  general  doctrine  as  to 
the  nonliability  of  an  employer  for  the 
torts    of   an   independent   contractor 
would  be  narrowed  to  an  incalculable 
degree.    It  is  notorious  that  in  a  very 
large  proportion  of  instances  that  de- 
sire  operates   as   the   motive   which 


determines  the  form  of  the  contract, 
and,  having  regard  to  the  broad  con- 
siderations of  public  policy  to  which 
the  juristic  incidents  of  an  independ* 
ent  contract  are  referable,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  there  is  no  valid  ground 
upon   which   such   a   motive   can   be 
treated  as  an  indicium  of  bad  faith. 
In  view  of  these  two  serious  objec- 
tions to  the  adoption  of  the  theory 
under  discussion,  it  seems  to  be  per- 
missible to  question  its  soundness.    It 
is  apprehended  that  the  element  of  a 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  employing 
company  or  firm  to  escape  liability 
should  not  be  treated  as  evidence  of 
bad  faith,  unless  it  is  combined  with 
some  specific  circumstance  which  may 
be  reasonably  regarded  as  tending  af-* 
firmatively  to  show  the  existence  of 
a  fraudulent  purpose.    The  fact  that 
the  company  or  firm  engaged  to  per- 
form the  work  was  irresponsible  fi- 
nancially constitutes  the  most  obvi- 
ous instance  of  such  a  circumstance. 
The  views  thus  expressed  are  sup- 
ported by  the  language  used  in  the 
cases  cited  below.* 


*In   Larsen   v.    Home   Teleph.   Co. 
(1911)  164  Mich.  295,  129  N.  W.  894, 
one  of  the  points  taken  on  behalf  of 
the   plaintiff  was  "that  the  contract 
was  a  sham  and  the  construction  com- 
pany a  fictitious   entity, — ^practically* 
the   Home  Telephone   Company, — the 
construction  company  being  a  mere 
tool   of  the  telephone  company,  and 
therefore  not  an  independent  contrac- 
tor."   In  support  of  this  claim  counsel 
urged  a  similarity  in  the  personnel  of 
the  officers  of  the  two  companies,  and 
many  provisions  of  the  contract  of  an 
alleged  tendency  to  show  the  reserva- 
tion   of  control   of  the   construction 
company   and   its   employees   by  the 
telephone  company.     Discussing  this 
contention  Hooker,  J.,  (whose  position 
seems  to  have  been  approved  by  the 
majority  of  the  court,  although  they 
dilTered  from  him  with  regard  to  the 
import  of  the  contract  in  question), 
made  the  following  remarks :    "Tn  the 
present   case   there   is   no   testimony 
from  vi^hlch  the  want  of  bona  fides 
can  be  inferred,  unless  it  be  the  state- 
ment  in  the  contract  that  tbe  tele- 
phone company  shall  not  be  liable  for 
damages    on   account   pf   injuries   W 
third  persons.    It  will  not  l?e  gainsaid 
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that   the   telephone   company   had   a 
right  to  let  its  contract  to  an  inde- 
pendent  contractor,   and   that,   if   it 
did,  the  legal  effect  would  be  to  make 
the  latter,  only,  liable  for  accidents. 
The  bona   fides   of  such   a   contract 
could  not  depend  on  the  absence  of  a 
motive  to  avoid  such  liability;  for,  in 
the  first  place,  it  is  not  an  unlawful 
motive  or  an  immoral  one,  and  is  not 
a  blow  to  anyone's  rights,  if  an  actual 
bona  fide  contract  is  made;  and  for 
that  reason  we  say  that  the  presence 
of  such  a  motive,  even  though  it  was 
the  sole  motive,  is  as  cbnsistent  with 
the  bona  fides  of  the  contract  as  with 
the    absence    thereof,    and    we   have 
seen,  in  the  cases  cited  regarding  le- 
gal entity,  the  presumption  of  bona 
fides  exists  if  such  motive  is  all  thb 
evidence  upon  which  a  different  claim 
is  based.    In  this  case  it  is  shown  that 
tv<ro   valid   corporations   existed,  and 
that  both  had  capital  and  assets,  and 
that  they  made  a  contract  which  on 
its  face  is  valid.    Indeed,  they'  joined 
with  another  corporation  in  a  tripar- 
tite   contract    which    is    inconsistent 
with  any  other  View  than  bona  fides 
as  to  the  first  contract.    Even  if  <ioun- 
sel's  contention  that  these  contracts 
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§  50.  Virtual  identity  of  employing  and 
employed  tfom/panies  or  partnerehips. 

There  is  a  considerable  body  of  pre- 
cedents for  a  doctrine  which  may  be 
thus  formulated:  Where  the  con- 
tracting: parties  were  both  corpora- 
tions or  partnerships,  the  contract, 
although  it  was  independent  in  quali- 
ty so  far  as  its  actual  terms  were  con- 
cerned, will,  for  the  purposes  of  an 
action  brought  by  a  third  person,  be 
treated  as  one  which  constituted  the 
relationship  of  master  and  servant,  or 


principal  and  agent,  if  it  appears  that 
the  corporations  or  partnerships  were 
bodies  virtually  identical,  as  being 
composed  of,  or  controlled  by,  the 
same  parties.  An  examination  of  the 
decisions  shows  that  the  liability  to 
which  the  employer  is  subjected  under 
this  doctrine  has  been  predicated  on 
two  distinct  grounds. 

In  One  point  of  view  the  contracting 
corporation  or  partnership  becomes, 
under  the  circumstances  mentioned, 
a  mere  agent  of  the  contraetee.^    The 


established  the  fact  that  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  was  created 
were  true,  it  does  not  tend  to  pi^ove 
that  the  contract  was  not  bona  fide, 
for  the  parties  were  competent  to 
make  such  contracts  as  well  as  others, 
and  we  understand  that  this  is  not 
disputed.*' 

In  Connor  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
(1904)  24  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  241,  it  was 
held  that,  in  the  absence  of  specific 
evidence  which  "tended  to  throw  doubt 
upon  the  good  faith  of  a  railway 
company  of  a  cab  in  leasing  it  to  the 
driver  from  whose  negligence  the  in- 
jury in  suit  arose,  the  trial  judge  had 
improperly  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  arrangement  was  merely 
a  "cover"  to  accomplish  the  object  of 
exempting  the  company  from  respon- 
sibility." The  court  said:  "The  mo- 
tive of  the  company  in  determining 
the  conditions  of  the  contracts  into 
which  it  entered  was  not  material;  if 
it  was  unwilling  to  assume  the  re- 
sponsibility of  an  employer  of  the 
drivers  of  cabs,  it  had  a  right  to  de- 
cline to  enter  into  that  relation." 

*In  Joseph  R.  Foard  Co.  v.  Mary- 
land (1914)  135  C.  C.  A.  497,  219  Fed. 
827,  affirming  (1914)  213  Fed.  51, 
where  an  explosion  of  dynamite  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  serv- 
ants of  the  General  Stevedoring  Com- 
pany, which  had  been  employed  by 
the  Foard  Company  to  load  it  on  a 
ship,  the  contention  that  the  former 
company  was  an  independent  contrac- 
tor was  rejected  for  reasons  thus 
stated:  "Whatever  may  have  been 
the  original  design  when  the  Foard 
Company  caused  to  be  organized  the 
Greneral  Stevedoring  Company,  the 
evidence  leaves  no  doubt  that  the 
stevedoring,  whether  done  under  one 
or  the  other  corporate  names,  was  in 
reality  but  a  department  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  Foard  Company  as  ship- 
brokers  and  agents.     The  two  com- 


panies had  the  same  officers;  the 
stevedoring  company  handled  no 
funds,  except  through  the  Foard  Com- 
pany; its  losses  were  paid  by  the 
Foard  Company,  and  dealt  with  as  if 
they  were  that  company's  own  losses. 
All  of  the  profits  of  the  stevedoring 
company  were  kept  by  the  Foard 
Company  as  a  charge  for  managing 
the  business.  There  are  other  like 
circumstances,  but  these  are  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  stevedoring  compa- 
ny was  organized  and  conlxoUed,  and 
its  affairs  so  conducted,  as  to  make 
it  a  mere  instrumentality  of  the  Foard 
Company.  This  being  so,  the  two  cor- 
porations must  be  regarded  as,  to  the 
outside  public,  identical.  .  .  .  But^ 
even  if  the  usual  current  of  business 
of  the  two  corporations  had  been 
s^arate,  in  this  instance  the  contract 
to  load  the  vessel  ^as  with  the  Foard 
Company,  and  the  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  it  made  no  separate  con- 
tract with  the  stevedoring  company, 
but  co-operated  with  and  completely 
controlled  it.  The  two  companies. 
therefore,  will  be  treated  as  one  in 
^is  discussion,  to  be  referred  to  as 
the  Foard  Company." 

In  Chicago  Economic  Fuel  Gas  Co. 
V.  Myers  (1897)  168  111.  189,  48  N.  E. 
66,  affirming  (1896)  64  111.  App.  270. 
where  the  injury  complained  of  was 
caused  by  an  explosion  of  gas  while 
it  was  being  conveyed  through  care> 
lessly  constructed  pipes,  the  evidence 
relied  upon  by  the  court  as  sustaining 
its  conclusion  was  as  follows:  That 
all  the  officers  and  employees  of  the 
construction  company  who  testified  in 
the  case  were  either  at  the  same  time 
connected  in  some  way  with  the  de- 
fendant company,  or  passed  alternate- 
ly from  the  service  of  one  to  the  serv- 
ice of  the  other;  that  the  natural  gas 
which  caused  the  explosion  was  let 
into  the  pipes  by  the  order  of  the  per- 
son who  acted  as  the  president  of  both 
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independence  of  the  contract  is  clear- 
Jy  negatived  by  the  existence  of  such 
a    relationship,    for    it    necessarily 


implies  that  the  details  of  the  stipu- 
lated work  remained  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  contractee.     In  another 


companies ;  and  that  he  was  unable  to 
state  whether  he  gave  such  order  as 
the  president  of  the  gas  company,  or 
as  the  supervising  engineer  of  the 
construction  company.  It  was  consid- 
ered to  be  just  as  legitimate  to  sup- 
pose that  he  gave  the  order  in  the 
former  of  these  capacities  as  that  he 
gave  it  in  the  latter  capacity.  "The 
law  is  quite  clear/'  said  the  court, 
'that  a  corporation  cannot  thus  shift 
its  responsibility  upon  another  corpo- 
ration, which  is  its  mere  agent  and 
tool." 

In  Kankakee  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Horan 
(1890)  131  UL  288,  28  N.  E.  621,  where 
land  was  flooded  by  reason  of  the  ob- 
struction of  a  watercourse,  resulting 
from  the  construction  of  a  railroad  by 
the  Kankakee  &  Seneca  Railway  Com- 
pany, the  right  of  the  owner  to  recov- 
er damages  from  the  cod«fendant  of 
that  company,  the  Cincinnati,  Indian- 
apolis, St.  Louis,  &  Chicago  Railroad 
Company,  was  predicated  partly  on 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  warrant^ 
ed  the  conclusion  that  the  Kankakee 
Company  was  organised  and  designed 
as  a  mere  instrument  in  the  hands  of 
the  Cincinnati  Company  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  line  of  railroad  for  the 
use,  and  to  subserve  the  purposes,  of 
that  company,  said  company  being  the 
real  and  ultimate  principal  in  the  en- 
terprise. 

In  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Morrison,  A.  &  A.  Co.  (1896)  160  111. 
288,  43  N.  E.  393,  where  part  of  a 
building  tenanted  by  the  Morrison 
Company  was  wrecked  and  dismantled 
by  an  employee  of  a  tunnel  company, 
as  a  preliminary  to  commencing  the 
construction  of  a  tunnel  under  a 
contract  made  with  the  defendant 
street  railroad  company,  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  the  street  rail- 
road company  had  procured  the 
passage  of  an  ordinance  by  the  city 
of  Chicago,  authorizing  it  to  con- 
struct the  tunnel  in  question,  and 
that  it  then  organized  the  West 
Chicago  Street  Railroad  Tunnel  Com- 
pany, which  became  the  apparent 
builder  and  owner  of  the  tunnel.  The 
whole  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  tun- 
nel company,  except  five  shares  held 
by  the  five  directors  for  the  purpose 
of  qualifying  them  to  act  as  such,  was 
held  by  one  Yerkes,  president  of  the 


street  railroad  company,  as  trustee 
for  its  stockholders.  The  rentals  of 
the  lands  acquired  by  the  tunnel  com- 
pany for  uses  and  purposes  of  l^e 
tunnel  were  to  go,  as  far  as  might  be, 
to  pay  interest  on  the  company's 
bonds,  taxes,  insurance,  and  other  ex- 
penses, and  the  street  railroad  com- 
pany was  to  make  up  the  deficiency. 
It  was  further^  shown  that  the  tunnel 
was  to  be  under  the  exclusive  control 
of  the  street  railroad  company  for  999 
years,  and  that  it  was  to  be  kept  in 
repair  at  its  expense;  that  the  street 
railroad  company  was  to  guarantee 
all  of  the  tunnel  company's  bonds; 
that  the  tunnel  company  was  to  re- 
ceive a  yearly  toll  on  each  and  every 
car  drawn  by  the  street  railway  com- 
pany through  the  tunnel  during  the 
999  years;  that  the  amount  of  such 
toll  was  to  be  fixed  afterwards,  but 
was  in  any  event  to  be  enough  to  make 
good  any  deficiency  between  the  net 
rentals  and  the  interest  on  the  tunnel 
company's  bonds;  that  the  bonds  and 
the  mortgage  were  to  be  renewed,  or 
extended,  from  time  to  time,  upon  the 
request  of  the  street '  railroad  com- 
pany; and  that  the  construction  by 
the  tunnel  company  of  the  tunnel  was 
to  ^'be  taken  and  considered  as  and 
for  the  construction  of  a  tunnel  by  the 
street  railroad  company  itself."  It 
was  held  that  this  evidence  ^'clearly 
tended  to  show  that  the  tunnel  compa- 
ny was  a  mere  means  or  mode  adopt- 
ed by  the  street  railroad  company  for 
the  construction  of  its  tunnel, — a 
mere  instrument,  or  tool,  used  for  that 
purpose, — and  that  the  tunnel  com- 
pany was  organized  and  acted  simply 
as  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  street 
railroad  company."  In  this  point  of 
view  it  manifestly  followed  that  the 
street  railroad  company  was  respon- 
sible for  the  injuries  caused  by  the 
trespass  complained  of.  But  the  deci- 
sion in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was 
based  partly  upon  the  circumstance 
that  Yerkes,  acting  as  president  of  the 
street  railroad  company,  had  given 
the  order  for  taking  possession  of  and 
demolishing  the  building  in  question ; 
the  formal  conclusion  of  the  court  be- 
ing that  from  the  evidence  as  a  whole, 
considered  in  the  light  of  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  the  jury  was 
authorized  to  find  that  the  street  rail- 
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point  of  view  the  position  is  taken 
that,  having  regard  to  the  closeness 
of  the  connection  between  the  parties 


to  the  contract,  the  arrangement  as 
made  may  properly  be  regarded  as 
evidence  of  bad  faith,  in  respect  of  its 


road  company  was  a  party  to  the  tres- 
pass. 

In  Peoria,  B.  &  C.  Traction  Co.  v. 
O'Connor  (1909)  149  lU.  App.  598,  the 
question  whether  a  railroad  company 
and  a  construction  company  were 
identical  in  fact,  although  apparently 
separate  and  distinct  organizations, 
or  whether  the  relation  of  the  con- 
struction company  was  that  of  an  in- 
dependent contractor,  was  held  to 
have  been  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury,  where  the  evidence  tended  to 
show  that  the  construction  company 
had,  since  its  formation,  done  work 
for  the  railroad  only;  that  both  com- 
panies occupied  the  same  offices,  and 
that  their  funds  were  deposited  in  the 
same  bank,  although  under  separate 
and  distinct  accounts ;  that  the  checks 
given  to  plaintiff,  a  servant  of  the 
construction  company,  in  pasrment  of 
his  wages,  had  printed  upon  their 
face  the  words,  "For  Peoria,  Bloomi- 
ington,  &  Champaign  Traction  Com- 
pany, No.  N.  16;"  and  that  McComb, 
the  auditor  of  the  construction  com- 
pany, afterward  occupied  a  similar 
position  with  the  appellant  company. 

In  Asplund  v.  Conklin  Constr.  Go. 
(1911)  165  111.  App.  44,  the  evidence 
introduced  in  support  of  the  claim  of 
a  workman  who  had  been  injured 
while  working  for  a  company  engaged 
in  constructing  a  line  for  a  telephone 
company,  its  codefendant,  was  as  fol- 
lows: One  Parsons  was  district 
manager  of  the  telephone  company^ 
and  superintendent  of  the  construc- 
tion, and  iinanci)al  man  for  the  con- 
struction company  at  Joliet,  and  had 
full  charge  and  control  of  the  work, 
employed  the  men,  saw  to  the  paying 
of  them,  and  directed  their  move- 
ments. The  two  c6mpanies  had  the 
same  general  officers,  and,  at  Joliet, 
they  occupied  the  same  office,  used 
the  same  warehouse,  and  the  same 
man  acted  as  foreman  for  both  com- 
panies. The  men  who  worked  for  the 
construction  company  were  often 
called  upon  to  do  repair  work  for  the 
telephone  company,  and  vice  versa,  no 
separate  account  of  their  time  being 
kept.  If  it  rained  so  that  they  could 
not  work  on  construction  outside, 
they  often  worked  ineide  for  the  tele- 
.  phone  company^  The  wages  of  all  the 
men  at  Joliet,  working  tor.  either  com- 
pany, were  paid  by  the  same  kind  of 


a  check.  Parsons  determined  what 
men  should  work  for  the  construction 
company,  and  what  men  should  work 
on  repair  work  for  the  telephone  com- 
pany. He  also  determined  what  wag- 
ons should  be  used  on  construction 
work,  and  what  wagons  should  be 
used  on  repair  work.  He  determined 
what  materials  should  be  put  into  the 
construction  work,  and  what  mate- 
rials should  be  put  into  repair  work. 
He  determined  who  should  act  as  boss 
of  the  gang,  whether  it  was  working 
on  construction  work  or  on  repair 
work.  The  conclusion  arrived  at  was 
that  the  evidence  clearly  tended  to 
show  that  the  construction  company 
was  a  mere  means  or  mode  adopted  by 
the  telephone  company  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  telephone  line,  that 
the  construction  company  was  acting 
as  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  tele- 
phone company,  and  that  the  tele- 
phone company  was  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
struction company.  On  the  first  ap- 
peal, a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  had 
been  reversed  for  error  in  certain  in- 
structions. See  (1911)  154  111.  App. 
164. 

In  Nicholson  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  Go.  (1915)  95  Kan.  18,  L.RJI. 
1915C,  417,  147  Pac.  1128,  where  it 
was  held  that  the  conductor  of  a  con- 
struction train  was  entitled  to  recover 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  sinking  of 
the  track,  the  contention  that  the 
plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  when  the  ac- 
cident occurred,  an  employee  of  a  cer- 
tain railway  company  which  had 
been  created  by  the  defendant  for  the 
accomplishment  of  its  purposes  in 
building  the  section  of  road  in  ques- 
tion, was  rejected.  "The  branch  com- 
pany,'' said  the  court,  ''was  a  mere  in- 
strumentality of  the  Santa  F6  Com- 
pany. To  be  more  plain,  the  Dodge 
City  &  Cimarron  Valley  Railway  Com- 
pany was  a  ledger  heading  in  the 
Santa  F4  Company's  system  of  ac- 
counting, which  did  not  break  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant  existing 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, when  the  plaintiff  was  placed  ia 
charge  of  the  construction  train." 

In  Williama  v.  Cape  Fear  Lumber 
Co.  (1918)  176  N.  C  174,  96  S.  E.  950, 
where  the  Camp  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, while  engaged  in  cutting  timber 
which  had  been  "granted  and  sold"  to 
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being  indicative  of  the  conclusion 
that  the  contractee  intended  to  secure 
the  advantages  of  an  exercise  of  full 
control    over    the    stipulated    work. 


without  incurring  the  responsibilities 
ordinarily  incident  to  the  possession 
of  such  control.' 


it  by  the  defendant  company,  wrong- 
fully cut  some  trees  on  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  removed  them,  the  decision 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  based 
largely  upon  the  theory  that  the  gran- 
tor and  grantee  were  identical  com- 
panies, though  they  had  different 
names.  On  the  earlier  appeal  in 
(1916)  172  N.  C.  299,  90  S.  E.  254,  this 
aspect  of  the  facts  was  not  discussed. 

It  may  be  advisable  to  refer,  in 
passing,  to  a  rule  laid  down  in  a  case 
which  did  not  ipvolve  the  question  of 
the  independence  of  a  contract — ^that 
the  mere  fact  that  the  same  men  were 
officers  of  both  of  two  companies  is 
not  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  a 
finding  that  the  companies  are  one 
and  the  same.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Davis  (1885)  84  Kan.  202,  8 
Fac.  146. 

■  In  Holbrook,  C.  &  R.  Corp.  v.  Per- 
kins (1906)  77  C.  C.  A.  462,  147  Fed. 
166,  where  an  action  was  held  to  be 
maintainable  against  the  defendant 
partnership,  by  a  brakeman  who  had 
been  swept  from  the  top  of  a  car  by 
the  guy  rope  of  a  derrick,  used  by  the 
Atlantic  Construction  Company  for 
the  purpose  of  performing  work  it  had 
undertiJcen  in  pursuance  of  a  sub- 
contract, one  of  the  provisions  of  this 
subcontract  was  as  follows:  'The 
corporation  shall,  at  its  own  proper 
cost  and  expense,  well  and  truly  fur- 
nish all  labor  and  materials  and  do 
all  things  required  to  complete  and 
perform  the  work  called  for  in  the 
contract.  ,  .  .  And  while  engaged 
therein  the  corporation  shall  have  the 
entire  control,  management,  and  di- 
rection of  the  work,  and  of  the  em- 
ployees and  persons  engaged  thereon, 
and  shall  do  whatever  is  necessary  to 
guard  properly  the  safety  of  such 
employees,  and  all  persons  engaged  in 
and  about  the  premises,  and  all  others 
to  whom  the  firm  or  corporation  may 
owe  such  a  duty,  and  the  firm  is  here- 
by wholly  discharged  from  all  duties 
and  liabilities  in  respect  of  the  fore- 
going." The  firm  was  to  furnish  and 
lease  to  the  corporation  all  machin- 
ery, apparatus,  tools,  and  appliances 
necessary,  the  corporation  to  pay  as  a 
rental  therefor  the  sum  of  $100  each 
month,  and,  upon  the  termination  of 
the  agreement,  a  further  sum  equal  to 


the  difference  between  the  present 
value  of  said  machinery,  apparatus, 
tools,  and  appliances,  and  the  market 
value.  The  corporation  was  to  em- 
ploy all  workmen,  laborers,  and  em- 
ployees. As  compensation  for  the 
execution  of  the  work  and  the  fur- 
nishing of  said  materials,  the  firm 
was  to  pay  the  corporation  a  sum 
equal  to  the  actual  cost  of  said  work 
and  materials,  and  i  of  1  per  cent  of 
such  cost  in  addition.  The  court 
said:  "We  are  of  the  opinion  that 
there  was  very  strong  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  so-called  con- 
tract with  the  construction  company 
was  a  mere  pretense;  that  the  parties 
thereto  did  not  comply  with,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  violated,  its  terms;  that 
there  was  no  actual  and  bona  fide  con- 
tract; and  that  the  execution  of  the 
document  was  a  mere  piece  of  circum- 
vention, devised  to  avoid  legal  liabil- 
ity for  accidents,  and  the  attachment 
of  property  in  tort  actions.  The  tes- 
timony of  Mr.  Rollins  was  commend- 
ably  frank,  and  most  explicit,  to  the 
effect  that  the  Atlantic  Construction 
Company  was  organized  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  avoiding  attachments,  and 
that  it  was  without  capital.  It  had 
the  same  superintendent  as  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  and  was  composed  sub- 
stantially of  the  same  individuals 
who  composed  the  firm  of  Holbrook, 
Cabot,  &  Rollins,  which  firm  subse- 
quently was  incorporated  under  the 
name  of  Holbrook,  Cabot,  &  Rollins 
Corporation.  ...  It  is  quite  true 
that  individuals  are  permitted  to  form 
corporations  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting business  with  a  limited  indi- 
vidual responsibility.  It  is  not  true 
that  individuals  are  permitted  to  form 
corporations  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  ordinary  legal  liabilities. 
Incorporation  is  permitted  in  further- 
ance of  business  enterprises;  but  a 
franchise  is  not  granted  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  destroving  legal  accounta- 
bilitv.  If  the  Holbrook,  Cabot,  & 
Rollins  Corporation  had  put  out  of  its 
hands  all  of  its  property  merely  in 
order  to  avoid  legal  liability  for  torts 
which  it  mitirht  commit  in  the  course 
of  its  operations,  we  think  there  can 
be  no  question  that  such  a  conveyance 
would  be  void.    We  see  no  substantial 
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difference  in  the  arrangement  made  in 
this  case.  Instead  of  putting:  its 
property  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Hol- 
brook,  Cabot,  &  Rollins  Corporation, 
the  persons  associated  in  that  cor- 
poration attempted  to  put  out  of  its 
hands  the  work  authorized  by  its 
franchise,  and  for  which  the  corpora^* 
tion  was  created,  and  thus,  by  an  arti- 
ficial division  of  its  work  and  prop« 
erty,  secure  for  the  joint  operations 
of  the  two  corporations  an  immunity 
which  could  not  be  secured  for  the 
principal  corporation.  The  immunity 
from  attachment  accruing  to  the  At- 
lantic Construction  Company  is  to  be 
due  to  the  fact  that  it  will  have  no 
attachable  assets.  The  immunity  of 
the  Holbrook,  Cabot,  &  Rollins  Cor- 
poration is  to  be  due  to  the  fact  that 
it  will  put  all  of  its  contracts  into 
other  hands.  This  arrangement  be- 
tween the  Atlantic  Construction  Com- 
pany and  the  Holbrook,  Cabot,  &  Roll- 
ins Corporation  was  merely  a  piece  of 
circumvention  which  may  be  regard- 
ed either  as  a  nullity,  or  as  making 
the  Atlantic  Construction  Company 
the  agent,  or  alter  ego,  for  whose  acts 
the  defendant,  as  true  principal,  is  li-. 
able."  : 

In  Towles  v.  Miles  (1915)  131  Teim. 
79,  178  S.  W.  439,  where  the  action 
was  brought  by  Miles  to  recover  for 
injuries  received  while  he  was  in  the 
employ  of  Straley  &  Company,  a  cor- 
poration which  held  a  subcontract 
for  railroad  construction  work  under 
the  defendants,  Towles  &  Company,  a 
partnership,  a  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff was  affirmed  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  warranted  both  the  con- 
clusion that  the  work  was  directed 
and  controlled  by  Towles  &  Company, 
and  the  conclusion  that  the  contract 
by  which  the  subsection  of  4  miles 
was  sublet  to  the  corporation  was  a 
subterfuge;  that  the  members  of  the 
firm  were  the  moving  spirits  in  the 
creation  of  the  company,  and  incor- 
porators, directors,  snd  officers  of 
Straley  &  Company,  and  caused  mem- 
bers of  their  office  force — a  stenog- 
rapher and  a  commissary  keeper — to 
lend  their  names  to  make  the  requi- 
site five  incorporators;  and  that  the 
affairs  of  the  corporation  were  direct- 
ed and  controlled  by  the  firm.  The 
court  said:  "The  ease  with  which  a 
corporate  charter  may  be  procured, 
and  the  facility  with  which  a  cor- 
porate entity  may  be  manipulated  by 
its  creators  and  made  a  shield  for 
their    protection,    should    dispose    a 


court  to  look  through  any  such  intend- 
ed veil  into  the  face  of  the  individual 
or  individuals  behind.  In  this  case 
it  is  apparent  that  the  firm  was,  and 
was  meant  to  be,  the  prime  controll- 
ing influence  over  the  corporation. 
The  corporation  was  lacking  in  that 
element  of  independence  of  action  re- 
quired to  constitute  it  an  independent 
contractor.  Imposed  on  it,  in  respect 
of  management  and  control,  was  the 
will  of  another  enti^,  the  firm.  A 
corporation  will  be  treated  as  a  dis- 
tinct legal  entity,  ordinarily,  and  un- 
til proof  is  adduced  to  the  contrary. 
But  that  notion  will  not  prevail  when 
the  result  would  be  to  give  counten- 
ance and  effect  to  a  mere  sham,  and 
work  injustice.''  The  precedent  prin- 
cipally relied  upon  was  McDonald  v. 
Charleston,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (1893)  98 
Teiin.  281,  24  S.  W.  252,  involving  the 
enforceability  of  a  lien. 

Attention  may  be  directed  to  anoth- 
er case  which,  as  regards  its  facts,  il- 
lustrates the  doctrine  as  to  the  effect 
of  identity,  although  that  aspect  of 
the  defendant's  liability  was  only  re- 
ferred to  incidentally.  In  Kansas  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Fitzsimmons  (1879)  22  Kan. 
,686,  31  Am.  Rep.  203,  the  evidence 
held  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in 
finding  that  the  defendant  railway 
company  was  liable  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  a  boy  while  playing  with  a 
turntable  was  as  follows :  That  there 
were  only  three  stockholders  in  the 
improvement  company,  by  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  defendant's  theory,  the 
section  of  road  on  which  the  accident 
occurred  was  then  being  operated; 
that  the  paid-up  subscriptions 
amounted  only  to  $1,250;  that  since 
its  completion  this  section  of  road 
had  been  operated  and  managed  in 
the  name  of  the  defendant  company; 
that  all  the  engines,  cars,  and  other 
property  which  had  any  name  upon 
them  were  marked  with  that  name; 
and  that  the  improvement  company 
was  not  known  to  the  public,  or  to 
parties  doing  business  with  the  rail- 
way. The  court  said :  "The  jury  may 
have  thought  that  the  claim  that  the 
railway  was  operated  and  managed 
by  the  Washington  Improvement  Com- 
pany, and  not  by  the  Kansas  Central 
Railway  Company,  was  a  mere  sham 
and  fraud;  and  if  they  did  so  think, 
we  cannot  say  that  they  were  wrong. 
Even  the  existence  of  the  Washing* 
ton  Improvement  Company  seems  to 
be  mythical.  .  .  .  For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  ease,  suppose  that  the 
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§  SI.  Emiappel  of  emptoyer  io  aver  In- 
depende»%oe  of  eoniract. 

A  person  employed  to  perform  woric 
upon  terms  which  render  him  free 
from  the  control  of  his  employer  in 
respect  of  the  details  of  that  work 
will,  in  cases  involving  torts  incident 
to  ^ansactions  between  the  employer 
and  third  parties  with  regard  to  the 


Washington  Improvement  Company 
did  operate  the  railway  at  the  time 
when  the  accident  occurred  (and 
there  was  some  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  it  did),  still  the  jury  were 
justified  in  finding,  if  they  did  so  find, 
that  it  operated  the  same  not  for  it- 
self alone,  but  for  the  railway  com- 
pany and  as  its  agent  and  servant, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  railway  com- 
pany, the  master,  operated  the  road 
through  its  servant,  the  improvement 
company." 

See  also  Larson  v.  Home  Teleph  Go. 
(1911)  164  Mich.  295,  129  N.  W.  894, 
reviewed  in  the  preceding  section, 
note  4.  Some  observations  with  re- 
gard to  the  soundness  of  the  general 
doctrine  applied  in  the  cases  decided 
in  this  point  of  view  will  be  found  in 
the  preceding  section. 

» In  Durst  v.  Burton  (1872)  47  N.  T. 
167,  7  Am.  Rep.  428,  affirming  (1869) 
2  Lans.  137,  where  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  fraud  com- 
mitted by  a  lessee  with  respect  to  the 
manufacture  of  cheese  was  held  to  be 
maintainable,  the  circumstances  were 
as  follows:  The  cheeses  made  at  the 
factory  in  question  were  made  from 
milk  furnished  by  the  defendants  and 
their  associates.  They  were  manu- 
factured for  the  defendants  and  their 
associates  by  one  Campbell,  under  an 
agreement  by  which  the  factory  was 
leased  by  defendants  for  the  term  of 
one  year,  to  one  Clark,  who  was  to 
manufacture  the  milk  furnished  to 
the  factory  into  cheese,  and  prepare 
it  for  market,  receiving  therefor  $1.76 
per  100  pounds.  The  defendants 
were  part  owners  of  the  milk  and 
cheese,  and  were  authorized  to,  and 
did,  sell  it  for  themselves  and  their 
associates.  The  evidence  proved  that 
some  curd  was  used  in  the  cheeses 
sold  to  plaintiff — a  fraud  which  seri- 
ously impaired  their  value.  The  con- 
clusion of  the  court  in  one  point  of 
view  was  thus  stated :  "If  the  liability 
of  the  defendants  depended  upon  the 
existence  of  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent,  or  master  and  servant, 
between  them  and  Campbell,  and  that 


product  of  the  work,  be  treated  as 
an  agent,  if  the  conditions  under 
which  the  employer's  business  is  car- 
ried on  are  such  as  to  induce  in  those 
parties  the  belief  that  the  relation- 
ship of  principal  and  agent  exists  be- 
tween him  and  the  person  employed.^ 
In  a  case  where  the  action  is 
brought  to  recover  for  injuries  sus- 


is  to  be  determined  alone  by  the  writ- 
ten contract,  it  would  be  difficult  to 
sustain  the  judgment.  By  the  terms 
of  the  ccmtract,  Campbell,  as  between 
him  and  the  defendants,  became  the 
lessee  of  the  cheese  factory  and  prem- 
ises, agreeing  to  pay  a  fixed  rent,  and 
all  taxes  and  assessments.  He  also 
contracted  to  manufacture  the  cheese 
at  a  specified  sum  per  100  pounds.  He 
had  the  employment,  payment,  and 
control  of  the  necessary  help  for  car- 
rying on  the  work.  No  right  of  su- 
pervision was  reserved.  The  details 
of  the  business  were  under  his  super- 
vision and  n^anagement  The  defend- 
ants bargained  for  results  only,  and 
had  no  power  to  direct  or  control  the 
details,  nor  could  they  control  the 
servants  employed  to  do  the  work.'' 
The  court  was,  however,  of  the  opin- 
ion that,  having  regard  to  the  evi- 
dence, the  relation  of  the  parties  as 
between  themselves  was  not  control- 
ling, and  that  the  cases  proceeding 
on  the  ground  that  the  doctrine  of 
respondeat  superior  was  not  applica- 
ble were  not  decisive.  The  reason 
for  distinguishing  cases  of  that  type 
from  the  one  under  review  were  tjfius 
stated:  "In  those  cases  the  injury 
was  done  by  the  alleged  agent  or 
servant  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, so  as  to  create  a  liability 
against  himself.  The  principal  or 
master  had  no  interest  in,  or  connec- 
tion with,  and  received  no  benefit 
from,  the  act  causing  the  injury,  but 
his  liability  depended  solely  upon  the 
established  relation  which  existed 
between  them.  .  .  .  This  case  is  en- 
tirely different  in  material  circum- 
stances from  any  of  those  referred  to. 
The  defendants  represented  a  volun- 
tary association  which  owned  the  fac- 
tory in  question,  and  were  engaged  in 
the  business  of  manufacturing 
cheese.  The  business  was  carried  on 
by  the  defendants,  with  materials 
mainly  furnished  by  themselves  and 
their  associates.  They  appeared  to 
the  public,  and  held  themselves  out, 
as  manufacturers.  The  cheese  in 
question  was  sold  by  them  as  an  ar- 
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tained  by  the  claimant  while  assisting 
in  work  performed  in  pursuance  of  an 
independent  contract  made  between 
the  defendant  and  the  person  under 
whose  direction  it  was  being  carried 
on,  the  fact  that  the  claimant  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  contract,  although 
it  has  no  relevancy  with  respect  to  the 
actual  character  of  the  relationship 
created  by  the  contract,  will  operate 
so  as  to  enlarge  his  remedial  rights, 
if  the  evidence  shows  that  his  ignor- 
ance of  the  real  situation  resulted 
from  conduct  or  words  which  were  of 


such  a  nature  as  to  estop  the  defend- 
ant from  denying  that  the  relation- 
ship of  master  and  servant  existed  be- 
tween him  and  the  claimant.' 

An  estoppel  against  raising  the  de- 
fense that  the  tort-feasor  was  an  in- 
dependent contractor  is  manifestly 
predicable,  where  it  appears  that, 
after  the  commission  of  the  tort,  the 
employer  admitted  himself  to  be  liable 
for  any  loss  resulting  from  the  tort» 
and  that  the  plaintiff  brought  the  ac- 
tion in  reliance  on  this  statement.* 


tide  manufactured  by  themselves, 
and  they  thus  assumed  and  adopted 
the  responsibility  of  the  manufacture. 
They  assumed  the  character  of  prin- 
cipals, both  in  the  manufacture  and 
the  sale,  and  dealt  with  the  plaintiff 
as  such.  As  to  the  plaintiff  and*  the 
public,  they  are  chargeable  with  the 
defects  fraudulently  produced  by 
those  who  appeared  to  be  in  their  em- 
ploy. It  is  not  material  what  the  le- 
gal nature  of  the  arrangement  be- 
tween the  defendants  and  those  who 
did  the  work  was,  as  between  them- 
selves. So  far  as  the  public  was  con- 
cerned, the  business  was  that  of  the 
defendants  acting  on  behalf  of  the 
patrons,  and  they  must  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  its  proper  prosecution. 
If  they  desired  to  limit  the  responsi- 
bility incident  to  their  apparent  posi- 
tion, they  should  have  done  so  by 
proper  provisions  in  the  contract  of 
sale,  or,  at  least,  by  disclosing  the 
arrangement  with  their  subordi- 
nates." 

«In  Johnson  v.  Owen  (1871)  83 
Iowa,  512,  the  following  remarks  were 
made:  'The  acts  and  conduct  of  de- 
fendant which  induced  the  plaintiff  to 
believe  that  Nash  [plaintifTs  immedi- 
ate employer]  was  defendant's  serv- 
ant, and  to  act  on  that  belief,  if  in- 
tended to  have  that  effect,  would 
estop  defendant  to  deny  his  liability 
for  Nash's  acts.  But  it  would  be  ob- 
viously unjust  to  hold  him  responsible 
on  account  of  acts  and  conduct  which 
might  be  done  by  one  not  an  em- 
ployee, yet  which  would  be  reason- 
able cause  of  belief,  in  the  mind  of 
another,  that  he  was  in  fact  the  em- 
ployee. If  such  belief  existed  in  the 
mind  of  plaintiff  on  account  of  the 
acts  of  defendant,  and  plaintiff,  act- 
ing thereon,  entered  or  remained  in 
the  service  of  defendant,  or  the  like, 
and  defendant  intended  to  create,  by 
his   acts    that   belief,    he   would    be 


liable.  And  the  same  would  be  true 
if  such  belief  were  the  natural  conse- 
quence of  defendant's  acts.  But  a 
bare  belief  of  plaintiff,  though  found- 
ed on  a  reasonable  cause,  that  Nash 
was  defendant's  servant,  which  in  no 
way  had  influenced  his  action,  which 
was  not  intended  to  be  created  by  de- 
fendant, and  which  waa  not  the  nat- 
ural result  of  his  acts,  could  not  make 
him  liable  as  the  employer  of  Nash." 
An  instruction  by  which  the  eadst- 
ence  of  a  "reasonable  belief"  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  en- 
gaged as  a  laborer  under  the  defend- 
ant was  made  the  test  of  his  liabilfty 
was  disapproved. 

In  Texas  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Reed  (1914) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  169  S.  W.  211. 
Kaye,  an  agent  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany, had  hired  the  plaintiff  to  work 
for  daily  wages  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railroad.  Kaye  mentioned 
that  he  was  then  working  for  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  on  the  day  of 
hiring  he  took  the  plaintiff  to  a  hotel, 
paid  for  his  lodging  until  he  could  be 
sent  out  over  the  road  on  to  the  work, 
paid  his  expenses  at  the  hotel,  and 
bought  him  a  ticket,  telling  him  that 
the  conductor  would  put  him  off  at  the 
place  where  the  work  was  in  progress. 
The  work  was  being  done  under  the 
superintendence  of  one  Clarke,  and 
one  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  was  based  was  that  he  did 
not  know  that  Clarke  had  made  with 
the  company  the  ostensibly  independ- 
ent contract  which  the  company 
pleaded  as  a  defense  to  his  actnon  for 
injuries  sustained  by  him  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  The  court 
apparently  attached  a  definite  pro- 
bative value  to  this  want  of  knowl- 
edge; but  its  precise  position  is  left 
obscure  by  the  language  of  the  opin- 
ion. 

«  Ripley  v.  Priest  (1912)  169  Mich, 
888,  185  N.  W.  258.  C.  B.  L. 
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WILLIAM  J.  GEARY,  Appt 

Vebrasha  Supreme  Court  ^^  May  17,  1918* 

(102  Neb.  511,  167  N.  W.  778.) 

Jndflrment  —  foreign  —  enf ordng  duty  of  parent. 

1.  An  Iowa  decree,  if  confined  to  divorcing  husband  and  wife  and  to 
awarding  the  custody  of  their  minor  children,  is  not  effective  in  Nebraska 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  continuing  duty  of  the  father  to  support 
such  children  after  they  and  their  parents  have  become  residents  of 
Nebraska. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  815.] 


Parent  and  child  —  duty  to  support 
—  dissolution  of  marriage. 

2.  "The  fact  that  the  marriage  rela- 
tion is  dissolved  does  not  relieve  the 
father  of  the  duty  to  support  his 
minor  children,  and  will  not  defeat  an 
action  therefor.''  Eldred  v.  Eldred, 
62  Neb.  613,  87  N.  W.  340. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  479 ;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
812.] 

Infant  —  ward  of  state. 

3.  Resident  minor  children  are 
wards  of  the  state  in  whom  the  gov- 
ernment is  interested. 

[See  14  R.  G.  L.  267;  8  R.  G.  L. 
Supp.  208.] 

Headnotes  by  RosB»  J. 


Courts  —  jurisdiction  to  protect  mi- 
nora. 

4.  General  jurisdiction  to  protect 
minors  domiciled  in  Nebraska,  and  to 
enforce  paternal  obligations  to  off- 
spring has  been  committed  by  law  to 
the  district  courts. 

Coiistitutioiial  law  -—  enforcement  of 
foreign  judgment. 

5.  Nebraska  courts  are  required  to 
give  to  an  Iowa  judgment  the  effect 
only  to  which  it  is  entitled  in  Iowa. 

[See  15  R.  G.  L.  923,  929.] 

—  jMTotection  of  procedure. 

6.  Mere  procedure  resulting  in  a 
judgment,  or  in  the  modification 
thereof,  is  not  protected  by  the  full 
faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the  District  Court  for  Wayne 
County  (Welch,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  compel  defendant  to 
support  two  of  his  minor  children  while  in  plaintiff's  custody.    AffirmetL 

Tlie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  T.  M.  Zink  and  A.  R  Davis, 

for  appellant: 

Where  a  question  arises  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
which  requires  good  faith  and  credit 
to  be  given  to  a  jiidgment  of  another 
state,  the  court  of  Nebraska  will  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Iowa,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  plead  any  of  the  jurisdictional 
facts. 

Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  23  Wash. 
48,  54  L.R.A.  204,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  806, 
62  Pac.  125;  Kunze  v.  Kunze,  94  Wis. 
54,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  857,  68  N.  W.  391 ; 
Hardin  v.  Hardin,  168  Ind.  352.  81  N. 
E.  60;  State  e%  rel.  Nipp  v.  District 


Ct.  46  Mont.  425,  128  Pac.  590,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916B,  256;  Mills  v.  Green,  159 
U.  S.  651,  658,  40  L.  ed.  293,  295,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  132. 

Plaintiff,  under  the  statutes  and 
laws  of  Iowa,  has  no  right  or  remedy 
for  alimony,  and  no  right  or  remedy 
thereunder  to  recover  from  the  de- 
fendant any  past  support  of  the  minor 
children  in  her  custody,  which  she 
may  have  furnished  them. 

Spain  V.  Spain,  177  Iowa,  249, 
L.R.A.1917D,  319,  158  N.  W.  529,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918E,  1225;  Ostheimer  v.  Os- 
theimer,  125  Iowa,  523,  101  N.  W.  275 ; 
Blythe  v.  Blythe,  25  Iowa,  266;  Wilde 
V.  Wilde,  36  Iowa,  319 ;  Kinney  v.  Kin- 
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ney.  150  Iowa,  225,  129  N.  W.  826; 
Lindquist  v.  Lindquist,  148  Iowa,  259, 
126  N.  W.  1109;  Reid  v.  Reid,  74  Iowa, 
681,  39  N.  W.  102;  Blachly  v.  Blachly, 
169  Iowa,  489,  151  N.  W.  447;  Fergu- 
son V.  Ferguson,  111  Iowa,  158,  82  N. 
W.  490 ;  Schlarb  v.  Schlarb,  168  Iowa, 
364,  150  N.  W.  593 ;  Peitzman  v.  P^itz- 
man,  147  Iowa,  704,  125  N.  W.  218; 
Crockett  v.  Crockett,  132  Iowa,  388, 
lOQ  N.  W.  944;  Andrews  v.  Andrews, 
Ife  Iowa,  423;  Shaw  v.  McHenry,  52 
Iowa,  182,  2  N.  W.  1096;  Jennings  v. 
Jennings,  56  Iowa,  288,  9  N.  W.  222; 
Hamman  v.  Van  Wagenen,  94  Iowa, 
399;  62  N.  W.  795 ;  Johnson  v.  Barnes, 
69  Iowa,  641,  29  N.  W.  759;  Vest  v. 
Kramer,  —  Iowa,  — ^  14  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1032,  114  N.  W.  886;  Skillman  v.  Wil- 
son, 146  Iowa,  601,  140  Am.  St.  Rep. 
295,  125  N.  W.  343;  Murdy  v.  Skylea, 
101  Iowa,  549,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  70 
N.  W.  714;  Schraver  v.  Hoover,  80 
Iowa,  243,  45  N.  W.  734;  Smedley  v. 
Felt,  41  Iowa,  588;  Foote  v.  De  Poy, 
126  Iowa,  366,  68  L.R.A.  302,  106  Am. 
St.  Rep.  366,  102  N.  W.  112;  Delbridge 
V.  Sears,  179  Iowa,  526,  160  N.  W.  218; 
Graves  v.  Graves,  132  Iowa,  206,  10 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  216,  109  N.  W.  709,  10 
Ann.  Cas.  1104;  White  v.  White,  75 
Iowa,  218,  39  N.  W.  277;  Schrader  v. 
Hoover,  80  lowa^  243,  45  N.  W.  784. 
.  Neither  party  to  the  divorce  has 
any  right  to  maintain  an  independent 
action  for  alimony,  custody,  or  sup- 
port of  children  in  the  courts  of  a  sis- 
ter state,  but  must  resort  to  the  court 
of  the  state  in  which  the  decree  of 
divorce  was  granted  for  modification 
of  the  decree. 

Mayer  v.  Mayer,  154  Mich.  386,  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  245,  129  Am.  St.  Rep. 
477,  117  N.  W.  890;  Dow  v.  Blake,  148 
111.  76,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  85  N.  E. 
761;  Wagner  v.  Wagner  (Wagener  v. 
Latham)  26  R.  I.  27,  65  L.R.A.  816,  57 
Atl.  1058,  3  Ann.  Cas.  578;  Barber  v. 
Barber,  21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226; 
Sampson  v.  Sampson,  16  R.  I.  456,  3 
L.R.A.  349,  16  Atl.  711;  Livingston  v. 
Livingston,  173  N.  Y.  377,  61  L.R.A. 
800,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  600,  66  N.  E.  123 ; 
Lynde  v.  Lynde,  181  U.  S.  183,  45  L. 
ed.  810,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  555,  162  N. 
Y.  405,  48  L.R.A.  679,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
332.  56  N.  E.  979;  Page  v.  Page,  189 
Mass.  85,  75  N.  E.  92,  4  Ann.  Cas. 
296;  Israel  v.  Israel,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1168,  79  C.  C.  A.  32,  148  Fed.  576,  8 
Ann.  Cas.  697;  Hunt  v.  Monroe,  32 
Utah,  428,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  249.  91 
Pac.  269;  Nixon  v.  Wright,  146  Mich. 


231,  109  N.  W.  274,  10  Ann.  Cas.  547; 
Howell  V.  Howell,  104  Cal.  45,  48  Am. 
St.  Rep.  70,  37  Pac.  770,  772;  Chap- 
man V.  Parsons,  66  W.  Va.  807,  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1015,  135  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1033,  65  S.  E.  411,  19  Ann.  Cas.  543; 
Wood  V.  Wood,  59  Ark.  441,  28  L.R.A. 
157,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  42,  27  S.  W.  641 ; 
Sprague  v.  Sprague,  73  Minn.  474,  42 
L.R.A.  419,  72  Am.  St  Rep.  636,  76  N. 
W.  268;  Doerr  v.  Forsythe,  50  Ohio 
St.  726,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  706,  35  N.  E. 
1055;  Julier  v.  Juiier,  62  Ohio  St. 
90,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  697,  66  N.  E.  661; 
Bassett  v.  Bassett,  99  Wis.  344,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  863,  74  N.  W.  780 ;  Roe  v.  Roe, 
62  Kan.  724,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  367,  35 
Pac.  808;  Dawson  v.  Dawson,  110  111. 
279;  Husband  v.  Husband,  67  Ind. 
583,  33  Am.  Rep.  107;  Chandler  v. 
Dye,  37  Kan.  765,  15  Pac,  925;  Gilley 
V.  Gilley,  79  Me.  292,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
807,  9  Atl.  623;  Plaster  v.  Plaster,  47 
111.  290;  Johnson  v.  Onsted,  74  Mich. 
437,  42  N.  W.  62;  Brown  v.  Smith,  19 
R.  I.  319,  30  L.R.A.  680,  33  Atl.  466; 
Holt  V.  Holt,  42  Ark.  496;  Connett  v. 
Connett,  81  Neb.  777,  116  N.  W.  658; 
Camp  V.  Camp,  158  Mich.  221,  122  N. 
W.  521 ;  Wallace  v.  Wallace,  74  N.  H. 
256,  67  Atl.  580,  18  Ann.  Cas.  293; 
Jennison  v.  Jennison,  Ann.  Gas. 
1912C,  446,  note;  Warren  v.  Warren, 
116  Minn.  468,  133  N.  W.  1009;  Aid- 
rich  V.  Aldrich,  166  Mich.  248,  131  N. 
W.  542;  Hector  v.  Hector,  61  Wash. 
434,  99  Pac.  13;  Fulton  v.  Fulton,  62 
Ohio  St.  229,  29  L.R.A.  678,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  720,  39  N.  E.  729;  Kell  v.  Kell, 
179  Iowa,  647,  161  N.  W.  634;  Stete  ex 
rel.  Hookey  v.  Elifritz,  100  Neb.  320, 
160  N.  W.  113;  McNees  v.  McNees, 
97  Ky.  152,  30  S.  W.  207;  Karren  v. 
Karren,  25  Utah,  87,  60  LJR.A.  294, 
95  Am.  St.  Rep.  815,  69  Pac.  466 ;  Lem- 
ing  V.  Sale,  128  Ind.  317,  27  N.  E.  619; 
Averbuch  v.  Averbuch,  80  Wash.  267, 
141  Pac.  701,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  873; 
Wilkins  v.  Wilkins,  84  Neb.  206,  ISS 
Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  120  N.  W.  907 ;  Dur- 
land  V.  Durland,  67  Kan.  734,  63 
L.R.A.  959,  74  Pac.  274;  Sistare  v, 
Sistare,  80  Conn.  1,  126  Am.  St.  Rep. 
102,  66  Atl.  772,  218  U.  S.  1,  64  L.  ed. 
905,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1068,  80  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  682,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1061 ;  Rogers  ▼. 
Rogers,  46  Ind.  App.  506,  89  N.  E.  901, 
92  N.  E.  664;  Cureton  v.  Cureton,  132 
Ga.  745,  65  S.  E.  65;  Bleuer  v.  Bleuer, 
27  Okla.  25,  110  Pac.  736;  Van  Horn 
V.  Van  Horn,  48  Wash.  388,  126  Am. 
St.  Rep.  940,  93  Pac.  670;  Guess  v. 
Smith,    100    Miss.    457,    66    So.    166,  ^ 


GEARY  V.  GEARY. 

(lot  Ifeh.  511,  1$7  X.  W.  778.) 


811 


Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  300;  State  ex  rel. 
Nipp  V.  District  Ct  46  Mont.  425,  128 
Pac.  590,  Ann.  Gas.  ldl6B,  256;  Tay- 
lor ▼.  Stowe,  218  Mass.  248,  105  N.  E. 
890;  Alderson  v.  Alderson,  84  Iowa, 
198,  60  N.  W.  671;  Farr  v.  Emuy, 
121  La.  91,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  744,  46  So. 
112;  Norval  v.  Zinsmaster,  57  Neb. 
158,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  500,  77  N.  W. 
373;  McAUen  v.  McAUen,  97  Minn. 
76, 106  N.  W.  100 ;  Chambers  v.  Cham- 
ber9»  75  Neb.  850,  106  N.  W.  993; 
Spencer  v.  Spencer,  97  Minn.  56,  2 
L.RJ^.(N.S.)  851,  114  Am.  St.  Rep. 
695,  105  N.  W.  486,  7  Ann.  Gas.  901; 
Brow  V.  Brightman,  136  Mass.  187; 
Fitler  v.  Fitler,  33  Pa.  50;  Finch  ▼. 
Finch,  22  Gonn.  411;  Hancock  v.  Mer- 
rick, 10  Gush.  41 ;  Ramsey  v.  Ramsey, 
121  Ind.  215,  6  L.R.A.  682,  23  N.  E. 
69;  Johnson  y.  Johnson,  36  111.  App. 
152;  Bnrritt  t.  Butritt,  29  Barb.  124; 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  45  Gal.  399;  Gall 
V.  Gall,  65  Me.  407;  Harvey  v.  Lane, 
66  Me,  536;  Kinir  v.  Miller,  10  Wash. 
274,  38  Pac.  1020;  Gox  v.  Gox,  25  Ind. 
303;  Erkenbrach  v.  Erkenbraoh,  96 
N.  Y.  456 ;  Ghester  v.  Ghester,  17  Mo. 
App.  657;  State  v.  Phillips,  1  Penn. 
(Del.)  11,  39  Atl.  453;  Glynn  v. 
Glynn,  94  Me.  465,  48  Atl.  105 ;  Bald- 
win V.  Foster,  138  Mass.  449;  Hall  v. 
Green,  87  Me.  122,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
311,  32  Atl.  796;  Foss  v.  Hartwell, 
168  Mass.  66,  37  L.R.A.  589,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  366,  46  N.  £.  411;  Libbe  ▼. 
Libbe,  157  Mo.  App.  610,  138  S.  W. 
688. 

The  decree  of  divorce  granted  to 
the  defendant  by  the  district  court  of 
Iowa  in  and  for  the  county  of  Ply- 
mouth is  within  the  good  faith  and 
credit  clause,  §  1  of  article  4,  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and 
must  be  governed  by  and  construed 
in  accordance  with  the  statutes  and 
laws  of  the  state  of  Iowa,  and  the 
rights  and  remedies  of  the  plaintiff 
thereunder  determined  thereby. 

Bolton  V.  Bolton,  86  N.  J.  L.  622,  92 
AtL  389,  Ann.  Gas.  1916E,  938;  Zent- 
zis  V.  Zentzis,  163  Wis.  342,  158  N.  W. 
284;  Taylor  v.  Stowe,  218  Mass.  248, 
105  N.  E.  890;  Glarke  v.  Lyon,  82  Neb. 
625,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  171,  118  N.  W. 
472;  Lynde  v.  Lynde,  181  U.  S.  183,  45 
L.  ed.  810,  21  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  555,  162 
N.  Y.  405,  48  L.R.A.  679,  76  Am.  St. 
Rep.  332,  56  N.  E.  979;  Sistare  v.  Sis- 
tare,  218  U.  S.  1,  54  L.  ed.  905,  28 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1068,  30  Sup.  Gt.  Rep. 
682,  20  Ann.  Gas.  1061,  80  Gonn.  6, 
125   Am.  St.   Rep.   102,   66  Atl.  772; 


Hunt  v.  Monroe,  32  Utah,  438,  11 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  252,  91  Pac.  269;  Mayer 
V.  Mayer,  154  Mich.  391,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  248,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  117 
N.  W.  890;  Arrington  v.  Arrington, 
127  N.  G.  190,  52  L.R.A.  202,  80  Am. 
St.  Rep.  791,  37  S.  E.  212;  Gilbert  v. 
Gilbert,  83  Ohio  St.  265,  35  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  521,  94  N.  E.  421;  Julier  v. 
Julier,  62  Ohio  St.  90,  78  AnL  St.  Rep. 
697,  56  N.  E.  661;  Weidman  v.  Weid- 
man,  57  Ohio  St.  101,  48  N.  E.  506; 
Wagner  v.  Wagner  (Wagener  v.  La- 
tham) 26  R.  I.  28,  65  L.R.A.  816,  57 
Atl.  1058,  3  Ann.  Gas.  578;  Israel  v. 
Israel,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1168,  79  G.  G. 
A.  32,  148  Fed.  576,  8  Ann.  Gas.  €97 ; 
Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  23  Wash.  48, 
54  L.R.A.  204,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  806, 
62  Pac.  125;  Page  v.  Page,  189  Mass. 
85,  75  N.  E.  92,  4  Ann.  Gas.  296; 
Dow  V.  Blake,  148  111.  76,  39  Am.  St 
Rep.  156,  85  N.  E.  761;  Barclay  v. 
Barclay,  184  111.  375,  51  L.R.A.  351, 
56. N.  E.  636;  Van  Horn  v.  Van  Horn, 
48  Wash.  389,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  940, 
93  Pac.  670;  Barber  v.  Barber,  21 
How.  582,  589,  16  L.  ed.  226,  229; 
Welch  V.  Sykes,  8  111.  199,  44  Am.  Dec. 
689;  Eaton  v. 'Hasty,  6  Neb.  419,  29 
Am.  Rep.  365;  Jaster  v.  Gurrie,  198 
U.  S.  144,  49  L.  ed.  988,  25  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  614,  69  Neb.  4,  94  N.  W.  995; 
Keeler  v.  Elston,  22  Neb.  310,  34  N. 
W.  891 ;  Snyder  v.  Gritchfield,  44  Neb. 
66,  62  N.  W.  306;  Packer  v,  Thompson, 
25  Neb.  688,  41  N.  W.  650;  Hanley  v. 
Donoghue,  116  U.  S.  1,  4,  29  L.  ed.  535, 

537,  6  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  242;  Maxwell  v. 
Stewart,  21  Wall.  71,  22  L.  ed.  564; 
Mutual  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Harris,  97  U.  S. 
331,  24  L.  ed.  959;  Green  v.  Van  Bus- 
kirk,  7  Wall.  139,  19  L.  ed.  109 ;  Cooper 
v.  Reynolds,  10  Wall.  308,  19  L.  ed. 
931;  Gommonwealth  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Hayden  Bros.  61  Neb.  457,  85  N.  W. 
443 ;  Felt  v.  Felt,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  606,  47 
L.R.A.  546,  83  Am.  St  Rep.  612,  45 
Atl.  105,  49  Atl.  1071;  Wisconsin  v. 
Pelican  Ins.  Co,  127  U.  S.  265,  32  L. 
ed.  239,  8  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  1370;  Cole  v. 
Cunningham,  133  U.  S.  107,  33  L.  ed. 

538,  10  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  269;  Fred  Miller 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Capital  Ins.  Co.  Ill 
Iowa,  590,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  529,  82  N. 
W.  1023;  Taylor  v.  Runyan,  3  Iowa, 
474;  Crafts  v.  Clark,  31  Iowa,  77;  Mel- 
hop  v.  Doane,  31  Iowa,  400,  7  Am.  Rep. 
147 ;  Clemmer  v.  Cooper,  24  Iowa,  185, 
95  Am.  Dec.  720;  Pollard  v.  Baldwin. 
22  Iowa,  332;  Goodnow  v.  Wells,  67 
Iowa,  654,  25  N.  W.  864;  Hunt  v. 
Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am.  Rep.  129 ; 
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Burfiress  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  S.  20,  27 
L.  ed.  359,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  10;  Bucher 
V.  Cheshire  R.  Co.  125  U.  S.  555,  81 
L.  ed.  795,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  974;  Pen- 
noyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed. 
565;  Harding  v.  Harding,  198  U.  S. 
817,  49  L.  ed.  1066,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
679;  Ryan  t.  Southern  Bldg.  &  L. 
Asso.  50  S.  C.  185,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 
838,  27  S.  £.  618;  Hansen  v.  Schles- 
inger,  125  HI.  230,  17  N.  E.  718;  Crim 
V.  Crim,  162  Mo.  544,  54  L.R.A.  502, 
85  Am.  St.  Rep.  521,  68  S.  W.  489; 
F.  Mayer  Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Falk,  89 
Wis.  216,  61  N.  W.  562;  Benton's  Suc- 
cession, 106  La.  494,  59  L.R.A.  135, 
81  So.  123;  Forrest  v.  Fey,  218  111.  165, 
1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  740,  109  Am.  St.  Rep. 
249,  75  N.  E.  789;  Hardin  v.  Hardin, 
168  Ind.  352,  81  N.  E.  60;  Wilson  t. 
Elliott,  96  Tex.  472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep. 
928,  78  S.  W.  946. 

Messrs.  R,  E.  Evans,  J.  P.  Shoap, 
and  T.  P.  Cleary,  for  appellee : 

The  common-law  duty  of  a  father 
to  support  his  minor  children  is  a  con- 
tinuous one,  and  is  not  terminated  by 
the  decree  of  divorce,  and  exists 
thereafter. 

Pretzinger  v.  Pretzinger,  45  Ohio 
St.  452,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  542,  15  N.  E. 
471;  Buckminster  v.  Buckminster,  38 
Vt.  248,  88  Am.  Dec.  652;  McCloskey 
V.  McCloskey,  93  Mo.  App.  393,  67  S. 
W.  669;  Riggs  v.  Riggs,  91  Kan.  593, 
138  Pac.  628,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  809; 
Bondies  v.  Bondies,  40  Okla.  164,  136 
Pac.  1089;  Graham  v.  Graham,  88 
Colo.  458,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1270,  88  Pac. 
852,  12  Ann.  Cas.  137;  Spencer  v. 
Spencer,  97  Minn.  56,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
851,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  105  N.  W. 
488,  7  Ann.  Cas.  901;  Ditmar  v.  Dit- 
mar,  27  Wash.  13,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
817,  67  Pac.  353;  Alvey  v.  Hartwig, 
106  Md.  254,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  678,  67 
Atl.  132,  14  Ann.  Cas.  250;  Brown  v. 
Brown,  132  Ga.  712,  131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
229.  64  S,  E.  1092;  Bennett  v.  Robin- 
son, 180  Mo.  App.  56,  165  S.  W.  856; 
Debrot  v.  Marion  County,  164  Iowa, 
208,  145  N.  W.  467;  Connett  v.  Con- 
nett,  81  Neb.  777,  116  N.  W.  658; 
Eldred  v.  Eldred,  62  Neb.  613,  87  N. 
W.  340. 

Action  for  support  of  a  minor  child 
furnished  after  the  divorce  by  the 
mother  can  be  maintained  against  the 
father  in  a  state  other  than  where  the 
divorce  was  granted,  where  the  father 
is  a  resident  of  the  foreign  state. 

Riggs  V.  Riggs,  91  Kan.  593,  138 
Pac.  628,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  809;  Bond- 
ies V.  Bondies,  40  Okla.  164,  136  Pac. 


1089;  Graham  v.  Graham,  38  Colo. 
468,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1270,  88  Pac.  852, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  187;  Spencer  v.  Spencer, 
97  Minn.  56,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  851,  114 
Am.  St.  Rep.  695, 105  N.  W.  488,  7  Ann. 
Cas.  901 ;  Ditmar  v.  Ditmar,  27  Wash. 
13,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  67  Pac.  858; 
Eldred  v.  Eldred,  62  Neb.  618,  87  N. 
W.  840 ;  Debrot  v.  Marion  County,  164 
Iowa,  208,  145  N.  W.  467;  Com.  v. 
Acker,  197  Mass.  91,  125  Am.  St  Rep. 
828,  83  N.  E.  812;  Re  Alderman,  157 
N.  C.  507,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  988,  78  S. 
E.  126. 

An  allowance  for  the  support  of 
children  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  an 
award  of  alimony. 

Ostheimer  v.  Ostheimer,  125  Iowa, 
528,  101  N.  W.  275;  Spain  v.  Spain, 
177  Iowa,  249,  L.R.A.1917D,  319,  158 
N.  W.  529,  Ann.  Cas.  1918E,  1225; 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Kirkpatrick,  83  Neb. 
578,  119  N.  W.  1118. 

Agreements  in  contemplation  of  di- 
vorce, relating  to  property  rights  or 
support  of  children,  must  be  fair  and 
reasonable,  and,  if  not,  cannot  be 
used  as  a  defense,  and  will  not  be  ap- 
proved or  enforced  by  the  courts. 

Slattery  v.  Slattery,  189  Iowa,  419, 
116  N.  W.  608. 

The  question  of  the  support  of  a 
minor  is  one  affecting  the  interests 
of  the  minor  and  the  public,  and  any 
contract  in  relation  thereto  by  the 
father  and  mother  is  not  binding  upon 
the  courts  in  determining  the  neces- 
sity and  needs  of  the  minor. 

Kirkpatrick  v.  Kirkpatrick,  supra; 
Ostheimer  v.  Ostheimer,  125  Iowa, 
523,  101  N.  W.  275;  Spain  v.  Spain, 
177  Iowa,  249,  L.R.A.1917D,  819,  158 
N.  W.  529,  Ann.  Cas.  1918E,  1225. 

Where  a  question  of  changed  condi- 
tion has  a  bearing  upon  the  question 
of  custody,  or  additional  allowance 
for  support  of  a  minor,  such  changed 
conditions  can  be  shown  in  the  for- 
eign court,  and  questions  relating 
thereto  do  not  come  under  the  faith 
or  credit  clause  of  the  United  States 
Constitution. 

Ex  parte  Mylius,  19  N.  M.  278. 
L.R.A.1915B,  154,  142  Pac.  918,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916B,  941;  Kentzler  v.  Kentzler. 
3  Wash.  166,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  28 
Pac.  870;  Re  Alderman,  157  N.  C.  507. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  988,  73  S.  E.  126: 
People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen,  105  N. 
Y.  628,  11  N.  E.  148. 

Laws  of  a  state  where  a  divorce  is 
granted,  relating  to  a  modification 
thereof,  do  not  affect  the  right  of  ac- 
tion against  the  father  in  a  foreign 
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state*  where  the  father  is  a  resident 
of  such  state,  for  support  of  a  minor 
child  furnished  after  the  decree. 

Riggs  V.  Riggs,  91  Kan.  698,  138 
Pac.  628,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  809;  Bon- 
dies  V.  Bondies,  40  Okla.  164,  136  Pac. 
1089;  Graham  v.  Graham,  38  Colo. 
453,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1270,  88  Pac.  852, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  137;  Spencer  v.  Spencer, 
97  Minn.  56,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  861,  114 
Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  105  N.  W.  483,  7 
Ann.  Cas.  901;  Ditmar  v.  Ditmar,  27 
Wash.  13,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  67  Pac. 
353;  Eldred  v.  Eldred,  62  Neb..  613, 
87  N.  W.  340;  Com.  v.  Acker,  197 
Mass.  91,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  328,  83  N. 
E.  312;  Re  Alderman,  157  N.  C.  507, 
39  L.R.A.(N£.)  988,  73  S.  E.  126; 
People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen,  105  N. 
Y.  628,  11  N.  E.  143;  Kline  v.  Kline, 
57  Iowa,  386,  42  Am.  Rep.  47, 10  N.  W. 
825;  Woodworth  v.  Spring,  4  Allen, 
321. 

A  state  has  full  power  and  control 
over  the  status  of  parents  and  minors 
within  its  borders,  and  is  not  bound 
in  relation  thereto  by  the  laws  of  any 
other  state,  and  exercises  its  own 
judgment  and  enforces  its  own  laws 
in  the  matter,  and  is,  in  relation 
thereto,  in  no  way  affected  by  the  full 
faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  United 
States  Constitution. 

Re  Alderman,  157  N.  C.  507,  39 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  988,  73  S.  E.  126;  Seeley 
V.  Seeley,  30  App.  D.  C.  191,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  1058,  209  U.  S.  544,  52  L.  ed.  919, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  570;  Woodworth  v. 
Spring,  4  Allen,  321;  Com.  v.  Acker, 
197  Mass.  91,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  328,  83 
N.  E.  312;  Kline  v.  Kline,  57  Iowa, 
386,  42  Am.  Rep.  47,  10  N.  W.  825; 
People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen,  105  N. 
Y.  628,  11  N.  E.  143;  Kentzler  v. 
Kentzler,  3  Wash.  166,  28  Am.  St.  Rep. 
21,  28  Pac.  370;  Ex  parte  Mylius,  19 
N.  M.  278,  L.R.A.1915B,  154,  142  Pac. 
918,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  941. 

Rose,  J.»  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

As  presented  on  appeal  this  is  an 
independent  suit  in  equity  brought 
in  the  district  court  for  Wayne 
county,  Nebraska,  to  enforce  the 
duty  of  defendant  to  support  two  of 
his  minor  children  while  in  the  cus- 
tody of  plaintiff,  their  mother.  To 
defeat  the  action  defendant  pleaded 
a  divorce  procured  by  him  in  the 
district  court  for  Plymouth  county, 
Iowa,  August  12»  1907,  and  an  exe- 


cuted contract  for  the  payment  of 
alimony.  Plaintiff  and  defendant 
have  eleven  children.  In  tiie  Iowa 
divorce  court  three  minors  were 
committed  to  the  father  and  four 
minors  to  the  mother.  The  decree 
of  divorce  and  the  contract  for  ali- 
mony are  silent  on  the  subject  of 
support  for  the  children.  The  dis- 
trict court  for  Wayne  county,  Ne- 
braska, found  that  two  of  the  mi- 
nors committed  to  plaintiff  are 
self-supporting,  but  made  allow- 
ances for  the  other  minors  commit- 
ted to  her ;  their  names  being  Frank 
Geary  and  Stella  Geary.  For  the 
period  between  the  bringing  of  the 
present  action  July  16,  1914,  and 
the  entry  of  the  decree  October  9, 
1916,  plaintiff  was  allowed  $1,800. 
Beginning  October  18,  1916,  de- 
fendant was  ordered  to  pay  $30  a 
month  for  the  support,  mainte- 
nance, and  education  of  Frank 
Geary  while  attending  school  dur- 
ing his  minority,  and  $30  a  month 
for  the  support,  maintenance,  and 
education  of  Stella  Geary  during 
her  minority.  It  is  from  this  decree 
that  defendant  has  appealed. 

In  ordering  defendant  to  support 
the  two  minor  children  named,  did 
the  district  court  for  Wayne  county, 
Nebraska,  give  ''full  faith  and  cred- 
it*' to  the  Iowa  judgment,  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in 
the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States?  This  is  the  question  pre- 
sented by  the  appeal.  On  issues 
raised  by  the  pleadings  the  follow- 
ing facts  are  established  by  the  evi- 
dence : 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
married  in  Iowa,  June  29,  1881.  In 
a  suit  in  which  the  district  court  for 
Plymouth  county,  Iowa,  had  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  parties,  while  both  were  domi- 
ciled in  that  county  and  state,  the 
marriage  tie  was  dissolved  August 
12, 1907.  The  decree  of  divorce  did 
not  mention  alimony  for  the  wife  or 
support  for  the  children,  but  the 
custody  of  four  minors,  including 
Frank  Geary  and  Stella  Geary,  was 
committed  to  their  mother.     The 
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parents  had  entered  into  a  contract 
obligating  the  husband  to  pay  the 
wife  $7,250  in  full  of  all  alimony. 
This  sum  he  subsequently  paid,  but 
out  of  it  the  wife  had  obligated  her- 
self to  pay  the  claims  of  a  number 
of  creditors.  He  had  been  a  resi- 
dent of  Nebraska  five  years  when 
sued  here.  Plaintiff,  with  the  minor 
children  in  her  custody,  had  been  a 
resident  of  Nebraska  nearly  two 
years  when  the  decree  in  her  favor 
for  the  support  of  Frank  Geary  and 
Stella  Geary  was  rendered.  During 
her  entire  residence  in  Nebraska 
she  has  been  without  sufficient 
means  to  support,  maintain,  and 
educate  the  minor  children  named, 
and  they  are  not  self-supporting. 
Their  father  is  abundantly  able  to 
support  them,  but  refuses  to  per- 
form his  paternal  duty  in  that  re- 
spect. The  allowances  made  by  the 
district  court  for  Wayne  county, 
Nebraska,  are  both  reasonable  and 
necessary.  These  facts  and  those 
narrated  in  the  preliminary  state- 
ment herein  are  fully  established  by 
the  evidence.  The  contract  for  the 
payment  of  alimony  does  not,  on  its 
face,  include  support  for  the  minor 
children.  In  the  divorce  suit  there 
was  no  plea  for  their  support  or  for 
alimony.  The  decree  of  divorce  did 
not  touch  those  subjects. 

Under  the  laws  of  Nebraska  it  is 
the  continuing  duty  of  a  father  to 
support  his  minor  children,  and  his 
obligation  to  do  so  cannot  be  evaded 
by  neglect,  improper  contract,  or 
other  unjustifiable  means.  After 
parents  have  been  judicially  di- 
vorced, reasonable  and  necessary 
allowances  for  the  support  of  minor 

children  in  the  cu&k 
p»f  «♦  "5  .^      tody  of  the  mother, 

child— dntr  to  •»         .     »  «  j 

•iipport-4is-  if  not  formerly  ad- 
^Si^iie?'  indicated,    may    be 

made  in  an  inde- 
pendent suit  by  her  against  the  fa- 
ther.   Resident  minor  children  are 

wards  of  the  state 

IriSf  *"^*'*  *'    in  whom  the  gov- 
ernment is  interest- 
ed.    Education  of  children  is  com- 
pulsory as  a  public  function.    Gen- 


eral jurisdiction  to  protect  minors 
domiciled     in     the  r!«»^-_i-»ii^ 

-     .  -       .  court*— jori»» 

state,  and  to  en-  dictiom  to  pro- 
force  paternal  obU-  *^*  «*»•«• 
gations  to  offspring,  has  been  com- 
mitted by  law  to  the  district  courts. 
Does  the  Iowa  judgment,  confined 
as  it  is  to  the  divorce  and  the  order 
relating  to  the  custody  of  the  minor 
children,  suspend  the  power  of  the 
Nebraska  court  to  protect  them  in 
an  independent  suit;  parents  and 
children  now  being  residents  of  this 
state?  The  Nebraska  court  did  not 
attempt  to  change  the  divorce  or  Uie 
custody  of  the  children — ^the  only 
questions  adjudicated  in  the  Iowa 
divorce  court  The  father  argues, 
however,  that  the  Iowa  court  first 
acquired,  and  afterward  retained, 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  his  paternal 
duty  to  his  minor  children,  and  that 
their  mother  is  limited  to  supple- 
mental proceedings  in  that  forum. 
If  this  proposition  is  sound,  the 
state  of  Nebraska  as  parens  patriae, 
represented  by  the  judicial  departs 
ment  of  government,  must  witiihold 
from  its  resident  wards  needed  re- 
lief. In  that  event  the  mother  must 
leave  her  home  and  residence  in  Ne- 
braska, go  into  a  court  in  Iowa  to 
procure  for  the  first  time  an  order 
on  a  nonresident  of  Iowa  to  pay  to 
another  nonresident  of  Iowa  money 
for  the  support  of  minors  domiciled 
in  Nebraska.  If  the  father's  posi- 
tion is  tenable,  the  mother  must  open 
up  Iowa  litigation  that  has  been 
slumbering  in  executed  judgement 
for  many  years,  make  new  pleas, 
pray  for  new  relief,  and  adduce  new 
proofs.  If  she  should  prevail,  the 
Iowa  court  would  be  witiiout  power 
to  enforce  its  new  judgment  in  Ne- 
braska, and  in  the  end  she  would  be 
required  to  resort  again  to  the  dis- 
trict court  for  Wayne  county,  Ne- 
braska. The  full  faith  and  credit 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion does  not  require  her  to  pursue 
such  a  course.  The  Nebraska  court 
is  only  required  to  give  to  the  Iowa 
judgment  the  effect 
to  which  it  is  en-  gT^SoiS:* 
titled  in  Iowa.  SSiLtL/*'**^ 
Haddock  v.  Had-  '"*«—*• 
dock,  201  U.  S.  562,  50  L.  ed.  867, 
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(iff  Neh.  Sil,  i$7  2i.  W.  77f .) 
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26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  626,  6  Ann.  Cas.  1 ; 
Harding  v.  Harding,  198  U.  S.  317, 
49  L.  ed.  1066,  26  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  679. 
In  Iowa  the  decree  of  divorce  is  not 

effective  for  the 
(o/elS'^-^-         purpose  of  enforc- 

IS^mti  ***^  *'    ^^fi^  *^®  continuing 

duty  of  the  fa- 
ther to  support  his  minor  children, 
and  the  esctraterritorial  effect  is  no 
greater.    Mere  procedure  resulting 

o«mMt«tio»a  i^  *  judgment'  or 
law-proteetioH  in  the  modification 
of  proeednr^H       thereof  is  not  pro- 

tected  by  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause.  That  part  of  the  supreme 
law  is  directed  to  the  judgment. 
Tlie  power  of  the  Iowa  divorce  court 
to  make  provision  for  the  support  of 
the  minor  children  while  they  were 
residents  of  Iowa  was  not  invoked 
or  exercised.  The  new  conditions 
which  justified  the  relief  granted  to 
the  mother  by  the  Nebraska  court 
were  not  in  existence  when  the  Iowa 
divorce  was  granted,  and  could  not 
then  have  been  pleaded  or  proved. 
They  arose  in  Nebraska  after  par- 
ents and  children  became  residents 
of  Nebraska.  Some  courts  have 
gone  far  enough  to  hold :  "A  judg* 
ment  of  a  court  of  one  state  award- 
ing the  custody  of  minor  children  in 


a  divorce  proceeding  is  not  res  judi- 
cata in  a  proceeding  before  a  court 
of  another  state,  except  as  to  facts 
and  conditions  before  the  court 
upon  the  rendition  of  the  foreign 
decree.  As  to  facts  and  conditions 
arising  subsequently  thereto,  it  has 
no  controlling  force,  and  the  courts 
of  other  states  are  not  bound  there- 
by." 15  R.  C.  L.  p.  940,  §  417 ;  Re 
Alderman,  157  N.  C.  507,  39  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  988,  73  S.  E.  126. 

The  District  C!ourt  for  Wayne 
county,  Nebraska,  however,  did  not 
disturb  the  custody  of  the  children, 
tile  divorce  of  the  parents,  or  the 
stipulated  alimony,  but,  on  changed 
conditions,  enforced  only  the  unad- 
judicated,  continuing  duty  of  tiie 
father  to  support  his  own  children 
after  they  and  their  parents  had  be- 
come residents  of  Nebraska.  This 
was  not  a  violation  of  the  full  faith 
and  credit  provision  of  the  Fedend 
Constitution. 

Affirmed. 

Hamer,  Letton,  and  Sedgwick,  JJ., 

not  sitting. 

Dismissed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  November  17, 
1919,  251  U.  S.  535,  64  L.  ed.  401, 
40  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  55. 


ANNOTATI6N. 
EalMiterriloruJ  effect  of  provision  in  decree  of  divorce  as  to  oiitody  of  child. 


I.  In  general,  815. 
11.  As  affected  by  fraud  or  lack  of  jo> 

risdiction,  818. 

III.  Modified  decree,  820. 

IV.  Charged  circumstances: 

a.  In  general,  822. 

r.  In  oenerdL 

With  some  variation  of  statement, 
and  an  occasional  intimation  to  the 
contrary,  it  is  established  by  the  great 
weight  of  authority '  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  or  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, affecting  its  validity,  a  decree  of 
divorce  awarding  the  custody  of  a 
child  of  the  marriage  must  be  given 
full  force  and  effect  in  other  states 
as  to  the  right  to  the  custody  of  the 
child  at  the  time  and  under  the  cir- 


IV.— continued. 

b.  Death  of  parent  to  whom  cus- 
tody awarded,  824. 
V.  As   affecting   independent  action   or 
proceeding  against  father  for  sup- 
port, 826. 

cumstances  of  its  rendition;  but  that 
such  a  decree  has  no  controlling  effect 
in  another  state  as  to  facts  and  con- 
ditions arising  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  the  decree;  and  the  courts  of 
the  latter  state  may,  in  proper  pro- 
ceedings, award  the  custody  otherwise 
upon  proof  of  matters  subsequent  to 
the  decree  which  justify  the  change 
in  the  interest  of  the  child. 

United  States.  —  Bennett  v.  Bennett 
(1867)  Deady,  299,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,318. 
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District  of  Columbia.  —  Church  v. 
Church  (1921)  —  App.  D.  C.  — ,  270 
Fed.  359. 

Alabama. — ^Burns  v.  Shapley  (1917) 
16  Ala,  App.  297,  77  So.  447. 

California.  —  Re  Wenman  (1917)  33 
Cal.  App.  592,  165  Pac.  1024. 

Connecticut.  —  Morrill  v.  Morrill 
(1910)  83  Conn.  479,  77  Atl.  1 
(arguendo). 

Georgia.— Taylor  v.  Jeter  (1862)  33 
Ga.  195,  81  Am.  Dec.  202 ;  Hammond  v. 
Hammond  (1892)  90  Ga.  527,  16  S.  E. 
265;  Milner  v.  Gatlin  (1912)  139  Ga. 
109,  76  S.  E.  860;  Milner  v.  Gatlin 
(1915)  143  Ga.  816,  L.R.A.1916B,  977, 
85  S.  E.  1045;  Woodland  v.  Woodland 
(1922)  —  Ga.  — ,  111  S.  E.  673. 

Illinois. — ^People  ex  rel.  Hickey  ▼. 
Hickey  (1899)  86  111.  App.  20. 

Indiana.  —  Hardin  v.  Hardin  (1907) 
168  Ind.  352,  81  N.  E.  60. 

Iowa.  —  Wakefield  v.  Ives  (1872)  35 
Iowa,  238. 

Kansas.  —  Woodall  v.  Alexander 
(1920)  107  Kan.  632,  193  Pac.  185; 
Pinney  v.  Sulzen  (1914)  91  Kan.  407, 
137  Pac.  987,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  649. 

MississippL  —  Haynie  v.  Hidgins 
(1920)  122  Miss.  838,  85  So.  99. 

Missouri.  —  Re  Leete  (1920)  205 
Mo.  App.  225,  223  S.  W.  962. 

Montana.  —  State  e^  rel.  Giroux  v. 
Girou3p  (1897)  19  Mont.  149,  47  Pac. 
798;  State  ex  rel.  Nipp  v.  District*  Ct. 
(1912)  46  Mont.  425,  128  Pac.  590, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  256. 

New  Jersey.  —  Dixon  v.  Dixon 
(1909)  76  N.  J.  Eq.  364,  74  Atl.  995. 

New  Mexico.  —  Mylius  v.  Cargill 
(1914)  19  N.  M.  278,  L.R.A.1915B,  154, 
142  Pac.  918,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  941. 

New  York.  —  People  ex  rel.  Allen 
V.  Allen  (1886)  40  Hun,  611,  appeal 
dismissed  in  (1887)  105  N.  Y.  628,  11 
N.  E.  143;  Re  Stewart  (1912)  77  Misc. 
524,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  202. 

Oregon.  —  Griffin  v.  Griffin   (1920) 

95  Or.  78,  187  Pac.  598. 
Tennessee.  —  Kenner    v.    Kenner 

(1917)    139   Tenn.   211,   L.R.A.1918E, 
587,  201  S.  W.  779,  rehearing  denied 
in  (1917)  139  Tenn.  700,  L.R.A.1918E, 
592,  202  S.  W.  723. 
Texas.  —  Wilson  ▼.  Elliott  (1903) 

96  Tex.  472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  928,  43 
S.  W.  946,  ruling  on  question  certified 


followed  in  (1903)  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
483,  75  S.  W.  368;  Ex  parte  Boyd 
(1913)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  157  S. 
W.  254;  Vickers  v.  Faubion  (1920)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App,  — ,  224  S.  W.  803. 

Washington.  —  Groves  v.  Barto 
(1919)  109  Wash.  112,  186  Pac.  300. 

Wyoming. — Linch  v.  Harden  (1918) 
—  Wyo.  — ,  176  Pac.  156. 

In  State  v.  Rhoades  (1902)  29  Wash. 
61,  69  Pac.  389,  the  court,  in  affirming 
a  conviction  of  the  father  of  the  crime 
of  kidnapping  in  taking  a  child  away 
from  the  mother,  to  whom  its  custody 
had  been  awarded  by  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce in  another  state,  apparently  as- 
sumed the  conclusiveness  of  that  de- 
cree as  entitling  the  mother  to  the 
continued  custody  of  the  child,  if  it 
was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  which  rendered  it;  and  it  was 
held  to  be  within  such  jurisdiction, 
the  father  having  appeared  in  the 
action,  and  the  child  having  been 
with  the  mother  in  the  state  where 
the  divorce  was  granted  at  the  time 
the  action  was  commenced,  although 
he  had  left  the  state  before  the  decree 
was  rendered. 

In  Re  Lorenz  (1905)  7  Qaebec  Pr. 
Rep.  101,  9  Can.  Crim.  Cas.  168,  the 
court  recognized  and  gave  effect  to 
a  decree  of  divorce  awarding  the 
custody  of  a  child  to  the  father,  by 
holding  that  the  mother  was  subject 
to  extradition  on  a  charge  of  kidnap- 
ping the  child. 

In  Re  Davis  (1894)  25  Ont  Rep.  579, 
it  was  held  in  effect  that  a  decree  of 
divorce  in  New  York  awarding  the 
custody  of  a  child  to  the  mother, 
though  not  entitled  to  recognition  as 
a  matter  of  absolute  right,  was  en- 
titled to  great  weight  in  determining 
the  proper  custody  of  the  child  in  a 
habeas  corpus  proceeding  in  Ontario; 
and  the  other  circumstances  being  in 
favor  of  the  wife,  the  court  directed 
that  the  custody  of  the  child  be  given 
to  her  until  or  unless  some  further 
order  was  made. 

A  decree  of  divorce  rendered  in  Ala- 
bama while  both  parties  were  residing 
there,  which  gives  the  custody  of  a 
child  of  the  marriage  to  the  mother, 
puts  the  mother,  as  to  the  control  of 
the  child,  in  the  place  of  the  father,. 
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and  makes  her  custody  and  control 
legraL  Therefore,  habeas  corpus  will 
not  issue  in  Georgia  at  the  instance  of 
the  father  for  the  possession  of  the 
child,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  illegally 
detained  by  the  mother.  Hammond  v. 
Hammond  (1892)  90  6a.  627,  16  S.  E. 
265. 

fatiaiatiams  acaiast  K«aeral  rale. 

There  are  a  few  cases  that  lend  some 
color  to  the  view  that,  the  interests 
of  the  child  being  paramount,  a  court 
before  which  the  question  of  the 
child's  custody  properly  comes  is  not 
bound  by  a  provision  of  the  decree  of 
another  state  awarding  the  custody  of 
the  child,  regardless  of  any  question 
as  to  change  in  the  circumstances 
after  that  decree  was  rendered.  In 
some  of  these  cases,  in  which  the  actu- 
al controversy  was  between  the  pa- 
rents over  the  custody  of  the  child, 
it  is  declared  in  effect  that,  while  the 
decree  of  another  state  is  binding  and 
conclusive  as  between  the  parties,  it 
is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  child. 

Probably  on  their  facts  the  results 
in  these  cases  could  have  rested  upon 
change  of  circumstances,  and  thus 
harmonized  with  the  general  rule. 

In  Re  Alderman  (1911)  157  N.  C. 
507,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  988,  78  S.  E.  126, 
holding  that  a  judgment  in  a  divorce 
proceeding  giving  the  father  the  right 
to  receive  visits  from  a  child  whose 
custody  was  awarded  to  the  mother  is 
not,  under  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution, 
binding  upon  the  courts  of  another 
state  to  which  the  child  and  mother 
remove  and  where  they  take  up  their 
domicil, — ^the  court  said  in  effect  that 
it  was  bound  to  give  full  faith  and 
credit  to  the  decree  of  the  other  state 
so  far  as  it  dissolved  the  marriage,  but 
that  the  infant  child  of  their  union 
was  not  property,  and  the  father  could 
have  no  vested  right  in  the  child  or 
its  services  under  a  decree  divorcing 
the  parents,  the  decree  as  to  the  child 
having  no  extraterritorial  effect  be- 
yond the  boundaries  of  the  state 
where  it  was  rendered. 

In  Re  Sort  (1881)  25  Kan.  308,  37 
Am.  Rep.  255,  the  court,  in  an  opinion 
written  by  Brewer,  J.,  takes  the  posi- 
tion— which  in  that  case  was  applied 
20  A.L.R.— 52. 


to  such  a  provision  in  a  decree  ren- 
dered in  another  state, — ^that  a  provi- 
sion in  a  decree  of  divorce  awarding 
the  custody  of  the  children  may  bind 
the  parties  inter  sese,  but  does  not 
conclude  the  court  as  to  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  children.  And  this  princi- 
ple was  recognized  in  Avery  v.  Avery 
(1885)  33  Kan.  1,  52  Am.  Rep.  523,  5 
Pac.  418,  though  in  that  case  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  propriety  of  making 
such  a  provision  in  a  domestic  decree ; 
and  the  case  did  not  involve  a  decree 
of  another  state. 

In  Kentzler  v.  Kentzler  (1891)  3 
Wash.  166,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  28  Pac. 
370,  the  trial  court,  apparently  upon 
the  ground  that  a  decree  of  divorce 
rendered  in  another  state  awarding 
the  custody  of  a  child  to  the  mother 
was  conclusive,  awarded  such  custody 
to  her  in  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding, 
but  the  decision  was  reversed  by  the 
supreme  court  upon  the  ground  that 
the  father  was  the  more  suitable  per- 
son to  have  the  custody  of  the  child, 
and  that  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
child  its  custody  should  be  given  to 
him.  The  supreme  court  did  not,  ex- 
pressly at  least,  base  its  decision  upon 
a  change  in  the  circumstances  since 
the  decree  in  the  other  state;  but  the 
decision  could,  perhaps,  have  been 
justified  on  that  ground  even  if  the 
decree  of  the  other  state  had  been  re- 
garded as  conclusive  as  to  the  facts 
and  conditions  existing  at  the  time  of 
its  rendition. 

In  Keenan  v.  Eeenan  (1906)  5 
Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  12,  the  court  seemed 
to  be  of  the  opinion,  in  the  interest 
of  the  child,  the  award  of  its  custody 
by  the  decree  of  divorce  in  the  other 
state  might  be  disregarded,  even  apart 
from  the  question  of  jurisdiction  of 
that  court  to  decide  as  to  the  custody. 

So,  in  Vetterlein's  Petition  (1884) 
14  R.  I.  378,  the  court  expressed  a 
doubt  whether  a  decree  of  divorce  ren- 
dered in  another  state,  so  far  as  it  af- 
fects the  custody  of  a  child,  could 
have  any  force  outside  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  which  it  was  rendered,  even  if 
it  were  effective  to  divorce  the  hus- 
band and  wife.  It  does  not  expressly 
appear  where  the  husband,  against 
whom  the  decree  was  rendered,  was 
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domieiled  at  the  time  of  its  rendition; 
but  he  was  probably  a  nonresident* 
since  it  appears  that  he  had  no  notice 
of  the  petition.  The  question,  how- 
ever, was  not  decided,  since  the  di- 
vorce was  held  invalid  for  all  purposes 
because  of  the  nonresidence  of  the 
wife,  who  procured  it. 

In  Woodall  v.  Alexander  (1920)  107 
Kan.  622,  193  Pae.  185,  the  court  said 
in  effect  that  a  decree  of  divorce  ren- 
dered in  another  state,  awarding  the 
custody  of  an  infant  child  to  the  moth- 
er, was  only  res  judicata  as  to  the 
custody  of  the  child  so  long  as  the 
situation  of  the  parties  was  un- 
changed ;  and  that,  moreover,  the  wel- 
fare of  the  child  being  the  paramount 
consideration,  the  circumstances  per- 
taining to  its  custody  may  always  be 
inquired  into,  and  any  order  relating 
thereto  may  be  made  whenever  the 
child's  best  interest  so  demands. 

JJ.  A8  affected  hy  fraud  or  lack  of  /u- 

ri8diction. 

As  to  the  recognition  of  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  original  award  of  custody 
as  affected  by  the  question  of  juris- 
diction, see  the  next  heading,  "Modi- 
fied decree/' 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  rule  as 
stated  at  the  beginning  of  the  annota- 
tion is  qualified  by  the  assumption  that 
the  decree  of  the  other  state  is  not 
impeachable  for  fraud  or  lack  of  juris- 
diction ;  and  in  a  number  of  cases  the 
courts,  upon  one  or  the  other  of  these 
grounds,  have  refused  to  give  effect 
to  the  decree  of  another  state  award- 
ing the  custody  of  a  child.  (Any  state- 
ments in  these  cases  as  to  the  facts 
which  will  show  fraud  or  lack  of  juris- 
diction rest  upon  their  own  authority, 
and  there  is,  of  course,  no  intention  to 
discuss  the  soundness  or  unsoundness 
of  their  decisions  on  those  points.) 

An  award  of  the  custody  of  a  child 
by  a  decree  rendered  in  another  state 
against  a  nonresident,  upon  construc- 
tive service,  will  not  be  regarded  as 
a  conclusive  adjudication  of  the  dis- 
position of  the  child,  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  judgment  was 
obtained  by  fraudulent  misrepresenta- 
tions in  order  to  obtain  jurisdiction. 
Matthews  v.  Matthews  (19].2)  139  6a. 


123,  76  S.  E.  855.  The  court  observed 
that  a  decree  of  divorce  in  another 
state  based  on  constructive  service 
does  not  fall  within  the  full  faith  and 
credit  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion, and  is  not  entitled  to  obligatory 
enforcement;  and  that  no  principle 
of  comity  can  be  invoked  to  give  ex- 
traterritorial effect  to  a  judgment 
obtained  by  fraud  and  without  notice. 

In  Seeley  v.  Seeley  (1907)  30  App. 
D.  C  191, 12  Ann.  Gas.  1058,  certiorari 
denied  in  (1908)  209  U.  &  544,  52  L. 
ed.  919,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  570,  it  was 
held  that  a  decree  of  divorce  rendered 
in  Illinois — ^which  was  apparently  con- 
ceded to  be  binding  so  far  as  the  dis- 
solution of  the  marriage  was  con- 
cerned— did  not  preclude  a  court  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  from  deter- 
mining the  custody  of  a  child  who  was 
awarded  to  the  father  by  the  decree, 
but  who  was,  with  his  mother,  within 
the  District  when  the  proceeding  for 
divorce  was  instituted,  and  had  re- 
mained there  ever  since,  the  court 
said :  ''We  are  of  <^inion  the  Chicago 
court  was  without  power  to  pass  a  de- 
cree preventing  the  court  below  from 
deciding  concerning  the  custody  and 
care  of  this  infant  all  the  while  physi- 
cally within  its  own  jurisdiction.  The 
welfare  of  infants  is  a  matter  of  para- 
mount consideration  at  all  times  and 
under  all  circumstances.'' 

The  vexed  question  whether  a  de- 
cree of  divorce  rendered  upon  con- 
structive service  of  process  against  a 
nonresident  who  did  not  appear  is  en- 
titled to  recognition  in  another  state, 
either  under  the  full  faith  and  credit 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
or  upon  principles  of  comity,  so  far 
as  it  purports  to  dissolve  the  marriage 
relation,  is,  of  course,  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  annotation.  It  will  be 
observed,  however,  that  in  some  cases 
where  it  was  assumed  that  a  decree 
rendered  in  such  circumstances  would 
be  given  full  force  and  effect  in  an- 
other state  so  far  as  it  purported  to 
dissolve  the  marriage,  it  was  held  that 
it  would  not  be  given  such  effect  so 
far  as  it  purported  to  award  the 
custody  of  the  children,  since  in  that 
regard  it  was  in  personam,  and  not  in 
rem. 
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Thus,  in  Kline  v.  EKne  (1881)  67 
Iowa,  386,  42  Am.  Rep.  47,  10  N.  W^ 
825,  it  was  held  that  a  decree  of  di« 
Torce  rendered  in  Wisconsin  in  favor 
of  the  husband,  who  was  domiciled 
there,  upon  constructive  service 
against  the  wife,  who  had  acquired  a 
separate  domicil  elsewhere,  was  valid 
and  entitled  to  recognition  in  Iowa,  so 
far  as  the  status  of  the  husband  and 
wife  were  concerned,  but  was  with- 
out  jurisdiction  and  not  entitled  to 
recognition  so  far  as  it  attempted  to 
fix  the  custody  of  the  minor  children, 
who,  at  the  time  of  the  divorce,  were 
living  with  the  wife  in  Iowa.  The  de- 
cision in  Kline  v.  Kline  (Iowa)  supra, 
is  followed  in  Mollring  v.  Mollring 
(1918)  184  Iowa,  464,  167  N.  W.  524; 
and  to  the  same  effect  is  Rodgers  v. 
Rodgers  (1896)  66  Kan.  488,  48  Pac. 
779. 

The  refusal  of  the  court  in  Harris 
V.  Harris  (1894)  116  N.  C.  587,  44  Am. 
St.  Rep.  471,  20  S.  E.  187,  to  give  any 
effect  in  a  habeas  corpus  for  the 
custody  of  a  child,  to  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce in  favor  of  the  wife  in  another 
state,  was  upon  the  ground  that  such 
decree  was  a  nullity  in  North  Caro- 
lina; it  having  been  rendered  upon 
constructive  service  against  the  hus- 
band, who  was  a  resident  of  North 
Carolina. 

The  decision  in  Dekraft  v.  Barney 
(1862)  2  Hayw.  &  H.  405,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  18,288,  that  a  decree  of  divorce 
rendered  in  Iowa  in  favor  of  the  wife, 
which  awarded  the  custody  of  the 
children  to  her,  was  not  conclusive,  or 
even  admissible  as  evidence,  that  the 
father  was  an  unfit  person  to  have  the 
custody  of  the  children,  in  a  subse- 
quent proceeding  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  was  upon  the  ground  that 
the  decree  having  been  rendered  upon 
constructive  service  of  process  against 
the  husband,  a  nonresident  of  Iowa, 
could  have  no  effect  as  a  personal 
judgment  or  decree.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear where  the  children  were  at  the 
time  the  divorce  was  rendered. 

But  a  decree  of  divorce  rendered  in' 
another  state,  though  upon  construc-' 
tive  service  against  a  nonresident,  un- 
less modified,  reversed,  or  set  aside 
for  cause  shown  to  the  jurisdiction, 


will  be  held  conclusive  in  a  habeas 
corpus  proceeding  in  Iowa  for  the 
custody  of  a  child  which  was  awarded 
to  the  mother  by  the  decree,  it  appear^ 
ing  that  the  child  was  bom  in  the 
state  where  the  decree  was  rendered, 
and  was  living  there  at  the  time  the 
decree  was  rendered.  Wakefield  ▼. 
Ives  (1872)  35  Iowa,  238. 

The  rule  that  a  decree  of  divorce 
rendered  in  one  state  is  conclusive  on 
the  parties  so  far  as  it  awards  the 
custody  of  a  child  of  the  marriage  to 
one  of  them,  when  the  question  arises 
in  a  court  of  another  state,  was  ap- 
plied in  Kenner  v.  Kenner  (1917)  139 
Tenn.  211,  L.R.A.1918E,  587,  201  S.  W. 
779,  rehearing  denied  in  (1917)  139 
Tenn.  700,  L.R.A.1918E,  592,  202  S.  W. 
723,  where  the  mother  of  the  child, 
who  had  been  previously  domiciled 
with  her  husband  in  Tennessee, 
because  of  his  misconduct  went  with 
the  child  to  Alabama,  where  she 
became  domiciled  and  secured  a 
divorce  on  constructive  service  of 
process  upon  the  defendant,  who  did 
not  appear.  Upon  returning  with 
the  child  to  Tennessee  for  a  visit, 
the  father  instituted  proceedings  to 
obtain  the  custody  of  the  child,  which, 
however,  was  denied  him  upon  the 
ground  that  he  was  precluded  by  the 
Alabama  decree,  awarding  the  custody 
of  the  child  to  the  mother,  and  that 
there  had  been  no  change  in  the  cir- 
cumstances which  rendered  it  essen- 
tial, in  the  best  interests  of  the  child, 
to  make  a  new  disposition.  The  court 
held  that  the  Alabama  court  had  juris- 
diction to  award  the  custody  of  the 
child,  who  was  present  with  her 
mother  in  that  state,  even  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  Tennessee  domicil 
of  the  father  remained  that  of  the 
child.  It  may  be  observed  that  the 
court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  ef- 
fect of  the  decree  to  dissolve  the 
marriage  relation  should  be  recog- 
nized as  a  matter  of  comity,  although 
not  within  the  full  faith  provision  of 
the  Constitution. 

One  of  the  grounds  in  Eeenan  v. 
Keenan  (1906)  5  Ohio^  N.  P.  N.  S.  12, 
for  refusal  to  give  effect  to  a  decree  of 
another  state  awarding  the  custody  of 
the  child  to  the  f atiier  upon  his  cross 
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petition  in  a  suit  instituted  by  the 
mother  was  that  the  transcript  failed 
to  show  service  of  notice  of  the  cross 
bill  either  upon  the  mother  or  her 
counsel,  and  that  whether  or  not  the 
court  had  jurisdiction,  as  in  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem,  to  dissolve  the  mar- 
riage,— a  point  not  decided, — it  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  determine  the  custody 
of  the  child. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Hahn  v.  King  (1902) 
109  La.  161,  83  So.  121,  the  binding 
effect  of  a  foreign  judgment  giving 
the  custody  of  a  child  to  one  of  the 
parents,  which  was  attacked  upon 
several  grounds  going  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  that  rendered  it,  was 
recognized  on  the  ground  of  estoppel. 
In  that  case,  the  father  was  ordered, 
under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  place 
a  minor  child,  of  whom  he  had  posses- 
sion, in  the  custody  of  its  mother,  un- 
der the  terms  of  a  judgment  of  divorce 
which  the  latter  obtained  in  another 
state,  he  being  estopped  from  contest- 
ing that  judgment  because  on  the 
trial  of  the  writ  he  testified  that,  un- 
der its  authority,  he  had  contracted  a 
second  marriage. 

Although  the  question  as  to  the 
facts  necessary  to  give  the  court  juris- 
diction in  a  divorce  suit  to  award  the 
custody  of  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage is  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
annotation,  attention  is  called  to  the 
case  of  Anderson  v.  Anderson  (1914) 
74  W,  Va.  124,  81  S.  E.  706,  holding 
that  a  decree  in  a  suit  for  divorce  may 
be  valid  and  binding  upon  the  parties 
in  another  state  in  so  far  as  it  awards 
the  custody  of  the  children,  even 
though  so  much  of  it  as  grants  the 
divorce  may  be  void,  and  the  children 
may  have  been  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  at  the  time  of  its  rendi- 
tion. 

In  Milner  v.  Gatlin  (1915)  143  Ga- 
816,  L.R.A.1916B,  977,  85  S.  E.  1045, 
the  court,  while  recognizing  that  as 
a  general  rule  it  is  not  permissible  for 
a  party  to  attack  a  judgment  for  fraud 
in  a  collateral  proceeding,  held  that  it 
was  permissible  in  a  habeas  corpus 
proceeding  by  a  mother  in  Greorgia, 
in  which  state  the  parties  had  become 
residents,  to  secure  the  custody  of  a 
child,  to  show  that  the  provision  in 


the  decree  of  divorce  rendered  in  an* 
other  state,  disposing  of  the  custody^ 
was  obtained  by  fraud.  Two  of 
the  members  of  the  court,  while  con- 
curring in  the  result,  dissented  from 
that  proposition  upon  the  ground  that 
under  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause 
a  judgment  of  a  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  parties  and  subject-matter 
rendered  in  another  state,  and  valid  on 
its  face,  cannot  be  collaterally  at^ 
tacked  for  fraud.  Their  concurrence 
in  the  conclusion  was  apparently  upon 
the  ground  that  the  custody  of  the 
child  may  be  changed  if  the  circum- 
stances arising  since  the  decree  in  the 
other  state  make  such  a  change  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  child. 

So,  the  father  may  be  awarded 
custody  of  the  child  notwithstanding 
that  custody  was  awarded  to  the 
mother  in  a  suit  for  divorce  in  another 
jurisdiction  in  consequence  of  her 
fraudulent  testimony,  at  least  if  it 
does  not  appear  to  be  for  the  child's 
interest  to  stay  with  the  mother. 
Ryser  v.  Ryser,  7  West.  Week.  Rep. 
(Caiu)  1276. 

III.  Modified   decree. 

Subject  to  the  right  of  the  court  of 
another  state  to  change  the  custody 
when  a  change  in  circumstances  war- 
rants it,  the  rule  which  gives  effect 
to  the  provision  of  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce awarding  the  custody  applies  to 
a  modification  of  such  provision  by 
the  court  which  entered  the  original 
decree,  assuming  that  it  had  not  lost 
jurisdiction. 

Thus,  where,  after  the  rendition  of 
a  divorce  decree  by  a  court  of  record 
of  general  jurisdiction  in  Nebraska, 
awarding  the  custody  of  a  minor  son 
of  the  parties  to  the  father,  and  im- 
pliedly prohibiting  the  latter  from  re- 
moving the  son  from  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  the  father  did  remove 
the  son  to  another  state  (Montana),, 
in  contempt  and  violation  of  the  prohi- 
bition contained  in  the  decree,  where- 
upon the  mother,  upon  the  ground  of 
such  contempt  and  violation,  filed  in 
the  Nebraska  court  a  petition  praying^ 
that  the  decree  be  so  modified  as  to> 
award  the  custody  of  the  son  to  her» 
and  the  court,  after  the  appearance  of 
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the  father  and  his  filing  an  answer  re* 
sistinfir  the  petition,  and  after  a  heai^ 
ing,  modified  the  decree  in  accordanee 
of  the  prayer  of  the  petition, — ^the 
modified  decree  concludes  the  right  of 
the  parties,  upon  subsequent  habeas 
corpus  proceedings  by  the  mother  to 
obtain  possession  of  the  son  in  Mon- 
tana, to  which  state  the  father  has 
again  removed  him  in  violation  of  the 
modified  decree,  unless  there  has  been 
a  change  in  the  fitness  or  condition  of 
the  mother,  or  other  circumstances 
have  occurred  since  the  amendment 
was  made,  which  require  the  Montana 
court,  in  the  interest  of  the  son,  to 
order  otherwise.  State  ex  rel.  Nipp 
V.  District  Ct.  (1912)  46  Mont.  425, 
128  Pac.  590,  Ann.  Gas.  1916B,  256. 
To  the  similar  effect  is  Bums  v. 
Shapely  (1917)  16  Ala.  App.  297,  77 
So.  447,  supra. 

In  Pinney  v.  Sulzen  (1914)  91  Kan. 
407,  187  Pac.  987,  Ann.  Gas.  1916C, 
649,  where,  after  the  death  of  the 
mother,  to  whom  the  custody  of  the 
child  was  awarded  by  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce in  another  state,  the  custody  was 
awarded  to  the  father,  by  the  same 
court  upon  notice,  it  was  held  that 
that  modification  was  not  controlling 
in  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding  in 
Kansas  as  to  the  fitness  of  the  father, 
but  was  competent  evidence  thereof; 
and  the  Kansas  court  awarded  the 
custody  of  the  child  to  him. 

But  in  Milner  v.  Gatlin  (1912)  189 
Ga.  109,  76  S.  E.  860,  the  court  re- 
fused to  give  effect.to  the  modification 
by  a  Texas  court  of  its  decree  of  di- 
vorce by  changing  the  award  of  the 
custody  of  the  child  from  the  father 
to  the  mother,  the  father  and  child 
having  in  the  meantime  become  resi- 
dents of  Georgia,  and  there  having 
been  no  provision  in  the  original  de- 
cree against  taking  the  child  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Though 
the  decision  in  Milner  v.  Gatlin  (1915) 
143  Ga.  816,  L.R.A.1916B,  977,  85  S. 
E.  1045,  a  subsequent  habeas  corpus 
proceeding  to  obtain  the  custody  of 
the  child,  was  in  favor  of  the  mother, 
the  correctness  of  the  foregoing  propo- 
sition as  to  the  noneffect  of  the  modi- 
fication of  the  Texas  decree  seems  to 
have  been  assumed. 


And  the  refusal  in  Griffin  v. 
(1920)  95  Or.  78,  187  Pac.  596,  to  rec- 
ognize or  give  effect  to  a  modification 
by  a  court  of  another  state  of  a  de- 
cree of  divorce,  by  transferring  the 
custody  of  the  children  from  the 
mother,  to  whom  they  were  originally 
awarded,  to  the  father,  was  upon  the 
ground  that  the  court  of  the  other 
state  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
modification,  because  of  lack  of  proper 
service. 

In  Groves  v.  Bartow  (1919)  109 
Wash.  112,  186  Pac.  800,  the  court  re- 
fused to  recognize  or  give  effect  to 
a  modification  by  the  court  of  another 
state  of  its  decree  of  divorce,  trans- 
ferring the  custody  of  the  child  to  the 
father,  from  the  maternal  grandmoth- 
er, to  whom  the  custody  was  awarded 
by  the  original  decree,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  modification  was 
without  jurisdiction,  it  having  been 
based  upon  substituted  service  after 
both  the  mother  and  child  had  become 
domiciled  in  Washington.  The  origi- 
nal decree  doubtless  contemplated  the 
removal  of  the  child  to  Washington,  as 
the  grandmother  was  domiciled  in  that 
state. 

In  Clarke  v.  Lyon  (1908)  82  Neb. 
625,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  171,  118  N.  W. 
472,  the  court  said  that  the  courts  of 
Nebraska  were  not  required  to  en- 
force an  order  made  by  a  court  of  Illi- 
nois awarding  the  custody  of  children 
to  the  father  after  the  death  of  the 
mother,  to  whom  they  had  been  award- 
ed by  decree  of  divorce  in  the  latter 
state,  such  order  having  been  made 
without  notice  to  the  persons  with 
whom  the  children  were  at  the  time 
living  in  Nebraska.  In  that  case, 
however,  the  Illinois  court  itself,  after 
its  attention  was  called  to  the  death 
of  the  mother,  apparently  treated  the 
order  as  made  without  jurisdiction. 

In  the  cases  just  cited  the  modifica- 
tion was  made  in  the  state  where  the 
decree  was  rendered.  In  Geary  v. 
Geary  (reported  herewith)  ante,  809, 
where  no  such  modification  had  in  fact 
been  made  the  court,  in  reply  to  the 
argument  that  the  court  of  the  other 
state  retained  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
the  paternal  duty  to  the  minor  chil- 
dren, and  that  the  mother  was  limitedj 
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to  supplemental  proceedings  ian  that 
forum,  observed,  that  mere  procedure 
resulting  in  the  judgment  or  in  the 
modification  thereof  is  not  protected 
by  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause. 

/F.  Cfhanged  eiroutnstanceB. 
a.  In  general.        • 

It  is  a  corollary  of  the  general  rule 
previously  stated  that,  where  the  de- 
cree of  divorce  in  one  state  awards  the 
custody  of  a  child  to  one  of  the  par- 
ties, the  other  may  lawfully  obtain 
pos&ession  of  the  child  in  another 
state  only  upon  grounds  which  arose 
since  that  decree.  That  is  implied  in 
practically  all  of  the  cases  cited  in 
support  of  that  general  rule;  and  is 
emphasized  in  some  6i  them.  See 
Church  V.  Church  (1921)  —  App.  D.C. 
— ,  270  Fed.  359;  Ex  parte  Wenman 
(1917)  33  CaL  App.  592,  165  Pae. 
1024;  Wilson  v.  Elliott  (1903)  96  Tex. 
472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  928,  73  S.  W.  946. 

Thus,  a  decree  of  divorce  in  an- 
other state,  in  which  the  custody  of 
the  child  is  awarded  to  the  father,  is 
conclusive  as  between  the  parties  to 
the  decree  as  to  his  right  and  fitness 
for  such  custody  at  that  time,  but  is 
not  conclusive  for  all  time.  In  a  sub- 
sequent proceeding  by  habeas  corpus 
for  the  possession  of  the  child,  be- 
tween the  parties  to  the  decree,  evi- 
dence as  to  the  unfitness  of  the  father 
will  be  confined  to  matters  transpiring 
subsequently  to  the  decree.  Milner  v. 
Gatlin  (1912)  139  6a.  109,  76  S.  E. 
860. 

The  proposition  just  cited  from  the 
Milner  Case  is  quoted  with  approval 
in  Woodland  v.  Woodland  (1922)  — 
Ga.  — ,  111  S.  E.  673,  a  case  not  strict- 
ly within  the  scope  of  the  annotation 
as  the  decree  of  the  other  state 
awarding  the  custody  of  the  children 
to  the  father  was  not  rendered  in  a 
suit  for  a  divorce.  The  court  was  of 
the  opinion  that  the  evidence  showing 
that  the  status  of  the  children  had 
materially  changed  subsequently  to 
the  rendition  of  the  decree  in  the 
other  state  justified  the  decision  of 
the  court  below  in  awarding  the 
custody  of  the  children  to  the  mother. 

In  Vickers  v.  Faubion  (1920)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  224  S.  W.  803,  the 


court  observed  thiat  the  decree  of  di- 
vorce in  the  other  state  foreclosed  the 
matters  in  relation  to  cruelt^r,  except 
so  far  as  they  may  corroborate  the  sub- 
sequent conduct  of  the  mother,  to 
whom  the  custody  of  the  child  was 
awarded. 

In  Dixon  v.  Dixon  (1909)  76  N.  J. 
Eq.  364,  74  Atl.  995,  an  order  awarding 
the  custody  of  children  of  a  marriage 
to  the  mother,  in  a  proceeding  insti- 
tuted in  New  Jersey  for  that  purpose 
by  the  father,  having  been  modified  by 
directing  the  mother  to  send  the  chil- 
dren to  visit  the  father  at  certain 
intervals,  and  the  mother  having  sub- 
sequently, in  a  suit  for  a  divorce  in 
Maine,  procured  an  order  awarding 
the  sole  custody  of  ihe  children,  pen- 
dente lite  to  her,  the  New  Jersey 
court  refused  tagive  effect  to  that  or- 
der upon  an  application  for  the  en- 
forcement of  its  own  modified  order, 
upon  the  ground  that  that  modified 
order  was  conclusive  on  the  Maine 
court  as  to  the  facts  and  conditions 
existing  at  the  time  that  it  was  made, 
and  that,  while  it  would  not  preclude 
the  Maine  court  from  making  a  new 
order  for  the  custody  of  Hie  children, 
the  order  of  that  court  was  not  in  fact 
based  on  a  change  of  circumstances, 
but  upon  a  state  of  facts  and  condi- 
tions as  to  which  the  New  Jersey  or- 
der was  conclusive. 

The  question  as  to  what  will  amount 
to  a  change  in  the  conditions  or  cir- 
cumstances which  will  authorize  the 
court  of  one  state  to  change  the 
custody  of  the  child  as  fixed  by  the 
decree  in  the  other  state  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  annotation.  It  may  be 
said  generally,  however,  that  the  de- 
cision is  largely  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  to  be  exercised  in  the 
interest  of  the  child's  welfare  just  as 
it  is  when  a  modification  by  reason  of 
changed  circumstances  is  sought  after 
an  award  of  custody  by  a  domestic  de- 
cree. In  Dixon  V.  Dixon  (N.  J.)  su- 
pra, the  court,  after  stating  that  the 
rule  is  that  in  any  controversy  be- 
tween parents  relating  to  the  custody 
of  their  children  the  award  made  by 
a  competent  tribunal  is  res  judicata, 
and  cannot  thereafter  be  questioned  on 
the  same  state  of  facts,  said:     ''But 
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the  adjudication  is  an  adjudication 
upon  the  issue  presented,  and  upon 
that  only.  So  far  as  children  are  con* 
cerned,  the  situation  is,  or  may  be, 
constantly  varyingr*  The  parent  fit 
to  have  the  custody  of  his  children 
to-day  may,  by  reason  of  changed  cir* 
cumstances,  become  unfit  to-morrow. 
The  above  rule  does  not  prevent  the 
courts  of  the  state  within  whose  limits 
the  children  may  be,  from  considering 
whether  a  change  in  the  situation  may 
not  call  for  a  new  disposition.  But 
the  changing  circumstances  must  be, 
obviously,  those  that  affect  the  chil- 
dren,— not  those  that  concern  the 
parents.  To  illustrate  by  the  case  in 
hand.  In  her  petition,  presented  to 
the  Maine  tribunal,  Mrs.  Dixon  says 
that  she  lived  with  her  husband  until 
May,  1904,  and  that  while  so  living  he 
treated  her  with  extreme  cruelty, 
whereby  her  health  and  life  became 
endangered.  It  is  manifest  that  evi- 
dence bearing  upon  his  disposition, 
and  upon  his  conduct  towards  his  wife, 
might  have  an  important  bearing  up- 
on his  fitness  to  have  the  custody  of 
his  children,  either  for  two  months  in 
the  year  or  for  any  lesser  period ;  and 
that  it  must  or  should  have  been  con- 
sidered by  this  court  when  the  order 
of  July  24,  1907  [a  New  Jersey  order 
antedating  the  Maine  suit]  was  made. 
By  reason  of  the  effect  of  the  doctrine 
of  res  judicata  this  evidence  could 
not  be  made  the  basis  of  an  independ- 
ent adjudication  by  another  court.  If 
this  were  not  so,  the  rule  established 
by  the  decisions  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred would  be  nullified.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  equally  manifest  that 
it  might  be  shown  that,  since  the  date 
of  the  prior  adjudication,  the  father 
had  so  conducted  himself  as  to  have 
become  unfit  to  associate  with  his  chil- 
dren; that  any  association  with  him 
would  be  injurious  to  their  morals  or 
welfare.*' 

The  case  of  Morrill  v.  Morrill  (1910) 
83  Omn.  479,  77  Atl.  1,  is  not  strictly 
within  the  scope  of  the  annotation,  as 
it  involves  merely  the  power  and  pro- 
priety of  a  modification  by  a  Connecti- 
cut court,  of  a  provision  of  its  own  de- 
cree awarding  the  custody  of  the 
children    to    the    mother,    after    the 


mother  and  children  had  become  resi- 
dents of  a  foreign  country.  The  court, 
however,  in  arguing  for  the  continuing 
power  to  modify  the  decree,  said :  "The 
utmost  which  is  asserted  for  the  extra- 
territorial effect  of  such  orders  is 
that  they  should,  in  the  exercise  of 
the  customary  comity  of  states  and 
nations,  be  recognized  and  enforced, 
and  in  the  states  of  our  Union,  by 
force  of  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution, 
must  be  recognized  and  enforced  so 
long,  and  only  so  long,  as  the  circum- 
stances attending  their  adaption  re- 
main unchanged/' 

The  judgment  of  a  court  of  a  sister 
state  in  a  divorce  proceeding  granting 
a  wife  a  divorce,  and  awarding  to  her 
the  custody  of  a  minor  child,  will  be 
given  full  faith  and  credit,  and  takeh 
as  decisive  of  the  facts  and  conditions 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  divorce; 
but,  in  a  proceeding  between  the 
parents  for  the  custody  of  the  child 
in  this  state,  the  previous  adjudica- 
tion has  no  controlling  force  and  ef- 
fect upon  facts  and  conditions  subse- 
quently arising  after  the  decree  of  di- 
vorce. Haynie  v.  Hidgins  (1920)  122 
Miss.  838,  86  So.  99. 

A  judgment  of  a  court  of  a  sister 
state  awarding  the  custody  of  minor 
children  in  a  divorce  proceeding  is  not 
res  judicata  in  a  proceeding  before  a 
court  of  this  state,  except  as  to  facts 
and  conditions  before  the  court  upon 
the  rendition  of  the  foreign  decree. 
As  to  facts  and  conditions  arising  sub- 
sequently to  the  foreign  decree,  it  has 
no  controlling  force,  and  our  courts 
are  not  bound  thereby  in  awarding 
such  custody.  Mylius  v.  Cargill 
(1914)  19  N.  M.  278,  L.R.A.1915B,  154, 
142  Pac.  918,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  941. 

A  valid  decree  of  divorce  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  wife,  in  another  state, 
where  both  parties  then  resided, 
awarding  the  custody  of  a  child  of  the 
marriage  to  the  wife,  is  conclusive  as 
between  the  husband  and  wife  as  to 
the  fitness  and  competency  of  the  one, 
and  the  unfitness  and  incompetency  of 
the  other,  to  have  the  care  and  con- 
trol of  the  child,  and  that  question  will 
not  be  re-examined  by  the  courts  of 
New  York.    The  decision,  however,  is 
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binding  upon  the  child  only  for  the 
time  being,  and  as  soon  as  the  circum* 
stances  of  the  custodian  change,  or 
other  circumstances  arise  which  will 
make  it  for  the  best  interest  of  the 
child  that  there  should  be  a  change, 
it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  court  in 
which  the  decree  was  originally  made, 
or  if  any  other  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion, to  make  such  change.  But  as 
between  the  parties  to  the  action,  the 
parents  of  the  children,  they  are 
bound  by  the  matters  adjudged  and 
determined  in  the  action,  and  cannot 
again  retry  the  questions  therein  de« 
termined.  People  ex  rel.  Allen  v. 
Allen  (1886)  40  Hun  (N.  Y.)  611. 
The  court  cited  Thomdyke  ▼.  Rice,  24 
Month.  L.  Rep.  20,  as  holding  that  a 
decree  of  a  tribunal  as  to  the  custody 
of  a  child  is  never  final  and  that  the 
same  tribunal  or  another  where  the 
child  is  either  temporarily  or  perma-  . 
nently  staying  may  consider  the  case 
upon  the  facts  then  existing,  and, 
looking  at  the  welfare  of  the  child,  de- 
termine whether  any  and  what  change 
should  be  made  in  regard  to  its 
custody. 

An  appeal  in  the  Allen  Case  was  dis- 
missed in  (1887)  105  N,  Y.  628,  11  N. 
E.  143,  for  the  reason  that  the  courts 
below,  in  view  of  all  the  existing 
facts  relating  to  the  welfare  and  in- 
terests of  the  infants,  exercised  its 
discretion  in  awarding  to  the  mother 
the  custody  of  the  children;  and  in  so 
doing  gave  to  the  foreign  decree  not 
the  force  of  an  estoppel,  or  the  con- 
clusive effect  sometimes  due  to  a  judg- 
ment, but  simply  regarded  it  as  a 
fact  or  circumstance  bearing  upon  the 
discretion  to  be  exercised,  without  dic- 
tating or  controlling  it. 

In  Kenner  v.  Kenner  (1917)  139 
TeiUL  211,  L.R.A.1918E,  587,  201  S. 
W.  779,  rehearing  denied  in  (1917)  139 
Tenn.  700,  L.R.A.1918E,  592,  202  S.  W. 
723,  the  court  said  that  "as  between 
the  parents,  parties  to  the  litigation, 
the  decree  of  the  foreign  court  award- 
ing the  custody  of  the  children  is  res 
judicata  subject  as  between  those 
parties,  to  modification  only  by  the 
court  that  granted  the  decree  [citing 
cases].  However,  we  think  this  doc- 
trine should  be  understood  with  the 


qualification  that,  in  case  of  the  re- 
moval of  the  child  to  another  state, 
even  within  the  custody  of  the  parent 
to  whom  that  custody  had  been  award- 
ed by  the  foreign  decree  of  divorce, 
the  courts  of  the  state  to  which  the 
removal  has  been  effected  will  have 
the  power,  on  a  change  of  circum- 
stances showing  such  course  essential 
to  the  best  interests  of  the  child,  to 
make  a  new  disposition  of  the  child." 

It  is  settled,  and  not  doubted,  that 
an  order  of  the  court  awarding  custody 
of  the  child  to  the  parent  is  a  judg- 
ment that  should  be  given  faith  and 
credit  by  the  courts  of  other  states, 
as  required  by  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion (Wilson  V.  Elliott  (1903)  96  Tex. 
472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  928,  73  S.  W. 
946,  followed  in  (1908)  32  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  488,  76  S.  W.  368).  But  an  order 
awarding  custody  of  a  child  is  not 
considered  res  judicata  except  for  so 
long  as  the  material  circumstances  ex- 
isting at  the  time  of  the  order  remains 
unchanged,  for  it  is  not  the  object  of 
the  proceeding  to  award  custody  to 
establish  a  permanent  custody.  And 
the  rule  is  that,  where  a  new  state  of 
facts  between  the  parties  in  relation 
to  the  child  has  arisen  subsequently 
to  the  prior  adjudication,  the  matter 
should  not  be  adjudged  res  judicata. 
Ex  parte  Boyd  (1913)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  157  S.  W.  254. 

The  case  of  Re  Leete  (1920)  205  Mo. 
App.  225,  223  S.  W.  962,  is  an  in- 
stance where  the  rule  which  gives  ef- 
fect to  the  decree  of  the  other  state 
awarding  the  custody  of  the  children 
was  the  controlling  factor  in  the  de- 
cision, the  court,  while  of  the  opinion 
that  the  mother  was  a  proper  person 
to  have  the  custody  of  the  child,  never- 
theless held  that  the  evidence  dis- 
closed no  such  change  in  circum- 
stances and  conditions  as  warranted  it 
denying  the  right  of  the  father,  to 
whom  the  custody  had  been  awarded 
by  the  decree. 

b.  Death    of    parent    to    whofn   ciMfody 

awarded. 

The  rule  that  the  decree  of  the  other 
state  is  conclusive  only  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  under  the  then 
existing  circumstances,  and  does  not 
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prevent  a  chansre  of  custody  of  the 
child  if,  by  reason  of  changed  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  for  the  child's  best 
interests,  has  been  applied  in  some 
cases  where  the  parent  to  whom  the 
custody  of  the  child  was  awarded  had 
died  and  the  other  parent  was  seeking 
the  custody  of  the  child.  See  Taylor 
V.  Jeter,  33  6a.  195,  81  Am.  Dec.  202. 

Where  the  court  of  a  sister  state  has 
granted  a  divorce  and  awarded  the 
temporary  custody  of  the  children  to 
the  mother,  who  becomes  a  resident  of 
this  state  and  dies  here,  leaving  such 
children  in  the  hands  of  relatives,  who 
are  appointed  guardians  by  the  county 
court,  the  fact  that  the  court  ren- 
dering such  divorce  retained  juris- 
diction for  the  purpose  of  making 
further  orders  does  not  deprive  the 
courts  of  Nebraska  of  jurisdiction 
to  determine  the  merits  of  a  con- 
troversy between  the  divorced  father 
and  such  guardians  over  custody 
of  such  children, — especially  where 
the  court  rendering  the  divorce  has 
expressly  refused  to  determine  the 
material  question  in  issue.  Clarke 
v.  I^on  (1908)  82  Neb.  625,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  171,  118  N.  W.  472. 

In  Pinney  v.  Sulzen  (1914)  91  Kan. 
407,  137  Pac.  987,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C, 
649,  it  appeared  that  the  petitioner 
and  his  wife,  having  two  children,  a 
son  and  a  daughter,  had  been  di- 
vorced in  Iowa,  the  decree  awarding 
to  the  husband  the  custody  of  the  son, 
and  to  the  wife  the  custody  of  the 
daughter;  subsequently,  the  divorced 
wife  died,  leaving  the  daughter  in  the 
custody  of  her  sister  and  the  latter's 
husband,  who  (his  wife  having  since 
died)  was  the  respondent  in  a  habeas 
corpus  proceeding  instituted  by  the 
father,  in  Kansas,  to  recover  the 
custody  of  his  daughter.  In  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  court  held  that,  upon 
the  death  of  the  wife,  the  right  to  the 
custody  of  the  daughter  naturally  and 
legally  passed  to  the  father,  and 
should  be  given  to  him  unless  he  was 
manifestly  unfit  and  incapable  of  per- 
forming his  parental  obligations  to 
the  child.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
petitioner,  after  the  death  of  his  di- 
vorced wife,  and  upon  notice  served 


on  the  respondent,  had  applied  to  the 
Iowa  court,  which  granted  the  divorce 
for  a  modification  of  the  judgment  so 
as  to  give  him  the  custody  of  the 
daughter;  and  that,  subsequently  to 
the  institution  of  the  habeas  corpus 
proceeding  in  Kansas,  the  Iowa  decree 
had  been  amended  as  desired  by  the 
petitioner,  the  Iowa  court  finding  that 
the  welfare  of  the  children  demanded 
that  both  of  them  be  given  into  the 
absolute  custody  of  the  petitioner. 
Regarding  this,  the  supreme  court  of 
Kansas,  in  discussing  the  fitness  of 
the  petitioner  at  the  time  to  have  the 
custody  of  his  daughter,  as  bearing 
upon  the  question  whether  she  should 
be  given  into  his  custody  in  these  pro- 
ceedings, said:  "It  has  been  held 
that  a  decree  of  divorce  of  another 
state  awarding  the  custody  of  children 
to  a  father  is  not  conclusive  in  a  pro- 
ceeding brought  by  the  mother  in  this 
state  to  obtain  their  custody,  but  that 
the  court  has  the  power  to  change  the 
custody  if  the  best  interests  of  the 
children  require  it.  .  .  .  While  the 
action  of  the  Iowa  court  in  modifying 
the  decree  of  divorce  as  to  the  custody 
of  Helen  [the  daughter]  is  not  con- 
clusive, it  is  worthy  of  consideration." 

In  Wilson  v.  Mitchell  (1910)  48 
Colo,  454,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,  111 
Pac.  21,  holding  that  upon  the  death 
of  a  parent  to  whom  the  child  was 
awarded  by  a  decree  of  divorce  the 
other  parent  becomes  entitled  to  its 
custody  unless  such  parent  is  dis- 
qualified, or  the  interests  of  the  child 
require  such  other  disposition  of  his 
person,  it  is  not  clear  whether  the  de- 
cree of  divorce  was  rendered  in  an- 
other state  or  not. 

The  courts  of  the  state  to  which 
a  child  was  brought  by  the  mother 
after  the  custody  was  awarded  to  her 
in  divorce  proceedings  will  not,  upon 
her  death,  refuse  to  permit  the  father 
to  take  it  to  his  home  in  another  state, 
and  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
which  granted  the  divorce,  merely  be- 
cause it  is  thereby  being  taken  be- 
yond their  jurisdiction.  Ex  parte 
Barnes  (1909)  64  Or.  548,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  172,  104  Pac.  296,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
465. 
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F.  A»   affeoUng  independent   acUon   at 
proceeding  against  father  for  support. 

The  question  involved  in  cases  like 
Mayer  v.  Mayer  (1908)  154  Mich.  386, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  245,  129  Am.  St.  Rep. 
477,  117  N.  W.  890,  and  Rowe  v.  Rowe 
(1915)  76  Or.  491, 149  Pac.  533,  wheth- 
er a  provision  in  a  decree  of  divorce 
rendered  in  one  state  for  the  support 
of  the  child  may  be  enforced  in  an- 
other state,  is  not  within  the  scope  of 
the  present  annotation,  as  it  involves 
considerations  relating  to  the  finality 
of  the  decree  in  this  regard  and  its 
liability  to  modification  common  to 
such  provisions  and  provisions  for  ali- 
mony, which  are  beyond  the  present 
inquiry. 

The  decision  in  Geary  v.  Geary  (re- 
ported herewith)  ante,  809,  that  a 
decree  of  divorce  in  one  state  award- 
ing the  custody  of  the  children  to  the 
mother,  but  making  no  provision  for 
their  support,  does  not  preclude  an  in- 
dependent suit  in  another  state  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  the  continuing 
duty  of  the  father  to  support  such 
children  after  they  and  their  parents 
have  become  residents  of  the  latter 
state,  is  supported  by  a  number  of 
other  cases. 

Thus,  in  Davies  v.  Fisher  (1917)  34 
CaL  App.  137,  166  Pac.  833,  it  was 
held  that  a  wife  who  had  procured  a 
divorce  in  Nevada  awarding  the 
custody  of  a  child  to  her,  but  not 
making  any  provision  for  its  support, 
could  maintain  an  action  in  California, 
where  both  parties  then  resided,  for  a 
judgment  requiring  the  husband  to 
contribute  to  the  support  of  the  child. 

And  in  Re  McMullin  (1913)  164  CaL 
504,  129  Pac.  773,  the  court,  while 
holding  that  a  father  was  not  criminal- 
ly liable  for  a  failure  to  support  a 
child  after  a  decree  of  divorce,  ob- 
tained in  another  state  upon  substi- 
tuted service  of  summons,  granting 
the  custody  of  the  child  to  the  mother, 
but  without  a  provision  for  their 
child's  support,  and  after  she  has 
sought  and  obtained  letters  of  guardi- 
anship of  the  child  in  California,  said 
that  it  was  within  the  power  of  the 
wife  under  supplementary  proceedings 
brought  in  California,  with  personal 
service  upon  the  former  husband,  to 


have  procured,  if  the  facts  warranted, 
an  award  of  the  custody  of  the  chil- 
dren, with  provision  for  her  own  and 
their  support 

And  in  Riggs  v.  Riggs  (1914)  91 
Kan.  593,  138  Pac.  628,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  809,  it  was  held  that  a  decree 
of  divorce  in  another  state  in  favor  of 
the  wife,  awarding  the  custody  of  the 
children  to  her  without  making  any 
provision  for  her  support  or  mainte- 
nance, did  not  preclude  an  action  in 
Kansas,  in  which  the  parties  had  be- 
come residents,  by  the  divorced  wife 
to  compel  her  former  husband  to  con- 
tribute to  the  support,  education,  and 
maintenance  of  the  children. 

So,  a  decree  of  divorce  rendered  in 
another  state,  which  awards  the 
custody  of  the  children  to  the  mother, 
but  makes  no  provision  for  their  sup- 
port, does  not  preclude  an  action  by 
her  against  tiie  estate  of  the  deceased 
father  to  recover  for  necessaries  ex- 
pended by  her  in  support  of  the  chil- 
dren after  the  divorce  and  while  the 
parties  were  residents  of  Missouri. 
Winner  v.  Shucart  (1919)  202  Mo. 
App.  176,  215  S.  W.  906. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  mother 
who  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce  in 
another  state  awarding  the  custody  of 
a  child  to  her,  without  providing  for 
their  support  or  for  alimony,  cannot 
maintain  a  suit  in  equity  in  Michigan 
to  compel  the  father  to  make  provision 
for  the  future  support  of  herself  and 
the  child.  Judson  v.  Judson  (1912) 
171  Mich.  185,  137  N.  W.  103.  In  the 
reply  to  the  contention  that,  under  the 
comity  of  courts  and  the  full  faith 
and  credit  provision,  the  mother  was 
entitled  to  have  the  bill  sustained  as 
supplemental  to  the  proceedings  in 
the  other  state,  the  court  said  that 
the  statute  gave  no  authority  to  base 
an  award  for  the  support  of  the  child 
on  a  decree  of  divorce  obtained  in  a 
foreign  jurisdiction;  and  that  neither 
the  Constitution  nor  comity  authorizes 
or  requires  the  chancery  court  of  one 
state,  limited  in  its  jurisdiction  by 
statute,  to  take  over  by  supplemental 
proceedings  a  suit  begun  in  the  courts 
of  another  state.  Viewing  the  suit  as 
an  independent  one,  the  court  held 
that,  in  the  absence  of  appropriate 
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legiBlation,  alimony  (includinfir  ap- 
parently provision  for  support  of  the 
child)  could  not  be  allowed  in  courts 
of  equity,  independently  of  divorce 
proceedings  and  existence  of  marriage 
relation. 

In  Burritt  v.  Burritt  (1859)  29  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  124,  denying  recovery  in  an 
action  by  th^  mother  against  the 
father  for  the  support  of  an  infant 
child  whose  custody  had  been  award- 
ed to  the  mother  by  a  decree  of  divorce 
in  another  state,  which  made  no  pro- 
vision for  the  support  of  the  child, 
the  court  said  that  the  award  of  the 
care  and  custody  of  the  child  to  the 
mother  must  be  presumed  to  carry 
with  it  the  obligation  to  support,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary; or,  at^  least,  to  relieve  tl|e 
father  from  the  obligation  to  furnish 
such  support  upon  the  call  of  the 
mother;  and  that  to  make  the  father 
liable  in  such  case  there  must  be 
special  circumstances  averred  in  the 
complaint  or  appearing  in  the  evi- 
dence, from  which  the  obligation  must 
arise  or  may  be  reasonably  inferred. 


The  court  also  expresaed  a'  doubt 
whether  the  bill  for  divorce  in  the 
other  state  having  prayed  for  the 
custody  of  th^  child,  the  omission  to 
ask  that  defendant  contribute  to  its 
further  support,  would  not  be  an  es- 
toppel upon  the  plaintiff.  The  point, 
however,  was  not  decided,  the  decision 
being  upon  the  ground  above  stated. 

A  mother  who  has  obtained  a  decree 
for  alimony  and  for  the  support  of 
herself  and  minor  child  in  another 
state  cannot  maintain  an  original  ac- 
tion at  law  in  Georgia  to  recover 
necessary  expenditures  made  by  her 
after  such  decree,  for  the  support  of 
the  child.  Brown  v.  Brown  (1919)  24 
6a.  App.  512,  101  S.  E.  815. 

In  White  v.  White  (1903)  65  N.  J. 
Eq.  741, 55  AtL  789,  it  appears  that  the 
authority  to  make  provision  for  chil- 
dren who  are  inhabitants  of  the  state 
after  a  divorce  of  their  parents  in 
another  state  or  country  was  express- 
ly conferred  by  statute^  and  the  ques- 
tion in  that  case  .was  in  relation  to 
the  notice  necessary  to  support  a 
modification  of  such  a  provision. 

G.  H.  P. 


KATE  STAFFOto 

V. 

WILLIAM  NATHAN  STAFFORD. 
MARY  DUGGAN,  Plff.  in  Certiorari. 

nUftote  Supreme  Court '^October  22,  1921. 
(299  IlL  488,  182  N.  E.  452.) 

Parent  and  child  —  keeping  child  within  jurisdiction  of  court. 

1.  The  court  will  not  award  custody  of  a  child  to  its  aunt  in  preference 
to  its  father,  to  prevent  the  father  taking  it  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  where  its  property  is  located. 

iSee  note  on  this  qttestion  beginning  on  page  888.] 


Cotirts  —  jodisdlction  —  custody  of 
chUd. 

2.  A  court  acquiring  jurisdiction  of 
a  divorce  proceeding  may,  in  such 
proceeding,  dispose  of  the  custody  of 
children  of  the  marriage. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  472.] 


—  when  jurisdiction  terminates. 

8  The  court  does  not  lose  jurisdic- 
tion of  orders  in  a  divorce  proceeding 
where  a  motion  to  open  the  judgment 
is  made  at  the  term  at  which  tbey 
wore  entered,  and  continued  from 
time  to  time  as  necessary. 
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Appeal .  — *  quertion  raised  for  firat 
time. 

4.  The  objection  that  a  bopd  for  ap- 
peal to  an  intermediate  appellate 
court  was  not  filed  in  time,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  intermediate  appellate 
court  had  no  jurisdiction,  cannot  be 
raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  to 
the  supreme  court. 

Trial  —  consolidation  of  cases. 

5.  The  court  may  of  its  own  motion 
consolidate  for  one  hearing  an  appeal 
from  an  order  appointing  a.  guardian 
for  the  infant  child  of  a  marriage  and 
a  motion  to  modify  an  Qrder  for  its 
custody  entered  in  a  divorce  proceed- 
ing between  its  parents. 

Appeal  —  how  far  finding  of  factfi 
binding  in  divorce  proceeding. 

6.  The  Supreme  court  is  not  bound 
by  the  finding  of  facts  by  th^  appel- 
late court  in  a  divorce  proceeding, 
since  it  is  an  equitable  cause. 

[See  2  R.  G.  L.  209.] 

Trial  —  finding  of  jury  advisory  — 
divorce  proceeding. 

7.  Upon  the  question  of  separate 
maintenance  and  custody  of  child  in 
a  divorce  proceeding,  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  is  merely  advisory. 

Parent  and  child  —  right  to  custody 
of  child  —  effect  of  drinking  liquor. 

8.  A  man  is  not  utterly  disqualified 
from  having  the  care,  control,  and 
education  of  his  child  because  he  has 
occasionally  taken  a  drink  of  intoxi- 
cating liquor. 

—  right  of  father  to  custody  of  child. 

9.  A  father  who  is  not  shown  to 
have  forfeited  such  right  has  the 
right  to  the  custody  of  his  minor  child 
as  against  the  world. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  471;  12  R.  C.  L. 
1106;20R.  C.  L.  599.] 

—  effect  of  absence  of  property. 

10.  That  a  father  was  at  one  time 
without  property  because  he  had 
transferred  it  to  his  wife  is  no  ground 
for  denying  him  the  custody  of  his 
minor  child. 


— !  effect  of  fact  that  guardian  has 
more  property  than  father. 

11.  That  one  appointed  by  the  court 
as  guardian  for  a  minor  has  more 
property  than  the  minor's  father,  or 
is  more  thrifty  in  accumulating  prop- 
erty than  the  father,  is  no  legal  rea- 
son for  depriving  thie  father  of  the 
custody  of  the  child. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  699.] 

-—weight  to  be  given  i^efepence  of 
child. 

12.  The  preference  of  a  child  to  re- 
main with  his  aunt  who  was  appoint- 
ed as  guardian,  rather  than  to  go  with 
his  father,  is  not  conclusive  on  the 
court  on  the  question  of  guardian- 
ship, if  he  seems  to  have  no  serious 
objection  to  going  with  his  father, 
for  whom  he  has  affection. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  1106,  1107.] 

Cruardian  and  ward  —  right  to  change 
domicil  of  ward. 

13.  A  guardian  by  nature^  or  a  tes- 
tamentary guardian,  may  in  good 
faith  change  the  ward's  domieil  from 
one  state  to  another. 

[See  12  R.  C.  L.  1121.] 

—  interest  of  child  controls* 

^..14.  The  interests  of  the  child  are 
controlling  upon  the  question  of  its 
guardianship. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  475;  12  R.  C.  L.  1106; 
2  R.  C.  L.  Supp.  810.] 

-—effect  of  divorce  for  father's  fault 
on  right  of  stranger. 

15.  The  rule  tha^  in  case  of  a  di- 
vorce against  a  father  for  his  fault* 
the  custody  of  the  children  will  be 
awarded  to  the  mother,  does  not  apply 
in;  favor  of  other  persons  after  the 
mother's  death. 

[See  9  R.  C.L.  478.] 

Judgment  —  awarding  custody  of 
child  —  effect  on  right  to  make  tes- 
tamentary disposition. 

16.  A  final  decree  of  court  awarding 
the  custody  of  a  minor  child  to  its 
•father  devests  all  rights  which  the 
mother  had  to  make  a  testamentary 
disposition  of  it. 


Certiorari  to  the  Appellate  Court,  Third  District,  to  review  a  judg- 
ment affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Moultrie  County 
(Sentel,  J.)  modifying  a  decree  of  divorce,  granting  defendant  custody  of 
his  minor  child,  and  awarding  guardianship  of  its  property  to  the  sister 
of  the  deceased  plaintiff,  in  a  proceeding  for  her  appointment  as  guardian 
of  the  child,  consolidated  with  defendant's  motion  to  open  a  divorce  decree. 
Affi,Tmed* 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  ^ 
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Messrs.  E*  J*  Miller,  W.  E.  Redmon* 
and  C.  R.  Patterson  for  plaintiff  in 
certiorari. 

Messrs.  John  R  Fitzgerald  and  Mcr 
Laughlin  &  Billman,  for  defendant  in 
certiorari : 

A  motion  to  modify  a  decree  at  the 
same  term  leaves  the  decree  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  court  to  amend, 
change,  or  vacate  it,  as  justice  may 
require. 

Danforth  t.  Danforth,  105  111.  603; 
Cooper  V.  Gum,  152  111.  471,  39  N.  B. 
267;  Griswold  ▼.  Smith,  116  111.  App> 
223 ;  Shannahan  v.  Stevens,  139  111. 
428,  28  N.  E.  804. 

The  fact  that  the  hearing  on  the 
motion  to  modify  the  decree  is  con- 
tinued from  term  to  term  does  not  af* 
feet  the  power  of  the  court  to  modify 
the  decree,  but  that  power  remains 
in  the  court  until  the  motion  is  finally 
disposed  of. 

Shannahan  v.  Steven^,  supra;  Win* 
dett  V.  Hamilton,  52  IlL  180;  Hibbard 
V.  Mueller,  86  111.  256. 

In  a  suit  for  divorce,  although  the 
death  of  one  of  the  parties  of  itself 
dissolves  the  marriage  relation,  and 
that  part  of  the  action  abates,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  suit  may  be  continued 
for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  the  other 
rights  of  the  parties  concerned. 

Wren  v.  Moss,  7  111.  72;  Wren  v. 
Moss,  6  111.  560;  Danforth.  v.  Dan- 
forth, 111  111.  236;  Chatterton  v.  Chat- 
terton,  231  111.  449,  121  Am.  St.  Rep. 
839,  83  N.  E.  161 ;  Mallory  v.  Mallory, 
160  111.  App.  417. 

A  parent  is  the  natural  guardian 
of  his  children,  and  his  right  to  their 
care  and  custody  is  paramount. 

People  ex  rel.  Good  v.  Hoxie,  175  111. 
App.  563;  Cormack  v.  Marshall,  211 
111.  519,  67  L.R.A.  787,  71  N.  E.  1077, 
1  Ann.  Gas.  256;  Wphlford  v.  Burck- 
hardt,  141  111.  App.  321;  Sullivan  v. 
People,  224  111.  468,  79  N.  E.  695. 

The  court  may  at  any  time  modify 
its  decree  as  to  the  custody  of  minor 
children. 

Gillett  ▼.  Bryant,  203  111.  App.  322; 
Draper  v.  Draper,  68  111,  17. 

Upon  the  death  of  one  parent  th^ 
usual  rule  and  the  proper  practice 
demand  that  the  child's  custody  be 
awarded  to  the  other  parent. 

Wilson  V.  Mitchell,  48  Colo.  454,  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,  111  Pac.  21;  Taylor 
T.  Jeter,  33  Ga.  195,  81  Am.  Dec.  202l 

The  custody  of  the  child  should  be 
awarded  the  father^  The  evidence 
shows  such  to  be  t^e  case,  an.d  upon 


tho  grounds  of  natural .  Eff ddtion  and 
humanitjr  the  court's  o^dej!'  should 
stand. 

Mahon  v.  People,  218  111.  l71,  75  N. 
E.  768 ;  Cohn  v.  Scott,  231  111.  556,  121 
Am.  St.  Rep.  342,  83  N.  E.  191 ;  People 
ex  rel.  Parker  v.  Bryson,  208  111.  App. 
825;  People  ex  rel.  White  v.  Culver, 
189  111.  Afip.  141 ;  Hohenadel  v.  Steele, 
287  111.  229,  86  N.  B-  717;  Cormack  v. 
Marshall,  211  111-  519,  67  L.R.A.  787, 
71  N.  E.  1077,  1  Ann.  Cas.  256;  Wohl- 
ford  v.  Burckhardt,  141  111.  App.  321; 
Sullivan  v.  Pejople,  224  111.  468,  79  N. 
E.  695. 

The  apx>ellant  waived  all  questions 
as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  her  person 
in  the  matter  of  the  appeal,  by  fail- 
ing to  plead  in  abatement  or  by  spe- 
cial motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction of  her  person^  and  by  pro? 
ceeding  to  trial  on  the  merita  of  the 
ca9e. 

Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Bd.  282  III.  136,  118  N.  E.  483;  Kinsel^ 
la  V.  Cahn,  185  111.  208,  56  N.  E.  1119; 
Franklin  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hickson,  197 
III.  117,  64  N.  E*.  248;  Metropolitan 
Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Perry,  194  111. 
App.  277;  Corbett  v.  Physician's  Cas- 
ualty Asso.  135  Wis.  505,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  177, 115  N.  W.  365;  State  ex  rel. 
Lane  v.  District  Ct.  51  Mont.  503» 
L.R.A.19iqE,  1083,  154  Pac.  200. 

The  guardianship  matter,  being 
heard  in  the  circuit  court  on  appeal, 
was  a  trial  de  novo,  therefore  the 
burden  of  proof  was  on  appellant. 

Holcomb  V.  People,  79  111.  409;  Gil- 
kerson  v..  Scott,  76  111.  509. 

Circumstances,  humanitarian  con- 
ditions, and  particularly  the  para- 
mount right  of  the  surviving  parent 
to  have  the  custody  of  the  person  of 
his  child,  may  justify  the  award  to 
him. 

Cummins  v.  Cummins,  29  111.  452; 
People  ex  rel.  Good  v.  Hoxie,  supra; 
Cormack  v.  Marshall,  211  111.  519,  67 
L.R.A.  787,  71  N.  E.  1077,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
256;  Wohlford  v.  Burckhardt,  141  111. 
App.  321;  Sullivan  v.  People,  supra. 

Duncan,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

Wiliiigtm  Nathan  Stafford,  defend- 
ant in  error,  and  Kate  Duggaw,  how 
deceaseds  were  married  in  .Oklar 
honia  on,  October  29,  1907-  John 
William  Stafford  was  bom  to  this 
union  on  August  28,  1908,  ,iM)d.,in 
^9^3  drfend^nt.in  error,  ^.wiih  pis 
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and  child,  moved  to  Dalton 
Cily,  Illinois,  the  former  home  of 
his  wife.  He  retained  some  busi- 
ness interests  in  Oklahoma,  and  on 
February  21, 1917,  whUe  he  was  ab- 
sent in  Oklahoma  on  business,  his 
wife  filed  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Moultrie  county  her  bill  f^r  divorce 
and  the  custody  of  their  child, 
charging  that  he  was  guilty  of  ex- 
treme and  repeated  cruelty  to  her, 
had  been  guilty  of  habitual  drunk- 
enness for  more  than  two  years  last 
past,  and  was  wholly  unfit  to  have 
the  care,  custody,  and  education  of 
the  child.  He  employed  an  attorney 
at  Dalton  City  and  answered  the 
bill,  specifically  denying  all  the 
charges  therein  contained,  and  the 
cause  was  continued  to  ftie  Septem- 
ber term,  1917.  Defendant  in  er- 
ror's attorney  enlisted  in  the  Navy 
before  the  S^tember  term  of  court 
and  notified  Stafford  of  that  fact 
He  employed  another  attorney  in 
Oklahoma,  but  the  cause  was  tried 
at  the  September  term  during  his 
absence,  and  he  was  found  guilty  of 
extreme  and  repeated  cruel^  and  of 
habitual  drunkenness,  and  that  he 
was  not  a  suitable  person  to  have 
the  care  and  custody  of  the  minor 
child,  and  a  decree  granting  the  di- 
vorce was  entered  and  the  custody 
of  the  child  awarded  to  the  mother, 
who  died  November  3,  1917,  leaving 
a  last  will  and  testament,  by  which 
she  bequeathed  and  devised  all  her 
property  to  her  minor  son.  The 
will  provided  that  the  court  should 
appoint  some  suitable  person  who 
should  have  control  of  her  estate 
willed  to  her  son  until  he  arrived  at 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
out  of  the  income  of  the  estate  sup- 
port, maintain,  and  educate  him, 
and  that  such  person  should  look 
after  her  son  and  satisfy  himself 
that  any  money  paid  over  to  anyone 
for  his  use  and  benefit  should  be 
used  for  the  purpose  intended,  and 
should  from  time  to  time,  if  prac- 
ticable, visit  her  son  at  the  expense 
of  her  estate,  and  satisfy  himself 
that  he  was  properly  taken  care  of 
and  educated. 
Defendant  in  error  was  informed 


of  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  came 
from  Oklahoma  to  her  funeral,  and 
there  for  the  first  time  learned  that 
she  had  obtained  a  divorce  from 
him  and  the  custody  of  the  child. 
On  December  7,  1917,  at  the  Sep- 
tember term,  1917,  he  filed  his  mo- 
tion in  the  circuit  court,  supported 
by  affidavit,  to  open  up  the  decree 
for  divorce  and  the  custody  of  the 
child,  and  for  leave  to  introduce 
tnrtheT  testimony.  On  November 
9,  1917,  Mary  Duggan,  plaintiff  in 
error,  the  sister  of  Kate  Stafford, 
filed  her  petition  in  the  county  court 
of  said  county  asking  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  herself  as  the  guard- 
ian of  said  child.  Defendant  in  er- 
ror received  no  ofiicial  notice,  but  on 
said  date  appeared  in  person  with 
his  attorney  and  objected  to  the  pe- 
titioner being  appointed  guardian, 
and  the  matter  was  set  for  hear- 
ing on  November  17,  1917,  eight 
days  later.  Before  tiie  day  of  the 
hearing  defendant  in  error  was 
called  back  to  Oklahoma  on  urgent 
business,  and,  although  his  attorney 
applied  for  a  further  continuance, 
that  cause  was  heard  by  the  county 
court  and  Mary  Duggan  was  ap- 
pointed guardian  of  ttie  person  and 
property  of  the  child;  the  petition 
being  amended  on  the  day  of  the 
hearing  to  show  that  the  petitioner 
asked  to  be  appointed  guardian  of 
the  person  as  well  as  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  child.  The  gufunlian 
was  required  to  give  bond  in  the 
sum  of  $30,000.  The  property  of 
the  ward  was  inventoried  at  a  valu- 
ation of  $19,200.  Defendant  in  er- 
ror perfected  his  appeal  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  said  county  from  the 
order  of  the  county  court  appoint- 
ing such  guardian,  and  a  trial  de 
novo  was  had  March  8,  1919,  and 
the  circuit  court  confirmed  the  or- 
der of  the  county  court  and  appoint- 
ed Mary  Duggan  as  guardian  of  the 
estate  and  person  of  said  minor; 
the  order  and  judgment  of  the  court 
being  based  largely  upon  the  decree 
and  finding  of  the  circuit  court  in 
tiie  divorce  proceedings,  the  decree 
at  that  time  being  in  full  force  and 
effect  and  unmodified.    At  the  same 


STAFFORD  v.  STAFFORD. 


831 


March  term  defendant  in  error 
moved  to  open  up  this  latter  order 
and  judgment,  and  for  leave  to  in- 
troduce  further  testimony  therein, 
and  in  supnort  of  the  motion  he  al- 
leged that  the  hearing  of  his  motion 
to  open  up  the  decree  for  divorce 
and  to  have  the  same  modified  was 
pending  for  hearing  in  the  circuit 
court  for  May  10,  1919.  The  mo- 
tion was  granted,  and  the  further 
hearings  of  the  appeal  case  and  of 
the  motion  to  modify  the  decree  in 
the  divorce  suit  were  consolidated, 
of  the  court's  own  motion  and  for 
its  convenience  in  properly  dispos- 
ing of  both  matters  at  one  and  the 
santie  time.  On  May  10,  1919,  both 
causes  were  heard  by  the  circuit 
court  cm  the  evidence,  and  the  court 
modified  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
court,  striking  therefrom  the  find- 
ings that  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  habitual  drunkenness  and  was  an 
unfit  person  to  have  the  care  and 
education  of  the  child,  and  the  order 
awarding  the  care  and  custody  of 
such  child  to  Kate  Stafford,  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  the  findings 
that  he  was  not  guilty  of  habitual 
drunkenness  and  was  not  given  to 
excessive  use  of  intoxicants,  but  is 
a  sober,  industrious  citizen  and  a 
kind  and  indulgent  father,  having 
great  affection  for  his  son,  and  that 
he  is  a  fit  person  to  have  the  care, 
custody,  control,  and  education  of 
his  son,  and  has  been  guilty  of  no 
act  or  conduct  to  forfeit  his  right 
as  a  father;  and  further  modified 
the  decree  so  as  to  provide  that  he 
should  have  the  care,  custody,  con- 
trol, and  education  of  his  son,  but 
left  the  decree  for  divorce  for  ex- 
treme and  repeated  cruelty  still 
standing,  on  that  ground  alone.  In 
the  appeal  case  in  the  matter  of  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian,  Mary 
Duggan  was  found  a  fit  person  to 
be  guardian  of  the  property  of  the 
minor  and  was  appointed  guardian 
of  his  property  only.  Mary  Duggan 
excepted  and  perfected  her  appeal 
to  the  appellate  court  for  the  third 
district,  and  that  court  affirmed  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court,  and  f^so 
the  order  and  judgment  in  the  ap- 


peal case,  at  its  April  term,  1920. 
This  court  granted  a  writ  of  certio- 
rari for  further  review  of  the  rec- 
ord on  error. 

The  main  and  controlling  question 
on  this  record  is  whether  or  not  de- 
fendant in  error,  the  father,  is  a  fit 
and  suitable  person  to  have  tlie  care, 
custody,  control,  and  education  of 
his  child.  This  question  arises  be- 
tween him  and  Mary  Duggan,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  and  aunt  of  the 
child.  The  question  as  originality 
before  the  circuit  court  in  tiie  di- 
vorce proceeding  was  between  d^ 
fendant  in  error  and  his  wife,  Kate 
Stafford,  the  child's  mother.  That 
court  was  the  first  court  to  obtain 
jurisdiction  to  settle  the  question  of 

the  custody  of  the  cowrt.-,.H.. 
child,  and  there  can  4ieti«».-««irto«r 
be  no  sort  of  quea-  •'  •^"*- 
tion  of  the  right  and  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  to  dispose  of  the  custody 
of  the  child  in  tiie  divorce  proceed- 
ings. That  court  not  only  had  the 
right  and  the  jurisdiction  to  settle 
the  question  in  the  first  instance, 
but  it  continued  to  have  the  right  to 
reconsider  the  question  upon  proper 
application,  and  to  make  changes  in 
its  order  as  to  the  custody  of  the 
child  whenever  new  conditions  war- 
ranted it  under  the  evidence  pro- 
duced. This  right  to  modify  the  de- 
cree as  to  the  custody  of  the  minor 
child  from  time  to  time,  as  shall  ap- 
pear reasonable  and  proper,  is  ex- 
pressly given  by  §  18  of  our  Divorce 
Act,  which  has  been  sustained  fre- 
quently by  the  decisions  of  this 
court.  Kurd's  Stat.  1917,  p.  1076; 
Draper  v.  Draper,  68  111.  17. 

"County  courts  in  their  respec- 
tive counties  may,  when  it  shall 
appear  necessary  or  convenient,  ap- 
point guardians  to  minors,  inhabit- 
tants  of  or  residents  in  the  same 
county,  and  to  such  as  reside  out  of 
this  state  and  have  an  estate  within 
the  same,  in  the  county  where  the 
real  estate  or  some  part  thereof  may 
lie ;  or  if  he  has  no  real  estate,  then 
in  any  county  where  he  may  have 
personal  property.''  Hurd's  Stat. 
1917,  chap.  64,  §  2. 
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By  §  4  of  this  act  it  is  provid- 
ed that  the  guardian  of  a  minor 
shall  have,  under  the  direction  of 
the  court,  the  custody,  nurture,  and 
tuition  of  his  ward,  and  the  care 
and  management  of  his  estate;  but 
the  parents  of  the  minor,  if  living, 
and,  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  ei* 
ther,  the  surviving  parent,  they  be- 
ing respectively  competent  to  trans- 
act their  own  business  and  fit  per- 
sons, shall  be  entitled  to  the  custody 
of  the  child  and  the  direction  of  its 
education.  Section  6  of  the  act  ex- 
pressly provides  that  "'the  guard- 
ianship of  the  infant's  estate  may 
be  appointed  to  one,  and  the  custody 
and  tuition  of  the  minor  to  anoth- 
er." 

It  was  therefore  competent  for 
the  county  court  to  appoint  Mary 
Duggan  guardian  of  the  property  of 
the  minor,  and  at  the  same  time,  by 
its  order,  give  the  father  the  cus- 
tody of  the  person  of  the  child  and 
the  direction  of  its  education,  had  it 
chosen  to  do  so  and  such  order  had 
been  warranted  by  the  evidence.  It 
was  entirely  competent  for  the  cir- 
cuit court,  either  in  the  appeal  case 
or  in  the  divorce  case  (which  were 
both  heard  by  it  at  the  same  time) , 
to  make  the  order  appointing  Mary 
Duggan  guardian  of  the  property  of 
the  child  and  at  the  same  time 
award  the  care,  custody,  control, 
and  education  of  the  child  to  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  as  it  did  do,  if  the 
evidence  before  it  justified  such  or- 
der. The  circuit  court  had  not  lost 
jurisdiction  of  the  order  in  the  di- 
vorce proceedings,  as  the  motion  of 

the  defendant  in  er- 

u^u^i'^Jiii:^^.   ^or  to  open  up  that 

judgment  was  made 
at  the  same  term  of  court  in  which 
the  divorce  decree  was  entered,  and 
such  nK)tion  was  continued  from 
time  to  time  until  its  final  disposi- 
tion. May  10,  1919. 

Plaintiff  in  error  makes  the  point 
in  this  court  that  the  appeal  bond  in 
the  appeal  case  was  not  filed  in 
time,  and  that  for  that  reason  the 
circuit  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of. 
the  appeal.    The  ^peltl  was  twice 


heard  before  the  circuit  court,  and 
no  such  objection  Appe«i-ai.e.ti«. 
was  made  by  plain-  "^*"«*  «•'  '"^ 
tiff  in  error  at  ei-  "**' 
ther  hearing,  and  therefore  no  such 
question  can  properly  arise  on  this 
record.  Grier  v.  Cable,  159  111.  29, 
42  N.  E.  395.  It  was  also  perfectly 
proper  and  competent  for  the  court, 
of  its  own  motion, 

to  consolidate  for  SStil^f^^SI;.. 
one  hearing  the 
case  on  the  appeal  and  the  motion 
to  modify  the  order  in  the  divorce 
case.  The  main  question  in  each 
case  was  principally  one  and  the 
same,  and  the  greater  part  of  aU  of 
the  evidence  in  one  case  was  admis- 
sible on  the  main  issue  in  the  other 
case.  It  was  a  timesaver  for  the 
court  and  also  for  the  parties,  and 
neither  party  can  possibly  be  preju- 
diced by  such  action,  as  the  court' 
announced  that  it  would  hear  all  of. 
the  evidence  in  both  cases  and  con- 
sider the  evidence  in  each  case  prop-, 
erly  bearing  on  the  issues  therein. 

We    hold,     upon    the    question  ^ 
whether  or  not  this  court  is  bound  i 
by  the  finding  of  the  facts  by  the 
appellate  court,  that  we  are  not  soi 
bound.     The  divorce  proceeding  iS' 
regarded  as  a  chancery  proceeding.' 
In  such  a  case,  up- 
on the  simple  ques-  H^irituJSl' 
tion  of  divorce,  the  jt«*iii«  i* 
parties  are  entitled  •«ldiS»."^'^ 
to  a  juiy,  and  upon  ' 

all  the  issues  affecting  the  right  of' 
divorce  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is 
not  advisory  merely,  but  is  binding 
upon  the  lower  court,  and  conse- 
quently binding  upon  the  appellate 
court  and  this  court  to  the  extent 
that  it  cannot  be  set  aside  unless  it 
is  manifestly  against  the  weight  of 
the  evidence.    Upon  the  question  of' 
separate  maintenance  or  of  the  cus- 
tody of  the  child  the  rule  is  the  oth- 
er way,  that  is,  a  verdict  of  the  jury' 
would  only  be  ad-  -,  .  ,  ^  ^       ,  | 
visory,  even  though  jw  •d^JS?/^* 
the  questions  arose  ^Ji^f  ^'^ 
in    the    same    suit 
and  upon  an  issue  that  would  affect 
the  right  to  a  divorce,  were  that 
question  alone  to  be  decided.    Berg. 


V.   Berg,   223    lU. 
13. 

The  only  fact  alleged  against  the 
competency  and  fitness  of  the  de- 
fendant in  error  to  have  the  cus- 
tody, care,  control,  and  education  of 
his  child,  is  the  aHeged  fact  that  he 
is  an  habitual  drunkard.  The  evi- 
dence in  the  record  is  overwhelm- 
ingly against  the  contention  that 
the  defendant  in  error  is  an  habit- 
ual drunkard  and  an  unfit  person  to 
have  the  care,  custody,  control,  and 
education  of  Ids  child.  Five  of  his 
neighbors  and  citizens,  four  of 
whom  had  known  him  intimately 
for  fifteen  years  in  Oklahoma  and 
the  other  of  whom  had  known  him 
intimately  for  eleven  years,  testified 
positively  and  unequivocally  that 
they  were  acquainted  with  him,  and 
had  lived  near  him,  and  done  busi- 
ness with  him,  and  were  acquainted 
with  the  people  with  whom  he  asso* 
dated  and  did  business.  They  fur- 
ther positively  and  unequivocally 
testified  that  they  were  acquainted 
with  his  general  reputation  in  the 
vicinity  where  he  lived  as  to  being  a 
sober,  industrious,  and  law-abidii^ 
citizen,  and  that  his  reputation  is 
good;  also,  that  they  personally 
knew  that  he  was  not  a  drunkard 
and  not  addicted  to  intemperance; 
that  they  never  saw  him  drunk,  but 
state  that  it  is  a  fact  that  he  occa- 
sionally took  a  drink  of  intoxicants ; 
that  for  several  years  he  had  been! 
in  the  stock  business,  and  in  the  last 
three  years  had  made  good  money 
in  buying  and  selling  horses  and 
mules  for  our  allies  and  for  the  gov- 
ernment; that  he  is  devoted  to  the 
child  and  has  always  provided  Hrell 
for  his  family ;  that  his  credit  has 
always  been  good,  and  that  he  has 
at  all  times  paid  his  di^ts;  and  that 
he  is  a  fit  and  suitable  person  to  have 
the  custody,  ccmtrol,  and  education 
of  his  son.  One  of  the  witnesses 
was  a  banker  at  Beaver,  Oklahoma, 
and  had  resided  in  the  same  vicinity 
with  the  defendant  in  lerror,  for- 
merly as  a  neighbor  and  farmer  in 
the  country  and  latterly  as  a  neigh-r 
bor  and  banker .  in  the  same  towti. 
The  second  witness:  was  a  merchant 
of  the  same  town  and  a  neighbor, 
ao  A.L.R. 
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The  third  was  a  stock  raiser,  hav- 
ing the  same  intimate  acquaintance 
with  him.  The  fourth  was  his 
family  physician,  of  the  same  inti- 
mate acquaintance  with  him  and  his 
wife;  and  the  fifth  was  an  abstract- 
er. The  testimony*  of  these  five  wit- 
nesses is  corroborated  by  the  depo- 
sitions of  anoth^  set  of  witnesses 
from  Oklahoma,  ten  in  number,  who 
appear  to  be  substantial,  reliable 
business  men  of  various  callings. 
Defendant  in  error  was  further 
supported  in  this  particular  by 
twelve  appar^itly  substantial  and 
reliable  citizens  of  Dalton  City,  Illi- 
nois, who  knew  him  intimately 
while  he  lived  in  that  city,  which  is 
also  the  residence  of  plaintifF  in  er- 
ror and  was  the  former  residence  of 
his  wife.  Several  of  the  witnesses 
were  relatives  of  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Opposed  to  defendant  in  error's 
evidence,  plaintiff  in  error  only  pro- 
duced two  witnesses  who  testified 
contrary  to  the  witnesses  of  the  de- 
fendant in  error.  The  first  was 
Henry  Nichols,  who  testified,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  reputation  of  the 
defendant  in  error  is  that  he  is  "ad- 
dicted to  the  use  of  intoxicating  liq- 
uor." On  cross-examination  he 
stated  by  way  of  explanation  that 
when  a  man  drinks  intoxicating 
liquor  he  is  addicted  to  the  use  of  it. 
He  further  testified  that  he  consid- 
ered that  everybody  who  drinks  is 
wrong;  that  the  people  consider 
Stafford  a  jolly  good  fellow,  and 
that  about  the  worst  witness  can 
say  against  him  is  that  he  takes  too 
much  liquor ;  that  he  would  not  state 
that  he  was  unfit  to  have  the  cus- 
tody of  his  child.  The  other  wit- 
ness was  George  H.  Wright,  who 
testified  that  he  is  a  teetotaler  and 
that  he  had  seen  defendant  in  error 
drunk  more  times  than  he  had  fin- 
gers. HlB  also  stated  that  his  repu- 
tation as  a  drinking  man  was  bad, 
and  that  he  is  what  is  known  as  a 
confirmed  drunkard.  .  Although 
questioned  repeatedly,  he  could  not 
and  did  npti'jstate  any  time.pr  p^Aoe 
that  he  had  e¥W  seen  him  drunk. 
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He  also  stated  that  he  did  not  think 
a  man  who  drinks  is  capable  of  tak- 
ing care  of  his  children.  He  fur- 
ther testified  that  a  man  who  had 
taken  a  drink  of  intoxicating  liquor 
would  be  less  competent  to  raise  a 
child  than  if  he  had  not  taken  a 
drink,  and  that  his  competency 
would  be  lessened  as  the  amount 
and  frequency  of  the  drinking  in- 
creased. 

The  sum  and  substance  of  our 
conclusions  on  the  evidence  in  this 
record  is  that  the  evidence  does  not 
show  that  defendant  in  error  is  an 
habitual  drunkard,  or  that  he  has 
been  guilty  of  drinking  liquor  to  ex- 
cess at  any  period  of  time,  but  that 
he  has  for  fifteen  years  been  a  man 
who  has  occasionally  taken  a  drink 
of  intoxicants.  The  evidence  also 
shows  that  he  has  abstained  from 
drinking  almost  entirely  for  the  last 
two  years.  There  is  not  a  blemish 
on  his  character  outside  of  the 
charge  of  taking  an  occasional 
drink,  and  there  is  no  contention  in 
this  record  to  the  contrary.  This 
court  would  not  feel  warranted  in 
holding  that  a  man  is  utterly  dis- 
qualified from  having  the  care,  con- 
trol, and  education  of  his  children 

because  of  the  fact 

caatody  of  ebtid   sioually     takou     a 

Sf  if«oi.*'*""'*  drink  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquor.  If  we 
were  to  adhere  to  that  rule  it  would 
disqualify  a  very  large  per  cent  of 
men  in  this  country  in  all  of  the  oc- 
cupations and  professions  in  which 
men  are  engaged.  Taking  a  drink 
of  intoxicants  in  the  presence  of  a 
child  would  be  setting  a  bad  ex- 
ample for  it.  So  would  smoking  or 
chewing  tobacco  likewise  be  a  bad 
example.  It  may  be  admitted  that 
the  occasional  taking  of  a  drink  of 
liquor  or  the  smoking  or  chewing 
of  tobacco  is  not  a  special  aid  to  a 
man  or  a  recommendation,  but  we 
apprehend  that  no  court  would  un- 
dertake to  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  either  or  both  would  absolutely 
disqualify  a  man  from  having  the 
custody  of  his  child,  or  be  consid- 
ered sufficient  ground  for  giving  the 


custody  of  his  child  to  another  who 
has  no  such  habit  or  any  other  bad 
habit. 

Under  the  evidence  in  the  ^record, 
defendant  in  error  is  entitled  to  the 
custody,  care,  control,  and  educa- 
tion of  his  son  as  against  plaintiflF 
in  error.  He  is  its  father  and  has 
the  natural  right  to  have  such  cus- 
tody. As  against  him  the  iriaintiflF 
in  error  has  no  right  whatever,  un- 
der the  law,  to  the  custody  of  the 
child,  no  more  than  an  absolute 
stranger,  unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  he  has  in  some  way  forfeited 
his  right.  Under  the  evidence  he  is 
strongly  attached  to  the  child,  and 
has  always  treated  it  kindly,  and 
has  been  a  good  provider  for  it  and 

his  wife.  As  fa-  ^^imht  of  father 
tfaer  of  the  child  he  to  e«sto4r  of 
has  the  right  to  its  •^"*- 
custody  as  against  the  world,  be- 
cause there  is  no  showing  that  he 
has  forfeited  such  natural  right. 
Sullivan  v.  People,  224  III.  468,  79 
N.  E.  695;  Connack  v.  Marshall, 
211  m.  619,  67  L.R.A.  787,  71  N.  E. 
1077,  1  Ann.  Cas.  256;  People  ex 
rel.  O'Connell  v.  Turner,  55  111.  280, 
8  Am.  Rep.  645;  21  Qyc.  34. 

Much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact 
that  defendant  in  error  is  shown  to 
have  had  no  property  in  his  name  at 
one  time  before  the  divorce  pro- 
ceedings were  begun  and  while  he 
and  his  wife  were  living  in  Okla- 
homa. Defendant  in  error  admite 
that  fact  and  has  not  sought  to  ex- 
plain it.  He  has,  at  no  time,  made 
any  claim  in  this  litigation  for  any 
of  the  property  of  his  wife.  He  hais 
frankly  declared  that  he  wants 
nothing  except  his  child  and  is  will- 
ing to  support  it,  and  he  has  shown 
that  he  is  able  to  support  it.  He  has 
accumulated  about  $4,000  worth  of 
property  since  the  period  of  time 
referred  to  when  he  had  nothing. 
The  explanation  of  his  having  no 
property  at  that  time,  if  that  fact  is 
seriously  to  be  considered,  is  that  he 
had  transferred  it  all  tx>  his  wife. 
It  does  appear  from  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  that  both  he  and 
his  wife  homesteaded  and  each 
owned  160  acres  of  land  in  Okla^ 
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homa,  and  tliat  he  transferred  his 
160  acres  to  her,  and  that  she  owned 
it  all  at  her  death.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence that  he  could  not  and  did  not 
accumulate  property.  It  certainly 
ought  not  to  be  taken  against  him 
in  this  suit  that  his  wife  was  the 
benefactor  of  his  accumulations  be- 
fore her  death,  and  that  he  has  not 

— efleet  of  *^^     ^*    ^    COntOSt 

.•^■emee  off  witit    hiS    child     foT 

property.  ^^^  ^j  ^^  property 

in  his  wife's  name.  The  remainder 
of  the  property  of  which  she  died 
seised  she  inherited  from  her  moth- 
er. Neither  is  there  anything  in  the 
claim  that  tiie  defendant  in  error 
has  interfered  with  Mary  Duggan 
in  the  coUection  of  the  rents  from 
his  wife's  estate  in  Oklahoma.  On 
the  contrary,  it  positively  appears 
that  he  paid  $26  of  the  rent  to  her 
or  for  her  that  the  tenant  had  not 
paid,  and  relied  on  the  tenant  to  re- 
pay him,  when  he  was  under  no  obli- 
gation to  do  so.  We  may  add  that 
the  mere  fact  that  plaintiff  in  error 

may      have     more 

^m^VuZl&iSim  money  or  property 
^aa  more  prop-    Qf  evcrv  f orm  than 

ev<T  tii««  father.     ,    -        ,  "^   r  .  •***«•" 

defendant  m  error, 
or  might  be  more  thrifty  in  accumu- 
lating property  of  every  form  than 
defendant  in  error,  is  no  legal  rea- 
son for  depriving  him  of  the  custody 
of  his  child. 

It  is  also  adverted  to  as  a  reason 
for  giving  the  custody  of  the  child 
to  Mary  Duggan  that  the  child  has 
expressed  a  preference  for  remain- 
ing with  her.  The  undisputed  tes- 
timony of  the  plaintiff  in  error  is 
that,  just  before  returning  to  Okla- 
homa after  attendance  at  his  wife's 
funeral,  defendant  in  error  bought  a 
trunk  for  his  child  and  made  ar- 
rangements to  take  the  child  back 
with  him,  to  which  there  was  no  ob- 
jection. At  the  trial  his  son  testi- 
fied that  he  remembered  when  he 
lived  with  his  father  and  mother  in 
Oklahoma;  that  his  father  always 
treated  him  kindly  and  bought  nice 
things  for  him ;  that  he  bought  the 
trunk  for  him;  that  his  father 
talked  to  him  about  going  with  him, 
but  that  he  did  not  remember  what 
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he  did  tell  his  father  then ;  that  he 
has  talked  to  his  aunt  sometimes 
about  going  with  his  father;  that 
she  talked  to  him  two  or  three  times 
about  it  and  thought  he  was  better 
off  by  staying  with  her,  as  she 
would  treat  him  better ;  that  he  be- 
lieved what  she  told  him;  that  he 
has  written  several  letters  to  his 
father  since  that  time,  and  that  his 
father  has  written  several  to  him; 
that  he  loves  his  fatlier  and  loves 
his  Aunt  Mary  and  wants  to  live 
with  her;  and  that  he  likes  to  go  to 
school  where  he  now  goes  and  to 
play  with  the  children  there.  In  a 
very  doubtful  case  the  wish  of  the 
child  is  to  be  considered  and  given 
weight,  but  we  do  not  think  that  the 
wish  of  the  child  in  tiiis  case  ^ould 
have  any  great  weight  in  determin- 
ing the  question  of  custody.  The 
testimony  of  the  child  is  that  he 
paay  be  equally  sat^  -weight  to  ne 

ISned        to  *     remain   Wl^en  preferenoe 

with  his  father  aft-  •'  •"*"*• 
er  he  goes  wiUi  him,  and  that  he 
does  not  have  any  serious  objection 
to  goixig  with  his  father  and  will  not 
be  seriously  grieved  by  being  sepa^ 
rated  from  his  aunt. 

It  is  argued  that  defendant  in 
error  is  a  resident  of  Oklahoma,  and 
that  it  is  against  the  policy  of  the 
law  of  this  state  and  the  holdings  of 
this  court  that  the  father  should  be 
allowed  to  take  his  child  to  his  home 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  and  control 
of  this  court.  The  cases  of  Miner 
V.  Miner,  11  111.  4S,  Alford  v.  Ben- 
nett, 279  111.  375,  117  N.  £.  89,  and 
other  such  cases,  are  referred  to  as 
authority  for  this  statement.  In 
the  Miner  Case  there  was  a  question 
between  the  father  and  mother  as 
to  the  custody  of  their  child,  and 
this  court  held  that  when  the  aid  of 
the  court  is  thus  invoked  it  will  not 
permit  tiie  one  or  the  other  to  re- 
move the  child  beyond  its  jurisdic- 
tion. The  reason  for  the  rule  in 
that  case  was  that  the  parties  both 
had  a  natural  right  to  the  custody 
of  the  child,  and  neither  would  be 
allowed  to  entirely  deprive  the  oth- 
er of  his  or  her  parental  right  of 
seeing  and  visiting  the  child.     In 
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this  case  there  is  no  reason  for  such 
a  rule.  Plaintiff  in  error  has  no 
natural  right  to  the  custody  of  the 
child  or  to  visit  it.  Defendant  in 
k^^ni.ir  «i.ii^     error  has  the  nat- 

—Keeping  cnila  _  i      •    v  ^ 

witbiA  jariadio-   Ural  and  legal  right 
tiomof-«t.       ^   ^^^   custody    of 

the  child  and  to  take  it  to  his  own 
domicil.  No  court,  as  against  his 
right,  ought  to  say  that  it  will  re-  ' 
tain  jurisdiction  of  the  child  and 
deny  him  its  custody  simply  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  child  has  prop- 
erty in  this  state  in  the  hands  of  the 
guardian  of  its  property.  To  deny 
the  right  of  the  father  to  his  child 
under  such  circumstances  would  be 
to  deny  him  a  civil  and  legal  right 
without  any  just  ground  whatever. 
The  thought  of  a  father  having  his 
legal  and  civil  right  to  the  posses- 
sion of  his  child  thus  d^iied  by  a 
eourt  would  be  simply  intolerable. 
The  right  of  this  child  to  its  prop- 
erty can  be  just  as  legally  and  just 
as  effectually  guarded  by  this  court 
if  the  child  lives  with  its  father  in 
Oklahoma  as  it  can  if  it  lived  in 
IHinois.  No  legal  or  natural  right 
of  Mary  Duggan  will  be  taken  away 
from  her  by  giving  the  custody  of 
the  child  to  its  father.  None  of  the 
legal  or  political  rights  of  the  child 
will  be  tak^i  away  from  it  by  allow- 
ing its  father  to  take  it  home  with 
him.  Its  father's  domicil  is  now  its 
domicil ;  the  mother  being  dead.  A 
guardian  by  nature,  or  a  testamen- 
tary guardian,  may  in  ^>od  faith 

chaiige  lus  ward's 
frard— rtffht  t»  domicil  from  one 
^^^^^•^■•"     state  to  another,  or 

from  one  county  to 
another  county  in  the  same  state. 
As  respects  natural  sruardians,  this 
doctrine  amounts  to  no  more  than 
that  the  domicil  of  the  parent  is  the 
domicil  of  the  child.  21  Cyc.  63; 
Cummins  v.  Cummins,  29  111.  452; 
Mercein  v.  People,  25  Wend.  64,  36 
Am.  Dec.  653;  Wood  v.  Wood,  5 
Paige,  596,  28  Am.  Dec.  451;  Re 
Benton,  92  Iowa,  202^  54  Am.  St. 
Rep.  546,  60  N.  W.  614;  Lamar  v. 
Micou,  112  U.  S.  452,  28  L.  ed.  761, 
6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  221. 
An  examination  ci  then  author*- 


ities  will  show  that  the  power  of  a 
eourt  to  prevent  the  removal  of  an 
infant  out  of  the  state  by  its  natural 
or  testamentiury  guardian  should  be 
exercised  only  in  extreme  or  special 
cases,  where  such  interference  is 
necessary  to  prevent  the  guardian 
from  working  a  fraud  upon  the  in- 
fant by  depriving  it  of  the  enjoy- 
ment of  its  full  right  of  succession 
to  property  belonging  to  it.  No 
such  wrong  can  possibly  be  inflict- 
ed upon  iike  child  in  question  by  his 
father,  as  the  property  is  to  remain 
in  the  custody  of  the  local  guardian 
and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  court  to  see  to  its  proper 
distribution.  We  are  mindful  of  the 
fact  that  the  in- 
terests of  this  child  iiid"SlitiLiii. 
should  be  control- 
ling in  this  case.  Defendant  in  er- 
ror has  secured  or  arranged  for  a 
good  home  for  his  child  in  Okla- 
homa, where  it  will  have  the  advan- 
tages of  good.  Christian  influence 
and  the  benefit  of  good  schools,  and 
where  he  can  be  with  it  and  person- 
ally look  after  it;  and  it  is  our  con- 
clusion, taking  all  matters  into  con- 
sideration, that  it  is  for  the  best  in- 
terest of  the  child  to  be  in  the  cus- 
tody of  its  father.  Alford  v.  Ben- 
nett, supra,  above  cited  by  plaintiff 
in  error,  has  no  application  to  this 
case. 

Decisions  of  this  court  have  been 
cited  by  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  ef- 
fect that  where  a  divorce  has  been 
granted  against  the  father  for  his 
fault,  and  he  has  thus  caused  the 
breaking    up    of    the    family,    the 
mother,  the  otiier  natural  parent, 
will  be  decreed  the  custody  of  the 
child  when  she  is  shown  to  be  a 
proper   person    for    such   custody. 
That  rule  does  not 
go  to  the  extent  of  S^^^^eVor 
giving  a  preference  fytker*.  tmuit  m 
over  the  father  to  .t^B^r. 
another  person  who 
has  not  the  natural  right  to  the 
child,  after  the  mother  has  died, 
where  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
father  is  a  competent  and  fit  person 
tjo  have  the  custody  of  his  jchiUL 
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It  is  contended  that  defendant  in 
error  is  gruilty  of  perjury  because 
of  the  fact  that  he  stated  that  in 
Judge  Meese's  family,  where  he  had 
arranged  to  board  with  his  child, 
there  were  only  two  boys,  and  that 
they  were  grown  and  were  away 
from  home,  having  enlisted  for  the 
war.  We  do  not  think  the  record 
warrants  any  such  charge  against 
him.  He  voluntarily  produced 
Judge  Meese  as  a  witness  in  this 
case  for  him.  Judge  Meese  did  say 
that  he  had  some  boys  in  his  family 
of  the  ages  of  seven  years  and  up- 
ward, but  he  also  said  that  these 
boys  were  "working  out"  and  his 
two  oldest  boys  were  enlisted  in  the 
Army.  The  testimony  also  dis- 
closes that  defendant  in  error  made 
his  arrangements  with  Mrs.  Meese 
and  that  Meese  sent  him  to  his  wife 
for  that  purpose.  Her  testimony  is 
not  in  the  record,  and  there  is  no 
showing  in  the  record  that  he  did 
not  have  that  understanding  with 
her.  The  fact  that  the  small  boys 
were  away  from  home  at  work  is  no 
doubt  the  reason  for  defendant  in 
error  thinking  that  there  were  no 
small  boys  at  home.  We  are  satis- 
fied that  defendant  in  error  did  not 
make  any  intentional  misstatement 
of  the  facts,  as  he  afterwards  intro- 
duced Judge  Meese  to  prove  the 
very  facts  he  had  stated  concerning 
his  arrangement  to  have  his  child 
make  his  home  there.  It  clearly  ap- 
pears that  the  children  of  Judge 
Meese  are  unobjectionable  compan- 
ions for  defendant  in  error's  child. 

We  have  already  recited  the  sub- 
stance of  Kate  Stafford's  will  with 
reference  to  the  disposition  of  this 
child.  It  contains  no  testamentary 
disposition  of  the  child.  It  does  not 
undertake  to  give  the  custody  of  the 
child  to  Mary  Duggan,  but  merely 
asks  the  county  court  to  appoint  a 
guardian  for  the  child.  Besides,  the 
final   decree   of  the   circuit   court 
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awarding  the  custody  of  the  child 
to  d^ftndant  in  er- 
ror    devested     all  iw«?JinV"" 
right  of  Kate  Staf-  ««j*«r  ©r  mul 

lorct  to  maKe  a  to  make  testa- 
testamentary  dis-  SSItYo'a.  **•" 
position  of  the 
child.  That  decree,  as  modified  and 
as  affirmed  by  the  appellate  court, 
vested  the  right  of  the  custody  in 
the  father,  and  neither  Mary  Dug- 
gan nor  anyone  else,  tan  assert  any 
legal  authority  over  the  child  by 
virtue  of  the  wilL  In  fact,  the  wiD 
of  Kate  Stafford  seems  to  contem- 
plate that  the  custody  of  her  c^ild 
would  go  to  her  husband.  Defend- 
ant in  error  claims  that  Kate  Staf- 
ford told  him,  in  substance,  that  if 
she  died  she  wanted  him  to  have  the 
custody  of  the  child,  as  he  would 
treat  it  better  than  anyone  else. 
Plaintiff  in  error  claims  that  she 
told  her  the  Slune  thing,  in  sub- 
stance, just  before  she  died.  What- 
ever may  be  the  facts  in  that  re- 
gard, tl^  wish  or  desire  of  Kate 
Stafford  can  have  no  positive  signifi- 
cance in  this  case,  as  she  did  not 
have  the  right,  under  the  divcHxe 
decree  as  it  now  stands,  to  dispose 
of  her  child.  Plaintiff  in  error  has 
established  by  this  record  that  she 
is  an  entirely  fit  and  competent  per- 
son to  have  the  care  and  custody 
of  the  child.  There  is  no  ground  or 
claim  for  any  other  view  of  the  mat- 
ter so  far  as  the  question  of  her  per- 
sonal fitness  is  concerned,  but  the 
natural  and  legal  right  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  child  belongs  to  the  fa- 
ther, and  he  has  done  nothing  to 
forfeit  it. 

By  all  the  competent  evidence  in 
the  record  we  think  it  clearly  ap- 
pears that  the  Circuit  Court  and  the 
Appellate  Court  have  correctly  and 
properly  disposed  of  the  questions 
involved  in  this  case,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Appellate  Court  ought 
to  be,  and  is,  affirmed  accordingly. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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ANNOTATION. 
Nonreddenee  at  aflFectmc  one's  right  to  awmrd  of  cintody  of  chOdL 


I.  Scope,  838. 
II.  In  general,  838. 

III^  Preference  of  resident  over  nonresi- 
dent custodian,  840. 
IV.  Choice  of  father  as  child's  custodian 
as  affected  by  his  residence,  841. 

''  J.  Scope* 

As  its  title  indicates,  the  purpose 
of  this  annotation  is  to  show  the  con- 
sideration paid  by  the  courts  to  the 
nonresidence  of  one  seeking  the  cus- 
tody of  a  child  as  a  factor  in  the 
awarding  of  such  custody.  The  effect 
in  oiie  state  of  a  decree  or  order  made 
in  another  state  in  respect  of  the  cus- 
tody of  a  child  is  not  within  the  scope 
of  the  annotation,  except  as  the  court 
may  have  considered  the  element  of 
nonresidence  in  determining  whether 
the  custody  of  the  child  should  be 
awarded  to  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
awarded  by  the  foreign  order  or  de- 
cree, or  to  another.  The  question  ex- 
cluded, so  far  as  it  involves  the  recog- 
nition and  effect  in  one  state  of  a  pro- 
vision for  the  custody  of  a  child  in 
an  order  or  decree  in  a  suit  for  divorce 
in  another  state,  is  treated  in  the  an- 
notation following  Geary  v.  Geary 
(Neb.)  ante,  809. 

II,  In  general. 

In  judicial  appointments  of  custodi- 
ans for  children,  the  residence,  actual 
or  prospective,  of  the  appointee,  is 
now  a  factor  of  minor  importance, — a 
subordinate  consideration.  Although 
residence  is  not  wholly  ignored,  it  has 
become,  in  modern  times  at  least,  al- 
together a  secondary  element,  influ- 
encing the  court  in  deciding  whether 
or  not  to  appoint  an  applicant.  The 
primary  questions  to  be  answered  be- 
fore that  of  residence  arises,  when  a 
child's  custodian  is  to  be  named,  relate 
to  the  conservation  and  promotion 
of  its  interests;  the  safety  of  its  es- 
tate; its  welfare  and  happiness  in  a 
changed  environment;  the  fitness,  abil- 
ity, and  suitability  of  the  proposed 
custodian   to   be   intrusted  with   the 


V.  Consideration  of  child's  welfare  if  put 

in  custody  of  nonresident,  842. 
VI.  Award  of  child's  custody  to  one  known 
or  believed  to  intend  removing  it 
beyond    the    court's    jurisdiction, 
844. 

child's  care,  education,  and  mainte- 
nance; the  age,  sex,  and  circumstances 
of  the  child,  and  the  comparative 
claims  of  kinship  to  it  among  those 
from  whom  the  choice  of  custodian 
must  be  made.  It  is  only  when  all 
these  questions  have  been  satisfactor- 
ily answered  in  favor  of  the  applicant 
that  the  question  of  residence  is  con- 
sidered by  the  court,  in  the  light  of  its 
advantages  and  disadvantages  as  a 
dwelling  place  for  the  child.  If,  then, 
these  are  favorable,  the  mere  fact  that 
the  home  is  located  outside  of  the  state 
seems  to  be  immaterial. 

The  power,  when  unrestrained  by 
statute,  of  a  court  vested  with  juris- 
diction of  the  subject,  to  appoint, 
when  necessary,  a  nonresident  custo- 
dian of  a  resident  child,  is  everywhere 
conceded. 

A  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in 
the  premises,  if  unhampered  by  a  stat- 
ute, may  commit  an  infant  to  the 
guardianship  of  a  nonresident  under 
a  given  set  of  circumstances.  Speight 
V.  Knight  (1847)  11  Ala.  461. 

The  residence  without  the  state,  of 
a  mother  who  seeks  the  custody  of 
her  child  in  the  domestic  courts,  is  no 
obstacle  to  an  order  awarding  her 
such  custody.  Adams  v.  Adams  (1864) 
1  Duv.  (Ky.)  168. 

Nothing  short  of  a  statutory  inhibi- 
tion will  abridge  the  power  of  the 
chancellor  to  award  the  custody  of  an 
infant  to  whomsoever  its  welfare  and 
happiness  demand,  whether  the  pro- 
posed custodian  does  or  does  not  re- 
side within  the  state.  Workman  v. 
Workman  (1921)  191  Ky.  124,  229 
S.  W.  379. 

It  is  not  an  indispensable  prerequi- 
site to  the  appointment  of  a  parent  as 
tutor  or  tutrix  for  his  or  her  own  child 
that  the  appointee  be  domiciled   in 
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Louisiana.  Gaines's  Succession  (1890) 
42  La.  Ann.  699,  7  So.  788. 

The  court,  in  Miner  v.  Miner  (1849) 
11  IlL  43,  advertjngr»  in  a  divorce  case, 
to  a  purpose  of  the  wife,  if  given  the 
custody  of  the  child  of  the  marriage, 
to  take  it  out  of  the  state,  said:  This 
cannot  be  tolerated  and  must  be 
guarded  against.  While  the  mother  is 
given  the  custody  of  the  child,  the 
father  must  not  be  wholly  deprived  of 
its  society,  and  must  be  allowed  access 
to  it  on  all  reasonable  occasions.  The 
child  is  a  ward  of  court,  and  it  would 
be  a  contempt  of  court  for  either  par^ 
ent  to  attempt  to  alienate  its  affec- 
tions from  the  other;  an  abuse  which 
the  court  would  consider  it  a  solemn 
duty  to  prevent.  (The  question,  how- 
ever, as  to  whether  one  to  whom  the 
custody  of  a  child  is  awarded  may 
properly  remove  it  from  the  juris- 
diction, or  as  to  the  consequences  of 
doing  so,  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
annotation.) 

A  surviving  parent  whose  fitness  is 
unquestioned,  and  after  the  other 
parent  is  dead,  is  entitled  to  the  cus- 
tody of  a  child  as  against  its  grand- 
parents, despite  nonresidence  and  a 
purpose  to  remove  the  child  out  of  the 
state.  Wilson  v.  Mitchell  (1910)  48 
Colo.  454,  80  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,  111 
Pac.  21;  Rallihan  v.  Motschmann 
(1918)  179  Ky.  180,  200  S.  W.  858; 
Barnes  v.  Long  (1909)  54  Or.  548,  25 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  172, 104  Pac.  296,  21  Ann. 
Cas.  465. 

The  courts  of  South  Carolina  have 
held  that  they  have  jurisdiction  to 
award  the  custody  of  minor  children 
whose  best  interests  and  welfare  de- 
mand it,  to  suitable  and  proper  per- 
sons who  may  reside  in  other  states. 
Ex  parte  Martin  (1834)  11  S.  C.  Eq. 
(2  Hill)  71;  Ex  parte  Davidge  (1905) 
72  S.  C.  16,  51  S.  E.  269;  Hartley  v. 
Blease  (1914)  99  S.  C.  92,  82  S.  E. 
991;  Jennings  v.  Anderson  (1920)  114 
&  C  506,  104  S.  E.  189;  Watkins  v. 
Rose  (1921)  115  S.  C.  870,  105  S.  E. 
788. 

If  it  be  granted  that  one  who  seeks 
the  custody  of  a  child  is  qualified  in 
law  to  be  its  custodian ;  that  he  or  she 
is  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  have  its 
custody,  able  and  willing  adequately 


to  care  and  provide  for  it;  that  the 
child's  interests  will  be  safe  and  its 
welfare  assured  if  the  seeker  shall  be 
intrusted  with  its  keeping;  and  if  the 
circumstances  are  such  as  to  incline 
the  court  favorably  towards  the 
sought-for  appointment, — ^the  mere 
fact  that  the  person  under  considera- 
tion for  custodian  does  not  reside  with- 
in, or  purposes  soon  to  leave,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  does  not,  unless 
there  is  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  re- 
strict the  exercise  of  the  court's  dis- 
cretion to  designate  him  or  her  as  cus- 
todian. 

The  chancellor  may,  and  in  a  proper 
case  should,  award  the  custody  of  an 
infant  to  its  nonresident  parent. 
Workman  v.  Worknmn  (1921)  191  Ky. 
124,  229  S.  W.  879. 

A  judge  having  statutory  power  to 
appoint  guardians  for  incompetent 
persons,  and  not  restricted  by  statute 
to  the  appointment  of  residents  of  the 
state,  may,  at  discretion^  appoint  a 
nonresident  such  a  guardian,  in  given 
circumstances  making  for  its  pro- 
priety. Berry  v.  Johnson  (1866)  58 
He.  401. 

A  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
if  not  hampered  by  statute,  may  give 
the  care  and  custody  of  a  child  of  di- 
vorced parents  to  a  parent  who  re- 
sides out  of  the  state.  Stetson  v. 
Stetson  (1888)  80  Me.  483,  15  Atl.  60. 

The  court  in  this  case,  referring  to 
the  Maine  statute  conferring  author- 
ity on  a  court  decreeing  a  divorce  to 
award  either  parent  the  care  and  cus- 
tody of  a  child  of  the  marriage,  said : 
''We  find  no  qualification  or  restraint 
of  the  power  given,  except  such  as 
may  be  imposed  by  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  justice  presiding:  That 
the  result  of  the  decree  may  cause  the 
removal  of  the  child  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  state  is  not  of  itself  an  objec- 
tion. This  may  be  the  effect  in  any 
case.  Though  the  parent  receiving 
the  custody  may  at  the  time  be  a  resi- 
dent within  the  state,  there  is  no  au- 
thority, except  in  cases  of  crime,  to 
prevent  an  immediate  removal  from 
the  state."    Ibid. 

Afterwards,  these  views  were  ap- 
proved and  adopted  by  another  court' 
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in  Griffin  v.  Griffin  (1920)  95  Or*  78^ 
187  Pac.  598. 

In  a  case  where  sruardians  had  been 
appointed  in  Ireland  for  Irish  infants 
there  domiciled,  brought  up^  and  edu- 
cated, with  fortunes  in  court  in  Eng- 
land, Lord  Langdale,  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  adopted  the  proceedings  in  Ire- 
land and  appointed  the  same  persons 
guardians,  with  authority  to  receive 
the  maintenance  money  notwithstand- 
ing they  resided  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion. Daniel  v.  Newton  (1845)  8  Beav. 
485,  50  Eng.  Reprint,  191. 

On  the  petition  of  one  as  next 
friend  of  two  infant  daughters  of  his 
brother  who  had  died  intestate  resid- 
ing in  Ireland,  the  mother,  who  re- 
sided permanently  in  England,  was> 
with  her  own  consent^  by  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Ashbourne,  removed  from  her 
office  as  guardian  of  the  girls,  and 
the  petitioner,  an  Irish  resident,  was 
appointed  guardian  in  her  steadl  Re 
Lemons  (1887)  19  L.  R.  (Ir.)  575. 

The  appointment  of  a  nonresident 
guardian  for  a  resident  minor  is  not 
void,  but  at  most  only  irregular,  and 
is  good  until  revoked  in  a  proper  pro- 
ceeding. Martin  v.  Tally  (1882)  72 
Ala«  23. 

///.  preference  of  reMdent  over  nonresi- 
dent custodian. 

As  a  rule,  a  court,  in  appointing  a 
guardian  for  an  infant^  even  where  no 
statute  has  placed  any  restriction  on 
its  power  of  choice,  will  prefer  a  resi- 
dent to  a  nonresident.  Speight  v. 
Knight  (1847)  11  Ala.  461. 

Granting  the  judicial  power  to 
award  the  custody  of  a  child  in  habeas 
corpus  proceedings  to  one  purposing 
to  remove  it  out  of  the  United  States, 
to  a  foreign  country,  that  power  ought 
not  to  be  used  except  upon  clear  and 
satisfactory  proof  that  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  child  require  it  to  be  exer- 
cised. Mahon  v.  People  (1905)  218 
111.  171,  75  N.  E.  768. 

Although  it  may  not  be  improper,  in 
given  circumstances,  to  award  the 
custody  of  an  infant  child  to  a  non- 
resident parent  as  against  the  other 
parent,  yet  such  an  award  ought  not 
to  be  made  pending  an  appeal  in  a 


divorce  litigation.  Page  v.  Page 
(1914)  166  N.  C.  90,  81  S.  E.  1060. 

The  primary  consideration  being 
the  welfare  and  advantage  of  the  in- 
fant in  the  appointment  of  a  guardian, 
a  court,  having  to  choose  betweoi 
two  candidates  for  the  office  equally 
worthy,  made  choice  of  one  not  re- 
lated, with  whom  the  child  lived  and 
enjoyed  school,  church,  and  social 
privileges,  and  to  whom  it  had  beeome 
attached,  in  preference  to  the  other, 
a  relative  who  resided  out  of  the  state. 
Willet  V.  Warren  (1904)  34  Wash.  647, 
76  Pac.  273. 

The  orphans'  eourt  in  Philadelphia, 
having  a  second  application  by  a 
minor  over  fourteen  years  old  for  the 
appointment  of  another  guardian,  a 
resident  of  Philadelphia,  in  place  of 
one  residing  elsewhere  who  had  been 
named,  but  had  not  given  the  required 
bond,  granted  the  request,  saying: 
'*Were  we  to  consider  nothing  but  the 
personal  fitness  of  the  minor's  first 
nominee,  or  had  security  been  entered, 
we  should  be  disposed  to  refuse  the 
present  petition;  but  as  we  entertain 
the  opinion  that  it  is  a  better  and 
safer  practice  not  to  approve  a  minor's 
choice  of  a  guardian  residing  out  of 
the  county,  we  decide  to  allow  the 
minor  to  choose  the  guardian  named 
in  the  petition  before  us.  It  is  perhaps 
a  sufficient  reason  that  the  statutes 
relating  to  attachments  do  not  enable 
us  to  direct  that  process  without  our 
jurisdiction,  and  we  ought  not  at  the 
outset  to  sanction  a  selection  which 
makes  this  remedy  nugatory.  •  •  . 
But  there  is  an  additional  considera- 
tion moving  us  to  our  present  deci- 
sion. All  our  powers  relating  te 
guardians  are  statutory,  and  we  think 
that  they  are  to  be  ascertained  by  that 
canon  of  construction  which  declares 
that  powers  granted  must  be  set 
forth  in  express  terms  or  by  neces- 
sary implication,  and  that  they  are 
not  given  merely  because  they  are 
not  forbidden.  It  is  not  forbidden 
to  us  to  appoint  a  guardian  who 
resides  in  another  county,  but  we  are 
not  authorized  to  make  such  an  ap- 
pointment. .  .  .  There  may  be  cases 
where  the  true  interests  of  the  minor 
could  not  be  promoted  by  the  appoint- 
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ment  of  a  guardian  residing  in  the 
county;  such  cases  are  exceptions, 
•  •  .  and  ...  we  hold  the  rule 
by  which  our  judicial  discretion 
should  be  guided  to  be  that  we  will 
not  approve  of  selections  of  guardians 
whose  domicils  are  without  our  juris* 
diction."  Hanbesf  s  Estate  (1876)  11 
Phila.  (Pa.)  63,  82  Phila.  Leg.  Int  135. 

In  the  past  the  English  courts  of 
chancery  were  prone  to  insist  upon 
residents  of  England  as  custodians  of 
children,  whenever  they  were  called 
upon  to  appoint  a  custodian.  Lord 
Bldon,  on  being  asked  to  name  a 
guardian  living  in  Edinburgh  for  in* 
fants  who  resided  in  Scotland,  each 
having  an  income  for  maintenance  of 
£20  a  year,  denied  the  request,  say- 
ing someone  residing  in  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  must  be  appointed, — 
that  there  must  be  someone  answer- 
able to  the  court.  Logan  v.  Fairlee 
(1821)  Jacob,  193,  87  Eng.  Reprint, 
822,  3  L.  J.  Ch.  152,  23  Revised  Rep. 
28. 

About  a  score  of  years  afterwards 
it  was  held  in  another  case  that,  al- 
though Scotch  testamentary  tutors 
and  curators  by  parental  appointment 
of  a  child  bom  and  domiciled  in  Scot- 
land, but  temporarily  dwelling  in  Eng- 
land, might  have  the  exclusive  control 
and  administration  of  all  its  property, 
and  be  fully  accountable  to  the  Scotch 
courts,  yet  they  could  have  no  author- 
ity over  the  child  in  England,  or 
power  there  to  protect  it,  and  were  not 
entitled,  by  virtue  of  either  the  paren- 
tal deed  or  international  law,  to  be 
confirmed  or  appointed  guardians  in 
England.  Johnstone  v.  Beattie  (1843) 
10  Clark  &  F.  42,  8  Eng.  Reprint, 
667,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  1028.  That  ease 
arose  upon  a  bill  in  chancery  filed 
by  the  child's  grandfather,  an  Eng- 
lishman, in  the  name  of  the  infant, 
praying  that  the  child  be  made  a 
ward  of  court  and  be  prevented 
from  returning  to  Scotland,  where  it 
was  born  of  Scottish  parents,  but 
brought  to  England  upon  considera- 
tions of  health  by  the  mother,  and 
there  left  an  orphan  after  a  sojourn 
of  three  years.  The  House  of  Lords 
(two  law  judges  dissenting)  held,  af- 
firming the  decision  of  the  court  be- 


low, that  there  was  jurisdiction  of  the 
suit,  and  that  the  court  was  con- 
strained to  appoint  resident  English 
guardians  of  the  infant,  notwithstand- 
ing her  doraicil  and  entire  estate  were 
in  Scotland,  and  her  father  had,  by  a 
deed  there  executed  in  due  form,  ap- 
pointed as  her  guardians  sundry  Scots 
who  had  qualified  as  tutors  and  cura- 
tors, and  who  still  survived.  The 
power  of  chancery  to  appoint  a  non- 
resident who  might  be  otherwise 
qualified  and  worthy,  as  guardian  of 
a  resident  infant,  jointly  with  a  suit- 
able person  residing  permanently 
within  its  jurisdiction,  was  conceded 
in  the  last-cited  case. 

Vice  Chancellor  Stuart,  being  later 
called  upon  to  name  in  England  a 
guardian  there  for  the  infant  daughter 
of  an  expatriated  Englishman,  natu- 
ralized in  the  United  States  and  mar- 
ried there  to  an  American  wife,  the 
mother  of  the  child,  both  parents  be- 
ing dead,  and  the  infant  having  been 
clandestinely  brought  to  England  by  a 
paternal  aunt,  while  recognizing  the 
validity  of  an  appointment  by  the  sur- 
rogate of  New  York  county  of  an 
American  maternal  aunt  as  guardian 
of  the  infant,  nevertheless  declined  to 
appoint  her  as  such  solely  in  England, 
but  did  appoint  her  jointly  in  associa- 
tion with  the  English  aunt  and  a  dis- 
interested English  gentleman,  with 
liberty,  after  usual  and  proper  inquir- 
ies in  his  court  respecting  the  age, 
fortune,  and  relations  of  the  infant,  to 
submit  a  plan  for  her  residence,  main- 
tenance, and  education.  Re  Dawson 
(1854)  2  Smale  &  G.  199,  65  Eng.  Re- 
print, 364,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  37,  2  Week. 
Rep.  314. 

IV.  Choice  of  father  as  child's  ousiodian 
as  affected  by  his  residence. 

It  is  ancient  tradition  of  the  common 
law  that  a  father  is  the  natural  guard- 
ian of  his  child,  and  has  ordinarily  the 
superior  right  to  its  custody.  In  gen- 
eral this  right  is  unimpaired  by  the 
father's  nonresidence. 

The  custody,  however,  of  the  chil- 
dren of  divorced  parents,  is  not  deter- 
mined solely  by  the  legal  rights  of 
the  parents.  These  are  entitled  to  due 
consideration,  but  there  are  several 
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other  important  factors  in  the  matter. 
Campbell  v.  Campbell  (1875)  37  Wis. 
206. 

It  is  not  a  good  reason  for  refusing 
a  father  who  is  a  fit  and  suitable  per- 
son in  every  other  respect  the  custody 
of  his  own  child  on  habeas  corpus, 
where  the  welfare  and  interest  of 
such  child  does  not  require  it  to  re- 
main where  it  may  be,  that  the  father 
does  not  reside  in  the  state,  and  in- 
tends to  take  his  child  to  his  home  in 
another  state.  Ex  parte  Davidge 
(1905)  72  S.  C.  16,  51  S.  E.  269. 

A  father  who  has  divorced  his  wife, 
and  who  lives  in  another  state,  and  is 
a  man  of  good  character  and  a  proper 
person  to  have  the  custody  of  his 
minor  son,  should  not  be  required  to 
give  security  to  bring  his  son  back  into 
the  jurisdiction  and  abide  the  order  of 
court  as  a  condition  of  being  awarded 
the  custody  of  such  son.  Parrish  t. 
Parrish  (1914)  116  Va.  476,  L.R.A. 
1915 A,  576,  82  S.  E.  119. 

As  between  a  resident  sister  and  a 
nonresident  father  of  a  girl  in  her 
teens,  conceding  the  father  to  be  a 
proper  person  to  have  the  custody  of 
his  child  and  to  have  the  ability  to 
care  for  her,  and  taking  into  con- 
sideration the  welfare  and  happiness 
of  the  child,  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  in  awarding  her  to  her  father 
in  habeas  corpus  proceedings,  will  not 
be  interfered  with  on  the  ground  that 
the  father  resides  out  of  the  state. 
Hammond  v.  Murray  (1921)  151  Ga. 
816,  108  S.  E.  203. 

As  against  maternal  grandparents, 
the  mother  being  dead,  a  nonresident 
father,  if  a  proper  and  suitable  per- 
son, is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his 
child  and  to  take  it  out  of  the  state. 
Rallihan  v.  Motschmann  (1918)  179 
Ky.  180,  200  S.  W.  358. 

The  custody  of  a  child  of  parents 
living  apart  will  not  be  awarded  on 
habeas  corpus  to  its  mother  if  she  is 
a  nonresident  of  the  state  of  the 
forum,  and  the  husband  is  domiciled 
in  that  state  and  a  proper  person  to 
be  custodian,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  child  will  be  benefited  by 
transferring  it  to  the  mother.  Harris 
v.  Harris  (1894)  115  N.  C  587,  44  Am. 
St.  Rep.  452,  20  S.  E.  187. 


A  divorced  wife  who  had  been  given 
the  custody  p^idente  lite  of  her  infant 
son,  but  not  by  the  final  decree,  who 
married  again  and  removed  to  another 
state,  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
child  on  habeas  corpus  in  the  state 
where  the  marriage  was  dissolved, 
from  the  father  domiciled  in  still  an- 
other state,  where  both  parents  tem- 
porarily were  sojourning  in  the  first 
state,  since  the  child's  home  is  with 
his  father.  Lanning  v.  Gregory  (1907) 
100  Tex.  310,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  690,  12a 
Am.  St.  Rep.  809,  99  S.  W.  542. 

Upon  default  being  made  in  a  di- 
vorce suit,  and  a  decree  being  in  order 
for  the  husband,  his  counsel  moved 
for  an  order  awarding  the  custody  of 
the  children  to  their  grandfather,  as 
the  father  was  a  railway  engineer 
employed  in  India,  but  Mr.  Justice 
Wilde,  judge  ordinary,  replied:  I  can- 
not do  that,  but  I  will  make  the  order 
to  the  father  or  his  agent,  which  will 
serve  your  purpose  equally  well.  Ling 
V.  Ling  &  Prior  (1866)  18  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  683. 

F.  Contiideration    of    child*s    welfare    if 
put  in  ctistody  of  nonreaident. 

In  modern  times  it  has  come  to  be 
the  established  rule  that,  in  awarding 
the  care  and  custody  of  children  to 
other  persons,  the  welfare  and  inter- 
est of  the  child  is  the  paramount  con- 
sideration, and  to  it  all  others  must 
yield.  That  rule  has  governed  in 
many  cases  in  which  was  involved  the 
question  of  residence  of  the  proposed 
custodian.  The  rule  was  applied  to 
deny  to  an  aunt  domiciled  abroad  the 
custody  of  a  girl  in  her  early  teens 
whom  it  was  purposed  to  take  away^ 
where  the  child  was  living  in  the  home 
of  worthy  people  who  had  been  kind 
to  her  and  were  capable  of  caring 
properly  for  her,  and  whom  she  had 
loved  from  her  infancy.  Mahon  v. 
People  (1905)  218  UL  171,  75  N.  E. 
768. 

If  no  statute  prohibits,  a  nonresi- 
dent parent  should  be  awarded  the 
custody  of  an  infant  child  upon  prov- 
ing its  custodian  morally  unfit  and  its 
environment  bad.  Workman  v.  Work- 
man (1921)  191  Ky.  124, 229  S.  W.  879. 

The  court  may  allow  a  parent  to 
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whom  it  awarded  the  custody  of  a 
child  in  a  divorce  suit  to  take  the  child 
to  another  state  or  country,  should  the 
welfare  of  such  child  require  or  be 
promoted  by  its  temovaL  Re  Kraut- 
hoff  (1916)  191  Mo,  App.  149,  177 
S.  W.  1112. 

Conceding  the  power  of  the  court  to 
appoint  a  nonresident  general  guard- 
ian of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  resi- 
dent infant  over  fourteen  years  of 
age,  whose  father  resided  in  a  distant 
state,  and  was  charged  to  be  lacking 
in  ability  and  integrity  for  the  trust, 
and  where  the  person  nominated  by 
the  infant  resided  without  the  state 
and  his  fitness  for  the  office  was  chal- 
lenged, the  court  having  the  appoint- 
ment under  consideration  was  of  the 
opinion,  in  the  case  in  hand,  that  the 
welfare  of  the  infant  would  be  sub- 
served best  by  the  appointment  of  an- 
other person  who  was  fit  and  disinter- 
ested. Johnson  v.  Borden  (1885)  4 
Dem.  (N*  T.)  86. 

It  has  been  held  error  for  a  trial 
court  which  granted  a  divorce  to  the 
wife,  and  the  custody  of  her  infant 
son,  to  f  oil>id  her  to  take  the  boy  be- 
yond the  limits  of  the  state,  where  the 
father  was  unfit  to  be  intrusted  with 
the  child,  and  the  allowances  for  ali- 
mony and  support  were  inadequate, 
and  the  mother's  parents  resided  in 
another  state,  so  that  her  own  and  her 
child's  welfare  might  require  her  to 
return  and  dwell  with  her  parents  and 
among  her  friends.  Griffin  v.  Griffin 
(1898)  18  Utah,  98,  55  Pac.  84. 

In  Re  Alderman  (1911)  157  N.  C. 
507,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  988,  73  S.  E. 
126,  Ann.  Cas.  1913G,  232,  a  father 
divorced  in  Florida  by  a  decree  in 
favor  of  his  wife  which  awarded 
to  her  the  custody  of  his  child,  but 
allowed  him  to  visit  such  child  and 
the  child  to  visit  him  in  turn,  sought 
in  North  Carolina  the  enforcement 
of  that  right  of  visiting  and  of 
entertaining  the  child,  his  wife  hav- 
ing taken  up  her  abode  with  her 
father  in  North  Carolina,  and  carried 
the  child  with  her  there  to  reside. 
The  North  Carolina  courts  refused 
the  relief  sought  chiefly  because  they 
held  it  inimical  to  the  welfare  of  the 


child  to  grant  the  father's  prayer. 
The  fitness  of  the  father  to  have  the 
custody  of  the  child  in  preference  to 
the  mother  was  found  against  him, 
and  then  the  court  declared :  'The 
child  is  now  a  citizen  of  North  Caro- 
lina, and  as  such  peculiarly  under  its 
guardianship,  and  the  courts  of  this 
state  will  not  remand  it  to  the  juris- 
diction of  another  state,  especially 
where,  as  in  this  cjuae,  it  is  so  mani- 
festly against  the  true  interests  of  the 
child." 

In  South  Dakota,  in  recent  years,  the 
supreme  court  was  confronted  with 
the  dilemma  of  deciding  which  of  two 
divorced  parents  should  have  the  cus- 
tody of  their  seven-year  old  daughter 
for  the  entire  school  year.  Both  par- 
ents were  considered  proper  persons 
to  have  such  custody.  The  father's 
home  was  in  Illinois,  the  mother's  in 
New  Jersey.  The  court  held  that  the 
best  interests  of  the  child  required  it 
to  remain  in  one  school  the  entire 
school  year,  and  therefore  left  it  in 
the  mother's  custody  for  the  time  be- 
ing. Wallace  v.  Wallace  (1916)  26 
S.  D.  229,  128  N.  W.  143. 

In  Virginia  a  father  who  resided  in 
Tennessee  was  refused  the  custody  of 
his  daughter,  thirteen  years  old,  who 
lived  with  her  maternal  grandparents, 
where  she  was  contented  and  health- 
ful, and  was  well  cared  for,  when  the 
evidence  showed  that,  after  several 
attempts  to  live  in  Tenessee,  she  was, 
while  there,  continually  ill.  Hutchi- 
son V.  Harrison  (1921)  —  Va.  — ,  107 
S.  E.  742. 

In  Re  Boyd  [1917]  2  Ir.  R.  98  (dis- 
tinguishing Re  O'Hara  [1900]  2  Ir.  R. 
232)  a  mother  who  was  a  professional 
nurse  without  a  permanent  home,  and 
whose  husband's  whereabouts  were  un- 
known, on  habeas  corpus,  sought  to 
obtain  her  son,  aged  thirteen  years, 
from  her  sister,  in  whose  care  she  had 
left  the  boy ;  she  purposed  taking  her 
son  to  live  in  a  foreign  country;  but 
the  court,  after  examining  the  boy  in 
chambers,  refused  the  mother  his  cus- 
tody, because  it  concluded  that  it 
would  be  for  the  child's  benefit  to 
leave  him  where  he  was. 
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VI.  Atoard  of  OiUd's  eu&todp  to  one 
lenown  or  heUeved  to  intend  removing 
it  beyo^fid  the  court's  jurisditftion. 

It  will  be  noted  that  in  the  reported 
case  (Stafford  v.  Stafford,  ante, 
827)  the  custody  of  the  child  is 
awarded  to  the  nonresident  father, 
notwithstanding  that  the  court  as- 
sumes that  the  father  will  remove 
the  child  to  his  home.  That  has  prob- 
ably been  the  assumption  in  most  of 
the  cases  in  which  the  custody  of  the 
child  was  awarded  to  a  nonresident. 
The  point,  however,  has  been  empha- 
sized in  some  of  the  cases. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  argument 
that  awarding  the  custody  of  a  child 
to  its  father,  a  nonresident,  would  be 
in  effect  the  permission  of  a  court  to 
4;ake  the  child  out  of  its  jurisdiction, 
is  unfounded  upon  any  good  reason. 
Rallihan  v.  Motschmann  (1918)  179 
Ky.  180,  200  S.  W.  358. 

The  fact  that  a  father  seeking  the 
custody  of  his  child  after  the  death  of 
its  mother  resides  in  a  distant  state, 
and  intends  to  take  the  child  to  his 
home,  does  not  militate  against  his 
right  to  have  the  custody  of  such 
child.  Brem  v.  Swander  (1911)  1^ 
Iowa,  669,  132  N.  W.  829. 

The  circumstance  that  a  father 
seeking  the  custody  of  his  child,  after 
the  death  of  his  divorced  wife,  who 
had  been  awarded  it  by  the  decree, 
purposes  to  take  the  child  out  of  the 
state,  to  his  home  in  another  state, 
does  not  militate  against  giving  him 
the  custody  as  against  other  persons, 
where  he  is  not  unfit.  Ex  parte  Barnes 
(1909)  54  Or.  548,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  172, 
104  Pac.  296,  21  Ann.  Gas.  465. 

The  fact  that  a  mother  seeking  from 
her  husband's  parents  the  custody  of 
her  son  after  her  husband's  death, 
where  he  had  a  divorce  awarding  him 
the  child,  intends  to  take  the  boy  out 
of  the  United  States  to  live  in  Eng- 
land, affords  no  reason  why  the  courts 
should  deny  her  the  possession  of  the 
child.  Wilson  v.  Mitchell  (1910)  48 
Colo.  454,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,  111  Pac. 
21. 

The  refusal  of  a  trial  court  to  take 
from  a  divorced  mother  the  custody 
of  a  boy  twelve  years  old  awarded 
to  her  in  early  infancy,  and  transfer 


him  to  his  father,  where  the  mother 
had  married  again  and  contemplated 
removal  to  another  state  with  her  hus- 
band, taking  her  son  along,  cannot  be 
deemed  an  abuse  of  its  discretion  re- 
viewable on  appeal,  where  the  contest- 
ing parties  are  equally  able  and  will- 
ing to  support  and  educate  the  boy, 
and  are  both  of  good  moral  character, 
and  the  child's  welfare  does  not  re- 
quire a  change  of  guardianship.  Dar- 
nall  V.  MuUikin  (1856)  8  Ilid.  152. 

To  the  contention  that  the  court 
was  without  jurisdiction  in  a  habeas 
corpus  proceeding  to  order  minor 
children  into  a  foreign  jurisdiction, 
the  domicil  or  prospectivo  domicil  of 
their  father  who  sought  their  custody, 
the  court  replied:  Without  reference 
to  the  merits  of  this  cause,  it  would 
hardly  be  contended  that  this  court 
would  be  impotent  to  aid  a  father  to 
recover  the  custody  of  his  child  il- 
legally detained  in  this  state,  merely 
because  he  intended  to  take  it  to  his 
home  in  another  state.  Ex  parte 
Davidge  (1905)  72  S.  C.  16,  51  S.  E. 
269. 

The  right  of  a  mother  to  continue 
to  have  the  custody  of  her  children 
awarded  her  in  a  decree  of  divorce 
from  their  father  is  unaffected  by  the 
circumstance  that  she  has  married 
again,  a  British  subject,  and  has  thus 
lost  her  American  citizenship,  where 
she  continues  to  make  her  home  with- 
in the  state.  Gillett  v.  Bryant  (1917) 
203  111.  App.  322. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  writing  for  the 
Kansas  supreme  court  in  a  habeas 
corpus  proceeding  resulting  in  an 
award  of  the  custody  of  an  orphan 
girl  to  her  grandmother  in  England, 
said:  I  cannot  agree  with  counsel 
that  it  is  never  the  province  of  the 
court  to  expatriate  a  citizen.  In  some 
cases  I  think  the  duty  to  do  so  is 
clear  and  absolute.  Nevertheless  it 
is  a  matter  always  to  be  considered. 
With  pardonable  partiality  we  look 
upon  our  own  land,  its  laws,  institu- 
tions, and  social  life  as  the  best;  and 
not  lightly  should  a  child  be  deprived 
of  the  benefit  of  them.  Yet  we  may 
not  ignore  the  fact  that  the  mother 
country  is  a  land  of  liberty  and  law, 
of  education  and  social  refinement,  of 
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morality  and  religion ;  and  it  would  be 
wrong  to  make  the  matter  of  expatria- 
tion an  excuse  for  depriving  this 
little  girl  of  that  which  would  pro- 
mote her  welfare.  Further,  the  grand- 
mother has  been  appointed  by  the 
courts  of  England  the  guardian  of  this 
little  girl,  and  if  now  this  petition  is 
granted  she  will  pass  under  the  special 
care  of  those  courts,  the  faithfulness 
of  whose  watch  in  cases  of  this  kind 
is  a  matter  of  universal  recognition. 
Re  Bullen  (1882)  28  Kan.  781. 

An  objection  to  an  award  of  the 
custody  of  a  child  of  divorced  parents 
to  the  mother  after  the  father's  death, 
on  the  ground  that  she  intended  to 
take  the  child  out  of  the  United  States 
to  bring  it  up  in  England,  was  made 
in  Wilson  v.  Mitchell  (1910)  48  Colo. 
454,  SO  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,  111  Pac.  21, 
and  overruled.  The  court  disposed  of 
it  by  saying:  Plaintiffs  in  error  as- 
sert that  where  other  things  are  equal, 
this  court  should  choose  to  make  of 
an  American  boy  an  American  citizen 
rather  than  a  British  subject,  and  that 
he  be  educated  as  an  American,  and 
not  as  an  Englishman.  Permitting 
him  to  be  taken  to  England  will  not 
necessarily  change  his  citizenship. 
He  is  American  born,  and  must  re- 
main an  American  citizen  until  he 
reaches  an  age  of  maturity,  and  deter- 
mines for  himself  that  he  shall  make 
a  change  of  his  allegiance,  or,  at  least, 
until  such  change  occurs  by  some  pro- 
cedure recognized  by  the  courts.  "If 
this  child  were  to  be  taken  to  some 
country  governed  by  a  despot,  or  where 
liberty  under  the  law  was  not  an  in- 
alienable right  of  a  citizen,  or  where 
there  were  no  educational  advantages, 
or  where  its  education  would  be  con- 
trary to  Anglo-Saxon  traditions,  the 
objection  to  expatriation  would  re- 
quire grave  and  serious  consideration 
and  might  be  insurmountable.  But 
we  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that 
the  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  is  a 
government  of  liberty  and  law,  and 
its  people  accustomed  to  receive  edu- 
cational and  social  advantages  equal 
to  those  obtainable  in  the  United 
States.** 

But  in  Percy  ▼.  Provan  (1840)  15 
La.  69,  the  courts  of  Louisiana  were 


held  unable  to  give  effect  to  and  en- 
force a  testamentary  provision  for  a 
tutor  of  the  testator's  minor  child, 
with  a  direction  to  deport  it  to  a  for- 
eign country  to  live  with  its  grand- 
parents, because  the  laws  of  the  state 
did  not  allow  the  expatriation  of  an 
infant  under  tutelage  of  a  resident  tu- 
tor. 

In  Nannestad  v.  Nannestad  (1921) 
44  S.  D.  241,  183  N.  W.  541,  the  court 
refused  a  father  the  custody  of  his  in- 
fant son,  who  lived  with  his  maternal 
uncle  and  wife,  and  was  well  cared 
for  and  regarded  by  them  with  affec- 
tion, because  the  father  was  aflSicted 
with  pulmonary  tuberculosis,  and  was 
about  to  go  to  California  to  live,  and 
had  no  home  of  his  own. 

Although  the  question  whether  the 
child  should  be  permitted  to  leave  the 
jurisdiction  as  distinguished  from  the 
question  as  to  the  award  of  the  cus- 
tody of  a  child  to  a  nonresident  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  annotation,  it 
may  be  noted  here  that  the  English 
courts  generally  have  long  been  loath 
to  allow  infants  and  other  wards  to 
leave  the  Kingdom,  even  temporarily, 
and  where  persuasive  considerations 
of  comfort,  economy,  education,  or 
health  appeared  in  favor  of  such  a 
course,  and  when  departure  was  al- 
lowed, the  courts  usually  required  the 
parent  or  guardian  to  give  security 
for  the  child's  or  ward's  return  to  the 
jurisdiction  when  required.  Jeffrys  v. 
Vanteswarstworth  (1740)  Barnard. 
Ch.  141,  27  Eng.  Reprint,  588;  Creuze 
V.  Hunter  (1790)  2  Cox,  Ch.  Cas.  242,  2 
Ves.  Jr.  157,  80  Eng.  Reprint,  113,  570, 
2  Revised  Rep.  88;  Mountstuart  v. 
Mountstuart  (1801)  6  Ves.  Jr.  863,  31 
Eng.  Reprint,  1095;  DeManneville  v. 
DeManneville  (1804)  10  Ves.  Jr.  65, 
32  Eng.  Reprint,  767,  7  Revised  Rep. 
340;  Anonymous  (1821)  cited,  Jacob, 
265,  37  Eng.  Reprint,  849  (and  said 
in  note  to  Stephens  v.  James  (1883)  1 
Myl.  &  V.  627,  1.  c.  631,  39  Eng.  Re- 
print, 821,  to  be  Jackson  v.  Hankey) ; 
Wellesley  v.  Wellesley  (1828)  2  Bligh, 
N.  R.  124,  4  Eng.  Reprint,  1078 ;  1  Dow. 
&  C.  152,  6  Eng.  Reprint,  481;  Ste- 
phens V.  James  (1833)  1  Myl.  &  K.  627^ 
39  Eng.  Reprint,  820,  supra;  Lethem 
V.  Hall   (1834)   7  Sim.  141,  58  Eng. 


846 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


Reprint,  790;  Biggs  v.  Terry  (1886) 
1  Myl.  &  C  675,  40  Eng.  Reprint,  68&; 
Campbell  v.  Mackay  (1836)  2  Myl.  & 
C.  25,  40  Eng.  Reprint,  550;  John- 
stone V.  Seattle  (1843)  10  Clark  & 
F.  42,  8  Eng.  Reprint,  657,  7  Jur. 
N.  S.  1023;  Re  Jones  (1844)  1  Phill. 
Ch.  461,  41  Eng.  Reprint,  707 ;  Re  Stair 
(1846)  1  Coop.  t.  Cott.  227,  47  Eng. 
Reprint,  832;  Dawson  v.  Jay  (1854) 
3  DeG.  M.  &  G.  764,  43  Eng.  Reprint, 
300,  2  Week.  Rep.  366;  Re  Agar-Ellis 
(1878)  L.  R.  24  Ch.  Div.  317,  53  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  10,  50  L.  T.  N.  S.  161,  32 
Week.  Rep.  1,  13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  30; 
Re  Callaghan  (1884)  L.  R.  28  Ch.  Div. 


(Eng.)  186,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  292, 
62  L.  T.  N.  S.  7,  33  Week.  Rep.  157; 
Ex  parte  Preston  (1847)  5  Dowl.  &  L. 
(Eng.)  233,  17  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  21,  2 
Saund.  &  C.  169,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  1039; 
Re  Plumley  (1883)  47  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  283 ;  Stuart  v.  Moore  (1861)  4 
Macq.  H.  L.  Cas.  (Eng.)  1,  9  Week. 
Rep.  722,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  1129,  4  L.  T.  N.  S. 
382. 

The  courts  of  Ireland  have  likewise 
manifested  reluctance  to  permit  wards 
to  be  taken  out  of  the  country.  Re 
Medley  (1871)  Ir.  L.  R.  6  Eq.  339 ;  Re 
Birch  (1892)  Ir.  L.  R.  29  Eq.  274;  Re 
Hackett  (1854)  8  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  875. 

J.  B.  6. 
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SHUBERT  THEATRICAL  COMPANY 

V. 

GEORGE  RATH  et  aL,  Appts. 

United  States  Circuit  Cowrt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit '-^  Fehrtiory  16,  1921. 

(271  Fed.  827.) 

Contract  —  fairness  —  appearance  under  rival  management. 

1.  A  contract  providing  that  a  theatrical  performer  shall  not,  during 
the  term  of  his  employment  by  the  other  contracting  party,  publicly 
appear  under  any  other  management  or  in  connection  with  a  rival  com- 
pany, is  not  unfair. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  861.] 


Injunction  -^  against  breach  of  con- 
tract —  unique  theaMcal  perform- 
ance. 

2.  Injunction  lies  to  prevent  one 
who  has  contracted  to  render  services 
in  giving  a  theatrical  performance  of 
an  extraordinary  and  unique  nature 
for  the  other  contracting  party,  and 
not  to  render  them  for  any  other,  from 
breaching  the  contract  by  performing 
for  another. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  386 ;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
223.] 

—  when  damages  are  irreparable. 

3.  Damages  for  breach  of  a  contract 
for  personal  services  which  can  be 
estimated  only  by  conjecture,  and  not 
by  any  accurate  standard,  are  irre- 
parable within  the  rule  giving  equity 
jurisdiction  to  restrain  the  breach. 

Contract  —  mutual  —  empIo3rment  of 
actor. 

4.  A  contract  binding  a  theatrical 


manager  to  employ  an  actor  for  at 
least  twenty  weeks  in  a  year  at  a  stip- 
ulated salary,  and  binding  the  actor  to 
perform  for  that  number  of  weeks  at 
the  salary  stated  exclusively  for  the 
manager,  is  not  void  for  lack  of  mutu- 
ality so  as  to  prevent  the  issuance  of 
an  injunction  against  its  breach. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  389 ;  see  also  note 
in  9  A.L.R.  1480.] 

—  closing  option  —  mailing  reply. 

5.  The  mailing  of  a  letter  exercising 
an  open  option  to  employ  another's 
services  for  a  specified  time,  properly 
stamped  and  addressed,  closes  the 
contract. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  613.] 

Definition  —  ^'i^tion.*' 

6.  An  option  when  baaed  on  suf- 
ficient consideration  is  a  contract  by 
which  one  binds  bimself  to  sell  prop- 
erty or  perform  services,  and  leaves 
it  discretionary  with  the  other  to  take 
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the  property  or  accept  the  services  on 
the  terms  specified. 
[See  6  R.  C.  L.  603.] 

Option  — -  acceptance  by  mail. 

7.  One  having  a  right  to  exercise 
in  writing  an  option  to  secure  the 
services  of  another  who  may,  when 
the  acceptance  is  exercised,  be  in  an- 
other city,  may  communicate  the  ac- 
ceptance by  mail. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  606.] 

-—  mistake  in  date  —  effect. 

8.  An  exercise  of  an  option  to  se- 
cure services  from  September  to  Sep- 
tember is  not  void  because  of  the  mis- 


use of  the  word  "October"  for  "Sep- 
tember/* if  it  is  stated  to  be  "in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  the 
contract." 

Sunday  —  contract  for  Sunday  theat- 
rical performance  —  validity. 

9.  A  contract  for  Sunday  perform- 
ance of  a  theatrical  nature  in  places 
where  such  performances  are  permit- 
ted by  law  is  not  invalid. 

[See  25  R.  C.  L.  1434.] 

—  performance  for  twenty  weeks. 

10.  An  agreement  to  render  theatri- 
cal performances  for  twenty  weeks  is 
not  a  contract  to  perform  on  Sunday. 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  (Manton,  Cir.  J.)  in  favor 
of  complainant  in  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin  defendants  from  performing 
for  any  manager  other  than  complainant,  and  from  performing  in  any 
other  theater  or  place  of  public  amusement,  or  in  any  other  company 
except  that  of  complainant  until  the  expiration  of  the  term  mentioned  in 
an  agreement  made  between  them.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Argued  before  Ward,  Rogers,  and     Jur.  60;  2  High,  Inj.  §  1166;  Warren 


Hough,  Circuit  Judges. 

Mr.  Nathan  Burkan  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  William  Klein  and  Charles 
H.  Tuttle»  for  appellee: 

Plaintiffs  are  not  seeking  specific 
performance,  but  merely  an  injunction 
against  the  breach  of  an  express  neg- 
ative covenant. 

McCall  Co.  V.  Wright,  198  N.  Y.  143, 
31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  249,  91  N.  E.  516; 
Hoyt  V.  Fuller,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  504,  19 
N.  Y.  Supp.  962;  Duff  v.  Russell,  39 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  266,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  134, 
affirmed  in  133  N.  Y.  678,  31  N.  E.  622; 
Cincinnati  Exhibition  Co.  v.  Mars- 
ans,  216  Fed.  269;  Philadelphia  Ball 
Club  V.  Lajoie,  202  Pa.  210,  58  L.R.A. 
227,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  51  Atl.  973; 
Guffey  V.  Smith,  237  U.  S.  101,  59  L. 
ed.  856,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  526;  Stocker 
V.  Wedderburn,  3  Kay  &  J.  393,  69 
Eng.  Reprint,  1162,  26  L;  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
713,  5  Week.  Rep.  671;  Standard 
Fashion  Co.  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  30 
App.  Div.  564,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  433,  af- 
firmed in  157  N.  Y.  60,  43  L.R.A.  854, 
68  Am.  St.  Rep.  749,  51  N.  E.  408; 
Singer  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Union 
Buttonhole  &  Embroidery  Co.  1 
Holmes,  253,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,904; 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  24  Fed.  516 ;  Lacy  v. ' 
Heuck,  12  Ohio  L.  J.  209;  Dietrichsen 
V.  Cabburn,  2  Phill.  Ch.  52,  41  Eng. 
Reprint,  861,  1  Coop.  t.  Cott.  72,  10 


V.  Ray  County  Coal  Co.  200  Mo.  App. 
442,  207  S.  W.  888. 

The  evidence  amply  established  the 
fact  that  the  services  of  the  defend- 
ants were  extraordinary  and  unique; 
and  the  finding  of  the  trial  judge 
based  thereon,  and  on  his  own  view 
of  their  performance,  should  not  be 
disturbed. 

Bijur  Motor  Lighting  Co.  v.  Eclipse 
Mach.  Co.  156  C.  C.  A.  298,  243  Fed. 
600;  Brookheim  v.  Greenbaum,  141  C. 
C.  A.  89,  225  Fed.  763;  Comstock  v. 
Lopokowa,  190  Fed.  599;  Edwards  v. 
Fitzgerald,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  Jan.  16,  1895, 
p.  949;  Daly  v.  Smith,  6  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  158;  Metropolitan  Exhibition 
Co.  V.  Ward,  24  Abb.  N.  C.  393,  9  N. 
Y  Supp.  779;  Philadelphia  Ball  Club 
V.  Lajoie,  202  Pa.  210,  58  L.R.A.  227, 
90  Am.  St  Rep.  627,  51  Atl.  973 ;  Shu- 
bert  V.  Angeles,  80  App.  Div.  625,  80 
N.  Y.  Supp.  146. 

The  defense  of  illegality  by  reason 
of  any  breach  of  the  Sunday  observ- 
ance law  must  be  pleaded,  in  order  to 
be  available. 

Re  Rule,  178  Iowa,  184,  159  N.  W. 
699;  Finley  v.  Quirk,  9  Minn.  194,  Gil. 
179,  86  Am.  Dec.  93;  Riech  v.  Bolch, 
68  Iowa,  526,  27  N.  W.  507;  Chlein  v. 
Kabat,  72  Iowa,  291,  33  N.  W.  771; 
Ray  V.  Catlett,  13  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  532; 
Roop  V.  Roop,  35  Pa.  59;  Fox  v. 
Mensch,  3  Watts  &  S.  444;  Herndon  v. 
Henderson,  41  Miss.  584. 
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The  contract  is  not  illegal  on  its 
face,  but  its  alleged  illegality  must 
depend  upon  certain  alleged  extra- 
neous facte.  Since  those  facts  are  not 
pleaded,  the  defense  of  illegality  is 
not  available  to  the  defendants. 

Fish  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Go. 
211  N.  Y.  374,  105  N.  E.  661;  Frank 
V.  Strauss  &  Co.  v.  Hammerstein,  152 
App.  Div.  128,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  613; 
Nelson  v.  A.  H.  Woods  Prod.  Co.  N. 
Y.  L.  J.  Jan.  9,  1913;  27  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  389;  Merritt  v. 
Earle,  29  N.  Y.  115,  86  AnL  Dec.  292; 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowenstein, 
171  App.  Div.  137,  157  N.  Y.  Supp.  5; 
Zenatello  v.  Hammerstein,  231  Pa.  56, 
79  Atl.  922;  Quast  v.  Fidelity  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  226  N.  Y.  270,  123  N.  E. 
494;  Milbank  v.  Jones,  127  N.  Y.  370, 
24  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  28  N.  E.  31; 
Drake  v.  Siebold,  81  Hun,  178,  30  N.  Y. 
Supp.  697. 

The  contract  as  renewed  did  not 
necessarily  require  the  performance 
of  any  prohibited  act  on  Sunday  in 
violation  of  any  Sunday  observance 
law,  and  therefore  was  not  void. 

Merritt  v.  Earle,  29  N.  Y.  115,  86 
Am.  Dec.  292;  Zenatello  v.  Hammer- 
stein, 231  Pa.  56,  79  Atl.  922;  Nelson 
v.  A.  H.  Woods  Prod.  Co.  N.  Y.  L.  J. 
Jan.  9,  1913;  Frank  V.  Strauss  &  Co. 
V.  Hammerstein,  152  App.  Div.  128, 136 
N.  Y.  Supp.  613 ;  37  Cyc.  568 ;  Kelly  v. 
London  Pavilion,  77  L.  T.  N.  S.  215; 
Goddard  v.  Morrissey,  172  Mass.  594, 
53  N.  E.  207;  Bergere  v.  Parker,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  170  S.  W.  808. 

The  plaintiff  proved  both  an  oral 
and  a  written  notice  of  renewal. 

Treat  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.'  Co. 
108  C.  C.  A.  98,  185  Fed.  760. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  prevented  by 
an3i;hing  in  the  complaint  or  the  rec- 
ord from  showing  its  oral  exercise  of 
the  option.  v 

Hovey  v.  American  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  2 
Duer  (N.  Y.)  554;  Fowler  v.  Martin,  1 
Thomp.  &  C.  317. 

Irrespective  of  the  oral  notice  of 
renewal,  and  irrespective  of  the  evi- 
dence of  the  receipt  of  the  written  no- 
tice of  renewal,  the  incontestable  fact 
that  this  written  notice  was  duly 
mailed  shows  a  complete  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  contract 
relating  to  the  option  on  defendants' 
services  for  another  year. 

Howard  v.  Daly,  61  N.  Y.  362,  19 
Am.  Rep.  285;  White  v.  Corlies,  46  N. 
Y.  467 ;  Trevor  v.  Wood,  86  N.  Y.  807, 
93  Am.  Dec.  511;  Mactier  v.  Frith,  6 


Wend.  (N.  Y.)  108,  21  Am.  Dec.  262; 
Vassar  v.  Camp,  11  N.  Y.  441;  Tayloe 
V.  Merchants'  F.  Ins.  Co.  9  How.  890, 
13  L.  ed.  187 ;  Burton  v.  United  States, 
202  U.  S.  344,  50  L.  ed.  1057,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  688 ;  21  Aul  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  924. 

The  notice  of  June  7,  1920,  is  not 
vitiated  by  the  typographical  error  of 
inserting  "October  lat"  instead  of 
September  1st. 

29  Cyc.  1124;  1  McAdam,  Land.  & 
T.  p.  60;  People  ex  rel.  Gleahill  v. 
Schackno,  48  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  551;  Burns 
v.  Bryant,  81  N.  Y.  453. 

Even  if  the  notice  of  June  7  were 
defective  or  ineffective  in  itself,  the 
conversations  and  correspondence  of 
July  15  constituted  acquiescence  by 
the  defendants  in  its  sufficiency  and 
in  a  renewal  of  the  contract. 

Leslie  v.  Robie,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  289. 

Rogers,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  corporation  is  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  is  in  business  as  a 
theatrical  manager  and  producer  of 
plays,  and  for  a  number  of  years 
last  past  was  and  still  is  engaged 
in  producing  plays  and  attractions 
at  various  theaters  in  the  city  of 
New  York.  It  likewise  presents 
plays  on  the  road  in  a  tour  of  the 
United  States  and  Canada  and 
among  the  plays  so  produced  is  one 
known  as  "The  Passing  Show  of 
1919,"  in  which  the  defendants  ap- 
pear. 

The  plaintiff  on  July  8,  1919,  en- 
tered into  a  written  agreement  with 
the  defendants  by  the  terms  of 
which  the  plaintiff  engaged  them  to 
render  their  exclusive  services  to  it 
for  a  period  of  one  year  commenc- 
ing from  September  1, 1919.  It  was 
agreed  therein  that  the  defendants 
should  appear  at  all  times  as  direct- 
ed by  the  plaintiff  during  the  year, 
and  it  was  guaranteed  that  they 
should  be  employed  for  twenty 
weeks  in  the  minimum,  and  their 
salary  was  fixed  at  the  sum  of  $250 
per  week  while  appearing  in  the  city 
of  New  York  and  $275  per  week 
while  on  the  road.  It  was  further 
provided  that  the  plaintiff  had  an 
option  on  the  services  of  the  defend- 
ants for  Hie  theatrical  year  begin- 
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nins  September  1, 1920,  and  ending 
September  1,  1921,  provided  plain- 
tiff gave  notice  of  its  desire  to  exer- 
cise such  option  prior  to  July  1, 
1920.  If  the  plaintiff  exercised  the 
option  reserved  to  it,  the  agreement 
provided  that  the  guaranty  of  twen- 
ty weeks  should  again  apply  for  the 
period,  but  that  the  salary  should  be 
$300  per  week  while  appearing  in 
the  city  of  New  York  and  $325  per 
week  while  appearing  on  the  road. 
On  June  7,  1920,  the  plaintiff,  pur- 
suant to  its  option,  employed  the  de- 
fendants for  the  year  beginning  on 
September  1,  1920.  Notwithstand- 
ing this,  the  defendants  advised  the 
plaintiff  that  they  refused  to  per- 
form according  to  their  agreement; 
and  it  appears  that  they  have  con-, 
tracted  with  a  rival  manager  to  ap- 
pear in  a  production  to  be  presented 
in  a  rival  theater  in  ttie  city  of  New 
York. 

An  injunction  is  asked  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  performing 
for  any  managers  other  than  the 
plaintiff,  or  from  performing  in  any 
other  theater  or  place  of  public 
amusement,  or  in  any  other  com- 
pany, except  that  of  the  plaintiff, 
until  the  expiration  of  the  term 
mentioned  in  the  agreement  made 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de^ 
fendants.  The  court  below  granted 
the  injunction  as  prayed. 

The  contract  is  found  in  a  letter 
addressed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendants and  signed  ^Shubert  The- 
atrical Company,  by  J.  J.  Shubert." 
Then  follows: 

We  have  read  the  foregoing.  The 
same  contains  our  full  understand- 
ing, and,  with  our  signatures  at  the 
bottom  hereof,  let  this  be  deemed  a 
contract  between  us. 

Geo.  &  Dick  Rath, 
by  Geo.  H.  Rath. 

The  letter  (contract)  contains 
the  following:  ''You  [the  defend- 
ants] agree  throughout  the  term 
hereof  that  you  shall  not  render 
your  services,  nor  will  you  appear 
publicly  for  any  other  firm  or  cor- 
poration, whether  moving  pictures 
or  otherwise,  without  our  written 

20  A.L.R.-^4. 


consent  first  had  and  obtained,  and 
shall  you  attempt  to  appear  for  any 
other  management  or  in  moving 
pictures,  we  shall  have  the  right  to 
apply  to  any  court  having  competent 
jurisdiction .  for  an  injunction  re- 
straining your  appearance,  and  you 
agree,  for  the  purpose  of  such  law- 
suit, that  your  services  are  extraor- 
dinary and  unique,  and  you  can- 
not be  replaced,  except  for  Morris 
Gest." 

The  performances  which  the  de- 
fendants contracted  to  give  are  ac- 
robatic in  character.  The  testimony 
shows  that  their  feats  are  unique 
and  extraordinary.  A  prominent 
theatrical  manager  and  producer  of 
wide  experience,  and  not  associated 
with  the  plaintiff,  testified.  One  of 
the  feats  of  the  defendants'  per- 
formances, as  he  described  it,  is  that 
one  of  the  defendants,  with  one 
hand,  raises  the  other  defendant,  a 
full-grown  man,  frcmi  the  floor,  his 
body  being  stretched  at  full  length 
upon  the  floor.  The  witness,  in  de- 
scribing it,  said  this  was  done  witlx- 
out  apparent  effort,  "just  as  easy 
as  you  would  lift  a  straw,"  In  reply 
to  a  question  by  the  court,  he  de- 
clared :  "It  is  a  fact  that  it  is  the 
most  marvelous  thing  that  has  ever 
been  before." 

He  added  that  it  had  never  before 
been  done  with  a  grown-up  man  in . 
the  history  of  this  country.  Anoth- 
er theatrical  manager,  of  whom  de- 
fendants' counsel  said,  "I  will  con- 
cede that  he  is  a  great  manager  and 
producer,  and  cannot  be  equaJed  in 
the  theatrical  business,"  and  who 
was  asked  by  the  court  whether  the 
performances  of  the  defendants 
were  unique  land  unusual,  answered, 
"Absolutely."  He  added  that  he  did 
not  know  of  any  imitator  in  the 
world.  Another  theatrical  produc- 
er, having  an  experience  of  nearly 
thirty  years  and  who  is  widely 
known,  testified  that  their  perform- 
ance was  "absolutely  unique  and  ex- 
traordinary." 

This  is  an  excerpt  from  his  testi- 
mony: 

One  of  the  moves  they  make  is 
taking  a  man  underneath  his  body. 
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and  raising  him  right  over  his 
shoulder,  and  standing  him  up 
straight  on  his  hands,  something 
that  has  never  been  done,  as  long  as 
my  experience  has  been  in  the  show 
business.  I  have  never  seen  any- 
thing like  it. 

Q.  Are  you  an  athlete  yourself? 

A.  I  am. 

Q.  And  do  these  features  impress* 
you  as  being  peculiarly  difficult? 

A.  It  has  never  been  done  as  long 
as  I  remember  seeing  anjrthing  in 
the  show  business. 

Q.  Yes.  Do  you  know  from  your 
experience  whether  it  would  be 
possible  to  replace  that  act  by  other 
people  ? 

A.  Absolutely  impossible. 

The  finding  of  the  trial  court 
that  the  performances  of  the  defend- 
ants are  unique  and  unusual  is  am- 
ply justified  by  the  testimony.  The 
services  of  the  defendants  are  ex- 
traordinary, unique,  and  cannot  be 
replaced. 

These  services  were  to  be  given 
to  the  plaintiffs  exclusively,  and  the 
contract  contains  an  express  nega- 
tive covenant  that  they  would  not 
be  given  under  any  other  manage- 
ment during  the  period  named.    By 

a  negative  covenant 
i«"2"~7«cit  the  covenantor 
of  contMct-  promises  that  some- 
thing shall  not  be 
done.  The  relief 
appropriate  to  a  breach  of  such  a 
contract  is  an  injunction.  The 
leading  authority,  as  respects  cove- 
nants of  personal  service,  is  the 
well-known  case  of  Lumley  v.  Wag- 
ner, 1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  604,  42  Eng. 
Reprint,  687,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  898, 
16  Jur.  871,  6  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  652. 
In  that  case  a  famous  singer  agreed 
to  sing  in  the  opera  house  of  the 
complainant  for  a  certain  time,  and 
not  to  sing  for  anyone  else  during 
that  time.  The  opinion  in  that  case 
reviews  the  authorities  and  contains 
what  is  regarded  as  a  very  able  and 
convincing  discussion  of  the  prin- 
ciple applicable  in  such  cases.  As 
the  services  contracted  for  were 
those  of  a  person  possessing  special 
and    extraordinary    qualifications, 


theatrical 
perform  a  m  ce. 


Lord  Chancellor  St.  Leonards  grant- 
ed an  injunction  restraining  the  de- 
fendant from  singing  at  any  other 
theater  than  that  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  held  that  the  fact 
that  the  court  would  have  been  un- 
able to  enforce  specifically  the  de- 
fendant's affirmative  covenant  to 
sing  at  the  plaintiffs  theater  did 
not  affect  the  complainant's  right  to 
an  injunction  to  restrain  a  viola- 
tion of  the  negative  covenant  not  to 
sing  elsewhere. 

In  McCauU  v.  Braham  (C.  C.)  16 
Fed.  37,  Judge  Addison  Brown  con- 
tinued an  injunction  restraining 
Lilhan  Russell  from  the  breach  of 
a  negative  covenant  not  to  sing  in 
comic  opera  during  the  season  at 
any  other  than  the  plaintiff's  thea- 
ter. In  addition  to  tiie  negative 
covenant,  the  conlract  contained  an 
affirmative  covenant  to  sing  in  the 
employment  of  the  plaintiff  when- 
ever required.  In  the  course  of  his 
opinion  Judge  Brown  said:  ^'Con- 
tracts for  the  services  of  artists  or 
authors  of  special  merit  are  person- 
al and  peculiar ;  and  when  they  con- 
tain negative  covenants  which  are 
essential  parts  of  the  agreement,  as 
in  this  case,  that  the  artists  will  not 
pearform  elsewhere,  and  the  dam- 
ages, in  case  of  violation,  are  inca- 
pable of  definite  measurement,  they 
are  such  as  ought  to  be  observed  in 
good  faith  and  specifically  enforced 
in  equity.  That  violation  of  such 
covenants  will  be  restrained  by  in- 
junction is  now  the  settled  law  of 
England." 

In  Cincinnati  Exhibition  Co.  v. 
Marsans  (D.  C.)  216  Fed.  269,  the 
complainant  had  employed  defend- 
ant as  a  ball  player  for  a  certain 
specified  period,  and  defendant  had 
covenanted  not  to  render  similar 
service  to  others  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  contract.  An  in- 
junction issued  to  prevent  the 
breach  of  the  negative  covenant. 
The  court,  by  Judge  Sanborn,  said: 
''It  is  a  settled  rule  of  law  that 
where  a  person  agrees  to  render 
services  that  are  unique  and  ex- 
traordinary, and  which  may  not  be 
rendered  by  another,  and  has  made 
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a  negative  covenant  in  his  agree* 
ment  whereby  he  promises  not  to 
render  such  service  to  others,  the 
court  may  issue  an  injunction  to 
prevent  him  from  violating  the 
negative  covenant  in  order  to  in- 
duce him  to  perform  his  contract. 
The  facts  of  this  case  seem  to  me  to 
bring  it  under  this  rule/' 

In  Philadelphia  Ball  Club  v.  La- 
joie,  202  Pa.  210,  58  L.R.A.  227,  90 
Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  51  Atl.  978,  it 
was  held  that,  where  a  baseball 
player  had  contracted  to  play  with 
a  particular  club  for  a  certain  term, 
he  would  be  enjoined  from  playing 
with  another  club  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  term,  where  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  he  was  an  ex- 
pert player  in  any  position,  and  had 
a  great  reputation  among  the  pa^ 
trons  of  the  sport  for  his  ability 
and  skill. 

In  Pomeroy  on  Specific  Perform- 
ance, p.  31,  the  principle  is  stated 
as  follows: 

"Where  one  person  agrees  to  ren- 
der personal  services  to  another, 
which  require  and  presuppose  a 
special  knowledge,  skill  and  ability 
in  the  employee,  so  that  in  case  of 
a  default  the  same  services  could 
not  easily  be  obtained  from  others, 
although  the  affirmative  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  is  beyond 
the  power  of  the  court,  its  perform- 
ance will  be  negatively  enforced  by 
enjoining  its  breach.'' 

The  basis  upon  which  the  decir 
sions  rest  in  all  such  cases  is  that 
the  damages  for  the  breach  of  such 
contracts  cannot  be  estimated  with 
any  certainty,  and  the  employer 
cannot,  by  means  of  any  damages, 
purchase  the  same  services  from 
others.  The  injury  in  such  cases  is 
irreparable.     Damages  which  can 

be  estimated  in 
•;:"*i«eSJi!lb?e."  cases  of  this  class 

only  by  conjecture, 
and  not  by  any  accurate  standard, 
constitute  such  an  irreparable  in- 
jury as  courts  of  equity  will  restrain 
by  injunction. 

In  5  Pomeroy's  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence, §  289,  p.  518,  it  is  said  that 
the  doetrine  of  Lumley  v.  Wagner 


has  been  generally  accepted,  both  in 
England  and  in  this  country,  upon  a 
similar  state  of  facts.  The  author 
also  states  that  "the  most  frequent 
apiriication  has  been  in  cases  of  ac- 
tors and  actresses  of  established 
reputation.  Contracts  for  their 
services  often  stipulate  that  they 
shall  not  perform  elsewhere  during 
their  engagement  with  a  particular 
manager.  Their  services  being  ex- 
traordinary and  special,  an  injunc- 
tion is  genierally  granted  against 
the  breach  of  such  a  stipulation. 
It  will  likewise  be  granted  when  an 
artist  agrees  to  work  for  the  com- 
plainant and  for  no  one  else." 

In  the  argument  in  this  court 
counsel  for  the  defendants  insisted 
that  the  contract  between  the  par- 
ties is  so  lacking  in  equitable  mutu- 
ality that  a  court  of  equity  should 
not  enforce  it.  We  are  not  im- 
pressed by  tiie  argument.  The  con- 
tract binds  the  complainant  to  give 
the  defendants  employment  for  at 
least  twenty  weeks  in  the  theatrical 
year,  "not  necessarily  consecutive," 
for  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to 
pay  a  certain  specific  amount.  The 
contract  also  binds  the  defendants 
to  render  their  services  to  the  i^in- 
tiff  for  a  like  num- 
ber of  weeks  at  SS.V«i-" 
least,  and  to  do  so  ;~t5l.?'^*"*  ** 
for  the  specified  sal- 
ary. That  there  is  mutuality  of 
obligation  in  such  an  agreement  is 
too  plain  for  controversy,  and 'mu- 
tuality of  obligation  is  sufficient  to 
justify  the  issuance  of  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment if  the  services  to  be  rendered 
are  unique,  special,  or  extraordina- 
ry, and  the  contract  be  not  otherwise 
inequitable  or  oppressive.  Whether 
the  contract  is  inequitable  or  op- 
pressive will  be  considered  in  a  sub- 
sequent part  of  this  opinion. 

An  application  for  an  injunction 
in  a  case .  like  this  does  not  depend, 
as  counsfei  for  the  defendants  in  his 
argument  in  this  court  seemed  to 
think,  upon  the  principle  applicable 
to  eases  for  spedfic  perfomvsince. 
It  is  not  necessary  in  the  present 
case  for  us  to  inquire  as  to whatthe^ 
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doctrine  of  mutualily  means  in 
cases  of  sx>eciiic  performance. 
There  is  a  distinction  between  ac-p 
tions  brought  to  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  an  affirmative  cove- 
nant and  those  which  are  brought 
to  restrain  by  injunction  the  breach 
of  a  negative  covenant  in  the  same 
agreement.  It  is  familiar  doctrine 
that  courts  of  equity  do  not  exercise 
their  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  rem- 
edy of  an  affirmative  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  for  personal 
services.  This  they  decline  to  do, 
because  they  cannot  in  any  direct 
manner  compel  an  actor  to  act 
or  a  singer  to  sing.  But  the 
rale  is  established  in  England 
and  in  this  country  that  the 
courts  of  equity  may  restrain  by 
injunction  the  breach  of  a  negative 
covenant  by  which  an  actor  or  a 
singer  of  unusual  gifts  has  agreed 
not  to  act  or  not  to  sing  in  a  specified 
period,  except  under  the  manage- 
ment of  the  other  party  to  the  con- 
tract. That  this  may  result  or  may 
not  result  in  indirectly  compelling 
the  specific  performance  of  the  af- 
firmative covenant  is  not  a  matter; 
with  which  this  court  needs  in  the 
present  case  to  concern  itself. 
There  has  been  a  great  difference 
of  opinion,  especially  in  the  English 
courts,  over  the  question  whether  an 
injunction  can  issue  to  prevent  the 
Ixreach  of  a  contract  unless  it  con- 
tains an  express  negative  covenant,  i 
But  with  that  question  also  we  are 
not  concerned  in  this  case,  as  the 
contract  here  involved  does  contain 
an  express  negative  covenant.  It  is 
sufficient  for  our  present  purpose 
that  a  distinction  exists  between 
suits  brought  to  compel  specific  per- 
formance of  an  affirmative  covenant 
for  personal  services,  and  suits 
brought  to  restrain  by  injunction 
the  violation  of  a  negative  covenant 
respecting  such  services.  McCall 
Co.  V.  Wright,  198  N.  Y.  148,  31 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  249,  91  N.  E.^516. 

The  contract  gave  the  plaintiff  an 
option  to  renew  its  contract  for  the 
theatrical  year  from  September  1, 
1920,  to  September  1,  1921,  provid- 
ed it  gave  defendants  notice  in  writ- 


ing or  orally  of  its  desire  to  exer- 
cise such  option  prior  to  July  1, 
1920.  If  the  option  was  not  exer- 
cised according  to  its  terms,  the  con- 
tract has  expired,  the  defendants 
have  not  violated  ft,  and  no  injunc- 
tion can  issue. 

The  testimony  shows  that  Mr. 
Shubert,  the  vice  president  of  the 
plaintiff  corporation,  and  who  had 
full  charge  of  such  matters,  dictated 
to  his  st^ographer  on  June  7, 1920, 
a  letter  exercising  the  option ;  that 
she  typed  it  and  then  handed  it  to 
Shubert,  who  signed  it  and  gave  it 
back  to  her;  that  she  then  handed 
it,  properly  addressed,  to  the  head 
of  the  mailing  department  in  the 
Shubert  office,  telling  her  that  it 
was  important  and  to  mail  it  her- 
self; and  that  the  latter  person 
stamped  it  and  herself  mailed  it  on 
the  same  day  in  a  regular  United 
States  government  postoffice  box. 
The  letter  was  mailed  in  a  Shubert 
envelop  having  a  return  address 
stamped  on  it,  and  it  was  never  re- 
turned for  nondelivery.  'Hie  letter 
was  addressed  to  defendants,  in  care 
of  the  Detroit  Opera  House,  Detroit, 
Michigan,  where  the  defendants 
were  engaged  for  the  week  begin- 
ning on  that  day. 

The  court  below  has  found  as  a 
fact  that  the  letter  was  written  and 
mailed.     We  concur  with  him  in 
that  finding.     The  court  also  said 
that  in  writing  and  mailing  the  let 
ter  tiie  plaintiff  did  all  that  was 
required  of  it  under  the  contract. 
In  that  proposition  we  also  fully 
concur ;  the  letter  having  been  writ- 
ten prior  to  the  ex- 
piration of  the  op.  l2rii?»V?I5riT- 
tion.    Prior  to  that 
time  the  defendants  are  deemed  in 
law  to  have  been  making  to  the 
plaintiff  a  continuing  offer,  and  the 
mailing  of  the  letter  was  an  accept- 
ance of  it    An  option,  when  based 
on  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration, is  a  con-  SJ^pfioi?^ 
tract  by  which  one 
binds  himself  to  sell  property  or 
perform  services,  and  leaves  it  dis- 
cretionary with  the  other  to  take 
the  property  or  accept  the  services 
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on  the  terms  specified.  In  such  a 
contract  two  elements  exist :  First, 
the  offer  to  sell  or  to  render  service 
which  does  not  become  a  contract 
until  accepted ;  second,  the  complet- 
ed contract  to  continue  the  offer  or 
leave  it  open  for  the  time  named. 
Black  V.  Maddox,  104  Ga.  167,  162, 
30  S.  E.  723. 

An  option  is  said  in  Milwaukee 
Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rhea,  60  C. 
G.  A.  103, 123  Fed.  11,  to  be  nothing 
more  than  a  continuing  offer  to  sell. 
In  Standiford  v.  Thompson^  68  0. 
G.  A.  425,  430,  136  Fed.  996,  it  is 
defined  as  ''an  unaccepted  offer  to 
sell,''  and  it  is  said  to  be  ''a  continu- 
ing offer  until  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited."  In  McMillan  v.  Phfl- 
adelphia  Go.  169  Pa.  142,  28  Atl. 
220,  it  is  said  thkt  an  option  is  an 
unaccepted  offer,  which  becomes  a 
binding  contract  when  the  holder  of 
the  option  signifies  that  he  accepts 
the  offer  within  the  time  fixed.  And 
an  option  is  defined  in  Adams  v. 
Peabody  Goal  Go.  230  III.  469,  82 
N.  E.  646,  as  a  continuing  offer, 
which  the  offerer  may  not  withdraw 
until  the  expiration  of  the  time  lim- 
ited. In  Rease  v.  Kittle,  66  W.  V&. 
269,  49  S.  E.  160,  it  is  said  that  "an 
option  contract  to  purchase  is  but 
a  continuing  offer  to  sell."  In  36 
Gyc.  66,  it  is  said  that  an  option 
is  a  continuing  offer  or  contract  by 
which  the  owner  stipulates  with  an- 
other that  the  latter  shall  have  the 
right  to  buy  the  property  at  a  fixed 
price  within  a  certain  time.  And 
see  Ganss  v.  J.  M.  Guffey  Petroleum 
Co.  125  App.  Div.  760,  110  N.  T. 
Supp.  176,  177 ;  Sizer  v.  Glark,  116 
Wis.  534,  93  N.  W.  639;  Snider  v. 
Yarbrough,  43  Mont  203,  115  Pac. 
411 ;  Bates  v.  Woods,  226  111.  126, 
80  N.  E.  84 ;  John  v.  Elkins,  63  W. 
Va.  158,  59  S.  E.  961. 

The  law  is  settled  that,  if  a  letter 
accepting  an  offer  is  made  in  th& 
manner  either  expressly  or  implied- 
ly indicated  by  the  party  making 
the  offer,  it  makes  no  difference 
whatever  that  the  letter  is  never 
received  because  of  some  mistake 
of  the  postofiice  authorities,  or 
through  accident  in  transmission,  or 


•because  in  some  way  it  becomes  lost. 
Patrick  v.  Bowman,  149  U.  S.  411, 
37  L.  ed.  790,  13  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  811, 
«66 ;  Tayloe  v.  Merchants'  F.  Ins.  Go. 
9  How.  390,  13  L.  ed.  187;  Burton 
V.  United  States,  202  U.  S.  344, 
384-886,  60  L.  ed.  1067,  1072/ 1073, 
26  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  688,  6  Ann.  Gas. 
362 ;  Mactier  v.  Frith,  6  Wend.  103, 
21  Am.  Dec.  262;  Vassar  v.  Gamp, 
11  N.  Y.  441 ;  Trevor  v.  Wood,  36 
N.  Y.  307,  93  Am.  Dec.  511;  White 
V.  Gorlies,  46  N.  Y.  467 ;  Howard  v. 
Daly,  61  N.  Y.  362,  19  Am.  Rep. 
286;  Mercer  Electric  Mfg.  Go.  v. 
Gonnecticut  Electric  Mfg.  Go.  87 
Conn.  691,  89  Atl.  909;  Perry  v. 
Mt.  Hope  Iron  Go.  16  R.  I.  380,  2 
Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  6  Atl.  632.  The 
law  of  England  is  to  the  same  effect, 
Brogden  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Go.  2 
App.  Gas.  666,  6  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  94 ; 
Re  Imperial  Land  "Go.  L.  R.  16  Eq. 
18,  42  L.  J.  Gh.  N.  S.  372. 
.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  in- 
quire whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances^  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
use  the  mails  for  the  purpose  of 
communicating  its  exercise  of  its 
option.  The  plaintiff  was  expressly 
authorized  by  the  defendants  to  ex- 
ercise th^  option  in 
writing  orally.  We  2S**/lTSSrR!" 
think  that  this  gave 
it  the  right  to  communicate  by  mail 
its  written  acceptance  of  the  offer. 
Authorization  to  communicate  ac- 
ceptance by  mail  is  implied  in  two 
cases: 

(1)  Where  the  post  is  used  to 
make  the  offer,  and  says  nothing  as 
to  how  the  answer  is  to  be  sent. 

(2)  Where  the  circumstances  are 
such  that  it  must  have  been  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
that  according  to  the  ordinary  us- 
ages of  mankind  the  post  might  be 
used  as  a  means  of  communicating 
the  acceptance.  Henthorn  v.  Fraser 
[1892]  2  Gh.  27,  61  L.  J.  Gh.  N.  S. 
373,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  439,  40  Week. 
Rep.  433 ;  Garey  v.  Roots,  5  Alberta 
L.  R.  125,  21  West  L.  R.  795,  2  West 
Week.  Rep.  678,  5  D.  L.  R.  670 ;  Ellis 
V.  Block,  187  Mass.  408,  73  N.  E. 
475 ;  Campbell  v.  Beard,  57  W.  Va. 
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501,  5Qa,  50  S.  E.  747.  See  13  C.  J. 
p,  300,  .|tll6. 

Where  authority  is  given  to  ac- 
cept in  writing  an  offer  which  was 
•made  orally,  the  offeree  has  a  right 
to  understand,  ii)  our  opinion,  that 
he  is  at  liberty  to  send  his  answer  by 
post;  and  if  he  incloses  the  writing 
in  ap:env0lpp  properly  stamped  and 
addressed,  and  deposits  it  either  in 
the  postofiice  or  in  a  street  letter 
box,  which  is  a  part  of  the  postoffice 
system  for  the  transmission  of  mail, 
he  has  done  all  that  is  required. 
Wood  v<  Callaghan,  61  Mich.  402,  1 
Am.  St.  Rep.  597,  28  N.  W.  162. 

It  appear^,  however,  that  the 
written  notice  which  was  deposited 
in  the  mails  was. not  in  all  respects 
accurate.  The  notice  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing form: 

June  7, 1&20.  . 
'    Dear  Sirs:*— In  accordtoce  with 
the   terms   of  our  contract   dated 
July  8,  1919,  we  hereby  notify  you 
that  we  exercise  our.  option  for  yoUr 
•  services  to  continue  with  us,  com- 
•mencing  October  1,  1920,  and  ex- 
piring on  October  1,1921,  at  salary 
as  contained  in  said  contract. 
Very  truly  yours, 
Shubert  Theatrical  Company, 
by  J.  J.  Shubert. 
Rath  Bros.  Passing  Show,  Detroit 
Opera  House,  Detroit,  Michigan. 
JJS/HC 

Under  the  contract  the  period  of 
renewal,  as  before  pointed  out,  was 
from  September  1,  1920,  to  Septem- 
ber 1,  1921.  The  notice  as  given 
substituted  "October"  for  "Septem- 
ber.^' But  the  notice 'distinctly  de- 
scribed itself  as  a  renewal  "in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  our  co»- 
tract^'  "at  salary  as  contained  in  said 
contract."  The  mention  of  "Octo- 
ber" for  "September"  was  a  pal- 
pable slip,  which 
could  have  misled 
no  one,  and  which 
did  not  vitiate  the  notice.  Where  a 
contract  is  specifically  mentioned  in 
a  notice  given  under  it,  the  terms  of 
the  contract  are  controlling.  A  no- 
tice given  under  a  contract  is  to  be 
construed  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  contract.    29  Cyc.  1124. 


date— 


Counsel  for. defendant  insisted  in 
this  court  that  the  contract  is  illegal 
and  cannot  be  enforced,  because  it 
requires  the  defendants  to  give  ac- 
robatic performances  in  the  city  of 
New  York  on  Sundays,  the  giving 
of  which  is  prohibited  by  the  Penal 
Law  of  the  ^tate  of  New  York  (Con- 
sol.  Laws,  chap  40).  Section  2143 
of  that  law  is  as  follows:  "All  la- 
bor on  Sunday  is  prohibited,  except- 
ing the  works  of  necessity  and 
charity.  In  work  of  necessity  or 
charity  is  included  whatever  is  need- 
ful during  the  day  for  the  good  Or- 
der, healtii  or  comfort  of  the  com- 
munity." 

Section  2152  of  the  law  expressly 
mentions  acrobatic  performances 
among  the  performances  the  rendi- 
tion of  which  on  Sunday  is  declared 
unlawful  and  punishable  as  a  mis- 
demeanor. The  provision  is  found 
in  part  in  the  margin.^ 

The  statute  of  29  Charles  II.  chap. 
7, 1676,  seems  to  have  laid  the  foun- 
dation for  the  Sunday  observance 
laws  of  England  and  of  those  in  this 
country.  It  provided  in  its  first  sec- 
tion that  "no  tradesman,  artificer, 
workman,  laborer,  or  other  person 
whatsoever  shall  do  or  exercise  any 
worldly  labor^  business  or  work  of 
their  ordinary  callings,  upon  the 
Lord's  Day,  or  any  part  thereof 
(works  of  necessity  and  charity  on- 
ly excepted)." 

In  27  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  389, 

it  is  said  that  "at  common  law  judi- 

' 

i"The  performance  of  any  tragedy, 
comedy,  opera,  ballet,  farce,  negro  mins- 
trelsy, negro  gr  other  dancing,  wrestling, 
*  boxing  with  or  without  gloves,  sparring 
contest,  trial  of  strength,  or  any  part  or 
parts  therein,  or  any  circus,  equestrian 
or  dramatic  performance  or  exercise,  or 
any  performance  or  exercise  of  jugglers, 
acrobats,  club  performances  or  rope  danc- 
ers on  the  first  day  of  the  week  is  forbid- 
den; and  every  person  aiding  in  such 
exhibition,  performance  or  exercise  by  ad- 
vertisement, posting  or  otherwise,  and 
every  owner  or  lessee  of  any  garden,  build- 
ing  or  other  room,  place  or  structure,  who 
leases  or  lets  the  same  for  the  purpose  of 
ainy  such  exhibition,  performance  or  ex- 
ercise, or  who  assents  to  the  use  of  the 
same,  for  any  such  purpose,  if  it  be  so 
used,  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    .    .    J^ 
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cial  proceedings  only  were  pjohlfoit- 
ed  on  Sunday.  A  person  was  not 
prohibited  from  doing  his  ordinary 
labor  on  Sunday,  and  the  making  of 
contracts  was  lawful." 

In  37  Cyc.  545,  it  is  also  said  that 
''at  common  law  all  business  other 
than  judicial  proceedings  could  be 
lawfully  transacted  on  Sunday." 

In  Frolich  on  the  Law  of  Motion 
Pictures  &  Theater,  p.  391,  it  is 
said :  ''Sunday  was  not  a  dies  non 
under  the  common  law,  and  all  regu- 
lations respecting  the  observance  of 
Sunday  and  the  prohibition  of  par- 
ticular lines  of  activity  are  purely 
of  statutory  creation." 

The  law  as  above  stated  is  sup? 
ported  by  a  number  of  court  deci- 
sions. See  Heisen  v.  Smith,  138 
Cal.  216,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  39,  71 
Pac.  180 ;  Ward  v.  Ward,  76  Minn. 
269,  77  N.  W.  965 ;  Merritt  v.  Earle^ 
29  N.  Y.  116,  86  Am.  Dec.  292; 
Boynton  v.  Page,  13  Wend.  429; 
Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  296,  32 
L.R.A.  659,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  365, 
43  N.  E.  1108 ;  Marengo  v.  Rowland, 
263  111.  531,  105  N.  E.  285,  Ann* 
Gas.  1915C,  198.  In  Richardson  v. 
Goddard,  23  How.  28,  42,  16  L.  ed. 
412,  417.  Mr.  Justice  Grier,  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  in 
England  formerly  the  courts  sat 
even  on  Sunday,  and  that  contracts 
made  on  that  day  were  not  regarded 
as  void  till  the  statute  of  29  Charles 
II.  chap.  7  (not  27,  as  he  erroneous- 
ly states),  was  enacted. 

We  assume  that,  in  the  absence 
of  a  statute,  participation  in  inno- 
cent amusements  on  Sunday  is  law- 
f  uL  We  also  assume  that  contracts 
to  perform  on  Sunday  something 
prohibited  by  statute  are  void.  It 
has  been  held  that,  where  a  contract 
provides  for  the  performance  on 
Sunday  of  acts  prohibited  by  the 
statute,  the  entire  contract  is  void, 
and  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  the 
part  performance  on  a  secular  day. 
Stewart  v.  Thayer,  170  Mass.  560, 
49  N.  E.  1020;  Handy  v.  St.  Paul 
Globe  Pub.  Co.  41  Minn.  188,  4 
L.R.A.  466,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  695. 
42  N.  W.  872 ;  Williams  v.  Hastings, 
59  N.  H.  873, 


The  contract  here  involved,  as  ex- 
pressly stated  in  its  opening  para- 
graph, is  an  engagement  of  the  ex- 
clusive services  of  the  defendants 
at  any  place  or  places  that  the  plain- 
tiff designates  in  the  United  States 
of  America  and  Canada.  So  far  as 
Sunday  performances  are  referred 
to,  the  contract  provides  as  follows : 
"In  states  where  Sunday  perform- 
ances are  expressly  permitted  by 
law,  you  agree  to  appc^ar  and  per- 
form." 

And  it  also  provided  that,  "we 
have  the  right  to  the  use  of  your 
services  in  any  theaters  wherein  we 
shall  give  Sunday  concerts,,  and  you 
shall  appear  and  play  in  such  con- 
certs whenever  we  shall  give  you 
two  (2)  days'  notice  pjrior  thereto 
of  our  desire  to  have  you  appear  and 
naming  the  place  where.  Should 
you  be  out  of  the  city  of  New  York 
if  such  notice  reaches  you,  you  shall 
pay  your  expenses  to  the  city  where 
said  concert  is  given  and  the  return 
to  your  city  of  engagement." 

An  examination  of  these  clauses 
shows  not  only  that  the  parties  did 
not  agree  to  violate  any  Sunday  ob- 
seirvance  statute,  but  that  the  inten- 
tion was  that  there  should  be  no 
performances  by  the  defendants  on 
such  days,  except  in  states  where 
Sunday  performances  "are  express- 
ly permitted  by  law."  The  two 
dauses  of  the  contract  relating  to 
Sunday  perform- 
ances must  be  read 
together,  and  they 
in  no  way  bind  the 
defendants  to  ap- 
pear anywhere  in  violation  of  any 
Sunday  law.  The  reference  to  the 
city  of  New  York,  found  in  the  sec- 
ond clause,  is  not  a  reference  to  that 
city  as  a  place  of  performance,  but 
as  fixing  the  length  of  notice.  If 
the  plaintiff  undertook  to  require 
the  defendants  to  perform  on  Sun- 
day in  any  state  where  such  per- 
formances are  prohibited  by  statute, 
the  defendants  would  have  been  un- 
der no  obligation  to  appear,  and 
their  refusal  would  not  have  in- 
volved any  breach  of  contract. 


Sunday— eon- 
tract  for  SnndaT 
theatrical 
performancep* 
valldltF. 
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An  Afirreement  to  perform  for 
-p«rf«tfM«me*  twciity  weeks  is  not 
'*'  S***^  *"^    agreem«it    to 

^^^  perform  on  Snnday. 

Goddard  y.  Morrissey,  172  Mass. 
694,  63  N.  E.  207.  In  Kelley  v.  Lon- 
don Pavilion,  77  L.  T.  N.  S.  216, 
where  a  music  hall  artiste  engaged 
to  perform  "every  evening,''  nus 
was  held  to  mean  ''ev«ry  evening  on 
which  the  muflic  hall  may  be  legaOy 
opened  and  the  artistes  called  upcm 
to  perform.''  In  ZenateUo  v.  Ham- 
merstein,  231  Pa.  66, 79  Atl.  922,  the 
plaintiff  had  bound  himself  to  sing 
certain  operas  "each  day  of  the 
week"  in  New  York  and  elsewhere 
in  the  United  States,  llie  court 
said  the  law  would  not  presume  that 
the  parties  int^ided  an  unlawful 
thing.  The  presumption  was  that 
the  plaintiff  would  not  be  required 
to  sing  on  Sundays,  except  in  places 
where  such  singing  was  permitted; 
and  in  the  instant  case  it  cannot  be 
said  that  the  contract  in  any  way 
violates  the  Sunday  observance  law 
of  the  state  of  New  York. 

It  certainly  will  not  be  claimed  by 
anyone  that  there  is  anything  intrin- 
sically immoral  or  any  immoral 
tendency  connected  with  an  athletic 
performance  such  as  that  given  by 
these  defendants.  In  this  connec- 
tion it  is  interesting  to  note  a  deci- 
sion under  the  Sunday  law  of  Mis- 
souri. The  statute  prohibited  horse 
racing,  cock  fighting,  or  playing 
cards  or  games  of  any  kind  on  Sun- 
day. The  statute  was  construed  in 
St.  Louis  Agri.  ft  Mechanical  Asso. 
V.  Delano,  37  Mo.  App.  284.  In  an 
opinion  written  by  Judge  Seymore 
D.  Thompson,  he  said  that  ''this 
court  is  of  opinion  that  this  prohi- 
bition is  against  games  of  chance  or 
other  games  of  an  immoral  tend- 
ency, and  that  it  does  not  involve 
a  prohibition  of  athletic  games  or 
sports,  which  are  not  of  an  immoral 
tendency,  but  which  tends  to  the 
physical  development  of  the  youth, 
and  are  rather  to  be  encouraged 
than  discouraged." 

The  case  was  affirmed  by  the  su- 
preme court  in  108  Mo.  217,  18  S. 
W.  1101. 


But  it  is  said  that  a  court  of  equi- 
ty does  not  grant  an  injunction  to 
prevent  the  breach  of  a  negative 
covenant  where  the  contract  is  in- 
equitable, or  harsh,  or  in  any  way 
oppressive.  We  do  not  dispute  the 
statement.  It  is  not  i^plicable  to 
the  particular  contract  under  re- 
view. We  have  examined  its  pro- 
visions with  care,  and  we  have 
failed  to  discover  that  it  contains 
ansrthing  which  can  be  regarded  as 
unfair,  oppressive^  or  in  any  way 
inequitable.  It  guarantees  to  t)ie 
defendants  a  salary  for  the  year  of 
the  renewal  of  at  least  $6,000,  with 
a  possible  maximum  of  $16,900.  In 
accordance  with  its  provisions  and 
during  the  first  year  of  the  contract 
the  defendants  received  from  the 
plaintiff  over  $10,000. 

During  the  year  of  the  renewal 
the  defendants  were  to  receive  a 
larger  salary,  and  might  realize  in 
that  year  about  $28,000,  or  $29,000 
from  the  contract.  The  salary  paid 
them  was  three  times  the  salary  re- 
ceived by  the  usual  acrobatic  per- 
formers. There  is 
nothing  unusual  or  StiSiVJIriJric* 
unfair  in  the  provi-  S^tSSriiTeilt. 
sion  that  during  the 
period  of  their  engagement  witii  the 
plaintiff  the  defendants  are  not  pub- 
licly to  appear  under  another  man- 
agement or  in  connection  with  a 
rival  company.  The  contract  was 
not  induced  by  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation. The  defendants  made  it 
of  their  own  free  will  and  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  that  it  contained. 
Contract  are  made  to  be  kept,  and 
not  broken,  and  the  parties  who 
make  them  are  in  duty  and  in  law 
bound  to  perform  them.  The  in- 
junction should  issue  as  prayed. 

Decree  affirmed. 

HOTE. 

The  validity  and  enforceability  of 
restrictive  covenants  in  contracts  of 
emplosrment  are  the  subject  of  the  an- 
notation in  9  A.L.R.  1456,  which  is 
supplemented  by  the  annotation  fol- 
lowing Mentis  Ck).  v.  Brock,  post, 
861. 
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MENTER  COMPANY,  Appt, 

V. 

ARTHUR  M.  BROCK  et  id.,  Respts. 

Minneaota  Supreme  Court  ^- December  2^,  1920. 

(147  Minn.  407,  180  N.  W.  553,) 

• 

In  junction  —  against  breach  of  contract  —  absence  of  damage. 

The  employee,  upon  entering  the  service,  agreed  that,  for  a  certain 
period  after  the  service  ceased,  he  would  not,  directly  or  indirectly,  engage 
in  the  same  business  as  the  employer  in  the  city.  Within  the  prescribed 
period  he  engaged  in  a  like  business  in  the  city.  In  this  action  to  enjoin 
him  from  working  in  the  new  employment,  plaintiff  failed  to  show  that  it 
had  sustained  or  was  likely  to  sustain  irreparable  damage  on  account  of 
his  conduct,  and  for  that  reason  Hie  dismissal  ordered  when  plaintiff 
rested  was  right. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  861.] 

Headnote  by  Holt,  J. 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Hennepin 
County  (Waite,  J.)  dismissing  an  action  filed  to  enjoin  defendants  from 
carrying  on  the  same  business  in  which  plaintiff  was  engaged.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  Kingman,  Cross,.  &  Cant  and 
Henry  W.  Haverstock,  for  appellant: 

A  restrictive  covenant  forbidding  an 
individual  from  carrying  on  a  business 
within  a  single  town  is  not  unreason- 
able. 

Kronschnabel*Smith  Co.  v.  Kron- 
schnabel,  87  Minn.  230.  91  N.  W.  892 ; 
South  worth  v.  Davison,  106  Minn.  119, 
19  L.RA.(N.S.)  769,  118  N.  W.  368,  16 
Ann.  Cas.  253;  Holliston  v.  Emston, 
124  Minn.  49,  144  N.  W.  415. 

The  restriction  is  not  more  extensive 
than  the  protection  of  plaintiff's  inter- 
ests requires. 

Owl  Laundry  Co.  v.  Banks,  83  N.  J. 
Eq.  230,  89  Atl.  1055;  American  Ice 
Co.  V.  Lynch,  74  N.  J.  Eq.  298,  70  Atl. 
138. 

Plaintiff,  by  the  contract,  was  given 
the  right  to  elect  whether  it  would  sue 
for  damages  at  law,  or  in  equity  for 
injunctive  relief,  and  insists  that  the 
negative  covenant  be  observed  and  the 
contract  performed. 

Watrous  v.  Allen,  57  Mich.  362,  58 
Am.  Rep.  363,  24  N.  W.  104;  Simms  v. 
Burnette,  15  Ann.  Cas.  697,  note; 
Ropes  V.  Upton,  125  Mass.  258;  Smith 
T.  Bergengren,  153  Mass.  236, 10  L.R.A. 
768,  26  N.  E.  690;  Diamond  Match  Co. 
V.  Roeber,  106  N.  Y.  473,  60  Am.  Rep. 
464,  18  N.  E.  419;  Zimmerman  v.  Ger- 


zog,  13  App.  Div.  210,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
339;  A.  L.  ft  J.  J.  Reynolds  Co.  v. 
Dreyer,  12  Misc.  368,  33  N.  Y.  Supp. 
649;  Stees  v.  Kranz,  32  Minn.  313,  20 
N.  W.  241 ;  American  Ice  Co.  v.  Lynch, 
74  N.  J.  Eq.  298,  70  Atl.  138;  Harris 
V.  Theus,  149  Ala.  188, 10  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
204,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  43  So.  131 ; 
Bradshaw  v.  Millikin,  173  N.  C.  432, 
L.R.A.1917E,  880,  92  S.  E.  161 ;  Grant 
County  V.  Allphin,  152  Ky.  280,  163 
S.  W.  417;  Wills  v.  Forester,  140  Mo. 
App.  821,  124  S.  W.  1090;  Gillis  v.  Hall, 
2  Brewst.  (Pa.)  842. 

Mr.  William  B.  Anderson,  for  re- 
spondents: 

The  employment  of  defendant  Brock 
as  the  manager  of  plaintiffs  establish- 
ment created  no  such  intimate  re- 
laticmship  with  its  customers  as  to 
warrant  the  issuance  of  an  injunction. 

H.  W.  Gossard  Co.  v.  Crosby,  132 
Iowa,  165,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1115,  109  N. 
W.  483;  Osius  v.  Hinchman,  150  Mich. 
603,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  393,  114  N.  W. 
402;  Strowbridge  Lithographic  Co.  v. 
Crane,  20  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  24,  35 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  474,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  899; 
Bumey  v.  Ryle,  91  G«.  701,  17  S.  E. 
986;  Simms  v.  Burnette,  55  Fla.  702, 
16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  38S,  127  Am.  St.  Rep. 
201,  46  So.  90,  15  Ann.  Cas.  690 ;  Hahn 
V.  Concordia  Soc.  42  Md.  460;  Martin 
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V.  Murphy,  129  Ind.  464,  29  N.  E.  1118; 
Magid  V.  Tannenbaum,  164  App.  Div. 
142,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  445;  O'Neal  v. 
Hines,  145  Ind.  32,  43  N.  E.  946;  Dills 
V.  Doebler,  62  Conn.  366,  20  L.R.A. 
432,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  26  Atl.  398 ; 
Miller  v.  Chicasro  Portrait  Co.  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  195  S.  W.  619;  Stafford 
V.  Shortreed,  62  Iowa,  524,  17  N.  W. 
756. 

Holt,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  action  is  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  carrying  on  the  same  business 
which  plaintiff  is  engaged  in  in  the 
city  of  Minneapolis.  When  plaintiff 
rested,  the  court  dismissed  the  ac- 
tion. The  appeal  is  from  the  judg- 
ment of  dismissal. 

No  error  is  claimed  in  the  dis- 
missal of  any  defendant  other  than 
Brock.  As  to  Brock  the  facts  are 
these :  Plaintiff  operates  a  chain  of 
clothing  stores  in  many  of  the  large 
cities  of  this  country.  It  has  one  in 
Minneapolis,  and  Brock  became  its 
manager  on  April  4»  1916,  at  the 
weekly  salary  of  $35,  The  contract 
of  employment  was  in  writing, 
signed  by  both  parties.  It  contains 
numerous  covenants  and  agreements 
to  be  kept  and  performed  by  Brock ; 
but  we  look  in  vain  for  one  to  be 
carried  out  or  kept  by  plaintiff.  It 
does  not  agree  to  keep  him  in  its 
employ  for  a  single  day,  nor  does  it, 
in  terms,  agree  to  pay  the  salary  he 
bound  himself  to  accept.  In  March, 
1918,  Brock  and  two  other  employ- 
ees of  plaintiff  organized  a  corpora- 
tion to  engage  in  a  business  similar 
to  plaintiff's,  rented  a  store  two 
blocks  away  from  plaintiff's,  and  are 
now  conducting  a  business  there. 
The  basis  of  the  asserted  hold  on 
Brock  is  a  paragraph  in  the  contract 
mentioned,  which  provides,  in  sub- 
stance, that  in  consideration  for 
the  emplojTnent  by  the  week,  and 
the  knowledge  thereby  obtained  in 
plaintiff's  method  and  trade  secrets. 
Brock  agreed  that,  for  a  period  of 
four  years  after  his  emplo3anent  by 
plaintiff  should. cease,  he  would  not, 
directly  or  indirectly,  enter  into  or 
engage  in  the  same  business  as 
plaintiff  in  the  city  of  Minneapolis, 


or  work  in  such  line  of  business. 
If  his  employment  ceased  before  the 
end  of  one  year,  the  prohibited  pe- 
riod should  be  four  times  as  long 
as  the  time  he  actually  worked.  In 
case  of  a  violation  of  the  foregoing 
covenant  Brock  must  forfeit  and 
pay  to  plaintiff  $3,000,  which  is 
^'agreed  upon  as  liquidated  damages 
therefor  and  shall  be  considered  as 
such,  and  not  as  a  penalty." 

The  proof  showed  that,  when 
Brock  notified  plaintiff  that  he  de- 
sired to  quit  its  employ,  no  difficulty 
was  experienced  in  at  once  supply- 
ing his  place,  and  in  fact  more  busi- 
ness was  transacted  thereafter  than 
during  Brock's  management.  While 
some  witnesses  for  plaintiff  referred 
in  general  terms  to  trade  secrets 
and  special  methods  of  doing  busi* 
ness  possessed  by  plaintiff,  when  re- 
quired to  name  any  in  particular 
they  failed  utterly,  or  else  pointed 
out  methods  known  and  practised 
generally  in  carrying  on  business 
like  plaintiff's.  The  only  tangible 
evidence  is  that  Brock  ordered  for 
the  use  of  his  corporation  books  of 
account  and  records  similar  in  form 
to  plaintiff's  and  from  the  same 
firm  that  supplies  it.  However,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  books  and 
records  used  by  plaintiff  are  copy- 
righted, or  that  there  is  any  special 
peculiarity  about  them  whereby 
their  use  by  a  competitor  could  cause 
loss  to  the  plaintifTs  business. 

The  record  does  not  indicate  the 
grounds  for  the  dismissal.  Counsel 
for  appellant  seemingly  thinks  that, 
because  of  the  provision  in  respect 
to  the  payment  of  liquidated  dam- 
ages, the  court  concluded  the  only 
remedy  was  an  action  at  law;  for 
much  effort  is  expended  in  combat- 
ing that  proposition.  We  think  that 
question  was  not  reached  by  the 
court  below,  and,  as  the  proof 
stands,  need  not  be  considered  here. 

Equity  will  not  enjoin  the  breach 
of  a  negative  covenant  in  a  con- 
tract, unless  it  is  made  to  appear 
that  irreparable  injury  has  resulted, 
or  will  in  all  probability  result,  to 
complainant  from  such  breach.  In 
cases  where  an  established  business 
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or  trade  and  its  good  will  have  been 
sold,  and  as  part  of  the  transaction 
the  seller  has  covenanted  not  to  en* 
gage  in  the  same  business  in  the 
vicinity  for  a  certain  period,  the 
mere  breach  strongly  points  to  ir* 
reparable  injury,  in  that  the  old 
business  built  up  by  him  and  his 
name  will  lose  by  having  its  cus- 
tomers drawn  to  a  similar  new  en- 
terprise when  he  enters  it.  By  the 
purchase  the  buyer,  upon  a  sup- 
posedly adequate  consideration,  se- 
cured a  going  business  and  itis 
protection  by  the  covenant  from 
encroachment  by  the  seller.  Ex- 
amples of  such  cases  are  furnished 
by  HoUiston  v.  Emston,  124  Minn. 
49,  144  N.  W.  415;  Andrews  v. 
Kingsbury,  212  111.  97,  72  N.  E.  11  ; 
Ropes  V.  Upton,  125  Mass.  258; 
Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeber,  106 
N.  Y.  478,  60  Am.  Rep.  464,  18  N. 
E.  419.  We  think  the  breach  of  a 
like  covenant  in  an  employment  con- 
tract does  not  so  readily  indicate 
irreparable  injury  to  the  employer. 
Injury  is  not  shown  by  the  mere 
fact  that  the  employee  has  left  the 
service  and  has  entered  the  employ 
of  a  rival  concern.  In  McCall  Co. 
v.  Wright,  198  N.  Y.  143,  31  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  249,  91  N.  W.  516,  the  rule 
applicable  is,  in  substance:  Where 
the  services  have  been  of  such  a 
character  that  the  employee's  name 
carries  with  it  the  good  will  of  the 
employer's  business,  or  where  the 
employee  has  obtained  knowledge 
of  secrets  in  such  business  the  dis- 
closure of  which  would  result  in  ir- 
reparable damage  to  the  employer, 
it  appearing  that  the  subsequent 
employment  was  to  obtain  the 
benefit  of  the  secrets,  or  there 
was  danger  that  such  secrets 
would  be  disclosed  in  the  sub- 
sequent emplojrment,  injunctive 
relief  will  be  granted.  See,  also, 
Simms  v.  Bumette,  55  Fla.  702,  16 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  889,  127  Am.  St.  Rep. 
201,  46  So.  90,  15  Ann.  Cas.  690; 
Osius  V.  Hinchman,  150  Mich.  603, 
16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  398, 114  N.  W.  402. 
Tested  by  that  rule  this  case  fails. 


contact  with  customers  of  plaintiff 
so  as  to  obtain  any  personal  hold 
upon  l^e  good  will  of  the  business, 
or  that  he  had  made  or  threatened 
to  make  any  effort  to  secure  or  at- 
tract plaintiff's  patrons.  Plaintiff's 
business  is  selling  men's  and  wom- 
en's clothing  on  the  instalment  plan, 
the  purchaser  of  the  garment  sign- 
ing a  contract  to  pay  for  the  same 
in  small  future  instalments.  We 
have  already  adverted  to  the  absence 
of  any  so-called  trade  secrets  or  pe- 
culiar methods  possessed  only  by 
plaintiff  in  conducting  this  business ; 
hence  no  reason  exists  for  an  in- 
junction to  protect  these,  ujider  the 
rule  of  such  cases  as  Magnolia  Metal 
Co.  V.  Price,  65  App,  Div.  276,  72 
N.  Y.  Supp.  792.  Nor  is  this  case 
like  one  where  a  person  is  hired  t6 
work  up  a  route  or  territory  and 
serve  the  customers  obtained  there- 
in, as,  for  instance,  a  milk  or  laun- 
diy  route,  and  the  like.  There  the 
employee  comes  directly  in  contact 
With  the  customers.  They  may  be 
attracted  to  him  personally,  and  are 
likely  to  go  with  him  should  he  enter 
the  service  of  a  competitor.  Typical 
cases  of  this  sort  are  found  in  Mu- 
tual Milk  &  Cream  Co.  v.  Heldt, 
120  App.  Div.  795,  105  N.  Y,  Supp. 
661;  A.  L.  &.  J.  J.  Reynolds  Co.  v. 
Dreyer,  12  Misc.  368,  33  N.  Y.  Supp. 
649 ;  American  Ice  Co.  v.  Lynch,  74 
N.  J.  Eq.  298,  70  Atl.  138 ;  Eureka 
Laundry  Co.  v.  Long,  146  Wis.  205, 
35  L.R,A.(N.S.)  119,  131  N.  W. 
412.  The'  right  to  injunction  there 
is  rested  on  the  principle  that  the 
employer's  business  is  wrongfully 
interfered  with,  and  such  inter- 
ference readily  appears  when  the 
former  employee  invades  the  route 
in  behalf  of  a  new  employer.  Of 
course,  cases  relating  to  services  of 
a  unique  kind,  such  as  those  of  an 
opera  singer,  actor,  or  person  of 
special  qualifications,  are  not  in 
point  here. 

It  is  readily  seen  that  courts  are 
and  should  be  cautious  in  complying 
with  the  request  of  an  employer  to 
enjoin  a  former  servant  who  has 


There  is  no  evidence  that  Bro<^,  in  *.  Violated   a  covenant  of  this  sort, 
the  position  of  manager,  came  in  •  from  earning  a  livelihood.    It  may 
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iBjnitctlom^ 

of  contraet-^ 
nbfliesee  'of 


well  be  surmised  t^at  such  a  cove- 
nant finds  its  way  into  an  employ- 
ment contract,  noft  so  much  to  pro- 
tect the  bu^inesSi  as  to  needlessly 
fetter  the  .employee,  and  prevent 
him  from  seeking  to  better  his  con- 
dition by  securing  employment  with 
con;ipeting  co^cems.  One  who  has 
notMng  but  his  labor  to  sell,  and  is 
in  urgent  need  of  selling  that,  can- 
not well  aiford  to  raise  any  objection 
to  any  of  the  terms  in  the  contract 
of  employment  offered  him^  so  long 
as  the  wages  are  acceptable.  There- 
fore some  proof  of 
irreparable  damage 
ought  to  be  adduced 
in  such  a  case  be^ 
fore  equitable  re-i 
lief  by  way  ol  injunction  will  issue. 
In  W.  J.  Johnston  Co.  v.  Hunt,  66 
Hun,  504,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  314  (af- 
firmed  in  142  N.  Y,  621,  37  N.  B. 
564,  on  opinion  of  court  below), 
where  the  def^idant,  in  bad  faith, 
flagrantly  violated  his  agreement  to 
work  for  the  plaintiff,  injunctive 
relief  was  nevertheless  denied,  the 
court  saying:  "It  was  shown  that 
the  plaintiff,  immediately  after  de* 
fendant  had  broken  his  contract, 
substituted  in  his  place  another; 
and,  while  there  is  some  slight  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  effect  of  the 
withdrawal  of  the  defendant  Hunt 
and  the  substitution  of  another  re- 
sulted, for  the  time  being,  in  some 
loss  of  advertising  to  the  plaintiff's 
paper,  yet  it  failed  to  estaUish  what 
is  required  in  cases  of  this  kind; 
viz.,  that  the  injury  was  irrepar- 
able/' 

We  quote  from  Dockstader  v. 
Reed,  121  App.  Div.  846,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  795:  "Whether  equity  will 
intervene  to  restrain  by  injunc^ 
tion  the  violation  of  a  restrictive 
covenant  in  relation  to  personid 
services  depends  in  large  meas^ 
ure  upon  whether  a  substitute 
for  the  employee  can  readily  be  ob- 
tained, and  whether  such  substitute 
will  substantially  answer  the  pur- 
pose of  the  contract/* 

The  substitute  in  the  ea8^  at  bar 
did,  and  no  attempt  was  made  to 
show  an  injury  by  any  attempt  to 


seek  or  solicit  plaintiff's  customers 
or  trade.  Magid  v.  Tannenbaum, 
164  App.  Div.  142,  149  N.  Y.  Supp- 
445. 

Injunction  will  not  be  granted 
to  enforce  the  provisions  of  a  con- 
tract unless  the  court  is  satisfied 
that  the  enforcement  will  be  just  and 
equitable  and  will  not  work  hard- 
ship or  oppression.  Bradshaw  v. 
Millikin,  173  N.  C.  432,  L.R.A. 
1917E,  880,  92  S.  E.  161.  As 
already  remarked,  this  contract 
is  so  one  sided  as  to  oUigations 
that  the  court  might  well  hesitate 
at  the  enforcement  of  the  one 
now  invoked,  and  which  is  in 
restraint  of  the  right  to  labor. 
Here  when  Brock  was  offered  a  posi- 
tion of  uncertain  tenure  at  a  modest 
salary,  he  must  also  needs  sign  an 
ironclad  contract  binding  him  to  do 
and  refrain  from  doing  many  speci- 
fied things,  while  plaintiff,  the 
employer,  assumed  no  obligation 
w|;iatever.  In  Sternberg  v.  O'Brien, 
48  N.  J.  Eq.  370,  22  AtL  348,  the 
court  refused  to  enjoin  one  who, 
when  employed  by  the  complainant 
as  a  collector  in  its  business,  con- 
ducted somewhat  like  plaintiffs 
here,  had  i^reed  not  to  work  in  the 
same  line  for  a  certain  period  after 
ceasing  to  work  for  complainant, 
saying  of  the  latter:  "He  wants 
the  court  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  working  at  a  particular  em- 
ployment in  two  of  the  largest  cities 
of  the  state.  To  many  persons  the 
right  to  labor  is  the  most  important 
and  valuable  right  they  possess;  it 
is  their  fortune,  constituting  the 
only  means  they  have  to  obtain  food, 
raiment,  and  shelter,  and  to  acquire 
property.  To  such  persons  a  depri- 
vation of  this  right  is  ruin,  and  to 
abridge  it  is  to  do  them  an  injuiry 
which  will  very  likely  result  in  tiieir 
ruin.  When,  therefore,  a  court  is 
fu^ed  either  to  deprive  a  person  of 
this  right  or  to  abridge  it,  it  is  its 
duty,  before  it  acts,  to  consider  with 
the  utmost  care  whether,  if  it  does 
what  it  is  asked  to  do,  it  will  not, 
on  a  careful  comparison  of  consc- 
iences, do  more  injustice  than  jus- 
tice." . 


MBNTERCOJj^.  BROCK.   V  Mi 

{147  Minn,  4#7«  !•#  V,  W,  §§§.} 

We  think  the  situation  presented  relief   asked.     The   dismissal   was 

by  the  evidence  in  this  record  shows  right, 

the  absence  of  every  element  that  Jndgmeiit  affirmed, 
would  incline  a  court  to  grant  the 
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VaBdity  and  oiiancedbilitsr  of  *refllriethre  €«yv«nanl  m  conlTMli  of  enplafmeoiL 

•    •    •  « 

L  General  eonsuleratioiis: 

a.  In  general,  861. 

b.  Distinctipn    between    a    cove* 

nant  ancillary  to  the  sale  of 
a  business  and  to  a  contract 
of  employment,  863. 
e.  Distinction  between  covenante 
applicable  during  term  of 
employment  and  subsequent^ 
ly  thereto,  86S. 

n.  Covenant  not  to  accept  serviee  f roai 
aayone  except  employeir  dtn^ 
ing  term  of  oentraet: 
a.  In  general,  864. 

h.  As  affeeted  by  character   ef 

service  to  be  performed,  864. 

III.  Covenant  not  to  enigage  in  similar  or 

competing     business     after 

termination  of  the  contracts 

a.  In  general,  864. 

b.  Reasonable     reatrictionB;     ll^ 

histrative  caoes: 
1.  Contracts  for  employment 
in  mercantile  or  manu- 
facturing business,  865. 

Thia  annotation  supplements  an 
annotation  on  the  same  subject  in  9 
A.L.R.  p.  1456. 

I.  Oeneral  oonmideraUonB, 

a.  In  general, 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1456.) 

A  covenant  by  an  employee  not  to 
engage  in  a  business  similar  to  that 
to  which  his  employment  relates,  even 
where  restricted  as  \o  time  and  ter* 
ritory,  is  not  necessarily  subject  to 
enforcement  to  the  extent  of  adjoin-' 
ing  a  breach  thereof,  since  equity 
jurisdictien  will  be  denied  as  an  aid 
to  the  employer  if,  under  all  the  cir* 
cumstanceai  such  relief  would  be  iin* 
dnly'  on[>ressive  upon  the  employiee, 
or  if  it  is  sought  to /protect  tho^^mr 


lU. 

X  Contracts  for  employment 
in  professional  capacity, 
866. 
c  Unreasonable    restrictions    as 
to  period  of  restraint,  867. 

d.  Unreasonable  '  restrictions    as 

to  tei*ritory,  867. 
a.  INew,}  Unreasonable    restrict 
tions  as  to  character  of  busi- 
ness, 867. 

'*  IV.  Effect  of  want  of  equity  ia  con* 
;  tract: 

a.  In  general,  868.  . 

INo  later  deoUiona  herein,] 

^  b.  Sufficiency     of    consideration, 

869. 

iNo  later  deeleione  hereim.1 

e.  Lack  bf  mutuality  of  obliga- 

tion; 869. 

V.  Effect   of  pr6vi8ion   for   liquidated 
damages  or  penalty,  870. 

VI.  Injunctive    rriief    as    affected    by 
comparison  of  injury  to  the  par- 
ties, 870; 
[ITo  leier  deeieiene  herein.} 

.  VII.  Effect  of  infancy  of  employee,  870. 
;  [1^0  kiter  Seeieiene  herein,} 

ployer  as  to  matters  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be 
protected;  and  this  is  true  ^en 
though^  under  some  ciri^umstances, 
the  restraint  as  to  time  and  space 
might  be  held  to  be  reasonable.  In 
this  regrard  it  may  be  observed  that  an 
employer  is  not  entitled  to  be  pro- 
tected from  competition  by  his  for- 
mer employee  unless  there  is  bad 
faith  or  unfair  conduct  by. the  em^ 
pk>yee,  or  the  takiiiig  of  an  t^nf^r  ad- 
vantage, or  making  an  unfair  use  of 
his  former  einployment.  .  The  late 
English  cases  show  a  tendency  to  re- 
strict the  enforcement  of  these  cove^ 
nants  by  employees  unless  thepximary 
purpose  thereof  is  to  protect  the  epn- 
ployer  from  j  unfair  practioes  or  conh 
duct  by  the  eipployee>  in  taking;.  a4-f 
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vantage  pf  the  prior  relationship. 
(See  infra,  III.  e,  ''Unreasonable  re- 
strictions as  to  character  of  busi- 
ness.") 

In  Attwood  V.  Lamont  [1920]  8  K. 
B.  (Eng.)  571»  in  refusing  to  enforce 
any  portion  of  an  agreement. by  an 
employee,  of  this  character,  on  the 
ground  that  it  witei;oo  wide  as  to  the 
character  of  the  business,  Lord 
Sterndale  said  that  the  tendency  of 
the  later  decisions  on  the  subject  is 
towards  a  stricter  application  of  the 
rule  of  enforcement,  hence  the  result 
is  that  statements  in  some  of  the 
earlier  cases  require,  in  the ,  light  of 
the  later  decisions,  considerable 
modification  before  acceptance. 

In  the  same  case  Younger,  J.,  re- 
marked :  "The  restraint  must  be  rea- 
sonable not  only  in  the  interests  of 
the  covenantee,  but  in  the  interests  of 
both,  the  contracting  parties.  This 
disposes  of  the  almost  passionate  pro- 
test of  Neville,  J.,  in  Henry  Leetham 
&  Sona  v.  Johnstone  White  [1907]  1 
Ch.  Eng.  189,  76  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  119,  28 
Times  L.  R.  144,  that  no  agreement 
was  invalid,  provided  the  restriction 
was  reasonably  necessary  for  the  pro- 
tection of.  the  employer,  however  op- 
pressive to  the  employee  and  fatal  to 
his  chance  of  obtaining  his  own  living 
in  this  country  it  might  be.  This  is 
no  longer  so,  although  under  Bowen, 
L.  J.'s  rule  the  statement  was,  I  think, 
justified.  This  modern  view  of  the 
House  of  Lords  does  not,  however,  in- 
volve the  restoration  of  the  old  prin- 
ciple at  one  time  obtaining,  that  the 
consideration  received  by  the  em- 
ployee for  his  covenant  must  be  ade- 
quate. It  has  not.  'The  court  no  lon- 
ger considers  the  adequacy  of  the  con- 
sideration in  any  particular  case/ 
says  Lord  Parker  in  Herbert  Morris 
V.  Saxelby  [1916]  1  A.  C.  (Eng.)  688, 
86  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  210,  114  L.  T.  N.  S. 
618,  82  Times  L.  R.  297,  60  Sol.  Jo. 
305,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  587,  but  it  does 
involve,  per  Lord  Shaw  in  the  same 
case,  and  the  consideration  is  of  im- 
portance in  the  present  case,  that  as 
the  time  of  restriction  lengthens  or 
the  space  of  its  operation  grows,  the 
weight  of  the  onus  on  the  covenantee 
to  justi:^  it  grows,  too.*' 


In  Bowler  v.  Lovegrove  [1921]  1  Ch. 
(Eng.)  642,  124  L.  T.  N.  S.  695,  87 
Times  L.  R.  424,  [1921]  W.  N.  88,  66 
Sol.  lo.  397,  90  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  856,  the 
court,  referring  to  the  later  decisions 
on  the  subject,  said  that  these  de- 
cisions show  clearly  that  when,  as  in 
the  present  case,  the  covenant  is  be- 
tween employer  and  employee,  the 
clause  is  prima  facie  invalid,  and 
that  to  establish  its  validity  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that 
ttere  existed  some  special  circum- 
stances which  rendered  it  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
plaintiff's  business. 

Upon  this  point  in  Kaumagraph  Co. 
V.  Stampagraph  Co.  (1921)  197  App. 
Div.  66,  188  N.  Y.  Supp.  678,  the  court 
said:  ^Covenants  ancillary  to  a  con- 
tract of  employment  restricting  the 
employees'  right  to  labor  along  the 
same  line,  either  for  themselves  or 
others,  upon  the  termination  of  their 
employment,  are  not  favored  by  the 
law,  and. will  not  be  enforced,  unless 
there  are  special  circumstances  that 
vender  the  restriction  a  reasonable 
protection  to  the  employer's  business, 
to  prevent  the  employee  from  using 
knowledge  that  he  has  acquired  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  of  the 
secrets  of  the  trade,  methods,  or  proc- 
esses of  the  employer.  If  the  cove- 
nant, taking  these  circumstances  into 
consideration,  is  not  more  extensive 
as  to  time  or  space  than  will  afford  a 
reasonable  protection  to  the  employ- 
er's business,  it  will  be  enforced. 
•  .  .  Where,  however,  the  employee 
brings  to  the  employment  skill  pre- 
viously acquired,  and  does  not  ob- 
tain, in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, knowledge  of  the  methods 
and  processes  which  are  exclusively 
within  his  employer's  control  and 
right  to  use,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
such  a  restraint  is  reasonably  neces- 
sary to  the  eihployer's  protection. 
...  In  contradistinction  to  the  sale 
of  a  business  an  employee  ordinarily 
receives  no  consideration  other  than 
the  fact  of  present  employment; 
his  labor  is  a  full  return  for  his 
wage.  Contracts  by  employees,  on- 
reasonably  limiting  their  right  to 
pursue  their  trade  or  occupation  io 
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the  future,  are  held  to  violate  publie 
policy,  because  the  employees'  means 
for  procuring  a  livelihood  for  them- 
selves and  family  are  thereby  di- 
minished. They  are  deprived  of  the 
power  of  usefulness,  and  the  public 
is  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  ex- 
ercise by  them  of  their  knowledge 
and  skill." 

For  the  employer  successfully  to 
invoke  equitable  aid,  he  must  also 
make  it  appear  that  he  had  suffered 
or  would  suffer  irreparable  damage  on 
account  of  the  breach  complained  of. 
Mbmteb  Co.  v.  BboCk  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  867.  It  is  also  pointed 
out  in  this  case  that  the  courts  should 
be  cautious  in  enjoining  the  breach 
of  covenant  by  an  employee  not  to  en- 
gage in  a  similar  business,  since  it 
may  well  be  surmised  that  such  a 
covenant  is  incorporated  into  employ- 
ment contracts,  not  so  much  to  pro- 
tect the  employer's  business,  but  need- 
lessly to  fetter  the  employee,  and  pre- 
vent him  from  seeking  to  better  his 
condition. 

5.  DiMneUon  heh/veen  a  covenant  anoU* 
lory  to  the  eale  of  a  Inieineee  and  to  a 
contract  of  employnient* 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1462.) 

As  observed  in  the  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1456,  the  courts  are  not  less  in- 
clined to  restrain  the  breach  of  a 
negative  covenant  by  an  employee,  in 
effect  obligating  him  not  to  engage 
for  himself  or  as  employee  in  a  com- 
peting business,  than  they  are  to  re- 
strain the  breach  of  similar  covenants 
entered  into  by  the  seller  of  a  busi- 
ness. This  tendency  upon  the  part  of 
the  courts  is  emphasized  in  late  House 
of  Lords  decisions. 

Upon  this  point  in  Attwood  v.  La- 
ment [1920]  3  K.  B.  (Eng.)  571, 
Younger,  L.  J.,  remarked:  "Now,  we 
are  here  dealing  with  a  branch  of  the 
law  which  has  at  all  times  been  pecu- 
liarly susceptible  to  influence  from 
current  views  of  public  policy.  Its 
modem  developments  have  grown  up 
under  the  shadow  of  the  iaissez  faire' 
school  of  economics,  and,  until  recent- 
ly, have,  in  consequence,  been   uni- 


formly in  the  direction  of  extending 
tiie  principle  of  freedom  of  contract 
tn  relation  to  such  bargains,  a  ten- 
dency that  has  not  yet  ceased  to  be 
operative  when  the  covenant  rn  ques- 
tion is  one  exacted  from  a  vendor  on 
the  sale  of  the  good  will  of  his  busi- 
ness. But  current  opinion  on  the  re- 
lations between  employers  and  em- 
ployed has  moved  rapidly  in  recent 
years,  and  thus  it  is  that  the  House  of 
Lords,  itself  bound  by  comparatively 
few  of  the  numerous  previous  de- 
cisions on  the  subject,  took  the 
opportunity  in  1913,  when  the  validity 
of  a  restrictive  covenant  entered  into 
by  an  employee  came  in  question  be- 
fore it,  to  examine  the  whole  problem 
afresh,  with  the  result  that  the  su- 
preme tribunal,'  ^r  the  guidance  of 
every  court,  has  now  placed  upon 
the  permissibility  of  such  covenants 
a  limit  which  the  general  interest,  in- 
cluding, of  course,  that  of  employees 
themselves,  had  not  previously  seemed 
to  require.  In  consequence  it  must 
now,  I  think,  be  recognized  in  all 
courts  that  there  is  every  difference 
in  the  matter  of  its  validity  between 
such  a  covenant  as  we  find  here  em- 
bodied in  a  contract  of  service  and 
the  same  covenant  when  found  in  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  good  will; 
and  the  dispute  between  the  parties 
in  this  action  must  be  decided  with 
due  regard  to  that  difference.  This 
declared  difference  is,  as  I  have  said, 
a  matter  of  recent  development,  and 
although  it  has  not  been  put  forward 
by  the  House  of  Lords  as  a  new  de- 
parture, its  effect  upon  previously 
accepted  views  has  already  been  as 
complete  as  if  it  were.  Moreover,  it 
may  be  doubted  whether  all  of  its  in- 
cidental consequences  have  even  now 
bec6me   apparent." 

And  see  Kaumagraph  Co.  v.  Stamp- 
agraph  Co.  (1921)  197  App.  Div.  66, 
188  N.  Y.  Supp.  678,  supra. 

e.  IHetinction  between  covenante  appli' 
cable  during  term  of  ewyptopment  and 
aubeequentltf  thereto, 

(No  later  decisions  herein.  For 
earlier  cases,  see  annotation  in  9 
A.L.IL  1460.) 
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//.  Covenant  not  to  aboegti.Bervioe  from 
anyone  except  empioper  durKng  ferm 
of  coniraot^, 

•  a.  In  generm$, 

(No  later  decisions  herein.  For 
earlier  cases,  see  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1463). 

h.  As  affected  J^f  character  of  eerviee  to 

he  perfoTWkieA* 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
AX.R.  1463.) 

In  Shubbbt  Thbatiugal  Co.  v.  Rath 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  846,  it  is 
held  that  an  injunction  would  issue 
to  restrain  the  breach  of  an  agreement 
by  acrobats  giving .  the  complainant 
an  option  upon  their  services  for  a 
continued  term,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  performance  of  these  acro* 
bats  was  so  unique  in  character  that 
substitutes  could  not  be  procured. 

Itl.  Covenant  not  to  engage  in  einUlar  or 
cofnpeUng  Jmainess  after  termUiaUan 
of  the  eorttra^St, 

a.  In  general. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  breach 
of  a  negative  covenant  by  an  employ- 
ee is  restrained  appear  in  Clark  Paper 
db  Mfg.  Co.  v..  Stenacher  (1919)  108 
Misc.  399, 177  N«  Y.  Supp.  614,  affirmed 
in  (1920)  193  App.  Div.  924,  184  N.  T. 
Supp.  914,  wherein  the  court  said: 
''Following  his  entry  into  plaintiff's 
employ  he  was  given  full  access  to  his 
business,  taught  its  details  and  meth- 
ods, and  generally  received  careful 
and  prolonged  instruction  therein, 
particularly  in  the  branch  of  sales  of 
wrapping  piMPI^r.  Notwithstanding 
this  painstaking  cm*e,  he  was  unable 
to  earn  for  plaintiff  .sufficient  profit 
during  the  first  year  to  offset  his  sal- 
ary and  expenses.  He  was,  neverthe- 
less, retained,  and  the  second  year, 
partly  by.  reason  of  improved  business  • 
conditions  and  partly  because  of  his 
increased  experience  and  knowledge 
his  earnings  justified  his  employer's 
confidence  in  his  ability  when  trained,^ ^ 
and  a  profit  was  recovered  from  his 
work,  in  which  he  shared  by  increase 
of  compensation.  Presumably  his 
thit^d  year  would  have  had  results 
equally  good,  if  not' better.  In  April,'! 
however,    he    left    plaintiff's    enfploy 


without  notice  or  warning.  Com- 
petition in  plaintiff's  line  of  business 
is  exceedingly  vig(»t>U8,  and,  before 
leaving  plaintiff,  defendant  had  pro- 
cured a  position  with  one  of  his  em- 
ployer's competitors  at  a  salary  in  ex- 
cess of  that  which  he  was  receiving. 
His  work  for  plaintiff  had  been,  as 
originally  contemplated,  almost  en- 
tirely in  the  city  of  Rochester,  where 
he  had  become  well  and  personally 
known  to  all  of  plaintiff's  customers. 
The  value  to  him,  as  well  as  to  a  com- 
petitor of  plaintiff,  of  the  knowledge 
with  which  he  had  been  supplied  and 
the  experience  gained  at  plaintiff's 
expense,  may  be  understood  from  the 
fact  that  he  obtained  his  new  employ- 
ment largely  on  the  strength  of  his 
acquaintance  with  the  Rochester 
trade^  and  immediately  upon  leaving 
plaintiff  was  set  at  work  to  procure 
that  trade  for  his  new  employer. 
This  aione  may  or  may  not  be  deemed 
sufficient  to  demand  the  enforce- 
ment of  hit  negative  covenant  to 
plaintiff,  but  another  matter  still 
more  surely  impugning  his  good  faith 
and  honest  of  purpose  must  be  con- 
sidered therewith.  He  had,  as  said, 
been  made  fully  acquainted  with  plain- 
tiff's business,  and  almost  immediately 
after  entering  the  competitor's  employ 
disclosed  to  that  competitor  certain 
matters  connected  therewith,  general- 
ly unknown  to  the  trade,  and  knowl- 
edge of  which  in  the  possession  of  a 
competitor  could  undoubtedly  be  used 
to  plaintiff's  great  damage  and  loss. 
How  many  other  of  plaintiff's  affairs 
he  divulged  to  his  new  employer  may 
only  be  surmised,  but  with  his 
knowledge  thereof,  and  his  willing- 
ness to  use  same  improperly,  so  es- 
tablished, the  danger  to  plaintiff  is 
evident.  He  had  been  trained  at  his 
request  and  solicitation  until  his  serv- 
ices had  become  special,  extraordi- 
nary '  and  not  easily  replaced.  He 
had  become  possessed  of  complete 
knowledge  of  plaintiff's  customers, 
trade  methods,  and  confidential  infor- 
mation. He  had  disclosed  some,  and 
the  inference  that  he  will,  if  per- 
mitted, disclose  others,  is  irresistible. 
The  very  nature'  of  the  situa^on  is 
such  that  no  action  for  money  dam- 


ANNO.— RESTRICTIVE  COVENANT  IN  EMPLOYMENT  CONTRACT,     866 


ages  can  avail  to  protect  or  recom- 
pense plaintiff  for  the  wrong  done 
and  threatened ;  only  the  equity  power 
of  the  court  can  be  usefully  interposed 
in  his  behalf.^ 

Ii.  BeasondbUe    restricHonaf    UiusiraUve 


1,  Oon^rocto  for  em^a^ment  in  merean* 
tile  in*  nutnufaciuring  husitiesa, 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1468.) 

In  Srolowitz  v.  Roseman  (1919)  268 
Pa.  588, 107  Atl.  322,  the  court  enjoined 
the  breach  of  a  provision  by  an  em- 
ployee not,  for  one  year  after  the  ter- 
mination of  the  employment,  either 
directly  or  indirectly  to  enter  into  a 
competing  business,  either  for  himself 
or  in  the  employ  of  anyone  engaged  in 
a  competing  business  within  the  city 
of  Philadelphia.  See  infra,  V.,  as  to 
the  effect  of  provision  in  this  case  for 
"liquidated  damages/' 

In  J.  &  J.  G.  Wallach  Laundry  Sys- 
tem v.  Fortcher  (1921)  116  Misc.  712, 
191  N.  Y.  Supp.  409,  although  express- 
ing some  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  covenant,  the  breach  of  the  same 
was  restrained  where  the  employee 
of  a  laundry  company,  who  was  em« 
ployed  as  a  driver  and  solicitor  over 
a  specific  route,  covenanted  in  effect, 
upon  leaving  the  plaintiff's  employ, 
to  surrender  to  it  a  full  list  of  its 
customers,  and  that  he  would  not 
solicit,  directly  or  indirectly,  similar 
work  from  any  of  the  plaintiff's  cus- 
tomers, and  that  for  a  period  of  two 
years  after  the  termination  of  his  serv- 
ices he  would  not,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, engage  in  the  laundry  busi- 
ness within  a  prescribed  district;  to 
wit,  the  route  upon  which  he  had 
served. 

In  the  Eastman  Kodak  Co.  v.  Pow- 
ers Film  Products  (1919)  189  App. 
Div.  556,  179  N.  Y.  Supp.  325,  leave 
to  appeal  denied  in  (1920)  190  App* 
Div.  970,  179  N.  Y.  Supp.  919,  where 
it  appeared  that  the  employer  taught 
the  employee  a  certain  line  of  work 
in  connection  with  the  making  of 
films  and  gave  him  possession  of 
various  processes  and  formulas  secret 
in  character,  he  agreeing  liot  to  dis^ 
close  the  same  to  others,  and  also 
20  A.L.R 65. 


not  to  engage  in  a  similar  business 
for  himself  or  for  others  in  any  part 
of  the  United  States  except  Alaska, 
for  the  period  of  two  years  after 
the  termination  of  his  employment* 
the  breach  of  this  negative  cove- 
nant was  enjoined.  Upon  the  merits 
the  court  said:  'It  is  also  appar« 
ent  that  the  value  of  Warren's  serv- 
ices to  the  defendant  company  arises 
from  his  experience  while  in  the 
plaintiff's  employ,  growing  out  of 
the  praetical  application  of  these 
trade  secrets,  and  not  otherwise.  It 
is  because  of  his  special  training 
and  special  knowledge  that  the  de- 
fendant company  must  necessarily  in- 
volve his  bringing  to  its  aid  such 
knowledge  as  he  has  and  which  is  en- 
tirely developed  in  connection  with 
these  secret  processes.  In  this  view, 
if  he  is  permitted  to  enter  this  employ, 
injunctive  relief  in  form  against  the 
imparting  of  such  special  knowledge 
is  more  than  likely  to  prove  ineffi- 
cient. The  mere  rendition  of  the  serv- 
ice along  the  lines  of  his  training 
would  almost  necessarily  impart  such 
knowledge  to  some  degree.  Warren 
cannot  be  loyal  both  to  his  promise 
to  his  former  employer  and  to  his  new 
obligations  to  the  defendant  com- 
pany. Quite  evidently  it  was  exact- 
ly this  situation  which  led  to  the  mak- 
ing of  the  contract.  We  cannot  say 
that  the  period  of  two  years  specified 
therein  is  unreasonable.  Probably 
that  lapse  of  time  will  have  devel- 
oped still  further  improvements  and 
changes  such  as  would  render  the 
knowledge  now  possessed  by  Warren 
more  or  less  ineffectual  in  harm  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  contractual  pro- 
vision against  his  going  into  the 
photographic  business  is  clearly 
aimed  at  preventing  the  acquisition 
by  competitors  of  his  special  knowl- 
edge. Afiirmance  of  the  modifying 
order  being  so  likely  to  render  nuga- 
tory in  practical  effect  the  injunctive 
province  against  the  imparting  of 
knowledge  and  the  resulting  dam- 
age to  the  plaintiff,  possessing  such 
possibilities  of  serious  interference 
with  its  lawful  business  and  such 
extensive  resulting  damage,  we  should 
not,    in    advance   of   trial,    give   our 
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sanction  to  Warren's  taking  his  spe- 
cial training,  dependent  and  inter- 
woven as  it  is,  with  his  special  knowl- 
edge of  the  secret  processes  of  the 
plaintiff,  into  the  camp  of  a  compet- 
itor obviously  engaged  in  system- 
atic effort  to  acquire  to  itself  precisely 
that  benefit/' 

In  Fred  A.  H.  Garlichs  Agency  Co- 
V.  Anderson  (1920)  —  Mo,  App.  — , 
226  S.  W.  978,  an  employee  of  a  com- 
pany who  was  also  a  director  thereof, 
was  restrained  from  breaching  a 
covenant  not  to  engage  in  a  competing 
business  for  the  period  of  five  years. 
The  covenant  provided  that  the  em- 
ployee should  not,  either  for  himself 
or  for  his  employees  or  associates  in 
any  capacity,  as  a  partner  or  other- 
wise, with  any  person  or  persons  or 
corporation,  directly  or  indirectly, 
through  an  office  located  in  Buchanan 
county,  Missouri,  or  at  any  other 
place,  engage  in  any  branch  of  the  in- 
surance business,  or  permit  any  other 
person,  corporation,  or  association  to 
use  his  name  in  any  branch  of  such 
business  within  the  limits  of  Bu- 
chanan county,  for  a  period  of  five 
years  after  the  termination  of  the  con- 
tract; it  also  provided  that  the  con- 
tract might  be  terminated  by  the 
agency  company  for  wrongful  con- 
duct of  the  employee;  it  was  held  that 
this  provision  applied  where  the 
agency  company  terminated  the  con- 
tract for  wrongful  conduct  of  the  em- 
ployee in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  contract. 

In  Spence  v.  Mercantile  Bank 
[1921]  37  Times  L.  R.  (Eng.)  745, 
there  was  involved  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  a  provision  in  the  contract 
of  employment,  in  effect  that  no  em- 
ployee subscribing  to  a  pension  fund 
would  be  entitled  to  any  return  in  re- 
spect of  contributions  to  the  fund  if 
he  left  the  service  of  the  employer 
and  entered  the  service  of  "any  other 
Eastern  exchange  bank."  Since  the 
validity  of  the  provision  was  present- 
ed to  the  court  in  the  footing  that  the 
rule  was  to  be  treated  in  the  same 
way  as  if  it  had  been  a  covenant  in 
restraint  of  trade,  the  court  dealt 
with  the  question  on  that  basis,  and 
held  that  the  rule  was  not  wider  than 


was  reasonably  necessary  to  protect 
the  employer. 

B.  Contractu  for  employment  in  profee^ 

eional  capacity. 

(Supplementing    annotation    in    9 
A.L.R.  1472.) 

In  Fitch  v.  Dewes  [1921]  2  A.  C. 
(Eng.)  158,  a  covenant  by  a  person 
accepting  employment  as  a  solicitor's 
clerk  not  to  engage  in  the  same  pro- 
fession within  7  miles  of  the  town 
hall  in  the  place  of  employment  was 
held  valid,  and  a  breach  thereof  was 
enjoined.  It  appeared  in  this  case 
that  the  employee  had  for  many  years 
been  in  the  employment  of  l^e  em- 
ployer, and  during  this  time  he  had 
come  in  contact  with  a  large  portion 
of  the  latter's  clients. 

Upon  the  point  that  a  covenant, 
although  unlimited  as  to  time,  will 
nevertheless  be  held  valid  where  it 
was  reasonably  limited  as  to  space  in 
the  last  cited  case.  Viscount  Cave 
said:  "Where  there  is  a  good  will  to 
be  protected,  a  covenant  in  restraint 
of  trade,  even  when  imposed  as  a  con- 
dition of  *  employment,  may  be  so 
framed  as  to  give  adequate  protection 
not  only  to  the  covenantee  himself, 
but  also  to  his  successors  in  the  busi- 
ness, and  this  although  it  may  be  nec- 
essary for  that  purpose  to  impose  a 
restriction  upon  the  covenantor  for 
the  remainder  of  his  life.  Here  the 
practice  to  be  protected  is  that  of  a 
solicitor,  to  which  a  good  will  is  no 
doubt  attached.  It  is  manifest  that 
a  person  employed  in  such  a  practice 
as  managing  clerk  must,  in  the  course 
of  his  duties,  acquire  a  knowledge 
of  the  affairs,  the  documents,  and  the 
disposition  of  the  clients  of  the  busi- 
ness, such  as  to  give  him  a  special 
equipment  which  he  could,  if  not  re- 
strained by  contract,  use  in  obtain- 
ing emplojnnent  as  their  legal  adviser, 
and  that  in  this  manner  the  good  will 
of  the  employer's  business  might  be 
impaired  and  perhaps  destroyed. 
Now,  the  object  being  to  protect  the 
employer's  business  against  the  use 
of  that  special  advantage,  was  it  un- 
reasonable to  extend  this  covenant  to 
the  life  of  the  employee?  I  think  not. 
It  is  impossible  to  say  that  there  must 
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in  every  case  be  some  specified  limit 
of  time  defined  by  a  figure.  Nor  can 
we  say  that  the  contract  ought  to  be 
confined  to  the  life  of  the  covenantee, 
for  he  might  die  in  the  next  year  or 
so,  and  the  good  will  might  then  be 
lost  to  his  successors.  It  was  no 
doubt  thought  necessary  to  continue 
the  protection  throughout  the  period 
during  which  the  covenantee  and  his 
successors  in  interest  might  carry  on 
the  practice,  and  for  that  purpose  to 
bind  the  appellant  (so  far  as  the  limit- 
ed area  was  concerned)  for  the  re- 
mainder of  his  life.  I  cannot  think 
that  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
the  restriction  imposed  was  unreason- 
able from  any  point  of  view.*' 

e.  Vnreaaonahle  restrictions  a«  to  period 

of  restraint. 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1473.) 

In  Kaumagraph  Co.  v.  Stampa- 
graph  Co.  (1921)  197  App.  Div.  66, 
188  N.  Y.  Supp.  678,  the  appellate 
division  reversed  the  action  of  the 
lower  court  in  enjoining  the  breach 
of  a  negative  provision  by  employees, 
in  effect,  not  to  engage  in  a  simi- 
lar business  at  any  time,  it  being  un- 
limited as  to  time  and  not  limited  as 
to  territory,  except  within  the  United 
States,  east  of  the  Mississippi,  and 
the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  it  not 
appearing  that  the  employee  had 
gained  any  of  the  busiiiess  secrets  of 
the  employer;  and  it  also  appearing 
that  he  had  been  engaged  in  the  same 
business  for  many  years  prior  to  ac- 
cepting employment  with  the  com- 
plainant. The  court  said  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  covenant  was  not  to  pro- 
tect the  plaintiff  from  the  revelation 
or  use  of  the  secrets  of  its  business, 
but  was  to  remove  from  possible  com- 
petition one  whose  knowledge  and 
skill  acquired  before  he  came  into  its 
employ,  had  been  found  valuable  to 
it,  and  to  prevent  that  same  knowl- 
edge and  skill  being  utilized  for  the 
benefit  of  the  employee  and  others 
after  he  had  ceased  to  be  employed  by 
the  plaintiff.  Such  a  covenant,  the 
court  said,  was  an  unreasonable  re- 
straint of  trade  and  competition,  and 


will  not  be  enforced  in  a  court  of 
equity. 

d.  VnreoBonable  restrieUonm  ms  to  terri^ 

tory, 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1473.) 

A  contract  is  a  restraint  of  trade 
and  void  where  it  prohibits  an  em- 
ployee from,  directly  or  indirectly, 
giving  any  person  any  information  in 
regard  to  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
plant  or  processes  of  the  employer, 
and  from  doing  anything  which  might 
injure,  by  competition  or  otherwise, 
the  employer,  its  successors  or  as- 
signs, in  the  business,  since  the  re- 
straint is  unlimited  as  to  time  and 
place.  Victor  Chemical  Works  v.  Iliff 
(1921)  299  III.  532,  132  N.  E.  806. 

In  Ropeways  Limited  v.  Hoyle 
(1919)  88  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  446, 
120  L.  T.  N.  S.  538,  35  Times  L.  R.  285, 
the  court  refused  to  enforce  a  cove- 
nant world  wide  in  its  territorial 
scope,  not  to  engage  in  a  business  of  a 
certain  kind,  on  the  ground  that  the 
employee  would  be  unable  to  divulge 
any  trade  secrets  of  the  employer 
or  solicit  from  the  employer's  cus- 
tomers, since  th^  character  of  the 
business  of  the  employer  was  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  make  it  extremely  im- 
probable that  the  employee  could  have 
obtained  any  influence  with  the  em- 
ployer's customers. 

So,  in  Clarke,  S.  &  Co.  v.  Solomon 
(1921)  37  Times  L.  R.  (Eng.)  176,  af- 
firming  (1920)  36  Times  L.  R.  759,  the 
court  refused  to  restrain  the  breach  of 
a  covenant  by  a  person  entering  the 
employ  of  another  as  a  commercial 
traveler,  where  the  covenant  as  to  terri- 
tory was  broader  than  the  field  cov- 
ered by  the  employee.  The  court  held, 
also,  that  the  contract  was  not  sever- 
able. 

e.  Unreasonable  restrictions  as  to  char* 

acter  of  InuHness, 

While  the  case  (Bowler  v.  Love- 
grove  [1921]  1  Ch.  (Eng.)  642)  was 
really  disposed  of  upon  the  ground 
that  the  covenant  was  not  violated, 
nevertheless  the  court  also  consid- 
ered the  validity  of  a  covenant  not  to 
engage  in  a  certain   business  for  a 
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period  of  time  within  a  designated 
place.  In  holding  the  agreement  to 
be  invalid,  isince  it  was  not  necessary 
in  order  to  protect  the  employer  from 
the  wrongful  use  by  the  employee  of 
any  confidential  information  he  re- 
ceived, the  court  clearly  distinguished 
between  the  right  of  the  employer  so 
to  protect  himself  and  his  right  to 
protect  himself  against  competition, 
and  his  right  in  the  latter  regard  is 
denied.  On  this  point  the  court  said : 
"In  my  opinion  this  attempt  fails.  It 
is  true  that  the  defendant  came  into 
personal  contact  with  the  plaintiffs' 
customers.  But  this  fact  loses  its 
significance  when  the  nature  of  the 
business  carried  on  by  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  duties  of  the  defendant  in 
such  business  are  considered.  The 
plaintiffs*  customers  with  whom  the 
defendant  caene  into  personal  con- 
tact were  not  the  ordinary  recurring 
customers  such  as  exist  in  most  busi- 
nesses. Although  Mr.  Blake  asserted 
that  not  all  of  the  customers  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  their  auctioneers'  and 
estate  agents'  business  were  custom- 
ers in  one  isolated  transaction  only, 
and  said  that  such  of  their  customers 
as  had  more  than  one  property  to  sell 
sometimes  came  again  if  the  plaintiffs 
had  effected  a  good  sale  for  them,  yet 
when  pressed  he  could  not  remember 
the  name  of  a  single  customer  who 
had  done  so.  Moreover  the  plaintiffs 
admitted  that  (a^  is  usual  in  this  class 
of  business)  persons  in  Portsmouth 
and  Gosport  who  are  desirous  of  sell- 
ing or  letting  their  properties  gener- 
ally placed  such  properties  in  the 
hands  of  other  estate  agents  in  Ports- 
mouth besides  the  plaintiffs,  and  ad- 
vertised them  for  sale  in  the  news- 
papers, and  that  persons  in  Ports- 
mouth and  Gosport  who  were  desirous 
of  becoming  purchasers  or  tenants 
of  property  went  to  other  estate 
agents  in  Portsmouth  besides  the 
plaintiffs,  to  see  what  they  had  on 
their  registers,  and  also  advertised 
their  wants  in  the  local  newspaper. 
So,  the  wants  of  every  customer  were 
generally  known  in  the  locality,  and 
each  customer  was  open  to  be  (and  no 
doubt  was  in  fact)  canvassed  by 
every    estate    agent    in   the    district. 


The  fact  is  that  it  is  the  essence  of 
the  plaintiffs'  business  of  auctioneers 
and  estate  agents  to  obtain  a  perpet- 
ual succession  of  new  customers  by 
canvassing,  and  it  was  expressly  for 
this  purpose  that  the  defendant  and 
the  other  canvassing  and  negotiating 
clerks  were  employed.  In  these  cir- 
cumstances it  is  difficult  to  see  what 
knowledge  or  information  the  de- 
fendant could  have  obtained  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  which  he 
could,  if  he  had  been  so  minded,  have 
misused  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiffs 
after  he  had  left  such  employment. 
Any  skill  and  efficiency  in  canvassing 
or  negotiating,  and  any  knowledge  of 
the  locality  which  the  defendant  had 
acquired  in  the  plaintiffs'  service,  are 
his  own  to  make  use  of,  if  he  chooses, 
for  competing  with  the  plaintiffs." 

In  Whitmore  v.  King  (1-918)  119 
L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  533,  it  is  held  that 
a  covenant  is  invalid  as  embracing  in 
its  scope  more  than  was  necessary  to 
protect  the  employer,  where  it  pro- 
vided that  the  employee  was  not  to  en- 
gage within  the  prohibited  area  in  any 
business  whatsoever  in  any  way  con- 
nected with  the  wood  business  and  the 
slate  business,  the  employer  being  en- 
gaged in  the  buying  at  wholesale  and 
selling  at  retail  of  wood  and  slate. 
The  court  said  that  the  restriction 
was  not  limited  to  the  wood  business 
or  the  timber  business  as  carried  on 
by  the  employer.  It  was  urged  by 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  that  what 
was  really  meant  was  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  to  engage  in  any  business 
which  was  a  section  of  a  branch  or 
department  of  the  trade  carried  on  by 
the  employer.  But  the  language  does 
not  bear  that  interpretation;  and  so 
to  hold  ''would  be  to  remodel  the 
agreement  altogether;  to  redraw  it 
in  a  different  sense.  The  restric- 
tion is  against  carrying  on  any  busi- 
ness whatsoever  in  any  way  connect- 
ed with  the  wood  business  within  the 
prohibited  area.  .  .  .  The  language 
as  so  drawn  is  much  wider  than  any- 
thing necessary  for  the  reasonable 
protection  of  the  business  of  the  ven- 
dors, and  that  being  so,  it  is  a  cove^ 
nant  which  the  courts  will  not  en- 
force." 
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In  Attwood  V.  Lamont  [1920]  8  K. 
B.  (Eng.)  571,  there  was  a  negative 
covenant  by  a  person  accepting  em- 
ployment  as  the  head  of  one  depart- 
ment in  a  retail  department  business, 
that  at  any  time  thereafter,  either  in 
his  own  behalf  or  in  behalf  of  others, 
he  would  not  engage  in  the  trade  of 
a  tailor,  dressmaker,  general  draper, 
milliner,  hatter,  haberdasher,  gentle- 
man's, ladies,  or  children's  outfitter, 
at  any  place  within  a  radius  of  10 
miles  of  the  employer's  place  of  busi- 
ness; this  provision  was  held  to  be 
broader  than  necessary  to  protect  the 
employer  against  any  knowledge  that 
the  employee  might  gain  as  to  the  em- 
ployer's business,  and  hence,  broader 
than  necessary  for  the  legitimate  pro- 
tection of  the  employer.  It  was  also 
held  not  to  be  a  severable  agreement 
80  that  the  agreement  might  be  con- 
fined to  that  portion  of  the  business 
of  which  the  employee  had  charge, 
and  hence  the  entire  agreement  was 
held  to  be  invalid  and  unenforceable. 

It  is  pointed  out  by  Younger,  J., 
that  "an  employer  is  not  entitled  by  a 
covenant  taken  from  his  employee  to 
protect  himself  after  the  employment 
had  ceased  against  his  former  serv- 
ant's competition  per  se,  although  a 
purchaser  of  good  will  is  entitled  to 
protect  himself  against  such  com- 
petition on  the  part  of  his  vendor. 
There  are  at  least  two  reasons  given 
for  this  distinction.  An  employer 
may  not,  after  his  servant  has  left  his 
employment,  prevent  that  servant 
from  using  his  own  skill  and  knowl- 
edge in  his  trade  or  profession,  even 
if  acquired  when  in  the  employer's 
service.  That  skill  and  knowledge 
are  only  placed  at  the  employer's  dis- 
posal during  the  employment.  They 
have  not  been  made  a  subject  of  sale 
after  that  emplojrment  has  ceased: 
.  .  .  The  employer's  good  will  is 
always  necessarily  subject  to  the 
competition  of  all  persons,  including 
the  employee,  who  choose  to  engage 
in  a  similar  trade.  'The  employer  in 
such  a  case  is  not  endeavoring  to  pro- 
tect what  he  has,  but  to  gain  a  special 
advantage  he  could  not  '  other- 
wise secure.'  Accordingly  covenants 
against  competition  by  a  former  serv- 


ant are  as  such  not  upheld;  and  the 
permissible  extent  of  any  covenant  im- 
posed upon  a  servant  must  be  tested 
in  every  case  with  reference  to  the 
character  of  the  work  done  for  the 
employer  by  the  servant  while  in  the 
service,  and  by  the  consideration 
whether  in  that  view  the  covenant 
taken  from  him  goes  further  than  is 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  proprietary  rights  of  the 
covenantee.  'The  reason,  and  the  only 
reason,'  says  Lord  Parker  in  Mor- 
ris V.  Saxelby  [1916]  1  A.  C.  (Eng.) 
700,  'for  upholding  such  a  restraint  on 
the  part  of  an  employee,  is  that  the 
employer  has  some  proprietary  right, 
whether  in  the  nature  of  trade  con- 
nection or  in  the  nature  of  trade 
secrets,  for  the  protection  of  which 
such  a  restraint  is — ^having  regard  to 
the  duties  of  the  employee — reason- 
ably necessary.  Such  a  restraint  has, 
so  far  as  I  know,  never  been  upheld, 
if  directed  only  to  the  prevention  of 
competition  or  against  the  use  of  the 
personal  skill  and  knowledge  ac- 
quired by  the  employee  in  his  employ- 
er's business.'  " 

IV.  Bffed  •/  want  of  equi^  in  confront. 

a.  In  genermi» 

(No  later  decisions  herein.  For 
earlier  cases,  see  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1478.) 

h,  Suffbeiency    of   ctmMderation, 

(No  later  decisions  herein.  For 
earlier  cases,  see  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1479.) 

c.  Lack  of  nvutiMUty  of  obligation. 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1480.) 

Although  an  agreement  by  an  em- 
ployee not  to  engage  in  a  competing 
business  with  his  employer  for  a 
period  of  eight  years  is  unilateral  in 
form,  there  being  no  reciprocal  agree- 
ments by  the  employer,  and  there  be- 
ing no  definite  time  for  the  employ- 
ment, it  being  possible  for  either 
party  to  terminate  the  same  at  any 
time,  the  stipulation  will  neverthe- 
less be  enforced  where  the  parties 
^  have  carried  the  contract  out  accerd- 
^4ng  to  its  intent,  and  the  employment 
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therein  provided  for  has  been  fully 
and  completely  given  for  bo  long  a 
period  as  the  employee  desired  it  to 
continue,  and  has  been  finally  ter- 
minated by  him,  he  during  this  time 
having  possessed  himself  of  the  very 
knowledge  and  opportunities  misuse 
of  which  by  him  the  negative  cove- 
nant was  intended  to  guard  against. 
Clark  Paper  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Stenacher 
(1919)  108  Misc.  399,  177  N.  Y.  Supp. 
614,  affirmed  in  (1920)  193  App.  Div. 
924,  184  N.  Y.  Supp.  914. 

F.  Effect    of    provision    for    liquidated 
damageo  or  penalty. 

(For  earlier  cases,  see  annotation 
in  9  A.L.R.  1431.) 

In  Srolowitz  v.  Roseman  (Pa«) 
supra,  III.  b,  1,  breach  of  the  covenant 
was  enjoined  notwithstanding  that 
there  was  a  provision  for  what  was 
denominated  ''liquidated  damages," 
but  there  was  also  a  provision  to  the 
effect  that  the  payment  of  "liquidated 


damages'*  should  not  preclude  the 
employer  from  taking  such  legal  ac- 
tions or  proceedings  as  he  may  have 
against  the  other  party  in  law  and 
in  equity  for  the  breach  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  that  the  liquidated  dam- 
ages should  be  payment  in  addition 
to  the  other  damages,  and  not  in  sub- 
stitution thereof.  The  decree  grant- 
ing an  injunction  was  affirmed  on  the 
conclusions  below*  which  included  a 
conclusion  that  '^he  penal  sum  or 
sums  named  in  the  contract  are  not 
liquidated  damages,  and  do  not  oust 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 

VI.  InSuneUve  reUef  as  affected  hp  eotn^ 
parieon  of  injury  to  the  parties, 

(No  later  decisions  herein.  For 
earlier  cases,  see  annotation  in  9 
A.L.R.  1482.) 

VII'.  Effect  of  infancy  of  employee. 

(No  later  decisions  herein.  For 
earlier  cases  see  9  A.L.R.  1483.) 

▲.  G.  S. 


\v 
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FRANCIS  H.  LEE,  Cteimant. 

WASHBURN  &  HAYWOOD  CHAIR  COMPANY,  Employer, 

AMERICAN  MUTUAL  LIABILITY  INSURANCE  COMPANY,  Appt. 

MassatOtusetts  Supreme  Judicial  Courts  March  2f  1929. 

(—  Mass.  — ,  134  N.  E.  268.) 

Workmen's  compensation  —  injury  by  play  of  fellow  employees  —  arising 
out  of  emptoyn^ent. 

Injury  to  a  workman  by  being  pushed  by  the  body  of  a  fellow  work- 
man who  himself  was  pushed  by  a  third  in  play  in  which  the  injured 
workman  tcJok  no  part,  while  they  were  on  their  way  to  ring  out  on  the 
time  clock  at  the  noon  hour,  does  not  arise  out  of  his  employment  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  882.] 


Appeal  by  the  insurer  from  a  decree  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  in  favor  of  claimant  in  a  proceeding  under  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  to  recover  compensation  for  personal  injuries  received 
while  in  the  course  of  his  emplojrment.    Reversed, 

It  was  found  by  the  industriiJ  accident  board  that  the  injury  to  plain- 
tiff arose  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment ;  that  'i^he  conditions 
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under  which  the  work  of  registering  time  was  required  to  be  performed 
caUed  for  all  employees  to  ring  out  at  12  o'clock  noon/'  One  member  of 
the  boarS  dissented. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mesars.   Sawyer,  Hardy,  Stone,   &     arisen    out    of    the    employment. 


MfNTrison  and  Gay  Gleason  for  appel- 
lant. 

Crosby,  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

While  the  employee  was  on  the 
premises  of  his  employer,  and,  after 
leaving  the  building  in  which  he 
worked,  was  about  to  enter  the  one 
where  the  time  clock  was,  in  order 
to  ring  out  his  time  at  noon,  he  was 
knocked  down,  by  a  fellow  work- 
man who  was  pushed  out  of  the 
doorway  of  that  building  by  another 
employee,  and  received  injuries  for 
which  he  seeks  compensation. 

The  claimant's  injuries  were  the 
result  of  fooling  or  horseplay  of 
fellow  employees,  in  which  he  took 
no  part.  The  board  member  found 
that  he  "was  the  innocent  victim  of 
a  friendly  scrap  between  three  other 
employees,  one  of  whom  was  thrown 
out  of  the  doorway,  his  body  strik- 
ing the  claimant  and  throwing  him 
to  the  ground,  causing  the  injury  to 
his  shoulder  and  back." 

As  he  was  on  his  way  to  the  time 
clock  during  the  noon  hour  to  ring 
out  his  time,  it  is  obvious  that  his 
injuries  were  received  in  the  course 
of  his  employment.  The  question 
remains  whether  the  injuries  arose 
out  of  his  employment.  It  has  been 
held  by  this  court  that,  where  an 
employee  is  injured  as  a  result  of 
fooling  or  play  by  employees  in 
which  he  participates^  such  injury 
does  not  originate  in  any  risk  con- 
nected with,  and  caused  by,  his  em- 
ployment ;  and  that  such  injury  does 
not  arise  out  of  the  employment 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Work- 
men's   Compensation    Act     (Laws 

1911,  chap.  751,  amended  by  Laws 

1912,  chap.  571).  Moore's  Case, 
225  Mass.  258,  114  N.  E.  204.  The 
precise  question  presented  by  this 
record  is  whether  an  injury  received 
by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his 
emplo3niient;  as  the  result  of  fooling 
or  play  by  other  employees  in  which 
he  takes  no  part,  can  be  said  to  have 


While  this  issue  has  been  decided  in 
other  jurisdictions,  it  has  not  been 
directly  adjudicated  by  this  court. 
It  is  clear  that  there  was  no  causal 
connection  between  the  employment 
and  the  injury.  The  injury  did  not 
arise  because  the  employee  was  ex- 
posed, by  the  nature  of  his  employ- 
ment, to  some  peculiar  danger;  it 
did  not  follow  as  a  natural  incident 
of  his  work ;  and  it  does  not  appear 
**to  have  had  its  origin  in  a  risk  con- 
nected with  the  employment^  and  to 
have  flowed  from  that  source  as  a 
rational  consequence."  McNicol's 
Case,  216  Mass.  497,  499,  L.R.A. 
1916A,  306,  102  N.  E.  697,  4  N.  C. 
C.  A.  552.  The  interpretation  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
enunciated  in  the  case  last  cited, 
when  applied  to  the  facts  in  the 
present  case,  makes  it  plain  that  the 
injury  to  the  claimant  cannot  be 
said  to  have  arisen 
out  of  his  employ.  ^SSSS^X.. 
ment.  The  pushmg  *"5^ vf,  ^^  ***^ 
of  Wallet  out  of  the  •'  '^""^ 


doorway    by    other  ^'iii,%::*iT' 

employees  and 
against  the  claimant,  assuming  it 
was  a  wrongful  act,  was  not  within 
the  scope  of  his  emplosnnent.  Such 
acts,  in^ether  done  in  a  spirit  of 
play  or  from  a  malicious  motive, 
have  no  relation  whatever  to  the 
emplojrment ;  and  they  are  wholly 
outside  the  scope  of  the  employment 
of  those  who  caused  the  injury. 

The  weight  of  authority  in  Eng- 
land and  in  this  country  is  in  har- 
mony with  the  result  we  have 
reached.  Armitage  v.  Lancashire  & 
Y.  R.  Co.  [1902]  2  K.  B.  178,  71 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  778,  66  J.  P.  613, 
86  L.  T.  N.  S.  883,  18  Times  L.  R. 
648 ;  Fitzgerald  v.  Clarke  &  Son,  1 

B.  W.  C.  C.  197,  [1908]  2  K.  B.  796. 
77  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1018,  99  L.  T.  N. 

5.  101;  Craske  v.  Wigan,  2  B.  W, 

C.  C.  35,  [1909]  2  K.  B.  635,  78  L. 
J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  994,  101  L.  T.  N.  S. 

6,  25  Times  L.  R.  632,  53  Sol.  Jo. 
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560;  Wilson  v.  Laing,  2  B.  W.  C. 
C.  118,  [1909]  S.  C,  1230,  46  Scot. 
L.  R.  843 ;  Blake  v.  Head,  5  B.  W. 
C.  C.  303,  106  L.  T.  N.  S.  822,  28 
Times  L.  R.  321;  Hulley  v.  Moos- 
brugger,  88  N.  J.  L.  161,  L.R.A. 
1916C,  1203,  95  Atl.  1007;  Federal 
Rubber  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Havolic,  162 
Wis.  341,  L.R.A.1916D,  968,  156 
N.  W.  143;  Chicago  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  292  111.  406,  15  A.L.R. 
586,  127  N.  E.  49;  Tarpper  V. 
Weston-Mott  Co.  200  Mich.  275, 
L.R.A.1918E,  507,  166  N.  W.  857; 
Coronado  Beach  Co.  v.  Pillsbury, 
172  Cal.  682,  L.R.A.1916F,  1164, 
158  Pac.  212,  12  N.  C.  C.  A.  789; 
Pierce  v.  Boyer-Van  Euran  Lumber 
&  Coal  Co.  99  Neb.  321,  L.R.A. 
1916D,  970,  156  N.  W.  509.  See 
Rayner  v.  Sligh  Furniture  Co.  180 
Mich.  168,  L.R.A.1916A,  22,  146  N, 
W.  665.  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  386,  4 
N.  C.  C.  A.  851. 

The  cases  of  Craske  v.  Wigan,  2 
B.  W.  C.  C.  35,  [1909]  2  K.  B.  635, 
78  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  994,  101  L.  T. 
N.  S.  6,  25  Times  L.  R.  632,  53  Sol. 
Jo.  560;  Plumb  v.  Cobden  Flour 
Mills  Co.  7  B.  W.  C.  C.  1,  [1914] 

A.  C.  62,  7  B.  R.  C.  128,  83  L.  J,  K. 

B.  N.  S.  197,  109  L.  T.  N.  S.  759, 
30  Times  L.  R.  174,  58  Sol.  Jo.  184, 
51  Scot.  L.  R.  861,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
495;  Simpson  v.  Sinclair,  10  B.  W. 

C.  C.  220,  [1917]  A.  C.  127,  86  L. 
J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  102,  116  L.  T.  N.  S. 
609,  33  Times  L.  R.  247,  61  Sol.  Jo. 
350,  Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  188,  cited  in 
the  majority  decision  of  the  indus- 
trial accident  board,  are  not  at  vari- 
ance with  the  conclusion  which  we 
have  reached.    Willis  v.  State  In- 


dustrial Commission,  78  Okla.  216, 
190  Pac.  92,  and  other  cases  cited 
in  the  decision,  so  far  as^hey  are 
contrary  to  the  result  arrived  at  in 
the  case  at  bar,  we  cannot  follow. 

Cases  which  hold  that  an  injury 
resulting  from  acts  of  a  fellow  em- 
ployee who  was  known  by  the  em- 
ployer as  a  man  of  dangerous  dis- 
position, or  who  was  known  to  be 
given  to  play  or  fooling,  have  no 
application  to  the  present  case.  Mc- 
Nicol's  Case,  supra.  See  also, 
Reithel's  Case,  222  Mass.  163,  L.R. 
A.1916A,  804,  109  N.  E.  951,  11  N. 
C.  C.  A.  235;  Cranney's  Case,  232 
Mass.  149,  15  A.L.R.  584,  122  N.  E. 
266;  Marshall  v.  Baker-Vawter  Co. 
206  Mich.  466,  178  N.  W.  191 ;  Wil- 
liam Baird  &  Co.  v.  M'Graw,  13  B. 
W.  C.  C.  233,  89  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S. 
188,  64  Sol.  Jo.  650,  57  Scot.  L.  R. 
491,  150  L.  T.  Jo.  4. 

As  the  evidence  did  not  warrant 
a  finding  that  the  claimant's  in- 
juries arose  out  of  his  employment, 
the  decree  must  be  reversed  and  a 
decree  entered  in  favor  of  the  in- 
surer. 

So  ordered. 


HOT& 

The  right  to  compensatton  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  for 
injuries  sustained  through  horseplay 
or  fooling  is  the  subject  of  the  anno- 
tation in  13  A.L.R.  540,  which  is  sup- 
plemented by  the  annotation  follow- 
ing Twin  Peaks  Canning  Co.  v.  In- 
DUSTUAL  Commission,  post*  882. 


TWIN  PEAKS  CANNING  COMPANY  et  aL 

v. 
INDUSTRIAL  COMMISSION  OF  UTAH. 

Utah  Supreme  Courts-' March  10,  1921m 

(—  Utah,  — ,  196  Pac.  858.) 

Woi]aiM*8  eonpensatiim  —  horseplay  —  course  of  empkyncnt. 

1.  That  a  boy  went  to  another  floor  of  the  factory  where  he  was  employed 
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to  visit  for  a  purpose  of  his  own  and  in  no  way  connected  with  his  duties, 
upon  the  temporary  stopping  of  the  machinery,  and  while  there  cut  the 
power  off  the  elevator  upon  which  a  coemployee  was  riding  for  a  practical 
joke,  does  not  prevent  his  death  by  being  caught  in  the  machinery  when 
attempting  to  restore  the  power,  from  arising  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, and  compensation  may  therefore  be  awarded  for  his  death  under  a 
statute  permitting  such  award  for  injuries  in  course  of  employment 
[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  882.] 


Appeal  —  from  Industrial  Commission 
—  examination  of  evidence. 

2.  The  court  will,  in  a  proceeding  to 
review  the  decision  of  the  Industrial 
Commission,  examine  the  evidence 
only  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  there 
is  any  substantial  evidence  to  support 
the  findings  of  the  commission  and 
whether  it  has  acted  either  without  or 
in  excess  of  its  jurisdiction. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  828,  829.] 


Workmen's  compensation  -*-  effect  of 
disregard  of  rule. 

8.  The  mere  disregard  by  an  em- 
ployee of  a  rule  of  the  master,  which 
results  in  his  injury,  does  not  deprive 
him  of  the  right  to  compensation 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  if  the  statute  excludes  only  those 
injuries  which  are  purposely  self-in- 
ficted. 


Application  for  a  writ  of  review  to  the  Industrial  Commission  to  re- 
view  its  award  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  in  favor  of  appli- 
cant for  the  death  of  her  son.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  Booth,  Lee,  Badger,  &  Rich, 
for  plaintiffs : 

There  was  nothing  to  show  that  the 
deceased  was  doing  anything  whatso- 
ever desirable  or  convenient  in  con- 
nection with  his  employment  at  the 
time  he  sustained  his  injuries.  What 
the  deceased  did  was  wholly  uncon- 
nected with  his  employment  and  has 
no  causal  relation  to  his  employment. 

Plumb  V.  Cobden  Flour  Mills  Co. 
ri914]  A.  C.  62,  7  B.  R.  C.  128,  83  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  197,  109  L.  T.  N.  S.  759, 
30  Times  L.  R.  174,  58  Sol.  Jo.  184,  51 
Scot.  L.  R.  861,  7  B.  W.  C.  C.  6,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914B,  495;  Whitehead  v.  Reader 
[1901]  2  K.  B.  48,  70  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
546,  65  J.  P.  403,  49  Week.  Rep.  562, 
84  L.  T.  N.  S.  514,  17  Times  L.  R.  387, 
3  W.  C.  C.  40;  Reimers  v.  Proctor  Pub. 
Co.  85  N.  J.  L.  441.  89  Atl.  931,  4  N.  C. 
C.  A.  738;  Gonzales  v.  Lee  Moor  Con- 
tracting Co.  2  Cal,  Ind.  Ace.  Com.  Dec. 
302;  Weighill  v.  South  Heaton  Coal 
Co.  4  B.  W.  C.  C.  141 ;  Parker  v.  Ham- 
brook  [1912]  W.  N.  205, 107  L.  T.  N.  S. 
249,  56  Sol.  Jo.  750,  [19121  W.  C. 
Rep.  369,  5  B.  W.  C.  C.  608,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913C,  1;  Koza's  Case.  236 
Mass.  342,  128  N.  E.  400;  iloch- 
ford's  Case,  234  Mass.  93,  124  N.  E. 
891 ;  Moyer  v.  Packard  Moto:/  Car  Co. 
205  Mich.  503,  171  N.  W.  403;  Di  Sal- 
vio  V.  Menihan  Co.  225  N.  Y.  123,  121 
N.  E.  766;  Kuca  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Coal 


Co.  268  Pa.  163,  110  Atl.  731 ;  Yodakis 
T.  Alexander  Smith  &  Sons  Carpet  Co. 
193  App.  Div.  150, 183  N.  Y.  Supp.  768; 
Andractan  v.  Cobb,  Mass.  Workm. 
Comp.  Cas.  No.  1582;  McHenry  v. 
American  Mut.  Liability  Ins.  Co.  2 
Mass.  Workm.  Comp.  Cas.  789;  Pacific 
Coast  Casualty  Co.  v.  Pillsbury,  31 
Cal.  App.  701,  162  Pac.  1040 ;  Kowalek 
v.  New  York  Consol.  R.  Co.  229  N.  Y. 
489,  128  N.  E.  888 ;  Ross  v.  John  Han- 
cock Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  222  Mass.  560, 
111  N.  E.  390;  Inland  Steel  Co.  v.  Lam* 
bert,  66  Ind.  App.  246,  118  N.  E.  162. 

Messrs.  Harvey  ClufiF,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  J.  Robert  Robinson,  Assistant 
Attorney  General,  for  defendant: 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
should  be  liberally  construed,  and 
doubts  respecting  the  right  to  com- 
pensation should  be  resolved  in  favor 
of  the  employee  or  his  dependents. 

Ogden  City  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
sion, —  Utah,  — ,  193  Pac.  857 ;  State 
Road  Commission  v.  Industrial  Com- 
mission, 56  Utah,  252,  190  Pac.  544, 
20  N.  C.  C.  A.  65. 

The  supreme  court  will  not  weigh 
the  evidence,  but  will  examine  the 
same  for  the  purpose,  only,  of  deter- 
mining whether  there  is  any  substan- 
tial competent  evidence  to  sustain  the 
finding  or  to  support  the  award  made 
by  the.  Commission,  and  where  it  does 
not   clearly    and    indubitably  appear 
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that  the  discretion  of  the  Industrial 
CommiBsion  has  been  abused,  its  de* 
cisioT/  is  final  and  unassailable. 

Globe  Grain  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  —  Utah,  — ,  193  Pac.  642 ; 
Geo.  A.  Lowe  Co.  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
sion, 56  Utah,  519,  190  Pac.  934;  Mc- 
Vicar  v.  Industrial  Commission,  56 
Utah,  342,  191  Pac.  1089. 

Where  an  employee  is  performing 
an  act  while  on  the  premises  where  he 
is  employed  to  work,  which  is  custo- 
mary among  the  employees,  and  the 
employer  has  acquiesced  in  such  cus- 
tom for  a  considerable  length  of  time, 
an  injury  received  by  such  employee 
when  so  engaged  is  held  to  arise  with- 
in the  course  of  employment,  although 
the  act  causing  the  injury  is  only  in- 
cidental thereto. 

Re  Loper,  64  Ind.  App.  571,  116  N, 
E.  324;  Phil.  Hollenbach  Co.  v.  HoUen- 
bach,  181  Ky.  262,  13  A.L.R.  524,  204 
S.  W.  152;  Bryant  v.  Fissell,  84  N.  J, 
L.  72,  86  Atl.  458,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  585; 
Gurski  v.  Susquehanna  Coal  Co.  262 
Pa.  1,  104  Atl.  801 ;  Re  Ayers.  66  Ind. 
App.  458,  118  N.  E.  386;  Robinson  v. 
State,  93  Conn.  49,  104  Atl.  491 ;  Balti- 
more Car  Foundry  Co.  v.  Ruzicka,  132 
Md.  491,  4  A.L.R.  113,  104  AtL  167; 
Rish  V.  Iowa  Portland  Cement  Co.  186 
Iowa,  443,  170  N.  W.  532 ;  Holt  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Industrial  Commission,  168  Wis. 
381,  170  N.  W.  366;  Thomas  v.  Proctor 
&  G.  Mfg.  Co.  104  Kan.  432,  6  A.L.R. 
1145,  179  Pac.  372;  Barber  v.  Jones 
Shoe  Co.  —  N.  H.  — ,  108  Atl.  690. 

An  accident  arises  in  the  course  of 
employment  if  it  occurs  while  the  em- 
ployee is  doing  what  a  man  so  em- 
ployed may  reasonably  do  in  the  time 
during  which  he  is  employed,  and  at 
a  place  where  he  may  reasonably  be 
during  that  time. 

Bryant  v.  Fissell,  84  N.  J.  L.  72,  86 
Atl.  458;  Barber  v.  Jones  Shoe  Co.  — 
N.  H.  — ,  108  Atl.  690;  White  v.  Kansas 
City  Stock  Yards  Co.  104  Kan.  90,  177 
Pac.  522 ;  Thomas  v.  Proctor  &  G.  Mfg. 
Co.  104  Kan.  432,  6  A.L.R.  1145,  179 
Pac.  372. 

The  employment  of  an  employee  is 
not  broken  by  mere  intervals  of 
leisure. 

Honnold,  Workmen's  Gomp.  p.  379; 
State  Road  Commission  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  66  Utah,  252,  190  Pac. 
544,  20  N.  C.  C.  A.  65;  Northwestern 
Iron  Co.  V.  Industrial  Commission, 
160  Wis.  633,  152  N.  W.  416;  Humph- 
rey  v.  Industrial  Commission,  285  111. 
372,  120  N.  E.  816;  Sundine's  Case, 


218  Mass.  1,  L.R.A.1916A,  318,  105  N. 
E.  433,  5  N.  C.  C.  A.  616. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to 
indicate  that  the  brief  visit  of  the  de- 
ceased to  the  second  floor  was  at  all 
out  of  the  ordinary,  or  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  duty  to  his  employer. 
He  was  still  ^'on  duty,"  notwitiuitand- 
ing  his  temporary  absence  from  his 
place  of  employment,  and  under  such 
circumstancefl  accidents  are  held  to 
arise  within  the  course  of  employment. 

North  Carolina  R.  Go.  v.  Zachary, 
232  U.  S.  260,  58  L.  ed.  596,  34  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  806,  Ann.  Gas.  1914C,  159,  9 
N.  C.  C.  A.  109;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R. 
Co.  v.  United  SUtes,  231  U.  S.  119,  68 
L.  ed.  146,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  26. 

Frick,  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  original  application  to 
this  court  for  a  writ  of  review.  The 
application  is  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  chapter  100,  Utah 
Laws  1917,  as  the  same  is  carried 
into  Utah  Comp*  Laws  1917,  §§ 
3061  to  3165,  inclusive,  and  as 
amended  by  chapter  63,  Utah  Laws 
1919, 

One  Edith  Bohling  made  appli- 
cation in  due  time  and  form  to  the 
Industrial  Commission  of  Utah, 
hereinafter  called  Commission,  to 
obtain  compensation  for  the  death 
of  her  son,  one  Charles  Brandley, 
who  was  fourteen  years  and  ten 
months  of  age  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  Commission  awarded 
the  mother  compensation  as  a  par* 
tial  dependent  in  the  sum  of  $7.71 
per  week  for  a  period  of  312  weeks, 
and,  in  addition  thereto,  the  sum 
of  $150  for  funeral  expenses.  The 
award  was  based  upon  the  decision 
and  findings  of  the  Commission. 
The  decision  reads  as  follows:  "It 
appears  that  Charles  Brandley  was 
killed  in  an  accident  on  the  11th  day 
of  August,  1920,  at  Murray,  Utah. 
Decedent  had  been  employed  by  the 
defendant  Twin  Peaks  Canning 
Company  for  several  weeks,  his 
work  consisting  of  caring  for  the 
cans  in  the  capping  department  on 
the  main  floor.  About  the  hour  of 
11:30  A.  M.  the  machine  had 
stopped,  and  for  some  purpose  the 
deceased  left  his  place  of  work,  and. 
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usin^  the  freight  elevator,  ajscended 
to  the  next  floor,  and»  in  watehing 
another  boy  descend  in  a  like  man- 
ner,  pla3rf ully  shut  off  the  power  of 
the  elevator,  causing  the  elevator  to 
stop  between  the  first  and  second 
floors.  The  decedent  climbed  to  the 
second  floor  and  turned  the  power 
on.  The  elevator  ascended  at  once 
and  crushed  the  decedent.  It  is  al- 
leged by  the  applicant,  Edith  Bob- 
ling,  that  she  is  the  mother  of  the 
decedent  by  a  former  marriage ;  that 
subsequently  she  was  married  to 
Joseph  Bohling  and  maintained  a 
home  in  which  the  decedent  had 
lived  for  the  past  seven  years ;  that 
all  earnings  of  the  decedent,  both 
in  the  past  and  at  the  time  of  said 
accident,  were  given  to  the  appli- 
cant, and  used  for  herself  and  fam- 
ily's support/' 

While  the  findings  of  fact  in  sub- 
stance follow  the  decision^  yet  the 
findings  are  very  general,  merely 
indicating  when  and  where  the  ac- 
cident occurred,  the  average  weekly 
wage  earned  by  the  deceased,  and 
that  the  applicant  was  "partially 
dependent  upon  the  deceased."  In 
the  so-called  conclusions  of  law,  aft^ 
er  fixing  the  amount  to  be  paid, 
ete.,  the  Commission  further  says: 
"It  appears  that  the  employees  were 
cautioned  against  using  the  elevator 
except  under  conditions  which  the 
work  demanded,  and  then  only  by 
boys  whose  work  required  it. 
However,  this  rule  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  enforced ;  also,  that  not 
only  the  decedent,  but  other  boys, 
used  the  elevator  to  go  to  the  second 
floor ;  also,  that  they  left  their  post 
when  the  machines  were  stopped 
during  working  hours.  This  prac^ 
tice  was  indulged  in  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  sugjg^est  common  practice. 
The  Commission  concludes  that  the 
decedent  was  within  the  course  of 
his  employment  at  the  time  of  the 
accident,  although  he  may  not  have 
been  doing  that  which  his  employ- 
ment required,  but  that  which  his 
emplojonent  permitted  and  allowed. 
The  question  of  whether  or  not  the 
decedent  had  business  in  going  to 
the  second  thor  is  not  now  a  matter 
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that  can'  be  definitely  determined. 
It  does  appear,  however,  that  >  he 
had  made  the  trip  before  for  the 
purpose  of  talking  to  a  friend ;  also, 
that  he  sometimes  ate  his  lunch  on 
said  floor." 

It  is  not  easy  to  understend  why 
the  foregoing  statements  are  incor- 
porated into  the  so-called  "conclu- 
sions" of  the  Commission.  It  is, 
however,  immaterial  what  the  state- 
noente  or  findings  of  the  Commission 
are  called,  and  we  have  inserted 
them  here  only  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  what  induced  the  Commis- 
sion to  make  the  award  in  this  case. 

The  facts,  in  substance,  are  as 
follows : 

Charles  Brandley,  hereinafter 
called  the  deceased,  entered  the  em- 
ploy of  the  Twin  PesJiB  Canning 
Company,  hereinafter  called  Can- 
ning Company,  on  the  21st  day  of 
July,  1920.  The  Canning  Company 
operated  a  canning  establishment 
composed  of  a  two-story  building, 
and  the  deceased  and  his  "chum," 
Alvin  Mitchell,  were  working  on  the 
first  floor  while  several  other  boys 
were  working  on  the  second  floor 
of  the  establishment.  There  were 
perhaps  a  dozen  or  fifteen  boys  en- 
gaged in  the  establishment.  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  deceased  and  Mitch- 
ell to  "cateh"  the  cans  after  they 
were  filled  with  vegetebles  in  the 
canning  room  on  the  second  floor, 
when  Qie  same  were  passed  down 
to  them  by  gravity  by  means  of 
what  is  called  a  "chute,"  and  to 
place  the  cans  at  a  place  indicated 
for  them  on  the  first  floor.  There 
was  an  electric  elevator  connecting 
the  two  floors  which  was  used  to  take 
the  empty  cans  as  they  arrived  at  the 
canning  establishment  to  the  second 
floor.  Neither  the  deceased  nor 
Mitchell  was  required  to  perform 
any  duties  whatever  on  the  second 
floor,  nor  was  either  required  to  go 
there  for  any  purpose.  It  seems 
that  the  cans  went  through  some 
sort  of  a  machine  on  the  second 
floor,  and  that  was  also  the  case 
when  they  reached  the  first  floor, 
and  the  duties  of  the  deceased  and 
Mitehell  were  confined  to  the  ma- 
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chine  on  the  first  floor.  The  cans, 
however,  would  not  be  placed  ki  the 
chute  in  a  continuous  stream,  so 
that  there  were  intervals  of  rest, 
or  intermissions,  at  which  times  the 
machines  were  not  in  operation. 
The  deceased  and  Mitchell  were, 
however,  supposed  to  remain  at 
their  posts  so  that  they  would  be  pre- 
pared to  take  up  their  work  at  any 
time,  and  as  soon  as  the  machines 
commenced  operating  after  the  in- 
termissions, which  might  occur  at 
any  moment.  The  evidence  is  to  the 
eflfect  that  when  the  machines  were 
at  rest  both  the  deceased  and  Mitch- 
ell, and  especially  the  deceased, 
would  frequently,  by  means  of  the 
elevator,  ascend  from  the  first  to  the 
second  floor.  The  deceased  some- 
times, during  the  noon  hour,  would 
go  to  the  second  floor  by  means  of 
the  elevator  to  eat  his  lunch,  which 
he  brought  from  home.  One  of  the 
boys  testified  that  the  deceased  went 
up  to  the  second  floor  on  the  eleva- 
tor "almost  daily''  between  the  21st 
day  of  July,  1920,  the  day  the  de- 
ceased commenced  work,  and  the 
11th  day  of  August  following,  when 
he  was  killed.  On  the  11th  day  of 
August  aforesaid  the  deceased  and 
Mitchell  were  working  on  the  first 
floor  as  before  stated,  when,  at  about 
11:30  A.  M.,  the  machines  stopped, 
and  the  deceased,  by  means  of 
the  elevator,  went  froni  the  first 
to  the  second  floor,  operating 
the  elevator  himself.  After  the 
deceased  had  reached  the  second 
floor,  and  after  the  elevator  had 
been  returned  in  a  manner  the 
testimony  does  not  make  very  clear 
to  the  first  floor,  Mitchell  also  went 
into  the  elevator  and  adjusted  the 
switch  so  as  to  start  the  elevator 
upwards.  It  seems  there  was  one 
switch  on  the  elevator  by  means  of 
which  the  power  could  be  turned  on 
to  operate  the  elevator,  and  ttiat 
there  was  also  another  switch  on 
the  second  floor  by  means  of  which 
the  power  could  be  turned  either  on 
or  off  at  that  place.  When  Mitchell 
thus  attempted  to  go  from  the  flrst 
to  the  second  floor,  and  when  he  had 
reached  a  point  "a  little  more  than 


halfway  up"  between  the  two 
floors  the  deceased,  in  attempting 
a  practical  joke  or  prank,  disen- 
gaged the  switch  on  the  second  floor 
and  shut  off  the  power  from  the  ele- 
vator, leaving  Mitchell  in  it  midway 
between  the  two  floors.  Mitchell, 
it  seems,  did  not  disengage  the 
switch  on  the  elevator,  but  left  it  so 
that  if  the  power  were  turned  on  the 
elevator  would  continue  upwards. 
He,  however,  climbed  up  from  the 
elevator  where  it  was  stopped  by 
the  deceased  to  the  second  floor. 
While  the  deceased  and  Mitchdl 
were  on  the  second  floor,  they  were 
"joking,  talking,  and  laughing"  with 
the  other  boys  who  were  working 
on  that  floor.  There  was  an  ele- 
vator gate  on  the  second  floor  which 
worked  automatically,  so  that  when 
the  elevator  came  up  the  gate  would 
lift  upwards  out  of  the  way  of  those 
using  the  elevator,  and  when  the  ele- 
vator went  down  the  gate  would 
slip  into  place  to  prevent  anyone 
from  walking  or  falling  into  the  ele- 
vator shaft.  When  the  deceased 
had  thus  stopped  the  elevator  mid- 
way between  the  two  floors  the  gate 
was  in  place.  The  visit  of  the  boys 
on  the  second  floor  had  continued 
only  for  a  short  time  on  the  day  in 
question  when  there  was  some  in- 
dication that  the  machines  would  go 
into  action,  and  both  Mitchell  and 
the  deceased  were  anxious  to  get 
back  to  their  machines  on  the  first 
floor.  The  deceased  thus  went  to 
the  elevator  and  leaned  over  or 
climbed  on  to  the  gate  aforesaid  and 
adjusted  the  switch  on  the  second 
floor  so  as  to  let  on  the  power.  He, 
it  seems,  did  this  without  knowing 
or  realizing  that  Mitchell  had  left 
the  switch  in  the  elevator  connected 
when  he  climbed  out  of  it  to  the 
second  floor.  As  soon,  therefore,  as 
the  deceased  connected  the  switch 
on  the  second  floor,  and  as  he  was 
leaning  over  or  was  on  top  of  the 
gate,  the  elevator  commenced  to  as- 
cend, and  the  deceased  was  carried 
up  on  the  gate  against  the  beam, 
which  dislocated  his  neck,  causing 
almost  instant  death.  The  accident 
thus  occurred  as  tiie  result  of  what 
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In  the  books  is  ordinarily  denomi- 
nated as  practical  joking,  horseplay, 
or  pranks. 

There  is  evidence  in  the  record 
that  the  boys  on  the  first  floor  were 
forbidden  to  use  the  elevator,  and 
that  only  a  few  days  preceding  the 
accident  the  manager  had  again 
specially  instructed  them  not  to  use 
the  elevator  to  pass  from  one  floor 
to  the  other.  Mitchell,  the  chum  of 
the  deceased,  was  positive  in  his 
statement  that  he  knew  nothing 
about  such  an  order,  and  that  he 
had  received  no  instruction  or  cau- 
tion, although  the  elevator  had  been 
used  frequently  by  him,  and  the  de- 
ceased, and  others  as  hereinbefore 
stated.  Another  boy,  however,  tes- 
tified that  he  heard  the  manager  tell 
a  large  number  of  the  boys  not  to 
use  the  elevator,  and  that  he  felt 
quite  positive,  but  not  absolutely 
certain,  that  the  deceased  was  pres- 
ent among  the  number.  The  mana- 
ger also  testified  that  he  was  of  the 
impression  that  the  deceased  was 
present  when  he  cautioned  the  boys, 
but  he  could  not  state  positively  that 
such  was  the  case.  There  is  no  di- 
rect evidence,  however,  that  the 
Canning  Company  knew  that  the 
boys  were  using  the  elevator  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  or  the  extent 
thereof.  In  view,  however,  that  thoj 
manager  testified  that  only  a  short 
time  before  the  accident  he  had  cau- 
tioned the  boys  against  using  the. 
elevator,  he,  therefore,  must  have* 
heard  that  they  were  using  it,  or 
else  he  personally  must  have  known 
that  they,  or  some  of  them,  were 
doing  so.  I 

Wihile  the  case  is  not  one,  there- 
fore, that  it  can  be  said  that  the 
Canning  Company  encouraged  or' 
authorized  the  use  of  the  elevator 
for  the  purpose  for  which  the  boys , 
were  using  it,  yet  the  nature  and 
frequency  of  the  use  were  such  that 
the  Commission  was  authorized  to 
infer  from  the  evidence  that  the 
Canning  Company  either  knew  or 
should  have  known  that  the  boys 
were  using  the  elevator  to  pass  from 
the  first  to  the  second  floor,  although 
they  could  have  passed  between  the 
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two  floors  by  means  of  a  stairway 
which  was  intended  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

We  remark  that,  in  view  of  the 
many  leading  questions  that  were 
propounded  to  the  witnesses  both 
by  the  referee  and  by  counsel 
representing  the  several  parties,  it 
has  been  somewhat  diflicult  to  make 
a  statement  within  the  limits  of  an 
ordinary  opinion  which  would  thor- 
oughly reflect  all  of  the  peculiar 
shades  respecting  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances. From  a  careful  read- 
ing of  the  statements  of  all  of  the 
witnesses,  however,  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  foregoing  statement  covers 
all  the  essential  elements. 

Counsel  for  plaintiffs  insist  that, 
in  view  of  the  evidence,  the  accident 
did  not  arise  "in  the  course  of  the 
employment,"  and  that  the  evidence 
does  not  support  the  findings  of 
facts  of  the  Commission,  or  justify 
its  conclusions  of  law. 

This  court  is  now  firmly  commit- 
ted to  the  doctrine  that  it  will  ex- 
amine into  the  evidence  only  to 
ascertain  whether 
there  is  any  sub-  tJ^f^IziiV^^ 
stantial  evidence  m  coinmi»«io«— 
support  of  the  find-  e^ii."!*"**  ** 
ings  of  the  Commis- 
sion, and  whether  it  has  either  acted 
without  or  in  excess  of  its  jurisdic- 
tion. We  refer  to  the  following 
cases:  Geo.  A.  Lowe  &  Co.  v.  In- 
dustrial Commission,  56  Utah,  519, 
190  Pac.  984;  McVicar  v.  Indus- 
trial Commission,  56  Utah,  342,  191 
Pac.  1089;  Littsos  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  —  Utah,  — ,  194  Pac. 
338;  Utah  Fuel  Co.  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  —  Utah,  — ,  194  Pac. 
122;  Ogden  City  v.  Industrial  Com- 
mission, —  Utah,  — ,  193  Pac.  857 ; 
and  Globe  Grain  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  In- 
dustrial Commission,  —  Utah,  — , 
193  Pac.  642.  We  have  cited  the 
foregoing  cases  for  the  reason  v^hat 
they  present  a  great  variety  of  cir- 
cumstances under  which  that  doc- 
trine was  applied.  In  the  last  case 
cited  the  findings  of  the  Commission 
were  held  not  to  be  supported  by 
any  substantial  evidence,  and  hence 
the  award  was  set  aside. 


*7^ 


hnrMV.A%  LAW  KBTOnS,  AJOCCTTATBD 


Ia  ^'jHMAt^nnt  tkaA  i  >ui^mw^  h  araft 
A<4,  ^^  w^^ffpidA  \4J^,  mar  wtsifiite 
tfiMii/tfUiUy  4Hfwn  f  rr^m  oMrt  <rf  the 
i^4it/itei  m  Ofr€it  opr/n  tlMf  Mbjeet  of 
mn^pjfwif  lUMUty  in  the  Kircnl 
«tAtw  <^  the  Uttkn.  In  niMt  of  the 
^.4iUw  the  MiMUiUm  a^rer  aMdenti 
**mrinint  ^hA  of  and  in  the  emtne  of 
the  emphiymeffty^  while  octr  ftattite 
rutah  Ufru  1919,  ehap.  «S,  {  31U> 
^y/verw  all  ncddentM  "^nrining  out 
^if  or  in  the  eoor«e  of  the  em- 
p|//Xmefit.^  (ftalfoi  otini.)  In  or- 
der to  obtain  ^^ompenrntion  under 
#nir  irtntute^  it  to  onlr  neeeMarjr  to 
i^how  that  the  aeefdent  occurred  ''in 
the  courne  id  the  employment,"'  and 
not  that  ft  aroM  ''out  of  the  employ- 
ment/' It  to  important  to  keep  the 
distinction  in  mind  when  the  com- 
penMtlon  CMen  from  the  rarioua 
JuriMJictiona  are  considered.  The 
aU^irney  general,  who  reprenentii 
the  CommfMion  in  this  proceeding, 
itamei«tlx  contendu  that  the  award 
of  the  CommiNnlon  if  not  only  sup- 
ported by  the  undisputed  facts,  but 
that  it  is  fully  justifled  under  our 
statutes  and  the  decisions.  He  cites 
and  ritlies  upon  the  following  among 
other  CHS()H :  Re  I/)per,  04  Ind.  App. 
R71,  llfl  N.  E.  324;  Phil  HoUenbach 
Co.  V.  Holloribarh,  181  Ky.  262,  18 
A.L.R.  524,  204  8.  W.  152;  Gurski 
V.  Husnuehanna  Coal  Co.  262  Pa.  1, 
104  All.  KOI ;  Re  Ayers,  66  Ind.  App. 
458,  1 18  N.  R.  886 ;  Thomas  v.  Proc- 
tor ft  G.  Co.  104  Kan.  4»2,  6  A.L.R. 
1 145,  179  Par.  872;  Barber  v.  Jones 
Hhoe  Co.  79  N.  H.  811,  108  Atl. 
«»() ;  RIsh  V.  Iowa  Portland  Cement 
Co.  180  Iowa.  448,  170  N.  W.  582. 
To  the  foroffoing  might  be  added 
Ihimphory  v.  Industrial  Commis- 
Hlon.  285  111.  872.  120  N.  E.  816; 
Whito  V.  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards 
(^0.  104  Kan.  90,  177  Pac.  522.  and 
•hulson  Mfg.  ("o.  V.  Industrial  Acci, 
(Nmimission,  181  Cal.  300,  184  Pac. 
1.  In  somo  of  the  foregoing  cases 
the  accident  and  constKiuent  injury 
resulted  from  nraotical  jokes,  or 
what  is  commonly  called  hon^eplay, 
while  in  others  they  wei^  caused  by 
some  act  of  the  injured  workman 
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Co.  2i2  Pa.  1,  104  AtL  Ml,  the 
jiired  mrner  waa  worids^  in  a 


appeared  in  that  part  of  flie  miiie 
where  be  waa  woridni^  aad  he  was 
directed  to  leave  there  and  work  at 
another  friaee  a  eonaideniMe  dis- 
tance away.  That  portion  of  the 
mine  where  the  gaa  appeared  was 
^dosed  oflT  by  posting  notices  that 
fliat  portion  of  the  mine  was  dan- 
gerous, and  by  warning  the  woric- 
men  of  the  danger.  One  of  the 
miners,  working  under  contract  and 
who  had  before  mined  coal  in  the 
"fenced-olT'  portion  of  the  mine, 
had  left  his  ^mining  machine/' 
which  he  wanted,  in  the  fenced-off 
portion  of  the  mine.  He  was  again 
notified  on  the  morning  of  the  ac- 
cident not  to  enter  that  part  of  the 
mine,  but  he  did  not  heed  the  warn- 
ing, and,  notwithstanding  the  no- 
tice and  warning  of  danger,  he,  with 
his  ''helper,'*  went  to  get  the  ma- 
chine in  the  fenced-off  portion  of  the 
mine,  where,  while  in  the  act  of 
doing  so,  he  was  suffocated  by  gas, 
and  then  and  there  died.  Applica- 
tion was  made  for  compensation  by 
his  wife  under  the  Pennsylvania 
Compensation  Act,  and  compensa- 
tion was  allowed  by  the  court  of 
common  pleas,  on  an  appeal  to  that 
court  from  the  compensation  board, 
which  had  disallowed  the  widow's 
claim.  A  further  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  that  court  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas.  In  that  case  it  was  contend- 
ed, as  it  is  here:  (1)  That  the  ac- 
cident did  not  arise  in  the  course  of 
the  emplo)rment;  (a)  that,  even 
though  that  were  not  conceded,  yet 
that  no  recovery  could  be  had  be- 
cause the  deceased  workman  had 
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wi]f uUy  disregarded  the  inatnio- 
tions  and  warninga  of  the  oaployer. 
It  is  important  to  state  here  that 
the  Pennagrlvania  Compensation  Act 
is  like  oars  in  that  it  is  only  neces- 
sary  to  show  that  the  accident  arose 
in  the  course  of  the  employment, 
and  not  that  it  arose  out  of  it  The 
supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  held 
that  the  accident  arose  ''in  the 
course  of  the  emplojrment,^'  and  that 
the  failure  of  the  deceased  to  heed 
and  obey  the  warning  of  the  coal 
company  merely  constituted  ne^- 
gence,  which,  under  the  act,  did  not 
affect  the  right  of  the  widow  to  re- 
cover compensation.  The  case,  in  so 
far  as  the  failure  of  the  miner  to 
obey  the  directions  and  warnings 
goes,  goes  farther  than»  under  the 
evidence  in  this  case,  we  are  asked 
to  go  by  the  attorney  general. 

The  only  other  case  we  shall  at* 
tempt  to  review  is  the  case  of 
Thomas  v.  Proctor  &  G.  Co.  104 
Kan.  482,  6  A.L.R.  1145,  179  Pac. 
372.  In  that  case  a  young  girl, 
about  seventeen  years  of  age,  was 
injured  while  she,  with  two  other 
girls  during  the  lunch  hour,  was 
riding  around  the  room  on  a  small 
truck  which  was  used  by  the  com- 
pany in  hauling  articles  from  place 
to  place  in  the  factory.  The  truck 
was  in  a  room  where  the  girls  ate 
their  lunches,  and  after  they  had 
eaten,  and  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  assistant  foreman, 
they  would  ride  around  the  room  on 
the  truck  for  amusement.  The  in- 
jured girl,  on  the  date  of  the  acci- 
dent, just  as  the  whistle  had  called 
the  workmen  to  commence  work,  in 
some  way  fell  off  the  truck  and  was 
injured.  She  made  application  for 
compensation,  and  it  was  contend-, 
ed  that  the  accident  did  not  "arise 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployment." Under  the  Kansas  stat- 
ute the  accident  must  arise  out  of 
and  in  the  course  of  the  emplojrment 
in  order  to  entitle  the  employee  to 
recover  compensation.  The  supreme 
court  of  Kansas  held  that,  in  view 
that  the  assistant  foreman  had  per- 
mitted and  encouraged  the  girls  to 
use  the  truck  for  the  purpose  af ore- 
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said  on  that  and  other  oecaaions,  for 
tiiat  reason,  when  considered  in  con- 
nection with  other  circumstances, 
the  accident  arose  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  the  emidoyment,  and  af- 
firmed the  award.  That  case,  in 
our  judgment,  goes  veiy  far  in  up- 
holding the  award  upon  the  ground 
that  it  arose  out  of  tiie  employment 
as  well  as  in  the  course  thereof. 

About  all  of  the  other  cases  to 
which  we  have  referred,  and  in 
which  the  accident  was  the  result  of 
some  practical  joke,  prank,  or  horse- 
play, are  distinguishable  from  the 
case  at  bar  in  Uiat  in  those  cases 
the  injured  employee  did  not  volun- 
tarily join  in  the  horseplay,  and  at 
the  time  he  was  injured  was  dis- 
charging his  usual  duties  in  the 
course  of  his  emplo3rment.  Upon 
the  other  hand,  there  are  a  number 
of  cases  which  are  cited  by  plain- 
tiflTs  counsel  in  which  compensation 
was  disallowed  because  the  accident 
there  in  question  resulted  from 
practical  joking,  horseplay,  or 
pranks,  or  because  the  injured  em- 
ployee had  disregarded  the  positive 
orders  of  the  employer.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  are  illustrative  of  that 
class  of  cases:  Reimers  v.  Proctor 
Pub.  Co.  86  N.  J.  L.  441,  89  Atl. 
981,  4  N.  C.  C.  A.  788 ;  Rochf ord's 
Case,  234  Mass.  98,  124  N.  E.  891 ; 
Moyer  v.  Packard  Motor  Car  Co. 
205  Mich.  503,  171  N.  W.  408 ;  Pa- 
ciiic  Coast  Casualty  Co.  v.  Pillsbury, 
81  Cal.  App.  701,  162  Pac.  1040; 
Re  Loper,  64  Ind.  App.  671,  116  N. 
E.  324.  In  the  last  case  cited,  the 
appellate  court  of  Indiana,  in  the 
course  of  the  opinion,  states  the  rule 
thus:  ''The  books  contain  many 
cases  involving  injuries  to  workmen 
caused  or  occasioned  by  some  spor- 
tive act  of  a  fellow  workman,  done  by 
him  independent  of  or  disconnected 
from  the  performance  of  any  duty 
of  his  employment,  and  character- 
ized by  the  courts  and  law-writers 
as  'practical  joking/  'skylarking,'  or 
'horseplay/  With  practical  uni- 
formity, the  courts  hold,  both  under 
the  English  act  and  also  under  the 
various  American  statutes,  that  an 
injury  so  suffered  does  not  arise  out 
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of  the  employment  within  the  mean- 
ing: of  the  governing  statute,  and 
consequently  that  its  compensatory 
provisions  are  not  thereby  invoked/* 

In  support  of  the  statement  con- 
tained in  the  quotation  the  court 
cited  the  following  cases:  Federal 
Rubber  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Havolic,  162 
Wis.  341,  L.R.A.1916D,  968,  156  N. 
W.  143;  Hulley  v.  Moosbrugger,  88 
N.  J.  L.  162,  L.R.A.1916C,  1203,  95 
Atl.  1007;  Fishering  v.  Pillsbury, 
172  Cal.  690,  158  Pac.  215;  Coro- 
nado  Beach  Co.  v.  Pillsbury,  172 
Cal,  682,  L.R.A.1916F,  1164,  158 
Pac.  212,  12  N.  C.  C.  A.  789 ;  Pierce 
V.  Boyer-Van  Kuran  Lumber  & 
Coal  Co.  99  Neb.  321,  L,R.A.1916D, 
970,  156  N.  W.  509,  and  De  Filip- 
pis  V.  Falkenberg,  170  App.  Div.  153, 
155  N.  Y.  Supp.  761,  We  have  care- 
fully examined  every  one  of  the  fore- 
going cases,  and  while  it  is  true  that 
in  those  cases  the  accidents  were 
caused  as  a  result  of  skylarking, 
horseplay,  or  pranks,  yet  it  is  also 
true  that  compensation  was  denied, 
upon  the  ground,  however,  that  the 
accidents  did  not  arise  "out  of  the 
emplojnnent,"  or  for  the  reason  that 
the  accidents  were  caused  by  the 
"wilful  misconduct'*  of  the  employee 
in  question,  and  not  because  they 
did  not  arise  "in  the  course  of  the 
employment.'*  Indeed,  in  almost 
every  one  of  the  cases,  it  is  conceded 
in  the  course  of  the  opinions  that  the 
accident  there  in  question  may  have 
arisen  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment, yet  that  it  did  not  arise  out  of 
the  employment,  and  the  decisions 
are  based  upon  the  latter  ground. 

What  has  just  been  said  also  ap- 
plies to  the  cases  first  cited  in  sup- 
port of  plaintiff's  contention.  More- 
over, in  all  of  those  cases,  the  courts 
specially  refer  to  the  statute  which 
limits  recovery  to  accidents  "arising 
out  of  the  employment."  The  courts 
in  deciding  those  cases,  however, 
did  not  hold  that  an  employee, 
or,  in  case  of  his  death,  his  de- 
pendents, may  not  recover  com- 
pensation merely  because  the  ac- 
cident was  the  result  of  some 
practical  joke,  prank,  or  horseplay. 
What  the  courts  hold  is  that,  in  case 


the  joke,  prank,  or  horseplay  was 
such  that  it  could  not  be  said  that 
the  accident  arose  out  of  tiie  employ- 
ment, then  no  recovery  could  be  had 
under  the  statute.  Our  statute,  as 
we  have  pointed  out,  is,  however, 
broader  than  were  the  statutes  un- 
der consideration  in  those  cases,  in 
that  all  accidents  which  arise  "in  the 
course  of  the  employment"  are  pro- 
tected, as  well  as  those  which  arise 
"out  of  the  employment."  It  is  uni- 
versally conceded,  as  it  must  be,  that 
the  term  "arising  in  the  course  of 
the  employment"  is  broader  and  of 
larger  scope  and  effect  than  is  the 
term  "arising  out  of  the  employ- 
ment." It  must,  however,  be  obvious 
to  all  that  an  accident  which  arose 
out  of  the  employment  must  neces- 
sarily also  have  arisen  in  the  course 
of  the  employment.  It  is»  we  think, 
equally  obvious  that  the  converse  of 
the  proposition  does  not  follow. 
The  question,  however,  eliU  re- 
mains: Did  the  accident  in  this 
case  arise  in  the  course  ot  tbe  em- 
ployment ? 

As  hereinbefore  stated,  the  case 
at  bar  differs  from  nearly  all  of  the 
so-called  horseplay  or  practical-joke 
cases  in  this,  that  in  most  of  those 
cases  the  victim  of  the  joke  or  horse- 
play either  did  not  participate  in 
the  joke  or  horseplay  at  all,  or  if  he 
did,  it  was  because  he  was  forced  to 
do  so,  while  in  this  case  the  deceased 
was  the  instigator  and  the  principal, 
if  not  the  sole,  actor,  in  llie  horse- 
play; that  is,  it  is  clearly  inferable 
from  the  evidence  that,  if  the  de- 
ceased had  not  shut  off  the  power 
from  the  elevator  when  Mitchell  was 
coming  up  to  the  second  floor  with 
it,  the  accident  would  not  have  hap- 
pened. Again,  if  he  had  not  leaned 
over  or  "climbed"  on  to  the  gate, 
and  had  not  shifted  the  switch  so 
as  to  put  the  power  on  the  ele- 
vator, he  would  not  have  been  hurt. 
In  view  of  the  foregoing,  it  is  not 
entirely  clear  to  the  mind  of  the 
writer  why  it  may  not  be  contended 
with  some  force  that  the  acts  of  the 
deceased  were  not  taken  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  Even 
though  it  be  conceded  that  he  was 
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(—  Utah,  —, 

doing  no  wrong  in  going  to  the  sec- 
ond floor,  yet  it  does  not  f ollow,  from 
that,  that  what  he  did  was  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  An  act 
need  not  necessarily  be  wrongful  to 
carry  it  beyond  the  course  of  the 
employment.  So  far  as  the  evidence 
disclosed,  there  was  no  reason  why 
the  deceased  should  have  left  the 
first  floor  and  gone  to  the  second 
one  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  It 
seems  also  reasonable  to  assume  that 
in  doing  that  he  was  not  engaged 
in  any  matter  or  thing  which  in  any 
way  redounded  to  the  good  of  the 
service  in  which  he  was  engaged. 
Nor  was  it  directly  connected  with 
that  service.  There  is,  therefore, 
much  force  to  the  contention  that 
the  accident  in  question  did  not  arise 
out  of  the  employment,  ai^d  there 
is  also  some  force  to  the  argument 
that  it  did  not  arise  in  the  course  of 
the  employment.  A  careful  read- 
ing of  the  decided  cases  will,  how- 
ever, disclose  that  the  mere  fact  that 
the  injured  employee,  at  the  time  of 
the  accident,  was  not  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  usual 
^ftrorinneiftjs  dutles.  or  was  not 

horseplay—  dircctly  engaged  m 

anything  connected 
with  those  duties, 
does  not  necessarily  prevent  him 
from  recovering  compensation  in 
case  of  accidental  injury.  In  that' 
connection  it  must  be  remembered 
that,  while  a  human  being  may  do 
no  more  than  what  a  machine  might 
do,  yet  he  cannot  be  classed  as  a  ma- 
chine merely.  If  during  his  work- 
ing hours  there  are  intervals  of  lei- 
sure, he  may,  during  such  intervals, 
within  reasonable  limits,  move  from 
place  to  i^ace  on  the  premises  of  the 
employer,  in  case  he  refrains  from 
exposing  himself  voluntarily  to 
known  or  visible  hazards  or  dan- 
gers. In  moving  about,  as  afore- 
said, he  may  also  have  social  inter- 
course with  his  coemployees,  and 
within  reasonable  limits  may  **visit" 
with  them.  In  doing  these  things 
within  the  bounds  of  reason,  the  em- 
ployee does  not  go  outside  of  the 
course  of  his  emplojmient.  Every 
employer  understands  that,  in  case 

20  A.L.R.— 56. 
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boys  of  immature  years  are  em- 
ployed, he  is  charged  with  notice  of 
their  natural  propensities  to  con- 
gregate, to  communicate,  and  to  play 
with  one  another.  If,  therefore,  the 
employer  employs  any  boys  and 
girls,  and  gives  them  work  which  is 
not  continuous,  so  that  there  are  in- 
tervals of  leisure,  he  must  assume 
that  during  such  intervals  they  may 
seek  communion  with  their  fellow 
workmen,  and  he,  therefore,  must 
govern  himself  accordingly.  In  thus 
communicating  with  their  fellow 
workmen — ordinarily,  at  least— 
they  do  not  pass  beyond  the  sphere 
of  their  employment.  Nor  is  it  nec- 
essarily detrimental  to  the  service 
to  permit  workmen  to  communicate 
with  each  other,  and  neither  the 
general  law  nor  the  industrial  act 
prohibits  such  intercourse.  The 
movements  of  the  employees  and 
their  associations  with  one  another 
may  therefore,  within  reasonable 
limits,  be  well  said  to  be  in  the 
course  of  the  emplojrment.  While, 
therefore,  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  there  may  be 
some  reason  for  reasonable  minds 
to  differ  with  respect  to  whether  the 
accident  in  question  arose  in  the 
course  of  the  employment,  yet,  in 
view  that  we  are  required  to  con- 
strue the  act  liberally  and  with  the 
view  of  effectuating  its  purpose,  and 
so  as  to  protect  the  unfortunate  em- 
ployee, and,  in  case  of  his  death, 
those  who  are  dependent  on  him  for 
support,  we  feel  constrained  to  hold 
that  the  accident  in  question  arose 
in  the  course  of  the  employment. 

It  is,  however,  contended  that  the 
deceased  violated  the  orders  of  the 
Canning  Company  in  using  the  ele- 
vator, and  that  he  used  it  for  an 
illegitimate  purpose,  and  that  for 
that  reason  the  applicant  may  not 
recover  compensation.  It  is  true 
that  in  Pacific  Coast  Casualty  Co. 
V.  Pillsbury,  31  Cal.  App.  701,  162 
Pac.  1040,  the  compensation  was  de- 
nied because  the  accident  there  in 
question  was  caused  by  the  "wilful 
misconduct"  of  the  boy  that  was 
killed.  The  boy  there  in  question 
was  sent  upon  an  errand,  and  after 
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returning  he»  in  violation  of  the  ex- 
press instruction  of  the  employer, 
used  an  elevator  to  go  to  the  upper 
story  in  ttie  building  and  was  killed. 
Here,  again,  it  bea>mes  important 
to  have  recourse  to  the  terms  of  the 
statute.  Our  statute  only  excludes 
those  injuries  which  are  ''purposely 
self-inlBicted.**  As  we  read  the  stat- 
ute, therefore,  it  is  not  enough  that 
the    employee    merely    disregards 

-eireotof  fome   rule,    regula- 

disregard  of  tiou,  OT  Order  of  the 
'**'*•  master,  since  such 

conduct  may  constitute  nothing 
more  than  ordinary  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  employee,  and  mere 
negligence  does  not  destroy  the  right 
to  compensation.  Nor  does  the  fact 
that  the  employee  may  have  violated 
some  rule  or  order  necessarily  pre- 
vent him  from  obtaining  compensa- 
tion in  case  of  accidental  injury. 
That  doctrine  is  illustrated  and  ap- 
plied in  a  number  of  the  cases  here- 
inbefore cited.  But  we  are  here  not 
dealing  with  an  adult,  with  a  man 
of  mature  years  and  experience, 
but  with  a  mere  boy,  witiiout  ex- 
perience, and  with  an  abundance  of 
life  and  vigor.  Here  we  meet  a 
situation  where  the  injured  lad  had 
outgrown  his  childish  fears,  but  had 
not  yet  reached  the  age  when,  by 


reason  of  his  experience  and  judg- 
ment he  would  exercise  a  very  great 
degree  of  care  or  caution  for  his  own 
safety  and  protection.  While,  there- 
fore, the  acts  of  the  deceased  which 
resulted  in  his  death,  in  view  of  all 
of  the  circumstances,  are  not  to  be 
commended,  yet,  in  view  of  his  age 
and  immaturity  of  mind,  they  were 
not  unnatural  or  without  the  bounds 
of  reason.  At  all  events,  they  were 
not  of  that  character  which  would 
authorize  us  to  hold  that  the  in- 
juries which  he  suffered  were  "pur- 
posely self-inflicted'*  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  statute. 

It  is  true  that  in  some  of  its  as- 
pects this  may  be  a  border-line  case, 
and  if  the  deceased  had  been  a  man 
of  mature  years  and  experience  we 
might  have  reached  a  different  con- 
clusion. It  is,  however,  also  true 
that  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances, and  for  the  reasons  stated, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  great 
weight  of  authority,  the  Conunission 
was  justified  in  awarding  compen- 
sation to  the  mother  of  the  deceased, 
and  therefore  the  award  should  be, 
and  it  accordingly  is,  aflEumed; 
costs  to  be  taxed  against  plaintiffs. 

Corfniaii,  Gh.  J.,  and  Weber,  Gide- 
on, and  Thurman,  J  J.,  concur. 


ANNOTATION. 


Workmen's  compensation:  right  to  cMupensation  in  case  of  injuriat 

dirough  hors^lay  or  fooling. 


This  annotation  is  supplementary 
to  that  in  13  A.L.R.  540. 

As  to  right  to  compensation  under 
Workmen's  Compensation  Acts  for 
injury  from  assault,  see  annotation  to 
Chicago  V.  Industrial  Commission,  16 
A.L.R.  588. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  Lee's 
Case  (reported  herewith)  ante,  870, 
an  injury  received  by  an  employee  in 
the  course  of  his  emplo3mient  as  a  re- 
sult of  horseplay  by  other  employees, 
in  which  he  took  no  part,  was  held  not 
to  have  arisen  out  of  his  employment. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  decision 
in  Twin  Peaks  Canning  Co.  v.  In- 
dustrial Commission  (reported  here- 


with) ante,  872,  holding  that  the  death 
of  the  victim  of  his  own  practical 
joke  is  compensable  was  under  a 
statute  which  only  requires  that  the 
accident  arise  in  the  course  of  the 
employment,  "or"  out  of  the  employ- 
ment, using  "or"  instead  of  "and" 
used  in  most  of  the  acts. 

The  decision  in  Leonbrun  v.  Cham- 
pion  Silk  Mills  (1920)  229  N.  Y.  470. 
13  A.LJI.  522,  128  N.  E.  711.  set  out 
at  page  643  of  earlier  annotation,  was 
relied  upon  in  Janschewsky  v.  E.  W. 
Bliss  Co.  (1921)  198  App.  Div.  8,  189 
N.  Y.  Supp.  154,  where  an  injury,  sus- 
tained whien  an  employee,  who  was 
looking  for  his  tools  among  those  of 
another  employee,  was  pushed  by  the 
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latter  and  a  struggle  ensued,  was 
held  to  have  arisen  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment. 

And  in  Verschleiser  v.  Stern  (1920) 
229  N.  Y.  192,  128  N.  E.  126,  the  injury 
was  held  to  have  arisen  out  of  and  in 
the  course  of  the  employment,  where 
someone  dropped  a  piece  of  flesh 
about  the  neck  of  an  employee  in  an 
abattoir,  and  he  struck  another  em- 
ployee whom  he  believed  responsible, 
and  was  injured  by  the  latter. 

In  Stark  v.  State  Industrial  Acci* 
Commission  (1922)  —  Or.  — ,  204  Pac. 
151,  it  was  held  that  the  injury  was 
caused  by  an  accident  which  arose 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
plojrment  where  two  employees  of  a 
shipbuilding  company  participated  in 
a  scuffle  with  an  air  hose  used  in  the 
work,  and  one  of  them  stumbled  and 
fell  in  such  a  position  that  air  from 
the  hose  entered  his  rectum  and 
caused  peritonitis.  The  court  said: 
"The  injury  in  question  was  caused 
by  an  industrial  accident.  It  was  a 
peril  of  the  service.  Under  the  usual 
conditions  there  prevailing  the  em- 
ployees were  more  or  less  subject  to 
such  peril.  It  was  an  unexpected 
accident,  but  nevertheless  may 
reasonably  be  said  to  have  arisen  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employ- 
ment. It  was  an  incident  of  such  em- 
ployment by  reason  of  the  appliance 
used  in  the  work,  and  the  custom 
which  prevailed  of  the  employees, 
without  the  infraction  of  any  enforced 
rule  of  the  establishment,  diverting 
the  use  of  the  air  hose  to  sport.  The 
play  which  had  been  going  on  between 
Stark  and  Cooper  was  entirely  mutual. 
The  question  as  to  who  started  the 
sport  can  become  material  only  for 
the  purpose  of  fixing  the  fault;  and, 
as  we  have  already  pointed  out,  fault 
of  the  injured  employee  under  cer- 
tain conditions,  such  as  prevailed  in 
this  case,  does. not  constitute  a  reason 
for  not  allowing  compensation." 

But  in  Stein  v.  Williams  Printing 
Co.  (1921)  195  App.  Div.  336,  186  N. 
Y.  Supp.  705,  where  a  fellow  employ- 
ee pushed  the  claimant  in  a  playful 
manner,  and  caused  the  latter  to  as- 
sault the  employee,  who  then  injured 
the  claimant,  it  was  held  that  no  com- 


pensation could  be  had  under  the 
New  York  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act.  The  court  said:  "While  it  is 
probably  true  that  technically  Schults 
made  the  initial  assault  in  this  par* 
ticular  instance,  it  appears  that 
these  men  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
going  through  more  or  less  of  horse- 
play, and  there  is  no  claim  that 
Schults  had  any  intention  of  doing 
anything  more  than  had  been  custom- 
ary. There  was  no  such  insulting 
conduct  as  in  Verschleiser  v.  Stern 
(N.  Y.)  supra,  nor  any  apparent  lat- 
ent ill  will,  and  no  reason,  so  far  as 
appears,  why  Schults  should  have 
anticipated  any  trouble  on  account 
of  his  playful  grabbing  of  the  claim- 
ant's blouse.  The  claimant,  on  his 
part,  appears  not  only  to  have  made 
a  vicious  assault  upon  Schults  by  the 
throwing  of  the  milk  bottle,  but  to  have 
followed  it  with  an  effort  to  get  hold 
of  a  cobblestone,  after  trying  to  bite 
Schults.  It  was  while  he  was  in  this 
last  act,  and  when  the  safety  of 
Schults  was  fairly  menaced,  that  the 
claimant  received  the  blow  which  re- 
sulted in  his  injuries.  The  Work- 
men's Compensation  Law  (Consol. 
Laws,  chap.  67)  provides  for  com- 
pensating injuries  'arising  out  of  and 
in  the  course  of  his  emplojnnent, 
without  regard  to  fault,  on  the  pari 
of  the  claimant,  except  where  the  in- 
jury is  occasioned  by  the  wilful  inten- 
tion of  the  injured  employee  to  bring 
about  the  injury  or  death  of  himself  or 
of  another'  (§  10),  and  the  stat- 
ute is  to  be  read  in  connection  with 
this  exception.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  claimant's  injury  re- 
sulted from  his  efforts  to  injure 
Schults.  He  was  not  in  any  danger 
from  Schults;  no  one  suggests  that 
the  claimant  had  anything  to  fear 
from  the  horse  play  of  Schults, 
and  it  is  not  contended  that  this 
playful  act  was  interfering  with 
the  discharge  of  any  duty  which 
the  claimant  owed  to  the  employer. 
He  appears  to  have  suddenly  changed 
his  attitude  of  playfulness,  and  to 
have  left  the  service  of  the  employer 
for  the  purpose  of  injuring  Schults. 
and   he   received   his   injuries  while 
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following    out   that    purpose,    rather 
than  any  purpose  of  the  master." 

In  Federal  Mut.  Liability  InB  Co. 
V.  Industrial  Acci.  Commission 
(1921)  —  Cal.  — ,  201  Pac.  920,  where 
an  employee  engaged  in  sweeping  a 
floor  was  struck  in  the  eye  and  in- 
jured by  a  grape  which  another  em- 
ployee, engaged  in  putting  grapes 
into  a  machine,  threw  at  a  third  em- 
ployee, the  injury  was  held  not  to 
have  arisen  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  the  employment,  the  court  stating 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  the  employment  in  which  any  of 
the  workmen  were  engaged  which  re- 
quired any  of  them  to  throw  grapes 
at  another;  that  the  act  was  a  play- 
ful or  malicious  act  of  one  employee 
toward  another,  having  no  connec- 
tion whatever  with  the  work  in  which 
he  was  engaged. 


In  Great  Western  Power  Co.  v- 
Industrial  Acci.  Commission  (1921) 
—  CaL  — ,  201  Pac.  931,  the  court  re- 
fused to  adopt  the  view  allowing 
compensation  in  case  an  employee 
was  injured  through  another's  prank 
to  which  the  one  injured  was  not  a 
party,  and  held  that  an  injury  to  an 
employee  did  not  arise  out  of  his  em- 
ployment where  he  was  passing  over 
a  platform  on  his  way  from  a  tool 
house  to  the  place  where  he  was 
working,  when  two  employees,  who 
were  engaged  in  a  friendly  wrestling 
match,  fell  on  him  and  broke  his  leg, 
and  it  was  not  claimed  that  the 
scuffling  was  habitual,  or  that  the 
employer  had  any  knowledge  of  the 
horseplay,  or  that  it  had  any  other 
characteristic  which  would  make  it 
a  risk  of  the  employment.     J.  T.  W. 


OWNERS  OF  STEAMSHIP  CELIA,  Apptg., 

V. 

OWNERS  OF  STEAMSHIP  VOLTURNO,  Respts. 

Houae  of  Lords  ^Julif  28 f  1021. 

([1921]  2  A.  C.  544.) 

Damages  —  loss  proved  in  foreign  currency  —  rate  of  exchange  —  proper 
date  for  conversion  into  English  currency. 

In  an  action  arising  out  of  a  collision  between  an  English  ship  and  an 
Italian  ship  both  ships  were  held  to  blame,  and  the  cross  claims  for  dam- 
ages were  agreed,  subject  to  a  question  raised  by  the  owners  of  the  Italian 
ship  as  to  the  rate  of  exchange  in  respect  of  a  claim  calculated  in  Italian 
lire  for  detention  during  the  period  that  the  ship  was  undergoing  repairs. 
Held,  by  Lord  Buckmaster,  Lord  Sunmer,  Lord  Parmoor,  and  Lord  Wren- 
bury,  Lord  Carson  dissenting,  that  the  proper  date  for  ascertaining  the 
rate  of  exchange  for  the  purpose  of  converting  the  amount  payable  into 
English  currency  was  the  date  at  which  the  detention  occurred. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  899.] 


Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  [1920]  W.  N.  300,  90 
L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  109, 125  L.  T.  N.  S.  191,  affirming  an  order  of  Hill,  J. 


The  action  arose  out  of  a  collision 
which  occurred  in  the  Meditera- 
nean  between  an  English  steamship, 
the  Celia,  and  an  Italian  steamship, 
the  Voltumo.  At  the  trial  Hill,  J., 
found  both  ships  equally  to  blame 


and  referred  the  question  of  dam- 
ages to  the  registrar.  The  cross 
claims  for  damages  were  agreed 
subject  to  a  question  raised  fay  the 
owners  of  the  Voltumo  as  to  one 
item  of  their  claim,  which  was  cal- 


THE  CELIA  V. 

culated  in  lire,  aa  to  the  rate  of  ex- 
change. 

That  question  was  whether,  in 
calculating  the  amount  which  the 
respondents,  the  owners  of  the  Vol- 
tumo,  were  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  appellants,  the  owners  of  the 
Oelia,  in  respect  of  damages  for  loss 
of  the  use  of  their  vessel,  the  rate  of 
exchange  to  be  taken  should  be  taken 
at  the  time  the  loss  was  incurred 
,  or  at  the  time  of  assessment  or  pay- 
ment. Tlie  facts  are  stated  in  the 
report  of  the  case  before  Hill,  J., 
and  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Buck- 
master.  The  registrar  held  that  the 
date  upon  which  the  rate  of  ex- 
change should  be  ascertained  was 
the  date  of  payment  Hill,  J.,  held 
that  the  rate  of  exchange  in  re- 
spect of  the  claims  for  detention 
should  be  fixed  as  at  the  periods  of 
detention,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
without  delivering  any  reasoned 
judgment,  affirmed  this  decision  on 
the  ground  that  the  case  was  cov- 
ered by  a  previous  decision  of  the 
Court  in  Di  Ferdinando  v.  Simon, 
S.  &  Co.  [1920]  3  K.  B.  409,  11 
A.L.R.  358,  89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1039, 
36  Times  L.  R.  797,  26  Com.  Cas.  37, 
160  L.  T.  Jo.  36. 

Present:  Liord  Buckmaster,  Lord 
Sumner,  Lord  Parmoor,  Lord  Wren- 
bury,  and  Lord  Carson. 

Raebum,  K.  C,  and  Langton,  for  the 
appellants : 

The  proper  date  for  ascertaining 
the  rate  of  exchange  is  the  date  of  the 
judgment  This  was  so  held  in  the 
case  of  breach  of  contract  by  Roche, 
J.,  in  Kirsch  &  Co.  v.  Allen  H.  &  Co. 
[1919]  W.  N.  801,  86  Times  L.  R.  59, 
148  L.  T.  Jo.  198,  122  L.  T.  N.  S.  169, 
25  Com.  Cas.  63.  That  decision  was 
reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  binding 
or  effective  contract,  but  the  question 
as  to  the  rate  of  exchange  was  not 
discussed.  25  Com.  Cas.  174,  [1920] 
W.  N.  73,  89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  265,  128 
L.  T.  N.  S.  105,  86  Times  L.  R.  246. 
However,  in  the  later  case  of  Di  Fer- 
dinando V.  Simon,  S.  &  Co.  [1920]  2 
K.  B.  704.  Roche,  J.,  resiled  from  his 
former  opinion  and  held  that  the 
proper  date  was  the  date  of  the 
breach;  and  this  view  has  been 
adopted  by  Bailhache,  J.,  in  Barry  v. 
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Van  den  Hurk  [1920]  2  K.  B.  709,  89 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  899,  86  Times  L.  R. 
668,  128  L.  T.  N.  S.  719,  64  Sol.  Jo. 
602,  and  by  McCardie,  J.,  in  Lebeau- 
pin  V.  Crispin  [1920]  2  K.  B.  714,  89 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1024,  86  Times  L.  R. 
789,  64  Sol.  Jo.  662,  25  Com.  Cas.  835, 
160  L.  T.  Jo.  24.  Di  Ferdinando  v. 
Simon,  S.  &  Co.  has  since  been  affirmed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  [1920]  8  K. 
B.  409,  11  A.L.R.  358,  89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N. 
S.  1089,  86  Times  L.  R.  797,  26  Com. 
Cas.  87,  150  L.  T.  Jo.  36,  and  this  is 
really  an  appeal  from  that  decision 
unless  it  can  be  distinguished  on  the 
ground  that  this  is  a  case  of  tort,  and 
not  of  breach  of  contract.  The  ap- 
pellants submit,  first,  that,  whether 
the  case  be  one  of  breach  of  contract 
or  tort,  the  proper  data  is  the  date 
of  judgment;  secondly,  that  damages 
for  tort  stand  on  a  different  footing. 
The  respondents  are  resident  in  Italy, 
and  proved  their  loss  in  Italian  cur- 
rency, and  upon  a  proper  application 
of  the  principle  of  restitutio  in  inte- 
grum they  should  receive  such  a  sum 
in  pounds  sterling  as  would  produce 
the  number  of  lire  proved  to  have 
been  lost,  and  no  more,  but  the  judg- 
ments of  Hill,  J.,  and  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  would  give  them  more  lire 
than  they  have  lost.  The  amount  of 
lire  which  the  respondents  should 
recover  ought  not  to  be  made  depend- 
ent upon  a  fluctuating  rate  of  ex- 
change. Further,  in  an  action  in 
tort,  the  damages  may  go  on  increas- 
ing from  the  day  upon  which  the  tort 
is  committed  until  the  day  they  are 
ascertained,  and  they  are  not  ascer- 
tained until  they  are  assessed.  Until 
the  recent  series  of  cases  there  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  reported  case  in 
England  where  this  point  has  ever 
been  argued,  much  less  decided. 
[They  referred  to  Scott  v.  Bevan,  2 
Barn.  &  Ad.  78,  109  ^ng.  Reprint, 
1073,  9  L.  J.  K.  B.  152,  and  Bertram 
V.  Duhamel,  2  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  212,  12 
Eng.  Reprint,  984.]  Manners  v.  Pear- 
son [1898]  1  Ch.  581,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  304,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  432,  14  Times, 
L.  R.  812,  46  Week.  Rep.  498,  assists 
the  appellant's  contention  and  it 
shows  the  extreme  inconvenience 
which  may  arise  from  fixing  the  date 
of  the  breach  as  the  proper  date  for 
ascertaining  the  rate  of  exchange. 
The  view  contended  for  by  the  appel- 
lants is  that  which  prevails  in  the 
United  States.  Marburg  v.  Marburg, 
26  Md.  8,  90  Am.  Dec.  84 ;  Story,  Confl. 
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L.  8th  ed.  §§  308,  811a;  Sedgw.  Dam- 
ages, 9th  ed.  §  274. 

Sir  Jc^n  Simon,  K.  C.  (with  him  A. 
D.  Bateson,  K.  C,  and  Balloch),  for 
the  respondents: 

In  an  action  for  tort  the  English 
court  is  concerned  with  nothing  ex- 
cept with  awarding  in  sterling  the 
amount  of  the  defendant's  liability. 
It  ascertains  the  rights  of  the  parties 
and  awards  that  which  measures  the 
loss  at  the  time  when  the  loss  occurs. 
Manners  v.  Pearson  [1898]  1  Ch.  581, 
67  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  304,  78  L.  T.  N.  S. 
432,  14  Times  L.  R.  312,  46  Week. 
Rep.  498,  is  really  an  authority 
against  the  appellants.  All  three 
judges  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  agreed 
that,  if  that  were  an  ordinary  action 
for  damages  for  breach  of  contract, 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  as  at 
the  date  of  the  breach,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  majority  proceeded,  right- 
ly or  wrongly,  upon  the  form  of  the 
action^  The  view  of  the  majority  was 
that,  the  action  being  an  action  for 
an  account,  it  was  an  action  for  the 
balance  found  due  on  the  taking  of 
the  account,  and  not  for  the  several 
items  to  be  included  in  it,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  rate  of  exchange  was  to 
be  fixed  as  at  the  date  when  that  bal- 
ance was  ascertained.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  the  present  appeal  there  is  no 
difference  between  an  action  for  tort 
and  an  action  for  breach  of  contract. 

Raebum,  K.  C,  replied. 

The  House  took  time  for  considera- 
tion. 

Lord  Buckmaster: 

My  lords,  on  December  17,  1917, 
a  collision  occurred  in  the  Mediter- 
ranean between  the  steamship  Celia, 
which  belongs  to  the  appellants,  and 
the  Italian  steamship  Voltumo, 
which  is  the  property  of  the  re- 
spondents. 

The  dispute  as  to  liability  for  the 
collision  was  determined  in  this 
country  in  an  action  before  Hill,  J., 
who  decided,  on  July  22,  1919,  that 
both  vessels  were  to  blame,  and  re- 
ferred the  question  of  damages  to 
the  registrar.  The  cross  claims  for 
damages  were  agreed  between  the 
parties.  The  claims  of  the  owners 
of  the  Volturno  included  one  for 
loss  due  to  the  fact  that  the  vessel 
was  under  hire  to  the  Italian  Minis- 
try of  Marine  at  all  material  dates, 


-and  that  in  consequence  of  her  de- 
tention for  the  necessary  repairs 
from  December  25  to  30,  1917,  at 
Gibraltar,  and  January  24  to  Feb- 
ruary 18,  1918,  at  Newport  News, 
deductions  from  her  hire  were  made 
amounting  to  304,418  lire.  That 
the  Volturno  is  entitled  to  damages 
under  this  head  is  admitted.  But 
the  question  is,  At  what  date  ought 
the  rate  of  exchange  to  be  fixed,  in 
order  that  those  dama^res,  which, 
were  originally  assessed  in  lire,' 
should  be  converted  into  sterling? 
The  registrar  held  that  the  date  at 
whidi  the  damage  was  assessed  was 
the  right  date,  but  Hill,  J.,  decided 
that  the  time  when  the  actual  loss 
for  each  detention  was  incurred  was 
the  correct  period,  and  this  view  has 
been  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peal. 

It  is  suggested  that  special  con- 
siderations may  apply  in  regard  to 
the  particular  circumstances  in 
which  this  matter  arises  for  deter- 
mination, but  I  cannot  see  that  any 
,of  these  circumstances  take  this 
case  out  of  the  general  rule,  and  it 
is  the  nature  of  that  general  rule 
which  your  lordships  are  asked  to 
consider  and  determine.  There  are 
only  two  possible  dates  put  forward 
as  the  dates  upon  which  the  conver- 
sion can  be  made — ^the  date  when 
the  los^  was  incurred  and  the  date 
when  the  liability  for  the  loss  was 
determined.  The  suggestion  that  it 
might  be  the  date  of  the  writ  was 
incapable  of  being  supported,  and 
has  not  been  argued.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  which  of  these 
two  periods  is  correct  it  is  essential 
to  examine  what  it  is  that  the  judg- 
ment effects. 

It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  ap- 
pellants that  it  should  be  considered 
as  divided  into  two  parts,  the  one 
declaratory  of  liability  determined 
in  lire  and  fixed  at  the  date  when 
the  damage  was  incurred,  and  the 
other  as  a  matter  of  mere  machin- 
ery converting  the  lire  into  sterling 
at  the  date  of  the  judgment. 

To  my  mind  that  is  not  the  true 
function  and  purpose  of  the  jud^r* 
ment.     A  judgment,   whether  for 
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breach  of  tontraet  or  for  tort,  where, 
as  in  this  case,  the  daznag^  is  not 
continuing,  does  not  proceed  by  de- 
termining what  is  the  sum  which, 
without  regarding  other  circum- 
stances, would,  at  the  time  of  the 
hearing,  afford  compensation  for 
the  loss,  but  what  was  the  loss  ac- 
tually proved  to  have  been  incurred 
either  at  the  time  of  the  breach  or 
in  consequence  of  the  wrong.  With 
regard  to  an  ordinary  claim  for 
breach  of  contract  this  is  plain.  As- 
suming that  the  breach  complained 
of  was  the  nondelivery  of  goods  ac- 
cording to  contract,  the  measure  of 
damage  is  the  loss  sustained  at  the 
time  of  the  breach,  measured  by  the 
difference  between  the  contrad; 
price  and  the  market  price  of  the 
goods  at  that  date. 
'  As  was  stated  by  Wright,  J.,  in 
the  case  of  Joyner  v.  Weeks  [1891] 
2Q.  B.  81,  S8:  ''Many  cases  may  be 
put  in  which  it  is  plainly  immaterial 
that  at  the  Commencement  of  an 
action  for  a  breach  of  contract  the 
plaintiff  is  in  fact  no  worse  off  than 
he  would  have  been  if  the  contiiact 
had  been  performed.'' 

And,  as  an  instance  of  this  prop- 
osition, he  gives  l^e  alteration  of 
market  values.  By  the  same  proc- 
ess of  reasotiing  a  person  who  has 
committed  a  breach  cannot  have  his 
liability  increased  by  such  a  cause. 

Similar  considerations  apply  to  an 
action  for  tort*  In  cases  where,  as 
in  the  present,  the  damage  is  fixed 
and  definite,  and  due  to  conditions 
determined  at  a  particular  date,  the 
amount  of  damage  is  assessed  by 
reference  to  the  then-existing  cir- 
cumstances, and  subsequent  changes 
would  not  affect  the  result.  If  these 
damages  be  assessed  in  a  foreign 
currency,  the  judgment  here,  which 
must  be  expressed  in  sterling,  must 
be  based  on  the  amount  required  to 
convert  this  currency  into  sterling 
at  the  date  when  the  measure  was 
properly  made,  and  the  subsequent 
fluctuation  of  exchange,  one  way  or 
the  other,  ought  not  to  be  taken  into 
account. 

There  is  little  authority  upon  the 
actual  question  until  recent  times — 
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a  circumstance  due,  no  doubt,  to  the 
fact  that  fluctuations  of  currency 
did  not  formerly  occur  with  the  vio- 
lent oscillations  by  which  they  have 
been  marked  in  recent  years.  One 
of  the  earliest  cases  in  Scott  v.  Bev- 
an,  2  Bam.  &  Ad.  78,  109  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1073,  9  L.  J.  K.  B.  152.  In 
that  case  judgment  had  been  re- 
covered in  Jamaica  for  the  sum  of 
£1,554 16s.  8d.,  current  money  of  the 
island  of  Jamaica,  and  proceedings 
were  taken  here  upon  the  judgment, 
the  only  question  being  whether  the 
judgment  should  be  converted  into 
English'  currency,  £100  sterling 
being  the  equivalent  of  £140  cur- 
rency of  Jamaica,  or  whether  it 
shookl  be  taken  at  par,  and  it  was 
decided  that  it  ought  to  be  estimated 
at  the  rate  of  exchange  at  the  time 
of  the  judgnifflit  in  Jamaica.  The 
real  question  raised  here  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  considered  by 
the  court,  a  significant  fact  when  it 
is  remembered  that  Lord  Tenterden 
was  the  presiding  judge. 

In  the  case  of  Bertram  v.  Duha- 
mel,  2  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  212, 12  Eng. 
Reprint,  984,  the  point  was  not 
elaborately  argued,  and  the  quota- 
tion in  the  judgment  at  p.  217  is 
from  the  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon  in 
Cash  V.  Kennion,  11  Ves-  Jr.  314,  32 
Eng.  Reprint^  1109,  but  this  is  not 
sufficiently  explicit  to  afford  real 
assistance. 

The  next  case  is  of  greater  im- 
portance. It  is  Manners  v.  Pear- 
son [1898]  1  Ch.  581,  67  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  304,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  432,  14 
Times  L.  R.  312,  46  Week.  Rep. 
498.  In  that  case  an  action  was 
brought  claiming  an  account  of 
moneys  due  under  a  contract  which 
provided  for  payment  in  Mexican 
dollars.  Judgment  in  the  action, 
declaring  the  plaintiff  to  be  entitled 
to  an  account,  was  delivered  on  No- 
vember 4,  1897,  and  the  defendant 
in  fact  delivered  an  account  on  No- 
vember 13  of  the  same  year,  show- 
ing that  a  balance  was  due  to  the 
plaintiff  in  Mexican  dollars  on  Oc- 
tober 31,  1896.  The  question  that 
arose  was  the  date  at  which  conver- 
sion   from    Mexican    dollars    into 
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English  sterling  should  take  place. 
The  plaintiff  at  first  suggested  that 
each  sum  of  money  should  be  con- 
verted into  sterling  at  the  date  when 
it  was  shown  to  be  due  in  the  ac- 
count, but  he  appears  to  have  been 
willing  to  accept  August  31,  1896, 
the  date  when  the  balance  of  the 
amount  was  shown  to  be  due,  while 
the  defendants  contended  that  the 
proper  date  was  November  13, 1897, 
when  the  account  was  delivered. 

It  is,  at  least,  remarkable  that 
the  actual  date  of  the  judgnient  was 
not  suggested  as  the  critical  mo- 
ment. The  court  held,  Vaughan 
Williams,  L.  J.,  dissenting,  that  the 
right  date  was  November  13,  1897. 
The  foundation  of  the  judgment  de- 
pends entirely  upon  the  fact  that 
the  claim  was  a  claim  for  an  ac- 
count, and  it  appears  to  proceed  up- 
on the  principle  that  llie  account 
was  the  real  cause  of  action. 

Lindley,  M.  R.,  says  ( [1898]  1  Ch. 
589) :  ''To  substitute  English  mon- 
ey for  Mexican  dollars  every  time  a 
payment  ought  to  have  been  made 
is  not  to  take  an  account  of  what  is 
due  under  the  contract,  but  to  give 
damages  for  every  breach  of  it 
which  the  plaintiff  can  prove  that 
the  defendants  committed,  which  is 
a  totally  different  matter." 

Rigby,  L.  J.,  says  (id.  590)  that 
the  plaintiff's  argument  "proceeds 
upon  an  entire  misapprehension  of 
the  nature  of  an  action  for  account 
in  equity,  which  is  an  action  for  the 
balance  found  due  on  the  taking  of 
the  account,  and  not  for  the  several 
items  to  be  included  in  it;''  and  he 
then  says  that  the  account  ''was  not 
delivered  until  November  13,  1897, 
and,  even  if  accepted  on  that  date, 
could  not  have  formed  the  basis  of 
an  order  at  an  earlier  period." 
This  judgment  clearly  does  not  de- 
pend upon  the  view  that  the  date  of 
the  judgment  is  the  correct  date  for 
conversion,  but  rather  upon  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  is  a  judg- 
ment for  something  which  is  found 
due  on  taking  the  account,  and  tiiat 
it  is  at  the  date  when  the  account 
has  been  taken  or  delivered  that  the 
true  liability  is  disclosed.    In  other 


words,  the  balance  of  the  account 
is  treated  as  the  foundation  of  the 
claim  for  judgment,  and  it  is  at  that 
date  that  the  conversion  is  to  be 
made. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  accept  this 
view,  but  it  is  not  essential  to  de- 
termine that  question  in  the  present 
case.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
judgment  certainly  did  not  proceed 
upon  the  ground  for  which  the  ap- 
pellants now  contend.  Vaughan 
Williams,  L.  J.,  on  the  other  hand, 
states  in  clear  language  the  prin- 
ciple which  the  respondents  say  is 
correct.  [1898]  1  Ch.  592.  He 
says:  ''It  seons  plain  that  this 
mode  of  computing  the  value  of 
foreign  currency  in  English  ster- 
ling, and  thus  converting  the  one 
currency  into  the  other,  is  based 
upon  damages  for  the  breach  of 
contract  to  deliver  the  commod- 
ity bargained  for  at  the  appoint- 
ed time  and  place,  and,  if  this 
is  so,  it  follows  that  the  date  as  of 
which  Hiat  value  must  be  ascer- 
tained is  the  date  of  the  breach,  and 
not  the  date  of  the  judgment."  And 
he  adds:  ''I  see  no  reason  why  a 
different  rule  should  be  applied  in 
a  case  where  the  form  of  action  is, 
as  it  is  in  this  case,  an  action  for  an 
account."  He  thought,  therefore, 
that  conversion  should  take  place  in 
respect  of  each  item  as  it  was  slu>wn 
to  be  due,  but  as  the  plaintiff  was 
willing  to  accept  October  31,  1896, 
he  also  accepted  that  date  as  cor- 
rect. 

With  the  principle  as  he  ^lunci- 
ates  it  I  am  in  entire  agreement,  and 
I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  ex- 
pression in  the  judgment  of  the 
other  learned  lords  justices  to  show 
that  they  disagreed.  Their  judg- 
ment rested,  as  I  have  shown,  on 
their  view  as  to  the  proper  appli- 
cation of  this  principle  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  tiie  action.  The  final 
authorities  upon  this  matter  are, 
fortunately,  far  from  ambiguous. 
Roche,  J.,  in  Kirsch  &  Co.  v.  Allen, 
H.  &  Co.  [1919]  W.  N.  301. 
36  Times  L.  R.  59,  148  L.  T. 
Jo.  198,  122  L.  T.  N-  S.  159, 
25    Com.    Cas.    63,    decided    that 
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the  rate  of  exchange  should  be  taken 
as  at  the  present  time,  meaning,  no 
doubt,  the  date  of  judgment ;  but  in 
a  later  decision  of  Di  Ferdinando  v. 
Simon,  S.  &  Co.  [1920]  2  K.  B.  704, 
which  was  an  action  for  breach  of 
contract  to  carry  goods  from  Lon- 
don to  Italy,  and  for  conversion,  the 
learned  judge  held  that  the  proper 
measure  of  damage  was  the  value 
of  the  goods  at  the  date  when  they 
should  have  arrived  in  Italy.  He 
found  the  value  in  Italian  lire  and 
converted  the  sum  into  English  cur- 
rency at  the  rate  of  exchange  on 
that  date.  This  judgment  was  up- 
held by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  [1920] 
3  K.  B.  409,  11  A.L.R.  358,  89  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  1039,  36  Times  L.  R. 
797,  26  Com.  Cas.  87,  150  L.  T.  Jo. 
36.  Bailhache,  J.,  in  Barry  v.  Van 
den  Hurk  [1920]  2  K.  B.  709,  89 
L.  J.  Ki  B.  N.  S.  899,  36  Times  L.  R. 
663,  123  L.  T.  N.  S.  719,  64  Sol.  Jo. 
602,  also  fixed  the  date  for  conver- 
sion as  the  date  when  the  damages 
were  properly  measured,  and  Mc- 
Cardie,  J.,  in  Lebeaupin  v.  Crispin 
[1920]  2  K.  B.  714,  89  L.  J.  K.  B. 
N.  S.  1024,  36  Times  L.  R.  739,  64 
Sol.  Jo.  652,  25  Com.  Cas.  335,  150 
L.  T.  Jo.  24,  decided  the  same  thing. 
There   is,   consequently,    a   very 

formidable  body  of 
pAJ^SS^hT'*"*  opinion  in  recent 
^''l^ia^^f^V^^^^  decisions  against 
7i::l.i:l/rll.r  the  appellants*  con- 
Te«iJn'i«to'  tention,  and  the  on- 
J?J2l«If^  ly      authority      to 

which  they  can  re- 
fer in  their  support  is  the  American 
case  of  Marburg  v.  Marburg,  26  Md. 
8,  90  Am.  Dec.  84,  decided  in  1866. 
There  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
any  consideration  of  the  question  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and  their  lordships  are  de- 
prived of  the  assistance  which  would 
have  been  afforded  had  the  matter 
been  the  subject  of  argument  before 
that  tribunal.  The  principle  under- 
lying the  decision  in  the  Maryland 
case  appears  largely  to  be  due  to  the 
consideration  of  textbooks  on  inter- 
national law.  In  one  sense  the  case 
undoubtedly  affects  international 
matters,  but  it  does  not  necessarily 
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follow  that  it  involves  consideration 
of  international  law.  The  real  ques- 
tion must  depend  upon  the  true  ef- 
fect of  a  judgment  in  one  country 
rdating  to  damages  that  are 
measured  in  terms  of  a  foreign 
currency,  and  into  this  interna- 
tional relations  do  not  neces- 
sarily enter.  Disputes  similar 
to  that  in  the  present  case  could 
easily  arise  between  two  British 
subjects  out  of  a  purely  British  con- 
tract, where  the  measure  of  damage 
was  originally  expressed  in  terms 
of  a  foreign  currency ;  in  such  a  case 
the  English  court  could  and  ought 
to  measure  the  damages  at  the  prop- 
er date,  and  then,  at  that  date,  con- 
vert the  foreign  exchange  into  Eng- 
lish currency.  There  can  be  no 
difference  in  the  principle  when  one 
of  the  litigants  is  not  a  British  sub- 
ject. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  that 
this  appeal  should  fail,  and  should 
be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Lord  Sumner: 

My  lords,  a  good  deal  of  the  effect 
of  the  appellants'  plausible  and  in- 
genious argument  is  due  to  two  fal- 
lacious suggestions,  which  have 
crept  into  and  color  the  whole  of  it. 
The  first  is  that  this  is,  in  substance, 
a  claim  by  the  owners  of  the  Voltur- 
no  for  a  sum  contractually  due  from 
the  owners  of  the  Celia  in  lire,  and 
the  other  that,  as  they  have  elected 
to  recover  it  here  and  not  in  Italy, 
the  judgment  recovered  here  is 
merely  an  attempt  to  put  them  in 
the  same  position  as  if  a  contract 
had  been  enforced  in  Italy. 

The  collision  occurred  on  the  high 
seas,  and,  subject  to  proof  that  the 
Celia  was  to  blame,  she  became 
forthwith  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences. I  may  pass  over  the  fact 
that  the  Volturno  was  also  to  blame, 
as  not,  for  this  purpose,  affecting 
the  matter.  The  right  to  compensa- 
tion was  complete  then  and  there, 
though  it  might  take  time  to  dis- 
cover all  the  consequences  and  to 
establish  the  extent  of  the  mischief. 
That  compensation  was  not  recover- 
able in  any  particular  currency,  and, 
although  for  convenience  of  proof  it 
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would  be  severable  into  divers  heads 
and  items,  it  would  be  one  gross 
sum,  recoverable  once  for  all.  If 
there  had  been  prospective  or  con- 
tinuing damage  the  matter  would 
have  been  more  complicated,  but  I 
do  not  think  that  the  principle 
would  have  been  affected.  The  cur- 
rency in  which  judgment  would  be 
given  would  depend  upon  the  place 
in  which  the  plaintiffs  might  find 
the  defendants'  ship  so  as  to  arrest 
her  in  proceedings  in  rem,  or  might 
succeed  in  serving  process  on  the 
defendants  themselves  as  the  com- 
mencement of  proceedings  in  per- 
sonam. The  essential  thing  to  re- 
member, which  the  appellants  some- 
what ignored,  is  that  the  sum  in 
question  here  is  only  an  item  in  a 
general  claim  for  damages  for  a 
wrong  done  at  sea,  which  was  the 
subject  of  compensation  just  as 
naturally  in  British  as  in  Italian 
currency. 

The  deduction  of  hire  for  the  Vol- 
turno,  which  the  Italian  Ministry  of 
Marine  made  from  the  sums  payable 
by  it  to  her  owners  under  the  char- 
ter, is,  therefore,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  mere  evidence  of  dam- 
age inflicted  on  them  by  the  colli- 
sion. Though  proved  in  a  different 
way  from  the  physical  damage  to 
the  ship,  it  is  on  the  same  footing, 
for  it  measures  their  loss,  suffered 
by  having  the  ship  laid  up,  just  as 
their  repair  bills  measure  their  loss, 
suffered  by  having  her  side  stove  in. 
If  the  question  of  damage  had  not 
been  simplified  by  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  if  all  the 
damages  had  gone  to  the  registrar 
and  merchants  for  assessment  to- 
gether, no  one  would  have  thought 
of  raising  any  question  of  the  rate 
of  exchange  as  at  the  date  of  the 
judgment.  The  cost  of  the  tem- 
porary repairs  incurred  at  Qibraltar 
would,  I  suppose,  have  been  proved 
in  sterling ;  if  they  had  been  done  at 
Marseilles  or  Cadiz,  they  would  have 
been  proved  in  francs  or  in  pesetas, 
just  as  the  repairs  at  Newport  News 
would  have  been  proved  in  dollars, 
and  in  each  case  these  currencies 
would    have    been    converted    into 


sterling,  as  at  the  date  when  liability 
for  the  several  outlays  accrued,  be- 
cause, when  the  damage  is  proved  by 
the  actual  cost  of  repairing  it,  con- 
version of  that  cost  forthwith  into 
the  currency  with  which  the  high 
court  deals  is  simply  the  process  of 
completing  that  proof.  When  the 
owners  of  the  Voltumo  came  to 
their  next  item — ^namely,  the  mon- 
ey value  of  the  use  of  the  ship,  of 
which  the  damage  suffered  in  col- 
lision deprived  them — ^why  should 
any  different  rule  as  to  exchange  be 
applied?  The  charter  furnished 
veiy  precise  evidence  of  the  then 
value  of  the  ship  in  use  day  by  day, 
but  it  was  evidence  only  and  was 
not  conclusive.  See  The  Argentino, 
per  Bo  wen,  L.  J.  (1888)  L.  R.  13 
Prob.  Div.  191,  202,  203.  The  own- 
ers of  the  Celia  would  have  been  at 
liberty  to  challenge  it,  if  they  could, 
and,  if  there  had  been  no  charter,  the 
Italian  owners  might  have  shown 
what  emplojnnent  in  Greece  or  in 
Norway  could  have  been  got,  and  so 
have  measured  their  loss  in  drach- 
mas or  in  kroner,  instead  of  in  lire. 
If  the  damages  were  such  as  need 
not  be  repaired  at  all,  the  whole  loss 
might  have  been  measured  by  the 
immediate  depreciation  of  the  ship 
in  consequence  of  the  cpUision,  for 
the  Volturno's  owners  would  not  be 
bound  to  repair  her  naerely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owners  of  the  Celia. 
In  that  case  there  would  either  be 
no  question  of  exchange,  if  the  evi- 
dence of  sound  and  damage  values 
could  be  given  in  sterling,  or,  if 
there  was  any  conversion  into  ster- 
ling, it  would  have  been  calculated 
at  the  rate  current  at  the  time  of 
the  collision. 

My  lords,  I  am  quite  unable  to 
understand  why  the  owners  of  the 
Voltumo  should  be  subjected  to  any 
different  rule  merely  because  they 
have  had  the  good  sense  to  eliminate 
all  questions  that  could  be  agreed, 
and  to  present  in  the  most  naked 
form  the  one  question  as  to  which 
the  parties  were  in  difference.  All 
that  was  agreed  was  the  number  of 
lire  actually  deducted  by  the  Italian 
Ministry  of  Marine  during  the  pe- 
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riods  when  tiie  Volturno  was  off 
hire,  with  the  dates  of  the  com- 
mencement and  ending  of  those 
periods.  Whether  any  adjustment 
was  made  for  the  expenses  of  run- 
ning the  ship  while  earning  hire, 
which  would  be  saved  while  she  was 
off  hire,  does  not  appear.  I  do  not 
gather  that  an3rthing  in  the  agree- 
ment was  meant  to  vaiy  any  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties. 

The  appdlants,  however,  complet- 
ed their  argument  by  saying  that 
the  court,  having  ascertained  how 
many  lire  the  collision  cost  the  own- 
ers of  the  Volturno  in  respect  of 
detention,  terminated  its  judicial 
functions  at  that  point,  and  there- 
after, in  bringing  into  the  judgment 
a  certain  amount  of  sterling  to  cor- 
respond with  that  finding,  was 
merely  making  its  decision  available 
to  the  judgment  creditors,  as  the 
best  way  in  which  they  could  be  as- 
sisted by  an  English  court  to  get  the 
lire  to  which  they  were  really  en- 
titled. I  think  this,  again,  is  a  falla- 
cy. For  the  purposes  of  a  collision 
action  it  is  the  judgment  that  is  the. 
final  judicial  act,  and  it  is  the  judg- 
ment that  is  the  decision  oi  the 
court.  The  agreed  numbers  of  lire 
are  only  part  of  the  foreign  lan- 
guage in  which  the  court  is  informed 
of  the  damage  sustained,  and,  like 
the  rest  of  the  foreign  evidence, 
must  be  translated  into  English. 
Being  a  part  of  the  description  and 
definition  of  the  damage,  this  evi- 
dence as  to  lire  must  be  understood, 
with  reference  to  the  time  when  the 
damage  accrues,  which  it  is  used  to 
describe. 

The  matter  may  be  tested  in  this 
way.  Suppose  that,  as  an  incident 
of  the  collision,  some  seamen  be- 
longing to  the  Celia  had  taken  pos- 
session on  behalf  of  her  owners  of 
a  parcel  of  Italian  currency  notes» 
the  property  of  the  owners  of  the 
Volturno,  and  that  the  former  had 
received  and  kept  it.  The  owners 
of  the  Volturno  could  have  claimed 
damages  for  conversion  of  the  notes, 
or  their  return  with  damages  for 
their  detention,  as  they  chose.  In 
the  first  case  the  value  of  the  notes 
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would  be  taken  and  exchanged  into 
sterling  as  at  the  date  of  the  conver- 
sion, and  as  the  foundation  of  the 
damages  in  the  second  case  the  same 
date  would  have  been  taken.  Why 
should  damage  to  the  ship  and  her 
owners  by  collision  be  measured 
otherwise? 

No  authority  was  forthcoming 
which  really  supported  the  appel- 
lants' propositions.  There  have 
been,  during  the  past  100  years, 
several  English  cases,  in  which  these 
propositions  might,  and  indeed 
ought  to,  have  been  applied,  if  they 
are  sound;  yet  very  learned  judges 
proved  to  be  unconscious  of  their 
existence.  The  best  example  is 
Scott  V.  Bevan,  2  Bam  &  Ad.  78, 
109  Eng.  Reprint,  1073,  9  L.  J.  K.  B. 
162.  The  case  in  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peal in  1898  (Manners  v.  Pearson 
[1898]  1  Ch.  581,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
304,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  432,  14  Times 
L.  R.  312,  46  Week.  Rep.  498)  real- 
ly negatives  them. 

On  the  other  hand,  considerable 
support  for  the  view  which  I  have 
ventured  to  express  above  is  to  be 
found  in  the  judgment  of  the  privy 
council  in  Pilkington  v.  Commis- 
sioners for  Claims  on  France,  2 
Enapp,  P.  C.  C.  7,  19,  12  Eng.  Re- 
.print,  381,  which  was  pronounced 
by  Sir  WiUiam  Grant,  M.  R.  Re- 
ferring to  acts  of  the  French  revo- 
lutionary government,  whereby,  be- 
tween 1793  and  1796,  debts  due  by 
French  subjects  to  British  subjects 
and  payable  in  France  had  been  se- 
questrated, and  to  subsequent  ar- 
rangements by  treaty  between  Eng- 
land and  France,  under  which 
compensation  was  to  be  made  by 
France  in  respect  of  these  acts,  as 
.  for  unjustifiable  confiscation,  and 
funds  were  deposited  with  commis- 
sioners for  that  purpose,  he  is  re- 
ported as  having  said :  "We  think 
this  has  no  analogy  to  the  case  of 
creditor  and  debtor.  There  is  a 
wrong  act  done  by  the  French  gov- 
ernment ;  then  they  are  to  undo  that 
wrong  act,  and  to  put  the  party  into 
the  same  situation  as  if  they  never 
had  done  it.  .  .  .  The  Republic 
themselves,  in  effect,  confess  that  no 


892 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R, 


such  decree  ought  to  have  been 
made.  •  .  .  Therefore  it  is  not 
merely  the  case  of  a  debtor  paying 
a  debt  at  the  day  it  falls  due,  but  it 
is  the  case  of  a  wrongdoer,  who  must 
undo,  and  completely  undo,  the 
wrongful  act  he  has  done ;  and  if  he 
has  received  the  assignats  at  the 
value  of  50d.,  he  does  not  make  com- 
pensation by  returning  an  assignat 
which  is  only  worth  20d.;  he  must 
make  up  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  assignat  at  different  pe* 
riods."  It  is  true  that  these  obser- 
vations are  stated  to  be  not  strictly 
necessaiy  to  the  decision  (2  Knapp, 
P.  C.  C.  21),  and  that  Dr.  Knapp 
prints  his  report  from  notes  by  an- 
other hand,  but  I  think  these  cir- 
cumstances detract  but  little  from 
the  authority  of  the  passage  quoted. 
As  to  Marburg  v.  Marburg,  26 
Md.  8,  90  Am.  Dec.  84,  it  is  a  case 
of  a  breach  of  contract  to  pay 
abroad  a  sum  of  money,  which  was 
the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered. 
It  purports  to  follow  Scott  v.  Bevan, 
2  Barn.  &  Ad.  78, 109  Eng.  Reprint, 
1073,  9  L.  J.  K.  B.  152,  and  has  no 
reference  to  damages  for  a  wrong 
not  arising  out  of  a  contract.  Even 
80,  there  has  been  at  different  times 
much  discussion  in  the  United 
States  as  to  the  true  rules  govern- 
ing such  actions  (Story  Confl.  L.  8th 
ed.  §S  308-315;  Sedgw.  Damages, 
9th  ed.  §  274) ;  but  I  think  the  ques- 
tion need  not  be  pursued,  as  all  such 
cases  turn  upon  contractual  obliga- 
tions for  payment  of  fixed  or  cal-1 
culable  sums  in  a  foreign  place  and  1 
in  the  local  currency,  which  have 
been  put  in  suit  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States.  For  the  same  rea- 
son, while  not  intending  to  intimate 
any  criticism  upon  it,  I  have  not 
troubled  your  lordships  with  any 
examination  of  the  judgment  in  Di 
Ferdinando  v.  Simon,  S.  A  Co. 
[1920]  3  K.  B.  409,  11  A.L.R.  358, 
89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1089, 36  Times  L. 
R.  797, 26  Com.  Cas.  37, 160  L.  T.  Jo. . 
36,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  The 
case  of  Delegal  v.  Naylor,  7  Bing. 
460, 131  Eng.  Reprint,  178,  6  Moore 
&  P.  443,  9  L.  J.  C.  P.  167,  might 
seem  at  first  sight  to  be  in  point  for 


the  appellants,  for  it  begiBin  with 
a  claim  in  trover  for  a  parcel  of 
local  currency  notes  seized  in 
Lima,  but  subsequently  an  agree- 
ment was  made  with  the  wrong- 
doers to  give  up  the  notes,  or 
pay  their  value  as  found  by  the 
officer  of  the  court,  and,  the 
notes  having  been  lost  at  sea,  the 
question  came  before  the  court  in 
^e  form  of  an  application  for  di- 
rections as  to  the  course  he  was  to 
take  under  tiiis  agreement  I  think 
that  in  substance  the  direction  giv- 
en was  to  find  what  it  would  cost  to 
get  notes  of  an  equal  face  value  in 
Lima,  where  they  must  be  presumed 
to  be  worth  what  they  appeared  to 
be  worth,  and  in  any  case  it  ap- 
pears not  to  advance  the  present  ap- 
pellants' argument. 

Finally  it  was  urged  that  ex- 
changing lire  with  sterling  at  the 
date  of  the  judgment  was  the  best 
way  of  eliminating  speculative  ele- 
ments, and  had  the  advantage  of 
insuring  that  in  no  case  would  a 
judgment  creditor  get  more  than  the 
exact  sum  to  which  he  was  entitled. 
Fluctuations  in  foreign  exchanges 
inevitably  introduce  a  speculative 
element  into  all  transactions  and 
affairs,  and,  unless  the  parties  them- 
selves have  provided  for  this  by 
some  contract,  the  law  must  apply 
the  same  principles  as  if  they  had 
rem£uned  steble.  Waiting  to  con- 
vert the  currency  till  the  date  of 
judgment  only  adds  the  uncertainty 
of  exchange  to  the  uncertainty  c^ 
the  law's  delays.  The  result  may 
favor  one  side  or  the  other,  and 
there  is  no  answer  to  this  except 
that  already  discussed — namely, 
that  the  claimant's  right  is  ex- 
clusively a  right  to  lire,  and 
would  result  in  a  judgment  for 
lire,  if  only  an  English  court 
was,  so  to  speak,  competent  to  ex- 
press iteelf  in  Italian.  This  is  a 
mere  assumption.  After  all,  the 
court  is  an  English  court,  and  in 
theory  decides  the  right  as  at  the 
time  when  it  arises,  and  does  so  in 
plain  English.  I  therefore  think 
that  this  argument  also  fails,  and 
that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 
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Lord  Parmoor: 

My  lords,  the  relevant  facts  may 
be  shortly  stated.  On  December 
17, 1917,  there  was  a  collision  in  the 
Mediterranean  between  the  steam- 
ship Celia  and  the  steamship  Vol- 
tumo.  Both  vessels  have  been  held 
equally  to  blame  for  the  collision. 
The  Volturno  was  temporarily  rei- 
paired  at  Gibraltar,  causing  a  de- 
tention of  the  ship  from  December 
25  to  December  30,  1915,  and  per- 
manently repaired  at  Newport, 
causing  a  detention  of  the  ship  from 
January  24  to  February  18,  1918. 
The  Volturno  was  on  charter  to  the 
Italian  government,  and  the  ves^l 
was  off  hire  during  each  period  of 
repair.  The  loss  to  the  respondents 
from  loss  of  hire  during  temporary 
repairs  was  agreed  at  lire  47,372.32, 
and  during  permanent  repairs  at 
lire  257,046.40;  but  a  difference 
arose  as  to  the  date  at  which  the 
rate  of  exchange  for  Italian  lire 
fihould  be  taken,  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain the  amount  to  be  paid  in  Eng- 
lish currency.  The  question  for  de- 
cision is  whether,  in  calculating  the 
amount  which  the  respondents  are 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  appel- 
lants in  respect  of  damages  for  the 
loss  of  hire  of  their  vessel,  the  rate 
of  exchange  should  be  taken  as  that 
ruling  when  the  loss  was  incurred, 
or  as  that  ruling  when  the  assess- 
ment of  damage  was  ascertained. 

The  answer  to  this  question  de- 
pends not  on  any  technical  rule  of 
English  procedure,  but  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  insuring  to  the  injured  par- 
ty, as  far  as  possible,  the  full  meas- 
ure of  compensation  to  which  he  is 
entitled.  The  argument  on  behalf 
of  the  appellants  is  that,  in  an  ac- 
tion of  tort,  damages  are  not  ascer- 
tained until  they  have  been  assessed, 
and  that,  if,  in  the  interval  between 
the  tortious  act  which  has  occasioned 
the  damage  and  the  ascertainment 
of  its  amount,  there  has  been  an 
alteration  in  the  rate  of  exchange, 
the  party  injured  will,  instead  of 
receiving  the  amount  due  to  him  €U5 
compensation,  receive  a  greater  ori 
less  amount,  dependent  on  whether ! 
the  rate  of  exchange  has  fluctuated 
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favorably  or  adversely  to  his  inter- 
est. I  think  that  there  would  be  no 
answer  to  this  argument  if  the  prob- 
able fluctuations  in  the  rate  of  ex- 
change between  the  date  at  which 
the  loss  is  suffered  and  that  at  which 
the  amount  of  damage  is  ascer- 
tained can  be  regarded  as  a  relevant 
factor  in  determining  what  the 
amount  of  damages  should  be.  For 
reasons  hereinafter  stated,  tiiere  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  a  fallacy  in  this 
contention.  The  argument  for  the 
respondents  is  that  the  amount  of 
loss  consequent  on  a  tortious  act, 
such  as  a  collision  at  sea,  falls  to  be 
determined  at  the  date  when  it  is 
suffered,  and  that  the  probability  of 
subsequent  alterations  in  the  rate 
of  exchange  is  immaterial,  and  that 
the  risk  of  alteration  in  the  rate  of 
exchange  is  one  which  affects  gen- 
erally the  financial  transactions  be- 
tween the  two  countries,  and  is  in 
no  way  connected,  either  with  the 
tortious  act,  or  with  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  amount  payable  to  the 
injured  party. 

In  my  opinion,  this  contention  is 
correct.  The  probability  of  the 
alteration  in  the  rate  of  exchange 
is  not  an  admissible  factor  in  the 
ascertainment  of  the  amount  of 
damage,  both  on  the  ground  of  re- 
moteness, and  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  a  matter  which  affects  generally 
all  flnancial  transactions,  and  is  in 
no  way  connected  with  the  tortious 
act  for  which  the  respondents  are 
liable.  To  prevent  misunderstand- 
ing, I  desire  to  add  that  if  the  prob- 
ability of  alterations  in  the  rate  of 
exchange  could  be  regarded  as  a  rel- 
evant factor  in  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  damage,  it  would  be  with- 
in the  discretion  of  a  registrar  to 
fix  that  rate  as  at  the  date  of  the 
assessment,  or  at  such  other  time  as, 
in  his  opinion,  might  be  reasonably 
adopted  to  obtain  a  fair  figure. 

The  necessity  for  transferring  in- 
to English  money  damages  ascer- 
tained in  a  foreign  currency  arises 
in  the  fact  that  the  courts  of  this 
country  have  no  jurisdiotion  to  or- 
der payment  of  money  except  in 
English  currency.     Considerations 
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which  are  irrelevant  in  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  amount  of  damage 
are  irrelevant  in  fixing  a  rate  of 
transfer,  and  I  agree  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Hill,  J.,  as  confirmed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal.  In  truth  the  risk 
of  a  subsequent  fluctuation  in  the 
rate  of  exchange  is  a  risk  which  the 
parties  themselves  respectively  in- 
cur. In  its  incidence  it  may,  in  any 
particular  case,  either  mitigate  or 
enhance  the  amount  which,  under 
a  stable  condition  of  exchange, 
would  be  payable  to  the  injured 
party ;  but  in  itself  it  cannot  affect 
the  ascertainment  of  damages. 

Of  the  many  cases  to  which  your 
lordships  were  referred,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  privy  council  in  Pilking- 
ton  V.  Commissioners  for  Claims  on 
France,  2  Knapp,  P.  C.  C,  7, 12  Eng. 
Reprint,  381,  is  most  analogous  to 
the  present  case.  The  judgment  of 
Sir  William  Grant  is  based  on  the 
finding  that  a  wrong  act  had  been 
done  by  the  Frendb  government 
and  that  restoration  in  a  debased 
currency  is  not  restoration  for  the 
wrong  done,  and  that,  if  the  wrong- 
doer received  the  assignats  at  the 
value  of  50d.  he  does  not  make  com- 
pensation by  returning  an  assignat 
which  is  only  worth  20d.,  but  that 
he  must  make  up  the  difference  of 
the  assignat  at  the  different  periods. 
If  the  assignat  at  the  later  date  had 
been  worth  more  than  the  value  of 
50d.,  I  think  it  would  logically  fol- 
low, on  the  judgment  of  Sir  Wil- 
liam Grant,  that  the  wrongdoer 
would  have  made  full  compensation 
by  returning  such  a  number  of  as- 
signate  as  would  have  replaced  the 
numbers  received,  assessed  at  the 
value  of  60d. 

The  other  cases  cited  refer  to 
damages  on  breach  of  contract,  and 
not  on  tort.  In  the  case  of  contract, 
no  doubt,  the  parties  may  agree  to 
make  an  alteration  of  exchange  sub- 
sequent to  the  breach  of  contract  an 
element  in  the  assessment  of  dam- 
ages, but  in  the  absence  of  any  such 
agreement,  the  same  considerations 
would  be  applicable  whether  the  ac- 
tion is  based  on  tort  or  on  contract. 
In  the  case  of  Di  Ferdinando  v.  Si- 


mon, S.  &  Co.  [1920]  3  K.  B.  409, 
11  A.L.R.  358,  89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1039,  36  Times  L.  R.  797,  26  Com. 
Cas.  37,  150  L.  T.  Jo.  36,  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  it  was  pointed  out 
that  fluctuations  in  value  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  the  breach  were  ir- 
relevant considerations  on  the 
ground  of  remoteness,  and  that, 
where  there  is  a  market,  the  dam- 
ages are  the  market  value  of  goods 
at  the  time  and  place  where  they 
should  have  been  delivered.  I  agree 
with  the  judgment  of  Scrutton,  L. 
J.,  and  for  the  reasons  given  by  him. 
The  same  view  is  expressed  by 
Vaughan  Williams,  L.  J.,  in  Man- 
ners v.  Pearson  [1898]  1  Ch.  681, 
592,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  304,  78  L.  T. 
N.  S.  432,  14  Times  L.  R.  312,  46 
Week.  Rep.  498:  ''It  seems  plain 
that  this  mode  of  computing  the 
value  of  foreign  currency  in  Eng- 
lish sterling,  and  thus  converting 
tiiie  one  currency  into  the  other,  is 
based  upon  damages  for  the  breach 
of  contract  to*  deliver  the  commodity 
bargained  for  at  the  appointed  time 
and  place,  and,  if  this  is  so,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  date  as  of  which  that 
value  must  be  ascertained  is  the 
date  of  the  breach,  and  not  the  date 
of  the  judgment.*'  In  the  same  case 
Lindley,  M.  R.,  says  that  no  claim 
by  the  plaintiff  to  damages  can  be 
supported,  and  that  the  judgment 
and  trial  of  the  action  limited  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  an  account 
of  what  is  due  to  him  from  the  de- 
fendants. He  held  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  have  the  dollars 
turned  into  English  money  until  the 
amount  due  on  taking  the  whole  ac- 
count was  ascerteined.  It  is  not 
necessary  in  this  appeal  to  consider 
the  principles  applicable  to  the  tak- 
ing of  an  account  where  no  damages 
are  claimed,  but  I  do  not  think  that 
this  case  supports  an  argument  in 
favor  of  the  contention  of  the  ap- 
pellante.  In  his  judgment  Lindley, 
M.  R.,  adopte  the  principle  expressed 
by  Lord  Eldon  in  Cash  v.  Kennion, 
11  Ves.  Jr.  314,  316,  32  Eng.  Re- 
print, 1109:  ''I  cannot  bring  my- 
self to  doubt  that,  where  a  man 
agrees  to  pay  £100  in  London  upon 
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the  Ist  of  January^  he  ought  to  have 
that  sum  there  upon  that  day.  If 
he  fails  in  that  contract,  wherever 
the  creditor  sues  him»  the  law  of 
that  country  ought  to  give  him  just 
as  much  as  he  would  have  had  if  the 
contract  had  been  performed/'  I 
will  not  detain  your  lordships  by 
reference  to  cases  which  have  al« 
ready  been  fully  dealt  with. 

My  lords,  in  my  opinion  the  ap- 
peal should  be  dismiss^. 

Lord  Wrenlniry: 

My  lords,  in  my  opinion  this  ap- 
peal fails.  The  action  is  for  dam- 
ages for  tort.  It  is  not  a  continuing 
tort.  On  December  80,  1917,  and 
February  18,  1918,  the  defendants, 
the  owners  of  the  Volturno,  were, 
by  the  plaintiffs'  wrong,  damaged 
to  the  amount  of  47,372.32  lire  in 
the  one  case,  and  257,046.40  in  the 
other  case,  making  together  804,- 
418.72  lire.  On  June  8,  1920,  the 
defendants'  claim  was  agreed,  sub* 
ject  to  the  question  of  the  rate  of 
exchange  to  be  taken  In  assessing 
the  loss.  On  December  30,  1917, 
the  rate  of  exchange  was  39^90.  On 
February  18,  1918,  it  was  41.30. 
On  June  20,  1920,  it  was  66.26. 
The  order  under  appeal  has  taken 
39.90  and  41,30  as  the  proper  rates 
of  exchange  to  be  taken  in  measur- 
ing in  English  currency  the  agreed 
loss  of  304,418.72  lire.  The  appel- 
lants say  that  this  is  wrong. 

Your  lordships  who  have  preced- 
ed me  have  already  reviewed  the 
authorities ;  it  is  unnecessary  for  me 
to  do  so  again;  more  usefully  can  I 
state  in  my  own  words  what  I  think 
is  the  true  principle.  Assume  that 
a  judge  is  sitting  in  July  to  try  an 
action  for  damages  for  a  tort  com- 
mitted on  the  preceding  January  1. 
Let  me  express  the  judgment  in  the 
form  of  a  declaration,  followed  by 
an  adjudication  upon  it.  The  judg- 
ment should,  I  think,  be  as  follows : 
Declare  that  on  January  1  the  plain- 
tiff suffered  by  reason  of  the 
defendant's  tort  a  loss  of  300,000 
lire.  Declare  that  on  January  1  the 
equivalent  sum  in  British  currency 
was  (say)  £7,600.  Adjudge  that 
the  plaintiff  recover  against  the  de- 
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fendant  £7,600.  There  is  no  differ- 
ence of  principle  prising  from  tiie 
fact  that  the  loss  is  of  lire  as  dis- 
tinguished from  (say)  cows.  If  the 
plaintiff  had  been  damaged  by  the 
defendant  tortiously  depriving  him 
of  three  cows,  the  judgment  would 
be :  Declare  that  on  January  1  the 
plaintiff  suffered  by  the  defendant's 
tort  a  loss  of  three  cows.  Declare 
that  on  January  1  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  entitled  to  go  into 
the  market  and  buy  three  similar 
QQW8>  and  charge  the  defendant 
witii  the  price.  Declare  that  the 
cost  would  have  been  £150.  Ad- 
judge that  the  plaintiff  recover 
from  the  defendant  £150.  It  would 
be  nihil  ad  rem  to  say  that  in  July 
similar  cows  would  have  cost  in  the 
market  £300.  The  defendant  is  not 
bound  tp  supply  the  plaintiff  with 
cows.  He  is  UaUe  to  pay  him  dam- 
ages for  having,  on  January  1,  de- 
prived him  of  cows.  The  plaintiff 
may  be  going  out  of  farming  and 
may  not  want  cows,  or,  when  judg- 
ment is  given,  he  may  have  enough 
already,  llie.  plaintiff  is  not  bound 
to  take  cows,  and  the  def  aidant  is 
not  bound  to  supply  them.  The  de- 
fendant is  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
damages — ^that  is  to  say,  money  to 
some  amount  for  the  loss  of  the 
cows;  the  only  question  is,  how 
much?  The  answer  is,  such  sum  as 
represents  the  market  value  at  the 
date  of  the  tort  of  the  goods  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was  tortiously  deprived. 
The  argument  to  the  contrary  is 
that  tiie  defendant  is  bound  by  a  pe- 
cuniary payment  to  put  the  plaintiff 
in  a  position  as  good  as  that  in 
which  he  stood  before  the  tort  was 
committed.  That  is  true,  but  it  is 
necessary  to  add  the  consideration 
of  which  we  have  recently  heard  so 
much,  in  the  form  of  a  fourth 
dimension — namely,  that  of  time. 
The  defendant  is  bound  to  make 
such  pecuniary  payment  as  would 
put  the  plaintiff  at  the  date  of  the 
tort  in  as  good  a  position  as  he 
would  have  been  in,  had  there  been 
no  tort.  If  the  date  taken  be  that, 
not  of  the  tort,  but  of  the  judgment, 
it  is  giving  the  plaintiff,  not  dam- 
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ages  for  the  tort,  but  damages  also 
for  the  postponement  of  the  pay- 
ment of  those  damages  until  the 
date  of  the  judgment.  If  such  later 
damages  can  be  recovered,  ad  un- 
der circumstances  they  may  be  if 
the  defendant  improperly  postpones 
payment,  they  would  be  recovered 
in  the  form  of  interest  They  would 
be  damages,  not  for  the  original 
tort,  but  for  another  and  a  subse- 
quent wrongful  act. 

All  the  authorities  are  in  favor  of 
this  view  except  the  decision  of 
Roche,  J.,  in  Kirsch  &  Co.  v.  Allen, 
H.  &  Co.  [1919]  W.  N.  301,  122  L. 
T.  N.  S.  159,  36  Times  L.  R.  59,  148 
L.  T.  Jo.  198,  26  Com.  Cas.  63,  and 
the  American  decision  in  Marburg 
V.  Marburg,  26  Md.  8,  90  Am.  Dec. 
84.  In  Di  Ferdinando  v.  Simon,  S. 
ft  Co.  [1920]  2  K.  B.  704,  Roche,  J., 
himself,  decided  in  favor  of  this 
view,  preferring  it  (unless  the  cases 
could  be  distinguished)  to  his  deci- 
sion in  Eirsch  &  Co.  v.  Allen,  H. 
&  Co.  supra.  His  decision  in 
Di  Ferdinando  v.  Simon,  S.  &  Co. 
was  affirmed  on  appeal.  [1920]  3 
K.  B.  409, 11  A.L.R.  358,  89  L.  J.  K. 
B.  N.  S.  1039,  36  Times  L.  R.  797, 
26  Com.  Cas.  37,  150  L.  T.  Jo.  36. 
The  present  case  is,  in  substance,  an 
appeal  from  Di  Ferdinando  v.  Si- 
mon S.  &  Co.  In  my  opinion  that 
case  was  well  decided.  No  differ- 
ence arises  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  this  is  an  action  of  tort,  while 
that  was  an  action  for  breach  of 
contract.  There  is  here  no  continu- 
ing tort. 

I  think  this  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed. 

Lord  Carson: 

My  lords,  a  collision  occurred  on 
December  17,  1917,  between  the 
Celia  and  the  Voltumo.  At  the  trial 
of  the  action  on  July  22,  1919,  Hill, 
J.,  held  both  vessels  equally  to 
blame  for  the  collision,  and  referred 
the  question  of  damages  to  the  Ad- 
miralty registrar.  The  damages, 
however,  were  agreed  on  June  8, 
1920,  and  the  reference  was,  there- 
fore, not  held.  The  damages  were 
agreed  in  lire,  and  the  question  this 


House  has  to  decide  is  as  to  Hie 
proper  date  upon  which  to  calculate 
the  rate  of  exchange  in  order  to  fix 
in  English  currency,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ent(dring  an  English  judg- 
ment, the  damages  payiUble  by  the 
wrongdoer  to  It  foreign  claimant. 

The  registrar  decided  that  the 
date  of  payment — ^by  which  I  under- 
stand him  to  mean  .  the  date  at 
which  the  judgment  is  entered — ^is 
the  time  at  which  the  rate  of  ex- 
change should  be- taken.  He  did  so 
on  the  authority  of  a  decision  of 
Roche,  J.,  in  Kirsch  &  Co.  v.  Allen, 
H.  &  Co.  ([1919]  W.  N.  301,  36 
Times  L.  R.  69,  148  L.  T.  Jo.  198, 
122  L.  T.  N.  S.  159, 1  Lloyd's  List  R. 
223 ;  25  Com.  Cas.  63) ,  and  be  did 
so  treating  a  decision  of  Bailhache, 
J.,  as  distinguishable  on  the  ground 
that  such  decision  arose  in  a  case  of 
breach  of  contract 

Hill,  J.,  reversed  the  deciaion  of 
the  registrar,  holding,  on  liie  au- 
thority of  Di  Ferdinando  V.  Simon 
S.  &  Co.  [1920]  2  E.  B.  704,  [1920] 
3  K.  B.  409,  11  A.L.R.  368,  89  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  1039,  36  Times  L.  R. 
797,  26  Com.  Cas.  37,  150  L.  T.  Jo. 
36,  and  otiief  cases,  that  where  the 
damages  are  assessed  in  a  foreign 
currency  they  must,  in  entering  an 
English  judgment,  be  converted  in- 
to English  money  at  the  rate  of  ex- 
change ruling  at  the  date  with  ref- 
erence to  which  the  damages  in  tiie 
foreign  currency  have  in  law  to  be 
assessed.  The  Court  of  Appeal 
simply  affirmed  this  judgment,  feel- 
ing itself  bound  by  the  decision  in 
tiie  case  of  Di  Ferdinando  v.  Simon 
S.  &  Co.  [1920]  2  K.  B.  704,  [1920] 
3  K.  B.  409,  11  A.L.R.  358,  89  L.  J. 
K.  B.  N.  S.  1039,  36  Times  L.  R.  797, 
26  Com.  Cas.  37,  150  L.  T.  Jo.  36. 

The  Voltumo  was  an  Italian  ship, 
and  was  under  requisition  to  the 
Italian  government  under  a  charter 
party.  By  the  terms  of  this  charter 
party  hire  was  payable  in  Italian 
lire.  By  reason  of  the  collision  tem- 
porary repairs  to  the  Voltumo  were 
made  at  Gibraltar,  causing  a  deten- 
tion of  the  ship  from  December  25 
to  December  30^  1917.    Permanent 


THS.CELIA  V. 
iU9ti]  i 

r^airs  were  made  at  Newport 
News/  causinfiT  a  detention  of  the 
ship  from  January  24  to  February 
18,  1918.  The  loss  of  the  owners  of 
the  Voltumo  .by  reason  of  such  de«- 
tention  was,  in  respect  of  the  first 
period,  47,372.32  lire;  and,  in  re- 
sp^t  of  the  second  period,  257,<^ 
046.40  lire ;  and  these  two  saimsi, 
amounting  to  304,418.72  Ure,  werie 
claimed  as  damages,  and  were  ap- 
parently included  in  the  damages 
agreed. 

It  was  contended  by  the  owners 
of  the  Voltumo  that  the  rate  of  ex- 
change should  be  taken,  either  at 
the  date  of  the  writ,  or  at  the  re- 
spective dates  when  the  loss  by  de- 
tention was  suffered^  and  HiU|  J«, 
adopted  this  latter  view. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  as  I  will  try 
and  show  later,  that  there  is  ver^ 
little  authority,  until  we  come  to 
recent  decisions,  which  can  be  held 
to  lay  down  any  rule  on  this  subject, 
and  the  fact  that  the  respondents 
put  forward  alternative  dates  shows 
how  uncertain  the  law  is.  upon  this 
subject  I  would  also  add  that  all 
the  cases,  so  far  as  I  know,  relied 
upon  in  the  judgment  of  Hill,  J., 
were  cases  of  breaches  of  contract^ 
and  no  different  rule. for  damages  in 
contract  or  tort  was  suggested  in 
the  argument  before  this  House.  If 
I  am  right  in  the  view  I  have  taken 
of  the  matter,  the  reasons  which  im- 
pel me  to  that  view  will  apply,  a 
fortiori,  to  breaches  of  contract. 
The  argument  for  the  appellants,  in 
support  of  their  contention  that  the 
date  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment  is 
the  proper  date  to  fix  the  rate  of 
exchange,  is  shortly  as  follows: 
The  foreign  litigaht  has  suffered,  as 
is  agreed,  damages  to  the  extent  of 
300,000  lire.  On  the  principle  of 
restitutio  ad  integrum,  he  is  paid 
300,000  line ;  lie  gets^ll  the  damage 
he  has  suffered,  and.  it'  is  all'  be 
would  get  if  the  claim  was  in  Italy 
instead  of  in  England,  and  although 
those  damages  have  referred  to  and 
are  answered  on  the  basis  of  a  losb 
at  tetecedent  date,  that  affords  no 
reason  fori  awarding  hitn  either 
more  cor  less/owingito  the  fluctua^ 
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tions  of' tine  exchange  one  way  or 
the  other  between  Italy  and.  Eng- 
land, which  only  means  that  the  lira 
will  buy  more  or  less  English  mon- 
ey. The  learned  counsel  for  the 
appellants  say,  further,  that  the  ob- 
ject, and  the  sole  object,  of  translat- 
ing the  lire  agreed  upon  into  Eng- 
lish currency  is  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  English  law — ^that 
an  English  judgment  for  damages 
must  be  for  a  sum  of  English  money 
in  order  to  make  the  damages  ac- 
cessible b^  executk>n  to  the  ^reign 
litigant.  This  principle,  they  say, 
would  satisfy  the  dictum  of  Lord 
EUdon  in  Cash  v.  Kennion,  ll.Ves. 
Jr.  314,  316,  32  Eng.  Reprint,  1109, 
where  he  lays  down :  . '  ''If  he  fails 
in  that  contract,  wherever  tiie 
creditor  sues  him,  the  law  of  that 
country  ought  to  give  him  just  as 
much  as  he  would  have  had  if  the 
contract  had  been  performed.'' 

I  will  deal  shortly  with  the  au- 
thorities later.  On  what  principle 
site  we  asked  to  enter  judgment  for 
the  owners  of  the  Voltumo  for  a 
sum  of  English  money  which  will 
to-day  produce  a  much  larger  slim 
of  lire  than  that  wfaidi  they  them^ 
selves  have  afi^eed  upon,  or,  if  the 
exchange  hiul  gone  the  other  way 
and  Hie  value  of  the  lire  had  appre- 
ciated, a  sum  of  English  money 
which  would  produce  kss  than. the 
agreed  amount?  It  is  said  that  the 
damages  must  be  assessed  with  ref- 
erence to  the  actual  periods  of  de- 
tention. It  is  at  that  time  that  the 
owner  suffers  damages  by  loss  of 
use.  With  that  I  entirely  agree. 
But  when  it  is  added  that  it  follows 
that  that  is  also  the  date  at  which 
the  exchange  must  be  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  conversion  with  a  view 
to  entering  judgment,  I  do  not  fol- 
low the  reasoning.  I  assume  that, 
in  assessing  the  damages,  all  the 
necessary  adjustments  would  be 
made  and  elements  of  damage  con- 
sidered. It  may  be  that,  for  in- 
stance, in  the  present  case,  the  tem- 
porary repairs'  at  Gibraltar  had  to 
be  paid  in  sterling,  and  it  would,  of 
Course,  follow  !tlmt  the  amount. «of 
lire  whidh .  Hke^  sterHng  represented 
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at  the  rate  of  exchange  at  that  date 
should  form  an  item  in  the  dam- 
ages. Similarly,  if  goods  had  to  be 
bought  in  the  market  in  England  to 
replace  English  goods  not  delivered 
under  a  contract  with  a  foreigner, 
the  date  of  such  purchase  would 
necessarily  fix  the  rate  of  exchange 
in  assessing  the  damages.  But  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  connection 
between  the  fixing  of  the  damages 
and  the  rate  of  exchange  to  be  tak- 
en in  relation  to  certain  items  there- 
of at  certain  'dates,  and  the  rate  of 
exchange  to  be  fixed  for  the  purpose 
of  entering  judgment 

I  am,  ti^erefore,  of  opinion  that 
the  contention  of  the  appellants  is 
well  founded,  and  that  the  true  rule 
ought  to  be  that  the  foreigner 
should,  when  the  damages  as  as- 
sessed or  agreed  upon  are  in  foreign 
currency,  receive  under  the  judg- 
ment neither  more  nor  less  than 
that  sum,  and  that  the  proper  date 
to  ascertain  this,  is  when  the  entry 
ot  judgment  is  being  made  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  judgment 
available. 

It  may  be  said  that,  where  the 
rate  of  exchange  has  gone  against 
the  lira,  the  delay  has  prejudiced 
the  applicant.  I  do  not  think  that 
can  be  considered,  as  the  rule  which 
has  been  applied  must  plainly  ap- 
ply, whether  the  exchange  is  ad- 
verse or  otherwise.  But  in  any 
event,  to  assign  this  as  a  reason  for 
the  rule  would  be,  in  reality,  to  give 
damages  for  nonpayment,  which, 
except  under  special  circumstances, 
are  never  awarded  in  our  courts. 
(For  instance,  see  the  judgment  of 
Bailhache,  J.,  in  Bany  v.  Van  den 
Hurk  [1920]  2  K.  B.  709,  89  L.  J.  K. 
B.  N.  S.  899,  S6  Times  L.  R.  663, 
128  L.  T.  N.  S-  719,  64  Sol.  Jo.  602.) 

In  Manners  v.  Pearson  [1898]  1 
Ch.  681,  689,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  S04, 
78  L.  T.  N.  S.  482,  14  Times  L.  R. 
312,  46  Week.  Rep.  498,  lindley,  M. 
R.,  says:  ''To  substitute  English 
money  for  Mexican  dollars  every 
time  a  pasrment  ought  to  have  been 
made  is  not  to  take  an  account  of 
what  is  due  under  the  contract,  but 
ix>  give  damages  for  every  breach  of 


it  wliich  the  plaintiff  can  prove  that 
the  defendants  committed,  which  is 
a  totally  different  matter.'' 

I  have  examined  tli^  judgments 
delivered  by  the  court  of  appeal  in 
Di  Ferdinando  v.  Simon,  S.  &  C!o. 
[1920]  8  K.  B.  409,  11  AX.R.  868, 
89  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1039,  36  Times 
L.  R.  797, 26  Com.  Gas.  87, 150  L.  T. 
Jo.  36,  and  also  the  judgmimts  in 
Lebeaupm  v.  Crispin  [1920]  2  K.  B. 
714,  89  L.  J.  E.  B.  N.  S.  1024,  36 
Times  L.  R.  739,  64  Sol.  Jo.  662,  26 
Com.  Gas.  836, 160  L.  T.  Jo.  24,  and 
in  Barry  v.  Van  den  Hurk  [1920] 
2  K.  B.  709,  89  L.  J.  E.  B.  N.  S.  899, 
36  Times  h.  B.  668,  123  L.  T.  N.  S. 
719,  64  Sol.  Jo.  602,  all  decided  in 
1920 ;  but,  altihyough  they  all  seem  to 
me  to  lay  down  and  assert  the  same 
rule  as  that  upon  which  Hill,  J.,  fol- 
lowing some  of  these  judgments, 
acted,  and  which  I  have  already  con- 
sidered, I  do  not  think  the  learned 
judges  who  decided  them  rest  their 
judgm^its  on  any  authorities,  but 
rather  assume  that  such  a  rule  ex- 
isted, or  ought,  as  a  matter  of  prin- 
ciple, to  exist.  The  only  case,  apart 
from  the  recent  authorities  to  which 
I  have  referred,  which  seems  to  me 
to  give  us  any  assistance,  is  the  case 
of  Manners  v.  Pearson  [1898]  1  Ch. 
581,  689,  67  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  804,  78 
L.  T.  N.  S.  432, 14  Times  L.  R.  312, 
46  Week.  Rep.  498,  from  which  I 
have  already  quoted. 

Vaughan  Williams,  L.  J.,  no 
doubty  in  that  case,  laid  down  the 
principle  which  is  contended  for  by 
the  respondents  in  the  present  case, 
but  he  was  a  dissenting  judge,  and 
his  judgment  cannot  be  reconciled 
with  the  judgments  delivered  by  the 
majority  of  the  court— -Lindl^,  M. 
R.,  and  Rigby,  L.  J* 

Although  that  action  may  have, 
to  some  extent,  turned  on  the  form 
of  the  action,  it  is  to  be  noted  that 
judgment  was  given  for  an  account 
on  November  4,  1897;  the  account 
was  delivered  on  November  13, 
1897,  showing  an  amount  due  to 
August,  1896,  yet,  upon  an  applica- 
tion by  the  plaintiflF  claiming  that 
the  rate  of  exchange  should  be  fixed 
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at  tlie  date  when  the  account 
showed  the  amount  due, — ^namely, 
Aocrusty  1896, — the  court  decided 
that  Uie  rate  of  exchange  should  be 
taken,  not  aa  of  that  date,  but  as  of 
the  date  of  the  account  under  the 
judgment — namely,  November  IS, 
1897. 

We  have  not  been  referred  to  any 
rule  laid  down  in  any  English  text- 
writers,  but  under  American  law 
the  rule,  as  I  stated  it,  seems  ta  pre- 
vail. Sedgw.,  Damages,  9th  ed.  § 
274,  states  the  rule  ttiat,  generally 
speaking,  the  exchange  is  to  be  es- 
timated at  time  of  payment,  and  in 
support  quotes  a  number  of  Ameri- 
can authorities,  including  the  case 
of  Marbung  ▼•  Marburg,  26  Hd.  8, 
90  Am.  Dec.  84,  to  which  we  were 
referred,  and  which  Sir  John  Simon 
admitted  was,  for  what  it  was 
worth,  an  authority  in  favor  of  the 
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appellants.  Of  course,  such  author- 
ities are  not  binding  in  any  way 
upon  us,  but  they  seem  to  me  to  be 
sound  in  principle,  and  I  think  the 
discussion  of  the  question  in  Story, 
Confl.  L.  8th  ed.  §§  308-316,  leans 
to  the  same  conclusion. 

I  would  refer,  also,  to  Westlake's 
Private  International  Law,  6th  ed. 
§  226,  p.  316,  where  the  learned  au- 
thor supports  the  view  I  have  al- 
ready indicated. 

I  am,  therefore, '  of  opinion  that 
the  arguments  of  the  counsel  for 
the  appellants  should  prevail,  and 
that  IJie  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  af- 
firmed and  appeal  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appdlants: 
Thomas  CJooper  ft  Co. 

Solicitors  for  th^  respondents: 
William  A«  Crump  ft  Scin. 


*    •       I  > 


ANNOTATION. 
Recent  variations  m  rate  of  f oreigii  cqcchange  as  aff ectmg  damages  for  loit. 


The  question  as  to  the  rate  of 
foreign  exchange  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  assessing  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  is  treated  in  the 
annotation  following  Di  Fer^inandQ 
V.  Simon  Smits  &  Co.  11  A.L.R.  363. 
It  is  there  stated  that  the  English 
courts  appear  definitely  to  have 
taken  the  position  that,  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  breach 
of  contract  in  a  foreign  country,  thiB 
damages,  which  must  be  adjudged  in 
English  money,  should  be  computed 
by  taking  the  rate  of  exchange  pre- 
vailing at  the  time  of  the  breach  of 
contract.  This  doctrine  is  extended 
in  the  reported  case  (The  Celia  v. 
The  Volturno,  ante,  884)  to  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  for  a  tort,  it  being 
held  that,  in  calculating  the  amount 
of  damages  for  loss  bf  use  of  a  ves- 
sel arising  from  a  collision,  the  rate 
of  exchange  should  be  taken  at 
the  time  the  loss  was  incurred,  and 
not  at  the  time  of  the  assessment  of 
damages,  or  of  payment;  in  other 
words,  that  the  rate .  of  exchange 
with  respect  to  the  claim  for  deten- 


tion should  be  fixed  as  at  the  period 
of  detention.  The  same  considera- 
tions were  regarded  as  applicable, 
whether  the  action  was  based  on  tort 
or  on  contract,  and  the  conclusion 
reached  in  the  Di  Ferdinando  Case 
was  adhered 'to.  '  <* 

These  decisions  are  based  up- 
on the  apparently  sound  doctrine 
that,  the  damages,  •  whether  from 
breach  of  contract  or  from  tort,  be- 
ing sustained  immediately  at  the  time 
of  the  breach  of  the  contract  or  the 
conunission  of  the  tort,  subsequent 
events  in  no  way  connected  with  the 
tortious  act  or  the  contract,. but  aris- 
ing out  of  the  financial  relations  of 
the  countries  involved,  should  not  be 
allowed  to  affect  the  matter.  In 
other  words,  the  rights  of  the  parties 
become  fixed  as  soon  as  a  right  of 
action  arises.  Certain  damages  have 
been  sustained  as  of  tiiat  time  which 
can  be  definitely  fixed  in  the  currency 
of  the  forum  and  of  the  place 
where  the  injury  occurred.  And  the 
incidental  advantage  which  one  or 
the  other  of  the  parties  may  subse« 
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quently  derive  from  a  variation  in  the 
rate  of  exchange  is  not  a  matter  which 
the  court  should  consider 

In  accord  with  the  above  decision, 
in  the  result  reached,  is  The  Verdi 
(1920)  268  Fed.  908,  an  action 
for  damages  for  a  collision  in  New 
York  in  1915,  between  British-owned 
vessels,  part  of  the  repairs  and  ex- 
penses being  incurred  in  New  York 
and  a  part  in  England,  and  January 
1,  1916,  being  assumed  as  the  date 
upon  which  all  the  damages  were 
ascertainable.  It  was  held  that  the 
damages  were  properly  determined  by 
taking  the  rate  of  exchange  existing 
on  that  date.  The  court  said:  "It 
is  contended  that  the  damages  can- 
not be  determined  until  final  decree, 
because  the  action  sounds  in  tort, 
and  that  the  rate  of  exchange 
then  prevailing  should  therefore  be 
adopted.  This  somewhat  archaic 
argument,  if  pushed  to  an  extreme, 
would  bar  interest  prior  to  the  date 


of  the  decree.  The  parties,  however, 
have  selected  January  1,  1916,  as  the 
dilte  to  fix  the  amount  of  their 
damages  in  pounds  sterling.  The  caise 
is  not  one  of  transmitting  these 
pounds  sterling  to  New  York,  but  of 
finding  their  equivalent  in  dollars  on 
January  1,  1916.  This  can  only  be 
done  by  employing  the  rate  of 
exchange  prevalent  at  that  date.  The 
matter  is  quite  different  from  one 
of  a  continuing  obligation  to  pay 
pounds  sterling  in  England,  the 
failure  to  perform  which  would  be 
compensated  for  by  interest.  Here 
the  obligation  waa  to  pay  dollars  in 
New  York.  Failure  to  pay  them  is 
similarly  compensated  for  by  interest, 
but,  as  the  initial  damages  were  cal- 
culated in  pounds^  they  must  be  con- 
verted into  dollars  at  the  value  the 
pounds  had  at  the  time  and  place  of 
pajrment.  That  is  measured  by  the 
rate   of   exchange   then    prevailing." 

B.  EL   H. 


LANCE  M,  COONS,  Appt. 

V. 

STATE  OF  INDIANA. 
(_  ind.  — .  134  N.  E.  194.) 


Contempt  —  charging  judge  with 

1.  Grand  jurors  who  file  a  report  charging  the  presiding  judge  with 
bias  and  favoring  criminals,  and  calling  for  his  resignation,  aie  guilly  of 
contempt.  . 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  908.] 


Venue  —  change  —  contempt. 

2.  One  charged  with  contempt  of 
court  is  not  entitled  to  a  change  of 

venue. 

Arrest   —    warrant   —    ground    for 
quashing.  •  ... 

3.  That  a  statement  charging  the 
contempt  wi|s  •not  filed  before  the  is^ 
suance  of  a  warrant  for  arrest  of  a 
person  in  contempt  is  ^i^ot  ground  for 
quashing  the  writ^ 

Contempt  —  charge  against  judge  -;-- 
effect  of  trutl|. 

4'.  Grand  jurors  cannot  pui*ge  them- 


selves of  contempt  in  charging  the 
presiding  judge  with  bias  and  favor- 
ing criminals,  by  attempting  to  show 
the  truth  of  the  charge. 

Grand  jury  —  right  to  charge  jud|^ 

with  bias^ 

5.  Grand  jurors  are  not  privileged 
to  file  a  report  charging  the  presiding 
judge  with  bias  and  favoring  crimr 
inals,  and  calling  for  his  resignatioou 
where  the  duties  of  mich  jurors  are 
J)rescribed  by  statute,  which  do  not 
include  the  making  of  such  a  report. 


COONB 

Cmirts  —  power  to  pndflli  fte  ctn- 
tenpL 

6.  Courts  of  record  of  general  juris-* 
diction  have  power  to  punish  as  for 
contempt  their  officers  for  offending 
the  dignity  of  the  court. 

[See  6  R,  C.  L.  495 ;  2  R.  C.  U  Supp. 
134.] 

Contempt  —  effect  of  intent. 

7.  The  act,  and  not  the  intent, 
governs  in  determining  whether  or 
not  one  has  been  guilty  of  contempt  of 
court. 

I^ee  6  R.  C.  L.  489.] 

-r-  duty  to  proceed  for  libeL 

8.  A  judge  cannot  be  required  to 
proceed  for  libel,  rather  than  punish 
for  contempt  one  who  files  in  the  court 
a  libelous  charge  against  the  judge. 

Indictment  —  of  judge. 

9.  A  grand  jury  may  indict  a  judge 
for  the  commission  of  a  crime  which 
evidence  before  them  tends  to  support. 

[See  22  R.  G.  L.  488.] 
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Contempt— dlnet—miiig  ftcndalous 
pap«r  in  oomrt 

10.  Presenting  in  open  court  a 
libelous  charge  on  the  judge  is  a  direct 
contempt  although  the  responsible 
parties  are  absent  from  the  court  when 
the  contents  of  the  paper  become 
known. 

—  necessity  of  arraignment. 

11.  One  charged  with  direct  con- 
tempt of  court  is  not  entitled  to  ai^ 
raighment. 

—  what  constitutes. 

12.  Criminal  contempts  of  court  em- 
brace all  acts  committed  against  the 
majesty  of  the  law  or  the  dignity  of 
the  court,  and  the  primary  purpose  of 
the  punishment  of  such,  offenders  is 
the  vindication  of  public  authority  of 
which  the  court  is  the  embodiment. 

[See  6  R.  a  L.  488,  490;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  132.] 


AppeaI.  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Delaware 
County  (Thompson,  J.)  convicting  him  of  contenipt.    Afirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  \ 


Messrs.  Cromer  &  Long,  Wilbur  Ry- 
man,  and  Leffler,  Ball,  &  Leflier  for 
appellant. 

Mr.  U.  S.  Lesh,  Attorney  General, 
for  the  State. 

Travis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  case  is  one  of  alleged  con- 
tempt of  court  by  appellant,  acting 
at  the  time  of  such  contempt  as  a 
grand  juror.  He,  with  the  other  five 
grand  jurors,  appeared  in  open 
court,  and  filed  with  the  court  what 
the  grand  jury  termed  to  be  its  final 
report.  The  judge  of  the  court  did 
not  know  the  contents  of  the  reports 
so  filed  until  after  the  grand  jury 
had  separated  and  gone  to  their 
several  homes;  and  on  the  day  fol- 
lowing the  filing  of  such  report  the 
judge  prepared  a  written  statement 
of  such  parts  of  such  report  which 
were  alleged  to  constitute  contempt 
of  court,  which  written  statement 
was  set  forth  in  the  order  of  the 
court,  and  which  directed  the  arrest 
of  appellant.  The  written  state- 
ment made  by  the  court,  in  which 
was  set  forth  the  contemptuous  lan- 
guage used  by  appellant  and  his  co- 


grand  jurors  in  their  said  report, 
is  as  follows: 

''Be  it  remembered  that  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  December  19,  1920,  the 
following  named  parties,  to  wit: 
Lance  M.  Coons  et  al.  and  the  other 
five  grand  jurors  who  were  then  and 
there  members  of  and  constituted 
the  grand  jury  of  Delaware  circuit 
court  for  the  September  term,  1920, 
—came  into  open  court,  and  as  such 
jurors  and  in  open  court  present- 
ed to  the  court  for  filing  and 
to  be  filed  what  was  by  them  de- 
nominated the  grand  jury's  final  re* 
port,  which  said  report  so  presented 
was  signed  by  each  and  all  of  said 
parties  and  by  each  and  all  present- 
ed to  the  court  as  aforesaid;  that 
said  report  so  presented  and  when 
presented  in  open  court  contained 
the  following  scandalous,  false,  li- 
belous, and  contemptuous  language 
and  paragraphs,  to  wit: 

"  *The  grand  jury  also  laments 
the  fact  that  the  presiding  judge  is 
known  by  the  members  of  the  bar 
to  be  biased  and  prejudiced  to  sudh 
an  extent  that  a  large  number  of  at- 
torneys at  the  bar  believe  him  to  be 
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80  unfait  in  the  trilil  oi  cmes  in  his' 
court,  that  they  cannot  get  fair  rul- 
ings and  decisions  from  the  judge, 
to  such  an  extent  that  the  judge  is 
known  to  take  one  side  or  the  other 
in  all  cases  tried  before  him,  and  is 
known  to  favor  certain  lawyers  and 
disfavor  certain  other  lawyers  that 
practise  law  before  him.' 

"Also  the  following :  *The  grand 
jury  returned  into  the  court,  after 
a  further  investigation,  an  incUet- 
ment  against  Court  Asher  for  bur- 
glary, who  is  generally  known  to  be 
a  law  violator.  Humble,  law-abid- 
ing citizens  wanting  homes  and  citi- 
zens protected  from  thieves  and  bur- 
glars, and  innocent  women  and 
children  perhaps  f  rqm  death  at  the 
hands  of  burglars,,  we  think  thi3 
man,  Asher,  .who  was  charged  with 
burglary,  should  have  been  punished 
and  sent  to  prison.  There  was  no 
doubt,  from  the  evidence,  as  to  the 
guilt  of  Court  Asher.  It  was 
not  denied.  The  presiding  judge 
blocked  the  efforts  of  the  prosecut-. 
ing  attorney  and  would  not  let  the 
case  go  to  the  jury  for  a  decision, 
but  deliberately  selected  on^e  of  the 
petit  jurors  and  requested  him  to 
sign  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  and 
thereafter  refused  the  prosecuting 
attorney  permission  to  poll  the  jury«' 

"Also  the  following:  'We  are  of 
the  unanimous  opinion  that»  through 
a  connivance  and  conspiracy  on  the 
part  of  the  presiding  judge.  Court 
Asher,  Tom  Miller,  and  others,  the 
burglary  case  against  Court  Asher 
was  fixed  and  understood  between 
the  parties  that  Court  Asher  would 
be  assisted  in  his  defense  by  the 
presiding  judge,  and  his  acquittal 
had.  And  in  support  of  this  opinion 
we  have  the  sworn  testimony  that 
Court  Asher,  a  short  time  before 
the  trial  of  his  case,  offered  to  bet 
and  wager  money  tiiat  if  he  were 
tried  in  this  court  he  would  be  ac- 
quitted.' 

"Also  the  following:  *And  we, 
the  grand  jury,  do  not  believe  that 
the  presiding  judge  of  our  court 
should  hand  out  such  high-handed 
decisions.  We  believe  that  Court 
Asher    was    guilty    of    the    crime 


charged  asaiiiM;  him  in  the  indict- 
ment, and  that,  had  the  presiding 
judge  been  fair  and  impartial  in 
his  rulings  and  dealings,  and  per- 
mitted the  jury  to  have  decided  the 
case,  a  conviction  would  have  been 
found.' 

"Also  the  following:  'Members 
of  this  grand  jury  saw  the  presiding 
judge  talk  privately  with  Tom  Mil- 
ler after  he,  Tom  Miller,  had  been 
indicted  for  burglary  by  this  grand 
jury,  and  we  are  apprised  of  the 
fact  that  the  jpresiding  judge,  utter 
learning  that  Totn  Miller  and  Court 
Asher  and  Gene  Williams  had  been 
indicted  for  burglary  in  an  adjoin- 
ing county,  communicated  wid  an 
officer  of  an  adjoining  county,  and 
requested  that  officer  to  be  very 
easy  on  Court  Asher,  Tom  Miller, 
and  Gene  Williams.' 

"Also  the  following:  Tor  us  to 
say  that  the  good  citizens  of  Dela- 
ware county  have  been  outraged  by 
such  misconduct  on  the  part  of  our 
presiding  judge  is  putting  it  mild, 
and  in  behalf  of  the  decent  and  re- 
spectable citizens  of  Delaware  coun- 
ty who  pay  their  taxes  to  maintain 
a .  courthouse  aad  a  court  where 
justice  should  be  meted  out  to  law- 
less people^  we,  the  grand  jury, 
make  this  request  that  the  presid- 
ing judge,  William  A.  Thompson, 
forthwith  transmit  his  resignation 
as  the  judge  of  the  Delaware  circuit 
court  to  the  Honorable  James  P. 
Goodrich,  governor  of  the  state  of 
Indiana,  and  that  the  same  be  ef- 
fective at  once.  The  presiding 
judge,  being  declared  the  protector 
of  criminals,  has  no  right  to  sit  upon 
the  bench  and  further  usurp  the 
office  of  judge.' 

"That  all  of  the  above  and  fore- 
going paragraphs  were  conteined 
and  set  out  in  said  report  when  the 
same  was  so  presented  to  said  court 
for  filing  in  said  court. 

"That  said  report  was  passed  to 
the  court  at  about  dusk  on  Saturday, 
December  19,  1920,  and  that  the 
court  did  not  see  and  know  the  con- 
tents of  said  report  until  after  the 
said  grand  jurors  had  separated  and 
gone  to  their  several  homes,  many 
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ot  them  far  distant  in  the  country, 
and  now»  on  this  the  20th  day  of 
December,  1920,  and  at  the  first 
opportunity,  the  court  now  makes 
and  enters  the  above  and  foregoing 
concerning  the  conduct  of  the  said 
parties  above  named  in  and  about 
the  matters  hereinbefore  set  out, 
and  the  dourt  now  orders  and  directe 
that  a  warrant  issue  for  the  arrest 
and  production  in  open  court  in  the 
said  Delaware  circuit  court  of  the 
parties  above  named  at  2  o'clock 
F.  H.on  the  2l8t  day  of  DecembCT, 
1920,  to  make  answer  to  and  be  hdd 
responsible  by  said  court  fot  and 
on  account  of  said  contemptuous 
conduct  as  hereinbefore  Set  out  and 
eharged  as  having  been  done  and 
performed  by  said  parties.  And 
this  matter  is  now  postponed  and 
continued  until  said  date  in  order 
to  permit  the  sheriff  to  produce  in 
court  the  above-named  parties."* 

At  the  time  fixed  in  the  warrant 
the  sheriff  produced  the  said  mem*- 
bers  of  said  grand  Jury  in  court. 
Thereupon  appellant  presented  to 
the  court  for  filing,  and  offered  to 
file,  his  verified  application  aYid  affi- 
davit for  change  dt  venue  from  the 
judge,  and  the  court  refused  to  note 
the  filing  of  such  verified  application 
and  aflblavit,  and  refused  to  file  the 
same  or  permit  the  samei  to  be  filed 
as  one  ol  the  papers  ita  said  cause. 
Thereupon  appellant  and  his  co- 
grand  jurors  presented  to  the  court 
for  filing,  and  offered  to  file,  their 
separate  and  several  motion  to 
quash  and  set  aside  the  writ,  and 
die  court  refused  to  note  on  its  min- 
utes the  filing  of  such  motion,  and 
refused  to  file  such  motion,  or  to 
permit  it  to  be  filed,  and  thereupon 
appellant,  together  with  his  co- 
grand  jurors,  offered  to  file  their 
separate  and  several  answer  to  the 
statement  of  the  court  theretofore 
entered  of  record,  and  the  court  re- 
fused to  note  the  filing  of  said  an- 
swer, and  refused  to  file  it,  or  permit 
it  to  be  filed, — ^to  all  of  which  rul- 
ings by  the  court  appellant,  at  the 
time  of  such  rulings,  duly  excepted. 
The  court  thereupon  announced  its 


finding,  opinion,  and  jud^ent  in 
writing,  that  each  of  said  grand 
jury  men  was  guilty  of  contempt 
and  punishment  by  a  fine  for  such 
oont^pt,  to  which  finding  and 
judgment  appellant  duly  except- 
ed, and  thereupon  appellant,  with 
his  co-grand  jurors,  filed  their 
separate  and  several  motion,  ask- 
ing the  court  to  reconsider  its 
opinion  and  judgment,  which  mo- 
tion was  by  the  court  overruled; 
and  thereupon  sixty  days  wer6 
granted  said  grand  jurors  to  file  any 
and  all  bills  of  exception,  and  each 
of  said  grand  jurors  prayed  an  ap- 
peal to  this  court,  which  appeal  was 
perfected  by  but  one  of  them,  viz., 
lids  appellant. 

.  The  case  comes  to  this  court  on 
appeal  based  on  ten  assignments  of 
error,  to  wit:  (1)  Refusing  to  note 
liie  filing  or  to  iUe  application  for 
change  of  venue  from  the  judge ; 
(2)  refusing*  to  note  the  filing  of,  to 
file,  or  allow  to  be  filed  a  motion  to 
quash  and  set  aside  the  writ;  (3) 
refusing:  to  note  the  filing  of  and  to 
file  the  verified  answer;  (4)  refus- 
ing to  have  noted  upon  the  docket  of 
the  court  the  filing  of  the  verified 
answer;  (5)  in  rendering  judgment ; 
(6)  in  the  opinion  and  judgment  of 
l^e  court;  (7)  overruling  the  mo- 
tion to  r^ensider  opinion  and  judg- 
ment; (8)  overruling  motion  for  a 
new  trial;  (9)  for  rendering  judg- 
ment without  arraignment,  and 
without  requesting  appellant,  or  al- 
lowing him  to  make  a  statement  in 
explanation,  extenuation,  or  denial 
of  the  charge;  (10)  for  refusing  to 
allow  appellant  to  make  a  statement 
in  writing,  which  he  offered  in  ex- 
planation, ettenuation,  and  denial 
of  the  charge. 

One  charged  with  contempt  of 
court  is  not  entitled 

to  a  change  of  ven-  ISJJTttSfS"** 
ue  from  the  judge. 
State  V.  Newton  (1878)  62  Ind.  517; 
Merchants'  Stock  ft  Grain  Co.  v. 
Board  of  Trade  (1912)  20  C.  C.  A. 
582,  201  Fed.  20 ;  Clyma  v.  Kennedy 
(1894)  64  Conn.  810,  42  Am.  St. 
Rep.  194,  29  Atl.  539;  13  C.  J.  p. 
60,  §  83 ;  Liamberson  v.  Superior  Ct. 
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151  C^.  458,  11  L.R.A.(N.S-)  619, 
91  Pac.  100. 

The  writ  sought  to  be  quashed 
and  set  aside  was  not  dependent  on 
a  statement  which  charged  the  con- 
tempt ;  hence  it  mattered  not  wheth- 

Arreat-warrAttt      ®^     ^^^'^     Statement 

-ftronnd  fw  was  made  or  filed 
«™«hin«.  pj.j^^  ^^  ^^  issuing 

of  the  writ;  not  being  dependent 
upon  a  charge  or  statement,  it  was 
not  subject  to  the  attack  sought  to 
have  been  made. 

Appellant  offered  to  file  with  the 
court  his  written  statement,  which 
he  terms  to  be  his  answer  in  ex* 
planation,  extenuation,  and  denial 
of  the  written  charge  of  contempt. 
This  statement,  instead  of  being  an 
apology,  or  an  expression  of  regret, 
or  an  explanation,  extenuation,  or 
denial  of  the  written  accusations  of 
the  judge  of  the  court  made  by  ap- 
pellant  and  his  co-grand  jurors  in 
their  final  report,  is  an  argumenta- 
tive discussion  in  favor  of  alleged 
conclusions  of  law  as  to  what  are 
the  rights  of  grand  jurors  in  the 
premises,  in  which  is  set  forth  the 
whole  of  said  final  report,  together 
with  the  statement  tihat  such 
charges  were  based  by  the  grand 
jury  upon  evidence  before  the  grand 
jury  which  they  (the  grand  jury) 
believed  to  be  true  when  they  pre- 
sented their  said  report,  and  that 
they  still  believe  the  charges  made 
against  the  judge  and  the  court  to 
be  true,  and  that  they  had  a  right 
to  make  such  charges,  and  that  they 
were  to  be  considered  free  from 
malice  and  wilful  purpose  to  injure 
or  interfere  in  any  manner  with  the 
court  in  so  doing. 

The  answer  sought  to  have  been 
filed  by  appellant,  having  included 
in  it  the  whole  of  the  report,  which 
contained  the  contemptuous  lan- 
guage, the  truth  of  which  was  by 
such  answer  reiterated,  confirmed, 
and  enlarged  upon,  together  with 
the  assertion  that  the  grand  jurors 

had  the  legal  right 
eh^v??^fl»«t  to  thus  attack  the 
SJfhT*****  *"'    judge,   was   in    no 

sense  such  a  state- 
ment that  could  in  any  wise  purge 


the  jurors  of  the  contempt  charged, 
but,  if  anything,  it  was  a  statement 
which  made  the  action  of  the  grand 
jurors  more  contemptuous  than  it 
otherwise  would  have  been;  and 
therefore  the  offer  to  file  the  same 
and  the  filing  thereof  were  properly 
denied. 

Under  the  fifth  and  sixth  assign- 
ments of  error,  it  is  maintained  that 
the  actions  and  doings  of  the  grand 
jury  are  privileged.  The  statutes 
of  Indiana  which  define  the  duties 
of  a  grand  jury  are:  The  statute 
of  the  oath  of  grand  jurors,  in  which 
is  the  following  language:  ''You 
will  diligently  inquire,  and  true  pre- 
sentment make  of  all  felonies  and 
misdemeanors,  committed  or  triable 
within  this  county,  of  which  you 
shall  r  have  or  can  obtain  legal  evi- 
dence'' (Burns's  Anno.  Stat.  1914,  § 
1961) ;  the  statute  which  sets  forth 
the  order  of  business  of  the  grand 
jury  (Bums's  Anno.  Stat.  1914,  § 
1978)  ;  and  the  statute  which  re- 
quires the  grand  jury  to  examine 
tiie  county  jail,  workhouses,  and 
other  public  buildings  in  the  county. 

In  no  place  in  any  of  these  stat- 
utes which  define  the  duties  of  the 
grand  jury  is  it  contemplated  that 
the  grand  jury  shall  charge  any 
public  officer  with  the  commission 
of  a  felony  by  a  so-called  report. 
The  statute  requires  the  grand  ju- 
rors to  take  an  oath  to  make  true 
presentment  of  all  felonies  and  mis- 
demeanors. Section  2041  prescribes 
the  form  of  such  a  presentment,  and 
names  it  an  indictment;  and  it  will 
be  noted  that  the  language  of  the 
form  of  an  indictment  is  that  the 
grand  jury  "upon  their  oath  do  pre- 
sent." A  presentment,  as  used,  in 
common  law,  as  a  written  charge 
of  the  commission  of  a  crime  or 
misdemeanor,  is  unknown  in  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  United  Stat^. 
The  words  "presentment"  and  "in- 
dictment" have  been  held  to  be  used 
interchangeably  (People  v.  Flaherty 
(1894)  79  Hun,  48,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
641,  642) ;  and  such  seems  to  have 
been  the  interpretation  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  Ckmstitution,  Amendment 
6,  according  to  Mr.  Justice  Gray 
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(Ex  parte  Wilson  (1884)  114  U.  S. 
417,  29  L.  ed.  89,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
935,  4  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  283).  Ap- 
pellant claims  that,  while  the  ^rand 
jury  acts  in  aid  of  the  court,  it  is 
separable  therefrom  and  is  not  an- 
swerable to  it,  and  that  all  its  doings 
are  privileged.  The  duties  of  tto 
grand  jury  in  this  state  are  gov- 
erned by  statute,  and  it  has  no 
rights  or  privileges  based  upon  the 
common  law.  The  statutes  do  not 
provide  that  the  grand  jury  make 
reports,  to  the  court,  of  crimes  and 
misdemeanors  of  public  officials  or 
of  other  citizens.  It  is,  according  to 
the  oaths  of  its  members,  required 
to  examine  into  all  felonies  and  mis^ 
demeanors,  and  to  make  a  true 
presentment  in  each  of  such  cases, 
if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  grand  jury 
as  defined  1^  statute,  such  felony  or 
misdemeanor  has  been  committedj; 
and  this  applies  as  well  to  a  judge 
of  a  court  as  to  any  other  public 
officer  or  private  individual.  That 
part  of  the  final  report  of  the  grand 
jury  as  set  forth  in  the  written 
statement  made  by  the  judge  was 
not  contemplated  in  law.  If  the 
grand  jury,  in  nwking  investigation 
of  crimes  and  misdemeanors  as  set 
forth  in  the  statute  governing  their 
order  of  business,  conclude,  from 
the  evidence  taken,  that  a  present- 
ment in  the  form  of  an  indictment 
should  not  be  made  against  the  per- 
son or  persons  under  investigation 
for  the  commission  of  a  felony  or 
misdemeanor,  it  is  not  their  duty 
or  privilege  to  make  accusations  in 

«r«llil  JMFT-  ^^^    ^^^^    ^^    *    ^^ 

ri«Mt  to  eharm      port,  baSOd  OU  SUCh 

i«tee  witu  bla«.  evidence.  There  is 
no  privilege,  absolute  or  qualified,  to 
commit  contempt  of  court.  United 
States  V.  Craig  (1920;  D.  C.)  266 
Fed.  230,  233. 

Appellant  also  maintains  under 
his  fifth  and  sixth  assignments  of 
error  that  it  is  neither  direct  nor 
indirect  contempt  to  criticize  the 
court,  either  in  writing  or  oral  com- 
ment, by  the  use  of  libelous  or  false 
statements  which  have  reference  to 
a  matter  that  is  no  longer  before  the 
court.    The  truth  of  this  contention 


S plies  only  where  the  contempt 
arged  is  constructive.  There  are 
many  cases  of  contempt  reported  in 
tile  opinions  of  the  higher  courts 
wherein  libelous  language  was  held 
not  to  be  contemptuous  when  it  had 
reference  solely  to  a  matter  that  had 
been  fairly  determined  by  the  court, 
and  was  no  longer  before  it  for  any 
purpose.  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen. 
V.  Hildreth  (1909)  82  Vt.  382,  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  551, 137  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1022,  74  Atl.  71,  18  Ann.  Cas.  661. 
But  the  case  is  different  where  an 
officer  of  the  court,  be  he  attorney, 
sheriff,  clerk,  or  juryman,  either  in 
writing  or  orally,  files  or  uses  libel- 
ous, undignified,  and  scurrilous,  lan- 
guage, —  anything  co»te«pt- 
which    brings    the  «har»ii;»  !«««• 

isourt  into  disrepute  "^^  "-• 
and  lowers  its  dignity^  whereby  the 
due  administration  of  justice  is 
hindered  and  prevented.  Ex  parte 
McLeod  (1908;  D.  C.)  120  Fed. 
130,  133.  An  open  insult  to  the 
person  of  the  judge  while  pre- 
siding is  a  direct  contempt  of 
court,  in  support  of  which  statement 
it  may  well  be  said  that  courts  of 
record  of  general  jurisdiction  al- 
ways have  power  to   co«rt-pow«  to 

punish  as  for  con-  •■»i«h  «o» 
tempt  their  officers  •^-**~»*- 
for  offending  the  dignity  of  the 
court.  State  ex  rel.  Caldwell  v. 
Cockrell  (1919)  280  Mo.  269,  217  S. 
W.  524.  Appellant,  to  confess  and 
avoid  the  alleged  contempt  by  his 
written  answer,  which  he  offered  to 
file,  and  which  offer  was  refused 
by  the  couri^  did  not  by  such  an- 
swer purge  himself  of  contempt.  As 
stated  in  an  opinion  by  this  court: 
"For  a  direct  contempt  the  offender 
may  be  punished  instantly  by  arrest 
and  fine  or  imprisonment,  upon  no 
farther  proof  or  examination  than 
what  is  known  to  the  judges  by  their 
senses  of  seeing,  hearing,  etc.''  Ex 
parte  Wright  (1879)  66  Ind.  504, 
508 ;  Ex  parte  Terry,  128  U.  S.  289, 
32  L.  ed.  406,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  77; 
Ex  parte  Robinson,  19  Wall.  613,  22 
L.  ed.  208;  Lindsey  v.  People 
(1919)  66  Colo.  343, 16  A.L.R.  1250, 
181  Pac.  581. 
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The  answer  sought  to  justify  ap- 
pellant in  the  charges  made  by  tne 
report  of  the  grand  jury,  by  say- 
ing that,  by  such  report  and  the 
statements  therein,  no  offense  was 
intended  to  bring  the  court  into  dis- 
repute. The  statement  as  an  exten- 
uation might  have  had  some  stand- 
ing according  to  the  holding  in  the 
case  of  Fishback  v.  State  (1892) 
131  Ind.  804,  30  N.  E.  1088,  where- 
in it  wa&  held  that  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  contempt  of  court,  there 
must  be  some  act  coupled  witii  an 
intended  disrespect  or  defiance  of 
the  court ;  but  it  has  since  been  held 
by  this  court  that,  as  to  whether  or 
not  a  contempt  of  court  has  been 

committed,  it  does 
^l^^^f  ^TateBt.  not  depend  upon  the 

alleged  intention  of 
the  offending  party,  but  on  the  act 
which  he  did.  Dodge  v.  State 
(1895)  140  Ind.  284,  39  N.  E.  745; 
Re  Chartz  (1906)  29  Nev.  110,  5 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  916,  124  Am.  St.  Rep. 
915,  85  Pac.  352;  State  ex  rel. 
Oow  V.  Shepherd  (1903)  177  Mo. 
205,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  76  S.  W. 
79;  Levinstein  v.  E.  I.  Du  Pont  de 
Nemours  &  Co.  (1919;  D.  C.)  258 
Fed.  662. 

Appellant  seeks  further  to  purge 
himself  of  his  contempt  by  assert- 
ing that  if  any  action  will  lie  against 
him  it  is  libel,  and  that  the  judge 
against  whom  the  report  was  made 
ought  to  descend  from  the  plane  of 
his  judicial  oflSce  to  the  level  of  the 
appellant  and  attack  him  by  a  civil 
action.  In  the  opinion  of  this  court 
it  would  be  a  still  greater  humilia- 
tion of  a  court  for  the  judge  thereof 

to  pass  over  the 
Tiir'iibei!  •'^••*  matter  of  contempt 

and  come  under  the 
civil  law  to  justify  himself  in  dam- 
ages for  a  libel.  Such  conduct  would 
be  personal.  The  court  is  imper- 
sonal. Ex  parte  McLeod  (1903; 
D.  C.)  120  Fed.  130.  To  such  a  point 
is  the  judicial  status  fixed  in  our 
jurisprudence  that  our  courts  and 
the  judges  thereof  shbuld  be  pro- 
tected from  the  improper  conse- 
quences of  the  discharge  of  duties, 
that  such  judicial  officers  have  al- 


ways been  shielded,  on  the  highest 
consideration  of  the  public  good, 
from  being  called  in  question  in 
civil  actions  for  things  done  in  the 
judicial  capacity,  even  though  the 
judge  thereof  performs  such  act 
corruptly.  Hamilton  v.  Williams 
(1855)  26  Ala.  52d;  Busteed  v. 
Parson  (1875)  64  Ala.  398,  25  Am. 
Rep.  688;  Ex  parte  McLeod,  supra. 
This  judicial  status  is  better  stated 
by  Chief  Justice  Kent  in  the  mem- 
orable case  of  Yates  v.  Lansing 
(1810)  5  Johns.  282,  as  follows: 
**Whenever  we  subject  tiie  estab- 
lished courts  of  the  land  to  the  deg- 
radation of  private  prosecution, 
we  subdue  tiieir  independence  and 
destroy  their  authority.  Instead  of 
being  venerable  before  the  public, 
they  become  contemptible;  and  we 
thereby  embolden  the  licentious  to 
^Monple  upon  everything  sacred  in 
socie^^  and  to  overturn  those  in- 
stitutions which  have  hitherto  been 
deemed  the  best  guardians  of  civil 
liberty." 

This  grand  jury  had  the  author- 
ity (five  of  them  concurring) ,  if  the 
evidence  taken  by  them  was  in  their 
judgment  mifficient  to  support  a 
charge  of  a  commission  of  a  crime, 
to  "present*'  by  *Mn* 
dictment"  the  judge  S1iS?e!*^" 
of  the  court  in  ques- 
tion for  his  alleged  conspiracy  to 
thwart  the  ends  of  justice ;  and  from 
the  mere  fact  that  they  failed  to 
"present**  such  an  **indictment**  it 
is  an  acknowledgment  by  them,  in 
the  face  of  their  scMialled  report, 
that,  upon  any  investigation  made 
by  the  grand  jury,  the  evidence  was 
insufHcient  upon  which  to  base  a 
charge  for  a  felony  or  a  misdemean* 
or  against  the  judge.  But  instead^ 
through  whatever  motive  it  matters 
not.  this  appellant,  with  the  other 
members  of  the  grand  jury,  filed  the 
report  in  defamation  of  the  judge, 
and  as  well  of  the  court,  whi<di  was 
composed  of  language  that  scandal- 
ized the  court.  It  is  therefore  a 
high  contempt  of  court  for  the  ap- 
pellant to  have  sought  to  call  to  ac- 
count the  judge  for  his  judicial  acts 
elsewhere  fiian  before  a  constituted 


tribunal  for  impeachment  It  is 
.qpite  natural  that  Utiga^ts  take 
umbrage  at  the  doings  of  tl^e 
eovrt8»  for  the  veary  rea3on  that  <Hie 
side  or  the  pther  is  always  a  losing 
party,  not  only  against  ^eir;  hopes 
and  desires, :  but  .  even  probably 
against  their  honest  beliefs.  Never- 
thetefMsi  such  disappointed  litigants 
ought  not,  and  must  not,  be  p^r^ 
mitted  to  lower  the  dignity  of  our 
courts,  either  by  persona]  violence, 
or  by  the  use  of  open,  violent,  or 
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Criminal  contempt  of  court  em- 
braCjB  >U  acts  oominitted  against  the 
•majesty  oif  the  la^ 
ox  the  dignity  of  the  ;s7t«tl«?'"'" 
court,  and  the  pri-   ^. 
mary  purpose  of  the  punishment  of 
such  offenders  is  the  vindication  of 
public  authority,  of  which  the  court 
is  the  embodiment.     As  was  well 
said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Colo- 
rado in  the  case  of  People  ex  rel. 
Elliott  v..  Green  a883)  7  Colo..  287, 
3  Pac.  65,  49  Am.  Rep.  351:     "A 


scandalizing  language  to  the  judg^     proper  regard  for  the  integrity  of 
in  open  court.    In  the  early  Bngflish'  '  our  honored  profession'^  of  the  law 


practice,  indignities  put  upon  the 
persons  of  judges  when  off  the  bendi 
were  punished  summarily  as  con- 
tempti^  for  the  reason  that,  as  stat- 
ed by  Blackstone,  it  ''demonstrates 
a  gross  want  of  that  regard  and  re- 
spect which,  when  once  courts  of 
justice  are  deprived  of  their  author- 
ity (so  necessary  for  the  good  order 
of  the  Kingdom)  is  entirely  lost 
among  the  people.*'  Bl.  bk.  4,  p. 
286. 

This  document  having  been  filed 
in  open  court,  if  contemptuous  at 
all,  was  a  direct  contempt,  notwith- 
standing   the    per- 

SuniTSJ^^*^  sons  who  presented 
dstt«yii  paper  i»    j^  had  gonc  to  their 

coon.  ,  •  • 

homes  and  were  ab- 
sent from  the  court  at  the  time  its 
contents  became  known. 

Appellant  claims  error  for  over- 
ruling of  his  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
The  record  fails  to  show  that  any 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  offered; 
neither  does  appellant  make  any 
point  in  his  brief  under  this  alleged 
error. 

Under  the  ninth  error  appellant 
complains  that  he  was  not  arraigned 
by  the  court,  and  that  he  did  not 
waive  arraignment.  It  is  no  part 
of     the     procedure    in     a     direct 

contempt   of    court 

2SS«"SiIiit?       that  the  one  who  is 

charged  shall  have 
the  privilege  of  an  arraignment. 
Mahoney  v.  State  (1904)  33  Ind. 
App.  655,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  276, 
72  N.  E.  161 ;  Nebraska  Children's 
Home  Soc.  v.  State  (1899)  57  Neb. 
765,  78  N.  W.  267. 


and  of  the  .courts,,  and  their  ^'judi- 
cial  authority,  requires  that  indig- 
nities ...  to  judges,  on  account 
of  rulings  made  in  court,  be  sum- 
marily dealt  with.*' 

Courts  have  criticized  themselves 
and  admonished  each  other  in  the 
careful  use  of  this  great  power 
which  they  have. had  from  time  im- 
memorial in  the  use  of  this  summary 
proceeding,  which  admonishment 
has  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
courts  the  discretion  of  power  under 
actions  of  this  kind»  and  that  such 
discretion  ought  to  be  carefully 
weighed,  to  the  end  that  any  judge 
may  not,  .  in.  wraths  pervert  the 
courts'  inherent  power  to  preserve 
their  chaste  character  in  the  eyes 
of  the  people,  for  whose  sole  benefit 
the  courts  were  organized.  The 
exercise  of  this  discretion  is  most 
aptly  stated  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  in  Ex  parte  Burr  (1824)  9 
Wheat.  529,  6  L.  ed.  152,  in  these 
words:  "This  discretion  ought  to 
be  exercised  with  great  moderation 
and  judgment;  biit  it  must  be  exer- 
cised." 

According  to  the  published  re- 
ports, it  seems,  that  there  have  been 
fewer  cases  in  the  United  States  of 
this  character  wherein  corruption 
and  perversion  of  justice  have  been 
imputed  to  the  judge  directly  and  in 
open  court,  than  for  physical  blows 
or  chastisement  by  angered  parties 
and  witnesses;  and  it  seems  to  be 
the  greater  weight  of  authority  that 
to  impute  corruption  and  perversion 
of  justice  to  a  judge  is  attended  by 
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more  mischievous  consequences  than 
a  blow.  Rex  v.  Almon,  Wihnotfs 
Notes,  253,  97  Eng.  Reprint,  94; 
Reg.  V.  Gray  [1900]  2  Q.  B.  36,  69 
J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  502,  64  J.  P.  484,  48 
Week.  Rep.  474,  82  L.  T.  N.  S.  534, 
16  Times  L.  R.  305;  Re  Wallace, 
L.  R.  1  P.  C.  288,  4  Moore,  P.  C.  C. 
N.  S.  140,  16  Eng.  Reprint,  269, 
36  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  9, 15  Week.  Rep. 
633 ;  Com.  y.  Dandridge,  2  Va.  Cas. 
408;  Burdett  r.  Com.  108  Va.  888, 


68  L.R.A.  261, 106  Am.  St.  Rep.  916, 
48  S.  E.  878 ;  State  v.  MorriU,  16 
Ark.  384;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v. 
Shepherd,  177  Mo.  205,  99  Am.  St. 
Rep.  624,  76  S.  W.  79 ;  United  States 
ex  rel.  Guaranty  Trust  Co.  v.  Gehr 
(C.  C.)  116  Fed.  620;  Re  Chadwick. 
109  Mich;  588,  67  N.  W.  1071. 
•  There  was  no  error  in  overruling 
ttie  motion  to  reconsider  the  opin- 
ion and  judgment  of  the  court. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


»  » 


ANNOTATION. 


Reflectioo  on  judge  hf  grand  or  petit  jitfor  as  eonlempL 


The  reported  case  (CooNS  v.  State, 
ante,  900),  appears  to  be  the  only  de- 
cision involving  the  liability  of  a 
juror,  either  grand  or  petit,  for  con- 
tempt because  of  a  reflection,  by  him, 
on  the  judge.  It  appeared  in  that  case 
that  the  final  repoH  of  the  grand  jury 
was  delivered  in  open  court,  where- 
upon the  jury  were  dismissed,  and  re- 
turned to  their  homes.  The  following 
day  the  judge  examined  the  report 
and  found  it  to  contain  scandalous 
and  contemptuous  language  charging 
the  judge  with  what  amounted  to  a 
conspiracy  on  his  part  to  thwart  the 


ends  of  justice.  The  action  of  the 
grand  jury  is  held  to  be  a  direct  c<ki- 
tempt  of  court.  In  so  holding  the 
court  determines  that  (1)  no  privilege 
attaches  to  a  mere  report  by  a  grand 
jury,  the  official  power  of  that  body 
being  confined  to  the  return  of  indict- 
ments; (2)  criticism  of  the  action  of  a 
judge  as  to  past  and  completed  pro- 
ceedings may  constitute  contempt  if  it 
is  uttered  or  filed  in  the  presence  of 
the  court;  (3)  for  such  a  reflection 
the  judge  may  proceed  as  for  con- 
tempt, and  is  not  relegated  to  an  ac- 
tion for  libel.  A.  S.  IL 


EUGENE  SCOTT 

V. 

VICKSBURG,  SHREVEPORT,  &  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COBIPANT, 

Appt. 

La%U9iana  Supreme  Court  ^^  January  30,  1929* 
(—  La.  — ,  90  So.  840.) 

Carriers  —  duty  with  respect  to  step  box. 

Where  a  carrier  of  passengers  furnishes  a  step  box  to  facilitate  them 
in  boarding  or  alighting  from  its  trains,  it  is  bound  to  see  that  such  ap- 
pliance is  safe  as  to  strength,  is  so  constructed  as  not  to  be  readily  over- 
turned, is  kept  in  proper  condition,  and,  when  set  out  for  the  use  of  the 
passengers,  is  placed  upon  a  level  and  stable  surface;  but  the  carrier  is 
not  the  insurer  of  the  passenger  against  the  consequences  of  his  own  neg- 
ligence, and  where  the  passenger  is  injured  in  attempting  to  use  such 
appliance  without  looking  at  it»  and  stumbles  over  or  against  it  when  he 

Headnote  by  BAKER,  J. 
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should  have  stepped  on  it,  his  injuries  are  attributable  to  his  misuse  of  the 
appliance  and  not  to  its  inadequacy,  and  the  carrier  is  not  liable  for  the 
injuries. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  an  page  914.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Judicial  District  Court 
for  the  Parish  of  Ouachita  (Dawkins,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Judgment  set  aside. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  Stubbs,  Theus,  Grisham,  &  Negligence  of  a  carrier  is  not  shown 
Thompson,  for  appellant:  by  the  testimony  of  a  passenger  that. 


In  order  to  recover  for  injury  while 
attempting  to  board  a  railroad  train, 
it  is  not  sufficient  for  plaintiff  to  mere- 
ly establish  his  status  as  a  passenger 
and  the  fact  6f  his  injury.  He  must 
also  show  affirmatively  that  the  injury 
was  caused  by  some  defect  in  the  ap- 
pliances, premises,  or  equipment  pro- 
vided for  his  use  in  boarding  the  train, 
or  by  some  negligent  act  of  commis- 
sion or  omission  on  the  part  of  some 
servant  of  defendant. 

McGinn  v.  New  Orleans  R.  &  Light 
Co.  118  La.  811,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  601, 
43  So.  450;  Aiken  v.  Southern  P.  Go. 
104  La.  167,  29  So.  1;  Howell  v.  Union 
Traction  Co.  202  Pa.  338,  51  Atl.  885. 

The  fact  that  a  passenger  may  fall 
and  injure  himself  while  attempting 
to  board  a  train  at  a  station  is  en- 
tirely consistent  with  the  supposition 
that  the  carrier  may  have  discharged 
its  full  duty  in  maintaining  its  prem- 
ises in  such  reasonable  and  suitable 
condition  that  passengers  and  others 
authorized  to  use  them  may,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  ordinary  care,  use  them 
in  safety,  and  that  the  carrier,  through 
its  agents  and  employees,  uses  the 
proper  care  for  the  safety  and  protec- 
tion of  such  passenger. 

Aiken  v.  Southern  P.  Go.  104  La. 
157,  29  So.  1;  10  G.  J.  art  1848;  Pol- 
land  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Go.  112  Me. 
286,  92  Atl.  38. 

The  safety  of  construction  and  op- 
eration is  shown  by  successful  use. 

Anshen  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  205 
Mass.  32,  91  N.  E.  157;  Lafflin  v.  Buf- 
falo &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  106  N.  Y.  136,  60 
Am.  Rep.  433,  12  N.  E.  599,  5  Am.  Neg. 
Gas.  268;  Ryan  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co. 
121  N.  Y.  126,  23  N.  E.  1131,  5  Am.  Neg. 
Gas.  829;  Fox  v.  New  York,  70  Hun, 
181,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  43,  5  Am.  Neg.  Gas. 
683;  Gabriel  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  54 
App.  Div.  41,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  301,  8  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  506;  MacGilvray  v.  Boston 
Elev.  R.  Go.  4  A.L.R.  296,  note. 


as  he  went  to  get  on  the  car,  the  pro- 
jecting edge  of  his  shoe  caught  under 
the  lid  of  the  step  box  and  caused  him 
to  fall.       . 

Howell  V.  Union  Traction  Go.  202  Pa. 
338,  51  Atl.  885. 

Mr.  John  H.  MunhoIIand  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Baker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

An  opinion  prepared  in  this  case 
by  the  late  chief  justice  was  not  fi- 
nally passed  on,  owing  to  the  change 
in  the  composition  of  the  court ;  and 
the  case  was  reset  for  argument, 
and  has  been  reargued  and  resub- 
mitted. As  the  said  opinion  covers 
the  case  completely,  and  appears  to 
be  correct,  we  now  adopt  it  as  that 
of  the  court.  It  is  as  follows: 
Plaintiff  claims  $5,000  as  damages 
for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
been  sustained  through  the  negli- 
gence of  defendant  and  its  agents, 
and,  having  obtained  judgment  for 
$1,500,  defendant  has  appealed,  and 
he  (plaintiff)  has  answered,  pray- 
ing that  the  amount  of  the  award  be 
increased  to  that  claimed.  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  injuries 
are  said  to  have  been  sustained  and 
the  particular  negligence  to  which 
they  are  attributed  are  set  forth 
in  the  petition,  as  follows:  "And 
that  on  the  17th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1914,  your  petitioner  bought 
one  first-class  ticket  from  Delhi 
.  ,  .  to  Monroe,  .  .  .  and  pro- 
ceeded to  the  passenger  depot  .  .  . 
in  Delhi  ...  for  the  purpose  of 
entering  the  west-bound  train,  due 
about  6  or  6  o'clock  P.  M.;  .  .  • 
that  it  was  dark  and  the  depot 
grounds  were  insufficiently  Ugfated; 
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that  a  lot  of  empty  ^box  cars  were 
standing  between  the  depot  and  the^ 
place  where  the  forward  end  of  the 
day  coach  stopped  for-  the  purpose « 
of  putting  off  and  taking  on  passen- 
gers; that  .  .  .  petitioner  was 
present  at  the  time  the  passenger 
train  .  .  .  came  into  said  station^ 
and  took  a  position  within  a  few 
feet  of  the  front  platform  of  the 
day  coach,  .  .  .  awaiting  his 
time  and  the  invitation  ...  to 
enter;  .  .  .  thal^  after  (iie  pas- 
senger had  gotten  off  the  train  the 
flagman  ..  •  •  called/ All  aboard/ 
and  .  .  .  petitioner^  standing 
close  to  said  platform,  proceeded  to 
step  upon  the  step  box  and  •  .  . 
thence  to  the  step  of  the  platform  of 
,the  said  •  .  \  coaieh,  and  in  so 
doing  put  his  left  foot  upon  the 
train  box,  caught  the  left  hand*hold 
on  the  comer  of  the  platform,  and, 
as  he  threw  his  weight  on  his  left 
foot  on  the  aforesaid  box,  he  felt 
it  slip  and  give  way  under  his  foot, 
and  while  bringing  his  right  foot 
up  it  hung  under  the  cover  of  the 
box,  at  which  juncture  and  while 
in  this  predicament  he  was  unlaw- 
fully and  negligently  ititerfered 
with  by  the  flagman,  and  as  he 
reached  for  the  hand-rail  on  the 
corner  of  the  coach  with  his  right 
hand,  but  before  he  could  grasp  it, 
the  flagman  forcibly  shoved  hini  on 
his  right  elbow,  at  which  juncture, 
and  by  reason  of  the  insecurity  of 
the  step  box  and  the  interference 
of  the  flagman,  your  petitioner  was 
forcibly  thrown  to  the  ground,  by 
which  fall  he  was  rendered  uncon- 
scious, and  did  not  regain  conscious- 
ness until  carried  home." 

He  then  described  his  sufferings 
and  the  results  of  his  injuries,  and 
proceeds  as  follows:  "That  all  of 
this  is  due  to  the  wanton  and  wilful 
negligence  of  the  defendant  in  not 
providing  a  safe  and  suitable  means 
of  ingress  and  egress  into  (and  out 
of)  said  passenger  coach,  and  to  the 
wanton,  wilful,  and  negligent  inter- 
ference by  the  servants  and  employ- 
ees of  the  defendant,  particularly 
the  flagman  of  the  train,  at  the  time 
in  questioii,  Ib  interfering  wifjti  and 


preventiiig  him  from  getting  into 
said  train." 

Bearing  in  mind  that  plaintiff  was 
attempting  to  enter  upon  said  front 
platform  of  the  day  coach  from  the 
south  side,  and  that  the  rear  plat- 
form of  the  "smoker"  was  cou^ed 
thereto  ^n  the.  left,  or  west,  side; 
the  three  persons  who  were  in  bet« 
ter  positions  to  see  how  the  accident 
complained  of  occurred  were:  (1) 
The  flagnutn,  who  stood  immediately 
upon  plaihtifFs  right  side,  facing 
him,  as  he  attempted  to  board  the 
car,  and  holding  a  lighted  lantern 
in  his  hand ;  (2)  M.  KiUiski,  a  pas- 
senger on  the  train,  who  had  come 
out  of  the  smoker  witii  the  expecta- 
tion of  meeting,  or  seeing,  someone 
with  whom  he  had  an  appointment, 
and  who  (Kalisld)  was  standing  on 
the  bottom  step  of  the  rear  plat- 
form of  the  smoker,  also  facing 
plaintiff;  (3)  and  W.  C,  Carpenter, 
a  disinterested  person,  who  had  nev- 
er been  in  the  ^nploy  of  a  railroad 
company,  and  who,  intending  to 
board  the  train,  was  immediately 
behind  the  plaintiff  waiting  to  move 
forward  as  he  moved. 

At  the  date  of  the  trial,  which  was 
some  sixteen  months  after  the  acci- 
dent the  flagman  testified  that  he 
had  been  discharged  by  the  railroad 
eompany  about  five  months  prior  to 
that  time  (because  of  a  difficulty 
with  a  passenger) ;  that  he  was 
then  engaged  in  farming;  that  he 
was  done  with  railroading;  and 
that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  suit. 

He  further  testified,  in  part,  as 
follows:  "When  the  train  stopped 
at  Delhi — after  1  had  discharged  all 
my  passengers — ^got  off  at  Delhi — 
after  all  had  gotten  on  that  I 
Uiought  were  going  to  get  on,  .  .  . 
I  hollered,  *A11  aboard,'  and  Mr. 
Scott  started  towards  the  train,  and 
as  he  attempted  to  step  up  on  the 
train  stool  he  fell  backwards  in  Mr. 
Carpenter's  arms,  I  would  say — and 
they  laid  him  on  the  ground  and  sent 
for  a  doctor  and  I  remember  hear- 
ing the  doctor  say"  (objection). 

The  witness  went  on  to  say  that 
the  plaintiff  cried  out  "O  Lord," 
while  Ijfing  on  the  ground,  and  that 
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he  did  not  know  what  was  the  mat- 
ter with  him ;  that  he  thought  per<- 
haps  he  had  heart  failure  or  was 
drunk;  tliat  plaintiff  .rai9ed  his  foot 
to  step  on  the.  ^'step  stool,"  and  was 
attempting  tp  catch  the  hand  hold, 
but  that  hi9  foot  did  not  touch  thq 
stool  and  his  hand  did  not  touph  the 
hand  hold ;  he  simply  fell  backwards 
to  the  ground,  against  or  into  the 
arms  of  Carpenter,  who  was  behind 
him;  that  he  (witness) r  "just  like 
anybody  would,"  caught  at  him 
as  he  fell,  t^ut  did  not  reach  him.  . 

Carpenter's  testimony  reads,  in 
part :  "We  were  going  on.  the  train» 
and  I  was  gping  to  get  on  right  be- 
hind him.  •  .  .  Well,  he  started, 
to  get  on  it,  and  the  flagman  says, 
'All  aboard,^  afid  started  to  get  on» 
— and  the  first  thing  I  knew,  Mr. 
Soott  fen  back  against  me,  and,  of 
course,  I  grabbed — ;both  hands — 
just  like  anybody  else  would  do,  and 
eased  him,  behind,  the  best  I  could— 
he  got  a  pretty  good  fall  and  I  don't 
remember  hurting  anything: — ^Ifke 
that— but  his  head  struck  ihe  right 
there— in  the  chest— and,  of  course, 
I  grabbed  with  both  hands — that, 
was  to  steady  him  and  ease  him 
down.  ...  He  (the  flagman)  was 
on  the  east  side  ...  facing  the 
steps.  ...  I  don't  know  wheth- 
er he  touched  Scott  or  hot." 

He  testified  further  that  he  does 
not  know  whether  Scott's  foot 
touched  the  step  box  \)T  not ;  it  was 
all  so  unexpected  to  him ;  and  he  did 
not  know  what  Scott  was  doing 
with  his  foot.  The  allegations  of 
the  petition  that  we  have  quoted 
were  ttien  read  io  the  witness,  and 
he  was  asked  what  he  knew  of  the 
flagman  having  done  what  he  is 
there  charged  with  doing,  and  his 
reply  was,  *'I  never  seen  atiy  of  it ;" 
he  never  saw  Scott  take  hold  of  any- ' 
thing;  the  first  thing  that  he  knew* 
was  Scott's  falling  back  against 
him; 

Kaliski  testified  that  he  was 
standing  on  the  lower  step  of  the 
adjoining  platform  (being  the  rear 
platform  of  the  smoker)  ;  that  he 
saw  Scott  come  up,  and  that  he 
made  two  attempts  to  get  up  on  the 


box,  and  fell  back  and  sosnepne 
seemed  to  catch  him ;  that  he  never 
got  his  foot  on  the  step  box ;  that 'he 
(witness)  is  inspector  of  watches 
for  the  railroad  company.  Another 
witness  called  by  defendant  (its 
agent  «t'  a  neair-by  station)  was 
about  taking  the  train,  and  pro- 
fesses to  have  witnessed  the  acci- 
dent. We  understand  him  to  say 
that  pJaintifF  stepped  on  the  box  and 
seemed  to  give  way  in  the  knees,  and 
when  he  did  "he  just  fell  right 
back."  . 

Plaintiff  called  in  rebuttal  the 
proprietor  of  the  livery  stable,  who 
"meets  all  the  trains ;"  and  he  testis 
fied  that  he  wa?  stajiding  perhaps 
10  feet  back  from  the  scene  pf  the 
accident,  and  that  plaintiff  walked 
by  him  hurriedly  and  started  to  get 
on  the  ti^ain,  and  that  he  **f ell  off 
iMickwards ;"  that,  as  near  as  he 
could  tell,  plaintiff  had  one  foot  on 
the  stool  and  one  foot  on  the  car 
step,  and  had  hold  of  the  two  rods, 
and  that  he  catiie  off  biackwards. 
Witness  was  looking  right  at  him 
and  did  not  see  the  flagman  touch 
him ;  ttiat  the  way  It  struck  him 
was,  *'Theiie  is  a  man  With  heart 
failure,"  though  he  had  never  seen 
a  man  inflicted  with  that  complaint. 

Plaintiff  also  called  in  rebuttal 
two  negroei!)  who  profess  to  have 
witnessed  the  accident  from  a  dis- 
tance of  15  feet.  One  of  them 
(Perkins)  testified  that  plaintiff 
*^ut  his  foot  On  the  box — left 
foot;  ...  he  aimed  to  stand 
up  J"  and  the  next  thing  witness 
saw  him  fall.  The  other  witness 
(Johnson)  said:  **When  he  aimed 
to  get  on  the  train— estopped  on  the 
bc^x  there — and  as  he  aimed  to  make 
the  next  step,  he  fell.  ...  He 
fell  from  tiie  box." 

Witness  had  no  difficulty  in  see- 
In^  the  box  and  also  plaintiflf s  feet, 
and  eventually  testified  that  he  saw 
the  box  "turned  over." 

Thus  we  find  the  following: 
A.  It  wsw  light  enough  for  me  to 
see  the  bbx-^— it  was  after  dark  then, 
but  I  saw  the  box  and  his  foot. 
Q.  The  box  never  turned  over? 
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A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  think  it  must  have 
turned  over. 

Q.  Did  you  see  it  turn  over? 

A.  No ;  but  from  the  cause  there 
— ^the  way  it  fell,  it  must  have  turned 
over. 

Q.  Did  you  see  that  box  turn 
over  ? 

A.  When  he  made  the  step  there—- 
put  his  foot  on  the  box — you  see, 
and  aimed  to  catch  up  there — ^the  box 
queried  over  and  he  fell — ^why  they 
come  around  tiie  box,  and  I  couldn't 
just  see  whether  the  box  was  all 
turned  over  there,  after  he  fell. 

Q.  Say  Yes  or  No,  whether  the 
step  box  turned  over. 

A.  Yes ;  it  turned  over. 

Q.  Did  you  see  it? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  saw  it  turned  over. 

Other  testimony  we  find  conclu- 
sive to  the  effect  that  the  box  was 
neither  turned  over  nor  "queried 
over."  The  box  that  was  offered  in 
evidence,  and  which  is  shown  to  be 
the  same  type  as  that  to  which  the 
testimony  relates,  measures  12  by 
16  inches  at  the  bottom,  10^  by  14^ 
at  the  top,  and  is  10  inch^  high. 
Everyone  who  has  ever  had  occasion 
to  travel  on  a  railroad  train  knows 
the  type  and  knows  that  the  boxes 
are  not  readily  turned  over.  It  is 
shown,  too,  that  the  cinder  surface 
upon  which  the  box  in  question 
rested  was  smooth  and  hard,  that 
the  same  arrangement  had  existed 
for  years,  and  that  no  accident  had 
ever  happened  because  of  it.  The 
testimony  is  also  conclusive  to  the 
effect  that  the  light  was  quite  suffi- 
cient for  all  purposes  for  which 
light  was  there  needed.  Dr.  Bar- 
rier, who  was  the  first  physician  to 
see  plaintiff  after  the  accident,  and 
who  was  called  to  the  stand  by  plain- 
tiff, so  testifies,  saying,  however, 
that  a  careful  examination  of  plain- 
tiff, which  was  made  within  an  hour 
or  two,  required  more  light.  He 
also  testifies,  as  do  other  physicians 
who  participated  in  that  examina- 
tion, that  plaintiff's  person  showed 
no  visible  sign  of  injury  and  that  no 
bones  were  broken,  though  he  com- 
plained of  great  pain  in  his  back, 
hip,  and  head,  was  in  a  semicon- 


scious condition  when  carried  to  his 
home,  and  was  there  confined  for 
ten  or  twelve  days  after  the  acci- 
dent. Dr.  Barrier  also  testified  that 
he  weighs  840  pounds;  that  he  had 
been  getting  on  and  off  the  train 
at  Delhi,  with  the  aid  of  step  boxes 
such  as  that  here  in  question,  for 
twenty-four  years,  and  has  met  with 
no  accident;  that  he  came  into  Delhi 
on  the  train  upon  which  plaintiff 
was  attempting  to  go  in;  that  he 
found  no  change  in  any  of  the  con- 
ditions on  the  day  of  the  accident; 
and  that,  in  effect,  was  the  testi- 
mony of  the  plaintiff  himself  with 
respect  to  a  period  of  twenty  years 
or  more. 

Plaintiffs  version  of  the  accident, 
as  it  appears  in  his  testimony,  is  as 
follows  (we  quote  the  testimony  as 
we  find  it  in  the  record,  and  have 
no  means  of  knowing  whether  its 
rather  jerky  appearance  is  attribut- 
able to  the  witness  or  the  stenogra- 
pher) : 

A.  After  the  train  came  in,  I  was 
walking  around,  ahead  of  my  son — 
along  with  him — and  I  remember — 
he  was  a  little  bit  ahead  of  me — I 
was  telling  him  what  to  do  (about 
some  of  his  business)  and  he  fol- 
lowed me  to  the  step  box,  and  I 
stepped  up  with  my  left  foot  on  the 
box,  and  it  gave,  and  I  caught  the 
rail  with  my  left  hand — ^the  rail 
on  the  train  on  the  west  side  of 
the  steps,  and  when  the  box  kind 
of  gave — as  I  was  going  on  up — 
with  the  weight — ^why — and  jerked, 
the  front  foot  kind  of  caught 
in  the  floor  of  the  box — exten* 
sion  of  the  top  of  the  box — and 
I  had  on  a  heavy  pair  of  solid  shoea 

the  sole  extended  out  a  little  bit 

— and  as  I  went  to  reach  for  it — the 
other  hand  bar  of  the  coach  was — 
why — ^this  flagman  struck  my  elbow 
there  and  knocked  it  off,  and  if  it 
hadn't  been  for  that  I  would  have 
caught  my  hold.  I  can't  say  that  he 
did  this — shoved  me,  or  knocked  me,, 
or  anything  of  that  kind — ^but,  at 
the  same  time,  I  thought  he 
was  doing  it  to  assist  me  on  the 
train.    .    .    . 

Q.  At  the  time  the  flagman's  hand 
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tooch6d»  as  you  say,  your  elbow,  you 
had  already  lost  your  balance  and 
uiKm  your  ability  to  catch  the  right 
handhold  depended  your  escape 
from  the  fall,  didn't  it? 

A.  My  foot  hung  under  the  box  at 
the  time  when  I  was  reaching  for 
the  handhold,  when  he  struck  my 
arm. 

A  little  further  on  in  his  testi- 
mony he  says: 

I  had  lost  by  balance  before  my 
right  foot  had  struck  the  box — ^had 
caused  me  to — with  the  left  foot  in 
trying  to  catch  myself — ^then  my 
right  foot  struck  under  the  exten- 
sion of  the  top  and  then  it  threw  me 
right  over. 

Q.  You  had,  as  I  understand, 
then,  already  lost  your  balance  be- 
fore you  caught  your  foot  under  this 
extension  of  the  box? 

A.  I  had  not  lost  my  balance  be- 
fore the*  box  had  given.  ADd  in  or- 
der to  get  my  foot — I  caufi^  hold — 
then  my  right  foot  caught  under  the 
step.    ... 

Q.  Is  it  not  a  fact,  Mr.  Scott,  that, 
as  a  result  of  the  condition  which 
you  describe  as  being  due  to  the  fact 
that  the  step  box  gave  way  under 
you,  you  had  already  lost  your  bal- 
ance? 

A.  To  some  extent ;  yes,  sir.  .  .  . 
Not  enough,  I  don't  think,  but  what 
I  could  have  saved  myself  by  catch- 
ing with  the  hand  rail. 

Further  along  still  plaintiff  was 
questioned  about  the  light  around 
tlie  depot,  and  seems  to  have  found 
no  fault  with  it,  and  then  we  have 
the  following : 

Q.  Could  you  see  the  step  box? 

A.  I  never  noticed — ^when — it  I 
just  slipped  my  foot  on  it. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  where  it 
was,  if  you  could  not  see  it? 

A.  I  knew  about  where  it  was;  I 
knew  where  it  ought  to  be. 

Q.  Did  you  look  to  see  where  it 
was? 

A.  I  really  don't  know,  Mr. 
Stubbs,  whether  I  looked  down  at 
the  box ;  I  suppose  I  did. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  whether 
you  looked  at  the  box  or  not? 
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A.  I  was  bound  to  have  looked  at 
it,  or  I  would  not  have  found  it. 

Q.  If  you  looked  at  it,  did  you  see 
it? 

A.  I  guess  so ;  I  felt  it  though,  I 
know. 

Q.  Could  you  see  the  steps  there? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  peti- 
tion alleges  that  plaintiff  *'was  pres- 
ent at  the  time  the  passenger  train 
.  .  .  came  into  said  stetion,  and 
took  a  position  within  a  few  feet  of 
the  front  platform  of  the  day  coach," 
ete^  but  that  he  says  in  his  testi- 
mony: ''After  the  train  came  in,  I 
was  walking  around,  ahead  of  my 
son;  ...  I  remember  that  he 
was  a  little  bit  behind  me, — I  was 
telling  him  what  to  do, — and  he  fol- 
lowed me  up  to  the  step  box,  and  I 
'stepped  up,"  ete.  His  witness  Pat^ 
terson  testifies  that  plaintiff  passed 
him  '^hurriedly."  Plaintiff  himself 
further  testifies,  in  effect,  that  he  at- 
tempted to  put  his  foot  on  the  box 
without  looking  to  see  where  it  was, 
that  he  knew  about  where  it  was, 
and  that  he  knew  that  he  felt  it. 

The  evidence  leaves  no  question 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  light  or 
as  to  the  irrelevancy  of  the  allega- 
tions as  to  the  box  cars,  nor  as  to 
the  condition  of  the  step  box  or  of 
the  cinder  surface  upon  which  it 
rested.  Plaintiff  testifies  that  the 
flagman  touched  or  knocked  his  el- 
bow, but  admite  that  impression 
made  upon  him  at  that  moment 
when  he  had  lost,  and  was  trying 
to  recover,  his  balance.  The  testi- 
mony to  the  effect  that  he  did  get 
on  the  step  box  finds  corroboration 
in  the  manner  in  which  he  fell,  to 
the  extent  that  it  seems  unlikely  that 
a  person  merely  moving  forward 
upon  a  level  surface  will  suddenly 
fall  backwards,  and,  in  this  instance, 
not  unlikely  that  plaintiff  may  have 
so  put  his  foot  upon  the  box,  with 
his  eyes  and  thoughts  directed  to 
his  son,  who  was  behind  him,  as  to 
bring  his  weight  to  bear  upon  it  at 
some  angle  less  than  45  degrees, 
with  the  result  that  the  box  was 
pushed  forward,  with  his  foot  fol- 
lowing faster  tiian  his  bodv.  de- 
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stroying  his  equilibrium  and  throw- 
ing him  backwards;  but,  even  if 
that  were  proved  satisfactorily^  it 
would  merely  establish  a  misuse  by 
plaintiff  of  the  appliance  furnished 
by  defendant,  and  would  not  affect 
the  question  of  ihe  adequacy  of  the 
appliance. 

As  to  the  law  of  the  case,  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that,  where  a  carrier 

o«rrier«^iit9^  ^*  passengers  fur- 
with  respect  to  nishos  a  step  box  or 
«tepiH».  footstool,  to  facili- 

tate  them  in  boarding  or  alighting 
from  its  train,  it  is  bound  to  see  that 
sdch  appliance  i$  sa^e  as  to  strength^ 
is  £fo  constructed  as  not*  to  be  readily 
overturned,  is  kept  in  proper  con- 
dition, and  when  set  out  for  use  of 
passeAgers  is  placed  iipon  a  level 


and  stable  surf  aw;  bat  tttet  (tie 
carrier  is  not  the  insurer  of  the  pas- 
senger against  tiie  conjsequences  of 
hifi  own  negligence,  and  where,  as 
here,  the  pasisenger  is  injured  in  at- 
tempting to  use  such  an  apiriiance, 
without  looking  at  it,  and  stumbles 
over  or  against  it  when  he  Aould 
have  stepped  on  it,  his  injuries  are 
attributable  to  the  misuse  of  ttie 
appliances,  and  not  to  any  defects  or 
inade<}uacy  in  the  box  or  in  its  sur- 
roundmgs,  and  the  carrier  is  not 
liable  for  his  injuries. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is 
set  aside,  and  plaintiff's .  demands 
are  rejected,  and  thia  fuit  ia  dis- 
missed, at  his  cost. 

Dawkiiuiy  J.^ 


AimOTATION. 

Dtf^  and  liability  of.  carrier  as  to  '%tep  box^  or  odMr  device  to 

anlering  and  loavitig  car*' 


I.  Scope  of  note,  914. 
II.  Duty  in  ^neral,  914. 
ni.  Particular   instances,   916* 

J.  Scope  of  note. 

As  is  indicated  by  the  title,  this 
note  is  devoted  to  a  discussion  of 
those  cases  determining  the  duty  and 
liability  of  a  carrier  with  redirect  to 
"step  boxes*''  or  other  devices  to  facil- 
itate entering  and  leaving  its  cars.  It 
does  not  include  cases  dealing  with 
the  duty  to  furnish,  and  properly  to 
care  for,  the  permanent  means  or  ap- 
pliances usually  provided  in  aid  of  en- 
tering or  leaving  cars,  such  as  plat- 
forms, permanent  hand  rails,  and  the 
steps  of  the  cars  themselves. 

MI,  Duty  in  general. 

The  rule  which  exacts  of  or  imposes 
on  common  carriers  of  passengers  the 
duty  of  providing  suitable  and  safe 
means  by  which  passengers  may  leave 
and  enter  the  cars  is  so  well  settled 
as  to  be  beyond  the  field  of  argument. 
4  R.  G.  L.  1225.  That  this  duty  may 
include  the  furnishing  of  a  box  or 
footstool  or  other  device  to  aid  pas- 
sengers in  boarding  or  alighting 
from  cars  is  equally  well  set^ed,  but 
the  necessity  of  furnishing  such  de- 


vice is  necessarily  governed  l^  the 
facts  and  cireumstaaces  of  the  par> 
ticular  case  as  will  be  seen  by 
reference  to  the  cases  set  out  infra, 
III. 

The  courts  are  npt  in  ratirei  accord 
as  to  the  exact  degree  of  care  re- 
quired of  the  carrier  with  respect  to 
the  duty  to  furnish  a  foot  box  or  other 
device,  the  definitions  of  this  duty 
varying  from  ordinary  care  to  that  of 
furnishing  the  safest  means  and  de- 
vices that  are  known.  In  many  in- 
stances where  the  duty  of  the  carrier 
to  furnish  such  a  device  has  been  at 
issue,  the  court  has  contented  itself 
with  declaring  generally  t^at  a  car- 
rier must  provide  a  safe  means  of  en- 
try and  exit  to  its  cars.  See  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  ^.  Farmer  (1918) 
201  Ala.  eoa,  79  So.  35 ;  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Cheek  (1&99>  162,  Ind.  663,  53 
N.  E,  641;  Ciacinnati,  N.  O.  ft  T.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bell  (1903)  25  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
10,  74  S.  W.  700;  Chalker  v.  Detroit, 
G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1919)  207  Mich. 
188,  173  N.  W.  632 ;  Nelson  v.  United 
R.  Co.  (1917)  85  Or;  427,  166  Pac.  763. 

In  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Hill 
(1919)  141  AriL  378,  216  S.  W.  1064, 
the  rule  was  stated  as  follows:    *1t  is 
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lite  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  uso 
ordinary  care. to  prOyide  passengers 
^vtitfa  a. safe  and; convenient  method  of 
ingress  and  egress  from  its  cars,  andi 
the  company  is  liable  for  damages  by; 
reason  of  the  neglect  of  such  doty  to 
its  passengers  in  descending  from-  a 
car  at  a  station.'^ 

On  the  other  hand  it  has  been 
4said  that  a  carrier  owes  the  duty  to  a 
passenger  of  providing  .  not  only  a 
reasonably  safe  appliance,  for;  ena-^ 
bling  him  to  alight,  but  the  safest" 
appliance  that  has  been  known  ami 
tested.  '  Missouri  P.  R4  Co.  v.  Worthanr 
(1889)  n  Tex.  25,  8  L.R.A.  868,  la 
S.  W.  741,  6  Am.  Neg.  Caa.  676; 
Missouri,  K.  ft  T.  B.  Co.  v.  Dunbar 
(1908)  49  Tex.  Civ.  .  App.  12, 
108  S.  W.  600,  on  subsequent  appeal 
in  (1909)  67  Tex.  CivJ  App.  411,  122> 
S.  W.  674. 

In  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Go.  v. 
Tittte  (1908)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  116> 
S.  W.  640,  the  court  stated  the  rale  as 
to  the  care  required  of  a  carrier  With 
respect  to  furnishing  devices  to  aid' 
passengers  in  boarding  or  alighting 
from  its  cars  as*  follows:  "The  car-* 
rier  is  not  absolutely  liable,  and  in  all> 
events,  for  failure  to  provide  safe 
means  or  c^veniences  for  exit  or 
alighting  fr6m .  the  oars.  The  cap*< 
rier's  duty  towards. its  passenger  Ob«: 
viously  extends  to  providing  the  pas«- 
senger  with  reasonably  safe  means  or 
conveniences  for  exit  or  alighting 
from  the  Cars  as  against,  means  that 
are  not  reasonably  safe.  This  doea 
not  mean  that  the  carrier  is  an  in- 
surer, but  is  liable  for  reasonable 
care  only.  Thomp.  Neg.  §  2679.  A 
duty  is  but  a  performance  of  some 
act.  The  rule  applicable  in  the  per^ 
formance  of  the  duty  in  this  partic- 
ular is  that  the  carrier  is  charged 
with  the  obligation  of  exercising  the. 
same  high  degree  of  care  which  the 
law  imposes  upon  it  in  other  re-< 
latioas  towards  its  passengers."  The 
court  in  that  case  distinguished  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  V.  Wortham  (Tex.) 
rapra»  as  follows:  ''We  think  [such 
case}recogni2es  the  rule  that  a  car- 
rier would  not  be  liable  for  failure  to' 
provide  reasonably  safe  means  or 
conveaiienc^s  to  alight  from  the  train 


if 'it  'exercisiid 'that  high,  degree  of 
care  which,  their  duty  to  the  appellee 
required;'  but  that  it  would  be  liable 
if  it  Itad  not  eaDsrcised*  the  de^ 
gree  of  care  required  of  them.'  *- 
(>So,'in  >Texas  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  Beez- 
ley  (1909)  66  Tex.  Civ.  App.  246,  120 
S.  W.  1186,  wherdn  it  was  sought  to. 
recover  damages  for  an  injuiQr  al- 
leged to  be. due  to  thB. failure,  of  a 
railroad  company  tc  furnish,  a  foot- 
stool: to  aid  in  alighting  from  its  cars, 
the  court  held  to  be  erroneous  an>  in- 
strucidon;*  which  charges  that  it  waa 
the  railroad's  doty  ^  to  provide  '^he 
safest  means  practicable,  the  safest 
means  known  and  used  by  the  railroad 
c'ompunies;  .to  assist  passengers  in 
ailghting  .from  trains."  The  court 
said:.  "It  imposed  upoh  appellaxit 
the  absolute  duty  of  providing  for  its 
passengers  the  safest  practicable 
means  known  and  used  by  railroad 
companies  to  assist  passengers  in' 
alighting  from  its  trains,  whereas  the 
law  only  imposes  the  duty  of  exer- 
cising that  high  degree  of  care  to 
furnish  such  means  as  a  very  cautious 
and  prudent  person  would  have  exer- 
cised und^r  the  same  circumstances." 
However,  in  the  absence  of  peculiar 
circumstances  calling  for  such  assists 
ance,  the  failure  of  a  railroiHd  com- 
pany to  furnish  a  portable  step/  or 
stool  to  shorten  the  distance  between 
the  car  ;9tep  and  the  platform  is  not 
of  itself  such  negligence  a,s  will  ren*. 
der  the  company  liable  for  an  injury, 
resulting  from  a  fall  which  .might, 
not  have  happened  if  the  step  had 
been  shorter,  as  it  is  not  the  duty  of 
a  carrier  to  assist  its  passengers  in 
getting  oh  and  off  its  cars  by  provid- 
ing extra  appliances  or  devices,  if  in- 
gress or  egress  is  otherwise  easy,  and 
no  knowledge  of  the  peculiar  need  of  a 
passenger  for  such  assistance  is 
brought  home  to  the  carrier.  Such  a 
duty  is  not  enjoined  by  law.  Young 
v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1902)  93  Mo. 
App.  267;  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bell  (1903)  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  10. 
74  S.  W.  700;  Texas  Midland  R.  Co. 
V.  Frey  (1901)  26  Tex.  CJiv.  App.  386, 
61  8.  W.  442.  See  also  Traphagen  v. 
Erie  R.  Co.  (1906)  73  N.  J.  L.  759,  64 
Atl.  1072,  67  Atl.  768,  9  Ann.  Cas.  964. 
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Thus  it  has  been  said  that  an  in- 
struction which  made  it  the  duty  of 
the  carrier  to  furnish  a  box,  stool,  or 
some  other  means  of  assisting  the 
descent  of  passengers  only  when  it 
was  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to 
secure  the  safety  of  the  passengers, 
properly  stated  the  law.  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Go.  V.  Shernll  (1908)  32  Tei. 
Civ.  App.  116,  72  S.  W.  429. 

The  mere  fact  that  other  passen* 
gers  may  board  or  alight  safely  from 
trains  stopped  at  the  same  place  does 
not  lessen  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to 
provide  a  step  or  stool,  if  the  plat- 
form is  so  much  below  the  level  of  the 
lower  steps  as  to  make  it  unsafe  for 
passengers  to  alight  without  such  aid. 
Merryman  v.  Chicago  6.  W.  R.  Go. 
(1907)  186  Iowa,  591,  118  N.  W.  367. 

HI.  Portimilar  inaiances. 

Where  the  lowest  step  of  a  car  is 
not  higher  above  the  ground  than  is. 
usual  in  the  case  of  other  vehicles 
from  which  people  safely  alight  with- 
out such  assistance,  it  has  been  said 
that  a  portable  box  or  footstool  need 
not  be  provided.  See  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  v.  Farmer  (1918)  201 
Ala.  603,  79  So.  35.  So,  in  Young  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1902)  93  Mo.  App. 
267,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the 
lowest  car  step  was  from  18  to  20 
inches  above  the  station  platform,  it 
was  held  that  the  carrier  was  not 
guilty  of  negligence  in  failing  to  fur- 
nish a  portable  step,  in  the  absence 
of  any  circumstances  showing  such 
assistance  to  be  necessary.  The  court 
said :  'It  is  not  claimed  the  construc- 
tion of  the  step  of  the  car  was  faulty 
in  not  dropping  to  a  nearer  level  with 
that  of  the  platform  of  the  station, 
or  that  it  was  of  unusual  construction 
in  any  way,  but  it  is  claimed  that 
since  the  height  of  the  last  step  was 
some  18  or  20  inches  above  the  plat- 
form, it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  have  furnished  a  portable 
step  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  and 
its  other  passengers  while  leaving  its 
car.  It  appears  that  the  defendant 
had  been  in  the  habit  of  furnishing  a 
portable  step  to  its  other  cars,  but 
that  none  had  been  used  in  con- 
nection   with    the    'smoker'    for    at 


least  a  year  past.  It  further  appears 
that  the  height  of  the  last  step  of  tte 
'smoker*  above  the  platform  was  nol 
greater  than  that  between  the  groimd 
snd  the  last  step  of  the  carriages, 
spring  wagons,  and  buggies  in  gen- 
eral use.  And  it  still  further  ap- 
peared that  thousands  of  persons 
had  made  their  exit  from  said 
smoker  during  the  preceding  year, 
unassisted  and  without  the  hap- 
pening of  a  single  accident  to 
them.  We  know  of  no  law,  nor  has 
our  attention  been  called  to  any,  which 
required  the  defendant  to  furnish 
portable  steps  for  the  use  of  its  pas- 
sengers in  entering  or  leaving  any  of 
its  cars.  If  it  did  furnish  such  steps, 
it  was  but  a  self-imposed  duty  for  the 
violation  of  which  there  could,  of 
course,  be  no  liability.  ...  It  is 
well  settled  that  negligence  cannot  be 
presumed  when  nothing  has  been  done 
out  of  the  usual  course  of  business, 
unless  the  course  is  improper;  and 
that  there  must  be  some  special  cir- 
cumstance calling  for  more  partic- 
ular care  and  caution  to  make  lia- 
bility. And  where  something  unusual 
occurs  which  injures  plaintiff,  but 
such  unusual  occurrence  is  not  even 
inferentially  the  result  of  an  unusual 
act  of  the  defendant,  and  the  defend- 
ant has,  as  far  as  he  is  concerned, 
been  pursuing  his  usual  course,  which 
has  heretofore  been  done  in  safe- 
ty, then  the  unusual  occurrence  is 
what  is  called  an  accident.  .  •  . 
By  the  application  of  this  rule  to  the 
facts  of  this  case,  as  we  have  just 
stated  them  to  be,  it  becomes  at  once 
apparent  that  the  occurrence  which 
resulted  in  plaintiff's  injury  was  no 
more  than  an  accident  for  which 
there  was  no  liability." 

Similarly,  in  a  case  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  the  lower  step  of  a  car 
was  not  more  than  18  inches  from  the 
platform,  and  that  the  injured  passen- 
ger was  assisted  by  the  employees  of 
the  carrier  in  alighting,  it  was  held 
that  the  carrier  could  not  be  charged 
with  negligence  for  failing  to  furnish 
a  box  or  stool  to  aid  passengers  in 
reaching  the  ground,  the  court  say- 
ing that  where  none  of  the  at- 
tending circumstances  tended  to 
establish  negligence,  it  could  not  be 
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presumed  from  the  mere  hap]>ening 
of  the  event.  Texas  Midland  R.  Co. 
y.  Frey  (1901)  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  386. 
61  S.  W.  442. 

In  Truesdell  v.  Brie  R.  Co.  (1906) 
114  App.  Div.  M,  99  li.  Y.  Supp.  694, 
wherein  it  appeared  that  the  step  of 
the  ear  was  only  14  inches  above  the 
rail,  it  was  held  that  the  carrier  was 
not  n^ligent  in  failing  to  provide  a 
stool  or  box  to  aid  passengers  in 
alighting.  The  court,  however,  ad- 
mitted that  the  rule  would  be  differ- 
ent where  the  steps  were  incon- 
veniently high,  saying  on  this  point: 
^If  the  railroad  company  furnished  a 
car  with  a  step-  so  high  that  a  passen- 
ger could  not  conveniently  alight  by 
stepping  down,  the  Jury  would  have 
been  warranted  in  finding  that  it  was 
guilty  of  negligence  in  not  furnish- 
ing a  platform  or  stepping  box,  or 
assisting  passengers  in  alighting  or 
warning  them  of  the  danger  and  as- 
suring them  that  they  would  be  afford- 
ed ample  time  to  alight/' 

In  Nelson  v.  United  R.  Co.  (1917) 
85  Or.  427,  166  Pac.  763,  which  was  an 
action  for  damages  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  the  failure  of  the  car- 
rier to  furnish  a  stool  or  box- to  aid 
passengers  in  alighting  from  its  cars, 
the  evidence  was  in  confiict  as  to  the 
height  of  the  car  steps  from  the 
ground,  there  being  testimony  that  H 
was  between  2  and  8  feet,  and  on  the 
part  of  the  company  that  it  was  22 
inches.  The  court  held  that  whether 
the  carrier  was  guilty  of  negligence 
in  failing  to  furnish  a  stool  under  the 
circumstances  was  a  question  for  the 
jury,  and  sustained  a  verdict  denying 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  carrier. 
It  was  said:  ^It  may  be  stated  as  a 
general  rule  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
common  carrier  to  provide  safe  and 
convenient  means  of  entering  and 
leaving  its  vehicle.  This  includes  the 
exercise  of  due  care  in  the  construc- 
tion and  keeping,  in  at  least  a  reason- 
ably safe  condition,  the  steps  of  cars 
and  other  appliances  for  enabling 
passengers  to  board  and  alight  from 
its  cars.  It  is  not,  however,  bound  to 
exercise  an  infallible  judgment  in 
such  matters,  and  is  generally  con- 
•idered  to  be  guilty  of  no  breach  of 


duty  if  the  meUtod  of  construction 
adopted  is  in  common  use  and  ap- 
proved by  experience;  but  it  has  been 
•held  that  it  cannot  excuse  itself  un- 
less the  appliances  used  by  it  were 
reasonably  safe,  though  they  were 
such  as  had  been  adopted  and  used 
by  others.  It  may  be  the  carrier's 
duty,  under  certain  circumstances,  to 
provide  a  stool  or  box  for  the  use  of 
a  passenger  entering  or  leaving  its 
car;  for  instance,  where  the  steps  of 
such  car  are  inconveniently  high,  or 
where  the  car  has  been  stopped  at  a 
point  where  there  is  no  platform. 
Whether  or  not  the  carrier  has  been 
negligent  in  the  construction  of  its 
steps  or  in  furnishing  other  appli- 
ances for  enabling  the  passenger  to 
board  and  alight  from  its  vehicle  is 
usually  a  question  for  the  jury  under 
the  facts  of  the  particular  case." 

But  in  Merryman  v.  Chicago  G.  W. 
R.  Co.  (1907)  135  Iowa,  591,  113  N.  W. 
867,  it  was  said  generally  that,  "when 
the  station  platform  is  so  much  below 
the  level  of  the  lower  steps  of  the  car 
as  to  make  it  unsafe  for  passengers 
to  alight  without  an  intermediate 
stool  or  step,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  car- 
rier to  provide  such  step." 

Where  it  appeared  that  a  passenger 
fell  while  alighting  in  the  dark  at  a 
station  where  she  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  find  a  stool  placed  so  as  to 
shorten  the  distance  from  the  steps  to 
the  ground,  which  distance  was  23 
inches,  it  was  held  that  the  failure  of 
the  carrier  to  have  the  stool  in  place 
rendered  it  liable  for  the  injury 
caused  to  the  passenger  by  the  fall. 
Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell 
(1908)  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  10,  74  S.  W.  700. 

Likewise  in  a  case  where  the  dis- 
tance from  the  step  to  the  ground  was 
3  feet  or  thereabouts,  it  was  held 
that  the  carrier  was  negligent  in  fail- 
ing to  provide  a  step  or  stool  to  aid  a 
passenger  in  entering  its  car.  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  V.  Cheek  (1899)  152  Ind. 
663,  58  N.  E.  641.  It  appeared,  from 
the  evidence  in  that  case,  that,  on  the 
occasion  of  the  accident,  the  train  was 
stopped  at  a  point  where  there  was  no 
platform,  and  where  the  distance 
from  the  ground  to  the  lowest  step  of 
the  car  was  3  feet;  and  that  it  had 
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been  the  custom,*  preriously,  of  the 
carrier  at  this  station,  before  inviting 
passengers  to  ^nter  its  cars,  to  fur- 
nish a  stool  to  facilitate  their  reaeli- 
ing  the  steps  leading  to  the  platform 
of  the  car^  but  on  the  occasion  lof  the 
accident  it  failed  to  make  this  pro- 
vision, although  .the  injured  passen- 
ger requested  that  a  stool  should  be 
furnished,  and.  demurred  at  attempt- 
ing to  enter  the  car  until  assured  by 
the  servants  of  the  carrier  that  she 
would  be  properly  assisted.  It  was 
held  that  a  verdict  against  the.  cap- 
rier  was  properly  rendered,  and  that 
the  passenger  was  not  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  attempting  to 
board  the  train  without  the  aid  of  a 
stool  under  the  circumstances.  See 
to  similar  effect  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  v.  Fanner  (1918)  201  Ala.  608, 
79  So.  85. 

Similarly,  where  a  train  was 
stopped  at  a  place  where  there  was 
no  station  platform  and  the  distance 
from  the  last  step  of  the  oar  to  the 
ground  was  20  inches,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad 
company  to  furnish  a  stool  to  aid  pas- 
sengers in  alighting;  and  that  if  the 
stool  customarily  used  was  thrown 
aside  because  the  ground  was  so  slip- 
pery that  it  could  not  be  kept  in  place, 
the  company  should  have  warned  the 
passengers  and  given  them  assistance 
in  alighting.  Chalker  v.  Detroit,  G. 
H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1919)  207  Mich.  138, 
173  N.  W.  532. 

Where  the  car  in  which  a  passen- 
ger was  riding  was  stopped  some  dis- 
tance from  the  platform,  and  on  at- 
tempting to  re-enter  the  car,  after  go- 
ing to  procure  a  meal  at  one  of  the 
company's  eating  rooms,  the  passen- 
ger fell  and  was  injured,  it  was  held 
that  the  company  was  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence in  that  it  failed  to  provide  a 
box  or  footstool  to  aid  passengers  in 
boarding  and  alighting  from  the  train, 
the  court  saying  that  it  was  quite 
probable,  if  not  almost  certain,  that 
the  passenger  would  not  have  fallen 
if  there  had  been  a  plati^orm  or  stool 
next  the  car.  Sellars  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.  (1917)  38  CaL  App.  701,  166  Pac. 
599.  The  distance  from  the  lower  st^ 


to  the  ground,  however,  did  not  ap- 
pear from  the  opinion. 
..  In  Missouri  JL  &  T.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Corse 
(1907)  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  60,  101  S.  W. 
622,  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany was  negligent  in  failing  to  pro- 
vide a  stool  or  box  for  the  use  of  pas- 
sengers in  alighting.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear from  the.  opinion,  however,  how 
far  from  the  ground  or  platform  the 
steps  of  the  ear  were. 

So,  where  a  train  was  stopped  just 
before  reaching  a  station,  at  a  place 
where  the  distance  from  the  lowest 
car  step  to  the  ground  was  so  great 
as  to  make  it  unsafe  to  alight  without 
the  aid  of  a  stool  or  other  appliance, 
it  was  held  that  the  jury  were  war- 
ranted in  finding  the  railroad  com- 
pany negligent  in  failing  to  provide 
such  stool  or  appliance.  Lancaster 
V.  Southern  R.  Co.  (1912)  92  &  C  177, 
75  S.  £.  398,  wherein  the  court  said: 
.'In  view  of  the  positive  and  undis- 
puted evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  as  to  the  calU  'AH  out  fer 
the  junction,'  ;and  the  positive  and 
direct  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, as  well  as  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  train  was  stopped  before  it  reached 
tbe.stationi  that  the  st^  was  very 
high,  and  ti)at  the  landing  was  very 
narrow  and  on  the  verge  of  a  steep  in- 
cline, opposed  only  by  the  recollection 
of  the  flagman,  who  could  not  swear 
positively,  it  seewB  to  the  court  that 
the  jury  could  not  have  reached,  with 
reason,  any  other  eoncludion  than 
that  due  care  required  that  the  de- 
f^idant  should  fUrnish  a  light  and 
stool  for  women  alighting  from  the 
train.  While  it  is  not  true  that  due 
care  always  requires  the  carrier  to 
furnish  stools  or  other  appliances  for 
.passengers  to  alight,  conditions 
shown  here  by  the  evidence,  beyond 
reasonable  doubt,  did  require  such 
precautions." 

In  Appel  V.  Alton,  6.  ft  St.  L. 
Traction  Co.  (1917)  207  lU.  App.  562, 
it  appeared  that  a  street  car  passen- 
ger was  injured  by  being  struck  by 
the  rear  end  of  the  car,  on  falling 
after  alighting  from  the  left  or  wrong 
side  of  the  front  vestibule,  owing  to 
the  fact  that  no  step  was  lowered  or 
other     appliance    provided     by    the 
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atofcormani  A  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff was  sustained,  the  court  sayinir 
in  an  otteial  syllabn:  ''Where  a 
street  car  motonnan  states  to  a  pas- 
sensrer  in  the  front  Vestibule  de- 
siring to  alight  on  the  left  side,  in- 
stead of  on  the  proper  side,  of  the  car, 
that  he  will  -open'  the  wire  gate  for 
him,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  com- 
pany to  provide  a  step  or  other  ap- 
pliance by  which  ttiei  passenger  can 
alight  in  safety/^ 

Where  a  carrier  provides  a  stool  or 
other  device  to.  aid  passengers  in 
boarding  or  alighting  from  its  cars, 
it  must  be  adequate  for  the  purpose, 
and  the  fact  that  other  carriers  usied 
similar  devices  will  not  relieve  it 
from  liability  if  :it  is  not.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Ck).  V.  Wortham  (1889)  73  Tex.  28, 
3  L.R.A.  368»  10  S.  W.  741,  6  Am.  Neg. 
Gas.  676,  wherein  it  was  held- that  a 
stool  in  the  shape  of  a  box  about  11 
inches  square  on  the  top,  and  some- 
what larger  at  the  bottom,  which 
overturned  when  stepped  on^  was 
not  such  an  appliance  as  would  re- 
lieve the  carrier  of  its  duty, 
the  court  saying:  Notwithstand^ 
ing  the  testimony  on  the  part 
of  appellants  that  boxes  of  this 
character  were  in  general  use  upon 
railroads  to  assist  passengers  in 
alighting,  and  that  several  passen- 
gers used  the  .same  box  upon  this  oc- 
casion, and  that  none  of  them  were 
injured,  we  do  not  think  that  the  jury 
were  bound  to  conclude  that  the  ap- 
pellants, in  using  it,  exercised  that 
high  degree  of  care  which  their  duty 
to  the  appellant  required.  She  was 
a  passenger  alighting  from  the  car 
which  she  had  been  traveling,  to  take 
another,  and  to  complete  her  trip  un- 
der her  contract  with  appellants. 
They  owed  her  the  duty  of  providing 
not  only  a  reasonably  safe  appliance 
for  enabling  her  to  alight  in  order  to 
make  the  transfer,  but  the  safest  that 
has  been  known  and  tested.  It  would 
be  unreasonable  to  say  that  a  small 
box  or  stool  which  presented  the  sur^ 
face  of  about  1  square  foot  and  rested 
upon  a  base  but  a  little  more  exten- 
sive, and  which  was  shown  to  be  ca- 
pable of  being  overturned  at  least  by 
an    incautious    step,    could    be    safe 


as  a  platform,  isuch  as  in  ordinary  use 
among  railroads.'  If  it  were  not,  the 
jury  Were  authorized  to  find  that  the 
companies  had  not  exercised  the  de- 
gree of  care  required  of  them*  It  is 
apparent '  from  the  testimony  in  the 
case  that  if  a  platform  had  been  pro- 
vided, or  even  a  safe  substitute,  such 
as  could  not  have  been  overturned  by 
a  step  upon  the  edge,  the  injury  in 
this  case  would  not  have  resulted, 
and  it  folloiihg  that  no  amount  of  tes- 
timony as  to  the  length  of  time  it  had 
been  used,  and  the  number  of  persons 
who  had  passed  over  it  securely,  or 
of  expert  opinion  as  to  its  safety, 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  overcome  the 
undoubted  physical  facts  in  evi- 
dence." 

Likewise,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
carrier  is  ^guilty  of  negligence  in  pro- 
viding a  small  box  or  footstool  which 
is  badly  worn  and  Which,  when  placed 
on  the  uneven  platfoml  provided  at 
the  station,  will  tilt  or  turn  over  when 
stepped  on  by  a  passenger  in  alight- 
ing. Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Dun- 
bar (1909)  67  Tex.  Civ.  App.  411,  122 
S:  W.  674. 

Similarly,  where  it  appeared  that  a 
train  was  stopped  at  a  place  where 
there  was  no  platform,  and  the  car- 
rier furnished  a  stool  to  aid  passen- 
gers in  alighting,  but  placed  it  on  a 
rough  and  uneven  ground  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  insecure  and  unsteady 
when  stepped  on,  it  was  held  that  the 
carrier  was  liable  for  injuries  to  a 
passenger  resulting  from  the  over- 
turning of  the  stool  when  she  stepped 
on  it,  the  court  saying  that  so  placing 
the  stool  would  not  be  the  exercise  of 
an  adequate  degree  of  care  in  furnish- 
ing passengers  a  reasonably  safe 
means  of  alighting.  Migge  v.  North- 
em  P.  R.  Co.  (1913)  76  Wash.  197,  134 
Pac.  816. 

'  Likewise  it  has  been  held  that  there 
was  no  platform  at  the  place  where  a 
train  stopped  to  discharge  passengers, 
and  that,  although  a  stool  was  placed 
by  the  servants  of  the  carrier  to  aid 
passengers  in  alighting,  it  was  a  long 
distance  from  the  lowest  step  of  the 
car  platform  to  the  stool,  and  the 
stool  was  placed  on  soft  and  uneven 
ground,  the  Carrier  was  liable  for  an 
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injury  Bustained  by  a  passenger  by 
the  overturning  of  the  stool  when  she 
stepped  on  it.  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Reeves  (1902)  116  Ga.  743,  42  S.  E. 
1015. 

In  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  White 
(1900)  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  424,  55  S.  W. 
593,  it  was  held  that  a  verdict  against 
a  railroad  company  was  warranted  by 
evidence  that  the  stool  furnished  by 
the  company  to  aid  passengers  in 
alighting  was  improperly  placed,  be- 
ing partly  under  the  step,  and  that  the 
servants  of  the  company  took  hold  of 
the  injured  passenger  in  such  a  way 
as  not  to  be  able  to  help  her  properly. 

In  Davis  v.  Kelly  (1922)  —  Ark. 
— ,  237  S.  W.  698,  where  the  train  had 
overrun  the  station  platform  and  a 
woman  passenger  was  injured  as  she 
attempted  to  alight  on  a  footstool 
which  had  been  placed  on  ground 
that  was  not  level,  the  submission  of 
the  question  of  negligence  to  the  jury 
was  upheld  apparently  because  of 
the  failure  of  the  carrier  to  afford  the 
passenger  an  opportunity  to  alight. on 
the  platform,  and  not  because  of  the 
failure  to  properly  place  the  foot- 
stool, or  prevent  it  from  tilting  as 
the  passenger  stepped  upon  it. 

In  Plummer  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co. 
(1908)  198  Mass.  499,  84  N.  E.  849,  it 
appeared  that,  owing  to  the  nature  of 
the  construction  of  a  subway,  there 
were  places  where  the  permanent 
platform  could  be  brought  no  nearer 
to  the  cars  than  211  inches.  In  order  to 
bridge  this  gap  the  company  had  pro- 
vided a  movable  extension  platform, 
which  was  pulled  out  by  a  servant  of 
the  company  when  the  car  stopped 
with  the  door  opposite  such  a  gap. 
On  the  occasion  of  the  accident  the 
car  had  stopped  in  such  a  position  that 
the  movable  platform  covered  only  a 
part  of  the  door  space,  and,  in  at- 
tempting to  enter  the  car,  a  passenger 
fell  through  the  uncovered  space  and 
was  injured.  It  was  held  that  the 
company  was  liable,  and  the  fact  that 
the  movable  platform  was  the  best  de- 
vice known  for  the  purpose,  and  that 
no  contrivance  to  serve  the  same  pur- 
pose was  in  use  elsewhere,  did  not 
lessen  the  liability  of  the  company  for 
its  negligent  use  of  the  device. 


In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Soatib- 
wick  (1895)  —  TeK.  Civ.  App.  — ,  SO 
8.  W.  592,  wherein  it  appeared  tiiat  a 
passenger,  in  alighting  from  a  car, 
either  misaed  the  footstool  provided 
by  the  carrier,  or  if  she  put  her  foot 
on  it,  the  stool  tilted  or  capsiied,  it 
was  said  that,  if  the  use  of  the  stool 
was  negligence,  without  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  injured 
passenger,  and  injury  was  the  proxi- 
mate result  of  that  negligence,  the 
carrier  would  be  liable.  The  court, 
however,  did  not  decide  the  question 
whether  the  use  of  the  stool  in  ques- 
tion was  negligence,  the  decision 
turning  on  other  points. 

In  the  reported  case  (Soorr  v. 
ViCKSBUBO,  S.  A  P.  R.  Co.  ante,  908), 
it  is  held  that  while  it  is  the  duty  of 
a  carrier  who  furnishes  a  step  box  or 
footstool  for  the  use  of  passengers  in 
boarding  and  leaving  its  cars,  to  see 
that  the  box  is  adequate  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  properly  and  safely  placed, 
it  is  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  pas- 
senger resulting  from  his  careless 
and  negligent  use  of  the  box  fur- 
nished. 

So,  where  a  passenger  suffering 
from  a  weak  ankle  failed  to  notify  the 
carrier  of  her  infirmity,  and  stepped 
from  a  car  step  to  the  platform  with- 
out looking  to  see  if  a  portable  step 
had  been  placed  there,  it  was  held 
that,  even  assuming  that  the  carrier 
was  negligent  in  failing  to  furnish 
the  step,  it  could  not  be  held  liable 
for  the  resultant  injury,  as  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  passenger, 
in  failing  to  look  to  see  if  a  step  was 
there,  was  the  direct  and  proximate 
cause  of  her  injury.  Young  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.   (1902)   93  Mo.  App. 

267. 

Likewise,  a  carrier  is  not  respons- 
ible for  injuries  to  a  passenger  from 
the  use,  in  alighting,  of  a  stool  plain- 
ly not  intended  by  the  carrier  to  be 
used  for  such  a  purpose.  Thus  it  has 
been  held  that  a  carrier  was  not  re- 
quired to  furnish  means  and  appli- 
ances for  alighting  from  the  baggage 
compartment  of  a  car,  where  ade- 
quate means  were  provided  at  the  pas- 
'  senger  exit  of  the  car,  and  a  passen* 
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ger  who  attempted  to  aliffht  from  the 
door  of  the  baf  f  af  e  compartmenty  av 
inf  the  motorman's  stool  as  an  aid, 
could  not  reeover  for  injuries  sus* 
tained,  where  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  stool  was  placed  in  that  position 
by  the  carrier,  or  that  its  use  was 


so  authorized.  Nor,  in  such  a  case, 
was  it  the  du^  of  the  carrier  to  warn 
the  passenger  of  the  unusually  long 
step  from  the  top  of  the  stool  to  the 
ground.  Davidson  v.  Washington  A 
0.  D.  B.  (1921)  129  Va.  99,  106  S.  E. 
oo9»  A,  B. 


STATE  OF  KANSAS 

V. 

EARL  A.  NOiSSAMAN,  Appt 

Kansas  Supreme  Court  ^  Novetnhmr  0,  lP20m 

(107  Kan.  715,  193  Pac.  847.) 

■  • 

ConstHiitioiial  law  —  prohibiting  sale  of  cigarettes. 

1.  The  act  (Laws  1917,  chap.  166)  prohibiting  and  prescribing  penalties 
for  bartering,  selling,  or  the  giving  away  of  cigarettes  or  cigarette  ]>apers 
and  the  keeping  of  them  for  barter,  sale,  or  free  distribution,  is  within 
the  police  power  of  the  state,  and  does  not  violate  any  of.  the  principles  of 
the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

[See  note  on  this  qtiestion  beginning  on  page  926.] 

Evidence  —  prima  fade  —  possession 
of  cigarettes. 


2.  The  provision  making  the  pos- 
session of  cigarettes  and  cigarette 
papers  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
selling  and  keeping  for  sale  of  the  pro^ 
hibited  articles  is  not  a  denial  of  due 
process  of  law. 

[See  6  R.  G.  L.  466;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
126.3 

Headnotes  by  Johnston,  Ch.  J. 


Appeal  —  election  —  denial  —  error. 

3.  Held,  further,  that  under  the  evi- 
dence there  was  no  error  in  refusing 
to  require  the  county  attorney  to  elect 
upon  which  sales  made  by  the  defend- 
ant he  would  rely  for  a  conviction. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  199.] 

Evidence  —  sufficiency. 

4.  The  evidence  is  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient to  support  the  verdict  of  the 
jiiry. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Harper 
County  (Hay,  J.)  convicting  him  of  violating  a  statute  prohibiting  the 
barter,  sale,  or  giving  away  of  cigarettes.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  E.  C.  Wilcox  for  appellant.  affirmed  in  177  U.  S.  188,  44  L.  ed. 

Messrs.    Richard    J.    Hopkins,    At^     725,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  633 ;  12  C.  J.  925. 


torney  General,  and  Vernon  Day,  for 
the  State: 

The  Kansas  Anti-cigarette  Law  is 
not  unconstitutional. 

State  V.  Olson,  L.R.A.1918B,  975, 
and  note,  26  N.  D.  304,  144  N.  W. 
661;  Austin  v.  State,  101  Tenn,  563, 
50  L.R.A.  478,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  703,  48 
S.  W.  305;  Austin  v.  Tennessee,  179 
U.  S.  343,  45  L.  ed.  224,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  132;  Gtindling  v.  Chicago.  176 
111.  340,  48  L.R.A.  230,  52  N.  E.  44, 


Johnston,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  defendant  appeals  from  a  de- 
cision adjudging  him  to  be  guilty 
of  violating  certain  provisions  of 
chapter  166  of  the  Laws  of  1917, 
prohibiting  the  barter,  sale,  or  giv« 
ing  away  of  cigarettes  or  cigarette 
papers,  and  also  of  keeping  and  hav- 
ing them  for  barter,  sale,  and  free 
distribution. 
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The  informatioii  charged  the 
makiiig  of  twelve  separate  sales  to 
a  number  of  persons,  and  in  the 
thirteenth  count  he  was  charged 
with  keeping  cigarettes  and  cigar- 
ette papers  for  barter,  sale,  and  free 
distribution.  The  jury  found  him 
guilty  of  separate  sales  under  seven 
of  the  counts,  and  also  guilty  under 
the  thirteenth  count  for  the  keeping 
of  the  prohibited  articles,  but  found 
him  not  guilty  under  thrte  of  the 
counts  charging  sales. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the 
act  under  which  he  was  convicted 
denies  to,  him  the. equal,  protection 
of  the  laws,  and  deprived  him  of 
liberty  and  property  without  due 
process  of  law  in  violation  of  the 
14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States. 

In  substance  the  first  section  of 
the  act  makes  it  unlawful  to  barter, 
sell,  or  give  away  cigarettes  or  cig- 
arette papers,  and  also  to  keep  them 
in  a  store  or  other  place  for  barter, 
sale,  or  free  distribution.  It  pro- 
vides that,  upon  proper  complaint; 
there  may  be  a  search  for  and  a 
seizure  and  confiscation  of  such  ar- 
ticles if  found.  It  contains  the  add- 
ed provision  that  the  possession  of 
the  prohibited  article  shall  be  con- 
sidered prima  facie  evidence  of  a. 
violation  of  the  act. 

Tlie  second  section  declare^  it  to 
be  unlawful  to  advertise  cigarettes 
or  cigarette  papers  offered  for  sale 
in  any  newspaper,  periodical,  or 
circular,  or  upon  any  street,  >  sign, 
placards  billboard,  or  in  any  pack- 
age, store,  window,  show  case,  or 
any  other  public  place. 

The  third  section  makes  it  unlaw- 
ful to  sell  or  give  away  cigarettes  or 
cigarette  papers  or  tobacco  to  any 
one  under  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
and  likewise  makes  it  unlawful  for 
the  proprietor  of  any  place  of  busi- 
ness to  permit  minors  to  frequent 
such  place  while  in  the  act  of  using 
tobacco  in  any  form. 

The  fourth  section  provides  that 
a  violation  of  the  preceding  section 
shall  be  a  misdemeanor  punishable 
by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $25  nor 
more  than  $100  for  each  offense. 


The  defendant  bases  his  claim  of 
invalidity  upon  the  ground  that  file 
act  prohibited  the  sale  of  tobacco  in 
one  form  and  permits  its  sale  in 
other  forms,  and  that  the  classifica- 
tion so  made  is  arltitrary  and  unrea- 
sonable. For  a  number  of  years 
there  has  been  a  wdl-eettled  opin- 
ion tiiat  the  use  of  dgwrattes,  es- 
pecially by  persons  at  inunature 
years,  was  harmful,  and  the  courts 
have  recognized  that  they  were  dd- 
eterious  in  their  effects.  Their  sale 
and  use  have  been  r^plated  and 
prohibited  by  legislative  bodies, 
and  these  measures 
have  been  upheld  as  ?;^^^M?bmii» 
a  proper  exercise  of  Si^^S^e.. 
the  police  power.  .  . 
An  ordinance  of  ^e  city  of  Chicago 
provided  that  only  licensed  persons 
of  good  diaracter  and  reputation 
could  sell  cigarettes,  and  tfaat  none 
could  be  sold  within  a  prescribed 
distance  of  a  schoolhouse.  A  li- 
cense fee  of  considerable  amount 
was  required  to  be  paid,  and  besides 
the  licensee  was  reqaiwd  to  give  a 
bond  that  he  would  ob^  the  laws. 
A  person  convicted  of  violating  the 
ordinance  challenged  the  validily  of 
l^e  regulation,  insisting  that  the 
ordinance  and  judgment  operated 
to  deprive  him  <Kf  liberty  and  prop- 
erty, thereby  violating  the  Federal 
Constitution.  Among  other  claims 
it  was  urged  that  the  singling  out 
of  one  form  of  manufactured  to- 
bacco for  regulation,  without  ap- 
plying the  same  regulation  to  other 
forms  in  wh^ch  tobacco  may  be 
used,  was  an  invalid  exercise  of 
power.  The  court  Overruled  the  ob- 
jection, and  held  that  the  measure 
did  not  violate  any -principle  of  the 
Federal  Constitution.  In  deciding 
the  case  it  was  said :  ''It  being  well 
known  that  young  persons  of  weak 
and  immature  minds  are  more  liable 
to  use  tobacco  in  the  form  of  ciga- 
rettes than  in  any  other  form,  a 
legislative  body  may  properly 
provide  for  the  regulation  and 
sale  of  that  article  in  tiie  form  in 
which  it  is  likely  to  be  most  dde- 
tei^ious  and  injurious,  and  may 
restrict  the  sale  of  that  particular 
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form  cf  tobuoo.  Paragraph  66, 
before  qiroted,  escpressly  author^ 
izes  the  adoption  of  ordinances 
necessary  to  police  power;  and 
H  78  is  an  expr^  authorization 
of  the  city  coundU,  to  make  all 
regulations  necessary  or  expedient 
for  the  promotion  of  health  or 
tiie  suppression  of  disease.  Under 
these  two  provisions,  express  au- 
thority is  granted  the  municipality 
to  pass  all  ordinances  or  require- 
ments tending  to  promote  the  pub- 
lic health,  morals,  security,  comfort, 
and  welfare  of  the  communil^ri 
Such  legislation  is  included  wttftun 
the  provision  authorizing  the  enad^ 
ment  of  police  regulations.  The 
most  important  of  police  powers  is 
that  of  caring  for  the  health  of  the 
community,  and  that  is  inherent  in 
a  municipality,  and  may  be  exer- 
cised whether  expressly  granted  or 
not,  because  the  preservation  ot  the 
health  of  the  public  isindepensable 
to  the  existence  of  the  municipal 
corporations."  Oundling  v.  Chi-^ 
cago,  176  ni.  840,  48  L.R.A.  230,  52 
N.  E.  44. 

The  case  was  taken  on  appeal  to 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court/ 
where  the  judgment  was  affirmed, 
that  court  holding  that  the  regula- 
tion of  the  sale  of  cigarettes  was  a 
question  for  the  state  to  determine 
for  itself,  and  was  not  a  violation  of 
any  provision  of  the  United  Statea 
Constitution.  GuAdling  v.  Chicago, 
177  U.  S.  188,  44  L.  ed.  725,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  633. 

A  statute  of  Tennessee  provided 
that  the  sale  of  cigarettes,  cigarette 
papers,  or  substitutes  for  the  same, 
or  the  bringing  of  these  articles 
into  the  state  for  the  purpose  of 
selling  or  giving  them  away,  was  a 
misdemeanor  punishable  by  a  fine  of 
$50.  W.  B.  Austin,  who  purchased* 
packages  of  cigarettes  from  a  dealw 
in  another  state  and  sold  a  pack- 
age to  a  customer  in  his  place  of 
business  in  Tennessee,  was  convict- 
ed. He  contended  that  the  act  was 
beyond  the  power  of  the  state  legis- 
lature and  violated  the  Federal 
Constitution.  In  treating  the  ques-^ 
filon  whether  cigarettes  as  shipped 


In  packages  were  articles  of  com- 
merce, subject  to  state  control  and 
prohibition,  the  supreme  court  of 
Tennessee  said:  ''Are  cigarettes 
legitimate  articles  of  commerce? 
We  think  they  are  not,  because 
wholly  noxious  and  deleterious  to 
health.  Their  use  is  alwajns  harm- 
fol,  never  beneficial.  They  possess 
no  virtue,  but  are  inherently  bad, 
and  bad  only.  They  find  no  true 
commendation  for  merit  or  useful- 
ness in  any  sphere.  On  the  con- 
trary, they  are  widely  condemned 
as  pernicious  altogether.  Beyond 
question,  their  every  tendency  is 
towards  the  impairment  of  ph3rsical 
health  and  mental  vigor.  There  is 
no  proof  in  the  record  as  to  the 
character  of  cigarettes;  yet  their 
character  is  so  wdl  and  so  generally 
known  to  be  that  stated  above  iliat 
the  courts  are  authorized  to  take 
judicial  cognizance  of  tiie  fact.  No 
piarticular  proof  is  required  in  re* 
gard  to  tiiose  facts  which,  by  human 
observation  and  experience,  have 
become  well  and  generally  known  to 
be  true  (SehoUenberger  v.  Pennsyl^ 
vania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757;  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
§6;  1  Whart  Bv.  §  282;  1  Jones, 
Ev.  §§  129, 134 ;  Lanfear  v.  Mestier, 
18  La.  Ann.  497,  89  Am.  Dec.  658, 
and  note  693 ;  State  v.  Goyette,  11 
R.  I.  592,  3  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  282; 
Watson  V.  State,  56  Ala.  158) ;  nor 
is  it  essential  that  they  shall  have 
been  formally  recorded  in  written 
history  or  science  to  entitle  courts 
to  take  judicial  notice  of  thein 
(Boullemet  v.  State,  28  Ala.  83; 
12  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  199).  It 
is  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  or- 
ganization of  the  volunteer  army 
in  the  United  States  during  the 
present  year  that  large  numbers  of 
men,  otherwise  capable,  had  ren- 
dered th^nselves  unfit  for  service 
by  the  use  of  cigarettes,  and  that, 
among  the  applicants  who  were 
addicted  to  the  use  of  cigarettes, 
more  were  rejected  by  examining 
physicians  on  account  of  disabilities 
tiius  caused  than  for  any  other,  and 
perhfl^  every  other,  reason.  It  is 
also  a  part  of  the  unwritten  history 
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o|  the  legislation  in  question  that  it 
was  based  upon  and  brought  to 
passage  by  the  firm  conviction  in 
the  minds  of  legislators  and  of  the 
public  that  cigarettes  are  wholly 
noxious  and  deleterious.  The  enact- 
ment was  made  upon  this  idea,  and 
alone  for  the  protection  of  the  peo* 
pie  of  the  state  from  an  unmitigated 
evil/'  Austin  v.  State,  101  Tenn. 
563,  50  L.R.A.  478,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
703,  48  S.  W.  305. 

This  case,  too,  was  appealed  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and,  while  it  declined  to  take 
judicial  notice  that  special  injury 
resulted  from  the  use  of  cigarettes; 
or  to  approve  the  opinion  of  the 
Tennessee  court  that  they  are  "in- 
herently bad,  and  bad  only,''  it  did 
hold  that  a  restriction  or  prohibi-' 
tion  of  the  sale  of  cigarettes  enact- 
ed by  a  state  for  the  protection  of 
the  public  health  and  welfare  is 
withhi  the  police  power.  In  uphold- 
ing this  statute  and  affirming  the 
judgment,  that  court  said:  "Cig- 
arettes do  not  seem,  until  recently, 
to  have  attracted  the  attention  of 
the  public  as  more  injurious  than 
other  forms  of  tobacco ;  nor  are  we 
now  prepared  to  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  any  special  injury  resulting 
from  their  use,  or  to  indorse  the 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Tennessee  that  'they  are  inherently 
bad,  and  bad  only.'  At  liie  same 
time  vre  should  be  shutting  our  eyes 
to  what  is  constantly  passing  before 
them  were  we  to  affect  an  ignorance 
of  the  fact  that  a  belief  in  their  dele- 
terious effects,  particularly  upon 
young  people,  has  become  very  gen- 
eral, and  that  communications  are 
constantly  finding  their  way  in- 
to the  public  press  denouncing 
their  use  as  fraught  with  great 
danger  to  the  youth  of  botii  sexes. 
Without  undertaking  to  affirm  or 
deny  their  evil  effects,  we  think  it 
within  the  province  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  say  how  far  they  may  be 
sold,  or  to  prohibit  their  sale  en- 
tirely, after  they  have  been  taken 
from  the  original  packages  or  have 
left  the  hands  of  the  importer,  pro- 
vided no  discrimination  be  used  as 


against  such  s&s  are  imlportBd  from 
other  states,  and  there  be  no  reason 
to  doubt  that  the  act  in  question  is 
designed  for  the  protection  of  the 
public  health."  Austin  v.  ^Tennes- 
see,  179  U.  S.  343,  45  L.  ed.  224, 
21  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  132. 

While  the  decision  dealt  mainly 
with  the  question  of  whettier  the 
prohibition  of  the  sale  of  cigarettes 
shipped  in  packages  f rom '  anotlier 
state  was  an  infring^nent  of  the 
power  of  Congress  over  commerce^ 
it  did  hold  that  it  was  within  the 
province  of  the  legislature  of  the 
state  to  declare  how  far  cigarettes 
may  be  sold,  or  to  prohibit  their 
sale  entirely  after  tiiey  have  been 
taken  from  original  packages  and 
from  a  part  of  f^e  mass  of  property 
within  the  state.  It  was  held  that 
it  was  not  unreasonable  for  the  state 
to  declare  under  praalties  that  cig- 
arettes are  injurious  to  public 
health  and  welfare,  and  that  sudi 
an  act  did  not  trench  upon  f^  lib- 
erty of  a  citizen  by  preventing  him 
from  carrying  on  a  lawful  business, 
nor  infringe  any  principle  in  the 
14th  Amendm^it  of  the  F^eral 
Constitution.  These  decisions  prac- 
tically determine  adversely  the  con- 
tention of  the  defendant. 

The  claim  that  the  classification 
or  distinction  made  between  ciga- 
]:ettes  and  other  forms  in  which  to- 
bacco is  prepared  and  wrapped  is 
without  substantial  merit.  It  is 
competent  for  the  sta1>e  to  deter- 
mine for  itself  the  extent  to  which 
ft  will  go  in  the  restriction  or  pro- 
hibition of  the  sale  or  use  of  that 
which  is  deleterious  to  public  health 
or  morals.  It  determined  that  the 
sale  of  cigarettes  was  a  greater 
menace  to  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  people  than  would  be  the  sale 
or'  use  of  tobacco  in  other  forms, 
and  further  that  the  sale  of  tobacco 
to  minors  endangered  the  public 
health  and  safety  more  than  would 
a  sale  to  adults.  It  was  within  the 
province  of  the  legislature  to  deter- 
mine what  kinds  of  tobacco  lead  to 
the  most  hurtful  results,  and  fur- 
ther that  the  use  of  tobacco  was 
more   hurtful   to   minors  than   to 
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adults.  We  think  there  was  suffi- 
cient groioid  for  the  classiflcation 
that  was  made.  The  legislature^  is 
not  required  to  cover  all  evils  of  a 
like  char.acter  in  a  single  act.  The 
fact  that  it  has  placed  one  of  them 
under  the  ban  of  the  law  without 
condemning  others  does  not  impair 
the  validity  of  the  act.  In  Cotting 
V.  Kansas  City  Stockyards  Co.  (Cot- 
ting  V.  Godard)  183  U.  S.  Ill,  46 
L.  ed.  109,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  43,  the 
Supreme  Court,  in  speaking  of  the 
classifications,  said :  ''It  may  often 
happen  that  some  classes  are  sub- 
jected to  regulations,  and  some  in* 
dividuals  are  burdened  with  oUiga- 
tions,  which  do  not  rest  upon  oilier 
classes  or  other  individuals  not 
similarly  situated.  License  taxes 
are  imposed  upon  certain  classes  of 
business,  while  others  are  exempt 
It  would  practically  defeat  legisla- 
tion if  it  was  laid  down  as  a  rule 
that  a  statute  was  necessarily  ad* 
judged  invalid  if  it  did  not  brii^ 
all  within  its  scope  or  subject  aH 
to  the  same  burdens.  It  would  strip 
the  legislature  of  its  inherent  power 
to  determine  generally  what  is  for 
the  general  interests,  whidi  inter- 
ests may  often  be  promoted  by  cer- 
tain regulations  affecting  one  cla98 
which  do  not  affect  another,— cer- 
tain burdens  imposed  on  one  which 
do  not  rest  upon  another.'' 

In  the  exercise  of  the  police  powr 
er  the  legislature  may  proceed  step 
by  step,  condemning  that  which  it 
deems  to  be  the  greatest  menace  to 
the  health  and  welfare  of  the  peo- 
ple, leaving  further  regulation  and 
prohibition  for  future  considera^ 
tion.  One  who  has  violated  such  a 
prohibition  has  no  gi^und  for  ob- 
jecting that  others  escape  punishr 
ment  who  have  done  acts  which 
might  have  been  prohibited  and 
punished.  The  legislature  has 
drawn  the  line  in  good  faith  betweeB 
the  different  formis  of  tobacco  and 
the  classes  to  whom  sales  may  be 
made,  and  this,  we  think,  has  been 
done  without  violating  the  constitu- 
tional rights  6t  the  defendant. 
State  V.  Olson,  26  N.  D.  304,  L.R.A. 
1918B,  976,  144  N.  W.  661.    Whfle 


fi^ 


the  statute  prohibits  the  sale  or 
keeping  for  sale  of  tobacco  to  mi- 
nors, or  of  tobacco  and  materials 
connected  with  the  smoking  of  to- 
bacco, th^t  part  of  the  act  i^  not 
within  the  charges  made  against  the 
defendant,  and  is  therefore  not  in- 
voIvM  in  the  case. 

There  is  a  further  contention  that 
the  pro^ioh  makisfg  the  possession 
of  cigarette  materi-  B^tdenci 


ate  primla  facie  evi-  KS^SS'of 


dence  of  a  violation  ci»«rette». 
of  the  act  is  a  denial  of  due  process 
of  law.  It  is  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature to  Boake. proof  of  one  fact 
prima  facie  evidence  of  another  fact 
essential  to  the  guilt  of  the  accused, 
where  the  fact  presumed  has  a  fair 
relation  to,  or  some  natural  conn^p- 
tion  with,  the.,  fact  to  be  proven. 
State  V.  Sheppard,  64  Kan.  451,  67 
Pac.  870 ;  12  C.  J.  1205.  The  term 
''prima  facie  evidence''  carries  the 
inference  that  such  evidence  may  be 
rebutted  and  overcome,  and,  not- 
withstanding, the  rule,  an  accused 
has  the  opportunity  to  submit  his 
evidence  and  make  a  full  defense. 
The  verdict  must  rest  upon  all  the 
evidence  which  must  establish  his 
guilt  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
T^ere  is  a  natural  connection  be- 
tween, the  possession  of  the  prohib- 
ited articles  and  the  sale  of  them, 
and  also  of  the  keeping  of  them  for 
sale  or  free  distribution.  The  direct 
evidence  abundant- 
ly sustained  the  -•'»««**^»^»^' 
charges  upon  which  the  defendant 
was  convicted,  and  the  instructions 
calling  the  attention  (tf  the  jury  to 
the  statutory  rule  of  evidence  did 
i^ot  trench  upon  his  constitutional 
rights. 

There  is  nothing  substential  in 
the.  objection  that  the  court  refused 
to  require  the  coun- 
ty attorney  to  elect  iJHSfiz^J^ii?" 
upon  which  sales  he 
would  rely  for  a  conviction.  The 
information  charged  specific  siates 
to  particular  persons,  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  evidence  to  hamper 
or  mislei^l  the  defendant,  or  to  make 
an  election  neoespaiy.    , 

Neither  is  there  any  ground^  for 
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the   contention   that  the   evidence 
does  not  sustain  the  conviction  un- 
der the  thirteenth  count. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


Writ  of  error  dismissed  bgr  the 
Supreme  Court  of  die  United 
States,  March  20,  1922  (U.  S.  Adv. 
Ops.  1921-22,  p.  866)  —  U.  S.  — , 
66  L.  ed.  — ,  42  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  314. 


ANNOTATION. 


I.  In  general;  commerce  cUuie;  ori|fiii»l 

package,  926. 
II.  Cigarette  advertieements,  980. 
III.  Cigarette  Bmoking,  931. 

J.  In  general;  eotnmeroe  tAmumt  origintA 

fMu^csage. 

As  to  anti-cigarette  legislation  con- 
stituting interference  with  interstate 
commerce,  see  also  n.  infra;  and 
State  T.  Sbragia  (Wis.)  under  IV.  in- 
fra. 

That  the  police  power  of  a  state  or 
municipality  extends  to  the  regula- 
tion or  prohibition  of  the  manufac- 
ture or  sale  and,  under  some  circum- 
stances, the  use  of  cigarettes,  is  well 
settled,  and  statutes  or  ordinances 
designed  for  these  purposes  have  gen- 
erally been  held  valid.  Austin  v.  Ten- 
nessee (1900)  179  U.  &  343,  45  L.  ed. 
224,  21  Sup.  Gt.  Rejp.  182,  aflSrming 
(1898)  101  Tenn.  663,  60  L.R.A.  478, 
70  Am.  St.  Rep.  708,  48  S.  W.  806; 
Gundling  v.  Chicago  (1900)  177  D.  & 
183,  44  L.  ed.  726,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
638,  affirming  (1898)  176  ID.  840,  48 
L.R.A.  230,  62  N.  E.  44;  Cook  v.  Mar- 
shall County  (1906)  196  U.  S.  261,  49 
L.  ed.  471,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  288,  aflbm- 
ing  (1908)  119  Iowa,  384,  104  Am.  St 
Rep.  283,  93  N.  W.  872;  Hodge  v.  Mus- 
catine County  (1906)  196  U.  S.  276, 
49  L.  ed.  477,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  287, 
affirming  (1908)  121  Iowa,  482,  67 
L.R.A.  624,  104  Am.  St  Rep.  304,  96 
N.  W.  968;  Re  May  (1897)  82  Fed. 
422;  People  ex  rel.  Berlizheimer  v. 
Busse  (1907)  231  Bl.  261,  88  N.  E. 
176;  Eappes  v.  Chicago  (1906)  119 
IlL  App.  486;  McGregor  v.  Gone 
(1898)  104  Iowa,  466,  89  L.R.A.  484, 
66  Am.  St  Rep.  622,  78  N.  W.  1041; 
Statb  v.  Nossamak  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  921;  Alperson  v.  Whalen 
(1906)  74  Neh.  680,  106  N.  W.  474. 

See  also,  among  other  cases,  appar- 


IV.  Goapons  or  other  extraneoos  waitkUm 

in  cigarette  packages,  932. 
V.  Place  or  method  of  manofactare,  933. 
VI.  Miscellaneous;  title  of  statute,  935. 

ently  assuming  the  validity  of  anti- 
cigarette  legislation :  People  v.  Duke 
(1897)  19  Misc.  292,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
886;  Allen  v.  State  (1918)  10  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  76,  138  Pac.  1188 ;  State  v. 
Sbragia  (1909)  188  Wis.  679,  28 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  697,  119  N.  W.  290. 

A  leading  case  on  the  present  ques- 
tion is  Austin  v.  Tennessee  (U.  S.) 
supra,  from  which  the  court  quotes  ia 
the  reported  case  (Statb  v.  Nossa- 
MAN,  ante,  921).  The  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  in  this  case,  sustained 
the  constitutionality  of  the  Tennessee 
statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor, 
punishable  by  a  ilne  of  not  less  than 
$60,  for  any  person,  firm,  or  corpora- 
tion, to  sell,  offer  to  sell,  or  to  bring 
into  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  sell- 
fug,  giving  away,  or  otherwise  dispos- 
ing of,  any  cigarettes,  cigarette  pa- 
per, or  substitute  for  the  same.  In 
the  state  court  the  decision  was  based 
on  the  grounds  that  cigarettes  were 
not  legitimate  articles  of  commerce, 
and  that  the  sale  in  question  was  not 
the  sale  of  an  original  package,  so  as 
to  bring  the  statute  in  conflict  with 
the  power  of  Congress  over  interstate 
bommeree.  The  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  decision  is  based  on  the 
second  of  these  grounds,  the  view  be- 
ing taken  that  tobacco,  even  in  the 
form  of  cigarettes,  is  a  legitimate  ar- 
ticle of  commerce,  although  the  power 
of  the  state  to  regulate  or  prohibit 
the  sale  of  cigarettes,  as  inimical  to 
the  health  and  welfare  of  its  citizens, 
is  recognized.  In  this  case  it  appears 
that  the  cigarettes  were  transported 
by  an  express  company  in  an  open 
basket,  in  ordinary  cigarette  packages 
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«f  fite  cue  of  8  bgr  II  iaehes,  eacli 
packagte  containiiif  ten  eigarettes; 
anil  in  tte  oiajoritj  oidnion  it  was 
hald  that;  under  these  circomstanceB, 
the  doctrine  protecting  original  pack- 
ages tmm  interference  by  the  police 
power  of  the  stttto  was  inapplicable. 
Mr,  Justice  Brewer,  with  whom  three 
of  the  justices  concurred,  dissented, 
on  the  ground  that  the  size  of  the 
packagle  was  immaterial,  that  the 
matter  of  importation  was  one  for 
regulation  exclusively  by  Congress, 
and  that  the  effect  of  sustaining  the 
statute  would  be  to  uphold  the  power 
of  the  state  to  prohibit  the  imp<Mrta- 
tion  of  such  articles  as  cigarettes  in- 
to the  state  for  purposes  of  sale. 

The  Tennessee  court  in  Austin  ▼. 
Tennessee,  supra,  held  that  it  would 
take  judicial  neMce  of  the  harmful 
chairacter  of  cigarettes.  The  view  on 
this  point,  of  the  Federal  Supreme 
Ck>urt  as  stated  in  the  majority  opin- 
ion, is  set  out  in  thie  quotation  from 
the  case  in  the  NossamAn  Case. 

The  following  cases,  in-  so  far  as 
fliey  hold  or  assume  tiiat  the  ordinary 
package  containing'  ten  cigarettes  is 
an  "original  package^**  for  purposes 
of  interstate  commerce,  may  be  re- 
garded as  in  conflict  with  Austin  v. 
Tentiessee  (U.  &)  supra,. and  to  that 
extent  overruled:  Re  Minor  (1896) 
6  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  329,  69  Fed.  283; 
Iowa  V.  McGregor  (1896)  76  Fed. 
956;  Sawrie  v.  Tennessee  (1897)  82 
Fed.  615;  Re  May  (1897)  82  Fed.  422; 
State  V.  Qoetse  (1897)  43  W.  Va.  495, 
64  Am.  St  R^.  871,  27  S.  E.  225.  In 
Re  Minor  (Fed.)  supra,  it  was  as^ 
sumed  apparently  that  the  ordinary 
cigarette  package^  containing  ten 
cigarettes,  was  an  original  package; 
and  the  court  held,  therefore,  that  a 
state  statute  requiring  payment  of  a 
license  fee  of  $500  for  selling  at  re- 
tail cigarettes,  as  applied  to  a  sale 
of  such  packages  imported  from  an- 
other state,  was  a  burden  upon  inter- . 
state  commerce  in  violatiou  of  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Federal  {Con- 
stitution. 

The  holding  in  Blanfield  v.  State 
(1899)  108  Teon.  598,  53  S.  W.  1090, 
that  cigarettes  are  not  legitimate  ar- , 
ticles  of  coouneree,  so  that  a  sale  even 


of  an  original  package  ot  cigarettes 
would  not  be  protected  by  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution, seems  clearly  overruled  by  the 
decision  of  the  Federal  Supreme 
Court  in  Austin  v.  Tennessee  (1900) 
179  U.  a  343,  45  L.  ed.  224,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  132,  supra.  Although  the 
question  of  construction  and  effect  of 
the  statute,  rather  than  its  validity, 
was  involved,  attention  is  called  also 
to  the  holding  in  the  Blaulield  Case 
to  the  effect  that  the  fact  that  a  dealer 
procured  a  license  to  sell  cigarettes 
under  a  revenue  statute  did  not  give 
him  a  right  to  sell  in  violation  of  a 
statute  making  a  sale  of  cigarettes  a 
misdemeanor;  that  the  revenue  act 
did  not  repeal  the  statute  making  the 
sale  of  cigarettes  a  misdemeanor; 
that  the  two  fields  of  legislation  were 
entirely  separate  and  distinct,  the 
latter  being  a  police  regulation, 
passed  in  the  exercise  of  the  state's 
power  to  protect  the  health  of  its 
citizens,  and  the  former  act  being 
purely  a  revenue  statute,  passed  only 
to  raise  money  for  the  support  of  the 
state  government. 

The  Montana  statute  requiring  pay- 
ment of  a  license  fee  of  $10  per 
nioath,  in  addition  to  any  other  li- 
cense, from  every  person  engaged  in 
the  business  of  selling  cigarettes, 
which  was  applicable  to  a  sale  of 
cigarettes  whether  manufactured 
within  the  state  or  in  another  state, 
was  held  in  Re  May  (1897)  82  Fed. 
422,  supra,  not  unconstitutionally  to 
interfere  with  interstate  commerce, 
the  court  taking  the  view  that  a-  box 
holding  ten  cigarettes,  sealed  with  an 
internal  revenue  stamp,  was  an  origi- 
nal package;  that  after  such  packages 
had  reached  their  destination  and 
were  exposed  for  sale  in  the  state 
they  became  a  part  of  the  mass  of 
the  property  of  the  state,  and  that  the 
business  of  selling  the  same  was, 
therefore,  subject  to  the  regulations 
of  the  state  as  to  licenses  the  same 
as  other  property  within  the  state. 

Austin  V.  Tennessee  (U.  S.)  supra, 
was  adhered  to  in  Cook  v.  Marshall 
County  (1905)  196  U.  S.  261,  49  L. 
ed.  471,  25  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  233,  affirm- 
ing (1903)  119  Iowa,  384,  104  Am.  St. 
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Rep.  283,  9S  N.  W.  372,  which  was  a 
somewhat  similar  case  arising  Under 
the  Iowa  statute  imposinfi^  an  annual 
tax  of  $300  on  the  business  of  selling 
cigarettes,  and  on  the  premises  and 
the  owner  thereof  on  which  they  were 
sold.  The  only  difference  between 
the  two  cases,  as  respects  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  statute  unconstitu- 
tionally interfered  with  interstate 
commerce,  was  that  in  the  Cook  Case, 
it  did  not  even  appear  that  the  pack- 
ages of  cigarettes,  each  of  which  con- 
tained ten  cigarettes,  were  placed  in 
any  receptacle  for  transportation  by 
the  express  company^  the  Federal  Su- 
preme Court  saying  that  nothing  ap- 
peared in  the  record  to  indicate  the 
means  used  in  transporting  the  cigar- 
ettes from  the  factory  of  the  manu-r 
facturer  to  the  place  of  business  of 
the  retail  dealer,  and  that  it  was  left 
to  infer  that  they  were  shoveled  in- 
to and  out  of  the  car  and  delivered  to 
the  retailer  in  that  condition.  The 
baskets  which  were  used  in  the  Aus- 
tin Case,  it  was  argued,  might  have 
been  regarded  as  the  original  pack* 
ages.  This  difference  was  held  imma- 
terial, it  being  held  that  the  box  of 
ten  cigarettes  could  not,  in  any  event, 
be  justly  considered  an  original  pack- 
age. The  court  said  that  while  it 
might  be  impossible  to  define  the  size 
or  shape  of  an  original  package,  the 
principle  upon  which  the  doctrine 
was  founded .  would  not  justify  it  in 
holding  that  any  package  which  could 
not  be  commercially  transported  from 
one  state  to  another  as  a  separate  im- 
portation could  be  considered  as  an 
original  package. 

It  was  held,  also,  by  the  Federal 
Court  in  Cook  v.  lifarshaU  County 
(U.  S.)  supra,  that  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws  was  not  denied  a  re- 
tail dealer,  by  the  tax  imposed  on 
cigarette  selling  by  the  Iowa  statute, 
because  sales  by  jobbers  and  whole- 
salers, in  doing  an'  interstate  business 
with  customers*  outside  of  the  state, 
were  excepted  from  its  provisions. 

In  McGregor  v.  Cone  (1898)  104 
iMra,  465,  89  L.R.A.  484,  65  Am.  St 
Rep.  622,  73  N.  W.  1041,  it  was  held 
that  the  original  package  of  com- 
merce when  cigarettes  >irere  shipped 


in.  a  wooden  box  containing  packages 
of  cigarettes,  each  of  whieh  was 
sealed  with  an  internal  '  revenue 
stamp  and  contained  ten  cigarettes, 
was  the  wooden  box,  and  not  the 
stamped  package.  So  that,  where  one 
who  purchased  such  packages  of  cig- 
arettes outside  the  state  and  had 
them  BO  shipped  into  the  state,  and 
on  arrival  opened  =the  box  and  re- 
moved one  of  the  pad£ages>  which  he 
sold,  with  the  result  that  he  was  con- 
victed and  committed  for  violation  of 
the  statute,  he  could  not  obtain  his 
release  on  the  ground  that  the  sale 
was  in  the  original  package  in  which 
the  cigarettes  were  imported,  and  that 
the  law  under  which  he  was  convicted 
was  unconstitutional  in  so  far  as  it 
applied  to  such  sales.  It  was  held 
that  the  determination  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Department,  that  the  pack- 
age of  ten  cigarettes  was  a  proper  and 
original  package  for  purposes  of  tax- 
ation, did  not  show  that  it  was  an 
original  package  of  commerce  for 
other  purposes. 

The  court  took  the  view  in  State  v; 
Lowry  (1906)  166  IiuL  372,  4  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  528,  77  N.  E.  728,  9  Ann.  Cas. 
350,  that  a  state  cannot  deny  to  a 
proper  person  the  right  to  hold  in  the 
original  packages  cigarettes  which  he 
has  imported  from  anotiber  state. 
The  case  involved  the  construction  of 
the  Indiana  statute  entitled  ''An  Act 
to  Regulate  and  in  Certain  Cases  to 
Prohibit  the  li£anuf  acture,  Sale,  Xeep^ 
ing.  Keeping  for  Sale,  Owning,  Giving 
Away,  of  Cigarettes,  Cigarette  Pa- 
pers,'' eta,  and  provided  that  it 
should  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  by 
himself,  clerk,  servant,  or  agent,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  to  ''manufacture, 
sell,  exchange  .     or  keep  for 

sale  any  cigarettes,  cigarette  papers, 
.  .  •  or  keep  or  own,  or  be  in  any 
way  concerned,  engaged,  or  employed 
in  owning  or  keeping,''  any  such  cig- 
arettes, cigarette  papers,  etc.  It  was 
held  that  the  statute  did  not  apply 
to  the  act  of  smoking  cigarettes  or 
of  having  them  in  possession  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  smoking  them;  and 
Uius  the  court  avoided  the  necessity 
of  decidlilg  the  question  as  to  the 
right   of  n   state,   under  its  police 
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power,  to  regulate  or  prohibit  the  use 
of  articles  imported  from  another 
state  for  personal  use  only»  after  the 
original  package  was  broken. 

The  validity  of  an  ordinance  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  cigarettes  with* 
out  a  license,  for  whi^  a  fee  of  $100 
was  required,  providing  that  no  li- 
cense should  be  granted  to  sell  cigar- 
ettes within  200  feet  of  a  schoolhouse, 
and  giving  to  the  mayor  a  certain 
discretion  as  to  the  issuance  of  a  li* 
cense,  was  sustained  in  Gundling  v. 
Chicago  (1898)  176  UL  340,  48  KR.A. 
230,  52  N.  E.  44,  it  being  held  that  the 
ordinance  did  not  violate  constitu- 
tional provisions  as  to  due  process  of 
law,  and  that  it  was  within  the  au- 
thority  given  by  statutes  providing 
for  the  enforceijient  of  "all  necessary 
police  ordinances,"  and  authorizing 
all  acts  and  regulations  "which  may 
be  necessary  or  expedient  for  the  pro* 
motion  of  health  or  the  suppression 
of  disease/'  The  decision  is  affirmed 
in  (1899)  177  U.  S.  188,  44  L.  ed.  726, 
20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  633,  where  it  was 
held  that  arbitrary  power  to  grant  or 
refuse  a  license,  in  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitu* 
tion  as  to  due  process  of  law  or  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  was  not  vested 
in  the  mayor  by  the  fact  that  the  or- 
dinance gave  him  power  to  determine 
whether  a  person  applying  for  a  li- 
cense to  sell  cigarettes  was  of  good 
character  and  reputation,  and  a  suit- 
able person  to  be  intrusted  with  their 
sale,  where  he  was  required  to  grant 
a  license  to  every  person  fulfilling 
these  conditions.  It  was  held  also 
that  the  fact  that  the  license  fee  was 
high  enough  to  make  it  partake  of  the 
character  of  an  excise  or  privileged 
tax,  as  well  as  to  provide  a  means  for 
the  regulation  of  the  business,  did  not 
for  that  reason  render  it  a  violation 
of  any  provision  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution as  an  improper  and  illegal  in«^ 
terference  with  the  rights. of  the  citir* 
zens.  See  quotation,  from  this  case 
in  the  reported  case  (Statb  t.  Nossa-* 
MAN,  ante,  921). 

The    ordinance,    the    validity    of 

which  was  sustained  in  Gundling  vw 

Chicago  (IlL)  supra,,  was  subsequent* 

ly    amended^    so    that    whereas  ■  the 
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original  ordinance  prohibited  the  sale, 
without  a  license,  of  cigarettes,  the 
ordinance  as  amended  prohibited  the 
sale  or  giving  away  of  cigarettes  or 
cigarette  papers  or  cigarette  wrap- 
pers of  any  kind,  without  a  license; 
and  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  as 
amended  was  sustained  in  Kappes  v. 
Chicago  (1905)  119  lU;  App.  486.  It 
was  said:  ''The  purpose  of  the  origi- 
nal ordinance  was  to  regulate  and  re- 
strict and  partially  prohibit  the  use 
of  tobacco  in  the  form  of  cigarettes. 
It  was  upheld  as  a  police  regulation 
on  the  gronnd  that  weak  and  imma- 
ture persons  injured  their  health  by 
such  use.  It  would' be'  a«halting  juris- 
prudence which  could  find  that  such 
an  ordinance  was  legal  and  valid,  but 
that  the  body  enacting  it  had  no 
power  to  prevent  retail  dealers  of  to- 
bacco who  had  and  needed  no  license 
for  their  business,  from  selling  freely 
to  minors  as  well  as  to  all  others  the 
tobacco  prepared  for  cigarettes,  and 
giving  away  to  the  purchasers  the 
prepared  cigarette  papers  in  which  to 
envelop  it  But  if  the  council  has 
power  to  prevent  this,  it  had  neces- 
sarily the  power  to  pass  the  amend- 
ment to  §  9  complained  of,  the  pur* 
pose  and  effect  of  which  is  simply  to 
subject  to  the  same  regulations  and 
license  fee  those  who  sell  the  finished 
cigarette  and  those  who  sell  the  two 
materials  which  a  twirl  of  the  fingers 
can  combine  and  make  a  finished 
cigarette.  It  would  certainly  be 
strange  to  hold  that  a  restrictive  reg- 
ulation for  the  sale  of  tobacco  pipes 
was  valid,  but  that  an  amendment  to 
it  forbidding,  except  on  the  same  con- 
ditions, the  sale  of  pipe  bowls  with 
tihe  gift  of  amber  pipe  stems,  was  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  legislative  body 
enacting  the  original  restriction. 
But  it  would  be  no  more  strange  than 
to  sustain  the  contention  of  appel- 
lants in  the  present  case." 
.  ThaH  a  statute  imposing  a  specific 
tax  upon  the  business  of  selling  cig- 
arettes did  liot  provide  for  notice  of 
the  assessm^it  or  levy  to  the  one  en- 
gaged in  the  business  was  held  in 
Hodge  ¥.  Mttiieatine  County  (1903) 
121  Iowa,  482,  67  L.R.A.'624,  104  Am; 
St;  Rep.  304,  96  N.  W.  968,  not  to 
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render  it  unconstitutional,  as  depriv* 
insr  bim  of  property  without  due  proe^ 
ess  of  law.  The  decision  is  affirmed 
in  (1906)  1%  U.  S.  276,  49  L.  ed.  477, 
25  Sup.  €t.  Rep.  2S7,  where  the  Feder- 
al Supreme  Court  held  that  due 
process  of  law  does  not  require  no- 
tice- of  the  aasessment  or  levy  to 
a  person  carrying  on  the  business 
of  selling  cigarettes,  there  being 
no  discretion  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  tax.  The  statute  provided 
for  an  annual  tax  of  $800  assessed 
"against  every  person  .  •  .  and 
upon  the  real  property,  and  the 
owner  thereof,''  whereon  cigarettes 
were  sold  or  kept  for  sale,  in  addition 
to  all  other  taxes  and  penalties,  and 
that  the  payment  of  the  tax  should 
not  bar  criminal  prosecution  for  the 
sale.  And  the  Federal  Supreme  Court 
held,  also,  that  the  construction  of 
the  statute '  by  the  Iowa  supreme 
court,  that  the  annual  charge  imposed 
was  a  tax  on  the  traffic,  and  not  a 
penalty*  was  not  so  clearly  erroneous 
as  to  justify  it  in  adopting  a  different 
construction  on  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
state  cburt,  in  which  it  was  asserted 
that  the  stittute  denied  due  process  of 
law.  It  was  held,  also,  that  the  own- 
er was  not  denied  due  process  of  law 
by  the  fact  that  the  statute  made  the 
tax  imposed  on  the  business  of  cigar- 
ette selling  a  lien  upon  the  property 
wh^e  the  business  was  carried  on. 

It  was  held,  also,  by  the  Federal 
Supreme  Court  in  Hodge  v.  Muscatine 
County  (U,  S.)  supra,  that  sufficient 
provision  for  notice  and  hearing  to 
constitute  due  process  of  law  was  af- 
forded the  owner  of  real  property  who 
was  made  personally  liable,  and  his 
property  impressed  with  a  lien,  under 
the  Iowa  statute  above  referred  to, 
for  the  tax  imposed  thereby  on  cigar- 
ette selling  on  the  premises,  by  those 
provisions  of  the  statute  which  per- 
mitted him  to  make  application  to  the 
board  of  supervisors  to  remit  the  tax, 
and,  in  case  of  a  denial  of  the  peti- 
tion, to  appeal  to  the  district  court 
for  a  judicial  determination  of  his 
liability. 

And  whether  the  Iowa  Constitution 
was  violated  by  a  statute  of  that  state 
imposing  a  tax  on  cigarette  selling, 


because  the  statute  did  not  distinctly 
state  the  tax  and  the  object  to  which 
it  was  applied,  was  held  by  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  in  Hodge  v. 
Muscatine  County  (II.  S.)  supra,  to  be 
a  purely  local  question,  which  it  could 
not  consider  on  writ  of  error  to  the 
state  court. 

It  was  said  in  People  ex  rel.  Ber- 
lisheimer  v.  Busse  (1907)  231  IlL  251, 
8S  N.  E.  175,  that  the  legislature  has 
the  right,  in  the  exercise  of  its  police 
power,  to  pass  an  act  prohibiting  the 
sale  of  cigarettes.  For  holding  in  the 
ease,  see  VI.  infra. 

The  validity  of  a  statute  prohibit- 
ing the  sale  of  cigarettes  to  children 
under  sixteen  years  of  age  is  assumed 
apparently  in  People  v.  Duke  (1897) 
19  Misc.  292,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  886,  in 
considering  the  effect  of  the  statute 
on  the  question  of  conspiracy  to  mo- 
nopolize the  business  of  making  and 
selling  cigarettes. 

And  the  Validity  of  anti-cigarette 
legislation  seems  to  be  assumed  in 
such  cases  as  Allen  v.  State  (1913) 
10  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  75,  183  Pac.  1138, 
where  the  court  said  it  was  a  viola- 
tion of  the  law  to  sell  or  give  away 
cigarette  papers  in  that  state,  and 
that,  so  long  as  such  a  law  was  in  the 
statutes,  it  should  be  observed,  and 
violation  thereof  punished. 

The  power  of  a  state  to  prohibit 
the  circulation  therein  of  a  news- 
paper published  in  another  state,  con- 
taining advertisements  of  cigarettes, 
is  denied  in  Post  Printing  &  Pub.  Co. 
V.  Brewster  (1917)  246  Fed.  821. 
This  case  involved  the  same  Kansas 
statute  as  that  considered  in  the  re- 
ported case  (State  v.  Nossaman, 
ante,  921),  the  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute involved  being  that  which  made 
it  unlawful  for  any  person,  company, 
or  corporation  to  advertise  cigarettes 
or  cigarette  papers  in  any  circular, 
newspaper,  or  other  periodicals,  pub- 
lished, offered  for  sale,  or  free  distri- 
bution within  the  state.  The  court 
took  the  view  that  the  business  of 
printing  aiid  publishing  a  newspaper 
in  another  state,  and  causing  the 
copies  thereof  to  be  carried  into  the 
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Btate»  and  there  delivered  to  subscrib*- 
ers  and  customers,  to  agents  and  rep- 
resentatives, constituted  the  pursuing 
of  interstate  business  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Federal  Constitution. 
It  was  said :  "The  sale  of  cigarettes 
in  the  state  of  Missouri,  where  the 
newspapers  of  plaintiff  are  published, 
is  a  lawful  business;  and  the  trans- 
mission by  plaintiff  of  the  intelligence 
where  and  on  what  terms  cigarettes 
may  be  purchased  by  its  subscribers, 
by  way  of  advertisements  inserted 
in  such  newspaper,  is  perfectly  legit- 
imate and  proper.  Further,  it  must 
be  regarded  as  settled  the  sale  of 
cigarettes  in  a  foreign  state  to  a  citi- 
zen of  this  state,  and  their  carriage 
from  said  foreign  state  into  this  state 
and  here  4^1ivered  in  original  pack- 
ages in  consummation  of  such  sale 
made  in  a  foreign  state,  is  legitimate 
interstate  commerce,  which  is  beyond 
the  power  of  the  legislature  of  this 
state  to  prohibit  or  unduly  restrict  or 
burden.  ...  In  other  words, 
while  the  business  of  bartering,  sell- 
ing, or  in  any  other  manner  dispos- 
ing of  cigarettes  in  this  state,  or  the 
business  of  advertising  in  aAy  man- 
ner by  anyone  within  this  state,  of  the 
business  of  selling  or  disposing  of 
cigarettes,  is  by  the  act  in  question 
properly  prohibited,  yet  by  reason  of 
the  exclusive  control  of  Congress  over 
interstate  commerce  it  must,  I  think, 
be  held,  as  the  conduct  of  interstate 
commerce  in  cigarettes  may  not  by  a 
state  be  prohibited  or  unreasonably 
burdened,  it  follows,  of  necessity,  the 
business  of  advertising  such  inter- 
state commerce  business,  which  ad- 
vertising itself  not  only  is  a  form  of 
interstate  commerce,  but  further  ad- 
heres in  the  very  conduct  of  the  in- 
terstate cigarette  business  itself,  is 
also  beyond  the  power  of  the  state  to 
prohibit  or  make  criminal  and  punish, 
and  this  for  the  reason  it  cannot  be 
thought  possible  to  make  the  adver- 
tisement of  a  lawful  business  unlaw- 
ful and  punishable  as  a  crime/' 

On  the  point  involved  in  the  pre- 
ceding case,  attention  is  called  to 
several  cases  among  possibly  others 
of  a  similar  nature,  not  on  facts  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  note,  because  not 


involving  cigarettes,  but  of  value  in 
this  connection  because  the  same 
principle  is  involved.  Thus,  in  State 
ex  rel.  Black  v.  Delaye  (1916)  19» 
Ala.  600,  LR.A.1916E,  640,  68  So. 
993,  the  court  sustained  the  validity 
of  the  statute  forbidding  the  circula- 
tion within  the  state-  of  newspapers 
and  magazines  containing  advertise- 
ments of  intoxicating  liquors,  holding 
that  the  same  did  not,  even  with  re- 
spect to  papers  and  magazines  pub- 
lished in  other  states  and  shipped  in* 
to  the  state,  infringe  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution  so 
far  as  it  applies  to  sales  from  broken 
packages,  on  the  news  stands.  But 
this  decision  was  in  view  of  the  Wil* 
son  Act  enlarging  the  powers  of  the 
states  over  interstate  commerce  in  in- 
toxicating liquor,  and  on^this  ground 
was  distinguished  in  the  Brewster 
Case  (Fed.)  supra,,  where  a  publica- 
tion of  cigarette  advertisements  was 
involved.  The  power  of  the  state  to 
forbid  the  publication  within  its  lim- 
its»  of  advertisements  of  the  keeping 
for  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  at 
places  in  other  states,  is  sustained  in 
State  V.  J.  P.  Bass  Pub.  Go.  (1908) 
104  Me.  288,  20  L.R.A.(N;S.)  496,  71 
Atl.  894r  and  State  ex  rel.  West  v. 
State  Capital  Co.  (1909)  24  Okla.  262, 
103  Pac.  1021. 

If/.  Cigarette  emokiHo. 

An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  smok- 
ing of  cigarettes  anywhere  within  the 
corporate  limits  of  a  municipality 
was  held  void  for  unreasonableness, 
in  Hershberg  v.  Barbourville  (1911) 
142  Ky.  60,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  141,  133 
S.  W.  986,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  189.  The 
court  said:  ''We  concur  in  the  conclu- 
sion that  it  is  not  a  reasonable  or- 
dinance, and  that .  the  circuit  court 
properly  so  held.  .  •  .  The  ordi- 
nance is  so  broad  as  to  prohibit  one 
from  smoking  a  cigarette  in  his  own 
home  or  on  any  private  premises  in 
the  city.  To  prohibit  the  smoking  of 
cigarettes  in  the  citizen's  own  home 
or  on  other  private  premises  is  an 
invasion  of  his  right  to  control  his 
own  personal  indulgences.  The  city 
council  is  authorised  by  statute  to 
enact  and  enforce  all  such  local  po- 
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lice,  sanitary,  and ^  other  regalations 
as  do  not  conflict  with  general  law«. 
.  .  .  But  under 'this  power  it  may 
not  reasonably  interfere  with  the 
right  of  the  citizen  to  determine  for 
himself  such  personal  matters.  If 
the  council  may  prohibit  cigarette 
smoking  in  the  city,  it  may  prohibit 
pipe  smoking  or  cigar  smoking,  or  any 
other  use  of  tobacco.  The  legislature 
did  not  contemplate  conferring  such 
power  upon  the  council.  If  the  or- 
dinance had  provided  a  penalty  for 
smoking  cigarettes  on  the  streets  of 
the  city,  a  different  question  would  be 
presented;  but  whether  such  an  ordi- 
nance would  be  valid  is  a  question 
not  now  presented  or  decided." 
k  The  question  of  the  power  of  a  mu- 
nicipality or  state  to  prohibit  ciga- 
rette smokihg'has  been' involved  in 
some  instances  in  cases  presenting 
the  broader  question  of  the  power  to 
prohibit  or  restrict  the  use  of  tobac- 
co, the  statute  or  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion applying  to  the  use  of  other 
kinds  of  tobacco  as  well  as  cigarettes. 
Thus,  in  Zion  v.  Behrens  (1914)  262 
lU.  510,  51  L.R.A.(N.S.)  562,  104  N. 
E.  836,  Ann.  Gas.  1915A,  1057,  the 
statute  made  it  unlawful  to  smoke  to- 
bacco in  any  form,  whether  in  a  pipe, 
or  by  the  use  of  a  cigarette,  cigar, 
or  otherwise,  in  public  places,  spe- 
cifically depignating  streets,  parks, 
etc.,  and  made  it  unlawful  for  a  per- 
son to  have  in  his  possession  in  such 
public  places  a  lighted  cigarette, 
lighted  cigar,  etc;  The  court  held 
that  the  police  power  of  a  city  doei 
not  extend  to  the  prohibition  of  smok- 
ing or  carrying  lighted  tobacco  in  its 
streets  and  parks,  which  are  spacious 
enough  so  that  the  use  of  tobacco  in 
such  places  cannot  be  harmful  to 
others  or  tend  to  cause  danger  to 
property  from  fire. 

Among  possJibiy  other  cases  involv- 
ing statutes  or  brdinanc^s  prohibiting 
smoking,  sttt^rition  is  called  to  the 
following:  State  v.  Heidenhain 
(1890)  42  La.'  Ann.  483,  21  Am.  St. 
Rep.  388,  T  S6.  621,  holding  that  a 
charter  provision  granting  a  city 
power  to  provide  for  public  health  id 
BufAcient  authority  for  an  ordinance 
prbhibitin]^ '  sin^kinir  ill 'iltr^et  carft', 


Com.  V.  Thompson  (1847)  12  VL4t. 
(Mass.)  231,  holding  that  a  statute 
prohibiting  smoking  'in  any  street, 
lane,  or  passageway*'  applied  to  all 
open  ways,  whether  legally  estab- 
lished public  ways  or  not,  the  court 
apparently  assuming  the  validity  of 
the  statute. 

In  Dempsey  v.  Stout  (1906)  76  Neb. 
152,  107  N.  W.  235,  the  court  avoided 
the  decision  of  the  question  whether 
the  legislature  could  forbid  the  us- 
ing of  cigarettes  by  an  adult,  by  rul- 
ing in  effect  that  the  act  of  ''rolling 
cigarettes*'  of  one's  own  materials 
and  for  one's  own  use  was  not  the 
"manufacture"  of  cigarettes  within 
the  meaning  of  the  anti-cigarette  law. 

See  also  State  v.  Lowry  (Ind.)  su- 
pra^ I.  where  the  statute  was  held  not 
to  apply  to  the  act  of  smoking  ciga- 
rettes. 

IV »  Coupons  or  aHher  eCB^raneous  mrtieieM 
in  cigarette  pa4^c(Mge9, 

The  Federal  statute  of  1897  pro- 
hibiting the  packing  in,  attaching  to, 
or  connecting  with,  .packages,  of  to- 
bacco and  cigarettes,  of  "any  article 
or  thin^  whatsoever,"  other  than  cer- 
tain specifled  labels  and  stamps,  was 
held  in  United  States  v.  288  Packages 
of  M«rry  World  Tobacco  (1900)  103 
Fed.  453,  to  be  within  the  taxing  pow- 
ers of  Oottgress,  and  constitutional. 
In  this*  case  the  statute  was  violated 
by  placing  in  packages  of  tobacco 
coupons  entitling  the  holder,  on  re- 
turn of  a  certain  number  to  the  manu- 
facturer, to  a  premium.  The  court 
took  the  view  that  the  means  em- 
ployed by  Ck>ngress  in  this  instance 
were  reasonably  adapted  to  the  end 
of  collecting  revenues,  in  obtaining 
a  tax  based  on  the  weight  of  the 
package,  and  in  protecting  purchas- 
ers from  fraud.  Apparently  the  same 
case  WBB  before  the  Federal  Supreme 
Court  under  the  title  Felsenheld  v. 
United  States  (1902)  186  U.  S.  126,  46 
L.  ed.  1085,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  740, 
where  the  same  conclusion  was 
reached,  it  being  held  that  no  uncon- 
stitutional regulation  was  made  by 
the  statute,  although  it  was  construed 
to  prohibit  the  insertion  in  packages 
of  tobacco  of  a  coupon  printed  ofithfA 
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paper  of  inappreciable,  weight  »and 
without  extrinsic  value,  which  did 
not  affect  in  any  way  the  ascertain- 
ing of  the  proper  tw  payable  up^on 
the  package,  or  interfere  in.  any 
way  with  the  collection  of  such  ta^ 
The  Federal  Supreme  Court  sai^: 
"It  seems  to  us  that,  in  the  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  manufacture  and 
handling  of  goods  which  are  sllbj^ctr 
ed  to  an  internal  revenue  tax.  Con- 
gress may  prescribe  any  rule  or  regu- 
lation which  is  not  in  itself  unrea- 
sonable; that  it  is  a  perfectly  reason- 
able requirement  that  every  package 
of  such  goods  should  contain  nothing 
but  the  article  which  is  taxed;  that  in 
order  to  make  such  a  regulation  con- 
stitutional it  is  not  necessary  that 
there  be,  either  expressly  or  by  impli- 
cation, an  exception  of  those  articles 
or  things  which,  by  virtue  of  their 
minute  size  or  weight,  do  not  appar- 
ently affect  the  collection  of  the  tax. 
Congress  may  rightfully  make  the 
prohibition  absolute,  and  the  courts 
may  not  draw  a  line  between  the  for- 
eign substance,  which  is  trifling  in 
size  or  weighty  and  that  which  is  of 
appreciable  size  and  weight,  and  hold 
in  reference  to  a  particular  package 
the  act  valid  if  the  size  or  weight  is 
appreciable^  and  invalid  if  it  is  not. 
Among  the  regulations  prescribed  by 
Congress  in  its  internal  revenue  legis- 
lation are  many  which  are  purely 
arbitrary,  or  at  least  the  necessity  of 
which  for  the  collection  of  taxes  is 
not  apparent.  .  .  .  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  it  is  within  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  prescribe  that  a  package  of 
any  article  which  it  subjects  to  tax, 
and  upon  which  it  requires  the  afibc- 
ing  of  a  stamp,  shall  contain  only  the 
article  which  is  subject  to  the  tax." 

In  State  v.  Sbragia  (1909)  138  Wis. 
579,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  697,  119  N.  W. 
290,  in  which  the  validity  of  a  statute 
prohibiting  the  selling  or  giving  away 
of  cigarettes  or  cigarette  paper  is  ap- 
parently assumed,  it  was  held  that  the 
sale  by  a  retailer. of  a  sealed  package 
of  tobacco  put  up  by  the  manufac- 
turer, which  contains  a  coupon  en- 
titling the  purchaser  to  cigarette  pa- 
pers when  presented  by  him  to  the 
manufacturer,  will  support  a  convic- 


tion, of  the  retftijer  under  a  statute 
forbidding  the  sale  or  giving  away, 
directly  or  indirectly,  of  such  paper; 
that  the  sale  of  a  package  of  tobacco 
which  contains  a  coupon  entitling  the 
purchaser  to  cigarette  papers  if  sent 
to  the. manufacturer  in  another  state 
does  not,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
it  must  be  so  sent,  become  interstate 
comiperce,  so  as  not  to  be  subject  to 
the  operation  of  a  state  statute  for- 
bidding the  sale  of  such  paper  direct- 
ly or  indirectly,  or  upon  any  pretense 
or  by  any  device. 

And  although  not  dealing  with  a 
statute  aimed  especially  at  cigarettes, 
but  at  tobacco  generally,  attention  is 
called  to  United  Cigar  Stores  Co.  v. 
Stewart  (1916)  144  6a.  724,  87  S.  E. 
1034,  holding  void,  because  in  viola- 
tion of  a  constitutional  provision  re- 
quiring, uniformity  of  .taxes  upon  the 
same  class  of  subjects,  a  statute 
which  imposed  a  tax  of  $200  "upon 
every  manufacturer  of  tobacco,  and 
upon  every  wholesale  and  retail  deal- 
er in  tobacco,,  who  redeems,  or  offers 
to  redeem,  any  tags  or  labels  sold  or 
distributed  or  given  with  tobacco 
sales,"  for  each  place  of  business  in 
the  state  where  such  tags  or  labels 
were  redeemed. 

F.  Pltu^  or  method  of  fnanufaeture, 

4 

Although  not  limited  to. cigarettes, 
attention  is  called  to  Re  Jacobs 
(1885)  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636, 
where  the  New  Yoric  statute  forbid- 
ding the  manufacture  of  cigars  or 
preparation  of  tobacco  in  any  form  m 
tenement  houses  under  certain  condi- 
tions was  held  unconstitutional,  as 
arbitrarily  interfering  with  personal 
liberty  and  private  property  without 
due  process  of  law.  The  statute  ap- 
plied to  cities  having  a  population  of 
over  500,000;  it  prohibited  the  manu- 
facture of  cigars  or  preparation  of 
tobacco  in  any  form  on  any  floor, 
or  in  any  part  of  any  floor,  in 
any  tenement  house,  if  such  floor,  or 
any  part  of  such  floor,  was  by  any 
person  occupied  as  a  home  or  resi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  living,  sleep- 
ing, cooking,  or  doing  any  household 
work  therein;  any  house,  building,  or 
portion  thereof  occupied  as  a  home  or 
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^residence  of  more  than  three  families 
living  independently  of  one  another, 
and  doing  their  cooking,  upon  the 
premises,  was  a  tenement  house  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute,  which, 
however,  did  not  apply  if,  on  the  first 
floor  of  the  tenement  house,  there  wsfs 
a  store  for  the  sale  of  cigars  and  to- 
bacco. The  court  said:  ''What  does 
this  act  attempt  to  do?  In  form,  it 
makes  it  a  crime  for  a  cigar  maker  in 
New  York  and  Brooklyn,  the  only 
cities  in  the  state  having  a  population 
exceeding  600,000,  to  carry  on  a  per- 
fectly lawful  tirade  in  his  own  home. 
Whether  he  owns  the  tenement  house, 
or  has  hired  a  room  therein  for  the 
purpose  of  prosecuting  his  trade,  he 
cannot  manufacture  therein  his  own 
tobacco  into  cigars  for  his  own  use 
or  for  sale,  and  he  will  become  a 
criminal  for  doin^  that  which  is  per- 
fectly lawful  outside  of  the  two  cities 
named, — everywhere  else,  so  far  as 
we  are  able  to  learn,  in  the  whole 
world.  He  must  either  abandon  the 
trade  by  which  he  earns  a  livelihood 
for  himself  and  family,  or,  if  able, 
procure  a  room  elsewhere,  or  hire 
himself  out  to  one  who  has  a  room, 
upon  such  terms,  as  under  the  fierce 
competition  of  trade  and  the  inexor- 
able laws  of  supply  and  demand,  ^e 
may  be  able  to  obtain  from  his  ein- 
ployer.  He  may  choose  to  do  his  work 
where  he  can  have  the  supervision  of 
his  family  and  their  help,  and  such 
choice  is  denied  him.  He  may  choose 
to  work  for  himself  rather  than  for 
a  taskmaster,  and  he  is  left  without 
freedom  of  choice.  He  may  desire  the 
advantage  of  cheap  production  in  con- 
sequence of  his  cheap  rent  and  family 
help,  and  of  this  he  is  deprived.  In 
the  unceasing  struggle  for  Success 
and  existence  which  pervades  all  so- 
cieties of  men,  he  may  be  deprived  of 
that  which  will  enable  him  to  main- 
tain his  hold,  and  to  survive.  He  may 
go  to  a  tenement  house,  and  finding 
no  one  living,  sleeping,  cooking,  or 
doing  any  household  work  upon  one  of 
the  floors,  hire  a  room  upon  such  floor 
to  carry  on  his  trade,  and  afterward 
someone  may  commence  to  sleep  or  to 
do  some  househ6ld  work  upon  such 
floor,  even  without  his  knowledge,  and 


he  at  once  becomes  a  criminal  in  con^- 
ttequence  of,  another's  act.  He  may 
go  to  a  tenement  house,  and,  finding 
but  two  families  living  therein  inde- 
pendently, hire  a  room,  and  afterward 
by  subdivision  of  the  families,  or  a 
change  in  their  mode  of  life,  or  in 
some  other  way,  a  fourth  family  be- 
gins to  live  therein  independently, 
and  thus  he  may  become  a  criminal 
without  the  knowledge,  or  possibly 
the  means  of  knowledge,  that  he  was 
violating  any  law.  It  is  therefore 
plain  that  this  law  interferes  with  the 
profitable  and  free  use  of  his  prop- 
erty by  the  owner  or  lessee  of  a  tene- 
ment house  who  is  a  cigar  maker, 
and  trammels  him  in  the  application 
of  his  industry  and  the  disposition  of 
his  labot,  and  thus  in  a  strictly  legit- 
imate sense  it  arbitrarily  deprives 
him  of  his  property  and  of  some  por- 
tion of  his  personal  liberty,"  It  was 
said  further :  "We  are  not  aware,  and 
are  not  able  to  learn,  that  tobacco  is 
even  injurious  to  the  health  of  those 
who  deal  in  it,  or  are  engaged  in  its 
production  or  manufacture.  We  cer- 
tainly know  enough  about  it  to  be 
sure  that  its  manipulation  in  one 
room  can  produce  no  harm  to  the 
health  of  the  occupants  of  other 
rooms  in  the  same  house.  It  was 
proved  in  this  case  that  the  odor  of 
the  tx>bacco  did  not  extend  to  any  of 
the  other  rooms  of  the  tenement 
house.  .  .  .  This  law  was  not  in- 
tended to  protect  the  health  of  those 
engaged  in  cigar  making,  as  they  are 
allowed  to  manufacture  cigars  every- 
where except  in  the  forbidden  tene- 
ment houses.  .  .  ,  What  possible 
relation  to  the  health  of  the  occu- 
pants  of  a  large  tenement  house  could 
cigar  making  in  one  of  its  remote 
rooms  have?  If  the  legislature  had 
in  mind  the  protection  of  the  occu- 
pants of  tenement  houses,  why  was 
the  act  confined  in  its  operation  to 
the  two  cities  only?  It  is  plain  that 
this  is  not  a  health  law,  and  that  it 
has  no  relation  whatever  to  the  pub- 
lic health When  a  health 

law  is  challenged  in  the  courts  as  un- 
constitutional on  the  ground  that  it 
arbitrarily  interferes  with  personal 
liberty  and  private  property  without 
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due  process  of  law,  the  courts  must 
be  able  to  see  that  it  has,  at  least  ia 
fact,  some  relati<m  to  the  public 
health,  that  the  public  health  is  the 
end  actually  aimed  at»  and  that  it  is 
appropriate  and  adapted  to  that  end. 
This  we  have  not  been  able  to  see  in 
this  law,  and  we  must  therefore  pro* 
nounce  it  unconstitutional  and  void." 
As  holding  an  earlier  statute  in- 
tended to  prohibit  the  manufacture  of 
cigars,  or  preparation  of  tobacco  in 
any  form,  in  rooms  or  apartments,  un- 
constitutional because  of  a  defective 
title,  see  Re  Paul  (1884)  94  N.  Y.  497. 

FT.  Mi9cellane&u9 ;   title   of  Hatuie. 

The  title  of  the  Iowa  statute  im- 
posing an,  annual  tax  of  $800  on  the 
business  of  selling  cigarettes,  and  on 
the  premises  and  the  owner  thereof 
on  which  they  were  sold,  ''An  act 
to  Revise,  Amend,  and  Codifjr  the 
Statute  in  Relation  to  Crimes  and 
Their  Punishment,"  was  held  in  Coolt; 
V.  Marshall  County  (1903)  119  Iowa» 
384,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  288,  93  N.  W. 
372,  sufficiently  to  comply  with  the 
constitutional  provision  that  every 
act  should  embrace  but  one  subject 
and  matters  properly  connected  there- 
with, which  subject  should  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  title.  It  appeared  that 
a  statute  prohibiting  the  sale  of  cig- 
arettes, under  penalty,  was  amended 
by  the  additional  section  providing 
for  the  assessment  of  the  tax  above 
referred  to,  which  tax  was  to  be  as- 
sessed and  collected  after  the  manner 
of  the  mulct  liquor  tax,  and  was  not 
to  be  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  the 
penalty  for  the  sale  of  cigarettes. 

Under  a  constitutional  provision 
that  no  bill  shall  contain  more  than 
one  subject,  which  shall  be  clearly 
expressed  in  its  title,  it  was  held  in 
Alperson  v.  Whalen  (1905)  74  Nek 
680,  105  N.  W.  474,  that  the  legisla- 
ture might  properly  prohibit  the  giv- 
ing away  of  cigarettes  under  a  stat- 
ute entitled  "An  Act  to  Prohibit  the 
Manufacture  ai^d  Sale  of  Cigarettes." 
It  was  said :  "The  nature  and  use  of 
these  articles  is  well  understood.  If 
the  legislature  was  justifiable  in  as- 
suming that  the  character  of  these 
articles  is  such  as  to  justify  the  pro- 


hibition of  their  manufacture  and 
sale,  the  court  will  also  take  notice 
of  the  nature  and  use  of  the  prohibit^ 
ed  articles.  With  this  in  mind,  can 
it  be  said  that  the  subject  of  this 
legislation  as  derived  from  the  act  it- 
self is  so  disguised  in  the  title  that 
the  legislators  would  not  be  sufficient- 
ly notified  by  the  language  used  in  the 
title,  that  it  was  intended  to  discour- 
age the  use  of  the  articles  referred  to, 
and  to  that  end,  to  prevent  all  traffic 
tiierein?.  We  think  that  it  is  manifest 
from  the  title  to  this  act,  and  there- 
fore sufficiently  expressed  therein,  that 
it  was  the  purpose  of  the  proposed 
legislation  to  protect  the  people  of 
the  state  against  results  arising  from 
furnishing  these  articles  to  the  pub- 
lic. ...  If  the  barter  and  gift  of 
cigarettes  and  cigarette  paper  are  not 
prohibited  by  the  act,  it  is  manifest 
that  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the 
legislature  is  thwarted,  and  we  think 
that  purpose  and  intent  is  plainly  to 
be  derived  from  the  title  of  the  act 
itself." 

But  under  a  similar  constitutional 
provision,,  a  statutory  provision  sub- 
jecting to  a  fine  any  person  who  sold, 
gave  to,  or  in  any  way  furnished  cig- 
arettes to  any  person  under  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  was  held  unconsti- 
tutional, in  People  v.  Blumerich 
(1914)  183  Mich.  133,  149  N.  W.  1040, 
because  broader  than  the  title  of  the 
act,  and  not  sufficiently  expressed 
therein,  the  title  being  "An  Act  to 
Prohibit  the  Manufacture,  Sale,  or 
Use  of  Adulterated  Cigarettes,  and 
Prohibiting  the  Use  of  Cigarettes  by 
Minors.''  The  statute  prohibited  the 
use  of  cigarettes  by  minors  only  m 
public  places,  and  provided  that  it 
should  not  be  construed  to  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  parents  and  guar- 
dians in  the  management  of  their 
heirs  or  wards  on  their  own  private 
premises.  The  court  said  the  only 
prohibition  of  sale  expressly  indi- 
cated in  the  title  related  to  adulter- 
ated cigarettes;  that  it  was  clear  it 
was  not  within  the  legislative  intent 
to  provide  anything  more  than  a 
modified  prohibition  of  the  use  of  cigr 
arettes  by  minors;  so  that,  fairly 
stated,  ft  was  the  legislative  intent 
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to  prohibit  absolutely  the  manufac- 
ture, sale,  or  use  of  adulterated  cigar- 
ettes, and  to  prohibit,  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent, the  use  of  all  cigarettes  by 
minors.  Under  these  circumstances 
the  court  took  the  view  that  the  words 
in  the  title,  "prohibiting  the  use  of 
cigarettes  by  minors,"  could  not  be 
construed  as  broad  enough  to  include 
a  provision  of  the  act  prohibiting  the 
sale  of  cigarettes  to  them. 

And  the  position  was  taken  in  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Berlizheimer  v.  Busse 
(1907)  231  IIL  251,  83  N.  E.  176,  that 
a  state  legislature  does  not  have  pow- 
er to  prohibit  the  sale  of  cigarettes 
under  the  title  of  an  act  which  only 
provides  for  the  ''regulation''  of  the 
sale  of  cigarettes.  It  was  said  that 
if  the  act  in  question  was  intended 
absolutely  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  cig- 
arettes, the  court  would  have  no  hes- 
itation in  holding  that  it  was  broader 
than  its  title,  "An  Act  to  Regulate  the 
Manufacture,  Use,  and  Sale  of  Cigar- 
ettes,'* and  therefore  unconstitutional 
and  void.  The  statute  was  held  valid 
in  this  instance,  however,  on  the 
ground  that  in  providing  a  punish- 
ment by  fine  and  imprisonment  for 
"every  person  who  shall  manufacture, 
sell,  or  give  away  any  cigarettes  con- 
taining any  substance  deleterious  to 
health,  including  tobacco,"  the  legis- 
lature intended  not  to  prohibit,  abso- 
lutely, the  sale  of  cigarettes,  but  only 
the  sale  of  cigarettes  which  contained 
substances  deleterious  to  health,  in- 
cluding cigarettes  made  of  tobacco  in- 
jurious to  health  by  reason  of  being 
impregnated  with  drugs  or  otherwise, 
and  did  not  intend  to  prohibit  the  sale 


of  cigarettes   which   contained   only 
pure  tobacco. 

Although  not  on  facts  within  the 
scope  of  the  note,  attention  is  called 
to  State  V.  Olson  (1913)  26  N.  D.  304, 
LJI.A.1918B,  975,  144  N.  W.  661, 
which,  in  sustaining  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  North  Dakota  "Anti-Snuff 
Act,"  considered  matters  related  to 
the  present  subject.  The  court  held 
that  it  would  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  use  of  tobacco  in  any  form  as  un- 
cleanly, and  that  its  excessive  use  is 
injurious;  also  that  the  use  of  tobacco 
in  any  form  by  the  young  is  injurious, 
and  that  the  use  of  snuff  is  especially 
so.  It  was  held,  also,  that  the  stat- 
ute, which  made  it  unlawful  for  any 
person,  firm,  or  corporation,  to  im- 
port, manufacture,  distribute,  or  give 
away  any  snuff  or  substitute  therefor, 
and  which  defined  "snuff"  as  "any  to- 
bacco that  has  been  fermented  or 
dried,  or  flavored  or  pulverized  or  cut 
or  scented  or  otherwise  treated,"  in- 
tended to  be  taken  by  the  mouth  or 
nose,  with  exceptions  as  to  certain 
kinds  of  chewing  tobacco,  was  consti- 
tutional, and  could  not  be  assailed  on 
the  ground  that  it  deprived  any  per- 
son of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  or  denied  to 
any  person  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws.  The  fact  that  the  statute 
made  the  exception  above  referred  to 
was  held  also  not  to  render  it  invalid 
and  subject  to  a  charge  of  class  legis- 
lation. Petition  for  a  writ  of  error 
was  dismissed  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  in  (1917)  245  U.  & 
676,  62  L.  ed.  542,  88  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  13. 

R.  £•  H« 


ERNEST  R.  POLLARD,  Appt, 

V. 

WILLIAM  N.  WARD,  Respt 

tiiss9uri  Supreme  Court  (Diviaion  No.  2)  ^June  23,  1991, 

(—Mo.  — ,  283  S.  W.  14.) 

Judgment  —  divorce  -—  bar  to  action  for  criminal  conversation. 

1.  A  decree  of  divorce  does  not  bar  an  action  for  previous  alienation  of 
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or  criminal  conversation  or  seduction,  and  it  is  immaterial  that 
the  fact  might  have  been,  but  was  not,  set  up  as  a  defense  to  the  divorce 
action. 

[iS«6  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  943.] 


•»  effect  upon  strang^ers. 

2.  A  judgment  of  divorce  is  conclu- 
sive upon  strangers  as  determining  the 
status  of  the  parties  to  %  but  not  as 
to  the  facts  litigated. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.   461.] 

Estoppel  -~  failure  to  set  up  defense  to 
action. 

8.  Failure  of  a  man  to  set  up  in  a 
proceeding  against  him  by  his  wife  for 
divorce,  known  facts  of  her  miscon- 
duct with  another  man,  does  not  estop 
him  from  maintaining  an  action 
against  such  man  for  criminal  con- 
versation with  her. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  462,  496.] 

—  what  constitutes. 

4.  Three  things  must  occur  to  con- 
stitute estoppel  in  pais  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  an  action,  an  admission, 
statement,  or  act  inconsistent  with  the 
claim  afterwards  asserted  and  sued 
on;  action  by  the  other  party  on  the 


faith  of  such  admission,  statement,  or 
act;  and  injury  to  such  other  party, 
resulting  from  allowing  the  first  party 
to  contradict  or  repudiate  such  admis- 
sion, statement,  or  act. 

[See  10  R.  G.  L.  689 ;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1039.] 

Election  —  right  to  profit  by. 

6.  A  defendant  in  an  action  for  crim- 
inal conversation  with  a  woman  who 
subsequently  secured  a  divorce  from 
her  husband  cannot  set  up  in  defense 
an  alleged  election  by  the  husband  in 
settling  property  rights  with  his  wife 
in  which  he  obtained  an  advantage. 

Appeal  —  errwieous  admission  of  evi* 
dence  —  failure  to  object. 

6.  Advantage  cannot  be  taken  on  ap- 
peal of  the  erroneous  admission  of  evi- 
dence to  which  no  objection  was  made 
when  it  was  offered. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  77 ;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp« 
385.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Linn  County 
(Lamb,  J.)  granting  a  new  trial  after  judgment  in  his  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  alleged  criminal  conversation  of  defend- 
ant with  plaintiff's  wife.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  Conunissioner's  opinion. 

Messrs.  Pross  T.  Cross*  H.  J.  West,     Gas.  1916A,  344 ;  Prettyman  v.  William- 


and  Scott  J.  Miller,  for  appellant: 

The  husband  in  this  state  has  a  right 
and  a  cause  of  action  against  a  de- 
fendant who  has  had  criminal  con- 
versation with  his  wife  and  who  has 
debauched  his  wife,  and  this  cause  of 
action    still    exists,    notwithstanding 

glaintiff's  wife  has  secured  a  divorce 
y  default  in  a  divorce  suit  against 
him. 

Wales  V.  Miner,  89  Ind.  118;  Wood 
V.  Mathews,  47  Iowa,  411;  Dickerman 
V.  Graves,  6  Gush.  308,  53  Am.  Dec.  41 ; 
Ratcliff  V.  Wales,  1  Hill,  63 ;  Berney  v. 
Adriance,  157  App.  Div.  628,  142  N.  Y. 
Supp.  748 ;  Purdy  v.  Robinson,  133  App. 
Div.  155,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  295. 

The  debauchinj^  of  plaintiff's  wife  in 
the  suit  for  criminal  conversation, 
while  she  was  his  wife,  has  no  con- 
nection with,  and  is  no  bar  to,  plain- 
tiff's suit  for  damages  against  the  de- 
baucher  of  his  wife. 

De  Ford  v.  Johnson,  251  Mo.  253,  46 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1083,  158  S.  W.  29,  Ann. 


son,  1  Penn.  (Del.)  224,  39  Atl.  731, 
A  judgment  for  divorce*  even  at  the 
husband's  fault,  is  not  a  bar  to  an  ac- 
tion of  this  kind. 

Michael  v.  Dunkle,  84  Ind.  645,  43 
Am.  Rep.  100;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  116 
N.  Y.  584,  6  L.R.A.  553,  23  N.  E.  17; 
Nolin  V.  Pearson,  191  Mass.  283,  4 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  643, 114  Am.  St.  Rep.  605, 
77  N.  E.  890,  6  Ann.  Cas.  658;  Modisett 
V.  McPike,  74  Mo.  636;  Clow  v.  Chap- 
man, 125  Mo.  105,  26  L.R.A.  412,  46 
Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  28  S.  W.  328 ;  De  Ford 
V.  Johnson,  251  Mo.  253,  46  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1083,  158  S.  W.  29,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  344;  Hamilton  v.  McNeill,  150 
Iowa,  470,  129  N.  W.  480,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912D,  604;  Kroessin  v.  Keller,  60 
Minn.  372,  27  L.R.A.  685,  51  Am.  St. 
Rep.  533,  62  N.  W.  438;  Houghton  v. 
Rice,  174  Mass.  366,  47  L.R.A.  310,  75 
Am.  St.  Rep.  351,  54  N.  E.  843 ;  Crocker 
v.  Crocker,  98  Fed.  702. 

Defendant  is  not  in  a  position  to  in- 
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voke  'the  equitable  prineiple  of  estop- 
pel. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  4th  ed.  §  802;  Ewart, 
Estoppel,  pp.  6  &  7. 

Messrs.  Bailey  &  Hart,  James  I* 
Farris'  Sons,  and  Lavelock  &  Kirk* 
Patrick,  for  respondent: 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  applies,  and 
defendant  is  permitted  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  divorce  judgment,  to  which 
he  was  neither  a  party  nor  privy. 

Hill  V.  Bain,  15  R.  I.  75,  2  Am.  St. 
Rep.  873,  23  Atl.  44;  Atkinson  v.  White, 
60  Me.  396. 

An  election  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
estoppel,  and;  when  made  to  appear 
from  a  final  judgment,  it  concludes  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  invoked. 

Trimble  v.  Wollman,  71  Mo.  App. 
467. 

When  plaintiff's  wife  sued  him  for 
divorce,  and  charged  in  her  petition 
that  he  had  wrongfully  accused  her  of 
improper  relations  with  defendant,  she 
thereby  put  plaintiff  to  an  election  be- 
tween one  of  two  inconsistent  courses 
of  action,  namely,  he  must  answer  the 
divorce  suit,  prove  her  guilt,  and  there- 
by establish  the  right  to  maintain  suit, 
or  he  might  refuse  to  answer,  with- 
hold his  evidence,  if  any,  allow  her  to 
judicially  establish  her  innocence,  ob- 
tain a  decree  for  divorce,  and  defeat 
suit  by  estoppel. 

Fox  v.  Windes,  127  Mo.  502,  48  Am. 
St.  Rep.  648,  30  S.  W.  326;  Kansas 
Moline  Plow  Co.  v.  Wayland,  81  Mo. 
App.  305. 

Plaintiff  received,  at  least,  a  part  of 
the  fruits  of  the  judgment  for  divorce, 
namely,  a  deed  from  his  former  wife 
for  her  interest  in  all  of  his  real  es- 
tate, and  where  a  party  has  taken  the 
fruits  of  a  judicial  proceeding,  he 
should  not  afterwards  be  heard  to 
question  it. 

Cape  Girardeau  &  T.  Bridge  Ter« 
minal  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  Illinois  &  M. 
Bridge  Co.  215  Mo.  286, 114  S.  W.  1084; 
Hector  v.  Mann,  225  Mo.  228,  124  S. 
W.  1109. 

If  plaintiff  had  information  to 
the  effect  that  he  had  wrongfully  ac- 
cused his  wife  of  having  improper  re- 
lations with  defendant  at  the  date  of 
the  institution  of  the  divorce  suit,  and 
failed  to  set  it  up  by  way  of  answer, 
he  is  now  estopped  from  averring  that 
she  was  guilty  of  criminal  conversa- 
tion with  defendant. 

2  Bishop,  Marr.  Div.  ft  Sep.  §  1589; 
Gleason  v.  Knapp,  56  Mich.  291,  56  Am. 
Rep.  388,  22  N.  W.  866. 


The  role  that>  to  be  binding,  ecttop- 
pels  must  be  mutual,  is  not  absolute 
or  without  rational  exceptions. 

Portland  Gold  Min,  Co.  v.  Stratton*s 
Independence,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  677,  85 
C.  C.  A.  393,  158  Fed.  63;  Hill  v.  Bain, 
15  R.  I.  75,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  873,  23  Atl. 
44;  Atkinson  v.  White,  60  Me.  396. 

Plaintiff  having  assented,  at  least,  to 
that  part  of  the  judgment  settling 
property  rights,  received  the  benefits 
therefrom,  and,  in  so  doing,  elected  to 
adopt  the  theory  that  his  wife  was  in- 
nocent, and  that  he  was  guilty  of  the 
allegations  contained  in  her  petition. 

Stone  V.  Cook,  179  Mo.  534,  64  L.R.A. 
287,  78  S.  W.  801;  Bensieck  v.  Cook,  110 
Mo.  173,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  19  S.  W. 
642 ;  Austin's  Estate,  73  Mo.  App.  61 ; 
Welch  V.  Dameron,  47  Mo.  App.  221; 
Boyd  V.  Redd,  118  N.  C.  680,  24  S.  E. 
429 ;  Countryman's  Estate,  151  Pa.  577, 
25  Atl.  146;  Bigelow,  Estoppel,  2d  ed. 
508. 

Plaintiff  having  made  his  election 
and  received  certain  benefits  from  said 
election,  he  is  bound  thereby. 

Nanson  v.  Jacob,  93  Mo.  331,  3  Am. 
St.  Rep.  531,  6  S.  W.  246. 

White,  C,  filed  the  following  opin- 
ion : 

The  plaintiff  recovered  judgment 
in  the  circuit  court  of  Linn  county, 
Missouri.  A  motion  for  new  trial 
filed  by  defendant  was  sustained  by 
the  trial  court,  and  from  that  order 
the  plaintiff  has  appealed. 

The  petition  charges  that  the 
plaintiff  has  been  damaged  because 
of  criminal  conversation  of  the  de- 
fendant with  the  plaintiff's  wife, 
and  alienation  of  her  affections. 
The  answer  of  defendant,  after  a 
general  denial,  pleads  estoppel.  It 
alleges  that  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff, 
HopKB  Pollard,  on  February  24, 1917, 
instituted  a  divorce  proceeding  in 
Ray  county,  Missouri,  against  the 
plaintiff  herein ;  that  in  June,  1917, 
a  decree  of  divorce  was  granted  to 
said  Hope  Pollard,  the  finding  of 
the  judgment  being  that  the  defend- 
ant therein,  Ernest  Pollard,  was  tiie 
guilty  party  and  the  said  Hope  Pol- 
lard was  tiie  innocent  party;  that 
the  alleged  facts  recited  in  plain- 
tiff's petition,  as  to  the  unfaithful 
acts  and  conduct  of  Hope  Pollard 
toward  her  husband,  were  reported 
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to  {Plaintiff,  and  within  his  knowl- 
edge, long  before  the  24th  day  of 
February,  1917,  and  by  reason  of 
plaintiff's  acts  and  conduct  his  fail- 
ure to  answer  the  petition  of  the 
said  Hope  Pollard,  and  by  the  judg- 
ment in  the  divorce  proceeding, 
plaintiff  is  estopped  from  maintain- 
ing his  action  herein.  The  suit  was 
brought  in  Caldwell  county;  change 
of  venue  was  granted  to  linn  coun- 
ty, where  the  trial  was  had/  begin- 
ning on  the  3d  day  of  June,  1919. 

At  the  time  of  the  occurrences 
complained  of,  the  plaintiff,  Pol- 
lard, thirty-eight  years  old,  lived  on 
his  farm  in  Caldwell  county  with 
his  wife  and  four  children.  He  sep- 
arated from  his  wife  January  29, 
1917.  Another  child  was  born  to 
his  wife  two  or  three  months  after^ 
ward.  The  defendant,  William 
Ward,  then  a  single  man,  lived  with 
his  parents  about  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  from  the  Pollard  home. 

A  volume  of  evidence  was  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff  tending  to 
prove  improper  intimacy  between 
the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff's 
wife,  which  ran  over  a  period  of  two 
or  tiiree  years  before  the  separation 
January  29,  1917.  A  number  of 
witnesses,  including  neighbors  and 
others,  testified  that  they  saw  the 
d^endant  visit  plaintiff's  home  dur- 
ing plaintiff's  absence  and  apparent 
secret  meetings  between  Hope  Pol- 
lard and  the  defendant.  Some  of 
the  witnesses  swore  to  seeing  acts  of 
a  criminal  nature  between  them. 

On  January  28,  1917,  plaintiff  be- 
came convinced  that  a  clandestine 
meeting  had  taken  place  between 
his  wife  and  Ward,  and  procured 
bloodhounds,  which  traced  the 
tracks  of  someone  to  Ward's  house. 
Plaintiff  separated  from  his  wife 
the  next  day.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
state  the  evidence  any  further  than 
to  say  it  is  sufficiently  clear  and  sub- 
stantial to  support  the  allegations 
of  the  petition. 

The  defendant  denied  all  charges, 
and  introduced  evidence  to  show  his 
good  character.  He  introduced  the 
pleadings  and  judgment  in  the  di- 
vorce proceeding  begun   by  Hope 


tZZ  8,  W,  14.) 

Pollard  k  short  time  af  tes  the  sepa- 
ration from  her  husband.  Other 
iactt  necessary  in  consideration  of 
the  points  to  be  determined  will  be 
noted  later  in  the  opinion. 

The  jury  in  thdr  verdict  assessed 
the  plaintiff^s  actual  damages  at 
$6,000,  and  his  punitive  damages  at 
$7,000.  The  motion  for  new  trial 
was  sustained  on  the  ground  that 
the  matters  charged  and  put  in  issue 
by  the  petition  in  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding "weite  largely,  if  not  en- 
tinely,  matters  involveid  in  the  pres- 
ent trial/'  Thfe  trial  judge  clearly 
stated  his  reason  for  sustaining  the 
motion  thus:  "Unde;r  these  facts 
the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that,  hav- 
ing failed  to  deny  the  allegations 
of '  the  said  divorce  petition,  and 
having  made  a  money  settlement 
upon  the  charges  confessed  in  it, 
and  having  confessed  the  truth  by 
having  failed  to  answer,  plaintiff  in 
this  case  is  estopped  from  further 
asserting  the  infidelity  of  said  wife, 
and  ought  not,  in.  good  conscience, 
be  permitted  to  maintain  this  ac- 
tion." 

The  petition  in  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding alleged  that  the  defendant 
in  that  suit,  Ernest  R.  Pollard,  had 
offered  his  wife,  Hope  Pollard,  such 
indignities  as  to  ihi^  her  condition 
intolerable.  The  indignities  enum- 
erated consisted  of  several  specifi- 
cations of  cruel  and  barbarous 
treatment,  abuse,  and  villification. 
The  petition  then  alleged  that  on  the 
evening  of  January  28th,  the  plain- 
tiff, Hope  Pollard,  left  the  house  for 
a  few  minutes,  and  when  the  de- 
fendant saw  his  wife  coming  back 
he  charged  her  with  meeting  a  man 
''out  there,"  and  ".  .  .  repeatedly 
said  and  accused  plaintiff  of  having 
met  the  son  of  Mr.  Ward  that  nigh^ 
.  .  .  and  plaintiff  says  that  the 
defendant  has  repeatedly  since  then 
accused  the  plaintiff  of  improper 
relations  with  other  men,  and  has 
ordered  her  to  leave  him." 

The  judgment  in  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding recites  a  finding  that  dur- 
ing all  the  time  plaintiff  faithfully 
demeaned  herself,  and  discharged 
all  of  her  duties  to  the  defendant 
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aa  his  wife,  '^but  that  the  defendant 
cursed  and  abused  her  at  divers 
times,  and  did  such  other  and  im- 
proper conduct  towards  her  as  his 
wife  as  to  render  her  condition  in- 
tolerable, as  set  forth  in  plaintifTs 
t)etition/'  Alimony  to  the  plaintiff 
was  allowed  in  the  sum  of  $4,000, 
and  she  was  required  to  execute  a 
quitclaim  deed  to  defendant  for  all 
tiie  land  of  defendant.  The  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  receipt  of  such 
deed  is  recited  in  the  decree. 

I.  The  general  rule  is  that  a 
decree  of  divorce  does  not  bar  an 

action  for  previous 
ifSJEJf^Jir..  ♦-.     alienation  of  affec- 

4lvoroe— iMir  to  •      .       « 

«etion  for  tions,    or    Criminal 

*e^?io«.''~'  conversation  or  se- 
duction. 21  Cyc.  p. 
1626.  De  Ford  v.  Johnson,  251  Mo. 
244,  loc.  cit.  253  to  256,  46  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1088,  158  S.  W.  29,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915A,  844,  and  cases  there 
cited.  This  court,  in  the  opinion  by 
Judge  Graves  in  that  case,  said,  251 
Mo.  loc.  cit.  255,  speaking  of  cases 
cited:  "They  declare  the  general 
doctrine  that  although  the  jury  may 
believe  that  plaintiff^s  wife  obtained 
a  divorce  from  him,  and  that  she 
made  plaintiff's  misconduct  ground 
for  obtaining  said  divorce,  yet  if 
the  jury  believe  that,  notwithstand- 
ing such  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  his  wife  would  not 
have  separated  or  remained  apart 
from  him,  or  sued  him  for  a  divorce 
if  it  had  not  been  for  the  acts,  con- 
duct, and  influence  of  defendant 
toward  her;  and  that  defendant 
purposely  and  intentionally,  by  such 
acts,  conduct,  and  influence,  induced 
her  to  so  separate  or  remain  apart 
from  plaintiff,  or  sue  him  for  a  di- 
vorce,— ^then  the  fact  that  plaintiff's 
wife  obtained  such  a  divorce  on  ac- 
count of  plaintiff's  misconduct  does 
not,  of  itself,  constitute  any  defense 
to  this  suit.*' 

This  is  quoted  from  Modisett  v. 
McPike,  74  Mo.  loc.  cit.  646.  The 
De  Ford  Case  is  reported  in  46 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  at  page  1083,  with  co- 
pious notes,  citing  numerous  cases 
where  the  subject  is  illustrated. 
There  is  no  direct  allegation  in  the 


petition  for  divorce  which  puts  in 
issue  the  criminal  conversation  of 
Ward  with  the  plaintiff's  wife  al- 
leged in  this  case  so  that  it  could 
be  said  to  have  been  adjudicated  in 
that  case. 

The  point  made  by  the  defendant, 
and  the  point  in  the  mind  of  the 
court  in  sustaining  the  motion  for 
new  trial,  is  that  tiie  plaintiff  conld 
have  defeated  his  wife's  suit  for  di- 
vorce by  inroving  the  facts  as  to  her 
relations  with  the  defendant;  that 
the  very  issues  pres^ited  for  deter- 
mination in  this  case  must  have  been 
determined  there,  because  plaintiff 
failed  to  present,  a  defense  to  that 
divorce  proceeding  which  was  com- 
plete if  true.  The  judgment,  there- 
fore, is  condoslve  that  his  wife 
was  not  guilty  of  misconduct. 

In  taking  that  position  1^  re- 
spondent assumes  tiiat  a  judgment 
in  a  divorce  proceeding  is  different 
from  other  judgments^  in  that  it  is 
binding  upon  others  than  parties  to 
it.  There  was  such  a  holding  in  the 
case  of  Gleason  v.  Knapp,  56  Mich. 
291,  66  Am.  Rep.  388,  22  N.  W.  865, 
a  case  followed  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions. That  case,  however,  has  been 
modified  and  deprived  of  much  of 
its  force  by  subsequ^it  adjudica- 
tions by  the  supr^ne  court  of  Mich- 
igan. Knickerbocker  v.  Worthing, 
138  Mich.  224,  loc.  cit  228,  101  N. 
W.  540 ;  Philpott  v.  Kirkpatrick,  171 
Mich.  495,  187  N.  W.  232. 

The  precise  point  has  never  been 
determined  in  this  state,  but  it  was 
approached  in  the  De  Ford  Case, 
supra.  A  number  of  decisions  in 
other  jurisdictions  take  a  position 
contrary  to  that  assumed  by  the 
trial  court.  In  Luke  v.  Hill,  137  Ga. 
159-161,  88  L.R.A.(N.S.)  563,  73 
S.  E.  346 ;  it  is  held  that  a  decree 
of  divorce  is  a  judgment  quasi  in 
rem. 

''So  far  as  the  adjudications  fiites 
the  status  of  the  parties,  the  judg- 
ment concludes  both  parties  and 
strangers ;  but,  beyond  llie  adjudica- 
tion of  the  status,  the  decree  does 
not  conclude  strangers." 

''A  divorce  decree  will  not  estop 
a   party   thereto    from    contesting 
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stranger  the  truth  of  the     lie  morals  to  permit  the  seducer  of 


with  I 

grounds  as  aflFecting  his  liability  in 
another  suit  upon  a  cause  of  action 
arising  pending  the  divorce  suit, 
but  before  the  decree/' 

Leading  cases  are  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  proposition.  The  case 
of  Coney  v.  Harney,  53  N.  J.  L.  53, 
20  Atl.  786,  was  a  suit  brought  by 
the  plaintiff's  wife,  and  it  was  held 
that  a  decree  of  divorce  in  favor 
of  plaintiff's  wife  was  not  a  bar 
to  his  suit  for  damages  for  crim- 
inal conversation,  although  he  had 
filed  in  the  divorce  proceeding 
a  cross  bill,  afterwards  dismissed, 
in  which  he  charged  his  wife 
with  the  very  criminal  acts  al- 
leged as  a  cause  of  action  in  the  suit 
on  trial.  The  court  said  (58  N.  J. 
L.  loc.  cit.  54,  55) :  ''An  estoppel, 
even  by  the  judgment  of  a  court, 
must  be  mutual  to  be  admissible  in 
bar,  and  sudi  a  judgment  will  bind 
only  those  who  are  party  or  privy 
thereto.  Here  defendant  was  nei- 
ther party  nor  privy.  There  was  no 
mutuality,  for  had  it  been  adjudi- 
cated that  defendant  had  committed 
the  adultery  charged  in  the  cross 
petition,  such  adjudication  mani- 
festly could  not  have  been  set  up 
against  him," — a  statement  of  the 
law  particularly  applicable  to  this 
case. 

The  case  of  Michael  v.  Dunkle, 
84  Ind.  544,  43  Am.  Rep.  100,  was  an 
action  for  criminal  conversation 
brought  by  the  husband  against  the 
seducer  of  his  wife.  The  defend- 
ant set  up  a  decree  of  divorce  grant- 
ed to  her  on  account  of  her  hus- 
band's cruelty.  The  husband  knew 
of  the  criminal  conduct  before  the 
divorce  decree  was  granted.  The 
court  held  that,  because  the  acte 
complained  of  occurred  while  she 
was  still  his  wife,  he  had  a  cause 
of  action,  and  then  used  this  lan- 
guage (84  Ind.  loc.  cit.  545) :  ''Aft- 
er this  discovery,  it  is  not  strange 
that  the  appellee  permitted  his  wife, 
without  resistance,  to  obtein  a  di- 
vorce ;  but  he  did  not  thereby  waive 
or  lose  his  right  to  redress  for  the 
injury  done.  It  would  not  be  in  the 
intereste  of  good  order  and  the  pub- 


a  wife  to  set  up  a  disagreement,  or 
even  a  separation,  between  her  and 
the  husband,  as  a  complete  defense 
to  an  action  by  the  latter  for  the 
wrong." 

From  these  authorities  and  the 
others  reviewed  in  the  notes  in  46 
L.R.A.(N.S.),  to  the  De  Ford  Case 
and  the  Luke  Case,  supra,  the  gen- 
eral rule  appears  that  a  judgment  of 
divorce  is  conclusive  upon  strangers 
as  determining  the 

stetus  of  the  parties  ;;Sl wJ!?"  .  * 
to  it,  but  not  con- 
clusive upon  strangers  as  to  the 
facts  litigated.  The  position  token 
in  the  G^leason  Case,  cited  from  the 
56th  Michigan,  is  not  supported  by 
reason  nor  by  the  weight  of  au- 
thority. There  was  ho  mutuality, 
as  said  .  in .  the  New  Jersey  case, 
supra.  Had  the  court  in  the  divorce 
proceeding  found  the  wife  guilty  of 
adultery  with  Ward,  Ward  would 
not  be  bound  by  it  in  this  suit 

The  pleadings  and  judgment  in 
the  divorce  proceeding  were  prob- 
ably admissible  in  evidence  in  this 
case  as  showing  an  admission  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  If  Pollard, 
in  his  wife's  divorce  proceaiing, 
had  filed  a  pleading  which  admitted 
any  fact,  or  if,  by  his  silence,  he  had 
failed  to  controvert  the  facts  alleged 
there,  it  would  be  proper  to  show  it 
as  an  admission  against  him.  Such 
admission  would  not  be  conclusive 
against  him  here,  but,  like  any  other 
admission,  it  could  go  to  tiie  jury 
for  what  it  was  worth.  See  Sickler 
v.  Manriix,  68  Neb.  21,  loc.  cit.  23, 
93  N.  W.  1018.  Logically  it  must 
follow  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  con- 
cluded by  the  judgment  in  the  di- 
vorce proceeding. 

II.  Next,  the  question  arises  as  to 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  by 
his  conduct.  It  is  true  that  he  per- 
mitted a  decree  of  divorce  to  be  ren- 
dered against  him  upon  the  allega- 
tions of  his  wife's  petition.  While 
that  petition  did  not,  in  direct 
terms,  allege  that  he  had  falsely 
charged  'her  with  illicit  relations 
with  Ward,  it  may  be  conceded  that 
he  was  put  upon  his  notice  that  such 
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charge  was  intended.  As  said  in  the 
Indiana  case  cited  above,  after  he 
discovered  the  nature  of  her  eon- 
duct,  he  might  very  well  desire  a  di- 
vorce, and  make  it  as  easy  as  pos- 
sible for  his  wife  to 
SrV:.^^"*""*  obtain    one.      But 

Mtf  mf  **  ^^^  proceeding  lacks 

every  element  of  es- 
toppel by  conduct,  or  estoppel  in 
pais. 

To   constitute   estoppel   in   pais 
three  things  must  occur :    First  an 
admission,  statement,  or  act  incon- 
sistent    with     the 
.e^utateo.  claim      afterwards 

j  asserted    and    sued 

on ;  second,  action  by  the  other  party 
on  the  faith  of  such  admission,  state- 
ment, or  act;  and  third,  injury  to 
such  otiier .  party,  resulting  from 
•allowing  the  first  party  to  contra- 
-dict  or  repudiate  such  admission, 
^statement,  or  afit.  First  Nat.  Bank 
T.  Ragsdale,  171  Mo,  loc.  cit.  185,  71 
S.  W.  178;  Wyatt  v.  Wilhite,  192 
*Mo.  App.  loc.  cit.  560,  18S  S.  W- 
1107;  De  Lashmutt  v.  Teetor,  261 
Mo.  loc.  cit.  441,  169  S.  W.  34; 
Thompson  v.  Lindsiay,  242  Mo.  loc. 
cit.  76,  145  S.  W.  472. 
I  It  may  be  conceded  that  in  the 
divorce  proceeding  Pollard's  con- 
duct was  inconsistent  with  the  claim 
he  puts  forth  here,  but  it  cannot  be 
said  that  tiie  defendant  in  this  case 
acted  upon  the  faith  of  any  such 
conduct.  His  criminality  with  the 
plaintiff's  wife  occurred  before  the 
divorce  suit  was  brought,  and  be- 
fore the  separation.  Likewise,  the 
third  requisite  does  not  appear  here. 
The  defendant  is  not  injured  in  any 
manner  by  the  failure  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  contradict  or  controvert  the 
allegations  of  his  wife's  petition.  If 
the  plaintiff  had  asserted  and  main- 
tained in  the  divorce  proceeding  the 
facts  which  he  alleges  in  this  suit, 
the  defendant  here  would  have  been 
in  no  better  position  than  he  is. 
Thompson  v.  Lindsay,  supra;  De 
Lashmutt  v.  Teetor,  261  Mo.  loc 
cit.  441,  169  S.  W.  34.  Ward  did 
not  in  any  manner  nor  to  any  de- 
cree rely  upon  anjrthing  plaintiff 


did  in  his  wife's  divorce  suit,  and 
is  not  injuriously  affected  in  any 
manner  by  the  plaintiff's  position 
maintained  here  because  it  happens 
to  be  different  from  what  he  as- 
sumed there.  The  defendant  is  in 
no  position  to  invoke  the  principle 
of  estoppel  in  pais. 

III.  It  is  further  claimed  by  the 
respondent  that  the  plaintiff  herein 
has  obtained  the  benefit  of  a  trans- 
action, and  seeks  to  repudiate  it  in 
this  case,  in  that  he  obtained  the 
divorce  from  his  wife,  a  deed  from 
her,  and  paid  her  $4,000  alimony, 
and,  having  obtained  that  advan- 
tage and  assumed  that  position,  he 
has  elected  so  that  he  cannot  assume 
a  different  position  here.  This  is 
another  way  of  attempting  to  state 
an  estoppeL  It  is  impossible  to  see 
how  that  transaction  affects  the  de- 
fendant. The  business  settlement 
which  the  plaintiff  made  with  his 
wife  at  the  time  of  the  decree  con- 
sisted simply  of  the  purchase  by 
him  of  her  interest  in  pr(^[)erty, 
which  she  had  acquired  from  her 
father.  It  may  have  been  worth 
more  than  he  paid  her,  but  he  is  not 
retaining  the  fruits 

of  another  transac-  fi^HSlTZr'^^ 
tion    which    affects 
the  defendant  or  bears  any  relation 
whatever  to  the  issues  to  be  deter- 
mined in  this  case. 

IV.  Another  ground  is  urged  by 
the  respondent  in  support  of  the 
proprie^  of  the  ruling.  It  is 
claimed  that  improper  evidence  was 
offered,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant, 
showing  the  incident  in  relation  to 
the  bloodhounds.  We  cannot  find 
that  the  evidence,  in  the  way  it 
arose,  was  incompe- 
tent, and,  if  it  was.  appo»i— 

v^ABx,   M>«*v«,  MA   AW    vv«*i4,    erroneous 

the  point  was  not  admi«»io»  ot 
raised      in      time,  ule  to^object." 
When  the  plaintiff, 
in  his  direct  examination,  related 
the  facts  about  calling  the  blood- 
hounds, no  objection  was  made  to 
his  evidence. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  directions  to 
the  tirial  court  to  set  aside  the  order 
granting  a  n«w  trial,  and  to  render 
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jiUdgmeiit  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
verdict  as  returned  by  the  jury. 

Railey  and  Moadey,  GC.,  concur. 

Per  Curiam : 

The  foregoing  opinion  by  White, 


C,  is  adopted  aa 
court. 

All  concur. 

Petition    for 
July  19,  1921, 


the  opioioiif  of. the 


rehearing    denied 


ANNOTATION. 

9I  dhrone  or  separatioB  at  rat  judicata  or  Imsis  of  ettoppd  or  evidence 
in  action  for  alienation  of  affbdions  or  criminal  conversation. 


L  GeBoral  nikSy  94S. 
n.  Application  of  rules: 

a.  GreneraUy: 

3..  Action  for  alienation  of  af« 
factions,  946. 

2.  Action  for  criminal  con- 
versation, 950. 

b.  Admissibility  of  decree  in  evi- 

dence: 

I.  €f0neral  ruiam* 

It  is  generally  held  that  a  spouse 
against  whom  a  divorce  has  been 
granted  may  maintain  an  action  for 
alienation  of  affections  or  for  criminal 
conversation  occurring  prior  to  the 
divorce,  the  deci^ee  not  being  res  judi- 
cata with  respect  to  the  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action,  and  not  operating  as 
an  estoppel  by  judgment 

Delaware.  —  Prettyman  v.  William- 
son (1898)  1  Penn.  (Del.)  224,  39  Atl. 
731  (alienation  of  affections  and 
criminal  conversation). 

Georgia.— See  Luke  v.  Hill  (1911) 
187  Ga.  169,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  559,  73 
S.  E.  345  (alienation  of  affections). 

lUinoia.  —  See  Sackheim  v.  Miller 
(1907)  186  111.  App.  132  (alienation 
of  affections) . 

ladiaiuL — Michael  v.  Dunkle  (1882) 
84  Ind.  544,  43  Am.  Rep.  100  (criminal 
conversation). 

Kentacky.  —  Hostetter  v.  Green 
(1914)  169  Ky.  611,  L,R.A.1915C,  870, 
167  S.  W.  919  (alienation  of  affec- 
tions). See  also  Bergman  v.  Solomon 
(1911)  148  Ky.  581,  136  S.  W.  1010 
(alienation  of  affections). 

Michjgan.  —  Knickerbocker  v. 
Worthing  (1904)  138  Mich.  224,  101 
N.  W.  540  (alienation  of  affections 
and  criminal  conversation).  See  also 
Derham  v.  Derham  (1900)  126  Mich. 
109,  83  N.  W.  1005  (alienation  of  af- 
fections).   Compare  Gleason  v.  Knapp 


II.  b— continued. 

1.  Divorce  obtained  by  plaintiff, 

961. 

2.  Divorce     obtained     against 

plaintiff,  951. 
e.  Extraterritorial  effect  of  decree, 
953. 
in.  Rule  in  Iowa,  954. 

(1885)  56  Mich.  291,  56  Am.  Rep.  388, 
22  N.  W.  865. 

MicNiourL  —  De  Ford  v.  Johnson 
(1913)  251  Mo.  244,  46  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1083,  158  S.  W.  29,  Ann.  Gas.  1916A, 
344,  s.  c,  subsequent  appeal  in  (1915) 
—  Mo.  — ,  177  S.  W.  577  (alienation 
of  affections).  And  see  the  reported 
case  (POLLABD  V.  Wabd,  ante,  936). 
See  also  Modisett  v.  McPike  (1881) 
74  Mo.  636  (alienation  of  affections). 

New  Jersey.  —  Coney  v.  Harney 
(1890)  53  N.  J.  L.  53,  20  Atl.  736 
(criminal  conversation). 

New  York.  —  Purdy  v.  Robinson 
(1909)  133  App.  Div.  155,  117  N.  Y. 
Supp.  295  (alienation  of  affections 
and  criminal  conversation). 

Likewise,  the  fact  that  a  spouse  se- 
cures a  divorce  or  judicial  separation 
does  not  preclude  him  from  suing  on 
a  cause  of  action  for  alienation  of 
affections  or  criminal  conversation 
previously  accruing. 

United  States.— Waldron  v.  Wald- 
ron  (1895)  156  U.  S.  361,  89  L.  ed. 
453,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383,  reversing  on 
other  grounds  (1890)  45  Fed.  315 
(alienation  of  affections);  Woldson 
V.  Larson  (1908)  90  C.  C.  A.  422,  164 
Fed.  648  (alienation  of  affections). 

Indiana.  —  Wales  v.  Miner  (1883) 
89  Ind.  118  (criminal  conversation). 

Michigan. — Philpott  v.  Kirkpatrick 
(1912)  171  Mich.  495,  137  N.  W.  ^32 
(alienation  of  affections).  '  See  also 
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Mead  v.  Randall  (1896)  111  Mich. 
268,  69  N.  W.  506  (alienation  of  affec* 
tions). 

Nebraska.  -~  Sickler  v.  Mannix 
(1903)  68  Neb.  21,  98  N.  W.  1018 
(alienation  of  affections). 

New  Ywk.  —  Wilson  v.  Coulter 
(1898)  29  App.  Div.  86,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
804  (alienation  of  affections) ;  Hen- 
drick  V.  Biggar  (1910)  66  Misc.  676, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  162  (alienation  of  af- 
fections) affirmed  on  condition  of  re- 
mission of  damages  in  (1912)  151 
App.  Div.  622,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  306, 
and  reversed  on  other  grounds  in 
(1913)  209  N.  Y.  440,  103  N.  E.  763. 

North  Dakota.  —  Luick  v.  Arends 
(1911)  21  N.  D.  614,  132  N.  W.  353 
(alienation  of  affections). 

Or^on^— Keen  v.  Keen  (1907)  49 
Or.  362,  10  L.RA.(N.S.)  504,  90  Pac. 
147,  14  Ann.  Cas.  46  (alienation  of  af- 
fections). 

Washingtoii.  — -  Beach  v.  Brown 
(1898)  20  Wash.  266,  43  L.R.A.  114, 
72  Am.  St.  Rep.  98,  65  Pac.  46  (alien- 
ation of  affections). 

Wisconsin*  —  Lee  v.  Hammond 
(1902)  114  Wis.  550,  90  N.  W.  1073 
(criminal  conversation) . 

In  Wales  v.  Miner  (Ind.)  supra,  the 
court  said:  'The  fact  that  a  divorce 
may  have  been  granted  to  the  plain- 
tiff a  few  days  before  the  bringing  of 
the  suit  would  not  destroy  the  appel- 
lee's right  of  action;  that  might  be 
the  means  of  perfecting  it.  .  .  . 
The  action  is  brought  for  the  injury 
and  destruction  of  plaintiff's  marital 
relations,  and  is  not  based  upon  their 
then  existence." 

So,  it  was  said  in  Michael  v.  Dunkle 
(1882)  84  Ind.  544,  43  Am.  Rep.  100: 
"It  would  not  be  in  the  interests  of 
good  order  and  the  public  morals  to 
permit  the  seducer  of  a  wife  to  set 
up  a  disagreement,  or  even  a  separa- 
tion, between  her  and  the  husband, 
as  a  complete  defense  to  an  action  by 
the  latter  for  the  wrong." 

In  Hendrick  v.  Biggar  (1910)  66 
Misc.  576,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  162,  af- 
firmed on  condition  of  remission  of 
damages  in  (1912)  151  App.  Div.  522, 
136  N.  Y.  Supp.  306,  and  reversed  on 
other  grounds  in  (1913)  209  N.  Y. 
440,  103  N.  E.  763,  the  court  said: 


'It  would  be  strange,  indeed,  if  the 
defendant,  having  broken  up  the 
plaintiff's  home  luid  forced  her  to  a 
judgment  for  support  which  the  court 
was  powerless  to  finance,  could  plead 
such  judgment  as  a  bar  to  an  action 
for  her  wrongdoing.  Such  is  not  the 
law." 

But,  it  has  been  held,  the  failure  of 
the  husband  to  set  up  the  adultery 
of  the  wife  in  a  divorce  suit  against 
him  is  a  complete  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  by  him  for  criminal  conversa- 
tion. Gleason  v.  Knapp  (1885)  56 
Mich.  291,  56  Aul  Rep.  888,  22  N.  W. 
865,  wherein  the  court  said:  ''The 
wife's  divorce  proceedings,  which  be- 
gan in  January,  1881,  being  followed 
by  a  decree  which  established  that 
she  had  a  sufiicient  cause  of  grievance 
at  the  earliest  date  when  plaintiff  at^ 
tempted  to  show  any  grievance,  must 
be  regarded  as  a  bar  to  any  cause  of 
action  for  that  grievance,  if  it  existed. 
If  plaintiff  had  such  a  cause  of  action 
as  he  now  asserts,  it  would  not  only 
have  been  admissible  in  evidence  in 
that  divorce  suit»  but  it  would  have 
been  an  absolute  and  perfect  defense 
to  it.  The  suggestion  of  the  circuit 
judge  that  the  jury  might,  if  they  saw 
fit,  infer  that  that  very  divorce  suit 
was  the  outcome  of  defendant's  mis- 
conduct, cannot  be  allowed  any  force, 
since  defendant's  (plaintiff's  here) 
failure  to  defend  on  that  ground, 
when  that  defense  was  open  to  him, 
and,,  according  to  his  claim  now,  was 
known  to  him,  left  it  as  completely 
cut  off  as  any  other;  and  the  decree 
is  legally  conclusive  against  him  that 
no  such  facts  exist.  The  facts  sworn 
to  by  himself  in  this  case  are  entirely 
contradictory  to  his  sworn  bill  con- 
cerning the  important  allegation  that 
he  never  cohabited  with  his  wife 
after  January  1,  1881,  and  his  claim 
that  he  persisted  in  desiring  her  re- 
turn after  both  bills  were  filed  is 
somewhat  extraordinary  in  view  of 
this  action.  .  .  .  There  is  nothing 
on  plaintiff's  own  showing  which,  in 
our  view,  left  him  anything  to  go  to 
the  jury  upon,  as  the  divorce  proceed- 
ings were  introduced  by  himself,  and, 
without  showing  them,  he  could  not 
have  been  offered  as  a  witness  at  alL 
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•  •  •  The  defense  nade  by  his  own 
silence  in  the  divorce  suit  is  as  foil 
a  bar  as  could  be  made,  and,  in  view 
of  it,  the  case  is  a  very  singular 
one  to  be  brought  in  a  court  of  justice 
after  the  divorce  had  become  absolute 
and  not  appealed  from." 

The  foregoing  case  was  reviewed 
in  Purdy  v.  Robinson  (1909)  133  App. 
Div.  166,  117  N.  ¥•  Supp.  296,  set  out 
infra,  II.  a,  2,  the  court  saying: 
'^leason  v.  Knapp  (MidL)  supra, 
cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
appellant  is  not  for  him.  In  that  case 
the  wife  had  obtained  a  divorce,  with- 
out defense,  and  the  former  husband 
afterwards  sued  the  defendant  for 
criminal  conversation,  alleging  an  act 
known  to  the  former  husband  before 
the  divorce  suit.  The  court  decided 
that,  if  the  husband  had  such  a  cause 
of  action,  it  would  not  only  have  been 
admissible  in  evidence  in  the  divorce 
suit,  but  would  have  been  an  absolute 
defense;  that  the  husband's  failure 
to  defend  the  divorce  suit  upon  that 
ground  left  it  completely  cut  off;  and 
that  the  decree  of  divorce  was  legally 
conclusive  that  the  facts  now  relied 
upon  .by  him  in  his  action  for  criminal 
conversation  did  not  exist.  Cited, 
also,  in  2  Bishop,  Marr.  Div.  ft  Sep.  § 
1689.  I  think  that  this  doctrine  is 
sound.  But,  of  course,  that  rule  de- 
pends upon  the  fact  that  the  husband 
had  knowledge,  so  as  to  make  the 
plea." 

Gleason  v.  Knapp  (Mich.)  supra, 
was  also  reviewed  in  Luick  v.  Arends 
(1911)  21  N.  D.  614,  132  N.  W.  363, 
set  out  infra,  II.  a,  1,  wherein  the 
court  said:  "The  case  of  Gleason  v. 
Knapp  is  further  distinguishable 
from  the  case  on  trial  inasmuch  as 
in  that  case  the  doctrine  really  ap- 
plied was  that  of  estoppel  by  plead- 
ings, whereby  Gleason  was  not  per- 
mitted to  take  a  position  in  his  alien- 
ation of  affections  case  diametrically 
opposed  to  his  verified  complaint  in 
his  divorce  case.  This  plaintiff  is 
now  alleging  practically  the  same 
facts  as  he  alleged  in  defense  of  his 
wife's  action  for  divorce.  As  the  di- 
vorce judgment  is  not  mutual  under 
the  above  authorities,  it  does  not  bar 
him  from  alleging  the  same  facts  in 
20  A.L.R.~60. 


his  complaint  in  this  action.  There 
is  no  estoppel  because  of  his  plead- 
ings, his  claims  in  each  case  being 
consistent,  consequently  the  case 
cited  (Gleason  v.  Knapp)  does  not  ap- 
ply." 

However,  the  failure  of  the  hus- 
band to  charge  adultery  in  defense  of 
a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
cruelty  has  been  held  not  to  bar  a 
subsequent  action  by  him  for  the 
alienation  of  his  wife's  affections. 
Knickerbocker  v.  Worthing  (1904) 
138  Midu  224,  101  N.  W.  640,  wherein 
the  court  said:  "Counsel  says  plain- 
tiff failed  to  set  up  this  charge  in  his 
amended  answer  in  the  divorce  case, 
and  is  now  debarred  from  charging 
the  defendant  with  said  offense.  It 
is  true,  the  defendant  in  that  case  did 
not  say  in  so  many  words  that  his 
wife  and  Mr.  Worthing  had  committed 
adultery,  but  he,  in  effect,  so  charged 
them.  This  court  so  regarded  the  al- 
legations of  his  answer,  and  passed 
upon  that  question  in  disposing  of  the 
case.  Counsel  also  says  that,  because 
the  court  passed  upon  that  phase  of 
the  case,  and  found  the  charge  of 
adultery  was  not  made  out  in  the  di- 
vorce case,  the  decree  in  that  case  is 
conclusive  upon  that  question;  citing 
as  to  both  of  these  claims  Gleason  v. 
Knapp  (1886)  66  Mich.  291,  66  Am. 
Rep.  388,  22  N.  W.  866.  There  is 
language  in  the  opinion  in  that  case 
which  tends  to  justify  the  claim  of 
counsel,  but  when  the  case  is  con- 
sidered carefully  it  will  be  found  to 
be  distinguishable  from  this  one.  In 
the  case  of  Gleason's  wife  against  him 
no  answer  was  put  in.  In  the  case  of 
Gleason  against  his  wife  nothing  was 
done  by  him  except  to  file  his  bill  of 
complaint.  In  the  case  brought  by 
him  against  Knapp  the  court  found 
the  facts  sworn  to  by  him  were  en- 
tirely contradictory  to  his  sworn  bill 
against  his  wife.  The  question  in- 
volved in  the  case  of  Knickerbocker 
V.  Knickerbocker  (1903)  136  Mich. 
102,  97  N.  W.  1117,  was  whether  the 
wife  was  entitled  to  a  divorce  upon 
the  ground  of  cruelty.  We  held  that 
she  was.  The  question  involved  here 
is    whether    the    affections    of    Mrs. 
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Knickerbocker  were  alienated  by  the 
unlawful  acts  of  the  defendant" 

In  a  concurring  opinion  in  Kjaicker* 
bocker  Case  (Mich.)  supra,  it  was 
said:  "The  facts  are  sufSciently 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  chief 
justice.  ...  I  also  agree  that  the 
plaintiff's  action  is  not  barred  by  the 
failure  to  charge  adultery  in  terms 
in  the  answer  interposed  in  the  chan- 
cery case.  There  is  no  doubt  that  a 
bona  fide  defense  was  made  in  that 
case.  It  would  be  going  beyond  any- 
thing held  in  Gleason  v.  Knapp 
(Mich.)  supra,  relied  upon  by  defend- 
ant's 'counsel,  and  goinjg:  beyond  the 
requirements  of  public  policy,  to  hold 
that  because  the  husband  (if  such 
were  the  fact)  chose  to  make  his  de- 
fense without  introducing  that  ele- 
ment he  is  barred  from  maintaining 
this  action  against  another.  Much 
less  can  it  be  said  that  the  decision  of 
this  court  in  the  divorce  case,  ren- 
dered long  after  the  trial  of  the  pres- 
ent case  at  the  circuit,  such  decision 
being  upon  a  question  of  fact,  can  or 
should  have  the  slightest  effect  upon 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  the  present 
cade.'' 

MI.  ApplieoHon  of  rules, 
a.  Generally. 

1.  AoHan  far  dUenation  of  affecUonm, 

In  Luick  v.  Arends  (1911)  21  N.  D. 
614,  132  N.  W.  353,  an  action  for 
alienation  of  affections  brought  by  a 
husband  from  whom  the  wife  had  ob- 
tained a  divorce  in  another  state,  it 
was  held  that  the  decree  was  no  bar 
to  the  action,  the  court  saying:  "At 
the  outset  ...  we  are  confronted 
with  the  question  whether  the  decree 
of  divorce  granted  the  wife  from  her 
husband,  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
court's  findings  of  cruel  and  inhuman 
treatment  of  her  by  the  plaintiff,  en- 
dungering  her  life,  covering  the  iden- 
tical period  of  time  embraced  within 
the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  this 
action  between  the  plaintiff  and  a 
third  person,  is  res  Judicata  or  an  es- 
toppel, by  judgment,  on  those  ques- 
tions and  plaintiff's  treatnent  of  his 
wife,  under  investigation  in  this  case 
against  Ai^nds,  who  was  a  stranger 


to  the  divorce  action.  The.. result  of 
the  divorce  action  was  a  judgment 
against  this,  plaintiff,  finding  him  at 
fault  in  the  disrupting  of  hia  family 
relations,  and  adjudging  the  disaolu- 
tion  of  the  marriage  because  thereofr 
and  justifying  her  action  in  leaving 
him.  If  the  findings  and  judgment  in 
the  divorce  proceedings  are  binding 
upon  the  plaintiff  in  this  ease,  they 
absolutely  preclude  his  recovery,  and 
further  discuasion  of  the  case  and  er- 
rors alleged  would  be  needless.  The 
authorities  are  practically  unanimous 
in  their  holdings  that  the  decree  is 
admissible,  and  is  res  judicata  as 
against  the  world,  only  to  the  extent 
of  judicially  establishing  the  prior 
existence  of  the  marriage,  and  its  dis- 
solution, and  the  status  of  the  parties 
thereafteif  under  the  decree.  To  tiiis 
extent  only  is  the  divorce  judgment  a 
judgment,  in  rem  and  res  judicata  in 
this  action;  the  divorce  decree  estab- 
lishes its  own  existence  only,  and 
thereafter  the  status  of  the  former 
husband  and  wife  as  between  them- 
selves and  the  world;  but  the  judg- 
ment of  divorce  does  not  carry  into 
this  case,  under  the  rules  of  former 
adjudication  or  estoppel  by  judgment, 
the  issues  involved  in  the  divorce 
trial,  nor  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
decree  of  divorce  was  granted.  For 
reasons  of  public  policy  only  does  the 
law  treat  the  divorce  action  as  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem,  and  this  only  to  the 
above  extent.  It  is  a  well-known  rule 
of  law  that  in  a  proceeding  strictly 
in  rem  not  only  the  parties  named  in 
the  action,  but  the  world,  is.  concluded 
by  the  judgment,  not  only  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  judgment  itself,  but  as  to 
all  matters  in  issue  and  necessarily 
determined  in  the  findings  of  fact  and 
decision  of  matters  of  law  upon  which 
the  judgment  is  based;  but  a  divorce 
decree  is  in  all  things  a  judgment  in 
personam,  and  as  such  the  rules  of 
evidence  applicable  to  judgments  in 
personam  apply,  except  so  far  as  the 
same  is  to  be  Ixeated  as  a  judgment 
in  rem  as  above  stated.  Hence,  the 
Iowa  divorce  decree  is  not  admissible 
in  evidence  except  to  establish  its 
own  existence,  the  marriage  of  the 
parties  being  admitted,  and  as  bear- 
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ing  upon  tli«  admissibility  ot  teatlr 
mony  relating  to  the  statute  as  to 
privileged  commumcatioins  between 
husband  and  wife.  It  is  not  res  judi^j 
cata  to  plaintiff's  cause  of  action;*. it 
does  not  estop,  by  judgment,  plaintiff 
from  asserting  his  cause  of  action 
against  defendant,  Arenda.  Arends 
was  a  stranger  to  the  record  in  the 
Iowa  divorce  proceedings;  the  judg- 
ment in  that  ca^e  did<  not  bind  him, 
except  as  it  operated  as  against  the 
world  in  certain  particulars  only  ^s 
a  judgment  in  rem/' 

The  case  of  Prettyman  v,  William- 
son (1898)  1  Penn.  (DeL)  224,  39  AtL 
731,  was  an  action. by  a  husband  for 
alienation  of  affections  in  one  count 
and  for  oriminal  conversation  .in  an- 
other. After  the  commencement,  of 
the  action  the  legislature  granted  the 
wife  a  divorce,  and  the  court  held 
that  the-  divorce  was  ,not  a  bar  to  the 
action,  saying:  ''Although  it  is  true, 
as  Mr.  Bishop  has  said  in  his  valuable 
work  on  Marriage  &  Divorce,  vol.  1, 
§  146S»  i;hat  a  legislative  divorce^ 
equally  with  a  judicial  one,  snaps  the 
vinculum  of  the  marriage,  and  that 
whatever  hangs  upon  it  falls,'  yet  the 
learned  author,  in  laying  down  that 
proposition,  illustrates  its  meaning  by 
referring  to  the  next  section,  which  ia 
as  follows:  If  the  man  dies,  the 
woman  will  not  be  his  widow,  entitled 
to  dower  and  a  portion  of  his  per-r 
sonal  property.  He  will  not,  on  her 
death,  be  authorised  to  hold  her  landa 
as  tenant  by  the  courtesy;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  his  interest  and  that  of  hia 
grantees  and  representatives,  in  them 
and  in  her  choses  of  action,  cease. 
This  is  not  a  devesting  of  vested 
fights.'  The  learned  writer  did  not 
mean,  and  it  cannot  be  the  law,  that 
the  divorce  would  be  a  bar  to  an  ac-* 
tion  like  the  present,  brought  for  an 
injury  to  the  marital  relations  prior 
to  the  divorce,  and  which  action  is 
not  based  upon  the  existence  of  such 
relations  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit." 

In  Hostetter  v.  Green  (1914)  159 
Ky.  611,  L.R.A.1915C,  870,  167  S.  W. 
919,  the  court  said:  ''The  argument 
£or  appellant  is  that  a  judgment  in  a 
divorce,  ease  is  a  judgment  in  rem  and 


therefose  binding  not  only  upon*  the 
ptarties  thereto,  but  upon,  the  whole 
world,  and  that  inastnuch.  as  .the  evi- 
dence in  that  ease  and  this  was  sub- 
stantially the  siOne  that,  issue  is  res- 
judicata  as  to  ajpfpelleewvand  he  is  pre- 
cluded from  again  litigating  it  But 
this  contention  U\  not^soand;  the  ap- 
pellante  in  this  action  were  not  pgur- 
tie$  io  .the  divorce  suit,  and  in  the 
nutttte  of  things  could  not  .have  been, 
nor  is  the  wife,  a  party  to  this  suit; 
the  judgment  in  the  divorce  auit  is 
binding  upoa  the  appellants  in  thia 
suit  only  in^sofar  as  it  freed  the  stat- 
us of  the  parties  to  the  divorce,  suit. 
While  the  evidence  in  the  two  actiona 
may  be  substantially  the  same,  the 
pleadings  presented  essential^  dif- 
ferent causes  of  ac^tion;  in  the  divorce 
suit  the  issue  was  which  party  ,  had 
abandoned  .  the  other,  wjbile;  in  this 
suit  is  involved  the  issue  whether  the 
parents  of  the  wife,  prior  to  the  aban- 
donment, were  guilty  of  such  conduct 
and  of  exereising*  such  influence  over 
t^eir  daughter  as  alienated  her  affec*- 
tions  from -the  appellee  and  thereby 
brought  about  the  abandonment..  It 
does  not  follow  that  if  Greeta  did  aban- 
don his  wife^  that  the  abandonment 
might  not  have  been  forced  upon  him 
by  reason  of  the  hostility  of  the  Hos- 
tetters  to  him,  and  their  influence 
over  their  daughter,  coupled  with 
mistreatment  of  him,  might,  have 
driven  him  to  abandoning  his  wife 
when  such  abandonment  would  not 
iMu^e  been  necessary  and  would:  never 
have  taken  place  except  for  their  mis- 
treatment of  him  and  their  conduct 
in  prejudicing  their  daughter  .against, 
him.  Abandonment  of  a  wife  by  the 
husband  does  not  necessarily  mean 
that  her  affections  have  not  thereto- 
fore been  alienated  from  him. by  other 
persons.  The  issue  of  abandonment 
in  a  div6r<^e  case  between  husband 
and  wife,  and  the  issue  of  alienation 
of  affections  between  either  of  them 
and  third  parties  in  another  and  dis- 
tinct case,  are  in  no  s^^se  akin  to. each 
other;  and  because  the  evidence  in 
the  two  cases  may  be  substantially  the 
same  is  no  reason  why.  a  judgment  in 
one  should  be  .a  bar  tO;  the  other*  It 
ia  not  inconceivable^  that»  even,  if  the 
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evidence  in  the  two  cases  were  exact- 
ly the  same,  it  might  not  uphold  a 
charge  of  abandonment  in  the  one 
case,  and  the  charipe  of  alienation  in 
the  other.  In  the  divorce  case  the 
appellee  was  barred  by  law  from  tes- 
tifying,  while  in  this  case,  for  the 
first  time,  he  was  permitted  by  his 
own'  evidence  to  give  his  version  of 
the  differences  between  him  and  his 
wife  and  what  brought  them  about. 
It  would  be  unjust  to  appellee  to  deny 
him  the  right  to  be  heard  on  the  is- 
sues raised  in  this  suit,  where  he  may, 
under  the  law,  testify,  because  in  a 
previous  action  between  him  and  an- 
other upon  different  issues,  where  he 
was  barred  from  testifying,  the  same 
facts  were  held  against  him  upon  the 
issues  there  pending.  He  has  not  had 
his  day  in  court  as  between  him  and 
appellants  upon  the  issues  between 
them,  and,  for  the  first  time  in  this 
case,  was  permitted  to  testify  about 
these  facts  *' 

In  Modisett  v.  McPike  (1881)  74 
Mo.  636,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that 
a  wife  obtained  a  divorce  from  her 
husband,  based  on  his  misconduct,  did 
not  of  itself  constitute  a  defense  to 
an  action  by  him  for  the  alienation 
of  her  affections,  if,  notwithstanding 
the  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  his  wife  would  not  have 
sued  him  for  divorce  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  acts,  conduct,  and  influ- 
ence of  the  defendant  in  the  aliena- 
tion action. 

In  Beach  v.  Brown  (1898)  20  Wash. 
266,  48  L.R.A.  114,  72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
98,  56  Pac.  46,  the  court  said:  "The 
action  in  this  case  was  brought  by 
the  respondent  after  she  had  obtained 
a  divorce  from  her  husband,  and  it  is 
therefore  urged  by  the  appellant  that, 
if  she  ever  had  the  right  to  bring  this 
action,  it  was  lost  when  she  sought 
and  obtained  a  divorce ;  that  all  rights 
were  settled  by  the  decree  of  divorce; 
and  cases  from  this  court  are  cited 
to  sustain  that  contention.  But  we 
do  not  think  that  the  cases  cited  or 
the  law  bear  upon  this  character  of 
rights.  It  could  not,  in  the  very  na- 
ture of  things,  have  been  contem- 
plated in  the  divorce  decree.  It  is  a 
damage  which  is  peculiar  to  the  wife, 


which  the  husband,  under  no  rule  of 
right,  could  have  any  interest  in ;  and 
it  would  be  a  harsh  rule  of  law  that, 
conceding  that  the  wife  had  this  right 
during  coverture,  would  deprive  her 
of  the  right  when  the  wrongful  acts 
of  which  she  complains  created  the 
necessity  for  and  caused  the  action 
for  divorce.  Of  course,  the  damages 
could  not  be  calculated  after  the  time 
when  the  decree  of  divorce  was  ob- 
tained." 

So,  in  Philpott  v.  Kirkpatrick 
(1912)  171  Mich.  495,  187  N.  W.  232, 
it  was  held  that  a  husband  was  not 
estopped  from  maintaining  a  suit  for 
the  alienation  of  his  wife's  affections 
by  reason  of  having  previously 
brought  a  divorce  suit  in  which  he 
complained  of  the  present  defendant's 
interference  with  his  domestic  rela- 
tions, and  in  which  he  obtained  a  de- 
cree of  divorce  on  the  ground  of  ex- 
treme cruelty,  it  being  said  that  the 
respective  positions  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  two  suits  were  not  so  inconsistent 
as  to  work  an  estoppel.  The  court 
added,  however:  "It  should  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  decree  in  favor  of 
the  complainant  in  the  divorce  case 
was  because  of  the  wife's  extreme 
cruelty.  The  decree  places  it  upon 
no  other  grounds.  As  we  have  shown, 
the  decree  was  signed  on  the  very  day 
the  divorce  was  granted  by  the  circuit 
judge,  who  also  heard  the  instant 
case,  and  there  was  n6thing  in  the 
record  to  show  that  there  was  any 
mistake  in  the  decree.  It  does  appear 
in  the  record  that  the  plaintiff  de- 
sired his  counsel  to  make  the  defend- 
ant a  corespondent  in  the  divorce 
case.    This,  however,  was  not  done." 

In  Wilson  v.  Coulter  (1898)  29  App. 
Div.  85,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  804,  an  action 
for  alienation  of  affections,  the  de- 
fendants requested  the  court  to 
charge  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover damages  subsequent  to  August 
10,  1895,  when  she  began  her  action 
for  a  separation  on  the  ground  of  de- 
sertion, and  also  that  she  could  not 
recover  damages  after  April  1,  1896, 
when  the  judgment  in  that  action  was 
entered.  The  court  replied:  "On 
that  subject,  gentlemen,  I  will  charge 
you  that  if  it  was  the  plaintiff's  desire 
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and  wish  to  beeome  separated  from 
her  husband  at  the  time,  and  end  her 
relations  with  bim,  rather  than  to  live 
with  him  as  her  husband,  then  you 
will  not  take  into  consideration  her 
loss  of  his  conjugal  society  after  that 
period.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  yon 
find  that  she  desired  to  live  with  her 
husband,  but  was  -unable  to  find  him, 
— to  locate  him, — ^and  that  this  action 
of  separation  was  instituted  under 
the  circumstances,  and  as  the  neces- 
aary  result  of  the  action  of  these  de- 
fendants in  inducinsr  her  husband  to 
leave  her  and  remain  away  from  her, 
and  as  a  necessary '  couvse  for  her, 
in  order  to  obtain  some  provisions  for 
het  maintenance  and  support,  then 
you  are  entitled  to  still  take  into  con- 
sideration, as  charged  by  the*  court 
before,  all  the  loss  of  the  conjugal  80^> 
ciety  resulting  from  the  wrongful  act 
of  the  defendants/'  The  defendants 
excepted  to  the  refusal  to  instruct  as 
requested  and  to  the  instruction  giv- 
en. On  appeal  it  was  said:  'In  ac- 
tions of  this  character  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  damages,  not  only 
for  the  loss  of  her  husband's  society, 
but  for  the  loss  of  his  support  and 
maintenance,  which  the  marriage  re* 
lation  entitles  her  from  the  husband 
and  his  estate.  In  case  the  jury  found 
that  the  plaintiff  did'  not  prosecute 
her  action  for  a  separation  because 
of  her  desire  to  live  apart  from  her 
husband,  but  because  she  was  unable, 
by  the  action  of  the  defendiants,  to 
learn  of  his  whereabouts  and  induce 
him  to  return;  then  the  permanent 
loss  of  his  society  and  support  could 
be  taken  into  account  by  the  jury  on 
the  question  of  damages.'' 

Under  a  statute  permitting  a  c6re- 
spondent  to  appear  in  the  divorce  ac- 
tion and  defend  the  action  so  far  as 
the  issues  affect  him,  the  corespond- 
ent may  become  bound  by  the  judg^ 
ment  in  the  divorce  proceeding.  But 
the  corespondent  is  not  so  bound 
where  the  judgment  roll  does  not,  in 
any  manner,  disclose  that  he  became 
a  party  to  the  divorce  action.  Hen*- 
drick  V.  Biggar  (1913)  209  N.  Y.  440, 
103  N.  E.  763,  reversing  (1912)  151 
App.  Div.  522,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  306, 
Vhich  afilrmed  on  this  point    (1910) 


«6  Misc.  576,  122  N.  Y.  Saspp.  162, 
wherein  the  court  said:  ^"Hiis  appeal 
presMits  for  consideration  one  of  the 
•  .  .  class  of  cases  where  the  corer 
spondent  had  not  been  originally 
served  with  a  copy  of  the  summons 
and  complaint,  but  voluntarily  ap- 
peared and  demanded  service  of  the 
latter,  and,  in  the  first  instance,  we 
shall  consider  an  assumed*  ease  where 
tiie  judgment  roll  in  the  divorce  ac- 
tion duly  discloses  that  a  corespond- 
ent has  thus  appeared,  and  joined  ish 
sue,  and  contested  the  allegations  of 
adultery  made  against  him,  or,  after 
service  of  the  complaint  and  appeliiv 
ing  to  defend,  has  been  duly  placed 
in  default  on  the  trial  of  such  issues. 
In  such  a  case  we  see  no  reason  why 
judgment  based  upon  the  trial  of  such 
issues  should  not  be  an  adjudication 
as  to  and  binding  upon  such  core- 
spondents It  is  true  that  Hiis  section 
provides  for  a  somewhat  anomalous 
practice,  and  that  a  corespondent  act- 
ing under  it  does  not,  in  the  ordinary 
manner,  become  a  party  to  the  action 
and  to  the  judgment  rendered  therein. 
Nevertheless,  he  doei  become  a  party 
te  it  in  a  manner  which,  although 
qualified,  gives  him  a  full  opportunity 
to  defend  against  and  contest  the  par- 
titular  allegations  which  affect  him. 
Thus  there  is  afforded  that  opportuni- 
ty for  a  full  and  complete  trial  of 
these  issues  which  calls  for  the  appli^ 
cation  of  the  fundamental  principle 
governing  the  general  doctrine  of  res 
judicata,  that  a  party  shall  not  be 
heard  a  second  time  on  a  issue  which 
he  has  once  been  called  upon  and  per- 
mitted to  try  and  contest.  We  do  not 
think,  however,  that  the  evidence  pre- 
sented in  this  action  of  appellant's 
alleged  participation  in  the  divorce 
action  so  brings  her  within:  the  prin- 
ciple which  we  have  just  stated  as  to 
make  said  judgment  binding  on  her. 
The  judgment  roll  does  not,  in  any 
manner,  disclose  that  she  became  a 
party  to  said  divorce  action.  Evi- 
dence was  offered  outside  of  said 
judgment  roll,  to  the  effect  that  she 
appeared  in  the  action  and  demanded 
a  copy  of  the  complaint,  and  that  a 
copy  of  said  complaint  was  served  up- 
on the  attorney  who  served  this  no^ 
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lice  of  appearance.  It  appearsyf  ho^- 
eT«|f^..ttia£  daid  attorney  *  also  repre- 
sented ihe  defendant  in  said  action, 
and  it  'is  not  made  at  all  clear  that 
a  copy  of  the  complaint  was  served 
on  hint  by  reason  of  his  appearance 
for  this  appellant  rather  than  as  at^ 
torney  for 'the  defendant  in  the  di- 
vorce action.  But  in  addition  to  thiij, 
thete  is  no  farther  evidence  disclos- 
ing appellant's  relations  to  ilaid  ac- 
tion. The  judgment  roll  would  seem 
to  make  it  reasonably  plain  that  she 
did  not  appear  on  the  trial  of  the  ac- 
tion and  contest  the  allegations  of 
adultery  with  her,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  to  show  that  she  ever  an^ 
swered  in  the  action,  or  that  she  was 
properly  placed  in  default  in  not  ap- 
pearing upon  the  trial.  Under  these 
clrcximstances,  and  with'  such  absence 
of  proof,  we  are  not  willing  to  hold 
that  she  is  bound  by  the  judgment/^ 

The  decision  in  the  foregoing  case 
was  approved  in  Raymond  v.  Willis- 
ton  (1914)  213  Fed.  625. 

r 

2,  Action  for  criminal  conversation. 

In  Michael  v.  Dunkle  (1882)  84  Ind. 
544,  43  Am.  Rep.  100,  an  action  for 
criminal  conversation,  it  appeared 
that  before  the  criminal  intercourse 
occurred,  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife 
had  separated  and  did  not  afterwards 
live  together,  and  that  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  she  had  ob- 
tained a  divorce  from  him.  The 
court,  in  affirming  a  judgment. for  the 
plaintiff,  said :  ^The  woman  was  still 
the  appellee's  wife,  and  notwithstand- 
ing the  differences  which  had  led  to 
the  separation,  which  it  seems  was 
caused  by  his  cruelty,  there  might 
have  been  a  reconciliation  between 
them;  and  indeed  there  is  evidence 
that  the  appeflleewas  seeking  to  bring 
this  itbout  at  the  time  when  the  of- 
fenses of  the  appellant  were  commit- 
ted and  discovered.  After  this  dis- 
covery, it  is  not  strange  that  the 
appellee  permitted  his  wife,  without 
resistance,  to  obtain  a  divorce ;  but  he 
did  not  thereby  waive  or  lose  his  right 
to  redress  for  the  injury  done/' 

Likewise,  in  Coney  v.  Harney 
(1890)  53  N.  J.  L.  63,  20  Atl.  736,  an 
action  by  a  husband  for  criminal  con- 


versatiioDr,  the  defendant  fildd  a  |>Iea 
alleging. that  in  an  action  for  divorce 
brought  by  the  wife,  the  husband  had 
iiled  a  cross  petition  charging  her 
with  having  conunitted  -adultery  with 
the  defendant,  and,  that  issue  having 
been  joined  and  evidence  taken,  the 
cross  petition  of  the  hiisband  was  dis- 
missed, and  a  decree  granted  to  the 
wife  on  her  petition.  The  court,  hold* 
ing  that  the  plea  was  bad,  said:  ''It 
has  been  contended,  in -support  of  the 
plea,  that  the  decree  therein  set  up  is 
conclusive  against  tke  plaintiff  as  res 
judicata,  and  affords  deffendant  a  bar 
to  this  action.  It  was  argued  with  in- 
genuity and  no  little  force,  that  the 
law  ought  not  to  permit  one  who  has 
.made  an  issue  of  this  character,  and, 
having  presumably  produced  all  the 
evidence  in  his  power,  has  encoun- 
tered a  defeat  thereon,  to  again  vex 
the  courts  by  a  retrial  of  the  same  i»- 
aue.  Such  considerations  have  else- 
where induced  legislation  'providing 
for  making  the  allegled  adulterer  a 
party  to  the  divorce  proceeding  as  co- 
respondent. But  no  such  legislation 
has  changed  our  law.  We  are  there- 
fore left  to  enforce  the  well-«ettled 
and  indisputable  rule  on  this  matter. 
An  estoppel,  even  .  by  the  judgment  * 
of  a  court,  must  be  inutual  to  be  ad- 
missible in  bar;  and  such  a  judgment 
will  bind  only  those  who  are  party  or 
privy  thereto.  Here  defendant  was 
neither  party  nor  privy.  There  was 
«o  mutuality,  for  had  it  been  adjudi- 
cated that  defendant  had  committed 
the  adultery  charged  in  the  cross  pe- 
tition, such  adjudication  manifestly 
could  not  have  been  set  up  against , 
him.  Under  the  rule  referred  to,  he  . 
cannot  set  up  the'  adjudication  in  his  j 
favor." 

It  appeared  In  Purdy  v.  Robinson 
(1909)  133  App.  Div.  155,  117  N.  T. 
Supp.  295,  an  action  by  a  husband  for 
both  alienation  and  criminal  conver- 
sation, that  the  wife  had  obtained  a 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  the  hus- 
band's adultery,  and  that  the  criminal 
conversation  to6k  place  in  the  time 
intervening  between  the  commence- 
ment of  the  wife's  action  for  divorce 
and  the  final  decree  therein.  The 
court,    in    sustaining   the    husband's 
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rif fat  to  bring  the  suit»  said:  "A  hus- 
band's cause  of  action  for  criminal 
conversation  should  not  be  barred  hj 
the  plea  of  the  adulterer  that»  after 
the  act  of  criminal  conversation,  the 
husband  had  forfeited  or  destroyed 
his  conjugal  rights.  .  .  .  The  prop- 
osition of  the  defendant,  applied  to 
this  case,  is  that  after  a  wife  begins 
an  action  for  absolute  divorce,  if  she 
have  a  leman  thereafter,  he  is  secure 
from  an  action  by  her  husband  for 
criminal  conversation.  But  the  be- 
ginning of  an  action  for  absolute  di- 
vorce does  not  sever  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife.  The  wife  cannot 
thereafter  cohabit  with  the  husband 
and  succeed  in  her  action ;  but  cohabi- 
tation is  not  the  full  measure  of  his 
conjugal  rights.  ...  The  fact  that 
the  husband  committed  adultery  is  not 
available  as  a  bar  to  the  adulterer 
with  the  wife,  when  sued  for  criminal 
conversation." 

h.  AAnUssOtUUy  of  decree  in  evideneem 

1,  JHveroe  obtained  "by  pUUntiff, 

It  is  generally  conceded  that  the 
spouse  who  is  suing  for  alienation  of 
affections  or  for  criminal  conversa^ 
tion,  and  who  has  already  obtained 
a  divorce,  may  introduce  the  decree 
of  divorce  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  other  spouse,  whom  he  claims 
has  been  debauched  or  whose  affec- 
tions have  been  alienated,  no  longer 
sustains  the  relation  of  husband  or 
wife.  Waldron  v.  Waldron  (1895)  156 
U.  S.  361,  89  L.  ed.  453,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  383,  reversing  (1890)  45  Fed.  315, 
on  other  grounds;  Woldson  v.  Larson 
(1908)  90  C.  C.  A.  422,  164  Fed.  548; 
Mead  v.  Randall  (1896)  111  Mick 
268,  69  N.  W.  606;  Lee  v.  Hammond 
(1902)   114  Wis.  550,  90  N.  W.  1073, 

In  Woldson  v.  Larson  (1908)  90  C. 
C.  A.  422,  164  Fed.  548,  supra,  the 
court  said:  ''A  copy  of  the  decree  of 
divorce  between  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror and  his  wife  was  admitted  in  evi- 
dence. It  is  contended  that  this  was 
error  for  the  reason  that  a  judgment 
in  a  suit  is  not  evidence  in  another 
suit  against  one  who  was  not  a  party 
to  it.  We  think  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion of  the  competency  and  material- 


ity of  proof  that  the  plaintiiff  in  stich 
action  as  this  has,  since  the  occur- 
rence of  the  tort  complained  of,  ob- 
tained a  divorce  from  his  wife.  It  is 
proper  for  him  to  show  that  the  wife, 
whom  he  claims  has  been  debauched, 
no  longer  sustains  that  relation  to 
him,  and  the  best  proof  of  that  fact  is 
the  decree  of  divorce." 

In  Lee  v.  Hamniond  (Wis.)  supra, 
both  the  fact  that  a  divorce  had  been 
granted  and  the  ground  on  which  it 
was  obtained  were  held  to  be  compe- 
tent evidence. 

But  in  the  United  States  cases,  su- 
pra, it  was  held  that  the  party  pro- 
curing the  divorce  may  not  use  the 
decree  in  a  suit  for  alienation  of  af- 
fections or  for  criminal  conversation, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
ground  on  which  the  divorce  was  ob- 
tained, or  as  proof  of  the  act  with 
which  the  defendant,  as  corespondent 
in  the  divorce  action,  was  charged. 

Thus,  in  Waldron  v.  Waldron  (U. 
S.)  supra,  it  was  held  that  where  the 
fact  of  divorce  was  confessed  by  the 
pleadings,  and  was  admitted  by  couil- 
sel  for  the  defendant,  in  open  court, 
the  divorce  record  was  inadmissible. 

It  was  said  in  Mead  v.  Randall 
(1896)  111  Mich.  268,  69  N.  W.  506: 
'It  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to 
show  the  fact  of  divorce,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  negativing  any  claim  that 
there  had  been,  up  to  that  time,  a 
reconciliation  between  the  parties, 
plaintiff  and  his  wife.  But  the  bill 
of  complaint,  which  was  an  ex  parte 
statement  of  the  plaintiff,  not  himself 
a  competent  witness,  should  not  have 
been  read  in  evidence.  Much  less 
should  the  jury  have  been  permitted 
to  consider  it  as  substantive  proof  of 
the  facts  stated." 

2.  Divorce  obtained  againet  plaintiff. 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
alienation  of  affections  or  criminal 
conversation  is  the  guilty  person 
against  whom  a  divorce  has  been  ob- 
tained, it  is  held  in  some  jurisdictions 
that  the  decree  is  admissible  against 
him  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
Prettyman  v.  Williamson  (1898)  1 
Penn.  (Del.)  224,  39  Atl.  731  (aliena- 
tion of  affections);  Sackheim  v.  Mil- 
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ler  (1907)  136  IlL  App.  132  (aliena- 
tion of  affections).  See  also  Luke  v. 
Hill  (1911)  137  Ga.  169,  38  L.R.A. 
(N£.)  559,  73  S.  E.  345  (alienation  of 
affections) ;  Simmons  v.  Simmons 
(1888)  21  Abb.  N.  C.  469,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  221   (alienation  of  affections). 

In  Prettyman  v.  Williamson  (DeL) 
supra,  it  was  said:  "The  divorce 
granted  by  the  legislature  to  Mrs. 
Prettyman,  .  .  .  may  be  and  should 
be  considered  by  you  in  mitigation  of 
damages,  if  you  should  think  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  damages, 
because  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  en- 
titled to  any  compensation  for  the 
loss  of  the  affection,  society,  and  serv- 
ices of  his  wife  after  she  ceased  to 
be  his  wife." 

Likewise,  it  was  said  in  Sackheim 
V.  Miller  (1907)  136  IlL  App.  132: 
"The  statements  made  to  the  court  by 
defendant's  counsel  informed  the 
court  that  the  bill  was  by  Mrs.  Miller 
for  a  divorce,  and  that  a  divorce  was 
granted  to  her,  and  plaintiff's  cross 
bill  was  dismissed  for  want  of  equity. 
It  was  not  stated  what  the  bill 
charged,  but  inasmuch  as  a  decree 
was  granted  on  it  in  her  favor,  it 
must  be  presumed  to  have  been  for  a 
statutory  cause  for  divorce.  The  is- 
sue was,  whether  or  not  the  defend- 
ant alienated  the  love  and  affection  of 
plaintiff's  wife.  Evidence  of  any  one 
of  the  statutory  causes  for  divorce 
would  tend  to  prove  that  the  love  and 
affection  of  plaintiff's  wife  were 
alienated  by  the  cause  for  divorce 
averred  in  the  bill  and  found  as  a 
fact  by  the  decree.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  offered  evidence  should  have 
been  admitted." 

But  the  spouse  who  is  suing,  and 
against  whom  a  divorce  has  been 
granted,  is  not  estopped  from  contest- 
ing, in  an  action  against  a  stranger, 
to  that  decree  the  truth  of  the 
grounds  on  which  the  decree  was 
prayed.  Luke  v.  Hill  (1911)  137  6a. 
159,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  559,  73  S.  E.  345 
(alienation  of  affections),  wherein 
the  court  said:  "It  is  a  general  uni- 
versal rule  that  estoppels  must  be 
mutual.  Strangers  can  neither  take 
advantage  of,  nor  be  bound  by,  an  es- 
toppel.   ...    A  decree  in  a  matri- 


monial suit,  fixing  the  status  of  the 
parties,  in  distinction  from  the  specif- 
ic findings  therein,  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  judgment  quasi  in  rem.  So  far 
as  the  adjudication  fixes  the  status  of 
the  parties,  the  judgment  concludes 
both  parties  and  strangers;  but,  be- 
yond the  adjudication  of  the  status, 
the  decree  does  not  conclude  stran- 
gers. .  .  •  The  adjudication  of  the 
status  is  conclusive  upon  strangers, 
but  does  not  bind  them  upon  causes 
of  action  springing  from  the  marital 
relation  prior  to  the  decree.  A  di- 
vorce decree  will  not  estop  a  party 
thereto  from  contesting  with  a 
stranger  the  truth  of  the  grounds  as 
affecting  his  liability  in  another  suit 
upon  a  cause  of  action  arising,  pend- 
ing the  divorce  suit  but  before  the 
decree.  .  .  .  Beyond  the  legal  ef- 
fect of  determining  the  status  of  the 
parties,  the  law  applies,  as  in  other 
judicial  proceedings,  that  a  judgment 
is  not  conclusive  in  another  suit,  ex- 
cept in  cases  in  which  the  same  par- 
ties or  their  privies  are  litigating  in 
regard  to  the  same  subject  of  contro- 
versy. The  plaintiff  in  error  is  es- 
topped by  the  decree  of  annulment 
from  denying  his  matrimonial  status; 
but  in  a  cause  of  action  against 
strangers,  arising  before  the  decree 
of  annulment,  based  on  the  legality  of 
his  marriage,  he  is  not  estopped  by 
the  decree  from  contesting  with  them 
the  truth  of  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  decree  was  prayed." 

In  other  jurisdictions,  however,  the 
record  in  the  divorce  proceeding  is 
admissible  only  to  the  extent  of  judi- 
cially establishing  the  prior  existence 
of  the  marriage,  and  its  dissolution, 
and  the  status  of  the  parties  there- 
after under  the  decree.  Hostetter  v. 
Green  (1914)  159  Ky.  611,  L.R.A. 
1915C,  870,  167  S.  W.  919  (alienation 
of  affections);  Sickler  v.  Mannix 
(1903)  68  Neb.  21,  93  N.  W.  1018 
(alienation  of  affections) ;  Luick  v. 
Arends  (1911)  21  N.  D.  614,  132  N. 
W.  353. 

It  appeared  in  Sickler  v.  Mannix 
(1903)  68  Neb,  21,  93  N.  W.  1018,  su- 
pra, an  action  by  a  wife  for  alienation 
of  affections,  that  the  husband  had 
been  granted  a  divorce  on  the  ground 
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of  extreme  cruelty.  The  court,  in  re* 
fusing  to  admit  the  divorce  decree  in 
evidence,  aaid :  ''Mrs.  Sickler  [the  de* 
fend&nt]  was  not  a  party  to  that  suit, 
and  it  is  only  where  a  judicial  record 
contains  an  admission  of  one  or  the 
other  of  the  parties  to  it  that  it  is 
admissible  aa  such  in  favor  of  a 
stransrer.  .  .  .  Mrs.  Mannix  [the 
plaintiff]  did  not  admit  in  her  plead* 
ings  in  the  divorce  case  that  she  had 
been  guilty  of  extreme  cruelty  to  her 
husband.  On  the  contrary,  she  de- 
nied and  contested  the  charge,  iind 
the  fact  that  the  court  found  against 
her  on  the  trial  does  not  make  such 
finding  admissible  against  her  in  fa- 
vor of  a  stranger,  on  the  trial  of  an- 
other action/* 

A  divorce  decree  was  held  to  be  ad- 
missible in  Luick  v.  Arends  (N.  D.) 
supra  (an  action  for  alienation  of  af- 
fections), only  for  the  purpose  of  es- 
tablishing its  own  existence, — the 
marriage  of  the  parties  being  admit- 
ted,— and  as  bearing  on  the  admis- 
sibility of  testimony  relating  to  the 
statute  as  to  privileged  communica- 
tions between  husband  and  wife.  The 
court  said :  "The  rule  is  general  thi^t 
a  judgment  or  decree  is  not  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  as  res  judicata  on  the 
facts  involved,  or  to  operate  as  an  es- 
toppel by  judgment  in  other  than  ac- 
tions strictly  in  rem,  except  as  be- 
tween parties  or  privies.  There  must 
be  a  mutuality  between  the  parties  to 
the  action  in  which  the  decree  is  ren- 
dered and  in  the  action  in  which  it  is 
offered,  and  it  is  only  admissible  in 
favor  of  a  party  when  it  would  be  ad- 
missible against  him  if  the  decree  had 
been  the  other  way.  Applying  this 
test,  it  is  plain  that  the  trial  court's 
ruling  in  excluding  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  decree  was  entered  is  cor- 
rect. Suppose  the  plaintiff  in  this  ac- 
tion had  prevailed  in  the  divorce  suit 
under  his  claim  of  desertion  by  the 
wife,  and  in  this  action  plaintiff  had 
offered  in  evidence  the  decree  of  di- 
vorce granted  him,  and  entered 
against  his  wife's  claim  of  cruelty,  as 
proof  that  he  had  not  been  guilty  of 
the  acts  of  cruelty  charged  in  defend- 
ant's answer  in  this  case,  and  had  not 
by   cruelty   alienated   her   affections. 


It  is  clearly  apparent  that  such  tes- 
timony' would  be  inadmissible  as 
against  the  defendant*  in  this  action; 
he  was  not  a  party  to  the  divorjce  ac- 
tion, nor  could  he  be,  nor  could  he 
have  privity  with  any  party  to  that 
action  for  divorce.  .  .  .  Wigmore, 
on  Evidence,  §  1348,  subd.  2a,  recog- 
nizes the  fact  that  apparently  con- 
trary judgments  may  be  rendered  by 
different  courts  on  the  same  facts,  as 
counsel  contends  has  resulted  in  this 
action,  between  different  parties,  un- 
der this  rule,  by  the  following  com- 
ment upon  it:  'A  judicial  judgment 
binds  only  the  parties  to  the  specific 
litigation,  and  therefore  the  same 
question  of  fact  must  be  investigated 
anew,  even  innumerable  times,  be- 
tween parties  not  affected  by  prior 
judgments.  There  may,  therefore;  be 
an  analogous  situation  in  which  in- 
numerable parties  will  be  affected  by 
a  fact  common  to  the  rights  or  duties 
of  all;  and  this  fact,  in  the  absence 
of  a  judicial  proceeding  binding  on 
all,  may  be  from  time  to  time  differ- 
ently determined  by  different  juries 
and  judgments  in  successive  litiga- 
tions.' " 

Vliere,  however,  the  record  in  the 
divorce  proceedings  discloses  admis- 
sions by  the  spouse  against  whom  the 
divorce  was  obtained,  and  who  later 
became  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
alienation  of  affections  or  for  crimi- 
nal conversation,  it  may  be  received 
in  evidence  to  the  extent  of  showing 
those  admissions.  Bergman  v.  Solo- 
mon (1911)  148  Ky.  681,  136  S.  W. 
1010,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  in  the  alienation  action  ad- 
mitted the  charges  of  cruelty  made  in 
the  complaint  in  the  divorce  action, 
the  court  sasring  that  such  course 
tended  to  show  that  he  was  willing 
to  get  rid  of  his  wife. 

0.  Ejctraterriiarial  effect  of  decree. 

A  divorce  decree  obtained  by  one 
spouse  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  under 
such  circumstances  as  not  to  be  recog- 
nized by  the  law  of  the  forum  has 
been  held  not  to  bar  an  action  by  the 
other  spouse  for  criminal  conversa- 
tion taking  place  after  the  rendition 
of  the  degree.     Berney  v.  Adriance 
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(1913)  157  App.  Div.  828,  142  N.  T. 
Supp.  748;  C.  V.  D,  (1904)  8  Qnt.  L. 
Rep.  308»  appeal  dismiesed  in  (1906) 
12  Ont  U  Rep.  24. 

A  foreign  statute  imposing  a  penal- 
ty on  the  guilty  party  to  a  divorce 
proceeding,  whereby  he  forfeits  all 
rights  acquired  by  the  marriage  (see 
Iowa  cases  cited  infra,  in  the  follow- 
ing subdivision),  will  not  be  given 
extraterritorial  force  so  as  to  bar  a 
cause  of  action  for  alienation  of  af- 
fections which  arose  in  the  forum 
prior  to  the  obtaining,  by  the  other 
spouse  in  such  foreign  jurisdiction,  of 
a  divorce  against  the  plaintiff  in  the 
alienation  action.  Luick  v.  Arends 
(1911)  21  N.  D.  614,  132  N,  W.  863. 

But  in  Bledsoe  v.  Seaman  (1908)  77 
Kan.  679,  95  Pac.  576,  a  spouse  who 
had  obtained  a  divorce  in  a  foreign 
jurisdiction  was  held  to  be  estopped 
to  set  up  the  invalidity  thereof  in  an 
action  for  criminal  conversation  ocn 
curring  after  the  decree. 

III.  Rule  in  JotiHK. 

In  Iowa  a  statute  providing  that 
''when  a  divorce  is  decreed,  the  guilty 
party  forfeits  all  rights  acquired  by 
the  marriage,"  is  held  to  be  a  com- 
plete bar  to  the  right  of  one  spouse 
against  whom  a  divorce  has  been 
granted,  to  recover  for  the  alienation 
of  the  affections  or  for  criminal  con- 
versation with  the  other  spouse. 
Hamilton  v.  McNeill  (1911)  160  Iowa, 
470,  129  N.,  W.  480,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D, 
604  (alienation  of  affections)  ;  McNa- 
mara  v.  McAllister  (1911)  160  Iowa, 
243,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  436,  130  N.  W. 
26,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  463  (alienation 
of  affections) ;  Duff  v.  Henderson 
(1921)  —  Iowa,  — ,  183  N.  W.  476 
(alienation  of  affections  and  criminal 
conversation),  overruling  Wood  v. 
Mathews  (1877)  47  Iowa,  409. 

In  Duff  V.  Henderson  (1921)  — 
Iowa,  — ,  183  N.  W.  476,  the  court 
said:  "The  appellant's  petition  is  in 
two  counts.  In  one  count  he  seeks  to 
recover  damages  from  appellee  for 
alienation  of  the  affections  of  appel- 
lant's wife.  In  a  separate  count  of 
his  petition,  the  appellant  seeks  to  re- 
cover for  damages  for  criminal  con- 
versation  between   the   appellee   and 


appellant's  wife.  The  appellee  an- 
swered the  said  coukrts  of  the  petition 
by  alleging  that  the  appellant  was 
barred  and  estopped  under  §  3181  of 
the  Code  from  maintaining  either  of 
said  alleged  causes  of  action,  for  the 
reason  that,  after  the  alleged  causes 
of  action  arose,  the  appellant's  then 
wife  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  ap- 
pellant. A  demurrer  to  the  allega- 
tions of  the  answer  was  overruled. 
Section  3181  of  the  Code  provides: 
'When  a  divorce  is  decreed  the  guilty 
party  forfeits  all  rights  acquired  by 
the  marriage.'  In  Hamilton  v.  Mc- 
Neill (1911)  160  Iowa,  470,  129  N.  W. 
480,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  604,  we  held 
that  §  3181  of  the  Code  was  a  full  and 
complete  bar  to  the  right  of  a  hus- 
band to  recover  for  alienation  of  his 
wife's  affection,  where  the  wife  sub- 
sequently obtained  a  divorce  from  her 
husband.  In  Wood  v.  Mathews  (1877) 
47  Iowa,  409,  we  held,  in  an  action  for 
criminal  conversation,  where  the 
plaintiff's  wife  had  procured  a  di- 
vorce from  him,  that  this  constituted 
no  defense  to  an  action  for  damages 
for  the  injuries  sustained  prior  to  the 
time  of  procuring  the  divorce.  Wood 
V*  Mathews  was  considered  by  the 
court  in  Hamilton  v.  McNeill,  and,  in 
the  majority  opinion,  it  was  said: 
'We  think,  however,  that  we  are  not 
called  upon  at  the  present  time  to  say 
whether  the  Wood  Case  should  be 
overruled.  As  before  indicated,  the 
present  action  is  not  an  action  for 
criminal  conversation.  The  case  pre- 
,sented  by  the  petition  is  one  of  simple 
alienation  by  alleged  acts  and  arts 
not  in  themselves  criminal.  Such  an 
action  is  essentially  different  in  its 
nature  from  an  action  for  criminal 
conversation,  although  both  contain 
some  elements  in  common.'  We  are 
squarely  confronted  with  the  proposi- 
tion that  we  are  compelled  in  the  in- 
stant case  to  overrule  either  Hamil- 
ton V.  McNeill  or  Wood  v.  MathewA. 
If  Hamilton  v.  MoNeUl  is  followed, 
then  the  procuring  of  a  divorce  by  the 
appellant's  wife  was  a  complete  bar 
to  appellant's  right  to  recover  against 
the  appellee  for  alienation  of  his 
wife's  affections.  If  Wood  v.  Ma- 
thews is  to  be  followed,  then  the  ap- 
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pellant  is  not  barred,  by  reason  of 
the  wife  procuring  a  divorce  from 
him,  from  maintaining  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  the  appellee  for  criminal  ^ 
conversation  with  his  wife.  A  ma- 
jority of  the  court  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  majority^  opinion  in  the  case* 
of  Hamilton  v.  McNeill  should  be  ad- 
hered to,  and  that  the  obtaining  of  a  * 
divorce  by  the  appellant's  wife  is  a 
complete  bar  to  hU. right  to  maintain 
an  action  for  the  alienation  of  the 
affections  of  his  wife,  und;er.the  pro- 
visions of  §  3181  of  the  Code.  The 
argument 'pro  and  coh  i^  so  fully  s^t 
forth  in  the  majority  opinion,  and  in  > 
the  dissenting  opinion  in  said  case,. 
that  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  fur- 
ther discuss  the  proposition.  The. 
views  expressed  by  the  present  Chief 
Justice  Evans  in  the  majority  opinion 
in  said  case  are  in  accord  with  the 
views  of  the  majority  of  the  court  as 
now  constituted.  We  now  hold  that 
the  obtaining  of  a  divorce  by  the  ap- 
pellant's wife  from  the  appellant  is  a 
complete  bar  to  the  appellant's  right 
to  maintain  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  appellee  for  the  alienation  of  his 
wife's  affections,  and  it  therefore  fol- 
lows that  the  demurrer  of  the  appel- 
lant to  the  answer  of  the  appellee, 
pleading  the  obtaining  of  such  di-* 
vorce  as  a  bar  to  the  appellant's  right 
of  action  oik  the  count  charging  alien- 
ation of  affections,  was  properly  over- 
ruled. The  majority  of  the  court  are 
of  the  opinion  that  Wood  v.  Mathews 
should  be  overruled,  and  that  the  ob- 
taining of  a  divorce  is  a  bar  to  the 
right  of  a  husband  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  criminal  conversation.  It 
therefore  follows  that  the  demurrer 
of  the  appellant  to  the  answei^  of  the 
appellee,  pleading  the  obtaining  of  a 
divorce  by  appellant's  wife  as  a  bay 
to  the  appellant's  right  to  maintaUi 
an  action  for  criminal  conversation, 
was  properly  overruled.  The  court 
now  holds  that  the  appellant  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the  appel- 
lee for  either  alienation  of  the  wife's 
affections  or  for  criminal  conversa- 
tion, and  the  fact  that  appellant's 
wife  obtained  a  divorce  from  him  sub- 
sequent to  the  acts  complained  of  is 
a  complete  bar  to  the  right  of  th^  apr 
pellant   to   maintain    either   of   said 


causes  of  action.    The  writer  of  this 
opinion'  dissents  frbm  the  conclusion 

/of  the  majority  as  expressed  herein. 

^  I  think  Bai^ilton  v.  McNeill  is  wrong, 
and  should  be  overruled,  and  that  the 
dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
X>eemer  |n  ^at  case^is  correct.  I  also 
think  that  Wood  v.  Mathews  should 
b^  followed,  instead  of  being  over- 
rule.'   Mr.   Justice  Stevens  joins  in 

,  this  dissent,  both  as  to  the  overruling 
of  Hamilton  v. 'McNeill  and  the  fol- 
lowing of  Wood  V.  Mathews.  The  ma- 
jority holding  to  the  contrary,  it  nec- 
essarily-follows  that  the- judgment  of 
the  district  court  must  be  affinned/' 
:  In  Hamilton  v.  McNeill  (19^1)  150 
lowa^  470»  129  N.  W.  480,  Ann.  Cas, 
1912D,  604,  which  was  followed  in  |;he 
foregoing  case,  the  court  summed  up 
its  conclusions  as  follows:  ''The 
right  ef  action 'for  damages  'for  alien- 
ation of  affection  is  a  'right  acquired 
by  the  marriage'  within  the  meaning 
of  §  3181  of  the  Code.  That  by  the 
terms  of  this  statute  the  'guilty  party* 
forfeits  such  rigb^.  (2)  That  the  for- 
feiture declared  by  the  statute  miist 
be  recognized  by  the  court  regardless 
of  any  advantage  resulting*  thereby 
to  any  defendant.  This  is  so,  not  be- 
cause of  any  affirmative  right  con- 
feri-ed'on  the  defendant^  but  because 
of  the  absence  of  righ^  in  the  plain- 
tiff. And  the  forfeiture  is  properly 
pleadable  as  such  by  a  defendant. 
(3)  That  the  decree  of  divo^Os  shown 
in,  this  record  fixed  the  status  of  the 
plaintiff  herein  as  the  'guilty  party' 
therein. within  the  meaning  of  said.§ 
3181.  The  question  at  this  point  la 
not  so  much  whethet  the.  decree  is 
conclusive  as  between  plaintiff  liere« 
in  and  third  parties,  and  as  affecting 
alleged .  affirmative  rights  of  such 
third  parties,  but  whether  thfe  decree 
is  conclusive  upon  the  plaintiff  him- 
self as  bringing  him  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  in  question.  We 
hold  it-  to  be  conclusive  upon  plaintiff 
in  the  latter  respect,  that  he  became 
thereby  subject  instanter  to  the  for- 
feiture declared  by  the  statute.  (4) 
That  plaintiffs  plea  that  the  divorce 
was  obtained  by  his  own  collusion 
will  not  avail  to  relieve  him  from  its 
conclusiveness  while  it  remains  in 
force."  A.  S.  M. 
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FLORENCE  A.  INGALLS  et  al.,  Appts^ 

'■•'■—•.■  V.  •.■■•■ 

;.  :     ,  CLARA  S.  ALUN. 

JUinoiB  Supreme  CouH^ December  ^2 i  192 i.  ;'' 

(301  lU.  119,  138  N.  E.  677.) 

Insurance ««-»  mutnid  benefit  —  payable  to  wife  —  when  person  aseertained* 

1;  Under  a  mutual  benefit  certificate  payable  to  the  holder's  wife  and 
children,  the  person  described  as  wife  is  to  be  ascertained  at  the  tizkie  of 
his  death,  so  that,  if  the  wife  living  when  the  certificate  was  issued  dies 
and  the  member  marries  again,  the  second  wife  is  entitled  to  the  benefit. 

[See  note  on  this  qtiestian  beginning  on  page  959.1 

•    "^  ' 

—  lien  for  advances'  to  keep  c^tifi-  dues,  from  his  own  money  to  keep  the 

cate  alive.  certificate  in  force  is  entitled  to  a  lien 

2.  One  of  several  beneficiaries  in  a  on  the  fund  realized  froip  the  certifi- 

mutual   benefit  certificate  who  pays  cate  for  the  amount  so  paid. 


Appeal  by  the  del^endant  children  from  a  decree  of  the  Appellate  Court, 
First  District,  reversing  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook  County 
(Scanlan,  J.)  in  their  favor  in  a  suit  to  determine  conflicting  claims  to  a 
benefit  fund  arising  under  a  certificate  issued  to  their'  deceased  father. 
Affi/rmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mr.  Elliott  R.  Goldsmith,  for  appel-  Kirkpatrick   v.    Modern   Woodmen, 

lants:  103  III  App.  468;  Ptacek  v.  Pisa,  134 

The  certificate  does  not  include  the  II).  App.  155. 

second  wife.  From  a  consideration  of  the  object 

Day  V.  Case,  43  Hun,  179.  for  which  benefit  societies  are  formed. 

The  widow  is  not  one  of  the  ^legal  which  is  to  afford  protection  to  the 

heirs/'  and  is  not  entitled  to  partici-  family  and  dependents  of  the  members 

pate  in  the  $3,000  fund  as  a  bene-  of  such  societies  after  the  death  of  the 

ficiary.  members,   a   person   cannot  take   as 

Gauch  V.  St.  Louis  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  beneficiary  unless  he  falls  within  one 

88  111.  251,  30  Am.  Rep.  554;  Phillips  of  the  designated  classes  at  the  time 

V.  Carpenter,  79  Iowa,  600,  44  N.  W;  of  the  death  of  the  member. 

898.  Murphy  v.  Nowak,  223  111.  301,  7 

Payment  by  the  widow  of  $320  for  L.R.A.(N.S.)  393,  79  N.  E.  112;  Tyler 

dues  to  keep  the  certificate  in  force  v.  Odd  Fellows  Mut.  Relief  Asso.  145 

did  not  entitle  her  to  an  equitable  lien.  Mass.  134,  13  N.  E.  360. 

Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  v.  Ehlman,  When  the  status  of  a  beneficiary  is 

246  111.  555,  92  N.  E.  962.  the  main,  if  not  the  sole,  inducement 

Messrs.  Lewis  F.  Baker  and  Samael  for  the  insurance,  the  name  becomes  a 

Grossman,  for  appellee :  mere  descriptive  designation,  and  the 

A  benefit  certificate  in  a  society  of  object  of  the  benefit  is,  and  always  re- 
this  character  differs  from  an  ordinary  mains,  in  the  person  filling  the  par- 
policy   of   life   insurance   in   that   it  ticular  status. 

speaks  with  reference  to  the  condi-  Order  of  R.  Conductors  v.  Koster,  55 

tions  existing  at  the  time  of  the  death  Mo.  App.  186. 

of  the  member  whose  life  has  been  in-  While  at  law  a  certificate  is  not  as- 
sured by  it.  signable,  in  equity,  a  beneficial  inter- 


MODERN  WOODMEN/ r^^ALLIN; 

(SOI  III.  119,  189  N.  B.  «77.) 
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«3t  may  i>e  trans^Eerred  tiierein,  which 
will  be  protected  by  a  court  of  chan-^ 
eery. 

Supreme  Council,  R.  A.  v.  Tracy,  1,69 
111.  123,  48  N.  E.  401;  McGrew  v.  Mc- 
Grew,  190  111.  607,  60  N.  lE.  861 ;  Jarvii^ 
▼.  Binkley,  206  111.  541,  69  N.  E.  582. ' 

Farmer,  J^  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  Modern  Woodmen  of  Ameri- 
ca filed  its  bill  of  interpileader  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Cook  county  to  have 
determined  .consflicting  claims :  to  a 
benefit  fiund  of  i)3,000  under  a  bene; 
fit  certificate  isimed  to  Richard  Hj 
Allin  in  1887,  whereby  the  society 
asreed/to  pay  to  the  wife '^tnd  cfail^ 
dren  of  the  memberi  at  hie- deaths 
$3,000.  The  benefit  cer^i&eate  read; 
a  benefit  f und  iiot  to  exceed  :$3^00Q 
should  "be  paid  at  bis  £the.  mem-r 
ber*s]  death  to  wife  and  childrei^/' 
At  the  time  the  certificate  was  is- 
sued, in  1887,  Allin  was  married  anc^ 
had  four  children.  His  wife's  nam^ 
was  Arabella  M.  Allin.  Twenty 
years  afterwards,  in  1^07,  Arabella 
M.  died,  leaving  her  husband  and 
theit  four  children  surviving.  AHin 
married  agafn,  his  second  wife^s 
name  being  Claira  S-  Allin.  No  chil- 
dren were  born  of  this  marriage., 
Allin  died  in  December,  1918,  leav- 
ing surviving  him  his  widow,  Clara 
S.,  and  the  four  children  of  his  first 
wife,  and  a  dispute  arose  as  to  who 
was  entitled  to  the  fund.'  Nq 
change  in  the  name  of  the  benefici- 
aries had  ever  been  made,  and  th|e 
widow  claimed  an  e(iual  interest  in 
the  fund  with  the  children  of  de- 
ceased, and  also  reimbursement  9^ 
the  amount  of  $320  she  had  paid  of 
her  own  money  ip  dii^s  on  the  cer- 
tificate to  keep  it  in  force.  The  chil-' 
dren  disputed  the  validity  of  hei* 
claim,  which  caused  th6  society  to 
file  its  bill  of  interpleader.  "The 
widow  and  children  filed  answers,' 
setting  up  their  claims  to  the  f  iind; 
The  society  paid  the  money .  into 
court  and  was  dismissed  out  of  the 
suit:  The  issues  made  by  the  widow 
and  children  Wert' '  referred  to  a 
ijhaster  in  chancery  to  take  t^^ti- 
ftioiijr  atfd  report  his  tonclusiohs*. 
The  master  TepdttM  r«ftontttteridiW|g 


a  decree  awaiding  the*  anitire.  fund 
to  thai  children  t6f  the  "deceased 
member.  The!  >cou#t  entered  a^  de- 
cree as  Ti9Cdmmended  by  the  maMer; 
awarding  >thev  entire  •  fond  t6  the 
four  dsildren  -  after  '  dednetin?  tiie 
costs  of  the  ligation.  The  widow 
prosecuted  an  appeal  to  the 'appel- 
late court,  and  that  court  revetsed 
the  decreet  of  the  iarcuitcourt.  The 
appellate  court  held  the  'Widow  was 
entitled  to  $820  dues  paid  by^lier 
to  keep -the  certificate  in  force!,)  iand 
the  remainder -of  the  fiind  was  di- 
vidied  in;  five  equal  shariss  ^among 
her  and  the  chjUr^n;  That  court 
reversed  the  di^ee  and  remanded 
the  case, :  with  diirections)  to  enter 
a  decree"  aecoordiiii^yi  A  ceittifieate 
of  impeirtance>wBaigraiited,  aiid  <^e 
ehildi^en  have  proseouted  an  aippeal 
to  this  court.        •.•*       /         ♦  f 

The  iilrst  and  principal  question 
involved  >  is  )  Whether  the<  word 
^wife,'^'as  employed' itt  the. benefit 
eertific&te  means  only  the  'person 
who  susfitained  that  relation. to  tbe 
member  when  the  certificate  was  \s^ 
9ued,  in  1887,  or  whether  it  means 
the  person  who .  su3tained  that  relai- 
tion  at  the  time  of  his-  death.,  The 
benefit  certificate  reads  that  Rich-j 
ard  H.  Allin  has  become  a  member 
of  the  order,  and  while  in  good 
standing  is  entitled  to  participate 
in  thie  benefit  fund  to  an  amount 
not  ej^ceediitg  $3,000,  "Which  shall 
be  paid  at  his  death  to  wife  and 
children,*'  sribject  to' the  conditions 
niatned  on  the  back  of  the  certificate 
and  the  society's  fundamental  laws. 
At  the  tfme  the  certificate  was 
issued  the  laws  of  the  society  pro- 
vided they  tnight -be  amended  at  a 
regular  or  special'ineeting  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote.  The*  laws  in  force  at 
the  time  of  the  dt!ath  of  Arabella 
M.  Allin,  the  first  wife,  provideii 
that,  ff  a  beneficiary  died  before  the 
death  of  the  member,  upon  a  fail- 
ure to  designate  another  beneficiary 
the  benefits  *'shaM  be  payable  to  the 
other  surviving  beneficiaWes,  if  any 
there  1)0,  or  if  no  tienefibial-ies  isnr- 
vive  Win,  then  ttt -the  wif(i  of  weh 
^mber  if  she^mrvtvse  hiM,  «hd  itt 
ease  he  has  no*  sunrfiihg  'Mffe,  »W 
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his  legal  heiFs/ •  jSubsequently,  and 
before  lAUin's  death,  tiie  by-laws 
were  amended,  but  the  provision  to 
meet  the  oontihgency  &t  the  deatii 
of  a  beneficiary  before  the  death  of 
the  member  and  no  other  b^i^ci- 
ary  being  Earned  was  not  essential-' 
ly  chans^.  AlUn  made  no  change 
in  the  beneficiaries  designated  when 
the  certificate  was  issued  in  1887, 
when  Arabella  M.  was  his  wife. 

Appellants,  who  are  the  children 
of  Riehard  H.  Allin,  contend  that 
the  words  in  the  isertificate  ''to  be 
paid  vt  faia^  death  to  wife  and  chil- 
dren'' taeaH  that  payment  was  to  be 
made  to  his  then  wife  and  children 
upon  the  death  of  the  member;  titiat 
Arabella  M;  being  then  his  wife,  she 
was  designated  as  one  of  the  bene- 
ficiaries, and  upon ;  her  death,  no 
other  beneficiary  having  been  named 
in  her  place^  the  entire  fund  be- 
came payable  to  tiie  children  as 
surviving  beneficiaries;  On  the 
other  hand  the  appellee  contends 
that  no  specific  person  was  desig- 
nated to  take  the  fund ;  that  the  des- 
ignation of  beneficiaries  was  of 
classes,  and  as  the  certificate  speaks 
at  the  death  of  the  member,  the 
beneficiaries  answering  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  certificate  are  entitled  to 
the  fund. 

Our  attention  has  not  been  called 
to  a  decision  of  this  or  a  similar 
question  by  any  court  of  last  resort; 
A  few  intermediate  courts  of  ap- 
peal have  passed  on  the  question, 
but  their  decisions  are  not  in  har- 
mony. We  are  then  left  to  decide 
the  question  from  a  consideration  of 
the  language  of  the  certificate  and 
of  the  object  of  benefit  societies  to 
afford  protection  to  the  families  and 
dependents  of  members  of  such  so- 
cieties after  the  member's  death. 
We  know  of  no  valid  objection  to  a 
member  designating  beneficiaries 
by  classes,  such  as  children,  or  wife 
and  children,  as  was  done  in  this 
case.  If,  instead  of  designation  by 
classes,  Ihey  had  been  designated  by 
their  individual  names,  they  would 
take  by  that  description  if  living  at 
tile  death  of  the  member.    Here  one 


of  the  classes  designated  was  the 
member's  wife.  The  person  an- 
swering that  description  at  the  time 
the  certificate  was  issued  died  be- 
fore the  death  of  the  member,  and 
at  his  death  another  woman  an- 
swered that  description.  One  of  the 
objects  of  Allin  in  securing  the  cer- 
tificate was  to  secure  a  fund  for  Uie 
benefit  of  the  members  of  his  family 
at  his  death.  He  designated  as 
beneficiaries  classes  bearing  a  cer- 
tain relationship  to  him,— 4.  e.,  wife 
and  children.  He  knew  no  payment 
could  be  made  until  his  deatii,  and 
then  only  to  persons  answering  the 
description  of  the  beneficiaries. 
His  four  children  were  boin  before 
the  date  of  the  certificate  and  all  of 
tiiem  are  still  living.  More  than 
ten  years  elapsed  after  Allin's  sec- 
ond marriage  before  his  death,  but 
no  change  was  made  by  him  in  the 
designation  of  his  beneficiaries.  At 
the  time  of  his  death  appellee  an- 
swered the  description  of  one  of  his 
beneficiaries.  We  think  the  lui- 
guage  oX  the  certificate  must  be  con- 
strued to  mean  that  when  jhe  died 
he  wanted  his  wife  to  share  in  the 
benefits,  without  re- 
gard to  whether  she  5f5S:riE--at- 
was  the  same  per-  paymbie  to  wife 
son  who  was  his  ZZi^illT''^ 
wife  when  the  cer- 
tificate, issued.  The  construction 
that  the  designation  of  wife  meant 
Arabella  M.  Allin  as  much  as 
if  she  had  been  specifically  named 
as  a  beneficiary  is,  in  our  opin- 
ion, unwarranted.  It  was  the 
person  who  at  his  death  an- 
swered the  description  of  the 
class  designated  that  he  desired  to 
protect.  We  have  said  appellants, 
who  are  the  four  children  of  Allin, 
were  born  before  the  benefit  certifi- 
cate was  issued.  He  designated 
them  as  beneficiaries  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  ''children."  If  another  child 
or  children  had  subsequently  been 
bom  and  survived  the  father,  such 
child  or  children  would  certainly 
have  been  entitled  to  share  in  the 
fund,  but,  if  tiie  certificate  is  to  be 
construed    as    appellants    oontead. 
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tfaegr  would  not  have  been  protected. 
The  four  children  were  not  desiir- 
nated  by  name,  but  it  clearly  was 
the  intention  of  Allin  to  provide  a 
fund  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  his  chit 
dren  who  survived  him,  and  it  does 
not  seem  reasonable  to  construe  the 
certificate  to  protect  only  such  as 
were  bom  before  it  issued.  The 
same  rule  of  construction  would  ap- 
ply to  a  beneficiary  designated  as 
**wife/'  The  person  answering  that 
description  at  the  death  of  the  mem- 
ber, when  the  certificate  speaks  for 
the  first  time,  is  witfadn  its  protec- 
tion. 

The  proof  shows  that  appellee 
paid  out  of  her  own  funds,  for  dues 


on  the  certificate  to  keep  it  in  force, 
♦^0.  ^  She  is  en-  _„„  ,„ 
titled  to  an  equit-  »<▼«»«••  to  keep 
aUe  lien  on  the  ^-'«*«*-**^  •"^•• 
fund  for  that  amount,  and  to  be 
paid  that  amount  before  the  re- 
mainder of  the  fund  is  distributed 
among  the  beneficiaries.  Supreme 
Council,  R.  A.  v.  Tracy,  169  111.  123, 
48  N.  E.  401 ;  McGrew  v.  McGrew, 
190  111.  604,  60  N.  E.  861. 

It  was  no  abuse  of  the  discretion 
of  the  court  to' order  the  costs  of  the 
litigation  paid  out  of  the  fund. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate 
Court  is  afiSrmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied 
February  10,  1922, 


Right  of  seoond 


ANNOTATION. 

Mfife  Ho  take  under  policy  detignatiiig  ''wife 
benefidary,  iMiwd  during  life  of  fint  wife. 

* 


As  indicated  by  the  title,  this  note 
does  not  cover  cases  where  the  bene- 
ficiary was  designated  by  name,  al- 
though a  few  border-line  cases  have 
been  included.  Neither  does  it  con- 
sider the  rights  of  one  who  never  oc- 
cupied the  legal  relation  of  wife  to 
the  insured. 

DMlsmatloa  of  ««wif •.*" 

It  is  generally  held  that  the  desig- 
nation of  the  insured's  ^Vife"  as 
beneficiary  relates  to  the  person  oc- 
cupying that  relationship  to  him  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  Pike  County 
Mut  Life  Asso.  v.  Berry  (1919)  214 
IlL  App.  316;  MonBRN  WOODMBN  V. 
Allin  (reported  herewith)  anl^e, 
956;  Sherry  y.  Locomotive  En- 
gineer's Mut  Life  &  Acci.  Asso. 
(1916)  6  Ohio  App.  228;  Re  Browne 
[1903]  1  Ch.  (EngO  188,  72  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  85,  51  Week.  Rep.  364,  87  L.  T. 
N.  S.  588,  19  Times  L.  R.  98;  Bottom- 
ley  v.  Ancient  Order  United  Work- 
men (1918)  25  Ont.  Week.  Rep.  26»  5 
Ont  Week.  N.  83. 

Thus  it  will  be  observed  that  in  the 
reported  ease  (Modern  WoostMEN  v. 
Allin,  ante,  956),  it  was  decided,  un- 
der a  mutual  benefit  certificate  pay- 
able at  insured's  death  *to  wife  and 
children,''  that  the  person  described 


as  "wife"  was  to  be  ascertained  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  so  that  if  the  wife 
living  when  the  certificate  was  issued 
died  and  the  insured  remarried,  the 
second  wife  was  entitled  to. the  bene- 
fit. 

And  in  Re  Browne  [1903]  1  Ch. 
(Eng.)  188,  72  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  85,  51 
Week.  Rep.  364,  87  L.  T.  N.  S.  588,  19 
Times  L.  R.  98,  where  a  man  having  a 
wife  and  children  took  out  a  policy  on 
his  life,  expressed  to  be  "for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  wife  and  children ;  "  it  was 
held  that  the  presumption  that  a  mar- 
ried man  speaking  of  his  wife  intends 
the  person  who  is  hia  wife  at  that 
time,  and  does  not  contemplate  one 
whom  he  may  marry  after  her  deaths 
loses  weight  in  construing  an  instru- 
ment intended  to  make  provision  for  a 
wife  after  the  husband's  death,  and  is 
countervailed  by  the  presumption  that 
he,  in  all  probability,  intended  to  pro- 
vide for  her  who  survived  him,  and 
for  that  reason  stood  in  need  of  the 
provision;  and  that  a  similar  line  of 
reasoning  pointed  to  the  conclusion 
that  he  intended  to  benefit  all  of  the 
children,  which  was  strengthened  by 
the  reflection  that  he  could  not  rea- 
sonably be  supposed  to  have  intended 
to  benefit  only  the  children  living  at 
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the  date  of  the  policy,  to  the  exclusion 
of  afterborn  children  by  the  then  ex- 
istingr'wife,  and  therefore  that  a  sec- 
and  wife  and  her  child  were  entitled 
to  particii>ate  jointly  with  the  chil- 
dren of  the  first  marriage. 

And  in  Pike  County  Mut.  Life  Asso. 
V.  Berry  (1919)  214  111.  App.  316, 
where  an  unmarried  man  took  a  bene- 
fit certificate  designating  his  ''wife 
and  children"  as  beneficiaries  and, 
after  being  married  ,  and  divorced, 
married  a  second  time  and  died,  his 
second  wife  and  children  were  held 
entitled  to  the  benefit  in  equal  parts. 
The  court  said:  "In  the  benefit  cer- 
tificate under  consideration,  the  bene- 
ficiaries are  not  named,  but  described. 
At  the  time  of  its  issuance  they  did 
not  exist.  The  intended  beneficiar|^, 
are  described  as  those  who  at  the  tinier 
of  .the  death  of  the  insured  sustain 
the  relation  to  him  of  wife  and  chil- 
dren. If  none  sruch  were  living, 
then  to  his  legal  heirs.  Who  are  the 
beneficiaries  is  determined  at  the 
death  of  the  insured.  De  Benio  v. 
Catholic  Order  of  Foresters  (1916) 
194  IlL  App.  616;  Burr  v.  Royal 
League  (1914)  193  111.  App.  238.  The 
insured  died  leaving  appellant  Cloa 
Berry,  his  wife,  Thomas  R.  Berry  and 
Marjorie  M.  Berry,  his  children,  who 
are  described  in  the  benefit  certificate 
as  beneficiaries,  and  are  therefore  en- 
titled to  the  fund  the  same  as  if  they 
had  been  specifically  named  therein.'* 

And  in  Bottomley  v.  Ancient  Order 
United  Workmen  (1913)  25  Ont. 
Week.  Rep.  26,  5  Ont.  Week.  N.  83, 
where  the  policy  directed  the  money 
to  be  paid  to  the  insured's  wife,  and 
she  died  and  he  married  again,  the 
second  wife  was  held  entitled  to  the 
fund. 

And  in  Sherry  v.  Locomotive  En- 
gineers* Mut.  Life  &  Acci.  Asso. 
(1916)  6  Ohio  App.  228,  where  a  pol- 
icy was  taken  payable  to  "Mrs. 
Patrick  Sherry,  wife,"  and  after  the 
death  of  the  insured's  first  wife  he 
remarried,  and  thereafter  the  first 
policy  was  taken  up  and  two  new  ones 
issued  in  place  thereof,  but  no  change 
as  to  the  beneficiary  was  made,  the 
second  wife  was  held  entitled  to  the 
entire-  proceeds    of   the    policies    as 


against  the  children  of  the  first  mai*- 
riage.  The  court  said:  'In  determin- 
ing the  rights  of  these  parties  under 
these  policies  we  must  rely  wholly 
and  entirely  upon  the  language  used 
in  the  clause  hereinbefore  referred  to. 
At  the  time  of  the  death  of  Patrick 
Sherry  he  had  but  one  wife  living,  to 
wit,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case.  At  the 
time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
the  policies  in  question  he  had  but 
one  wife  living,  the  plaintiff  herein. 
If  he  had  intended  to  make  any  other 
person  than  his  then  wife,  Mary  A. 
Sherry,  the  sole  beneficiary  of  said  in- 
surance policies,  he  certainly  would 
have  done  so.  It  seems  to  us,  being 
governed  in  the  distribution  of  the 
fund  in  question  by  the  surroundings 
of  the  parties,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  plain  meaning  of  the  benefi- 
ciary clause, in,  the  policies,  that,  in 
"the  light  of  all  these  facts,  there  can 
be  but  one  conclusion  reached,  and 
that  is  that  Mary  A.  Sherry  is  entitled 
to  all  of  the  fund,  and  is  the  sole 
beneficiary  of  the  two  policies  in 
question.  It  is  contended  by  counsel 
for  defendants  that  at  the  time  the 
policy  was  taken  out,  in  1869,  being 
the  original  policy,  Patrick  Sherry  by 
his  choice  made  provision  for  and 
designated  the  beneficiary  thereun- 
der, and  must  naturally,  if  not  neces- 
sarily, have  had  in  mind  the  person 
who  was  then  his  wife.  If  this  line  of 
reasoning  be  the  correct  one,  then 
why  is  it  not  proper  to  claim  that  at 
the  time  when  the  two  policies  here  in 
question  were  issued,  and  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case  was  his  wife,  Pat- 
rick Sherry  made  his  choice  and  des- 
ignated the  beneficiary,  and  of  neces- 
sity had  in  mind  the  person  who  was 
then  his  wife?  It  seems  to  us  if  we 
a|>ply  to  the  two  policies  in  question 
this  same  reasoning  that  is  applied 
by  counsel  for  defendants  to  the  orig- 
inal policy,  we  can  arrive  at  but  one 
conclusion,  and  that  is  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the 
policies  in  question." 

And  in  Speegle  v.  Sovereign  Camp, 
W.  W.  (1907)  77  S.  C  517,  58  S.  E.  485, 
where  the  by-laWs  of  a  benefit  asso- 
ciation provided  for  the  payment  of  s 
certain  sum  to  the  person  named  in< 
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the  memfoer'B  eertificate,  and  lihat  the 
beneficiaries  should  be  his  "wife,  chil- 
dren,** etc.,  and  that  in  case  the  bene- 
ficiary pr^eceased  the  member,  and 
no  new  designation  of  a  beneficiary 
was  nimde,  the  benefit  should  be  pay- 
able to'tiie  member's  next  livinsr  rela- 
tion in  order  named,  it  was  held  that 
thte  second  wife  (Hattie  K.)  of  a  mem-' 
ber  wiMi  had  designated  "his  wife, 
Susan,''  as  beneficiary,  was  entitled  to 
the  benefit  as  against  the  children  of 
the  first  wife,  Susan,  who  had  died, 
the  court  holding  that  the  second  wife 
was  the  member's  next  living  relation, 
and  that  the  children  took  no  vested' 
interest,  since  the  member  might, 
during  his  life,  have  designated  a  new 
beneficiary,  which  he  practically  did 
by  his  second  marriage. 

And  upon  like  facts  and  provisions 
the  same  result  was  reached  in  Harris 
v.  Harris  (1906)  44  Tex.  Giv.  App. 
162,  97  S.  W.  604. 

The  Browne  Gase,<  supra,  was  dis- 
tinguished in  Re  Grifiiths  [1903]  1 
Ch.  (Eng.)  739,  72  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  330>' 
38  L.  T.  N.  S.  547,  where  a  man  having* 
a  wife  and  children  effected  insurance 
expressed  to  be  ^or  the  benefit  of  his 
wife,  or,  if  she  be  dead,  between  his 
children  in  equal  proportions,"  upon 
the  ground  that  the  policy  in  the 
Browne  Case  was  expressed  to  be  for 
the  benefit  of  wife  "and"  children, 
and  not  as  in  the  case  under  consider- 
ation, for  the  benefit  of  wife  "or" 
children;  and  it  wae  held  that  the  pre- 
sumption that  a  married  man  speak- 
ing of  his  wife  intends  his  wife  at 
that  time  was  strengthened  by  the 
words  "if  she  be  dead,"  which  seems 
to  point  to  the  wife  who  was  living 
when  the  policy  was  effected;  and 
consequently  that  a  subsequent'  wife 
was  not  entitled  to  take. 

And  in  Day  v.  Case  (1387)  43  Hun, 
179,  5  N.  Y.  S.  R.  397,  the  desijgmation 
of  the  beneficiary  in  a  certificate  of 
betiefit  insurance  obtained  by  one  H. 
M.  Case,  providing  that  "all  payments' 
or  benefits  that  may  accrue  or  become 
due  to  the  heirs  of  the  persons  in- 
sured, by  virtue  of  his  policy,  will  be- 
pa5rable  to  Mrs.  H.  M.  Case,  or  lawful* 
heirs;"  was  held  to  refer  to  the  wife 
oV  the  insured  at  the  time'^he  certlfi^-' 
20  A.L,R.— 61. 


cate  was  issued,  and  not  to  the  person 
who  was  his  wife  at  the  time  of  his 
deitth. 

And  the  Day  Case  (N.  ¥•)  supr^, 
was  relied  upon  in  Re  Shanley  (I916) 
95  Misc.  427,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  733, 
w'here  the  policy  provided  for  pay- 
ment "to  either  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, husband  or  wife,"  and  in 
the  application  the.  name  of  the  bene- 
ficiary was  given  as  "Kate  Shanley, 
wife,"  and  it  was  held  that'  a  second 
wife  (Bertha),  whom  the  insured 
married  after  the  death  of  his  first 
wife,  Kate  Shanley,  was  not  entitled 
to  the  benefit.  The  court  said: 
"There  was  no  new  designation  of  the 
beneficiary,  after  .the  issuance  of  the 
policy  and  the  death  of  the  decedent's 
first  wife,  Kate  Shanley.  At  the  time 
the  application  was  made  and  the  pol- 
icy issued,  the  accountant  was  not  the 
wife  of  the  deceased;  and  while  he 
used  the  term  "wife"  in  the  applica- 
tion, and  the  application  formed  a 
part  of  the  contract  of  insurance 
(Wachtel  v.  Harrison  (1914)  84  Misc. 
76,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  982),  it  clearly 
appears,  from  the  fact  that  he  insert- 
ed the  name  of  the  person  who  was 
his  wife  when  the  application  was 
made,  that  he  intended  the  beneficiary 
to  be  the  latter,  and  not  the  account- 
ant, who  occupied  that  relationship  at 
the  time  of  his  death  (Day  v.  Case 
(N.  Y.)  supra)." 

And  in  Bickel  v.  Bickel  (1904)  25. 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1945,  79  S.  W.  215,  where  a 
husband  obtained  a  life  policy  pay- 
able to  his  "wife,  Caroline,  and  his 
children,"  and  his  wife  died,  his  sec- 
ond wife  (Louise)  was  held  not  en- 
titled to  any  part  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  policy,  the  court  holding  that 
When  the  first  wife  died  her  interest 
in  the  policy  survived  to  the  children, 
and  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  policy  was  not  issued  by.  a  benev- 
olent society,  and  distinguishing  cases 
dealing  with  contracts  of  such  soci- 
eties from  the  case  at  bar. 

Desiciuitlon  of  ^  **widQw/^ 

The  term  "widow."  as  used  in  the 
designation  of  a  beneficiary,  or  in  by- 
laws relating  thereto,,  is  held  to  re- 
fer to  the  person  who  sUstadna  l^at 
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relation  upon  the  death  of  the  in- 
iBured.  Masonic  Mat.  Relief  Aeso. 
V.  McAuIey  (1882)  2  Mackey  (D.  €•) 
70;  Phelan  v.  Phelan  (1892)  21  Ins. 
L.  J.  (La.)  93;  Small  v.  Jose  (1893> 
86  Me.  120,  29  Atl.  976;  Peacock  v. 
Joyce  (1920)  142  Tenn.  335,  219  S,  W. 
360;  Given  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fellows' 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  (1888)  71  Wis.  547, 
37  N.  W.  817;  Riley  v.  Riley  (1890)  75 
Wis.  464,  44  N.  W.  112;  Re  Parker 
[1906]  1  Ch.  (Eng.)  526,  76  L.  J.  Ch, 
N.  S.  297,  54  Week.  Rep.  329,  94  L.  T, 
N.  S.  477,  22  Times  L.  R.  259. 

Thus  in  Phelan  v.  Phelan  (1892)  21 
Ins.  L.  J.  (La.)  93,  where  a  policy 
was  payable  to  the  insured's  personal 
representative  "for  the  benefit  of  his 
widow,''  and  the  wife  who  was  living 
when  the  policy  issued  died  and  he  re- 
married, his  second  wife,  who  sur- 
vived him,  was  held  his  "widow,"  and 
entitled  to  the  benefit  as  against  the 
heirs  of  his  first  wife.  The  court 
said:  "The  widow  claims  the  fund 
upon  the  strength  of  the  cpcpress 
clause  in  the  policy.  The  heirs  of  the 
first  wife  maintain  that  as  the  pres- 
ent widow,  at  the  date  of  the  issuance 
of  the  policy,  could  not  have  been  in 
Phelan's  contemplation  as  to  be  some 
day  1^8  widow,  she  could  not  have 
been  the  beneficiary  he  had  then  in 
view;  and  that  as  the  first  wife  was 
the  only  one  at  the  moment  likely  to 
become  his  widow,  it  must  be  held 
that,  she  it  was  whom  the  insurer  had 
ip  his  mind  at  the  time  of  taking,  out 
the  policy.  It  is  a  rule  of  interpreta- 
tion applicable  to  all  contracts,  and 
from  which  policies  of  insurance  are 
not  excepted,  that  the  intentions  of 
parties  must  be  drawn  from  the  words 
or  language,  oral  or  written,  which 
parties  have  themselves  employed  in 
order  to  convey  their  meaning.  It  is 
only  in  case  that  the  language  itself 
is  doubtful,  that  courts  may  go  out- 
side for  light  or  guidance  as  to  inten- 
tion. In  this  case,  Phelan  has  very 
clearly  made  this  policy  for  the  bene* 
fit  of  his  widow;  and  as  there  is  a 
difference  between  widow  and  wife, 
the  courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  use  one 
expression  for  the  other.  There  is 
nothing  ip  such  a  provision,  in  any 
view  to  be  taken  of  it»  which  would 


demand  of  the  courts  to  ignore  or  di8«» 
tort  it,  from  motives  of  public  policy, 
the  law  permits  second  marriages, 
und  a  man  may  consider  the  contin- 
gency of  his  marrying  again,  and  pro- 
vide in  all  events  for  the  necessities 
of  the  wife,  first  or  second,  from 
whom  he  may  be  called  away  by 
death.  So  it  may  have  been  his  de- 
sign, not  considering  at  all  the  ques- 
tion of  second  marriage,  that  his  wife 
shall  be  beneficiary  only  in  the  event 
of  her  surviving  him.  In  this  case, 
interpreting  this  provision  of  the  pol- 
icy according  to  its  precise  and  clear 
expression,  we  must  hold  that  Phelan 
];iad  in  view  the  wife,  whether  by  first 
or  second  marriage,  who  would  sur- 
vive him,  and  as  in  this  case  it  hap- 
pened to  be  the  defendant^  Maria 
Geheeb  Phelan,  she  is  entitled  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  policy.  It  is  contend- 
ed that  one. must  have,  at  the  time  of 
the  taking  out  of  the  policy,  an  in- 
surable interest  in  order  that  the  poli- 
cy shall  hold.  The  insurance  com- 
pany Is  not  contesting  the  paying  be- 
cause the  beneficiary  was  without 
insurable  interest  at  the  date  of  the 
issuance  of  the  policy,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  is  willing  and  anxious  to  pay 
the  one  adjudged  entitled  to  receive. 
We  know  of  no  law  which  prevents  a 
person  frcmi  contracting  with  anoth- 
er, and  paying  that  other  a  considera- 
tion, stipulating- that  a  third  person 
shall  receive  the  advantage  for  which 
the  first  party  contracts  and  pays ;  it 
is,  on  the  contrary,  well  settled  tiiat 
one  may  contract  for  the  benefit  of 
another,  and  that  such  other  may  en- 
force the  obligation.  There  is  no 
earthly  reason  why  this  principle 
should  not  apply  in  the  case  of  life 
polieies;  and  in  fact  it  does  apply  in 
same.  Hence  in  Hearing's  Succession 
(1874)  26  La.  Ann.  827,  the  supreme 
court  of  this  state  declares:  ^A  man 
may  take  out  a  policy  of  insurance  on 
his  life  in  the  name  of  anyone,  or 
having  taken  it  out  in  his  name,  he 
may,  with  the  consent  of  the  assur- 
ers, transfer  it  to  whom  he  pleases.' 
It  would  not  make  a  particle  of  differ- 
ence in  any  other  contract  that  the 
third  party,  beneficiary,  was  not  de- 
termined at  the  date  of  execution  of 


ANNO,— LIFE  INSURANCB^^WIFE.*'  *^mOW.- 


963 


the  contract,  but  was  expected  to  be 
in  existence  or  be  known  by  the  time 
fixed  for  final  execution.  A  might 
lend  money  to  B,  secured  by  mortgage, 
payable  in  one  or  more  years  to  the 
one,  if  any,  who  at  that  time  would 
be  his,  A's,  wife.  If  at  the  time  of 
date  for  payment,  A  was  married,  the 
wife  could  collect;  if  not»  then  A 
would  receive  the  payment.  In  a 
contract  of  this  nature,  there  is  no 
reason  why  a  man  insuring  his  own 
life,  and  having,  as  all  recognize,  an 
insurable  interest,  may  not  pay  tbo 
insurer  the  premium  demanded,  and 
stipulate  that  some  person,  not  yet  de- 
termined, by  chance  or  circumstances, 
shall  be  the  beneficiary.  There  is 
nothing  here  against  public  policy, 
and  where  law  or  public  policy  does 
not  forbid,  men  may  contract  entirely 
as  th^  will.  As  a  fact  the  very  con- 
trary is  the  case;  for  it  is  eminently 
in  accord  with  the  dictates  of  public 
policy  that  a  man  should  provide  in 
this  way  for  the  needs  of  one  who 
may  at  some  future  date  be  dependent 
or  have  claims  on  him." 

And  in  Re  Parker  (Eng.)  supra,  it 
was  held  that  the  word  "widow"  as 
used  in  a  policy  designating  as  the 
beneficiaries  the  "widow,  or  widow 
and  children,  or  some  one  or  more  of 
them"  as  the  insured  should  appoint, 
did  not  refer  to  the  then  wife  of  the 
insured,  should  she  survive  him,  but 
to  the  person  who  at  his  death  should 
become  his  widow. 

And  in  Riley  v.  Riley  (1890)  75  Wis. 
4G4,  44  N.  W.  112,  it  was  held  that  the 
word  "widow"  in  the  by-laws  of  a  mu- 
tual benefit  association,  by  which  it 
was  provided  that  the  business  and 
object  of  the  association  should  be  to 
afford  financial  aid  and  benMt  to  the 
widows,  orphans,  and  heirs  of  de- 
ceased members,  or  such  other  per- 
sons as  mfght  be  designated  by  the 
insured  member,  and  that  at  the  death 
of  a  member  his  widow  or  designated 
heirs  should  receive  the  specified 
sum, — does  not  refer  to  the  wife  of 
the  member  at  the  time  he  obtained 
his  certificate  of  insurance,  if  she 
4survived  him,  but  means  the  person 
who  was  his  widow  at  the  time  of  his 
death.    The  court  said:    "In  this  c|UBe 


Riley  made  no  change  as  to  the*  bene- 
ficiary named  in  the  certificate,  but 
died  leaving  the  money  to  go  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  by-laws.  The 
by-laws  clearly  gave  it  to  the  widow. 
It  is  so  expressly  stated,  but  the  coun- 
sel for  the :  appellants  contends  that 
the  word  "widow"  in  the  by-laws  was 
intended  to  refer  to>  and  does  actual- 
ly mean,  the  first  wife,  if  she  survived 
her  husband,  where  no  other  person 
as  beneficiary  was  designated.  We 
can  perceive  no  va)id  reason  for  giv* 
ing  such  a  construction  to  the  by- 
laws. Undeniably  the  plaintiff  is  Ri- 
ley's widow,  and  it  is  the  widow  who 
is  to  have  the  avails  of  the  policy, 
where  the  insured  has  given  no  other 
direction  as. to  the  person  to  whom  it 
is  to  be  paid.  The  declared  object  of 
th^  association  is  to  afford  financial 
aid  to  the  widows  and  orphans;  and 
the  second  wife^  having  lost  her  hus- 
band, may  be,  quite  likely  would  be, 
jss  meritorious  a  person  for  assistance 
a^  the  first  wife,  left  a  widow.  Sup- 
pose the  husband  had  survived  both 
wives,  having  no  children  by  the  first 
wife,  but  leaving  children  by  the 
«econ4.  Could  it  be  claimed  with  any 
reason  that  these  children  would  not 
be  entitled  to  the  insurance  money? 
It  might  be  argued  with  as  much  con- 
sistency that  it  was  not  intended  the 
insura.|^ce  should  be  paid  to  them,  as 
it  is  now  insisted  that  it  should  not 
be  paid  to  the  widow  by  a  second  mar- 
riage. Such  a  refinement  upon  lan- 
guage is  not  to  be  indulged  in  in  the 
construction  of  these  policies,  which 
are  usually  drawn  up  by  business 
men  who  use  language  in  its  common 
meaning.  The  by-laws  certainly  des- 
ignate the  widow  as  the  person  who 
is  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  insurance, 
where  no  other  direction  is  made  by 
the  insured,  and. the  term  certainly  in- 
cludes the  widow  by  a  second  mar- 
riage. It  is  said  that  it  is  hardly  to 
be  conceived  that  the  husband,  having 
the  power  of  changing  the  beneficiary, 
did  not  exercise  that  power  and 
change  the  beneficiary  named  in  the 
certificate.  But  we  must  presume 
that  he  was  familinr  with  the  rules 
and  by-laws  of  the  association,  and 
knew  that,  according  to  them,  the  in* 
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surance  would  go  to  his  Widow,  and 
that  this  was  what  he  desired.  The 
inference  is  that  he  wished  to  make  no 
other  disposition  of  the  fund/ but  that 
his  widow  should  take  it.  'This  is  the 
legitimate  inference  from  his  neglect 
to  make  a*  change  aa  to  the  benefi- 
ciary.'* 

And  in  Small  v.  Jose  (1893)  86  Me. 
120,  29  Atl.  976,  where  the  insured's 
wife,  who  was  living  when  a  policy 
issued  payable  ''for  the  benefit  of  his 
widow,  if  any,  and  his  then  surviving 
children,"  the  right  of  a  second  wife, 
who  survived  the  insured,  to  some 
share,  was  not  seriously  contested, 
the  question  at  issue  being  whether  a 
daughter  of  a  deceased  child  of  the 
insured  was  entitled  to  a  part  of  the 
amount  of  the  policy. 

And  in  Masonic  Mut.  Relief  Asso. 
V.  McAuley  (1882)  2  Mackciy  (D.  C.) 
70,  where  the  person  who  was  the  wid- 
ow of  a  member  of  a  benefit  associa- 
tion, the  by-laws  of  which  provided 
that  on  the  death  of  the  member  ''his 
widow,  orphan,  heir,  assignees,  or 
legatee,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  as 
many  dollars  as  there  are  members  in 
the  association  at  the  time  of  death," 
was  held  entitled  to  the  benefit  aH 
against  the  administrators  of  the  first 
wife,  who  was  designated  by  name  as 
the  original  beneficiary,  and  the  hus- 
band's estate.  The  court  construed 
the  designation  of  the  first  wife  to 
mean  that  she  should  receive  the 
benefit  only  if  she  survived  her  hus- 
band, and  held  that  the  classes  named 
in  the  by-laws  should  take  in  the  ot- 


der  in  which  they  appeared,  beginning; 
tvith  the  member's  widow.  ' 

And  in  Peacock  v.  Joyce  (1920)  142 
Teniu  335,  219  S.  W.  850,  where  the 
by-laws  of  a  benefit  association, 
which  were  incorporated  in  the  cer^ 
trficate,  provided  that  if  the  benefit 
ciary  should  die  prior  to  the  death  of 
the  member,  and  he  failed  to  have  an- 
other beneficiary  named,  the  amount 
should  be  paid  to  "the  widow,"  it  was 
held  that  the  member's  second  wife, 
whom  he  married  after  the  death  of 
his  first,  who  was  designated  by  name 
as  beneficiary,  was  entitled  to  the 
benefit  as  atAin^t  the  children  by  his 
first  wife,  since,  under  the  express 
terms  of  the  certificate,  the  member's 
widow  was  entitled  to  take. 

And  in  Given  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fel- 
lows Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  (1888)  71  Wis. 
547,  37  N.  W.  817,  it  was  held  that  in- 
surance in  a  mutual  benefit  associa- 
tion the  by-laws  of  which  provided 
that  on  the  death  of  a  member  ''the 
person  designated  before  death,  or  his 
widow,  child,  or  children,  mother, 
sister,  or  sisters,"  etc.,  "as  the  case 
may  be  and  in  the  order  named," 
should  receive  the  insurance,  was 
payable  to  the  widow  of  the  insured, 
although  when  the  certificate  was  is- 
sued, in  the  lifetime  of  a  former  wife, 
the  insured  had  directed  that  the  in- 
surance be  paid  to.  her»  her  appoint- 
ment as  beneficiary  being  held  to  have 
been  revoked  by  her  death  and  the 
bbnefit  being  paykUe  by  the  by4aw  to 
his  widow.  J.  T.  W. 


G.  W.  HANSON,  Appt., 

V.  •        '      •  •' 
LEMARS  MUTUAL  INSURANCE  ASSOCIATION. 

latoa  Supreme  0<^urt'^  February  14,  1922, 

(—  Iowa,  — .  186  N.  W.  468-) 

Insaranee  -^  fire  —  injury  from  smoke  and  soot. 

A  policy  of  fire  insurance  on  household  goods  does  not  cover  loss  due 
to  their  in  July  by  smoke  and  soot  from  the  flame  of  an  oil  stciv^  turned 
too  high.  •      > 

(See  note  on  this'  t^U^stion  beginning  on  pageWl.'] 
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(—  low,  ^,  18$  jr.  w.  k$s.) 

Appbal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  ot  the  District  Court  for  Sioux 

County  (Hutchinson,  J.)  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 

recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  fire  insurance  policy.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Evans,  J.:  caped  from  his  oil  stove  and  filled 

Action  upon  a  policy  of  fire  in-     his  house  to  such  an  extent  as  to 


stirance  to  recover  thereunder  dam- 
ages caused  by  smoke  and  soot.  At 
the  close  of  plaintiff's  evidence  there 
was  a  directed  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant.   The  plaintiff  appeals. 

Mr.  Clarence  A.  Plank,  for  appel- 
lant: 

There  was  a  fire  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  policy,  and  defendant  is  li- 
able for  the  loss  sustained  by  plain- 
tiff. 

Way  V.  Abington  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
166  Mass.  67,  32  L.R.A.  608,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  379,  43  N.  E.  1032 ;  Balestracci  v. 
Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  34  La.  Ann.  844; 
O'Connor  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.  140  Wis. 
388,  26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  601,  138  Am.  St. 
Rep.  1081,  122  N.  W.  1038,  1122,  17 
Ann.  Cas.  1118;  White  v.  Republic  F. 
Ins.  Co.  67  Me.  91,  2  Am.  Rep.  22; 
John  Davis  &  Co.  v.  Insurance  Co.  of 
N.  A.  116  Mich.  382,  73  N.  W.  393; 
Russell  V.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  100 
Minn.  528,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  326,  111  N. 
W.  400 ;  Collins  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  9 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  576;  American  Towing 
Co.  V.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  74  Md.  26» 
21  Atl.  553. 

Messrs.  J.  T.  Keenan  and  Van 
Oosterhont  A  Kolyn,  for  appellee: 

The  policy  did  not  cover  loss  for  in- 
jury to  plaintiff's  goods  by  smoke  and 
soot. 

Collins  V.  Delaware  Insurance  Co. 
9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  676;  Fitzgerald  v. 
German  American  Ins.  Co.  30  Misc.  72, 
62  N.  Y.  Supp.  824;  Samuels  v.  Con- 
tinental Ins.  Co.  2  Pa.  Dist.  R.  397. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  directing 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Meyer  v.  Houck,  86  Iowa,  319,  62  N. 
W.  236 ;  Hurd  v.  Neilson,  100  Iowa,  655, 
69  N.  W.  867. 

Evans,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  plaintiff  was  a  holder  of 
an  insurance  policy  of  the  defendant 
company  which  covered  his  house- 
hold goods.  He  averred  in  his  pe- 
tition that  he  suffered  a  loss  from 
fire  to  such  household  goods  to  the 
amount  of  $428,  in  that  damages 
had  been  caused  to  his  household 
goods  by  smoke  and  soot  which  es* 


cause  the  damage  complained  of. 
The  story  of  the  fire  in  brief  is  that 
plaintiff  arose  at  6  o'clock  in  the 
morning  and  lit  the  burners  of  his 
oil  stove  in  the  kitchen  for  the  pur- 
pose of  heating  a  boiler  full  of  wa- 
ter which  had  been  set  thereon  the 
night  before.  The  ultimate  purpose 
was  to  heat  the  water  for  use  in  the 
family  washing  to  be  done  that 
morning.  Having  lit  the  burners 
with  a  match,  tibe  plaintiff  went 
back  to  bed  and  fell  asleep.  One 
hour  later  he  was  awakened  by  the 
smoke  and  soot  which  filled  his 
house.  He  immediately  repaired  to 
the  kitchen  and  found  that  the 
fiames  from  his  burners  extended 
nearly  to  the  top  of  the  boiler,  and 
were  emitting  in  great  quantities 
the  smoke  and  soot  complained  of. 
He  removed  the  cause  of  the  smoke 
and  soot  by  turning  out  the  wicks 
in  the  burners.  He  testified,  "I 
went  over  there  and  turned  them 
out.*'  The  following  statement  by 
the  trial  court  is  a  fair  summary, 
of  the  record :  'There  was  no  fire 
except  that  under  the  boiler,  as  he 
tells  it.  The  only  thing  that  was 
necessary  to  extinguish  tiie  fire  was 
to  turn  down  the  Immer.  The  burn- 
er was  turned  down,  and  the  fire 
under  the  stove  went  out;  smoke 
disappeared.  There  is  no  evidence 
here  that  there  was  any  leak,  that 
there  was  any  fire  in  the  pan,  or 
that  that  tank  had  ignited.  The 
only  evidence  here  is  that  the  burner 
that  was  started  was  turned  up  too 
high,  or  became  overloaded,  which 
caused  more  fire  and  flame  than  was 
reasonably  and  necessarily  intended 
when  it  was  lighted.  It  is  a  matter 
of  common  knowledge  with  those 
who  use  the  oil  stoves  that  they  will 
smoke  if  they  are  not  particularly 
watched  and  cared  for,  and  I  cannot 
see  any  theory  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiff can  recover  in  this  case.  There 
was  no  leaking  oil;  no  ignition  of 
tiie  tank ;  nothing  necessary  to  put 
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it  out  but  to  turn  down  the  burner, 
and  it  went  out.'^ 

Nothing  is  claimed  for  any  dam* 
age  done  by  flame  or  heat  except  as 
the  same  produced  the  smoke  and 
soot.  The  defendant  denied. all  lia- 
bility for  the  loss  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  fire  within  the  contem- 
plation of  the  policy.  It  is  not  es- 
sential to  the  plaintiffs  right  of  re- 
covery that  he  should  show  that  he 
had  suffered  loss  by  the  actual  burn- 
ing of  any  part  of  his  property,  but 
it  is  essential  that  it  shoidd  appear 
that  the  smoke  and  soot  from  which 
he  suffered  resulted  from  a  "hostile" 
fire  rather  than  from  a  "friendly" 
one.  Ordinarily  a  fire  in  a  stove  or 
furnace  and  subject  to  coi^trol  in 
such  place  is  a  "friendly"  fire,  and 
damage  for  smoke.  4Mid  soot  there- 
from is  not  within  the  contempla-» 
tion  of  an  insurance  policy.  The 
rule  in  such  cases  is  stated  in  Wood 
on  Insurance,  §  103«  as  follows: 
"Where  fire  is  employed  as  an  agent, 
either  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of 
heating  the  building,  for  the  purr 
poses  of  manufacture,  or  as  an  in- 
strument of  art,  the  insurer  is  not 
liable  for  the  consequences  thereof, 
so  long  as  the  fire  itself  is  confined 
within  the  limit  of  th^  agencies  em- 
ployed, as  from  tiie  effects  of  smoke 
or  heat  evolved  thereby  or  escaping 
therefrom  from  any  cause,  whether 
intentional  or  accidental.  In  order 
to  bring  such  consequences  within 
the  risk,  there  must  be  actual  ig-* 
nition  outside  of  the  agencies  em- 
ployed, not  purposely  caused  by  the 
assured,  and  these,  as  a  consequence 
of  such  ignition,  dehors  the  agen- 
cies." , 

In  Cannon  v.  Pho^ix  Ins.  Co.  110 
6a.  563,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  36 
S.  E.  775,  it  is  stated  as  follows: 
"It  does  not  appear  from  the  proofs 
of  loss  that  there  was  any  fire  in  or 
about  the  building,  except  in  the 
stove  where  it  was  intended  to  be 
built.  This  fire  did  not  spread  from 
where  it  was  built  and  intended  to 
remain.  It  was,  therefore,  all  the 
lame  during)  the  alleged  injury  and 
damage  to  the  goods,  what  is  termed 
in  the  books  a  friendly,'  and  not  a 


'hostile,'  fire.  It  is  true  th^rcf  is 
sound  authority  for  the  propositfori 
that  an  insured,  can  recover  loos  oc- 
casioned by  smoke,  soot,  etc.,  thrown 
out  by  a  fire ;  but  we  think  in  these 
cases  it  will  be  found  that  such  mat- 
ter causing  injury  was  the  product 
of  a  hostile  fire.  If  a  fire  should 
break  out  from  where  it  was  in- 
tended to  be  and  become  a  hostile 
element  by  igniting  property,  al- 
though it  might  not  actually  bum 
the  property  insured,  yet  if  it 
caused  injury  thereto  by  smoke  or 
heat,  or  other  direct  means,  dam- 
ages would  be  recoverable." 

The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  Wis- 
consin case  of  O'Connor  v.  Queen 
Ins.  Co.  140  Wis.  888,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  501,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  1081, 
122  N.  W.  1038,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1118, 
wherein  recovery  was  allowed.  The 
fire  in  i^at  case  was  described  by 
the  court  as  follows:  "The  heat 
was  so  intense  as  to  char  and  injure 
furniture,  and  the  great  volumes  of 
smoke  and  doot  greatly  injured  the 
furnishings  and  personal  property 
of  the  plaintiff.  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  evidence  that  there  was 
any  ignition  outside  of  the  furnace, 
although  the  fire  was  so  intense  as 
to  overheat  the  chimney  and  flues, 
arid  char  furniture  in  the  rooms. 
The  evidence  shows  that  the  chim- 
ney was  so  hot  it  seemed  as  though 
it  was  on  fire,  that  the  fire  was 
burning  fiercely  in  the  furnace, 
around  the  mopboards  was  burned, 
and  the  mopboards  blistered,  the 
wall  paper  charred  and  burned,  and 
tbe  diimney  cracked  from  the  ex- 
cessive heat.  .  .  .  The  fire  was 
extraordinary  and  unusual,  unsuit- 
able for  the  purpose  intended,  and 
in  a  measure  uncontrollable,  besides 
being  inherently  dangerous  because 
of  the  unsuitable  material  used." 

Reliance  is  also  had  upon  the  case 
of  CoUins  V.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  9 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  576.  The  fire  was 
described  by  the  court  as  follows: 
"The  plaintifFs  goods  were  not 
burned,  but  were  damaged  by  smoke 
and  soot ;  but  it  is  well  settled  that 
a  policy  against  Mitect  loss  or  dam- 
age by  fire'  may  cover  loes  other 
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than  by  actual  bumin^r,  such  as  by 
water  used  to  extinguish  the  fire, 
and  by  smoke  from  the  fire.  If, 
however,  the  fire  itself  be  not  in- 
sured against,  as  it  ordinarily  is  not 
when  it  is  kept  within  the  place  that 
is  fitted  and  intended  for  it,  there 
is  no  liability  for  such  consequences 
as  the  escaping  of  smoke  or  gas. 
We  cannot  do  better  than  to  adopt 
the  illustrations  used  in  a  well-con- 
sidered Massachusetts  case.  If  a 
atove  should  be  cracked  and  spoiled 
by  a  fire  kindled  in  it  to  warm  the 
house,  or  if  a  fire  in  a  fireplace 
should  crack  the  mantel,  or  scorch 
valuable  furniture  left  too  near  it, 
or  injure  property  by  its  smoke 
which  the  chimney  failed  to  carry 
off,  or  if  a  lamp  should  throw  off 
soot  or  smoke  in  such  quantities  as 
to  cause  damage  to  property,  in 
every  such  case,  it  may  be  conceded, 
if  the  fire  burned  nothing  but  that 
which  was  intended  to  be  burned 
for  a  useful  purpose  in  connection 
with  the  occupation  of  the  house, 
and  if  it  did  not  pass  beyond  the 
limits  assigned  to  it,  the  insurance 
company  would  not  be  liable." 
It  appears  also  in  that  case  tha^ 
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tile  fire  had  melted  off  a  cap  of  the 
container  and  was  burning  from  the 
inside  thereof. 

From  the  foregoing  it  will  be  seen 
that  close  questions  may  arise  over 
the  dividing  line  between  a  "hos- 
tile'' and  a  "friendly''  fire.  In  the 
case  before  us  we  think  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  a  finding  of  a  "hos- 
tile" fire  within  the  ,„,^^„^^ 
contemplation  of  -.ihr^injarr 
the  policy.  It  was  JJuTBilSf''* 
manifestly  a  case 
where  the  wick  had  been  turned  too 
high,  from  which  cause  smoke  and 
soot  were  inevitable  from  the  begin- 
ning, and  which  was  at  all  times 
subject  to  control  by  merely  turning 
back  the  wick.  Tlie  only  burning 
or  charring  of  any  kind  done  by 
the  fiame  was  upon  the  wick.  So 
far  as  appears,  all  the  smoke  and 
soot  came  from  the  wick. 

We  feel  compelled  to  hold,  there- 
fore, that  the  trial  court  properly 
sustained  the  motion  for  a  direct- 
ed verdict. 

Affirmed. 

Stevens,  Ch.  J.,  and  Arthur  and 
Faville,  JJ.,  concur. 


ANNOTATION. 

Lott  by  liteatt  tmokey  or  soot  witkont  external  ignition  as  within  fire  nsipntiica 

policy. 


For  liability  of  property  insurer 
as  affected  by  explosion  (including 
the  question  of  what  constitutes  a  fire 
preceding  an  explosion),  see  annota- 
tion in  13  A.L.R.  883. 

Of  some  interest,  perhaps,  by  way 
of  analogy,  is  the  annotation  in  1 
A.L.R.  1163,  on  "Burning  as  element 
of  offense  of  arson." 

Where  premises  are  insured  against 
loss  by  fire,  and  fire  is  employed  on 
the  premises  for  economic  or  scien- 
tific purposes,  and  it  is  confined  to  the 
agencies  intended,  and  damage  ensues 
from  smoke,  soot,  excessive  heat,  etc., 
without  any  actual  ignition  of  the  in- 
sured property,  the  loss  is  generally 
held  not  to  be  within  the  protection 
of  the  policy,  which  ^ktend^  only  to 
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hostile^^  fires,  and  does  not  include 
so-called  "friendly**  fires. 

Georgia.  —  Cannon  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  (1900)  110  Ga.  563,  78  Am.  St. 
Rep.  124,  35  S.  E.  775. 

Iowa.  —  Hanson  v.  Lemars  Mut. 
Ins.  Asso.  (reported  herewith)  ante, 
964. 

Kansas. — McGraw  v.  Home  Ins.  Co. 
(1914)  93  Kan.  482,  144  Pac.  821, 
Ann.  Cas.  191 6D,  227. 

Maryland.  —  American  Towing  Co. 
V.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1891)  74  Md. 
25,  21  Atl.  553. 

New  York. — Fitzgerald  v.  German 
American  Ins.  Co.  (1899)  30  Misc.  72, 
62  N.  Y.  Supp.  824. 

Pennsylvania*  —  Samuels  v.  Conti- 
nental Ins.  Co.  (1892)  2  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
397. 
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England* — Austin  v.  Drewe  (1816) 
6  Taunt.  436,  128  Eng.  Reprint,  1104 
2  Marsh.  130,  Holt,  126,  16  Revised 
Rep.  647,  4  Gampb.  360. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  re- 
ported case  (Hanson  v.  Lbmars  Mut. 
Ins.  Asso.  ante,  964)  a  policy  insur- 
ing against  loss  by  fire  is  held  not 
to  cover  injury  or  damage  to  houses- 
hold  goods  by  smoke  and  soot  from 
the  flame  of  an  oil  stove  turned  too 
high.  The  court  states  that  it  is 
not  essential  to  a  recovery  that  a  loss 
has  been  suffered  by  the  actual  burn- 
ing of  any  part  of  insured's  property, 
but  that  it  must  appear  that  the  smoke 
and  soot  resulted  from  a  "hostile" 
fire,  rather  than  from  a  'friendly*' 
one. 

The  earliest  case  upon  the  question 
appears  to  be  Austin  v.  Drewe  (Eng.) 
supra,  in  which  it  was  held  that  no 
recovery  could  be  had  under  a  policy 
insuring  against  damage  by  fire  to 
stock  and  utensils  in  a  sugar  house, 
where  sugar  was  damaged  by  the  heat 
and  smoke  from  the  usual  fires,  which 
got  into  the  room  by  reason  of  the 
mismanagement  of  a  register  at  the 
top  of  the  chinmey. 

And  in  Fitzgerald  v.  German  Amerv 
ican  Ins.  Co.  (1899)  30  Misc.  72,  62 
N.  Y.  Supp.  824,  where  the  court  fol-. 
lowed  Austin  v.  Drewe  (Eng.)  supra, 
it  was  held  under  a  policy  insuring 
against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  that 
there  could  be  no  recovery  for  damage 
to  the  insured  property  resulting 
from  smoke  emitted  by  a  lighted  lamp 
which  did  not  cause  any  fire  exterior 
to  itself. 

And  in  Samuels  v.  Continental  Ins. 
Co.  (Pa.)  supra,  the  court,  without 
rendering  an  opinion,  denied  recovery 
under  a  policy  insuring  against  all 
direct  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  for  dam- 
age caused  by  the  smoke  and  soot  of 
a  lamp,  the  fiame  of  which,  from  some 
unknown  cause,  flared  up  to  a  height 
of  2  or  3  feet  above  the  chimney. 

And  in  Cannon  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
(Ga.)  supra,  under  a  policy  insuring 
''against  all  direct  loss  or  damage  by 
fire,"  it  was  held  that  the  insured 
was  not  liable  for  damage  to  the 
insured  property  caused  by  smoke 
and  soot  escaping  through   a  defec^ 


tive  or  disarranged  stovepipe;  from 
a  fire  intentionally  built  in  the  stove 
and  kept  therein;  or  for  damage 
caused  by  the  water  used  in  cooling 
a  portion  of  the  ceiling  heated  by 
such  pipe,  if  there  was  no  actual 
ignition  by  the  heat,  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  use  of  the  water  was 
necessary  to  prevent  ignition.  The 
court  said:  "It  was,  therefore,  all 
the  time  during  the  alleged  injury 
and  damage  to  the  goods,  what  is 
termed  in  the  books  a  "friendly,"  an^ 
not  a  "hostile**  fire.  It  is  true  there  is 
sound  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  an  insured  can  recover  loss  oc- 
casioned by  smoke,  sooty  etc.,  thrown 
out  by  a  fire;  but  we  think,  in  these 
cases,  it  will  be  found  that  such  mat- 
ter causing  injury  was  the  product  of 
a  hostile  fire.  If  a  fire  should  break 
out  from  where  it  was  intended  to  be, 
and  become  a  hostile  element  by  ignit- 
ing property,  although  it  might  not 
actually  burn  the  property  insured, 
yet  if  it  caused  injury  thereto  by 
smoke  or  beat,  or  other  direct  means, 
daimages  would  be  recoverable.  But 
this  is  not  this  case." 

And  in  Gibbons  v.  German  Ins.  & 
Sav.  Inst  (1888)  30  DL  App.  263^  a 
fire  insurance  policy  was  held  not  to 
cover  damage  from  steam  escaping 
from  the  heating  apparatus,  which 
produced  such  a  degree  of  beat  that 
the  furniture  and  books  were  charred. 
The  court  referred  to  Austin  v.  Drewe 
(Eng.)  supra,  as  sustaining  their  con- 
clusion, and  said:  "In  each  case 
there  was  excessive  heat,  but  no  fire 
where  it  ought  not  to  have  been.  Fire 
and  heat  are  not  one,  but  cause  and 
effect;  and  damage  by  heat  is  not  in- 
sured against  in  terms,  and  is  covered 
by  the  policy  only  where  the  mis- 
placed fire  causes  it.  If  the  fire  were 
a  moral  agent,  no  blame  could  be  im- 
puted to  it.  It  was  doing  its  duty, 
and  no  more.  The  damage  was  caused 
by  another  agent  who,  undertaking  to 
transmit  the  beneficial  influence  of 
the  fire,  broke  down  in  the  task." 

And  in  American  Towing  Co.  v. 
German  F.  Ins.  Co.  (Md.)  supra,  re- 
covery was  denied  under  a  policy  in- 
suring a  tug,  including  the  boiler, 
against  loss  by  fire,  for  damage  to  the 
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interior  of  the  boiler  caused  by  its 
being  overheated,  when  empty,  by  the 
furnace  fires,  and  not  by  a  fire  outside 
the  furnace.  The  court  said:  ^'The 
burning  or  warping  the  bars  of  the 
grate  in  the  furnace,  though  pro- 
duced by  the  action  of  fire,  could 
hardly  be'  supposed  to  be  within  the 
ifcope  of  the  risk  insured  against, 
however  general  the  terms  of- the  pol- 
icy. And  if  that  be  true  of  the  fur- 
nace, it  is  difficult  to  perceive  why  it 
is  not  equally  true  of  such  parts  of 
the  boiler  as  are  brought  in  contact 
with  the  fire  in  the  furnace,  or  the 
heat  evolved  therefrom.  The  fire, 
while  in  the  furnace,  was  in  its  proper 
place,  and  where  it  was  intended  to 
be;  and  it  was  placed  there  to  act  up- 
on the  boiler,  which,  in  course  of 
time,  would  be  burned  out  or  warped, 
ato  the  grate  in  the  furnace  would  be, 
by  the  continued  action  of  fire  there- 
on. And  if  such  results  of  the  action 
of  fire  upon  these  materials,  while  in 
ordinary  use,  are  not  within  the  risk, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  say  upon  what 
degree  of  heat  6r  under  what  condi- 
tions the  liabilily  under  the  policy 
would  attach  for  injury  caused  by  the 
action  of  fire  while  confined  to  the 
furnace,  and  producing  no  external 
ignition.  If  a  person  has  his  house 
insured  against  all  loss  or  damage  by 
fire,  and  he  should  make  a  fire  in  his 
grate  or  fireplace,  of  such  intense 
heat  as  to  crack  his  chimney,  or  to 
warp  or  crack  his  mantelpieces,  it 
could  hardly  be  contended  that  he 
could  hold  the  insurance  company 
liable  for  sUcb  damage,  though  the 
damage  was  unintentionally  allowed 
to  be  produced  by  the  action  of  fire. 
In  such  case  the  fire  would  not  have 
extended  beyond  the  proper  limits 
within  which  it  was  intended  to  burn ; 
but  the  heat  emitted  therefrom  would 
have  produced  effects  not  Intended  by 
the  insured." 

And  in  McGraw  v.  Home  Ins.  Co. 
(1914)  98  Kan.  482,  144  Pac.  821,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916D,  227,  there  was  held  to  be 
no  liability  under  a  fire  insurance 
policy  for  damage  to  a  boiler,  due  to 
a  want  of  care  or  skill  on  the  part  of 
the  pcirson  in  charge  of  it,  or  to  inter- 
ference with  its*  management  by  some 


other  employee,  as  such  a  fire  would 
be  a  "friendly,"  rather  than  a  "hos- 
tile," one;  but  it  was  held  that  if 
someone  who  desired  to  injure  the 
plaintiff's  property  gained  unlawful 
entrance  to  the  building,  and  drained 
the  water  from  the  boiler  and  lighted 
a  fire  under  it,  which  the  person  extin- 
guished after  damaging  the  boiler, 
and  withdrew,  without  leaving  any 
trace,  the  fire  would  be  regarded  as  a 
"hostile"  one,  such  as  would  render 
the  insurer  liable. 

And  in  Western  Woolen  Mill  Co.  v. 
Northern  Assur.  Co.  (1905)  72  C.  C. 
A.  1,  139  Fed.  637,  certiorari  denied 
in  (1906)  199  U.  S.  608,  50  L.  ed.  331, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  750,  recovery  was  de- 
nied on  a  policy  insuring  against  loss 
by  fire  for  damage  to  wool,  caused  by 
spontanedus  combustion  with  smoke 
and  great  heat,  while  the  wool  was 
submerged  in  water  for  several  days 
during  a  flood.  The  court  said: 
'That  the  wool,  submerged  for  the 
time  mentioned,  became  smoking  hot, 
may  be  conceded;  that  spontaneous 
combustion,  caused  by  the  wool  being 
submerged  in  water,  existed,  may  also 
be  conceded;  and  still  the  plaintiff 
has  not  shown  any  direct  loss  by  'fire' 
as  that  word  is  used  and  known  to  the 
public  generally.  Fire  is  always 
caused  by  combustion,  but  combus- 
tion does  not  always  cause  fire.  The 
word  'spontaneous'  refers  to  the  ori- 
gin of  the  combustion.  It  means  the 
internal  development  of  heat  without 
the  action  of  an  external  agent.  Com- 
bustion, or  spontaneous  combustion, 
may  become  so  rapid  as  to  produce 
fire;  but,  until  it  does  so,  combustion 
cannot  be  said  to  be  fire.  'Fire'  is 
defined  in  the  Century  Dictionary  as 
the  visible  heat  or  light  evolved  by 
the  action  of  a  high  temperature  on 
certain  bodies,  which  are  in  conse- 
quence styled  "inflammable  or  com- 
bustible.'" In  Webster's  Dictionary 
'fire'  is  defined  as  the  evolution  of 
light  and  heat  in  the  combustion  of 
bodies.'  No  definition  of  fire  can  be 
found  that  does  not  include  the  idea 
of  visible  heat  or  light,  and  this  is  al- 
so the  popular  meaning  given  to  the 
word.  The  slow  decomposition  of  ani- 
mal and  vegetable  matter  in  the  air 
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is  ea^ised  by  combustion.  Combustion 
keeps  .up  the  animal  heat  of  the  body. 
It  causes  the  wheat  to  heat  in  the  bin 
and  in  the  stack.  It  causes  hay  in 
the  stack  and  in  the  mow  of  the  barn 
to  heat  and  decompose.  It  causes  the 
sound  tree  of  the  forest^,  when  thrown 
to  the  ground,  in  the  course  of  years, 
to  decay  and  molder  away,  until  it  be- 
comes again  a  part  of  mother  earth. 
Still  we  never  speak  of  these  proc- 
esses a?  'fire.'  And  why?  Because 
the  process  of  oxidation  is  so  slow 
that  it  does  not,  in  the  language  of 
the  witness  at  the  trial;,  produce  a 
'flame  or  glow/  It  appears,  without 
contradiction,  from  the  evidence,  that 
there  waa  not  at  any  time  any  visible 
heat  or  light  m  or  about  t^Sr  woal." 

And  in  Babcock  v.  Montgomery 
County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  (1848)  Q  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  637,  a  policy  insuring  against 
loss  by  fire  was  held  iiot  to  cover  dam- 
age to  the  insured  house  from  light- 
ning, where  there  was  no  ignition  or 
burning.  The  court  said:  "Unless, 
therefore,  there  be  actual  ignition, 
and  the  loss  be  the  effect  of  such  igni* 
tion,  the  insurers  are  not  liable.  Not 
that  the  Identical  property  to  which 
the  damage  occurred  should  be  con«- 
sumed,  or  even  ignited,  but  there  mu9t 
be  a  fire  or  burning  which  is  the  prox- 
ipiate  cause  of  the  loss.  It  is  imma- 
terial how  intense  the  heat  may  be; 
unless  it  be  the  effect  of  ignition,  it 
is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  policy. 
The  heat  of  the  sun  often  contracts 
timber,  from  which  losses  occur;  but 
they  would  not  be  considered  losses 
by  fire." 

And  to  the  same  effect  is  Kenniston 
v.  Merrimack  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
(1843)  14  N.  H.  341,  40  Am.  Dec.  193. 

And  in  Sleet  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  (1908)  —  Ky.  — ,  19  L.RJI. 
(N.S.)  421,  113  S.  W.  515,  it  was  held 
that  there  could  be  no  recovery  under 
a  policy  insuring  against  loss  by  fire, 
for  the  loss  of  a  barn  by  being 
knocked  down  by  lightning,  but  not 
burned. 

But  in  O'Connor  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co. 
(1909)  140  Wis.  388,  25  L.E.A.(N.S.) 
501,  133  Am.  St  Rep.  1081,  122  N.  W. 
1038,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1118,  a  policy  in- 
suring   against   all    direct   loss    and 


damage  by  fire  included  loss  by  smoke, 
soot,  and  excessive  heat  due  to  a  fire 
kindled,  with  unusually  inflammable 
materials,  in  the  furnace  designed  to 
heat  the  building,  alldiough  the  fire 
did  not  escape  from  the  furnace  and 
was  not  communicated  to  the  property 
injured.  The  court  said :  ''The  plain- 
tiff lived  in  a  rented  house  heated  by 
a  furnace.  His  servant  built  a  fire  in 
the  furnace  of  material  not  for  use 
therein,  or  intended  so  to  be  used,  and 
of  such  a  highly  inflammable  charac- 
ter as  to  cause  intense  heat  and  great 
volumes  of  smoke  to  escape  through 
the  registers  leading  into  the  roomg, 
and  greatly  damaged  plantiff's  prop- 
erty. The  heat  was  so  intense  as  to 
char  and  ^  injure  fuepiture,  and  the 
great '..volumes  of  smoke  and  soot 
greatly  injured  the  ifumishings  and 
personal  property  of  the  plaintiff.  It 
does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that 
there  was  any  ignition  outside  of  the 
furnace^  although  the  filre  was -so  in- 
tense as  to  overheat  the  chimney  and 
flues,  and  char  furniture  in  the  rooms. 
The  evidence  shows  that  the  chimney 
was  so  hot  it  seemed  lis  though  it  was 
on  fire^  that  the  fire  was  burning 
fiercely  in  the  f urnacoi  around  the 
mopboards  was  burned,  and  the  mop- 
boards  blistered,  the  wall  paper 
charred  and  burned,  and  the  chimney 
cracked  from  the  excessive  heat.  It 
is  the  contention  of  appellant  that  the 
damage  occadioned  by  heat,  smoke, 
and  soot  is  not  covered  by  the  policy, 
where  the  fire  is  confined  within  the 
furnace.  This  position  iilvolves  the 
construction  of  the  words  of  the  pol- 
icy 'direct  loss  or  damage  by  fire,'  and 
leads  to  a  consideration  of  what  fires 
are  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
policy.  No  limitation  is  placed  upon 
the  word  'fire'  by  the  language  of  the 
policy  itself,  but  it  is  said  that  'con- 
tracts of  insurance  are  to  be  con- 
strued according  to  the  sense  and 
meaning  of  the  terms  which  the  par- 
ties have  used;  and,  if  they  are  clear 
and  unambiguous,  the  terms  are  to  be 
taken  and  understood  in  their  plain, 
ordinary,  and  proper  sense.'  No 
doubt  this  is  the  general  rule,  but  it 
must  also  be  remembered,  in  applying' 
the  rule,  that  this  and  other  courts 
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.  ^ave  construed  contracta  of  insurance 
favorably  to  the  insured.  Karow  y. 
,  Gomtinental  Ins.  Co.  (1883)  57  Wis. 
56,  46,  Am.  Rep.  17, 15  N.  W*  27;  Br^dy 
V.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co.  (1863)  11 
Mich«  425;  May,  Ins^  3d  ed.  402;  Pe- 
ters V.  Warren  Ins.  Co,  (1840)  14  Pet. 
(U,  &)  99,  10  L.  ed.  371.  Appellant 
insists  that  a  fire  confined,  within  the 
lijxiita  of  a  furoacoy  aithougji  produc- 
ing damage  by  smoke  and  beat,  is  not 
a  fire  within  the  meaning  of  the  pol- 
icy in  question,  and  relies  mainly  up- 
on th0  cajse  of  Austin  v.  Drewe  (1816) 
4  Campb.  361,  6  Taunt.  436,  128  Eiig. 
^eprint^  1104,  2  Marsh.  130,  Holt,,  126, 
16  Revised  Rep.  647.  In  that  casie  t)ie 
plaintiff  wa«  the  owner  of  a  sugar 
factory  several  stories  higb,  with 
pans 'on  the  ground  floor  for  boiling 
sugar,  and  a  stove  for  heating.  A  flue 
extended  to  the  top  of  the  building, 
With  registers  on  each  floor  connect- 
ing with  the  flue  to  introduce  heat. 
Because  of  the. negligence  of  a  serv- 
ant in  hot'  opening  a  register  fti  'the 
top  of  the  flue,  or  chimhey,  used'  to 
shut  in  the  heat  during  the  night,  the 
smoke,  sparks,  and  heat  from  the 
stove  were  intercepted,  and,  instead 
of  escaping  through  the  top*  of  the 
flue,  were  forced  .into  .the  rooms,  in 
CQYUsequence  of  which  the  sug^r  was 
damaged.  The  flames  were  confined 
within  the  stove  and  flue,  and  no  ac- 
tual ignition  took  place  outside  there- 
of, and  it  was  held  that  the  loss  was 
not  covered  by  the  policy.  The  lord 
chief  justice  said  that  there  was  no 
more  fire  than  always  existed  when 
the  manufacture  was  going  on,  and 
which  continued  to  bum  without  any 
excess.  The  case  seems  to  turn  upon 
the  point  that  the  fire  was  the  usual 
and  ordinary  fire,  never  excessive,  and 
always  confined  within  its  proper 
limits.  We  shall  briefly  refer  to  other 
cases  cited  by  appellant  on  this 
point."  After  examining  the  cases, 
the  court  concluded :  "The  foregoing 
cases,  we  think,  fully  show  that  Aus- 
tin V.  Drewe  is  not  authority  against 
plaintiff  here.  There  the  fire  was 
under  control,  not  excessive,  and  5uit-; 
able  and  proper  for  the  purpose  in- 
tended. It  was,  in  the  language  of 
the  books,  a  'friendly,^  and  not  a  'hos- 


«.t|le,'  fi^e. ,  In  the  cj^se.befpre  q$  the 
fi)re  was  ^ixl^raordinigry  and  unusual, 
unsuitable  for  the  purpose  intended, 
and  in  a  mefH^ure  uncontrbna|;)le,  be- 
sides being  inl>erently  dangerous  be- 
cause of  the  unsuitable  material  used. 
Such  a  fire  was,  ^e  fJiink,  a  'hostile' 
fire,  and.  withii^  the  contemplation  of 
the.  pplicy.  0;r4inarily,  .the  question 
iji  sufih  cases,  is  for  ^the  jury^  New 
York  &  B.  Despatch  Exp,  Co.  v.  Trad- 
ers' &.M.  ins,  Co.  (18^2)  .132  Mass. 
377,  42  A19.  R(^.  440,.  s.  c.  on  subse- 
quent appeal  (1883)  135  Mass.  221; 
Richards^  Ins.  §  2^1..  But  in  this  case, 
the  evidence  being  practically  undis- 
puted, we  think  no  error  was  commit- 
ted in  directing  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff."       .  . 

And  in  Way  v. .  Abington  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  (1896)  166  Miss.  67,  32  L.R.A. 
608,  55  Am.  St,  Rep.  379,.  48  N.  E.  1038, 
it  was  held  that  da^u^ire  to  insured 
property  by  smoke  arising  from  the 
burning,  of,  soot  in  a  chimney,  acci- 
dentally ignited .  by  the  burning  of 
waste  papei;  i^  a  stove,  was  covered 
by  a  policy  insuring  against  all 
loss  or  d^m^ge  by  fire,  especially 
where  t^|!e  .w^s  an  accidental  ob- 
struction of  the  flue  contributing  to' 
the  damage,,  In  reply  to  the  conten- 
tion of  thCj  ^e^en^dant,  (Y^ho  relied  up- 
on Austin  V.  Drewe  (l^ng.)  siipra) 
that  the  policy  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  a  fire  which  was  lighted  and 
maintained  for  ordinary  purposes  for 
which  fires  are  used  in  buildings, 
and  which  was  confined  within  the 
place  fittfeti^for  such  fires,  the  court 
stated  that,  while  it  was  not  disposed 
to  question  the  soundness -of  the  gen- 
eral principle  upon  which  the  conten- 
tion was  founded,. it  deemed  it  by  no 
means  easy  to  determine  whether  the 
principle  should  be  extended  far 
enough  to  cover  an  occasional  fire  in 
a  chimney,  incidental  to  the  ordinary 
use  of  a  stove,  or  whether  such  a  fire 
be  held  to  be  one  for  whose  unex- 
pected injurious  consequences  an  in- 
surance company  should  be  liable, 
and  further  said:  "We  are  inclined 
to  the  opinion  that  a  distinction 
should  b^  made  between  k  fire  inten- 
tionally lighted  and' maintained  for  k 
useful  purpose  in  connection  with  the 
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occupation  of  a  building,  and  fire 
which  starts  from  such  a  ftre,  without 
human  agency,  in  a  place  ^here  fires 
are  never  lighted  or  maintained,  al- 
though such  ignition  may  naturally 
be  expected  to  occur  occasionally  as 
an  incident  to  the  maintenance  of 
necessary  fires,  and  although  the 
place  where  it  occurs  is  constructed 
with  a  view  to  prevent  damage  from 
such  ignition.  A  fire  in  a  chimney 
should  be  considered  rather  a  hostile 
fire  than  a  friendly  fire,  and  as  such, 
if  it  causes  damage,  it  is'  within  the 
provisions  of  ordinary  contracts  of 
fire  insurance.'' 

The  Way  Case  was  referred  to  with 
approval  in  Collins  v.  Delaware  Ins. 
Co.^  (1899)  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  676,  in 
which  a  recovery  was  upheld  for  dam- 
age to  the  insured  property  caused  by 
heavy  smoke  and  soot  from  an  oil 
stove  used  for  heating,  due  to  the  oil 
therein  catching  fire.  Here  the  t)rial 
court  left  to  the  jury  to  determine 
Whether  the  smoke  and  soot  which 
caused  the  damage  proceeded  from 
fire  outside  the  place  where,  under  the 
contract  of  insurance,  it  was  intended 
to  bum,  and  it  would  appear  that  the 
jury  found  that  the  fire  was  out  of  its 
proper  place.  Whether  or  not  the  in- 
surance company  would  have  be^n  lia* 


ble  had  it  been  in  its  proper  place,  the 
court  did  not  say. 

And  a  recovery  may  be  had  under  a 
policy  insuring  against  loss  happen- 
ing by  fire,  for  damage  resulting  from 
heat  from  an  adjoining  burning 
house,  although  there  was  no  actual 
ignition  of  the  property  insured. 
Case  V.  Hartford  P.  Ins.  Co.  (1852) 
18  IlL  676.  The  court  here  dtstin- 
guished  Austin  v.  Drewe  (Eng.)  su- 
pra, on  the  ground  that  the  damage 
there  resulted  from  a  fire  in  the  stove 
and  flue,  and  which  was  confined 
within  its  proper  limits. 

In  New  Orleans  R,  A  Light  Co.  ▼. 
-«!tna  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1919)  145  La.  82, 
81  So.  764,  where  a  recovery  was 
sought  upon  a  fire  insurance  policy, 
for  damage  to  an  electrical  generator, 
the  insurer  conceded  that  it  was  lia- 
ble for  such  damage  as  might  have  re- 
sulted from  fire,  even  though  it  might 
have  been  ignited  by  an  electrical 
current,  but  contended  that  a  large 
part  of  the  dftmage  resulted  from  a 
short  cjircuit  which  produced  a  high- 
powered  current,  accompanied  by  ex- 
treme htet,  and  this  contention  wae 
held  to  be  sustained  by  the  evidence, 
and  a  recovery  for  such  damage  was 
denied.  J.  T.  W. 
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AUGUSTUS  S.  PEABODY 

V. 

ANDREW  RUSSEL,  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts,  et  al.,  Appts. 

lUin&U  Supreme  Court '^Februaty  29,  1029* 
(802  111.  Ill,  134  N.  E.  150.) 

Appropriation  —  of  reserve  funds  -^  validity. 

1.  An  appropriation  of  a  specified  sum  for  reserve  ;to  be  apportioned 
between  certain  departments  of  government  as  emergencies  arise,  by  the 
director  of  finance  with  approval  of  the  governor,  is  not  valid  under  a  con- 
stitutional provision  that  bills  making  appropriations  of  money  out  of  the 
treasury  shall  specify  the  objects  and  purposes  for  which  the  same  are 
made,  and  appropriate  to  them  respectively  their  several  amounts  in 
distinct  items  and  sections.    . 

[See  note  on  this  qv^estion.  beginning  on  page  981.] 


PBABODY  Y.  RUSSBL.  978 

(S09  m.  Ill,  IZk  IK.  M,  1S0,) 

ConstitatkMial  law  — *  effect  of  legiaf  when  there  is  do  doubt  as  to  its  proper 

lative  cimstmctioiL  construction. 

2.  Leirislative  construction  of  a  con-  [See  6  R.  C.  L.  68;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 

■titutional  provision  is  of  no  weight  13.] 

(Cartwrighty  J.,  and  Stone,  Ch.  J., dissent) 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Sangamon 
County  (Smith,  J.)  in  favor  of  complainant  in  an  action  brought  to  enjoin 
defendants  from  granting,  issuing,  or  signing  any  warrants  pursuant  to  an 
appropriation  to  the  Department  of  Finance  of  a  reserve  fund.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  Edward  J.  Bmndage,   At-     the  items  must  be  reduced.    An  item 


tomey  General,  and  Clarence  N.  Boord 

for  appellants. 

Mr.  Walter  F.  Dodd,  for  appellee: 

The  requirement  of  a  specified  ob- 
ject and  purpose  makes  necessary  the 
establishment  of  definite  limits  within 
which  the  money  is  to  be  used. 

People  ex  rel.  State  Ed.  v.  Brady, 
277  111.  124,  115  N.  B.  204;  People  ex 
rel.  Hopkins  v.  Kings  County,  52  N. 
Y.  556;  State  ex  rel.  Broadwater  v. 
Siebert,  99  Mo.  122,  12  S.  W.  848; 
Menefee  v.  Askew,  25  Okla.  623,  27 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  587,  107  Pac.  159;  Dick- 
inson  v.  Cliboum,  125  Ark.  101,  187 
S.  W.  909;  State  ex  rel.  Norfolk  Beet- 
Sugar  Co.  V.  Moore,  60  Neb.  88,  61  Am. 
St  Rep.  538,  69  N.  W.  873 ;  Martens  v. 
Brady,  264  111.  178,  106  N.  E.  266; 
Mitchell  V.  Lowden,  288  111.  827,  123 
N.  E.  566;  Fergus  v.  Russel,  270  111. 
304,  110  N.  E.  130. 

The  appropriation  here  is  not  a  dis- 
tinct item  for  a  specified  object  and 
purpose,  but  a  total  to  be  allotted  into 
items  for  purposes  to  be  determined 
in  the  future. 

Martens  v.  Brady,  264  111.  178,  106 
N.  E.  266;  Mitchell  v.  Lowden,  288  111. 
327,  123  N.  E.  566. 

An  allotment  to  an  office  from  the 
reserve  fund  destroys  the  definite 
amounts  appropriated  to  that  ofiice  by 
legislative  action. 

People  ex  rel.  Breckon  v.  Election 
Comrs.  221  111.  9,  77  N.  E.  321,  5  Ann. 
Cas.  562 ;  People  v.  Kane,  288  111.  235, 
123  N.  E.  265. 

There  is  no  legislative  construction 
in  favor  of  this  appropriation  except 
that  involved  in  the  creation  of  the 
•^reserve"  fund  itself. 

Phoebe  v.  Jay,  Beecher's  Breese 
(111.)  268;  Burke  v.  Snively,  208  111. 
828,  70  N.  E.  327. 

Mr.  Werner  W.  Schroeder,  amicus 
curie : 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution 
to  indicate  the  minuteness  to  which 


is  valid  even  though  the  legislature 
could  actually  have  split  it  into  a  great 
many  more  parts  and  could  have  de- 
tailed the  objects  far  more  minutely. 

Mitchell  V.  Lowden,  288  111.  327,  123 
N.  E.  566;  Martens  v.  Brady,  264  111. 
178,  106  N.  E.  266. 

The  making  of  an  appropriation 
such  as  the  one  in  question  is  a  prac- 
tical necessity,  because  emergencies 
do  arise  in  the  conduct  of  government, 
which  cannot  be  foreseen,  and  which 
require  immediate  action. 

People  ex  rel.  Holmquist  v.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  237  III.  324,  86  N.  E.  724; 
People  ex  rel.  Moneyham  v.  Cairo,  V. 
&  C.  R.  Co.  247  111.  360,  93  N.  E.  405; 
People  ex  rel.  Williamson  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  253  111.  100,  97  N.  E.  245. 

Legislative  construction  placed  upon 
a  doubtful  constitutional  provision  is 
entitled  to  great  weight  and  consider- 
ation, and  where  an  act  has  been  rec- 
ognized, sanctioned,  and  acquiesced 
in  by  the  different  departments  of  the 
government  and  the  people  for  many 
years,  such  practical  construction 
raises  a  strong  presumption  of  its  cor- 
rectness. 

People  ex  rel.  Sadler  v.  Olson,  245 
111.  288,  92  N.  E.  157;  Nye  v.  Foreman, 
215  111.  285,  74  N.  E.  140;  Boehm  v. 
Hertz,  182  III.  154,  48  L.R.A.  575,  54 
N.  £.  973;  People  ex  rel.  Neil  v.  Knopf, 
171  111.  191,  49  N.  E.  424. 

Carter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  action  was  commenced  by 
the  presentation  of  a  petition  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Sangamon  county 
for  leave  to  file  a  bill  for  injunction 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
§§  16  to  22  of  chapter  102  (Kurd's 
Stat.  1919,  pp.  2055-2056).  That 
court  granted  such  leave,  and  this 
bill  was  thereafter  filed.  The  de- 
fendants, who  are  appellants  here, 
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fited'a  general  demurred,:  which  wks 
overruled,  and,  they  hay!di.^le(ited 
to  abid6  by  th^  defntirrer,  the  court 
entered  a  decree  for  injunction  as 
prayed  in  the  bill,  and  from  that 
decree  the  case  has  been  brought  by 
appeal  to  this  court. 

Appellee,  Peabody,  alleged  in  his 
bill  that  he  is  a  resident,  citizen, 
and  taxpayer  of  Cook  county,  hav- 
ing filed  the  bill  for  injunction  in 
his  own  behalf  and  on  behalf  of  all 
taxpayers  who  may  desire  to  join 
therein.  He  alleged  that  the  fifty- 
second  general  assembly,  at  its  regu- 
lar session  in  1921,  passed  an  act 
entitled  "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the 
Ordinary  and  Contingent  Expense&i 
of  the  State  Government  until  the 
Expiration  of  the  First  Fiscal  Quar- 
ter after  the  Adjournment  of  the 
Next  Regular  Session  of  the  General 
Assembly,"  and  that  said  act,  except 
certain  items  vetoed  by  the  gover- 
nor, was  duly  approved  June  30  and 
went  into  effect  July  1,  1921.  Laws 
1921,  p.  83.  The  bill  further  alleges 
that  by  the  terms  of  that  act  an  ap- 
propriation was  made  in  the  follow- 
ing language: 

(25)   To  the  Department  of  Fi- 
nance  * 
For    reserve $500,000. 

To  be  apportioned  between  the 
executive,  judicial  and  military  de- 
partments of  the  state  government 
and  allotted  as  emergencies  arise 
by  the  director  of  finance  with  the 
approval  in  writing  of  the  gover- 
nor. 

The  bill  sets  forth  that  §  16  of  ar- 
ticle 5  of  the  Illinois  Constitution 
provides  that  "bills  making  appro- 
priations of  money  out  of  the  treas- 
ury shall  specify  the  objects  and 
purposes  for  which  the  same  are 
made,  and  appropriate  to  them  re- 
spectively their  several  amounts  in 
distinct  items  and  sections,^'  and  al- 
leges that  said  appropriation  to  the 
department  of  finance  "for  reserve" 
is  unconstitutional  and  void  as  in 
violation  of  the  Constitution,  and 
particularly  the  section  just  quoted, 
and  prays  that  said  appropriation 
be  held  unconstitutional  and  void. 


and  that  a  perpetuial- injunction  is- 
sue enjoininjg:  Andrew  Russel,  au- 
ditor of  "public  accounts,  from  grantr 
ing,  issuing^  or  signing  any  war- 
rants pursuant  to  such  appropri- 
ation, and  that  Edward  E.  Miller, 
state  treasurer,  be  perpetually  en- 
joined from  countersigning,  honor- 
ing, or  paying  any  such  warrants; 

In  the  brief  filed  by  the  attorney 
general  it  is  stated  that  after  the 
pass^e  of  the  onmibus  bill  the  at- 
torney ^neral  advised  the  auditor 
of  public  accounts  that  payment 
should  not  be  made  from  said  appro- 
priation until  the  constitutionality 
thereof  should  be  determined  by  the 
courts,  and  that  opinion  practically 
states  that  the  appropriation  is  un- 
constitutional. On  this  question, 
when  the  bill  in  this  case  was  filed 
for  an  injunction  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Sangamon  county,  counsel  for  the 
governor  of  the  state  and  the  di- 
rector of  finance  appeared  in  the 
circuit  court  and  asked  leave  to  in- 
tervene and  to  file  a  brief  for  ap- 
pellants, the  state  auditor  and  the 
state  treasurer.  This  leave  was 
granted,  and,  on  the  appeal  to  this 
court,  counsel  for  the  governor  and 
director  of  finance  also  asked  leave 
to  file  a  brief  in  behalf  of  the  ap- 
pellants, and  that  leave  was  granted 
and  briefs  have  been  submitted  by 
counsel  for  the  governor  and  direc- 
tor of  finance. 

The  question  has  been  argued 
in  the  briefs  by  both  counsel  for 
appellants  and  for  appellee  as  to 
whether  the  appropriation  here  in 
controversy  specifies  an  "object"  or 
"purpose"  and  appropriates  thereto 
the  $500,000  in  a  "distinct  item," 
as  provided  by  §  16  of  article  5  of 
the  Constitution.  The  language  just 
referred  to,  relied  on  by  counsel  for 
appellee  in  his  brief  as  making  this 
appropriation  unconstitutional  and 
void,  was  placed  in  the  Constitution 
by  an  Amendment  adopted  by  the 
people  in  1884,  conferring  what  is 
generally  known  as  the  "item  veto 
power  of  the  governor."  As  stated 
by  this  court  in  Martens  v.  Brady, 
264  lU.  178,  on  page  190,  106  N.  E. 
271 :  ,  "The  purpose  of  the  consti- 
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tutional  praviflion  here  invoked  is 
to  enable  the  governor,  when  i>ass- 
in£r  on  appropriation  bills,  to  con- 
aider  and  act  on  the  items  Of  the 
appropriation  separately/' 

Even  before  this  provision  was 
inserted  by  the  Amendm^it  of  1884» 
the  Constitution  of  1870  contem- 
plated that  the  purpose  of  appro- 
priations should  be  specified,  and 
provided  in  S  17  of  article  4  that 
"no  money  shall  be  diverted  from 
any  appropriation  made  for  any 
purpose,  or  taken  from  any  fund 
whatever,  either  by  joint  or  sepa- 
rate resolution/' 

The  f ramers  of  the  amendment  to 

16  of  article  5  in  1884  undoubtedly 
ad  before  them  the  broad  language 
of  §  13  of  article  4  that  "no  act  here*- 
after  passed  shall  embrace  more 
than  one  subject,''  and  it  would  ap^ 
pear  that  they  intended  to  use  lan- 
guage clearly  indicating  that  appro- 
priations should  specify  both  the  ob- 
ject and  purpose  and  the  amount. 
It  wiU  be  noted  that  §  25  of  the 
Appropriation  Act  here '  in  ques^ 
tion  states  that  the  $500,000  is  "to 
be  apportioned  between  the  execu- 
tive, judicial  and  military  depart-* 
mente  of  the  state  government  and 
allotted  as  emergencies  arise  by  the 
director  of  finance  with  the  approv- 
al in  writing  of  tiie  governor/' 

Manifestly ,(  such  an  appropria- 
tion has  neither  certainty  as  to  the 
departoaent  by  which  the  appropria-^ 
tion  is  to  be  usied,  nor  as  to  the  pur-  > 
pose  for  which  it  is  to  be  expended.. 
Section  24  of  the  State  Finance  Act 
(Laws  1919,  p.  951)  says:  "The 
item  'reserve,'  when  used  in  an  ap- 
propriation act,  shall  include  ex-» 
penditures  for  public  purposes 
which  were  unforeseen  by  the  gen^* 
eral  assembly/' 

It  would  appear  from  this  defi- 
nition that  the  statute  would  permit 
the  director  of  finance,  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  governor,  to  employ 
tiiis  money  for  any  public  purpose 
within  the  general  constitutional  or 
statutory  powers  of  the  executive, 
judicial^  and  military  departmente 
of  the  state  government.  There  is 
no  specification  of  the  object  and' 


purpose  in  §  26  of  the  Approfifi^ift-' 
tion  Act  as  to  this  $500,000^  as  x^ 
quired  by  the  Constitution. 

It  would  appear  to  be  argued  by 
counsel  for  appellante  that  the  ap- 
propriation here  involved  is  one  to 
be  allotted  and  used  by  the  several 
departmente  of  the  state  govern- 
ment "as  emergencies  arise,"  and 
that  "emergencies"  constitute  a 
specified  "object  and  purpose"  to 
which  a  distinct  item  has  been  ap- 
propriated, and  that  the  word 
"emergency,"  properly  construed, 
can  only  mean  when  a  real  emer- 
gency arises — ^when  an  occurrence 
takes  place  in  the  operation  of  gov- 
ernment, which  could  not  reason- 
ably be  anticipated  by  the  legisla- 
ture and  was  not  provided  for  by 
the  legislature,  and  which  requires 
speedy  action.  This  court  said  in 
People  ex  rel.  State  v.  Brtdy,  277 
111.  124,  on  page  129,  115  N.  E. 
page  206 1  "That  an  appropriation 
can  only  be  paid  out  of  the  treasury 
in  payment  of  obligations  incurred' 
for  the  particular  purposes  speci- 
fied in  the  appropriation  was  decided 
in  People  ex  rel.  Brinkerhoff  v. 
Swigert,  107  111.  494,  where  it  was 
sought  to  compel  the  auditor  and 
treasurer  to  pay  over  to  the  captain 
of  a  company,  in  a  lump  sum,  the 
share  of  an  appropriation  allotted 
to  that  company,  and  there  was  no 
showing  that  any  obligation  of  the 
state  had  been  incurred,  and  no  bill 
of  particulars  or  specification  was 
presented.  The  law  on  that  subject 
was  repeated  in  Fergus  v.  Russel, 
270  111.  804, 110  N.  E.  130,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916B,  1120,  where  it  was  held  that 
an  appropriation  for  a  particular 
purpose  can  only  be  paid  on  the 
presentation  of  itemized  vouchers, 
showing  that  obligations  have  been 
incurred." 

In  the  same  case  the  court,  in  re- 
ferring to  the  statutory  provision 
as  to  the  state  board  of  agriculture, 
said  (277  111.  180) :  "This  provi- 
sion, if  it  were  valid,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  this  case,  because  the  appro- 
priations were  made  for  specific 
purposes,  and  not  to  be  expended 
for  such  purposes  as  in  the  opinion 
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of  the  board  would  best  advance  the 
interests  of  a^rriculture,  horticul- 
ture»  manufactures,  and  domestic 
arts.  If  the  act  did  apply  it  would 
be  in  violation  of  the  Constitution, 
which  provides  that  bills  making 
appropriations  shall  specify  their 
objects  and  purposes,  and  appropri- 
ate tb  them,  respectively,  the  several 
sums  in  distinct  items  and  sections. 
The  general  assembly  must  deter- 
mine to  what  objects  and  purposes 
money  of  the  state  shall  be  appro- 
priated, and  cannot  bestow  that 
power  upon  any  person  or  board  for 
the  exercise  of  discretion  of  the  do- 
nee as  to  the  objects  for  which  the 
money  shall  be  expended." 

In  Fergus  v.  Russel,  supra,  here- 
tofore cited  in  People  ex  rel.  State 
Bd.  V.  Brady,  supra,  the  court  said 
(270  111.  332) :     "Paragraph  26  of 

1  of  the  Omnibus  Bill  is  as  fol- 
ows :  'To  the  state  treasurer,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  refund 
the  taxes  on  real  estate  sold  or  paid 
on  error  and  for  overpasdng  of  col- 
lectors' accounts  under  laws  govern- 
ing such  cases,  to  be  paid  out  of 
proper  funds.'  The  objection  to 
this  item  is  that  no  definite  sum  is 
appropriated.  Paragraph  3  of  §  16 
of  article  5  of  the  Constitution  is,  in 
part,  as  follows :  [Here  giving  the 
portion  above  quoted.]  It  will  thus 
be  seen  that  to  make  a  viJid  appro- 
priation a  definite  sum  of  money 
must  be  appropriated  for  the  pur- 
pose specified/' 

It  is  manifest  that  the  appropria- 
tion of  $500,000  is  not  an  item  in 
the  constitutional  sense,  but  is  a 
sum  for  general  distribution.  The 
constitutional  provision  requires  a 
definite  amount  for  a  definite  object 
and  purpose.  In  this  appropriation 
there  is  no  definite  amount  for  a 
definite  object  and  purpose,  but  a 
general  amount,  to  be  apportioned 
into  items  among  a  number  of  pos- 
sible objects  which  are  in  no  way 
specified,  and  this  allotment  or  spec- 
ification is  necessary  before  the  ap- 
propriation is  effected. 

We  do  not  think  anything  said  in 
Mitchell  V.  Lowden,  288  HI.  327,  123 
N.  E.  666,  relied  on  by  counsel  for 


amici  curise,  as  to  large  appropria- 
tions for  a  specified  amount  to  a 
given  object,  justifies  the  appropria- 
tion of  $600,000  as  set  forth  in  the 
Appropriation  Act.  It  is  clear  from 
the  reasoning  in  Mitchell  v.  Lowden, 
and  People  ex  reL  State  Bd.  v. 
Brady,  supra,  that  the  size  of  the 
appropriation  as  to  a  specified 
amount  is  not  material,  if  the  item 
is  otherwise  proper.  In  our  judg- 
ment a  fair  reading  of  the  opinion 
in  Mitchell  v.  Lowden  tends  to  sup- 
port the  decision  of  the  trial  court 
with  reference  to  this  appropria- 
tion  being  contrary  to  the  constitu- 
tional provisions.  It  is  dear,  from 
the  items  of  the  Appropriation  Act 
objected  to,  tiiat  the  appropriation 
itself  is  not  a  complete  act  of  legis- 
lation, but  seeks  to  delegate  to  an 
administrative  officer  the  specifica- 
tion of  objects  and  purposes,  and  the 
determination  of  distinct  items 
therefor.  The  Constitution  ex- 
pressly requires  these  acts  to  be 
performed  by  the  general  assembly 
itself.  People  ex  rel.  Breckon  v. 
Election  Comrs.  221  111.  9,  77  N.  E. 
321,  6  Ann.  Cas.  662;  Rouse  v. 
Thompson,  228  111.  622,  81  N.  E. 
1109 ;  Sheldon  v.  Hoyne,  261  111.  222, 
103  N.  E.  1021,  and  cases  cited. 
The  reasoning  of  tiiis  court  in  Peo- 
ple V.  Kane,  288  111.  235,  123  N.  E. 
266,  supports  the  same  conclusion. 
It  would  seem  from  a  plain  read- 
ing of  the  provisions  of  §  16  of  arti- 
de  6  of  the  Constitution,  as  well  as 
from  the  construction  already  put 
upon  the  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
tution by  this  court,  that  the  Appro- 
priation Act  in  queisition,  in  attempt- 
ing to  appropriate,  in  §  26  thereof, 

$500,000    to    be    «.    ApproprlatUn. 
pended     by    the    dl-    ©t  rMerre  fnada 

rector  of  finance,  on  -•^•'**"^^ 
the  approval  of  the  governor,  is  un- 
constitutional   and    must    be    held 
void. 

It  is  argued  at  some  length  by 
counsel  for  amici  curiae  that  appro- 
priations similar  to  the  one  here  in 
question  have  been  made  by  the 
legislature  from  time  to  time  for 
many  years  past,  the  sums  appro- 
priated  varying   in   amount  from 
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$8»000  to  $4»000,  down  to  1919  when 
a  Bum  was  appropriated  and  ex- 
pended equal  to  the  one  here  in  ques- 
tion. The  legislative  construction 
placed  upon  a  doubtful  constitution- 
al provision  is  entitled  to  weight, 
buty  when  there  is  no  doubt  as  to 

the  proper  construe^ 
tion  of  the  consti- 
tutional provision, 
such  legislative  con- 
struction is  entitled  to  little  or  no 
weight.  In  the  first  volume  of 
our  decisions,  Phoebe  v.  Jay, 
Beecher's  Breese  (111.)  268,  in 
speaking  of  the  authority  of  the  leg- 
islature to  act,  this  court  said  (page 
271) :  "The  Constitution  is  their 
commission,  and  they  must  act 
within  the  pale  of  their  authority, 
and  all  their  acts,  contrary  or  in 
violation  of  the  constitutional  diar- 
ter,  are  void.  If  they  have  no  pow- 
er to  pass  lin  act,  any  number  of 
repetitions  of  unconstitutional  acts, 
or  acts  beyond  the  pale  of  their  au- 
thority, can  never  make  the  original 
act  valid.'' 

This  same  doctrine  was  quoted 
with  approval  by  this  court  on  this 
subject  in  Burke  v.  Snively,  208  111. 
328,  70  N.  E.  327.  Of  course,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  us  to  discuss  or  de- 
cide whether  the  former  appropria- 
tions that  have  been  expended  under 
the  authority  of  the  various  depart- 
ments of  the  state  government  were 
constitutional  or  not.  It  is  clear 
that,  if  these  moneys  in  former 
years  were  expended  contrary  to 
the  Constitution,  under  the  author- 
ities just  cited,  it  would  furnish  no 
justifiable  reason  for  again  violat- 
ing the  plain  provisions  of  the  C!on- 
stitution. 

Counsel  for  amici  curise  also  ar- 
gue at  length  that  under  the  deci- 
sions of  this  court  similar  general 
funds  for  emergency  or  contingent 
expenses  have  in  effect  been  held 
constitutional  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  in  such  cases  as  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Holmquist  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  287  111.  824,  86  N.  E.  724;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Moneyham  v.  Cairo,  V.  ft 
C.  R.  Co.  247  m.  360,  93  N.  E.  405, 
and  People  ex  rel.  Williamson  v. 
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Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  263  HI.  100, 
97  N.  E.  246.  It  is  obvious  from  an 
examination  of  the  respective  stat- 
utes construed  that  the  language 
under  construction  in  those  cases  is 
not  as  specific  as  the  constitutional 
provision  here  in  question.  See 
Hurd's  Stat.  1917,  chap.  24,  §  111, 
chap.  120,  §  121,  and  chap.  139,  § 
126.  In  this  case  the  court  has  un- 
der construction  a  constitutional 
provision,  and  not  the  provisions 
of  a  statute  such  as  govern  appro- 
priations for  villages,  cities,  towns, 
and  counties,  and  what  is  said  in 
those  cases,  in  our  judgment,  does 
not  in  any  way  tend  to  support  the 
argumento  of  counsel  for  amici 
curise  that  the  appropriation  here 
in  question  should  on  the  reasoning 
of  tiiose  cases  be  held  valid. 

Neither  do  we  think  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  for  amici  curise 
should  control  here  because  it  seems 
absolutely  necessary  for  the  proper 
administration  of  the  state  govern- 
ment that  a  large  latitude  in  regard 
to  appropriations  should  be  permit- 
ted in  order  to  care  for  the  emer- 
gencies that  necessarily  arise  from 
time  to  time.  The  answer  of  this 
court  to  this  argument  is  found  in 
Knickerbocker  v.  People,  102  111. 
218,  where  this  court  said  (page 
220)  :  ''Counsel  for  appellant  have 
pressed  upon  the  attention  of  the 
court,  with  much  earnestness  and 
in  strong  terms,  the  supposed  in- 
conveniences and  great  hardships 
that  will  probably  result  from  hold- 
ing the  act  in  question  unconstitu- 
tional, as  a  reason  why  such  a  con- 
struction should  not  be  given  to  it. 
The  argument  of  ab  inconvenienti 
should  have  but  little  weight,  if  any, 
in  solving  the  question  before  us. 
Considerations  of  this  character  ad- 
dress themselves  to  the  official  duty 
and  conduct  of  the  court,  rather 
than  to  the  question  in  hand.  While 
they  afford  the  strongest  reasons 
why  the  court  should  act  with  great 
caution  and  mature  deliberation  in 
the  consideration  of  the  case,  yet 
they  do  not  throw  a  particle  of  light 
upon  the  vital  question  upon  which 
it  depends.    It  is  not  chimed  that 
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considerations  of  j;his  cl;iacacter  can 
have  any  controlling  influenc^  in  a 
case  where  the  act  of  the  legislature 
is  clearly  unconstitutional,  but  it  is 
urged  they  may  be  looked  to  in. 
doubtful  cases.  This  view  has  the 
sanction  of  authority,  yet  it  is  rather^ 
plausible  than  forcible,  for,  where 
an  act  of  the  legislature  is  manifest- 
ly unconstitutional,  it  is  the  duty  of 
courts  to  so  hold,  however  disastrous 
the  consequences  may  be.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  there  is  a  reasonable 
doubt  as  to  its  unconstitutionality» 
the  act  should  be  sustained,  whether 
any  evil  consequences  would  flow 
from  holding  it  invalid  or  not.*' 

This  reasoning  of  the  court,  ren- 
dered in  a  decision  construing  the 
Constitution  more  than  forty  years 


every  branch  of  th/s  state  gorom^ 
ment  just  as.  i;9defimte.  must  be  sush 
tained,  and  we.  see  no  legal  reason.' 
yirhy,  if  $500,000  could  be  thus  ap- 
propriated, even  larger  sums  might 
not  be  appropriated  to  various  state 
departments  in  the  same  indefinite 
and  uncertain  manner.  We  deem 
the  argument  of  no  force  that  simi- 
lar appropriations  have  been  here- 
tofore made  and  wisely  expanded  by 
the  governor  and  other  state  offi- 
cials, without  any  serious  harm  to 
the  public,  and  therefore  the  present 
and  future  governors  of  the  state 
and  state  officials  can  be  rightly 
trusted  to  continue  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  public.  Assuming 
that  all  this  may  be  accepted  as  true, 
yet  it  furnishes  np  justification  for 


a^o,  is  a  comple^  answer  to  the ,   disregarding  the  plain  mandates  of 


argument  of  counsel  as  to  the  in- 
convenience that  may  come  to  the 
state  government  from  holding  this 
appropriation  of  $500,000  invalid. 
It  has  been  held  by  the  courts  of 
last  resort  in  other  states  where 
somewhat  similar  provisions  are  in 
forc6  that  the  provisions  requiring 
the  object  of  the  appropriation  to 
be  specified  and  definite  should  be 
enforced.  Dickinson  v.  Clibourn, 
125  Ark.  101,  187  S.  W.  909;  State 
ex  rel.  Broadwater  v*  Seibert,  99 
Mo.  122,  12  S.  W.  348 ;  Menef ee^  v. 
Askew,  25  Okla.  623,  27  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  537,  107  Pac.  159;  People 
ex  rel.  Hopkins  V.  Kings  County, 
52  N.  Y.  556.  In  this  last  case  the 
court  said  (page  569) :  "It  is  not 
difficult,  and  ought  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  an  unreasonable  or  oner- 
ous requirement,  to  state  the  'ob- 
ject' to  which  an  appropriation  is 
to  be  applied,  or  the  'single  work  or 
object'  for  which  it  is  proposed  to 
create  a  state  debt,  or  the  'object' 
for  which  a  tax  is  deemed  neces- 
sary, and  to  which  it  is  to  be  ap* 
plied." 

In  our  judgment,  if  this  appro* 
piriation  for  the  benefit  of  either 
one,  two,  or  three  departments  of 
the  state  government,  without  speci- 
fying the  definite  purpose  or  object 
of  the  appropriation,  can  be  sus- 
tained, then  such  aM>ropriati)(»ifl  for 


the  written  Constitution.  If  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  as  to 
appropriations  require  th^n  toibe 
too  definite  and  specific  to  make  the 
conduct  of  the  state  government 
practical  and  efficient,  it  is  not  for 
the  courts  to  change  thes6  specific 
provisions  because  of  the  impracti- 
cability and  inconvenience  of  enforc- 
ing the  Constitution.  The  courte 
must  enforce  the  Constitution  as 
adopted  by  the  people,  and  if  the 
Constitution  requires  a  change  it 
should  be  done  in  the  regular  man- 
ner. It  may  well  be  said  that  there 
are  worse  conditions  tiian  not  hav- 
ing public  officials  able  to  carry  out 
conveniently  and  satisfactorily  the 
emergency  work  that  may  be  re- 
quired from  time  to  time,  without 
a  specific  appropriation.  In  a  con- 
stitutional government  no  injury 
can  come  to  a  state  greater  than  the 
destruction  of  the  safeguards  pro- 
vided in  its  Constitution. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
will  be  affirmed. 

Cartwright^  J.,  dissenting: 
The  opinion  adopted  in  this  case 
holds  the  appropriation  to  the  de- 
partment of  finance  to  be  allotted 
as  emergencies  arise  by  the  director 
of  finance,  with  ttie  approval  in 
writing  of  the  governor,  to  be  a  vio- 
lation of  §  16  of  article  5  of  the 
Constitution,  giving  to  the  governor 
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power  to  veto  any  one  or  more  of 
the  items  or  sections  contained  in 
any  Mil  making  appropriations  for 
money  out  of  the  treasury.  This 
appears  to  be  contrary  to  the  pur- 
pose and  intent  of  the  Amendment 
of  1884,  by  which  the  provision  was 
incorporated  in  the  Constitution, 
and  also  contrary  to  the  rule  that 
courts  must  presume  the  words  of 
the  Constitution  to  have  been  em- 
ployed in  their  natural  and  ordinary 
meaning. 

In  construing  a  constitutional 
provision  it  is  important  to  consider 
the  object  intended  to  be  accom- 
plished and  the  mischief  designed 
to  be  remedied.  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
7th  ed.  100.  The  Constitution, 
when  adopted  in  1870,  by  §  17  of 
article  4,  vesting  the  legislative 
power  in  a  general  assembly  and 
declaring  limitations  upon  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power,  provided  that  no 
money  should  be  drawn  from  the 
treasury  except  in  pursuance  of  an 
appropriation  made  by  law.  There 
was  no  provision  that  appropria- 
tions should  be  in  distinct  items  or 
sections,  and  appropriations  were 
frequently  not  made  so  as  to  enable 
the  governor  to  exercise  the  veto 
power.  Governor  CuUom,  in  his 
message  in  January,  1883,  recom- 
mended that  §  16  of  article  5  should 
be  amended  so  that  the  veto  power 
of  the  governor  should  be  enlarged 
so  as  to  give  the  governor  the  power 
of  partial  veto  by  items  or  sections. 
The  governor  called  attention  to  the 
fact  that  governors  of  many  states 
possessed  that  power,  and  that  may- 
ors had  been  given  the  power  in 
1875.  In  compliance  with  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  governor,  a 
resolution  for  the  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  giving  the  gover- 
nor power  to  veto  distinct  items  or 
sections  was  submitted  to  the  people 
and  adopted.  It  was  not  in  article 
4,  pertaining  to  the  legislative  de- 
partment, which  remained  un- 
changed, but  in  article  5,  concern- 
ing the  executive  department,  and 
in  that  section  which  related  to  the 
veto  power.  The  only  purpose  of 
the  Amendment  was  that  appropri* 
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ations  should  be  made  in  such  sepa- 
rate items  as  would  enable  the  gov- 
ernor to  exercise  his  veto  power,- 
and  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  the 
ai^ropriation  in  question  was  of 
such  a  character  as  to  meet  the  pur- 
pose of  the  Amendment.  It  speci* 
fies  that  the  reserve  is  to  be  appor- 
tioned between  the  executive,  judi- 
cial, and  military  departmente  of 
the  government,  and  allotted,  as 
emergencies  arise,  by  the  director  of 
finance,  with  the  approval  in  writ- 
ing of  the  governor;  and  this  is 
surely  sufficiently  specific  to  enable 
the  governor  to  determine  whether 
he  would  approve  of  the  appropria- 
tion or  exercise  his  power  to  disap- 
prove of  it. 

Disregarding,  however,  the  his- 
tory of  the  Amendment,  its  evident 
purpose,  and  the  article  amended,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  appropriation 
did  specify  the  object  and  purpose 
for  which  it  was  made,  and  appro- 
priated the  amount  in  a  distinct 
item  and  section.  It  has  been  the 
constant  practice  of  the  legislature 
to  make  appropriations  for  contin- 
gencies which  may  arise  between 
sessions  of  the  legislature,  and  the 
power  has  not  only  never  been  ques- 
tioned, but  is  not  now  questioned. 
Such  appropriations  are  made  to 
meet  expenses  that  may  or  may  not 
occur  within  the  scope  of  the  depart- 
ment to  which  the  appropriation  is 
made.  This  appropriation  is  more 
specific  in  limiting  the  expenditure 
to  emergencies  which  may  arise. 
An  emergency  is  : 

"A  sudden  or  unexpected  occur- 
rence or  condition  calling  for  im- 
mediate action."    Standard  Diet. 

It  is  '^an  unforeseen  occurrence 
or  combination  of  circumstances 
which  calls  for  immediate  action  or 
remedy;  pressing  necessity;  ex- 
igency."   Webster's  Diet. 

It  is  "any  event  or  occasional 
combination  of  circumstances  which 
calls  for  immediate  action  or  rem- 
edy; an  unforeseen  occurrence;  a 
combination  of  circumstances  which 
calls  for  immediate  action  or  rem- 
edy; a  sudden  or  unexpected  oc- 
casion for  action ;  a  sudden  or  unex- 
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pected  happening;  any  case  of 
casualty  or  unavoidable  accident." 
20  C.  J.  499. 

It  is  ''some  unforeseen  occasion, 
condition,  or  pressing  necessity  that 
requires  immediate  action;  a  sud- 
den or  unexpected  happening  or  oc- 
casion calling  for  immediate  action/' 
Century  Diet. 

It  is  not  only  more  specific  than  an 
appropriation  for  contingencies,  but 
there  are  practical  considerations 
which  cannot  be  overlooked  in  in- 
terpreting the  Constitution.  T!he 
state  owns  and  operates  twenty- 
seven  different  establishments  in 
different  parts  of  the  state,  in- 
cluding state  hospitals  for  tihe 
insane,  feeUe-minded,  and  blind, 
the  penitentiaries,  reformatory, 
and  other  similar  institutions, 
and  the  state  government  is 
charged  with  the  maintenance  of 
peace  and  order  within  its  bounds. 
Emergencies  may  arise  at  any  time 
calling  for  immediate  action,  which 
will  be  the  only  effective  remedy. 
In  1920  landslides  were  endanger- 
ing the  state  buildings  at  the  Ches- 
ter State  Hospital,  and  money  was 
taken  from  such  an  appropriation 
as  this  to  build  retaining  walls  and 
preserve  and  protect  the  state  build- 
ings. It  would  be  nothing  less  than 
a  calamity  if  no  appropriation  could 
be  made  for  that  specific  purpose 
until  the  legislature  should  be  called 
in  special  session.  Riots  are  liable 
to  occur,  and  have  occurred,  calling 
for  inmiediate  action  in  suppress- 
ing the  same,  and  on  two  occasions 
property  of  the  state  has  been  de- 
stroyed by  windstorms,  where  there 
was  a  necessity  for  immediate  res- 
toration to  such  an  extent  as  to 
answer  the  purpose  of  the  institu- 
tion. Making  an  appropriation  for 
such  purposes  is  only  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  prudence  and  foresi^^t. 

As  has  been  stated,  there  has  nev- 
er been,  and  is  not  now,  any  claim 
that  appropriations  for  contingen- 
cies may  not  be  made  without  speci- 
f3ang  the  particular  purpose  of  the 
appropriation.  In  the  same  appro- 
priation bill  in  which  this  appropri- 
ation was  made  there  was  an  appro- 


priation to  the  department  of  poUk 
welfare  for  contingencies  of  $100,- 

000,  to  the  governor,  $40,000,  to  the 
department  of  public  works  and 
buildings,  $20,000,  to  the  secretary 
of  state,  $15,000,  to  the  division  of 
poultry  husbandry,  $6,000,  and  nu- 
merous other  like  appropriations  to 
the  various  departments  of  the  state 
government,  which  were  approved 
by  the  governor,  besides  appropria- 
tions vetoed,  not  because  they  vio- 
lated any  constitutional  provision, 
but  because  they  did  not  meet  with 
the  approval  of  the  governor.  To 
recognize  the  validity  of  these  ap- 
propriations, more  indefinite  than 
the  one  in  question,  which  appro- 
priated a  definite  sum  of  money  for 
a  specific  purpose,  witJi  no  discre- 
tion as  to  the  purpose,  does  not  ap- 
pear to  me  to  be  justified  or  founded 
in  reason. 

It  is  true  that  the  Amendment 
must  be  construed  as  it  appears  to 
have  been  understood  by  the  people 
who  adopted  it.  It  was  not  only 
adopted  to  meet  the  objection  of  a 
want  of  veto  power,  but  I  do  not  see 
how  it  can  be  said  that  the  people 
understood  the  Amendment  as  pro- 
hibiting such  an  appropriation  as 
this.  There  are  provisions  in  the 
statutes  requiring  appropriations 
of  counties,  cities,  villages,  and 
towns  to  specify  the  purposes  of  the 
appropriations,  and  it  has  been  the 
general  practice  to  make  appropria- 
tions for  contingent  expenses  or 
other  similar  designation.  The 
court  has  sustained  such  appropri- 
ations as  in  compliance  with  the 
statute,  where  the  amount  is  reason- 
able. People  V.  Cairo,  V.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  237  111.  312,  86  N.  E.  721 ;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Whitlock  v.  Chicago  &  E. 

1.  R.  Co.  249  111.  549,  94  N.  E.  959 ; 
People  ex  rel.  Williamson  v.  Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  253  HI.  100,  97 
N.  E.  245.  These  local  governments 
cover  the  entire  state,  and  the  peo- 
ple must  have  understood  that  such 
appropriations  could  be  made.  As 
to  such  local  governments  it  is  with- 
in the  power  of  the  court  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  amount  appropri- 
ated is  reasonable,  but  the  court  has 
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up  power  to  interfere  with,  re^- 
late,  or  control  the  lesrislative  dis- 
cretion as  to  the  amount  of  an  ap- 
propriation.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  legislature,  at  the  session  when 
this  appropriation  was  made,  appro- 
priated about  $170,000,000,  of  which 
the  appropriation  in  question  was 
but  a  small  portion,  but,  if  it  were 
large,  the  court  would  have  no  right 
to  set  it  aside  for  that  reason. 

Stone,  Ch.  J.,  also  dissenting : 
I  concur  in  the  above  dissent.  A 
fund  such  as  is  here  appropriated 
cannot  be  made  available  for  any 
of  the  purposes  for  which  specific 
appropriations  have  been  made.  To 
sanction  suph  use  would  be,  in  ef- 
fect, to  increase  the  appropriations 
made  for  the  purposes  specifiied.  It 
is  impossible,  however,  to  foresee 
and  provide  for  all  emergencies 
which  may  arise  in  the  discharge  of 
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the  functions  of  state  government, 
just  as  such  contingencies  cannot  be 
foreseen  in  the  administration  of 
the  government  of  municipalities. 
There  appears  to  be  no  good  reason 
for  a  different  rule  as  applied  to  the 
wider  functions  of  the  state.  It  was 
clearly  held  in  People  ex  rel.  Money- 
ham  V.  Cairo,  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  247 
111.  360,  98  N.  E.  405,  which  holding 
has  been  approved  in  later  cases, 
that  such  appropriations  may  be 
made  for  the  reason  that  'Mt  is  prac- 
tically impossible  to  always  provide 
in  advance  for  incidental  expenses 
ttiat  will  arise  during  the  year." 
There  appears  to  have  been  no  ob- 
jection to  the  amount  appropriated 
in  this  case.  The  reason  for  ap- 
proving such  an  appropriation  in 
the  case  of  a  municipality  applies 
with  equal  if  not  greater  force,  in 
the  case  of  the  state. 


ANNOTATION. 
PiMnicularity  <if  q>ecific«tion  of  purpose  required  In  approprfalioti  bill 


The  reported  case  (Pbabody  v.  Rus- 
SEL,  ante,  972)  involves  a  provision 
(§  16,  art.  5)  of  the  Illinois  Consti- 
tution, as  follows:  "Bills  making 
appropriations  of  money  out  of  the 
treasury  shall  specify  the  objects  and 
purposes  for  which  the  same  are 
made,  and  appropriate  to  them  re- 
spectively their  several  amounts  in 
distinct  items  and  sections/'  It  is 
held  that  an  appropriation  of  a  defi- 
nite sum  of  money  "to  be  apportioned 
between  the  executive,  judicial,  and 
military  departments  of  the  state 
government,  and  allotted  as  emergen- 
cies arise  by  the  director  of  finance 
with  the  approval  in  writing  of  the 
governor,"  is  invalid  for  lack  of  cer- 
tainty as  to  the  department  by  which 
the  appropriation  is  to  be  used,  and 
as  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  to  be 
expended. 

So,  in  People  ex  rel.  State  Bd.  v. 
Brady  (1917)  277  IlL  124,  115  N.  E. 
204,  the  court  said,  obiter,  that  "the 
general  assembly  must  determine  to 
what  objects  and  purposes  money  of 
the  state  shall  be  appropriated,  and 


cannot  bestow  that  power  upon  any 
person  or  board  for  the '  exercise  of 
discretion  of  the  donee  as  to  the  ob- 
jects for  which  the  money  shall  be 
expended.'* 

In  Martens  v:  Brady  (1914)  264  111. 
178,  106  N.  E.  266,  however,  it  was 
held  that  an  appropriation  "for  the 
purpose  of  building  and  maintaining: 
state  aid  roads  in  the  several  counties 
of  the  state"  did  not  violate  the  fore- 
going constitutional  provision  in  not 
specifying'  the  amount  for  building 
roads  in  one  item  and  the  amount  for 
maintaining  them  in  another  item. 
The  court  said:  "The  constitutional 
provision  here  invoked  in  one  of  im- 
portance, and  must  be  complied  with 
in  all  appropriations  to  which  it  is 
applicable.  Building  roads,  and 
maintaining  them  when  built,  are 
different  undertakings,  but  both  are 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  general 
schenie  or  purpose  of  the  act,  which 
is  to  provide  for  better  highways 
throughout  the  state.  The  purpose  bf 
the  constitutional  provision  here  in- 
voked is  to  enable  the  governor,  when 
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passmff  on  appr^priHtiqn  bills,  to  con- 
sider and  act  on  the  items  of  the  ap- 
propriation separately*  In  order  to 
carry  .o^t  the  general  scheme  of 
the  act,'  however,  the  building  and 
maintenance  of  roads  are  so  closely 
connected  that  it  is  difficult  to  s&y 
whe;re  one  ends  and  the  other  be- 
gins.. The  act  itself  clearly  contem- 
plates but  OQe,  fund  to  cftrry  out  its 
provisions, ;  as  is  evidenced  by  §  1, 
which  .provides  /that  the  term  "state 
road  and  •  bridge  fuj^d/'  when  used 
herein,  shall  mean  all  moneys  appro- 
priated by  the  state  of  Illinois  for 
road  and  bridge  purposes.'  We  do 
npt  think  the  construction  and  main- 
:tenance  of  state  aid  roads  consti- 
tute* separi^ter  and  distinct;  items 
which,  under  ihe  constitutignal  pro- 
vision, it  is  required  should ,  be 
separately  itemized  in  the  bill  making 
the  appropriation.  Their  relation  to 
the  purpose  and  scheme  of  the  act, 
and  to  each  other,  is  so  close  that  it 
is  not  to  be  supposed  the  gQvei|i^|. 
would  approve  of  the  one  and  veto 
the 'Other.'  Again,  .the.  general  a^sj^jqi- 
bly,  at  the  time  of  making  the  appro- 
priations, could  not  know  the 
amounts  needed  or  required  to  first 
construct  the  j-oads  and  afterwards 
maintain  them.  ,  The  appropriatiqns 
which  constitute  the  state  road  an4 
bridge  fund  are  available  to  the  /s^ate 
.highway  commission,  which  can  make 
allotments  from  said  fund  to  each 
county  of  the  state  as  p;-ovided  by  the 
act,  and  the  commission  is  required, 
in  preparing  vouchers  for  warrants, 
to  designate  the  amount  spent  for 
construction  and  the  amount  spent 
for  maintenance,  and  also  show  the 
location,  as  to  county  and  division  of 
the  county,  on  which  the  same  is  to 
be  used.  This  requirement  is  practi- 
cable and  furnishes  a  record  of  the 
amount  expended  for  each  purpose, 
and  where  used.  We  do  not  think  the 
constitutional  provision  invoked  was 
violated.'' 

So,  in  Hett  v.  Portsmouth  (1905) 
73  N.  H.  834,  61  Atl.  596,  it  was  held 
that  an  appropriation  of  a  definite  sum 
of  money  for  "permanent  street  im- 
provements" was  not  80  indefinite  as 
to  amount  to  an  attempted  delegation 


of  legislative  power  to.tke  exec^utive 
.officers  whose  duty  it  oM^Jit  l^  to  ex- 
pend the  money.  The  court  said: 
"If  it  is  conceded  that  the  expression, 
standing  alon^,  and  unexplained  or 
unlimited  by  extraneous  evidence, 
might  include  a  great  variety  of  pub- 
lic highway  enterprises,  the  kind, 
locality,  and  extent  of  which  would 
require  the  exercise  of  that  degree 
of  deliberatioiv  and  judgment  which 
is  vested  in  the  g;overning  body,  the 
question  remains  whetheif  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  the  vote  do  not 
sufficiently  limit  the  general  scope  of 
the  language  used.  What  was  the 
intention  of  the  members  of  the  city 
council  passing  the  vote;  when  as- 
certained from  a  consideration  of  all 
the  competent  evidence  t  What  did 
they  understand  was  included  in  the 
expression  'permanent  street  im- 
provements^? The  facts  that  the 
tity  had  in  1903  adopted  a  policy  of 
making  permanent  improvements   in 

y  the  *rpadbeds  of  the  streets,  as  con- 
tradistinguished from  temporary  re- 

,  pairs,  by  using,  ai^h^lt  pavingkrthat 
after  an  investigation  of  the  subject 
the  city  had  appropriated  money  for 
asphalt  paving,  and  that  a  consider- 
able amount  of  that  paving  was  laid, 
proving  to  be  satisfactory,  constitute 
.evidence  showing  that  work  of  that 
^character  upon  the  streets  was  in- 
cluded in  the  title  to  the  joint  resolu- 
tion of  1904,  and  in  the  body  thereof. 
That  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
city  council  can  admit  of  little  doubt 
under  the  circumstances,  while  such 
a  purpose  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  language  used.  It  is,  therefore, 
unnecessary  to  inquire  whether  other 
highway  improvements  might  not  be 
.  called  'permanent^' " 

In  State  ex  rel.  Broadwater  v.  Sie- 
bert  (1889)  99  Mo.  122,  12  S.  W.  348, 
it  was  held  that  a  reappropriation  of 
an  unexpended  balance  of  a  former 
appropriation  is  on  the  same  footing 
as  the  original  appropriation  as  to 
the  necessity  of  stating  the  object 
for  which  the  reappropriation  is 
made.  The  court  said;  "That  quee- 
tion  must  be  determined  by  the  terms 
of  the  act  of  reappropriation,  and  re- 
sort cannot  be  had  to  the  first  act 


AJ^lfP^APPROPRIATJON  3ILIr-«PBCIFieATI0N  OP  PURPOSE.        M8 


for  that  purpose.  By  the  terms  of 
the  reappropriation  in^^hui  cas€^-  tjiev 
object  stated  is  'to  pay  the  balance  ^ 
due  under  the  contract  made  for. the* 
enlargement  of  the  capitol  building.^ 
When  this  reapnropriation  was  made, 
there  was  '  Aotfilnlj:*  due  *^lre  relator' 
upon  any  contract  for  the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  capitol  building,  nor  had 
there  been  any  contract  whatever 
made  with  himbytlie  edumisdiofiers.' 
Goncediiqr  that»  uncter  the  act  making 
the  original  approprtation,  the  com-  ; 
jCQji36ionera  had.. authority  to  contract 
^or  the  services  for  which  they  ap- 
proved relator's  accpunt^  they  di4  i» 
not  so  contract  until '  after  the  time' 
)^dre]#p|kQ4  within;  v^hicK  he  amid 
have  been  paid,  by  virtue  of  such 
original  appropriation.  And  the 
tentn  of  the  reappr^'Hation  limit 
tile  pa3rment  to  such  balance  as  may 
be  due  under  the  contract,  i.  e.,  un- 
der the*  contract  madid  before  the 
passage  bf  the  act  of  reappropriatiofi 
upon  which  a  balance  was  or  might 
become  due.  By  no  proper  construc- 
tion .can  relator's  claim,  under  an 
original  contract  made  after  the  act^ 
be  brought  .within  the  terms  of  the 
reappropriation,  ahd,  there  being  no 
fund  upM  which  the  auditor  was 
authorized  by  law  to  draw  a  warrant, 
thcf  periiniptOTy  writ  prayed  for  will 
be  refuc^ed.^ 

Whil^  not  precisely  in  point,   for 
the^  feaaoii  that  the  particularity  o^ 
the     specification     related     to     the 
amount  of  money  appropriated,  and., 
not  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  ap- 
propriated,  the   cases   of   Fergus   v. 
Bussel  (1915)  270  111.  332,  110  N.  £. 
142,    Ann.    Cas.     1916B,    1120,    and  , 
Engstad  v.  Dinnie  (1898)  8  N.  D.  1,  [ 
76  N.   W.   292,  bear  collaterally   on* 
the  subject  under  annotation.     Fer- 
gus V,  Russel  (111.)  supra,  arose  un-" 
der  the  provision  of  the  Illinois  Con- 
stitution heretofore  quoted.     It  was 
held   that   an    item   which   failed   to 
appropriate  a  definite  sum  of  money 
was  invalid.    To  the  same  effect,  see 
Engstad    v.    Dinnie    (N.    D.)    supra, 
wherein,  the   court  stated   the   facts 
and  its  conclusion   as  follows:     "A 
careful  reading  of  the  enactment  of 
December  19th  reveals  the  important 


fact  that  the  same  nowhere  under- 
takes to  iqpprDpriate  any  specific  sum 
or  amount  as  an  expenditure  for  an 
electric. light  improvement  for  the 
city  of  Grand  Forks.  Its  terms  war- 
rant the  expenditure, .  of  i;o  sum  or 
amount  Whfch  is  stated  'or  made 
definite.  The  law  requires  not  only 
that  '  an  annual  appropriation  bill 
shall  'specifjr*  the  purposes  for  whipb 
the  appropriation  is  made,  but  it 
must  go  further  and  specify  'the 
amount  appropriated  for  each  pur- 
pose.' Rev.  Cloded,  |  2262.  The 
me^isure  we  are  considering,  adopted 
December  18th,  assun^ed  to  appro- 
priate $50,000  out  of  the  general 
fund  of  the  city  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  salaries  and  the  incidental 
expenses  of  the  city  gbvernment, 
including  the  payment  of  clt|sr 
orders;,  and  also,  incidentally,  for 
the  purpose  of  'defraying  the  ex- 
pense of  erecting  and  completing 
and  installing  an  electric  light  plant 
for  said  city,  and  the  operating  eKr 
pensea  of  the  &ame  during  said  fiscal 
year.'  From  this  language  it  appears 
that,  while  the /city  council  attempted 
to  appropriate  a  gross  amount  *(|50,- 
000)  itom  the  general  fund  of  the 
city  for  certain  purposes  mentioned, 
it  doe»  not  irp^ify  the  ^ntn  or 
amount  which  each  or  either  purpose 
is  to  receive.'*  From  this  language  it 
is  tmpiossible  to  determine  how  much 
of  this  appropriation  may  be  expend- 
ed for  any  one  purpose  named  in  ihe 
enactment.  We  are  far  from  holding 
that,  in  an  appropriation  out  of  the 
general  -fund  of  a  city  to  meet  the 
ordinary  expenses  i;icident  to  carry*- 
ing  on  the  city  government,  each  item 
of  expense  must  be  anticipated,  and 
stated  in  dollars  and  cents  in  the  ap- 
propriation bill.  No  such  rigid  and 
fanciful  requirement  as  that  sug- 
gested is  made  by  the  law,  and  we 
certainly  shall  not  attempt  to  read 
into  th^  statute  by  construction  any 
such  embarrassing  rule.  But  a 
costly  improvement  such  as  that 
contemplated  in  the  contracts  in 
question  does  not  fall  within  the  or- 
dinary operating  expenses  of  a  city 
organized  under  the  Code." 

A.  S.  M. 
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T.  W.  MARTIN,  Plir.  in  Err^ 
C.  W.  HEMPHILL. 
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(—  Ter.  — ,  237  S.  W.  650.) 

Eyidence  —  parol  to  show  status  of  persmi  signing  eontnct. 

1.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  contract,  con- 
firmation of  which  was  signed  in  a  firm  name  ''by''  an  individual,  bat 
which  confirmation  did  not  purport  to  include  the  whole  contract,  to  show 
that  the  individual  was  the  sole  member  of  the  firm. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  992.] 


—  parol  to  vary  writing. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  accident, 
or  mistake  oral  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible to  contradict  or  vary  the  terms  of 
a  written  contract. 

[See  10  R.  G.  L.  1016 ;  2  R.  G.  L.  Supp. 
1139.] 

—  contract  only  partly  in  writing. 

8.  Where  a  writing  represents  only  a 
part  of  a  contract,  the  other  parts  be- 
ing expressed  orally,  those  parts  of 
the  contract  not  reduced  to  writing 
which  are  consistent  with  the  writing 
may  be  shown. 

[See  10  R.  G.  L.  1030;  2  R.  G.  L. 
Supp.  1142.] 

Name  —  right  to  Bdapt  business  name* 

4.  An  individual  may,  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  prohibition,  adopt  any 
name  he  chooses  under  which  to  carry 
on  business. 

[See  19  R.  C.  L.  1833.] 


Contract  —  signature  —  flm  name  by 
individnaL 

5.  A  signature  afllzed  to  a  contract 
of  a  firm  name  "by^  the  name  of  an 
individual  does  not  show  that  the  in- 
dividual  signed  as  agent  for  the  firm, 
rather  than  as  the  firm  itself. 

Partnership  —  character  —  status. 

6.  A  partnership  at  common  law  is 
not  a  legal  entity,  but  only  a  contrac- 
tual status,  and  before  a  suit  can  be 
filed  by  or  against  it  the  membership 
of  the  firm  must  be  shown. 

[See  20  R.  G.  L.  806,  920,  986;  8  R. 
G.  L.  Supp.  1108,  1111.] 

Bank  *--  authority  of  president  —  con- 
tract fmr  cotton. 

7.  The  president  of  a  state  bank  has 
no  implied  authority  to  bind  it  by  a 
contract  for  the  purchase,  of  cptton. 

[See  notes  in  1  A.L.R.  693;  9  A.L.R. 
1146.] 


Error  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  for  the  Third  Supreme  Judicial 
District  to  review  a  judgment  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
for  Coleman  County  (Woodward,  J.)  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  certain  contracts  for  the  sale 
of  cotton.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Snodgrass^  Dilnrell,  &  Snod-  Heffron  v.  Pollard,  78  Tex.  96,  16 
grass,  for  plaintiff  in  error:  Ahl  St.  Rep.  764,  11  S.  W.  165;  Tins- 


The  court  erred  in  holding  that  to 
permit  plaintiff  to  prove  by  oral  tes- 
timony that  he  was  the  sole  constituent 
member  of  the  firm,  and  the  only  per- 
son doing  business  under  the  name  of 
McDonald  Brothers,  would  be  to  vary 
and  contradict  the  terms  of  the  written 
contracts  of  Confirmation  offered  in 
evidence. 


ley  V.  DowelU  87  Tex.  28,  26  S.  W. 
946;  Hunter  v.  Adoue,  88  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  542,  86  S.  W.  622;  29  Gyc.  270, 
419,  420.  ' 

At  common  law  a  partnership  is  not 
a  legal  entity,  but  only  a  contractual 
status. 

Glasscock  v.  Price,  92  Tex.  271, 47  S. 


;MARTIN  i^. 

(—  Te».  — , 

W,  966;  Houghton  ▼.  Puryear,  —  T«, 
Civ.  App.  — ,  30  S.  W.  583, 
Mr.  W.  Marcus  Weatherred,  for  da* 

fendant  in  error: 

Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
vary  or  contradict  the  terms  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument. 

Heffron  v.  Pollard,  73  Tex.  96,  15 
Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  11  S.  W.  165. 

A  state  bank  cannot  engage  in  the 
buying  and  selling  of  cotton. 

Commercial  Nat  Bank  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  97  Tex.  536,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
879,  80  S.  W.  601 ;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  99  Tex.  118,  87 
S.  W.  1032;  Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  48  Tex,  Civ.  App.  301, 
106  S.  W.  782 ;  Commercial  Nat.  Bank 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  97  Tex.  686,  104 
Am.  St.  Rep.  879,  80  S.  W.  601. 

Powell,  J.,  filed  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

The  court  of  civil  appeals  gives 
us  the  benefit  of  a  clear  and  accu- 
rate statement  of  this  case,  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Appellant  filed  this  suit  against 
the  appellees,  C.  W.  Hemphill  and 
the  Central  State  Bank  of  Coleman, 
a  state  banking  corporation,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  breach  of  cer- 
tain contracts  for  the  sale  of  cotton 
by  appellees  to  appellant.  The  ap* 
pellees  filed  separate  answers,  and 
the  trial  court  sustained  exceptions 
of  the  appellee  Central  State  Bank, 
which  eliminated  that  defendant 
from  the  suit. 

**The  case  was  tried  before  a  jury, 
and  the  court  peremptorily  instruct- 
ed a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  remain- 
ing defendant^  C.  W.  Hemphill. 
Judgment  was  rendered  upon  the 
verdict  for  such  defendant,  from 
which  this  appeal  has  resulted. 

"Appellant's,  cause  of  action  was 
based  upon  certain  contracts  for  the 
purchase  of  cotton  made  at  different 
dates  during  the  month  of  Septem- 
ber, 1917,  which  contracts  were 
each  evidenced  by  written  confirma- 
tions. The  confirmations  were 
signed  with  the  printed  name,  Mc- 
Donald Brothers,  by  T.  W.  Martin, 
the  latter  name  being  written.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  confirmations 
were  each  delivered  to  C.  W.  Hemp- 
ill  and  accepted  by  him ;  and  that, 


HBMPHILL  985 

at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
contracts  and  the  issuing  bf  the  con- 
firmationfi^  appellant  was  engage 
in  the  business  of  l>uying  and  selling 
cotton  in  the  town  of  Coleman,  in 
Coleman  county,  Texas,  for  himself, 
but  was  transacting  business  under 
the  name  of  McDonald  Brothers. 
It  viras  further  alleged  that  these 
facts  were  well  known  to  the  de- 
fendant C.  W.  Hemphill.  These  al- 
legations were  denied^  both  general- 
ly and  specially. 

"Appellant  offered  to  prove  the 
facts  as  alleged,  but,  upon  objection 
by  the  appdiee  Hemphill  that  the 
proof  tendered  was  an  attempt  to 
vary  and  contradict  by  parol  the 
terms  of  veritten  contracts,  the  court 
excluded  such  testimony. 

"The  bill  of  exceptions  upon  this 
point  shows  that  appellant  testified, 
in  substance,  that  he  resided  in  Cole- 
man, Coleman  county,  Texas,  dur- 
ing the  cotton  season  of  1917-18, 
and  had  been  following  the  business 
of  buying  and  selling  cotton  for 
fifteen  or  twenty  years,  sometimes 
buying  for  himself  and  sometimes 
for  other  people.  That,  during  the 
cotton  season  of  1916,  he  was  en- 
gaged in  buying  cotton  at  Sweet- 
water, Texas,  for  McDonald  Broth- 
ers, of  that  place.  That  during  the 
season  of  1917  and  1918  he  was  en- 
gaged in  bosring  and  selling  cotton 
at  Coleman. 

"When  it  was  attempted  to  show 
the  manner  and  name  in  which  he 
did  business  during  the  season  of 
1917,  objection  was  made,  and  the 
jury  was  retired.  During  the  re- 
tirement of  the  jury,  appellant  tes- 
tified that  he  did  business  at  Cole- 
man during  1917,  under  the  name 
of  McDonald  Brothers,  and  that  he 
was  the  sole  constituent  member  of 
such  firm.  He  testified  that  he  made 
the  purchases  in  question  from  ap- 
pellee C.  W.  Hemphill,  and  that  in 
each  instance  he  issued  a  written 
confirmation,  which  correctly  stated 
the  date,  the  amount,  and  the  price 
and  terms  of  the  contract.  The  first 
confirmation  is  typical  of  all,  and 
is  as  follows: 
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''Coienian,  Sept  8,  1917.  Under    the    name    of    ''McDonald 

"G.  W.  Hemphill,  Dear  air>-We  beg  Brothers,"  the  defendant  objected 

to  confirm  herewith  purchase  Iran  you  m  ^n  the  ground  that  the  written  con- 

iftft  R^'r  .f  1QZ  p/M  firmation,  by  the  naanner  of  its  sig- 

'''^k?renl^^^^^^^  hature,  showed  that  T.  W   Martin 

Good  middling  .,|..  On  ^a^  not  Signing  as  an  indmdualj 

St.    middling  ..J..  On  »«*    ^s    the    agent    of    McDonald 

Middling Brothers,  and  that  Martin  should 

st.iowmiddrg..i..  Off  not  be  permitted  to  vary  tiie  le^ 

Low  middling  .  .ic. .  Off  meaning  and  effect  of  the  signature 

St.goodordin'y  •••-*  Off                     ^  and  of  the  written  instrument,  by 

Spots  . .  • .  * Off  same  grade  white  parol  testimony  that  he  was  acting 

Terms:  Oct.  16th.    Reimbursement  E.  ^^^^.^  ^j^j^ij  objections  were  by  the 

'  Mv                j^t  court  sustained  under  the  decision 

**Yours  very  truly,  y^^x*,  w»*ov«*.«^5x*   w*.**^*    Tzjr  J:'^^"*!^;' 

"McDonald  Bros.,  <>'  Heffron  Y.  Pollard,  78  Tex.  96. 

^  T.  w.  Hi«..  1|^  Am.  St  R.P.  ,«,  11   a  w. 

'It  was  also  testified  by  appellant  'The  principal  questions  upon 
that  he  had  previously  had  a  con-  this  appeal  are  whether  the  trial 
versation  with  Hemphill,  concern-  court  correctly  interpreted  the  con- 
ing the  use  of  the  name  of  McDonald  tracts  as  not  binding  appellant  as 
Brothers  in  the  contracts.  The  principal,  but  as  showing  that  he 
substance  of  this  testimony  was  that  executed  the  confirmation  as  the 
local  merchants  had  run  a  garnish-  agent  of  McDonald  Brothers;  and 
ment  against  appellant's  bank  ac-  whether  the  court  correctly  held 
count,  and  that  he  suggested  run-  that  appellant  should  not  be  permit- 
ning  the  cotton  account  in  the  name  ted  to  vary  the  legal  meaning  and 
of  McDonald  Brothers,  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  signature  and  of  the 
garnishment  of  his  funds,  to  which  written  instruments,  by  parol  testi- 
Hemphill  assented.  mony  that  he  was  acting  for  himself 

''Appellant    also    testified    that  in  signiujg  the  same* 

Hemphill  never  delivered  the  cotton  "It  is  in  substance  the  contention 

upon  any  of  these  contracts,  but  re*  of  appellee^  that  the  contiracts  were 

quested  an  extension  of  time,   to  plain  and  unambiguous,  and. showed 

which  he  consented,  provided  Hemp-  upon  their  face  that  i^ppellant  did 

hill  would  pay  any  overdrafts  ere-  not  execute  the  same  for  himself  and 

ated  by  the. purchase  of  other  cotton  lis  an  individual,  but  in  tibe  capacity 

to  fill  the  contracts,.     It  was  not  as  agent  for  McDonald  Brothers, 

claimed  that  there  was  any  definite  and  that,  therefore,  parol  evidence 

period  of  extension.  would  be  inadmissible  to  vary  the 

"As   stated,   the   court  excluded  meaning  and  legal  effect  of  the  in- 

this  testimony,  and  in  the  bill  of  ex-  struments. 

ceptions  qualified  the  same  as  fol-  "Upon    the    other    hand,    it    is 

lows :  claimed  by  appellant  that  the  print- 

"  'This  suit  was  brought  by  T#  W.  ed  signature  of  the  name  McDonald 
Martin  on  written  confirmation  Brothers,  not  revealing  whether  il 
signed  "McDonald  Bros.,  by  T.  was  a  corporation  or  partnership, 
W.  Martin,"  T.  W.  Martin  having  and,  if  a  partnership,  not  disclosing 
testified  that  during  the  season  of  the  constituent  members  of  the  firm, 
1916  he  bought  cotton  for  and  rep-  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to 
resented  McDonald  Brothers,  which  show  who  was  transacting  business 
was  a  cotton  firm  engaged  in  buying  in  that  name ;  and  that  such  testi- 
and  selling  cotton.  When  he  sought  mony  would  not  be  contradictory, 
to  testify  that  in  the  confirmations  but  explanatory  of  the  written  in- 
issued  he  was  not  acting  for  Mc^  strument* 
Donald  Brothers,  but  for  himself  .  "Both  parties  rely  upon  the  ease 
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of  Heffroa  v.  Pollard^  supra,  upon 
the  authority  of  which  the  trial 
court  based  his  rulin^r  in  excluding 
the  proffered  testimony,  and  in 
peremptorily  instructing  for  appel- 
lee Hemphill/' 

The  court  of  civil  appeals,  also  re* 
lying  upon  the  case  of  Heffron  v. 
Pollard,  supra,  concluded  that  the 
trial  court  properly  excluded  the 
testimony  in  question  and  affirmed 
its  judgment.'  See  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  221  S.  W-  333. 

The  controlling  question  before 
us  is  whether  or  not  the  court  of 
civil  appeals  correctly  held  that 
Martin  should  not  have  been  per- 
mitted to  prove  that  he  was  the  sole 
member  of  the  firm  of  ^'McDonald 
Brothers.''  We  think  the  court 
„  ^^  ,     erred  in  so  holding, 

?o^S«w*S7lSE?*  and  that  such  testi- 
?n/crat^et^*     niony   should   have 

be^  admitted  by 
the  trial  court.  We  do  not  think 
that  proof  would  have  revised  the 
written  confirmations.  If  not^  it 
was  clearly  admissible. 

It  is  elementary  that,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake, 

oral  evidence  is  not 
W?ui2«?*  ^*^  admissible  to  con- 
tradict or  vary  the 
terms  of  a  written  instrument. 
Many  Texas  authorities  in  this  con- 
nection are  collated  in  case  of  Harp- 
er V.  Lott  Town  &  Improv.  Co.  — 
Tex.  Com.  App.  — ,  228  S.  W.  188. 
That  the  court  in  the  case  of  Hef- 
fron V.  Pollard,  supra,  had  this  rule 
of  evidence  in  mind  is  quite  clear. 
This  can  be  gathered  from  several 
sections  of  that  opinion  as  follows : 

(1)  "As  to  the  legal  effect  of  this 
contract  upon  its  face  there  can  be 
no  doubt.  It  discloses  the  names 
and  relation  of  all  the  parties  con- 
nected with  it.  It  binds  Fry,  the 
principal,  and  does  not  bind  Heffron, 
the  agent.  If  it  had  said  in  express 
terms  that  Fry  was'  bound  by  the 
contract,  and  Heffron  not,  the  mean- 
ing in  the  light  of  the  law  would  not 
have  been  more  unmistakable.  Can 
Heffron  be  held  liable  upon  this 
written  agreement?  Is  it  permis- 
sible in  onier  to  bind  him  to  show 


by  parol  testimony  an  intention  ex- 
actly contrary  to  that  expressed  on 
the  face  of  the  writing,  namely, 
that  Heffron  was  bound  by  it  and 
that  Fry  was  not  bound?  In  our 
opinion  this  cannot  be  done  without 
violating  a  cardinal  rule  of  evi- 
dence." 

(2)  "In  the  present  case,  also,  the 
name  is  not  a  fictitious  one.  It  is 
the  name  of  a  real  person.  But  the 
contract  purports  to  bind  him  alone, 
and  upon  its  face  is  inconsistent 
with  the  idea  that  the  defendant,  in 
signing  it,  may  have  intended  to 
use  it  for  his  own  business  name.'' 

(8)  "The  intention  of  the  parties 
to  a  written  contract  must  be  de- 
rived from  the  writing  itself  when 
its  meaning  is  clear.  Can  it  be  said 
that  the  admission  of  parol  evidence 
to  show  that  the  contract  before  us 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  defend- 
ant [Heffron],  and  was  intended  to 
bind  him,  does  not  violate  this  rule  ? 
We  think  not.  The  contract  clear- 
ly shows  the  relation  of  all  the  par- 
ties to  it,  who  was  to  be  bound  and 
who  was  not  to  be  bound,  and  its 
legal  effect  cannot  be  varied  by  such 
evidence." 

But  there  is  another  rule  of  the 
law  of  evidence  which  is  equally  ele- 
mentary. It  has  been  stated  for  the 
supreme  court  of  Texas  by  Justice 
Williams  in  the  case  of  Coverdill  v. 
Seymour,  94  Tex.  1,  57  S.  W.  37,  as 
follows :  "It  is  sometimes  the  case 
that  the  writing  represents  only  a 

part  of  the  contract,  ^^ntr^^tomr 
the      other      parts  partly  tn 
being  expressed  ^"*->^- 
orally,   and,    in   such   cases,    these 
parts  not  reduced  to  writing,  which 
are    consistent    with   the    writing, 
may  be  shown.'* 

We  think  this  is  the  rule  applica- 
ble to  the  case  at  bar,  and  under 
which  the  proffered  testimony  was 
admissible. 

In  the  case  of  Heffron  v.  Pollard, 
supra,  the  written  contract  in  sev- 
eral instances,  in  its  very  body, 
bound  one  John  W.  Fry  a  real  per- 
son. He  was  fully  and  completely 
identified  repeatedly.  The  contract 
was  complete"  in  itself  in  every  de- 
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tail.  It  nowhere,  .mentioned  Hef* 
f  ron  as  being  bound.  In  signing  the 
contract,  Heffron  executed  it  for 
John  W.  Fry  in  this  language: 
"John  W.  Fry,  per  Heffron.'* 
Fry  was  a  legal  entity.  He  could 
sue  and  be  sued.  No  explanation  as 
to  his  identity  was  required.  As 
said  by  the  court  in  this  case,  the 
contract  itself  was  just  as  clear  as 
if  it  had  expressly  provided  that 
Heffron  was  not  to  be  bound.  So^ 
in  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  written  con- 
firmation had  expressly  provided 
that  Martin  was  not  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  "McDonald  Brothers," 
then  the  testimony  in  question  would 
have  varied  the  contract  and  would 
not  have  been  admissible.  But, 
what  do  we  find  to  be  the  facts  in 
the  instant  case  upon  this  point  ? 

The  confirmation  in  suit  was  es- 
sentially an  incomplete  sti&tement  of 
the  contract.  It  did  not  even  pre- 
tend to  reflect  the  entire  agreement 
between  the  parties.  It  was  not 
even  signed  by  Hemphill.  All  the 
parties  to  the  suit  in  their  pleadings 
set  up  many  things  outside  the  con- 
tents of  the  confirmations.  In  so 
far  as  they  were  not  inconsistent 
with  the  latter  they  were  admissible 
in  evidence.  Hemphill  said  it  was 
understood  that  he  was  acting  for 
another  man,  and  was  not  to  be 
bound  personally ;  that  if  he  accept- 
ed the  contract  at  all,  it  was  only  in 
that  limited  manner.  There  were 
many  other  parts  of  the  contract  not 
covered  by  the  written  confirma- 
tions. 

It  will  be  conceded  that  Martin 
had  the  right  to  assume  the  trade- 

^.   . .  - .  .^     name  of  "McDonald 

ndopt  business  Brothers,  or  any 
"*"*•  other  name.    In  this 

connection,  we  quote  as  follows  from 
29  Cyc.  p.  270 :  "Without  abandon- 
ing his  real  name,  a  person  may 
adopt  any  name,  style,  or  signature 
wholly  different  from  his  own  name, 
by  which  he  may  transact  business, 
execute  contracts,  issue  negotiable 
paper,  and  sue  or  be  sued.  Such 
assumed  or  fictitious  name  may  be 
either  a  purely  artificial  name,  or 


a  name  that  is  or  may  be  applied 
to  natural  persons.'' 

The  tradename  "McDonald 
Brothers"  does  not  necessarily  im- 
ply that  two  or  more  persons  1^.  the 
name  of  McDonald  are  doing  busi- 
ness under  that  name,  or  that  the 
firm  includes  anyone  by  the  name 
of  McDonald.  In  fact,  a  tradename 
used  by  a  partnership  firm  does  not, 
prima  facie,  conclusively  prove  any- 
thing as  to  its  constituent  members. 
In  this  connection,  we  quote  as  fol- 
lows from  80  Cyc.  pp.  419,  420: 
"At  conmion  law  a  partnership  may 
be  validly  organized,  witiiout  any 
provision  in  the  agreement  as  to  the 
name  under  which  it  is  to  do  busi- 
ness. When  a  firm  name  is  fixed  up- 
on it  may  be  the  full  individual  name 
of  any  partner ;  the  surnames  of  all 
the  partners ;  or  the  surname  of  one 
or  more  of  the  members  with  the  ad- 
dition of  '&  Co.;'  or  it  may  consist 
of  individual  names  wholly  distinct 
from  the  names  of  any  of  the  mem- 
bers; or  it  may  be  a  name  purely 
fanciful.  .  .  .  Partnership  eon- 
tracts  are  perfectly  valid  ^^en 
made  in  the  firm  name,  even  though 
such  name  does  not  contain  the 
names  of  any  of  the  partners.'' 

Our  supreme  court  has  recognized 
the  above  rules  laid  down  by  Cyc. 
In  the  very  case  of  Heffron  v.  Pol- 
lard, supra,  the  court  says:  "We 
understand  the  law  to  be  tiiat  when 
a  party,  for  the  purpose  of  transact- 
ing business,  adopts  an  assumed 
name,  whether  it  be  fictitious  or  the 
name  of  another,  he  is  bound  by 
a  contract  made  in  that  name." 

Upon  this  very  point,  the  court 
of  civil  appeals  is  in  accord,  in  the 
instant  case,  with  the  principles  of 
law  now  under  discussion.  That 
court  in  this  very  case  says:  "It 
must  be  conceded  that  it  is  usually 
permissible  for  a  person  to  assume 
a  fictitious  or  artificial  business 
name,  or  even  the  real  names  of 
other  natural  persons,  in  the  mak- 
ing of  contracts,  and,  where  the  con- 
tract is  not  inconsistent  with  such 
theory,  a  recovery  may  be  had  by 
the  person  really  contracting  under 
the  assumed  name." 
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It  is  quite  dear. that  Martin  had 
the  right  to  do  business  under  th^ 
tradename  of  '^McDonald  Brother^.'' 
fie  alleged  that  he  was  so  doing  busi*- 
ness;  that  he  and  Hemphill  agreed 
it  was  best  to  do  so,  and  because  of 
Martin's .  financial  condition.  The 
allegations  of  the  pleadings  set  up 
the  whole  agreement  and  contract 
between  the  parties.  The  written 
confirmations  were  silent  on  many 
of  these  points.  One  of  the  incom*- 
plete  portions  of  the  confirmations 
is  the  composition  of  the  fitm  of 
McDonald  Brothers.  The  firm 
name  appears  but  once  in  any  part 
of  the  writing,  and  that  is  at  the 
very  end  thereof;  It  appears  thus: 
"'McDonald  Brothers,  by  T.  W.  Mar- 
tin." The  court  of  civil '  appeals 
says  that  the  confirmation  itself 
clearly  shows  that  Martin  signed  as 
agent  of  the  firm.    We  cannot  agree 

with  this  holding. 
We  have  tried  in 
vain  to  follow  that 
line  of  reasoning. 
Certainly,  no.  agency  is  expressly 
shown.  If  he  had  signed  it  by  "T. 
W.  Martin,  Agent,"  then  it  would 
have  clearly  appeared  that  he  was 
so  acting,  or  if  he  had  signed  it  by 
'*T.  W.  Martin,  Member  of  Firm," 
the  intention  would  have  been  equal* 
ly  clear.  But  he  did  neither  of 
these  things.  He  only  signed  his 
name.  It  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that  firm  names  are  fre- 
quently signed  by  member^  of  the 
firm.  When  the  firm  name  is  print* 
ed,  the  name  of  someone  authorized 
to  sign  for  the  firm  is  necessary,  in 
order  to  attest  the  authenticity  of 
the  firm's  signature.  In  0U;r  com- 
mon experience,  we  know  almost 
daily  of  instances  where  firm  names 
are  signed  and  then  followed  by  the 
name  of  someone  else  who  was  a 
member  of  that  firpi.  The  signa^ 
ture  shows,  in  such  cases,  that  the 
firm's  name  was  signed  by  this 
member  of  the  firm.  Yet  it  iB  sel- 
dom stated  that  he  is  a  member  of 
the  firm*  Martin^  as  the-  scde  memr 
ber  ot  the  firm,  could  have  signed 
this  instrument  just  as  he  did.  It 
was  hotdiiconsistent  with  his.  con^ 
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tention  as  pleaded;  Certainly  there 
should  be  no  presumption  of  mere 
agency,  when  one  does  not  expressly 
sign  as  a^ent^and  especially  when 
the  written  mstrument  itself  no- 
where states  aiqrthing  which,  even 
by  implication;  a  shows  any  ^  such 
agency.  i 

'  It  is  clear  to  us  that  the  confirma- 
tions shed  absolutely  no  light  upon 
the  composition  of  1^  firm  of  ^*Mc- 
Donald  Brothers,"  but  leave  the 
whole  matter  open  as  the  subject 
of  parol  proitf;  As  we  view  it, 
proof  that  Martin  was  either  agent 
or  sole  member  of  the  firm  would  be 
consistent  with  the  .writteA'  confir- 
malionis. 

Really,  parol  proof  would  be  ab- 
solutely necessary  in  this  case  be- 
fore McDonald  Brothers  could  sue 
or  be  sued.  A  partnership,  at  com*- 
mon  law,  is  not  a  legal  entity,  but 
only  a  contractual  status.  See 
Glasscock  v.  Price,  92  Tex.  271,  47 
S.  W.  965;  Houghton  v.  Puryear, 

10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  388,  30  S.  W. 
583.    Before  a  suit  could  hate  been 
filed  by  or  against  McDonald  Broth- 
ers, it  would  have  p„t«er.Mp- 
been    necessary    to  cii«ract©r- 

allege  the  member-  "***"•• 
ship  of  said  firm.  Proof  showing 
its  membership  would  have  been 
explanatory  and  not  contradictory 
thereof.  This  was  necessarily  '  an 
open  question  in  the  case  at  bar, 
and,  as  we  view  it,  the  evidence  was 
clearly  admissible.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  case  of  Heffron  v«  Pol- 
lard, 73  Tex.  96, 15  Am.  St.  Rep.  764, 

11  S.  W.  165,  John  W.  Fry  was  one 
man,  an  individual,  a  legal  entity, 
and  no  further  light  was  necessary 
in  his  identification. 

McDonald  Brothers  is  really,  in 
the  case  at  bar,  a  fictitious  trade- 
name. It  i3  true  there  are  McDon- 
alds at  Sweetwater.  There  are  per- 
haps other  McDonalds  in  every 
county  in  Texas.  But,  in  the  in- 
stant case,  it  was  a  fictitious  name, 
adopted  by  Martin  and  Hemphill 
imder  a  mutual  agreement,  accord- 
ing to  the  pleadings.  ,  It  is. for  the 
jury  to'  pass  upon  the  truthfulness 
of   Martin's   allegations.'  ..Ifi  they 
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are  true,  then,  if  the  proffered  tee- 
timony  in  support  thereof  is  exclud- 
ed, this  rule  of  evidence  becomes 
the  instrument  and  vehicle  of  a 
grave  injustice  in  defeating  con- 
tractual obligations  honestly  as- 
sumed.. The  nrm  name  of  ''McDon- 
ald Brothers''  did  not  reveal  who 
constituted  sudi  firm.  Therefore 
parol  testimony  was  admissible  to 
show  who  was  transacting  busi*- 
ness  at  that  time  and  place  under 
that  name.  As  already  stated,  such 
testimony  would  not  be  contradict 
tory  of  the  written  confirmation, 
but  merely  explanatory  thereof. 

We  think  if  the  supreme  court 
which  decided  the  case  of  Heffron 
V.  Pollard,  supra,  had  had  the  facts 
of  the  instant  case  under  considera- 
tion, it  would  have  admitted  the 
proffered  testimony  in  evidence. 
We  feel  justified  in  this  assertion 
in  view  of  the  following  quotation 
from  the  opinion  in  the  above  cause 
last  referred  to:  ''If  the  contract 
had  been  signed  in  the  name  of  Fry 
only,  it  would  have  been  proper  to 
have  permitted  it  to  be  read  to  the 
jury  upon  proof  that  defendant 
[Heffron]  signed  it,  that  the  con- 
tract was  made  for  his  benefit,  and 
that  he  assumed  the  name  of  Fry 
as  his  business  name  in  the  transac- 
tion." 

If  the  contract  had  been  so  signed, 
the  writing,  on  its  face,  would  cer- 
tainly have  bound  no  one  but  Fry. 
Heffron's  name  would  have  ap- 
peared nowhere  in  the  written  con- 
tract. Under  those  circumstances, 
the  court  in  that  case  says  that  Heff- 
ron would  have  been  permitted  to 
explain  the  contract  by  stating  that 
he  used  Fry's  name  as  a  business 
name,  and  that  he  (Heffron)  was 
the  real  party  at  interest.  It  seems 
to  us  that  if  such  an  explanation  be 
permissible,  then  there  could  be  no 
serious  doubt  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  testimony  by  Martin,  explaining 
that  he  was  the  constituent  member 
of  the  firm  of  McDonald  Brothers. 
Certainly  one  would  be  as  much  an 
explanation  as  the  other,  and  nei- 
ther apparentiy  any  more  a  varia- 
tion of  a  written  contract  than  the 


other.  In  one  case,  Heffron  woidd 
be  explaining  his  use  of  the  name 
of  another  individual,  entirely  un- 
like his  own;  in  the  other,  Martin 
would  be  explaining  his  use  of  a 
partnership^  or  firm  tradename,  en- 
tirely foreign  to  his  own. 

As  we  construe  the  decision  in 
Heffron  v.  Pollard,  supra,  the  court 
there  found  that  John  W.  Fry's 
name  was  used  repeatedly  in  the 
very  body  of  the  contract;  that  his 
name  was  signed  to  the  contract 
"per  Heffron ;"  that  John  W.  Fry, 
prima  facie,  means  John  W.  Fry,  a 
definite  description  of  a  given  in- 
dividual; that  no  explanation  was 
necessary  to  his  complete  id^itifica^ 
tion;  that  when  Heffron  signed 
"John  W.  Fry,  per  Heffron,"  it 
showed  conclusively  that  Fry  was 
the  principal,  whose  name  was  being 
signed  by  his  agent,  Heffron,  other*^ 
wise  Heffron  would  have  either 
signed  bis  own  name  only  after  hav- 
ing aho  used  it  in  the  body  of  the 
contract,  or  would  have  been  con- 
sistent all  the  way,  and  used  only 
the  name  of  John  W.  Fry  through- 
out the  contract.  In  other  words, 
the  court  held  in  Heffron  v.  Pollard 
that  when  the  name  of  one  individ- 
ual is  signed  by  another  individual, 
and  the  Tatter's  name  is  also  signed 
to  the  contract,  the  latter  is,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  merely  the  agent  of 
the  former,  and  proof  to  the  con- 
trary is  not  admissible. 

But  the  use  of  an  indefinite  firm 
or  partnership  name  is  a  vastiy  dif- 
ferent proposition,  as  we  view  it; 
"McDonald  Brothers"  does  not  iden- 
tify a  soul.  It  might  be  used  by 
any  man,  or  set  of  men.  It,  prima 
facie,  conveys  no  meaning;  when 
its  name,  in  printed  form,  is  signed 
to  a  contract,  it  is  the  usual  custom 
for  someone  to  attest  the  signature ; 
that  is  done  by  a  member  of  the  firm 
as  often  as  by  a  mere  agent;  the 
signing  of  the  firm  name  by  a  mem- 
ber of  the  firm  cannot  be  inconsist- 
ent with  his  membership  therein; 
evidence  explaining  the  constituency 
of  the  firm  and  his  membership 
therein  is  certainly  not  only  admis- 
sible, but  generally  essential.   Wh^i 
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a  finn  name  is  fAgned  by  an  indi^- 
viduali  with  nothing  in  the  contract 
anywhere  to  show  whether  the  lajU 
ter  is  an  agent  or  member  of  the 
firm»  the  signer  is  just  as  likely  to 
be  the  one  as  the  other ;  we  are  in- 
dined  to  think  tiie  law  makes  no 
presumptions,  and  we  are  certiiin 
It  carries  no  conclusive  presump- 
tion; his  status  is  subject  to  proof. 
We  thiiik  what  we  have  said  suffl* 
eiently  disposeik  of  the  Issue  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  the  testimony 
in  question.  But' counsel  for  Mar- 
tin, quote  as  fellows  from  the  case 
of  Tinsley  v;  Dowell,  87  Tex.  23* 
26  S.  W.  946:  "The  general  rule 
is  that  one  who  contracts  as  agent, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  in  his  own 
fiame  and  right  upon  the  contract. 
;  .  •  To  this  general  rule  there 
are  four  exceptions  generally  recbg- 
njused  by  the  courts  and  text-writ^ 
ers:  First,  where  the  agent  con- 
tracts in  his  own  name,  second, 
Where  the  agent  does  not  disclose 
his  principal,  who  id  unknown; 
third,  where  by  the  usages  of  trade 
the  agent  is  authorized  to  act  as 
owner  of  the  property ;  fourth, 
where  the  agent  has  an  interest  in 
the  subject-n^atter  of  the  contract, 
and  in  this  case  whether  he  pro- 
fessed to  act  as  agent  or  not.'' 
.  In  discussing  the  above  quotation, 
counsel  contend  very  vigorously  that 
in  the  case  at  bar  Martin  was  plain- 
tiff, asserting  certain  rights  in 
court,  and  not  a  defendant,  denying 
liability,  as  in  the  case  of  Heffron 
V.  Pollard,  supra.  Proceeding  fur- 
ther in  that  same  connection,  they^ 
state:  "Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,' 
the  plaintiff  in  error  alleged  and 
undertook  to  prove  not  only  that 
he  had  an  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contracts  in  contro- 
versy, but  that  he  had  the  sole  and 
only  interest  therein ;  and,  in  view 
of  this  announcement  by  our  su-^ 
preme  court,  we  respectfully  submit 
that  he  was  entitled  to  prove  his 
case  by  the  evidence  offered  upon 
said  trial  and  which  was  excluded 
by  the  trial  court,  and  he  was  enti- 
tled to  make  such  proof  regardless 
of  whether  this  court  holds,  or  does 


not  hold,  that  by  the  manner  of 
executing  the  contracts  plaintiff  in 
error  professed  to  act  as  agent  or 
not»" 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
pass  upon  the  correctness  of  this 
contention  of  counsel,  and  we  do 
not  do  so,  although  it  strikes  us  as 
having  some  force.  As  said  before, 
we  think  what  we  have  already  said 
disposes  of  this  question,  and  that 
the  confirmation  does  not,  in  itself, 
show  that  Martin  signed  as  agent. 

We  think  the  bank  was  properly 
dismissed  from  the  suit  by  the  trial 
court.    The  president  of  the  bank 
had  no  authority  to 
Wnd  his  principal,  »*->^-*-*»*-'**^ 


*a  state  bank,  to  any  SSttVSf  *  '*' 
such  contract -as  the 
one  pleaded  by  Martin.  We  are  in 
'^'complete  accord  with  ttie  decision 
of  the  court  of,  civil  appeals  upon 
this  point,  when  it  says :  "We  hold 
that  plaintiff's  petition  wholly  fails 
to  state  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
bank,  for  the  reason  that,  under  the 
pleading^  such  transactions  were 
ultra  vires  the  corporation.  It  was 
not  alleged  that  the  bank  had,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  contracts, 
any  cotton  to  deliver  thereunder,  or 
that  it  would,  in  due  course  of  busi- 
ness, acquire  such  cotton  as  collat- 
eral to  any  loans  made.  The  mere 
potential  ability  of  the  bank  to  ac- 
quire such  property  in  the  future 
would  not,  in  our  opinion,  sulRice  to 
give  it  authority  to  make  contracts 
of  this  character  for  future  delivery. 
Neither  would  the  bank  be  bound 
by  custom,  upon  contracts  of  its 
ipanaging  olRicers,  for  the  future  de- 
livery of  cotton,  in  such  circum- 
stances. Under  the  pleadings,  to 
hold  the  bank  liable  under  these 
contracts  would  be,  in  effect,  to  rec- 
ognize that  a  state  banking  corpora- 
tion could  engage  in  the  business  of 
buying  and  selling  cotton  for  future 
delivery,  a  doctrine  which  this  court 
cannot  sanction." 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
pass  upon  other  contentions  raised 
in  the  application,  because  we  be^ 
lieve  they  have  been  effectually  dis- 
posed of  by  what  we  have  said  in 
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holdiniT  admissible  the  testimony  in 
question.  We  are  of  the  view  that 
these  questions  v-will  not  now  arise  in 
such  a  way  as  to  give  any  difficulty 
upon  another  trial  of  the  case; 

It  follows,  from  what  has  been 
said,  that  we  think  the  District 
Court  and  Court  of  Civil  Appeals 
erred  in  excluding  the  proffered 
testimony  tending  to  show  that  Mar- 
tin composed  the  firm  of  ''McDon- 
ald Brothers/'  and  that  such  error 
requires  a  reversal  of  th6  judgment. 
In  fact,  the  whole  case  turned  upon 
that  error. 

Therefore,   we   recommend   that 


the  judgments^of  ^Hie  Distriet  CdUrt 
tind  tiie  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  be 
riBversed,  and  that  the  cause  be  re- 
manded to  the  forn^er  for  another 
trial  in  conformity  therewith. 

Cnreton,  Ch.  J,,  delivered  the  (pin- 
ion of  the  court :  . 

The  judgment  recommended  in 
the  report  of  ttie  Commission  of  Ap- 
peals is  adopted  and  will  be  entered 
ad  tlie  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court. 

We  approve  the  holding  of  the 
Commission  of  Appeals  on  the  ques- 
tion discussed  in  its  opinion. 


ANNOTATION. 

AdmifsibiKly  of  extiiniic  evidence,  to  identify  the  person  or  persons  inlendedl 
Id  be  designated  by  the  nan^  in  whicfa  a  contract  is  made. 


It  is  not  intended  in  the  present 
annotation  to  discuss  the  numerous 
cases  dealing  with  parol  evidence  to 
show  who  is  bound  by  a  contract 
signed  by  an  agent,  or  cases  of  like 
character  dealing  with  partnerships, 
but  to  cover  cases  of  the  nature  of 
the  reported  case  (Martin  v.  Hemp- 
hill, ante,  984),  in  which  an  as- 
sumed name  is  signed  to  a  contract,, 
the  question  being  whether  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  show  who  was 
meant  by  the  assumed  name.  In  ad- 
dition, there  have  been  included 
cases  somewhat  outside  the  above^ 
limitation,  dealing  with  the  admis- 
sibility of  parol  evidence  to  identify, 
as  between  two  persons  of  the  same 
name,  the  one  who  was  intended  in  a 
contract. 

Cases  dealing  with  parol  evidence, 
to  show  whp  constituted  an  associa- 
tion or  partnership  which  is  a  party, 
to  a  contract  have  not,  in  general, 
been  included.  See  for  a  case  of 
this  kind  The  Golden  Hod  (1912)  197. 
Fed.  837. 

A  case  having  some  points  of  simi- 
larity to  Martin  v.  Hemphill  ap- 
pears in  Meyer  v.  Shaptpn  (1914) 
178  Mich.  417,  144  N.  W.  887,  al-, 
though,  as  will  subsequently  appear, 
the  facts  make  it  perfectly  'distinct 
in  principle  and  beyond  the  scope  of, 
this  annotation.    In  that  case  it  was' 
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held  competent  to  show  by  oral  evi- 
dence that  an  order  for  aA.  automo- 
bile, written  on  a  paper  headed 
''Meyer  Bros./'  aiid  signed  by  the 
purchaser,  but  not.  bjr  the  vendor, 
wafl^  in  fact  made  with  an  individual 
named  Herman  C.  Meyer.  But  in 
this  case  the  testimony  was  that  the 
firm  of  Meyer  l^rothers  had  not  been 
in  existence  for  a  long  period;  that 
the  plaintiff  happened  to  have  the 
printed  form  in  question,  and  that  by 
mistake  the  name  of  '*Meyer  Bros/' 
was  not  erased;  but  that  it  was  un- 
derstood that  the  individual,  the 
plaintiff,  was  making  the  sale. 

A  name  signed  tp  a  contract  may 
b^  shown  to  be :  a  name  adopted  by 
another.  In  £in  action  of  unlawful 
detainer  a  lease  aigiied  "E.  H.  Tur- 
ner," is  admissible  in  evidence 
against  the  defendant  6.  W.  Turner, 
ahd  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  that  the  said  G.  W.  Turner  was 
the  person  who  signed  the  lease  as 
£.  H.  Turner.  Simons  v.  Marshall 
(1852)  3  G.  Greene  (Iowa)  502.  Such 
evidence  zpakes  no  change  in  any 
tenh,  condition,  or  obligation  in  the 
lease.  The  proof  only  identifies  one 
of  the  parties  who  signed  the  lease 
as  being  pne  of  the  parties  in  wrong- 
ful possession.  The  fact  that  he  did 
not  sign  his  true  name  does  not  re- 
lease him  from  the  obligation  treated 
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by  tbe  fact  that  he  did  sign  as  lessee, 
and  went  into  possession  under  the 
lease.  It  may  be  shown  by  parol 
evidence  that  a  person  referred  to  in 
the  contract  as  "Pop  Dyer/'  was  the 
same  person  as  S.  H.  Dyer,  such  peis 
son  being  commonly  known  as  "Pop" 
Dyer.  Haskell  v.  Tnkesbury  '  (1899) 
92  Me.  551,  69  Ain.  St.  Rep.  529,  48 
Atl.  500«  In  an  action  on  a  contract 
in  which  the  party  of  the  second  part 
is  named  as  "Mrs.  Isidor  JSriaun,*'  but 
which  is  signed  "Isidor  Braun,"  oral 
evidence  is  competent  to  show  that 
Mrs.  Isidor  Braun  thus  signed  the 
contract.  Wuertz  v.  Braun-  (1906) 
113  App.  Div.  469,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  340. 

In  Daugherty  v.  Heekard  (1901) 
189  IIL  239,  59  N.  K  569,  it  was  held 
competent  in  an  action  upon  a  con« 
tract  bearing  the  name  of  but  one 
person  as  party  of  the  first  part,  to 
establish  by  parol  proof*  that  the  con- 
tract was  in  fact  that  of  a  copartner- 
ship, and  that  the  firm  entered  into 
the  contract  in  the  name  and  style  of 
the  individual.  •  ^ 

In  Hair  V.' Tufts*  (1886) -'t8  Pick. 
(Mass.)  465,  where  a  mortgage  was 
given  to  "Ebenezer  Hall,  3d,*'  to  se- 
cure a  note  described  as  being  held 
by  him,  and  the  note  appeared  to  be 
payable  to  "Ebenezer  Hall,"  parol 
evidence  t^s  itdmitted  '  to  explain 
that  a  partnership  existed  between 
Ebenezer^  ^alV;#|ld^  ^hev^efr,  Hall; 
3d,  and  that  the  debt  for  which  the 
note  and  mcntgfage^  W6ir»  gi^n- was  to 
partnership  debt,  the  business  of  the 
partnership  having  been  carried  on, 
at  least  |or.a  while^  in.  t^e  firm  n^mq, 
of  "Ebenezer  Hall."" 
.  It  seems  to  have  been  held  compe- 
tent in  Thompson  vJ  I'hompson  (1899) 
78  Minn.  37*,  81  N.  W.  204,  543,  to 
explain  that  an  iiidiVidual  Vas  doing 
business  in  the  name  of  "Smith  & 
Thompson,"  in  an  action  upon  a  con* 
tract    sijBsned    i.A    such    partnership 

In  *  Walker  v^  Miller  (1905)  139 
N.  C.  .44«;  I  L.R.A.(N.S.)  157,  Ul 
Am.  St.  Rep.. 805^  52.S..E.  125,  4  Aiin. 
Cas.  601,  an  action  involving  a  deed 
of  re%l  .estafiatto  a  ^partoership  gran- 
tee, the  memtors^of  winch  'hadcMed, 
btit  the  name  Of  which  ^had  b^en  p^r- 
20  A.L.R. — 63. 


petuatefi  and  tfaeproperty  kept  to- 
gether by  consent'  of  all  parties 
interested  after  a  sale  of  the  busi- 
ness to  strangers,  for  the  purpose  of 
collecting  the  accounts  and  settling 
up  the  partnership  affairs,  it  was 
held  competent' to  identify  the  true 
^wn6#s  of  the  property  granted  by 
the  deed,;  by  parol  Evidence. 

A  foreign  merchant  who  had  e»- 
tablisbed  One  >  Edward  Higgiobotham 
and  conducted  business,  in.  London  in 
the  name  of  Higginbotham,  that 
,name  being  painted  ,  outside  the 
countinghouse  and  employed  in  all 
the  contracts*  was  held  liable  upon  a 
broker's  sold  note,  naming  Edward 
Higginbotham,  although,  prior  to  the 
transaction  evidenced  by  the  note, 
the  merchant  had  terminated  the 
authority  of  Higginbothieiin -to  repre- 
sent him,  but  had  not  giveA  notice 
thereof,  parol  ^^Vidence  being  '  held 
competent  to  show'  the  above  facts. 
Trueman  v.  Loder  (1840)  11  Ad.  & 
El.  689^  113  Eng;  Reprint,  539,  3 
Perry  ft  D.  567,  9  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N;  S. 

Where  the  name  of  a  party  to  a 

contract   applies   to   more   than   one 

.  person,   parol   evidence   is   generally 

held  admissible  to  identify  the  con- 

.  tracting    party^  ,  TAus.     whj^e     the 

name   of  the   grantee^  in   a '  deed   is 

.V  equally  applicable  to  more  than  one 

person,  ptupo) ;  e^i()enee'  is.  admifl^le 

to  show  the  true  grantee.     Wolff  v. 

i^\EHiott'  ^190e(^  €8  Ark.  826,  57  S.  W. 

1111;  Coit  V.  Starkweather  (1830)  8 

Conit;^89;^Peabody  v.  Brown  (1857) 

.10. Gray  (Mms,)^  45;, Simpson  v,  Dix 

*  (1881)  131  Mass.  179;  Avery  v.  Stites 
(1882)  Wright  (Ohio)  56;  Begg  v. 
Begg  (1888)  56  Wis.  534,  14  K.  W. 
602. 

•  ^     In    application    of  i  this    rule,    in 

Wolff  V.  Elliott  (1900><  68  Ark.  326, 
57  N...W4. 1111,  it  was  held  competent 

io^  9hp.w  that. a  deed, to,. "John  Elliott 
i  Amaiida  Elliott  .his  wife,"  was  a 
dead,  i^  ^,^hn  ElUott  aod  a.  woman 
named.  Amanda  SUiott,  whom  he  had 
married  lUegaHy :  and*,  was  living 
with  as  his  wlif^,'  alihbugli  he  had  a 
lailrfttli  -  wifei  living;  .  ^also  named 
Amanda^  BHk)tt.     •  -       f-  -^' • 

'Paror^videiic^^'fflf<ikdnSi^i%fe'iil  a 
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case  of  a  deed  to  Elijah  Wheedon, 
where  there  were  two  persons,  a 
father  and  son,  by  this  name,  to 
show  which  was  meant,  although  the 
son  was  commonly  designated  as 
Elijah  Wheedon,  Jr.;  this  situation 
amounts  to  a  latent  ambiguity  which 
parol  evidence  is  competent  to  ex- 
plain. Ck)it  ▼.  Starkweather  (1880) 
8  Conn.  289. 

Parol  evidence  was  held  competent 
in  Peabody  v.  Brown  (1867)  10  Gray 
(Mass.)  46,  to  show  that  a  deed  to 
"Hiram  Dowing,  cordwainer,"  was 
intended  for  the  father  by  that  name, 
and  not  for  his  son  of  the  same  name, 
who  was  only  thirteen  years  of  age 
at  the  date  of  the  deed.  But  the  sit- 
uation is  held  to  create  a  latent 
ambiguity,  opening  the  case  for  parol 
evidence. 

Where  the  name  of  a  grantee  in  a 
deed  is  equally  applicable  to  father 
or  son,  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  show  that  the  grantee  intended 
was  the  son,  although  he  was  com- 
monly designated  with  the  term  "Jr. 
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added  to  his  name.    Simpson  v«  Dix 
(1881)   131  Mass.  179. 

In  Begg  V.  Begg  (1883)  56  Wis.  534, 
14  N.  W.  602,  parol  evidence  was  held 
admissible  to  show  whether  a  father 
or  son  was  the  real  grantee  of  a  deed, 
where  it  was  in  evidence  that,  by 
usage,  at  leasts  the  father  was 
designated  as  "senior^  and  the  son  as 
"junior.''  The  court  says  that  as  snch 
affixes  are  no  part  of  the  name  so  as 
to  render  identity  absolutely  certain 
on  the  face  of  the  deed,  and  as  nei- 
ther was  used  in  this  deed,  it  is  im- 
material, other  than  as  a  fact  which 
might  be  shown  with  other  evidence 
in  order  to  prove  which  of  the  two 
was  intended. 

But  where  the  father  resides  at 
one  place  and  the  son  at  another,  a 
deed  in  which  the  grantee  named 
might  apply  to  either  the  father  or 
son,  if  that  alone  were  given,  is  not 
explainable  by  parol  evidence,  where 
the  residence  of  the  son  is  added. 
Babcock  v.  Pettibone  (1874)  12 
Blatchf.  354,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  700;  Bar^ 
ton  V.  Babcock  (1871)  28  Wis.  192. 

W^.  A.  £(• 


TOSEMITE  LUMBER  COMPANY  et  ai,  Plffs.  in  Certioiuri, 
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INDUSTRIAL  ACGIDBNT  COMIOSSION  OF  CALIFORNIA  et  al. 


C«ili/omia  Sta^^rmtte  Court  (Mn  Borne) -^ 
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Constitutional  law  —  extent  of  authority  conferred  —  support  of  work* 
men's  compensation  system. 

1.  Constitutional  power  to  create  and  enforce  a  complete  system  of 
workmen's  compensation  does  not  authorize  the  creation  of  a  liability  on 
any  person  to  pay  such  compensation^  or  require  any  person  to  contribute 
funds  to  support  the  system. 

[See  note  an  this  queHion  beginning  on  page  1001.] 


—  judicial  power  —  determination  of 

liability  to  workmen. 

2.  The  power  to  determine  whether 
•r  not  a  liability  exists  to  compensate 
a  workman  for  injury  is  judicial. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  824.] 

Workmen's  compensation  —  jnriadic* 
tion  of  commission  — *  extent. 
8.  Under  a  constitutional  provision 


authorizing  determination  by  an  in- 
dustrial accident  commission  of  dis* 
putes  arising  under  legislation  author- 
ized by  it,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  com* 
mission  cannot  be  extended  beyond 
such  disputes. 

Censlltatianal  law  —  TO%iirlnip  com* 
pensation  of  wockmsn. 

4.  Plenary  poww  conferred  by  the 
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Constitution  to  create  and  enforce  a 
liability  upon  persons  to  compensate 
their  workmen  and  their  dependents 
for  losses  caused  by  injuries  and  death 
does  not  authorize  the  creation  of  a 
liability  to  compensate  workmen  of 
other  persons. 

•—authority  to  create  d^artment  of 
rehabilitation. 

5.  Constitutional  authority  to  create 
and  enforce  a  complete  system  of 
workmen's  compensation,  and  enforce 
liability  on  the  part  of  all  persons  to 
compensate  their  workmen  and  their 
dependents  for  loss  by  injury  or  death, 
does  not  authorize  the  creation  of  a 
state  department  for  rehabilitation  of 
disabled  employees  generally,  to  which 
an  employer  must  contribute  in  case 
of  the  death  of  one  of  his  workmen 
without  dependents. 

Tax  —  provision  for  rehabilitation  of 
injured  workmen. 

6.  A  provision  that  an  employer 
shall,  in  case  of  death  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  of  one  of  his  work- 
men without  dependents,  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  into  a  state  fund  to  be  used 
for  rehabilitation  of  iniured  workmen 
generally,  and  to  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  industrial  accident  bureau,  in^ 
poses  a  tax. 


'•♦. 


204  P^c.  ffe.) 
Constitutional  law  —  d^c^tion  of 
judidU  power  —  validity. 

7.  The  legislature  cannot  confer  ju- 
dicial power  upon  the  Industrial  Ac- 
cident Commission  further  than  is 
authorized  by  the  Constitution,  where 
that  instrument  limits  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  create  new  courts  or 
judicial  tribunals. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  749.] 

— authority  to  confer  power  on  com- 
mission —  limitation. 

8.  A  provision  of  a  constitutional 
amendment  designed  to  establish  a 
minimum  wage  for  women  and  chil- 
dren, to  the  effect  that  the  legislature 
may  provide  for  the  general  welfare 
of  all  employees,  and  that  no  provision 
of  this  Constitution  shall  be  construed 
as  a  limitation  upon  legislative  au- 
thority to  confer  upon  any  commis- 
sion such  power  and  authority  as  the 
legislature  may  deem  requisite  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion, does  not  empower  the  legisla- 
ture to  create  a  fund  for  industrial 
rehabilitation  of  injured  employees 
£reneraUy,  and  confer  upon  the  Indus- 
trial Accident  Commission  authority 
to  hear  and  determine  controversies 
as  to  distribution  of  that  fund. 


Certknubi  to  the  Industrial  Accident  Comniission  to  review  its  order 
awarding  compensation  for  the  death  of  an  employee  of  the  defendant 
lumber  company  to  the  state,  in  a  proceeding  by  it  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Insurance  and  Safety  Act,  for  such  payment.  Award 
anrndled. 

The  fact£r  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  A.  E.  Bolton  and  Arthur  W«     dependents  surviving  him.    The  or- 


Bolton  for  plaintiffs  in  certiorari. 

Messrs.  Adolphus  E.  Graupner,  U. 
S.  Webb,  and  Warren  H.  Pillsbury  for 
defendants  in  certiorari. 

Shaw,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

This  is  a  proceeding  in  certiorari, 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Insurance  and  Safety  Act  (Stat. 
1917,  p.  831),  to  review  an  order  of 
the  Industrial  Accident  Commission 
requiring  the  Yosemite  Lumber 
Company  to  pay  to  the  state  of  Cali- 
fornia the  sum  of  $350  for  the  death 
of  John  Moore,  who  was  killed  by  an 
injury  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  said  employment,  because 
of  the  further  fact  that  he  left  no 


der  was  made  under  the  authority 
of  the  Act  of  1919,  Stat  1919,  p. 
273.  The  sole  question  for  decision, 
as  we  view  the  case,  is  whether  or 
not  the  said  act  gives  the  commis- 
sion jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  the 
liability  of  the  employer  to  the  state. 
The  act  provides  that  when  an 
employee  receives  a  fatal  injury,  of 
a  kind  that  is  compensable  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Insurance  and  Safety 
Act,  and  ''does  not  leave  surviving 
him  any  person  entitled  to  a  death 
benefit,  the  employer  .  .  .  shall 
pay  into  the  treasury  of  the  state  of 
CsJif omia  the  sum  of  $860  for  each 
such  fatal  injury  in  addition  to  any 
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•Other  payments  under'  the  provi- 
sions, of  said  Compensatiori,,  Ai^t/' 
hbt  exceeding:  three  times,  the.  atreiT- 
\  age  annual  earnings  of  such  eim- 
ployee,  and  that  the  moneys  so  paid 
''shall  be  covered  into  a  special  fund 
to  be  known  as  the  'industrial  re- 
habilitation fund/  which  fund  >  is 
hereby  created  and  appropriated  for 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  this  act." 
Section  1. 

i.  It  further  declares  that  said  fund 
.may  be  used  by  the  Industrial  Acci- 
dent Commission  "for  the  promo- 
tion of  vocational  re-education  and 
rehabilitation  of  persons  disabled  in 
industry  in  this  state"  (§  2) ;  that 
the  remainder  of  the  fund  >.  which 
may  be  left  after  the  commission 
shall  have  used  so  much  thereof  as 
they  deem  best  in  such  promotion 
shall  be  placed,  "semiannually^  to  the 
credit  of  the  accident,  previention 
fund,  established  by  said  Compen- 
sation Act"  (§  3;  also  §51,  Comr 
pensation  Act,  Stat.  1917,  p.  866). 
When  $5,000  "shall  have  been  ac- 
cumulated in  said  fund,"  it  is  to  be 
deposited  "with  .the  state  compen- 
sation insurance  fund  as  a  revolving 
fund."  From  this  "revolving  fund" 
-the  payments  8o>  required  by  the 
aforesaid  S§  !»  2,  and  3  are  to  be 
made,  on  the  order  of  the  Industrial 
Accident  .  Commission,  and  ^e 
**stale'  treasurer  shall  from  time  to 
time,  upon  the  order  of  the.  coi^is-^ 
sion,  reimbui:se  said  state  bqmpen- 
sation  insurance  ^und  from  the 
industrial  rehabilitation  fund  for 
expenditures  made  iroth  said  revolv- 
ing fund."  The  expenses  of  admin- 
istration of  the  state  compensation 
insurance  fund  in  carrying  out  the 
duties  imposed  by  the  act  arie  also 
"to  be  paid  froln  said  state  indus- 
trial rehabilitation  fund,"  all  under 
the  direction  of  the  commission. 
Section  4.  The  comniission  is  given 
jurisdiction  to  determine  the  liabil- 
ity of  such  employer  and  to  require 
the  payment  by  him  of  the  $350  to 
the  state  in  Such  cases,  by  proceed* 
ings  before  it  in  the  same  manner 
as  provided  .in  ,tlie  Workmen's  Com^ 
pensatfon  Insurant^  '  and  9*«^ffetx 
Act;  "prdvidedfurthei*"'that*at  any 


time  aftei'  it  is  paid  into  the  state 
treasury,  any  person  claiming  to  be 
a  dependent  of  the  employee  may 
establish  such  dependency  to  the 
^satisfaction  of  the  commission,  and 
thereupon  the  state  may  be  re- 
squired,  to  pay  to  said  dependent  the 
said  $350,  or  whatever  thereof  is 
necessary  to  meet  his  claim.  Sec- 
tions 5  and  6. 

The  accident  prevention  fund  re- 
ferred to  is  used  to  support  the 
"department  of  safety"  carried  on 
by  the  Industrial  Accident  Commis- 
sion. Workmen's  Compensation  Act, 
§§  33  to  52.  The  state  compensa- 
tion insurance  fund  mentioned  is 
established  by  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  commission  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  an  insurance  carrier 
for  employers,  with. respect  to  their 
liability  under  the  act. 

It  will  be  seen  from  these  provi- 
sions that  the  act  makes  no  pro- 
vision for  compensation  by  the 
employer  to  the  person  injured,  or 
to  the  dependents  of  such  person. 
The  "compensation"  contemplated 
by  the  act  is  only  to  be  made  when 
the  workman  who  is  killed  by  the 

•  injury  leaves' no  dependents  to  be 
compensated^  and  it  goes  to  other 
persons  not  related  to  the  deceased 
workn^an  or  connected  i^^th  his 
employer.  It  goes  to  the  state  to 
enable  it  to  carry  on  a  benevolent 

*  enterprise  for  the  benefit  of  a  class 
of  workmeh  throughout  the  stat<^ 
apd  to  provf de .  f u^ds  foir  the  insur- 
i^iic'e  bureau  of  the  Industrial  Acci- 
dent Commission. rt The  true  intent 
of  the  aqt  is  to  provide  for  the  ccea- 
tion  *  of  a  general  .fund,  for  these 
purposes, 

The  proceeding,  in  which  the  or- 
der or  award  in  question  was  made 
was  begun  by  the  state  ^of  California 
after  the  death  of  John  Moore.  In 
its  petition  it  averred  that  Moore 
left  surviving  him  no  person  de- 
pendent on  him  for  support,  or  any 
person  entitled  to  a  death  benefit 
under  the  Compensation  Act,  and 
that,  o|i  account  thereof,  $35Q  was 
owing  by  the  Yosen^te  Lumbei; 
Company  to  the  state/  under  and  by 
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virtue  of  said  Act  of  1919. ,  The  Act 
of  1919  purports  to  confer  upon  the 
commission  the  power  to  make  or- 
ders determining  and  enforcing  the 
lialMlity  which  the  act  creates.  It 
is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mission that  legislative  authority  to 
confer  such  power  upon  the  com-> 
mission  is  found  in  §  21,  article  20, 
of  the  Constitution,  as  amended  in 
1918.  This  claim  is  contested  by 
the  petitioner,  who  asserts  that  it 
has  no  such  effect. 

Prior  to  the  amendment  of  1918, 

21  of  article  20  read  as  follows: 
The  legislature  may  by  appropriate 
legislation  create  and  enforce  a  li- 
ability on  the  part  of  all  employers 
to  compensate  their  employees  for 
any  injury  incurred  by  the  said  em- 
ployees in  the  course  of  their 
employment,  irrespective  of  the 
fault  of  either  party.  The  legisla^ 
ture  may  provide  for  the  settlement 
of  any  disputes  arising  under  the 
legislation  contemplated  by  this 
section,  by  arbitration,  or  by  an  in- 
dustrial accident  board,  by  the 
courts,  or  by  either,  any  or  all  of 
these  agencies,  anything  in  this  Con- 
stitution to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing.'^ 

The  following  is  the  section  as 
amended  in  1918  (see  Stat.  1919,  p. 
Ixxv.): 

''The  legislature  is  hereby  ex- 
pressly vested  with  plenary  power, 
unUmited  by  any  provision  of  this 
Constitution,  to  create  and  enforce 
a  complete  system  of  workmen's 
compensation,  by  appropriate  legis- 
lation, and  in  that  behalf  to  create 
and  enforce  a  liability  on  the  part 
of  any  or  all  persons  to  compen- 
sate any  or  all  of  their  workmen  for 
injury  or  disability,  and  their  de- 
pendents for  death  incurred  or 
sustained  by  the  said  workmen  in 
the  course  of  their  employment,  ir- 
respective of  the  fault  of  any  party. 
A  complete  system  of  workmen's 
compensation  includes  adequate  pro- 
visions for  the  comfort,  health  and 
safety  and  general  welfare  of  any 
and  all  workmen  and  those  depend- 
ent upon  them  for  support  to  the 
extent  of  relieving  from  the  conse- 


quences of  i^ny  injury  or  death 
incurred  or  sustained  by  workmen 
in  the  course  of  their  employment, 
irrespective  of  the  fault  of  any 
party;  also  full  provision  for  secur- 
ing safety  in  places  of  employment; 
full  provision  for  such  medical, 
surgical,  hospital  and  other  reme- 
dial treatment  as  is  requisite  to  cure 
and  relieve  from  the  effects  of  such 
injury;  full  provision  for  adequate 
insurance  coverage  against  liability 
to  pay  or  furnish  compensation ;  full 
provision  for  regulating  such  insur- 
ance coverage  in  all  its  aspects,'* 
including  the  establishment  and 
management  of  a  state  compensa- 
tion insurance  fund;  full  provision 
for  otherwise  securing  the  payment 
of  compensation;  and  full  provision 
for  vesting  power,  authority  and 
jurisdiction  in  an  administrative 
body  with  all  the  requisite  govern- 
mental functions  to  determine  any 
dispute  or  matter  arising  under 
such  legislation,  to  the  end  that  the 
administration  of  such  legislation 
shall  accomplish  substantial  justice 
in  all  cases  expeditiously,  inexpen- 
sively, and  without  encumbrance  of 
any  character ;  all  of  which  matters 
are  expressly  declared  to  be  the 
social  public  policy  of  this  state, 
binding  upon  all  departments  of  the 
state  government.  | 

"The  legislature  is  vested  with 
plenary  powers,  to  provide  for  the 
settlement  of  any  disputes  arising 
under  such  legislation  by  arbitra- 
tion, or  by  an  industrial  accident 
commission,  by  the  courts,  or  by 
either,  any,  or  all  of  these  agencies, 
either  separately  or  in  combination, 
and  may  fix  and  control  the  method 
and  manner  of  trial  of  any  such  dis- 
pute, the  rules  of  evidence  and  the 
manner  of  review  of  decisions  ren- 
dered by  the  tribunal  or  tribunals 
designated  by  it;  provided,  that  all 
decisions  of  any  such  tribunal  shall 
be  subject  to  review  by  the  appel- 
late courts  of  this  state.  The  legis- 
lature may  combine  in  one  statute 
all  the  provisions  for  a  complete 
system  of  workmen's  compensation, 
as  herein  defined. 
.  "Nothing  contained  herein  shall, 
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be  taken  or  construed  to  impair  or 
render  ineffectual  in  any  measure 
the  creation  and  existence  of  the  In- 
dustrial Accident  Commission  of 
this  state  or  the  state  compensation 
insurance  fund,  the  creation  and  ex- 
istence of  which,  with  all  the 
functions  vested  in  them,  are  here- 
by ratified  and  confirmed/' 
The  power  to  determine  whether 

or  not  the  liability 
referred  to  in  the 

n.in»uoaf  ^^^   paragraph    of 

iiafetiitT  to  the    above    section 

workmem.  ^^^  imposed  by  this 

law  exists  against  any  person  is  ju- 
dicial power.  Western  Metal  Supply 
Co.  V.  Pillsbury,  172  Cal.  411,  156 
Pac.  491,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  390;  Pa- 
cific Coast  Casualty  Co.  v.  Pillsbury, 
171  Cal.  322,  153  Pac.  24 ;  Carstens 
V.  Pillsbury,  172  Cal.  579,  158  Pac. 
218;  Marin  Water  &  Power  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission,  171  Cal.  712, 
154  Pac,  864,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  114. 
It  is  claimed  that  the  new  section 
authorizes  the  creation  of  a  liability 
on  employers  in  favor  of  the  state 
for  the  benefit  of  workmen  in  gen- 
eral, and  that  it  gives  the  legislature 
power  to  confer  on  the  Industrial 
Accident  Commission  jurisdiction  to 
determine  disputes  concerning  such 
liability.  The  second  paragraph  of 
the  section  is  the  part  which  pur- 
ports to  give  this  power,  if  it  is  con- 
tained anywhere  in  the  section.  It 
gives  no  authority  to  create  a  tribu- 
nal for  any  other  purpose  or  with 
any  other  judicial  power  than  to 

settle  the  '^disputes 

]S2rJ!S!irrJr«-  arising  under  such 
jarindiccion  Of      legislation,       refer- 

«" -ir""""  ring  to  the  legisla- 
tion provided  for  in 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  section. 
It  is  therefore  apparent  that,  when 
we  have  ascertained  the  kind  and 
character  of  the  disputes  that  may 
arise  under  the  legislation  author- 
ized by  the  first  part  of  the  section, 
we  have  found  the  limits  beyond 
which  the  judicial  power  and  juris- 
diction of  the  Industrial  Accident 
Commission  cannot  go. 

The  first  grant  to  the  legislature 
by  the  new  section  is  the  grant  of 


power  'to  create  and  enforce  a  com- 
plete system  of  workmen's  compen- 
sation.''   This   does  not  authorize 
the    creation    of   a 
liability  on  any  per-  SSI^SelT'S 
son    to    pay    such  ***>y^y  <^»-: 
•'compensation,''   or  o?" 


require  any  person  SStJSI!"***** 
to  contribute  funds 
to  support  the  proposed  system.    It 
does  not  purport  to  touch  upon  the 
subject  (rf  liabilities. 

The  next  phrase  of  the  new  s^- 
tion  empoweris  the  legislature  ''in 
that  behalf  to  create  and  ^if orce  a 
liability  on  the  part  of  any  or  all 
persons,  or  the  dependents  of 
of  their  workmen  for  injury  or  dis- 
ability, and  their  dependents  for 
death  incurred  or  sustained  by  the 
said  workmen  in  the  course  of  their 
empIo3anent."  This  does  not  au- 
thorize the  creation  .i^fe^^irtm* 
of  a  liability  on  the  eonkpenMtiom  of 
part  of  any  person  '^'*™«*- 
to  compensate  the  workmen  of  other 
persons,  or  the  dependents  of  work- 
men of  other  persons.  The  phrase 
"their  workmen'*  necessarily  con- 
fines the  persons  to  be  compen- 
sated to  workmen  who  are  in  the 
employ  of  the  person  who  is  made 
liable.  This  is  also  shown  by  the 
provision  that  if  the  workman  is 
killed  by  an  injury  in  the  course  of 
his  emplojrment,  the  compensation 
is  to  be  made  to  his  "dependents,** 
thus  excluding  any  idea  of  liability 
in  such  a  case  to  provide  for  the 
welfare  of  workmen  in  general,  or 
of  a  particular  class  of  disabled 
workmen,  in  no  way  connected  with 
the  employer  who  is  made  liable  for 
the  particular  injury.  Nothing  is 
added  to  the  force  of  the  provision 
by  the  use  of  the  word  "plenary." 
If  the  legislature  has  power  to  do  a 
certain  thing,  its  power  to  do  it  is 
always  plenary.  It  is  merely  sur- 
plus verbiage. 

The  use  in  this  clause  of  the 
words  "any  and  all  persons,"  in  de- 
scribing those  made  liable,  and  the 
words  "any  and  all  of  their  work- 
men," in  describing  those  to  be  com- 
pensated, do  not  show  an  intent  to 
empower  the  legislature  to  enlarge 
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fhe  Hability  against  a  particular 
employer  for  a  particular  injury  so 
as  to  inclode  compensation  to  work* 
men  in  general  as  a  class,  or  a  con- 
tribution to  a  fund  to  be  applied  to 
the  benefit  of  a  class  of  persons,  in- 
stead of  to  the  dependents  of  the 
workman  who  may  be  killed  by  the 
injury. 

Nor  is  such  enlarged  meaning 
given  to  the  section  by  the  use  of 
the  phrase  '^complete  system  of 
workmen's  compensation/'  in  the 
opening  clause,  or  by  the  elaborate 
definition  of  that  phrase  which  fol- 
lows the  first  sentence.  The  section 
mentions  and  describes  but  one  kind 
of  liability:  The  liability  of  ''any  or 
all  persons''  tq  compensate  ^'any  or 
all  of  their  workmen."  This  is  in 
effect  a  provision  for  any  person  to 
compensate  his  workmen,  which  is 
but  another  form  of  saying  that  any 
employer  shall  compensate  his  em- 
ployee for  an  injury  arising  out  of 
the  employment,  or  the  dependents 
of  such  employee,  if  the  injury 
causes  death  to  him.  The  language 
of  neither  one  of  these  parts  of  the 
section  shows  or  expresses  an  in- 
tent to  add  another  liability  to  that 
expressly  stated.  In  these  circum- 
stances the  maxim,  ''expressio  unius 
est  exclusio  alterius,"  is  applicable, 
and  the  meaning  to  be  inferred  is 
that  only  which  is  explicitly  stated. 
And  particularly  it  should  not  be  in- 
ferred or  implied  from  such  lan- 
guage that  so  novel  and  different  a 
thing  was  intended  as  the  liability 
to  the  state  which  is  imposed  by  the 
Act  of  1919. 

That  there  was  no  such  thought 
in  the  minds  of  those  who  framed 
the  amendment,  or  of  the  legislature 

that  proposed  it,  is 
clearly  indicated  by 
the  argument  in 
favor  of  the  amend- 
ment in  the  pamphlet  distributed  to 
the  voters  with  the  ballot  at  the 
election  at  which  the  amendment 
was  adopted.  .The  amendment  was 
proposed  by  the  legislature  of  1917. 
Under  §  1195  of  the  Political  Code, 
when  the  legislature  proposes  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution,  to 


— «.«t]korttr  io 
er««te  depart- 
mt^nt  of  ve- 
lwbilltatt*«. 
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be  voted  upon  by  the  electors  of  the 
state,  the  author  of  such  amend- 
ment and  one  member  of  the  same 
house  who  voted  with  the  majority 
in  submitting  the  same  shall  be  ap- 
pointed as  a  committee  to  draft  an 
argument  giving  the  reasons  for  the 
adc^tion  of  such  amendment.  This 
argument  is  to  be  printed  in  a 
pamphlet  and  distributed  to  the 
voters  with  the  sample  ballot,  to  be 
used  by  the  voter  in  preparing  his 
vote  and  in  studying  the  questions 
upon  which  he  is  to  act  Pol.  Code, 
§  1196a.  It  is  to  be  assumed  that 
the  arguments  prepared  by  the  au- 
thor of  the  amendment  state  fairly 
and  with  reasonable  fullness  the 
meaning  of  the  amendment  and  the 
effect  it  is  expected  to  produce.  The 
argument  printed  and  distributed 
with  the  ballot  upon  the  amendment 
here  under  consideration  refers  to 
the  fact  that  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation'Act  had  been  in  force  for 
several  years ;  that  §  21  of  the  Con- 
stitution, as  it  was,  ^'failed  to  ex- 
press sanction  for  the  requisite 
scope  of  the  enactment  to  nudce  a 
complete  and  workable  plan,"  which 
plan  embraced,  as  essential  com- 
ponents, compulsory  compensation 
for  injury  and  death  irrespective  of 
fault,  safety  provisions,  insurance 
by  the  state,  and  adhiinistration  of 
the  system,  and  it  then  states  that 
the  original  section  contained  noth- 
ing covering  safety  or  insurance, 
and  only  meager  authority  for  ad- 
ministration;  that  the  law  in  force 
had  apparently  exdeeded  the  scope 
of  the  amendment  authorizing  it, 
and  that  the  amendment  was  de- 
siigned  to  give  authority  for  the 
legislation  already  enacted  and  to 
sanction  the  plan  then  in  existence. 
This  obviously  refers  to  the  exten- 
sive revision  of  the  original  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  that  was 
enacted  at  the  same  session,  as  well 
as  to  the  original  act,  neither  of 
which  attempted  to  create  such  a 
liability  as  that  provided  by  the  Act 
of  1919.  There  is  no  suggestion  in 
the  argument  that  the  proposed 
amended  section  was  intended  to 
authorize  the  legislature  to  impose 
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.any  liability  upon  employers  of  a 
character  different  from  that  al- 
ready provided  by  the  original  sec- 
tion, and  nothing  to  suggest  to  any 
voter  the  idea  that  it  was  for  carry- 
ing on  a  system  for  the  benefit  of 
disabled  workmen  in  geneiul,  ox  for 
the  levy  of  contributions  to  support 
isuch  system  upon  employei^  in 
whose  service  men  having  no  d^ 
pendents  were  killed  by  injuries 
received  in  the  course  of  their  em- 
ployment. It  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  author  of  the  amendment, 
or  the  le^slature  that  proposed  it, 
intended  to  provide  for  such  a 
scheme  as  that  contained  in  the  Act 
of  1919  by  language  so  illy  adapted 
to  suggest  the  idea  as  that  con- 
tained  in  this  section,  and  that  the 
voters  should  be  inveigled  into  vot- 
ing for  it  by  an  argument  presented 
to  them  with  the  ballot  which  does 
not  even  mention  it. 

In  so  far  as  the  act  purports  to 
exact  from  employers  a  sum  to  be 
used  by  the  state  for  disabled  work- 
men in  general,  it  is  in  reality  a 
taxing  law, — a  revenue  measure.  It 
requires  any  employer  to  pay  to  the 
state  the  sum  of  $350  whenever  one 
of  his  workmen  who  has  no  depend- 
ents is  killed  by  an  injury  received 
in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
and  the  fund  thus  raised  is  to  be 
used  for  vocational  re-education  of 
workmen  not  connected  in  any  way 
with  such  employer,  and  the  sur- 
plus, if  any,  to  go  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses  of  the  state  in  carrying  on 
the  department  or  bureau  adminis- 
tered by  the  Industrial  Accident 
Commission,  all  of  which  are  public 

purposes.  This  is 
7^^7^i:Zl!lS^  purely  a  tax.  "A 
wS?taI«/"'^     tax  is  a  charge  upon 

persons  or  property 
to  raise  money  for  public  purposes." 
Perry  v.  Washburn,  20  Cal.  350.  A 
tax  "includes  every  charge  upon 
persons  or  property,  imposed  by  or 
under  the  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture, for  public  purposes."  Madera 
V.  Black,  181  Cal.  310,  184  Pac.  400 ; 
1  Cooley,  Taxn.  p.  6.  The  amended 
section  of  the  Constitution  contains 
no  suggestion  of  a  design  to  provide 


for  raising  revenue  by  a  tax  of  such 
an  extraordinary  character  as  this 
statute  proposes.  We  need  not  con- 
sider the  question  whether,  as  a 
tax,  it  would  not  be  void  because  of 
its  unfair  discrimination*  We  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  language  of 
the  section  gives  no  warraut  for  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  intended  to 
provide  for  taxation  of  any  kind. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  §  21  of  ar- 
ticle 20,  as  amended  in  1918,  did 
not  authorize  the  legislature  to  im- 
pose a  liability  on  an  employer  to 
pay  money  to  the  state  for  the  pur- 
poses specified  in  the  Act  of  1919. 
It  follows  by  necessity  that  said  sec- 
tion gives  no  authority  to  the  legis- 
lature to  confer  on 
the  Industrial  Acci-  SX^^^^VitL 
dent  Commission  ^^^JfifiJ"  power 
jurisdiction  to  de-  "" 
termine  any  dispute  that  may  arise 
concerning  the  liability  of  emi^oy- 
ers,  sought  to  be  imposed  by  said 
Act  of  1919.  It  may  be  conceded 
that,  under  its  general  powers,  the 
legislature  might  provide  a  fund  for 
the  benefit  of  persons  disabled  in 
industry  in  this  state,  and  commit 
the  administration  of  the  fund  to 
the  Industrial  Accident  Commission, 
and  might  also  levy  a  tax  in  some 
form  to  raise  such  fund.  But  any 
disputes  that  might  arise  concern- 
ing such  tax  would  be  cognizable 
only  by  the  courts  established  by  or 
under  the  provisions  of  article  6  of 
the  Constitution,  since  no  section  of 
the  Constitution  gives  the  legisla- 
ture power  to  confer  jurisdiction 
thereof  upon  the  Industrial  Accident 
Commission.  P^ific  Coast  Casually 
Co.  V.  Pillsbury,  171  Cal.  322,  153 
Pac.  24;  Western  Metal  Supply  Co. 
V.  Pillsbury,  172  Cal.  407,  156  Pac. 
491,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  390;  Carstens 
V.  Pillsbury,  172  Cal.  679,  158  Pac. 
218;  Employers'  Liability  Assur. 
Corp.  V.  Industrial  Acci.  Commis- 
sion, 177  Cal.  775,  171  Pac.  935. 

Counsel  for  the  commission  cite 
the  case  of  State  Inckistrial  Commis- 
sion V.  Newman,  222  N.  Y.  363,  118 
N.  E.  794,  as  contrary  to  our  views 
as  aforesaid.  The  case  is  not  in 
point.    The    Constitution    of    New 
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York  contains  no  provision  limiting 
the  power  of  the  legislature  of  that 
state  to  create  new  courts  or  tribu- 
nals, such  as  are  contained  in  our 
article  6.  Hie  question  which  we 
have  discussed — ^that  is,  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  confer  judicial 
power  of  this  character  upon  the 
Industrial  Accident  Commission — 
could  not  arise  in  New  York,  for 
that  state  has  not  the  constitutional 
linutations  ui>on  the  legislative 
power  to  create  courts  which  give 
rise  to  the  question  here  and  control 
our  decision  thereof. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  author- 
ity for  the  imposition  of  this  lia- 
bility and  for  the  giving  of  this 
jurisdiction  to  the  commission  is 
found  in  §  17^  of  article  20,  which 
reads  as  follows:  ''The  legislature 
jnay,  by  appropriate  legislation, 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  a 
tfiinimum  wage  for  women  and 
minors  and  may  provide  for  the 
comfort,  health,  safety  and  general 
welfare  of  any  and  aH  employees. 
No  provision  of  this  Constitution 
shall  be  construed  as  a  limitation 
upon  the  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  confer  upon  any  commission 
now  or  hereafter  created,  such 
power  and  authority  as  the  legisla- 
ture may  deem  requisite  to  carry 
oat  the  provisions  of  this  section." 

The  arguments  printed  on  the 
ballot  for  the  election  of  1914,  at 
which  this  section  was  adopted,  in- 
diisate  that  its  main  purpose  was 
to  authorize  the  establishment  of  a 
minimum  wage  for  women  and 
miiiors.  Nothing  whatever  is  said 
in  the  arguments  upon  any  other 
subject  except  that  there  is  a  sug- 
gestion tiiat  all  employers,  bad  as 


$§k  Pmo.  ft«.) 

well  as  good,  should  be  compelled  to 
provide  proper  living  and  working 
conditions  for  their  employees.  The 
part  of  the  section  authorizing  the 
legislature  to  ''provide  for  the  com- 
fort, heidth,  safety  and  general 
welfare  of  employees''  was,  as  we 
think,  intended  to  refer  to  the  com- 
fort, heaKh,  safety,  and  welfare  of 
employees  during  the  time  of  their 
employment,  and  to  have  no  refer- 
ence to  general  provisions,  such  as 
are  here  involved,  for  the  vocational 
re-education  of  those  who  have  been 
injured  and  are  not  able  to  pursue 
their  former  occupation.  It  cer- 
tainly furnishes  no 
authority  and  has  ^nf^^power^n 
no  reference  to  au-  5SStI?S!l2r"" 
thority  for  giving 
the  Industrial  Accident  Commission 
power  to  enforce  the  levy  of  contri- 
butions upon  employers  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  revenue  with 
which  to  carry  on  a  school  for  the 
re-education  of  employees,  or  for 
any  other  state  purpose. 

We  find  no  ground  upon  which 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission 
can  be  upheld.  Many  other  objec- 
tions are  made  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  act,  but,  in  view  of  the 
conclusion  above  stated,  we  deem  it 
unnecessary  to  consider  them. 

It  is  ordered  that  the  award  of 
the  Industrial  Accident  Commission 
aforesaid  be  annulled. 

We  concur:  Lennon,  J.;  Sloane, 
J. ;  Wilbur,  J.,  Shurtleff.  J. 

I  concur  in  the  judgment:  Law- 
lor,  J. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied 
February  28,  1922. 


ANNOTATION. 

tUtntionality  of  provision  of  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  for  contribn- 
ti«m  to  general  fund  in  absence  of  dependents  of  deceased  workman. 


It  Will  be  observed  that  in  the  re- 
ported case  (YosEMiTE  Lumber  Co. 
V.  iNDUbfRiAL  Acci.  COMMISSION,  ante, 
994)  a  provision  of  the  Compensation 
Act  for  whe  payment,  in  case  of  the 
death  of  un  employee  leaving  tio  de- 


pendents, of  a  certain  amount  into 
the  state  treasury,  in  addition  to  any 
other  payments  under  the  act,  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  an  industrial 
rehabilitation  fund  for  disabled  work- 
men in  general,  was  held  not  within 
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the  power  of  the  legislature  under 
constitutional  amendments  giving  it 
power  to  create  "a  liability  on  the 
part  of  all  employers  to  compensate 
their  employees  for  any  injury  in- 
curred by  the  said  employees  in  the 
course  of  their  employment,"  to  create 
'*a  complete  system  of  workmen's  com- 
pensation," and  to  "create  and  en- 
force a  liability  on  the  part  of  any 
and  all  persons  to  compensate  any  or 
all  of  their  workmen  for  injury  or 
disability  and  their  dependents."  The 
court  takes  the  view  that  the  provi- 
sion of  the  act  in  question  is  in  reality 
a  taxing  law  or  revenue  measure. 

There  is  little  direct  authority  on 
the  question  under  consideration. 

In  State  Industrial  Commission 
v.  Newman  (1918)  222  N.  Y,  363,  118 
N.  E.  794,  where  a  division  of  the 
Compensation  Act  provided  that  if  an 
employee  who  had  previously  in* 
curred  permanent  partial  disability 
through  the  loss  of  specified  members 
incurred  permanent  total  disabil- 
ity through  the  loss  of  other  members, 
he  should  be  paid,  in  addition  to  the 
compensation  provided  for  partial 
disability,  certain  additional  compen- 
sation out  of  a  special  fund  created 
by  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  by 
the  insurance  carrier  to  the  state 
treasurer  in  every  case  of  injury 
causing  death  in  which  there  were  no 
persons  entitled  to  compensation,  it 
was  held  that  this  provision  was 
authorized  by  and  did  not  violate  art. 
1,  §  19,  of  the  New  York  Constitution, 
providing  that  nothing  contained  in 
the  Constitution  should  be  construed 
to  limit  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  enact  laws  for  the  payment  either 
by  employers,  or  by  employers  and 
employees,  or  otherwise,  either  direct- 
ly or  through  a  state  or  other  system 
of  insurance  or  otherwise,  of  com- 
pensation for  injuries  to  employees, 
or  for  death  of  employees  resulting 
from  injuries.  The  court  said:  "An 
historical  statement  will  indicate  the 
approach  to  a  correct  determination 
of  the  question  presented.  In  1910,  a 
legislative  act  entitled,  'An  Act  to 
Amend  the  Labor  Law  in  Relation  to 
Workmen's  Compensation  in  Certain 
Dangerous   Employments,'   became   a 


law.  It  was  the  forerunner  of,  and  in 
general  purpose  and  character  similar 
to,  the  existing  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Law.  Laws  1910,  chap.  674.  In 
March,  1911,  we  adjudged  it  invalid, 
because  it  infracted  certain  provisions 
of  the  state  Constitution,  which 
then  did  not  contain  the  section  (§ 
19  of  article  1)  we  have  referred  to 
and  in  part  quoted.  That  section  waa 
duly  adopted  on  November  4,  1913, 
and,  of  course,  became  effective 
January  1,  1914.  In  March,  1914,  the 
present  Workmen's  Compensation  Law 
was  finally  enacted.  Laws  1914, 
chap.  41.  It  did  not  then  contain 
the  provisions,  here  involved,  of  subd. 
7  of  §  15.  In  November,  1915,  we 
decided  that  a  claimant  who  became 
an  employee  under  the  act,  having 
theretofore  lost  a  hand,  became  en- 
titled, upon  the  loss  of  the  remaining 
hand  while  such  employee,  to  the  com- 
pensation for  permanent  total  disa- 
bility, and  not.  to  the  lesser  compensa- 
tion for  permanent  partial  disability. 
Schwab  V.  Emporium  Forestry  Co* 
216  N,  Y.  712,  111  N.  E.  1099.  Our  de- 
cision  related  to  a  claim  arising  in 
July,  1914,  and  affirmed  the  decision 
of  the  appellate  division,  rendered 
May  5,  1915.  Schwab  v.  Emporium 
Forestry  Co.  167  App.  Div.  614,  153 
N.  Y.  Supp.  234.  Manifestly  the  law 
was  a  hindrance  to  those  who,  having 
lost  a  hand  or  other  member,  sought 
to  become  employees  under  the  act, 
because  the  loss  of  the  remaining 
member  subjected  the  employer  to  the 
payment  of  a  compensation  sub- 
stantially greater  than  it  would  in 
ease  the  employee  had  the  two  mem« 
bers.  After  the  decision  of  the  ap- 
pellate division,  the  legislature,  by  an 
amendment  to  subdivision  6  of  §  15, 
enacted  *'Asit:  'An  employee  who  is 
suffering  from  a  previous  disability 
shall  not  receive  compensation  for  a 
later  injury  in  excess  of  the  compen- 
sation allowed  for  such  injury  when 
considered  by  itself  and  not  in  con- 
junction with  the  previous  disability.' 
Laws  1915,  chap.  615.  The  provisions 
of  §  15  were  supplemented  in  1916  by 
the  addition  of  subd.  7,  which  we  have 
already  quoted.  The  evident  and 
clear  purpose  of  the  subdivision  was 
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to  remove  a  condition,  as  between. em- 
ployers and  partially  disabled  em- 
ployees, inconsonant  with  the  spirit 
of  the  act  and,  perhaps,  unjust, 
though  the  creation  of  a  state  fund 
contributed  to  by  the  insurance  car- 
riers, and,  as  the  permanent  total 
disability  arose,  accessible  to  any 
member  of  the  entire  prescribed  class 
of  employees  so  disabled.  Its  provi- 
sions are  within  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  the  Constitution.  The  ac^t  required 
each  employer  within  its  provisions  to 
secure  the  prescribed  compensation 
to  his  employees  in  one  of  the  follow- 
ing ways :  ( 1 )  By  ini^uring  and  keep- 
ing insured  the  payment  of  such 
compensation  through  the  state  fund ; 
or  (2)  through  any  .stock  corporation, 
or  mutual  association  authorized  to 
transact  the  business  of  workmen's 
compensation  insurance  in  the  state; 
or  (3)  securing  from  the  State  Indus- 
trial Commission  in  the  stated  manner 
permission  to  be  a  selfrinsurer.  Sec- 
tion 50.  The  term  'insurance  carrier' 
of  subd.  7  of  §  15  includes  the  state 
fund,  the  stock  corporations  or  mu- 
tual associations,  and  the  self-in- 
surer. Section  3,  subd.  12.  All  em- 
ployers, therefore,  contribute  under 
identical  conditions  to  the  special 
fund  of  said  subd.  7, — ^those  utiliz- 
ing the  state  fund  or  the  stock  or  mu- 
tual associations  through  the  insur- 
ance premiums  contributed  to  the  fund 
or  association,  and  the  self-insurers 
by  payments  directly.  The  special 
fund  is  exclusively  distributed  among 
the  employees  of  those  who  contribute. 
Its  creation  and  use  are  not  different 
in  principle  from  those  of  the  state 
fund  or  the  funds  of  the  associations 
constituted  of  the  premiums  received. 
In  the  last  analysis  all  compensation 
to  the  employees  of  the  employers 
paying  those  premiums  is  not  paid  by 
the  employer  to  his  employees,  but 
from  the  aggregated  and  indiscrim- 
inate funds.  From  those  funds  the 
awarded  compensation  is  directly 
paid  to  the  employees  or  dependents, 
or  reimbursement  for  payments  by  em- 
ployers is  made  to  them.  Sections  53, 
64,  25,  26.  In  Jensen  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.  (1915)  215  N.  Y.  514,  L.R.A.1916A, 
408,  109  N.  E.  600,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B, 


276,  9  N.  C.  C.  A.  280,  we  expressed 
the  conclusions  that  the  scheme  of 
the  act  is .  essentially  and  fundamen- 
tally t^he  creation  of  a  state  fund 
from  premiums  paid  by  employers  to 
insure  or  effect  the  payment  of  a  pre- 
scribed compensation  for  disability  or 
death  from  accidental  injuries  sus- 
tained by  employees  engaged  in  cer- 
tain enumerated  hazardous  employ- 
ments, and  that  the  act  was  amply 
sustained  by  the  Constitution.  Sub- 
division 7  is  well  within  the  scheme." 

In  Watkioson  v.  Hotel  Pennsylvania 
(1921)  195  App.  Div.  624,  187  N,  Y. 
Supp.  278,  affirmed  in  (1921)  231 
N.  Y.  562,  182  N.  E.  889,  a  provision 
of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
for  the  payment  to  the  state  treasurer 
in  every  case  of  injury  to  an  employee, 
causing  death,  in  which  there  are 
no  persons  entitled  to  compensation, 
of  the  sum  of  $900,  to  be  held  by  the 
state  treasurer  as  custodian,  and 
conferring  on  the  Industrial  Commis- 
sion the  distribution  thereof,  was  held 
not  to  be  unconstitutional,  as  violat- 
ing the  due  process  of  law,  just  com- 
pensation, or  equal  protection  of  law 
clauses,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
amount  fixed  was  not  unfair  or  un- 
reasonable. It  was  also  stated  that  a 
provision  for  the  payment  of  $100  to 
the  state  treasurer  where  a*  deceased 
employee  left  no  dependents  was  valid, 
and  the  above  provisions  of  the  Com- 
pensation Act  were  further  held  not 
to  be  rendered  invalid  by  the 
Rehabilitation  Law,  accepting  appro- 
priations by  the  United  States  for 
vocational  rehabilitation  of  disabled 
persons. 

And  in  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Industrial 
Commission  (1921)  —  Utah,  — ,  18 
A.L.R.  259,  199  Pac.  152,  it  was  held 
that  a  provision  requiring  an  employer 
carrying  his  own  insurance  to  pay  a 
certain  amount  into  the  state  treasury 
in  case  of  death  of  an  employee  with- 
out dependents,  to  provide  a  fund  for 
compensating  employees  suffering  a 
second  disability,  which,  when  com- 
bined with  the  first,  causes  injuries 
greater  than  the  compensation  pro- 
vided for  the  disability  from  the  sec- 
ond injury  alone,  does  not  deprive 
the  employer  of  the  equal  protection 
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of  the  laws,  or  deprive  hhn  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law, 
where  he  in  privileged  to  insure  in 
the  state  fund  if  he  chooses  to  do  sj. 
(The  question  of  the  constitutionality 


and  construction  of  provisions  di- 
rected against  noninsuring  employers 
is  considered  in  the  annotation  ap* 
pended  to  this  case  in  18  A.L.R.  259.) 

J.  T.  W. 


STATE  OF  INDIANA,  Appt, 
WILLIAM  DAILEY  et  al. 

Indiana  Supreme  CouH^^  March  17 f  tP99m 

(_  ind.  — ,  184  N.  E.  481.) 

Homicide  —  necessity  of  death  within  a  year  and  a  day. 

1.  Death  niust  occur  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  infliction  of  the 
wound  to  constitute  naurder,  under  a  statute  merely  providing  for  the 
punishment  of  that  crime. 

[See  note  on^  this  question  beginning  on  puge  1006.] 

-*  punishment  of  murder  —  definition,     ment  of  murder  refers  to  that  crime 

2.  A  statute  providing  for  punish-     as  it  existed  at  common  law. 


Appeal  by  the  State  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Clark 
County  (Fortune,  J.)  sustaining  a  motion  to  quash  an  indictment  charging 
defendants  with  the  crime  of  murder.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Mr.  U.  S,  Leah,  Attorney  General, 
for  the  State. 

Messrs.  Charles  D.  Kelso  and  War- 
ren B.  Allison,  for  appellees: 

The  common  law  governs  in'  Indiana 
except  in  cases  where  its  application 
is  restricted  or  entirely  prohibited  by 
express  statutory  provisions. 

Dunville  v.  State,  188  Ind.  378,  123 
N.  E.  689. 

When  a  public  offense  has  been  de- 
clared by  statute,  and  punishment 
fixed  therefor,  without  definition,  the 
courts  will  resort  to  the  common  law 
and  the  general  import  of  the  language 
used,  to  determine  the  sufficiency  of 
the  charge  within  the  general  terms 
of  the  statute. 

State  V.  Patton,  159  Ind.  261,  64  N. 
E.  850. 

The  law  conclusively  presumes  that 
death  results  from  some  other  cause 
if  the  death  does  not  take  place  with- 
in a  year  and  a  day  after  the  felonious 
blow  was  struck,  and  neither  the  court 
nor  the  jury  can  draw  a  contrary  one. 

Archer  v.  State,  106  Ind.  432,  7  N. 


E.  225;  Gillett,  Grim.  Law,  2d  ed.  § 
610;  Clark,  Crim.  Law,  p.  130;  21  Cyc. 
702,  848;  Com.  v.  Macloon,  101  Mass. 
1,  100  Am.  Dec.  89;  21  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  93 ;  State  v.  Orrell, 
12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  139,  17  Am.  Dec. 
563;  Thomas  v.  State,  67  Ga.  460; 
Percer  v.  State,  118  Tenn.  765,  103  S. 
W.  780;  Clark  v.  Com.  90  Va.  360,  18 
S.  E.  440;  People  v.  Aro,  6  Cal.  207, 
65  Am.  Dec.  503;  People  v.  Kelly,  6 
Cal.  210;  State  v.  Mayfield,  66  Mo.  125; 
Hughes,  Crim.  Law  &  Proc.  §  15,  note 
22;  2  Bishop,  Crim.  Proc.  §  533;  1 
Whart.  Crim.  Law,  11th  ed.  §  436. 

Myers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Appellees,  by  indictment  duly  re- 
turned in  the  Clark  circuit  court, 
were  charged  veith  the  crime  of 
murder.  Bums's  Anno.  Stat.  1914, 
§  2235.  A  separate  and  several  mo- 
tion by  each  appellee  to  quash  the 
indictment  waa  sustained,  and  judg- 
ment of  release  followed.    The  state 
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appealed,  and  has  assigned  as  error 
the  action  of  the  court  in  quashing 
the  indictment  as  to  each  appellee. 

The  indictment  in  substance 
charged  that  appellee  Gaunt,  on 
November  18,,  1917,  did  unlawfully, 
feloniously,  purposely,  and  witii 
premeditated  malice  strike  Charles 
Orem  with  a  dangerous  and  deadly 
weapon,  thereby  inflicting  a  mortal 
wound,  from  which  mortal  wound 
so  inflicted  Charles  Orem,  on  Janu- 
ary 21,  1919,  died,  and  that  appellee 
William  Dailey,  before  the  commis- 
sion of  the  felony  aforesaid,  coun- 
seled, encouraged,  hired,  and  com- 
manded Gaunt  to  commit  the  fel- 
ony. 

The  indictment  on  its  face  shows 
that  the  death  of  Orem  occurred 
more  than  a  year  and  two  months 
after  the  wound  was  inflicted.  The 
sole  question  presented  by  this  ap- 
peal is,  Must  death  result  within 
a  year  and  a  day  from  the  time  the 
wound  was  given  ?  On  this  particu- 
lar question  we  have  no  statute. 
While  a  prosecution  for  murder  is 
not  barred  by  any  limitation,  yet 
that  is  not  the  question  here  pre- 
sented. The  legislature  has  enacted 
that  ''crimes  and  misdemeanors 
shall  be  defined,  and  punishment 
therefor  fixed  by  statutes  of  this 
state  and  not  otherwise."  Burns's 
Anno.  Stat.  1914,  §  237.  This  enact- 
ment has  been  in  force  since  1852, 
and  is  an  exception  ingrafted  upon 
the  act  adopting  the  common  law. 
Thus  rests  the  support  for  the  rul- 
ing that  no  common-law  crimes, 
punishable  as  such,  exist  in  this 
state  (Ledgerwood  v.  State,  134  Ind. 
81,  33  N.  E.  631;  State  v.  Terre 
Haute  Brewing  Co.  186  Ind.  248, 
116  N.  E.  772;  McDaniels  v.  State, 
185  Ind.  245, 113  N.  E.  1004 ;  Wood- 
small  V.  State,  181  Ind.  613,  105 
N.  E.  155,  899;  Hinshaw  v.  State, 
188  Ind.  147,  122  N.  E.  418),  al- 
though by  S  236,  Bums's  Anno. 
Stat.  1914,  ^'the  common  law,  to- 
gether with  acts  passed  by  the  Brit- 
ish Parliament  in  aid  thereof,  prior 
to  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of 
James  I.,  is,  by  adoption,  in  force, 
and  prevails  in  this  state  so  far  as 


applicable,  and  when  not  inconsist- 
ent with  our  f  undameniAl  laws,  state 
or  Federal,  and  not  inconsistent 
with  the  acts  of  our  own  legislature 
or  statutes  enacted  by  Congress" 
(Sopher  v.  State,  169  Ind.  177,  182, 
14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  172,  81  N.  E.  914, 
14  Ann.  Cas.  27). 

In  the  instant  case  the  crime  is 
designated  murder,  and  punishment 
therefor  is  flxed.  Section  2335,  su- 
pra. The  word  "murder"  had  a 
definite  and  well- 
defined  meaning  in  p«i!u^m»t  of 
law  long  before  this  SJJJjSftt^^ 
statute  was  enacted. 
Consequently  it  logically  follows  that 
the  offense  designated  as  murder  at 
common  law  is  such  under  our  stat- 
ute. In  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Clarke,  152  U.  S.  230,  38  L. 
ed.  422,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  579,  the 
court  had  under  consideration  a 
statute  of  this  state,  authorizing  the 
personal  representative  of  one 
whose  death  was  caused  by  the 
wrongful  act  or  omission  of  another 
to  maintain  as  action  for  damages 
against  the  one  so  causing  the  death, 
if  commenced  within  twq  years. 
Burns's  Anno.  Stat.  1914,  §  285. 
In  that  case  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  insisted  that  §  285,  supra, 
should  be  construed  as  giving  the 
right  of  action  to  such  representa- 
tive in  case  his  decedent  died  from 
the  effects  of  the  wound  so  received 
by  him  within  a  year  and  a  day 
thereafter,  for  the  reason  that  the 
''law  does  not  look  upon  such  a 
wound  as  the  cause  of  a  man's 
death,  'after  which  he  lives  so 
long.*''  The  court  did  not  agree 
with  this  contention.  It  held, 
as  did  this  court,  that  §  285,  supra, 
created  a  new  cause  of  action, 
and  was  in  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  allowed  two  years  aft- 
er such  death  within  which  to  com-* 
mence  it.  In  that  case  the  court 
observed :  "In  cases  of  murder  the 
rule  at  common  law  undoubtedly 
was  that  no  person  should  be  ad- 
judged; /by  any  act  whatever,  to 
kill  another  who  does  not  die  by  it 
within  a  year  and  a  day  thereafter ; 
in  computation  whereof  the  whole 
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day  on  which  the  hurt  was  done 
shall  be  reckoned  first/  1  Hawk.  P. 
C.  chap.  13,  id*  bk.  2,  chap.  23,  § 
88 ;  4  Bl.  Com.  197,  306.  The  reason 
assigned  for  that  rule  was  that,  if 
the  person  alleged  to  have  been 
murdered  'die  after  that  time,  it 
cannot  be  discerned,  as  the  law  pre^ 
sumes,  whether  he  died  of  the  stroke 
or  poison,  etc.,  or  a  natural  death ; 
and  in  case  of  life,  a  rule  of  law 
ought  to  be  certain.'  3  Inst.  53. 
And  such  is  the  rule  in  this  country 
in  prosecutions  for  murder,  except 
in  jurisdictions  where  it  may  be 
otherwise  prescribed  by  statute. 
Whart.  Am.  Crim.  Law,  §  107S; 
State  V.  Orrell,  12  N.  C,  (1  Dev.  L.) 
139, 17  Am.  Dec.  563." 
[  In  this  state  we  have  no  statute 
in  contravention  of  the  common-law 
rule  that  a  party  must  die  within  a 
year  and  a  day  after  the  wound  is 
inflicted  in  order  to  make  the  kill- 
ing either  murder  or  manslaughter. 
Therefore  if  by  analogy  we  may 
reason  from  the  rule  that,  where  a 
statute  creates  a  crime  by  name 
without  defining  it»  the  court  may 
do  so  by  the  aid  of  common-law  def- 
initions (State  V.  Patton,  159  Ind. 
248,  251,  64  N.  E.  850 ;  Hopewell  v. 
State,  22  Ind.  App.  489,  492,  54  N. 
E.  127),  then  we  might  as  readily 
say  that  the  legislature,  by  its  si- 
lence on  the  subject  of  time  between 


the  giving  of  the  wound  and  the 
death,  intended  that  _^ece«tty  oc 
the    c  o  m  m  o  n-law  «ie«tfc  wtthim  « 
rule  of  a  year  and  a  ^**'  "*  *  ^^* 

day  should  govern,  and  we  so  hold, 
Epps  V.  State,  102  Ind.  539,  563,  1 
N.  E.  491,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  517; 
Moore's  Crim.  Law,  §  849;  Gillette 
Crim.  Law,  §  510. 

Other  jurisdictions  having  stat- 
utes creating  and  defining  the  crime 
of  murder  very  similar  to  ours,  and 
no  statute  on  the  question  now  un- 
der consideration,  have  with  one  ac- 
cord held  that  time  is  as  essen- 
tial now  as  at  common  law,  be- 
cause to  sustain  the  charge  it 
is  necessary  that  it  appear  that 
the  death  occurred  williin  a  year 
and  a  day  of  the  infliction  of 
the  alleged  mortal  wound.  State 
v.  Mayfield,  66  Mo.  125;  State 
V.  Testerman,  68  Mo.  408;  State  v. 
Sides,  64  Mo.  383;  Edmondson  v. 
State,  41  Tex.  496,  498;  Hardin  v. 
State,  4  Tex.  App.  355,  370;  Com. 
V.  Parker,  2  Pick.  550,  558;  Com. 
V.  Robertson,  162  Mass.  90,  97,  38 
N.  E.  25;  Percer  v.  State,  118  Tenn. 
765,  777,  103  S.  W.  780;  State  v. 
Bantley,  44  Conn.  537,  26  Am.  Rep. 
486,  489;  State  v.  Orrell,  supra; 
Brassfield  v.  State,  56  Ark.  556,  18 
S.  W.  1040 ;  21  Cyc.  702 ;  13  R,  C.  L. 
747,  8  52. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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The  rule  that  death  must  ensue 
within  a  year  and  a  day  from  the  in- 
fliction of  a  mortal  wound,  in  order 
to  constitute  homicide,  obtains  gen- 
erally throughout  the  United  States, 
deriving  its  support  in  some  juris- 
dictions from  the  common  law,  in 
some  from  a  statutory  enactment 
which  expressly  includes  this  ele- 
ment in  the  definition  of  homicide, 
and  in  some  from  the  rule  announced 
in  the  reported  case  (Stats  ▼.  Dajusy, 
ante,  1004),  to  the  effect  that,  where 
a  statute  creates  a  crime  by  name 
without  defining  it,  the  courts  may 
do  so  by  the  aid  of  common-law  defi- 
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nitions.  Thus,  in  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing cases,  the  court  has  declared 
the  rule  to  be  that,  in  order  to  con- 
stitute criminal  homicide  by  the  un- 
lawful taking  by  one  human  being  of 
the  life  of  another,  it  must  appear 
that  the  death  occurred  within  a  year 
and  a  day  from  the  time  of  giving  the 
mortal  wound: 

Arizona. — Roberts  v.  State  (1915) 
17  Ariz.  159,  149  Pae.  380. 

Arkansas.— Kee  v.  State  (1S72) 
28  Ark.  155,  2  Anu  Crim.  Kep.  263; 
Brassfield  v.  State  (1892)  55  Ark. 
556,  18  S.  W.  1040;  Fisher  v.  State 
(1913)   109  Ark.  456,  160  S.  W.  210. 
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See  also  Olo^r  ▼.  State  (1816)  116 
Ark.  588,  172  S.  W.  876. 

Califoomia*  —  People  v.  Kelly 
(1866)  6  Gal.  210;  People  ▼.  Wallace 
(1858)  9  Gal.  30;  People  v.  Gox 
(1858)  9  Gni.  32;  People  v.  Steventon 
(1858)  9  Gal.  273;  People  v.  Mtirphy 
(1870)  39  Gal.  52.  See  also  People 
y.  Aro  (1866)  6  Gal.  207,  65  Am.  Dec. 
503;  People  ▼.  Coleman  (1858)  10 
Gal.  334. 

Coiuiectlcvt.  —  State    ▼.     Bantley 

(1877)  44  Goim.  537,  26  Am.  Rep. 
486. 

Indiana^— Eppa  v.  State  (1885)  102 
Ind.  539,  1  N.  E.  491,  5  Am.  Grim. 
Rep.  517.  And  see  the  reported  case 
(Statb  v.  Dailtot,  ante,  1004). 

Kentucky, — See  Jane  v.  Com. 
(1860)  3  Met  18;  Rose  v.  Gom. 
(1914)  156  Ky.  817,  162  S.  W.  107. 

Louisiana.  ^-  State  ▼.  Kennedy 
(1845)  8  Rob.  690. 

Ilfaine.^-State  v.  Gonley  (1854)  39^ 
Me:  78. 

BfassachusettSd — Gom.  ▼.  Parker 
(1824)  2  Pick.  550;  Gom.  v.  Macloon 
(1869)  101  Mass.  1,  100  Am.  Dec.  89; 
Gom.  V.  Robertson  (1894)  162  Mass. 
90,  38  N.  E.  25.  See  also  Gom.  v. 
Snell  (1905)  189  Mass.  12,  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1019,  75  N.  E.  76. 

Michlsran^ — See  Ghapman  v.  People 

(1878)  39  Mich.  357. 
MisaourL— Lester  ▼.   State    (1846) 

9  Mo.  666;  State  ▼.  Sides  (1877)  64 
Mo.  383;  State  v.  Borders  (1917)  — 
Mo.  — ,  199  S.  W.  180;  State  v.  Reakey 
(1876)  1  Mo.  App.  3.  See  also  State 
V.  Mayfield  (1877)  66  Mo.  125;  State 
V.  Testerman  (1878)  68  Mo.  408. 

Montana. — State  v.  Keerl  (1904) 
29  Mont.  508,  101  Am  St  Rep.  579, 
75  Pac.  362. 

Nebraska^ — See  Debney  v.  State 
(1895)  45  Neb.  856,  34  L.R.A.  851,  64 
N.  W.  446. 

Nevada,^-State  v.  Anderson  (1868) 
4  Nev.  729;  State  v.  Huff  (1876)  11 
Nev.  17;  State  v.  Williams  (1909)  31 
Nev.  360,  102  Pac.  974. 

North  Carolina. — State  v.  Orrell 
(1826)  12  N.  G.  (1  Dev.  L.)  139,  17 
Am.  Dec.  563;  State  v.  Shepherd 
(1847)  30  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.)  195; 
State  V.  Haney  (1872)  67  N.  G.  467. 


Oregon.  — «  See  Boweh  7.  State 
(1859)  1  Or.  270. 

TeBBeasee^r^Percer  v.  State  (1907) 
118  Tenn.  765,  103  S.  W.  780. 

Texas.  —  Edmondson  v.  State 
(1874)  41  Tex.  496;  Hardin  v.  State 
(1878)  4  Tex.  App.  370. 

Vlrinnia.  -^  See  Glaric  v.  Gom. 
(1893)  90  Va.  360,  18  S.  E.  440. 

Washington^ — State  ▼.  Champoux 
(1903)  33  Wash.  339,  74  Pac.  557. 
See  also  ^tate  v.  Phillips  (1910)  59 
Wash.  252,  109  Pac.  1047. 

"The  ireqnirement  that  it  must  ap* 
pear  that  the  party  died  within  a 
year  and  a  day  is  i^  rule  of  evidence 
merely.  Unless  the  party  dies  with- 
in that  time,  the  prosecution  will  not 
be  permitted  to  show  that  he  died  of 
the  injury'  received."  People  v. 
MUBphy>  (1870)  39  GaL  52. 

The  reason  for  the  rule  was  stated 
in  State  v.  Orrell  (N«  C.)  supra,  as 
follows:  'If  such  was  not  the  case, 
that  is,  if  death  did  not  take  place 
within  a  year  and  a  day  of  the  time 
of  receiving  the  wound,  the  law 
draws  the  conclusion  that  it  was  not 
the  cause  of  death;  and  neither  the 
court  nor  jury  can  draw  a  contrary 
one.**  In  the' same  case,  in  discussing 
the  necessity  of  alleging  the  time  of 
death  in  the  indictment,  the  court 
said:  "Nor  is  it  less  important  to 
state  the  time  of  death,  in  order  to 
ahow  that  the  deceased  died  of  the 
wound  given  her  by  the  prisoner* 
within  a  year  and  a  day  'after  she 
received  it.  For,,  if  the  death 
happened  beyond  that  time,  the  law 
would  presume  that  it  proceeded 
from  some  other  cause  than  the 
wound." 

Similarly,  in  State  v.  Anderson 
(Nev.)  supra,  it  was  said:  "If  the 
shot  was  fired  more  than  a  year 
and  a  day  before  the  death,  then 
the  law  would  presume'  that  the 
party  died  from  some  other  cause 
than  the  wound.  No  proof  of  a 
shooting  which. took  place  more  than 
a  year  and  a  iday  before  the  death 
of  the  party  would  be  received,  and 
of  course  the  prisoner  could  not  be 
in  any  danger  from  this  source." 

In    State    v.    Shepherd    (1847)    30 
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N*  a  (8  Ired.  L.)  195,  it  was  said  tBat 
in  respect  to  murder  the  time  of  the 
death  is  material  in  but  one  respect, 
that  is,  that  it  occurred  within  a 
year  and  a  day  from  the  wounding, 
as  the  law  attributes  deltth  not 
happening  within  a  year  and  a  day 
to  some  cause  other  than  the  wound- 
ing. 

In  construing  a  statute  which  pro- 
vided that,  "in  order  to  make  the  kill- 
ing either  murder  or  manslaughter, 
it  is  requisite  that  the  party  die 
within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the 
stroke  received  or  the  cause  of  death 
administered,''  the  court  in  State  v. 
Hulf  (1876)  11  Nev.  17,  said:  "The 
literal  import  of  this  language  does 
lend  some  countenance  to  the  nation 
that  the  law  is  guilty  of  the  absurdity 
of  saying  that  a  malicious  kilU 
kig  shall  be  deemed  a  harmless  or  a 
guilty  act  according  to  the  length  of 
time  the  victim  survives  after  receiv- 
ing the  fatal  wound.  But  knowing 
what    the    rule    of    law    which    the 


statute  recognizes  and  affirms  has  al- 
ways been,  we  are  able  to  acquit  it 
of  such  absurdity.  It  is  a  rule  of 
evidence  merely.  Knowing  that  the 
real  cause  of  death  must  be  more  or 
less  doubtful  in  all  cases  where  a 
wound  has  not  proved  speedily  fatal, 
the  law  has  wisely  set  a  limit  to  that 
inquiry,  and  has  determined  that 
when  a  wounded  party  has  survived 
the  wound  a  year  and  a  day,  there 
shall  be  a  conclusive  presumption 
that  he  died  from  some  other  cause. 
It  does  not  say,  'Notwithstanding  you 
killed  him  with  malice  aforethought, 
you  are  deemed  innocent  because  he 
lived  a  year  and  a  day  after  you 
stabbed  him;'  but  what  it  does  say 
is,  'He  lived  so  long  after  you  stabbed 
him,  I  therefore  conclude  you  did  not 
kill  him;'  or,  rather.  It  is  so  doubt- 
ful in  such  eases  what  was  the  cause 
of  death  that  upon  grounds  of  public 
policy  I  have  determined  never  to  per- 
mit the  attempt  to  show  that  the 
wound  was  the  cause.'  "  M.  B. 


DENNIS  O'SHEA,  Respt, 

V. 

JOHN  L.  LAVOY,  Appt- 

Wi9e&n9in  Supreme  Court '^  December  18,  iP21» 
(_  Wis,  — ,  185  N.  W.  525.) 

Aatomobfle  —  injary  to  guest  —  liability. 

The  owner  of  an  automobile  is  not  liable  for  damages  to  an  invited 
guest  riding  therein  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  latter,  due  to  the  turning 
over  of  the  machine  because  of  a  defective  spring,  even  though  it  was  a 
secondhand  machine  and  the  spring  was  repaired  with  old  parts. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  1014.] 


Headnote  by  Owen,  J. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mario- 
nette County  (Quinlan,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence.    Reversed. 


Statement  by  Owen,  J. : 

The  plaintiff  is  the  father-in-law 
of  the  defendant,  and  is  about  seven- 
ty-two years  of  age.  Both  reside  at 
Marinette,  Wisconsin.    On  July  18, 


1920,  the  defendant  started  in  a 
Chalmers  automobile  on  a  trip  ta 
Norway,  Michigan,  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  home  one  of  his  children 
who  had  been  visiting  at  that  place. 


O'SHEA 
<—  wu.  — , 

He  took  with  him  his  wife,  two  chil- 
dren,  his  niece»  another  lady,  the 
plaintiff,  and  his  wife,  whom  he  in- 
vited to  make  the  trip  with  him. 
The  car  was  a  1915  model.  Defend- 
ant had  purchased  it  as  a  second- 
hand car  in  1919.  Sometime  prior 
to  this  date,  four  leaves  of  the  left 
front  spring  broke,  and  defendant 
took  the  car  to  a  garage  and  had  the 
spring  repaired.  The  broken  leaves 
were  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and 
fifth  from  the  bottom;  there  being 
seven  leaves  in  the  spring.  The 
garage  man  substituted  some  old 
leaves  which  he  had  in  the  shop  for 
the  broken  ones,  and  thus  repaired 
the  spring.  He  took  some  leaves  he 
had  in  the  garage  that  were  a  little 
bit  too  long,  cut  off  the  tapered  ends, 
and  fitted  them  the  same  length  as 
the  ones  that  were  broken.  This 
was  regarded  as  a  temporary  job, 
and  a  new  spring  was-  ordered. 
The  garage  man  told  defendant 
that  it  would  not  be  good  policy 
to  run  the  car  too  long  wilji 
the  repaired  spring,  but  that  it 
would  be  safe  as  long  as  he 
watched  himself  on  the  road.  The 
garage  man  testified  that  he  knew 
the  defendant  intended  to  use 
the  car  in  ma  ordinary  way,  and  that 
he  considered  it  entirely  good  and 
adequate,  temporarily,  for  that  pur- 
pose. He  further  testified  that  there 
was  nothing  unusual  about  using  a 
repaired  job  on  a  spring  temporarily 
before  a  new  spring  arrives.  In 
fact,  it  was  quite  common  to  do  that 
in  that  vicinity.  He  further  testi- 
fied that  any  part  of  a  car  that  is 
made  of  steel  is  apt  to  crys£allize 
after  four  or  five  years'  use.  Be- 
tween the  time  of  ttie  repair  of  the 
spring  and  the  trip  in  question,  de- 
fendant ran  the  car  a  distance  of 
1,500  miles,  making  one  trip  from 
Marinette  to  Milwaukee  therewith 
without  any  mishap. 

While  on  the  trip  to  Norway,  they 
passed  over  a  small  bridge  near  the 
village  of  Daggett,  Michigan,  going 
at  the  rate  of  15  to  18  miles  an  hour. 
Almost  immediately  thereafter  the 
master  (top)  leaf  of  the  spring 
broke  very  near  the  front  end  Uiere- 
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of  I  where  it  had  no  support  from  the 
other  leaves.  This  caused  the  left 
aide  of  the  car  to  drop  down,  the 
fender  coming  in  contact  with  the 
tire,  which  made  it  impossible  to 
turn  the  car,  which  at  that  time  was 
turned  a  little  to  the  left,  and  the 
car  slid  a  short  distance  and  toppled 
over  the  edge  of  the  road  and  down 
an  embankment,  turning  complete- 
ly over,  causing  injury  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  damages  for  which 
this  action  Was  brought. 

The  defendant  testified  that  when 
the  leaves  broke  on  the  former  oc- 
casion it  did  not  let  the  fender  of  the 
car  down  onto  the  front  wheel,  and 
that  he  did  not  know  that  such  a 
result  would  follow  from  a  breaking 
of  the  master  leaf. 

The  material  allegations  of  the 
complaint  were  to  the  effect  that 
plaintiff  was  riding  with  the  defend- 
ant in  said  car  as  the  defendant's 
invited  guest  along  a  public  high- 
way, and  that  said  defendant  was 
then  and  there  driving  said  auto- 
mobile at  an  excessive  rate  of  speed, 
and  the  said  left  front  spring  of  the 
automobile  was  defective,  which 
fact  was  well  known  to  the  defend- 
ant for  a  long  time  prior  to  said 
date,  and  which  said  fact  was  en- 
tirely unknown  to  this  plaintiff; 
that  while  it  was  so  driven  the  said 
left  front  spring  of  said  automobile 
broke,  and  by  reason  thereof  the 
said  car  was  thrown  over  a  high 
embankment,  through  said  defend- 
'  ant's  carelessness  and  negligence. 
Upon  the  trial  the  complaint  was 
amended  by  striking  out  the  words 
"at  an  excessive  rate  of  speed,'*  and 
the  words  "at  an  ordinary  rate  of 
speed"  were  inserted  instead,  so 
that  the  only  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  relied  upon  at  the 
trial  was  the  using  of  the  automo- 
bile with  the  defective  spring,  which 
it  was  alleged  was  well  known  to 
the  defendant  for  a  long  time  prior 
to  said  date. 

The  jury  returned  a  special  ver- 
dict in  which  it  was  found  that  the 
defendant  was  negligent  in  using 
the  car  at  the  time  in  question  in 
the  condition  it  then  was ;  that  such 
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negligence  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  plaintiff's  injuries;  that  no  want 
of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  proximately  contributed  to 
his  injuries;  that  plaintiff  did  not 
voluntarily  assume  the  risk  of  any 
danger  arising  out  of  the  operation, 
with  ordinary  care,  of  defendant's 
car  in  the  condition  in  which  it  was 
at  the  time  when  the  trip  was  com* 
menced ;  and  that  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  plaintiff  were  $4,800. 
Upon  this  verdict  judgment  was 
entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and 
against  the  defendant.  From  the 
judgment  so  entered  defendant 
brings  this  appeal. 

Messrs.  Richmond,  Jackman,  Wilkie, 
&  Toebaas,  for  appellant: 

The  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause' 
of  action  because  no  gross*  negligence 
is  alleged. 

Astin  V.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Go* 
143  Wis.  477,  81  LJLA.(N.S.)  158,  128 
N.  W.  265;  Howe  v.  Corey,  172  Wis. 
537,  179  N.  W.  791;  Greenfield  v. 
Miller.  173  Wis.  184,  12  A.L.R.  982, 
180  N.  W.  834;  Massaletti  v.  Pitzroy, 
228  Mass.  487,  L.R.A.1918C,  264,  118 
N.  E.  168,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1088,  18 
N.  C.  C.  A.  690;  Jones  v.  Parish,  1 
Pinney,  496,  1  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  848 ;  Wil- 
lard  V.  Giles,  24  Wis.  319;  Burns  v. 
State,  145  Wis.  876,  140  Am.  St  Rep. 
1081,  128  N.  W.  987;  Childs  v.  North 
Hudson  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  82  Wis.  460, 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  57,  52  N.  W.  600; 
Flynn  v.  Lewis,  231  Mass.  550,  2 
A.L.R.  896,  121  N.  E.  493;  Avery  v. 
Thompson,  117  Me.  120,  L.R.A.1918D, 
205,  103  Atl.  4;  Wellman  v.  Mead,  93 
Vt.  322,  107  Atl.  396;  Huddy,  Automo- 
biles, p.  890;  Epps  v.  Parish,  26  Oa. 
App.  399,  106  S.  E.  297. 

There  was  no  allegation  bringing 
the  case  within  the  rule  of  licensor 
and  licensee. 

Greenfield  v.  Miller,  173  Wis.  184, 
180  N.  W.  834;  Muench  v.  Heinemann, 
119  Wis.  441.  96  N.  W.  800,  15  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  221 ;  Taylor  v.  Northern  Coal 
&  Dock  Co.  161  Wis.  223,  152  N.  W. 
465,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  167;  Brinilaon 
V.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  144  Wis. 
614,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  359,  129  N.  W. 
664;  Davis  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
58  Wis.  646,  46  Am.  Rep.  667;  17  N. 
W.  406;  Vanderbeck  v.  Hendry,  34  N. 
J.  L.  472;  Cahill  v.  Layton,'  57  Wis. 
600,  46  Am.  Rep.  46,  16  N.  W.  1 ;  Dowd 
V.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  84  Wis. 


105,  20  L.R.A.  527,  86  Am.  St.  Rep. 
917,  64  N.  W.  24,  10  Am.  Neg.  Cas. 
485;  Hupfer  v.  National  Distilling  Co. 
114  Wis.  279,  90  N.  W.  191;  29  Cyc. 
449;  18  Am.  ft  Sng.  Ene.  Law,  1136; 
Pigeon  V.  Lane,  80  Conn.  237|  67  Atl. 
887,  11  Ann.  Cas.  371. 

Messrs.  George  Evans  and  Martin, 
Martin,  &  Martin,  for  respondent: 

The  owner  of  the  car  is  liable  for 
an  injury  received  by  bis  guest  due  to 
a  defective  spring,  which  condition  is 
unknown  to  the  guest  and  known  to 
the  owner. 

Greenfield  v.  Miller,  173  Wis.  184, 
180  N.  W.  834;  Reiter  v.  Grober,  173 
Wis.  493, 18  A.L.R.  362, 181  N.  W.  739 ; 
Klein  v.  Beeten,  169  Wis.  385,  5  A.L.R. 
1287,  172  N.  W.  736;  Patnode  v.  Foot, 
163  App.  DIv.  494, 138  N.  Y.  Supp.  221 ; 
Oresh  v.  Wa'namaker,  221  Pa.  28,  69 
Atl.  1128;  Bumham  v.  Central  Auto. 
Bxch.  —  R.  L  — ,  67  Atl.  429;  Beard  v. 
Klusmeier,  168  Ky.  163,  50  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1100,  164  S.  W.  819,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915D,  342;  (pochhead  v.  Jensen,  42 
Utah,  99,  129  Pac.  347;  Perkins  v. 
Galloway,  194  Ala.  265^  L.R.A.1916E, 
1190,  69  So.  875;  Galloway  v.  Perkins, 
198  Ala.  668,  78  So.  956;  Fitzjarrell  v. 
Boyd,  123  Md.  497,  91  Atl.  547;  Loftus 
V.  Pelletier,  223  Mass.  63,  111  N.  E. 
712 ;  Kennedy  v.  R.  &  L.  Go.  224  Mass. 
207, 112  N.  E.  872;  MassaletU  v.  Fitz- 
roy,  228  Mass.  487,  L.R,A.1918C,  264, 
118  N.  E.  168,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1088, 
18  N.  C.  C.  A.  690;  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs, 
141  La.  272,  74  So.  992,  L.R.A.1917F, 
253,  74  So.  992;  Avery  v.  Thompson, 
117  Me.  120,  L.R.A.1918D,  205,  108 
Atl.  4;  Roy  v.  Kirn,  208  Mich.  671,  175 
N.  W.  475;  Bamett  v.  Levy,  213  111. 
App.  129. 

Mr.  Gerald  F.  Cli£ford  also  for  re- 
spondent. 

Ow^,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  automobile  is  an  instrumen- 
tality of  recent  creation,  \i^ich  has 
rapidly  established  itself  in  the  de- 
sires of  the  people.  No  other  agen- 
cy has  so  effectively  appealed  to 
their  favor.  Nothing  contributes 
so  much  to  the  comfort  and  pleas- 
ure, the  welfare  and  happiness,  of 
the  family.  It  has  given  a  new  idea 
to  distances  and  materially  enlarged 
the  orbit  of  individual  existence. 
It  affords  recreation  which  appeals 
to  every  member  of  the  family,  and 
pleasures  which  may  be  indulged  by 
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fhe  family  unit.  It  id  a  minister  of 
health  as  well  as  pleasure.  It  makes 
the  fresh  air  of  Uie  country  avail- 
able to  the  citizen  of  the  congested 
city,  and  brings  the  pleasures  of  the 
city  within  the  reach  of  the  rural 
inhabitant.  There  are  many  who 
cannot  afford  to  own  an  automobile. 
There  are  few  who  do  not  covet  the 
comfort,  pleasure,  and  recreation 
afforded  thereby.  It  is  an  act  of 
kindness  and  consideration  for  the 
owner  of  a  car  to  lend  its  comfort 
and  pleasure  through  an  invitation 
extended  to  his  less  fortunate  neigh- 
bor for  a  ride  in  the  country,  to  join 
a  picnic  party,  or  to  enjoy  an  eve- 
ning at  the  tiieater  in  the  near-by 
city.  This  is  a  species  of  hospital- 
ity which  should  be  encouraged 
rather  than  discouraged,  and  the 
law  should  not  couple  with  this 
friendly  act  a  duty  which  makes  its 
exercise  an  unreasonable  hazard. 
On  the  other  hand  he  who  takes  his 
friends  and  neighbors  into  his  au- 
tomobile places  them  in  a  high- 
powered,  swiftly  moving  vehicle, 
attended  with  great  danger  unless 
handled  and  operated  with  a  requi^ 
site  degree  of  care.  He  must 
realize  that  he  has  voluntarily  re- 
ceived into  his  keeping  the  lives  and 
safety  of  his  passengers,  and  he 
should  not  be  permitted  to  trifle 
therewith,  or  to  renounce  all  re- 
sponsibility in  such  respect. 

Upon  these  general  observations, 
we  apprehend  there  is  little  differ- 
ence of  opinion  rither  in  law  or  in 
human  conscience.  The  difficulty 
arises  in  announcing  in  concrete 
form,  with  some  degree  of  definite- 
ness  and  workability,  the  exact  ex- 
tent and  nature  of  this  duty.  It  is  a 
question  that  has  not  been  discussed 
or  decided  by  this  court.  While 
there  are  numerous  decisions  else- 
where, the  question  is  nevertheless 
of  recent  origin,  and  the  courts  are 
not  in  complete  accord  in  their 
method  of  its  treatment,  although 
liiere  may  not  be  a  great  practical 
divergence  in  the  conclusions 
reached. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  owner 
of  a  conveyance  is  liable  to  an  in- 
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vited  guest,  who  sustains  injuries 
while  riding  with  him,  only  for 
gross  negligence.  Moffat  v.  Bate- 
man,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  115,  22  L.  T.  N. 
S.  140,  6  Moore,  P.  C.  N.  S.  869; 
Goughlin  v.  Gillison  [1899]  1  Q.  B. 
145,  68  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  147,  47 
Week.  Rep.  118,  79  L.  T.  N.  S.  627; 
Avery  v.  Thompson,  117  Me.  120, 
L.R.A.1918D,  205,  108  Atl.  4,  Ann. 
Gas.  1918E,  1122;  Epps  v.  Parrish, 
26  6a.  App.  399,  106  S.  E.  297.  It 
has  also  been  held  that  he  is  liable 
for  ordinary  negligence.  Siegrist  v. 
Arnot,  10  Mo.  App.  197;  Perkins 
v.  Galloway,  194  Ala.  265,  L.R.A. 
1916E,  1190,  69  So.  875;  Mayberry 
V.  Sivey,  18  Kan.  291. 

There  is  a  line  of  cases  which  hold 
that  the  situation  gives  rise  to  the 
relation  of  licensor  and  licensee; 
tiiat  the  owner  is  not  bound  to  fur- 
nish a  sound  vehicle  or  a  safe  horse, 
but  is  liable  for  active  negligence 
which  increases  the  hazard  or  cre- 
ates a  new  one.  Patnode  v.  Poote, 
158  App.  Div.  494,  188  N.  Y.  Supp. 
221 ;  Pigeon  v.  Lane,  80  Conn.  287, 
67  Atl.  886, 11  Ann.  Gas.  371 ;  Beard 
V.  Klusmeier,  158  Ky.  158,  50  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1100,  164  S.  W.  819,  Ann. 
Zas.  1915D,  842;  Fitzjarrell  v. 
Boyd,  128  Md.  497,  91  Atl.  547. 

In  Massachusetts  it  is  held  that, 
while  the  legal  relation  arising  be- 
tween the  owner  of  the  automobile 
and  his  invited  guest  is  that  of  li- 
censor and  licensee,  it  is  also  that 
of  bailor  and  bailee,  the  nature  of 
the  bailment  being  that  of  a  gratu- 
itous  mandatum,  and  that  the  owner 
is  liable  only  for  his  acts  of  gross 
negligence.  West  v.  Poor,  196  Mass. 
188,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  936,  124  Am. 
St.  Rep.  541,  81  N.  E.  960;  Mass- 
aletti  v.  Fitzroy,  228  Mass.  487,  L. 
R.A.1918G,  264, 118  N.  E.  168,  Ann. 
Gas.  1918B,  1088,  18  N.  C.  G.  A. 
690. 

A  study  of  the  cases,  however, 
reveals  a  greater  consensus  of  judi* 
cial  opinion  upon  the  degree  of  care 
which  should  be  required  of  the 
owner  of  the  automobile  under  such 
circumstances  than  is  indicated  by 
l^e  above  statement.  For  instance, 
in  the  states  holding  that  the  owner 
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is  liable  for  ordinary  nefirligence, 
there  is  but  one  degree  of  negligence 
recognized.  In  such  states  the  care 
which  an  individual  is  required  to 
exercise  under  any  particular  cir- 
cumstances is  ordinary  care,  and  a 
failure  to  exercise  the  care  required 
constitutes  negligence. 

In  the  above-cited  cases  holding 
that  the  measure  of  the  duty  owing 
by  the  owner  of  the  automobile  is 
the  same  as  that  which  a  licensor 
owes  to  a  licensee,  the  conduct  which 
brought  liability  to  the  owner  was 
rash  and  reckless,  approaching  if 
not  constituting  ''gross  negligence/' 
under  our  definition  of  that  term. 
It  is  to  be  remarked,  however,  that 
the  practical  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  those  cases,  that  the  owner 
is  liable  for  his  active  negligence 
which  increases  the  danger  or  cre- 
ates a  new  one,  makes  him  liable 
for  acts  which  amount  to  no  more 
than  ordinary  negligence.  For 
illustration,  see  Lowell  v.  Williams, 
183  App.  Hiv.  701,  170  N.  Y.  Supp. 
696.  The  doctrine  of  the  Massachu- 
setts cases  plainly  holds  the  owner 
liable  only  in  cases  of  ''gross  neg- 
ligence,'' as  the  term  is  understood 
in  that  state.  But  gross  negligence, 
as  understood  in  Massachusetts, 
comprehends  a  lesser  degree  of  neg- 
ligence than  is  included  within  our 
definition  thereof. 

Thus,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
courts  have  held  the  owner  liable 
only  for  a  degree  of  negligence 
which  approximates,  but  probably 
is  less  tiian,  gross  negligence,  as  de- 
fined by  this  court.  This  may  be 
a  just  measure  of  responsibility  to 
place  upon  the  owner.  But  the 
problem  which  confronts  us  is  to 
devise  a  rule  which  will  accomplish 
that  result.  Would  it  be  a  just  rule 
to  hold  the  owner  liable  only  for 
gross  negligence  as  known  to  the 
jurisprudence  of  this  state?  Would 
this  lay  upon  the  owner  a  just  meas- 
ure of  responsibility?  Can  the 
status  of  a  gratuitous  mandatory 
logically  be  imputed  to  one  who 
transports  human  beings  from  place 
to  place?  Furthermore,  does  the 
rule  of  liability  obtaining  between 


licensor  and  licensee,  which  rule  is 
intended  to  apply  principally  with 
reference  to  the  condition  of  prem- 
ises, establish  a  correct  measure  of 
responsibility  with  reference  to  the 
operation  of  an  automobile?  Would 
not  that  rule  lead  to  liability  for 
acts  of  ordinary  negligence,  and,  if 
so,  is  that  a  just  rule? 

But  the  question  of  the  liability 
of  the  owner  of  an  automobile  for 
damages  resulting  to  his  invited 
guest  who  is  riding  therein,  by  rea- 
son of  his  negligent  management 
thereof,  is  not  before  us  in  this  ac- 
tion and  will  not  be  decided.  The 
foregoing  discussion  is  indulged  for 
the  purpose  of  inviting  the  atten- 
tion of  the  profession  to  the  many 
aspects  of  the  question  which  must 
influence  the  eventual  determina- 
tion thereof,  with  a  view  of  direct- 
ing  their  discussion  into  helpful 
channels  when  they  shall  have  oe* 
casion  to  present  that  question  to 
the  court. 

In  this  case  the  damage  resulted 
from  a  defective  spring  on  the  auto- 
mobile. Negligent  operation  there- 
of is  not  claimed.  We  can  see  no 
difference  between  an  invitation 
extended  by  a  person  to  dine  with 
him  and  an  invitation  extended  to 
ride  with  him.  It  has  been  held  by 
this  court  that  in  the  former  case 
the  legal  relation  arising  was  that 
of  licensor  and  licensee.  Greenfield 
V.  Miller,  173  Wis.  184,  12  A.L.R. 
982,  180  N.  W.  834.  It  follows  that 
the  same  relation  arises  in  the  lat- 
ter case,  which  conclusion  is  sup- 
ported by  authorities  already  cit^. 
Whether  or  not  the  established  rules 
of  liability  existing  between  licen- 
sor and  licensee  are  applicable 
in  the  matter  of  the  "manage- 
ment" of  the  automobile,  they 
plainly  are  applicaUe  so  far  as 
the  "condition"  of  the  automobile  is 
concerned.  According  to  those 
rules,  the  guest  accepts  the  premises 
of  his  host  as  he  finds  them,  subject 
only  to  the  limitation  that  the  licen- 
sor must  not  set  a  trap,  or  be  guilty 
of  active  negligence  which  contrib- 
uted to  the  injury.  Here  the  acci- 
dent happened,  as  said  before,  be- 
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cause  of  a  broken  spring,  and  the 
question  is:  Did  that  constitute  a 
*'trap,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule?  That  Is  the  only  basis  npoti 
which  liabilit)^  can  be  predicated.  A 
**trap,"  within  the  meaning  of  this 
rule  as  we  understand  it,  is  a  hidden 
danger  lurking  upon  the  premises, 
which  may  be  avoided  if  known. 
Hence  it  is  the  duty  of  the  host 
to  advise  his  guest  of  its  presence, 
so  that  the  guest  may  enjoy  the 
premises  in  a  security  equal  to  that 
enjoyed  by  tiie  host.  The  guest  has 
no  ris^t  to  a  greater  security  than 
that  enjoyed  by  the  host  or  other 
members  of  his  family.  The  host 
simply  places  the  premises  which 
he  has  to  offer  at  the  disposal  and 
enjoyment  of  his  guest  upon  equal 
terms  of  security. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  con- 
sidered the  automobile  to  be  in  suffi- 
cient condition  to  make  the  trip. 
This  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  iliat 
he  not  only  intrusted  his  own  safety 
thereto,  but  that  of  his  wife  and 
children  as  well.  There  can  be  no 
stronger  evidence  of  the  belief  of 
the  ordinary  well-meaning  man  in 
the  sufficiency  of  the  car  to  safely 
make  the  trip. 

So  we  have  a  situation  where  the 
owner  of  an  automobile^  who  is 
about  to  make  a  pleasant  trip,  fully 
believing  in  the  sufficiency  of  the 
car  to  do  so  with  safety  to  the  oc- 
cupants, with  the  best  of  motives 
and  with  a  view  of  promoting  his 
pleasure,  invites  his  father-in-law  to 
ride  with  him,  and  by  reason  of  the 
giving  way  of  some  part  of  the  car 
the  father-in-law  sustains  injuries. 
Under  such  circumstances,  it  is 
clear  to  us  that  the  father-in-law, 

Automobile-  \  Eccepting  the  in- 
Injury  to  wMt  vitatiou,  took  the 
-iLbiutT.  ^^  ^  he  found  it, 

was  attended  by  the  same  measure 
of  security  enjoyed  by  the  owner 
and  the  other  members  of  his  fami- 
ly, and  that  he  was  entitled  to  no 
more. 

Were  it  material  to  the  decision, 
we  would  hold  that,  upon  the  record, 
we  find  nothing  which  should  have 
led  the  defendant  to  believe  that  the 
car  was  unsafe  to  make  the  trip, 
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nor  that  he  had  any  reason  to  antici- 
pate the  accident  or  the  resulting  in- 
juries. It  is  true  he  had  a  repaired 
spring,  but  he  had  driven  the  car 
1,500  miles  after  it  was  repaired 
without  any  indication  that  it  was 
.insufficient  in  its  repaired  condition 
for  the  purposes  to  which  he  devot- 
ed the  car  at  the  time  in  question. 
Besides,  it  was  not  the  repaired  part 
that  gave  way.  It  was  the  master 
leaf  of  the  spring,  which  up  to  that 
time  had  fully  performed  its  serv- 
ice. There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
leaves  supplied  by  the  repairer  did 
not  contribute  as  much  strength  to 
the  spring  as  those  which  were 
broken.  It  is  common  knowledge 
that  the  giving  way  of  most  any 
part  of  a  ear  that  has  been  used  for 
upwards  of  five  years  may  be  ex- 
pected, and  this,  we  think,  is  the  only 
knowledge  with  which  tiie  defend- 
ant could  be  charged  respecting  the 
deficient  condition  of  the  car.  But 
knowledge  of  this  is  not  sufficient 
to  render  him  liable  to  those  whom 
he  invites  to  ride  with  him,,  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  the  giving 
.way  of  the  various  parts  of  the  car. 
Furthermore,  the  accident  was  a 
most  unusual  one  to  result  from  the 
breaking  of  a  spring,  and,  as  we  un- 
derstand it,  was  due  to  the  peculiar 
construction  of  this  kind  of  car. 
The  defendant  testified  that  he  did 
not  know  that  the  fender  would  en- 
gage the  front  wheel  in  case  of  the 
breaking  of  the  front  spring;  and, 
if  it  were  necessary  to  a  decision  of 
the  case,  the  question  of  whether  he 
should  reasonably  have  anticipated 
the  instant  results  from  the  break- 
ing of  the  spring  would  be  a  serious 
one.  However,  we  think  neither  of 
these  latter  questions  is  involved. 
We  place  the  decision  upon  the 
ground  that  the  owner  did  not  fail 
in  the  performance  of  any  duty 
which  he  owed  to  those  whom  he  in- 
vited to  ride  with  him.  The  conse- 
quence is  that  the  plaintiff  has  no 
cause  of  action,  and  the  complaint 
should  have  been  dismissed. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint. 

Siebecker,  Ch.  J.,  took  no  part. 
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ANNOTATION. 


AutomobOes:  liability  of  owner  or  operator  for  iigiiry  to  gomL 


L  Injury  due  to  negligent  operation: 
a.  Invited  guests: 

1.  General  rule  as  to  care  in 

operation,   1014. 

2.  Minority  rule,  1018. 

8.  Effect  of  statutes,  1021. 

As  to  liability  of  parent  for  injury 
to  child's  guest  by  negligent  opera- 
tion of  car,  see  annotation  in  2  A.L.R. 
900. 

As  to  liability  for  injury  to  guest 
in         e,  see  12  A.L.R.  987. 

f  or  duty  and  liability  of  carrier  of 
passengers  for  hire  by  automobile,  see 
annotation  in  4  A.L.R.  1499. 


The  question  of  the  liability  of  one 
driving  the  car,  to  another  who  is  en- 
gaged in  a  joint  enterprise  with  him, 
is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  annota- 
tion. 

In  Barnett  v.  Levy  (1919)  213  liL 
App.  129,  it  was  held  that  where  one 
•alleges  that  he  was  riding  in  an  auto- 
mobile as  the  guest  of  the  defendant, 
and  seeks  to  recover  for  an  injury 
claimed  to  have  resulted  from  the  de- 
dendant's  negligent  operation  of  the 
automobile,  he  must  prove  that  he 
was  riding  as  a  guest,  and  cannot  re- 
cover if  it  appears  that  the  parties 
were  engaged  at  the  time  in  a  joint 
enterprise,  and  that  each  had  agreed 
to  pay  an  equal  part  of  the  expense 
of  the  trip,  and  a  case  is  not  miide  out 
merely  by  proving  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  lawful  occupant  of  the  automo- 
bile. 

In  Wilmes  v.  Foumier  (1920)  111 
Misc.  9,  180  N.  Y.  Supp.  860,  affirmed 
in  (1920)  194  App.  Div.  950,  185  N.  Y. 
Supp.  958,  the  evidence  was  held  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  an 
injury  was  sustained,  was  riding  as 
an  invited  guest  in  the  defendants 
automobile,  and  that  the  latter  was 
liable  for  an  injury  which  occurred 
through  his_  negligence.  It  Was  con- 
tended that  the  parties  were  engaged 
in  a  joint  enterprise,  as  they  were  on 
a  hunting  trip,  but  the  court  stated 
that  even  if  this  were  true  the  defend- 


I.  a— continued. 

4.  Respondeat  superior,  1021. 

5.  Application  to  facts,  1022. 
b.  Guests  at  sufferance,  1025. 

.€.  Contributory  negligence,  1026. 
II.  Injury  due  to  condition  of  car,  1029. 

ant  would  not,  by  reason  of  this,  be 
immune  from  liability  for  his  torts- 
which  resulted  in  any  injury  to  the 
plaintiff. 

/•  Injury  due  to  negUgetU  operation, 

a.  Invited  gueeie* 

Jf.  Oeneral  ruie  as  to  eare  i$%>  operation, 

I 

The  rule  is  established  by  the 
weight  of  authority  that  the  owner  or 
operator  of  an  automobile  owes  the 
duty  to  an  invited  guest  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  in  its  operation,  and 
not  unreasonably  to  expose  him  to 
danger  and  injury  by  increasing  the 
hazard  of  travel. 

Alabama.  —  Perkins  v.  Galloway,. 
(1915)  194  Ala.  265,  L.R.A.1916E^ 
1190,  69  So.  875,  second  appeal  in 
(1917)  198  Ala.  658,  78  So.  956;  Mc- 
Geever  v.  O'Byrne  (1919)  203  Ala. 
266,  82  So.  508. 

California.  —  Spring  v.  McCabe 
(1921)  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  200  Pac.  41. 

Illinois.  —  Barnett  v.  Levy  (1919) 
213  111.  App.  129;  Masten  v.  Cousins 

(1919)  216  111.  App.  268. 
Kentucky.   —  Beard   v.   Klusmeier 

(1914)  158  Ky.  153,  50  L.R.A.(N.S.> 
1100,  164  S.  W.  319,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D. 
342. 

Maryland.   —   Fitzjarrell   v.   Boyd 

(1914)  123  Md.  497,  91  Atl.  547. 
Nebraska. — ^Bauer  v.  Griess  (1920) 

105  Neb.  381,  181  N.  W.  156. 
New  Jersey. — MacKenzie  v.  Oakley 

(1920)  94  N.  J.  L.  66,  108  Atl.  771. 
Tennessee. — Tennessee  C.  R.  Co.  v. 

Vanhoy  (1920)  143  Tenn.  312,  226  S. 
W.  225. 

The  court  in  Perkins  v.  Galloway 

(1915)  194  Ala,  265,  L.R.A.1916E, 
1190,  69  So.  875,  said:  "The  express 
or  implied  duty  of  the  owner  and 
driver  to  the  occupant  of  the  car  is 
to  exercise  reasonable  care  in  its  op- 
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eration  not  to  unreafionably  expose  to 
danger  and  injury  the  occupant,  by 
increasing  the  hazard  of  that  method 
of  travel.  He  must  exercise  the  care 
and  diligence  which  a  man  of  reason- 
able prudence,  engaged  in  like  busi- 
ness, would  exercise  for  his  own  pro- 
tection and  the  protection  of  his  fam- 
ily and  property — a  care  which  must 
be  reasonably  commensurate  i^pith  the 
nature  and  hazards  attending  this 
particular  mode  of  travel.  Reaves  v. 
Maybank  (1915)  198  Ala.  614,  69  So. 
137.  Failing  in  this  duty,  he  will  be 
liable  to  the  occupant  or  guest  in  the 
car  for  injuries  the  result  pf  such 
carelessness  or  lack  of  diligence/* 

On  the  second  appeal  of  the  Perkins 
Case  in  (1917)  198  Ala.  658,  78  So. 
956,  the  court  said:  ''It  does  seem  to 
be  a  harsh  o|r  hard  rule  which  makes 
the  carrier  or  host  liable  to  the  pasr 
senger  or  guest  as  for  injury  or  death, 
in  the  absence  of  gross  negligence  or 
wantonness,  especially  when  the  pas^ 
senger  or  guest  is  treated  by  the  car- 
rier or  host  just  as  the  latter  himself 
is  treated,  and  when  both  are  injured 
by  the  same  accident,  as  in  this  case. 
If  this  be  so»  the  reply  is:  The  law 
is  so  written,  and  cannot  and  should 
not  be  changed  to  meet  hard  cases; 
such  instability  would  make  ship- 
wreck of  the  law.  The  liability  of  the 
owner  of  an  automobile  to  a  guest 
riding  for  pleasure  only  was  recog- 
nized, but  not  decided,  in  the  case  of 
Powers  V.  Williamson  (1915)  189  Ala* 
600,  66  So.  585.  That  decision,  how* 
ever,  went  off  on  the  ground  that  the 
owner  of  the  machine  was  not  in  that 
case  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his 
son,  who  was  operating  the  car;  that 
is,  that  the  doctrine  of  respondeat 
superior  did  not  apply  in  that  case. 
It  is,  however,  a  necessary  conclusion 
that  the  owner  would  have  been  held 
liable  in  that  case  had  the  son  been 
held  to  be  the  agent  of  his  father,  the 
defendant,  or  had  the  father,  who  was 
the  owner,  been  operating  the  machine 
and  been  guilty  of  negligence  proxi- 
mately contributing  to  the  injury.  It 
is  very  true  that  it  has  bcien  held  that 
a  gratuitous  carrier  of  goods,  like  a 
gratuitous  bailee  of  goods,  is  not  lia- 
ble to  the  owner  of  the  goods  in  the 


absence  of  gross  negligence.  This 
distinction  is  well  pointed  out  by  Mr. 
Hutchinson  (Carriers,  vol.  2,  §  1022, 
;P.  1179),  who  says:  'This,  it  will  be 
observed,  is  different  from  the  well- 
settled  rule  in  regard  to  the  gratui- 
tous carriage  of  goods,  which,  as  has 
been  seen,  does  not  impose  upon  the 
common  carrier  the  same  degree  of 
responsibility  as  when  the  carriage 
is  for  compensation;  and  this  illus- 
trates the  different  light  in  which  the 
two  kinds  of  business  are  viewed  by 
the  law.  The  carrier  of  goods  be- 
comes an  insurer  of  their  safety  only 
when  he  is  paid  to  become  so;  but  the 
carrier  of  the  pwssenger  is  bound  to 
the  utmost  care  and  caution,  whether 
paid  by  the  passenger  or  not;  and  this 
distinction  is  based  upon  wholly  dif- 
ferent reasons  of  public  policy,  being, 
in  the  one  case,  the  value  which  it 
puts  upon  human  life  and  personal 
safety,  and,  in  the  other,  the  neces- 
sity of  preventing  frauds  and  combi- 
nations to  the  "undoing  of  all  per- 
sons" who  may  have  dealings  of  that 
kind  with  the  carrier.  This  distinc- 
tion between  the  gratuitous  bail- 
ment of  goods  to  the  carrier  and  the 
gratuitoHS  carriage  of  the  passenger 
is,  upon  this  ground,  well  established, 
and  in  the  latter  case  the  carrier's 
liability  is  the  same  as  when  he  is 
paid  for  the  carriage.' ''  In  this  case, 
although  the  guest  was  not  invited  to 
ride  by  the  defendant,  but  by  another 
person  who  was  in  the  car,  it  was  held 
that,  as  the  defendant  knew  of  the 
guest's  presence  in  the  car,  the  duty 
not  to  injure  him  was  the  same  as  if 
he  had  expressly  invited  him  to  ride. 
And  in  Cates  v.  Hall  (1916)  171  N. 
C«  860,  88  S.  E.  524,  where  there  was 
conflicting  evidence  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  riding  in  the  defendant's 
automobile  as  a  passenger  for  hire, 
or  merely  as  a  guest,  it  was  held  that 
in  either  event  the  defendant  owed 
him  the  duty  to  exercise  that  care 
which  a  prudent  man  should  use  un- 
der the  circumstances.  The  court 
said:  "And  on  the  question  more  di- 
rectly involved  in  the  appeal,  the  de- 
cided cases  here  and  elsewhere  are  to 
the  effect  that  the  distinction  as  to 
the  liability  of  carriers  in  cases  of 
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passengers  for  hire,  and  those  carried 
gratuitously,  does  not  prevail  as  in 
the  cases  of  common  carriers  of 
goods,  but  the  same  degree  of  care  is 
exacted  in  the  one  case  as  the  other. 
McNeill  V.  Durnham  &  G.  R.  Co. 
(1904)  135  N.  C.  682,  67  L.R.A.  230, 
47  S.  E.  766 ;  Benner  Livery  &  Under- 
taking Co.  V.  Busson  (1895)  58  UL 
App.  17;  Indianapolis  Traction  & 
Terminal  Co.  v.  Klentschy  (1906)  167 
IiuL  598,  79  N.  E.  908,  10  Ann.  Gas. 
869;  Lemon  v.  Ghanslor  (1878)  68 
Ma  340,  80  Am.  Rep.  799 ;  Gillenwater 
V.  Madison  &  I.  R.  Co.  (1854)  5  IiuL 
339,  61  Am.  Dec.  101 ;  Hale,  Bailm.  p. 
497;  6  Cyc.  544.  In  McNeill's  Case 
the  court  cites  with  approval  from 
Lemon  v.  Ghanslor  the  statement  of 
the  position  as  follows:  'This,  we 
think»  was  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
instruction.  The  principle  announced 
in  it  that,  although  plaintiff  might 
have  been  a  gratuitous  passenger, 
such  fact  constituted  no  defense,  is 
supported  by  all  the  authorities  Which 
have  come  under  our  observation. 
While  in  some  of  them  intimations  are 
made  that  in  the  case  of  a  gratuitous 
passenger  the  carrier  may  only  be 
liable  for  gross  negligence,  it  has  not 
been  held  in  any  of  them  that  such 
fact  will  exempt  the  carrier  from  all 
liability.  On  the  contrary,  the  weight 
of  authority  favors  the  doctrine  of 
holding  the  carrier  of  passengers  to 
the  same  degree  of  diligence  in  all 
cases  where  one  has  been  received  as 
a  passenger^  on  the  principle  that  "if 
a  man  undertakes  to  do  a  thing  to  the 
best  of  his  skill,  when  his  situation 
or  profession  is  such  as  to  imply 
skill,  omission  of  that  skill  is  im- 
putable to  him  as  gross  negligence."  * 
In  Indianapolis  Traction  &  Terminal 
Co.  V.  Klentschy  (1906)  167  Ind.  598, 79 
N.  E.  908,  10  Ann.  Gas.  869,  supra,  it 
was  held:  'Carriers  are  liable  to  pas- 
sengers for  negligence  resulting  in 
damages,  though  the  carriage  is  "gra- 
tuitous," '  and  further,  'When  an  offi- 
cer of  a  street  railway  company,  on  be- 
half of  such  company,  invited  a  visit- 
ing order,  composed  of  women  of  whom 
plaintiff  was  one,  to  take  a  free  trolley 
ride  in  one  of  such  company's  cars, 
the  acceptance  of  such  invitation  by 


taking  passage  on  the  car  constituted 
the  plaintiff  a  passenger.'  In  Hale  on 
Bailments,  p.  497,  the  author  states 
the  position  as  follows:  'In  one  re- 
spect there  is  a  striking  difference 
between  the  liability  of  common  car- 
riers for  goods  and  the  liability  of 
public  carriers  of  passengers  for  in- 
juries to  a  passenger.  As  has  been 
seen,  where  goods  are  carried  gratu- 
itously the  carrier  is  not  regarded  as 
a  conunon  carrier,  but  is  simply  a 
private  carrier,  and  liable,  as  a  man- 
datary, only  for  gross  negligence.  But 
in  respect  to  public  carriers  of  pas- 
sengers, public  policy  has  imposed  an 
entirely  different  rule.  Even  though 
such  passengers  are  carried  gratui- 
tously, if  they  have  been  accepted  by 
the  carrier  as  passengers,  all  the  ex- 
traordinary liabilities  of  the  relation 
attach.  Having  admitted  him  to  the 
rights  of  a  passenger,  the  carrier  is 
not  permitted  to  deny  that  he  owes 
to  him  the  dutr  which,  as  carrying  on 
a  public  employment,  he  owes  to  those 
who  have  paid  him  for  the  service.' 
Applying  the  principle,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  whether  plaintiff  hired 
the  car  from  one  of  the  partners,  or 
whether  he  was  riding  in  a  car  which 
was  donated  by  the  partnership  for 
free  service,  and  was  being  operated 
at  the  time  by  one  of  the  partners  in 
pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  in 
either  event  he  was  to  be  considered 
a  passenger,  and  is  entitled  to  have 
his  rights  determined  in  that  view  of 
the  case;  and,  as  stated,  it  constituted 
reversible  error  to  make  the  question 
of  a  contract  for  hire  conclusive  on 
the  subject.'  " 

And  in  Avery  v.  Thompson  (1918) 
117  Me.  120,  L.R.A.1918D,  205,  103 
Atl.  4,  it  was  held  that  the  operator 
of  an  automobile  who  has  voluntarily 
undertaken  to  transport  a  guest  is 
required  to  exercise  that  degree  of 
care  which  would  seem  reasonable 
and  proper  from  the  character  of 
the  thing  undertaken.  The  court 
said:  "In  order  to  determine  whether 
these  verdicts  are  so  manifestly  con- 
trary to  the  law  and  the  evidence  that 
they  should  be  set  aside  by  this 
court,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain,  in 
tlie    first   instance,   the   measure   of 
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du^  which  Mr.  Thompson,  the  inr 
viter  and  the  host,  owed  to  Mrs. 
Avery,  the  invitee  and  guest,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case;  in 
other  words,  the  degree  of  care  which 
he  was  in  law  bound  to  exercise  for 
her  protection  and  safety  during 
this  gratuitous  transportation.  We 
should  first  inquire  what  was  the 
legal  relation  existing  between 
the  parties.  Ordinarily,  in  personal 
actions,  the  duty  which  is  violated  is 
one  of  two  kinds.  Either  it  is  one  im- 
posed upon  the  defendant  equally 
with  all  the  world. an4  independent 
of  any  act  or  violation  on  his  part,  as, 
for  instance,  the  duty  of  a  driver  o£, 
an  automobile  toward  other  travelers 
on  the  highway;  or  it  may  arise  out  of 
contract,  either  under  seal  or  given, 
for  good  consideration  in  consequence 
of  which  the  defendant  has  assumed  a 
correlative  duty,  an  illustration  of 
which  is  the  carriage  of  persons  or 
property  for  hire.  There  is,  however, 
a  third  way  in  which  a  legal  duty  may 
arise,  and  that  is  from  a  gratuitous 
undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant— a  duty  voluntarily  assumed 
without  consideration,  and  a  duty 
owed  to  the  plaintiff  alone  because  of 
the  peculiar  relations  of  the  parties. 
The  most  common  instance  of  this 
third  classification  is  .  a  gratuitous 
bailment.  Within  this  zone,  inde- 
pendent of  either  contract  or  tort  in 
its  larger  sense,  falls  the  defendant's 
duty,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff's 
right  in  the  case  at  bar.  The  defend- 
ant (using  this  term  for  the  sake  of 
convenience)  had  entered  into  no  con- 
tract with  the  plaintiff  by  the  terms 
of  which  he  had  agreed  to  carry  her 
safely  from  Friendship  to  Thomaston 
and  return,  nor  was  he  obliged  to  in- 
vite her  into  his  car  to  become  his 
guest.  He  voluntarily  undertook  to 
transport  her  on  this  pleasure  trip, 
and  his  liability  wholly  grew  out  of 
this  voluntary  undertaking,  and  was 
commensurate  with  the  duty  so  as- 
sumed by  him.  The  next  inquiry  is 
this :  To  what  degree  of  care  and  ex- 
ertion should  he  be  held  under  these 
circumstances?  Was  he  bound  to 
convey  her  safely  as  a  common  car- 
rier?   Clearly  not    Was  he  liable  for 


injuries  resulting  from  what  has  of- 
ten been  termed  ordinary  negligence; 
that  is,  a  failure  to  exercise  the  care 
of  an  ordinarily  prudent  person  in  the 
same  situation?  Or  should  he  be  held 
bound  to  exercise  only  a  slight  de- 
gree of  care,  and  be  liable  only  in  case 
of  reckless  and  wilful  misconduct — 
what  has  been  often  characterized  as 
gross  negligence?  There  has  been 
much  controversy  over  the  use  of 
phrases  expressing  different  degrees 
of  negligence,  as  'slight,'  'ordinary,' 
and  'gross;'  but  it  seems  to  be  largely 
a  matter  of  terminology,  and  the  later 
decisions,  while  for  the  most  part  re- 
jecting the  arbitrary  distinctions,  ac- 
knowledge the  existence  of  conditions 
that  increase  or  diminish  the  degree 
of  care  to  be  exercised.  In  Raymond 
V.  Portland  R.  Co.  (1905)  100  Me.  529, 
3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  94,  62  Atl.  602,  this 
court  said:  'It  will  be  here  observed 
that  the  courts,  in  discussing  the 
above  propositions,  have  used  the 
term  "negligence"  instead  of  the  word 
"care,"  to  express  the  measure  of 
duty.  But  confusion  has  arisen  from 
regarding  "negligence"  as  a  positive 
instead  of  a  negative  word.  For  this 
reason  it  is  usual  to  express  the  duty 
owed  in  positive  terms,  by  stating 
what  constitutes  due  care,  rather  than 
in  negative  terms,  by  stating  what 
constitutes  negligence,  which  is  the 
unintentional  failure  to  perform  a 
duty  implied  by  law.  "Negligence"  is 
the  opposite  of  "due  care."  Where 
due  care  is  found,  there  is  no  negli- 
gence. If  there  is  a  want  of  due  care 
then  there  is  negligence.  We  are  in- 
clined to  agree  with  the  great  weight 
of  judicial  opinion  that  the  attempt  to 
divide  negligence,  or  its  opposite,  due 
care,  into  degrees,  will  often  lead  to 
confusion  and  uncertainty.  It  seems 
to  us,  therefore,  that  the  measure  of 
duty  owed  by  persons  in  the  discharge 
of  their  mutual  relations  would  be 
better  expressed  by  the  use  of  the 
term  "negligence,"  if  one  prefers  a 
negative  definition,  or  "due,"  "reason- 
able," or  "ordinary  care,"  always  hav- 
ing reference  to  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  with  regard  to  which 
the  terms  are  used.'  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Massachusetts  court,  in  its 
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latest  discussions  of  the  subject, 
closes  an  elaborate  analysis  of  the 
authorities  with  the  words:  'We  are 
of  opinion  .  .  .  that,  in  this  com- 
monwealth at  any  rate,  degrees  of 
negligence  are  known  to  the  law.' 
Massaletti  ▼.  Fitzroy  (1917)  228 
MasB.  487,  L.R.A.1918a  264,  118  N. 
E.  168,  Ann.  Gas.  1918B,  1088,  18  N. 
G.  C.  A.  690.  Notwithstanding  these 
antagonistic  statements  as  to  defini^ 
tion,  we  doubt  not  that  the  two  courts, 
from  a  given  state  of  facta,  would  be 
apt  to  reach  the  same  conclusion  as 
to  liability.  The  difference  is  more 
verbal  than  real.  .  .  •  The  lan- 
guage is  different  in  these  two  opin- 
ions, but  the  essential  elements  of  the 
self-implied  duty  undoubtedly  remain 
the  same.  Adopting,  then,  the  mod- 
em method  of  statement,  we  think 
that  the  true  rule  of  liability  on  the 
part  of  a  voluntary  undertaker  should 
be  this,  that  he  be  required  to  exer- 
cise that  degree  of  care  and  caution 
which  would  seem  reasonable  and 
proper  from  the  character  of  the 
thing  undertaken.^  And,  after  exam- 
ining the  cases  on  the  question  be- 
fore them,  it  was  further  said :  ^The 
foregoing  decisions  give  expression  in 
varying  forms  to  substantially  the 
same  fundamental  principle,  and  lead 
to  the  same  essential  inquiry,  viz.. 
Did  the  defendant  exercise  toward 
his  invited  guest  that  degree  of  care 
and  diligence  which  would  seem  rea- 
sonable and  proper  from  the  charac- 
ter of  the  thing  undertaken?  The 
thing  undertaken  was  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  guest  in  the  defendant's 
automobile.  The  act  itself  involved 
some  danger,  because  the  instrumen- 
tality is  conmionly  known  to  be  a  ma- 
chine of  tremendous  power,  high 
speed,  and  quick  action.  All  these 
elements  may  be  supposed  to  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
guest  when  she  accepted  the  invita- 
tion. In  a  sense  she  may  be  said  to 
have  assumed  risks  ordinarily  aris- 
ing from  these  elements,  provided  the 
machine  is  controlled  and  managed 
by  a  reasonably  prudent  man,  who 
will  not,  by  his  own  want  of  due 
care,  increase  their  danger  or  subject 
the  guest  to  a  newly  created  danger. 


In  other  words,  we  conceive  the  true 
rule  to  be  that  the  gratuitous  under- 
taker shall  be  mindful  of  the  life  and 
limb  of  his  guest,  and  shall  not  un- 
reasonably expose  her  to  additional 
peril.  This  would  seem  to  be  a  sane, 
sound,  and  workable  rule— one  con- 
sistent with  established  legal  princi- 
ples and  just  to  both  parties.  It 
leaves  the  determination  of  the  issue 
to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  fact.'' 

And  in  Fitzjarrell  v.  Boyd  (1914) 
123  Md.  497,  91  Atl.  547,  it  was  con- 
tended that  an  invited  guest  could  re- 
cover from  the  owner  of  an  automo- 
bile only  if  the  injury  resulted  from 
ttte  gross  or  wilful  negligence  of  the 
owner,  but  the  court  refused  to  adopt 
this  view,  and  held  that  the  owner 
owed  his  invited  guest  the  du^  to  use 
ordinary  care  not  to  increase  the 
guesf  8  danger,  or  to  create  any  new 
danger,  and  that  a  recovery  might  be 
had  for  an  injury  to  the  guest,  caused 
by  an  attempt,  against  the  latter's 
protest,  to  pass  another  vehicle,  by 
reason  of  which  the  car  skidded  and 
overturned. 

And  in  Atwell  v.  Winkler  (1921) 
196  App.  Div.  946,  188  N.  Y.  Supp. 
158,  it  was  held  that  one  having  a 
friendly,  gratuitous  ride  is  entitled  to 
the  exercise  of  proper  care  by  the 
driver  of  an  automobile,  and  is  en- 
titled to  recover  from  the  latter  for 
an  injury  resulting  from  a  failure  to 
use  such  care. 

And  in  Karavias  v.  Gallinocos 
(1917)  143  L.  T.  Jo.  (Eng.)  237,  where 
the  defendant  had  invited  the  plain- 
tiff to  ride  in  his  motor  car,  and  the 
latter  had  sustained  an  injury,  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover,  the  jury  having  found  that 
the  defendant  had  failed  to  exercise 
reasonable  care,  but  that  he  was  not 
guilty  of  gross  negligence.  The 
court,  however,  expressed  some  doubt 
upon  the  question  involved,  and  stated 
that  it  was  a  fit  question  to  be  taken 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  whether  in 
such  a  case  it  was  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  gross  negligence  in 
order  to  recover. 

2.  ViMHty  nam. 

In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that 
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groAS  negligence  must  be  shown  in 
order  to  hold  the  owner  or  operator 
of  an  automobile  liable  for  an  injury 
to  an  invited  guest.  (See,  however, 
the  remarks  by  the  court  in  Avery  v. 
Thompson  (1918)  117  Me.  120,  L.R.A. 
1918D,  205,  103  Atl.  4,  set  out  supra, 
I.  a,  1,  where  an  attempt  is  made  par- 
tially, at  least,  to  reconcile  the  deci- 
sions.) 

Thus,  in  Massaletti  v.  Fitzroy 
(1917)  228  Masa  «7,  L.R.A.1918C, 
264,  118  N.  E.  168,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B, 
1088,  18  N.  C.  C.  A.  690,  it  was  de- 
cided that  one  inviting  another  to  ride 
gratuitously  in  his  automobile  is  not, 
in  the  absence  of  gross  negligence, 
liable  for  injury  to  him  by  the  over- 
turning of  the  car  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  chauffeur.  The  court  in 
this  case  goes  a  great  length  to  show 
that  the  different  degrees  of  negli- 
gence still  obtain  in  Massachusetts, 
and  after  reviewing  the  decisions  it 
was  said  in  conclusion:  ''Approach- 
ing the  question  apart  from  authori- 
ty, we  are  led  to  the  same  conclusion. 
Justice  requires  that  the  one  who  un- 
dertakes to  perform  a  duty  gratui- 
tously should  not  be  under  the  same 
measure  of  obligation  as  one  who  en- 
ters upon  the  same  undertaking  for 
pay.  There  is  an  inherent  difficulty 
in  stating  the  difference  between  the 
measure  of  duty  which  is  assumed  in 
the  two  cases.  But  justice  requires 
that,  to  make  out  liability  in  case  of 
a  gratuitous  undertaking,  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  prove  a  materially  great- 
er degree  of  negligence  than  he  has 
to  prove  where  the  defendant  is  to  be 
paid  for  doing  the  same  thing.  It  is 
a  distinction  which  seventy-five  years' 
practice  in  this  commonwealth  has 
shown  is  not  too  indefinite  a  one  to  be 
drawn  by  the  judge  and  acted  upon 
by  the  jury.*' 

And  in  Epps  v.  Parrish  (1921)  26 
6a,  App.  399,  106  S.  E.  297,  where  it 
was  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  rid- 
ing as  an  invited  guest  in  an  automo- 
bile owned  and  driven  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  latter  carelessly  and 
negligently,  and  because  of  inexperi- 
ence and  lack  of  skill  in  the  handling 
of  the  automobile,  lost  control  of  it  and 
drove  it  head  on  into  a  tree,  by  reason 


of  which  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  it 
was  held  that  no  cause  of  action  was 
alleged,  as  it  was  not  alleged  that  the 
defendant  was  guilty  of  gross  negli- 
gence. The  court  said:  ''It  is  our 
opinion  that  in  order  for  an  invited 
guest  in  an  automobile  to  recover  of 
the  owner  and  driver  of  the  car  for  an 
injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  the  driver,  it  must  be  pleaded  that 
such  negligence  was  gross  negligence. 
See,  in  this  connection,  the  reasoning 
set  out  in  Self  v.  Dunn  (1871)  42  6a. 
528,  5  Am.  Rep.  544.  See  also,  in  this 
connection.  Civil  Code  1910,  §  8473; 
Buddy,  Automobiles,  5th  ed.  890; 
Massaletti  v.  Fitzroy  (Maso.)  supra. 
We  understand  that  it  has  been  an 
open  question  in  Georgia  as  to 'what 
degree  of  negligence  is  owed  by  the 
owner  and  driver  of  an  automobile  to 
an  invited  guest.  We  have  reached 
the  conclusion  that,  in  order  for  the 
invited  guest  to  recover  from  the 
owner  and  operator  of  an  automobile 
for  an  injury  received  by  reason  of 
the  negligent  driving  or  handling  of 
the  machine,  there  mjist  be  facts 
l^leaded  that  show  gross  neglect  upon 
the  part  of  the  owner  and  driver  of 
the  machine.  We  have  examined 
c&ses  from  other  states,  and  in  all 
cases  where  there  seems  to  be  a  hold- 
ing to  the  contrary  the  cases  were 
dependent  upon  the  particular  facts 
there  pleaded,  such  as  the  driving  of 
the  automobile  at  a  reckless  rate  of 
speed  over  the  protest  of  the  invited 
guest,  or  the  racing  of  the  car  with 
other  vehicles  over  his  protest." 

And  in  Cody  v.  Venzie  (1919)  263 
Pa,  641,  107  Atl.  383,  where  an  invited 
guest  was  injured  while  riding  in  the 
defendant's  automobile,  it  was  held 
that  the  different  degrees  of  negli- 
gence are  recognized  in  Pennsylvania, 
and  that  when  a  gratuitous  carriage 
is  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  guest  the 
law  requires  slight  diligence,  and 
holds  the  carrier  responsible  only  for 
groBS  neglect,  but  an  instruction  that 
wanton  and  wilful  negligence  was 
necessary  in  order  to  sustain  the  ac- 
tion was  held  erroneous.  The  court 
;8aid:  "As  carriers  may  be  properly 
classified  according  to  the  relation 
which  exists  between  them  and  their 
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passengers  or  guests^  so  the  duty 
which  carriers  owe  to  their  passen- 
gers or  guests  may  likewise  be  classi- 
fied. On  grounds  of  public  policy,  a. 
carrier  for  hire  owes  to  his  passen- 
gers a  duty  of  the  greatest  care,  for. 
he  is  paid  to  carry  safely.  Gratuitous 
carriers  are,  however,  in  an  entirely 
different  category.  In  England  and 
in  this  country,  and  in  the  courts 
which  recognize  and  in  those  which 
do  not  recognize  kinds  or  degrees  of 
negligence,  'the  measure  of  liability 
of  one  who  undertakes  to  carry  gratis 
is  the  same  as  that  of  one  who  under- 
takes to  keep  gratis'  (Massaletti  ▼. 
Fitzroy  (1917)  228  Mass.  487,  L.R.A. 
1918C,  264,  118  N.  E.  168,  Ann.  Gas. 
1918B,  1088,  18  N.  C.  C.  A.  690,  and 
cases  cited  therein) ;  and  hence,  from 
the  well-settled  law  on  the  subject  of. 
bailments,  we  may  ascertain  and  de- 
fine the  duty  which  the  gratuitous 
carrier  owes  his  guest.  In  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Graham  (1875)  79  Pa.  116,  21 
Am.  Rep.  49,  and  again  in  Woodruff 
V.  Painter  (1892)  150  Pa.  96,  16 
L.R.A.  451,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  786,  24 
Atl.  621,  1  Am.  Neg.  Gas.  872,  we 
quoted  with  approval  from  Story  on 
Bailments:  'When  the  bailment  is 
for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  bailor,  the 
law  requires  only  slight  diligence  on 
the  part  of  the  bailee,  and  of  course 
makes  him  answerable  only  for  gross 
neglect.  When  the  bailment  is  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  the  bailee,  the  law  re- 
quires great  diligence  on  the  part  of 
the  bailee,  and  makes  him  responsible 
for  slight  neglect.  When  the  bail- 
ment is  reciprocally  beneficial  to  both 
parties,  the  law  requires  ordinary 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  bailee, 
and  makes  him  responsible  for  ordi-, 
nary  neglect.'  It  follows,  therefore, 
that  when  a  gratuitous  carriage  is  for 
the  sole  benefit  of  the  guest  the  law 
requires  slight  diligence,  and  makes 
the  carrier  only  responsible  for  gross 
neglect;  if  it  is  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
the  carrier  the  law  requires  great 
diligence,  and  makes  the  carrier  re- 
sponsible for  slight  neglect;  and 
where  it  is  for  the  benefit  or  pleasure 
of  both  parties,  as  in  the  instant  case, 
it  requires  ordinary  diligence,  and 
makes  the  carrier  responsible  for  or- 


dinary neglect.  We  believe,  however^ 
for  the  reasons  hereinbefore  suggest- 
ed— though  the  matter  is  wholly  for- 
eign to  the  present  case — that  justice 
would  be  better  administered,  and  in^ 
cidentally  a  better  citizenship  result, 
if  juries  were  specifically  told  what 
were  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  the 
parties,  without  laying  stress  on  the 
words,  'great,'  'ordinary,'  or  'slight,' 
at  the  same  time  telling  them  why  the 
law  is  so.  A  dogmatic  statement  as 
to  what  the  law  is,  without  stating 
the  reason  why  it  is  so,  receives  but 
little  heed  from  one  who.  does  not 
understand  why  he  should  as  a  man, 
and  should  not  as  a  juryman,  give  ef- 
fect to  his  natural  sympathy  for  those 
in  distress ;  and  his  antagonism  is  not 
lessened  by  also  dogmatically  inform- 
ing him,  without  explanation,  that  it 
is  his  duty  to  take  the  law  from  the 
court,  or,  almost  equally  useless  un- 
less the  reason  is  given,  that  sympa- 
thy should  not  be  considered  in  decid- 
ing the  case.  Inasmuch  as  the  reason 
and  spirit  of  the  law  are  the  life  of 
the  law,  the  course  suggested  would 
also  tend  to  a  better  appreciation  of 
the  law  by  the  judges  themselves,  and 
would  aid  in  producing  that<uniformi- 
ty  and  certainty  so  much  needed  in 
these  days,  when  attacks  are  made 
upon  the  law  for  no  other  reason  than 
that  it  restrains  unlawful  conduct. 
It  follows  from  what  has  been  said 
that  the  court  below  was  clearly  right 
in  treating  the  case  as  one  different 
from  that  of  a  carrier  for  hire;  but 
it  erred  when  it  held  that  plaintiffs 
could  not  recover  except  upon  proof 
of  'wanton  and  wilfuF  negligence,, 
which  is  different  even  from  grosa 
negligence  (1  Thomp.  Neg.  §  20) ;  and 
also  when  it  decided  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  on  the  real  ques- 
tion in  issue  to  submit  it  to  the  jury. 
We  cannot  say,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  defendant  was  exercising  ordi- 
nary care  when  he  turned  his  Ford 
car  at  right  angles  while  running' 
downhill  at  a  speed  of  25  or  30  miles 
an  hour.  Some  men  might  believe 
that  it  would  be  safe  so  to  do,  whHe 
others,  equally  honest,  would  believe 
the  contrary.  Whether  those  who  so 
believed  would  be  reckless,  or  those 
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who  did  not  would  be  overcautious,  is 
a  matter  for  the  jury  to  determine. 
Whether  the  fact  that  the  Ford  auto- 
mobile is  a  light  vehicle  affects  the 
question;  whether  ordinary  care  did 
not  require  the  defendant  to  run 
straight  ahead,  turn  around,  and  af- 
terwards proceed  on  the  crossroad; 
whether  he  made  the  turn  becailde  of 
something  said  or  done  by  plaintiffs; 
and  whether  his  wife^s  suddenly  call- 
ing attention  to  the  signboard  threw 
him  off  his  guard — are  also  matters 
for  the  jury,  and  itot  for  the  court." 

a.  Effect  af  •eoftOea. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  question 
under  consideration  is  governed  by 
statutory  provisions. 

Thus,  in  Roy  v.  Kirn  (1919)  208 
Mich.  571,  175  N.  W.  475,  a  statute 
providing  that  the  owner  of  an  auto- 
mobile shall  be  liable  for  an  injury 
occasioned  by  the  negligent  operation 
of  such  motor  vehicle,  whether  such 
negligence  consists  in  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the  state; 
or  in  the  failure  to  observe  such  or* 
dinary  care  in  such  operation  as  the 
rules  of  the  common  law  require,  was 
held  applicable  as  between  the  driver 
of  an  automobile  and  an  occupant 
thereof,  and  not  merely  between  the 
driver  or  his  principal,  and  the  public. 

And  in  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs  (1917)  141 
La.  272,  L.R.A.1917F,  263,  74  So.  992; 
it  was  held  that  the  driver  of  an  auto- 
mobile who  has  invited  a  guest  to  ride 
with  him  is  not  absolved  from  re- 
sponsibility for  negligence  or  impru- 
dence merely  because  he  is  perform- 
ing a  gratuitous  service,  and  that  al- 
though an  invited  guest,  being  a  mere 
licensee,  is  not  entitled  to  the  consid- 
eration due  by  a  carrier  to  a  passen- 
ger for  hire,  he  is  nevertheless  en-* 
titled  to  the  benefit  of  the  provision 
of  the  Civil  Code  that  any  act  of  neg- 
ligence or  imprudence  that  causes  in« 
jury  to  another  obliges  him  who  was 
at  fault  to  pay  for  the  injury;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  responsibility  of 
the  driver  of  an  'automobile  for  the 
safety  of  his  guest  is  not  limited  to 
his  duty  to  abstain  from  acts  of  gross 
or  wilful  negligence,  but  demands 
that  he  avoid  the-^  ordinary  negligence 


or  imprudence  referred  to  in  the  Civil 
Code. 

And  in  Nichols  v.  Pacific  Electric 
R.  Co.  (1918)  178  Cal,  630,  174  Pac. 
319,  where  the  Code  provided  that  a 
carrier  of  persons  without  reward 
must  use  ordinary  care  and  diligence 
for  their  safety,  it  was  held  that  the 
driver  of  an  automobile  was  liable  for 
an  injury  to  his  guest  which  was 
proximately  caused  by  the  driver's 
negligence  in  case  the  guest  was  not 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

And  in  McKeen  v.  Iverson  (1921) 
—  N.  D.  — ,  180  N.  W.  805,  a  finding 
by  the  jury  that  the  death  of  plain- 
tiff's husband,  who  was  riding  as  a 
guest  with  the  defendant,  was  due  to 
the  reckless  driving  of  the  latter, 
was  held  supported  by  the  evidence, 
and  the  court  stated  that  by  statute 
every  person  is  responsible,  not  only 
for  his  wilful  acts,  but  also  for  an  in- 
jury occasioned  to  another  by  the 
want  of  ordinary  care  in  the  manage- 
nient  of  his  property,  except  where 
the  one  injured  by  the  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  brought  the  injury  upon 
himself. 

4.  R^&pondeat  miperior. 

In  most  of  the  cases  the  owner  was 
personally  driving  the  car,  but  the 
general  rule  has  been  held  applicable 
where  his  employee  was  operating  the 
car,  and  the  question  of  respondeat 
superior  was  expressly  raised. 

Thus,  in  Lowell  v.  Williams  (1918) 
183  App.  Div.  701,  170  N.  Y.  Supp. 
596,  affirmed  in  (1920)  228  N.  Y.  592, 
127  N.  E.  916,  in  holding  that  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  was  riding  as  a 
gratuitous  guest  in  defendant's  auto- 
mobile did  not  prevent  the  application 
of  the  rule  of  respondeat  superior  as 
between  the  latter  and  her  chauffeur 
operating  the  car,  the  court  said :  "It 
is  said  that  the  doctrine  is  not  ap'- 
plicable,  as  between  master  and  serv- 
ant, in  relation  to  a  gratuitous  guest 
invited  by  the  master,  as  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  to  ride  in  a  carriage  or  auto- 
mobile purely  as  a  courtesy  or  kind- 
ness. The  question  of  appellant's 
liability,  presented  by  the  plaintiff, 
must  be  answered  from  the  cold^egal 
standpoint,'  unaffected  by  other  ton- 
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Biderations.  That  the  owner  of  a  ve- 
hicle inviting  another  to  ride  with 
him  as  a  favor  nevertheless  owes 
some  duty  to  his  guest  cannot  be  dis- 
puted. He  cannot  wilfully  injure 
him,  or  expose  him  to  unnecessary  or 
unusual  dangers.  Nor  can  it  be  dis- 
puted that  in  such  case  the  owner 
would  be  responsible  for  his  own  per- 
sonal negligence  in  caring  for  his 
guest.  Such  was  the  case  of  Patnode 
V.  Foote  (1912)  153  App.  Div.  494. 188 
N.  Y.  Supp.  221,  where  the  guest  re- 
covered for  damages  sustained  by  rea- 
son of  the  reckless  driving  of  the  host. 
The  contention  that  the  owner  is  not 
responsible  seems  to  be  based  upon 
the  theory  that,  the  plaintiff  accepting 
defendant's  invitation,  and  placing 
herself,  as  did  appellant,  in  the  care 
of  the  chauffeur,  the  latter  was  acting 
for  her  as  much  as  for  the  appellant, 
and  for  the  time  being  was  the  serv- 
ant of  both.  The  doctrine  of  Massa- 
letti  V.  Fitzroy  (1917)  228  Mass.  487, 
L.R.A.1918C,  264,  118  N.  E.  168,  Ann. 
Gas.  1918B,  1088,  18  N.  C.  C.  A.  690, 
appears  to  turn  upon  degrees  of  negli- 
gence, whether  slight,  ordinary,  or 
gross,  which  the  court  holds  still  ex- 
ist in  Massachusetts.  In  that  case 
the  court  held  that  the  defendant 
could  not  be  held  liable  to  an  invited 
guest,  save  for  gross  negligence.  We 
do  not  recognize  these  distinctions  or 
degrees  of  negligence  in  this  state,  re- 
ferring entirely  to  the  degree  of  care 
required  in  the  particular  case  pre- 
sented— some  relations  demanding  ex- 
traordinary, and  others  but  ordinary, 
care.  If  a  man  fulfils  the  obligation 
of  care  placed  upon  him,  he  is  not 
negligent;  and  if  he  fails,  he  may  be 
adjudged  negligent.  It  seems  to  us 
that,  once  it  is  conceded  that  the  ap- 
pellant owed  to  her  guest  the  duty  of 
reasonable  care,  she  cannot  escape 
liability  for  the  negligence  of  her 
chauffeur  on  the  facts  in  this  case. 
It  may  be  that  the  doctrine  of  respon- 
deat superior  does  not  apply  to  every 
case  of  a  person  riding  gratuitously, 
upon  a  friendly  invitation  from  the 
owner  of  a  vehicle.  There  may  be 
cases  where  the  relation  of  the  owner 
of  the  vehicle  and  the  person  so  invit- 
ed would  partake  of  the  nature  of  a 


joint  adventure,  in  which  the  chauf- 
feur, the  general  servant  of  the  owner, 
would,  for  the  time  being,  become  the 
servant  of  both,  or  where  the  doc- 
trine of  assumption  of  risk  might  bar 
recovery.  In  such  cases  the  doctrine 
of  respondeat  superior  might  not  ap- 
ply. But  on  the  evidence  here  there 
is  nothing  to  justify  a  finding  of  joint 
adventure  or  assumption  of  risk.  In- 
deed, there  is  some  evidence  from  ap- 
pellant's chatuffeur  tending  to  show 
active  personal  supervision  of  the 
operating  of  the  automobile  by  the  ap- 
pellant. But  the  mere  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  guest,  riding  free,  ac- 
cepting a  courtesy  and  kindness  from 
appellant,  does  not  prevent  the  ap- 
plication of  the  rule." 
.  As  to  liability  of  parent  for  injury 
to  child's  guest  by  negligent  opera- 
tion of  car,  see  annotation  in  2  AX.R. 
900. 

S,  Application  to   facts. 

In  driving  his  automobile  while  ac- 
companied by  a  guest  the  operator  is 
required  to  use  reasonable  and  ordi- 
nary care  not  to  increase  the  danger 
to  the  guest  by  fast  and  reckless  driv- 
ing, and  he  is  guilty  of  negligence 
rendering  him  liable  to  the  guest, 
where  he  operates  his  machine  in  vio- 
lation of  the  speed  laws,  and  an  injury 
results  to  the  guest,  who  was  not 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
Spring  V.  McCabe  (1921)  —  Cal.  App. 
— ,  200  Pac.  41. 

And  in  Beard  v.  Klusmeier  (1914) 
158  Ky.  163,  60  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1100» 
164  S.  W.  319,  Ann.  Gas.  1915D,  342, 
it  was  held  that  one  who  invites  an- 
other to  ride  in  his  automobile  must 
exercise  ordinary  care  not  to  increase 
the  danger  of  such  undertaking,  or 
create  a  new  danger,  and  is  liable  to 
his  guest  for  injuries  caused  by  such 
rapid  driving  of  the  car,  against  the 
protest  of  the  guest,  where  it  results 
in  a  collision  with  an  obstruction  in 
the  street. 

And  in  McGeever  v.  O'Byrne  (1919) 
203  Ala.  266,  82  So.  608,  the  court 
stated  that  the  evidence  showed  with- 
out dispute  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  driving 
his  automobile,  loaded  with  passen* 
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fers  wlio  were  his  invited  guests,  at 
a  speed  of  approximately  40  miles  an 
hour,  over  a  crossing  of  two  of  the 
main  thoroughfares  of  a  city,  and  ft 
also  appeared,  without  the  possibility 
of  any  conflicting  evidence,  that  this 
reckless  misconduct  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  a  collision  with  another 
car,  which  resulted  in  plaintiflTs  in- 
jury.  The  question  at  issue  in  thif 
case  was  the  assumption  of  risk,  or 
contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff. 

In  Borys  v.  Christowsky  (1916)  9 
Sask.  L.  B.  181,  27  D.  L.  R.  792,  34 
West.  L.  R.  846,  10  West.  Week.  Rep« 
291,  a  finding  for  the  plaintiff  was 
sustained  where  there  was  evidence 
that  the  defendant  took  his  hands  off 
the  steering  wheel  of  his  automobile 
while  driving  at  a  high  rate  of  speed, 
and  that  this  caused  an  acciden:^  and 
injury  to  the  plaintiff,  the  court  stat- 
ing that  defendant's  act  constituted 
gross  negligence  and  rendered  him 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  injuries  re- 
ceived while  riding  with  him,  by  his 
consent.  It  is  not  entirely  clear  in 
this  case  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
was  an  invited  guest. 

In  Masten  v.  Cousins  (1919)  216 
IlL  App.  268,  where  one  count  alleged 
that  at  the  defendant's  invitajtion  the 
plaintiff  was  riding  with  him  in  his 
automobile,  and  that  defendant  so 
negligently  drove  the  car  along  the 
highway  that  the  plaintiff  was  thrown 
therefrom  and  injured,  it  was  held 
that  the  question  ef  negligence  was 
for  the  jury,  there  being  testimony 
that  the  defendant,  against  the  plain- 
tiff's repeated  protests,  was  driving 
the  car  along  the  highway  at  40  miles 
an  hour,  and  that  it  left  the  highway, 
collided  with  a  tree,  and  threw  the 
plaintiff  out  and  injured  her,  and  un- 
der the  facts  the  doctrine  of  res  ipsa 
loquitur  was  held  applicable. 

And  in  this  case,  under  another 
count  alleging  that  the  defendant, 
while  the  plaintiff  was  an  invited 
guest  in  his  car,  negligently  drove 
and  operated  it  at  a  speed  greater 
than  that  prescribed  by  the  Motor 
Vehicle  Act,  and  that  the  car  left  the 
road,  collided  with  a  tree,  and  injured 
the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  a  prima 


facie  case  of  negligence  was  made 
out  by  evidence  supporting  the  alle- 
gations. 

In  Pinckard  v.  Pease  (1921)  115 
Wash.  282,  197  Pac.  49,  where  one 
was  driving  a  doctor  to  his  house,  and 
was  trying  to  reach  the  bedside  of  a 
patient  in  the  shortest  possible  time, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  not  guilty  of 
negligence,  it  appearing  that  he  drove 
his  car  without  chains  over  a  hard, 
straight  piece  of  wet  road  at  80  or  35 
miles  an  hour,  and  as  he  approached  a 
curve  be  applied  the  brakes,  but 
because  of  the  slippery  condition 
of  the  road  the  speed  was  not  les- 
sened as  much  as  he  anticipated, 
and  the  car  skidded,  resulting  in 
an  accident  and  injury  to  the 
doctor.  The  court  said:  "We  are 
not  dealing  here  with  the  degree  of 
care  that  Hugh  Pease  would  be  held 
to  in  case  he  had  injured  someone  on 
the  highway.  The  degree  of  care 
which  he  was  called  upon  to  exercise 
should  be  measured  by  what  a  reason- 
able man  would  have  done  in  the  same 
circumstances.  He  had  with  him  a 
medical  man  whose  purpose  was  at 
one  with  his;  that  is,  to  reach  the  bed- 
side of  Mrs.  Pease  in  the  shortest  pos- 
sible time.  They  were  engaged  on 
the  same  errand*.  In  this  degree  they 
were  actuated  by  the  same  feeling, 
and  to  hold  either  one  of  them  liable 
for  negligence  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  negligence  must  have 
been,  practically  gross  or  wilful.  The 
exercise  of  a  fine  and  discriminating 
judgment  in  such  circumstances  is 
not  practical  or  obligatory.  The  driv- 
er cannot  be  said  to  have  done  differ- 
ently than  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
would  have  done  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances. The  curve  was  not  a 
specially  sharp  one,  and  the  speed  at 
which  he  was  going  was  not  exces- 
sive, in  view  of  the  imperative  nature 
of  the  errand,  and  an  attempt  was 
made  to  slacken  speed  at  the  curve. 
So  far  as  the  appellant's  responsibili- 
ty to  the  respondent  is  concerned,  we 
can  find  no  act  of  negligence,  and  at 
most  it  was,  as  agreed  to  by  the  re- 
spondent, the  result  of  a  mistake  of 
judgment** 

In  Avery  v.  Thompson   (1918)  HI 
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Mc  120,  L.R.A.1918D,  205,  103  Atl.  4, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918E,  1122,  it  was  held 
that  a  finding  was  justified  that  the 
defendant  did  not  use  the  reasonable 
care  required  toward  his  guest,  where 
it  appeared  from  the  evidetice  that  he 
was  familiar  with  the  premises,  and 
knew  that  he  was  approaching  a  grade 
crossing,  and  that,  although  the  whis- 
tle of  an  approaching  train  had  been 
blown,  and  an  automatic  bell  was 
ringing,  and  he  saw  the  train  ap- 
proaching a  short  distance  away,  he 
attempted  to  drive  over  the  crossing 
and  was  hit  by  the  train. 

And  in  Tennessee  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Van- 
hoy  (19^0)  143  Tenn.  312,  226  S.  W. 
225,  the  question  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  driver  of  an  automobile  in 
which  plaintiff's  deceased  was  riding 
as  a  guest  was  held  tot  the  jury, 
where  there  was  evidence  that  he  was 
an  experienced  driver,  familiar  with 
the  dangerous  character  of  the  rail- 
road crossing  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred, and  that  he  ran  his  car  upon 
the  track  at  a  crossing,  at  which  his 
vision  was  obstructed  to  the  extent 
that  he  could  not  see  an  approaching 
train  till  within  a  few  feet  of  the 
track,  without  stopping,  looking,  And 
listening. 

In  Barnett  v.  Levy  (1919)  213  IlL 
App.  129,  where  one,  claiming  to  be 
a  guest,  sought  recovery  for  an  injury 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  de- 
defendant's  negligence  in  operating 
an  automobile,  the  question  of  the  de- 
fendant's negligence  was  held  proper- 
ly left  to  the  jUry,  there  being  no  dis- 
pute- but  that  the  accident  was  due  to 
a  blow-out  of  a  tire,  but  no  direct  evi- 
dence as  to  what  caused  the  blow-out, 
and  the  evidence  as  to  the  speed  of 
the  car  being  conflicting. 

In  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs  (1917)  141  La.' 
272,  L.R.A.1917F,  253,  74  So.  992, 
where  the  provision  of  the  Civil  Code 
that  any  act  of  negligence  or  impru- 
dence that  causes  injury  to  another 
obliges  him  who  was  at  fault  to  pay 
fbr  the  injury  was  held  applicable 
in-  the  -case  of  an  invited  guest,  it  was 
held  that  the  driver  of  an  automobile 
was  not  liable  for  injuries  sirstain^d 
by  his  guest,  where  it  appealed  l^at 
the  driver  had  inquirelj  about  *the  con- 


(Htion  of  a  thoroughfare  bef oris  erfter* 
ing  it,  and  was  informed  th&t  it  wav 
all  right;  that  the  car,  wlrile  traveling 
at  a  moderate  rate  of  speed  on  a  prom- 
inent street  in  a  city,  ran  into  an  open 
canal  extending  across  the  thorough- 
fare without  any  guard  rail,  barrier, 
red  light,  or  other  warning  of  danger; 
that  the  glare  of  an  electric  light  be- 
tween the  driver  and  the  canal  pre- 
vented his  seeing  the  danger  until  it 
was  too  late  to  stop  while  going  at  an 
ordinary  speed;  that  the  driver  had 
never  traveled  oyer  that  route  before, 
and  had  no  knowledge  of  the  danger- 
ous situation;  and  that  the  gu^st  had 
traveled  over  the  route  several  times, 
and  was  acquainted  with  the  situa- 
tion, but  that  he  did  not  warn  the 
driver  or  complain  of  the  speed. 

And  in  Ortwein  v.  Dfoste  (1^21) 
191  Ky.  17,  228  S.  W.  1028,  where  a 
recovery  was  sought  for  an  injury  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  to  the  plaintiff 
through  the  negligehce  of  one  who 
had  invited  her  to  ride,  the  evidence 
was  held  tosupport  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  there  being  testimony  that 
on  a  rainy  morning  he  met  the  plain- 
tiff and  invited,  her  to  tide,  and  that 
when  going  down  a  hill  the  automo- 
bile got  in  the  car  track  while  being 
driven  it  a  ikioderate  speed,  and  com- 
menced skidding,  and  turned  com- 
pletely around  and  ran  into  a  pole. 

And  in  Connolly  v.  Ritter  (1915) 
43  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  527,  where  the  deceased 
was  jolted  out  of  a  car,  it  was  con- 
ceded that  the  d)&ceased  was  riding 
with  the  defendant  as  a  guest,  and 
that  the  duty  of  the  defendant  was  to 
exercise  ordinary  care  only,  and  it 
was  held  that  a  nonsuit  was  properly 
granted,  the  testimony  of  the  defend- 
alrt,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  by 
the  plaintiff,  showing  that  he  was  a 
competent  chauffeur,  that  he  used 
due  care  at  and  before  the  happening 
of  the  accident,  and  that  he  was  fa 
miliar  with  the  road  conditions. 

In  Powell  V.  Berry  (1916)  145  Ga. 
696,  L.R.A.1917A,  306,  89  S.  E.  753, 
15  N.  C  C.  A.  858,  where  recovery  was 
sought  against  the  driver  of  an  auto- 
mobile,, for  the  death  of  one  riding 
with  him  as  a  guest,  it  was  held  that 
the    vohintary    drunkenness    of    the 
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driver  was  no  excuse  for  negligence, 
and  that  it  did  not  relieve  one  from 
exercising  the  degree  of  care  required 
of  a  sober  man  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances, the  court  holding  that 
ordinary  care  is  not  to  be  measured 
by  what  every  prudent  drunken  man 
would  do  under  like  circumstances, 
but  by  what  every  prudent  sober  man 
would  do  under  the  circumstances. 

In  Lochhead  v.  Jensen  (1912)  42 
Utah,  99,  129  Pac.  347,  which  was  an 
action  against  the  owner  of  an  auto- 
mobile for  an  injury  sustained  by  one 
whom  he  had  invited  to  ride  with  him, 
an  instruction  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  "to  use  due  diligence 
in  the  driving  of  the  same,  so  as  to 
have  it  under  reasonable  control  at  all 
times  to  avoid  injury;  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  driver  .  .  •  to  keep  a 
reasonable  lookout  for  any  obstruc- 
tion or  dangers  that  may  be  in  the 
road  upon  which  he  is  driving,  and  if 
he  fails  to  do  so,  and  through  his  neg- 
ligence causes  injury  to  others,  thm 
he  is  liable  therefor,'*  wa^  held  preju- 
•  dicial  in  the  case,  since  it  presented 
questions  of  negligence  beyond  those 
charged  in  the  complaint;  there  was, 
however,  no  intimation  that  the  court 
considered  the  general  rules  laid 
down  unsound. 

b.  Ouestg  at  sufferance. 

In  some  cases  involving  an  injury 
to  a  guest  at  suiTerance  riding  in  an 
automobile,  a  distinction  has  been 
made  between  the  degree  of  care  re- 
quired in. the.  .operation  of  a  car  in 
which  one  is  riding  as  an  invited 
guest,  and  one  in  which  the  guest  was 
merely  one  at  sufferance. 

Thus,  a  distinction  is  made  in  Lut- 
vin  V.  Dopkus  (1920)  94  N.  J.  L.  64, 
108  AtL  862,  between  a  case  where 
the  person  injured  was  riding  at  the 
owner's  Invitation,  and  one  where  he 
had  himself  requested-  the  owner  to 
allow  him  to  ride,  the  court  there 
holding  that  where  the,  plaintiffs  re^ 
quested  the  defendant  to  convey  them 
in  his  automobile  to  a  certain  place, 
and  their  request  was  allowed,  and  an 
injury  to  them  occurred,  the  plaintiff}^ 
were  mere  licensees,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant owed  them  only  the  duty  of 
20  A.L.R.— 66. 


refraining  from  acts  wantonly  or  wil- 
fully injurious.  The  court  said: 
'The  conceded  fact  is  that  they  so- 
licited the  defendant,  as  brother  mem- 
bers of  the  organization,  for  the  use 
of  his  automobile  to  take  them  to  the 
picnic  grounds  and  return.  The  act 
of  the  defendant  in  acceding  to  their 
request  possessed  none  of  the  ele- 
ments of  a  contract,  and  involved  no 
element  of  invitation  which  can  bring 
it  within  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
a  passenger  upon  a  railway  train  or  a 
hired  bus,  or  to  those  cases  of  express 
or  implied  invitation  upon  which  re- 
liance is  placed  in  the  appellant's 
brief,  and  which  involve,  as  a  conse- 
quence of  the  legal  relationhip  thus 
established,  the  application  of  the 
rule  of  due  care.  The  legal  status  of 
the  plaintiffs  here  exhibited  is  that  of 
licensees,  to  whom  the  only  legal  obli- 
gation imposed  is  that  of  refraining 
from  the  perpetration  of  acts  wanton- 
ly or  wilfully  injurious." 

And  in  Crideor  v.  Yolande  Coal  ft 
Coke  Ck>.  (1921)  —  Ala.  --,  89  So.  285, 
where  one  was  riding  in  a  motor  truck 
as  an  accommodation,  and  without 
charge,  it  was  held  that  he  was  a 
mere  licensee,  and  assumed  all  the 
risks  of  the  carriage,  except  such  as 
might  result  from  wanton  or  inten- 
tional wrong,  or  a  failure  to  exercise 
due  care  to  avert  injury  after  his  dan- 
ger became  apparent.  And  in  this 
case  a  count  which  merely  alleged 
negligence,  and  contained  no  charge 
of  wanton  or  intentional  injury,  was 
held  insufficient  to  state  a  cause  of 
action. 

And  the  evidence  in  the  Crider  Case 
showing  that  the  one  riding  on  the 
motor  truck  for  his  accommodation 
was  thrown  therefrom  when  the  car, 
which  was  traveling  20  or  25  miles  an 
hour,  in  rounding  a  curve,  turned  2 
or  3  feet  to  the  right  to  allow  an  auto^ 
mobile  to  pass,  and  hit  a  hole,  it  was 
held  that  the  driver  was  not  negligent 
IB  respect  of  the  immediate  and 
emergent  duty  presented  by  the  actu- 
al conditions .  obtaining  at  the  time 
of  .the  accident. 

But  in  La  Rose  v.  Shdughnessy  Ice 
Co.  (1821)  197  App.Div.  821,  189  N. 
Y.  Suppi  562»  where  a  boy  ten  years 
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old  climbed  on  a  motor  truck  and  was 
allowed  by  the  driver  to  ride  for  some 
distance,  a  part  of  the  time  on  the 
seat,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  sub- 
ject to  the  treatment  of  a  mere  tres- 
passer, but  that  the  driver  owed  him 
a  higher  duty  than  merely  to  refrain 
from  doing  him  a  wanton  injury,  and 
that  the  duty  owed  was  not  dis- 
charged, where,  in  a  crowded  section, 
the  driver  of  the  truck  slowed  down 
and  told  the  boy  to  get  off,  and  then, 
without  giving  him  an  opportunity  to 
do  so,  increased  the  speed,  by  reason 
of  which  the  boy  was  thrown  under 
the  truck  and  injured. 

And  in  Grabau  v.  Pudwlll  (1920) 
45  N.  D.  428,  178  N.  W.  124,  where  a 
boy  fourteen  years  old  got  upon  the 
running  board  of  the  automobile  of  a 
neighbor  while  it  was  in  a  town,  and 
remained  thereon  with  the  knowledge 
and  implied  consent  of  the  driver  dur- 
ing a  trip  into  the  country,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  a  guest  by  suffer- 
ance, and  that  the  driver  owed  him 
the  duty  to  exercise  ordinary  care  for 
his  safety.  The  court  said:  "The 
plaintiff  received  no  invitation  to  ride 
upon  the  car.  Yet  the  defendants 
knew  all  the  time  that  he  was  upon 
the  running  board  of  the  car.  He  was 
in  plain  sight.  He  was  a  guest  of  the 
defendants,  by  sufferance.  It  is  true 
that  he  was  a  gratuitous  guest,  but 
this  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  relieve 
the  defendants  from  at' least  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  care  for  his  safe- 
ty. In  fact,  we  can  see  but  little  dif- 
ference between  defendants'  duty 
toward  him  as  a  gratuito,us  guest, 
after  the  acquired  full  knowledge  of 
his  presence  on  the  running  board, 
than  if  they  had,  in  the  first  instance, 
invited  him  as  their  guest.  The  de- 
fendants, however,  contend  that,  be- 
fore there  can  be  any  liability  on  their 
part,  it  must  appear  that  they  were 
guilty  of  active  negligence.  We  do 
not  think  that  rule  should  be  appli- 
cable to  a  case  of  this  character.  If 
there  is  any  evidence  of  negligence, 
such  that  the  minds  of  reasonable 
men  might  draw  from  it  different 
conclusions,  it  should  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  We  think  there 
was  such  evidence.*'    And  in  this  case 


the  question  of  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligence was  held  for  the  juiy,  where 
ihe  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the 
boy  was  allowed  to  stand  on  the  run- 
ning board  during  a  trip  on  a  country 
road  for  a  distance  of  6  or  7  miles, 
and  that  the  automobile,  at  a  curve 
in  the  road,  left  the  highway  and  col- 
lided with  a  pole,  after  running  ap- 
proximately 40  feet,  and  that  the 
boy's  leg  was  lacerated  by  contact 
with  a  wire  fence. 

The  question  as  to  personal  care  of 
guest  as  affecting  his  right  to  recover 
against  a  third  person  is  treated  in 
the  annotation  in  18  A.L.R.  809;  and, 
as  affecting  his  liability  to  a  third 
person,  in  the  annotation  in  18  A.L.R. 
865. 

It  has  been  held  that  ordinarily  a 
driver  is  intrusted  with  caring  for  the 
safety  of  the  occupants  of  his  car,  and 
that  unless  the  danger  is  obvious,  or 
is  known  to  the  guest,  he  may  rely 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  driver 
will  ocercise  proper  care  and  caution ; 
but  that  if  an  adult  guest  in  an  auto- 
mobile driven  by  another  sees,  or 
ought  by  due  diligence  to  see,  a  dan- 
ger not  obvious  to  the  driver,  or  sees 
that  the  driver  is  incompetent  or  care- 
less, or  is  not  taking  proper  precau- 
tions, it  is  his  duty  to  give  some  warn- 
ing of  danger,  and  that  a  failure  to 
do  so  is  negligence.  Tennessee  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Vanhoy  (1920)  148  Tenn.  812, 
226  S.  W.  225. 

And  in  McGeever  v.O'Byme  (1919) 
208  Ala.  266,  82  So.  508,  infra,  it  was 
held  that  a  passenger  riding  with  an- 
other in  an  automobile  owes  the  duty 
to  exercise  due  care,  and  may  be 
guilty  of  such  negligence  as  to  bar 
a  recovery  against  the  driver  of  the 
car  for  an  injury. 

And  in  Powell  v.  Berry  (1916)  145 
Ga.  696,  L.R.A.1917A,  806,  89  S.  E. 
758, 18  N.  C.  C.  A.  858,  where  recovery 
was  sought  against  the  driver  of  an 
automobile  for  the  death  of  a  guest 
riding  with  him,  it  was  held  that  one 
riding  in  a  car  driven  by  another, 
though  a  mere  guest  and  having  no 
control  over  the  person  driving  the 
car,  may  be  guilty  of  such  negligence 
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as  to  preclude  a  recovery  for  an  in- 
jury resulting  from  the  negligent  op- 
eration of  the  car,  and  it  was  held 
that  if  a  driver,  from  intoxication,  is 
in  a  condition  which  renders  him  in- 
capable of  operating  it  with  proper 
skill,  and  this  fact  is  known,  or  pal- 
pably apparent  to  one  entering  the  car, 
this  is  a  fact  which  may  be  proved 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  to 
throw  light  on  the  question  whether 
such  person  exercised  ordinary  care 
in  entering  the  car,  or  remaining  in 
it,  or  in  reference  to  his  conduct  while 
in  it,  and  that  it  might  also  be  shown 
as  bearing  on  the  guest's  negligence 
that  he  took  drinks  of  liquor  with  the 
driver  of  the  car,  and  furnished  some 
of  the  liquor,  and  upon  the  evidence 
in  the  case  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  was  held  for  the  jury. 

And  in  Tennessee  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Van- 
hoy  (Tenn.)  supra,  where  plaintiff's 
intestate  was  killed  at  a  railroad 
crossing  while  riding  as  a  guest  in 
defendant's  automobile,  the  question 
of  contributory  negligence  was  held 
for  the  jury,  there  being  evidence 
showing  that  she  had  ridden  in  auto- 
mobiles but  a  few.  times,  and  was  un- 
familiar with  their  operation,  that 
she  was  on  the  rear  seat  so  that  her 
view  was  obstructed  by  those  seated 
in  front  of  her,  and  that  she  did  not 
know  they  were  approaching  a  rail- 
road track,  and  had  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  driver,  who  could  see 
the  approach  of  a  train  before  she 
could,  would  not  exercise  due  care. 

In  Rappaport  v.  Roberts  (1918)  — 
Mow  App.  — ,  208  S.  W.  676,  it  was  held 
that  an  invited  guest  was  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  where  there  was  evidence 
that  he  objected,  within  a  block  of  the 
scene  of  the  accident,  to  the  speeding 
up  of  the  car  in  order  to  race  with  a 
car  which  had  just  passed,  although 
he  sat  still  until  the  accident  oc- 
curred, and  did  not  insist  that  the  car 
be  stopped,  or  that  he  be  allowed  to 
get  out.  The  court  said:  "He  was 
riding  as  a  guest,  and  was  not  in  con- 
trol of  the  automobile,  and  unless  the 
danger  was  obviously  very  great,  and 
the  time  elapsing  after  his  claimed 
remonstrance  was   long  enough   for 


plaintiff  to  be  deemed  to  have  acqui- 
esced in  the  race,  he  ought  not  to  be 
considered  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence merely  because  he  did  not  do 
more  than  remonstrate  in  the  manner 
in  which  he  says  he  did.  He  was  rid- 
ing at  the  invitation  and  by  favor  of 
the  man  who  was  driving,  and  the 
negligence  of  the  latter  cannot  be  im- 
puted to  him.  This  rule,  of  course, 
does  not  absolve  plaintiff  from  exer- 
cising ordinary  care  for  his  own  safe- 
ty. He  must  exercise  all  the  care 
which  ordinary  caution  required  of 
him  under  the  circumstances.  Burton 
v.  Pryor  (1917)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  198 
S.  W.  1120.  But  the  time  was  too 
short  to  make  plaintiff  amenable  to 
the  charge  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, on  the  ground  that,  after  mak- 
ing objection,  he  remained  quiescent 
in  the  car  until  the  collision  occurred. 
In  other  words,  the  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  this  case 
should  depend  solely  upon  whether 
plaintiff  instigated  the  race  by  sug- 
gesting it  to  the  driver,  or  whether 
it  was  against  his  advice  and  over  his 
objection,  and  not  upon  the  fact  that 
he  thereafter  sat  still  and  made  no 
other,  or  more  effective  or  insistent, 
objection,  in  the  short  space  of  time 
afforded." 

In  Lochhead  v.  Jensen  (1912)  42 
Utah,  99,  129  Pac.  847,  it  was  held 
that  the  question  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence should  not  be  left  to  the  jury 
where  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  guest  did  or  said,  or  failed 
to  do  or  say,  anything,  or  that  he  had 
exercised  any  control  or  direction 
over  the  operation  or  handling  of  the 
machine,  or  that  he  in  any  way  con- 
sented to  or  acquiesced  in  the  manner 
of  its  operation. 

In  Avery  v.  Thompson  (1918)  117 
Me.  120,  L.R.A.1918D,  206,  103  Atl.  4, 
it  was  held  that  an  invited  guest  who 
was  injured  when  the  driver  of  an 
automobile  drove  in  front  of  an  ap- 
proaching train  was  not  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  where  she  had 
neither  direction  nor  control  over  the 
operation  of  the  car,  and  was  a 
stranger  in  the  locality,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  she  was  the  first  to  see 
the  approaching  train  and  gave  time- 
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ly  warning  to  the  driver.  The  court 
said:  ''The  plaintiff  cannot  be  held 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  as 
is  earnestly  urged  by  the  defendant. 
The  negligence  complained  of  was 
the  act,  not  of  the  railroad  company, 
but  of  the  defendant  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  machine,  and  no  act,  or 
failure  to  act,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  can  be  deemed  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  accident.  She  had  nei- 
ther direction  nor  control  of  its  op- 
eration. That  was  absolutely  within 
his  power.  She  neither  consented,  to 
nor  acquiesced  in  the  particular  man- 
agement or  mismanagement  that 
caused  the  tragedy.  She  was  a 
stranger  in  the  locality  and  was  sit- 
ting quietly  on  the  back  seat,  in  full 
and  justifiable  reliance  upon  his  ca- 
pacity as  a  competent  driver.  She  was 
not  inattentive,  because  she  was  ap- 
parently the  first  to  perceive  the 
train,  and  at  once  gave  warning.  H^ 
heard  her  exclamation.  Had  he  heed- 
ed it  and  stopped,  as  he  might  have 
done,  all  would  have  been  well.  In- 
stead, he  hesitated)  then  put  on  speed 
and  plunged  rashly  into  obvious  peril, 
into  the  very  jaws  of  death.  She  wai^ 
powerless  to  prevent  it.  Clearly,  no 
blame  can  be  attached  to  the  plain- 
tiff." 

And  in  McKeen  v.  Iverson  (1921) 
—  N.  D.  — ,  180  N.  W.  805,  it  was  helA 
that  a  finding  was  justified  that  the 
deceased,  who  was  killed  while  rid- 
ing in  the  defendant's  automobile, 
was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  getting  into  the  defendant's 
car,  although  the  defendant  yras  more 
or  less  intoxicated,  it  appearing  that 
several  others  also  got  into  the  car, 
and  that  the  fact  that  the  guests  were 
somewhat  intoxicated,*  and  that  the 
deceased  participated  in  the  use  of 
liquor  by  the  defendant,  would  not 
bar  a  recovery,  it  appearing  that  the 
accident  resulted  not  from  the  defend- 
ant's incapacity  to  handle  the  car, 
but  from  hid  lack  of  care,  and  desire 
to  do  a  stunt  to  frighten  his  gruests. 

And  in  Masten  v.  Cousins  (1919) 
216  111.  App.  268,  where  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  recover  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained while  riding  as  a  guest  in  the 
defendant's  •  car^  when  it  was '  being 


di^iven  by  the  latter  40  miles  an  hour 
and  left  the  highway  and  collided 
with  a  tree,  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law,  there 
being  evidence  that  about  ten  minutes 
before  the  accident  she  had  requested 
the  defendant  to  slow  down,  and  he 
had  done  so,  and  that  just  a  moment 
before  the  injury  she  had  again  re- 
quested him  to  drive  slower. 

In  Crider  v.  Yolande  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.  (1921)  —  Ala.  — ,  89  So.  285, 
where  one  who  was  riding  on  a  motor 
truck  for  his  accommodation  stood 
upon  the  floor  of  the  car,  leaning 
with  his  back  against  the  cab,  or  hood, 
over  the  driver's  seat,  with  one  arm 
resting  on  the  top  of  it,  and  lost  his 
balance  and  fell  from  the  truck  when 
it  struck  a  hole,  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  by  him  against  the  owner  of 
the  truck,  that  he  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  barring  a  recov- 
ery. 

In  Rappaport  v.  Roberts  (1918)  — 
Me.  App.  — ,  203  S.  W.  676,  where  the 
evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  whether 
the  guest  requested  the  driver  to 
speed  up  the  car  and  pass  another, 
an  instruction  which  did  not  submit 
to  the  jury  the  question  whether  or 
not  the  plaintiff  made  such  a  request, 
but  merely  submitted  the  question 
whether  directing  Uie  driver  to  speed 
up  was  negligence,  was  held  errone- 
ous. And  in  this  case  another  in- 
struction that  before  the  plaintiff,  a 
guest,  could  recover,  it  must  appear 
that  his  injury  was  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  one  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants, "without  any  fault,  neglect,  or 
want  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence 
on  plaintiff's  part,"  was  held  not  prop- 
erly to  submit  the  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  in  view  of  the 
statement  that  the  plaintiff  must  be 
without  any  fault  or  neglect,  and  a 
statement  in  the  first  part  of  the  in- 
struction that  the  plaintiff  must  ex- 
ercise the  "highest  degree  of  care  and 
caution.'' 

In  McGeevor  v.  O'Byme  (1919)  208 
Ala.  266,  82  So.  508,  an  instruction 
was  held  erroneous  and  prejudiciaK 
in  an  action  by  a  guest  to  recover  for 
an  injttry  suetained.  whale  ridiac  in 
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defendant's  automobile,  that  plain* 
tifTs  mere  knowledge  that  defendant 
wae  under  the  influence  of  intoxi- 
cants, and  of  his  driving  across  city 
streets. at  an  excessive  speed,  would, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  bar  any  recovery 
for  defendant's  simple  negligence,  the 
court  holding  that  this  withdrew  from 
the  jury  the  essential  factor  of  plain- 
tifiTs  volition  in  continuing  the 
journey;  up  to  the  place  of  the  colli- 
sion, as  to  which  the  evidence  was  in 
dispute,  and.  also  withdrew  the  ques- 
tion of  plaintiff's  assumption  of  the 
risk  of  injury,  which  rested  in  debat- 
able inference. 

In  the  McGeevor  Case  it  was  al- 
leged in  one  plea  that  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
which  proximately  contributed  to 
cause  his  injuries;  that  the  defend- 
ant, for  a  distance  of  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  preceding  the  accident,  had  been 
driving  along  one  of  the  main  streets 
of  the  city,  which  intersected  one  of 
the  thoroughfares  constantly  used  by 
automobiles;  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
these  facts;  that  defendant,  while  so 
doing,  was  driving  at  an  excessive 
rate  of  speed — 40  miles  an  hour;  that 
plaintiff,  with  knowledge  of  these 
facts  and  the  danger,  negligently  sat 
in  the  doorway  of  the  automobile  with 
his  feet  resting  on  the  running  board, 
which  was  obviously  dangerous  to  a 
man  of  ordinary  prudence,  and  that 
his  injuries  followed  as  a  proximate 
cause  of  plaintiff's  negligence,  it 
was  held  that  such  plea  was  not 
subject  to  demurrer  on  the  grounds 
that  it  failed  to  show  facts  which  in 
law  constituted  contributory  negli- 
gence or  assumption  of  risk;  that  it 
failed  to  show  that  plaintiff  had  any 
control  over  the  operation  of  the  car 
or  the  one  driving;  that  it  showed  that 
the  defendant  was  in  control  of  the 
machine,  and  did  not  show  any  facts 
which  cast  upon  the  plaintiff  the  duty 
of  protesting  or  warning  defendant 
against  driving  at  the  alleged  high 
rate  of  speed.  And  another  plea, 
averring  the  same  facts  as  the  one 
above,  with  an  addition  that  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  was  under  the 
influence  of  intoxicating  liquor,  and 
that  plaintiff,   with  knowledge  that 


the  car  was  driven  as  stated  while  the 
defendant  was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicants,  knowingly  and  wilfully 
rode  itt  the  high  rate  of  speed  without 
protest  or  objection,  and  which  al- 
leged that  an  ordinarily  prudent  man 
would  not  have  done  so,  was  held  not 
subject  to  any  of  the  grounds  of  de- 
murrer above  stated.  And  another 
plea,  alleging  in  substance  that  the 
.  plaintiff  and  defendant  took  several 
drinks  of  whisky  and  beer,  and  joined 
in  a  ride  for  mutual  pleasure,  and  that 
plaintiff  willingly  anA  voluntarily 
rode  in  the  car  for  about  a  quarter  of 
a  mile  at  a  speed  of  approximately 
40  miles  an  hour,  knowing  that  de- 
fendant was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicants,  and  that  the  car  was 
loaded  above  its  capacity,  and  its 
driving,  therefore,  dangerous,  and 
that  the  streets  driven  over  were  con- 
stantly used  by  automobiles,  was  held 
not  subject  to  a  demurrer  alleging 
that  no  facts  were  stated  which 
showed  that  plaintiff's  intoxication 
was  a  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 

IJ.  Injury  due  to  c&ndition  of  ear. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  re- 
ported case  (O'Shba  v.  Lavoy,  ante, 
1008)  it  was  decided  that  an  owner 
of  an  automobile  is  not  liable  to  his 
father-in-law,  riding  with  him  as  an 
invited  guest,  for  an  injury  sustained 
when  the  machine  turned  over  be- 
cause of  a  defective  spring  breaking, 
although  the  car  was  a  secondhand 
one,  and  the  spring  had  been  repaired 
with  old  parts,  the  court  holding  that 
the  situation  was  analogous  to  a  case 
of  one  invited  to  dine;  that  the  legal 
relation  was  that  of  licensor  and  li- 
censee; that  in  such  cases  the  guest 
accepts  the  premises  as  he  finds  them, 
subject  only  to  the  limitation  that  the 
licensor  must  not  set  a  trap  or  be 
guilty  of  active  negligence;  and  that 
the  broken  spring  in  question  did  not 
constitute  a  trap.  The  court  dis- 
cusses cases  dealing  with  the  ques- 
tion of  liability  of  an  owner  of  an 
autoTT.obile  for  damages  resulting  to 
an  invited  guest  by  reason  of  the  neg- 
ligent management  of  the  car,  and 
points  out  that  the  apparent  conflict 
be  accounted  for  on  the  ground 


1030 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  A.L.R. 


that  in  some  states  different  degrees 
of  care  are  recognized,  while  in  oth-^ 
ers  there  is  but  one  degree  of  care ;  it 
refrains,  however,  from  deciding  the 


degree  of  negligence  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  car  which  will  render  the 
owner  of  an  automobile  liable  for 
damages  to  an  invited  guest. 

J.  T.  W, 


STATE  OP  WEST  VIRGINIA  EX  REL.  S.  P.  SMITH 

V. 

COUNTY  COURT  OF  KANAWHA  COUNTY  et  al. 

Wea$  Virginia  Supreme  Cauri  ef  iippeal«  —  tforcfc  31,  1016. 

(78  W.  Va.  168,  88  S.  E.  662.) 

Political  parties  —  rules  —  enforcement  by  courts. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  conferring  the  jurisdiction^  courts  will 
not  undertake  to  settle  and  determine  substantial  controversies  between 
rival  political  conunittees,  or  factions 'bf  such  a  committee,  the  right  in 
which  is  dependent  upon  party  rules,  usages,  and  customs,  or  grant  relief 
to  either  of  such  ccmimittees  or  factions,  as  the  representative  of  the  party, 
in  those  cases  in  which  the  party  is  entitled  to  relief,  but  will  refuse  the 
relief  asked  until  the  controversy  is  settled  and  determined  by  some  super- 
vising board,  comniittee,  or  other  tribunal  of  the  par^. 

[See  note  ah  this  question  beginning  on  page  1035.]      - 


Mandamus  —  what  will  support. 

2.  Clear  legal  right  of  the  relator  in 
mandamus  to  have  performance  of  the 
act  he  seeks  to  coerce  performance  of, 
and  plain  duty  to  perform  it  on  the 
part  of  the  respondent,  are  essential 
to  the  award  of  the  writ. 

[See  18  R.  C.  L.  128;  3  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  787.] 

Evidence  —  Judicial  notice  —  rules  of 
political  parties. 

3.  Courts  judicially  know  political 
parties  have  rules  and  regulations  for 
their  government  and  tribunals  for 
the  prescription,  interpretation,  and 
administration  thereof,  and  that  .the 
rights  of  members  and  inferior  or  sub- 
ordinate bodies  of  such  organizations 
are  determinable  by  such  rules  and 
regulations  within  the  parties  and  by 
their  tribunals. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  1069;  15  R.  C.  L. 
1092,  1126.] 

Courts  —  recognition  of  rules  of  so- 
cieties. 

4.  In  t4ie  absence  of  fraud  or  viola- 
tion of  positive  law,  courts  will  recog- 
nize and  vindicate  rights  accorded  by 
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the  decisions  of  such  tribunals,  in 
those  cases  in  which  a  statute  makes 
it  their  duty  to  recognize  and  enforce 
them. 

Political  parties  —  factions  —  recog- 
nition. 

5.  Neither  of  two  factions  of  a  po- 
litical committee,  dividing  on  substan- 
tial controversies  governed  by  party 
usages,  customs,  and  rules,  can  be 
recognized  by  the  courts  as  having 
prima  facie  right. 

[See  9  R.  C.  L.  1068.] 

—  remonstrance  by  faction^ 

6.  A  remonstrance  or  protest  by  one 
faction  of  a  political  committee  made 
to  an  officer  or  court  acting  in  a  minis- 
terial capacity,  against  performance 
of  an  act  demanded  on  behalf  of  the 
party  by  another  faction  claiming  to 
represent  it,  and  based  upon  allega- 
tions of  fact  raising  questions  as  to 
the  right  of  such  factions  to  represent 
the  party,  determinable  by  its  super- 
vising committees  and  governing? 
bodies,  justifies  the  refusal  of  the  of- 
ficer or  court  to  perform  the  act  de- 
manded. 
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PKrmoN  by  relator  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  respondents  to 
appoint  certain  persons  whose  names  he  had  certified  for  appointment  to 
the  position  of  registrars  of  voters  of  Kanawha  county.    Writ  refused. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Avis  A  Donnally,  for  peti-     another  declined,  and  the  third  was 


tioner: 

In  the  absence  of  any  statute  giving 
them  jurisdiction,  the  courts  have  no 
power  to  interfere  with  the  judgments 
of  the  committees  and  tribunals  of  es* 
tablished  political  parties,  in  mattera 
involving  party  government  and  disci* 
pline. 

Marcum  v.  Ballot  Comrs.  42  W.  Va. 
263,  36  L.R.A.  296,  26  S.  E.  281 ;  Kump 
V.  McDonald.  64  W.  Va.  825,  61  S.  E. 
908;  Boggess  v.  Buxton,  67  W.  Va. 
679,  69  S.  E.  867,  21  Ann.  Cas.  289; 
Moody  V.  Trimble,  109  Ky.  189,  60 
L.R.A.  810,  68  S.  W*  604;  Davis  v. 
Hambrick,  109  Ky.  276,  61  L.R.A.  671, 
68  S.  W.  779;  Phelps  v.  Piper,  48  Neb. 
724, 83  L.R.A.  63,  67  N.  W.  766;  Kearns 
V.  HoUey,  188  Pa.  116,  42  L.RA.  236, 
68  Am.  St.  Rep.  862,  41  Atl.  273. 

Members  of  political  committees  are 
not  public  officers. 

Usilton  V.  Bramble,  117  Md.  10,  82 
Atl.  661,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  743;  Atty. 
Gen.  v«  Prohan,  169  Mass.  634,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  301,  48  N.  E.  279. 

Messrs.  MeClintie,  Mathews,  Sl 
Campbell  also  for  petitioner. 

Messrs.  Frank  Lively  and  W.  E.  R. 
Byrne  for  respondents. 

Poffenbarger,  J.,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court : 

The  relator,  chairman  of  the  Re- 
publican county  executive  commit- 
tee of  Kanawha  county,  seeks  a  per- 
emptory writ  of  mandamus  com- 
manding the  county  court  of  said 
county  to  appoint,  as  registrars  of 
voters  therein,  certain  persons 
whose  names  he  had  certified 
to  that  body  for  appointment 
to  said  positions,  upon  averment 
of  his  right  to  have  them  ap- 
pointed under  the  provisions  of  § 
98a-l  of  chapter  3  of  the  Code  (8 
121),  as  amended  by  chapter  28  ox 
the  Acts  of  1915.  Prom  the  return 
of  the  alternative  writ,  it  appears 
that  his  presentation  of  the  list  of 
persons  designated  for  appointment 
was  met  by  a  protest  against  their 
appointment,  on  the  ground  of  al- 
leged irregularity  and  invalidily  of 
their  selection.  One  member  of  the 
court  was  willing  to  appoint  them, 


absent  from  the 'court  and  the  state, 
on  account  of  illness. 

The  grounds  of  the  protest  were : 
(1)  That  S.  P.  Smith,  the  relator, 
was  not,  and  never  had  been,  chair- 
man of  said  committee;  and    (2) 
that  the  persons  whose  names  were 
presented  by  him  had  not  been  by  it 
selected  or  designated  for  appoint- 
ment.   These  denials  of  right  were 
based  upon  several  claims  or  con- 
tentions.   As  elected  by  the  Repub- 
lican voters  of  the  county  in  a  pri- 
mary election  held  June  4,  1912, 
the  committee  consisted  of  ten  mem- 
bers,   one   from    each   magisterial 
district.    On  some  date  in  the  year 
1914,  one  of  them,  W.  F.  Shirkey, 
elected  for  Maiden  district,  resigned, 
and  the  remaining  members  elected 
John  H.  Hawes  to  fill  the  vacancy. 
The  relator  was  not  one  of  the  ten. 
On  April  4,  1914,  a  resolution  was 
adopted  by  the  committee,  electing 
him  a  member  thereof  from  the 
county  at  large,  and  making  him 
its  chairman  with  the  right  to  vote 
in  case  of  a  tie.    Since  that  date,  he 
has  acted  as  chairman,  but  the  re- 
turn denies  authority  in  the  com- 
mittee to  enlarge  its  membership. 
On  March  4, 1916,  he,  and  five  mem- 
bers whose  titles  to  the  positions 
they  claim  are  admitted,  met  pursu- 
ant to  a  notice  of  a  meeting  of  the 
committee,  and,  on  the  assumption 
of  a  vacancy  in  the  position  to  which 
S.  A.  Fogarty  had  been  chosen  for 
Elk  district,  elected  W.  S.  McAfee  to 
that  position  and  thereafter  recog- 
nized him  as  a  member.    Claiming, 
then,  to  have  six  of  the  ten  original 
members  and  seven  of  the  eleven 
members  composing  the  committee, 
as  they  contend,  they  adopted  a  res- 
olution purporting  to  confer  upon 
Chairman  Smith  power  to  name,  on 
behalf  of  the  committee,  persons  for 
appointment  as  registrars.  Fogarty, 
still  claiming  his  membership,  and 
four  others,  did  not  attend  the  meet- 
ing.    They  denied  that  Fogarty's 
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place  was  vacant,  that  Smith  was  a : 
member,  and  that  a  quorum  was 
present  when  McAfee  was  admitted 
and  the  resolution  adopted,  Fogar- 
ty's  change  of  residence  to  a  point  in 
another  state  is  the  ground  of  de- 
nial of  his  membership.  McAfee 
was  elected  to  his  place  on  the  .as- 
sumption that  his  change  of  resi- 
dence had  ipso  facto  vacated  it.  On 
the  other  hand  it  is  claimed  he  is 
residing  out  of  the  state  only  tem- 
porarily; that  temporary  absence 
was  not  cause  for  his  removal ;  and 
that,  if  it  were,  it  did  not  of  itself 
create  a  vacancy,  so  as  to  reduce  the 
membership  of  the  committee  to 
nine,  of  which  five  mi^ht  have  been 
a  quoriun.  On  tiie  issues  of  fact 
entering  into  the  controversy  con- 
siderable evidence  was  submitted, 
and  numerous  political  precedents 
were  invoked  in  support  of  the  reg- 
ularity and  validity  of  the  commit- 
tee procedure  relied  upon  by  the 
relator.  For  both  him  and  the  re- 
spondent, it  is  claimed  S  27  of  chap- 
ter 26  of  the  Acts  of  1915  vests  ju- 
risdiction in  the  courts  to  review  the 
acts  of  all  political  committees. 

Clear  legal  right  in  the  relator 
to  have  the  act  he  seeks  to  coerce 
performed,  and  plain  duty  to  per- 
form it  on  the  part 
of  the  respondent, 
are  indispensable 
bases  of  an  application  for  the  writ 
of  mandamus.  Doubt  as  to  his  right 
or  the  duty  of  the  officer  is  fatal  to 
him.  Hutton  v.  Holt,  52  W.  Va. 
672,  44  S.  E.  164 ;  Payne  v.  Staun- 
ton,  55  W.  Va.  202,  46  S.  E.  927, 
2  Ann.  Gas.  74;  Hall  v.  Staunton, 
55  W.  Va.  684,  47  S.  E.  265 ;  Mar- 
cum  V.  Ballot  Comrs.  42  W.  Va.  263, 
273,  36  L.R.A.  296,  26  S.  E.  281. 

The  right  to  the  relief  sought  here 
depends  upon  the  solution  of  the 
numerous  questions  raised  by  the 
protest.  Seven  members  out  of 
eleven,  a  quorum  with  one  to  spare, 
composed  the  meeting  at  which  the 
resolution  was  adopted  purporting 
to  give  the  chairman  authority  to 
name  the  registrars,  if  the  elected 
committee  had  power  to  enlarge 
their  number  by  election  of  a  mem- 
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ber  at  large,  and  Fogartjr's  place 
had  become  vacant  and  had  been 
properly  filled.  But,  if  the  com- 
mittee had  no  power  to  add 
to  its  membership,  there  could 
have  been  only  ten  members  in 
all;  and,  if  Fogarty  had  not  va- 
cated his  place,  less  than  a  quorum 
constituted  the  meeting:  at  which 
the  resolution  was  passed.  Wheth- 
er Smith,  though  a  member,  having 
right  to  vote  only  in  case  of  a  tie, 
could  be  counted  to  make  a  quorum, 
and  whether  Fogarty's  change  of 
residence  disqualified  him,  or,  dis- 
qualifying him,  ipso  facto  vacated 
his  place,  are  questions.  All  of 
these  are  determinable  by  rules, 
regulations,  and  precedents  of  the 
political  party  of  which  the  commit- 
tee is  a  tribunal,  and  they  are  made, 
interpreted,  and  applied  by  the  par- 
ty committees  and  conventions. 
They  are  not  recognized  or  treated 
as  constituting  any  part  of  the  pub- 
lic law  administered  by  the  courts, 
unless  made  so  by  statute.  Courts 
judicially  know  political  parties, 
like  other  voluntary  associations, 
have  rules  and  reg-  Bvideiice^ 
ulations  for  their  i^fiS*;!  ~ilSSi 
government  and  tri-  im'tie«. 
bunals  for  the  prescription,  inter- 
pretation, and  administration  there- 
of, and  that  the  rights  of  members 
and  inferior  or  subordinate  bodies 
of  such  organizations  are  determi- 
nable by  the  rules  and  regulations 
within  the  parties  and  through 
their  tribunals.  When  political 
rights  are  so  settled 
and  determined,  the  recosriirttoii  oc 
courts  recognize  Scie^ti. 
them  and  vindicate 
them.  Boggess  v.  Buxton,  67  W. 
Va.  679,  69  S.  E.  367,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
289;  Republican  Executive  Com- 
mittee V.  County  Ct.  68  W.  Va.  113, 
69  S.  E.  522;  Kump  v.  McDonald, 
64  W.  Va.  323,  325,  61  S.  E.  909. 

But  if  an  inferior  committee  is 
divided  into  opposing  factions,  and 
the  demand  of  one  of  them  upon  a 
public  officer  or  tribunal  for  the  per- 
formance of  a  statutory  duty  to- 
ward the  party  such  faction  pro- 
fesses   to    represent    meets    with 
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resistance  by  way  of  a  protest  or 
remonstrance  based  upon  facts  rais- 
ing issues  determinable  by  parly 
usages  and  customs,  the  right  be- 
tween them  must  be  regarded  as  un- 
certain and  undetermined.  The  re- 
monstrance brings  to  the  surface  an 
issue  for  the  determination  of  which 

Political  pmrtte.    P^WiC  laW  kUOWH  tO 

-riueiiH-eii(ore«».    the  courts  makcs  no 

■lent  oy  eonria*      •»  —  w«»c««^«»  /\^ 

provision.  Of 
course,  party  usages  and  customs 
are  susceptible  of  proof ;  but  courts 
cannot  interpret  and  apply  them 
without  invasion  of  the  province  of 
the  party  tribunals.  Political  par- 
ties, like  fraternal  and  religious  so- 
cieties and  corporations  of  all  kinds, 
administer,  as  well  as  make,  their 
rules  and  regulations,  within  the 
limitations  prescribed  by  law.  To 
assume  jurisdiction  or  exercise  pow- 
er within  this  sphere  of  social  in- 
fluence and  dominion  would  be  a 
judicial  invasion  of  right,  and  an 
unnecessary  one.  The  right  of  a 
voluntary  association  to  interpret 
and  adn^inister  its  own  rules  and 
regulations  is  as  sacred  as  is  the 
right  to  make  them,  and  there  is  no 
presumption  against  just  and  cor- 
rect action  or  conduct  on  the  part  of 
its  supervising  or  appellate  authori- 
ties and  tribunals.  On  the  contraiy* 
the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  it. 
In  connecting  himself  with  the  or- 
ganization, a  member  subjects  him- 
self as  fully  and  completely  to  the 
power  of  administration,  within  le- 
gal limits,  as  to  the  power  of  legisla- 
tion or  prescription.  To  say  courts 
can  make  rules  and  regulations  for 
such  associations  would  be  absurd 
and  ridiculous.  To  say  they  may 
interpret  and  apply  th^n,  in  view  of 
the  powers  reserved  to,  and  exer- 
cised by,  the  governing  bodies  of  the 
association,  would  be  as  plainly  sub- 
versive of  contractuid  right. 

Nor  is  it  the  province  or  function 
of  courts  to  do  unnecessary  things. 
They  afford  remedies  only  to  those 
who  are  otherwise  remediless. 
They  afford  redress  to  the  injured, 
not  on  considerations  of  mere  con- 
venience, but  on  the  ground  of  ne- 
cessity.   Therefore,  a  member  of  a 
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society  of  any  kind,  and  particularly 
of  a  voluntary,  unincorporated  one, 
has  no  right  to  judicial  redress  or  a 
judicial  hearing  of  a  grievance,  un- 
til he  shall  have  exhausted  the  rem- 
edies afforded  him  by  the  society 
itself.  Deveny  v.  Hart  Coal  Co.  63 
W.  Va.  650,  60  S.  E.  789;  Boyce  v. 
Montauk  Gas  Coal  Co.  37  W.  Va. 
73, 16  S.  E.  501. 

''Where  the  society  makes  pro- 
vision for  the  settlement  of  contro- 
versies between  it  and  its  members, 
or  between  its  members,  concerning 
its  government,  its  dissolution,  or 
its  property,  courts  will  refuse  to 
take  cognizance  of  such  controver- 
sies until  those  who  have  grievances 
have,  in  the  first  instance,  resorted 
to  and  exhausted  the  remedies  pro- 
vided by  the  society;  and  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  such  a  case,  that  the 
language  of  such  provisions  shall 
make  it  imperative  on  the  members 
to  exhaust  these  remedies,  but  it  is 
sufficient  that  the  society  has  afford- 
ed a  means  for  a  settlement  within 
the  society  itself.  The  mere  provi- 
sion of  such  a  means  abridges  the 
right  to  appeal  to  the  courts,  until 
the  prescribed  means  have  been 
pursued.  This  rule  also  prevails 
in  matters  of  discipline,,  in  the 
expulsion  and  suspension  of  mem- 
bers, and  arises  from  the  fact 
that  in  such  cases  the  contro- 
versy springs  from  the  contract 
of  membership,  and  is  a  mat- 
ter of  internal  regulation.  With 
such  matters  courtis  are  loath  to 
deal  and  will  take  jurisdiction  on^ 
when  compelled  to  do  so.  But  it 
has  been  held  that,  where  a  member 
appears  in  the  relation  of  a  creditor 
of  the  society,  he  is  not  bound  to 
present  his  claim  to  the  tribunals  of 
the  society  unless  such  provisions 
stipulate  expressly  that  he  must  first 
submit  his  claim  to  the  tribunals 
of  tiie  society,  before  seeking  to  en- 
force it  in  the  courts  of  the  land/' 
Niblack,  Ben.  Soc.  &  Acci.  Ins.  p. 
216,  §  111. 

In  Boggess  v.  Buxton,  and  Re- 
publican Executive  Committee  v. 
County  Ct.,  cited,  this  principle  was 
applied  to  political  organizations; 
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and  in  Marcum  v.  Ballot  C!omrs.  42 
W.  Va.  268,  36  L.R.A.  296,  26  S.  E. 
281,  the  court  declined  to  recognize 
either  of  two  contesting  candidates 
as  having  been  regularly  nominated, 
and  based  the  decision  partly  on  that 
ground,  Judge  Brannon  saying: 
"Two  clashing  conventions  may  be 
so  circumstanced  as*  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  neither  is  authorized 
to  speak  for  the  party.  We  hold 
that  neither  of  these  conventions 
was  so  authorized.  The  law  is  that 
the  writ  of  mandamus  'will  not  lie 
unless  the  relator  shows  a  clear  legal 
right  to  have  the  thing  done  which 
he  asks  for.  If  the  right  be  doubt- 
ful, the  writ  will  be  refused.' '' 

In  view  of  the  contentions  of  the 
opposing  parties,  based  upon  party 
usage,  custom,  rules,  and  regular 
tions,  and  general  parliamentsury 
law,  the  court  dedined  to  say  either 
had  prima  facie  right.  Like  con- 
clusions are  recorded  in  other  well- 
considered  cases.  Stephenson  v. 
Election  Comrs.  118  Mich.  396,  42 
L.R.A.  214,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  402, 
76  N.  W.  914 ;  Shields  v.  Jacob,  88 
Mich.  164,  13  L.R.A.  760,  50  N.  W. 
105 ;  People  ex  rel.  Eaton  v.  District 
Ct.  18  Colo.  26,  31  Pac.  339 ;  Phelps 
V.  Piper,  48  Neb.  724,  33  L.R.A.  58, 
67  N.  W.  755 ;  State  ex  rel.  Gillis  v. 
Johnson,  18  Mont.  556,  46  Pac.  440. 
In  the  later  decisions  of  this  court, 
here  referred  to,  and  those  of  sev- 
eral other  jurisdictions,  the  analogy 
subsisting  between  political  organ- 
izations and  other  voluntary  asso- 
ciations has  been  recognized;  and, 
that  having  been  done,  the  rights  of 
contending  factions  respecting  rem* 
edies  in  the  courts  depend  upon  the 
principles  upon  which  judicial  re- 
lief relating  to  such  associations  and 
rights  therein  is  granted.  State  ex 
rel.  Hatch  v.  Smart,  24  Mont.  413, 
62  Pac.  591 ;  State  ex  rel.  Gilchrist 
v.  Weston,  27  Mont.  185,  70  Pac. 
519,  1134;  State  ex  rel.  Buttz  v. 
Liudahl,  11  N.  D.  320,  91  N.  W.  950; 
Moody  V.  Trimble,  109  Ky.  139,  50 
L.R.A.  810,  58  S.  W.  504. 

As  has  been  observed,  there  can 
be  no  well-grounded  distinction  be- 
tween the  prevailing  and  the  losing 


faction  respecting  the  application 
for  judicial  relief.  To  recognize  the 
former  and  entertain  it,  over  the  ob- 
jection of  the  latter, 
would  necessarily  T^i^iSiTn. 
imply  judicial  adop- 
tion of  the  procedure  and  conclu- 
sion upon  which  the  advantage  ob- 
tained rests.  To  do  that  either 
brushes  aside  and  ignores  the  con- 
tentions underlying  the  remon- 
strance, as  being  immaterial,  or 
comi)els  the  court  to  take  cognizance 
of  the  disputes  and  determine  them, 
under  a  system  of  rules,  regulations, 
and  par^  law  the  interpretation 
and  application  of  which  properly 
belong  to  the  party  tribunals. 

Of  course,  there  are  limitations 
upon  the  powers  of  the  governing 
bodies  of  voluntary  associations. 
When  property  rights  of  members 
are  involved,  the  courts  will  lend 
assistance  for  their  protection,  but, 
ordinarily,  not  until  the  available 
remedies  within  the  organization 
have  been  exhausted.  Fraud  viti- 
ates eversrthing,  and  becomes  a 
ground  of  relief  against  almost  ev- 
ery sort  of  transaction.  Relief  from 
oppressive  and  unreasonable  action 
will  be  given.  Mere  frivolous. 
Unsubstantial,  and  unmeritorious 
grounds  of  resistance  would  consti- 
tute no  obstacle  to  judicial  relief. 

The  statute  invoked  by  the  relator 
does  not  govern  the  rights  involved 
here,  or  empower  the  courts  to  de- 
termine them.  Section  3  of  the  act 
provides  that  *'the  various  executive 
committees  and  officers  thereof,  now 
in  existence,  shall  exercise  the  pow- 
ers and  possess  title  duties  herein 
prescribed  until  their  successors  are 
chosen  in  accordance  with  this  act." 

It  prescribes  no  rule  or  standard 
by  which  the  courts  can  determine 
who  constitute  such  committees — 
the  very  question  on  which  this  con- 
troversy hinges.  When  members 
of  committees  become  elective  un- 
der the  statute  prescribing  qualifi- 
cations, there  will  be  such  a  stand- 
ard. Eligibility  will  then  depend 
upon  conditions  legally  prescribed. 
Now  it  depends  largely  upon  party 
usages  and  customs,  and  they  are 
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jodicially  known  not  to  be  uniform 
in  any  senae.  Precedents  set  by  a 
state  oommittee  as  to  its  own  or- 
ganization, membership,  or  proce- 
dure may  not  obtain  in  a  county  or 
other  inferior  committee.  The 
practice  in  one  oounty  often  differs 
widely  f  r€»n  that  in  another.  What 
was  party  law  a  few  years  ago  may 
not  be  now.  No  legal  rule  nor  any. 
settled  party  practice  enables  any 
court  to  say  whether  an  eleoted 
county  committee  may  increase  its 
membership;  whether  a  member 
added,  made  chairman,  and  given 
a  casting  vote,  may  be  counted  to 
make  a  quorum ;  whether  a  member 
must  reside  in  the  district  for  which 
he  was  elected,  or  in  the  county  or 
state ;  or  whether  his  absence,  tem- 
porary or  permanent,  in  the  sense 
of  domicil,  vacates  his  office  or  is 
ground  for  removal.  When  these 
memberships  become  statutory,  as 
they  will  under  the  act,  all  such 
questions  can  be  determined  by  the 
statute. 

Section  27  of  the  act  provides  as 
follows :  ''The  state  executive  com- 
mittee of  each  par^  may  make. such 
rules  for  the  government  of  such 
jaaty,  not  inconsistent  with  law,  bA 
may  be  deemed  expedient;  and  it 
may  i^o  revoke,  or  alter^  or  amend. 
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in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with 
law,  any  present  or  future  rules  of 
such  party;  and  all  acte  ef  such 
stete  or  ether  committees  may  be 
reviewable  by  the  courts." 

Having  provided  for  statutory 
committees  for  the  stete  and  all  sub- 
divisions thereof,  and  made  the  stete 
commiUee  the  supreme  legislative 
tribunal  of  the  party,  within  legal 
lunitetions,  the  legislature  has  now 
conferred  upon  the  courte  jurisdic- 
tion to  test  the  validity  of  the  acte 
of  committees,  by  the  law  and  the 
rules  provided  by  the  stete  oommit- 
tee ''for  the  government  of  such 
party.''  But  &is  power  does  not 
extend  to  the  ascertainment  and  de- 
termination of  the  constitution  or 
composition  of  lite  old  committees 
temporarily  continued  in  power  and 
authority.  How  far  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courte  will  extend  under 
the  stotute  it  is  not  necessary  now 
to  inquire,  but  it  does  not  reach  this 
question.  It  is  power  only  to  review 
tiie  acte  of  committees;  not  to  say 
who  constitute  or  compose  them,  un- 
der general  party  law,  operative  un- 
til displaced  by  the  statute. 

Upon  these  principles  and  con- 
clusions, the  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus  prayed  for  is  refused. 


ANNOTATION. 
DeterminalMMi  of  controvcnies  widiin  pofilieal  parly. 


I.  Scope  and  introduction,  1085. 
n.  Rales  in  general: 

a.  In  absence  of  controlling  legisla- 

tion or  clear  legal  right,  1036. 

b.  Where    statutory    provision    or 

clear  legal  right   is  involved, 
1041. 
in.  Necessity  for  and  conclusiveness  of 
decision  by  party  or  other  special 
tribunal,  1046. 
IV.  Party  regularity  as  affecting  the  de- 
cisions in  the  courts,  1058. 

I.  Scape  and  introductimt. 

Under  our  form  of  party  govern- 
ment it  is  clear  that  certain  questlom 
are  of  a  political  nature,  which  the 
courts,  in  the  absence  of  statute, 
should  not  undertake  to  decide,  but 


should  leave  for  the  determination  of 
the  proper  party  tribunals.  On  the 
other  hand,  under  some  circumstances, 
it  may  be  necessary  for  the  courts  to 
assume  jurisdiction  to  determine  fac- 
tional disputes  within  a  party.  This 
may  be  true  in  order  to  render  ef- 
fective our  system  of  nominations  and 
elections.  Legal,  as  distinguished 
from  political,  rights,  however,  must 
be  involved  in  order  for  the  courts  to 
entertain  jurisdiction.  And  the  ques- 
tion may  be  a  very  difficult  one  in  any 
particular  case,  as  to  whether  such 
rights  are  involved.  This  question 
has  been,  in  recent  years,  somewhat 
simplified  by  th^  enactment  of  laws 
governing  nominations  and  flections. 
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And  of  course  the  courts  have  juris- 
diction to  determine  whether  these 
laws  have  been  violated,  even  though 
the  contesting  parties  are  rival  fac- 
tions within  a  political  party.  There 
remain,  however,  various  questions, 
such  as  the  regularity  of  party  organ- 
ization, party  policies  and  discipline, 
or  the  composition  of  committees, 
which  the  courts  will  not  determine, 
but  will  leave  for  settlement  to  the 
party  itself  through  its  duly  consti- 
tuted authorities. 

The  present  annotation  deals  only 
with  the  question  as  to  when,  or  under 
what  circumstances,  the  courts  will 
assume  jurisdiction  of  matters  arising 
out  of  controversies  between  factions 
of  a  political  party,  and  purports,  in 
general,  to  include  only  cases  which 
discuss  or  pass  upon  this  question. 
Cases,  therefore,  which  pass  upon 
particular  questions  on  the  merits, 
without  any  discussion  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  are  not  included. 
As  representing  classes  of  cases  not 
included,  see  State  ex  rel.  Yates  v. 
Crittenden  (1901)  164  Mo.  237,  64  S. 
W.  162,  involving  the  right  of  a  state 
central  committee  of  a  party  to  set 
aside  nominations  of  a  county  conven- 
tion; Cummings  v.  Bailey  (1907)  53 
Misc.  142,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  283,  af- 
firmed  in  (1907)  120  Afep.  Div.  892, 
105  N.  Y.  Supp.  1112;  and  People  ex 
rel.  Coffey  v.  Democratic  Groneral 
Committee  (1900)  164  N.  Y.  335,  51 
L.R. A.  674,  58  N.  E.  124,  involving  the 
question  of  the  power  of  political  com- 
mittees to  expel  members.  See  also 
Shields  v.  Jacob  (1891)  88  Mich.  164, 
13  L.R.A.  760,  50  N.  W.  105,  where  the 
court  granted  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  election  commissioners  to 
print  a  certain  ticket  on  the  official 
ballot,  holding  that  such  commission- 
ers could  not  determine,  in  preparing 
the  ballots,  the  regularity  of  either  of 
the  tickets  nominated  by  the  separate 
divisions  of  a  split  convention,  but 
must  print  thereon  the  names  of  both 
sets  of  candidates,  and  give  for  each 
set  the  party  name  as  certified  by  the 
committee  presenting  it,  without  addi- 
tion or  distinctive  designation. 

Cases  are  not  generally  included 
which  merely  construe  or  apply  pri- 


mary election  or  other  laws.  It  is  in- 
tended to  include  such  cases  only  in 
so  far  as  they  discuss  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  courts  over  political  questions 
or  factional  controversies,  or  serve  to 
show  the  relation  of  this  class  of 
cases  to  the  general  subject. 

The  annotation  deals  only  with  the 
question  as  to  the  power  of  the  courts 
.  generally,  with  respect  to  the  subject- 
matter  under  discussion,  and  not  as  to 
the  propriety  of  the  particular  form  of 
action  or  proceeding.  It  excludes,  for 
instance,  such  questions  as  that  pre- 
sented in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Drohan  (1897) 
169  Mass.  534,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  48 
N.  E.  279,  as  to  whether  membership 
in  a  committee  of  a  political  party  is 
a  public  office  so  that  the  title  thereto 
can  be  tried  in  quo  warranto  proceed- 
ings. 

There  are  many  cases  to  the  effect 
that  equity  will  not  protect  or  enforce 
merely  political  rights.  Cases  to  this 
effect  are  not  included  herein,  for  the 
reason  that  they  proceed  on  grounds 
distinctive  to  courts  of  equity  as  dis- 
tinguished from  courts  of  law.  Thus, 
such  cases  as  Kearns  v.  Howley 
(1898)  188  Pa.  116,  42  L.R.A.  286,  68 
Am.  St.  Rep.  862,  41  Atl.  278,  denying 
an  injunction  against  the  adding  of 
names  to  a  political  committee,  or  the 
striking  of  names  therefrom,  where  no 
property  rights  existed,  are  excluded. 

In  this  annotation  it  is  not  feasible 
to  cover  concrete  sets  of  facts,  and 
furnish  an  answer  as  to  what  should 
be  the  remedy  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances. The  answer  to  such  an 
inquiry  depends  largely  upon  statu- 
tory provisions  in  the  various  states. 
And  it  would  be  confusing,  and  lead 
away  from  the  main  purpose  of  the 
annotation,  to  attempt  to  solve  ques- 
tions based  on  special  sets  of  facts. 
The  circumstances  are  largely  indi- 
cated, however,  in  setting  out  the 
eases,  so  that  the  value  of  the  case  on 
the  particular  subject-matter  is,  in 
general,  shown. 

II.  Rules  in  general, 

«.  In  Absence  of  eontrolUng  legitHaU&n 
er  dear  legal  right. 

The  courts  have  been  reluctant  to 
assume  jurisdiction  of  questions  of  a 
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political  nature.  The  rule  appears  to 
be  that  in  factional  controversies 
within  a  political  party,  where  there 
is  no  controlling  statute  or  clear  legal 
right  involved,  the  court  will  not  as- 
sume jurisdiction,  but  will  leave  the 
matter  for  determination  by  the 
proper  tribunals  of  the  party  itself,  or 
by  the  electors  at  the  polls.  Support- 
ing this  proposition  are  the  following 
authorities  (see  also  III.  infra) : 

Arkansas.  —  Ferguson  v.  Mont- 
gomery (1921)  148  Ark.  83,  229  S.  W. 
30. 

Colorado.  —  People  ex  rel.  Eaton  v. 
District  Ct.  (1892)  18  Colo.  26,  31  Pac. 
339;  People  ex  rel.  Hodges  v.  McGaf- 
fey  (1896)  23  Colo.  156,  46  Pac.  930, 
See  also  Colorado  cases  controlled  by 
statute,  under  II.  b,  infra. 

Idaho.— Walling  v.  Lansdon  (1908) 
15  Idaho,  282,  97  Pac.  396. 

Kansas. — Sims  v.  Daniels  (1896)  51 
Kan.  652,  35  L.R.A.  146,  46  Pac.  952; 
Allen  V.  Burrow  (1904)  69  Kan.  817, 
77  Pac.  555,  2  Ann.  Cas.  539.  See  also 
State  ex  rel.  Dawson  v.  Branine 
(1912)  87  Kan.  795,  125  Pac.  343. 

Kentucky.  —  Davis  v.  Hambrick 
(1900)  109  Ky.  276,  51  L.R.A.  671,  58 
S.  W.  779. 

Louisiana.  —  State  ex  rel.  Burke  v« 
Foster  (1904)  111  La.  939,  36  So.  32; 
Roussel  V.  Dornier  (1911)  129  La.  930, 
41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  557,  57  So.  272. 

Michigan.  —  Stephenson  v.  Election 
Comrs.  (1898)  118  Mich.  396,  42 
L.R.A.  214,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  402,  76  N. 
W.  914;  Potter  v.  Deuel  (1907)  149 
Mich.  393,  112  N.  W.  1071. 

Montana.  —  State  ex  rel.  Gillis  Yc 
Johnson  (1896)  18  Mont.  556,  46  Pac 
440. 

Nebraska.— Phelps  ▼.  Piper  (1896) 
48  Neb.  724,  33  L.R.A.  53,  67  N.  W. 
755;  State  ex  rel.  Dahlman  v.  Piper 
(1896)  50  Neb.  25,  69  N.  W.  378.  See 
also  State  ex  rel.  Sturdevant  v.  Allen 
(1895)  43  Neb.  651,  62  N.  W.  35. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Barry  (1907)  74  N.  H.  353,  68  Atl.  192, 

New  York.  —  Re  Fairchild  (1897) 
151  N.  Y.  359,  45  N.  E.  943 ;  People  ex 
rel.  Simpson  v.  Police  Comrs.  (1894) 
10  Misc.  98,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  112. 

North  Dakota. — State  ex  rel.  Fosser 


V.  Lavik  (1900)  9  N.  D.  461,  83  N.  W. 
914.  1 

Ohio.— See  Link  v.  Karb  (1914)  89 
Ohio  St.  326,  104  N.  E.  632,  and  State 
ex  rel.  Gongwer  v.  Graves  (1914)  90 
Ohio  St.  311, 107  N.  E.  1018. 

Pennsylvania. — Re  Beck  (1898)  7 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  629. 

South  Dakota.  —  Morrow  v.  Wipf 
(1908)  22  S.  D.  146,  115  N.  W.  1121. 

West  Virginia. — ^Boggess  v.  Buxton 
(1910)  67  W.  Va.  679,  69  S.  E.  367,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  289 ;  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v. 
Kanawha  County  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  1030.  See  also  Kump  v. 
McDonald  (1908)  64  W.  Va.  325,  61  S. 
E.  908.  t 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  con- 
ferring jurisdiction,  courts  will  not 
undertake  to  settle  and  determine  sub- 
stantial controversies  between  rival 
political  committees,  or  factions  of 
such  a  committee,  the  right  in  which 
is  dependent  upon  party  rules,  usages, 
and  customs,  or  grant  relief  to  either 
of  such  committees  or  factions  as  the 
representative  of  the  party,  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  party  is  entitled  to 
relief,  but  will  refuse  the  relief  asked 
until  the  controversy  is  settled  and 
determined  by  some  supervising 
board,  committee,  or  other  tribunal  of 
the  party.  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v. 
Kanawha  County  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  1030.  After  tte  decision 
in  this  case,  the  state  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  party  determined  the 
questions  involved  in  favor  of  the  con- 
tention of  the  relator  in  that  action, 
basing  its  decision  on  the  customs  and 
usages  of  the  party.  Thereafter  the 
relator  renewed  his  application  to  the 
county  court  to  appoint  the  registrars 
recommended  by  him,  and  the  court 
refused  to  do  so.  It  was  held  on  these 
facts,  in  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  County 
Ct.  (1916)  78  W,  Va*  259,  88  S.  E.  793, 
that  the  relator  had  a  clear  legal  right 
which  could  be  enforced  by  man- 
damus. 

And  in  Ferguson  v.  Montgomery 
(Ark.)  supra,  the  court  said:  "Ex- 
cept to  the  extent  that  jurisdiction  is 
conferred  by  statute,  or  that  the  sub- 
ject has  been  regulated  by  statute,  the 
courts  have  no  power  to  interfere 
with  the  judgments  of  the  constituted 
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authorities  of  >  established  political 
parties  in  matters  involving  party 
government  and  discipline,  or  to  de- 
termine disputes  within  a  political 
party  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  elec- 
tion of  its  executive  officers." 

Party  differences,  it  was  said  in 
People  ex  rel.  Simpson  v.  Polici 
Comrs.  (N.  Y.)  supra,  like  fainily  or 
religious  disputes,  should  be  settled 
within  the  organization,  or  by  its 
dominating  authority.  And  in  this 
case,  where  a  nomination  was  made  by 
a  convention  regularly  called,  and  the 
organization  of  the  party  had  not  re- 
pudiated this  nomination,  or  ordered  a 
new  election,  or  in  any  authoritative 
manner  recognized  the  nomination  of 
another  for  the  same  office  by  a  con* 
vention  subsequently  assembled  by 
the  deposed  secretary  of  the  first  con- 
vention, it  was  held  that  the  first 
nominee  was  entitled  to  a  place  on  the 
ballot,  and  that  mandamus  should  be 
issued  to  compel  the  printing  of  his 
name  thereon. 

Courts  will  not  undertake  to  control 
the  internal  affairs  of  a  political 
party,  unless  the  same  encroach  upon, 
violate,  or  contravene  the  law.  Wall- 
ing V.  Lansdon  (Idaho)  supra.  The 
'court  said:  "We  are  not  inclined  to 
inquire,  as  between  two  contending  , 
political  factions  of  a  party,  whether  . 
or  not  the  leaders  of  either  faction  ' 
combined  and  conspired  together  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  control  of  the 
political  organization,  except  in  so  far 
as  the  acts  of  such  parties,  and  the 
legality  of  the  result  accomplished  by 
them,  may  be  governed  by  the  laws  of 
the  state.  ...  As  a  rule,  policies 
adopted  by  political  parties  are  the  re- 
sult of  the  combined  efforts  and  judg- 
ment of  a  few  of  the  leaders  of  such 
political  organization,  and  whatever 
evils  may  result  from  such  combina- 
tions must  be  corrected  within  the 
party  itself,  as  the  courts  will  not 
undertake  to  regulate  or  control  the 
internal  affairs  of  a  political  organ- 
ization. When,  however,  in  carrying 
out  the  purposes  of  such  combination, 
or  controlling  the  affairs  of  a  political 
party,  the  actors  therein  encroach 
upon,  violate,  or  contravene  the  lavTS 
of  the  state,  then  and  at  such  Hme  the 


courts  will,  in  a  proper  proceeding, 
arrest  such  action,  and  enforce  the 
laws  of  the  state." 

**It  is  much  more  proper,'*  said  the 
court  in  Re  Pairchild  (N.  T.)  supra, 
**that  questions  which  relate  to  the 
regularity  of  conventions,  to  the 
nomination  of  candidates,  and  the 
constitution  of  committees  should  be 
determined  by  the  regularly  consti- 
tuted party  authorities,  than  to  have 
every  question  relating  to  a  caucus, 
convention,  or  nomination  determined 
by  the  courts,  and  thus,  in  effect,  com- 
pel them  to  make  party  nominations 
and  regulate  the  details  of  party  pro- 
cedure, instead  of  having  them  con- 
trolled by  party  authorities." 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  provi- 
sions on  the  subject,  where  there  is  a 
dispute  as  to  who  are  the  regularly 
elected  members  of  the  local  political 
conmiittee,  the  question  must  be  de- 
cided by  some  tribunal  within  the 
party.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Barry  (1907)  74 
N.  H.  353,  68  Atl.  192. 

So,  in  Boggess  v.  Buxton  (1910)  67 
W.  Va.  679,  69  S.  E.  367,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
289,  it  was  said  that,  in  the  absence 
of  statute,  courts  do  not  exercise  ju- 
risdiction to  interfere  with  or  control 
matters  purely  political,  pertaining  to 
the  management  and  proceeding's  of  a 
political  party. 

And  the  court  laid  down  the  rule  in 
State  ex  rel.  Gongwer  v.  Graves 
(1914)  90  Ohio  St.  811,  107  N.  E.  1018, 
that  "elections  belong  to  the  political 
branch  of  the  government,  and  not  to 
the  judicial,  and  are  not  per  se  the 
subjects  of  judicial  cognizance,  but 
are  matters  for  political  regulation." 

And  in  Link  v.  Karb  (1914)  89  Ohio 
St.  326,  104  N.  J5.  632,  it  is  said:  "All 
the  authorities  seem  to  be  in  accord 
upon  the  proposition  that  elections  be- 
long to  the  political  branch  of  the 
government,  and  are  beyond  the  con- 
trol of  the  judicial  power,  and  that 
courts  have  no  inherent  power  to  try 
contested  elections,  and  have  never 
exercised  such  power,  except  where  it 
has  been  conferred  by  express  enact- 
ment or  necessary  implication."  This 
case,  however,  and  others  cited  there- 
in relating  to  election  contests,  belong 
to'  a  x;lass   not   strictly  wftMn  ttie 
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scope  of  the  annotation,  which  deals 
with  cases  involvuig  factional  party 
contests,  rather  than  with  those  in- 
volving the  rights  of  individuals. 

In  State  ex  reL  Gillis  v.  Johnson- 
(1896)  18  Mont.  556,  46  Pac.  440, 
where  two  factions  of  a.  party  had 
tiled  separate  county  tickets  under 
different  designatioiis,  the  court  held 
that,  as  no  confusion  would  result 
from  the  presence  of  both  upon  the 
ballot,  it  would  not  interfere,  but 
would  leave  the  contention  for  the 
electors  to  decide.  The  correctness  of 
the  decision  in  this  case  was  ques- 
tioned, however,  in  State  ex  rel.  Lan- 
nen  v.  Arms  (1900)  24  Mont  447,  63 
Pac.  401. 

In  Stephenson  v*  Election  Comrs. 
(1898)  118  Mich.  396,  42  L.R.A.  214, 
74  Am.  St  Rep.  402,  76  N.  W.  914, 
where,  in  a  congressional  convention 
which  was  regularly.called,  a  disagree- 
ment  arose  as  to  contesting  delega^ 
tions,  which  resulted  in  a  division  and 
the  nomination  of  two  tickets,  it  was 
held  that  the  court  would  not  under- 
take to  determine  which  was  the  legal- 
ly constituted  convention,  but  that 
both  tickets  were  entitled  to  a  place 
on  the  official  ballot  and  mandamus 
was  awarded  tp  accpi^plish  this  pur- 
pose. The  court  said:  "It  is  a  right 
of  the  voter  to  repudiate  wrong  and 
corruption  and  fraud,  if  they  exist,, 
and  to  prevent,  or  unearth  and  defeat,, 
corruption,  and  he  should  not  be  ham- 
pered by  technical  rules.  If  in  this 
case  this  convention  was  unable  to 
conclude  its  business  in  harmony,  and 
the  delegates  divided  and  made  two 
nominations,  they  should  not  be  denied 
the  privilege  of  going  to  the  polls  with 
both.  Each  nominee  is  here  contend- 
ing that  he  represents  the  only  pure 
republicanism  pf  the  district,  and  is 
the  lawful  nominee  of  the  true  party. 
The  electors  must  decide  between 
them.  In  such  case  we  know  of  no  way 
of  determining  which  of  these  names 
ought,  of  right,  to  go  upon  the  Re- 
publican ticket.  If  it  were  left  to  the 
voters,  there  would  doubtless  be  an 
honest  difference  of  opinion  upon  the^ 
merits  of  the  question.  The  same  may 
be  true  of  the  boards.  They  may  not 
know  what  they  should  do,  and  we 


cannot  tell  them,  further  than  to  say 
that,  under  the  admitted  facts  and  the 
precedents,  both  are  entitled  to  places 
upon  the  ballot."  And  it  was  further 
said:  ''Among  the  dangers  that  courts 
should  guard  against  is  the  unwarrant- 
ed assumption  of  power  under,  the 
false  impression  that  they,  and  they 
only,  can  right  all  of  the  wrongs  which 
arise  from  the  conduct  of  public  af- 
fairs. They  have  only  such  powers 
and  authority  as  the  Constitution  and 
the  laws  confer  upon  them.  We  have 
seen  that  several  courts  have  held 
that  not  ui^til  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  19  clearly  manifested  will 
they  undertake  to  control  political 
action." 

The  general  doctrine  that  the  courts 
will  proceed,  in  determining  political 
questions,  only  so  far  as  the  statute 
allows,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 
statute  giving  them  jurisdiction,  the 
courts  have  no  power  to  interfere  with 
the  judgments  of  committees  and  tri- 
bunals of  established  parties,  in 
niatters  invalving  party  government 
and  discipline,  is  approved  in  Kump  v. 
McDonald  ()908)  64  W.  Va.  325,  61 
S.  E.  908,  but  the  facts  of  this  case 
do  not  bring  it  within  the  class 
covered  by  the  annotation. 

It  was  said  in  Re  Beck  (1898)  7  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  629,  that  disputes  in  political 
bodies  are  rarely  entertained  by  the 
courts,  if  proper  machinery  for  ad- 
justment among  themselves  may  be 
provided  by  these  bodies  in  their  fun- 
damental law;  that,  as  the  functions 
of  courts  do  not  embrace  the  determi- 
nation of  political  questions,  and  only 
rarely,  and  then  by  force  of  statute, 
reach  political  procedure  and  qualifi- 
cation. It  is  a  wise  rule  that  withholds 
judicial  action  save  upon  the  mandate 
of  a  statute  strictly  construed  and  be- 
cause of  the  impracticability  of  other 
remedial  provisions. 

In  holding  that  it  was  not  the 
province  of  the  secretary  of  state,  or 
of  the  courts,  to  determine  which  of 
two  rival  state  conventions  of  the 
same  party  was  entitled  to  recognition 
as  the  regular  convention,  but  that  the 
names  of  the  candidates  nominated  by 
eiach  convention  should  be  certified  to 
the  several  county  clerks,  the  court  in 
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Phelps  V.  Piper  (1896)  48  Neb,  724, 
33  L.R.A.  53,  67  N.  W.  755,  said: 
"Political  parties  are  voluntary  asso- 
ciations for  political  purposes.  They 
establish  their  own  rules;  they  are 
governed  by  their  own  usage.  Vot- 
ers may  form  them,  reorganize  them, 
and  dissolve  them  at  their  will. 
The  voters  ultimately  must  determine 
every  such  question.  The  voters  con- 
stituting a  party  are,  indeed,  the  only 
body  which  can  finally  determine  be- 
tween contending  factions  or  contend- 
ing organizations.  The  question  is 
one  essentially  political,  and  not  judi- 
cial, in  its  character.  It  would  be 
alike  dangerous  to  the  freedom  of 
elections,  the  liberty  of  voters,  and  to 
the  dignity  and  respect  which  should 
be  entertained  for  judicial  tribunals, 
for  the  courts  to  undertakei  in  any 
case  to  investigate  either  the  govern- 
ment, usages,  or  doctrines  of  political 
parties,  and  to  exclude  from  the  offi- 
cial ballots  the  names  of  candidates 
placed  in  nomination  by  an  organiza- 
tion which  a  portion,  or  perhaps  a 
large  majority,  of  the  voters  pro- 
fessing allegiance  to  the  particular 
party,  believes  to  be  the  representa- 
tive of  its  political  doctrines  and  its 
party  government  We  doubt,  even, 
whether  the  legislature  has  power  to 
confer  upon  the  courts  any  such  au- 
thority. It  is  certain,  however,  that 
the  legislature  has  not  undertaken  to 
confer  W*  To  a  similar  effect  is  the 
decision  in  State  ex  rel.  Dahlman  v. 
Piper  (1896)  60  Neb.  25,  69  N.  W.  378. 

And  it  was  said  in  Phillips  v.  Gal- 
lagher (1898)  73  Minn.  528,  42  L.R.A. 
222,  76  N.  W.  285,  that  the  questions 
with  which  a  party  convention  deals 
are  essentially  political,  and  it  would 
be  a  menace  to  the  right  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  political  party  to  select  their 
own  party  nominees,  and  to  the 
respect  which  should  be  entertained 
for  judicial  tribunals,  for  the  courts 
to  review  and  reverse  the  proceedings 
of  a  political  convention,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud  or  oppression  on  its 
part,  or  on  the  part  of  its  officers. 

The  decision  of  disputes  as  to  party 
nominations  rests  with  the  party,  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  regulations 
to  the  contrary,  and  the  jurisdiction 


of  courts  in  such  matters  is  purely 
statutory.  State  ex  rel.  Burke  v. 
Foster  (1904)  111  La.  939,  86  So.  32. 

Judicial  tribunals  cannot  pass  upon 
the  correctness  of  parliamentary  rul- 
ings or  tactics  adopted  in  a  political 
convention,  such  questions  being  pure- 
ly political.  State  ex  rel.  Fosser  v. 
Lavik  (1900)  9  N.  D.  461,  83  N.  W. 
914. 

In  Sims  ▼.  Daniels  (1896)  57  Kan. 
552,  35  L.R.A.  146,  46  Pac.  952,  it 
was  held  that  no  power  was  vested, 
either  in  the  special  board  provided  by 
the  Australian  Ballot  Law,  or  in  the 
courts,  to  pass  on  the  merits  of  the 
claims  of  rival  factions  of  a  political 
party;  but  that,  where  both  hold  con- 
ventions and  nominate  candidates, 
both  must  be  recognized  and  given  a 
place  on  the  official  ballot. 

And  it  was  said  in  Allen  v.  Burrow 
(1904)  69  Kan.  812,  77  Pac  555,  2  Ann. 
Cas.  539,  that  where  two  conventions 
are  held,  each  claiming  to  be  the  au- 
thorized exponent  of  the  same  politi- 
cal party,  the  courts,  from  an  unwill- 
ingness to  undertake  the  settlement 
of  purely  political  controversies,  have 
generally  required  the  nominees  of 
each  to  be  printed  on  the  official  bal- 
lot, where  that  was  permitted  by  stat- 
ute. 

Sims  V.  Daniels  (Kan.)  supra,  was 
overruled  in  Miller  v.  Clark  (1900)  62 
Kan.  278,  62  Pac.  664,  in  so  far  as  it 
decided  that  the  special  tribunal  pro- 
vided by  statute  to  determine  such 
controversies  as  that  in  question 
could  not  make  a  final  decision  which 
would  be  conclusive  upon  the  courts. 
See  III.  infra. 

In  several  of  the  earlier  Colorado 
decisions  the  view  was  taken  that  the 
courts  would  not  decide  controversies 
between  factions  of  a  party,  where 
each  faction,  claiming  to  represent  the 
party,  made  nominations,  but  that 
the  matter  must  be  determined  by  the 
party  itself,  under  the  penalty  of  hav- 
ing the  tickets  nominated  by  all  of  the 
factions  placed  on  the  official  ballot, 
in  case  the  party  failed  to  adjust  the 
differences. 

Thus,  in  People  ex  rel.  Baton  v. 
District  Ct  (1892)  18  Colo.  26,  31  Pac* 
889,  the  court,  in  holding  that  man- 
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damus  would  lie  to  compel  tbt  secre- 
tary of  state,  who  had  decided  in 
favor  of  a  certificate  of  nomiDation 
issued  by  one  of  two  factions  of  a 
political  convention,  to  certify  also  the 
certificate  of  nomination  of  the  other 
factions,  each  certificate  being  in  ap« 
parent  conformity  with  the  law,  said 
that  under  the  circumstances  neither 
the  secretary  of  state  nor  the  courts 
were  called  upon  to  decide  which  of 
the  two  rival  conventions  was  entitled 
to  act  for  the  party  in  the  state;  that 
until  some  tribunal  was,  by  statute, 
clothed  with  such  power,  the  matter 
should  be  left  for  adjustment  else* 
where.  The  above  decision  by  the 
Colorado  court  is  approved  and  fol- 
lowed in  People  ex  reL  Hodges  v.  Mc*^ 
Gaffey  (1896)  28  Cokw  166,  46  Pac. 
930. 

And  in  People  ex  rel.  Lowry  v. 
District  Ct  (1908)  82  Colo.  15,  74  Pac 
896,  the  court  said  that  prior  to  1897, 
under  the  Australian  Ballot  Act,  the 
courts  of  that  state  were  not  clothed 
with  power  to  determine  which  of  two 
rival  conventions  or  party  organiza- 
tions was  entitled  to  act  for  a  political 
party.  For  decisions  in  this  state,  con- 
trolled by  legislation,  see  II.  b,  infra. 

In  this  connection,  it  should  be  ob- 
served that  the  substantive  question 
of  law,  as  to  whether  two  sets  of  nomi^ 
nees,  each  claiming  to  represent  the 
same  party,  can  be  printed  upon  the 
ballot,  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  anno- 
tation. 

Because  of  laches  in  failing  to  apply 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
placing  of  names  on  the  official  ballot, 
the  court  in  State  ex  rel.  Sligh  v.  Reek 
(1896)  18  Mont.  661,  46  Pac.  442,  and 
in  State  ex  rel.  Stevens  v.  Reek  (1896) 
18  Mont  562,  46  Pac.  1117,  among 
possibly  other  cases  of  the  kind,  de- 
clined to  assume  jurisdiction  to  deter* 
mine  a  contention  between  rival  con- 
ventions, each  of  which  claimed  to  be 
the  only  regular  convention  of  the 
party  and  nominated  candidates  for 
the  same  county  officers. 

t.  Where   statutory   provlMon   or   etear 
legal  right  im  involved. 

For  other  phases  of  the  question 
where    express    statutory    provisions 
were  involved,  see  III.  infra. 
20  A.L.R.— 66. 


As  before  stated,  the  annotation 
does  not  purport  to  cover  cases  deal- 
ing merely  with  questions  as  to  the 
construction  or  effect  of  primary  elec- 
tion laws,  or  other  statuory  provisions. 
Cases  of  this  class  are  included  only 
in  so  far  as  they  discuss  the  question 
under  consideration,  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  as  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  controversy  is  one  within 
a  political  party,  or  as  they  may  ap- 
pear to  be  of  value  for  illustrative 
purposes. 

Where  the  matter  in  dispute  is  con- 
trolled by  legislation,  and  the  question 
is  whether  there  has  been  a  violation 
of  a  statute,  or  where  otherwise  a 
clear  legal  right  is  shown,  controver- 
sies within  a  political  party  are  sub- 
ject to  judicial  hearing  and  determi- 
nation. On  this  proposition  attention 
is  called  to  the  following  cases : 

Idaho.— Williams  v.  Lewis  (1898)  6 
Idaho,  184,  54  Pac.  619;  Walling  v. 
Lansdon  (1908)  li  Idaho,  282,  97  Pac. 
896. 

Indiana^— State  ex  rel.  Gam  v.  Elec- 
tion Comrs.  (1906)  167  Ind.  276,  78 
N.  E.  1016. 

Kentucky. — Com.  v.  Combs  (1906) 
120  Ky.  368,  86  S.  W.  697;  Neal  v. 
Young  (1908)  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  183,  75 
S.  W.  1082. 

Louisiana. — State  ex  rel.  Trainor  v. 
St.  Paul  (1903)  111  La.  713,  35  So.  838. 
'  Michigan. — ^Baker  v.  Election  Comrs. 
(lS96)  110  Mich,  535,  68  N.  W.  752. 

Montana. — State  ex  reL  Scharnikow 
V.  Hogan  (1900)  24  Mont.  383,  62  Pac. 
583;  State  ex  rel.  Hatch  v.  Smart 
(1900)  24  Mont  418,  62  Pac.  591; 
State  ex  rel.  Kennedy  v.  Martin  (1900) 
24  Mont  403,  62  Pac.  588.  See  also 
State  ex  rel.  Riley  v.  Weston  (1904) 
31  Mont  218,  78  Pac.  487. 

New  York.— Re  Woodworth  (1891) 
16  N.  Y.  Supp.  147 ;  People  ex  rel.  Mc- 
Carren  v.  Dooling  (1908)  128  App. 
Div.  1,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  71,  affirmed 
without  opinion  in  (1908)  193  N.  Y. 
604,  86  N.  E.  1130.  See  also  People  ex 
rel.  Coffey  v.  Democratic  General 
Committee  (1900)  164  N.  Y.  335,  51 
L.R.A.  674^  68  N.  E.  124,  and  Cum- 
mings  V.  Bailey  (1907)  53  Misc.  142, 
104  N.  Y.  Supp.  283,  affirmed  without 
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opiaio^  i^.  (1907)  120  Affg*  Div.  892, 
105  N.  ¥•;  Supp,  1112,  infra. 

North  Dakota.— State  ex  reL  Wolfe 
V.  Falley  (1900)  9  N.  D.  450,  83  N.  W. 
860;  State  ex  rel.  Fosser  v.  Lavik 
(1900)  9  N.  D.  461,  83  N-  W.  914; 
State  ex  rel.  Granvold  v.  Porter  (1902) 
11  N.  D.  309,  91  N.  W.  944. 

Pennsylvania. — See  Robb's  Second 
Nomination  (1899)  7  Pa.  Dist  R.  620, 
21  Pa.  Co.  Ct  433,  and  Douglaes's 
Nomination  (1900)  9.  Pa.  Diat.  R.  187. 

South  Carolina. — Hyde  v.  Logan 
(1919)  U3  S.  C.  64,  101  S.  E.  41.  See 
also  Ex  parte  Sanders  (1898)  53  S.  G. 
478,  31  S.  E.  290. 

South  Dakota. — State  ex  rel.  Howella 
V.  Metcalf  (1904)  18  S.  D.  393,  67 
L.R.A.  331, 100  N.  W.  928. 

West  Virginia.— Franklin  v.  County 
Ct.  (1920)  86  W.  Va.  479,  103  S.  B.  330. 

Wisconsin. — State  ex  rel.  Cook  v. 
Hous^r  (1904)  122  Wis.  634, 100  N.  W. 
964. 

It  WBB  said  in  State  ex  rel.  Howells 
V.  Metcalf  (S.  D.)  supra:  "Whenever 
the  legislature  in  its  wisdom  sees  fit 
to  regulate  nominations.,  and  the 
printing  of  ballots  by  statutory  enact-: 
ment,  the  duty  of  interpreting  su^h 
enactments  devolves  upon  the  courts, 
and  they  should  not  attempt  to  escape 
responsibility,  or  avoid  disagreeable 
consequences,  by  assuming  that  no 
judicial  questions  are  involved.  The 
auditor's  duties  and  the  candidate's 
rights  respecting  the  preparation  of 
ballots  having  been  defined  by  statute 
in  this  state,  the  performance  of  such 
duties  and  the  protection  of  such 
rights  no  longer  present  merely  politi- 
cal questions,  but  must  be  dealt  Wfth 
as  are  other  legal  duties  and  other 
legal  rights.''  The  above  is  quoted 
with  approval  in  State  ex  rel.  Cook  v. 
Houser  (Wis.)  supra. 

Where  the  legislature  of  a  state  has 
regulated  the  method  and  manner  of 
holding  primary  elections,  the  selec- 
tion of  delegates,  and  the  conduct  and 
duty  of  conventions,  the  court  will  go 
beyond  the  inquiry  as  to  the  acts  of 
the  party  authorities  with  reference 
to  such  matters,  and  inquire  whether 
or  not  the  legal  rights  oi  the .  citisens 
participating  in  such  matters  Imve 
been  infringed  upon  or  denied  by  sueh 


party  authorities  or  conventions.  Wal- 
ling Vw  Lansdon*  (Idaho)  supra. 

And  in  Walling  v.  Lansden  (Idaho) 
supra,  where  the  in'imary  election  law 
provided  the  method  of  eleoting  dele* 
gates  to  a  state  convention,  the  court 
held  that  delegates  could  not  be'legai'* 
ly. elected  in  any  other  manner,  and 
determined,  which  of  two  conventions, 
each  'Claiming  to  represent  the  party, 
was  composed  of  the  legally  elected 
delegates  and  entitled  to  have  its  nomi- 
nees certified  by  .the  secretary  of  state. 
It  is  said  in  the  syllabus  by  the  court: 
''In  determining  factional  disputes  in 
a  political  organization,  and  the  legal- 
ity of  party  primaries  and  conven- 
tibns,.the  courts  will  go  as  far  as  the 
law  goes,  and  protect  all  legal  rights 
confierred.by  law  upon  all  persons  par- 
ticipating therein.  .  .  .  Where  the 
legislature  of  the  state  hais  regulated 
the  method  and  manner  of  holding  pri- 
m&ty  elections,  the  selection  of*  dele- 
gates, and  the  conduct  and  duty  <tt 
conventions,  the  counts  will  not  be 
governed  or  controlled  by  the  action 
or  decision  of  the  party  authorities  in 
such  matters,  but  will  determine  and 
protect  the  legal  rights  of  the  citizens 
participating  therein.  .  .  .  Party 
conventions^  committees,  or  the  party 
authority  cannot  decide  or  determine 
a  matter  which  is  regulated  by  law, 
and  thereby  abrogate  the  law  or  oust 
the  courts  of  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  such  matter.  ...  A 
party  state  committee  or  a  party  state 
convention  is  not  superior  to  the  laws 
of  this  state,  and  neither  can  make 
rules  and  regulations  in  violation  of 
the  law,  or  confer  rights  or  privileges 
upon  persons  not  elected  according  to 
law,  or  deny  rights  or  privileges  to 
persons  elected  according  to  law;  .  .  . 
A  party  state  committee  or  a  party 
state  convention  has  no  power  or  au- 
thority to  seat,  or  recognize  as  mem- 
bers of  such  convention,  delegates  not 
elected  to  such  conventions  according 
to  the  law,  or  deny  the  right  to  sit  or 
participate  therein  to  delegates  elect- 
ed according  to  the  law." 

In  Williams  v.  Lewis  0898)  6  Idaho, 
184,  54  Pac.  619,  the  court  passed  upon 
the  question  as  to  which  convention  of 
a  political  party,  where  contention  had 
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ariseA  within  the  party  and  each  of- 
two  conventions  had  nominated  candl>- 
dates^  uiidel-  the  claim  that  it  repre^ 
sented  the  party,  was  entitled' to  have- 
its'  nominees  certified  by  the  secretary 
of  state  as  the  nominees  of  the  party. 
The  court  decided  in  favor  of  the  con-' 
vention  called  by  the  regular  stat^* 
central  Committee,  and  issued  a  writ 
of  mandamus  ibo  compel  the  secretary 
of  state  to  certify  the  nominations 
made  by  this  convention.  It  was  said : 
"Many  of  the  questions  presented  by 
the  record  relate  to  the  governfment^ 
of  political  parties,  and  are  to  be  con- 
trolled by  such  a  party,  either  through 
meetings  of  the  people  composing  the 
party,  through  conventions  composed 
of  delegates  selected  by  the  party,  or 
through  committees  selected  by  such 
meetings  or  conventions,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statutory  precisions  relating 
thereto;  and  not  by  rules  adopted  by 
courts.  This  feourt  feels  unauthorized 
to  prescribe  the  rules  to  be  followed 
by  the  committees  of  the  different 
political  patties  in  the  state,  regulat- 
ing the  conduct  of  such  committees 
in  calling  state  nominating  conven- 
tions; and  we  must  assuredly  feel' 
unauthorized  to  say  whether  such 
committees  shall  be  presided  over  by 
a  chairman  selected  from  the  commit- 
tee or  not,  or  to  say  whether  the  secre- 
tary of  such  committee  has  authority 
to  call  a  meeting  of  isuch  committee  or 
not.  .  .  .  This  controversy  is  over 
two  tickets,  each  of  which  claims  to 
represent  th^  same  political  party. 
It  does  not  require  much  considera- 
tion, or  the  exercise  of  an3rthing  other 
than  common  sense,  to  reach  the  in- 
evitable conclusion  that  a  political 
party  cannot  exist  without  organiza*- 
tion.  It  is  a  matter  of  general  knowl* 
edge  that  all  political  parties  have 
their  organizations,  usually,  as  in  this 
state,  headed  by  a  state  central  com- 
mittee, selected  by  the  preceding  state 
convention  of  the  party.  As  between 
the  two  tickets  in  controversy  here; 
one  of  them  represents  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  People's  Party,  and  the 
other  dees  not.  It  is  our  duty  to  deter- 
mine from  the  record  before  us  which 
one  of  the  tickets  in  controversy  was 
aeminfated  by  a  convention  called  by 


the  state  central  comsnjttae  of  the 
People's  Party  for  the  state  of  Idaho." 
The  court  took  the  view  that  the  mi- 
nority who  rebelled  against  the  action 
of  the  state  central  committee  and 
held  a  separate  convention  must  be 
r^arded  as  bolters  from  the  regular 
party  convention,  and  that,  while  they 
had  a  right  to  nomhiate  a  ticket,  they 
should  select  some  name  which  would 
distinguish  it  from  that  of  the  party  in 
question. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Schamikow  v. 
Hogan  (1900)  24  Motit.  383,  62  Pac. 
583,  it  was  said  that  the  question  did 
not  properly  arise  as  to  what  limits 
the  courts  should  go  in  holding  that 
party  disputes  must  be  settled  in  the 
judicatories  of  the  parties,  as  the 
question  involved  was  as  to  the  force 
and  meaning  of  the  election  law,  and 
involved  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  the 
requirements  of  the  :  law  had  been 
complied  with  so  as  to  render  the 
nomination  in  question  valid. 

And  in  State  ex  rel.  Hatch  v.  Smart 
(1900)  24  Mont  413,  62  Pac.  691,  the 
court  said  there  was  presented  a  con- 
tention between  rival  factions  within 
a  political  party,  each  asserting  itself 
to  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  word 
''Democratic,"  and  to  have  its  candi- 
dates placed  in  the  Democratic  column 
upon  the  official  ballot  under  the 
nominees  of  the  state  convention  of 
that  party;  that  under  the  statute  of 
that  state,  as  interpreted  by  the  court, 
there  could  be  but  one  nominee  of  the 
party  for  each  office;  and  that  the 
necessity  arose,  therefore,  of  deter- 
mining, which  set  of  nominations  was 
valid. 

In  Neal  v.  Young  (1908)  26  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  183,  76  S.  W.  1082,  although  the 
court  stated  that,  if  the  controversy 
were  one  merely  as  to  which  local 
committee  represented  the  party,  it 
would  be  a. purely  political  question 
of  which  the  courts  would  not  take 
jurisdiction,  it  granted  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  state  central  committee 
of  the  party  from  interfering  with  the 
primary  election,  as  legal  rights  under 
the  primary  election  law  were  in" 
volved,  and  the  case  was  not  one  in- 
volving merely  political  questions  be- 
yond the  jurisdiction  of  the  court     .. 
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Where  a  parish  committee  of  a 
party,  without  authority,  assumed  to 
appoint  commissioners  for  conducting 
an  election  of  a  state  central  conmiit- 
teeman,  to  act  with  the  state  commis- 
sioners provided  for  such  elections  by 
the  state  committee,  it  was  held  that 
a  candidate  for  election  on  the  state 
central  committee  had  the  right  to  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  appointment 
of  the  additional  commissioners,  and 
that  he  was  without  any  practical 
remedy  except  a  resort  to  the  courts. 
State  ex  reL  Trainer  ▼.  St  Paul 
(1903)  111  La.  718,  85  So.  888. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Granvold  ▼.  Porter 
(1902)  11  N.  D.  809,  91  N.  W.  944,  the 
court  said  that  where  two  or  more 
certificates  are  filed  with  the  secretary 
of  state,  both  or  all  purporting  to 
represent  the  same  political  party  and 
containing  the  names  of  different 
nominees  for  the  same  office,  the 
power  of  the  court  may  be  invoked  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  which,  if 
any,  of  the  persons  so  certified  are  the 
rightful  nominees.  See  this  case, 
also,  under  IV.  infra,  as  to  the  extent 
of  the  court's  inquiry  in  such  a  case. 

And  in  State  ex  rel.  Wolfe  v.  Falley 
(1900)  9  N.  D.  450,  88  N.  W.  860,  it 
was  held  that  where  a  judicial  district 
central  committee  of  a  political  party 
had  called  a  convention  for  the  pur- 
pose of  nominating  a  district  judge, 
and  the  convention  divided,  each  con- 
vention making  a  nomination  which 
was  properly  filed,  and  each  candidate 
claiming  to  be  the  regular  nominee, 
the  court  would,  upon  proper  applica- 
tion, determine  which  was  the  regular 
party  nominee.  It  was  said  that  under 
the  statute  which  gave  the  certifying 
officer  no  judicial  powers,  and  re- 
quired party  nominations  to  be  filed 
with  the  secretary  of  state,  and  which 
contemplated  that  no  nominations 
should  be  filed  with  him  except  those 
made  by  political  parties,  it  became 
absolutely  necessary  that  the  courts 
should  pass  upon  the  regularity  of 
such  nominations;  that  otherwise  the 
door  for  fraud  and  deception  would  be 
wide  open,  with  no  power  anywhere  to 
close  it. 

The  doctrine  that  courts  can  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  an  assembly  is  a 


political  convention,  organized  as  the 
law  requires,  is  supported  by  State  ex 
rel.  Fosser  v.  Lavik  (1900)  9  N.  D. 
461,  88  N.  W.  914. 

Where  violation  or  disregard  of 
party  rules  was  alleged,  it  was  held  in 
Robb's  Second  Nomination  (1899)  7 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  620,  21  Pa.  Ck>.  C^  488,  on 
objection  to  nomination  certificates, 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  hear 
the  facts  and  determine  the  question, 
under  a  statute  providing  that  any 
convention  of  delegates  held  under 
the  rules  of  a  political  party  might 
make  nominations,  and  that  any  objec- 
tion filed  to  a  nomination  certifitate 
should  be  decided  by  the  courts.  And 
in  this  case  the  court  held  that  a  cer- 
tificate of  nomination  was  invalid, 
where  it  was  made  by  a  convention 
the  majority  of  whose  members  did 
not,  under  the  party  rules,  have  even 
a  prima  facie  right  to  sit  in  the  con- 
vention, and  there  were  not  enough 
members  with  a  prima  facie  title  to 
organize  a  legal  convention. 

And  in  Savage's  Nomination  (1895) 
8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  705,  the  court,  on  objec- 
tions to  a  certificate  of  nomination, 
held  that  the  nomination  was  invalid 
because  the  body  making  it  was  not 
constituted  according  to  the  estab- 
lished custom  of  the  party  which  had 
previously  governed  such  nominations, 
this  custom,  the  court  saying,  being 
equivalent  to  a  formal  rule  of  the 
party. 

So,  in  Doyle's  Nomination  (1899)  7 
Pa.  Dist  R.  685,  among  possibly  other 
cases  of  the  kind,  the  court,  on  objec- 
tions to  a  nomination  certificate,  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion as  to  which  of  two  rival  city 
executive  committees  was  the  legal 
representative  of  a  certain  political 
party  within  a  city,  without  discuss- 
ing the  question  of  the  power  of  the 
court  over  such  controversies. 

That  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  on 
objections  to  a  certificate  of  nomina- 
tion, to  determine  whether  proceed- 
ings of  a  ward  committee,  acting 
under  the  party  rules  on  a  contested 
election,  were  fair  and  free  from 
fraud,  was  held  in  Douglass's  Nemi* 
nation  (1900)  9  Pa.  Dist  B.  187.  It 
was  said  merely  that  the  members  of 
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the  party,  haviiif'iq[>poiiited  the  com- 
mittee ta  determine  a  contest  in  which 
th^  all  had  an  interest,  had  a  right 
to  an  honest  exercise  of  its  powers  by 
the  committee,  and  in  this  right  the 
court  could  protect  them. 

In  Brown's  Nomination  (1897)  5  Pa« 
Dist  R.  668,  the  court  took  the  view 
that  delegates  in  a  political  convention 
whose  seats  were  not  contested  should 
have  first  attempted  to  contest  in  the 
convention  the  rights  of  other  dele- 
gates whose  seats  were  contested,  and 
that,  if  the  rules  of  the  party  forbade 
the  convention  to  consider  these  con- 
tests, redress  might  be  had  in  the 
courts. 

Among  other  cases  holding  nomina- 
tions made  by  a  convention  conducted 
in  defiance  of  the  party  rules  invMid 
is  Roger's  Nomination  (1897)  18  Pa. 
Ck).  Ct.  280. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  cases 
decided  by  the  Pennsylvania  courts 
on  objections  to  certificates  of  nomi- 
nation, which  merely  decide  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  the  particular  case, 
and  are  not,  apparently,  of  any  con- 
siderable value  so  far  as  the  general 
question  under  consideration  is  con- 
cerned. Illustrative  of  this  class  are: 
Sanner's  Nomination  (1900)  9  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  638,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  48; 
Reitzel's  Nomination  (1901>  9  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  645;  DeWitt's  Nomination 
(1901)  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  648,  24  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  Rep.  885;  Gerberich's  Nomination 
(1901)  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  659,  24  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  Rep.  250. 

The  district  court  was  held,  in 
People  ex  rel.  McGaffey  v.  District  Ct. 
(1896)  28  Colo.  150,  46  Pac.  681,  to 
have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine which  of  two  rival  conventions 
was  entitled  to  act  for  a  political 
party,  under  the  amendment  of  1894 
of  the  Australian  Ballot  Act,  giving  to 
the  court  certain  powers  in  controver- 
sies "between  any  ofiicials  charged 
with  any  duty  or  function  under  this 
act,  and  any  candidate,  or  the  ofiicera 
or  representatives  of  any  political 
party,  or  persons  who  have  made 
nominations.*' 

And  after  the  amendment  in  1897 
of  the  Australian  Ballot  Law,  the 
Colorado  court,  in  Spencer  v.  Maloney 


(1900)  28  Colo.  88,  62  Pac:  850,  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  to  determine  a  fac- 
tional dispute  within  a  party,  where 
each  of  two  factions  in  a  county 
claimed  to  represent  the  party  and  to 
have  made  nominations  on  its  behalf. 
This  amendment  provided  that  the 
officer  with  whom  the  original  certifi- 
cate of  nominations  was  filed  should 
pass  upon  the  validity  of  all  objec- 
tions, whether  of  form  er  substance. 
The  court  said:  ''A  practical  con- 
struction has  been  by  us  given  to  this 
section,  authorizing  the  filing  officer  in 
the  first  instance,  and  the  courts  upon 
review,  to  determine  the  regularity  of 
party  conventions  and  the  claims  of 
rival  factions  of  the  same  political 
party  to  have  their  nominees  placed 
on  the  official  ballot.  This  was  done 
in  the  following,  among  other,  cases: 
Leighton  v.  Bates  (1897)  24  Colo.  308, 
50  Pac.  856,  858;  Liggett  v.  Bates 
(1897)  24  Colo.  814;  50  Pac.  860; 
Whipple  V.  Owen  (1897)  24  Colo.  319, 
60    Pac.    861;    McCoach   v.    Whipple 

(1897)  24  Colo.  879,  51  Pac.  164; 
Whipple  V.  Broad  (1898)  25  Colo.  407, 
55    Pac.    172;    Whipple    v.    Wheeler 

(1898)  25  Colo.  421,  55  Pac.  188.  It  is 
^ue  that  consent  of  parties  does  not 
confer  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter;  neither  will  it  necessarily  in- 
voke the  discretion  which  this  court 
has,  under  the  statute,  to  review 
judgments  of  the  inferior  courts  in 
election  cases;  but  it  should  be  said 
that  in  none  of  these  later  cases  was 
the  power  of  the  court  mooted,  nor 
was  our  attention  called  to  these 
former  decisions.  Neither  party  re- 
lied upon  the  doctrine  of  the  earlier 
cases,  but  both  urged  the  court  to 
settle  their  disputes.  The  practice 
has  thus  grown  up  of  entertaining 
such  applications.  To  such  an  extent 
has  it  been  encouraged  that  it  may 
almost  be  said  that  political  parties 
have  rightly  rested  upon  the  belief 
that  courts  would  determine  such 
matters,  and,  except  for  extraordinary 
reasons,  we  ought  not  now  to  depart 
from  what  seems  to  be  considered  the 
established  practice,  though,  in  my 
judgment,  it  should  never  have  been 
adopted."    See  Colorado  cases  under 
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n.  %  sttprm,  as  to  earlier  mte  in  that 
state. 

But  under  a  'Subsequently  enacted 
statute,  it  was  held  in  People  ex  rel. 
Lowry  v.  District  Ct.  (1908)  82  Cola. 
15,  74  Pac.  896,  that  the  state  central 
committee  of  a  party,  or  the  state  con- 
vention, was  the  sole  tribunal  to  deter- 
mine controversies  between  factions 
of  the  party  in  a  county*  and  that  the 
court  did  not  have  concurrent  juris- 
diction in  the  premises.  This  statute, 
enacted  in  1901,  provided  that  the 
state  central  committee  of  any  politi- 
cal party  in  the  state  should  have  full 
power  to  pass  upon  and  determine  all 
controversies  concerning  the  regular- 
ity of  the  organization  of  the  party 
within  a  district,  county,. or  city,  and 
concerning  the  right. to  the  use  of  the 
party  name,  and  might  make  such 
rules  governing  the  method  of  passing 
upon  and  determining  such  controver- 
sies as  it  might  deem  best,  and  that  all 
such  determinations  by  the  committee 
should  be  final,  with  certain  excep- 
tions relating  to  the  powers  of  a  etete 
convention.  In  this  connection,  see 
III.  infra.  It  was  held,  also,  that  the 
courte  could  not  assume  jurisdiction 
of  such  controversies  between  politi- 
cal factions  in  a  county  on  the  ground 
that  the  stete  committee  had  never 
met  to  determine  the  controversy,  and 
that  until  such  meeting  was  held,  and 
the  proper  action  was  taken,  the 
courte  had  jurisdiction.  The  court 
said  that  where  a  state  central  com- 
mittee existed,  even  though  it  might 
not  have  passed  upon  factional  dis- 
putes of  subordinate  divisions  of  the 
party,  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
could  not  be  ignored,  and  a  resort  to 
the  courts  sanctioned,  in  case  of  in- 
ternal disputes  arising  between  mem- 
bers of  the  party,  but  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  faction,  or  factions,  desir- 
ing the  determination  of  the  dispute, 
to  call  upon  the  stete  committee  to 
act. 

HI,  NecesMty  for  and  amcluHveness  of 
decision  hy  party  or  other  special 
tribunal. 

Over  questions  of  party  policies  or 
organization,  or  the  conduct  or  pro- 
ceedings of  conventions,  the  courte,  in 
the  absence  of  express  statute,  have 


DO  j  urisdietioai ;'  and .  lAare  questions 
relating  thereto  have  been  snlMiutted 
to  and  determined  by  the  prt^^r  party 
tribunal,  according  to  the  rules  and 
customs  of  the  party,  the  courte  will 
give  effect  to,  and  not  attempt  to  re- 
view, such  decision,  but,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  wiU'  regard  it  as  con- 
clusive. Supporting  this  doclarine  are 
the  following  cases: 

United  Stetes. — See  Be  Appointment 
of  Supers,  of  Election  (1881)  20 
Blatehf.  13,  9  Fed.  14,  infra. 

Colorado.— Whipple  v.  Broad  (1898) 
25  Colo.  407,  55  Pac.  172.  See  also 
People  ex  rel.  Lowry  v.  District  Ct^ 
(1903)  32  Colo.  15,  74  Pac.  896,  cited 
infra  (susteining  statutory  provision). 

Kentucky.  —  Moody  v.  Trimble 
(1900)  109  Ky.  139,  50  L.B.A.  810,  58 
S.  W.  504;  Davis  v.  Hambrick  (1900) 
109  Ky.  276,  51  L.K.A.  671,  58  S.  W. 
799;  Cain  v.  Page  (1897)  19  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  977,  42  S.  W.  336. 

Louiaiana.  —  Boussel  v.  Domier 
(1911)  129  La.  930,  41  L.B.A.(N.S.) 
557,  57  So.  272. 

Michigan. — Stephenson  v.  Election 
Comrs.  (1898)  118  Mich.  396,  42  L.B.A. 
214,  74  Am.  St  Bep.  402,  76  N.  W.  914; 
Potter  V.  Deuel  (1907)  149  Mich.  393, 
it2  N.  W.  1071.  See  also  Jennings  v. 
Election  Comrs.  (1904)  187  Mich.  720, 
100  N.  W.  995. 

Minnesota. — See  Phillips  v.  Galla- 
gher (1898)  73  Minn.  528,  42  LJI.A. 
222,  76  N.  W.  285,  infra. 

Montana.— State  ex  reL  Gilchrist  v. 
Weston  (1902)  27  Mont.  185,  70  Pac. 
519,  1134. 

Nebraska. — State  ex  rel.  Nebraska 
Bepublican  State  Central  Committee 
V.  Wait  (1912)  92  Neb.  313,  43  L.B.A. 
(N.S.)  282,  138  N.  W.  159.  . 

New  Hampshire. — ^Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Barry  (1907)  74  N.  H.  353,  68  Atl.  192. 

New  York.— Be  Fairchild  (18S7)  151 
N.  Y.  359,  45  N.  E.  943;  Be  Pollard 
(1893)  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  385;  Be  Bed- 
mond  (1893)  5  Misc.  369,  25  N.  Y. 
Supp.  881. 

North  Dakota^ — State  ex  rel.  Fosser 
V.  Lavik  (1900)  9  N.  D.  461,  83  N.  W. 
914;  State  ex  rel.  Granvold  v.  Porter 
(1902)  11  N.  D.  309,  91  N.  W.  944; 
Stete  ex  rel.  Butte  v.  Liudahl  (1902) 
11  N,  D.  320,  91  N.  W.  950;  Stete  ex 
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reL  Mitchell  v.  Larson  (1904)  13  N.  D. 
420,  101  N.  W.  315. 

Ohio.— Re  Grear  (1899)  9  Ohio  S.  ft 
C.  P.  Dec.  299,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  312. 

Pennsylvania. — Donahue's  Nomina- 
tion (1891)  2  Pa.  Dist.  R.  5,  12  Pa.  Co. 
Ct  198;  Ker's  Nomination  (1891)  2 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  14,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  200; 
Com.  ex  reL  Mansfield  (1896)  18  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  428;  Magee's  Nomination 
(1897)  5  Pa.  Dist  R.  654,  18  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  225.  . 

South  CarolinaL — ^Raines  v.  Stone 
(1919)  112  S.  C.  147,  99  S.  £.  858. 

Washingtoii.-«-See  State  ex  rel.  Cann 
V.  Moore  (1900)  23  Wash.  276,  62  Pac. 
769,  infra. 

West  Virf:inia.r-*Marcum  ▼.  Ballot 
Comrs.  (1896)  42  W.  Va.  263, 36  L.R.A. 
296,  26  S.  B.  281;  Boggess  v.  Buxton 
(1910)  67  W.  Va.  679,  69  S.  E.  867,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  289;  Republican  Executive 
Committee  v.  County  Ct  (1910)  68  W. 
Va.  113,  69  S.  E.  522;  State  ex  rel. 
Smith  V.  County  Ct  (1916)  78  W.  Va. 
259,  88  S.  E.  793.  See  State  ex  reL 
Testerman  v.  Lambert  (1919)  88  W. 
Va.  143,  98  S.  E.  73,  infra  (recognis- 
ing rule). 

The  action  of  a  political  convention 
concerning  a  matter  of  party  policy  is 
not  reviewable  by  the  courts.  Ma- 
gee's  Nomination  (1897)  5  Pa.  Dist  R. 
654,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  225.  The  court 
held  in  this  case  that,  at  least  in  the 
absence  of  a  rule  to  the  contrary,  a 
nominating  convention  of  one  party 
was  at  liberty  to  choose  a  candidate  of 
a  different  political  faith. 

In  the  absence  of  controlling  legis- 
lation, the  composition  of  a  political 
committee  according  to  the  custom 
and  usage  of  the  party,  with  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  conventions  of  the  party, 
will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  courts. 
Potter  V.  Deuel  (1907)  149  Mich.  893, 
112  N.  W.  1071. 

And  it  was  held  in  Davis  v.  Ham- 
brick  (1900)  109  Ky.  276,  51  L.R^. 
671,  58  S.  W.  779,  that  the  decision  of 
the  state  central  committee  of  a  politi- 
cal party,  which  by  the  rules  of  the 
party  is  invested  with  full  control  of 
ttie  management  of  its  affairs,  in  a 
contest  as  to  which  of  two  bodies  of 
men  cbnstitates  the  executive  commit- 
tee of  a  county,  is  conclusive  upon  the 


courts,  since  the  question  is  a  political 
one,  and  the  courts  have  no  power  to 
question  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings, or  the  justice  of  the  decision. 
The  court  said:  'The  legislature  has 
not  provided  any  means  for  determin- 
ing controversies  of  this  character, 
and  it  may  be  seriously  doubted 
whether  it  haa  the  power  to  confer 
such  afuthority  upon  the  courts.  Po- 
litical parties  are  voluntary  associa- 
tions for  political  purposes.  They  are 
governed  by  their  own  usages,  and 
establish  their  own  rules.  Members 
of  such  parties  may  form  them,  reor- 
ganize them,  and  dissolve  them  at 
their  will.  The  voters  constituting 
such  party  are,  indeed,  the  only  body 
who  can  finally  determine  between 
contending  factions  or  contending  or- 
ganizations. The  question  is  one  es- 
sentially political,  and  not  judicial,  in 
its  character.  It  would  foe  alike 
dangerous  to  the  freedom  and  liberty 
of  the  voters^  and  to  the  dignity  and 
respect  which  should  be  entertained 
for  judicial  tribunals,  for  the  courts 
to  undertake  in  any  case  to  investigate 
either  the  government,  usages,  rules, 
or  doctrines  of  a  political  party,  or  to 
determine,  between  conflicting  claim- 
ants, rights  growing  out  of  its  govern- 
ment. •  .  .  The  action  of  the  state 
central  committee  must  be  treated  as 
the  final  determination  of  all  the 
rights  of  the  parties  growing  out  of 
this  litigation,  and  the  courts  have  no 
power  to  question  the  regularity  of 
their  proceedings  or  the  justice  of 
their  conclusions." 

It  is  said  in  the  syllabus  by  the 
court  in  Rouasel  v.  Dornier  (1911)  129 
La.  930,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  557,  57  So. 
272,  that,  "in  the  absence  of  any  stat- 
ute giving  them  jurisdiction,  the 
courts  have  no  power  to  interfere  with 
the  judgments  of  the  committees  and 
tribunals  of  established  political  par- 
ties, in  matters  of  party  government 
and  discipline.  The  same  rule  applies 
to  primary  election  laws.'' 

As  before  indicated,  the  annotation 
does  not  deal  with  the  questions  of  the 
construction  and  effect  generally  of 
primary  election  laws.  See,  in  this 
connection,  Heiskell  v.  Ledgerwood 
(1921)  144  Teim.  666,  234  S.  W.  1001, 
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holdinsr  that  the  decision  of  the  state 
primary  election  board  of  the  party 
was  conclusive  in  a  contest  between 
candidates  for  membership  of  the 
state  executive  committee,  the  pri- 
mary election  law  making  no  provision 
for  an  appeal,  and  the  position  of  com- 
mitteeman not  being  a  public,  but  a 
political  or  party,  office. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Buttz  v.  Liudahl 
(1902)  11  N.  a  320,  91  N.  W.  950,  it 
was  held  that  after  a  contest  on  the 
merits,  after  notice  and  a  full  and  fair 
hearing  before  the  state  central  com- 
mitte,  and  a  decision  of  such  commit- 
tee that  certain  delegates  from  a 
county  convention  should  be  seated  in 
the  convention,  and  that  the  opposing 
delegates  should  not  be  seated,  fol- 
lowed by  the  adoption  by  the  state 
convention  of  the  decision  and  report 
of  such  committee,  the  courts  will  not 
interfere  with  the  action  of  the  con- 
vention, but  it  will  be  deemed  conclu- 
sive even  as  against  those  persons 
nominated  in  a  rival  county  conven- 
tion for  county  officers.  To  similar 
effect  is  State  ex  rel.  Mitchell  v.  Lar- 
son (1904)  13  N.  D.  420, 101  N.  W.  315. 

The  court  said  in  State  ex  rel.  Buttz 
y.  Liudahl  (N.  IX)  supra,  that  the 
powers  of  state  conventions  as  the 
highest  party  organization  are  so  well 
known  that  courts  will  take  judicial 
recognition  thereof. 

The  decision  of  the  state  authorities 
of  the  party  through  the  state  central 
committee  and  the  state  convention  as 
to  the  right  of  a  committee  in  a  par- 
ticular district  to  represent  the  party 
was  held  conclusive  upon  the  courts, 
in  Caine  v.  Page  (1897)  19  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
977,  42  S.  W.  33a.  In  this  case  a  stat- 
ute provided  that,  *'in  all  cases  of  a 
tie  vote  or  contest,  the  committee  or 
governing  authority  of  the  political 
party  holding  such  primary  election 
shall  have  the  power  to  hear  and 
determine  such  contests,  and  decide 
who  shall  be  entitled  to  the  nomina- 
tion." In  this  iiistance  the  county 
committee  had  determined  in  favor  of 
a  certain  candidate  as  the  nominee  at 
the  primary  election ;  but  his  opponent 
sought  to  compel  a  reconsideration  on 
the  ground  that  the  committee  was  not 
properly  constituted,  it  being  alleged 


that  a  certain  person  had  participated 
in  the  decision  of  the  contest  who  was 
not  a  member  of  the  committee.  It 
was  successfully  set  up  as  a  defense 
to  the  action  that,  whether  or  not 
there  was  any  irregularity  in  the 
selection  or  appointment  of  this  per- 
son as  a  committeeman,  he  had  been 
recognized  as  such  by  the  party  and 
its  regular  committeemen  in  that 
county,  as  well  as  by  the  state  central 
committee,  and  that  his  authority  had 
been  recognized  and  approved  by 
subsequent  state  conventions  of  the 
party.  The  court  held  that  the  action 
of  the  state  convention  was  a  conclu- 
sive recognition  of  the  particular 
committee  as  a  governing  authority 
of  the  party  in  the  district  in  question, 
beyond  which  action  and  recognition 
the  courts  could  not  go,  and  said  that, 
^'when  counsel  questions  the  authority 
of  the  state  convention  in  party  or- 
ganization, it  is  as  if  the  Mohamme- 
dan should  doubt  the  Koran,  or  a 
Christian  the  Book  of  books." 

And  in  Moody  v.  Trimble  (1900) 
109  Ky^  139,  50  L.R.A.  810,  58  S.  W. 
504,  it  was  held  that  the  decision  of 
a  dispute  as  to  which  of  two  persons 
was  the  regular  party  nominee  for 
Congress,  when  made  by  the  govern- 
ing authority  of  the  party  within  the 
state,  such  as  a  state  central  com- 
mittee, under  authority  conferred 
upon  it  by  the  state  convention,  is 
conclusive  upon  the  courts.  After  re- 
ferring to  the  fact  that  each  candidate 
claimed  to  be  the  nomine  of  the  con- 
vention the  court  said:  ''A  settlement 
of  this  dispute  might  possibly  be  had 
in  the  courts,  when  the  correctness  of 
the  various  rulings  of  the  presiding 
officiers  of  the  meeting  would  have  to 
be  inquired  into,  as  well,  possibly,  as 
the  regularity  of  the  credentials  of  the 
various  delegates.  But,  while  we  do 
not  how  decide  that  this  cannot  be 
done,  it  is  certain  that  such  questions 
are  political,  rather  than  judicial,  in 
their  character,  and  therefore  the 
court  will  entertain  jurisdiction  to  set- 
tle them,  if  at  all,  only  in  the  event  the 
governing  authorities  of  the  political 
parties  have  failed  to  do  so.  The 
settlement  of  such  questions,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  should  be  left  to 
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party  authority;  and  therefore  we  will 
not  scan  too.  closely  party  rules  which 
undertake,  however  imperfectly,  to 
confer  authority  on  its  various  com- 
mittees to  manage  party  affairs,  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  organization,  or 
deny  such  authority  even  if  it  be  con- 
ferred in  terma  somewhat  general/* 

In  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Ck>unty  Ct. 
(1916)  78  W.  Va.  259,  88  S.  EL  793, 
it  was  held  that  the  determination  by 
the  state  executive  committee  of  a 
party  of  the  right  of  a  county  execu-^ 
tive.  committee  to  elect  as  its  chair- 
man, and  a  member  thereof,  a  person 
outside  of  its  own  previously  elected 
members,  and  of  the  regularity  of  its 
action  in  declaring  vacant  the  seat  of 
a  member  who  had  moved  to  another 
state,  and  filling  the  same,  based  upon 
the  usages  and  customs  of  the  party, 
and  violative  of  no  statute,  was  not 
reviewable  by  the  courts. 

And  it  was  held  in  :  Dcmahue's 
Nomination  (1891)  2  Pa«  Dist.  R.  5, 12 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  198,  that  where  a  city  ex- 
ecutive committee  had  recognized  as 
legal  a  certain  ward  committee,  as  it 
had  authority  to  do  under  the  party 
rules,  a  nomination  made  by  a  con-f 
vention  organized  and  held  under  the 
authority  of  such  ward  committee  was 
valid,  rather  than  a  nomination  made 
by  a  convention  held  under  the  au» 
thority  of  a  ward  committee  which 
the  city  executive  committee  had  re- 
fused to  recognize  as  regular  and 
legal. 

The  same  principle  was  applied  in 
Ker's  Nomination  (1891)  2  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  14,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  200,  holding  that 
recognition  by  the  city  executive  com- 
mittee legalized  the  ward  executive 
committee. 

In  Boggess  v.  Buxton  (1910)  67  W. 
Va.  679,  69  S.  E.  867,  21  Ann.  Cas.  289, 
it  was  held  that  when  the  state  and 
congressional  committees,  and  a  con- 
gressional convention  and  a  state  sen- 
atorial convention,  of  a  political  party, 
had  had  the  claims  of  two  contesting 
county  executive  committees  to  repre- 
sent the  party  before  them  for  deci- 
sion, and  had  decided  that  one  of  them 
was  and  the  other  was  not,  the  true 
and  legitimate  county  executive  com- 
mittee, the  courts  would  not  review 


suoh  decision,  but  would  hold  it  con- 
clusive in  matters  before  the  courts 
involving  the  question  as  to  which  was 
the  Ja¥^ul  county  executive  commit- 
tiBO.  The  court,  however,  expressly 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  did 
not  decide  as  to  the  power  of  the 
courts,  in  the  absence  of  a  decision  by 
the  political  authorities. 

The  decision  in  Boggess  v.  Buxton 
(W.  Va.)  supra,  was  approved  and  fol- 
lowed in  Republican  Executive  Com- 
mittee V.  County  C^  (1910>  68  W.  Va* 
118,  69  S.  E.  522.  And  in  this  case, 
where  there  were  two  executive  com- 
mittees in  a  county,  each  claiming  to 
be  the  regular  and  lawful  county  com- 
mittee of  the  party,  and  the  question 
of  regularity  had  been  submitted  to, 
and  heard  and'  determined  by,  the 
state  central  committee  of  the  party, 
after  due  notice  served  on  the  contest- 
ing committee,  it  was  held  that  the 
decision  of  the  state  committee  would 
be  treated  as  conclusive  in  a  judicial 
proceeding,  whether  or  not  the  con- 
testing committee  appeared  and  sub- 
mitted the  merits  of  its  claim  to  the 
Judgment  of  the  state  committee. 
.1  In  State  ex  rel.  Cann  v.  Moore  (1900) 
28  Wash.  276,  62  Pac.  769,  the  court 
said  that  it  should  require  a  clear  and 
explicit  expression  of  legislative  in- 
tention to  that  effect,  to  justify  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  law  to  deprive  a  political  conven- 
tion of  the  recognized  parliamentary 
right  of  control  over  its  own  proceed- 
ngs,  its  officers,  and  its  nominees;  that 
the  judicial  branch  of  the  government 
should  not  attempt  to  supervise  politi- 
cal actions,  and  matters  peculiarly 
within  the  control  of  political  conven- 
tions; and  that,  unless  a  convention 
acts  arbitrarily,  oppressively,  or 
fraudulently,  its  final  determination 
as  to  candidates  should  be  followed  by 
the  courts.  The  decision  is  of  a  class 
not  strictly  within  the  scope  of  the 
annotation,  involving  the  right  of  a 
candidate  who,  through  a  mistake,  was 
declared  a  nominee  by  the  chairman 
of  the  convention.  It  was  held  that 
the  action  of  the  convention,  which 
had  acquiesced  in  the  nomination  and 
adjourned,  was  conclusive,  no  fraud 
being  shown. 
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The  rule  was  laid  down  in  Re  Fair- 
child  (1897)  161  N.  Y.  359,  45  N.  E. 
943,  that  in  cases  where  questions  of 
procedure  in  conventions  or  the  regu- 
larity of  committees  are  involved, 
which  are  not  regulated  by  law,  but 
by  party  usages  and  customs,  the  offi* 
cer  called  upon  to  determine  such 
questions  should  follow  the  decision 
of  the  regularly  constituted  authori- 
ties of  the  party,  and  that  courts,  in 
reviewing  the  determination  of  such 
officers,  should  not  interfere  with  such 
determination.  In  this  case  the  action 
of  the  state  committee  and  state  con-* 
vention  in  determining  the  question 
of  regularity  of  an  assembly  district 
convention,  where  two  district  conven- 
tions, each  claiming  to  represent  the 
party,  had  been  held,  was  held  conclu- 
sive. The  decision  was  under  a  statr 
ute  providing  that  any  questions  aris- 
ing with  reference  to  the  validity  of 
any  certificate  of  nominations  should 
be  determined,  in  the  first  instance, 
by  the  ofiicer  with  whom  the  certifi- 
cate of  nomination  was  filed,  and  that 
the  supreme  court,  or  any  justice 
thereof,  within  the  judicial  district,  or 
any  county  judge  within  his  county, 
should  have  summary  jurisdiction  to 
review  the  determination  of  such  offi- 
cer and  make  such  order  as  justice 
might  require. 

In  Re  Fairchild  (N.  Y.)  supra,  the 
court  stated  that  the  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  in  that  state  were  con- 
flicting, one  class  holding  that  the 
determinations  of  party  conventions 
or  party  authorities  had  no  weight 
whatever,  while  the  other  class  was  to 
the  effect  that,  in  determining  ques-< 
tions  as  to  the  regularity  of  conven-^ 
tions,  officers  and  courts  should  rely 
upon  the  action  and  determination  of 
the  regularly  constituted  party  au- 
thorities upon  the  question,  where 
there  had  been  such  a  determination. 
The  court  said  the  latter  view  effectU'* 
ated  the  obvious  intent  and  purpose  of 
the  statute. 

Several  New  York  cases  may,  per- 
haps, be  regarded  as  overruled  by  the 
above  decision.  Thus,  in  Re  Broat 
(1894)  6  Misc.  445,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  176, 
where  two  county  committees,  each 
claiming  to  represent  the  same  politi- 


cal party,  had  each  called  a  convene 
tion,  which  in  turn  had  made  different 
nominations,  the  court  held  that  the 
decision  of  the  state  committee  of  the 
party  on  the  question  of  the  regularity 
of  the  organization  was  not  conclu- 
sive. It  was  said  that,  in  proceedings 
of  this  character,  the  decisions  of 
party  conventions,  committees,  or 
caucuses,  are  not  binding  and  have  no 
weight  with  the  court;  and  that  the 
actions  of  all  party  caucuses,  conven- 
tions, and  committees  have  been,  by 
legislation,  subjected  to  the  super- 
vision and  control  of  the  courts. 

And  in  Re  Heacock  (1896)  18  Misc. 
311,  41  Nw  Y.  Supp.  161,  under  a 
statute  providing  that  the  courts 
should  make  such  order  in  the  prem- 
ises as  justice  might  require,  it  was 
held  that,  in  determining  the  regular- 
ity of  nominations,  the  court  was  not 
bound  by  the  decisions  of  party  con- 
ventions. It  was  said  that  while  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  political  au- 
thority of  the  party  might  be  conclu- 
sive, as  a  general  rule,  as  to  which  of 
two  well-defined  organisations  of  the 
same  party  was  the  regular  organiza- 
tion, the  rule  did  neil  hold  good  when 
determining  the  reguiarity  of  nomi- 
nations claimed  to  be  made  under  the 
auspices  of  the  same  party  organiza- 
tion, as  in  this  case. 

In  a  dispute  as  to  what  political  or- 
ganization should  be  recognized  by 
the  court  in  appointing  supervisors  of 
election,  under  a  statute  requiring  the 
supervisors  to  be  of  differ^it  political 
parties,  where  there  were  two  organi- 
zations claiming  to  represent  the  same 
party,  the  court,  in  Re  Appointment  of 
Supers,  of  Election  (1881)  20  Blatchf. 
13,  9  Fed.  14,  approved  the  rule  that 
that  organization  should  be  recog- 
nized by  the  court,  which  was  recog- 
nized by  the  last  state  convention  of 
the  party,  but  held  that  this  rule  was 
subject  to  modification  by  a  change  of 
circumstances,  such  as  had  occurred 
in  this  case. 

It  is  said  in  the  syllabus  by  the 
court  in  State  ex  rel.  Nebraska  Repub- 
lican State  Central  Committee  v.  Wait 
(1912)  92  Neb.  313,  48  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
282,  138  N.  W.  159 :  "Under  the  stat- 
utes of  Nebraska,  the  national  conven- 
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tion  of  a  political  party,  or,  when  the 
convention  is  not  in  seesion,  its 
national' eentral  Committee,  is  the  su^ 
preme  governing  body  of* such  party 
as  to  national  affairs,  and  has  full  au- 
thority to  decide  which  of  rival  con«* 
ventions  or  committees  in  the  state  is 
the  regular  and  duly  authorized  con* 
vention  or  committee  of  such  party/' 

The  decision  of  a  political  conven- 
tion as  to  the  qualifications  of  its  own 
members  has  been  held  conclusive 
upon  the  courts.  Stephenson  v;  El^ec- 
tion  Comrs.  (1898)  118  Mich.  896,  42 
L.R.A.  214,  74  Am.  St  Rep.  402,  76 
N.  W.  914. 

And  in  State  ex  rel.  Granvold  ▼• 
Porter  (1902)  11  N.  D.  809,  91  N.  W. 
944,  the  court  laid  down  the  rule  that 
a  political  convention  is  the  judge  of 
the  qualifications  of  its  members,  and 
its  determination  of  contests  between 
claimants  for  seats  therein  is  conclu- 
sive. 

So,  in  Re  Grear  (1899)  9  Ohia  S.  & 
C.  P.  Dec.  299,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  812,  th^ 
court  said  it  is  beyond  question  that 
a  political  convention  is  ordinarily  the 
3ole  judge  of  the  elections,  retums» 
and  qualifications  of  its  own  members; 
that,  being  a  voluntary  association,  it 
must  necessarily  follow  that  no  one 
has  a  right  to  participate  therein 
against  the  rules  and  regulations,  and 
contrary  to  the  wishes,  of  the  associa- 
tion itself. 

And  it  was  held  in  State  ex  rel.  Fos- 
ser  V.  Lavik  (1900)  9  N.  D.  461,  83 
N.  W.  914,  that  a  political  convention 
is  the  exclusive  judge  of  the  creden- 
tials and  qualifications  of  persons 
claiming  to  be  delegates  thereto;  and 
that  a  minority  of  the  delegates,  as 
thus  determined  by  the  convention, 
cannot,  by  withdrawing  therefrom 
and  joining  themselves  to  the  persons 
whose  credentials  have  been  rejected 
by  the  convention,  constitute  a  legal 
county  convention.  The  last  proposi- 
tion is  supported,  also,  by  State  ex  reU 
Granvold  v.  Porter  (N.  D.)  supra. 

The  court,  also,  in  Marcum  v.  Ballot 
Comrs.  (1896)  42  W.  Va.  263,  36  L.R.A. 
296,  26  S.  E.  281,  laid  down  the  rule 
that,  'Mn  passing  on  the  right  of  nomi- 
nees for  public  office  to  appear  on 
election  ballots,  this  court  recognizes 


ttie  right  of  the  convention  making 
them  to  judge  of  the  election,  qualifi- 
cation, and  returns  of  its  own  mem- 
bers, and  will  not  go  back  of  its  action 
to  inquire  as  to  the  right  or  title  of 
delegates  admitted  by  it  as  members.** 

It  was  said  in  Phillips  v.  Gallagher 
(1898)  78  Minn.  628,  42  LJt.A.  222,  76 
N.  W.  285,  that  a  party  convention  is 
a  deliberative  body,  and  unless  it  acts 
arbitrarily,  oppressively,  or  fraudu- 
lently, its  final  determination  as  to 
candidates,  or  any  other  question  of 
which  it  has  jurisdiction,  will  be  foK 
lowed  by  the  courts.  The  question  in- 
volved in  this  caie  was  the  right  of  a 
convention  to  declare  a  ballot  irregu- 
lar, and  to  order  another  ballot,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  a .  factional 
controversy,  as  that  term  is  used  in 
the  annotation,  was  involved. 

But  while  ordinarily  a  political  con- 
vention may  be  the  judge  of  the  qualifi- 
cationa  of  its  members,  without  power 
in  the  courts  to  review  its  decision, 
tliis  rule  has  been  held  true  only  in  a 
qualified  sense,  and  not  only  to  apply 
where  a  majority  of  those  who  partici- 
pated in  the  convention  had  not  even, 
under  the  party  rules,  a  prima  facie 
right  to  seats  in  the-  convention. 
Robb's  Second  Nomination  (1899)  7 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  620,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct  433. 
The  court  held  that  when  authority  to 
make  a  nomination  was  legally  chal- 
lenged by  objections  filed  to  a  certifi- 
cate of  nominations,  and  violation  or 
disregard  of  the  party  rules  was  al- 
leged, it  had  jurisdiction  under  statu- 
tory provisions  to  hear  and  determine 
the  question. 

If  a  county  delegation  is  admitted 
to  a  state  convention  without  Contest, 
there  has  been,  of  course,  no  determi- 
nation of  the  question  as  to  the  regu- 
larity of  such  delegation.  Thus, 
where  two  county  conventions  were 
held,  each  claiming  to  represent  the 
party,  and  two  sets  of  delegates  were 
sent  to  different  state  conventions, 
each  of  which  state  conventions 
claimed  to  be  the  regular  one,  it  was 
held  that  the  facts  that  the  delegates 
were  admitted  to  one  of  these  state 
conventions  without  contest,  and  that 
this  state  convention  was  afterwards 
declared  by  the  courts  to  be  the  legal 
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one,  did  not  settle  the  question  as't^* 
which  delegation  was  chosen  by  the 
regular  convention  of  the  party  for 
the  county ;  in  other  words,  the  recog« 
nition  by  the  legal  state  convention  of 
the  delegation  from  one  of  the  county 
conventions  did  not  conclusively 
determine  the  question  as  to  which  of 
the  county  conventions  was  regular, 
where  no  contest  was  presented  to  the 
state  convention.  Twombly  v.  Smith 
(1898)  25  Ck>lo.  425,  55  Pac.  264. 

It  was  said  in  Twombly  v.  Smith 
(Colo.)  supra,  that,  when  the  regular** 
ity  of  the  proceedings  of  rival  convene 
tions  making  nominations  is  called  in 
question,  the  courts  should  determine 
that  question  without  respect  to  the 
action  of  any  other  convention  of  the 
sarnie  party  which  included  territory 
greater  than  the  district  in  which 
such  nominations  were  made;  that  to 
hold  otherwise  would,  in  effect,  result 
in  delegating  to  conventions  the  power 
to  make  nominations  for  public  offi- 
cers in  a  s^ven  district  dot  authorized 
under  the  call  so  to  do,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  convention  of  the  party  for 
that  district,  called  for  that  particular 
purpose. 

And  the  decision  of  a  county  con- 
vention of  a  political  party  as  to  the 
qualifications  of  its  members  has  been 
held  not  conclusive  where  manifestly 
unfair  methods  were  used  and  dele- 
gates were  seated  who  under  no  cir- 
cumstances could  make  any  just  claim 
to  an  election.  Re  Woodworth  (1891) 
16  N.  T.  Supp.  147.  The  statute  de- 
fined conventions,  or  primary  meet- 
ings, through  which  nominations 
might  be  made.  And  in  this  case, 
where  the  county  conmiittee  adopted 
methods  which  resulted  in  the  seating 
of  delegates,  without  a  hearing,  who 
clearly  had  no  right  to  a  place  in  the 
convention,  and  a  part  of  the  regular- 
ly elected  delegates  withdrew  and 
held  a  separate  convention  and  nomi- 
nated candidates,  the  court  held  that 
the  latter  convention,  which  was  com- 
posed of  the  larger  number  of  the  duly 
and  clearly  elected  delegates,  consti- 
tuted "an  assemblage  of  voters  or  dele- 
gates representing"  the  party,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that 
it  should  grant  the  application  to  com- 


pel the  printing  of  the  names  of  nomi- 
nees of  that  convention,  aa  the  regular 
nominees  of  the  party»  on  the  ballot. 
The  court  Baid:  "But  it  ie  insisted 
that  a  political  convention  is  a  law 
unto  itself,  and  that  whatever  methods 
it  adopts  for  its  own  government  are 
conclusive,  and  cannot  be  made  the 
subject  of  judicial  inquiry*  To  a 
certain  extent  this  contention  may  be, 
and  doubtless  is,  true.  .  .  .  But, 
where  the  duty  is  cast  upon  courta 
and  judges  of  determining  the  regular- 
ity and  fairness  of  political  methods, 
those  methods  must  be  subjected  to 
the  same  tests  as  would  those  of  any 
other  body  of  men  whose  good  faith 
is  questioned,  and  no  court  or  judge 
would  be  justified  in  sustaining  them, 
when  found  to  be  inconsistent  with 
that  degree  of  sound  morals  which 
must  characterize  an  ordinary  affair 
of  business,  even  though  they  be 
recognized  and  approved  by  senatorial 
and  state  conventions  of  the  same  po- 
litical organizations.  The  trend  of 
public  opinion,  as  well  as  of  legisla- 
tion, at  the  present  time,  appears  to 
be^in  favor  of  a  radical  reform  in  our 
political  methods,  and  it  is  the  plain 
duty  of  all  good  citizens,  and  especial- 
ly those  clothed  with  judicial  author- 
ity, to  encourage  such  a  sentiment 
with  all  the  force  they  can  command. 
The  order  asked  for  is  granted."  An 
appeal  was  dismissed  in  (1892)  64 
Hun,  522,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  525,  on  the 
ground  that  the  matter  was  not  ap- 
pealable, and  only  an  abstract  ques- 
tion was  at  that  time  involved ;  but  the 
court  also  approved  the  decision  of  the 
lower  court  on  the  merits.  See,  in 
this  connection,  Allen  v.  Burrows 
(1904)  69  Kan.  812,  77  Pac.  555,  2 
Ann.  Gas.  589,  infra. 

However,  the  doctrine  of  Re  Wood- 
worth  (N.  Y.)  supra,  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  to  determine  the 
regularity  of  rival  factions,  each 
claiming  to  represent  the  party,  was 
modified  in  Re  Pollard  (1898)  25  N.  Y. 
Supp.  385,  so  that  it  should  apply  only 
where  the  matter  had  not  been,  in 
good  faith,  adjudicated  by  a  higher 
party  tribunal.  From  the  last  opinion, 
it  appears  that,  after  the  decision  in 
the  Woodworth  Case,  the  other  faction 
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had  been  recognized  by  the  state  and 
district  conventions  of  the  party  as 
entitled  to  represent  it  in  the  particu- 
lar county;  and  the  court  held  that,  in 
view  of  these  decisions  by  the  party 
itself,  it  would  not  adhere  to  its  de- 
cision as  to  the  regularity  of  the  op- 
posing faction,  even  though  it  was  of 
the  opinion  that  that  faction  had 
shown  at  the  first  hearing  its  title  to 
regularity.  The  court  said:  ^'I  still 
think,  as  already  stated,  that  the  title 
to  regularity  of  the  Patterson  faction 
was  pretty  clearly  established  upon 
the  original  hearing,  and  that  it 
would,  in  view  of  the  provision  of  the 
statute  which  authorizes  this  proceed- 
ing, have  been  no  more  than  courteous 
for  the  party  conventions  to  have 
adopted  the  decision  of  the  general 
term,  which  was  deliberately  made 
after  a  careful  and  impartial  hearing, 
but  there  is  no  way  in  which  they  can 
be  compelled  to  do  so;  and  consequent- 
ly it  seems  to  me  that  the  only  rule 
for  courts  and  judges  to  adopt,  in 
this  and  all  other  similar  contests, 
is  that  they  will  interfere  only  in 
cases  where  there  has  been  no  adjudi- 
cation of  the  question  of  regularity  by 
some  division  of  the  party  which  is 
conceded  to  be  superior,  in  point  of 
authority,  to  the  one  in  which  the  con- 
tention arose,  provided,  of  course,  that 
the  question  of  good  faith  in  the 
making  of  such  adjudication  is  not  in- 
volved* The  adoption  of  a  different 
rule  will  inevitably  tend  to  bring 
party  orgltnizatioiis  and  the  courts  in- 
to unseemly  conflicts  over  questions 
which  are  peculiarly  within  the  cogni- 
zance of  the  former  tribunals — a  re- 
sult which  most  Certainly  ought,  if 
possible,  to  be  avoided." 

And  in  Re  Redmond  (1893)  6  Misc. 
369,  25  N,  Y.  Supp.  381,  where  the 
question  of  the  regularity  of  a  county 
convention  of  a  party  had  been  passed 
upon  by  the  state  convention  of  the 
party,  it  was  held  that  the  action  of 
the  state  convention  must  be  regarded 
as  conclusive.  The  court  said  that  a 
state  convention,  like  the  state  legis- 
lature, is  the  sole  judge  of  the  elec- 
tion of  its  own  members ;  that  when  it 
has  passed  judgment  upon  conflicting 
claims,  where  questions  of  regularity 


only  are  concerned,  its  detisrmination 
should  be  accepted  as  final ;  that  such 
determination  might  be  unjust  and  in 
direct  violation  of  the  equities  of  any 
given  case,  and  in  theory  it  might  be 
right  and  proper  to  disregard  such  an 
adjudication  and  to  insist  that  no 
party  division  could  exercise  super- 
visory control  over  any  smaller  di- 
vision ;  but  that  if  such  a  theory  were 
put  into  practice  it  would  be  subver- 
sive of  party  discipline  and  reduce 
political  parties  to  mere  associations 
of  independent  and  irresponsible 
mobs. 

Where  the  question  is  as  to  the  vio- 
lation of  statutory  provisions  in  the 
selection  of  delegates,  the  decision  of 
a  party  tribunal,  it  appears,  is  not 
conclusive,  but  the  matter  is  one  for 
the  determination  of  the  courts.  Thus, 
in  State  ex  rel.  Schamikow  v.  Hogan 
(1900)  24  Mont.  383,  62  Pac.  583, 
where  it  was  contended  that  the  ac- 
tion of  a  state  convention  in  seating 
certain  delegates  was  final  as  to  which 
faction  of  the  party  represented  it  in 
a  particular  county,  the  court  said 
that  the  question  did  not  properly 
arise  as  to  the  limit  to  which  courts 
should  go  in  holding  that  party  dis- 
putes should  be  settled  by  the  party 
itself;  that  the  question  was  as  to  the 
force  and  meaning  of  a  part  of  the 
election  law,  and  involved  an  inquiry 
as  to  whether  the  requirements  of  the 
law  had  been  complied  with,  so  as  to 
render  the  nomination  valid;  and  that 
to  permit  a  political  convention  to 
determine  such  a  question  would  be  to 
say,  that  political  parties  possessed  ju- 
dicial power,  and  might  oust  the  courts 
of  jurisdiction  in  matters  falling 
within  their  cognizance.  This  case 
was  interpreted  in  State  ex  rel.  Gil- 
christ V.  Weston  (1902)  27  Mont,  185, 
70  Pac.  519,  1134,  as  holding  that  no 
action  by  a  state  convention  could 
render  valid  a  nomination  for  the 
office  of  district  judge,  where  the  con- 
vention assuming  to  make  it  did  not 
properly  represent  the  electors  of  the 
district.  The  case,  it  was  said,  turned 
upon  the  question  of  fiact  whether  the 
delegates  who  sat  ih  the  district  Con- 
vention had  been  regularly  chosen  by 
the  electors  of  the  district  to  make  the 
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nomination;  and,  it  being  made  to 
appear  that  such  was  not  the  case, 
this  fact  was  held  detenninative  of 
the  right  of  the  candidate  to  have  his 
name  appear  upon  the  ballot,  although 
the  state  convention  had  assumed  to 
declare  that  the  delegates  were  the 
regularly  accredited  delegates  of  the 
county  composing  the  district.  The 
decision,  the  court  stated,  rests  upon 
.the  theory  that  the  people  in  the  politi- 
-cal  subdivisions  of  the  state  have  the 
right  to  nominate  candidates  for  local 
officers  through  representative  con- 
ventions composed  of  electors  of  their 
own  choosing,  or  in  mass  meetings, 
held  after  due  notice,  as  well  as  to 
elect  officers  from  among  candidates 
so  nominated;  and  that  no  action  on 
the  part  of  the  state  conventions  may 
dispense  with  a  substantial  observ- 
ance of  this  fundamental  principle. 

And  it  was  held  in  State  ex  re). 
Kennedy  v.  Martin  (1900)  24  Mont. 
403,  62  Pac.  588,  that,  while  a  political 
convention  must  be  allowed  to  decide 
such  questions  as  that  of  the  qualifica- 
tion of  its  own  members,  it  must  not, 
in  the  settlement  of  such  controver- 
sies, disregard  legislative  enactment, 
with  the  enforcement  of  which  the 
courts  alone  have  to  do. 

And  in  State  ex  rel.  Kennedy  v. 
Martin  (Mont)  supra  (as  construed 
in  State  ex  rel.  Gilchrist  v.  Weston 
(Mont.)  supra),  it  was  held  that 
where  a  ticket  had  been  nominated  by 
a  representative  county  convention, 
regularly  called  for  that  purpose  by 
the  local  party  authorities  prior  to  the 
meeting  of  the  state  convention,  the 
state  convention,  though  the  delegates 
chosen  by  the  county  convention  re- 
fused to  sit  in  it,  but  joined  in  an 
independent  movement,  had  no  power 
to  authorize  loyal  members  of  the 
party  residing  in  the  county  to  take 
charge  of  party  affairs  therein,  and  to 
nominate  a  ticket  to  be  printed  upon 
the  official  ballot  under  the  party's 
designation,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
ticket  already  nominated.  This  de- 
cision, it  was  said,  rests  upon  the 
principle  that  when  the  candidates  of 
a  party  have  been  once  regularly 
nominated  by  a  representative  conven- 
tion of  the  party,  and  their  certificates 


of  nomination  filed  with  the  proper 
officer,  the  right  of  such  candidates  to 
have  their  names  appear  upon  the 
official  ballot  becomes  fixed  by  law, 
and  is  not  subject  to  control  by  a  state 
convention. 

Also,  in  State  ex  rel.  Hatch  v. 
Smart  (1900)  24  Mont.  418,  62  Pac. 
591,  the  court  held  that,  while  a  state 
convention  of  a  political  party  had 
final  authority  within  its  legitimate 
field,  its  jurisdiction,  under  the  stat- 
ute, was  not  unlimited,  and  it  was 
without  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  nomi- 
nations of  a  county  convention  held 
undei"  a  call  by  the  regularly  consti- 
tuted authority  of  the  party,  the  mem- 
bers of  the  party  in  each  county  hav- 
ing the  right  to  control  their  own 
local  affairs. 

"In  each  of  these  casee,"  said  the 
court  in  the  Weston  Case  (Mont.) 
supra,  referring:  to  the  above  decisions 
in  that  state,  "this  court  felt  impelled, 
in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  elee- 
tion  laws  and  the  Constitution,  to  in- 
vestigate the  facts,  and  to  determine 
therefrom  whether  the  candidates 
whose  rights  were  in  issue  had  been 
nominated  by  representative  conven- 
tions, called  by  authority,  and  con- 
ducted in  accordance  with  party 
usages.'' 

But  it  was  held  in  State  ex  rel.  Gil- 
christ V.  Weston  (Mont)  supra,  that 
the  decision  of  the  state  committee 
and  state  convention  of  the  party  as  to 
which  of  two  rival  factions  was  en- 
titled to  represent  the  party  within  a 
county  was  conclusive,  where  such  de- 
cision was  rendered  before  the  nomi- 
nation of  candidates  by  either  of  the 
factions.  The  court  said,  however, 
that,  had  one  or  both  of  the  rival 
county  conventions  nominated  candi- 
dates for  local  officers  before  the  meet- 
ing of  the  state  convention,  a  different 
question  would  have  been  presented, 
and  the  court  would,  perhaps,  have 
been  required,  under  its  earlier  de- 
cisions, to  hold  tenable  the  position 
taken  by  the  defendants  that  the  ac- 
tion of  the  state  convention  was  with- 
out significance.  The  court  recog- 
nized the  necessity  for  exclusive  party 
control  of  the  organization,  and  held 
that  the  courts  would  not  interfere 
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iiatily  by  the  exercise  of  power  on  the 
pert  of  a  local  orgaiiisatioii»  rights  of 
private  individuals  had  become  in- 
volved. 

A  political  party  has  the  right  to 
determine  who  shall  compose  its 
executive  committee,  how  its  members 
shall  be  chosen,  what  powers  it  shall 
exercise,  and  how  vacancies  in  the 
committee  shall  be  filled;  and  the 
courts  will  not  interfere  where  there 
is  no  violation  of  law  or  of  the  rules 
of  the  partyt  or  arbitrary  or  capri- 
cious action.  Raines  v.  Stone  (1919) 
112  S.  C  147,  99  S.  E.  358. 

While  approving  the  cases  to  the 
effect  that,  when  a  dispute  arises  in 
a  political  party  which  has  a  tribunal 
of  its  own  to  which  an  appeal  can  be 
made»  this  must  be  done,  and  the  de- 
cision of  such  tribunal  is  final,  the 
court  in  State  ex  rel.  Testerman  v, 
Lambert  (1919)  83  W.  Va.  143,  98 
S.  B.  78,  held  that  in  case  of  a  disputed 
succession  in  the  ofllcial  personnel  of 
a  political  party,  where  there  is  no 
higher  authority  within  the  party  to 
which  the  controversy  can  be  sul> 
mitted  tor  determination;  the  court 
will  decide  which  of  the  two  claimants 
is  entitled  to  nominate  election  offi- 
cers, on  application  for  mandamus  to 
compel  the  appointment  of  such  offi- 
cers on  the  recommendation  of  party 
officials. 

Where  the  party  rules  provided  a 
tribunal  for  settling  contests  of  dele- 
gates, it  was  held  in  Hutchins's  Nomi- 
nation (1898)  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  109,  that 
a  contestant  must  first  resort  to  this 
tribunal  before  seeking  relief  in  the 
courts. 

And  which  of  two  or  more  bodies  of 
voters,  each  claiming  to  be  the  con- 
vention contemplated  by  the  Code,  was 
the  true  one,  it  was  held,  in  McDonald 
V.  Hinton  (1896)  114  CaL  484,  35 
L.R.A.  152,  46  Pac.  870,  must  be 
determined,  in  the  first  instance  at 
least,  by  the  registrar  to  whom  certifi- 
cates of  nomination  are  presented  for 
filing;  and  the  mere  fact  that  a  cer- 
tificate was  in  due  form  was  held  not 
in  itself  conclusive  as  to  his  duty  to 
file  it  The  court  did  not  decide 
whether  it  might  determine  which  of 
the  two  conventions  represented  tho 


party,  holding  merely  that  a  decision, 
in  the  first  instance  at  least,  must  rest 
with  the  registrar,  the  proceeding  for 
a  mandamus  to  compel  the  registrar 
to  place  the  petitioner's  name  on  the 
ballot  being  based  on  the  theory  that 
he  was  bound  to  file  the  certificate 
merely  because  it  was  in  due  and 
regular  form. 

Where  the  question  as  to  who  are 
the  regularly  elected  members  of  a  lo- 
cal committee  of  a  political  party  has 
been  determined  by  the  proper  tribu- 
nal within  the  party,  the  court  will 
make  such  a  decree  as  is  necessary  to 
enforce  the  rights  of  the  regulaxly 
constituted  committee.  Atty.  Gen.  v* 
Barry  (1907)  74  N.  H.  353,  68  Atl.  192. 

And  it  was  held  in  Atty.  Glen.  v. 
Barry  (N.  EL)  supra,  that  the  state 
conmuttee  and  the  state  convention  of 
the  party  were  its  regularly  consti- 
tuted tribunals  to  determine  who  con- 
stituted the  local  executive  committee 
in  a  city  ward,  and,  the  relators  hav- 
ing been  recognised  as  such  commit- 
tee, their  rights  would  be  enforced  in 
the  courts. 

In  several  cases  the  decision  has 
turned  directly  on  express  statutory 
provisions* 

In  Packer's  Nomination  (1896)  5 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  601,  the  court  ruled 
against  the  contention  that  a  confer- 
ence of  delegates  of  necessity  had  the 
power  to  determine  the  qualifications 
of  its  own  members,  and  that  such 
determination  was  conclusive,  and 
could  not  be  made  the  subject  of  judi- 
cial review;  stating  that  the  Ballot 
Law  of  1893  intended  to  commit  all 
controversies  concerning  nominations, 
substantial  as  well  as  formal,  to  the 
court  of  the  proper  county.  The  court 
cited,  as  in  accord  with  this  ruling, 
Critchfield's  Nomination  (1895)  3  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  761. 

But  see  Com.  ex  rel.  Mansfield 
(1896)  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  428,  in  which  the 
court  said  that  the  actions  of  party 
tribunals  were  as  final  and  conclusive 
on  the  subject  of  nominations  as  they 
were  before  the  passage  of  the  Pri- 
mary Law  of  1893 ;  that  the  court  only 
dealt  with  the  candidate's  right  to 
have  a  place  on  the  official  ballot;  and 
that,  in  order  to  ascertain  that  right. 
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it  must  know  (1)  whether  the  alle^red 
nomination  originated  with  an  organ- 
ization that  had  the  legal  right  to 
make  and  certify  such  nominations; 
(2)  whether  that  organization  had 
acted  under  the  rules  prescribed  for 
its  government  and  the  result  of  the 
action  had  been  <;ertified  according  to 
the  facts ;  and  (3)  whether  the  certifl^ 
eate  was  sufficient  in  contents  and 
form. 

Where  the  legislature,  in  authoriz- 
ing an  official  ballot  and  granting  to 
party  nominees  the  right  to  have  their 
names  placed  thereon  under  the  party 
designation,  subjected  that  rights  in 
case  of  a  controversy  between  two  or 
more  sets  of  nominees,  each  claiming 
the  same  party  designation,  to  the  de- 
cision of  a  party  tribunal  created 
under  the  statute  to  determine  such 
controversies,  no  provision  being  made 
for  a  judicial  review  of  its  decisions, 
it  was  held  that  necessarily  the  de- 
cision of  the  tribunal  so  provided  for 
was  exclusive,  and  unimpeachable  ex* 
cept  for  jurisdictional  defects.  State 
ex  rel.  Cook  v.  Houser  (1904)  122  Wis. 
634,  100  N.  W.  964. 

And  it  was  held,  also,  in  State  ex 
rel.  Cook  v.  Houser  (Wis.)  supra,  that 
since  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  to 
determine  factional  disputes  had  been 
conferred  by  statute  upon  a  special 
tribunal  the  decision  of  the  national 
convention  of  the  party  as  to  which 
of  two  sets  of  delegates  from  the 
state,  each  claiming  the  right  to  rep- 
resent the  party  in  such  convention, 
was  entitled  to  recognition,  was  not  of 
any  significance  as  a  guide  to  thd 
secretary  of  state  or  the  tribunal  au- 
thorized by  statute  to  determine  such 
disputes.  In  this  case,  where' two  con- 
ventions had  nominated  state  officers, 
each  convention  claiming  to  represent 
the  party,  and  the  national  convention 
thereafter  decided  in  favor  of  one  of 
the  factions,  the  court»  in  he Iding  that 
this  decision  or  recognition  by  th^ 
national  ccmvention  was  without  ef- 
fect as  regairded  the  state  nomina- 
tions, said  that  as  soon  iis  the  nomin;i^ 
tions  were  made  by  the  two  conven- 
tions, and  duly  certified,  the  rights  qi 
the  nominees  to  places  upon  the  offi* 
cial-  ballot  under  the  party  designa^ 


tion  became  vested  in  them  as  repre- 
sentatives of  their  respective  organic 
zations,  subject  to  the  decision  of  the 
special  statutory  tribunal  as  to  which 
of  the  conventions '*  was  regular,  and 
such  right  could  not,  therefore,  be  in 
any  way  affected  by  the  determination 
of  any  other  tribunal. 

Although  not  involving  a  factional 
dispute  within  the  party,  as  those 
terms  are  here  used,  attention  is 
called  also  to  Beasley  v.  Adams  (1904) 
118  Ky.  695,  82  S.  W.  249,  holding  that 
the  decision  of  the  party  ooatest  com- 
mittee provided  by  statute  wae  final, 
under  a  section  of  the  primaiy  elec- 
tion law  providing  that,  in  case  of  a 
contest,  the  committee  or  governing 
authority  of  the  political  party  hold- 
ing the  primary  should  have  "power 
to  hear  and  determine  such  contest, 
and  decide  who  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  nomination.'*  •  The  court  said  this 
language  precluded  the  idea  that  there 
should  be  an  appeal,  that  the  entire 
matter  was  referred  to  the  governing 
authority  of  the  party  for  its  decision, 
and  that  this  was  eminently  proper,  as 
the  question  was  purely  political. 

And  in  Coul  v.  Combs  (1905)  120 
Ky.  368,  86  S.  W.  697,  the  court  said 
that  a  party  or  primary  dection  had, 
since  the  enactments  of  the  present 
statutes  on  the  subject^  ceased  to  be 
solely  a  matter  of  party  concern,  but 
was  6he  of  which  the  law  took  cogni- 
zance; and  that,  if  there  was  a  con- 
test or  dispute  over  a  party  nomina- 
tion, the  governing  authorities  of  the 
party  were  given  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion to  determine,  it. 

A  statute  providing  that  the  state 
central  committee  of  ..any  political 
party  in  the  state  should  have  full 
power  to  pass  upon  and  determine  all 
controversies  concerning  the  regular- 
ity of  the  party  organization  within 
the  counties,  cities,  congressional  dis- 
tricts, etc.,  in  the  state,  and  making 
determinations  oif  the  committee  final, 
was  held  in  People  ex  rel.  Lowry  v. 
District  Ct.  (1903)  32  Colo.  15, 74  Pac^ 
896,  not  ui\constitutional,  in  so  far  as 
it  withdrew  the  determination  of  such 
question  from  the  district  court,  as  in 
violation  of  a  constitutional  provision 
giving  such  courts  original  jurisdic- 
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Uon  of  all  causes  at  law  and  in  equity. 
The  contention  was  that  in  view  of 
this  constitutional  provision  the  legis- 
lature could  not  devest  the  district 
courts  of  any  of  their  jurisdiction  and 
confer  a  portion  of  it  upon  some  other 
tribunal.  The  court  said:  ''The  fal- 
lacy of  the  argument  consists  in  the 
assumption  that  a  political  .contro- 
versy like  that  now  before^sis  a  case 
cognizable  at  law  or  in  equity.  It  is 
not  of  tbat  character.  It  is  purely 
political— one  peculiarly  within  the 
province  of  political  parties  to  deter- 
mine for  themselves*]  In  the  absence 
of  a  statute  conferring  such  power 
upon  the  courts,  they  do  not  possess 
it  as  an  incident  to>  or  embraced  with- 
in, the  jurisdiction  to  determine  all 
'causes  at  law  or  in  equity/"  This 
conclusion,  it  was  held,  was  further 
evident  from  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision giving  the  legislature  authority 
to  pass  laws  to  secure  the  purity  of 
elections,  and  to  guard  against  abuses 
of  the  elective  franchise,  the  court 
saying  that  the  statute,  if  it  needed 
any  constitutional  sjupport,  might 
safely  rest  upan  this  provision. 

And  it  was  held  in  State  ex  reU 
Burke  v.  Foster  (1904)  111  La.  939> 
86  So.  82,  that  a  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution vesting  in  district  courts 
original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  where 
"civil  or  political  rights"  were  in- 
volved had  no  application,  to  a  dispute 
as  to  a  party  nomination ;  but  that  the 
question  was  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  board  of  contest  created  by 
statute,  the  decision  of  which,  tb^ 
statute  provided,  should  be  final. 

That  the  court  had  power , to  review 
the  action  of  a  political  convention  in 
seating  delegates  was  held  in  Re 
Lazarus  (1910)  140  App.  Div.  406,  125 
N.  Y.  Supp.  414,  where  the  statute  pro^ 
vided  for  review  of  any.  action  or 
neglect  with  regard  to  any  right  given 
to,  or  duty  prescribed  for,  any  politir 
cal  convention,  although  a  statute  also 
gave  to  such  convention  the  right  tq 
decide  all  questions  as  to  delegates 
thereto. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  Austra- 
lian Ballot  Law  which  created  a.  spe- 
cial tribunal,  consisting,  of  Qertai^ 
state  officers,  with,  ppwer  teiivquire  iQT 
20  A.L.R.— 67. 


to  the  regularity  of  hominflltidn  papers 
filed  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  to 
consider  other  questions  arising  in  re- 
lation thereto  upon,  notice,  and  pro- 
vided that  the  decision  by  a  majority 
of  said  officers  should  be  final,  it  was 
held  in  Miller  v.  Clark  (1900)  62  Kan. 
278,  62  Pac.  664,  that  after  a  hearing 
before  this  tribunal,  and  a  finding  by  it 
that  one  of  two  candidates  was  regu- 
larly nominated  by  a  convention  which 
divided  into  two  parts,  each  naming  a 
candidate,  the-  tribunal's  decision 
would  not  be  disturbed  by  the  court, 
in  the  absence  of  bad  fltith  or  arbi- 
trary conduct  showing  wrongful  acts 
amounting  to  firaud  on  the  part  of  said 
officers. 

While  tiie  last  case  was  approved 
and  followed  in  Allen  v.  Burrow 
(1904)  69  KaB.  812,  77  Pac.  555,  2 
Ann.  Ca&  539,  it  Was  there  held  that 
the  courts  would  assume  jurisdiction 
where  fraud  was  shown  on'  the  part  of 
the  special  statutory  tribunal.  In  the 
syllabus  by  the  court,  it  is  said:  "A 
dispute  as  to  which  of  two  persons  is 
the  regular  nominee  of  a  political 
party  for  a  public  office  can  ordinarily 
be  settled  only  by  the  special  tribunal 
to  which  the  statute  commits  the 
determination  of  such  questions;  but, 
if  it  is  established  that  a  majority  of 
the  members  of  such  tribunal  have 
entered  into  a  corrupt  agreement  with 
one  of  the  parties  to  give  him  the  de- 
cision regardless  of  the  merits  of  the 
case,  the  courts  will  take  jurisdiction 
of  the  controversy,  ftnd  decide  it  in  a 
proceeding  in  mandamus  to  compel 
the  certifying  of  the  proper  name  for 
printing  on  the  official  ballot.''  See, 
in  this  connection.  Re  Woodworth 
(1891)  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  147,  supra. 

In  Chapman  v.  Miller  (1894)  52 
Ohio  St  166,  89  N.  E.  24,  where  rival 
conventions  had  each  nominated  can^ 
didates  for  county  officers,  it  was  held 
tiiat,  upon  submission  to  the  state 
supervisor  of  elections  of  objections 
to  th.e  certificates  of  nomination,  his 
decision  was  final.^  It:  appears,  how- 
ever, that  the  statute  expressly  pro- 
vided 'that  the  decision  of  the  state 
supervisor*  sliduld  be  final.  And  it 
wa^  held  itH%t  this,  o^eessarily .  ex- 
chjkied  jiiiusdjk)tiQn  of  the  ooui^  to 
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interfere  with  the  decision  on  its 
.merits,  although  they  might  compel 
performance  of  the  legal  duty  thus 
established  by  granting  mandamus. 
Among  possibly  other  cases  giving 
effect  to  the  express  provision  of  the 
^statute  making  the  decision  of  certain 
officers,  upon  objections  to  nomination 
certificates,  final,  so  as  to  exclude 
judicial  interference,  are  Randall  v. 
State  (1901)  64  Ohio  St  57,  69  N.  E. 
742;  State  ex  rel.  Hildebrandt  v. 
Stewart  (1904)  71  Ohio  St  65,  72 
N.  E.  307;  and  State  ex  rel.  Buel  v. 
Joyce  (1912)  87  Ohio  St  126, 100  N.  E. 
325. 

In  Hyde  v.  Logan  (1919)  118  &  C 
64,  101  S.  E.  41,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  review  the 
action  of  a  city  executive  committee  of 
a  political  party  in  ascertaining  and 
declaring  the  result  of  a  primary  elec- 
tion for  mayor  and  alderman.  It  was 
contended  that  the  matters  in  contro- 
versy were  only  political  in  their 
nature,  and  should  therefore  be  left 
to  the  decision  of  those  in  whom  the 
party  in  convention  vested  the  power 
to  decide  them.  The  court  said  this 
was  a  misconception  of  the  issues, 
which  were  not  of  a  political  nature 
at  all,  but  rather  of  a  legal  nature,  to 
wit,  whether  the  result  of  the  election 
was  ascertained  and  declared  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law.  It  was 
said  that  the  courts  of  that  state  had 
always  exercised  jurisdiction  to  review 
the  decision  of  those  appointed  by  law 
to  hold  and  ascertain  the  result  of  all 
elections  held  pursuant  to  law,  and 
that  ever  since  party  primaries  had 
been  regulated  by  statute,  a  like  juris* 
diction  had  been  exercised  with  regard 
to  them. 

See  also  Ex  parte  Sanders  (1898)  53 
S.  C.  478,  31  S.  E.  290,  where,  the 
result  of  a  primary  election  being  con* 
tested,  it  was  held  that  the  decision 
of  the  contest  by  the  state  executive 
committee  of  the  party  was  of  a  ju* 
dicial,  or  quasi  judicial,  nature,  and 
reviewable  by  the  courts. 

f r.  Parfy  regulaHip  oe  affeding  thm  dm- 
eM9n9  In  thm  eowrts. 

Although  the  phase  of  the  present 
subject  indicated  by  the  above  sub- 


title is  involved  more  or  less  in  many 
of  the  cases  previously  cited  in  the 
annotation,  particularly  those  under 
in.  supra,  and  the  other  parts  of  the 
annotation  should  be  consulted  in 
this  connection,  it  seems  desirable 
to  group  cases  more  directly  to  the 
effect  that,  in  determining  the  rights 
of  candidates  or  nominees  where 
there  are  factional  controversies  with- 
in a  par^,  the  court,  assuming  that 
it  has  jurisdiction^  will  extend  its  in- 
quiry only  so  far  as  is  necessary  to 
determine  which  faction  or  convention 
was  ''regular,**  under  the  party  rules 
and  customs. 

The  rule  was  laid  down  in  Addle 
V.  Davenport  (1900)  7  Idaho,  282,  62 
Pac.  681,  that  'in  a  contest  between 
tickets  nominated  by  rival  county  con- 
ventions as  to  which  ticket  or  conven- 
tion is  entitled  to  the  party  name, 
both  conventions  claiming  to  represent 
the  same  political  party,  the  court  will 
not  inquire  into  the  matter  further 
than  to  determine  which  of  such  con- 
ventions was  controlled  by  the  party 
organization,  and  such  convention  is 
entitled  to  tiie  sole  use  of  the  party 
name,  and  to  have  its  ticket  placed  up- 
on the  oflScial  ballot**  The  court  held 
in  this  case  that  the  ticket  nominated 
by  one  of  the  factions  should  be  placed 
upon  the  official  ballot,  for  the  reason 
that,  from  the  stipulated  facts,  it  ap- 
peared that  this  faction  had  the  party 
organization. 

In  determining  which  set  of  candi- 
dates nominated  by  two  rival  county 
conventions  was  entitled  to  represent 
the  party  on  the  ballot  the  court  in 
Spencer  v.  Maloney  (1900)  28  Colo. 
88,  62  Pac  850,  held  that  the  funda- 
mental question  was  which  of  the  two 
conventions  was  the  regular  one.  The 
court  said:  '^This  is  controlling,  for 
we  have  held  that  that  one  of  two  or 
more  rival  nominating  conventions 
which,  according  to  the  usages  of  the 
party  and  fair  dealing,  is  the  regular 
one,  is  entitled  to  have  its  nominees, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  lists  of  the 
rival  faction,  appear  upon  the  official 
ballot.  And  if  neither  convention  is  in 
all  respects  regular,  then  the  inquiry 
is,  which  more  nearly  approaches 
reguarity,  or  which  was  organised  and 


ANNO.— POUTICAL  PAKTY— CONTROVERSY— JURISDICTION.       1059 


conducted  more  in  consonance  with 
the  principles  of  honesty  and  good 
faith  which  should  govern  men  in  the 
ordinary  business  relations." 

It  is  said  in  Walling  v.  Lansdon 
(1908)  15  Idaho,  282,  97  Pac.  396: 
"The  courts  generally,  in  the  absence 
of  a  statute  regulating  such  matters, 
have  inclined  to  the  holding  that  a 
judicial  inquiry  as  to  the  legality  of 
party  conventions  and  primaries,  and 
the  rights  of  persons  to  participate 
therein^  would  not  extend  beyond  the 
inquiry  of  which  contending  party  or 
faction  had  behind  it  the  political  or- 
ganization to  which  it  belonged.  In 
other  words,  when  the  party  organiza- 
tion recognizes  the  right  of  persons  or 
delegates  to  a  seat  in  a  convention,  or 
to  participate  in  the  deliberations  of 
a  convention,  the  courts  would  not 
make  any  further  inquiry,  except  to 
ascertain  what  that  decision  was. 
These  cases  announce  the 
general  doctrine  that,  in  the  absence 
of  legislation  upon  matters  in  relation 
to  the  conduct  of  conventions,  primary 
elections,  and  the  actions  of  commit- 
tees with  reference  thereto,  the  court 
will  not  extend  its  inquiry,  in  deter- 
mining the  legality  of  contesting  fac- 
tions, beyond  the  ascertainment  of 
which  faction  is  indorsed,  recognized, 
and  approved,  by  the  paramount  au- 
thority within  the  party  limits."  See 
also  Williams  v.  Lewis  (1898)  6  Idaho, 
184,  54  Pac.  619,  supra,  II.  b,  which 
approves  the  same  principle. 

The  Indiana  election  law  expressly 
provided  that,  in  case  of  a  division 
in  any  party  and  a  claim  by  two  or 
more  factions  to  the  same  party  name, 
title,  or  device,  the  board  of  election 
commissioners  should  give  preference 
of  name  to  that  convention  which  was 
held  at  the  time  and  place  designated 
in  the  call  of  the  regularly  constituted 
party  authorities.  State  ex  rel.  Garn 
V.  Election  Gomrs.  (1906)  167  Ind  276, 
78  N.  E.  1016,  And  the  court  in  this 
case  passed  upon  the  question  as  to 
which  of  two  sets  of  candidates  nomi- 
nated by  different  conventions,  each 
claiming  to  represent  the  party,  was 
entitled  to  a  place  on  the  official  ballot, 
but  declined  to  issue  mandamus,  be- 
cause  of   defects    in   the   pleadings. 


The  court  said :  ''We  need  not  seek  to 
determine  whether  the  decision  of  the 
state  committee  as  to  who  constitute 
the  local  authorities  is  sufficiently 
potent  in  any  case  to  place  a  claim 
of  regularity  on  the  plane  of  legal 
right.  What  we  do  decide  is  that  a 
call  for  a  local  convention  which  is. 
issued  by  the  county  central  com- 
mittee, which  has  been  selected  and 
organized  pursuant  to  the  call  of 
the  state  central  committee  and  is- 
acting  pursuant  to  its  rules,  is  the 
'call  of  the  regularly  constituted 
party  authorities/  ...  A  court  i& 
not  the  forum  for  the  determination 
of  questiouQ  of  a  political,  character, 
but,  as  between  a  dissenting  local 
organization  and  the  representatives 
of  the  general  body  in  the  locality,  the 
courts,  recognizing  the  fact  that  those 
who  thus  separate  themselves  are  dis- 
senters, deny  to  them  the  rights  which 
belong  to  the  regular  membership. 
It  is  with  a  party  as  with  a  church, 
the  courts  will  not  attempt  to  settle 
those  questions  of  right  and  duty, 
arising  in  the  organization,  which 
are  so  complex  that  individual  opin- 
ion must  for  each  man  be  the  final 
arbiter,  but,  as  respects  rights  of 
property  or  whatever  is  so  analogous 
thereto  as  to  be  cognizable  by  the 
courts,  the  rule  ia,  even,  in  the  case 
of  an  adhering  minority,  that  it  is 
those  who  adhere  and  submit  them- 
selves to  the  regular  order  of  the 
general  organization,  and  not  the  se- 
ceding majority,  who  are  to  be  recog- 
nized as  the  representatives  of  the 
general  organization  in  the  locality." 
In  Whipple  v.  Broad  (1898)  25  Colo. 
407,  55  Pac.  172,  where  it  was  said 
that  the  contest  was  one  for  suprem- 
acy between  two  rival  factions  of  a 
party  over  a  question  of  party  policy 
the  determination  of  which  had  been 
properly  submitted  to  a  convention  of 
delegates  of  that  party,  the  court,  in 
affirming  a  judgment  of  the  district 
court,  sustained  the  nominations  made 
by  a  convention  composed  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  uncontested  delegates 
who  were  regularly  elected  and  had  re- 
sponded to  the  call,  as  against  nomina^- 
tions  made  by  another  faction  of  the 
party  in  whose  favor  the  secretary  of 
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ertat^  had  decided.  The  court  t6ok  the 
view  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
that  convention  is  the  party  conven- 
tion which  is  properly  summoned, 
called  to  order,  and  attended  by  a 
majority  of  the  legally  elected  dele- 
gates; that  with  the  wisdom  of  the 
policy  adopted  by  such  a  convention 
the  courts  have  nothing  to  do,  and 
have  no  control,  even  though  the 
action  complained  of  is,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  unwise  and  destructive 
of  the  party  organization.  The  court 
said,  however,  that  if  it  could  be 
shown  that  a  sufficient  number  of 
delegates  were  guilty  of  fraud,  or  that 
their  votes  were  secured  by  bribery 
or  other  improper  means,  or  that  mem- 
bers of  a  rival  party  improperly  ob- 
tained seats  in  the  convention  and 
controlled  its  action,  so  that  the  work 
of  the  convention  would  not  be  that 
of  the  majority  of  the  party  delegates, 
the  court  would  be  at  liberty  to  go 
behind  the  action  of  the  convention. 
'  The  contention  of  the  losing  faction 
in  Whipple  v.  Broad  (Cola)  supra,  was 
that  it  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the 
party  name  and  emblem  because  of  its 
adherence  to  the  basic  principles  of 
the  party,  while,  as  it  charged,  the 
other  faction  had  no  longer  the  right 
to  use  the  party  name  and  emblem, 
because  it  had  departed  from  such 
principles. 

Where  there  had  been  no  adjudica- 
tion by  the  state  party  authorities  of 
the  question  as  to  which  of  two  rival 
county  conventions  represented  the 
party,  the  court  in  Twombly  v.  Smith 
(1898)  25  Colo.  426,  55  Pac.  254,  de- 
cided the  question  in  favor  of  that 
convention  which  had  been  called  pur- 
suant to  the  action  of  the  county  cen- 
tral committee,  after  it  had  removed 
its  chairman,  although  the  other  con- 
vention was  held  pursuant  to  a  call 
by  him  issued  before  his  removal, 
since  the  committee  had  power  to 
rescind  or  revoke  its  previous  action 
in  regard  to  matters  which  had  not 
been  consummated. 

In  State  ex  tel.  Hbwells  v.  Metcalf 
(1904)  18  S.  D.  893,  iB7  L.R.A.  881,  100 
N.  W.  928,  where  two  conventions, 
each  claiming  to  ifepreseiit  the  party 
in  a  county,  hiid'  libminated  different 


sets  of  candidates,  th6  court  held  that 
that  faction  of  the  convention  which 
assembled  at  the  place  designated  by 
the  chairman  and  a  majority  of  the 
county  committee,  organized,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  nominate  candidates,  must 
be  regarded  as  the  regular  representa- 
tive of  the  party,  in  the  absence  of 
anything  justifying  delegates  in  re- 
fusing to  attend  at  the  place  selected. 

It  is  said  in  the  syllabus  by  the 
court  in  State  ex  rel.  Granvold  v. 
Porter  (1902)  11  N.  D.  309,  91  N.  W. 
944,  that,  "in  determining  which  of 
two  sets  of  nominees  of  a  split  politi- 
cal convention  are  entitled  to  have 
their  names  placed  upon  the  official 
ballot  as  the  party  nominees,  the  in- 
quiry of  the  court  should  be  limited 
to  ascertaining  which  of  the  conven- 
tions from  which  the  nominating  cer- 
tificates emanate  is  the  regular  one, 
and  should  not  extend  to  an  examina^ 
tion  of  political  methods  and  tactics 
further  than  is  necessary  to  ascertain 
the  identity  of  the  regular  party  con- 
vention." 

And  in  State  ex  rel.  Fosser  v.  Lavik 
(1900)  9  N.  D.  461,  88  N.  W.  914, 
where  the  two  factions  of  a  county 
political  convention  each  nominated  a 
list  of  county  officers,  claiming  to  be 
the  convention  representing  the  party, 
the  court,  on  application  for  manda- 
mus to  compel  the  filing  of  nomination 
certificates  by  one  of  the  factions, 
said  it  was  clear  that  the  one  duty  of 
the  court  was  to  determine  which  fac- 
tion, if  either,  constituted  the  de  facto 
convention  of  the  party. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Granvold  v.  Porter 
(N.  D.)  supra,  the  court  held  that  the 
voluntary  withdrawal  of  delegates 
from  a  political  convention  which  has 
been  regularly  organized  does  not  de- 
prive those  who  remain  of  the  power 
to  act,  or  destroy  the  identity  of  the 
convention;  that  in  such  assemblages 
the  presence  of  a  majority  of  those  en- 
titled to  participate  is  not  necessary  to 
constitute  a  quorum,  and  those  not 
present  are  presumed  to  assent  to  the 
action  taken*  by  the  majority  of  those 
who  are  present  and  vote. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Riley  v.  Weston 
(1904)  81  MMt.  218,  78  Pac.  487,  the 
court,  on-  petition  for  mandamus  to 
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compel  the  placing  of  names  of  nomi- 
nees on  the  ballot,  where  there  were 
two  conventions  each  claiming  to 
represent  the  party  in  a  county,  under- 
took to  detenxune  only  which  was  the 
regularly  constituted  and  organized 
convention  of  the  party. 

Relative  to  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  apply  and  follow  party  rules  or 
customs  in  considering  objections  to 
nominations,  it  was  said  in  Re  Wilkes- 
Barre  Twp.  Nominations  (1895)  7 
Eulp.  (Pa.)  529:  "Where  nominations 
are  made  at  a  caucus  called  and  held 
under  the  rules  of  the  party,  the  valid- 
ity of  the  nominations  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned upon  the  ground  that  some  of 
the  electors  refused  to  be  bound  by  its 
action  and  held  another  caucus.  In  a 
dispute  between  the  nominees  of  such 
caucuses  the' rules  of  the  party  must 
be  taken  as  the  law  governing  the 
matter,  and  the  court  will  be  bound  to 
adjudge  the  certificates  filed  by  the 
officers  of  the  former  caucus  valid. 


and  that  filed  by  the  latter  invalid. 
But  where  usage  is  set  up  as  authority 
for  declaring  the  action  of  one  caucus 
valid,  and  that  of  the  other  invalid, 
the  fact  that  a  considerable  number 
of  the  electors  have  not  acquiesced  in 
it,  taken  in  connection  with  the  fact 
that  it  has  not  been  uniformly  fol- 
lowed,' but  has  varied  in  different 
years,  prevents  its  recognition  a^ 
equivalent  to  an  established  rule  of 
the  party/' 

Party  usage,  in  the  absence  of  any 
guiding  statute,  it  was  held  in  Spell- 
ing V.  Brown  (1898)  122  Cal.  277,  55 
Pac.  126,  should  guide  the  secretary 
of  state  in  determining  which  of  two 
certificates  of  nomination  was  issued 
by  the  regular  party  convention. 

As  enforcing  the  right  to  a  nomina- 
tion made  by  the  regularly  called  con- 
vention of  the  party,  see  also  People 
ex  rel.  Simpson  v.  Police  Comrs. 
(1894)  10  Misc.  98,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  112, 
supra,  n.  a.  R.  E.  H. 


ILUNOIS  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

MOLLIE  ASH. 

MUMsaippi  a%Mpremm  JuOioUU  Court  (Division  B)  —  Mafvdb  97,  1922. 


:* 


(—  Miss.  ^,  91  So.  81.) 


Railroad  ^-  duty  to  trespasser  ^-  mist  on  windows  of  engine. 

A  railroad  company  owes  no  duly  to  a  trespasser  on  its  track,  except 
not  to  wilfully  or  wantonly  injure  him  after  discovering  his  presence 
there,  and  where  a  trespasser  who  was  walking  on  the  track  during  a 
severe  storm  was  killed  by  a  passenger  train,  and  the  engineer  and  fireman 
testified  that  on  account  of  the  torrential  rain  which  was  being  driven 
against  the  vdndows  of  the  cab,  and  the  accumulation  of  mist  and  water  on 
the  glass  of  these  windows,  their  view  was  entirely  obstructed,  and  it  was 
impossible  to  see  a  person  on  the  track,  and  that  for  that  reason  they  could 
not  and  did  not  see  the  deceased  on  the  track,  and  where  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  killing  are  in  evidence,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
evidence  to  contradict  or  discredit  the  testimony  of  the  engineer  and  fire- 
man, the  jury  should  be  peremptorily  instructed  to  find  for  the  defendant. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1064.] 

Headnote  by  Cook,  J. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Panola 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
alleged  negligent  killing  of  her  husband.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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Messrs.  May,  Sanders*  ft  McLaarln, 

for  appellant: 

At  the  time  the  deceased  was  killed 
he  was  a  trespasser,  and  the  only  duty 
that  defendant  owed  to  him  was  not 
wilfully  or  wantonly  to  injure  him»  if, 
and  when,  his  position  of  peril  was 
discovered. 

Hubbard  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  120 
Miss.  836,  88  So.  247;  Fuller  v.  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  100  Miss.  705,  56  So. 
788;  Alabama  6.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Daniell, 
108  Miss.  858,  66  So.  780 ;  Yazoo  &  M. 
Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  111  Miss.  471, 
71  So.  752;  New  Orleans,  M.  &  G.  R. 
Go.  ▼.  Harrison,  105  Miss.  18,  61  So. 
655. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Dean,  for  appellee: 
'     Henry  Ash,  deceased,  was  a  licensee. 

Illinois  C.  R.  Go.  v.  Dillon,  111  Miss. 
B20,  71  So.  809. 

But  if,  as  the  engineer  and  fireman 
both  testified,  they  were  maintainingr 
a  lookout,  then  they  owed  plaintiff's 
husband  the  duty  not  wilfully  or  neg- 
ligently to  injure  him,  after  his  posi- 
tion of  peril  was  discovered. 

Harrison  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  93  Miss. 
40,  46  So.  408;  New  Orleans,  M.  &  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Harrison,  105  Miss.  18,  61  So. 
655;  Kansas  City,  M.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hawkins,  82  Miss.  211,  34  So.  323; 
Jamison  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  63  Miss. 
33;  Fuller  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  100 
Miss.  705,  56  So.  783 ;  Gulf  &  S.  I.  R. 
Go.  V.  Booiie*  120  Miss.  682,  82  So.  335; 
Alabama  6.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Daniell,  108 
Miss.  358,  66  So.  730. 

The  fact  that  the  engineer  in  charge 
of  his  train  was  running  from  30  to 
35  miles  an  hour,  in  wanton  and  in 
reckless  disregard  of  the  life  of  any- 
one who  might  be  on  the  track,  en- 
titled plaintiff  to  a  verdict. 

Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cole,  113  Miss. 
896,  74  So.  766. 

Cook,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Appellee,  Mollie  Ash,  for  herself 
iEind  children,  instituted  this  suit 
again&t  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad 
Company,  seeking  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  negligent  killing  of  her 
husband,  Henry  Ash,  and,  from  a 
judgment  in  her  favor,  for  the  sum 
of  $2,309.09,  this  appeal  was  prose- 
cuted. 

The  pertinent  facts  as  disclosed 
by  the  record  are  as  follows :  Hen- 
ry Ash,  sixty-five  years  of  age,  was 
instantly  killed  by  a  north-bound 
passenger  train  of  appellant,  at  a 


point  about  1}  miles  south  of  Sardis, 
Mississippi,  at  about  3  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon,  while  a  very  severe  wind, 
hail,  and  rain  storm  was  raging. 
The  deceased,  his  wife,  Mollie  Ash, 
his  daughter,  Gertrude  Ash,  and  his 
daughter's  two  children,  were  work- 
ing in  a  field  adjacent  to  liie  railroad 
track  when  signs  of  an  approaching 
storm  caused  them  to  leave  the  field 
and  start  for  their  home,  about  a 
half  mile  north  of  where  they 
were  working,  and  in  going  to 
their  home  they  chose  the  rail- 
road track,  which  was  the  short- 
est and  best  route.  While  the 
storm  of  wind,  hail,  and  rain 
was  at  its  worst  stage,  these  parties 
were  traveling  north  along  the  rail- 
road track  and  facing,  the  storm ; 
Gertrude  Ash  and  her  children  being 
in  front,  Mollie  Ash  some  distance 
behind  Gertrude,  and  the  deceased 
a  number  of  yards  further  to  the 
rear.  The  deceased  was  walking  in 
the  middle  of  the  track,  with  his 
head  down  and  his  hat  p^ulled  down 
over  his  ears  and  eyes,  and  at  this 
juncture  the  north-bound  passenger 
train  ran  over  him,  killing  him  in- 
stantly. 

The  plaintiff's  testimony  was  to 
the  effect  that  no  alarm  was  sounded 
and  no  effort  made  to  stop  the  train, 
which  ran  about  a  half  mile  before 
stopping.  Mollie  Ash  testified  that, 
on  account  of  the  noise  of  the  sttMrm, 
she  did  not  hear  the  train  approach- 
ing, and  that  by  accident  she  looked 
bade  and  discovered  the  train,  but 
too  late  to  warn  deceased  of  his  per- 
il, and  she  described  the  location  and 
position  of  the  deceased  at  the  time 
he  was  struck.  The  deceased  was 
not  at  or  near  a  crossing  when  he 
was  struck,  and,  while  there  was 
testimony  that  pedestrians  made 
frequent  use  of  the  railroad  at  this 
point  as  a  walkway,  the  proof  was 
to  the  effect  that  the  railroad  was 
used  in  about  the  same  way  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  people  are  accus- 
tomed to  use  a  railroad  track,  where 
it  is  the  most  convenient  and  best 
route  available. 

The  engineer  and  fireman  testi- 
fied that  at  the  time  the  deceased 
was  struck  a  very  severe  storm  was 


ILLINOIS  C.  R 

ra^ring,  the  rain  falling  in  torrrata, 
and  t^e  wind  blowing  it  in  sheets; 
that  on  account  of  die  rain  being 
driven  against  the  cab  windows,  and 
the  accumulation  of  water  on  this* 
glass,  coupled  with  the  steam  rising 
from  the  locomotive,  caused  by  the 
rain  descending  on  it,  thev  were  un- 
able to  see  the  pilot  of  tne  locomo- 
tive or  the  track  ahead,  and  were 
unable  to  see  a  man  on  the  track; 
that  they  did  not  see  the  deceased 
on  the  track,  and  did  not  know  the 
train  had  struck  anything  until  they 
were  signaled  by  the  conductor  to 
stop  and  back  up.  As  to  the  sever- 
ity of  tiie  storm  and  the  obstruction 
of  the  view  through  the  windows  of 
the  train  by  the  wind  and  rain,  and 
the  accumulation  of  water  on  the 
glass,  tiiey  were  corroborated  by 
several  passengers  on  the  train, 
some  of  whom  described  the  rain 
as  almost  a  cloud-burst,  and  the 
wind  as  having  attained  almost  cy- 
clonic velocity.  A  passenger  who 
was  standing  at  the  rear  door  of  the 
train  and  looking  south  discovered 
that  a  man  had  been  run  over,  and 
he  gave  the  notice  of  that  fact  to 
tiie  conductor,  and  the  train  was 
stopped  after  it  had  proceeded  about 
a  half  mile,  and  it  was  then  backed 
up  to  the  point  of  the  accident  and 
the  body  of  the  deceased  and  mem- 
bers of  his  family  carried  into  Sar- 
dis.  Some  of  the  witnesses  for  the 
plaintiff  testified  that  situated  as 
they  were,  out  in  the  rain  and  in 
an  open  space,  they  could  see  some 
distance  through  the  storm  and  rain, 
and  there  was  also  some  testimony 
which  tended  to  show  that,  while 
the  train  was  being  backed  up  to  the 
point  of  the  injury,  a  person  looking 
back  south  could  see  some. distance 
down  the  track. 

At  the  close  of  all  the  evidence  the 
appellant  requested  the  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  peremptorily  to  find 
for  the  defendant,  and  the  refusal 
^  of  the  court  to  grant  this  instruc- 
tion is  assigned  as  error. 

It  is  clear  from  the  testimony  m 
this  record  that  the  deceased  was  a 
trespasser  on  the  railroad  track  at 
the  time  he  met  his  death,  and,  this 
being  true,  the  defendant  owed  him 
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no  duty  except  not  to  wilfully  or 
wantonly  injure  him  after  discover- 
ing his  presence  on  the  track.  Coun«> 
seffor  appellee  does  not  dispute  this 
t)rinciple,  which  is  established  in 
this  state  by  an  unbroken  line  of  de- 
cisions; but  the  contention  is  made 
that  the  testimony  for  appellee  cre- 
ates a  conflict  in  the  evidence,  from 
whidi  the  jury  was  warranted  in 
readiing  the  conclusiim  that  if  the 
engineer  and  fireman  were  at  their 
post  of  duty,  as  they  say  they  were, 
they  could  have  seen,  and  in  fact 
did  see,  the  deceased,  in  time  to  have 
warned  him  of  his  peril  and  avoided 
striking  him. 

We  do  not  agree  with  this  conten- 
tion. Both  the  engineer  and  fire- 
man testified  that  on  account  of  the 
driving  rain,  and  the  accumulation 
of  mist  and  water  on  the  glass  of 
the  windows  throus^  which  they 
were  endeavoring  to  look»  th^  could 
not  see  the  tradr  ahead,  could  not 
see  as  far  as  the  front  of  the  locomo- 
tive, and  did  not  see  the  deceased. 
The  appellee  offered  the  testimony 
of  certain  witnesses  to  the  eSeet 
that  situated  ai  they  were  in  an 
open  space,  with  an  unobstructed 
view,  they  were  able  to  see  an  object 
several  hundred  feet;  but  this  was 
not  in  contradiction  of  the  evidence 
of  the  trainmen  that,  situated  aa 
they  were,  they  were  unable  to  see, 
and  did  not  see,  the  deceased,  and, 
in  the  abseiioe  of  any  evidence  in 
contradiction  tiiereof  ,  we  are  unable 
to  say  that  the  4rtatement  of  the 
facts  as  giv^i  by  the  engineer  and 
fireman  is  unreasonable,  and  we  do 
not  think  there  is  any  evidence 
which  would  warrant  a  jury  in 
reaching  the  conclusion  that  their 
testimony  is  untrue. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that 
we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that 
the  peremptory  instruction  to  find 
for    the    defendant 
should    have    been  Str'^^i^e.- 
granted,  and  ihere^  ^^iJ^'Vt  ~ 
fore  the  judgment  •»«!»«. 
of  the  court  below 
is  reversed,  and  judgment  entered 
here  for  appellant 

Suggestion  of  error  overruled. 
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ANNOTATION. 


State  of  weadier  as  affecting  liability  for  injury  to  one  struck  by  tram  or  street 


I.  In  general,  1064. 
II.  Liability  of  railroad  company: 

a.  Negligence  and  contributory  neg^ 

ligence  for  jury,  1066. 

b.  Contributory  negligence  matter 

of  law,  1072. 
c  Absence  of  negligence  matter  ot 
law,  1076. 
III.  Liability  of  street  car  company: 

a.  Negligence      and     contributory 

negligence  for  jury,  1076. 

b.  Contributory  negligence  matter 

of  law,  1078. 

« 

I.  in  general. 

In  determining  the  liability  of  a 
railroad  or  street  car  company  for  in- 
jury to  one  struck  by  a  train  or  street 
car,  the  courts  take  into  consideration 
primary  and  manifestly  relevant  at- 
mospheric conditions,  such  as  fog,  or 
a  snow,  rain,  or  dust  storm,  or  heavy 
clouds  obscuring  the  sun  or  moon,  as 
well  as  various  collateral  meteorolog- 
ical conditions,  such  as  the  force  and 
direction  of  the  wind,  or  phase  of  the 
moon,  which  affect  the  visibility  of  the 
train  or  street  car.  See  the  cases 
cited  throughout  this  annotation. 

Moreover,  inferences  derived  from 
common  experience  are  unhesitatingly 
employed.  Thus,  in  Ducharme  v. 
Holyoke  Street  R.  Co.  (1909)  203 
Mass.  384,  89  N.  E.  561,  wherein  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  struck 
from  behind  by  the  defendant's  elec- 
tric car  while  he  was  driving  along 
the  highway,  and  a  judgment  in  his 
favor  was  affirmed,  the  court  said: 
"It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  weather  conditions  are  variable 
both  in  place  and  time;  and  it  has  been 
said  that  this  is  especially  true  of 
the  climate  of  New  England.  .  .  • 
Sunshine,  or  moonlight  may  quickly 
and  repeatedly  alternate  with  thick 
clouds  and  rain  or  snow;  •  •  .  And 
on  a  moonlight  night,  when  there  are 
clouds  in  the  sky,  it  often  happens 
that  periods  of  bright  moonlight  and 
of  complete  obscuration  by  heavy 
clouds,  with  resultant  darkness,  sue* 
ceed  each  other  at  short  and  frequent 


intervals.  .  .  •  The  accident  oc- 
curred at  twenty  minutes  after  7 
o'clock,  about  three  hours  after  sun- 
set, on  a  winter's  night.  The  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff  tended  to  show  that  it 
was  a  dark  and  cloudy  night;  accord- 
ing to  the  defendant's  evidence,  it  was 
a  bright  night.  This  was  a  material 
question  upon  the  main  issues  in  the 
case.  The  moon  had  risen  more  than 
four  hours  before  the  happening  of 
the  accident,  and  was  full  two  days 
afterwards." 

The  precise  time  of  day  when  the 
accident  occurred,  in  connection  with 
the  season  of  the  year  or  other  circum- 
stances, is  generally  a  very  material 
fact.  Thus,  in  Elgin,  J.  &  E.  R.  Co. 
V.  Lawlor  (1907)  132  IlL  App.  280, 
wherein  a  judgment  was  affirmed  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  struck 
by  a  string  of  freight  cars  which  were 
being  pushed  over  a  crossing  about 
6  P.  M.,  September  22,  the  court  said: 
'Though  it  was  shortly  after  sunset, 
the  amount  of  light  depended,  also, 
upon  other  conditions,  such  as 
whether  it  was  cloudy,  and  the 
number  of  trees,  etc.,  in  that  vicinity." 
This  case  was  affirmed  in  (1907)  229 
111.  621,  82  N.  E.  407. 

It  has  been  held  that  adverse 
weather  conditions  necessitate  the  ex- 
ercise of  a  high  degree  of  care  by  both 
the  railroad  company  and  the  public. 
As  was  said  in  Rote  v.  Pennsylvania  & 
M.  Valley  R.  Co.  (1907)  34  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  508 :  "Because  the  night  was  dark 
and  foggy  the  law  did  not  require  the 
plaintiff  to  remain  at  home,  or  oblige 
the  defendant  to  stop  running  its  cars. 
It  did  impose  on  both  the  duty  of  pro- 
ceeding with  more  than  ordinary 
care." 

Similarly,  in  Chicago  &  E.  R.  0>.  v. 
Fretz  (1909)  173  Ind.  519,  90  N.  E. 
76,  it  was  said:  ''Even  if  appellee 
knew  there  was  a  crossing  of  the  rail- 
way to  be  encountered,  she  was  not 
thereby  precluded  from  traveling  np- 
on  the  highway,  and  it  was  not  in  it- 


ANNO.— INJURY  BY  TRAIN  OR  CAR^WEATHER. 


1065 


self  negligence  for  her  to  do  so^  even 
on  a  dark  and  rainy  night»  or  to  do  so 
with  the  side  curtains  on  the  buggy. 
The  use  of  the  highway  and  the  cross- 
ing by  appellee  and  the  railroad  was 
a  reciprocal  use,  with  the  precedence 
in  crossing  with  the  railroad  train,  in 
which  certain  duties  were  imposed  by 
statute  upon  the  railroad's  servants, 
and  certain  duties  upon  appellee  by 
the  commonly  recognized  law." 

But  in  Ziserman  v.  Philadelphia 
Rapid  Transit  Go.  (1918)  241  Pa.  18, 
88  Atl.  80,  wherein  the  action  was 
for  injuries  caused  by  a  collision  be- 
tween a  wagon  and  a  ti^lley  car  on  a 
''dark,  wet,  and  mlBty>  evening,'^  it  was 
held  that  a  charge  that  the  weather 
conditions  required  a  greater  degree 
of  care  ^an  usual  was  properly  re* 
fused,  the  court  saying  that  'i^be  duty 
that  rested  upon  the  defendant  was 
the  exercise  of  due  care  under  the 
circumstances.'' 

A  majority  of  the  cades  cited 
throughout  this  annotation  support  thfe 
doctrine  that  weather  conditions  af- 
fecting the  visibility  of  a  railroad  train 
or  street  car  may  have  an  important 
bearing  in  relieving  a  person  injured 
from  the  imputation  of  contributory 
negligence. 

Thus,  in  Schilawske  v.  Detroit,  J.  ft 
C.  R.  Co.  (1919)  206  Mich.  214,  172  N. 
W.  369,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  one 
struck  by  a  street  car  while  crossing 
a  street  on  an  exceedingly  dark  and 
stormy  night  was  afBrmed,  the  court 
saying:  ''It  is  .  .  .  true  that  the 
confusion  and  bewilderment  produced 
by  the  darkness  and  the  storm  intro- 
duce an  element  of  uncertainty  into 
the  attempt  to  arrive  at  a  judgment 
as  to  how  an  ordinarily  prudent  and 
careful  man  would  have  acted  under 
the  very  unusual  circumstances  in 
which  the  deceased  found  himself. 
.  .  .  He  was  beset  with  new  an4 
unusual  perils.  There  was  a  driving 
wind,  with  sleet  and  snow.  The  pave- 
ment was  coated  with  ice.  His  range 
of  vision  in  either  direction  was 
limited.  If  he  ought  to  have  had  in 
mind  the  possibility  of  a  car  without 
a  headlight  suddenly  looming  out  of 
the  darkness,  bearing  down  on  him  at 
a  speed  (tf  80  or  40  miles  an  hour, 


from  which  direction  oiight  he  to  have 
expected  it?  Or  why  a  street  car  more 
than  a  rapidly  approaching  automo- 
bile, without  lights,  hurrying  in  one 
direction  or  the  other  along  almost 
any  portion  of  the  width  of  the  pave- 
ment? If  he  had  stopped  a  few  feet 
north  of  the  second  track  to  look  care- 
fully to  the  west,  might  not  that  very 
delay  and  diverting  his  attention  to- 
wards that  direction  have  resulted  in 
a  failure  to  escape  an  automobile  or 
a  street  car  from  the  east,  which 
might  have  caught  him  as  suddenly 
and  without  warning  as  the  car  which 
actually  did  ai^ear  from  the  west? 
He  had  no  more  reason  to  expect  it 
from  the  one  direction  than  the  other. 
Or  might  not  even  such  a  slight  delay 
have  resulted  in  his  being  trapped  in 
the  'devil's  strips  between  two  cars  ap- 
proaching from*  of^posite  directions, 
with  equal  disregard  of  their  duties 
towards  persons  on  the  highway? 
Prudence  may  have  suggested  to  him 
that  the  safest  course  was  to  make  the 
crossing  as  rapidly  as  possible  under 
the  circumstances." 

So,  in  Brott  v.  Aufburn  ft  S.  Electric 
R.  Co.  (1917)  220  N.  Y.  92,  115  N.  E. 
278,  16  N.  G.  C.  A.  758,  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiffs  intestate 
had  been  killed  while  crossing  the  de- 
fendant's tracks  In  front  of  an  ap- 
proaching car,  for  the  purpose  of  be- 
coming a  passenger  thereon,  the  court 
said:  *'Her  possible  confusion,  aris- 
ing from  the  severe  wind  and  driven 
snow,  must  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  connection  witii  the  fact  that 
she  assumed  that  the  car  would  be 
stopped  before  it  reached  the  white 
post,  in  determining  whether  she 
should  be  charged  with  negligence,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  in  continuing  her  ef- 
fort to  cross  the  tracks  in  front  of  the 
approaching  car." 

In  some  instances,  however,  a  con- 
trary doctrine  has  been  applied.  This 
doctrine  was  stated  at  length  in  Os- 
bom  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (1914)  179  Mo. 
App.  245,  166  S.  W.  1119,  wherein  the 
court  said:  "But  it  is  said  that  Os- 
bom  faced  an  unusual  and  confusing 
obstruction  to  the  free  exercise  of  his 
senses  of  sight  and  hearing,  by  reason 
of  ttie   fog.     There   is   no   evidence 
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whatever  that  his  hearing  was  inter* 
fered  with.  No  one  else  had  any  dif- 
ficulty in  hearing  the  train.  And 
while  it  is,  perhaps,  well  known  that 
in  a  dense  fog — so  dense  that  objects 
only  a  few  feet  away  are  not  distin- 
guishable— sounds  are  distorted  and 
misleading,  yet  such  is  not  the  case 
where  the  fog  is  of  that  character 
that  objects  can  be  seen  60  yards 
away.  We  are  also  reminded  that  the 
deceased  was  in  an  inclosed  cart,  with 
his  ears  partly  muffled.  This,  how- 
ever, cannot  serve  to  relieve  deceased 
of  negligence,  but  rather  increased 
the  degree  of  care  required  of  him 
under  such  circumstances.  The  rule 
is  well  stated  in  2  White  on  Personal 
Injuries  on  .Railroads,  §  1083,  where 
it  is  said  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a  p0r- 
son  intending  to  cross  a  railroad  track 
to  listen  as  well  as  look,  and  if  dust 
temporarily  obscures  his  view  he  muat 
stop  and  wait  to  get  a  better  view,  or 
listen  for  a  train,  and  that  a  like  rule 
obtains  in  a  case  where  the  view  is 
obscured  by  falling  snow,  or  a  fog; 
and  a  traveler,  who,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, drives  upon  the  track 
without  taking  the  extra  precautions 
demanded  by  the  unusual  conditions, 
cannot  recover.  A  railroad  crossing 
is  a  warning  of  danger,  and  one  who 
crosses  it  knows  he  is  encountering  a 
danger,  and  must  act  with  care  pror 
portionate  to  the  danger.  8  Elliott  on 
Railroads,  §  1165.  If  he  is  in  an  in- 
closed vehicle  with  his  ears  muffled, 
and  a  fog  is  prevailing,  these  condi- 
tions, so  far  from  relieving  him  of 
care,  should  increase  the  amount  of 
care  to  be  taken.  Ordinary  care  un- 
der normal  conditions  would  not  be 
ordinary  care  under  such  unusual 
conditions.  For  'no  one  can  be  said 
to  exercise  ordinary  care  who  volun- 
tarily encounters  a  danger  that  he 
knows  is  imminent,  unless  the  situa- 
tion and  conditions  are  such  as  to  en- 
able him  to  see  that  he  can  proceed 
with  safety.'  Sanguinette  v.  Missis- 
sippi River  &  B.  T.  R.  Go.  (1906)  196 
Mo.  489,  95  S.  W.  386.  'The  measure 
of  precaution  to  be  observed  by  a 
traveler  depends  often  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances and  surroundings.'  Laun 
V.  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (1909)  216 


Mo.  579,  116  S.  W.  568.  If  the  fog 
was  so  great  that  he  could  not  see 
down  the  track  for  more  than  50 
yards,  then  it  was  all  the  more  in- 
cumbent upon  him  to  listen." 

The  reason  for  this  latter  view  was 
tersely  expressed  in  Sherlock  v.  Min- 
neapolis, St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Go. 
(1912)  24  N.  D.  40,  188  N.  W.  976,  as 
follows:  "The  deceased  was  not  ex- 
cused by  the  weather  from  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  care,  even  if  it  was 
sufficiently  thick  to  render  it  difficult 
to  observe  the  train  or  to  hear  its  ap- 
proach. The  greater  the  danger  the 
irreater  the  care,  necessary  for  him  to 
exercise,  and  the  greater  the  caution 
necessary  to  constitute  ordinary 
care." 

In  applying  the  same  view  in  Gage 
▼.  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (1914) 
91  KaiL  253,  187  Pac.  988,  Ann.  Caa. 
1915B,  416»  the  court  said:  "The 
range  of  [plaintifTs]  vision  was  so  lim- 
ited by  rain  and  snow  that  he  could 
not  see  a  railway  locomotive  beyond 
the  distance  of  300  feet,  and  he  was 
fully  conscious  of  the  limitation.  He 
knew  the  wet  condition  of  the  road 
and  knew  how  to  handle  an  automo- 
bile. He  was  in  a  place  of  safety 
when  he  saw  the  train,  had  he  been  in 
control  of  his  car;  but  he  was  driving 
at  such  speed  that  when  he  applied 
the  brakes  the  momentum  of  the  car 
carried  it  up  the  slight  incline  and 
upon  the  railway  track  before  it 
stopped.  Ordinary  prudence  required 
him  to  control  his  car  so  that  he  could 
use  his  faculty  of  sight  near  the 
track,  where  it  would  be  of  most  ben- 
efit to  him,  and  so  that  he  could  stop 
before  going  on  the  track,  if  a  train 
should  appear  within  the  distance  he 
was  able  to  see.'' 

II.  ZAahUttp  of  raUraad  ootnptmif* 

a,  Vegligenoe    and    eonMh%iUny    ftsgpU- 
genee  for  fur^. 

In  each  of  the  following  cases  of 
injury  caused  by  a  railroad  train  the 
visibility  of  which  was  affected  foy 
the  weather  conditions  prevailing  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  it  was  held 
that  the  issues  of  negligence  and  con- 
tributory   negligence    were    for    the 
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jury,  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
unleu  otherwise  stated,  was  affirmed. 


BHakt 

Merrill  y.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  (1910)  27  &  D.  1,  129  S.  W.  468. 
Accident  at  crossing  about  sundown 
July  7.  Bright  sun  dazzled  eyes  of 
plaintiff,  who  wore  glasses,  as  she 
looked  toward  approaching  train. 
The  sun's  rays  reflected  on  her 
glasses,  obstructing  her  vision,  and 
she  testified  that  she  did  not  see  or 
hear  the  engine  until  it  was  right 
upon  her,  too  late  to  protect  herself. 
The  court  said:  ''We  do  not  think 
plaintiff  was  required  to  stop  and 
wait  until  the  sun  went  down  before 
attempting  to  cross  defendant's 
tracks,  but  she  was,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, required  to  use  all  that 
care  and  caution  which  any  other  or- 
dinarily prudent  and  cautious  per- 
son would  have  done  under  the  same 
or  like  circumstances,  in  an  attempt 
to  discover  an  approaching  train  at 
the  place  in  question.  It  was  her 
plain  duty  to  stop,  careifuliy  look,  and 
listen  as  she  approached  these  tracks. 
She  testified  that  she  did." 

OloHded  sky. 

Beckwith  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R. 
R.  Co.  (1889)  54  Hun,  446,  7  N.  Y. 
Supp.  719,  721,  affirmed  in  (1891)  126 
N.  Y.  759,  27  N.  E.  408.  Passenger 
train  with  a  locomotive  headlight. 
Accident  about  10  P.  H.,  February  25. 
"The  night  was  dark  and  hazy." 

Rowe  V.  Western  Maryland  R.  Co. 
(1909)  224  Pa.  405,  78  Atl.  456. 
Freight  cars  running  wild  and  at  high 
speed.  'The  accident  happened  be- 
fore sunrise  on  a  damp,  cloudy  morn- 
ing, when  it  was  so  dark  that  objects 
could  not  be  readily  distinguished, 
and  there  was  testimony  that  the  cars 
made  only  a  low  rumbling  sound.** 

]>vst  storai. 

St.  Louis,  A.  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Odum 
(1894)  52  111.  App.  519.  Engine  and 
caboose.  Accident  in  daytime. 
"There  was  much  dust  upon  the  high- 
way obscuring  the  view.'' 

Foa* 

Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Miller 
(1900)  89  C.  C.  A.  642,  99  Fed«  529. 
Accident  at  crossing  about  5  A.  x. 


'The  weather  was  foggy,  and  a  slight 
sleet  of  snow  and  rain  was  falling.'' 
Plaintiff's  view  of  track  was  obstruct- 
ed by  a  fence,  telegraph  and  tele- 
phone poles,  and  buildings. 

Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Womack 
(1909)  97  C.  C.  A.  559,  178  Fed.  752. 
Plaintiff  was  on  a  hand  car  which  col- 
lided with  a  freight  train  'in  the 
early  morning,"  June  17.  The  sur- 
vivors upon  the  hand  car  testified 
that  they  saw  the  stack  and  front  of 
the  engine  at  a  distance  of  200  yards. 
The  court  said :  ''Now,  it  is  plain  that 
if  the  train  could  be  seen  by  those 
upon  the  hand  car  at  a  distance  of 
200  yards,  the  lookout  upon  the  en- 
gine ought  to  have  seen  the  hand  car 
nearly  as  soon.  The  only  obstacle  to 
a  clear  vision  for  a  mile  or  more  was 
a  summer  morning  fog  hanging  on 
the  river  where  it  was  crossed  by  the 
railway  bridge.  There  was  a  conflict 
of  opinion  as  to  the  thickness  and 
height  of  the  fog  at  this  bridge,  and 
as  to  its  effect  in  hiding  the  approach 
of  the  train  and  hand  car  from  each 
other.  It  cannot  be  said  that  there 
was  not  material  evidence  from 
which  the  jury  might  have  inferred 
that  if  the  men  on  the  engine  had 
been  as  watchful  for  persons  or  ob- 
structions upon  the  track  as  the  stat- 
ute, under  the  construction  of  the 
Tennessee  court,  required  them  to  be, 
they  might  have  seen  this  hand  car 
before  they  say  they  saw  it." 

O'Hara  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (1910)  106 
C.  C.  A.  177,  183  Fed.  789.  Crossing 
accident.  Train  seen  approaching, 
but  speed  and  distance  miscalculated 
in  dense  fog. 

Lehtohner  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 
R.  Co.  (1911)  110  C.  C.  A.  129, 188  Fed. 
59.  Plaintiff's  intestate  crossing 
tracks  to  station  platform,  about  6:80 
A.  M.,  December  21.  It  was  foggy  and 
very  dark.  The  locomotive,  which 
was  running  without  a  headlight, 
sounded  no  whistle  and  rang  no  bell. 

Smith  v.  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
(1908)  236  111.  369,  86  N.  K  150.  Col- 
lision between  a  backing  locomotive 
and  a  train  in  the  daytime.  "There 
was  at  the  time  a  heavy  fog,  so  that 
an  object  could  not  be  seen  more  than 
about  20  feet  beyond  the  tender." 


1068 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


Coulter  ▼.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (1914) 
264  IlL  414,  106  N.  E.  258.  Street  car 
conductor  killed  by  train  backed  over 
crbssin^r  without  light  or  signal. 
'The  night  on  which  the  accident  oc- 
curred was  very  dark,  misty,  and 
foggy." 

Chicago,  I.  ft  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Turner 
(1904)  33  Ind  App.  264,  69  N.  E.  484. 
Accident  about  7:20  A.  H.,  September 
16.  "The  fog  was  so  dense  that  de- 
cedent was  unable  to  see  the  train. 
It  extended  more  than  one  half  mile 
each  way  from  the  crossing,  and  pre- 
vented him  seeing  the  train  until  it 
was  too  late  to  prevent  the  accident. 
He  could  not  have  seen  the  train  or 
headlight  just  before  driving  on  the 
track  by  looking  in  its  direction.  .  .  . 
The  engineer  testified  that  he  could 
not  see  60  feet  ahead  of  his  engrine  on 
account  of  the  density  of  the  fog." 

Meyer  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1907)  184  Iowa,  722,  112  N.  W.  194. 
Accident  about  10  A.  H.  ^'Thete  is  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  it  was 
very  foggy  that  morning  and  at  the 
time  of  the  accident.  .  .  .  Had  it 
not  been  for  the  fog  it  fairly  appears 
that  the  train  could  have  been  seen." 

Brusseau  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 
R.  Co.  (1905)  187  Mass.  84,  72  N.  E. 
348.  Train  running  over  a  crossing 
about  midnight,  no  signals  being  given. 
"The  night  was  somewhat  foggy." 

Slattery  ▼.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 
Co.  (1909)  203  Mass.  453,  133  Am.  St. 
Rep.  311,  89  N.  E.  622.  Train  running 
over  a  crossing  about  6:42  a.  M., 
December  14.  "The  accident  hap- 
pened before  the  sun  was  up,  and 
there  was  testimony  that  on  the  morn- 
ing in  question  'it  was  kind  of  dark  and 
foggy  like.' "  A  directed  verdict  for 
the  defendant  was  reversed. 

Thompson  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M. 
R.  Co.  (1892)  91  Mich.  255,  51  N.  W. 
995.  Locomotive  running  rapidly 
without  a  headlight.  Accident  about 
5  A.  M.,  September  26.  "It  was  dark 
and  foggy."  A  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  was  reversed  solely  for  er- 
roneous instructions. 

Keim  v.  Union  R.  &  Transit  Co. 
(1886)  90  Mo.  814,  2  S.  W.  427.  Ac- 
cident at  crossing,  about*  4  A.  M.,  Sep- 
tember 28.  There  were  sevetttl  tracks 
at  the  crossing.     "The  morning  was 


dark  and  foggy.  .  .  .  Owing  to  the 
misty  and  foggy  character  of  the 
morning  the  headlight  would  impart 
but  little,  if  any,  information  as  to  the 
track  that  the  engine  was  on,  or  its 
distance  from  the  crossing,  as  it  only 
cast  a  circle  of  light  15  or  20  feet 
ahead  of  it." 

State  ex  rel.  Iron  Mountain  &  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Reynolds  (1920)  286  Mo.  204, 
226  S.  W.  ^64.  Limited  passenger 
train  making  up  time.  Accident  at 
crossing  about  6:25  A.  H„  December 
21.  "It  was  dark  and  there  was  a  fog, 
which,  with  the  embankments,  pre- 
vented deceased  from  seeing  the  rays 
of  the  headlight"  Signals  were  not 
given. 

Covell  ▼.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (1899)  82 
Ma  App.  180.  A  backing  train  of 
freight  cars,  about  5  a.  m.,  March  19. 
"Because  of  the  darkness  and  smoky, 
foggy  condition  of  the  atmosphere,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  see  and  detect  the 
moving  of  the  oars  at  a  distance  suflft- 
cient  to  escape  collision  with  a  train 
running  at  speed,  and  without  light 
and  other  warning,  as  was  this  one." 

Hickey  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1896)  8  App.  Div.  123,  40  N.  Y. 
Supp.  484.  Train  at  crossing  about  1 
o'clock  in  the  morning.  "It  was  very 
dark  and  there  was  a  dense  fog." 

Noble  V.  New  York  G.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
(1897)  20  App.  Div.  40,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
643,  affirmed  in  (1899)  161  N.  Y.  620, 
55  N.  E.  1098.  Passenger  train, 
about  6:05  P.  M.,  November  2.  'The 
night  of  the  accident  was  dark  and 
very  foggy." 

Pruey  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1899)  41  App.  Div.  158,  58  N.  Y. 
Supp.  797,  affirmed  in  (1901)  166  N. 
Y.  616,  59  N.  E.  1129.  Backing  loco- 
motive with  no  light  on  the  tender. 
"The  morning  was  dark,  foggy,  misty, 
and,  according  to  some  of  the  witness- 
es, Cimmerian  in  its  density — a  dark- 
ness quite  common  in  this  latitude  on 
a  muggy,  foggy  morning,  at  6  o'clock, 
in  the  early  part  of  February."  But 
in  the  dissenting  opinion  it  was  said 
that  a  witness  testified  that,  although 
he  was  farther  thhn  the  plaintiff's  in- 
testate from  the  locomotive,  he  dis- 
tinctly saw  it  approaching  in  the 
breaking  daylight. 

Turell  V.  Erie  R.  C9.  (1900)  49  App. 


ANNO.— INJURY  BY  TRAIN  OR  CAR— WEATHER. 


1069 


Div.  94,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  402.  Hour  not 
stated,  but  grocery  store  was  open. 
'The  morning  was  very  f  oggy»  but  the 
evidence  indicates  that  sight  was  un- 
obscurcd  for  a  distance  of  at  least  200 
feet.  Nevertheless  his  [plaintiff's] 
statement  that  he  did  look,  but  did  not 
see  the  train,  required  the  submission 
of  the  question  to  the  jury  as  one  of 
fact/'  A  judgment  dismissing  the 
complaint  was  reversed. 

Wilcox  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (1895)  88  Hun,  263,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
744,  12  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  355.  Accident 
about  6  A.  M.,  June  9.  Testimony  that 
'the  fog  hid  the  approach  of  the 
train." 

Doud  V.  Delaware,  S.  A  S.  R.  Co. 
(1902)  203  Pa.  227,  62  Atl.  249.  Loco- 
motive' backing  without  a  light.  "It 
was  a  wet,  foggy,  dark  night." 

Bard  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
(1901)  199  Pa.  94,  48  Atl.  684.  Loco- 
motive running  rapidly  and  without  a 
headlight.  Accident  after  5:30  a.  m., 
November  23.  'It  was  very  dark  and 
foggy,  and  for  this  reason  the  plain- 
tiff could  see  but  a  very  short  distance 
in  any  direction."  A  judgment  for  the 
defendant  was  reversed. 

Bond  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (1907) 
218  Pa.  34,  66  Atl.  983,  on  second  ap- 
peal in  (1909)  224  Pa.  460,  73  Atl.  931. 
Train  drawn  by  locomotive  without  a 
headlight,  about  5:30  P.  M.,  January 
19.  'The  corroborated  testimony  of 
the  plaintiff  is  that  it  was  dark  and 
foggy,"  and  he  testified  that  if  it  had 
been  daylight  he  could  have  seen  the 
train.  A  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
was  reversed  solely  for  erroneous  in- 
structions on  another  point. 

Murray  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
(1913)  242  Pa.  424,  89  Atl.  557.  Ac- 
cident at  crossing  over  four  tracks. 
"Dense  fog."  Plaintiff,  while  waiting 
for  passing  of  train  on  one  track,  was 
struck  by  train  on  another,  which  gave 
no  signals. 

dinger  v.  Payne  (1921)  271  Pa.  88, 
113  Atl.  830.  Accident  at  crossing  be- 
fore daybreak.  "Heavy  fog."  Plain- 
tiff drove  truck  to  within  5  feet  of 
track,  alighted  therefrom,  and  ap- 
proached closer,  looking  and  listening. 
Struck  while  driving  over  crossing,  by 
locomotive  traveling  swiftly  because 


of  adverse  grade,  without  headlight, 
and  giving  no  signals  of  approach. 

Collins  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1912)  150  Wis.  305,  136  N.  W.  628. 
Bridge  carpenter  injured  while  at 
work,  by  construction  train  running  at 
high  speed,  without  signals,  on  foggy 

day.  ! 

f 

Hailstona.  '] 

Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Devore 
(1902)  52  C.  C.  A.  77,  114  Fed.  155, 
writ  of  certiorari  denied  in  (1903)  190 
U.  S.  561,  47  L.  ed.  1184,  23  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  855.  Passenger  train.  Accident 
about  7 :20  P.  M.,  November  22.  "The 
evening  was  very  dark  and  cloudy. 
'It  was  storming  some — a  sort  of  haiU 
sleeting.'"  The  wind  was  blowing 
hard.  A  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
was  reversed  for  errors  in  instructions. 
But  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  a 
new  trial  was  affirmed  in  Delaware,  L. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Devore  (1903)  58  C.  C. 
A.  543,  122  Fed.  79L  j 

BaiastonB. 

Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Keane  (1891) 
41  IlL  App.  317.  Dummy  train.  Ac- 
cident about  6:20,  "on  a  dark  and 
rainy  morning  in  July,"  "the  rain  fall- 
ing so  fast  that  it  was  about  equal 
to  a  fog.''    "Blinding  rain." 

Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Moss  ( 1900)  89  IlL  App.  1.  Accident  at 
crossing  about  3:20  P.  M.,  February  3. 
Rain  and  sleet.  Plaintiff  carried  um- 
brella, obstructing  view. 

Chicago  ft  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Fretz  (1909) 
173  Ind.  519,  90  N.  E.  76.  Accident  at 
crossing  about  10  P.  M.,  April  14.  "A 
dark  and  rainy  night."  Plaintiff  ig- 
norant of  crossing;  train  coasting  at 
high  speed  with  steam  shut  off. 

Louisville  A  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ueltschi 
(1906)  29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1136,  97  S.  W. 
14.  Accident  about  lioon.  "There 
was  a  storm,  and  a  heavy  rain  was 
falling,  accompanied  by  thunder  and 
lightning,  and  a  strong  wind  was  driv- 
ing the  rain  in  sheets,  so  that,  as  one 
witness  testified,  you  could  hardly  see. 
It  was  a  blinding  rainstorm." 

Palmer  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co. 
(1909)  142  Mo.  App.  633.  121  S.  W. 
1087.  Accident  at  crossing  about  mid- 
night. "The  night  was  wild  and  very 
daric.  It  was  raining  hard,  and  a 
strong  wind  waa  blowing  from  the 
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north,  which  drove  the  rain  into  the 
faces  of  the  occupants  of  the  buggy." 
No  one  on  the  train  saw  or  heard  the 
collision.  "The  engineer  said  the 
night  was  so  dark  he  could  not  see 
farther  than  the  front  of  his  engine." 
Witnesses  for  the  defendant  said 
there  were  green  lights  on  the  sides 
of  the  engine,  and  a  headlight  con- 
sisting of  a  coal-oil  lamp  set  back  in 
a  lantern.  *'They  also  say  a  glare  was 
cast  every  few  seconds  when  the  fire- 
man opened  the  fire  box  of  the  engine 
to  put  in  fuel.  The  degree  of  bril- 
liancy of  this  glare,  and  whether  or 
not  it  was  thrown  at  a  time  when 
plaintiff  could  have  seen  it  if  he  had 
been  looking,  are  left  indefinite. 
Neither  is  there  testimony  as  to  how 
brilliant  the  green  lights  were  on  the 
sides  of  the  engine,  or  how  far  they 
could  be  seen  through  the  thick 
weather  of  that  night  It  looks  like 
plaintiff  could  only  have  seen  the  one 
on  the  south  side  as  he  drove  north- 
ward; and,  considering  the  state  of 
th^  weather,  we  cannot  say  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law  he  was  bound  to  see  this 
lamp,  or,  indeed,  any  of  the  alleged 
lights  about  the  locomotive,  had  he 
been  attentive.  Moreover,  the  jury 
fairly  might  infer  there  was  no  head- 
light burning,  and  might  find  there 
was  no  glare  from  the  fire  box  of  a 
kind  to  warn  plaintiff  as  he  ap- 
proached the  track.  We  do  not  feel 
authorized  to  hold  otherwise,^  in  view 
of  the  engineer's  statement  that  the 
illumination  cast  by  the  headlight 
failed  to  reveal  to  his  gaze  the  buggy 
and  team  on  the  track.  If  this  state- 
ment is  true,  the  condition  of  the  at- 
mosphere prevented  lamps  from  shin- 
ing far.  We  are  much  impressed  by 
the  testimony  of  the  engineer  that  he 
could  not  see  ahead  of  the  locomo- 
tive." See  also  Holland  v.  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  (1909)  66  Wash.  26$,  104  Pac. 
262. 

Smith  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1899) 
70  N.  H.  63,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  696,  47 
Atl.  290.  Crossing  accident.  "Cloudy 
and  misty  night."  View  obstructed  by 
snow  fence  and  dwelling  house;  no 
signals  given  by  the  approaching 
train. 

Willis  V.  Atlantic  &  D.  R.  Co.  (1898) 


122  N.  C.  906,  29  S.  E.  941.  Licensee 
on  hand  car  injured  by  excursion  train 
running  at  high  speed  out  of  schedule 
time,  and  without  a  headlight,  'in  ap- 
proaching darkness  and  in  a  raging 
storm." 

Morrow  v.  North  Carolina  R.  Co. 
(1907)  146  N.  C.  14,  69  S.  B.  168. 
Passenger  train  running  rapidly.  Ac- 
cident between  4  and  6  p.  M.,  Decem- 
ber 17.  "A  cloudy  day,  and  drizzling 
rain  upon  melting  sleet  and  ice.  .  .  . 
On  account  of  the  thawing  of  the  ice, 
and  heavy  atmosphere*  a  fog  was  ris- 
ing." Smoke  from  another  train 
mingled  with  the  fog  and  settled  over 
the  track.  The  plaintiff  gave  those 
reasons  for  his  failure  to  detect  the 
train  until  it  was  within  6  feet  of 
him. 

Unger  v.  Philadelphia,  B.  A  W.  R 
Co.  (1907)  217  Pa.  106,  66  Atl.  236. 
A  work  train  moving  backwards.  "It 
was  dark,  foggy,  and  raining,"  and  at 
night.  There  was  no  light  at  the 
crossing,  and  the  only  light  on  the 
rear  of  the  train  was  a  lantern  on  the 
platform  of  the  last  car.  '*It  cannot 
be  said  with  certainty  that  if  he 
(plaintiff)  looked  he  saw  the  train, 
or  that,  if  •  he  saw  it,  he  observed  in 
the  darkness  and  storm  that  it  was 
backing  to  the  crossing,  since  the 
natural  inference  from  the  position 
of  the  engine  would  be  that  it  would 
move  in  the  opposite  direction." 

Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hohnes 
(1909)  109  Va.  407,  64  S.  E.  46.  Loco- 
motive backing  without  a  light.  Ac- 
cident between  7  and  8  P.  m.,  Sep- 
tember 28.  "It  was  a  dark,  drizzly, 
or  misty  night,  with  the  spot  badly 
lighted.^ 

Snowstorm. 

Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Weinstein  (1909)  92 
C.  C.  A.  189, 166  Fed.  271.  'There  was 
evidence  that  there  was  such  a  snow- 
storm blowing  in  the  face  of  one  look- 
ing in  the  direction  from  which  the 
train  approached  as  to  greatly  ob- 
scure the  view,  and  also  evidence  as 
to  the  speed  of  the  train  which  might, 
in  connection  with  the  snowstorm, 
lead  to  an  inference  that  the  train 
was  not  in  sight  when  he  [plaintiff] 
started  to  cross." 

Hines  v.  Betta  (1920)  146  Azk.  655. 
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226  S.  W.  166.  Pedestrian  struck  by 
passensrer  train  running  at  high 
speed  without  signals,  at  public  cross- 
ing. Accident  at  about  6:46  P.  M., 
February  8.  "There  was  a  strong 
wind  blowing  and  a  heavy  snow  fall-r 


19 


ing. 

Lake  Shore  4b  M.  S.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Foster 
(1898)  74  UL  App.  387.  Passenger 
train.  Accident  December  16,  about 
6 :80  P.  M.  "The  night  was  very  dark 
and  storiny/'  "It  was  snowing.'' 
Headlight  on  locomotive.. 

Harper  ▼.  Barnard  (1896)  99  Iowa, 
IBi,  68  N.  W.  599.  Accident  at  cross- 
ing about  10  A.  K.,  October  29.  ''All 
the  witnesses  agree  that  it  was  rather 
a  dark,  cloudy  morning,  and  that  snow 
and  rain  were  falling.*'  The  plain- 
tiff's view  of  approaching  train  was 
obstructed  by  snow-covered  trees  and 
bushes. 

Frederickson    ▼.    Iowa   C.    R.    Co. 

(1912)  166  Iowa,  26,  185  N.  W.  12, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  224.  Crossing  Ac- 
cident.  Passenger  train*  "Wind  was 
high,"  and  "at  times  the  air  was  so 
full  of  drifting  snow  that  a  person 
could  not  see  far." 

Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
gan (1890)  48  Kan.  1,  22  Pac.  995,  11 
Am.  Neg.  C^s.  638.  Locomotive  back- 
ing rapidly.  Accident  about  noon. 
"It  was  snowing  very  hard,  and  the 
wind  was  blowing  a  gale." 

Campbell    v.   Northern    P.    R.    Co. 

(1913)  122  Mimu  102,  141  N.  W.  855. 
Accident  at  crossing  on  November  11, 
about  half  an  hour  after  sundown. 
Train  drifting,  headlight  dimly  lit, 
and  no  signals  given.  "It  was  quite 
dusk  or  dark,  cloudy,  snowing,  and 
the  wind  blowing  from  the  north- 
west." 

Tischman  ▼.  Erie  It.  Co.  (1911)  81 
N.  J.  L.  268,  81  Atl.  114,  affirmed  on 
opinion  below  in  (1912)  83  N.  J.  L. 
793,  86  Atl.  1185.  Asoident  on  double- 
track  grade  crossing  at  6:30  p.  bc 
January  16.  "Dark  and  stormy." 
"Snowing  very  heavily."  Plaintiff 
stopped  and  looked,  but  did  not  see 
train  because  of  storm. 

Smith  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Go. 
(1902)  170  N.  Y.  394,  68  N.  E.  338,  11 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  322.  Paseenger  train 
about  midnight.     "The  weather,  was 


intensely  cold,  and  a:  stroi^  wind  was 
blowing  .  .  .  which  filled  the  air 
with  particles  of  snow  and  sleet. 
.  .  .  The  condition  of  the  atmos- 
phere was,  however,  not  such  as  con- 
tinuously to  obstruct  the  vision;  for 
the  plaintiff's  witnesses  agree  that 
there  were  lulls  in  the  storm,  and  in 
those  intervals  a  clear  enough  view 
might  be  had  of  distant  objects."  A 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  re- 
versed for  erroneous  instructions  on 
another  point.  The  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  was  held  to  be 
for  the  jury.  See  also  the  discussion 
of  the  facta  in  the  same  case  in  the 
court  below.  (1901)  61  App.  Div.  46, 
69  N.  Y.  Supp.  1112. 

Coulter  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1896)  5  N.  D.  568,  67  N.  W.  1046, 
wherein  a  directed  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant was  reversed.  "This  was  a 
crossing  case,  and  the  facts -disclosed 
that  plaintiff,  at  about  dusk  in  the 
evening,  drove  a  team  and  wagon  over 
a  public  crossing,  and  was  struck  and 
injured  by  a  passenger  train.  The 
px^oof  showed  that  a  heavy  snowstorm 
was  raging  at  the  time,  which  prob- 
ably obstructed  plaintiff's  view  of  the 
approaching  train*  .  .  .  The  head- 
light on  the  engine  was  lighted,  and 
there  was  no  obstruction  to  plaintiff's 
view,  aside  from  the  snowstorm." 
The  foregoing  quotation,  stating  the 
facts  in  the  case  above  cited,  is  taken 
from  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Pendroy  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1908)  17  N.  D.  433,  117  N.  W.  531, 
534;  but  those  facts  are  not  all  men- 
tioned in  the  earlier  case. 

Euntz  V.  New  York  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
(1903)  206  Pa.  162,  55  Atl.  915.  Loco- 
motive at  crossing,  about  6  A.  M., 
early  in  February.  "This  was  before 
daylight,  and  a  snowstorm  of  unusual 
force  and  severity  was  prevailing. 
.  .  .  The  headlight  of  the  engine 
was  to  some  extent  obscured  by  the 
snow  that  clung  to  the  glass,  and  by 
snow  in  the  surrounding  atmosphere. 
At  the  place  where  the  men  stopped, 
an  engine  could  be  seen  in  daylight, 
under  ordinary  circumstances^  when 
1,500  feet  away.  •  .  .  The  storm 
prevented  his  seeing  more  than  50  or 
100  feet.    Whether  under  the  circumr 
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stances  he  exercised  proper  care  waa 
for  the  jury." 

Kasarda  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Ca 
(1908)  222  Pa.  146,  70  Atl.  943.  Pas- 
senger train.  Accident  "at  an  early 
hour,  before  it  was  yet  day.'*  **What 
obscured  the  situation  were  the  dark- 
ness of  the  morning  and  the  wind  and 
snow  that  prevailed.*'  **A  very  stormy 
morning." 

Valin  V.  Milwaukee  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
(1892)  82  Wis.  1,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  17, 
51  N.  W.  1084.  Locomotive  with 
tender  and  snow  pilot.  Accident 
about  noon,  March  4.  ''A  cold,  windy, 
blustering  day."  "It  was  snowing 
some,  and  the  snow  was  drifting,  the 
wind  blowing,  one  witiless  said,  'from 
the  northeast."*  View  obstructed  by 
pile  of  logs  and  stumps. 

Shaver  ▼.  Davis  (1921)  —  Wis.  — , 
185  N.  W.  227.  Accident  at  crossing 
shortly  before  noon,  February  28. 
''The  wind  was  blowing  and  the  snow 
drifting.'*  The  plaintiff  was  busily 
occupied  in  driving  a  heavy  truck 
through  snow  drifts;  train  was  coast- 
ing down  grade  with  steam  shut  off. 

Gray  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (1916)  35 
Ont.  L.  Rep.  510,  20  Can.  Ry.  Cas.  391, 
28  D.  L.  R.  244.  Accident  at  crossing. 
''The  appellants  were  driving  in  a 
buggy  with  the  cover  up;  the  train 
that  caused  their  injury  was  almost 
directly  behind  them;  and  both  were 
approaching  the  awkward  crossing, 
where  the  accident  happened,  in  a 
snowstorm." 

Wind   storm. 

Kerr  v.  Bush  (1918)  198  Mo.  App. 
607,  200  S.  W.  672.  Train  running 
over  crossing  without  headlight  or 
signals  being  given.  "The  night  was 
very  dark,  stormy,  and  surly."  "A 
rather  strong  March  wind  was  blow- 
ing." 

McCaffrey  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co. 
(1911)  201  N.  Y.  115,  94  N.  E.  624. 
Relief  engine.  Plaintiff  crossing 
•  track  to  take  train.  "Engine  was 
backing  up  on  the  track  noiselessly, 
without  a  light  that  would  attract  his 
notice  in  the  wind  and  storm  that 
were  prevailing  at  the  time."  *lt  can- 
not properly  be  held  that  he  was 
guilty  of  negligence  as  a  matter  of 
law.- 


Law  V.  Missouri,  E.  ft  T.  R.  Co. 
(1902)  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  134,  67  S.  W. 
1025.  Accident  about  11  A.  M.,  Decem- 
ber 25.  Plaintiff  struck  by  train  while 
walking  along  track  with  brim  of  hat 
pulled  down  low,  to  protect  his  face 
from  cold  and  severe  wind  blowing 
from  the  north  with  unusual  force 
and  violence.  Sound  of  approaching 
train  deadened  by  roar  of  wind. 

b.  Conttihutorp    negligenoe    matter    of 

law. 

In  each  of  the  following  cases  of 
injury  caused  by  a  railroad  train  the 
visibility  of  which  was  affected  by 
weather  conditions  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 

01o«ded  sky. 

Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Go.  v.  Andrews 
(1904)  64  C.  C.  A.  399,  130  Fed.  65.  A 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  re- 
versed by  a  majority  of  the  court. 
But  Thayer,  J.,  dissenting,  said  (at  p. 
75)  that  on  a  dark  lowering  day  a 
cloud  of  smoke  falling  on  a  railroad 
track  would  naturally  render  an  ap- 
proaching train  invisible  for  a  few 
moments  to  one  standing  on  or  close 
to  the  track  in  a  straight  line  with  the 
smdce  and  the  train,  although  it  might 
be  visible  to  persons  standing  else- 
where. A  petition  for  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari was  denied  in  (1904)  195  U.  S. 
628,  49  L.  ed.  351,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
787. 

Oleson  V.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
(1896)  143  Ind.  405,  82  L.RAl.  149,  42 
N.  E.  736.  Train  running  over  a 
crossing.  "The  day  was  somewhat 
dark  and  overcast,  atmosphere  heavy, 
and  the  clouds  obscured  the  sun." 


Dust  sto: 

Pittsburg,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Austin  (1911)  141  Ky.  722,  133  S.  W. 
780.  Accident  at  crossing.  Blinding 
dust  storm.  "Whirlwind  of  dust." 
Plaintiff  with  head  bent  down  went  on 
track  without  stopping  or  looking. 

Keele  v.  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(1910)  151  Mo.  App.  864,  131  S.  W. 
730.  Accident  at  crossing  about  6:30 
P.  M.,  May  7.  "A  strong,  gusty  wind 
was  blowing  from  the  west  or  south- 
west, [and]  the  air  near  the  crossing 
WM    fined    with    sand    and    dust.^ 
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Plaintiff's  intestate,  a  girl  of  fifteen, 
approaching  track  holding  rim  of  her 
hat  down  to  shield  her  face,  did  not 
look  towards  train.  In  the  same  case, 
on  a  later  appeal,  it  was  held  in 
(1914)  258  Mo*  62,  167  S.  W.  433,  that 
defendant's  demurrer  to  the  evidence 
should  have  been  sustained. 

Holland  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Ck>. 
(1909)  55  Wash.  266,  104  Pac.  252. 
Train  at  crossing,  about  noon.  The 
wind  was  blowing  a  gale  in  the  direc- 
tion of  the  train,  and  raising  such 
dense  clouds  of  dust  that  the  plaintiff 
was  sometimes  unable  to  see  the  horse 
she  was  driving.  She  failed  to  re* 
cover,  because  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligence was  not  proved.  Her  coun- 
sel conceded  that,  as  she  could  not  see 
the  train,  it  was  evident  that  the  de- 
fondant's  servants  on  the  locomotive 
could  not  see  her  horse  and  vehicle. 

Haetsch  v^  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1894)  87  Wis.  804,  58  N.  W.  393. 
Train  running  over  a  crossing.  Ac- 
cident occurred  about  7:45  p.  M., 
October  31.  'The  night  was  dark  and 
windy,  and  there  was  much  dust  fly- 
ing in  the  air  about  the  highway.  The 
wind  was  blowing  in  the  direction  the 
train  was  running.  .  .  .  But  the 
headlight  of  the  engine  was  high 
above  the  train,  and  the  darkness 
added  intensity  to  the  light.  The 
wind  and  dust  would  have  much  more 
easily  obscured  the  view  of  an  ap- 
proaching train  in  the  daytime  than 
they  would  or  could  an  approaching 
headlight  in  the  nighttime.  The  head- 
light was  intended  to  be  seen  at  night 
from  a  long  distance,  as  a  warning  to 
travelers,  and  to  light  up  the  track, 
and  discover  obstructions  in  advance 
of  the  train,  and  it  answers  well  its 
purpose.  It  is  inconceivable  that  the 
dust  in  the  air  raised  by  the  wind 
from  a  highway  would  cut  off,  or  much 
obscure,  a  distant  view  of  that  head- 
light. Mere  dust  in  the  air»  raised  by 
the  wind,  was  never  so  dense  as  that. 


»f 


Tomlinson  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  (1904)  67  C.  C.  A.  218,  134  Fed. 
233.  Passenger  train  with  locomotive 
headlight.  Accident  about  6  P.  M., 
November  29.  *lt  was  very  dark,** 
a  fog  or  mist  seemed  to  be  rising  from 
20  A.L.R.— 68. 


the  ground,  but  ''no  witness  testified 
that  there  was  sufficient  mist  to  have 
obscured  a  view  of  the  headlight,  nor 
did  the  evidence  warrant  even  a  prob- 
ability of  the  existence  of  such  a  con- 
dition." 

Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Munger 
(1909)  94  C.  C.  A.  176,  168  Fed.  690. 
Freight  train.  Accident  in  daytime. 
"The  fog  was  unusually  heavy  that 
morning,  but  so  that  an  engine  could 
be  discerned  a  distance  variously  esti- 
mated from  about  50  to  200  feet. 
.  .  .  Decedent,  however  dense  and 
thick  the  fog  may  have  been,  was 
guilty  of  culpable  negligence." 

Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Dy- 
linski  (1896)  67  UL  App.  114.  Train. 
Accident  on  a  foggy  morning,  Sep- 
tember 26.  Servant  on  hand  car 
struck  by  following  train  must  have 
known  that  the  latter  would  be  some- 
what obscured. 

Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Ck).  v.  Thomson 
(1906)  128  IlL  App.  594.  Fast  mail 
train.  Accident  between  7:30  and  8 
A.  M.,  September  8.  Dense  fog  to- 
gether with  smoke  from  another  loco- 
motive. Railroad  section  man  walk- 
ing on  track  should  have  known  that 
approaching  train  or  its  headlight 
would  be  obscured. 

Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  v. 
Houghland  (1908)  44  Ind.  App.  73,  85 
N.  E.  369,  88  N.  E.  623.  Accident 
about  8:10  A.  M.,  January  20.  "A 
dense  fog  obscured  the  deceased's 
view  of  the  approaching  engine  ai^d 
caboose,"  but  he  heard  the  locomotive 
signal  and  could  have  heard  the  train. 
"But  for  the  fog  the  deceased  could 
have  plainly  seen  the  engine." 

Starry  v.  Dubuque  &  S.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1879)  51  Iowa,  419, 1  N.  W.  605.  Ac- 
cident about  6  P.  M.,  October  26.  "It 
was  foggy,  dark,  and  misting."  The 
train  consisted  of  two  flat  cars  pushed 
by  an  engine,  and  several  other  cars 
in  the  rear;  train  traveling  very  slow- 
ly, and  carrying  headlight.  Plain- 
tiff's intestate  stepped  on  track  de- 
spite warning  of  signalman  on  train. 

Osborn  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (1914)  179 
Mo.  App.  245,  166  S.  W.  1118.  Acci- 
dent occurred  about  1  P.  M.,  on  Jan- 
uary 20.  "The  day  ,  .  .  was  cloudy 
and    misty,    and    a    fog    prevailed.'^ 
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Plaintiff*8  intestate,  a  rural  mail  car- 
rier, in  an  inclosed  wagon,  drove  on 
crossing  with  ears  muiiled,  and  with' 
out  stopping  or  looking. 

Hauser  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (1892)  147 
Pa.  440,  28  AU.  766.  The  plaintiflf 
was  hurt  while  attempting  to  cross  a 
railroad  track  immediately  in  front  of 
an  approaching  train,  '^he  did  not 
succeed  even  in  getting  on  the  track, 
because  the  physical  presence  of  the 
locomotive,  directly  in  front  of  her, 
was  an  impassable  obstacle  to  her 
progress  across  the  track."  The  acci- 
dent occurred  at  night,  the  headlight 
was  burning,  and  there  was  some  evi- 
dence that  it  was  foggy.  **It  would  be 
impossible  to  conceive  of  a  fog  so 
dense  that  so  large  an  object  as  a 
locomotive  could  not  be  seen  at  the 
instant  before  contact  with  it.** 


Halastoi 

Gage  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  (1914)  91  Kan.  253,  137  Pac.  938, 
Ann.  Gas.  19156,  410.  Accident  at 
crossing.  "Rain  and  snow."  Vision 
of  plaintiff,  driving  an  automobile, 
limited  to  300  feet. 

Farmer  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 
Co.  (1914)  217  Mass.  158,  104  N.  E. 
492.  Accident  at  crossing,  '^he 
night  was  dark  and  rainy."  Plain- 
tiff drove  automobile  with  wind  shield 
up  and  side  curtains  down,  on  track 
at  high  speed. 

Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(1887)  64  Mich.  93,  8  Am.  St  Rep. 
804,  31  N.  W.  147.  Locomotive  push- 
ing string  of  freight  cars.  Accident 
at  crossing  between  6  and  7  P.  M., 
October  30.  *1t  was  quite  dark.  A 
rainstorm  was  approaching,  with  con- 
siderable wind  from  the  southwest." 
There  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
neither  looked  nor  listened  for  the  ap- 
proaching train.  The  court  said: 
"We  have  the  case  of  the  deceased 
approaching  the  railroad  crossing 
upon  a  dark  and  stormy  night,  with- 
out any  other  warning  of  danger  than 
that  afforded  by  the  track  itself,  the 
existence  of  which  he  knew,  and  that 
it  was  used  almost  daily  in  passing 
engines  and  cars  over  it.  Had  he 
taken  the  ordinary  precaution,  upon 
approaching  a  railroad  crossing,  of 
looking  or  listening  in  order  to  adcer- 


tain  if  the  train  was  approaching  be- 
fore stepping  upon  the  track,  it  is  evi- 
dent from  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses who  witnessed  the  ciEitastrophe 
that  he  would  have  seen  or  heard  it. 
The  testimony  precludes  the  fact,  or 
any  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
facts,  that  the  deceased  exercised  any 
or  the  remotest  degree  of  caution  on 
that  occasion." 
Ewiotkowski  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co. 

(1888)  70  Mich.  549^  88  N.  W.  463. 
Accident  at  crossing.  'The  deceased 
left  home  in  the  evening  with  an  um- 
brella, it  being  dark  and  rainy."  The 
train  carried  a  "blazing  headlight 
which  lighted  the  track  for  at  least 
a  block,"  and  there  was  evidence  that 
it  was  making  considerable  noise.  "It 
.  .  .  seems,  under  all  the  testimony, 
that  he  (plaintiff)  must  have  put  up 
his  umbrella,  and  rushed  heedlessly 
and  thoughtlessly  upon  the  track, 
without  looking  to  right  or  left." 

Tolman  v.  Syracuse,  B.  &  N.  Y.  R. 
(3o.  (1885)  98  N.  Y.  198,  50  Am.  Rep. 
649.  Crossing  accident.  The  night 
was  dark  and  misty,  but  it  appeared 
by  plaintiff's  own  witnesses  that  the 
headlight  of  the  train  could  have  been 
seen  in  time  to  prevent  the  accident, 
had  plaintiff  been  looking. 

Heaney    v.    Long    Island    R.    O). 

(1889)  112  N.  Y.  122,  19  N.  E.  422. 
Accident  about  6  o'clock  on  a  May 
morning  which  was  '^cloudy  and  rainy 
or  drizzly,"  causing  smoke  from  a 
passing  locomotive  to  settle  on  the 
track  and  temporarily  to  obscure  a 
view  of  the  approaching  train.  No 
negligence  of  the  defendant  was 
shown,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  awaited  the  disap- 
pearance of  the  smoke. 

Spila  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 

(1911)  147  App.  Div.  666,  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.     161,     rehearing     granted     in 

(1912)  148  App.  Div.  928,  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1147,  and  judgment  affirmed  on 
reargument  in  (1912)  149  App.  Div. 
961,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  1147.  Plaintiff 
riding  bicycle  over  crossing  at  "5 
P.  M.,  on  a  cloudy  and  rainy  June  day." 
View  obscured  by  smoke  from  locomo- 
tiye  of  another  train. 

Blight  V.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Ck).  (1891) 
143  Pa.  10,  21  Atl.  995.    Accident  at 
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crossing  about  6  P.  M.»  August  5. 
PlaintifTs  intestate,  with  companion, 
crossing  tracks  at  public  crossing. 
''It  was  raining  violently  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  and  both  the  men  had 
umbrellas.''  'The  clouds  were  heavy 
and  dark,  and  the  rain  fell  in  tor- 
rents." It  was  contended  that  plain** 
tiff  and  his  companion  looked  and 
listened  before  stepping  on  tracks. 
The  court  said:  "Whether  the  um- 
brellas and  the  rain  really  interfered 
with  their  vision  and  caused  the  sur- 
vivor to  say  he  did  not  see  the  train, 
it  is  an  absolute  certainty  that  they, 
attempted  to  cross  the  track  immedi-i 
ately  in  front  of  an  approaching  loco- 
motive, and  the  fatal  result  neces-' 
sarily  and  instantly  followed.  The 
undisputed  facts,  fully  shown  by  the 
plaintiff's  testimony,  bring  the  case 
directly  within  the  ruling  of  several 
of  our  deciaiona.'' 


Snowsto] 

Grand  Trunk  R.  Go.  v.  Gobleigh 
(1897)  24  G.  C.  A.  842,  61  U.  S.  App. 
15,  78  Fed.  784.  Train  running  over 
crossing.  "The  accident  took  place  on 
a  November  day,  about  noon,  when 
there  was  a  snowstorm."  The  plain- 
tiff said  that  the  bluster  of  snow  came 
directly  in  his  face  and  blinded  his 
view  of  the  train,  but  "the  testimony 
of  other  witnesses  who  Were  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  crossing  at  the  time 
tended  to  show  that  the  snowstorm 
was  not  such  as  to  obscure  appreci- 
ably seeing  the  train  a  long  distance 
away  as  it  approached." 

Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Go.  v.  Don- 
aldson (1907)  85  G.  C.  A.  185,  157 
Fed.  821.  Passenger  train,  lighted, 
and  witik  locomotive  headlight.  Acci- 
dent about  5:80  P.  H.,  December  4. 
"There  was  a  little  snow  on  the 
ground,  which  was  being  occasionally 
raised  by  a  northwest  wind.  The 
course  of  the  wijid  was  across  the 
track,  and,  if  deceased  had  looked  in 
the  direction  of  the  train,  it  would 
not  have  been  in  his  face." 

Rowe  V.  Ghicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
(1909)  144  Iowa,  878,  122  N.  W.  929. 
The  plaintiff  left  the  defendant's 
freight  train  while  it  was  waiting  for 
a  passenger  train  to  arrive  and  pass, 
and  went  into  the  defendant's,  depot. 


About  the  time  the  latter  train  was 
due,  or  a  little  later,  in  daylight,  he 
started  toward  the  freight  train  and 
had  walked  two  or  three  steps  when 
he  was  struck  by  the  locomotive  of 
the  passenger  train.  He  was  without 
defect  of  sight  or  hearing.  He  testi- 
fied that  "there  was  quite  a  blizzard, 
a  good  deal  of  snow  in  the  air,  and  the 
wind  was  blowing  very  strong  so  it 
would  whip  a  person  around."  Other 
witnesses  for  him  emphasized  the 
character  of  the  storm,  while  wit- 
nesses for  the  defense  contended  that 
it  was  not  severe  and  did  not  obstruct 
a  ready  view  of  the  train.  The  jury 
returned  a  special  finding  that  the 
plaintiff  "could  have  seen  the  train  if 
he  had  looked,  or  could  have  heard 
the  train  if  he  had  listened." 

Butterfield  v.  Western  R.  Corp. 
(1865)  10  Allen  (Mass.)  582,  87  Am. 
Dec.  678.  Plaintiff  struck  by  train 
while  walking  across  tracks  at  public 
crossing,  without  looking  for  train. 
''He  states  his  reasons  for  neglecting 
to  look.  It  was  a  stormy  night,  rain- 
ing, blowing  hard  from  the  northwest, 
and  snowing  some.  He  had  his  hand 
up,  holding  his  hat  on  his  head,  and 
this  prevented  him  from  seeing  the 
train.  The  traveling  on  the  highway 
was  very  bad;  considerable  snow  had 
fallen  some  time  before,  and  its  sur- 
face was  frozen;  the  road  had  been 
plowed  out  to  the  crossing,  and  the 
crust  had  slipped  back  into  the  path. 
The  ice  did  not  fall  over,  but  slid 
right  back.  He  could  not  tell  which 
furrow  he  walked  in;  sometimes  one, 
and  sometimes  the  other.  H^e  was 
listening  for  the  cars;  his  attention 
was  called  to  the  subject,  and  he  ex- 
pected to  hear  the  bell  or  the  whistle, 
but  there  was  no  bell  sounded  or 
whistle  blown.  From  this  statement 
it  is  to  be  inferred  that  he  had  oc- 
casion to  use  his  eyes  pretty  constant- 
ly for  the  guidance  of  his  own 
footsteps  as  he  walked,  and  that  he 
was  under  the  necessity  of  obstruct- 
ing his  sight  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving his  hat  from  being  blown 
away.  Yet,r  as  he  had  the  control  of 
his  own  movements,  and  could  stop  or 
check  his  speed  at  pleasure,  it  was  in 
his  power  to  look  up  frequently,  and 
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he  might  easily  have  seen  the  train. 
The  noise  of  the  wind  and  storm,  and 
the  breaking  of  the  snow  crust  as  he 
walked,  must  have  made  it  more  diffi- 
cult than  Qsual  to  hear  the  noise  of 
the  train,  and  furnished  no  excuse  for 
trusting  exclusively  to  his  sense  of 
hearing.  We  must  assume  it  to  be 
true  that  neither  the  bell  nor  whistle 
was  sounded,  and  that  the  defendants 
violated  their  duty  in  this  respect.  A 
traveler  has  a  right  to  expect  that 
they  will  perform  this  duty»  and  has 
some  right  to  expect  that  he  will  hear 
the  noise.  But  this  expectation  does 
not  excuse  him  from  exercising  rea- 
sonable care  to  ascertain  by  sight  as 
well  as  hearing  whether  there  is  a 
train  coming  immediately  upon  him 
as  he  attempts  to  cross  the  track.'* 

Schwartz  v.  Mineral  Range  R.  Co. 
(1908)  153  Mich.  40,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1258,  116  N.  W.  540.  Train  late.  Ac- 
cident in  middle  of  day.  "All  the  cir- 
cumstances required  great  care"  on 
plaintiff's  part;  "the  snow  was  being 
drifted  and  whirled  through  the  air 
by  the  high  wind,  and  tended,  with  the 
snow  fence  [7i  feet  high],  to  obscure, 
the  view  of  a  train  approaching." 

Brickell  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1890)  120  N.  Y.  290,  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  648,  24  N.  E.  449.  Accident  in 
the  forenoon.  The  plaintiff  should 
have  looked  or  listened  for  the  train, 
especially  because,  as  was  said  of  this 
case  in  McCaffrey  v.  Delaware  ft  H. 
Canal  Co.  (1891)  62  Hun,  618,  16  N. 
Y.  Supp.  495,  497,  "the  snow  tended 
to  obscure  the  vision." 

Wilber  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1897)  17  App.  Div.  623,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  761.  Train  at  crossing,  about 
1  P.  M.  "Assuming  that  the  atmos- 
phere was  filled  with  blowing  snow, 
so  as  to  obscure  the  plaintiff's  vision, 
it  was  then  the  more  incumbent  upon 
him  to  approach  the  crossing  with  a 
care  and  caution  commensurate  with 
the  dangers  of  the  place,  which  would 
be  increai^ed  ...  by  the  blowing 
snow." 

Bremiller  v.  Buffalo,  R.  ft  P.  R.  Co. 
(1896)  90  Hun,  226,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
561.  Accident  in  middle  of  forenoon, 
February  27.  "The  morning  was 
stormy,"  but    ""neither    the   plaintiff 


nor  any  other  witness  testified  that 
the  snow  was  falling  so  fast  as  to 
prevent  her  from  seeing  the  train." 
Sherlock  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  ft  S. 
Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  (1912)  24  N.  D«  40, 
188  N.  W.  976.  Accident  at  crossing, 
December  14.  "The  day  was  cold 
with  considerable  wind  from  the 
northwest  and  some  snow  blowing, 
and  perhaps  falling,  but  the  amount 
of  the  snow  and  storm  was  not  suf- 
ficient to  prevent  a  fairly  clear  view 
of  the  track."  The  plaintiff  drove  on 
track  with  back  turned  toward  ap- 
proaching train  and  coat  collar  turned 
up  over  ears. 

o.  Absence  of  negUgenee  mmtter  of  lato. 


In  the  reported  case  (Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Ash,  ante,  1061,  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was 
struck  and  killed  by  one  of  the  defend- 
ant's passenger  trains,  while  trespass- 
ing on  the  track  during  a  very  heavy 
rainstorm,  and  the  engineer  and  fire- 
man testified,  without  being  contra^ 
dieted,  that  on  account  of  such  rain- 
storm their  view  was  obstructed  and 
it  was  impossible  for  them  to  see  the 
plaintiff's  intestate  on  the  track.  It 
is  held  that  a  peremptory  instruction 
for  the  defendant  was  warranted  by 
the  evidence. 

III.  LidbUUy  of  eireet  ear  eon%pany, 

a.  Negligence    and    contributory    negU' 

gence  for  jury. 

In  each  of  the  following  cases  of  ac- 
cidents by  collision  with  street  cars^ 
the  visibility  of  which  was  affected  by 
weather  conditions,  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  was  affirmed,  or  a  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  by  nonsuit  or 
otherwise,  was  reversed,  the  ques- 
tions of  negligence  and  contributory 
negligence  being  held  to  be  for  the 
jury. 

Storm. 

Norfolk  ft  P.  Traction  Co*  v.  Rephan 
(1911)  110  C.  C.  A.  254,  1B8  Fed.  276. 
Plaintiff  attempting  to  cross  street. 
"It  was  in  the  nighttime  and  during 
a  rainstorm."  Motorman  failed  to 
keep  a  proper  lookout  and  gave  no 
signals. 

Grogan    v.    Boston    Elov.    R.    Cow 
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<1907)  194  Mass.  448,  80  N.  E.  485. 
The  plaintiff  was  driving  across  the 
defendant's  track.  "It  was  a  wet  and 
stormy  day  with  the  wind  blowing 
hard,  and  •  .  .  the  car  was  going 
^at  a  breakneck  speed.'  ** 

Bady  v.  Detroit  United  R.  Co.  (1914) 
180  BfidL  880,  147  N.  W.  450.  'It  is 
gathered  from  the  testimony  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  witnesses  that  the 
night  in  question  was  a  dark  and 
«tormy  one,  that  the  car  was  being 
operated  at  a  high  rate  of  speed,  with- 
out a  headlight,  and  that  no  warning 
was  given  as  It  approached  the  inter- 
section of  the  avenues.  It  further  ap- 
peared that  there  was  no  street  light 
at  the  intersection.  Under  this  state 
of  facta,  we  do  not  think  it  should  be 
aaid,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  plain- 
tiff was  not  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  in  attempting  to  go  across  the 
track.  That  question  was  one  of  fact 
to  be  determined  in  view  of  all  the 
circumstances  by  the  jury.  In  deter- 
mining the  question,  it  was  proper  for 
the  jury  to  consider  to  what  extent 
the  storm  and  darkness  might  have 
prevented  him  from  discovering  the 
car  in  season  to  avoid  it,  and  it  was 
likewise  proper  for  them  to  consider 
to  what  extent  the  failure  to  have  a 
headlight  in  the  usual  position  on  the 
car  might  have  misled  him,  and  also 
to  consider  whether  his  lack  of  ap- 
preciation of  the  danger  he  was  in 
was  due  in  any  manner  to  the  failure 
of  defendant  to  do  the  usual  thing  and 
sound  the  gong  as  the  car  approached 
the  intersection." 

Schilawske  v.  Detroit,  J.  ft  C.  R. 
Co.  (1919)  206  Mich.  214,  172  N.  W. 
369.  Plaintiff's  intestate,  an  aged 
man,  struck  while  attempting  to  cross 
street.  "It  was  a  stormy  night,  with 
rain,  snow,  and  sleet,  and  a  high 
wind  blowing  .  .  .  from  the  east." 
^'Before  the  accident  occurred  the 
street  lights  had  gone  out.''  Car  with- 
out headlight  and  traveling  at  the 
rate  of  30  or  40  miles  an  hour.  Sound 
of  approach  deadened  because  of  ice 
on  the  rails. 

Boyer  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  (1893) 
54  Minn.  127,  55  N.  W.  825.  Accident 
^'early  in  the  evening,"  June  11.    "Se- 


vere storm  of  wind  and  rain."  ''Storm 
and  darkness." 

Engelman  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R. 
Co.  (1908)  138  Mo.  App.  514,  113  S. 
W.  700.  The  plaintiff  was  driving  on 
defendant's  track  when  struck  by  car 
approaching  from  behind.  The  night 
was  dark,  and  it  was  snowing,  rain- 
ing, and  sleeting.  "According  to  all 
the  evidence,  the  motorman  could  not 
have  seen  plaintiff's  wagon  on  the 
track  a  greater  distance  than  25  feet. 
And  it  is  also  equally  apparent  that  if 
plaintiff  had  been  looking  at  the  time 
for  an  approaching  car  she  could  have 
seen  it  a  greater  distance  on  account 
of  the  headlight.  But  it  is  evident 
that  she  could  not  have  seen  it  for  so 
great  a  distance  as  it  might  have  been 
seen  on  an  ordinarily  dark  night,  by 
reason  of  the  storm  of  rain  and  snow 
prevailing  at  the  time.  It  was,  in  our 
opinion,  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say, 
considering  the  conditions  and  the 
rate  of  speed  at  which  the  car  was 
going,  whether  plaintiff  exercised  that 
degree  of  care  required  of  her  in  look- 
ing for  its  approach." 

Brott  V.  Auburn  &  S.  Electric  R.  Co. 
(1917)  220  N.  Y.  92,  115  N.  E.  273,  16 
N.  C.  C.  A.  758.  Accident  at  way 
station  crossing  about  10  A.  M.,  March 
6.  'The  day  was  cold,  and  there  was 
snow  on  the  ground  and  in  the  air, 
and  the  wind  was  blowing  a  gale." 
The  plaintiff's  intestate  was  struck 
while  crossing  in  front  of  one  of  de- 
fendant's cars  while  it  was  at  a  dis- 
tance of  300  feet,  for  the  purpose  of 
becoming  a  passenger  thereon.  The 
car  was  running  from  25  to  30  miles 
an  hour,  and  its  speed  was  not  re- 
duced until  collision  was  imminent. 

Schwarzbaum  v.  Third  Ave  R.  Co. 
(1900)  54  App.  Div.  164,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  367.  "The  accident  happened 
at  about  10  o'clock  on  a  very  dark 
February  night.  Heavy  rain  was  fall- 
ing." 

Foe  or  mist* 

Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Slifer 
(1905)  35  Ind.  App.  700,  74  N.  E.  19. 
Accident  at  11  p.  m.,  July  5.  The  car 
was  lighted  inside,  but  had  no  light  in 
front.    "It  was  a  dark,  foggy  night." 

Waring  v.  Dubuque  Electric  Co. 
(1921)   —  Iowa,  T-t  185  N.  W.  130. 
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Plaintiff  injured  while  driving  auto- 
mobile across  tracks  at  street  inter- 
section. "It  was  a  'dark,  cloudy, 
ioeZYf  drizzly  night.'"  The  fog  de- 
scribed by  witnesses  to  be  of  various 
degrees,  from  "slight"  to  "very  dense." 
Side  curtains  on  automobile  down  and 
wind  shield  closed.  Headlight  on  car 
was  dim,  and,  owing  to  fog  and  dark- 
ness, plaintiff  could  not  see  car.  No 
signals  given. 

See  to  the  same  effect.  Waring  v. 
Dubuque  Electric  Co.  (1922)  —  Iowa, 
— ,  186  N.  W.  42,  a  companion  case 
growing  out  of  the  same  state  of  facts. 

Whitman  v,  Louisville  R.  Co.  (1909) 
134  Ky,  6,  119  S.  W.  165.  Accident 
about  6  A.  M.,  November  22.  "Accord- 
ing to  the  proof  for  the  plaintiff  it  was 
a  dark,  foggy  morning,  and  not  light. 
According  to  the  proof  for  the  defend- 
ant there  was  sufficient  light  to  justify 
the  putting  out  of  the  headlight  on  the 
car."  A  judgment  for  the  defendant 
was  reversed  on  account  of  erroneous 
instructions. 

Cutler  V.  Grand  Rapids,  G.  H.  &  M. 
R.  Co.  (1907)  147  Mich.  615,  111  N. 
W.  191.  Accident  about  7  a.  m.,  No- 
vember 8.  Head-on  collision  between 
electric  cars,  wherein  plaintiff,  a 
motorman  on  one  of  them,  was  in- 
jured. "There  was  ...  a  dense 
fog  which  seriously  interfered  with 
the  view  of  the  motorman."  Defend- 
ant's car  displayed  no  light  and  gave 
no  signal. 

Campbell  v.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban 
R.  Co.  (1903)  175  Mo.  161,  75  S.  W. 
86.  Accident  shortly  after  6  P.  M., 
November  3.  The  car  was  lighted  in- 
side, but  had  no  headlight.  "It  was 
a  dark,  foggy  night."  "This  was  not 
a  passenger  car,  whose  familiar  ap- 
pearance would  be  at  once  recognized 
by  one  used  to  seeing  street  cars, 
.  .  .  but  it  was  a  construction  car, 
whose  outlines  at  night  were  not  so 
easily  seen,  or,  if  seen,  recognized  for 
what  it  was." 

Koster  v.  Coney  Island  &  B.  R.  Co. 
(1914)  165  App.  Div.  224,  161  N.  Y. 
Supp.  56.  Collision  between  trolley 
car  and  delivery  wagon  at  street  cross- 
ing, between  3  and  4  A.  M.,  July  18. 
"It  was  wet  and  misty,  and  the  rails 
were  slippery,"  causing  car  wheels  to 
skid  when  brake  was  applied. 


Rote  V.  Pennsylvania  4b  M.  Valley  R* 
Co.  (1907)  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  508. 
Plaintiff  was  injured  while  driving  a 
horse  and  buggy  on  defendant's 
tracks.  "The  night  was  dark  and  a 
heavy  fog  was  hanging  over  that  por- 
tion of  the  city  so  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  see  for  any  distance."  Car 
approached  without  warning. 

Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Carroll 
(1919)  141  Teiui.  265,  209  S.  W.  640. 
Accident  at  street  crossing,  shortly 
after  6  A.  M.,  January  5.  "The  morn- 
ing was  dark,  cool,  and  misty."  Car 
without  headlight  speeding  over  down 
grade.  (This  case  was  reversed  be- 
cause of  the  failure  of  the  trial  court 
to  submit  the  question  of  contributory 
negligence  to  the  jury.) 

5.  CofUrihut&rif    negUpemee    mmUer    mf 

In  each  of  the  following  eases  of 
accident  by  collision  with  street  cars 
the  visibility  of  which  was  affected  by 
weather  conditions,  the  plaintiff  was 
held  to  be  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence as  a  matter  of  law,  and  a  di- 
rected verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  a 
judgment. of  nonsuit,  was  affirmed: 

Storm. 

Davis  V.  Detroit  United  R.  Co» 
(1910)  162  Mieh.  240,  127  N.  W.  323. 
"The  accident  happened  in  daylight^ 
on  a  stormy  day,  with  snow,  sleet,  and 
rain  at  intervals.  Plaintiff  was  hold- 
ing  her  umbrella  close  to  her  to  pro- 
tect herself  from  the  sleet,  and 
towards  the  west.  As  plaintiff,  going 
north  on  Farrar  street,  stepped  off 
the  curb  onto  Gratiot  avenue,  a  car 
passed  going  east.  'When  she  stopped 
within  a  few  feet  of  the  track,  she 
looked  out  from  behind  her  umbrella 
westward  to  see  if  another  car  were 
coming.  The  sleet  struck  her  in  the 
eyes,  interfering  with  her  sight;  but 
she  thought  she  could  see  well  enough 
to  make  sure  there  was  no  car  coming. 
Observing  none,  and  hearing  no  warn- 
ing from  any,  she  started  on  to  cross 
the  first  pair  of  tracks,  turning  to  look 
eastward  for  a  west-bound  car  that 
might  be  coming  upon  the  second  pair 
of  tracks.  She  had  taken  more  than 
two  steps,  and  was  just  upon  the  first 
track,  when  she  saw  the  fender  of  an 
eastrbound  car  in  front  of  her.    She 
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tried  to  dc^lge  back»  but  before  she 
could  do  so  was  struck  by  the  comer 
of  the  vestibule  and  thrown  to  the 
pavement/  .  ,  .  If  plaintiff  could 
not  see  because  of  the  sudden  gust 
blowing  the  sleet  in  her  eyes,  she 
should  have  awaited  the  cessation  of 
the  gusty  and  it  was  negligence  on  her 
part  to  proceed  to  cross,  relying  upon 
such  a  view." 

Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Roe  (1907) 
118  Tenn.  601,  102  S.  W.  343.  The 
plaintiff  was  driving  "after  dark'' 
when  a  street  car  struck  and  over^ 
turned  his  wagon.  "Clouds  of  dust  in- 
tensified the  darkness  of  the  night  in 
obscuring  objects  a  short  distance 
away.  .  •  .  The  vision  of  the  de- 
fendant in  error  was  seriously  affect- 
ed by  these  conditions,  but  not  more 
so  than  that  of  the  motorman  in 
charge  of  the  car/' 

Fog  or  mAmtm 

Barry  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  (1907) 
194  Mara.  265,  80  N.  K  226.  Head-on 
collision  between  electric  cars.  The 
plaintiff,  the  motorman  on  one  of 
them,  should  have  waited  before  run- 
ning his  car  on  that  track.  Accident 
about  7  A.  K.,  October  90.  "It  does  not 
appear  how  light  it  was,  but  it  does 
appear  that  the  lights  were  lighted. 
.    •    •    The  day  was  so  foggy  that  he 


could  see  ahead  thiree  or  four  car 
lengths  only." 

Beime  v.  Lawrence'  &  M.  Street  R. 
Co.  (1908)  197  Mass.  178,  83  N.  E.  859. 
"The  car  here  in  question  was  lighted 
by  thirteen  incandescent  lights  inside 
the  car  and  one  on  the  dashboard. 
The  accident  happened  in  the  morn- 
ing, while  it  was  still  dark,  and  al- 
though it  was  'misty  and  cloudy'  it 
was  not  the  case  of  a  fog  which  inter- 
•fered  with  seeing  objects,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, was  the  case  in  Barry  v.  Boston 
Elev.  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  supra.  Plaintiff 
must  have  looked  carelessly." 

Savage  v.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co. 
(1899)  42  App.  Div.  241,  59  N.  Y. 
Supp.  225,  6  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  619,  af- 
firmed in  (1901)  168  N.  Y.  680,  61  N. 
E.  1134.  Collision  between  electric 
cars,  the  plaintiff  being  a  motorman 
on  one  of  them.  Accident  between  5 
and  6  a.  m.,  May  14.  "The  weather 
was  so  densely  foggy  that  a  car  could 
not  be  seen  at  a  distance  of  more  than 
15  or  20  feet"  A  judgment  of  non- 
suit was  afSrmed  because  the  plaintiff 
was  running  on  the  wrong  track  and 
too  rapidly  in  the  fog. 

Johnson  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  (1902) 
69  App.  Div.  247,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  599. 
Plaintiff  endeavoring  to  cross  street. 
"It  was  a  rainy,  foggy  night."  No 
evidence  that  plaintiff  looked  before 
stepping  on  track.  L.  F.  C. 


JOSEPH  C.  CORDREY,  Respt, 

V. 

STEAMSHIP  "BEE.'' 
BEE  STEAMSHIP  COMPANY,  Appt 

€>regon  Supreme  Court  (Dept,  No.  2) •^October  4,  1021. 

(—  Or.  — ,  201  Pac.  202.) 


Conffiet  of  laws  •—  power  of  state  to  enforce  lien  against  foreign  TesseL 

1.  A  state  may  enforce  a  lien  against  a  foreign  vessel  which  inflicts 
an  injury  upon  one  of  its  citizens  within  its  territorial  limits  by  a  tort 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  courts. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1095.] 


Admiralty  —  jnrisdiction  conferred  by 
state  statute. 

2.  A    state   statute    cannot    confer 
jurisdiction  on  admiralty  courts  ex- 


cept fc^  matters  maritime  in  their 
nature. 

rSiee  1  R.  C.  L.  408;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
133.7      • 


^ 
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•^  jurisdiction  over  torts  —  injury  to 
one  on  land. 

3.  Admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
a  suit  for  damages  inflicted  upon  a 
longshoreman  at  work  upon  a  wharf, 
by  the  breaking  of  a  sling  by  which 
the  cargo  was  being  unloaded  from  a 
vessel* 

[See  1  R.  C.  L.  417;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
140.] 

Constitutional    law  —  due    process  — 
seizure  of  vessel  as  notice. 

4.  A  provision  for  seizure  of  a  vessel 
to  answer  in  damages  for  injury  in- 
flicted upon  a  citizen  of  the  state 
where  the  injury  occurs  is  suffici^it 
notice  to  the  owner  of  the  vessel  of 
the  pendency  of  the  proceeding  to 
constitute  due  process  of  law. 

Commerce  —  interference  —  seizure  of 
foreign  vesseL 

5.  Subjecting  a  vessel  of  a  foreign 
state  to  seizure,  to  satisfy  a  claim  for 
personal  injury  to  a  citizen  of  a  state 
which  it  visits,  does  not  unconstitu- 
tionally interfere  with  interstate  com- 
merce. 

Lien  —  foreclosure  —  method. 

6.  The  statutory  provision  for  fore- 
closure of  liens  by  suits  is  exclusive 
and  must  be  followed. 

—  personal  judgment  —  actiim  at  law. 

7.  There  is  no  authority  to  proceed 
as  in  an  action  at  law  to  foreclose  a 
lien  and  render  a  personal  judgment 
against  the  owner  of  the  property, 
where  the  statute  provides  for  fore- 
closure by  suit  in  equity,  and  author- 
izes a  personal  judgment  only  where 
there  is  a  personal  obligation  for  pay- 
ment of  the  debt 


Appeal  —  error  in  form  of  action. 

8.  It  is  reversible  error  to  take  a 
verdict  which  shall  be  binding  upon 
the  judge  as  to  the  facts  in  an  action 
which,  under  the  statute*  must  be 
tried  as  a  suit  in  equity. 

Trial  —  amendment  —  before  submis- 
sion. 

9.  An  amendment  of  a  complaint  to 
claim  damages  which,  if  claimed  orig- 
inally, would  have  permitted  the  re- 
moval of  the  cause  to  the  Federal 
court,  made  just  before  the  jury  re- 
tires, is  too  late  under  a  statute  per- 
mitting amendments  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  cause  is  submitted. 

Pleading  —  discrepancy  between  lan- 
guage and  figures  —  which  controls. 

10.  The  language  controls  the  fig- 
ures where  there  is  a  discrepancy  in 
the  claim  of  damages  in  a  complaint 
between  the  original  words  and  fijBpures 
used. 

Evidence  —  defect    In     implement  — 
owner^s  knowledge. 

11.  The  jury  may  consider  the  fact 
that  an  implement  which  broke  to  the 
injury  of  one  engaged  in  unloading  a 
vessel  was  furnished  by  the  owner  of 
the  vessel,  upon  the  question  of  the 
owner's  knowledge  of  the  defect. 

Shipping — iBiwey  by  'vessel  *— defec- 
tive tackle. 

12.  An  injury  to  one  assisting  in  un- 
loading a  vessel  by  a  defect  in  the 
ship's  tackle  is  a  tort  committed  by  the 
ship  itself  wi^in  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  giving  a  lien  upon  vessels 
which  commit  injury. 


(Bean,  J.,  dissents  in  part) 


Appeal  by  claimant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Multno- 
mah County  (Eavanaugh,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  proceeding  brought 
to  establish  and  enforce  a  lien  on  the  defendant  vessel  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained by  him  while  assisting  in  unloading  the  vessel.    Reversed. 


Statement  by  Burnett,  Ch.  J. : 
While  on  the  dock  at  which  the 
steamship  Bee  was  berthed  in  Port- 
land in  this  state  and  was  discharg- 
ing her  cargo  of  cement,  thife  plain- 
tiff, a  stevedore,  was  hurt  by  a  sling 
load  of  cement  which  fell  on  the 
truck  he  was  operating,  so  that  it 
threw  him  on  the  dock  and  injured 
him.  The  home  port  of  the  ship 
was  in  the  state  of  California,  and 
it  was  owned  by  a  co^poratiOA  cC 


that  state.  The  plaintiflf  had  judg- 
ment in  personam  against  the  own- 
er of  the  vessel,  from  which  that 
owner  appeals.  The  further  facts 
appear  in  the  opinion^ 

Messrs.  McCamant,  Bronaugh,  A 
Thompson  and  McCotchen^  Witlard, 
Mannon,  &  Greene,  for  appellant 

When  equity  takes  jurisdiction  for 
the  foreclosure  of  a  lien,  it  will  decide 
the  whole  controversy  and  decree  ac- 

eordiniirly* 


CORDREY  ▼.  THE  BEE, 

(_  Or.  —,  »$1  Pae,  i$$,) 


1081 


Sfaultz  V.  SUvely,  72  Or.  46Q,  148 
Pac.  1115. 

A  re-enactment  of  a  former  statute 
is  to  be  read  as  a  part  of  the  earlier 
act,  and  not  of  the  new  one,  if  the 
latter  is  in  conflict  with  another  act; 
IMssed  after  the  former,  but  before  the 
latter. 

Small  V,  Lutz,  41  Or.  570,  67  Pac. 
421,  69  Pac  825;  Renshaw  v.  Lane 
County  Ct.  49  Or.  526,  89  Pac.  147; 
State  V.  McCannis,  56  Or.  168, 108  Pac. 
132;  BaylesB  v.  Douglass  County,  57 
Or.  301,  111  Pac.  384. 

State  statutes  cannot  authorize  pro- 
ceedings in  rem  according  to  the 
course  in  admiralty. 

Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  244  U.  S. 
205,  61  L.  ed.  1086,  L.RJ^.1918C,  451, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  900,  14  N.  G.  C.  A. 
597;  The  Moses  Taylor,  4  Wall.  411, 
18  L.  ed.  397;  The  Glide,  167  U.  S.  606, 
42  L.  ed.  296, 17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  930. 

The  defendant  vessel,  being  owned 
in  San  Francisco,  is  a  foreign  vessel 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case. 

The  Chusan,  2  Story,  455,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  2,717;  The  Roanoke,  189  U.  S.  185, 
47  L.  ed.  770,  23  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  491. 

It  is  not  competent  for  the  state  of 
Oregon  to  impose  a  lien  enforceable 
in  the  state  courts  by  proceedings  in 
rem  on  a  foreign  vessel  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce,  under  such  cir* 
cumstances  as  would  not  authorize  a 
lien  under  the  general  maritime  law. 

The  Roanoke,  189  U.  S.  185,  194,  47 
L.  ed.  770,  772,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  491 ; 
The  Robert  v.  Parsons  (Perry  v. 
Haines)  191  U.  S.  17,  48  L.  ed.  78,  24 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  8 ;  Southern  P.  Co.  v. 
Jensen,  supra;  The  New  Brunswick, 
64  G.  G.  A.  325,  129  Fed.  893;  The 
Golden  Rod,  80  G.  G.  A.  246,  151  Fed. 
6;  The  Gimbria,  156  Fed.  378;  The 
Rockaway,  156  Fed.  692;  American 
Trust  Go.  V.  W.  ft  A.  Fletcher  Go.  97 
G.  G.  A.  477,  173  Fed.  471 ;  The  Athi- 
nai,  230  Fed.  1017;  Corsica  Transit 
Co.  V.  W.  S.  Moore  Grain  Go.  165 
G.  C.  A.  283,  258  Fed.  689. 

When  a  vessel  is  completed,  and  is 
engaged  in  foreign  or  interstate  com- 
merce, she  is  not  subject  to  seizure 
under  proceedings  in  rem  in  the  state 
courts,  except  possibly  in  her  home 
port 

The  Minnie  R.  Childs,  10  Ben.  558, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9.640;  The  Chusan,  2 
Story,  455,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,717; 
Warren  v.  Eelley,  80  Me.  512,  15  Atl. 
49 ;  Weston  v.  Morse,  40  Wis.  455. 

A  state  statute  is  invalid  if  it  works 


material  prejudice  to  the  character* 
istic  features  of  the  general  maritime 
law,  or  interferes  with  the  proper  har- 
mony and  uniformity  of  tiiiat  law  in 
its  international  and  interstate  rela- 
tions. 

Southeim  P.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  244  U.  S. 
205,  61  L.  ed.  1086,  L.R.A.1918C,  541, 
37  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  524,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E, 
900,  14  N.  C.  C.  A.  596;  Chelentis  v. 
Luckenbach  S.  S.  Co.  247  U.  S.  372, 
62  L.  ed.  1171,  38  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  501,  19 
N.  G.  C.  A.  309 ;  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co. 
V.  Stewart,  253  U.  S.  149,  64  L.  ed. 
834,  11  A.L.R.  1145,  40  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
438,  20  N.  a  C.  A.  685. 

Section  7604  is  applicable,  in  any 
event,  only  to  cases  where  the  injury 
is  done  by  a  vessel  negligently  navi- 
gated. It  does  not  purport  to  apply  to 
every  case  where  the  negligence  of  the 
owner  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury. 

The  Osceola,  189  U.  S.  158,  47  L.  ed. 
760,  23  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  483 ;  The  Onoko, 
47  C.  G.  A.  Ill,  107  Fed.  984;  Tropi- 
cal Fruit  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Towle,  138  C.  C. 
A.  293,  222  Fed.  867;  The  Theta,  7 
Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  480,  L.  R.  [1894] 
Prob.  280;  24  R.  G.  L.  1202. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
claimant  knew  or  ought  to  have 
known  that  the  sling  which  broke  was 
defective,  plaintiff  has  failed  to  make 
out  a  case  of  negligence. 

Duntley  v.  Inman,  P.  ft  Co.  42  Or. 
334,  59  L.R.A.  785,  70  Pac.  529 ;  Finn 
V.  Oregon  Water  Power  &  R.  Co.  51 
Or.  66,  93  Pac.  690;  Gynther  v.  Brown 
&  McCabe,  67  Or.  310,  134  Pac.  1186; 
Buchanan  v.  Lewis  A.  Hicks  Go.  66  Or. 
503,  133  Pac.  780,  134  Pac.  1191. 

In  any  event  claimant  was  entitled 
to  an  instruction  that  the  mere  break- 
ing of  the  sling  did  not  charge  the 
defendant  vessel  with  responsibility 
for  plaintiff's  injuries. 

Kincaid  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  &  U* 
N.  R.  Co.  22  Or.  35,  29  Pac.  3;  Duntley 
V.  Inman  P.  ft  Co.  42  Or.  334,  59  L.R.A. 
785,  70  Pac.  529;  Finn  v.  Oregon 
Water  Power  &  R.  Co.  51  Or.  66,  93 
Pac.  690;  Buchanan  v.  Lewis  A.  Hicks 
Co.  66  Or.  503,  133  Pac.  780,  134  Pac. 
1191 ;  Gynther  v.  Brown  ft  McCabe,  67 
Or.  310,  134  Pac.  1186 ;  Sappenfield  v. 
Main  Street  ft  Agri.  Park  R.  Co.  91 
Gal.  48,  27  Pac.  590,  13  Am.  Neg.  Cas. 
387;  Browniield  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P. 
R.  Co.  107  Iowa,  254,  77  N.  W.  1038, 
5  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  331. 

The  complaint  is  based  on  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant  alleged  to 
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subsist  between  defendant  and  plain- 
tiff. This  is  an  essential  allegation, 
and  plaintiff  can  recover,  if  at  all,  only 
by  establishing  the  fact  so  alleged. 

New  Albany  Forge  ft  Rolling  Mill 
v.  Cooper,  181  Ind.  868,  30  N.  E.  294; 
Indiana  Iron  Co.  v.  Cray,  19  Ind.  App. 
565,  48  N.  E.  808 ;  Humpton  v.  Unter- 
kircher,  97  Iowa,  509,  66  N.  W.  776, 
14  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  595 ;  Reier  v.  Detroit 
Steel  ft  Spring  Works,  109  Mich.  244, 
67  N.  W.  120. 

When  damages  are  predicated  on 
future  suffering  or  permanent  disabil-* 
ity,  it  is  incumbent  on  plaintiff  to 
establish  the  reasonable  certainty  of 
such  suffering  or  disability.  In  the 
absence  of  evidence  sustaining  plain- 
tiff's contention  that  such  suffering  or 
disability  is  reasonably  certain,  the 
jury  should  be  charged  that  no  dam- 
ages can  be  awarded  on  those  grounds. 

Strohm  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  96  N.  Y.  805;  Tozer  v.  New  York 
C.  ft  H,  R.  R.  Co.  105  N.  Y.  617,  11 
N.  E.  369;  Briggs  v.  New  York  C.  ft 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  177  N.  Y.  59,  101  Am.  St. 
Rep.  718,  69  N.  E.  228,  15  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  396;  Brininstool  v.  Michigan 
United  R.  Co.  157  Mich.  172, 121  N.  W. 
728 ;  Collins  v.  Janesville,  99  Wis.  464, 
75  N.  W.  88 ;  Groundwater  v.  Washing- 
ton, 92  Wis.  56,  65  N.  W.  871;  Ray- 
mond V.  Reseberg,  91  Wis.  195,  64  N. 
W.  861 ;  Block  v.  Milwaukee  Street  R. 
Co.  89  Wis.  871,  27  L.R.A.  866,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  849,  61  N.  W.  1101 ;  Hardy  v. 
Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  187, 
61  N.  W.  771,  7  Am.  Neg.  Cas.  283; 
Gifford  V.  Washington  Water  Power 
Co.  85  Wash.  841,  148  Pac.  11 ;  Rugen- 
stein  V.  Ottenheimer,  70  Or.  600,  140 
Pac.  747,  78  Or.  871,  162  Pac.  215, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  968;  Albright  v. 
Keats  Auto  Co.  85  Or.  184,  166  Pac. 
758;  Spain  v.  Oregon-Washington  R. 
ft  Nav.  Co.  78  Or.  355.  158  Pac.  470, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  1104. 

Where  there  is  a  discrepancy  be- 
tween the  language  and  the  figures  in 
a  contract,  the  former  will  be  followed 
and  the  latter  disregarded. 

13  C.  J.  537 ;  Payne  v.  Clark,  19  Mo. 
152,  59  Am.  Dec.  333;  Central  Nat 
Bank  v.  Pipkin,  66  Mo.  App.  592;  Ro- 
mine  v.  Haag,  —  Mo.  — ,  178  S.  W. 
147;  United  Surety  Co.  v.  Summers, 
110  Md.  95,  72  Atl.  775. 

A  proceeding  in  which  the  process 
runs  against  property  is  in  rem. 

22  Cyc.  1102 ;  Cunningham  v.  Shank- 
lin,  60  Cal.  118;  Gorham  Co.  v.  United 
Engineering   ft   Contracting   Co.   202 


N.  Y.  342,  96  N.  B.  806;  Holcomb  v. 
Kelly,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  1048 ;  Doughty 
V.  Doughty,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  315;  Joyner 
V.  Joyner,  131  6a.  217, 18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
647,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  220,  62  S.  E. 
182;  Cross  v.  Armstrong,  44  Ohio  St. 
613,  10  N.  £.  160;  Eean  v.  Rogers,  — 
Iowa,  — ,  118  N.  W.  515. 

The  proceeding  authorized  by  §§ 
10,281-10,296  is  a  proceeding  in  rem. 

Keating  v.  Spink,  8  Ohio  St  105,  62 
Am.  Dec.  286;  Hill  v.  Henry,  66  N.  J. 
Eq.  150,  67  Atl.  664;  Pacific  Coast  S.  S. 
Co.  V.  Bancroft-Whitney  Co.  86  C.  C. 
A.  186,  94  Fed.  180;  The  L.  B.  X.  88 
Fed.  290;  Amdt  v.  Griggs,  134  U.  S. 
316, 33  L.  ed.  918, 10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  557; 
The  Robert  W.  Parsons,  191  U.  S.  17, 
48  L.  ed.  73,  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  8. 

These  sections  provide  an  admiralty 
and  not  a  common-law  remedy. 

The  Hine  v.  Trevor,  4  Wall.  555,  18 
L.  ed.  451;  The  Belfast,  7  Wall.  624, 
19  L.  ed.  266 ;  The  Willapa,  25  Or.  71, 
84  Pac.  689. 

The  exelusiveness  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion is  applicable  both  to  remedy  and 
to  subject-matter.  The  state  courts 
cannot  apply  an  admiralty  remedy. 

Benedict,  Admiralty,  4th  ed.  §  128; 
Keating  v.  Spink,  62  Am.  Dec.  241, 
note;  The  Minnie  R.  Childs,  10  Ben. 
553,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,640;  The  Chusan, 
2  Story,  455,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,717; 
Warren  v.  Eelley,  80  Me.  512,  15  Atl. 
49 ;  Weston  v.  Morse,  40  Wis.  455. 

Messrs.  William  P.  Lord  and  A.  I. 
Mottlton  for  respondent. 

Burnett,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court : 

We  deduce  from  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions substantially  this  state  of 
facts:  The  vessel  in  question  had 
arrived  in  Portland  witii  a  cargo  of 
cement  consigned  to  local  parties. 
The  consignee,  or  someone  operat- 
ing for  him  on  the  land,  telephoned 
to  the  longshoremen's  union  for  a 
number  of  stevedores  to  assist  in 
unloading  the  cargo.  Several  men, 
including  the  plaintiff,  were  sent  by 
the  union  to  the  dock.  On  arriving 
there,  someone  acting  as  mate  of  the 
vessel  directed  the  plaintiff,  with 
others,  to  remain  on  the  dock  for 
service  there,  while  the  rest  were 
taken  into  the  hold  of  the  vessel. 
The  plaintiff  took  an  ordinary  hand 
truck  and  was  engaged  in  receiving 
from  the  sling  of  the  vessel  truck 
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loads  of  cement  The  ship's  tacklei 
by  means  of  pulleys  and  ropes,  took 
a  nomber  of  sacks  of  cement  in  a 
aling  from  the  hold  of  the  vessel, 
hoisted  it  up,  and  swung  it  out  over 
the  dock,  lowering*  it  upon  the 
trucks.  While  the  plaintiff  was 
waiting  to  receive  a  load  in  this 
manner,  the  sling  broke  before  the 
load  reached  the  dock,  and  the  sacks 
of  cement  falling  upon  the  truck 
threw  fhe  plaintiff  over  upon  his 
back,  by  which  he  suffered  the  in- 
juries complained  of. 

Section  10,281,  Or.  Laws,  pro- 
vides that  ''every  boat  or  vessel  used 
in  navigating  the  water  of  this 
atate  or  constructed  in  this  state 
ahall  be  liable  and  subject  to  a  lien 
•  .  .  for  damages  or  injuries  done 
to  persons  or  property,  by  such  boat 
or  vessel.    •    .    .*' 

After  providing  for  the  priority 
of  liens,  ^e  statute,  in  §  10,283,  de- 
<^lares  that  ''any  person  having  a  de- 
mand as  aforesaid,  instead  of  pro- 
ceeding for  the  recovery  thereof 
against  the  master,  owner,  agent,  or 
consignee  of  the  boat  or  vessel,  may, 
at  his  option,  commence  an  action 
against  such  boat  or  vessd  by 
name." 

We  find  this  in  §  10,284 :  "Any 
person  wishing  to  commence  an  ac- 
tion against  a  boat  or  vessel  shall 
file  his  complaint  against  such  boat 
or  vessel  by  name  with  the  clerk  of 
the  circuit  court  of  the  county  in 
which  such  boat  or  vessel  may  lie  or 
be.  The  complaint  shall  set  forth 
the  plaintiff's  demand  in  all  its  par- 
ticulars, and  on  whose  account  the 
same  accrued,  and  shall  be  verified 
by  the  plaintiff  or  some  credible 
person  for  him." 

Section  10,285  states:  "When- 
ever such  complaint  shall  be  filed, 
the  clerk  shall  issue  a  warrant 
thereon,  commanding  the  sheriff  to 
seize  the  boat  or  vessel  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  with  her  tackle, 
apparel,  and  furniture,  and  retain 
the  same  until  discharged  from  such 
custody  by  due  course  of  law." 

Section  10,286  is  as  follows: 
"Upon  the  return  of  any  warrant 
issued  as  prescribed  in  the  last  sec- 
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tion,  proceeding  shall  be  had  in  the 
circuit  court  against  the  boat  or  ves- 
sd  seized,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
the  action  had  been  commenced 
against  the  person  on  whose  account 
the  demand  accrued." 

In  §  10,287  it  is  said:  "The 
master,  owner,  agent,  or  consignee 
of  the  boat  or  vessel  may  appear  on 
behalf  of  such  boat  or  vessel  and 
answer  the  complaint." 

Section  10,288  provides  that  "if 
in  any  action  commenced  under  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter  the  mas- 
ter, owner,  agent,  or  consignee  shall 
not  appear  and  answer  the  com- 
plaint, the  plaintiff  may  proceed  to 
take  judgment  in  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  same  restrictions  as 
in  a  dvil  action  against  a  natural 
person ;  if  an  issue  of  fact  be  joined, 
the  same  proceeding  shall  be  had  as 
in  other  actions." 

There  are  other  sections  which 
provide  for  filing  an  undertaking, 
or  making  a  deposit  in  lieu  thereof, 
for  the  discharge  of  the  boat.  The 
judgment  prescribed  in  §  10,291  is 
to  the  effect  that,  if  judgment  be 
rendered  against  liie  boat  or  vessel, 
the  court  shall  make  an  order  direct- 
ed to  the  sheriff,  commanding  him 
to  sell  the  same  for  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment. 

The  owner  of  the  vessel,  the  Bee 
Steamship  Company,  appeared  as 
claimant,  traversed  most  of  the 
complaint,  denied  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  over  the  controversy  or 
over  the  steamship,  and  averred 
that  the  accident  happened  on  ac- 
count of  the  negligence  of  the  plain- 
tiff himself;  that  he  assumed  the 
risks  of  the  emplosrment,  of  which 
the  liability  to  the  injury  com- 
plained of  was  one ;  that  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  and  for  a  long  time 
prior  thereto,  the  steamship  had 
been  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce, and  was  discharging  a  cargo 
which  had  been  transported  on  the 
vessel  from  the  state  of  California 
to  the  state  of  Oregon  when  the 
accident  occurred.  It  is  also  said 
as  a  further  affirmative  defense  that 
tbe  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the 
Oregon  Portland  Cement  Company, 
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anQresron  corporation  which  waa 
in  actual  possession  of  the  dock  up- 
on, which  the  cargo  was  being 
stored;  and  that  the  injury  of  the 
plaintiff  was  sustained  while  he  was 
working  for  the  Oregon  Portland 
Cement  Company,  with  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  accident  was  to  be  gov- 
erned only  by  what  is  known  as  the 
Industrial  Accident  Law. 

That  portion  of  the  answer  aver- 
ring contributory  negligence  is  de- 
nied.  The  answer  which  sets  up 
assumption  of  risk  is  traversed  as 
to  the  allegations  of  the  foreign 
status  of  the  claimant  and  its  own- 
ership of  the  Bee,  as  well  as  to  the 
averments  that  the  plaintiff  was  an 
experienced  man  and  informed  of 
all  the  incidents  of  the  work  and  of 
the  risks  and  dangers  attached 
thereto.  Otherwise,  the  new  matter 
in  the  answer  is  not  denied. 

The  principal  effort  of  the  claim- 
ant and  owner  of  the  vessel  is  to  es- 
tablish its  contention  that  the  state 
courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  litigation.  It 
maintains  that  only  the  Federal 
courts  of  admiralty  have  any  au- 
thority over  the  grievance  com- 
plained of.  It  is  true  that  under  §  2 
of  article  3  of  the  United  States 
Constitution  it  is  said  that  ''the  ju- 
dicial power  shall  extend  to  all 
cases,  in  law  and  equity,  arising  un- 
der this  Constitution,  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  treaties 
made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  un- 
der their  authority,  ...  to  all 
cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  ju- 
risdiction." 

Federal  legislation  in  pursuance 
of  this  provides  that  the  district 
courts  shall  have  original  jurisdic- 
tion of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  at 
common  law  or  in  equity,  where  the 
matter  in  controversy  exceeds,  ex- 
clusive of  interest  and  costs,  the 
sum  and  value  of  $3,000,  and  arises 
under  the  laws  or  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  treaties 
which  are  made  or  shall  be  made 
under  their  authority,  or  is  between 
citizens  of  different  states,  and  in 
all  civil  causes  of  admiralty  or  mari- 
time jurisdiction,  saving  to  suitors 


in  all  cases  the  right  of  a  common- 
law  remedy  where  Hie  common  law 
is  competent  to  give  it.  Section  24 
of  the  Judicial  Code  of  the  United 
States.  A  later  amendment  enacted 
October  6,  1917,  by  Congress,  adds 
to  the  saving  clause  as  follows: 
*\  .  •  And  to  claimants  the  rights 
and  remedies  under  the  workmen's 
compensation  law  of  any  state." 
U.  S.  Comp.  Stat  §  991  (3)  Fed. 
Stat  Anno.  Supp.  1918,  p.  401. 

In  this  branch  of  the  case,  there- 
fore, the  crucial  question  is  whether 
the  grievance  complained  of  is  of 
admiralty  cognizance,  or  whether  it 
belongs  to  the  state  courts.  In 
Philadelphia  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Philadelphia,  H.  de  6.  S.  B.  Co.  23 
How.  209,  16  L.  ed.  433,  it  is  said : 
"The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  ad- 
miralty, in  matters  of  contract  de- 
pends upon  the  nature  and  charac- 
ter of  the  contract  but  in  torts  it 
depends  entirely  on  locality.'* 

It  is  taught  in  The  J.  E.  RumbeH, 
148  U.  S.  1,  37  L.  ed.  345,  13  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  498,  that  the  Federal  mari- 
time jurisdiction  is  exclusive;  that 
state  legislation  cannot  bring  with- 
in admiralty  jurisdiction  a  subject 
not  maritime  in  its  nature,  '"but 
when  a  right,  maritime  in  its  na- 
ture, and  to  be  enforced  by  process 
in  the  nature  of  admiralty  process, 
has  been  given  by  the  statute  of  a 
state,  the  admiralty  courts  of  the 
United  States  have  jurisdiction,  and 
exclusive  jurisdiction,  to  enforce 
that  right  according  to  their  own 
rules  of  procedure.*'  We  learn 
from  The  Willapa,  25  Or.  71,  74,  34 
Pac.  689,  that  state  laws  cannot  con- 
fer admiralty  jurisdiction  upon  the 
state  courts  so  as  to  enable  them  to 
proceed  in  rem  for  the  enforcement 
of  liens  created  by  such  laws,  for  it 
is  exclusively  conferred  upon  the 
district  courts  of  the  United  States. 
The  case  of  The  Moses  Taylor,  4 
Wall.  411,  18  L,  ed.  397,  was  found- 
ed on  a  breach  of  a  maritime  con- 
tract, and  the  court  held  that  the 
statute  of  the  state  of  California,  al- 
most precisely  in  terms  like  our 
own,  authorizing  an  action  against 
the  steamer  by  name,  established  a 
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proceeding  in  the  nature  and  with 
all  the  incidents  of  a  suit  in  admi- 
ralty. It  was  decided  there  that 
this  was  without  the  scope  of  state 
legislative  power.  In  The  Chusati,  2 
Story,  455,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,717,  and 
The  Roanoke,  189  U.  S.  185,  194,  47 
L.  ed.  770,  772,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  491, 
both  cited  in  the  defendant's  brief, 
the  question  involved  was  that  of 
furnishing  materials  for  repairs  of 
a  vessel  lying  in  a  foreign  port. 
This,  of  course,  under  the  authori- 
ties, carries  a  lien,  according  to  the 
general  maritime  law,  in  favor  of 
tiie  parties  furnishing  the  materials. 
In  all  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  de- 
fendant in  support  of  its  contention 
that  the  state  has  no  authority  to 
impress  a  lien  upon  the  defendant's 
steamship,  there  appears  the  ele- 
ment either  of  maritime  tort  or 
niaritime  contract.  For  instance,  in 
Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  244  U.*  S. 
205,  61  L.  ed.  1086,  L.R.A.1918a 
451,  87  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  624,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917E,  900,  14  N.  C.  C.  A.  596,  the 
cause  of  action  was  for  an  injury 
aboard  the  ship.  In  The  Rockaway 
(D.  C.)  156  Fed.  692,  it  was  held 
that  a  state  statute  may  create  a 
lien  on  a  domestic  vessel  for  repairs 
at  the  home  port,  and  that  this 
would  be  enforceable  in  admiralty, 
because  the  nature  of  the  contract 
was  maritime.  The  same  reason 
applies  in  American  Co.  v.  W.  &  A. 
Fletcher  Co.  97  C.  C.  A.  477,  173 
Fed.  471,  to  the  effect  that  supplies 
and  repairs  to  foreign  vessels  are 
lienable  by  the  general  maritime 
law,  while  the  same  services  ren- 
dered to  a  domestic  vessel  are  made 
lienable  only  by  state  statutes ;  but, 
because  of  their  maritime  nature, 
when  such  liens  are  given  they  are 
enforceable  only  in  the  admiralty 
courts.  In  The  Athinai  (D.  C.)  230 
Fed.  1017,  it  is  said  that  it  is  beyond 
the  power  of  any  state  to  create  a 
lien  enforceable  in  the  admiralty  by 
process  in  rem  against  a  foreign 
ship,  claims  against  foreign  vessels 
being  within  the  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion of  admiralty.  The  point  of 
that  case  is  that  state  courts  can 
neither  increase  nor  diminish  the 
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jurisdiction  of  admiralty.  To  say 
that  the  state  courts  cannot  create  a 
lien  enforceable  in  the  courts  of  ad- 
miralty is  but  another  way  of  de- 
claring that  the  state  can  neither 
enlarge  nor  restrict  the  authority  of 
the  admiralty  courts.  The  reason 
for  the  opinion  in  that  ca^  is  thus 
stated :  "Any  such  legislation,  cre- 
ative of  a  lien  enforceable  in  ad- 
miralty, and  upon  shipping,  must 
rest  upon  the  making  or  implication 
of  a  contract  maritime  in  its  nature, 
or  on  the  commission  of  a  maritime 
tort." 

It  is  enunciated  in  Corsica  Trans- 
it Co.  v.  W,  S.  Moore  Grain  Co.  165 
C.  C.  A.  283,  263  Fed.  689,  as  fol- 
lows: "To  sustain  a  state  statute 
giving  a  lien  on  a  vessel,  the  cause 
of  the  action  must  be  maritime  in 
nature,  and  a  breach  of  an  execu- 
tory contract  for  the  charter  of  a 
vessel  is  not  maritime  in  nature, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  enforced  in 
a  proceeding  in  rem  in  an  admiralty 
court." 

So,  also,  in  The  Minnie  R.  Childs, 
10  Ben.  653,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,640,  a 
lien  for  supplies  to  domestic  ships 
created  by  state  law  is  maritime, 
and  hence  cognizable  in  admiralty. 
We  find  in  Warren  v.  Eelley,  80  Me. 
512,  15  Atl.  49,  that  the  statute  of 
a  state  may  create  a  lien  on  a  do- 
mestic vessel  based  on  maritime 
service,  but  the  jurisdiction  to  fore- 
close it  belongs  to  the  United  States 
courts.  Likewise,  Weston  v.  Morse, 
40  Wis.  466,  teaches  us  that  a  case 
for  sailors'  wages  and  supplies  fur- 
nished to  a  domestic  vessel,  made 
lienable  by  a  state  statute,  is  en- 
forceable only  in  admiralty,  for  the 
basic  reason  that  they  are  for  inci- 
dents maritime  in  their  nature.  In 
Chelentis  v.  Luckenbach  Co.  247  U. 
S.  372,  62  L.  ed.  1171,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  501, 19  N.  C.  C.  A.  309,  a  sailor 
aboard  ship  on  the  high  seas,  while 
at  work  on  the  deck,  was  caught  by 
a  wave  which  came  aboard  and 
threw  him  against  the  vessel,  break- 
ing  his  leg.  He  sued  the  owners  of 
the  vessel  for  common-law  dam- 
ages, but  the  court  held  that  under 
the  marithne  law,  the'  case  being  one 
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of  maritime  tort,  the  liability  of  the 
boat  or  its  owners  could  not  be  ex- 
tended beyond  the  measure  allowed 
by  the  maritime  jurisdiction.  In 
Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v.  Stewart, 
253  U.  S.  149,  64  L.  ed.  834,  11 
A.L.B.  1145,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  438, 
20  N.  C.  C.  A.  635,  Stewart  was  do- 
ing maritime  work  on  a  barge  for 
the  Knickerbocker  Ice  Company 
while  the  barge  lay  in  navigable  war 
ters.  While  so  engaged  he  fell  into 
the  Hudson  river  and  was  drowned. 
It  was  there  hdd  that  the  clause 
saving  to  claimants  the  rights  and 
remedies  under  the  state  Woiic- 
men's  Compensation  Act  was  an  at- 
tempt lor  Congress  to  delegate  its 
legislative  power  to  states,  and  that, 
on  the  otiier  hand,  the  state  could 
neither  add  to  nor  take  from  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction.  Thus  we  find, 
without  variation,  that  the  sine  qua 
non  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  is  that 
the  contract  involved  must  be  mari- 
time in  its  nature,  depradent  upon 
the  nature  of  the  contract,  or  tibat 
the  tort  in  question  must  be  a  mari- 
time tort,  dependent  upon  the  locali- 
ty where  the  injury  was  received. 

Bearing  in  mind,  therefore,  that 
the  injury  received  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  upon  which  this  proceeding  is 
based,  happened  to  him  while  he 
was  on  the  land,  and  that  for  all 
that  appears  in  the  record  he  never 
was  aboard  the  steamship  Bee,  we 
find  the  rule  to  be  thus :  '^Suits  for 
injuries  to  a  person  sustained  on 
land,  although  originating  or  caused 
by  a  vessel,  are  not  cognizable  in 
admiralty.''    1  C.  J.  1286. 

In  Ryley  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R. 
Co.  (D.  C.)  173  Fed.  839,  the  dece- 
dent was  injured  on  a  barge  navi- 
gating the  Delaware  river,  but  died 
ashore.  It  was  held  that  admiralty 
had  no  jurisdiction,  because  the  in- 
jury was  not  ful^  consummated  in 
navigable  water.  The  Albion  (D. 
C.)  123  Fed.  189,  was  a  case  where 
the  libellant  walked  off  the  dock  at 
night,  under  Hie  impression  that  a 
gangplank  was  there.  But  it  had 
been  removed,  and  hence  he  fell.  It 
was  held  that  admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion extends  only  to  torts  committed 


on  navigable  waters.  We  find  in 
Price  V.  The  Belle  of  the  Coast  (D. 
C).  66  Fed.  62,  that  the  libellant 
was  helping  to  carry  a  heavy  barrel 
of  oil  off  the  vessel,  and  fell  into  a 
hole  after  leaving  the  ship,  and  it 
was  there  decided  that  because  the 
injury  was  received  ashore  admiral- 
ty had  no  jurisdiction.  In  The 
Mary  Garrett  (D.  C.)  63  Fed.  1009, 
the  libellant,  a  seaman  employed  on 
the  ship,  was  hurt  on  the  dock  while 
discharging  freight^  making  the  in- 
stance, according  to  the  decision, 
not  within  admiralty  jurisdiction. 
A  seaman  who  deserted  the  ship 
claimed  damages  for  arrest  on  land, 
and  it  was  said  in  the  opinion  in 
Bain  v.  Sandusky  Transp.  Co.  (D. 
C.)  60  Fed.  912,  that  ''jurisdiction 
over  torts,  in  admiralty,  ia  clearly 
limited  to  maritime  torts,  .  .  . 
and  the  tort  must  be  committed  on 
the  water,  and  not  on  land." 

A  similar  instance  is  treated  in 
The  H.  S.  Pickands,  42  Fed.  239. 
Access  to  the  steamer  was  gained 
by  a  ladder  about  12  feet  in  lengUi» 
leading  from  the  wharf  to  the  bul- 
warks of  the  vessel,  the  foot  of 
which  ladder  had  been  secured  by 
a  cleat  on  the  dock  which  prevented 
its  slipping.  The  libellant  was  em- 
ployed in  doing  some  work  in  re- 
pairing the  boiler  of  the  vessel. 
Having  occasion  to  leave  the  ship, 
he  went  to  the  ladder;  but  in  the 
meantime  it  had  been  moved  away 
from  the  deal^  leaving  the  foot  of 
the  ladder  insecure.  While  he  was 
on  the  ladder  in  the  act  of  leaving 
the  vessel,  the  ladder  slipped  and  he 
fell  to  the  wharf,  receiving  an  in- 
jury; and  it  is  said  in  the  opinion 
that,  to  give  admiralty  jurisdiction, 
the  injury  must  have  been  consum- 
mated, and  the  damage  received, 
upon  the  water.  'The  mere  fact 
that  the  wrongful  act  was  done  up- 
on a  ship  is  insufficient."  The  Mary 
Stewart  (D.  C.)  6  Hughes,  812,  10 
Fed.  137,  is  a  case  almost  precisely 
like  the  one  in  hand.  There,  tfa^ 
libellant  was  on  ^e  dock  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  stevedore  who  was  load- 
ing the  ship  with  cotton  bales  by  aid 
of  the  ship's  tackle.    Owing  to  the 
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breaking  of  the  ship's  rope,  a  bale 
being  hoisted  aboard  fell  on  the  li- 
bellant  on  the  dock,  and  injured 
him.  The  rule  was  thus  laid  down : 
'^Not  only  the  wrong  must  originate 
on  water,  but  the  damage  •  •  • 
must  also  happen  on  water/' 

The  deduction  is  that  a  state  stat- 
ute cannot  confer  jurisdiction  on 
admiralty  courts  except  for  matters 
AdMirmitvw  maritime  in  their 
jwrisdiettom  uature*        Anothor 

Sr/rXiJS.      rimaar  ewe  is  that 

of  Keator  v.  Rock 
Plaster  Mfg.  Co.  (D.  G.)  266  Fed. 
674,  where  a  vessel  was  unloading 
rock  from  its  hold*  The  bucket  con- 
taining a  load  of  rock  spilled  its 
contents  on  a  worlanan  standing  on 
the  dock,  and  it  was  decided  that  the 
matter  was  not  of  maritime  cogni- 
zance. See  also  Smalls  v.  Atlantie 
Coast  Shipping  Co.  (D.  C.)  261 
Fed.  928.  In  Billings  v.  Breinig,  46 
Mich.  66,  7  N.  W.  722,  a  fenyman 
was  ashore  in  the  act  of  lovrering 
his  ferry  cable  to  permit  tiie  pas- 
sage of  a  vessel,  when  a  ship  navi« 
gating  the  stream  struck  the  cable 
so  that  it  killed  the  ferryman,  and  it 
was  determined  that  this  did  not 
furnish  a  chose  in  action  for  admi*^ 
ralty  jurisdiction.  One  of  the  early 
cases  is  that  of  The  Plymouth 
(Hough  V.  Western  Transp.  Co.)  3 
Wall.  20,  18  L.  ed.  126.  By  the 
negligence  of  its  crew  aboard  the 
vessel  while  moored  to  the  dock,  the 
ship  took  fire,  which  spread  to  and 
consumed  some  warehouses  and 
their  contents,  located  on  the  dock; 
and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not 
within  admiralty  jurisdiction.  The 
same  doctrine  is  taught  in  Ex  parte 
Phenix  Ins.  Co.  118  U.  S.  610,  30 
L.  ed.  274,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  26. 
These    precedents    are    condusive 

that  the  mishap  in- 
volved in  the  pres- 
iHISl^  *•  •■•  •■  ent   controversy   is 

not  maritime  in  its 
nature,  and  is  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Federal  courts.  There 
is,  therefore,  no  ground  for  saying 
that  the  admiralty  courts  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  grievance  here 
in  question. 
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The    investigation    consequently 
takes  this  form :    Can  the  state  pro- 
vide a  remedy  for  a  tort  happening 
within  its  jurisdic- 
tion,  and   apply   a  <^»«*«<  •*  **:^ 

rr      '     **^^     ••K*'*^,    ■•  —power   of   state 
hen   against  foreign    to  entoree  Uen 

property  involved  ^IS^£^  '•'**»■ 
in  the  commission 
of  that  tort?  In  The  Robert  W. 
Parsons  (Perry  v.  Haines)  191  U. 
S.  17,  48  L.  ed.  73,  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
8,  a  case  cited  for  the  defendant,  we 
find  this  language:  ''It  is  equally 
well  established  that  for  causes  of 
action  not  cognizable  in  admiralty, 
either  in  rem  or  in  personam,  the 
states  may  not  only  grant  liens,  but 
may  provide  remedies  for  t^ir  en- 
forcement.*' 

In  Missouri  v.  Lewis  (Bowman  v. 
Lewis)  101  U.  S.  22,  31,  26  L.  ed. 
989,  it  is  said :  ''There  is  nothing  in 
the  Constitution  to  prevent  any 
state  from  adopting  any  system  of 
laws  or  judicature  it  sees  fit,  for  all 
or  any  part  of  its  territory." 

We  team  from  Ex  parte  Reggd, 
114  U.  S.  642,  661,  29  L.  ed.  260,  6 
Sup.  CH;.  Rep.  1148,  1163,  6  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  218:  "That  common- 
wealth [Pennsylvania]  has  the 
right  to  establish  the  forms  of 
pleadings  and  process  to  be  ob- 
served in  her  own  courts,  in  both 
civil  and  criminal  cases,  subject  on- 
ly to  those  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  involv- 
ing the  protection  of  life,  liberty, 
and  property  in  all  the  states  of  the 
Union." 

Again,  in  Iowa  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Iowa, 
160  U.  S.  389,  393,  40  L.  ed.  467, 
469,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  344,  346,  it  is 
said :  "The  14th  Amendment  in  no 
way  undertakes  to  control  the  pow- 
er of  a  state  to  determine  l^  what 
process  legal  rights  may  be  asserted 
or  legal  obligations  may  be  en- 
forced, provided  the  method  of  pro- 
cedure adopted  for  these  purposes 
gives  reasonable  notice  and  aifords 
fair  opportunity  to  be  heard  before 
the  issues  are  decided.'* 

In  Brown  v.  New  Jersey,  176  U. 
S.  172,  176,  44  L.  ed.  119,  120,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  77,  78,  we  find  this 
language :    "The  state  has  f uU  con- 
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trol  over  the  procedure  in  its  courts, 
both  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  sub- 
ject only  to  the  qualification  that 
such  procedure  must  not  worlc  a  de- 
nial of  fundamental  rights,  or  con- 
flict with  specific  and  applicable 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion. .  .  .  The  state  is  not  tied 
down  by  any  provisions  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution  to  the  practice  and 
procedure  which  existed  at  the  com- 
mon law.  Subject  to  the  limitations 
heretofore  named,  it  may  avail  it- 
self of  the  wisdom  gathered  by  the 
experience  of  the  century  to  make 
such  changes  as  may  be  necessary .'' 

See  also  Lieague  v.  Texas,  184  U. 
S.  156,  46  L.  ed.  478,  22  Sup.  a. 
Rep.  475. 

Recalling  the  terms  of  the  statute 
under  consideration,  we  note  that 
there  is  no  provision  explicitly  re- 
quiring service  of  summons  or  no- 
tice of  the  pendency  of  the  proceed- 
ing upon  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
against  which  the  process  has  been 
issued.  Upon  filing  a  statement  of 
the  plaintiff's  claim,  the  clerk,  a 
ministerial  ofiicer,  issues  a  warrant 
empowering  the  sheriff,  so  to  speak, 
to  arrest  tibe  vessel.  Indeed,  it  is 
provided  that  ''the  master,  owner, 
agent,  or  consignee  of  the  boat  or 
vessel  may  appear  on  behalf  of  such 
boat  or  vessel  and  answer  the  com- 
plaint.'* 

True  enough,  they  have  the  privi- 
lege of  answering,  but  on  what  com- 
pulsion must  they?  Is  this  due 
process  of  law?  Does  the  owner 
have  his  day  in  court  by  virtue  of 
the  statute?  The  question  is  not 
without  difiiculty,  but  there  is 
abundant  autiiorily  in  the  prece- 
dents for  saying  that  the  seizure  of 
one's  property  is  notice  to  him  of  an 
invasion  of  his  rights,  calling  upon 
him  to  defend.  We  are  not  con- 
cerned about  the  amount  of  notice, 
for  that  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine. The  question  is  "vi^ether 
or  not  it  has  ordained  notice.  In 
Keating  v.  Spink,  3  Ohio  St.  105,  62 
Am;  Dec.  214,  the  court  had  under 
consideration  a  statute  almost  in  the 
same  terms  as  our  own,  and,  speak- 
ing by  Mr.  Justice  Ranney,  it  said : 


"This  statute,  then,  as  stated  by 
the  court  in  The  Huron  v.  Simmons, 
11  Ohio,  461,  'treats  the  boat  as  a 
person,  and  makes  it  responsible,  in 
its  own  name,  for  all  debts  contract- 
ed for  its  use,  and  for  all  injuries 
committed  against  persons  or  prop- 
erty on  board,  by  her  ofl9k;ers  or 
crew.'  The  liability  is  upon  the 
craft,  the  proceeding  is  against  the 
craft,  and  Hie  judgment  operates 
alone  upon  the  craft.  Its  seizure  is 
indispensable  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  and  its  continued  custody, 
unless  released  upon  bond  and  se- 
curity, indispensably  necessary  to 
the  further  proceedihgs>  after  final 
judgment. 

''The  proceeding,  therefore,  is 
strictly  and  technically  in  rem ;  it  is 
pursued  without  reference  to  the 
owner,  to  enforce  a  liability  which 
the  thing  itself  has  incurred,  and 
the  thing  itself  is  condemned  to 
make  reparation.  Possession  is  the 
essential  element  upon  which  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  depends; 
and  as  this  possession  is  deemed 
that  of  the  sovereignty  under  whose 
authority  the  court  sits,  if  any  ques- 
tion can  be  regarded  as  settled  by 
the  unanimous  opinion  of  coiurts 
and  jurists,  it  is  this— that  the  law 
regards  the  seizure  of  the  thing  as 
constructive  notice  to  the  whole 
world.'  Hollingsworth  v.  Barbour, 
4  Pet  475,  7  L.  ed.  926.  Other 
means  for  giving  notice  may  be  pro- 
vided at  the  discretion  of  the  sov- 
ereign power,  upon  the  observance 
of  which  the  jurisdiction  may,  or 
may  not,  depend;  but  where  they 
are  not  prescribed,  the  power  of  the 
court  over  the  thing,  when  taken  in- 
to the  custody  of  the  law,  is  perfect 
and  complete,  and  the  final  disposi- 
tion of  it  binding  upon  the  world. 
As  the  subject  of  liability  and  seiz- 
ure described  in  this  statute,  are  so 
uniformly  attended  by  the  owner  or 
master  representing  all  interests, 
the  legislature  has  regarded  the 
seizure  and  taking  the  thing  into 
custody  as  ^ectuaJ  notice  to  those 
interested  of  the  pendency  of  the 
proceedings,  and  has,  therefore, 
provided  for  no  other." 
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In  The  Mary,  9  Cranch,  126,  144, 
3  L.  ed.  678,  684,  Chief  J-ustice 
Marshall  delivered  the  opinion,  and, 
among  other  things,  said :  "It  is  a 
principle  of  natural  justice,  of  uni- 
versal obligation,  that  before  the 
rights  of  an  individual  be  bound  by 
a  judicial  sentence,  he  shall  have 
notice,  either  actual  or  implied,  of 
the  proceedings  against  him. 
Where  these  proceedingB  are 
against  the  person,  notice  is  served 
personally,  or  by  publication ;  where 
they  are  in  rem,  notice  is  served  up- 
on the  thing  itself.  This  is  neces- 
sarily notice  to  all  those  who  have 
any  interest  in  the  thing,  and  is  rea-^ 
sonable  because  it  is  necessary,  and 
because  it  is  the  part  of  common 
prudence  for  all  those  who  have  any 
interest  in  it,  to  gruard  that  interest 
by  persons  who  are  in  a  situation  to 
protect  it.  Every  person,  therefore, 
who  could  assert  any  title  to  the 
Mary,  has  constructive  notice  of  her 
seizure,  and  may  fairly  be  consid- 
ered as  a  party  to  the  libel." 

In  the  celebrated  case  of  Pennoy- 
er  V.  NefT,  95  U.  S.  714,  727, 24  L.  ed. 
565,  570,  the  court  said :  "The  law 
assumes  that  property  is  always  in 
the  possession  of  its  owner,  in  per- 
son or  by  agent ;  and  it  proceeds  up- 
on the  theory  that  its  seizure  will  in- 
form him,  not  only  that  it  is  taken 
into  the  custody  of  the  court,  but 
that  he  must  look  to  any  proceed- 
ings as  authorized  by  law  upon  such 
seizure  for  its  condemnation  and 
sale.  Such  service  may  also  be  suf- 
ficient in  cases  where  the  object  of 
the  action  is  to  reach  and  dispose  of 
property  in  the  state,  or  of  some  in- 
terest therein,  by  enforcing  a  con- 
tract or  a  lien  respecting  the  same, 
or  to  partition  it  among  different 
owners,  or,  when  the  public  is  a 
party,  to  condemn  and  appropriate 
it  for  a  public  purpose.  In  other 
words,  such  service  may  answer  in 
all  actions  which  are  substantially 
proceedings  in  rem.  But  where  the 
entire  object  of  the  action  is  to  de- 
termine tiie  personal  rights  and  ob- 
ligations of  the  defendants, — that 
is,  where  the  suit  is  merely  in  per- 
sonam,—constructive  service  in  this 

20  A.L.R.— 69. 
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form  upon  a  nonresident  is  ineffec- 
ttial  for  any  purpose." 

The  Ann  (D.  C.)  5  Hughes,  292, 
8  Fed.  923,  was  a  ca«e  dependent 
upon  the  seizure  of  a  v^pi^el.  The 
court  there  said:  "It  is  true  that 
there  was  no  notice,  by  service  or 
publication  of  notice,  to  the  owner 
or  holders  of  maritime  or  other 
liens,  that  the  vessel  was  being  pro- 
ceeded against;  but  a  proceeding  in 
rem  forms  an  exception  to  the  gen- 
eral rule  of  notice,  particularly 
wh^i  based  upon  actual  manucap- 
tion of  the  thing  which  is  the  instru- 
ment of  the  wrong,  and  in  such 
cases  the  seizure  has  been  held  to  be 
constructive  notice  to  everyone 
having  any  interest  in  the  thing 
seized." 

The  reason  for  the  sufficiency  of 
notice  arising  from  the  mere  sei- 
zure of  the  property  may  be  found, 
in  part,  at  least*  in  the  presumption 
'that  a  person  takes  ordinary  cd^re 
of  his  own  concerns."  Or.  Laws, 
§  799,  subd.  4.  In  the  case  of  a  sea* 
going  vessd  Specially,  which  is 
constantly  in  charge  of  a  master  or 
other  repreisentative  of  the  owner, 
or  of  the  owner  himself,  the  mlsre 
taking  is  such  an  invasion  of  prop- 
erty rights  as  to  notify  the  owner, 
as  a  practical  matter,  that  he  must 
defend.  While  a  foreign  vessel  is  in 
the  state  and  its  owners  are  without 
the  jurisdiction,  and  likely  un- 
known, it  is  clearly  in  the  power  of 
the  state,  by  virtue  of  its  authority 
over  property  Within  its  bounda- 
ries to  devise  a  process  to  subject 
the  offending  vessel  itself  to  the 
payment  of  damages  for  a  tort  com- 
mitted with  it  as  an  instrument.  Of 
course,  as  taught  in  the  excerpt 
flDrti  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  supra,  the 
remedy  is  limited  to  the  res  itself, 
and  cannot  result  in  a  judgment  in 
personam.  We  arrive  at  the  con- 
clusion, therefore,  that,  having  au- 
thority Over  the  property  within  its 
jurisdiction,  and  the  matter  not  be- 
ing cogrillbable  in  the  Federal  courts 
6f  admiralty,  the  state  has  author- 
ity to  formulate  a  process  whereby 
the  offending  property  itself  may  be 
proceeded  againstv  defied,  aiid  sub- 
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jected  to  the  redress  of  the  wrong 
committed.  Seizure  itself  is  notice, 
the  quantity  of  which  is  for  the  leg- 
islative power  to  determine.  The 
.  ,  Globe,  2  Blatchf. 
cjmrtitjjtijjmi      427,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 

T^f 'IT  Mti^.   5»483 ;  Bradstreet  v. 

Neptune  Ins.  Co.  3 
Sumn.  609,   Fed.   Cas.  No.  1,793; 
Leigh  V.  Green,  193  U.  S.  79,  48  L. 
ed.  623,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390 ;  Free- 
man V.  Alderson,  119  U.  S.  185,  30 
L.  ed.  372,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  166 
Bierne  v.  The  Triumph,  2  Ala.  738 
Ridley   v.    Ridley,   24    Miss.    648 
Stewart  t.  Board  of  Police,  25  Miss 
479 ;  Calhoun  v.  Ware,  34  Miss.  146 
New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v 
Clements,  35  Miss.  17;  Ewilecki  v 
Holman,  258  Mo.  624,  167  S.  W 
989 ;  Beech  v.  Abbott,  6  Vt.  586 ;  Lu- 
ther V.  Fowler,  1  Grant,  Cas.  176. 

It  is  fallacious  to  assume,  as  the 
claimant  does,  that  the  statute  upon 
which  this  litigation  is  based  is  un- 
constitutional in  that  it  attempts  to 
usurp  a  Federal  function  in  the  reg- 
ulation of  interstate  commerce;  at 
least,  so  far  as  it  may  be  applied  to 
foreign  ships.  It  is  not  reasonable 
to  say  that  a  vessel  of  a  sister  state 
may  come  within  the  boundaries  of 
this  state  and  injure  the  persons  or 
property  of  our  citizens,  and  that 
they  are  without  redress  for  a  non- 
maritime  tort  merely  because  such 
ship  is  carrying  goods  hither  from 
another  state.  The  interstate  com- 
merce legislation  does  not  counte- 
nance or  authorize  the  commission 
of  land  torts  by  any  vessel,  whether 

domestic  or  for- 
V-t""re;et;*-  eign.  Hence,  our 
SSiS;;  ^'-.ei.     statute,     giving    a 

remedy  for  such 
grievances,  does  not  infringe  upon 
that  Federal  function. 

Thus  far  we  have  a  chose  in  ac- 
tion not  included  in  admiralty  cog- 
nizance, for  which  the  state  has 
fashioned  a  proceeding  in  rem,  no- 
tice of  which  depends  upon  the  sei- 
zure of  the  offending  thing,  the 
vessel.  What,  then,  of  the  method 
of  trial?  We  note  that  the  statute 
provides  only  for  a  lien  and  for  a 
sale  of  the  property  seized.     The 


original  statute  was  enacted  in  ter- 
ritorial days,  in  1858.  Statutes  of 
Oregon  1858,  p.  152.  This  enact- 
ment was  amended  in  1876  (Laws 
1876,  p.  9)  only  in  respect  to  the 
authority  for  contracting  debts 
against  the  vessel.  The  original 
law  made  the  vessel  liable  for  debts 
contracted  by  the  master,  owner, 
agent,  or  consignee.  The  Amend- 
ment of  1876  limited  that  clause  to 
^'debts  due  to  persons  by  virtue  of  a 
contract*  expressed  or  implied,  with 
the  owners  of  a  boat  or  vessel,  or 
with  the  agents,  contractors,  or  sub- 
contractors of  such  owner,  or  any 
of  them,  or  with  any  person  having 
them  employed  to  construct,  repair, 
or  launch  such  boat  or  vessel.'"  In 
all  other  respects  the  law  has  re- 
main^ the  same  to  this  day.  That 
amendment  in  no  wise  changes  the 
original  procedure.  The  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  was  adopted  by  the 
legislative  assembly  of  this  state  in 
October,  1862,  and  took  effect  on  the 
1st  day  of  June  next  following. 
Treating  of  the  foreclosure  of  liens 
upon  real  or  personal  property,  the 
statute,  as  now  embodied  in  §  422, 
Or.  Laws,  reads  thus:  '^A  lien  up- 
on real  or  personal  property,  other 
than  that  of  a  judgment  or  decree, 
whether  created  by  mortgage  or 
otherwise,  shall  be  foreclosed,  and 
the  property  adjudged  to  be  sold  to 
satisfy  the  debt  secured  thereby  by 
a  suit.  In  such  suit,  in  addition  to 
the  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  if 
it  appear  that  a  promissory  note  or 
other  personal  obligation  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt  has  been  given 
by  the  mortgagor  or  other  lien  debt- 
or, or  by  any  other  person  as  prin- 
cipal or  otherwise,  the  court  shall 
also  decree  a  recovery  of  the  amount 
of  such  debt  against  such  person  or 
persons,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  in 
the  case  of  an  ordinary  decree  for 
the  recovery  of  money." 

It  has  been  held  uniformly  by  this 
court  that  the  remedy  in  equity  de- 
vised by  this  section  is  exclusive  and 
must  be  followed. 
Thompson  v.  Mar-  SISi^^etM^*. 
shaU,  21  Or.  171, 
27  Pac.  967;  McNeff  v.  Southern 


CORDREY 

(—  Or.  — , 

P.  Co.  61  Or,  22,  120  Pac.  6;  Caro 
V.  Wollenberg,  68  Or,  420,  136 
Pac.  866.  The  later  enactment  em- 
bodied in  §  422,  Or.  Laws,  super- 
sedes the  former  where  they  are  in 
conflict. 

When  this  cause  came  on  for  tri- 
al, the  claimant,  appearing  for  the 
ship,  objected  to  the  same  being 
tried  as  an  action  at  law,  and  de- 
manded that  it  be  tried  as  a  suit  in 
equity,  but  this  was  denied,  and  the 
cause  proceeded  as  an  action  at  law, 
resulting  in  a  personal  judgment 
against  the  claimant.  Under  §  422, 
supra,  it  is  only  where  a  promissory 
note  or  other  personal  obligation  for 
the  payment  of  a  debt  has  been  giv- 
en that  the  court  in  a  foreclosure 
suit  can  render  a  personal  decree. 
Where  this  feature  is  absent,  the 
only  thing  that  can  be  done  is  to 
foreclose  the  lien,  which  includes  a 

-p*r-«ai  i«d».  ^^  «[  ti^e  proper- 
m«»t-««tto^  at    ty.    The  court  was 

'*^*  in  error  in  proceed- 

ing as  in  an  action  at  law  and  in 
rendering  a  personal  judgment. 
The  jury  was  not  called  upon  to  en- 
lighten the  conscience  of  the  chan- 
cellor. It  was  impaneled  and  to  it 
was  committed  exclusively  the  de- 
cision of  the  questions  of  fact  in- 
volved. We  have  not  had  the  bene- 
fit of  the  personal  estimate  of  the 
trial  judge  concerning  the  credibil- 
ity of  witnesses,  or  as  to  the  true 
state  of  facts  in  the  case.  The 
cause  was  tried  in  the  circuit  court 
as  one  where  the  judge  was  bound 
by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  at  all 

hazards,  whether  in 

^o^^^'SFtTe'SSJ"  accord      with     his 

judgment  of  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  or  not.  The  case  must 
be  reversed  on  this  ground,  at  least. 
Another  matter  which  claims  our 
attention  is  here  noted :  According 
to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  at  the  time 
the  judge  charged  the  jury  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  trial,  the  fourth 
paragraph  of  the  complaint  read  as 
follows :  "That  by  reason. of  the  in- 
juries received  by  plaintiff  on  ac- 
count of  the  negligence  of  the  said 
steamship  as  aforesaid  the  plaintiff 
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has  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of 

7,500 
($£,B60)  twenty-eight  hundred  dol- 
lara,  and  will  necessarily  incur  an 
expense  of  ninety-nine  ($99)  dol- 
lars in  endeavoring  to  cure  himself 
from  said  injury.** 

In  other  words,  as  the  complaint 
was  typewritten  originally  in  the 
part  involved,  the  plaintiff  was 
"damaged  in  the  sum  of  ($2,800) 
twenty-eight  hundred  dollars,"  and 
the  change  consisted,  whenever  or 
however  made,  in  drawing  a  pen 
through  the  figures  "2,800,*'  and 
writing  over  them  "7,500."  Accord- 
ing to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the 
claimant  contended  that,  because 
there  was  a  discrepancy  between 
the  writing  and  the  figures  in  the 
fourth  paragraph,  the  complaint 
was  to  be  treated  as  alleging  dam- 
ages in  the  sum  of  $2,899  only.  But 
after  the  testimony  had  been  taken 
and  the  cause  argued  to  the  jury, 
and  the  court  had  instructed  the  ju- 
ry, just  before  the  jury  retired,  the 
plaintiff  asked  permission  to  amend 
the  complaint  to  conform  the  writ- 
ten portion  of  the  paragraph  to  the 
figures,  and  the  amendment  was  al- 
lowed by  the  court  over  the  objec- 
tion of  the  claimant.  The  jury  re- 
tired and  returned  with  a  verdict 
in  the  sum  of  $3,600,  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Section  102,  Or.  Laws,  establishes 
this  rule:  "The  court  may,  at  any 
time  before  trial,  in  furtherance  of 
justice,  and  upon  such  terms  as  may 
be  proper,  allow  any  pleading  or 
proceeding  to  be  amended  by  add- 
ing the  name  of  a  party,  or  otiier  al- 
legation material  to  the  cause;  and 
in  like  manner  and  for  like  reasons 
it  may,  at  any  time  before  the  cause 
is  submitted,  allow  such  pleading  or 
proceeding  to  be  amended,  by  strik- 
ing out  the  name  of  any  party,  or 
by  correcting  a  mistake  in  the  name 
of  a  party,  or  a  mistake  in  any  other 
respect,  or  when  the  amendment 
does  not  substantially  change  the 
cause  of  action  or  defense,  by  con- 
forming the  pleading  or  proceeding 
to  the  facts  proved." 

This  f  unclaon  is  to  be  exercised  at 
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any  time  before  the  cause  is  submit- 
ted.   Here,  the  parties  had  done  all 

Trial-amend.  Jhat  they  could  do. 
iueitt--before         The  case  was  sub- 

.ubmi..ioa.  ^j^^^j^      ^^      ^jj      j^^ 

tents  and  purposes.  The  time  for 
the  application  of  this  section  had 
passed.  It  was  too  late  to  enlarge 
the  demand  of  the  complaint. 
Bearing  in  mind  that  the  vessel  was 
a  foreign  craft  owned  in  and  sailing 
from  San  Francisco,  that  the  claim- 
ant was  of  citizenship  diverse  from 
that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  under 
the  Federal  statute  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  have  original  juris- 
diction where  the  matter  in  contro- 
versy exceeds  the  value  of  three 
thousand  dollars  and  arises  between 
citizens  of  different  states,  the  al- 
lowance of  the  amendment  would 
give  sanction,  in  effect,  to  a  practice 
whereby  a  defendant  could  be  haled 
into  court  to  answer  a  claim  not  of 
sufficient  amount  to  give  the  Feder- 
al court  jurisdiction,  and  would  be 
cut  off  from  his  right  to  remove  the 
cause  to  that  court  until  he  had  an- 
swered and  submitted  himself  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  state  court,  when 
his  right  of  removal  would  be  lost. 
The  amendment  would  then  cast 
him  in  damages  to  a  much  greater 
amount  than  the  limit  of  state  juris- 
diction. The  amendment  ought  not 
to  have  been  allowed.  Whenever  or 
however  the  alteration  was  made, 

the  legal  effect  of 
the  complaint  is  a 
claim  for  damages 
in  the  sum  of 
$2,899,  and  should 
have  been  so  construed  by  the  court. 
In  other  words,  the  language  con- 
trols the  figures.  13  C.  J.  537; 
United  Surety  Co.  v.  Summers,  110 
Md.  95,  72  Atl.  775;  Romine  v. 
Haag,  —  Mo.  — ,  178  S.  W.  147 ; 
Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pipkin,  66  Mo. 
App.  592;  Payne  v.  Clark,  19  Mo. 
152,  59  Am.  Dec.  333.  It  is  not  a 
case  within  8  719,  Or.  Laws,  read- 
ing thus:  When  an  instrument 
consists  partly  of  written  words  and 
partly  of  a  printed  form,  and  the 
two  are  inconsistent,  the  former 
controls  the  latter." 


Plead  Ins— 
discrepancy 
betvreen 
lansnaare   aad 
llffare*— wkick 
Goatrola* 


The  present  is  a  case  of  written 
language  controlling  mere  figrures. 
The  complaint,  therefore,  was  one 
for  $2,800  general  damages  and  $99 
special  damages.  The  application 
to  amend  came  too  late  and  should 
not  have  been  allowed  in  any  event, 
under  the  circumstances  relating  to 
Federal  jurisdiction  and  the  right 
to  remove  the  cause  to  the  United 
States  courts. 

It  is  urged  against  the  validity  of 
the  judgment  that  "in  the  absence 
of  evidence  that  the  claimant  knew, 
or  ought  to  have  known,  that  the 
sling  which  broke  was  defective, 
plaintiff  has  failed  to  make  out  a 
case  of  negligence." 

The  bill  of  exceptions  discloses 
that  the  sling  which  broke  was  fur- 
nished from  aboard  the  vessel. 
This  circumstance  is  one  which  the 
jury  has  a  right  to  „  .^ 

!.^»c.;^»^         ^.i         4.U*>   Evidence— defect 
consider         on         tne    in    Inpleneat 


question  of  claim-  -^SJe"!*"''  «^~'^»- 
ant's  knowledge  of 
its  defect.  It  is  also  contended  that 
this  was  not  a  tort  committed  by 
the  vessel,  and  that,  in  the  language 
of  The  Osceola,  189  U.  S.  158,  47  L. 
ed.  760,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  483,  the 
ship  must  be  **the  offending  thing." 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  an  ac- 
cident on  board  a  ship  was  not  in- 
flicted by  the  vessel.  And  in  The 
Onoko,  47  C.  C.  A.  Ill,  107  Fed. 
984,  cited  by  the  claimant  on  this 
point,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of 
Louisiana,  practically  like  that  of 
this  state,  gave  a  cause  of  action  in 
personam,  and  not  in  rem.  In 
Tropical  Fruit  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Towle, 
138  C.  C.  A.  293,  222  Fed.  867.  it 
was  held  that  a  seaworthy  ship  was 
not  liable  in  damages  for  injury  to 
a  sailor  aboard.  Tlie  general  admi- 
ralty rule  relating  to  the  employ- 
ment of  sailors  was  applied  in  that 
proceeding,  to  the  effect  that  where 
the  ship  is  seaworthy,  and  the  sea- 
man is  injured  aboard  the  vessel, 
all  he  can  claim  is  wages  and  proper 
treatment  while  he  is  being  cured 
of  his  injury.  His  right  to  general 
damages  beyond  that  depends  upon 
.tiie  ship's  not  being  seaworthy,  or, 
in  other  words,  not  being  a  suitable 
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which  to  work.     In  The     No.  2,  26  Or.  194,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 


Injury   by 


place  in 

Theta,  7  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  480,  a 
captain  in  goin^  to  his  own  ship  had 
to  cross  another  lying  between  his 
vessel  and  the.  dock.  He  fell 
through  a  hatchway  on  the  other 
ship,  and  it  was  held  not  to  be  an 
injury  by  that  ship  aboard  of  which 
he  was  hurt  In  the  instant  conten- 
tion we  have  a  ship  performing  a 
usual  function  of  a  vessel,  that  of 
discharging  its  cargo,  in  the  proc- 
ess of  which,  by  defect  of  its  tackle, 

the  plaintiff  was  in- 
1  jured.  This  is 
clearly  a  tort  com- 
mitted by  the  ship 
itself.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
a  foreclosure  of  the  lien,  limited  to 
a  sale  of  the  vessel,  and  not  includ- 
ing a  person^  judgment.  The 
claimant's  rights  were  infringed  by 
the  rendition  of  a  judgment  larger 
than  the  demand  of  tilie  complaint 
when  properly  construed  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law.  The  claimant  was  en- 
titled to  the  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  sitting  as  a  chancellor  and 
passing  directly  upon  the  effect  and 
value  of  the  evidence. 

For  these  reasons  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded 
for  further  proceedings  not  incon- 
sistent herewith. 

Johns  and  Brown,  JJ.,  concur. 

Bean,  J.,  dissenting  in  part: 
I  heartily  concur  in  the  able  opin- 
ion of  Chief  Justice  Burnett  on  what 
might  be  termed  the  main  question 
in  the  case,  to  the  effect  that  the 
statute  upon  which  this  litigation  is 
based  is  not  unconstitutional,  and 
does  not  infringe  upon  the  Federal 
law.  I  am  unable  to  give  my  assent 
to  the  proposition  that  the  action  is 
cognizable  only  as  a  suit  in  equity 
for  the  foreclosure  of  a  lien.  I  am 
constrained  to  mention  this  for  the 
reason  that  for  more  than  thirty 
years  it  has  been  the  unquestioned 
practice  in  causes  arising  under  §§ 
10,281  et  seq..  Or.  Laws,  in  so  far  as 
I  am  tMe  to  ascertain,  to  try  the 
cause  as  an  action  at  law.  The  Vic- 
torian, 24  Or.  121,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
838,  32  Pac.  1040;  The  Victorian 


616,  41  Pac.  1103.  When  .  those 
causes  were  tried,  the  distinction 
between  an  action  at  law  and  a  suit 
in  equity  was  at  least  as  broad  as  it 
is  to-day.  Eminent  counsel  ap- 
peared for  the  parties  in  those 
cases.  We  note  on  the  record  the 
names  of  Messrs.  Bronaugh,  Mc- 
Arthur,  Fenton,  and  Bronaugh,  Jr. ; 
Messrs.  Cox,  Cotton,  Teal,  and  Mi- 
nor; and  Messrs.  Williams,  Wood, 
and  Linthicum.  See  also  Benbow  v. 
The  James  Johns,  66  Or.  664,  108 
Pac.  634. 

The  Oregon  statute  was  con- 
strued in  The  Bee  (D.  C.)  216  Fed. 
709,  by  Judge  Bean,  who  was  for  a 
long  time  a  member  of  this  court. 
It  is  there  stated:  ^'The  remedy 
provided  by  the  state  law  for  en- 
forcing the  lien  given  by  the  statute 
is  an  action  against  the  boat  or  ves-. 
sel  by  name,  rather  than  in  per- 
sonam against  the  owner  (Lord's 
Or.  Laws,  §  7606) ,  but  after  the  sei- 
zure of  the  vessel  and  the  return  of 
the  warrant  the  proceedings  arie  to 
be  had  against  the  vessel  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  action  had 
been  commenced  against  the  person 
on  whose  account  the  damages  ac^. 
crued  (§  7609).  And  if  an  issue 
of  fact  be  joined  the  same  proceed- 
ings shall  be  had  as  in  other  actions 
(§  7611).  This  being  so,  it  would 
seem  to  follow  that  the  trial  should 
be  governed  and  the  liability  of  the 
parties  determined  by  the  same  rule 
as  if  the  action  were  in  personam 
against  the  owner.    .    .    ." 

This  language  indicates  that  it  is 
also  understood  by  the  Federal 
courts  in  Oregon  that  a  proceeding 
under  the  stetute  in  question  is  an 
action  at  law. 

As  indicated  by  §  10,281,  Or. 
Laws,  which  declares:  "Every  boat 
or  vessel  used  in  navigating  the  wa- 
ter of  tills  stete  or  constructed  in 
this  state  shall  be  liable  and  subject 
to  a  lien:  •  .  .  for  damages  or 
injuries  done  to  persons  or  proper- 
ly, by  such  boat  or  vessel  .  .  ."— 
it  would  seem  to  the  writer  that, 
strictly  speaking,  while  the  boat  is 
subject  to  a  lien,  there  is  no  definite 
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or  fixed  amount  of  the  lien  until 
judgment  therefor  is  rendered,  so 
that  when  the  lien  is  finally  perfect- 
ed it  is  merged  in  a  judgment,  and 
is  not  required  to  be  foreclosed 
within  the  meaning  of  §  422,  Or. 
Laws.  It  does  not  appear  that  in 
the  enactment  of  the  latter  section 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  lawmak- 
ers to  change  the  mode  of  procedure 
under  the  Boat  Lien  Law.  The  law 
provides  for  a  special  proceeding, 
but  it  is  denominated  by  the  statute 
as  an  "action.*'  The  case  at  bar 
does  not  come  within  the  ordinary 
list  of  causes  of  equitable  cogni- 
zance. It  was  appropriately  tried 
as  a  law  action.  It  would  be  a  very 
radical  change  for  this  court  to  try 
a  damage  case  for  personal  injuries 
de  novo. 

It  is  presumed  that  the  legislature 
does  not  intend  to  make  unneces- 
sary changes  in  the  pre-existing 
body  of  law.  The  construction  of  a 
statute  will,  therefore,  be  such  as 
to  avoid  any  change  in  the  prior 
laws  beyond  what  is  necessary  to 
effect  the  specific  purpose  of  the  act 
in  question.  Black,  Interp.  of  Laws, 
p.  110,  §  52 ;  Manuel  v.  Manuel,  13 
Ohio  St.  468 ;  Bear  v.  Bear,  33  Pa. 
525 ;  Thompson  v.  Mylne,  4  La.  Ann. 
206 ;  Childers  v.  Johnson,  6  La.  Ann. 
634.  We  quote  from  Maxwell, 
interp.  2d  ed.  96:  "One  of  these 
presumptions  is  that  the  legislature 
does  not  intend  to  make  any  change 
in  the  law  beyond  what  it  explicitly 
declares,  either  in  express  terms  or 
by  unmistakable  implication,  or,  in 
other  words,  beyond  the  immediate 
scope  and  object  of  the  statute.  In 
all  general  matters  beyond,  the  law 
remains  undisturbed.  It  is  in  the 
last  degree  improbable  that  the  leg- 
islature would  overthrow  funda- 
mental principles,  infringe  rights, 
or  depart  from  the  general  system 
of  law,  without  expressing  its  in- 
tention with  irresistible  clearness; 
and  to  give  any  such  effect  to  gen- 
eral words,  simply  because,  in  their 
widest  and  perhaps  natural  sense, 
they  have  that  meaning,  would  be 
to  give  them  a  meaning  in  which 
they  are  not  really  used.'' 


If  it  be  granted  that  the  cause  is 
a  suit  in  equity,  I  see  no  reason  why 
it  should  not  be  tried  de  novo  in  this 
court 

As  to  the  amendment  of  the  com- 
plaint, as  I  understand  the  record, 
the  complaint  was  first  typewritten, 
alleging  damages  in  the  sum  of 
"($2,800)  twenty-eight  hundred 
dollars,  and  will  necessarily  incur 
an  expense  of  ninety-nine  ($99) 
dollars  in  endeavoring  to  cure  him- 
self from  said  injury.''  Afterwards 
a  pen  was  drawn  through  the  fig- 
ures **2,800"  and  "7,500"  writ- 
ten over  the  same.  At  the  time  of 
the  submission  of  the  cause  to  the 
jury,  after  the  instructions  had 
been  given  by  the  court,  in  order  to 
make  the  allegation  of  damages 
clear,  plaintiflf  was  permitted  to  cor- 
rect the  complaint  to  conform  the 
written  portion  of  the  paragraph  to 
the  figures.  The  so-called  amend- 
ment was  a  mere  correction  of  an 
apparent  clerical  error,  and  in  no 
way  affected  the  issues.  This  was 
over  the  objection  of  claimant. 

Section  102,  Or.  Laws,  provides 
that  the  court  may  at  any  time,  in 
the  furtherance  of  justice  and  upon 
such  terms  as  may  be  proper  before 
the  cause  is  submitted,  allow  any 
pleading  or  proceeding  to  be  amend- 
ed "by  striking  out  the  name  of  any 
party,  or  by  correcting  a  mistake  in 
the  name  of  a  party,  or  a  mistake  in 
any  other  respect,  or  when  the 
amendment  does  not  substantially 
change  the  cause  of  action  or  de- 
fense, by  conforming  the  pleading 
or  proceeding  to  the  facts  proved." 

An  application  to  amend  a  plead- 
ing at  the  trial  is  addressed  to  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court, 
and  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  such 
a  matter  should  not  be  disturbed, 
except  in  the  case  of  an  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion. Brown  v.  Feldwert,  46  Or. 
363,  80  Pac.  414;  Wallace  v.  Bais- 
ley,  22  Or.  572,  30  Pac.  432;  Gar- 
risen  v.  Goodale,  23  Or.  307,  31  Pac. 
709 ;  Filkins  v.  Portland  Lumber  C!o. 
71  Or.  249,  142  Pac.  578 ;  Heywood 
Bros.  &  W.  Co.  V.  Doembecher,  48 
Or.  359,  86  Pac.  357,  87  Pac.  530; 
Ridings  v.  Marion  County,  50  Or. 


CORDREY 

(—  Of*   — 

30,  91  Pac.  22;  Beard  v.  Royal 
Neighbors,  60  Or.  41,  118  Pac.  171, 

The  trial  court  is  in  a  better  posi- 
tion tiian  is  the  appellate  court  to 
decide  in  resrard  to  whether  or  not 
the  circumstances  warrant  the  al- 
lowance of  an  amendment  of  a 
pleading  in  order  that  the  ends  of 
justice  may  be  met.  There  had 
been  no  application  for  the  removal 
of  the  cause  to  the  Federal  court.  I 
do  not  think  there  was  any  abuse  of 
discretion  in  allowing  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  service  of  process  upon  the 
Bee  Steamship  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion, the  owner  of  the  vessel,  being 
only  a  constructive  service,  the  own- 
er appeared  for  the  boat  and  an- 
swered the  complaint,  and  asked  for 
judgment  in  its  favor  for  costs  and 
disbursements.  It  made  a  general 
appearance  in  the  case,  and  is  bound 
by  the  judgment.  Where  an  under- 
taking is  given  for  the  discharge  of 
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a  boat,  under  the  provisions  of  § 
10,289,  in  a  proceeding  of  this  kind, 
as  was  done  in  the  present  case,  the 
manner  of  rendering  and  executing 
judgment  is  directed  by  §  10,292, 
Or.  Laws,  which  reads  thus :  "If  an 
undertaking  with  surety  shall  have 
been  given  according  to  §  10,289, 
and  judgment  shall  have  been  ren* 
dered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  a 
judgment  shall  also  be  rendered 
upon  the  undertaking,  and  execu- 
tion shall  be  issued  for  the  amount 
of  judgment  and  costs  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  against  the  principal 
and  security  in  such  undertaking.'' 

Judgment  was  rendered  against 
claimant  and  its  surety,  and  the  re- 
quirements of  the  latter  section 
were  followed  in  this  case.  There 
was  no  error  in  so  doing. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  should  be  affirmed. 

Motion  for  rehearing  in  banc  de- 
nied January  3, 1922. 


ANNOTATION. 


Power  of  the  state  to  create  and  enforce  liens  on  ships  for  a  nonmaritiiiie  tort. 


This  annotation  does  not  embrace 
the  question  as  to  what  is  and  what 
is  not  a  maritime  tort. 

The  creation  and  enforcement  of  a 
lien  for  a  nonmaritime  tort  against 
a  foreign  vessel  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  under  a  state  statute 
which  embraces  all  vessels,  whether 
domestic  or  foreign,  and  whether  en- 
gaged in  intrastate  or  interstate  com- 
merce, does  not  offend  against  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.  Martin  v.  West  (1911) 
222  U.  S.  191,  56  L.  ed.  159, 
36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  592,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  42,  affirming  51  Wash.  85,  21 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  824,  97  Pac.  1102,  and 
holding  that  a  collision  between 
a  vessel  and  a  supporting  pier  of  a 
'^ .  bridge  over  a  navigable  waterway  of 
the  United  States,  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligent management  of  the  vessel,  and 
resulting  in  the  collapse  of  a  span  of 
.the  bridge,  and  its  fall  into  the 
stream,  is  a  nonmaritime  tort.     The 


Washington  statute  in  question  pro- 
vided: ''AH  steamers,  vessels,  and 
boats,  their  tackle,  apparel,  and  fur- 
niture, are  liable.  ...  (6)  For  in- 
juries committed  by  them  to  persons 
or  property  within  this  state,  or  while 
transporting  such  persons  or  property 
to  or  from  this  state.  Demands  for 
these  several  causes  constitute  liens 
upon  all  steamers,  vessels,  and  boats, 
and  their  tackle,  apparel,  and  furni- 
ture, and  have  priority  in  their  order 
herein  enumerated,  and  have  prefer- 
ence over  all  other  demands."  The 
state  court  said  in  its  opinion,  inter 
alia:  "Such  liens  created  by  state 
statutes  are  enforceable  in  the  state 
courts  when  the  subject-matter  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  admiralty. 
The  rule  to  be  deduced  from  these 
cases,  so  far  as  they  are  pertinent  to 
the  one  under  consideration,  is  this: 
That,  wherever  any  lien  is  given  by 
a  state  statute  for  a  cause  of  action 
cognizable  in  admiralty,  either  in  rem 
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or  in  personam,  proceedings  in  rem  to 
enforce  such  liens  are  within  the.  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty 
courts.  But  the  converse  of  this 
proposition  is  equally  true  that,  if  a 
lien  upon  a  vessel  be  created  for  a 
claim  over  which  a  court  of  admiralty 
has  no  jurisdiction  in  any  form,  such 
lien  may  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of 
the  state/  Knapp  S.  &  Co.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Caffrey (1900)  177  U.  S.  638,  44  L. 
ed.  921,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  824.  The 
state  court,  therefore,  has  jurisdiction 
in  the  case  at  bar  to  enforce  a  lien 
for  the  damage  done." 

(But  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
limitation  of  a  shipowner's  liability 
for  maritime  torts  not  the  result  of 
his  own  fault,  provided  by  U.  S.  Rev. 
Stat.  §§  4283-4285,  Comp.  Stat.  §§ 
8021-8023,  6  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  2d  ed. 
pp.  336,  360,  363,  was  extended  to 
nonmaritime  torts  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1884  (23  Stat, 
at  L.  57,  chap.  121,  Comp.  Stat.  §  8028, 
6  Fed.  Stat  Anno.  2d  iBd.  p.  368),  §  18, 
limiting  the  individual  liability  of  a 
shipowner  for  "any  or  all  debts  and 
liabilities/'  except  wages  and  liabili- 
ties incurred  prior  to  such  enactment, 
to  bia  share  in  the  vessel,  and  the  ag- 
gregate liabilities  of  all  the  owners 
of  a  vessel  on  account  of  the  same  to 
the  value  of  the  vessel  and  freight 
pending.  Richardson  v.  Harmon 
(1911)  222  U.  S.  96,  56  L.  ed.  110,  82 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  27.  The  court  said  and 
held:  "If  thus  the  owner's  liability 
for  a  tort  permitted  or  incurred 
through  the  master  or  crew,  although 
ncmmaritime  because  due  to  a  colli- 
sion between  the  ship  and  a  structure 
upon  land,  be  one  in  respect  to  which 
his  liability  is  limited,  and  he  applies 
for  the  benefit  of  such  limitation  to 
the  proper  district  court  of  the  United 
States,  'all  proceedings,'  by  the  ex- 
press terms  of  §  4285,  Revised  Stat- 
utes, 'against  the  owner,  shall  cease.' 
The  procedure  in  any  such  case  is 
prescribed  by  the  54th  and  55th  rules 
in  admiralty,  where  it  is  said  that  the 
court  shall,  'on  application  of  the 
said  owner  or  owners,  make  an  order 
to  restrain  the  further  prosecution  of 
all  and  any  suit  or  suits  against  said 


owner  or  owners  in  respect  of  any 
such  claim  or  claims.'") 

It  has  been  held  in  several  cases 
that  an  action  in  rem  may  be  brought 
in' a  state  court  under  a  state  statute 
against  a  vessel  for  a  nonmaritime 
tort  The  Bee  (1914)  216  Fed.  709; 
Chicago  V.  The  Queen  City  (1885)  17 
111.  App.  203 ;  The  City  of  Erie  v.  Can- 
field  (1873)  27  Mich,  479;  People's 
Ice  Co.  V.  The  Excelsior  (1880)  43 
Mich.  336,  5  N.  W.  398;  John  Spry 
Lumber  Co.  v.  The  C.  H.  Green  (1889) 
76  Mich.  320,  43  N.  W.  576;  The  Tem- 
pest V.  Lucas  County  (1897)  7  Ohio  C. 
D.  137 ;  CoRDREY  V.  The  Bbb  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  1079. 

Where  a  stevedore  on  land,  loading 
a  California  ship,  is  injured  in  Ore- 
gon by  negligence  of  the  mate  on  the 
ship,  the  tort  is  nonmaritime  and  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  state 
where  the  injury  occurs.  The  Bee 
(Fed.)  supra. 

In  Chicago  v.  The  Queen  City 
(1885)  17  III.  App.  203,  supra,  It  was 
held  that  the  owner  of  a  bridge  and 
approaches  may  bring  an  action 
against  a  vessel  in  an  Illinois  court 
under  the  Illinois  "Attachment  of 
Water  Craft  Act"  of  1874,  for  injury 
done  to  the  bridge  and  its  approaches 
by  the  vessel,  as  this  is  not  a  marine 
tort.  It  was  also  held  that  a  vessel 
owned  in  Buffalo  was  within  the  act 
which  provided  that  "every  sail  ves- 
sel, steamboat,  steam  dredge,  barge, 
lighter,  and  other  water  craft  of 
above  5  tons'  burden,  used  or  intend- 
ed to  be  used  in  navigating  the  waters 
or  canals  of  this  state,  or  used  in 
trade  or  commerce  between  ports  and 
places  within  this  state,  or  having 
their  home  port  in  this  state,  shall  be 
subjected  to  a  lien  thereon,  which  lien 
shall  extend  to  the  tackle,  etc.,  for  all 
damages  for  injuries  done  to  persons 
or  property  by  such  water  craft,"  etc. 

In  The  Tempest  v.  Lucas  County 
(1897)  7  Ohio  C.  D.  137,  supra,  the 
court  sustained  an  action  by  the  board 
against  the  steamboat  for  injury  to 
a  bridge,  under  the  Ohio  statute  pro- 
viding that  "any  steamboat  or  other 
water  craft,  of  20  tons'  burden  and 
upward  navigating  the  waters  within  , 
or  bordering  upon  this  state,  shall  be 
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liable,  and  such  liability  shall  be  a 
lien  thereon  .  .  .  for  injuries  done 
to  persons  or  property  by  such  craft." 

In  The  City  of  Erie  v.  Canfield 
(1873)  27  Mich.  479,  supra,  it  was 
held  under  the  Michigan  statute  that 
an  action  would  lie  in  the  state  court 
against  a  brig  which  had  run  into  and 
broken  a  boom  of  saw  logs  in  a  navi- 
gable river,  on  the  ground  that  this 
was  not  a  maritime  tort. 

This  case  was  followed  in  People^s 
Ice  Co.  V.  The  Excelsior  (1880)  48 
Mich.  836,  5  N.  W.  398,  supra,  where 
the  court  stated  that  the  complaint 
set  up  a  cause  of  action  clearly  with- 
in the  Michigan  Boat  and  Vessel  Laiv, 
where  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in 
the  complaint  was  the  destruction  of 
ice  formed  on  the  premises  of  the 
complainant  within  its  boom  on  Belle 
Isle,  and  the  damage  was  done  by 
running  the  vessel  rapidly  up  and 
down  the  Detroit  river  close  to  the 
boom,  so  that  the  swell  thereby  cre- 
ated broke  up  the  ice  field.  See  also 
on  further  appeal  in  (1880)  44  Mich. 
229,  38  Am.  Rep.  246,  6  N.  W.  636. 

So,  where  a  boom  broken  by  the 
vessel  was  fastened  to  piles,  it  was 
held  that  the  state  court  had  juris- 
diction, the  court  saying:  ''It  cannot 
be  questioned  that  these  piles  were 
real  estate,  and  that  the  injury  to 
them,  if  wrongfully  done,  would  con- 
stitute a  trespass  upon  real  property. 
The  proof  is  conclusive  that  the  part 
of  the  boom  consisting  of  the  piles 
to  which  the  chain  was  attached  was 
wrenched  from  its  position,  one  pile 
pulled  entirely  out,  and  the  other 
over,  and  in  consequence  the  boom 
became  broken  and  the  logs  escaped, 
being  carried  down  the  river  by  the 
force  of  the  current."  John  Spry 
Lumber  Co.  v.  The  C.  H.  Green  (1889) 
76  Mich.  320,  43  N.  W.  576,  supra. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  reported 
case  (CoBDRBY  V.  The  Bee,  ante, 
1079),  while  holding  that  a  state  has 
power  to  create  by  statute  a  lien  upon 
a  foreign  vessel  for  a  nonmaritime 
tort  conmiitted  within  its  borders, 
holds,  also,  that  under  the  Oregon 
statutes  the  lien  is  to  be  foreclosed 
in  equity  as  an  exclusive  remedy^  even 
though    (as  we  are  inform^ed  in  the 


dissenting  opinion)  an  undertaking 
had  been  given  for  the  discharge  of 
the  boat. 

This  restricted  view  of  the  nature 
of  the  remedy  is  not  in  accord  with 
the  view  expressed  in  The  Bee  (1914) 
216  Fed.  709,  supra,  where  the  court, 
sitting  as  a  court  of  common  law, 
made  the  statement  quoted  in  the  dis- 
senting opinion  in  the  reported  case 
(CoBDBEY  V.  The  Bee)  . 

An  action  in  personam  may  be 
brought  in  a  state  court  against  the 
owner  of  a  vessel  for  a  nonmaritime 
tort,  under  a  state  statute,  although 
such  statute  gives  a  lien  on  the  ves- 
sel. Johnson  v.  Chicago  &  P.  Elevator 
Co.  (1886)  119  U.  S.  388,  80  L.  ed. 
447,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  264. 

In  an  action  in  personam  brought 
in  a  state  court  against  the  owner  of 
a  tugboat,  wherein  his  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  the  tugboat  was  attached, 
it  was  held  that  the  injury  done  by 
the  jib  boom  of  a  schooner  striking 
against  an  elevator  situated  on  the 
bank  of  the  Chicago  river,  through 
the  negligent  towing  of  such  schoon- 
er, constitutes  a  wrong  the  remedy 
for  which  is  wholly  at  common  law, 
and  may  be  pursued  in  a  state  court 
according  to  the  provisions  of  a  state 
statute;  although  such*  statute  gives 
a  lien  on  the  vessel.  Johnson  v.  Chi- 
cago &  P.  Elevator  Co.  (U.  S.)  supra, 
see  also  Rose's  Notes  to  this  case. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Raymond  v.  Voor- 
hies  (1887)  39  La.  Ann.  499,  4  Am.  St. 
Rep.  274,  2  So.  37,  an  action  for  a 
penalty  for  failure  to  take  a  pilot,  it 
was  held  that  a  state  court  can  enter- 
tain jurisdiction  of  a  suit-  in  personam 
against  the  master  and  owners  of  a 
vessel,  coupled  with  a  sequestration, 
to  enforce  a  money  claim  secured  by 
lien,  by  a  state  statute  and  not  creat- 
ed by  the  maritime  law. 

In  this  connection  reference  may 
be  made  to  Gindele  v.  Corrigan  (1889) 
129  IlL  682,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  22 
N.  E.  516,  where  in  "a  proceeding  by 
attachment,*'  under  the  Illinois  Water 
Craft  Act,  in  a  case  of  collision  be- 
tween domestic  vessels  in  an  inland 
canal,  it  was  said  and  held:  "The 
state  may,  by  statute,  autherise  the 
attachment   of  the   property   of  thh 
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debtor  or  tort-feasor,  as  a  security 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
to  be  recovered,  and  in  such  case  the 
proceeding  is  in  personam,  and  not  in 
rem.  The  object  of  the  attachment 
in  such  case  is  to  secure  a  lien  upon 
the  property  seized  for  the  payment 
of  the  judgment,  and  not  for  the  con- 
demnation of  the  property  attached. 
...  It  is  manifest  that  appellants 
have  voluntarily  submitted  them- 
selves to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
court;  and  it  is  clear  that,  after  hav- 
ing done  so  by  filing  the  bond  provid- 
ed by  the  statute  for  the  release  of 
the  vessel,  the  proceeding  was  no 
longer  in  rem,  but  necessarily  in  per- 
sonam, and  no  other  than  a  personal 
judgment  could  have  been  rendered. 
This  being  so,  the  proceedings  here 
have  no  similitude  to  an  admiralty 
proceeding  in  rem.'' 

The  state  reports  contain  a  number 
of  cases  of  proceedings  under  various 
state  "water  craft"  acts,  in  some  of 
which  it  does  not  appear  whether  the 
tort  complained  of  was  or  was  not  a 
maritime  tort  under  the  modern  rules, 
and  in  others,  where  the  tort  seems 
unmistakably  maritime  under  those 
rules.  By  way  of  illustration  of  cases 
of  the  first  class,  reference  may  be 
made  to  Otis  .v.  Thorn  (1850)  18  Ala. 
395;  The  Farmer  v.  McGraw  (1855) 


26  Ala.  189,  62  Am.  Dec.  718;  Loy  v. 
The  F.  X.  Aubury  (1862)  28  UL  412, 
81  Am.  Dec.  292;  The  Blue  Ridge  v. 
The  Time  (1845)  9  Mo.  650;  Holloway 
V.  The  Western  BeUe  (1847)  11  Mo. 
147;  Finch  v.  Brown  (1835)  13  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  601.  By  way  of  illustration 
of  cases  of  the  second  class,  reference 
may  be  made  to  The  Norway  v.  Jen- 
sen (1869)  52  lU.  373;  Howes  v.  The 
Red  Chief  (1860)  15  La.  Ann.  321; 
Pousargues  v.  The  Natchez  (1860)  15 
La.  Ann.  80  (compare  Young  v.  The 
Princess  Royal  (1870)  22  La.  Ann. 
388,  2  Am.  Rep.  731) ;  Swearingen  v. 
The  Lynx  (1850)  13  Ma  519;  The 
Clipper  V.  Logan  (1849)  18  Ohio,  394 
(compare  The  Ohio  v.  Stunt  (1856) 
10  Ohio  St.  583;  The  Ocean  v.  Mar- 
4shall  (1860)  11  Ohio  St.  379) ;  Mc- 
Roberts  v.  The  Henry  Clay  (1863)  17 
Wis.  102. 

As  to  Lusk  V.  Davis  (1866)  27  IncL 
334,  decided  under  the  Indiana  Water 
craft  Act,  it  may  be  noted  that  this 
statute  was  held  void  (under  The 
Hine  v.  Trevor  (1867)  4  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
555,  18  L.  ed.  451),  in  Ballard  v. 
Wiltshire  (1867)  28  Ind.  341. 

Phillips  V.  Portage  Transit  Co. 
(1908)  137  Wis.  189,  118  N.  W.  539. 
is  not  sufficiently  reported  on  the 
facts  to  be  of  value  on  the  subject. 

B.  B.  B. 


GRACE  P.  FRENCH 

V. 

W.  BRUCE  PIRNIE. 

MaB8w^U9eU8  Supreme  Judicial  Court '^  March  2f  1922. 

(—  Mass.  — ,  134  N.  E.  353.) 

Landlord  and  tenant  —  unavoidable  casualty  —  freezing  of  heating  system. 

The  freezing  in  the  attic,  of  a  pipe  leading  to  the  expansion  tank  of  a 
hot-water  heating  system,  which  causes  the  heater  to  burst,  is  not  an 
unavoidable  casualty  within  the  meaning  of  provisions  in  a  lease  requirinsr 
lessee  to  deliver  up  the  property  in  as  good  order  as  when  it  was  received, 
"unavoidable  casualty''  excepted,  and  relieving  him  from  liability  for  rent 
in  case  the  property  is  injured  by  such  casualty. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1101.] 


Exceptions  by  defendant  to  rulings  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  (Morton,  J.),  made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
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rent  due  under  a  written  lease,  and  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  the 
leased  premises,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence, 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.    OverrtUeiL 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Byrim  W.  Reed,  for  defendant:     come  frozen  and  burst,  and  as  a 

The  general  rule  is  that  a  lease  is 
to  be  construed  according  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  thereto,  and 
that  such  intention  is  to  be  gathered 
from  the  whole  instrument,  rather 
than  from  a  single  clause  thereof. 

Shaw  V.  Appleton,  161  Mass.  818,  87 
N.  E.  372;  Gummings  v.  Hackett,  98 
Mass.  51. 

Inasmuch  as  the  doctrine  appears 
to  be  that  a  covenant  to  turn  the 
leased  premises  over  to  the  landlord  in 
good  repair  requires  the  tenant  to  re- 
build in  case  of  fire  or  other  unavoid- 
able casualty,  even  though  there  is  no 
fault  on  the  tenant's  part,  the  words 
''fire  or  other  unavoidable  casualty  ex- 
cepted" are  inserted  in  the  lease  for 
the  tenant's  protection ;  and  if  the  in- 
juries herein  were  caused  by  ''other 
unavoidable  casually,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  lease,  the  lessee  is  not 
bound  to  repair  them,  and,  further,  is 
entitled  to  an  abatement  of  the  rent 
until  the  premises  are  put  by  the 
lessor  into  tenantable  condition,  or 
the  lease  is  canceled  by  the  lessor. 

Ball  V.  Wyeth,  8  Allen,  275;  89  Cyc. 
666;  Callaway  V.  Spurgeon,  68  111.  App. 
578;  Welles  v.  Castles,  8  Gray,  825; 
Phillips  V.  Sun  Dyeing,  Bleaching  i 
Calendering  Co.  10  B.  I.  458. 

Mr.  Joseph  6.  Bryer,  for  plaintiff: 

The  defendant  did  not  contend  that 
the  damages  complained  of  were  the 
result  of  reasonable  use  and  wear,  or 
of  fire;  and  he  is  therefore  left  in  a 
position  where,  if  he  is  either  to  pre- 
vail in  his  declaration  in  set-off,  or  to 
defend  the  claim  which  the  plaintiff 
made  in  her  declaration  with  refer- 
ence to  the  expense  of  repairs,  he  must 
show  that  the  situation  at  the  premises 
in  question  was  the  result  of  unavoid- 
able casualties. 

Welles  V.  Castles,  8  Gray,  825. 


Crosby,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover 
rent  due,  under  the  terms  of  a  writ- 
ten lease  from  her  to  the  defendant, 
and  damages  for  injury  to  the  leased 
premises  caused  by  the  defendant's 
alleged  carelessness  and  neglect  in 
allowing  the  hot-water  heater  to  be- 


result  of  which  water  ran  over  the 
walls  and  ceilings.  The  defendant 
filed  a  declaration  in  set-off,  alleg- 
ing that  the  premises  became  unin- 
habitable owing  to  the  bursting  of 
the  heater;  that  he  made  repairs 
upon  it  and  also  made  other  neces- 
sary repairs  after  he  had  notified 
the  plaintiff  to  put  the  premises  in 
proper  condition  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  the  lease;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  make  such  repairs.  ! 

The  defendant  testified  ''that  the 
heater  was  not  frozen,  but  that 
a  small  pipe  in  the  attic,  leading  to 
the  expansion  tank,  was  frozen,  ow- 
ing to  the  extreme  cold,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  the  house  was  normal- 
ly warm,  and  that  the  water  rose  in 
tixe  pipes  as  the  heater,  which  he 
had  just  stoked,  grew  hotter,  until 
it  reached  the  frozen  pipe,  when 
the  heater  burst  from  pressure.  He 
further  testified  that  the  plaintiff 
came  to  the  house,  and  that  he  ex- 
plained the  accident  to  her,  and  re- 
quested her  to  repair  the  heater, 
and  that  she  refused  to  do  so,  giv- 
ing as  reason  that  the  accident  was 
due  to  his  negligence  in  not  keeping 
a  suflScient  fire  in  the  heater.'' 

The  lease  contained  the  usual 
covenants  that  the  lessee  would 
''quit  and  deliver  up  the  premises  to 
the  lessor,  her  attorney,  peaceably 
and  quietly,  at  the  end  of  the  term, 
in  as  good  order  and  condition,  rea- 
sonable use  and  wearing  thereof,  fire 
and  other  unavoidable  casualties, 
excepted,  as  the  same  now  are,  or 
may  be  put  into  by  the  lessor,"  and 
"that  in  case  the  premises,  or  any 
part  thereof  during  said  term,  be 
destroyed  or  damaged  by  fire  or 
other  unavoidable  casualty  so  that 
the  same  shall  be  thereby  rendered 
unfit  for  use  and  habitation  .  .  . 
the  rent  .  .  .  reserved,  or  a  just 
and  proportional  part  thereof  .  .  . 
shall  be  suspended  or  abated  until 
the  said  premises  shall  have  been 
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put  in  proper  condition  for  use  and 
habitation  by  the  said  lessor/^ 

The  presiding  judge  stated  "that 
although  the  freezing  of  the  pipe 
in  the  attic  and  the  subsequent 
bursting  of  the  heater  were  not,  in 
his  opinion,  due  to  any  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
freezing  of  the  pipes  in  the  attic 
was  not  'other  unavoidable  casualty' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  lease; 
that,  under  the  lease,  the  defendant 
was  bound  to  foresee  and  prevent 
the  accident  by  wrapping  the  pipe 
or  heating  the  attic ;  and  that  there- 
fore no  proportion  of  the  rent  could 
be  abated/' 

Thereafter  he  submitted  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  there  had 
been  a  waiver  of  the  lease  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  instructed  them  that 
the  unpaid  rent  was  due  without 
any  abatement  because  of  repairs 
made  by  the  defendant,  and  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  de- 
fendant's declaration  in  set-off;  to 
which  instructions  and  direction  the 
defendant  accepted. 
'  By  the  terms  of  the  lease  the  de- 
fendant was  bound  to  deliver  up  the 
premises  in  as  good  order  and  con- 
dition, reasonable  use  and  wearing 
thereof,  fire  and  other  unavoidable 
casualties,  excepted,  at  the  end  of 
the  term,  as  they  were  in  when  the 
tenancy  began,  or  were  put  into  by 
the  lessor.  There  was  no  contention 
that  the  damages  complained  of 
were  the  result  of  reasonable  use 
and  wear;  and  as  they  were  not 
caused  by  fire,  the  question  remains 
whether  the  freezing  of  the  pipe, 
followed  by  the  bursting  of  the 
heater,  was  "unavoidable  casual- 
ties" within  the  meaning  of  that 
phrase  in  the  lease.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  occur- 

??"«?-*  "*       rence    was    not    of 
wnavoidabie  that  extraordinary 

freesinv  of  aud  unusual  charac- 

•Trtem?  ter  which  was  be- 

yond human  con- 
trol, and  that  it  stands  differently 
than  damage  to  the  premises  caused 
by  lightning,  flood,  cyclone,  earth- 
quake, or  other  agencies  that  no 


human  power  can  control  or  pre- 
vent. 

Welles  V.  Castles,  8  Gray,  323,  was 
an  action  to  recover  rent  reserved 
in  a  written  lease  of  a  shop.  The 
lease  contained  covenants  substan- 
tially identical  with  those  above 
quoted.  The  lessee,  who  occupied 
the  premises  during  the  entire  term, 
contended  that  he  was  relieved  from 
the  pajonent  of  rent  because,  during 
the  term,  the  landlord  had  neglected 
to  repair  adjoining  tenements, 
thereby  causing  injury  to  the  leased 
premises.  In  that  case,  in  defining 
the  words  "unavoidable  casualty,'' 
it  was  said  at  page  326:  "This 
phrase  is  in  very  common  use  in 
leases  in  this  country,  and  has,  as 
we  suppose,  a  well-settled  and  un- 
derstood meaning.  It  does  not  sig- 
nify a  mere  want  of  repair,  arising 
from  lapse  of  time  or  improper  use 
of  the  premises,  or  from  ti^pass- 
es  or  nuisances  occasioned  by  the 
acts  of  the  tenant  or  of  third  per- 
sons. Neither  does  it  include  any 
injuries  which  may  happen  by  rea- 
son of  the  common  and  ordinary 
use  and  occupation  of  the  estate 
leased,  or  of  adjoining  premises. 
The  term  has  a  much  more  restrict- 
ed meaning,  and  comprehends  only 
damage  or  destruction  arising  from 
supervening  and  uncontrollable 
force  or  accident  By  a  strict  defini- 
tion, as  applied  to  IJie  subject-mat- 
ter, it  signifies  events  or  accidents 
which  human  prudence,  foresight, 
and  sagacity  cannot  prevent.  .  .  . 
Looking  at  the  connection  in  which 
they  stand,  and  applying  to  them 
the  maxim  of  construction,  *noscitur 
a  sociis,'  they  clearly  signify  occur- 
rences of  an  unusual  and  extraordi- 
nary character.  The  language  of 
the  proviso  is,  *in  case  the  premises 
or  any  part  thereof  shall  during  said 
term  be  destroyed  or  damaged  by 
fire  or  other  unavoidable  casualty;' 
that  is,  by  causes  like  fire,  such  as 
lightning,  earthquakes,  and  wind, 
which  usually  result  without  any 
direct  agency  of  the  tenant,  and 
which  are  ordinarily  beyond  human 
control." 


FRENCH 

The  freezing  of  pipes  in  this  cli- 
mate in  the  winter  time  is  not  an 
occurrence  of  an  unusual,  unexpect- 
ed, or  extraordinary  character;  it 
happens  frequently  in  extremely 
cold  weather;  it  cannot  be  said  to 
be  beyond  human  control.  The  lan- 
guage above  quoted  is  decisive  of  the 
question  presented  in  the  case  at 
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bar,  and  makes  it  plain  that  the 
instruction  to  the  jury  that  the  un- 
paid rent  was  due  without  any 
abatement  because  of  repairs  made 
by  the  defendant  was  correct.  It 
follows  that  the  defendant  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  on  the  declara- 
tion in  set-off. 

Exception  overruled. 


ANNOTATION. 
What  b  vnavoidaUe  w  ineyilable  casually  or  accident  witUn  provimm  of 


I.' In  general,  1101. 
II.  Application  of  rules: 

a.  Unavoidable  casualty,   1102. 

b.  Unavoidable  accident,  1102. 

c.  Inevitable  casualty,  1103. 

d.  Inevitable  accident,  1104. 

J.  In  peneral. 

Broadly  speaking,  it  may  be  said 
that,  as  a  general  rule,  terms  such 
as  ''unavoidable  casualty,"  "inevi- 
table casualty,"  "unavoidable  acci- 
dent," and  "inevitable  accident," 
>vhen  used  in  a  lease,  do  not  refer  to 
common  and  ordinary  happenings 
which  are  within  human  foresight 
and  control,  but  rather  signify  oc- 
currences of  an  unusual,  unexpected, 
or  extraordinary  character,  which 
usually  occur  without  any  direct  par- 
ticipation by  the  landlord  or  tenant. 
This  conclusion  is  deducible  from  the 
following  decisions: 

United  States.  —  Hodgson  v.  Dex- 
ter (1802)  1  Cranch,  C.  C.  109,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,565,  affirmed  in  (1803)  1 
Cranch,  345,  2  L.  ed.   130. 

Illinois.  —  John  Morris  Co.  v. 
Southworth  (1894)  154  111.  118,  39 
N.  E.  1099,  reversing  (1893)  50  111. 
App.  429. 

Iowa.  —  Healey  v.  Tyler  (1911)  150 
Iowa,  169,  129  N.  W.  802;  Woodbury 
Co.  V.  William  Tackaberry  Co.  (1914) 
166  Iowa,  642,  148  N.  W.  639. 

Kentucky.  —  See  Hill  v.  Wilson 
(1894)   15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  814. 

Massachusetts.  —  Bigelow  v.  Colla- 

more   (1849)   5  Cush.  226;  Welles  v. 

Castles   (1855)   8  Gray,  323,  set  out 

and    quoted    in    the    reported    case 

(Frsngh    v.    PntNiB,    ante,    1098); 


Kramer  v.  Cook  (1856)  7  Gray,  650; 
FBBNOH  V.  PntNiE  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  1098. 

Minnesota.  —  See  Rustad  v.  Lam- 
pert  (1921)  —  Minn.  — ,  188  N.  W. 
848. 

Pennsylvania.  —  See  Kelly  v.  Duffy 
(1887)  8  Sadler,  214,  11  Atl.  244. 

Rhode  Island.  —  0)mpare  Phillips 
V.  Sun  Dyeing,  Bleaching,  ft  Calender- 
ing Co.  (1873)  10  R.  I.  458,  which  is 
set  out  infra. 

Texas.  —  Howeth  v.  Anderson 
(1860)  25  Tex.  667,  78  Am.  Dec.  538; 
Tays  V.  Ecker  (1894)  6  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
188,  24  S.  W.  954. 

England.  —  Saner  v.  Bilton  (1878) 
L.  R.  7  Ch.  Div.  815,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
267,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  281,  26  Week.  Rep. 
394;  Manchester  Bonded  Warehouse 
Co.  V.  Carr  (1880)  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  Div. 
507,  49  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  809,  43  L.  T. 
N.  S.  476,  29  Week.  Rep.  354,  45  J. 
P.  7. 

In  some  cases  it  has  been  held  that 
a  casualty  or  accident  may  be 
inevitable  or  unavoidable  without 
happening  by  the  act  of  God  or  be- 
ing caused  by  the  public  enemy. 
Hodgson  V.  Dexter  (Fed.);  John 
Morris  Co.  v.  Southworth  (111.);  and 
Phillips  V.  Sun  Dyeing,  Bleaching,  & 
Calendering  Co.   (R.  I.)   supra. 

And  it  seems  unquestioned  that  oc- 
currences of  an  unusual  and  extraor- 
dinary character,  and  which  are  not 
within  human  control,  such  as  light- 
ning, earthquakes,  unprecedented 
floods,  winds,  etc.,  constitute  inevi- 
table or  unavoidable  casualties  or  ac- 
cidents.    See    Healey   v.    Tyler    and 
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Woodbury  v.  William  Tackaberry  Co. 
(Iowa.),  and  Hill  v.  Wilson  (Ky.) 
supra;  Welles  v.  Castles  (1855)  3 
Gray  (Mass.)  323;  Tays  v.  Ecker 
(Tex.)  supra.  See  also  Turner  v. 
Townsend  (1894)  42  Neb.  376,  60 
N.  W.  587. 

//.  Ap^ication  of  rules. 

a.  Unavoidable  camialiy. 

In  Woodbury  Co.  v.  William  Tacka- 
berry Co.  (1914)  166  Iowa,  642,  148 
N.  W.  639>  it  was  said  that  it  could 
not  well  be  questioned  but  that  the 
depositing  of  mud  and  debris  in  the 
basement  of  the  leased  premises  by 
an  "unprecedented  flood"  was  the  re- 
sult of  ''unavoidable  casualty/'  as 
used  in  a  provision  of  the  lease 
fixing  the  rights  of  the  parties  in 
respect  of  repairs  and  tenantable  con-' 
ditions. 

And  in  Phillips  v.  Sun  Dyeing, 
Bleaching,  &  Calendering  Co.  (1873) 
10  R.  h  458,  it  was  held  that  the 
words  ''unavoidable  casualty"  in 
a  provision  in  a  lease  for  abatement 
of  rental  were  to  be  interpreted,  not 
according  to  their  strict  and  philo- 
logical signification,  which  might  de- 
feat the  intention  of  the  parties,  but 
rather  in  conformity  with  their 
popular^  everyday  acceptation.  It 
was  accordingly  held  that  there  was 
in  the  explosion  of  a  boiler  such  a 
degree  of  unexpectedness,  as  of  some- 
thing unforeseen  and  not  contem- 
plated in  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract, that  it  was  proper  to  regard 
such  explosion  as  an  unavoidable 
casualty;  and  that  this  was  so  al- 
though it  was  alleged  that  the  ex- 
plosion was  not  a  casualty,  but  an 
occurrence  in  the  natural  course  of 
things,  due  to  the  age  of  the  boiler. 

But  in  Bigelow  v.  Collamore  (1849) 
6  Cush.  (Mass.)  226,  it  was  held  that 
a  stipulation  in  a  lease  suspending 
the  payment  of  rent  if  the  premises 
were  destroyed  or  damaged  by  fire  or 
other  unavoidable  casualty  did  not 
cover  the  breaking  down  of  a  mill 
wheel  from  general  decay. 

And  the  reported  case  (French  v. 
PmNiE,  ante,  1098)  is  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  damages  caused 
by   the   bursting   of   the   hot   water 


heater  in  the  leased  premises,  as  the 
result  of  the  freezing  of  the  pipe 
leading  to  the  expansion  tank,  were 
not  the  result  of  "unavoidable  casual- 
ty" within  the  meaning  of  a  provision 
relating  to  surrender  of  the  prem- 
ises and  abatement  of  rent,  since  the 
freezing  of  the  pipe  in  question  in 
such  a  climate  as  that  of  Massa- 
chusetts was  not  an  occurrence  of 
an  unusual,  unexpected,  or  extraor- 
dinary character,  so  as  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  general  definition  of 
the  term  "unavoidable  casualty,**  as 
generally  used  in  leases. 

And  the  construction  of  the  phrase 
"unavoidable  casualty*'  which  was 
adopted  in  the  preceding  case  was 
applied  in  Tays  v.  Ecker  (1894)  6 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  24  S.  W.  954. 
where  the  building  which  was  the  sub- 
ject of  the  lease  was  condemned  by 
the  city  authorities  as  Unsafe  and  un- 
tenantable, it  having  been  held  that 
such  condemnation  did  not  constitute 
an  "unavoidable  casualty"  within  a 
provision  suspending  rent,  and  that 
the  tenant  continued  liable  for  the 
rent  for  the  balance  of  the  term. 

And  in  Welles  v.  Castles  (1865) 
8  Gray  (Mass.)  323,  quoted  in  the 
reported  case  (French  v.  Pirnie), 
it  was  held  that  injury  to  leased 
premises  resulting  from  the  neg- 
lect of  the  landlord  to  keep  ad- 
joining premises  in  repair  did  not 
entitle  the  lessee  to  an  abatement 
of  rent  for  injuries  from  "unavoidable 
casualty.'' 

And  in  Kramer  v.  Cook  (1856)  7 
Gray  (Mass.)  550,  where  the  wall  of 
premises  leased  with  covenants  to 
restore  in  good  order,  "unavoidable 
casualties"  excepted,  fell  because  of 
the  lessor's  failure  to  support  the 
same  after  notice  by  the  adjoining 
owner  that  he  intended  to  build  on 
his  premises,  pursuant  to  which  he 
made  excavations  which  undermined 
the  partition  wall,  it  was  said  that 
"the  falling  of  the  wall,  by  reason  of 
not  being  properly  shored  up,  would 
not  seem  to  be  an  unavoidable  cas- 
ualty." 

d.  Una$foidabie  «co<defiik 
It  was   said   obiter   in   Turner  ▼• 
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Townsend  (1894)  42  Neb.  376>  60  N. 
W.  687,  that  perhaps  a  tenant,  at  the 
expiration  of  his  lease,  would  not 
be  compelled  to  restore  or  pay  for  the 
restoration  of  a  window  which  had 
been  blown  out  by  a  storm,  as  it 
miffht  be  that  a  storm  would  be 
considered  an  inevitable  accident 
within  the  meaning  of  the  tenant's 
covenant  to  yield  up  the  premises  at 
the  expiration  of  the  term  in  as  good 
condition  as  when  received,  loss  by 
fire  or  other  "unavoidable  accidents" 
excepted. 

And  an  accidental  fire  which, 
without  fault  or  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  lessee,  destroyed  the 
leased  premises,  was  regarded  in 
Howeth  V.  Anderson  (1860)  25  Tex. 
557,  78  Am.  Dec.  538,  as  an  ''unavoid- 
able accident''  within  the  meaning  of 
a  provision  requiring  the  lessee  to 
redeliver  in  good  conditiim,  unavoid- 
able accidents  excepted. 

o.  tnevUahle  eamwUy. 

A  fire  which,  against  the  will  and 
without  the  negligence  or  other  de- 
fault of  the  tenant,  destroyed  the 
leased  premises,  was  held  in  Hodgson 
V.  Dexter  (1802)  1  Cranch,  C.  C.  109, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,565,  afiirmed  without 
decision  upon  this  point  in  (1803)  1 
Cranch  (U.  S.)  345,  2  L.  ed.  130,  to 
be  an  'inevitable  casualty"  as  to  the 
tenant,  within  the  meaning  of  a  pro- 
vision in  the  lease  requiring  him  to 
deliver  up  the  premises  in  repair, 
excepting,  etc.  The  court  said: 
"The  question  arising  is,  whether  the 
facts  stated  in  the  plea  bring  the 
defendant's  case  within  the  exception 
of  inevitable  casualties^  It  is  admit- 
ted that  a  casualty  may  be  inevitable 
without  happening  by  the  act  of  God, 
or  by  the  public  enemies  of  the 
country.  In  the  present  case  the  ex- 
pression seems  to  me  to  mean  only 
such  casualties  as  are  inevitable  by 
the  defendant,  and  not  such  as  might 
not  be  avoided  by  the  united  efforts 
of  the  whole  society.  .  .  .  Where 
there  has  been  no  negligence  or 
default,  there  the  greatest  degree  of 
care  and  diligence  has  been  used» 
When,  therefore,  the  plea  avers  that 
the   house   was   burned  without   the 


negligence  or  default  of  the  defend-. 
ant»  it  is  tantamount  to  saying  that 
it  was  burned  notwithstanding  the 
greatest  degree  of  care  and  diligence 
on  his  part.  The  question  then  oc- 
curs; whether  a  casualty  which  hap- 
pens notwithstanding  the  use  of  the 
greatest  degree  of  care  and  diligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to 
prevent  it  is  not,  as  to  him,  an 
inevitable  casualty.  It  is  necessary 
for  us  to  inquire  what  degree  of 
negligence  is  sufficient  to  charge  the 
defendant,  because  the  plea  denies  all 
negligence  whatever.  If  issue  had 
been  joined  on  the  plea,  it  might  have 
become  a  question  what  degree  of 
negligence  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
in  order  to  maintain  the  issue  on  his 
part.  The  term  'negligence*  cannot 
be  appropriated  exclusively  to  the 
omission  of  any  given  degree  of  care 
and  diligence.  Its  degrees  are 
infinitely  variable,  from  the  omission 
of  the  greatest  possible  care,  to  the 
very  boundary  of  fraud.  I  have  no 
hesitation,  therefore,  in  saying  that 
an  accident  which  happens  without 
the  slightest  degree  of  negligence 
or  default  of  the  defendant  is,  as  to 
him,  an  inevitable  casualty.  «  .  . 
By  common  acceptation,  unavoidable 
accident  means  a  casualty  which 
happens  when  all  the  means  which 
common  prudence  suggests  have  been 
used  to  prevent  it.  .  v  .  When  we 
consider  the  subject  of  this  contract, 
that  it  was  the  lease  of  a  house  for 
eight  months  only,  we  can  hardly 
suppose  that  the  lessee  would  take 
pains  to  insert  a  clause  to  guard  him- 
self from  accidents  which  might  arise 
from  the  unusual  casualties  of  earth- 
quakes, tempests,  lightning,  or  public 
enemies,  and  entirely  overlook  the 
common  accident  of  fire,  or  that  he 
meant  to  make  himself  or  the  United 
States  insurer  against  fire.  It  is  not 
usual  for  lessees  for  short  terms  to 
become  the  insurers  of  the  premises 
against  accidental  fire,  and  I  shall  not 
presume  a  contract  of  that  kind,  un- 
less it  was  in  very  express  terms." 
So  it  has  been  said  that  the  explo- 
sion of  a  boiler,  due  to  a  latent  de- 
fect, is,  as  to  a  lessee  who  is  without 
negligence^    an    inevitable    casualty  • 
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.within  a  provision  relating  to  termina* 
tion  of  the  lease  where  the  premises 
are  rendered  untenantable  by  fire  or 
other  casualty.  John  Morris  Co.  v. 
Southworth  (1894)  154  DL  118,  39  N. 
E.  1099,  reversing  (1898)  60  111.  App. 
429. 

d.  Inevitable    meeideni. 

In  Healey  v.  Tyler  (1911)  150  Iowa, 
169,  129  N.  W.  802,  it  was  said  that 
an  "exceptional  flood  caused  by  a 
freshet  in  a  stream"  was  an  "inevi- 
table accident"  within  the  delivery-up 
provision  of  a  lease. 

And  in  Davis  v.  Groorge  (1892)  67 
N.  H.  393,  39  Atl.  979,  it  seems  to 
have  been  assumed  that  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  leased  premises  by  fire 
apparently  caused  by  defective  con- 
struction of  the  chimneys  and  flues 
was  by  "inevitable  accident"  within 
a  provision  of  the  lease  dealing  with 
delivery  up  of  the  premises  at  the  end 
of  the  term.  And  Kelly  v.  Duffy 
(1887)  8  Sadler  (Pa.)  214,  11  Atl.  244, 
goes  on  the  theory  that,  in  an  action 
brought  after  the  termination  of  the 
lease,  on  the  covenant  to  surrender 
premises  at  the  expiration  of  the 
term  in  as  good  order  and  condition 
as  they  were  in  at  any  time  during  the 
term,  ordinary  decay  and  inevitable 
casualty  only  excepted,  where  the 
premises  were  destroyed  by  fire, 
lessee  is  not  liable  if  he  made  every 
practicable  effort  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  ought  to  have  been 
made,  to  save  the  building;  and  that 
whether  he  did  so  or  not  is  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

But  in  Saner  v.  Bilton  (1878)  L.  R. 
7  Ch.  Div.  (Eng.)  815,  47  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  267,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  281,  26  Week. 
Rep.  394,  the  phrase  "inevitable  acci- 
dent," in  a  clause  in  a  lease  providing 
that  in  case  the  property  at  any  time 
during  the  term  shall  "be  destroyed 
or  damaged  by  fire,  flood,  storm,  tem- 
pest, or  other  inevitable  accident," 
the  rent  shall  cease,  was  held  not  to 
apply  to  anything  arising  from  the 
acts  or  defaults  of  either  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  and  hence  that  the 
lessee  continued  liable  for  rent,  al- 
though, through  the  defective  con- 
struction of  the  building,  he  was  de- 


prived of  the  possession  for  a  con- 
siderable period  while  repairs  were 
being  made.  The  court  said:  "It 
is  to  be  observed  that  the  words 
'inevitable  accident'  are  coupled  with 
the  word  'other,'  which  seems  to  show 
to  some  extent  that  they  are  to  be 
construed  by  the  rule  ef  ejusdem 
generis;  that  is,  the  inevitable  ac- 
cident pointed  at  is  one  of  a  kind 
similar  to  'flood,  fire,  storm,  or  tem- 
pest,' referred  to  in  the  earlier 
words.  In  my  opinion,  the  injury 
sustained  by  the  building  was  not  an 
inevitable  accident  within  the  mean- 
ing of  those  words.  I  think  that  the 
words  do  not  apply  to  anj^hing  aris- 
ing from  the  acts  or  defaults  of  either 
of  the  contracting  parties.  Those 
acts  and  defaults  were  made  the 
subject  of  express  covenant.  I  think 
the  words  do  not  apply  to  things 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
or  to  the  natural  results  of  things 
existing,  which  were  known  or  might 
have  been  known  to  the  contracting 
parties;  and  further  than  that,  it  is 
obvious  from  the  very  words  that 
they  do  not  apply  to  a  thing  which 
is  evitable  or  avoidable.  It  is  to  be  an 
'inevitable  accident;'  but  here  the 
accident,  according  to  the  defendant's 
own  case,  might  have  been  avoided  if 
the  building  had  been  properly  con- 
structed, and  consequently  it  was  not 
an  'inevitable  accident.'  It  is  said 
that  'inevitable  accident'  includes 
that  which  was  not  evitable  by  the 
acts  of  the  defendant.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  the  real  meaning.  The  clause 
is,  I  think,  intended  to  apply  to  mat- 
ters outside  the  existing  state  of 
things,  and  outside  the  acts  and  de- 
faults of  the  contracting  parties. 
That  being  so,  I  determine  that  the 
defendant  is  not  entitled  to  any  abate- 
ment of  rent  in  respect  of  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  warehouse  by  the  plaintiff 
for  the  execution  of  the  repairs."^ 
And  in  Manchester  Bonded  Warehouse 
Co.  V.  Carr  (1880)  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  Div. 
(Eng.)  507,  49  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  809, 
43  L.  T.  N.  S.  476,  29  Week.  Rep. 
354,  45  J.  P.  7,  where  the  lessees  of  a 
building  covenanted  to  deliver  it  up 
at  the  end  of  the  term  with  the  in- 
side in  good  and  tenantable  repair^ 
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damage  by  fire,  storm,  or  tempest,  or 
''other  inevitable  accident/'  excepted, 
the  court  adopted  the  rule  of  Saner  v. 
Bilton  (Eng.)  supra,  that  "inevi- 
table accident"  meant  some  accident 
ejusdem  generis,  and  did  not  extend 
to  use  of  the  property  by  the  tenant; 
and,  applying  the  rule,  held  that 
where  the  building  was  destroyed  by 
the  overloading  of  the  floors,  the 
tenant  was  liable  for  the  cost  of 
putting  the  ''inside"  of  the  building 
in  good  and  tenantable  repair. 

And  in  Peck  v.  Scoville  Mfg.  Co. 
(1892)  48  in.  App.  360,  where  a 
tenant  covenanted  to  yield  up  the 
premises  in  as  good  condition  as  when 
entered  upon,  "loss  by  fire  or 
inevitable  accident"  excepted,  it  was 
held  that  the  tenant  was  liable  for 
the  expense  of  replacing  a  window 
broken  by  a  atone  accidentally  kicked 
by  a  passing  team  on  the  ground; 
that  such  an  injury  to  the  premises 
was  not  an  inevitable  accident,  since 
the. window  might  have  been  protected 


by  a  blind  or  wire  netting.  The 
court  said:  "A  window  broken  by  a 
stone  accidentally  kicked  by  a  passing 
team  is  not  broken  by  inevitable  ac- 
cident. The  kicking  of  the  stone,  so 
far  as  appellee  (the  tenant)  is  con- 
cerned, may  have  been  inevitable,  but 
not  the  breaking  of  the  window;  that 
might  have  been  protected  by  a 
blind  or  wire  netting." 

In  Rustad  v.  Lamport  (1921)  — 
Minn.  — ,  183  N.  W.  843,  it  was  held 
that  where  the  boiler  to  the  heating 
plant  on  leased  premises  was  cracked 
when  the  premises  were  delivered  up, 
proof  of  such  fact  made  it  incumbent 
on  the  tenant,  in  order  to  relieve  him- 
self from  liability  under  a  provision 
requiring  delivery  up  in  a  certain 
state  of  repair,  inevitable  accident  ex- 
cq[yted,  to  prove  that  the  damage  was 
the  result  of  "inevitable  accident.** 
The  court  found  that  the  cracking 
was  caused  by  negligence  and  care- 
less handling  by  the  tenant,  so  as  to 
render  him  liable  under  the  lease. 

G.  J.  C 


G.  E.  COOPER  et  al.,  Plff s.  in  Err., 

V. 

R.  E.  ROLLINS  et  aL 

G0argia  Su/fireme  Court  ^•'February  14,  1922* 
(152  Ga.  588,  110  S.  E.  726.) 

Constitiitioiial  law  —  regulati^m  of  barbers'  trade. 

1.  The  act  of  the  legislature  ^'r^rulating  the  occupation  of  barbers, 
approved  August  17,  1914  (Acts  1914,  p.  75),  as  amended  by  the  Act  of 
1920  (Acts  1920,  p.  109),  is  not  unconstitutional,  (a)  because  it  violates 
the  provision  of  our  state  Constitution  (art  1,  §  4,  1[  1)  which  provides 
that  ''laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have  uniform  operation  throughout 
the  state,''  or  (b)  because  it  violates  the  equal  protection  clauses  of  the 
14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  state. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  an  page  1111.] 


»» 


—  whai  act  declared  unconstitutional. 

2.  This  court  will  not  declare  an  act 
of  the  legislature  unconstitutional  un- 
less the  conflict  between  the  act  and 
the  Constitution  is  clear  and  palpable. 

[See  6  R.  G.  L.  98-100;  2  R.  G.  L. 
Supp.  25,  26.] 

Headnotes  1-8  by  HiNSS,  J. 
20  A.L.R.— 70. 


—  regnlation  of  trades  —  police  power. 
8.  What  trades  or  occupations  shall 
be  regulated,  and  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  regulations  to  be 
applied,  are  questions  for  the  legis- 
lature to  determine,  and  fall  within 
ttie  proper  exercise  of  the  police  pow- 
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er  of  the  state;  and,  unless  the  regu- 
lations are  so  unreasonable  and 
extravagant  that  the  property  or  per- 
sonal rights  of  the  citizen  are  unneces- 
sarily and  arbitrarily  interfered  with, 
without  due  process  of  law,  they  do 
not  extend  beyond  the  power  of  the 
state  to  pass. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  217,  482.] 

—  who  may  attack  constitutimiality  of 
statutes. 

4.  Residents  of  a  state  cannot  attack 
the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  on 


the     ground    that     it    discriminates' 
against  nonresidents. 

[See  6  R.  a  L.  89-91;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  21.] 

— -  reasonableness  of  classification. 

6.  A  statute  requiring  the  examina- 
tion and  licensing  of  barbers  only  in 
towns  haying  a  population  in  excess 
of  5,000  inhabitants  is  not  void  for  un- 
reasonableness of  classification. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  888;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
107.] 


Error  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fulton  County  (Pendleton,  J.)  to  review 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  brought  to  test  the  constitu- 
tionality of  an  act  regulating  the  occupation  of  barbers.    Affirmed. 


Statement  by  Hines,  J. : 

Plaintiffs  filed  their  equitable  pe- 
tition on  their  behalf  and  on  behalf 
of  all  other  persons  similarly  situ- 
ated, seeking  to  have  the  '^Barber 
Act*'  and  its  administration  declared 
to  be  unconstitutional.  The  plain- 
tiffs are  residents  of  Georgia.  The 
suit  is  brought  against  R.  E.  Rol- 
lins, L.  E.  Cooper,  and  W.  H.  Bed- 
good,  as  members  of  the  State  Board 
of  Barber  Examiners.  Bedgood 
was  stricken  as  a  defendant,  and  B. 
E.  Archer  was  substituted  in  his 
place  as  a  member  of  said  board. 
Plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  act  (Laws 
1914,  p.  75)  as  amended  (Laws 
1920,  p.  109),  creating  this  board, 
is  unconstitutional:  (a)  Because 
it  discriminates  between  barbers 
and  those  engaged  in  other  kinds  of 
manual  labor;  (b)  because  it  does 
not  operate  uniformly  througliout 
the  state,  but  is  applicaUe  only  to 
barbers  in  cities  and  towns  in  excess 
of  5,000  inhabitants;  (c)  because 
it  violates  article  1,  §  4,  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  this  state,  and  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  in  that  §  9  of 
the  original  act  exempts  from  its 
provisions  barbers  engaged  within 
the  state  at  the  date  of  such  aet,  and 
who  had  been  practising  such  oc- 
cupation for  a  period  of  tiiree  years 
prior  to  its  approval;  (d)  because 
it  violates  the  same  provisions  of  the 
state  and  Federal  Constitutions,  for 
the  reason  that  it  permits  barbers 
who  had  been  engaged  in  their  trade 


for  the  period  of  three  years  prior 
to  the  approval  of  this  act  to  con- 
tinue their  occupation  by  making 
an  affidavit  of  these  facts  and  pay- 
ing the  sum  of  $2,  while  a  person 
who  had  learned  to  practise  such 
occupation  without  the  state  is  re- 
quired to  pay  the  sum  of  $6  and  to 
submit  to  an  examination  before 
said  board;  (e)  because  the  classifi- 
cation of  towns  and  cities  into  those 
having  populations  In  excess  of 
5,000  inhabitants  and  those  having 
less  population,  and  making  said  act 
applicable  to  those  of  the  former 
population,  and  not  to  those  of  the 
latter,  is  arbitrary  and  unreason- 
able. 

It  was  agreed  between  the  plain- 
tiffs and  the  defendants  in  the  court 
below  that  the  only  question  in- 
volved was  the  constitutionality  of 
this  law  upon  the  several  grounds 
set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Messrs.  Roy  Lewis,  J.  L.  Anderson, 
and  John  T,  Pearson  for  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Messrs.  James  A.  Miller  and  Bond 
Ahnand,  for  defendants  in  error: 

The  Barber  Law  of  1914  is  a  general 
law  because  it  operates  throughout 
the  state  on  the  class  dealt  with;  its 
operation  being  uniform  in  that  it  af- 
fects all  alike  who  come  within  the 
scope  of  its  operation,  and  is  not  con- 
trary to  art.  1,  8  4,  T  1,  of  the  state 
Constitution,  or  to  the  14th  Amend- 
ment to  the  Federal  Constitution. 

Starnes  v.  Mutual  Loan  &  Bkg.  Co. 
102  Ga.  597,  29  S.  E.  462;  Crovatt  v. 
Mason,   101   6a.  246,  28  S.  E.  891; 
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Sasser  ▼.  Martin,  101  6a.  447,  29  S.  E. 
278 ;  Stewart  v.  Anderson,  140  Ga.  SI, 
78  S.  E.  457 ;  Bone  v.  State,  86  6a.  108, 
12  S.  E.  205. 

Nor  does  the  law  violate  the  equal 
protection  clauses  of  the  state  or  Fed- 
eral Constitutions,  in  that  the  law  af- 
fects all  alike  and  similarly  situated 
that  come  within  the  scope  of  its  op- 
eration. 

Stewart  v.  Anderson,  140  Ga.  31,  78 
S.  E.  457;  McGinnis  v.  Ragsdale,  116 
Ga.  245,  42  S.  E.  492;  Eeokee  Consol. 
Coke  Co.  y.  Taylor,  234  U.  S.  224,  58 
L.  ed.  1288,  34  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  856 ;  Clark 
V.  Reynolds,  136  Ga.  817,  72  S.  E.  254; 
Budd  V.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  517,  36 
L.  ed.  247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  45,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  468;  Hayes  v.  Missouri, 
120  U.  S.  68,  30  L.  ed.  578,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  350;  Grainger  v.  Douglas  Park 
Jockey  Club,  78  C.  C.  A.  199,  148  Fed. 
513,  8  Ann.  Cas.  997;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  150^  41  L.  ed. 
666,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255;  Miller  v. 
Wilson,  286  U.  S.  373,  59  L.  ed.  628, 
L.R.A.1915F,  829,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  342; 
Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28 
L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  357;  Soon 
Hing  V.  Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703,  28  L. 
ed.  1145,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730;  Jacob- 
son  V.  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S.  11,  49 
L.  ed.  643,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  858;  Wil- 
liams V.  Arkansas,  217  U.  S.  77,  54  L. 
ed.  673,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  493,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  865;  Bosley  v.  McLaughlin,  236 
U.  S.  385,  69  L.  ed.  632,  85  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  345;  Armour  &  Co.  v.  Augusta, 
134  Ga.  178,  27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  676,  67  S. 
E.  417;  State  v.  Shapiro,  131  Md.  168, 
101  Atl.  703,  Ann.  Cas.  1918E,  196; 
Kentucky  R.  Tax  Cases,  115  U.  S.  321, 

29  L.  ed.  414,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  57;  Rosen- 
thal V.  New  York,  226  U.  S.  260,  57  L. 
ed.  212,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  27,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914B,  71;  6  R.  C.  L.  §§  392,  393;  12 
C.  J.  1161;  Watson  v.  Maryland,  218 
U.  S.  173,  54  L.  ed.  987,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  644;  Dent  v.  West  Virginia,  129 
U.  S.  114,  32  L.  ed.  623,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
231. 

In  administering  the  law,  the  board 
has  administered  it  equally,  judicious- 
ly, and  with  due  regard  to  the  rights 
and  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  there 
being  no  evidence  of  an  arbitrary  use 
of  power  that  would  warrant  a  holding 
that  the  law  was  unconstitutional. 

Yick  Wo  V.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  356, 

30  L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064; 
Home  Teleph.  &  Tel  eg.  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles,  227  U.  S.  278,  57  L.  ed.  510, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  812. 


Legislative  regulation  of  the  trade 
or  occupation  of  a  barber  is  a  proper 
and  legitimate  use  of  the  police  power 
in  the  interest  of  the  health  and  wel- 
fare of  the  public. 

Com.  V.  Ward,  136  Ky.  146,  123  S. 
W.  673;  Moler  v.  Whisman,  243  Mo. 
571,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  629,  147  S.  W. 
985,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  392;  State  V. 
Sharpless,  81  Wash.  191,  96  Am.  St. 
Rep.  898,  71  Pac.  737 ;  State  v.  Armeno, 
29  R.  I.  431,  72  Atl.  216;  Ex  parte 
Lucas,  160  Mo.  218,  61  S.  W;  218;  State 
V.  Walker,  48  Wash.  8,  92  Pac.  775,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  257;  State  ex  rel.  Davis- 
Smith  Co.  V.  Clausen,  65  Wash.  156,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  466,  117  Pac.  1101,  2  N. 
C.  C.  A.  823,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  599;  State 
V.  Zeno,  79  Minn.  80,  48  L.R.A.  88,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  90  S.  W.  748;  State 
V.  Briggs,  45  Or.  366,  77  Pac.  750,  78' 
Pac.  361,  2  Ann.  Cas.  424;  Jackson  v. 
State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  557,  117  S. 
W.  818;  12  C.  J.  pp.  924,  1273;  Cos- 
grove  V.  Augusta,  103  6a.  835,  42 
L.R.A.  711,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  31  S. 
E.  445;  New  Mexico  ex  rel.  McLean  v. 
Denver  &  R.  6.  R.  Co.  203  U.  S.  38,  51 
L.  ed.  78,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1;  6  R.  C. 
L.  p.'  199 ;  Klaf ter  v.  State  Examiners, 
259  111.  15,  46  L.R.A.(N.S.)  532,  102 
N.  E.  193,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B,  1221 ;  Peo- 
ple V.  Criswold,  213  N.  Y.  92,  L.R.A. 
1915D,  538,  106  N.  E.  929;  Com.  v. 
Zimmerman,  221  Mass.  184,  108  N.  E. 
893,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  858;  Keller  v. 
State,  122  Md.  677,  90  Atl.  603. 

Hines,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

1.  Every  presumption  will  be 
made  in  favor  of  the  constitution- 
ality of  an  act  of  the  legislature. 
Allison  v.  Thomas,  44  Ga.  649.  Be- 
fore an  act  of  the 

legislature  will  be  la^^^wiien^'act 
declared  unconsti-  *5.*'**^**  uncon- 
tutional,  the  conflict 
between  the  act  and  the  fundamen- 
tal law  must  be  clear  and  palpable. 
Wellborn  v.  Estes,  70  Ga.  390.  A 
state  statute  will  not  be  set  aside 
by  the  courts  in  a  doubtful  case. 
Macon  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  13  Ga. 
68,  83.  These  elementary  principles 
do  not  require  any  elucidation. 
They  have  become  firmly  embedded 
in  the  constitutional  law  of  the 
state,  and  should  not  be  departed 
from. 

2.  It  is  urged  tiiat  this  act  is  un- 
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constitutional  because  it  discrimi- 
nates beween  persons  engaged  in  the 
trade  of  barbering  and  persons  en- 
gaged in  other  trades  involving 
manual  labor.  This  involves  the 
question  whether  the  legislature 
has  the  power  to  require  the  mem- 
bers of  one  trade  or  occupation  to 
be  examined  and  licensed,  without 
requiring  the  members  of  all  other 
trades  or  occupations  to*  be  so  exam- 
ined and  licensed.  Is  it  a  denial  of 
the  equal  protection  of  the  law  to 
require  those  who  are  engaged  in 
the  pursuit  of  one  trade  to  be  exam- 
ined and  licensed,  while  the  legis- 
lature does  not  require  those  en- 
gaged in  other  occupations  to  be  so 
examined  and  licensed?  At  this 
time  the  question  does  not  admit  of 
debate.  The  courts  are  generally 
agreed  that  it  is  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  prohibit  persons  from 
practising  the  calling  of  a  barber 
without  first  having  obtained  a  li- 
cense or  certificate  of  registration. 
State  V.  Sharpless,  31  Wash.  191, 
96  Am.  St.  Rep.  898,  71  Pac.  737; 
State  V.  Walker,  48  Wash.  8,  92 
Pac.  775,  15  Ann.  Cas.  257;  State 
V.  Zeno,  79  Minn.  80,  48  L.R.A.  88, 
79  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  81  N.  W.  748 ; 
State  V.  Armeno,  29  R.  I.  431,  72 
Atl.  216;  Ex  parte  Lucas,  160  Mo. 
218,  61  S.  W.  218 ;  State  v.  Briggs, 
45  Or.  366,  77  Pac.  750,  78  Pac.  361, 
2  Ann.  Cas.  424.  The  power  of  the 
legislature  to  regulate  this  trade 
and  to  require  barbers  to  be  exam- 
ined and  licensed  is  derived  from 
the  police  power  of  the  state.  This 
power  enables  the  legislature  to 
make  all  needful  rules  and  regula- 
tions for  the  health,  safety,  and  wel- 
fare of  the  people  of  the  state.  The 
health  of  tiie  citizens,  as  affected 
by  diseases  spread  from  barber 
shops  conducted  by  unclean  and  in- 
competent barbers,  is  justification 
for  such  laws.  12  C.  J.  924,  §  432. 
The  regulation  of  the  occupation 
of  barbers,  and  leaving  other  occu- 
pations of  like  kind  unregulated,  is 
not  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection 
of  laws,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.     What 


such  regulation  shall  be,  and  to  what 
particular  trade  or  business  such 

regulation  shall  ap-  _^„i.tio«  mi 
ply,  are  questions  tF»de»-poitc« 
for  the  state  to  de-  "^'^•'• 
termine,  and  their  determination 
comes  within  the  proper  exercise  of 
the  police  power  of  ttie  state;  and, 
unless  the  regulations  are  so  unrea- 
sonable and  extravagant  in  their 
nature  and  purpose  that  the  prop* 
erty  or  personal  rights  of  the  citi- 
zens are  unnecessarily,  and,  in  the 
main,  arbitrarily,  interfered  with  or 
destroyed,  and  without  due  process 
of  law,  they  are  not  beyond  the  pow- 
er of  the  state  to  pass.  Gundling 
V.  Chicago,  177  U.  S.  183,  44  L.  ed. 
725,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  633 ;  Williams 
V.  Arkansas,  217  U.  S.  79,  88,  54  L. 
ed.  673,  677,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  493, 
18  Ann.  Cas.  865. 

3.  It  was  insisted  by  counsel  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  that  this  stat- 
ute violates  article  1,  §  4,  If  1,  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  state  (Civ. 
Code,  §  6391),  which  declares  that 
''laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have 
uniform  operation  throughout  the 
state.''  The  act  (§  1)  declares  that 
"it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
to  follow  the  occupation  of  barber- 
ing in  cities  or  towns  in  excess  of 
five  thousand  inhabitants  unless  he 
will  have  first  obtained  a  certificate 
of  registration  as  provided  in  thia 
act.*' 

It  is  insisted  that  this  classifica- 
tion of  the  cities  and  towns  of  the 
state  into  those  having  populations^ 
in  excess  of  5,000  inhabitants  and 
into  those  having  less  than  such 
number  of  inhabitants,  and  making 
this  act  applicable  only  to  barbers 
following  their  occupations  in  citiea 
or  towns  having  populations  in  ex- 
cess of  5,000  inhabitants,  violates 
this  provision  of  the  state  Consti- 
tution. In  this  we  do  not  agree  with 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  error.  The  Constitution  of  Geor- 
gia recognizes  certain  territorial  ju- 
risdictions, such  as  the  state,  its- 
counties,  cities,  and  militia  districts. 
Whatever  laws  apply  to  all  or  any 
one  of  these  territorial  jurisdic- 
tions as  a  class  cannot  be  called  spe- 
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trial  laws,  but  are  general  statutes, 
having  uniform  operation  through- 
out the  state.  Stames  v.  Mutual 
Loan  &  Bkg.  Co.  102  Ga.  597,  29  S. 
E.  452.  The  act  involved  in  the 
case  last  cited  was  one  fixing  the 
venue  of  justices'  courts  in  cities 
having  a  population  of  more  than 
5,000  inhabitants. 

Our  state  Constitution  only  re- 
quires a  law  to  have  uniform  opera- 
tion, and  that  means  that  it  shall 
apply  to  all  persons,  matters,  or 
things  which  it  is  intended  to  affect. 
If  it  operates  alike  on  all  who  come 
within  the  scope  of  its  provisions, 
constitutional  uniformity  is  secured. 
Uniformity  does  not  mean  univer- 
sality. This  constitutional  provi- 
sion is  complied  with  when  the 
law  operates  uniformly  upon  all 
persons  who  are  brought  within  the 
relations  and  circumstances  provid- 
ed by  it.  Crovatt  v.  Mason,  101 
Ga.  246,  28  S.  E.  891.  This  act 
operates  upon  all  barbers  in  towns 
and  cities  throughout  the  state  hav- 
ing populations  in  excess  of  5,000 
inhabitants,  and  is  therefore  uni- 
form in  its  operation. 

4.  It  is  next  insisted  that  this  act 
violates  both  the  state  and  the  Fed- 
eral Constitutions,  because  it  denies 
to  the  barbers  of  the  state  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws.  It  is  assert- 
ed that  §  9  of  the  original  act  ex- 
empts from  its  provisions  barbers 
engaged  within  the  state  at  the  date 
of  the  approval  of  the  act,  and  who 
had  been  practising  their  trade  for 
a  period  of  three  years  prior  to  its 
approval,  and  permits  such  barbers 
to  continue  their  occupations  by 
making  an  affidavit  of  these  facts 
and  paying  the  sum  of  $2,  while 
persons  who  had  learned  to  practise 
such  occupation  without  the  state 
are  required  to  pay  the  sum  of  $5 
and  to  submit  to  an  examination  be- 
fore said  board.  It  is  insisted  that 
this  discrimination  denies  to  the 
barbers  who  do  not  come  within  this 
exemption  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws,  and  conflicts  with  the  due 
process  clauses  of  the  state  and 
Federal  Constitutions.   Before  a  law 
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can  be  declared  violative  of  these 
constitutional  provisions  because  it 
omits  certain  classes,  the  court 
must  be  able  to  say  that  there  is  no 
fair  reason  for  not  requiring  its  ex- 
tension to  others  whom  the  act 
leaves  untouched.  The  selection  of 
the  exempted  classes  is  within  the 
legislative  power,  subject  only  to 
the  restriction  that  it  be  not  arbi- 
trary or  oppressive,  and  apply 
equally  to  all  per- 
sons similarly  situ- 
ated. This  act  is 
not  unconstitutional  because  its  pro- 
visions do.  not  apply  to  those  who 
were  engaged  as  barbers  in  this 
state  at  the  date  of  its  approval,  and 
who  had  been  so  engaged  in  this 
state  for  three  years  prior  thereto. 
Dent  V.  West  Virginia,  129  U.  S. 
114,  32  L.  ed.  628,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
231 ;  Watson  v.  Maryland,  218  U.  S. 
173,  54  L.  ed.  987,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
644.  "Such  exception  proceeds  up- 
on the  theory  that  those  who  have 
acceptably  followed  the  profession 
in  the  community  for  a  period  of 
years  may  be  assumed  to  have  the 
^qualifications  which  others  are  re- 
quired to  manifest  as  the  result  of 
an  examination  before  a  board  of 
medical  experts."  Watson  v.  Mary- 
land, 218  U.  S.  173,  177,  54  L.  ed. 
987,  989,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  646. 

The  plaintiffs  are  residents  of 
Georgia ;  and  it  does  not  lie  in  their 
mouths  to  attack  the  constitutional- 
ity of  this  statute  on  the  ground  that 
it  discriminates  against  nonresident 
barbers.  Only  those  whose  rights 
are  directly  affected  __ 
can  properly  ques-  atVaclc'^oniitit*- 
tion  the  constitu-  llZtuti^  **' 
tionality  of  a  state 
statute.  Eliopolo  v.  Stubbs,  143  Ga. 
602  (3),  85  S.  E.  853;  New  York 
ex  rel.  Hatch  v.  Reardon,  204  U.  S. 
152,  161,  51  L.  ed.  415,  422,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  188,  9  Ann.  Cas.  736 ;  Wil- 
liams V.  Walsh,  222  U.  S.  415,  56 
L.  ed.  253,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  137; 
Collins  V.  Texas,  223  U.  S.  288,  295. 
56  L.  ed.  439,  443,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
286;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cade,  233  U.  S.  642,  58  L.  ed.  1135, 
34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  678;  Hendrick  v. 
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Maryland,  235  U.  S.  610,  59  L.  ed. 
385,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140. 

5.  It  is  next  insisted  that  this  act 
is  unconstitutional  because  of  the 
classification  of  the  towns  and  cities 
therein  provided.  It  is  contended 
that  such  classification  has  no  rea- 
sonable relation  to  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  statute,  and  is  arbitrary 
and  capricious.  The  purpose  of  the 
act  is  '^to  insure  the  proper  sanitary 
conditions  in  barber  shops,  and  to 
prevent  the  spreading  of  disease  in 
the  state  of  Georgia."  Is  the  appli- 
cation of  this  law  to  barbers  in 
towns  or  cities  having  populations 
in  excess  of  5,000  inhabitants  with- 
out some  reasonable  relation  to  its 
subject-matter?  Is  such  classifica- 
tion unnatural,  arbitrary,  and  ca- 
pricious ?  The  legislature  may  make 
classifications  for  the  purpose  of 
legislation.  It  may  classify  cities. 
The  classification  must  have  some 
reasonable  relation  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  statute.  There  must 
be  a  legitimate  ground  for  differ- 
entiation. Arbitrary  or  capricious 
discriminations  are  not  permissible 
under  the  Constitution.  Stewart  v. 
Anderson,  140  Ga.  31,  33,  78  S.  E. 
457.  A  state  statute  which,  in  car- 
rying out  a  public  purpose,  is  limit- 
ed in  its  application,  is  not  a  denial 
of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  of  the  simi- 
lar provision  in  our  state  Consti- 
tution, if,  within  the  sphere  of  its 
operation,  it  affects  all  persons  simi- 
larly situated.  Barbier  v.  Connolly, 
113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  357.  So,  a  statute  making 
it  unlawful  for  mine  owners,  em- 
l)loying  ten  or  more  miners  under- 
ground, and  paying  therefor  by  the 
ton  mined,  not  to  screen  the  coal  be- 
fore it  is  weighed,  was  held  valid, 
and  it  was  not  an  unreasonable 
classification  to  divide  coal  mines 
into  those  where  less  than  ten  min- 
ers were  employed  and  those  where 
more  than  that  number  were  em- 
ployed. McLean  v.  Arkansas,  211 
U.  S.  539,  546,  53  L.  ed.  315,  319,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  206.    There  is  more 


reason  for  dividing  towns  and  cities- 
into  those  having  5,000  or  more  in- 
habitants and  those  having  less  than 
that  number  than  there  is  in  divid- 
ing mines  into  those  working  ten 
miners  or  more  and  those  working 
less.  So,  a  classification  in  a  state 
statute  prohibiting  drumming  or 
soliciting  on  trains  for  business  for 
certain  named  establishments  was- 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  to  be  a  reasonable 
classification,  and  was  upheld.  Wil- 
liams V.  Arkansas,  217  U.  S.  79,  54 
L.  ed.  673,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  493,  1& 
Ann.  Cas.  865. 

The  spread  of  disease  by  insan- 
itary barbers  or  barber  shops  will 
affect  more  people  in  large  towns 
or  cities  than  in  small  ones.  The 
character  of  barbers  and  barber 
shops  is  more  generally  known  in 
villages  than  in  large  towns,  and 
villagers  can  more  easily  protect 
themselves  against  insanitary  bar- 
bers. Knowledge  of  the  personal 
and  professional  habits  of  barbers, 
and  of  the  condition  of  barber  shops 
is  more  easily  acquired  in  small 
towns  than  in  large  cities.  The 
business  of  the  barber  may  be  every- 
body's business  in  the  hamlet  or 
small  town.  This  may  not  be  so  in 
large  towns.  In  small  towns  every- 
body knows  the  barber,  his  shop, 
and  his  personal  and  profession- 
al habits  of  cleanliness.  The  re- 
lation between  barbers  in  small 
centers  of  population  and  their 
customers  is  closer  and  more 
intimate  than  in  populous  cities. 
This  relation  is  friendlier  in  the 
small  town  than  in  the  big  one* 
If  the  barber  in  a  small  town 
has  a  communicable  disease,  knowl- 
edge of  this  fact  spreads  rapidly  in 
a  village.  Knowledge  of  such  fact 
travels  more  slowly  in  a  city.  If 
a  customer  catches  a  contagious  dis- 
ease from  a  village  barber,  this 
becomes  common  knowledge  at  once 
of  all  the  villagers.  This  is  not  so 
in  Atlanta,  Augusta,  Macon,  or  Sa> 
vannah. 

For  these  reasons  customers  of 
barbers  in  large  towns  need  greater 
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protection  than  those  of  barbers  in 

small  ones.  Other 
^ciS^rifl^ti^!  reasons  can  be  giv- 

en  to  justify  this 
classification,  but  we  deem  the  above 
sufficient.  So  we  reach  the  conclu- 
sion that  this  classification  has  a 
reasonable  relation  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  statute,  and  that  the 
statute  is  not  unconstitutional  for 
any  of  the  reasons  assigned. 


We  do  not  deal  with  any  questions 
raised  by  the  petition  in  this  case 
except  the  constitutionality  of  this 
act,  as  that  was  the  only  question 
decided  by  the  judge  below  by  the 
agreement  of  the  parties. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


ANNOTATION. 
Constitulkmality  of  statute  regulating  baHbers. 


I.  Scope  of  note,  1111. 
II.  Regulaftive  statutes  in  general: 

a.  Nature  and  source  of  power  to 

regulate,  1111. 

b.  Delegation  of  power,  1112. 
e.  Basis  for  classification,  1112. 

d.  Validity  of  specific  requirements, 
1113. 
III.  Sunday-closing  statute: 

a.  Validity  of  special  statute: 

1.  Majority  view,  1114. 

2.  Minority  view,  1115. 

b.  Validity   of  general   statute   wm 

applied  to  barber,  1117. 

J.  Scope  of  note. 

With  the  exception  hereafter  stat- 
ed, there  are  reviewed  in  this  an- 
notation the  decisions  on  the  con- 
stitutionality of  a  statute  which 
regulates  barbers.  Decisions  on 
the  validity  of  a  Sunday-closing 
statute  as  applied  to  barbers  are 
included,  except  one  class  of  de- 
cisions which  has  been  previously 
considered  in  this  series.  See  the  an- 
notation to  State  v.  Murray,  8  A.L.R. 
566,  discussing,  inter  alia,  the  validity 
of  a  statute  which  imposes  a  more 
severe  penalty  on  a  barber  for  a  vio- 
lation of  a  Sunday-closing  law  than 
is  imposed  on  persons  engaged  in 
other  occupations. 

II,  BeguloHve  aCofufes  in  general. 

a.  NaMure  and  aouroe  of  power  to  regu* 

late. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  prohibit  persons  from  practising 
the  calling  of  a  barber  without  first 
having  obtained  a  license  or  certifi- 


cate of  registration.  State  ▼.  Zeno 
(1900)  79  MimL  80,  48  L.R.A.  88,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  81  N.  W.  748 ;  State 
▼.  Armeno  (19d9)  29  R.  I.  481,  72  Atl. 
216. 

Registration,  etc.,  may  be  required 
by  the  legislature  by  virtue  of  the 
police  power.  State  v.  Armeno  (R*  L) 
supra;  State  v.  Sharpless  (1903)  81 
Wash*  191,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  898,  71 
Pac.  737;  State  v.  Walkttr  (1907)  48 
Wash.  8,  92  Pac.  775,  16  Ann.  Cas. 
267, 

It  is  the  health  of  the  citizens,  as 
affected  by  the  diseases  spread  from 
barber  shops  conducted  by  unclean 
and  incompetent  barbers,  that  justi- 
fies license  laws.  State  v.  Zeno 
(Minn.)  supra. 

So,  in  State  v.  Walker  (Wash.)  su- 
pra, it  was  held  that  it  is  competent 
for  the  legislature,  by  virtue  of  the 
police  power,  to  prohibit  persons  from 
practising  the  calling  of  a  barber 
without  first  having  obtained  a  li- 
cense or  certificate  of  registration, 
the  health  of  citizens,  as  affected  by 
the  diseases  spread  from  barber  shops 
conducted  by  unclean  and  incompe- 
tent barbers,  justifying  the  exercise 
of  such  power.  But  the  provisions  of 
the  Washington  statute  for  the  regu- 
lation of  barbers  have  been  held  to 
be  valid  only  in  so  far  as  they  pro- 
mote the  public  health  and  safety. 
Timmons  v.  Morris  (1921)  271  Fed. 
721.    See  infra,  II.  d. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  im- 
pose a  license  fee  on  barbers  is,  in 
at  least  one  jurisdiction,  derived  from 
a  constitutional  provision.    Louisville 
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V.   Schnell    (1908)    131   Ky.   104^   40 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  637,  114  S.  W.  742. 

b.  Delegation  of  power. 

The  legislature  may  delegate  the 
power  of  regulation  of  barbers  to  mu- 
nicipalities (Louisville  v.  Schnell 
(1908)  131  Ky.  104,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
637,  114  S.  W.  742;  Hanzal  v.  San 
Antonio  (1920)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
221  S.  W.  237),  or  to  boards  of  health 
(La  Porta  v.  Board  of  Health  (1904) 
71  N.  J.  L.  89,  59  Atl.  115). 

A  statute  authorizing  a  board  of 
examiners  to  prescribe  the  qualifica- 
tions required  of  barbers  in  order  to 
obtain  a  license  is  not  unconstitution- 
al as  a  delegation  of  legislative  power. 
State  V.  Briggs  (1904)  45  Or.  366,  77 
Pac.  750,  78  Pac.  361,  2  Ann.  Cas.  424. 

Nor  it  is  a  valid  objection  to  a  stat* 
ute  requiring  registration  that  it  is 
a  delegation  of  legislative  power  to 
provide  that  the  law  shall  apply  to 
a  given  town  only  on  a  vote  of  its 
town  council,  or  that  the  application 
of  the  law  in  a  town  shall  be  left  to 
a  vote  of  the  town  council,  and  not  to 
the  vote  of  the  electors.  State  v.  Ar- 
meno  (1909)  29  R.  L  431,  72  Atl.  216. 

c.  B€L9is  for  classification. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  classify  barbers  according  to  the 
population  of  the  conmiunities  within 
which  they  conduct  their  business, 
and,  as  classified,  to  prescribe  differ- 
ent regulations  governing  their  occu- 
pation. State  V.  Sharpless  (1903)  31 
Wash*  191,  96  Am.  St  Rep.  893,  71 
Pac.  737. 

An  act  regulating  barbers  in  cities 
and  towns  of  the  state  having  a  popu- 
lation in  excess  of  5,000  inhabitants 
is  held  in  the  reported  case  (C00PE» 
V.  RoLUNS,  ante,  1105)  not  to  violate 
a  section  of  the  Georgia  Constitution 
requiring  that  laws  of  a  general  na- 
ture shall  have  uniform  application 
throughout  the  state.  The  court  up- 
holds the  reasonableness  of  the  classi- 
fication and  its  relation  to  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  statute  on  the 
ground  that  the  habits  of  barbers  in 
villages  are  better  known  to  the  pub- 
lic than  are  those  of  barbers  in  large 
towns  or  cities.    The  same  result  haa 


been  reached  under  similar  constitu- 
tional provisions  of  other  states. 
Com.  V.  Ward  (1909)  136  Ky.  146,  123 
S.  W.  673;  Ex  parte  Lucas  (1901)  160 
Mo.  218,  61  S.  W.  218. 

A  statute  requiring  a  person  who 
has  not  previously  engaged  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  a  barber  to  pass  an  exam- 
ination in  order  to  be  entitled  to  pur- 
sue that  occupation,  but  imposing  no 
such  requirement  on  a  person  previ- 
ously engaged  in  the  occupation,  does 
not  make  an  unreasonable  or  arbi- 
trary classification,  in  violation  of  the 
due  process  or  equal  protection 
clauses  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 
People  V.  Logan  (1918)  284  IlL  83, 
119  N.  E.  913;  Criswell  v.  SUte 
(1915)  126  Md.  108,  94  Atl.  549. 

Similarly,  in  the  reported  case 
(Cooper  v.  Rollins)  it  is  held  not  to 
be  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws,  or  a  deprivation  of  liberty 
or  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  forbidden  by  the  state  and  Fed- 
eral Constitutions,  for  a  state  legis- 
lature to  permit  barbers  who  have 
been  for  three  years  engaged  in  their 
occupation  in  the  state  to  continue 
their  occupation  on  making  an  affi- 
davit of  this  qualification  and  paying 
a  fee  of  $2,  and  to  require  those  who 
have  been  engaged  in  the  occupation 
outside  the  state  to  pay  a  fee  of  $5 
and  submit  to  an  examination.  Sub- 
stantially to  the  same  effect  is  Com.  v. 
Ward  (Ky.)  supra. 

Where  the  legislature  has  con- 
ferred on  a  municipality  authority  to 
exact  from  persons  engaged  in  vari- 
ous trades,  including  barbers,  license 
fees  between  certain  minimum  and 
maximum  rates,  the  city  may  grade 
barber  shops  on  any  reasonable  basis. 
Within  this  rule  an  ordinance  re- 
quiring each  barber  shop  to  pay  a  li- 
cense fee  of  $5  per  year,  and  $2  addi- 
tional for  each  barber  chair  where 
more  than  two  chairs  are  used,  is  not 
an  unreasonable  classification,  but  is 
authorized  by  the  statute.  Nor  is  the 
tax  in  such  a  case  a  property  tax. 
The  tax  is  not  on  the  chairs,  but  on 
the  occupation.  ''The  chairs  referred 
to  are  barber  chairs,  used  by  barbers 
in  plying  their  trade.  They  are 
named  not  as  a  species  of  taxation. 
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but  as  a  basis  of  classification.  The 
tax  is  upon  the  vocation,  not  on  the 
means  of  exercising  it."  Louisville 
V.  Schnell  (1908)  131  Ky.  104,  40 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  637,  114  S.  W.  742. 

Similarly,  an  ordinance  providing 
for  the  licensing  of  barber  shops  is 
not  invalid  because  a  higher  propor- 
tional charge  is  made  against  shops 
with  a  small  number  of  chairs  than 
against  those  with  a  large  number, 
since  the  inspection  of  a  small  shop, 
will  cost  more  proportionally  than 
the  inspection  of  a  large  one.  Hanzal 
V.  San  Antonio  (1920)  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — .  221  S.  W.  287. 

In  the  reported  case  (Coopesk  v. 
Rollins)  it  is  held  not  to  be  a  denial 
of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws 
for  the  legislature  to  require  barbers 
to  be  examined  and  licensed  without 
requiring  those  engaged  in  other  oc- 
cupations to  be  examined  and  li: 
censed.  The  court  explains  that  the 
health  of  citizens  may  be  affected  by 
diseases  spread  by  unclean  or  incom- 
petent barbers,  and  that^  therefore,  a 
statute  regulating  barbers  only  does 
not  make  such  an  unreasonable  classi- 
fication as  to  violate  the  constitution- 
al provision  forbidding  a  state  to 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  juris- 
diction the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws. 

d,  VaiidUy  •/  wpeeifl^  requirenventB. 

Under  a  charter  authorizing  a  city 
to  license  and  regulate  all  trades,  pro- 
fessions, and  occupations,  an  ordi- 
nance has  been  held  to  be  valid  which 
provides  for  the  regulation  and  in- 
spection of  barber  shops  and  all  of 
their  equipment  and  appliances,  and 
the  periodical  physical  examination 
of  every  person  who  may  engage  in 
the  occupation  of  a  barber,  in  order 
to  ascertain  if  he  is  free  from  infec- 
tions, contagious,  or  communicable 
diseases.  Hanzal  v.  San  Antonio 
(1920)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  221  S.  W. 
237. 

Where  a  board  of  health  has  been 
given  ample  authority  to  prevent  the 
spreading  of  contagious  diseases,  the 
board  may,  on  the  principle  that 
powers  conferred  for  the  preservation 
of  the  public  health  should  receive  a 


liberal  interpretation,  prescribe  rules 
to  be  observed  in  barber  shops  to 
prevent  contagious  skin  diseases,  and 
may  fix  a  license  fee.  In  such  a  case 
a  license  fee  of  %2  is  reasonable,  es- 
pecially where  it  appears  that  the  fees 
collected  will  not  meet  the  expense 
of  enforcing  the  regulation.  La 
Porta  V.  Board  of  Health  (1904)  71 
N.  J.  L.  88,  58  Atl.  115. 

A  statute  requiring  that  an  appli- 
cant for  a  certificate  to  engage  in  the 
occupation  of  a  barber  shall  spend 
three  years  as  an  apprentice,  or  shall 
study  for  that  period  in  a  barber 
school,  has  been  held  not  to  impose 
an  unreasonable  restriction  on  the 
right  to  engage  in  the  occupation. 
People  V.  Logan  (1918)  284  UL  32,  119 
N.  E.  913.  In  that  case  the  court 
said :  "It  is  argued  that  the  require- 
ment of  three  years'  service  as  an  ap- 
prentice or  study  in  a  barber  school 
has  no  direct  relation  to  the  public 
health  or  safety,  but  is  rather  intend- 
ed to  restrict  and  discourage  the  pub- 
lic from  engaging  in  this  occupation. 
The  intention  is  to  restrict  the  pub- 
lic from  engaging  in  this  occupation 
to  the  extent  that  only  those  may  do  so 
who  have  learned  the  trade,  know  how 
to  prepare,  use,  and  care  for  the  tools, 
know  what  sanitary  precautions  must 
be  taken  to  avoid  the  risk  of  spread- 
ing disease,  and  are  acquainted  with 
the  sanitary  regulations  which  the 
board  of  examiners  is  authorized  by 
§  11  to  adopt.  Three  years  seem  a 
long  time  to  require  for  learning  the 
trade  of  a  barber,  but  we  cannot  say 
that  it  is  so  unreasonably  long  as  to 
constitute  an  unreasonable  restric- 
tion upon  the  right  to  engage  in  the 
trade." 

Likewise  a  statutory  requirement 
that  a  student  in  a  school  for  barbers 
shall  complete  a  two-year  course  in 
order  to  be  entitled  to  a  barber's  li- 
cense has  been  held  not  to  be  invalid. 
Moler  V.  Whisman  (1912)  243  Mo. 
571,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  629,  147  S.  W. 
985,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  392. 

In  Timmons  ▼.  Morris  (1921)  271 
Fed.  721,  it  was  held  that  if  a  stat- 
ute authorized  a  board  of  examiners 
to  reject  an  application  for  a  barber's 
license  on  the  ground  that  the  appli- 
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cant  lucked  proficiency  in  matters  not 
affecting  the  public  health  or  safety, 
it  was,  to  that  extent,  a  deprivation 
of  liberty  without  due  process  of  law, 
in  violation  of  the  14th  Amendment  to 
the  Federal  Constitution. 

On  a  similar  ground,  in  Moler  ▼• 
Whisman  (Mo.)  supra,  the  court  stat^ 
ed  that,  under  the  Missouri  Constitu- 
tion, a  section  of  a  statute  was  invalid 
which  prohibited  a  student  or  appren- 
tice or  his  instructor  in  a  school  for 
barbers,  from  making  any  charge  for 
the  services  of  the  student  or  appren- 
tice. The  court  said:  *lf  students 
of  the  barbers'  trade  be  compelled  to 
labor  two  years  without  pay,  and 
without  their  instructors  receiving 
any  remuneration  for  their  services 
(as  required  by  §  1187,  supra),  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why  they  would  not 
thereby  be  deprived  of  the  gains  of 
their  own  industry,  as  prohibited  by 
our  organic  law.  .  •  .  The  practice 
of  boys  or  young  men  apprenticing 
themselves  to  skilful  mechanics,  arti- 
sans, or  professional  men  in  order  to 
qualify  themselves  for  useful  trades 
and  professions  is  almost  as  old  as 
civilization  itself;  but  the  barbers' 
law  is  the  first  regulation  which  has 
ever  come  to  our  knowledge  that  pro- 
hibits both  the  apprentice  and  his 
master  from  receiving  any  remuner- 
ation whatever  for  services  of  the  ap- 
prentice, thereby  compelling  the  ap- 
prentice to  waste  two  years  of  his 
time  while  qualifying  for  a  public 
barber.  It  is  true,  as  announced  in 
Ex  parte  Lucas  (1901)  160  Mo.  218, 
61  S.  W.  218,  that  the  barber  trade, 
because  of  its  intimate  relation  to  the 
public  health,  is  a  proper  subject  of 
legislative  control,  under  the  general 
police  power  of  the  state;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  legislature  may 
impose  arbitrary  or  capricious  exac- 
tions upon  the  students  of  that  occu- 
pation, which  have  no  relation  to  the 
public  health.  The  legislature,  hav- 
ing recognized  the  legitimacy  of  this 
profession,  cannot  destroy  it  under 
the  guise  of  'regulation/  The  learned 
attorney  for  defendants  has  not  as- 
signed any  reason  or  called  our  atten- 
tion to  any  fact  even  remotely  indicat- 
ing that  the  public  health  will  be 


promoted,  protected,  or  safeguarded 
by  requiring  students  of  the  barber's 
trade  to  work  for  two  years  without 
compensation." 

Ill,  Sunday'-^loaing  statute^ 

a.  VaUdUy  of  special  statute. 

1.  MaScrUy  view. 

Special  laws  prohibiting  harboring 
on  Sunday  have  been  sustained  by  the 
courts  in  a  majority  of  the  cases. 

Coloradow  —  McClelland  v.  Denver 
(1906)  36  Colo.  486,  86  Pac.  126,  10 
Ann.  Gas.  1014. 

Michigan^— People  v.  Bellet  (1894) 
99  Mich.  151,  22  L.R.A.  696,  41  Am. 
St.  Rep.  589,  57  N.  W.  1094. 

New  York.  —  People  v.  Havnor 
(1896)  149  N.  Y.  195,  31  L.R.A.  689, 
52  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  43  N.  E.  541,  af- 
firming (1896)  1  App.  Div.  459,  37  N. 
Y.  Supp.  314. 

Ohio.— Stanfeal  v.  State  (1908)  78 
Ohio  St.  24,  84  N.  E.  419,  14  Ann. 
Cas.  138. 

Oregon.  —  Ex  parte  Northrup 
(1902)  41  Or.  489,  69  Pac.  445. 

Tennessee. — ^Breyer  v.  State  (189^) 
102  Tenn.  103,  50  S.  W.  769.  Compare 
Ragio  V.  State  (1888)  86  Tenn.  272, 
6  S.  W.  401,  holding  that  a  statute  de- 
claring it  to  be  a  misdemeanor  for 
barbers  to  engage  in  their  regular 
business  or  to  keep  open  bathrooms 
on  Sunday  was  invalid  because  it  em- 
braced two  distinct  subjects. 

Washingt<m.  —  State  v.  Bergfeldt 
(1905)  41  Wash.  234,  83  Pac.  177,  6 
Ann.  Cas.  979  (writ  of  error  dis- 
missed in  (1908)  210  U.  S.  438,  52 
L.  ed.  1138,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  764), 
overruling  Tacoma  v.  ICrech  (1896) 
15  Wash.  296,  34  L.R.A.  68,  46  Pac. 
255. 

In  McClelland  v.  Denver  (1906)  36 
Colo.  486,  86  Pac.  126,  10  Ann.  Cas. 
1014,  the  court  sustained  such  a  law 
against  constitutional  objections,  and 
held  also  that  it  was  not  invalid  be- 
cause it  fixed  the  period  of  closing 
from  12  o'clock  Saturday  night  until 
5  o'clock  Monday  morning. 

In  People  v.  Bellet  (1894)  99  Mich. 
151,  22  L.R.A.  696,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
589,  57  N.  W.  1094,  it  was  urged  that 
such  an  act  was  invalid  as  confiicting 
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with  the  provision  of  the  state  Con- 
stitution that  no  person  shall  be  de- 
prived of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  also 
as  conflicting  with  the  14th  Amend* 
ment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  provides  that  "no  state 
shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which 
shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immu- 
nities of  citizens  of  the  United  States ; 
nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  per^ 
son  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  nor  deny  to 
any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws/'  The 
court  said:  ''We  think  the  statute 
under  consideration  is  within  the 
police  power  of  the  state,  and  not  in 
conflict  with  any  express  provision  of 
the  Constitution,  and  that  it  does  not 
conflict  with  the  14th  Amendment  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.** 
In  People  v.  Havnor  (1896)  149 
N.  Y.  195,  81  L.R.A.  689,  52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  707,  43  N.  E.  541,  ai&rming 
(1896)  1  App.  Div.  459,  37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
814,  the  court  upheld  the  validity  of 
a  statute  prohibiting  barbering  on 
Sunday,  except  during  a  portion  of 
the  day,  in  the  city  of  New  York  and 
the  village  of  Saratoga  Springs.  The 
law  was  sustained  against  the  objec- 
tions that  it  worked  a  deprivation  of 
liberty  and  property  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law  and  that  it  violated  the 
14th  Amendment  by  denying  equal 
protection  of  the  laws.  The  court, 
per  Vann,  J.,  held  that  where  the  real 
object  of  the  statute  must  appear, 
upon  inspection,  to  have  a  reasonable 
connection  with  the  welfare  of  the 
public,  the  exercise  of  the  police  pow- 
er by  the  legislature  is  well  estab-^ 
lished  as  not  in  conflict  with  the 
Constitution,  and  that  when  thus  ex- 
ercised, even  if  the  effect  is  to  inter- 
fere to  some  extent  with  the  use  of 
property,  or  the  prosecution  of  a  law- 
ful pursuit,  it  is  not  regarded  as  an 
appropriation  of  property  or  an  en- 
croachment on  liberty,  because  the 
preservation  of  order  and  the  promo^ 
tion  of  the  general  welfare,  so  essen- 
tial to  organized  society,  of  necessity, 
involve  some  sacrifice  of  natural 
rights.  On  the  other  point  the  court 
said:     ''The  learned  counsel  for  the 


defendant,  however,  criticizes  the  act 
in  question  as  class  legislation,  and 
claims  that  it  is  invalid  under  the 
14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  because  it  de- 
nies to  barbers  who  do  not  reside  in 
New  York  or  Saratoga  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws.  That  Amendment 
does  not  relate  to  territorial  arrange- 
ments made  for  different  portions  of 
a  state,  nor  to  legislation  which^  in 
carrying  out  a  public  purpose,  is  lim- 
ited in  its  operation,  but,  within  the 
sphere  of  its  operation,  aflFects  alike 
all  persons  similarly  situated.  It  was 
not  designed  to  interfere  with  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power  by  the  state 
for  the  protection  of  health  or  the 
preservation  of  morals.  The  statute 
treats  all  barbers  alike  within  the 
same  localities,  for  none  can  work  on 
Sunday  outside  of  New  York  and  Sar- 
atoga, but  all  may  work  in  those  places 
until  a  certain  hour.  All  are,  there- 
fore, treated  alike  under  like  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  both  in  the 
privileges  conferred  and  in  the  lia- 
bilities imposed.''  Justices  Gray  and 
Bartlett  wrote  long  dissenting  opin- 
ions, which  were  concurred  in  by 
Justice  Haight.  A  writ  of  error  to 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court, 
sued  out  to  review  the  decision,  was 
dismissed.  See  (1898)  170  U.  S.  408, 
42  L.  ed.  1087,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  631. 

In  Ex  parte  Northrup  (1902)  41 
Or.  489,  69  Pac.  445,  the  court  held 
that  a  law  making  it  a  misdemeanor 
to  carry  on  the  business  of  barbering 
on  Sunday  was  not  ''special  legisla- 
tion" because  there  was  no  general 
Sunday  law  in  that  state,  and  that 
such  special  law  did  not  deprive  a 
barber  of  liberty  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  or  invade  the 
constitutional  guaranty  of  equality  of 
rights. 

9»  Minariiy  view. 

According  to  some  courts,  statutes 
providing  that  barbers  shall  not  en* 
gage  in  their  business  on  Sunday  are 
invalid.  In  Ex  parte  Jentzsch  (1896) 
112  CaL  468,  32  L.R.A.  664,  44  Pac. 
803,  a  prosecution  was  brought  under 
a  statute  providing  as  follows: 
''Every    person    who    as    proprietor, 
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manager,  lessee,  employee,  or  agent 
keeps  open  or  conducts,  or  causes  to 
be  kept  open  or  conducted,  any  barber 
shop,  bathhouse  and  barber  shop» 
barber  shop  of  a  bathing  establish- 
ment or  hairdressing  establishment, 
or  any  place  for  shaving  or  hairdress- 
ing used  and  conducted  in  connection 
with  any  other  place  of  business  or  re- 
sort, or  who  engages  at  work  or  labor 
as  a  barber  in  any  such  shop  or  eSf* 
tablishment  on  Sunday,  or  on  a  legal 
holiday,  after  the  hour  of  12  o'clock 
M.  of  said  day,  is  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor/' It  was  urged  that  the  stat- 
ute was  unconstitutional  because  it 
infringed  the  inalienable  rights  guar- 
anteed by  the  Constitution,  and  be- 
cause it  was  within  the  prohibition 
against  special  legislation.  The  en- 
actment was  sought  to  be  upheld  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  a  police  regu- 
lation in  that  it  protected  labor  from 
the  oppression  of  capital.  The  court 
said:  ''It  is  not  easy  to  see  where  or 
how  this  law  protects  labor  from  the 
unjust  exactions  of  capital.  A  man's 
constitutional  liberty  means  more 
than  his  personal  freedom.  It  means, 
with  many  other  rights,  his  right 
freely  to  labor,  and  to  own  the  fruits 
of  his  toil.  It  is  a  curious  law  for 
the  protection  of  labor  which  pun- 
ishes the  laborer  for  working.  Yet 
that  is  precisely  what  this  law  does. 
The  laboring  barber,  engaged  in  a 
most  respectable,  useful,  and  cleanly 
pursuit,  is  singled  out  from  the  thou- 
sands of  his  fellows  in  other  employ- 
ments, and  told  that,  willy-nilly,  he 
shall  not  work  upon  holidays  and  Sun- 
days after  12  o'clock  noon.  His 
wishes,  tastes,  or  necessities  are  not 
consulted.  If  he  labors,  he  is  a  crim- 
inal. Such  protection  to  labor,  car- 
ried a  little  farther,  would  send  him 
from  the  jail  to  the  poorhouse.  .  .  . 
No  reason  has  been  or  can  be  shown 
why  the  followers  of  one  useful  and 
unobjectionable  employment  should 
be  debarred  from  the  right  to  labor 
upon  certain  days,  and  others  in  like 
classes  of  employment  be  not  so  de- 
barred. If  it  be  constitutional  to 
single  out  one  such  class  and  deny  its 
members  the  right  to  labor  on  one  day 
in  the  week,  it  would  be  constitutional 


to  prohibit  them  from  following  their 
vocation  upon  six  days  of  the  week. 
When  any  one  such  class  is  singled 
out  and  put  under  the  criminal  ban 
of  a  law  such  as  this,  the  law  not 
only  is  special,  unjust,  and  unreason- 
able in  its  operation,  but  it  works 
an  invasion  of  individual  liberty, — 
the  liberty  of  free  labor  which  it  pre- 
tends to  protect.*'  To  the  same  effect 
see  State  v.  Granneman  (1896)  132 
Mo.  326,  33  S.  W.  784. 

In  Armstrong  v.  State  (1907)  170 
Ind.  188,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  646,  84  N. 
E.  3,  it  was  said:  "The  business  of 
barbering  is  cleanly  in  itself,  and  or- 
dinarily conducted  in  a  quiet  and  or- 
derly way,  and  the  suspension  of  such 
work  on  Sunday  cannot  be  said  to 
promote  the  health,  comfort,  safety, 
and  welfare  of  society  in  general,  in 
any  manner  or  to  any  degree  other 
and  different  from  the  cessation  of 
work  in  other  ordinary  voeationa  of 
life.  It  must  follow,  therefore,  that 
this  act  is  special  legislation,  is  vio- 
lative of  the  Constitution,  and  void.*^ 

It  has  been  held,  moreover,  that 
such  a  statute  deprives  barbers  of 
their  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  and  unjustly  discriminates 
against  them,  in  violation  of  the  state 
and  Federal  Constitutions.  Eden  v. 
People  (1896)  161  HI.  296,  32  L.R.A. 
659,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  43  N.  E. 
1108,  cited  with  approval  in  Bailey  v. 
People  (1901)  190  IlL  86,  54  L.R.A. 
838,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  60  N.  E.  98. 
On  this  point  the  court  said  in  Eden 
V.  People:  "The  statute,  as  has  been 
seen,  declares  that  it  shall  be  unlaw* 
ful  for  any  person  or  persons  to  keep 
open  any  barber  shop,  or  carry  on  the 
business  of  shaving,  hair  cutting,  or 
tonsorial  work,  on  Sunday.'  That  act 
is  plain,  and  its  meaning  is  obvious* 
The  owner  of  a  place  where  is  car- 
ried on  the  barber  business  is  pro- 
hibited from  doing  any  business 
whatever  one  day  in  the  week.  He 
may  have  in  his  employ  a  dozen  men, 
and  yet  during  one  day  in  seven  he 
is  deprived  of  their  labor  and  also 
deprived  of  his  own  labor.  The  in- 
come derived  from  his  place,  and  his 
own  labor  and  the  labor  of  his  em- 
ployees, is  hi9  property,  but  the  legis- 
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lature  has  by  the  act  taken  that  prop- 
erty from  him.  The  journe3rman 
barber  who  worka  by  the  day  or  the 
week,  or  for  a  share  of  the  amount 
he  may  receive  from  customers  for 
his  services,  is  by  the  law  denied  the 
right  of  laboring  one  day  in  the  week. 
He  may  rely  solely  upon  his  labor  for 
the  support  of  himself  and  family; 
his  labor  may  be  the  only  property 
that  he  possesses;  and  yet  this  law 
takes  that  property  away  from  hinL*' 
The  court  further  held  that  the  act 
could  not  be  defended  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power,  saying: 
"It  will  not  and  cannot  be  claimed 
that  the  law  in  question  was  passed 
as  a  sanitary  measure,  or  that  it  has 
any  relation  whatever  to  the  health 
of  society.  As  has  been  heretofore 
seen,  as  a  general  rule  a  police  regu- 
lation has  reference  to  the  healthy 
comfort,  safety,  and  welfare  of  so- 
ciety. '  How,  it  may  be  asked,  is  the 
health,  comfort,  safety,  or  welfare  of 
society  to  be  injuriously  affected  by 
keeping  open  a  barber  shop  on  Sun- 
day? It  is  a  matter  of  conmion  obser- 
vation that  the  barber  business,  as 
carried  on  in  this  state,  is  both  quiet 
and  orderly.  Indeed,  it  is  shown  by 
the  evidence  incorporated  in  the  rec- 
ord that  the  barber  business,  as  con- 
ducted, is  quiet  and  orderly, — ^much 
more  so  than  many  other  departments 
of  business.  In  view  of  the  nature 
of  the  business,  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  carried  on,  it  is  difficult 
to  perceive  how  the  rights  of  any  per- 
son can  be  affected,  or  how  the  com- 
fort or  welfare  of  society  can  be  dis- 
turbed." See  to  the  same  effect,  with 
respect  to  an  ordinance  prohibiting 
the  keeping  open  of  a  barber  shop 
on  Sunday,  Marengo  v.  Rowland 
(1914)  263  IlL  531, 105  N.  E.  285,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915C,  198. 

h.  Validity  of  general  atatute  as  applied 

to  harber. 

Laws  relating  to  the  observance  of 
Sunday  by  all  classes  of  labor  are 
valid  as  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  states,  and  such 
laws  prohibit  barbers  from  plying 
their  trade  on  Sunday.  Petit  v.  Min- 
nesota (1900)  177  U.  S.  164,  44  L.  ed. 


716,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  666;  State  v. 
Frederick  (1885)  45  Ark.  348,  56  Am. 
Rep.  565,  explained  by  Quarles  v. 
SUte  (1891)  55  Ark.  11,  14  L.R.A. 
192,  17  S.  W.  269;  State  v.  Linsig 
(1916)  178  Iowa,  484,  159  N.  W.  995; 
State  V.  Nesbit  (1898)  8  Kan.  App. 
104,  54  Pac.  326;  State  v.  Petit  (1898) 
74  Minn.  376,  77  N.  W.  225,  affirmed 
in  (1900)  177  U.  S.  164,  44  L.  ed.  716, 
20  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  666;  State  v.  Sopher 
(1903)  25  Utah,  318,  60  L.R.A.  468^ 
95  AnL  St.  Rep.  845,  71  Pac.  482. 

The  Minnesota  Statute  of  1894  pro- 
vides as  follows:  "All  labor  on  Sun- 
day is  prohibited,  excepting  the  works 
of  necessity  or  charity.  In  works  of 
necessity  or  charity  is  included  what- 
ever is  needful  during  the  day  for 
good  order,  health,  or  comfort  of  the 
community:  Provided,  however,  that 
keeping  open  a  barber  shop  on  Sunday 
for  the  purpose  of  cutting  hair  and 
shaving  beards  shall  not  be  deemed 
a  work  of  necessity  or  charity."  That 
act  has  been  held  not  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional as  "class  legislation,"  be- 
cause the  proviso  makes  a  distinction 
between  barbers  and  other  classes  of 
laborers,  in  that  it  declares  that  keep- 
ing barber  shops  open  is  not  a  work 
of  necessity  or  charity  as  a  matter 
of  law,  whereas  whether  the  perform- 
ance of  all  other  kinds  of  labor  is  ex- 
cepted from  the  statute  is  to  be  de- 
termined as  a  question  of  fact.  Petit 
V.  Minnesota  (1900)  177  U.  S.  164,  44 
L.  ed.  716,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  666,  affirm- 
ing (1898)  74  Minn.  376,  77  N.  W.  225. 
In  arriving  at  its  decision  in  that  case 
the  state  court  said:  "Courts  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that, 
in  view  of  the  custom  to  keep  barber 
shops  open  in  the  evening  as  well  as 
in  the  day,  the  employees  in  them 
work  more,  and  during  later,  hours 
than  those  engaged  in  most  other  oc- 
cupations, and  that  this  is  especially 
true  on  Saturday  afternoons  and 
evenings;  also  that,  owing  to  the 
habit  of  so  many  men  to  postpone 
getting  shaved  until  Sunday,  if  such 
shops  were  to  be  permitted  to  be  kept 
open  on  Sunday,  the  employees  would 
ordinarily  be  deprived  of  rest  during 
half  of  that  day.  In  view  of  all  these 
facts,  we  cannot  say  that  the  legis- 
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lature  has  exceeded  the  limits  of  its 
legislative  police  power  in  declar- 
ing that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  keep- 
ing barber  shops  open  on  Sunday 
is  not  a  work  of  necessity  or  char- 
ity, while  as  to  all  other  kinds  of 
labor  they  have  left  that  ques- 
tion to  be  determined  as  one  of 
fact.  It  will  be  noted  that  what  the 
law  forbids  is  not  a  man's  shaving 
himself,  or  even  getting  someone  else 
to  shave  him,  but  the  keeping  open 
a  barber  shop  for  that  purpose  on 
Sunday.    The  object  of  the  law  was 


not  to  interfere  with  those  who  wish 
to  be  shaved  on  Sunday,  or  primarily 
to  protect  the  proprietors  of  barber 
shops,  but  mainly  to  protect  the  em- 
ployees in  them,  by  insuring  them  a 
day  of  rest."  The  foregoing  decision, 
it  seems,  does  not  conflict  with  the 
views  of  courts  holding  that  the  ordi- 
nary work  of  a  barber  is  not  a  work 
of  necessity  or  charity  within  the  ex- 
ception of  the  general  Sunday  laws. 
See  Armstrong  v.  State  (1907)  170 
Ind.  188,  15  L.RJL(N.SO  646,  84  N.  B. 

d*  W«  o.  R. 


EMPLOYERS'  INDEMNITY  CORPORATION,  PUT.  in  Err^ 

V. 

MYRTLE  GRANT. 

VnUed  States  €fircuU  €ouH  of  AppeaU,  Sixih  CinmU^Marth  16,  1921. 

(271  Fed.  136.) 

Insurance  —  accident  —  shooting  of  insured. 

1.  The  death  of  a  railroad  conductor  from  a  gunshot  wound  inflicted 
by  a  passenger  whom  he  was  trying  to  induce  to  vacate  a  toilet  when 
the  train  was  entering  a  station  may  be  found  to  be  accidental,  within  the 
meaning  of  an  insurance  policy,  if,  at  the  time,  he  did  not  know  that  the 
passenger  was  armed,  and  did  not  and  had  no  reason  to  anticipate,  in  the 
light  of  all  the  circumstances,  that  he  would  be  shot  in  pressing  his 
demand. 

[See  note  an  this  qv£8tion  beginning  on  pcbge  1128.] 

Appeal  — *  ruling  on  motion  for  di- 
rected verdict  —  view  of  evidence. 

2.  Upon  review  of  a  denial  of  the 
motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ant, the  evidence  must  be  viewed  in  the 
aspect  most  favorably  tending  to  sup- 
port the  verdict. 

Trial  —  question  for  jury  —  death  by 
shooting  as  accident. 

8.  The  jury  must  determine  whether 
or  not  the  death  of  the  holder  of  an 
accident  insurance  policy  by  being 
shot  by  another  was  an  accident, 
where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to 


whether  or  not  his  own  wrongful  con- 
duct produced  his  death,  or  he  volun- 
tarily and  intentionally  committed  acts 
from  which  he  foresaw,  or  should  have 
foreseen,  that  death  or  injury  might 
result. 

Appeal  —  refusal  to  direct  verdict  — 

absence  of  error. 

4.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  defendant  in  an  action  on 
an  accident  insurance  policy  if  it  is 
plain  that  the  court  could  not  have 
said,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  death 
was  not  accidental. 


Error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Michigan  (Tuttle,  Dist.  J.)  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  an 
accident  insurance  policy.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


EMPLOYERS'  INDEMNITY  CORP.  ▼.  GRANT. 
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Argued  before  Knappen  and  Don- 
ahue»  Circuit  Judges,  and  Westen- 
liaver,  District  Judge. 

Messrs.  Sibley,  Armstrong,  McNair, 
A  Mead,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Grant's  death  was  not  caused  by  ac- 
cidental means,  and  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover 

Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Carroll  (Fidelity 
&  C.  Co.  V.  Stacey)  5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  657, 
74  C.  C.  A.  409,  143  Fed.  271,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  955,  reversing  137  Fed.  1012; 
Maryland  Casualty  Co.  v.  Spitz,  L.R.A. 
1918C,  1191,  159  C.  C.  A.  119,  246  Fed. 
817;  Hutton  v.  States  Acci.  Ins.  Co. 
267  111.  267,  LJI.A.1915E,  127, 108  N.  E. 
296,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  577;  Meister  v. 
General  Acci.  Corp.  92  Or.  96,  4  A.L.R. 
718, 179  Pac.  913 ;  Taliaferro  v.  Travel- 
ers' Protective  Asso.  25  C.  C.  A.  494, 
49  U.  S.  App.  275,  80  Fed.  868;  Clay  v. 
State  Ins.  Co.  174  N.  C.  642,  L.R.A. 
1918B,  508,  94  S.  E.  289;  Price  v.  Occl- 
dental  L.  Ins.  Co.  169  Cal.  800, 147  Pac. 
1175;  Prudential  Casualty  Co.  v. 
Curry,  10  Ala.  App.  642,  65  So.  852. 

Messrs.  Lodge  &  Brown,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

Grant's  death  was  accidental. 

Phelan  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  38  Mo. 
App.  640;  Collins  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co. 
63  Mo.  App.  253;  Lovelace  v.  Travel- 
ers' Protective  Asso.  126  Mo.  104,  30 
L.R.A.  209,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  638,  28  S. 
W.  877;  Purbush  v.  Maryland  Casual- 
ty  Co.  131  Mich.  234,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
605,  91  N.  W.  135;  Hutchcraft  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  87  Ky.  300,  12  Am. 
St.  Rep.  484,  8  S.  W.  570;  Jones  v. 
United  States  Acci.  Asso.  92  Iowa,  652, 
61  N.  W.  485;  Utter  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  65  Mich.  545,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  913, 
32  N.  W.  812;  Robinson  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  68  Fed.  825, 
affirmed  in  20  C.  C.  A.  262,  36  U.  S. 
App.  690,  74  Fed.  10;  Western  Com- 
mercial  Travelers'  Asso.  v.  Smith,  40 
L.R.A.  653,  29  C.  C.  A.  223,  56  U.  S. 
App.  393,  85  Fed.  401;  United  States 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Barry,  131  U.  S. 
100,  33  L.  ed.  60,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  755 ; 
Railway  Mail  Asso.  v.  Moseley,  127  C. 
C.  A.  427,  211  Fed.  1;  Union  Casualty 
&  S.  Co.  V.  Harroll,  98  Tenn.  591, 60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  873,  40  S.  W.  1080 ;  Supreme 
Council,  0.  C.  F.  v.  Garrigus,  104  Ind. 
133,  54  Am.  Rep.  298,  3  N.  E.  818; 
Stephens  v.  Railway  Officials  &  E. 
Asso.  75  Miss.  84,  21  So.  710;  Campbell 
V.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  109  Ky.  661,  60  S. 
W.  492 ;  Blackstone  v.  Standard  Life  & 
Acci.  Ins.  Co.  74  Mich.  592,  3  L.R.A. 
486, 42  N.  W.  156;  DeGogorza  v.  Knick- 


erbocker L.  Ins.  Co.  65  N.  Y.  235;  Es- 
tabrook  v.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  54 
Me.  224,  89  Am.  Dec.  743;  Accident 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Crandal,  120  U.  S.  527,  30  L. 
ed.  740,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Re^.  685,  affirming 
27  Fed.  40 ;  Richards  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  89  Cal.  170,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  455,  26 
Pac.  762;  Railway  Officials  &  E.  Acci. 
Asso.  V.  Drummond,  56  Neb.  235,  76  N. 
W.  562 ;  Butero  v.  Travelers'  Acci.  Ins. 
Co.  96  Wis.  536,  65  Am.  St  Rep.  61,  71 
N.  W.  811 ;  American  Acci.  Co.  v.  Car- 
son, 99  Ky.  441,  34  L.R.A.  301,  59  Am. 
St.  Rep.  473,  36  S.  W.  169;  Button  v. 
American  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  92  Wis.  83, 
53  Am.  St.  Rep.  900,  65  N.  W.  861; 
Clay  V.  State  Ins.  Co.  174  N.  C.  642, 
L.R.A.1918B,  508,  94  S.  E.  289;  Cooke, 
Ins.  §  50,  p.  81. 

The  policy  must  be  construed  most 
strongly  against  the  insurer. 

Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scammon,  100 
111.  644;  Healey  v.  Mutual  Acci.  Asso. 
133  111.  566,  9  L.R.A.  371,  23  Am.  St. 
Rep.  637,  25  N.  E.  52 ;  Manufacturers' 
Acci.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dorgan,  22 
LJtJl.  620,  7  C.  C.  A.  581, 16  U.  S.  App. 
290,  58  Fed.  956;  North  American  Life 
A  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs,  69  Pa. 
43,  8  Am.  Rep.  212;  Utter  v.  Travel- 
ers' Ins.  Co.  65  Mich.  545,  8  Am.  St. 
Rep.  913, 32  N.  W.  812 ;  Equitable  Acci. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Osborn,  90  Ala.  201,  13 
L.R.A.  267,  9  So.  869;  Accident  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Crandal,  120  U.  S.  527,  30  L.  ed. 
740,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  685;  Darrow  v. 
Family  Fund  Soc.  116  N.  Y.  537,  6 
L.R.A.  495,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  430,  22  N. 
E.  1093;  Union  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v. 
Frohard,  134  111.  228,  10  L.R.A.  383,  23 
Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  25  N.  E.  642 ;  Travel- 
ers' Preferred  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Kelsey, 
46  111.  App.  371 ;  Jones  v.  United  States 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  92  Iowa,  652,  61  N.  W. 
485;  Star  Acci.  Co.  v.  Sibley,  57  111. 
App.  315. 

Grant  was  insured  against  this  very 
injury. 

Wilson  V.  Northwestern  Mut.  Acci. 
Asso.  53  Minn.  470,  55  N.  W.  626; 
Berliner  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  121  Cal. 
458,  41  L.R.A.  467,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  49, 
53  Pac.  918 ;  Union  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v. 
Frohard,  134  111.  228,  10  L.R.A.  383, 
23  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  25  N.  E.  642 ;  Star 
Acci.  Co.  V.  Sibley,  57  111.  App.  315; 
Travelers'  Preferred  Acci.  Asso.  v. 
Kelsey,  46  111.  App.  371 ;  National  Acci. 
Soc.  V.  Taylor,  42  111.  App.  97;  Holiday 
V.  American  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  103  Iowa, 
178,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  170,  72  N.  W.  448 ; 
Hess  ▼.  Preferred  Masonic  Mut.  Acci. 
Asso.  112  Mich.  196,  40  L.R.A.  444,  70 
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N.  W.  460;  Wildey  Casualty  Co.  v. 
Sheppard,  61  Kan.  351,  47  L.R.A.  650, 
59  Pac.  651 ;  Kentucky  Life  &  Acci.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Franklin,  102  Ky.  512,  43  S.  W. 
709;  Stone  v.  United  States  Casualty 
Co.  34  N.  J.  L.  371 ;  Hall  v.  American 
Masonic  Acci.  Asso.  86  Wis.  518,  57  N. 
W.  366;  Johnson  v.  London  Guarantee 
&  Acci.  Co.  115  Mich.  86,  40  L.R.A. 
440,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  72  N.  W. 
1115;  Eaton  v.  Atlas  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  89 
Me.  570,  36  Atl.  1048 ;  North  American 
Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burrou£:hs,  69 
Pa.  48,  8  Am.  Rep.  212. 

Westenhaver,  District  Judge^  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court: 

This  action  is  baaed  on  a  policy 
of  accident  insurance  issued  October 
81,  1917,  to  Alexander  Grant,  by 
occupation  a  passenger  conductor 
on  the  Wabash  Railroad,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  in  error  insured  Grant 
^'against  loss  resulting  directly  and 
independently  of  all  other  causes, 
from  bodily  injuries  effected  solely 
through  external,  violent,  and  acci- 
dental means."  The  insured  having 
met  his  death  while  the  policy  was 
in  force.  Myrtle  Grant,  the  benefici- 
ary, brought  this  action  and  recov- 
ered judgment  for  the  full  amount 
of  the  policy.  This  error  proceed- 
ing is  prosecuted  by  the  insurer  to 
reverse  that  judgment.  The  main 
ground  relied  on  for  reversal  is  that 
the  insured's  death  was  not  acci- 
dental within  the  true  meaning  of 
the  policy.  This  question  was  raised 
by  a  motion  for  a  directed  verdict 
and  by  numerous  requests  to  charge, 
and  is  preserved  by  several  of  the 
assignments  of  error.  The  disposi- 
tion of  it  requires  a  brief  statement 
of  the  evidence. 

The  insured,  while  on  duty  as  a 
passenger  conductor,  was  on  June 
12, 1918,  shot  and  killed  by  a  colored 
passenger,  James  Morgan,  at  Mont- 
pelier,  Ohio,  a  junction  and  terminal 
point  of  the  Wabash  Railroad.  A 
few  minutes  before  reaching  Mont- 
pelier,  Morgan,  who  had  boarded 
the  train  at  Chicago  with  a  ticket 
entitling  him  to  travel  to  Adrian^ 
Michigan,  had  entered  the  toilet, 
room  and  had  locked  the  door  on  the 
inside.  The  conductor's  duty,  as 
evidenced  by  bulletins  and  rules  of- 


w  of 


fered  in  evidence,  required  him, 
while  this  train  was  lying  at  Mont- 
pelier»  to  see  that  the  toilet  room 
^as  closed,  locked,  and  kept  out  of 
use.  What  happened  thereafter  de- 
pends on  the  testimony  of  three  wit- 
nesses— ^Albert  H.  Doyle,  an  express 
messenger,  Frank  Anderson,  a  col- 
ored news  agent,  and  James  Mor- 
gan, the  man  who  did  the  killing,  and 
whose  deposition  was  taken  after 
he  had  been  tried, 
found  guilty  of  first  ti^^Jt^^^^iiH 

•  m  m    on  B&onoB  lor 

degree  murder,  and  di»octed  verdiot 
sentenced  to  be  elec- 
trocuted. This  evi- 
dence, viewing  it,  as  is  our  duty,  in 
that  aspect  tending  most  favorably 
to  support  the  verdict,  tends  to 
show  these  facts: 

The  conductor,  shortly  after  the 
train  came  to  a  stop,  tried  the  toflet 
room  door,  and  finding  it  occupied 
and  locked  on  the  inside,  requested, 
directed,  and  finally  ordered,  Mor- 
gan to  unlock  the  door  and  come  out. 
Morgan  answered  some  three  or 
four  times  fhat  he  could  not  do  so, 
notwithstanding  the  conductor  re- 
peatedly instructed  him  Chat  all  he 
had  to  do  was  to  shove  back  the  bolt 
and  open  the  door.  This  conversa- 
tion was  exchanged  in  an  ordinary 
manner  and  without  any  threate  of 
violence  or  display  of  anger  on  ei- 
ther side.  Morgan,  for  some  un- 
known reason,  was  evidently  unwill- 
ing to  comply  with  the  conductor's 
order  and  vacate  the  toilet,  and  the 
conductor  evidently  interpreted  his 
conduct  and  replies  as  a  refusal  so 
to  do.  At  some  time  in  the  course 
of  this  controversy,  if  such  it  be,  the 
conductor  had  stood  on  the  arm  ana 
back  of  the  car  seat  next  to  the  toilei 
room  and  had  looked  in  over  ite  glas& 
top.  What  the  conductor  saw  he  re- 
lated to  no  one.  Morgan,  however, 
says  that  he  was  then  buttoning  up 
his  "pants,**  and  that  his  revolver 
was  in  a  small  hand  bag  which  he 
had  with  him.  Anderson,  the  news 
agent,  saw  Grant  try  the  door,  but 
does  not  relate,  even  if  he  heard,  the 
remarks  then  exchanged.  At  some 
time>  probaUy  after  Grant  had  left, 
Anderson  also  got. on  the  arms  of 
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the  car  seat  and  looked  in,  at  which 
time  he  says  Morgan  was  standing 
on  the  toilet  seat  in  such  an  unusual 
position  and  attitude  that  he  quick- 
ly jumped  down.  He  saw,  however, 
no  revolver  in  Morgan's  possession. 
Grant  left,  and  there  is  some  dis- 
crepancy as  to  the  space  of  time 
which  elapsed  before  his  return. 
He  went  to  the  express  car,  got  a 
loaded  revolver,  and  returned,  fol- 
lowed by  Doyle,  the  express  messen- 
ger. In  answer  to  some  remarks, 
Grant  said :  ''Well,  I  want  to  scare 
him  out"  Upon  returning,  he  got 
up  again  on  the  arms  of  the  car  seat, 
holding  by  his  left  hand  to  an  air 
valve  at  the  side  of  the  car,  and, 
holding  the  revolver  with  his  right 
hand  clasped  around  the  cylinder, 
displaying  fioth  ends  of  it,  he  tapped 
lightly  on  the  glass  top  of  the  toilet, 
Baying,  ''Come  out  of  here."  At  ap- 
proximately the  same  time,  and  as 
soon  as  his  head  appeared  above  the 
wooden  side  of  the  toilet  room,  a 
pistol  shot  sounded,  and  Grant  fell 
dead  to  the  floor.  This  shot  was 
fired  by  Morgan.  The  bullet  en- 
tered Grant's  forehead  just  above 
and  slightly  to  one  side  of  the  base 
of  the  nose. 

A  jury  would  be  warranted  in 
finding  that  the  tapping,  order  or 
request,  and  the  appearance  of 
Grant's  head  above  the  wooden  side 
of  the  toilet  room,  were  substantial- 
ly simultaneous  with  the  firing  of 
the  shot,  and  that  Grant  had  no 
knowledge  that  Morgan  was  armed, 
or,  except  as  may  be  inferred  from 
this  statement  of  the  evidence,  was 
intending  violence.  All  the  testi- 
mony tends  to  show  that  Grant  was 
in  good  humor  and  unexcited,  and 
was  not  discourteous  or  violent,  or 
threatening  in  speech  or  manner. 
Morgan's  testimony  and  counsel's 
inferences,  so  far  as  they  conflict,  if 
at  all,  with  the  foregoing  statement 
of  the  evidence,  must  in  this  pro- 
ceeding be  disregarded. 

The  trial  judge  submitted  to  the 
jury  the  issue  as  to  whether  Grant's 
death  was  due  to  accidental  means. 
In  doing  so,  he  charged  the  jury  in 
substance  that  they  should  approach 
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this  question  from  the  standpoint  of 
Grant  at  the  time  and  under  the 
circumstances  as  they  appeared  to 
him;  that  his  death  was  net  acci- 
dental, or  covered  by  the  policy,  if 
Grant  anticipated,  or,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, should  have  anticipat- 
ed, the  fact  that  Morgan  might  act 
in  the  way  he  did ;  and  that  the  bur- 
den of  proof  was  upon  the  benefi- 
ciary to  show  that  Grant's  death 
was  caused  by  an  agency  which,  in- 
dependently of  all  other  causes,  con- 
stituted an  accident;  but  that,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  Grant  did  not 
anticipate,  or  have  reason  to  antici- 
pate, in  the  light  of  all  the  circum- 
stences,  that  he  would  get  shot,  then 
his  death  was  accidental,  and  the 
beneficiary  might  recover. 

In  submitting  to  the  jury  upon 
this  evidence  the  issue  as  to  whether 
Grant's  death  was 
accidental,  and  in  t!^TS^nt^ 
thus  charging;  we  S2J*i5f  •' 
perceive  no  error 
against  the  insurer.  Policies  of  ac- 
cident insurance,  indemnifying 
against  death  from  external,  violent, 
and  accidental  means,  either  with 
or  without  restrictive  or  defining 
language  as  to  what  is  or  is  not  ac- 
cidental means,  have  often  been  con- 
sidered by  the  courts.  The  law  is 
well  settled  as  to  what  are  or  are  not 
accidental  means  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  policy  thus  phrased ;  indeed, 
we  discover  no  inconsistency  or  con- 
flict in  the  cases,  either  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  law  or  in  the  application 
of  the  law  to  the  facte  of  the  differ- 
ent cases.  And  because  of  this 
settled  stete  of  the  law,  and  the  ab- 
sence of  any  conflict  in  the  cases, 
we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  re- 
view the  cases  or  to  restate  the  gen- 
eral principles  as  to  what  is  or  is 
not  accidentel  within  the  language 
of  an  accident  insurance  policy.  It 
will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  a  few  of 
the  leading  cases.  See  United 
Stetes  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Barry,  131 
U.  S.  100,  33  L.  ed.  60,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  755;  Western  Commercial 
Travelers'  Asso.  v.  Smith  XC.  C.  A. 
8th  C.)  40  L.R.A.  663,  29  C;  C.  A. 
223,  56  U.  S.  App.  393,  85  Fed.  401 ; 
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Hutchcraft  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 
87  Ky.  300,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  484,  8 
S.  W.  570. 

In  spme  cases,  however,  the  in- 
sured met  his  death  as  ihe  result  of 
an  intentional  and  designed  kiUing 
by  some  third  person;  and  if  such 
Idlling  was  not  the  direct  result  of 
misconduct  of  the  deceased,  or  was 
unforeseen,  and  not  reasonably  to 
be  anticipated  by  him,  then  his 
death  is  held  to  be  the  result  of  ex- 
ternal, vident,  and  accidental, 
means.  For  cases  so  holding,  see 
the  following:  Robinson  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  (C.  C.)  68 
Fed.  825,  aflSrmed  on  another  ground 
in  20  C.  C.  A.  262,  36  U.  S.  App, 
690,  74  Fed.  10 ;  Railway  Mail  Asso. 
V.  Moseley  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.)  127 
C.  C.  A.  427,  211  Fed.  1 ;  Utter  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  65  Mich.  646,  8 
Am.  St,  Rep.  913,  32  N.  W.  812; 
Furbush  v.  Maryland  Casualty  Co. 
131  Mich.  234,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
605,  91  N.  W.  136,  on  second  ap- 
peal, 133  Mich.  483,  96  N.  W.  651 ; 
Hutchcraft  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 
supra;  Richards  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  89  Cal.  170, 23  Am.  St.  Rep.  466, 
26  Pac.  762;  Accident  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Bennett,  90  Tenn.  266,  26  Am.  St. 
Rep.  686,  16  S.  W.  723;  Ripley  v. 
Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  2  Bigelow, 
Ins.  Rep.  738,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,864; 
Lovelace  v.  Travelers'  Protective 
Asso.  126  Mo.  104,  30  L.R.A.  209, 
47  Am.  St.  Rep.  638,  28  S.  W.  877. 
Of  these  cases,  the  one  last  cited 
may  be  taken  as  typical.  Lovelace, 
the  insured,  attempted  to  eject  a 
man,  who  was  drunken  and  boister- 
ous, from  the  office  of  a  hotel.  In 
doing  so,  and  in  overcoming  resist- 
ance, he  used  no  other  means  than 
his  hands,  and  while  engaged  in  the 
effort  the  other  drew  a  pistol  and 
shot  him,  causing  death.  A  recovery 
on  the  ground  that  the  death  was 
accidental  was  sustained,  because 
Lovelace  neither  used  nor  attempted 
to  use  other  than  natural,  physical 
means  to  eject  by  force,  and  while 
so  doing  did  not  know,  or  have  rea- 
son to  believe,  that  the  other  person 
was  armed. 


There  is  another  group  of  cases, 
on  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  main- 
ly relies,  in  which  the  assured  was 
killed  by  a  third  person,  where  re- 
covery is  not  allowed;  but  in  all 
these  cases  the  deceased  engaged  in 
an  encounter  under  suc^  circum- 
stances that  he  invited  his  adver- 
sary to  mortal  combat,  and  either 
foresaw  or  should  have  foreseen 
that  death  or  injury  might  result. 
See  Taliaferro  v.  Travders'  Pro- 
tective Asso.  (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)  25 
C.  C.  A.  494,  49  U.  S.  App.  276,  80 
Fed.  368;  Button  v.  States  Acci. 
Ins.  Co.  267  Dl.  267,  L.R.A.1915E, 
127, 108  N.  E.  296,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C, 
577 ;  Meister  v.  General  AccL  Corp. 
92  Or.  96,  4  A.L.R.  718,  179  Pac. 
913.  Of  these  cases  Taliaferro  v. 
Travelers'  Protective  ASso.  may  be 
taken  as  typical.  The  deceased  had 
drawn  a  revolver  and  had  struck 
his  adversary  in  the  face  before  the 
latter  drew  his  revolver  and  fired, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  insured's 
death  was  not  accidental,  because  he 
foresaw  or  should  have  foreseen  that 
death  or  injury  might  probably  re- 
sult from  his  own  conduct  Other 
cases  in  which  death  was  due,  not 
to  intentional  killing,  but  to  other 
causes  alleged  to  be  accidental,  are 
cited  and  relied  on,  particularly 
Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Carroll  (Fidel- 
ity  &  C.  Co.  T.  Stacy)  (C.  C.  A.  4th 
C.)  5  L,R.A.(N.S.)  657,  74  C.  C.  A. 
409,  143  Fed.  271,  6  Ann.  Cas.  965, 
and  Maryland  Casualty  Co.  v.  Spitz 
(C.  C.  A.  3d  C.)  L.R.A.1918C,  1191, 
159  C.  C.  A.  119,  246  Fed.  817.  No 
criticism  can  be  made  of  the  law 
stated  therein  or  the  judgments  ren- 
dered ;  but  they  are  not  in  point,  and 
are  sufficiently  distinguished  by  ref- 
erence to  United  States  Mut.  Acci. 
Asso.  V.  Barry,  131  U.  S.  100,  33  L, 
ed.  60,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  766. 

Obviously,  in  applying  these  legal 
principles,  many  cases  of  intention- 
al and  designed  killing  will  arise, 
in  which  it  will  become  necessary  to 
determine  from  conflicting  evidence 
whether  the  deceased,  by  his  wrong- 
ful conduct,  produced  his  death,  or 
voluntarily  and  intentionally  com- 
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mitted  acts  from  which  he  foresaw, 
or  should  have  foreseen  tiiat  death 

or  injury  mi^rht  re- 
sult. In  all  such 
cases  the  issue  muat 
be  submitted  to  a 
jury  under  a  proper  charge.  This 
course  was  pursued  in  the  following 
cases:  Furbush  v.  Maryland  Cas- 
ualty Co.  131  Mich.  234,  100  Am. 
St.  Rep.  605,  91  N.  W.  135 ;  Utter 
v.  Travelers^  Ins.  Co.  65  Midi.  646, 
8  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  32  N.  W.  812 ; 
Railway  Mail  Asso.  v.  Moseley  (C. 
C.  A.  6th  C.)  127  C,  C.  A.  427,  211 
Fed.  !•  The  same  course  was  fol- 
lowed, when  the  issue  was  as  to 
whether  the  death  was  accidental* 
in  the  following  cases:  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Barry, 
131  U.  S.  100,  33  L.  ed.  60,  9  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  755;  Preferred  Acd.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Patterson  (C.  C.  A.  3d  C.) 
130  C.  C.  A.  175,  213  Fed.  597. 
In  the  case  at  bar  it  is  plain  that 


the  court  below  could  not  say,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that   ^        .      «     .    i 
Grant's  death  was  t^'^iS^l^l.t 
not  accidental,  and  ^SJi*^***  •' 
therefore  no  error 
results  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  from 
the  fact  that  this  issue  was  subnut- 
ted  to  a  jury  under  a  proper  chaise. 

Three  otiier  errors  were  relied 
on,  namely,  admission  in  evidence  of 
various  rules  of  tiie  railroad  and  of 
the  statutes  of  Ohio  and  Michigan 
relating  to  a  conductor's  duties  and 
powers;  permitting  an  amendment 
at  the  close  of  all  the  testimony,  so 
as  to  avoid  a  technical  variance  be- 
tween the  declaration  and  the  policy 
sued  on ;  and  misconduct  of  counsel 
in  argument  to  the  jury.  No  error 
is  perceived  in  any  of  wese  rulings. 
The  alleged  errors  are  so  unsub- 
stantial as  not  to  call  for  further 
comment. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  bdow 
is  atfirmed,  with  costs. 


ANNOTATION. 

Accident  insurance;  death  or  injury  intentionally  infficted  by  another  as  dhw 

to  accident  or  accidental  means. 


The  question  whether  an  injury  re- 
ceived by  insured  while  assaulting  an- 
other is  an  accident  within  an  acci- 
dent policy,  which  is  closely  related^ 
to  the  question  here  considered,  is 
covered  in  the  annotation  in  4  A.L.R. 
723, 

For  applicability  of  provisions  as  to 
injuries  intentionally  inflicted  where 
insured  is  injured  because  of  mistake 
of  identity,  see  annotation  in  8  A.L.R. 
322. 

As  to  death  or  injury  resulting  from 
insured's  voluntary  act  as  caused  by 
accident  or  accidental  means,  see 
annotation  in  14  A.L.R.  788. 

For  death  or  injury  in  battle  as  due 
to  accident  or  accidental  means,  see  i 
annotation  in  11  A.L.R.  1113. 

For  death  as  within  provision  ex-* 
empting  insurer,  or  limiting  liability 
in  case  of  "injury"  intentionally  in- 
flicted, see  annotation  in  6  A.L.R.  1338. 

It  is  a  well-established  rule  that 
where  insured  is  intentionally  injured 
by  another,  and  the  injury  is  not  the 


result  of  misconduct  or  an  assault  by 
the  insured,  but  is  unforeseen  in  so 
far  as  he  is  concerned,  the  injury  is 
accidental  within  the  meaning  of 
accident  policies. 

United  State&— Ripley  v.  Railway 
Pass.  Assur.  Cd.  (1870)  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,854,  aflHrmed  on  other  grounds  in 
(1873)  16  Wall.  386,  21  L.  ed.  469; 
Robinson  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci. 
Asso.  (1895)  68  Fed.  825,  affirmed  on 
other  grounds  in  (1896)  20  C.  C.  A. 
262,  36  U.  S.  App.  690,  74  Fed.  10; 
Interstate  Business  Men's  Acci.  Asso. 
V.  Lester  (1919)  168  C.  C.  A.  309,  257 
Fed.  225,  writ  of  certiorari  denied  in 
(1919)  250  U.  S.  662,  63  L,  ed.  1195, 
40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  11;  EMPLor^ss'  IN- 
DBMNmr  Corp.  v.  Grant  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  1118. 

Alabama. — Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Dupree  (1919)  17  Ala.  App.  131,  82  So. 
579. 

Arkansas^ — ^iBtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Little  (1920)  146  Ark.  70,  225  S.  W. 
298. 
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California. — Richards  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.  (1891)  89  Cai.  170,  23  Am. 
St.  Rep.  452,  26  Pac.  762;  Price  v. 
Occidental  L.  Ins.  Co.  (1915)  169  Cal. 
800,  147  Pac.  1175. 

Georgia. — Travelers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wy- 
ness  (1899)  107  Ga.  584,  34  S;  E.  113; 
Gaynor  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  (1913)  12 
Ga.  App.  601,  77  S.  E.  1072 ;  Newsome 
y.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  (1915)  143  Ga. 
785,  85  S.  E.  1035. 

Indiana.— Supreme  Council,  0.  C.  F. 
V.  Garrigus  (1885)  104  Ind.  133,  54 
Am.  Rep.  298,  3  N.  E.  818;  Travelers 
Protective  Asso.  v.  Fawcett  (1913)  56 
Ind.  App.  Ill,  104  N.  E.  991. 
f  Iowa. — Jones  v.  United  States  Mut. 
Acci.  Asso.  (1894)  92  Iowa,  652,  61 
N.  W.  485;  Allen  v.  Travelers'  Pro- 
tective Asso.  (1913)  163  Iowa,  217,  48 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  600,  143  N.  W.  574;  Kas- 
coutas  V.  Federal  L.  Ins.  Co.  (1921) 
-  Iowa,  — ,  —  A.L.R.  — ,  185  N.  W. 
125. 

Kentucky. — Hutchcraft  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.  (1888)  87  Ky.  300,  12  Am.  St. 
Rep.  484,  8  S.  W.  570;  American  Acci. 
Co.  V.  Carson  (1896)  99  Ky.  441,  34 
L.R.A.  301,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  473,  36 
S.  W.  169;  Campbell  v.  Fidelity  &  C. 
Co.  (1901)  109  Ky.  661,  60  S.  W.  492; 
^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rustin  (1912)  151 
Ky.  103,  151  S.  W.  366,  rehearing 
denied  in  (1913)  152  Ky.  42,  153  S.  W. 
14;  Interstate  Business  Men's  Acci. 
Asso.  V.  Ford  (1914)  161  Ky.  163,  170 
S.  W.  525. 

Michigan. — Furbush  v.  Maryland 
Casualty  Co.  (1902)  131  Mich.  234,  100 
Am.  St.  Rep.  605,  91  N.  W.  135. 

Mississippi.— Fidelity  &  C.  Go.  v. 
Johnson  (1895)  72  Miss*  333,  30  L.R.A. 
206,  17  So.  2. 

Missouri. — Phelan  v.  Travelers*  Ins. 
Co.  (1889)  38  Mo.  App.  640;  Collins 
V.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  (1895)  63  Mo.  App. 
253. 

Nebraska. — ^Railway  Officials  &  E. 
Acci.  Asso.  V.  Drummond  (1898)  56 
Neb.  235,  76  N.  W.  562. 

Oklahoma. — ^Union  Acci.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
lis (1915)  44  Okla.  578,  L.R.A.1915D, 
358,  145  Pac.  812;  General  Acci.  F.  & 
L.  Assur.  Corp.  v.  Hymes  (1919)  77 
Okla,  20,  8  .A.L.R.  318,  185  Pac,  1085. 

Tennessee. — Accident  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Bennett  (1891)  90  Tenn.  256,  25  Am. 
St.  Rep.  685,  16  S.  W.  728. 


Utah. — Warner  v.  United  States 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  (1893)  8  Utah,  431, 
32  Pac.  696. 

Virginia. — Standard  Acci.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Walker  (1920)  127  Va.  140, 102  S.  E. 
585. 

Washington. — ^Buckley  v.  Massachu- 
setts Bonding  &  Ins.  Co.  (1920)  113 
Wash.  13,  192  Pac.  924. 

Wisconsin. — ^Button  v.  American 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  (1896)  92  Wis.  83. 
58  Am.  St.  Rep.  900,  66  N.  W.  861. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  re- 
ported case  (Employers'  iNDEMNrrr 
Corp.  v.  Grant,  ante,  1118)  it  was 
held  that  the  death  of  a  railroad  con- 
ductor from  a  gunshot  wound,  in- 
flicted by  a  passenger  whom  he  was 
trying  to  induce  to  vacate  a  toilet 
when  the  train  was  entering  a  station, 
might  be  found  to  be  accidental  vdth- 
in  the  meaning  of  an  accident  policy 
if,  at  the  time,  he  did  not  know  that 
the  passenger  was  armed,  and  did  not 
and  had  no  reason  to  anticipate,  in 
the  light  of  all  the  circumstances,  that 
he  would  be  shot  in  pressing  his  de- 
mand. 

And  in  Hutchcraft  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  (Ky.)  supra,  where  the  death  of 
the  insured,  who  was  assassinated  by 
a  robber,  was  held  to  have  resulted 
from  accidental  means,  although  the 
robber  intentionally  inflicted  the  in- 
jury, the  court  said:  "Accidents  are 
of  two  kinds :  First,  those  that  befall 
a  person  without  any  human  agency, 
as  the  killing  of  a  person  by  lightning ; 
here  the  elementary  properties  of 
lightning  and  its  flash  are  not  caused 
or  controlled  by  human  agency;  but 
the  fact  that  the  person  was  struck  by 
unintentionally  placing  himself  with- 
in its  range  is,  as  to  him,  accident. 
Second,  those  that  are  the  result  of 
human  agency.  The  latter  are  divided 
as  follows:  First,  that. which  happens 
to  a  person  by  his  own  agency;  as,  if 
he  is  walking  or  running,  and  acci- 
dentally falls  and  hurts  himself;  here 
he  falls  by  reason  of  his  agency  in 
walking  or  running,  but  he  did  not  in- 
tend to  fall;  he  did  not  foresee  that 
he  would  fall  in  time  to  avoid  it; 
the  fall  was,  therefore,  accidental. 
Second,  that  which  befalls  a  person  by 
the  agency  of  another  person,  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  latter's  will; 
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as  where  one,  standing  on  a  scaffold, 
unintentionally  lets  a  brick  fall  from 
his  hand,  and  it  strikes  a  person  be- 
low; here,  the  dropping  of  the  brick, 
as  it  was  not  intended  by  the  former 
and  was  unforeseen  by  the  latter,  is, 
in  the  broadest  sense,  an  accident. 
Third,  that  which  a  person  intention- 
ally does,  whereby  another  is  unin- 
tentionally injured;  as,  where  one  in- 
tentionally fires  a  gun  in  the  air  and 
accidentally  shoots  another  person; 
here  the  act  of  firing  the  gun  was  in- 
tentional, but  the  shooting  of  the  per- 
son was  unintentional.  Therefore,  on 
the  part  of  the  person  firing  the  gun, 
the  shooting  of  the  other  would  be 
accidental,  though  not  in  as  broad  a 
sense  as  in  the  former  ease,  because 
some  part  of  his  act  was  intentional; 
but  as  to  the  person  shot,  it  was  by 
purely  accidental  means.  Fourth,  so, 
also,  as  we  think,  if  one  person  inten- 
tionally injures  another,  which  was 
not  the  result  of  a  rencounter,  or  the 
misconduct  of  the  latter,  but  was  un- 
foreseen by  him;  such  injury,  as  to 
the  latter,  although  intentionally  in- 
flicted by  the  former,  would  be  acci- 
dental. When  the  injury  is  not  the 
result  of  the  misconduct  or  the  partic- 
ipation of  the  injured  party,  but  is 
unforeseen,  it  is,  as  to  him,  accidental, 
although  inflicted  intentionally  by  the 
other  party.  It  is  conceded  that  in 
the  three  instances  first  named  the  in- 
jury would  be  by  'accidental  means.' 
And,  doubtless,  it  will  not  be  denied 
that  if  a  person  were  to  maliciously 
fire  his  gun  into  a  crowd  of  persons  for 
the  purpose  of  general  mischief,  or 
were  to  maliciously  wreck  a  train  of 
cars  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  who- 
ever might  be  on  board,  whereby  one 
or  more  persons  were  shot  or  mashed, 
that  the  casualty  befalling  these  per- 
sons, as  far  as  they  were  concerned, 
would  fall  within  the  term  of  'acciden- 
tal, means.  In  other  words,  we  do  not 
regard  it  as  essential,  in  order  to 
make  out  a  case  of  injury  by  'acciden- 
tal means,'  so  far  as  the  injured  party 
is  concerned,  that  the  party  injuring 
him  should  not  have  meant  to  do  so; 
for  if  the  injured  party  had  no  agency 
in  bringing  the  injury  on  himself,  and 
to  him  it  was  unforeseen, — a  casualty, 
^-it  seems  clear  that  the  fact  that  the 


deed  was  wilfully  directed  against 
him  would  not  militate  against  the 
proposition  that,  as  to  him,  the  in- 
jury was  brought  on  by  'accidental 
means.'  '* 

And  the  same  conclusion  has  been 
reached  in  other  cases  where  the  in- 
sured was  killed  by  a  robber*  Ripley 
V.  Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  (Fed.); 
Travelers  Protective  Asso.  v.  Fawcett 
(Ind.);  Railway  Ofiicials  &  E.  Acci. 
Asso.  V.  Drummond  (Neb.) ;  and  War- 
ner V.  United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso. 
(Utah)  supra. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  injury  was 
accidental  as  to  the  insured,  although 
it  was  intentional  on  the  part  of  a 
burglar,  who  shot  him  while  they  were 
scufiling  together.  Allen  v.  Travelers' 
Protective  Asso.  (1918)  168  Iowa,  217» 
48  L.R.A.(N.S.)  600,  143  N.  W.  574. 

And  the  injury  has  been  held  acci- 
dental where  the  insured  was  attacked 
unexpectedly,  without  provocation,  by 
one  who  attempted  to  assassinate  him. 
Phelan  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  (1889)  38 
Mo.  App.  640;  Collins  v.  Fidelity  &  C. 
Co.  (1895)  63  Mo.  App.  263. 

And  in  Kascoutas  v.  Federal  L.  Ins. 
Co.  (1921)  —  Iowa,  — ,  —  A.L.R.  — , 
185  N.  W.  125,  it  was  held  that  death 
resulting  from  a  murderous  assault, 
for  which  the  insured  was  in  no  wise 
to  blame,  was  within  the  protection  of 
a  policy  insuring  aginst  injury  caused 
by  accidental  means. 

And  in  Phoenix  Acci.  &  Sick  Ben. 
Asso.  V.  Stiver  (1908)  42  Ind.  App. 
636,  84  N.  E.  772,  the  injury  was  held 
to  have  been  caused  by  accidental 
means  where  the  insured  was  stabbed 
by  an  insane  person,  while  on  the 
public  highway,  going  to  his  home,  the 
stabbing  being  without  provocation, 
and  wholly  unexpected  and  unfore- 
seen by  the  insured. 

And  death  by  the  intentional  dis- 
charge of  a  firearm  at  the  insured  by 
an  unknown  person  is  accidental. 
Button  V.  American  Mut.  Acci.  Asso. 
(1896)  92  Wis.  83,  53  Ana.  St.  Rep.  900, 
65  N.  W.  861. 

So  also  is  a  homicide  resulting  from 
bad  feeling  between  the  insured  and 
the  one  who  killed  him.  Standard 
Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Walker  (1920)  127  Va. 
140,  102  S,  E.  585. 

And  in  Gaynor  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co. 
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(1913)  12  Ga.  App.  601,  77  S.  E.  1072, 
it  was  apparently  assumed  that  the  in- 
sured's death,  which  resulted  from  a 
shot  fired  by  another  while  the  in- 
sured was  walking  along  the  street, 
was  caused  by  accidental  means,  but 
recovery  was  denied  in  this  case  on 
the  ground  that  the  death  was  within 
the  provision  excluding  liability  where 
injury  was  intentionally  inflicted. 

In  Supreme  Council,  O.  C.  F.  v.  Gar- 
rigus  (1885)  104  Ind.  138,  54  Am.  Rep. 
298,  8  N.  E.  818,  where  it  was  appar- 
ently assumed  that  the  contract  was 
governed  by  the  law  of  Kentucky,  an 
answer  that  insured  became  engaged 
in  an  "affray"  and  a  pistol-shot  wound 
yms  intentionally  inflicted,  was  held 
demurrable,  there  being  no  allegation 
of  a  statute  in  Kentucky  similar  to 
that  in  Indiana,  which  makes  an 
agreement  to  fight  an  element  of  an 
"affray,"  no  such  element  being  in- 
volved in  the  common-law  definition  of 
an  "affray,"  presumed  to  obtain  in 
Kentucky. 

And  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dupree 
(1919)  17  Ala.  App.  131,  82  So.  579, 
where  the  insured  was  in  his  own  office 
when  a  person  entered,  and,  without 
provocation,  used  abusive  language 
toward  him,  and  made  demonstrations 
with  his  fists  as  if  to  attack  him, 
whereupon  the  insured  arose  from  his 
chair  and  in  self-defense  struck  his 
assailant,  who  knocked  him  down  and 
injured  him,  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
jury resulted  from  accidental  means, 
the  court  holding  that,  although  the 
insured  struck  the  first  blow,  this  was 
not  such  a  voluntary  act  on  his  part 
as  would  preclude  a  recovery. 

And  in  Richards  v.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  (1891)  89  Cal.  170,  23  Am.  St.  Rep. 
455,  26  Pac.  762,  where  there  was  some 
evidence  that  the  wound  from  which 
the  insured  died  was  inflicted  by  an- 
other after  he  had  failed  in  an  attempt 
to  blackmail  the  deceased,  it  was  held 
that  it  might  be  found  from  such  evi- 
dence that  the  injury  resulted  from 
accidental  means.  The  court  stated 
that  it  is  impossible  to  give  a  precise 
definition  of  the  word  "accidental;" 
that  as  every  effect  has  a  cause,  there 
is  one  sense  in  which  nothing  is  acci- 
dental; but  said  that  the  authorities 


seemed  to  agree  that  "accident"  must 
be  given  its  popular  meaning, — that 
is,  a  casualty, — something  out  of  the 
usual  course  of  events,  and  which 
happens  suddenly  and  unexpectedly, 
and  without  any  design  on  the  part  of 
the  person  injured. 

And  in  Withers  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  (1920)  58  Mont  486,  193  Pac. 
566,  the  evidence  was  held  to  make  out 
a  prima  facie  case  of  death  by  acci- 
dental means  where  there  was  testi- 
mony that  the  insured  was  killed  by 
a  shot  in  the  neck,  fired  from  a  re- 
volver in  the  hands  of  his  wife. 

And  in  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rustin 
(1912)  151  Ky.  103,  151  S.  W.  366,  re- 
hearing denied  in  (1913)  152  Ky.  42, 
153  S.  W.  14,  where  there  was  evi- 
dence, in  an  action  on  an  accident 
policy,  that  the  insured  was  found  on 
his  porch,  shot  in  the  abdomen,  and 
said  that  a  man  had  shot  him,  it  was 
held  that  a  prima  facie  case  of  death 
by  accidental  means  was  made. 

And  in  Price  v.  Accidental  L.  Ins. 
Co.  (1915)  169  CaL  800, 147  Pac.  1175, 
it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  in- 
sured was  killed  by  a  bullet  from  a 
firearm  discharged  by  another  person, 
standing'  alone,  would  justify,  if  not 
require,  the  inference  that  the  killing 
was  accidental;  but  it  was  held  that 
this  inference  might  be  overcome  by 
other  evidence,  and  that  if  it  should 
appear  that  the  killing  was  the  result 
of  an  encounter  with  deadly  weapons, 
and  that  the  insured  had  himself  in- 
vited and  brought  on  the  conflict,  the 
fatal  result  would  not  be  accidental 
so  far  as  he  was  concerned.  The  facts 
of  the  case  do  not  appear. 

In  Union  Acci.  Co.  v.  Willis  (1912) 
44  Okla.  578,  L.R.A.1915D,  358,  145 
Pac.  812,  the  injury  was  held  to  have 
resulted  from  accidental  means  where 
the  insured  died  from  a  fractured 
skull,  caused  by  a  fall  on  a  pavement, 
when  he  was  struck  intentionally  by 
another. 

In  Wayne  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co. 
(1921)  220  ni.  App.  493,  although  the 
decision  was  rested  on  another  ground, 
the  view  was  expressed  that  the  in- 
sured's death  did  not  result  from 
"accidental  means"  where  his  un- 
expected death  occurred  soon  after  a 
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hypodarmic  injection  of  arsenobenzol 
by  a  reputable  physician  who  was 
treating  him  for  an  ailment,  the  couvt 
stating  that  it  could  not  be  said  that 
the  unexpected  death  which  followed 
the  injection,  even  if  it  could  be  called 
an  accidental  death,  came  within  the 
terms  of  the  policy  insuring  aga/^nst 
loss  effected  by  accidental  means. 

In  Jones  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci. 
Asso.  (1894)  92  Iowa,  652,  61  N.  W. 
485,  an  instruction  was  held  proper 
that,  if  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  on 
an  accident  policy,  had  shown  by  the 
evidence  that  the  insured  came  to  his 
death  as  the  result  of  a  pistol  shot  at 
the  hands  of  another,  the  law  would 
presume  that  the  shot  was  accidental, 
and  that  it  was  not  inflicted  with  a 
murderous  intent,  and  that  the  burden 
would  be  on  the  defendant  to  over- 
come the  presumption  that  death  was 
not  caused  by  accidental  means.  The 
court  stated  that  it  made  no  difference, 
80  far  as  the  insurer  was  concerned, 
whether  or  not  the  other  person  fired 
the  shot  with  the  intent  to  kill  the 
insured;  that  If  he  had  such  intent 
when  he  fired,  and  if  the  insured  was 
not  at  fault,  clearly,  as  to  the  latter, 
the  injury  resulting  from  the  shot  was 
accidental. 

In  iEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Little  (1920) 
146  Ark.  70,  225  S.  W.  298,  where  the 
insured  went  to  his  brother-in-law's 
house  shortly  after  the  occupants  had 
retired,  and  knocked  at  the  bedroom 
window,  or  rattled  it,  and  was  killed 
by  a  shot  fired  through  the  windows 
by  his  brother-in-law,  it  was  argued 
that  the  insured's  death  was  brought 
about  by  his  own  agency,  and  was  the 


probable,  and  not  the  unexpected,  re- 
sult of  his  conduct;  but  the  court  held 
that  the  presumption  was  otherwise; 
stating  that  it  having  been  shown  that 
the  insured  died  as  a  result  of  acci- 
dental means,  the  presumption  was 
that  the  death  was  accidental,  and 
that  the  burden  was  upon  the  insurer 
to  show  otherwise.  It  further  was 
held  that  the  testimony  did  not  show 
that  the  killing  was  not  accidental 
where  a  witness,  who  lived  a  block 
and  a  half  from  the  brother-in-law's 
house,  testified  that  he  was  sitting  on 
his  porch  when  the  shot  was  fired,  and 
called  the  brother-in-law  on  the  tele- 
phone, and  that  the  latter,  in  response 
to  a  question,  stated  that  he  had  shot 
the  insured,  and  that  he  got  to  the 
brother-in-law's  house  just  as  the  am- 
bulance was  leaving,  and  that  the 
brother-in-law  and  his  wife  left  for 
the  hospital  four  or  five  minutes  after 
he  arrived. 

In  Interstate  Business  Men's  Acci. 
Asso.  V.  Lester  (1919)  168  C.  C.  A. 
309,  257  Fed.  225,  writ  of  certiorari 
denied  in  (1919)  250  U.  S.  662,  63 
L.  ed.  1195,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  11,  where 
a  physician,  who  was  a  member  of  the 
National  Guard,  was  shot  while  with 
a  detachment  on  strike  duty,  and  while 
attending  a  wounded  soldier,  the  in- 
jury was  held  accidental,  the  court 
holding  that  his  merely  going  into  an 
environment  of  greatly  increased  haz- 
ard, with  conscious  knowledge  of  such 
hazard,  would  not  cause  an  injury  or 
death  which  resulted  therefrom  not  to 
be  accidental  within  the  meaning  of 
an  accident  policy,  J.  T.  W. 


TOWN  OF  TALLASSEE  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

STATE  OF  ALABAMA  EX  REL.  T.  W.  BRUNSON  et  al« 

AXahama  Supreme  Oeur^'^Jutte  9,  1921. 

(206  Ala.  169,  89  So.  614.) 

Judgment  —  quo  warranto  —  bar  to  subsequent  proceeding  —  different 

relator. 
1.  A  final  judgment  for  defendant  on  demurrer  in  a  quo  warranto  pro- 
ceeding by  an  individual  relator  acting  for  the  general  public  to  dissolve 
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an  alleged  municipal  corporation  and  oust  its  officers  because  of  defect 
in  description  of  the  territory  to  be  incorporated  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
proceeding  by  another  relator,  acting  in  the  same  capacity,  to  effect  an 
ouster  for  the  same  reasons. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page    1183.] 


—  on  demurrer  —  finality, 

2.  A  final  judgment  for  defendant, 
and  sustaining  demurrers  to  com- 
plaints   which    plaintiff    declines    to 


amend,  is  tantamount  to  one  upon  the 
merits  on  final  submission. 

[See  15  R.  G.  L.  986;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
615;  see  also  note  in  18  A.L.R.  1104.] 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Elmore 
County  (McMorris,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  dis- 
solve the  defendant  town  as  a  corporate  entity,  and  to  oust  the  individual 
defendants  from  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  their  office.    Reversed. 


Statement  by  Gardner,  J.: 

The  following  portion  of  the 
statement  of  the  case,  in  quotation, 
is  taken  from  brief  of  counsel  for 
appellant,  the  correctness  of  which 
is  not  questioned  by  opposing  coun- 
sel: 

'This  is  an  action  in  the  nature 
of  quo  warranto  by  the  state  on  the 
relation  of  T.  W.  Brunson  against 
the  town  of  Tallassee  and  the  in- 
dividuals acting  as  its  mayor  and 
aldermen,  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
solving it  as  a  corporate  entity. 

"It  is  alleged  in  the  petition  that 
T.  W.  Brunson  is  a  citizen  of  El- 
more county,  Alabama,  resides  with- 
in the  corporate  limits  of  the  town 
of  Tallassee,  and  is  over  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  that  D.  H.  Sayers, 
Jesse  GuUedge,  J.  M.  Herren,  M. 
F.  Bruce,  G.  W.  Martin,  and  H.  J. 
Sullivan  have  associated  themselves 
together  as  mayor  and  councilmen 
of  the  town  of  Tallassee,  and  as  such 
are  levying  and  collecting  taxes, 
passing  ordinances,  and  exercising 
all  the  rights,  privileges,  and  fran- 
chises of  a  municipal  corporation 
without  having  been  duly  incorpo- 
rated ;  that  the  invalid  and  void  pro- 
ceedings of  the  purported  corpora- 
tion consisting  in  the  fact  that  there 
was  on  the  9th  day  of  December, 
1907,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  judge 
of  probate  of  Elmore  county,  Alaba- 
ma, a  petition,  signed  by  twenty-five 
persons,  purporting  to  fix  the  bound- 
aries of  the  limits  of  the  proposed 
town  of  Tallassee,  and  petitioning 
to  be  incorporated  under  the  name 
of  town  of  Tallassee,  but  that  the 


only  description  of  the  boundaries 
of  the  limits  of  the  proposed  town 
set  out  in  said  petition  is  in  words 
and  figures  as  follows:  Block  Nos. 
32,  43,  and  44,  according  to  the  sur- 
vey of  John  M.  Gray,  1853;  that 
there  is  attached  to  said  petition  re- 
ferred to  no  accurate  map  or  plat 
showing  the  boundaries  or  limits  of 
the  proposed  municipal  corporation ; 
that  there  does  not  appear  any- 
where of  record  that  notice  was  giv- 
en by  publication  or  by  posting,  as 
required  by  law,  to  the  effect  that  an 
election  would  be  held  to  determine 
whether  the  inhabitants  of  the  de- 
scribed community  desired  to  be- 
come incorporated  under  the  name 
of  town  of  Tallassee;  that  a  plat 
showing  the  limits  of  the  proposed 
town  was  on  file  in  the  office  of  the 
judge  of  probate  of  Elmore  county ; 
that  on  January  14,  1908,  the  pro- 
bate judge  of  Elmore  county  certi- 
fied blocks  42,  43,  and  44,  according 
to  the  survey  of  John  M.  Gray  of 
1853,  so  incorporated  under  the 
name  of  the  town  of  Tallassee,  but 
that  said  certificate  of  incorporation 
is  null  and  void,  and  that  the  al- 
leged town  of  Tallassee  is  a  nullity 
for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  peti- 
tion. 

^'Thereupon  the  defendants  filed 
their  plea  and  answer,  setting  up 
the  facts  as  to  the  incorporation  of 
the  town  of  Tallassee  and  its  his- 
tory since  the  incorporation.  Plea 
No.  8  alleges  that  immediately  af- 
ter the  making  of  the  order  or  de- 
cree of  the  probate  judge  of  Elmore 
county,  declaring  the  territory  de- 
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scribed  in  the  petition  for  incorpo- 
rating: a  municipality  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Alabama,  the 
town  of  Tallassee,  through  its  may- 
or and  aldermen,  selected  under  the 
law  of  the  state,  began  to  exercise 
all  the  privileges  and  franchises  of 
a  municipal  corporation,  and  on  the 
19th  day  of  March,  1908,  the  state 
of  Alabama,  on  the  relation  of  one 
J.  H.  Cole,  and  said  J.  H.  Cole,  filed 
in  the  circuit  court  of  Elmore  coun- 
ty, Alabama,  against  the  town  of 
Tallassee  and  its  then  acting  mayor 
and  aldermen,  an  information  in  the 
nature  of  an  application  for  a  writ 
of  quo  warranto,  seeking  to  oust  its 
said  mayor  and  aldermen  from  the 
exercise  of  the  privileges  and  fran- 
chises of  a  town  or  municipality, 
alleging  that  the  order  of  incorpora- 
tion was  void  and  invalid  for  the 
same  reason,  or  substantially  the 
same  reason,  as  is  alleged  in  the  in- 
formation in  this  cause  for  the  in- 
validity of  the  same,  and,  said  in- 
formation being  submitted  to  said 
court  on  demurrers  of  the  defend- 
ants thereto,  it  was  ordered  and  ad- 
judged by  said  court  by  a  judgment 
thereon  duly  made  on  the  6th  day  of 
April,  1908,  and  duly  entered  on  the 
minutes  of  said  court,  that  the 
causes  alleged  therein  for  the  in- 
validity of  said  proceedings  of  in- 
corporating said  town  were  wholly 
insufBcient,  and,  the  plaintiffs  de- 
clining to  plead  further,  said  infor- 
mation was  dismissed/' 

The  judgment  in  the  former  liti- 
gation above  referred  to  in  the  name 
of  the  State  of  Alabama  ex  rel.  J. 
H.  Cole,  and  J.  H.  Cole  v.  Town  of 
Tallassee  et  aL,  is  as  follows: 

"Come  the  parties  by  their  at- 
torneys, and  the  relator  by  leave  of 
the  court  amends  its  second  ground 
of  objection  to  said  petition  filed  in 
the  probate  court  so  that  said  ground 
shall  read  as  follows: 

"Second.  For  that  an  accurate 
plat  of  the  territory  proposed  to  be 
embraced  within  said  corporate  lim- 
its is  not  alleged  in  said  petition  to 
be  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of 
said  petition. 

"And  the  respondents  renew  to 
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said  information,  as  amended,  the 
motion  to  strike  and  the  demurrers 
to  the  same  heretofore  filed. 

"Upon  consideration,  it  is  ordered 
and  adjudged  by  the  court  that  said 
motion  to  strike  be,  and  the  same 
is  hereby,  overruled. 

"It  is  further  considered  by  the 
court,  and  it  is  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  that  the  demurrer  to  said  in- 
formation and  the  several  grounds 
thereof  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby, 
sustained,  and,  the  relator  declining 
to  amend  said  information,  it  is  con- 
sidered by  the  court  and  it  is  the 
judgment  of  the  court  that  judg- 
ment final  be  entered  in  favor  of 
the  respondent  to  said  information 
on  said  demurrers. 

"It  is  therefore  ordered  and  ad- 
judged by  the  court  that  the  re- 
spondents go  hence  and  recover  of 
the  relator  and  the  sureties  on  his 
bond  for  the  costs  in  this  behalf 
expended,  for  which  let  execution 
issue.  And  the  said  relator  and  the 
state  of  Alabama  on  the  relation  of 
said  relator  jointly  and  severally  ex- 
cept to  said  ruling  and  judgment 
of  the  court  sustaining  said  demur- 
rers.". 

In  paragraph  7  the  defendant  set 
up  that  after  the  incorporation,  in 

1908,  the  town  immediately,  through 
its  officers,  duly  elected,  began  to  ex- 
ercise the  privileges  and  franchises 
of  a  town  until  the  1st  of  January, 

1909,  when  it  became  dormant,  and 
remained  so  until  the  1st  of  Janu- 
ary, 1910,  at  which  time  it  was  duly 
revived,  and  through  its  officers  diily 
elected  again  began  to  exercise  the 
privileges  and  franchises  of  a  mu- 
nicipality, and  has  continuously 
since  that  time  exercised  the  same, 
and  has  continuously  since  said  time 
levied  and  collected  taxes,  adopted 
ordinances,  and  other  matters  which 
are  set  forth  by  way  of  reasons  why 
the  court  should  not  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion in  granting  the  relief 
prayed. 

In  support  of  the  defenses  inter- 
posed the  records  of  the  proceedings 
of  incorporation  were  introduced  in 
evidence,  and  also  the  ]%cord  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  cause  of  State  of 
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Alabama  ex  reL  J.  H.  Cole  and  J.  H. 
Cole  V.  Town  of  Tallassee  et  al., 
showing  the  information  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  cause  for  a  writ  of 
quo  warranto,  and  attacking  the 
proceedings  of  the  incorporation  of 
the  town  of  Tallassee  for  the  same 
reasons  assigned  in  the  present  case, 
and  a  judgment  in  said  case,  herein- 
above set  out.  It  was  further  shown 
by  the  proof  that  the  parties  defend- 
ant in  the  cause  of  State  ex  rel. 
Cole  V.  Town  of  Tallassee  were  the 
town  of  Tallassee  and  its  then  act- 
ing mayor  and  aldermen,  and  also 
showed  the  activities  of  the  town 
since  the  time  of  incorporation. 

Upon  the  final  hearing  of  the 
cause  the  court  entered  a  judgment 
granting  the  relief  prayed,  to  the 
effect  that  the  town  of  Tallassee  has 
no  existence  as  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, and  ousting  the  same  from  the 
exercise  of  such  rights  and  powers, 
and  also  a  judgment  of  ouster 
against  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  re- 
spondents to  the  cause.  From  this 
judgment  the  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

Messrs.  P.  B.  McKenzie,  George  F. 
Smoot,  and  J*  Lee  Holloway  for  ap- 
pellants. 

Messrs.  HoUey  &  Milner,  for  ap- 
pellees: 

To  determine  the  purpose  of  a  plea, 
reference  must  be  had  both  to  the  mat- 
ter and  its  general  frame  and  struc- 
ture. 

31  Cyc.  147;  Vaughan  v.  Everts,  40 
Vt.  526. 

Judgment  in  favor  of  defendant  in 
an  action  of  quo  warranto  by  a  private 
relator  is  no  bar  to  subsequent  action 
to  oust  an  illegal  corporation. 

State  ex  rel.  Bradford  v.  Stock,  38 
Kan.  184,  16  Pac.  799;  State  ex  rel. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cincinnati  Gaslight  & 
Coke  Co.  18  Ohio,  262;  Angell  &  A. 
Corp.  8th  ed.  §  764;  Wilcox,  Mun.  Corp. 
§  503. 

In  order  that  the  state  may  be 
barred  or  estopped  from  questioning 
the  validity  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, it  must  have  acquiesced  for 
twenty  years  or  more;  and  if  the  ac- 
quiescence has  been  for  less  than  that 
time,  then  it  must  be  shown  that  the 
municipality  has  been  recognized  as 
such  by  legislative  enactment,  or  that 
the  property  rights  of  individuals, 
said  rights  having  been  acquired  in 


reliance  upon  the  validity  of  the  mu- 
nicipality, will  be  impaired. 

People  ex  rel.  Slusser  v.  Gary,  196 
111.  310,  63  N.  E.  749;  SUte  ex  rel. 
Young  V.  Harris,  12  Ann.  Cas.  260,  and 
cases  cited  in  note,  102  Minn.  340,  13 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  583,  113  N.  W.  887 ;  State 
V.  Tillamock,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  488, 
and  note,  62  Or.  332,  124  Pac.  637; 
Jameson  v.  People,  16  111.  257,  63  Am. 
Dec.  304;  People  ex  rel.  Misner  v. 
Hanker,  197  111.  409,  64  N.  E.  253. 

Gardner,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  in  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto  against  the  mu- 
nicipality of  Tallassee,  and  the  in- 
dividuals acting  as  its  mayor  and 
aldermen  for  tiiie  purpose  of  dis- 
solving it  as  a  corporate  entity  and 
ousting  the  individual  respondents 
from  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
their  office. 

The  principal  grounds  of  attack 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  incorpora- 
tion proceedings  rest  upon  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  description  of 
the  property  to  be  embraced  as  a 
part  of  the  municipality  in  the  peti- 
tion filed  before  the  probate  judge. 
The  cases  of  Foshee  v.  Kay,  197  Ala. 
157,  72  So.  391 ;  State  ex  rel.  Wag- 
non  V.  Altoona,  200  Ala.  502,  76  So. 
444 ;  and  State  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Phil 
Campbell,  177  Ala.  204,  58  So.  905, 
are  cited  in  support  of  this  insist- 
ence. 

The  answer  sets  up  several  mat- 
ters of  defense,  among  them  being 
that  of  res  judicata,  as  disclosed  by 
paragraph  8,  the  substance  of  which 
appears  in  the  foregoing  statement 
of  the  case.  Another  defense  most 
strenuously  insisted  upon  is  that 
which  appears  in  If  7,  wherein  it  is 
insisted  that  the  state  has  long  ac- 
quiesced in  the  exercise  of  corporate 
functions  by  the  municipality,  and 
circumstances  disclosing  that  im- 
portant public  interests  have  be- 
come affected,  and  that,  on  account 
of  such  considerable  delay,  sound 
judicial  discretion  requires  a  denial 
of  such  relief,  and  refusal  to  oust 
the  municipality  from  the  exerciae 
of  its  franchises.  In  support  of  this 
defense  is  cited  the  case  of  Atty.- 
Gen.  ex  rel.  Mann  v.  Metheun,  236 
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Mass.  564, 129  N.  E.  662.  W€  have 
reached  tiiie  conclusion,  however, 
that  this  case  may  be  determined 
upon  the  defense  first  mentioned, 
that  of  res  judicata,  and  we  will 
therefore  confine  ourselves  to  a  dis- 
cussion and  determination  of  that 
one  question. 

It  appears  from  the  pleadings  and 
proof  that  within  a  year  after  the 
incorporation  of  this  municipality 
a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  was  begun  in  the  name  of 
the  state  on  the  relation  of  J.  H. 
Cole,  and  J.  H.  Cole  individually, 
against  the  town  of  Tallassee  and 
the  individuals  holding  the  posi- 
tions of  mayor  and  aldermen  there- 
of, seeking  the  dissolution  of  the 
corporate  entity  upon  practically 
the  same  grounds  as  appear  in  the 
instant  case. 

The  principal  cause  set  forth  in 
the  petition  in  the  cause  here  under 
consideration,  that  of  the  insufiS- 
ciency  of  the  description  of  the  area 
involved,  was  also  one  of  the 
grounds  on  the  former  attack.  Re- 
spondents interposed  demurrers  in 
the  former  action,  which  were  sus- 
tained. Relators  declined  to  amend 
the  information,  and  final  judgment 
was  entered  in  favor  of  the  respond- 
ents. The  ruling  of  the  court  thus 
appears  to  have  been  upon  the  mer- 
its, and  not  upon  any  mere  question 
of  amendable  defect  in  pleadings,  or 
for  any  such  question  as  misjoinder 
of  parties.  Under  these  circum- 
stances we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  judgment  rendered  was  tan- 
tamount to  one  upon  the  merits  on 

a  final  submission. 
This  question  is  dis- 
cussed in  2  Van 
Fleet's  Former  Adjudication,  §  309; 
and  the  following  cases  are  also  in 
point:  Perkins  v.  Moore,  16  Ala. 
17 ;  Howard  v.  Howard,  26  Ala.  682 ; 
Stein  V.  McGrath,  128  Ala.  175,  30 
So.  792;  People  ex  rel.  Chilcoat  v. 
Harrison,  253  111.  625,  97  N.  E. 
1092,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  539. 

The  only  remaining  question, 
therefore,  is  whether  or  not  this 
judgment  may  be  properly  pleaded 
as  res  judicata  in  this  action.    This 
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question  was  considered,  by  the  court 
of  civil  appeals  of  Texas  in  the  case 
of  McQesky  v.  State,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  322,  23  S.  W.  618,  where  it 
was  held  under  similar  circum- 
stances that  the  former  judgment 
was  binding  and  conclusive.  • 

It  is  to  be  noted  in  the  first  place 
that  the  relator  in  the  former  liti- 
gation, as  well  as  in  the  instant  case, 
does  not  seek  the  assertion  or  protec- 
tion of  any  private  right,  but  mere- 
ly acts  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  pub- 
lic generally.  I 

The  question  was  also  discussed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  in 
People  ex  rel.  Chilcoat  v.  Harrison, 
supra,  with  like  result,  and  there 
it  was  pointed  out  that  in  such 
cases,  where  no  private  interest  is 
involved,  the  right  sought  to  be  en- 
forced is  a  public  right,  wherein 
the  people  are  regarded  as  the  real 
party  in  interest.  The  case  of  State 
ex  rel.  Smyth  v.  Kennedy,  60  Neb. 
300,  83  N.  W.  87,  supports  a  like 
conclusion,  and  quotes  the  following 
from  New  Orleans  v.  Citizens'  Bank, 
167  U.  S.  371,  42  L.  ed.  202,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  905 :  "The  very  essence  ol 
judicial  power  is  that  when  a  matter 
is  once  ascertained  and  determined 
it  is  forever  concluded  when  it  aris- 
es again  under  the  same  circum- 
stances and  conditions  between  par- 
ties or  their  privies." 

The  opinion  also  quotes  from  au- 
thorities to  the  effect  that  a  judg- 
ment in  quo  warranto  is  final  and 
conclusive,  and  that  such  is  also  the 
effect  of  a  judgment  in  the  more 
modern  proceeding  in  the  nature  of 
a  quo  warranto.  The  cases  of  Shu- 
mate V.  Fauquier  County,  84  Va. 
574,  5  S.  E.  570,  and  People  ex  rel. 
Bryant  v.  HoUaday,  93  Cal.  241,  27 
Am.  St.  Rep.  186,  29  Pac.  54,  also 
support  this  view. 

It  is  not  questioned  that  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  former  litigation 
was  identical  with  that  here  in- 
volved, and  the  judgment  rendered 
was  by  a  court  having  full  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  cause.  While  the  nomi- 
nal parties  in  the  two  suits  are  dif- 
ferent, yet  the  real  parties  are  the 
same,  for  the  actors  in  both  suits 
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i^resented  the  public,  and  the  re- 
sprodents  represented  not  only  the 
municipality  but  the  inhabitants 
thereof.  This  is  pointed  out  very 
clearly  in  1  Freeman  on  Judgments, 
§  178,  as  well  as  by  some  of  the  au- 
thorities cited  therein. 

As  contrary  to  this  view  counsel 
for  appellees  cite  State  ex  rel.  Brad- 
ford V.  Stock,  38  Kan.  184,  16  Pac. 
799 ;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.  18  Ohio 
St.  262 ;  and  Lindsay  v.  Allen,  112 
Tenn.  637,  82  S.  W.  171.  The  latter 
case  may  well  be  rested  upon  the 
principle  that  the  former  litigation 
there  involved  was  not  bona  fide, 
and  that,  therefore,  is  not  an  au- 
thority contrary  to  the  conclusion 
here  reached.  The  case  of  State 
ex  rel.  Bradford  v.  Stock,  supra, 
may  be  distinguished,  we  think, 
upon  the  theory  the  opinion  dis- 
closes the  former  litigation  was 
by  an  individual  in  the  asser- 
tion of  a  private  interest,  and  it  was 
held  this  was  not  binding  upon  the 
state  in  the  exercise  of  sovereign 
power  to  have  determined  a  question 
of  great  governmental  importance. 
In  the  case  of  State  ex  rel.  Atty.- 
Gen.  V.  Cincinnati  Gaslight  &  Coke 
Co.  supra,  the  court  gives  but  scant 
consideration  to  this  question,  mere- 
ly stating  its  conclusion  without  any 
discussion  or  citation  of  authority. 

We  have  concluded  that  upon  both 
principle  and  the  weight  of  authori- 
ty the  defense  of 
TSrto^.abTe***"  [^s  judicata  should 

qaent  proceedlmff   bC    held    tO    bC    SUS- 

tained.  It  was  in- 
dicated in  State  ex 
rel.  Knox  v.  Dillard,  196  Ala.  539,. 
72  So.  56,  that  a  judgment  of  dis- 
missal under  circumstances  similar 
to  those  here  involved,  after  demur- 
rers had  been  sustained  and  peti- 
tioner declined  to  plead  further, 
would  be  res  judicata  of  the  re- 
spondent's rightful  occupancy  of 
the  office  in  question.  But  we  think 
the  case  of  Montgomery  v.  Walker, 
154  Ala.  242,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  54, 
45  So.  586,  is  here  very  much  in 
point  by  way  of  analogy.  That  was 
a  case  of  petition  by  a  taxpayer  of 


relator. 


the  city  of  Montgomery,  seeking 
writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the  city 
of  Montgomery  to  put  in  force  the 
provisions  of  a  certain  act  which 
provided  for  the  establishment  of  a 
board  of  commissioners  of  police. 
It  appeared  that  previously  another 
taxpayer  (one  Thomas)  had  filed 
a  similar  petition  seeking  the  same 
end,  [the  city]  attacking  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  act.  Upon  ap- 
peal in  that  case  it  was  held  the  act 
was  unconstitutional;  the  decision 
being  rested  upon  a  previous  ruling 
of  the  court  in  Little  v.  State,  137 
Ala.  659,  35  So.  134.  In  a  later 
case,  however,  the  Little  Case  was 
overruled,  but  that  of  the  former 
taxpayer  had  not  been  overruled  eo 
nomine.  The  opinion  in  the  Walker 
Case  points  out  as  a  general  rule  a 
former  adjudication  is  res  judicata 
only  as  to  parties  and  their  privies ; 
but  it  was  held  that  the  taxpayer 
represented  not  only  himself,  but 
every  other  taxpayer  on  the  one 
side,  and  that  the  city  of  Montgom- 
ery represented  the  great  body  of 
people  on  the  other,  and  that  the 
mere  fact  that  the  machinery  of  the 
law  was  set  in  motion  by  a  different 
taxpayer  did  not  affect  the  question, 
for  the  issues  were  the  same,  and  so, 
likewise,  were  the  interests  involved. 
As  said  by  the  court:  "It  would 
seem,  then,  that  there  should  be 
some  limit  to  such  proceedings.  If, 
after  the  determination  of  such  a 
question,  any  other  citizen  could  in- 
augurate similar  proceedings  and 
relitigate  the  same  questions,  the 
matter  would  never  be  finally  set- 
tled until  every  citizen  in  the  city 
had  haled  the  city  council  into  court 
and  thus  kept  them  in  continual  liti- 
gation." 

It  was  further  held  that  whether 
or  not  the  former  decision  was  cor- 
rect will  not  be  inquired  into,  the 
court  saying:  "For  this  court  to 
inquire  into  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  former  decision  was  er- 
roneous or  not  would  be  to  destroy 
the  doctrine  of  res  judicata,  which 
the  wisdom  of  our  laws  has  set  up 
for  the  protection  of  the  citizens." 
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However,  as  said  in  the  case  of 
Ashton  V.  Rochester,  133  N.  Y.  187, 
28  Am.  St  Rep.  619,  30  N.  E.  965 : 
''But  the  judgjnent  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  will  some- 
times operate  as  an  estoppel  and  a 
former  adjudication  against  per- 
sons who  are  not  named  in  tide  pro- 
ceeding and  who  were  not  parties 
to  the  record  by  name.  It  is  enough 
if  they  were  represented  in  the  ac- 
tion or  proceeding  which  resulted 
in  the  judgment,  or  were  entitled  to 
be  heard.  When  a  judgment  is  ren- 
dered against  a  county,  city,  or  town 
in  its  corporate  name,  or  against  a 
board  or  officer  who  represents  the 
municipality,  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  collusion,  it  will  bind  the  citizens 
and  taxpayers.  This  is  upon  the 
principle  that  they  are  represented 
in  the  litigation  by  agencies  author- 
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ized  to  speak  for  them,  and  to  pro- 
tect their  interests." 

Upon  principle  we  consider  the 
Widker  Case  as  decisive  of  the  in- 
stant case.  Only  a  public  question 
was  involved ;  only  the  public  inter- 
est concerned ;  axid  if  the  mere  fact 
of  a  change  in  the  nominal  party  is 
to  prevent  the  application  of  the 
rule  of  res  judicata,  there  could  then 
be  no  stability  of  decision  upon  ques- 
tions of  this  character,  which  would 
always  be  open  to  attaick. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  this  defense  was  well  sustained 
by  the  proof,  and  that  the  court  be- 
low erred  in  granting  the  relief 
prayed.  The  judgment  will  there- 
fore be  here  reversed  and  one  ren- 
dered dismissing  the  proceeding. 

Anderson,  Ch.  J.,  and  Sayre  and 
Miller,  JJ.,  concur. 


ANNOTATION. 

Judgment  In  favor  of  defendant  or  respondent  in  an  action  or  proceeding  in- 
volving a  matter  of  public  riglit  or  interest  at  a  bar  to  a  mbtcqoent  action 
or  proceeding  by  a  different  plaintiff  or  relator* 


Judgments  in  contests  to  try  title 
to  office  are  excluded  from  this  anno- 
tation, as,  in  general,  brought  in  the 
assertion  of  a  private  interest. 

It  has  been  held  that  "a  citizen  of 
a  county,  acting  as  relator  in  a  mat- 
ter affecting  only  the  public  right, 
and  applying  in  the  name  of  the  state 
for  a  writ  of  mandamus,  will  not  be 
regarded  as  acting  in  any  personal 
sense  whatever,  but  only  as  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  public  interest,  and 
is  concluded  with  reference  to  any 
fact  adjudged  or  admitted,  or  which 
might  have  been  adjudged,  in  a  for- 
mer judicial  proceeding  in  which  the 
same  public  interest  was  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  and  is  bound  by  the  facts 
that  are  or  might  have  been  adjudged 
in  the  former  proceeding  as  fully  as 
though  he  were  named  as  a  par^r 
thereto."*  State  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Willis 
(1910)  19  N.  a  209,  124  N.  W.  706, 
where  the  former  proceeding  was  by 
the  attorney  general  for  a  certiorari 
to  test  the  result  of  an  election  to 
create  a  new  county,  he  asserting  that 


the  election  was  not  in  favor  of  the 
new  county,  and  the  application  for 
the  writ  was  denied. 

In  EI  Reno  v.  Cleveland-Trinidad 
Paving  Co.  (1910)  25  Okla.  648,  27 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  650,  107  Pac.  163,  it  was 
held  that  "when  a  resident  taxpayer 
of  an  improvement  district  in  a  city 
of  the  first  class  brings  a  suit  for 
himself  and  all  ethers  shnilarly  situ- 
ated, against  the  ci^y  and  certain  oth- 
er defendants,  to  eajwin  the  carrying 
into  effect  ef  a  contract  for  paving 
and  guttering  said  dfetrict,  upon  the 
ground  that  said  csntract  was  invalid, 
and  a  final  judasMiit  adverse  to  said 
plaintiffs  is  entered  therein  and  re- 
mains unappealed  from,  there  is  suf- 
ficient identity  Iwtween  the  parties 
fiHng  such  suit  and  a  subsequent  suit 
brought  by  one  ef  the  defendants  of 
the  former  suit  against  his  codefend- 
ants,  wherein  the  validity  of  said  con- 
tract is  involved,  to  justify  the  plead- 
ing of  the  decree  entered  in  the  first 
suit  as  res  judicata  as  to  all  ques- 
tions concerning  the  validity  of  the* 
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contract  that  are  identical  in  both 
cases,  and  that  wore  or  could  have 
been  tried  in  the  former." 

A  new  county,  fh  a  suit  against  its 
parent  county,  obtained  the  right  to 
certain  taxes,  and  in  collecting  such 
taxes  it  sold  the  land  of  N.,  which  was 
bought  by  C,  who  brought  an  action 
against  N.  to  quiet  title.  It  was  held 
that  N.  was  bound  by  the  judgment  in 
the  suit  between  the  two  counties. 
Gannon  v.  Nelson  (1891)  83  Iowa,  242, 
48N.W.  1033. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Gibbons  v.  Clark 
(1920)  296  111.  46,  129  N.  E.  583,  it 
was  held  that  where  a  resident  and 
taxpayer  files  a  bill  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  all  other  taxpayers  of  the 
county,  against  the  county,  to  enjoin 
the  extension  of  taxes,  a  decree  dis- 
missiqg  the  bill  bars  other  taxpayers 
from  raising  the.  same  auestions 
again  in  proceedings  by  the  county  to 
collect  the  tax. 

I  But  in  Price  v.  Gwin  (1896)  144  Ind. 
106,  43  N.  E.  6,  it  was  held  that  a 
judgment  for  the  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion by  the  board  of  county  commis- 
8i6ners  to  restrain  the  sheriff  and 
others  from  carrying  out  a  contract 
for  th€  repair  of  the  courthouse  was 
not  a  bar  to  an  action  by  a  taxpayer 
for  the  same  relief,  as  the  plaintiff 
was  not  a  party  to  the  first  action. 

In  State  ex  reL  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.  (1868)  18 
Ohio  St.  262,  referred  to  in  the  re- 
ported case  (Tallassbb  v.  State,  ante, 
1127),  ft  was  held  that  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  heretofore  ren- 
dered by  the  district  court  of  a  coun^ 
ty,  upon  an  information  in  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto,  filed  by  the  prose- 
cuting attorney  of  that  county,  upon 
an  individual  relation,  was  not  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  information  of  a  sim- 
ilar character,  filed  by  the  attorney 
general,  in  behalf  of  the  state,  in  the 
exercise  of  discretion  given  him  by. 
statute. 

A  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  merits,  in  a  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding by  an  individual  plaintiff  or 
relator,  acting  in  the  public  interest, 
against  a  municipality  or  other  pub- 
lic corporation  or  its  legal  representa- 
tives, relattve  to  a  matter  of  public 


concern,  is  a  bar  to  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings by  other  individual  parties 
or  relators,  acting  in  the  same  capac< 
ity,  to  effect  the  same  result  as  the 
first  suit  or  proceeding. 

United  States.— Mcintosh  ▼.  Pitts- 
burg (1901)  112  Fed.  705. 

Alabama. — ^Montgomery   v.   Walker 

(1908)  164  Ala.  242,  129  Am.  St  Rep. 
54,  45  So.  586 ;  Tallassee  v.  Statb  (re- 
ported herewith)  ante,  1127. 

Connecticut. — ^Terry  ▼•  Waterbury 
(1869)  35  Conn.  526. 

Illinois. — ^Harmon  v.  Auditor  (1887) 
128  111.  122,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  13  N. 
E.  161 ;  People  ex  rel.  C^ilcoat  v.  Har- 
rison (1912)  258  111.  625,  97  N.  E.  1092, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  539;  Greenberg  v. 
Chicago  (1912)  256  111.  213,  49  luRJi. 
(N.S.)  108,  99  N.  E.  1039.  See  also 
People  ex  rel.  Gibbons  v.  Clark 
(1920)  296  111.  46,  129  N.  E.  583, 
supra;    Dal    Pino    v.    Cook    County 

(1909)  151  111.  App.  245,  afiirmed  in 

(1910)  245  111.  496,  92  N.  E.  291. 
Kansas. — Sabin  v.  Sherman  (1882) 

28  Kan.  289. 

Kentudty.  —  Home  Constr.  Co.  v. 
Duncan  (1902)  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  94,  68 
S.  W.  15. 

Lottisiana.  —  See  Taxpayers  v. 
O'Kelly  (1897)  49  La.  Ann.  1039,  22 
So.  311. 

North  Dakota^ — See  State  ex  rel. 
Davis  V.  Willis  (1910)  19  N.  D.  209, 
124  N.  W.  706,  supra. 

Oregon^ — See  the  observations  of 
the  court  in  Rose  v.  Portland  (1917) 
82  Or.  541,  162  Pac.  498. 

South  Oarolina.  —  State  ex  rel. 
Brown  v.  Chester  &  L.  N.  6.  R.  Co. 
(1880)  13  S.  C.  290. 

Texas.— McClesky  v.  State  (1893) 
4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  322,  23  S.  W.  518. 

Washington.  —  Stallcup  v.  Tacoma 
(1895)  13  Wash.  141,  52  Am.  St  Rep. 
25,  42  Pac.  541. 

Thus,  it  has  been  held  that — 

—  a  judgment  for  the  defendant  in 
a  mandamus  proceeding  by  one  tax- 
payer against  a  municipality,  in- 
validating an  act  of  the  legislature,  is 
res  judicata  in  a  similar  proceeding  by 
another  taxpayer,  seeking,  on  be* 
half  of  the  public  genorally,  the  en- 
fiorcement  of  the  same  statute  on  the 
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ground  of  its  con8titutioiiality»  Mont- 
gomery ▼.  Walker  (Ala.)  supra; 

— an  adverse  decision  in  a  suit  by  a 
taxpayer  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
otiier  taxpayers  who  may  wish  to  join 
in  the  suit,  to  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  a  statute  because  of  its  unconstitu* 
tionality»  bars  a  second  action  by  an* 
other  taxpayer  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  others  who  wish  to  join,  attack- 
ing the  statute  because  the  constitu* 
tional  requirements  were  not  followed 
in  its  passage^  although  that  specific 
ground  of  attack  was  not  raised  in  the 
former  action,  Greenberg  v.  Chicago, 
(1912)  256  IlL  213,  49  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
108,  99  N.E.  1039; 

—  a  judgment  sustaining  the  valid- 
ity of  an  ordinance  to  widen  a  street, 
rendered  in  a  suit  by  one  property 
owner,  is  conclusive  as  to  other 
property  owners  or  citizens  of  the  mu- 
nicipality, Mcintosh  V.  Pittsburg 
(1901)  112  Fed.  705; 

—  a  judgment  dismissing  on  demur- 
rer a  bill  by  the  state  attorney  on  re- 
lation of  certain  taxpayers,  to  have 
declared  invalid  an  ordinance  of  the 
city,  and  for  the  removal  from  the 
streets  of  obstructions  authorized  by 
such  ordinance,  is  conclusive  in  an- 
other proceeding  by  other  taxpayers, 
seeking  the  same  relief,  People  ex  rel. 
Chilcoat  V.  Harrison  (1912)  253  IlL 
625,  97  N.  E.  1092,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A, 
539; 

—  a  judgment  of  the  court  for  a 
town,  and  against  the  petitioning  cit- 
izens asking  for  a  highway,  is  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  p^ition  by  other  cit- 
izens having  the  same  general  inter- 
est in  the  result  of  both  proceedings, 
asking  for  substantially  the  same 
highway,  although  the  subsequent 
petition  is  based  upon  a  law  enacted 
subsequently  to  the  judgment  relied 
upon;  there  being,  however,  no  new 
matter  of  fact  alleged  as  a  ground  for 
the  highway,  and  the  statute  on  which 
the  latter  petition  is  based  expressly 
exempting  from  its  operation  suits 
then  pending,  Terry  v.  Waterbury 
(1869)  85  Conn.  526; 

—  a  petition  to  enjoin  county  com- 
missioners from  canvassing  votes 
polled  at  an  election  is  barred  by  a 
prior  judgment  in  favor  of  such  com- 


missioners in  a  suit  seeking  the  same 
relief,  prosecuted  by  another  citizen, 
Sabin  v«  Sherman  (1882)  28  Kan.  289; 

— the  judgment  in  a  suit  by  a  tax- 
payer to  enjoin  issuance  of  bonds  by 
a  city,  adverse  to  the  taxpayer,  is  con- 
clusive upon  all  the  taxpayers  of  the 
city,  Harmon  v.  Auditor  (1887)  123 
IIL  122,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  13  N.  E. 
161; 

—  a  judgment  dismissing  a  suit  by 
a  taxpayer  against  the  commissioners 
of  a  county,  to  enjoin  the  issuance  of 
certain  bonds,  is  conclusive  upon  an- 
other suit  by  other  taxpayers,  in  the 
name  of  the  state,  to  have  the  bonds 
declared  void.  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v. 
Chester  &  L.  N.  G.  R.  Co.  (1880)  13 
S.C290; 

«— a  judgment  in  a  suit  by  taxpay- 
ers, sustaining  the  validity  of  bonds 
issued  by  the  municipality,  is  con- 
clusive in  a  subsequent  suit  by  other 
taxpayers  to  enjoin  the  paying  of  in- 
terest on  the  bonds,  Stallcup  v.  Ta- 
coma  (1895)  13  Wash.  141,  52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  25,  42  Pac.  541. 

It  will  be  seen  that  it  is  held  in  the 
reported  case  (Tallassee  v.  State, 
ante,  1127)  that  a  final  judgment  for 
defendants  on  demurrer  in  a  quo  war- 
ranto proceeding  by  an  individual  re- 
lator, acting  for  the  general  public, 
to  dissolve  an  alleged  town  and  oust 
its  officers  because  of  defect  in  de- 
scription of  the  territory  to  be  incor- 
porated, is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding by  other  relators,  acting  in  the 
same  capacity,'  to  effect  an  ouster  for 
the  same  reason. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Forgues  v.  Superior 
Ct.  (1912)  70  Wash.  670,  127  Pac.  313, 
it  was  held  that  a  judgment  dismissing 
on  demurrer  an  action  by  a  taxpayer 
to  enjoin  the  holding  of  a  local  option 
election  on  the  ground  that  the  peti- 
tion therefor  was  insufficient  is  a  bar 
to  a  similar  action  by  another  tax- 
payer, although  he  is  the  holder  of  a 
retail  liquor  license  and  of  an  internal 
revenue  license. 

In  Taxpayers  v.  O'Kelly  (1897)  49 
La.  Ann.  1039,  22  So.  311,  supra,  it 
was  held  that  a  suit  by  taxpayers  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  certain  taxes 
upon  the  ground  that  an  election  au- 
thorizing the  same  was  invalid  was 
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concluded  by  a  prior  adjudication  of 
the  validity  of  the  election  in  a  suit  to 
which  the  officers  of  the  municipality 
were  parties;  it  is  not  made  clear 
whether  the  complainant  in  the  latter 
suit  was  a  taxpayer  or  not. 

In  Harmon  v.  Auditor  (1887)  128  111. 
122,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  18  N.  E.  161, 
supra,  the  court  said:  'The  present 
suit  was  begrun  by  Harmon  and  others, 
also  taxpayers  and  property  owners  of 
the  town,  as  representatives  of  the 
same  class  for  whose  benefit  the  Pick- 
ney  bill  was  filed.  The  complainants 
in  this  proceeding  were  represented 
by  the  complainants  in  the  former 
suit,  and  are  therefore  bound  by  the 
decree  therein  entered.  The  remedy 
in  suits  of  the  character  here  indi- 
cated is  in  the  interest  of  a  class  of 
individuals  having  common  rights 
that  need  protection,  and,  in  the  pur- 
suit of  that  remedy,  individuals  have 
the  right  to  represent  the  class  to 
which  they  belong.  This  jurisdiction, 
in  some  respects,  rests  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  a  proceeding  in  rem.'' 

In  McClesky  v.  State  (1893)  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  322,  28  S.  W.  518,  supra,  it 
was  held  that  a  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendants on  the  merits  in  an  action  by 
the  state,  on  the  relation  of  certain 
citizens,  against  a  town  and  its  offi- 
cers, to  annul  its  incorporation,  is  a 
bar  to  another  suit  by  the  state  for  the 
same  relief  against  the  town  and  its 
officers,  on  the  relation  of  another  cit- 
izen. (It  should  be  noted  that  al- 
though the  court  said,  as  to  the  first 
action,  "that  the  trial  in  the  first  suit 
was  upon  the  merits,  and  embraced  the 
whole  subject-matter  of  this  litigation 
in  the  sense  of  rendering  the  decree 
an  effective  adjudication,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  dismissal  upon  formal 
grounds,  we  entertain  no  doubt,"  the 
relators  in  that  action  consented  to 
the  judgment,  the  attorney  for  the 
state  not  objecting,  and  the  court 
costs  in  that  action  were  ordered  taxed 
against  the  defendants.) 

It  was  held  in  Mathers  v.  Cincin- 
nati (1878)  7  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  496 
(see  also  p.  521),  that  a  pending  tax- 
payer's action  against  a  city,  brought, 
after  the  refusal  of  the  city  solicitor 
to  bring  it,  to  enjoin  the  city  from 


granting' a  street  car  route,  is  a  bar  to 
another  taxpayer's  action,  brought  for 
the  same  purpose. 

In  order  that  a  judgment  for  the 
defendant  in  the  first  suit  by  citizens 
or  taxpayers  may  be  a  bar  to  a  similar 
suit  by  other  citizens  or  taxpayers,  the 
prosecution  of  that  suit  must  have 
been  bona  fide,  and  free  from  fraud 
or  collusion.  Simpson  County  v. 
Buckley  (1904)  86  BUss.  713,  38  So. 
104;  Lindsay  v.  Allen  (1904)  112  Teniu 
637,  82  S.  W.  171.  See  also  People  ex 
rel.  Childress  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
(1921)  298  DL  616,  131  N.  E.  624, 
infra.  Compare  McClesky  v.  State 
(1893)  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  822,  28  S.  W. 
618,  set  out  supra. 

Thus,  a  judgment  dismissing  a  suit 
brought  by  a  citizen  and  taxpayer  to 
restrain  the  removal  of  a  county  seat 
by  county  officers  from  one  place  to 
another  is  not  a  bar  to  a  similar  suit 
by  other  taxpayers,  where  it  appears 
that  the  judgment  in  the  first  suit  was 
by  consent  or  compromise,  and  the 
first  suit  was  really  abandoned. 
Simpson  County  v.  Buckley  (Miss.) 
supra. 

So,  a  judgment  entered  in  a  suit  by 
citizens  and  taxpayers  to  enjoin  the 
removal  of  a  county  seat,  under  an 
agreement  with  defendants  b^  which 
the  plaintiffs  abandoned  the  suit,  is 
not  conclusive  upon  other  taxpayers, 
and  hence  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
suit  by  other  taxpayers,  involving  the 
same  question.  Lindsay  v.  Allen 
(1904)  112  Tenn.  637,  82  S.  W.  171, 
where  the  court  saVs:  "While  it  is 
proper  and  just  that  even  the  rights 
of  the  public  of  and  concerning  any 
special  matter  should  be  concluded 
by  one  fair  litigation  in  which  the 
matters  involved  were  faithfully  pre- 
sented and  considered,  it  should  be 
emphasized  that  the  litigation  must  be 
bona  fide,  fair,  and  honest  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end.  Those  who  as- 
sume, as  citizens  and  taxpayers,  ta 
stand  forth  as  the  champions  of  public 
rights,  and  the  conservators  of  the  in- 
terests of  all  other  citizens  and  tax- 
payers standing  in  the  like  case,  must 
discharge  their  voluntary  trust  with 
candor  and  with  such  reasonable  skill 
as  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that  there 
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has  been  no  such  gross  negligence  in 
the  conduct  of  the.  cause  as  would  be 
equivalent  to  a  fraudulent  surrender 
of  the  rights  involved  in  the  contro- 
versy, and  no  such  blundering  aban- 
donment of  acquired  advantages  as 
would  justly  sustain  an  imputation  of 
fraudulent  purpose  or  gross  incom- 
petency on  the  part  of  those  in  charge 
of  the  public's  case.  In  short,  before 
the  rights  of  the  public  are  concluded, 
there  must  be  a  reasonable  fair  pres- 
entation of  the  case  to  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  and  a  con- 
sideration and  determination  of  the 
matter  by  the  court." 

The  foregoing  statement  was  partly 
quoted  in  People  ex  rel.  Childress  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (1921)  298  III.  616, 
131  N.  E.  624,  in  holding  that  judg- 
ment for  the  complainants  in  a  friend- 
ly mandamus  proceeding  to  validate 
town  bonds  for  roads,  brought  by  cer- 
tain citizens,  asking  that  the  officials 
issue  the  bonds,  and  perfunctorily  an- 
swered by  the  commissioner  of  high- 
ways and  the  town  clerk,  does  not  bar 
other  taxpayers  from  contesting  taxes 
to  pay  such  bonds^  • 

Special  Btatutea. 

In  Georgia,  the  statute  provides  a 
method  «for  judicial  validation  of 
bonds  of  counties,  municipalities,  or 
divisions,  making  the  judgment  of 
validation  forever  conclusive  upon  the 
validity  of  the  bonds  against  the  coun- 
ty, municipality,  or  division,  and  pro- 
viding that  'the  validity  of  said  bonds 
shall  never  be  called  in  question  in 
any  court  in  this  state." 

Such  judgment  is  conclusive  upon  a 
taxpayer  or  citizen.  Rountree  v.  Rentz 
(1904)  119  Ga.  885,  47  S.  E.  828;  Baker 
V.  Cartersville  (1906)  127  Ga.  221,  56 
S.  E.  249;  Farmer  v.  Thomson  (1909) 
133  Ga.  94,  65  S.  E.  180;  Holton  v. 
Camilla  (1910)  134  Ga.  560,  31  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  116.  68  S.  E.  472,  20  Ann.  Cas. 
199;  Thomas  v.  Blakely  (1914)  141  Ga. 
488,  81  S.  E.  218;  Whiddon  v.  Fletcher 
(1920)  150  Ga.  39,  102  S.  E.  350.  See 
also  Lippitt  v.  Albany  (1908)  131  Ga. 
629,  63  S.  E.  33. 

Under  a  statute  providing  for  con- 
tests by  citizens  as  to  the  result  of  a 
local  election  in  regard  to  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors,  it  was  held  that 
20  A.L.R.— 72. 


a  judgment  against  the  contestants, 
and  holding  that  the  majority  of  the 
legal  votes  cast  at  the  election  was 
against  the  sale,  was  conclusive 
against  a  citizen  indicted  for  selling 
such  liquors,  although  he  was  not  a 
party  to  the  contest.  Locke  v.  Com. 
(1902)  118  Ky.  864,  69  S.  W.  763. 

In  Home  Constr.  Co.  v.  Duncan 
(1902)  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  94,  68  S.  W.  15, 
it  was  held  that  an  action  by  tax- 
payers, on  behalf  of  themselves  and 
other  taxpayers,  being  a  proceeding  in 
rem,  provided  by  law  to  test  the  valid- 
ity of  a  city  ordinance,  a  judgment 
determining  that  the  ordinance  was 
valid  was  binding  upon  all  the  city's 
taxpayers. 

It  has  been  held  in  Ohio  that  where 
a  city  solicitor  prosecutes  under  the 
Municipal  Code  an  action  to  final  judg- 
ment, no  taxpayer  of  the  corporation 
has  the  right  to  maintain  any  action 
for  the  same  cauBe,  but  all  become 
bound  by  the  judgment  finally  ren- 
dered in  such  case.  Cincinnati  Union 
Stock  Yards  Co.  ▼.  Cincinnati  (1913) 
34  Ohio  C.  C.  251;  Thorns  v.  Green- 
wood (1878)  6  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint.  639. 

Miseellaaeoiu. 

Where  city  commissioners  of  a 
market  place  sued  the  city  and  its 
marshal  to  enjoin  them  from  remov- 
ing a  market  house  erected  in  the 
street  under  an  ordinance,  the  city  was 
not  estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  the 
ordinance,  although,  some  years  be- 
fore, the  city  attorney  brought  an  ac- 
tion against  the  city  to  have  the  ordi- 
nance declared  void,  etc.,  and  made 
parties  defendant  many  persons,  in- 
cluding the  commissioners  of  the  said 
market  place,  in  which  action,  while 
other  defendants  filed  an  elaborate  an- 
swer, the  city  simply  made  a  general 
denial,  and  by  the  judgment  the  bill 
was  dismissed  (Peters  v.  St.  Louis 
(1910)  226  Mo.  62,  125  S.  W.  1134,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  1069),  the  court  considering 
that  the  parties  to  the  present  action 
were  not  adversary  parties  in  the 
former  action. 

The  following  cases,  while  beyond 
the  strict  scope  of  this  annotation,  are 
of  interest  in  this  connection : 

Where  a  citizen  brought  an  action 
to  restrain  A  and  B  from  selling  liquor 
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ID  a  certain  town,  and  it  was  adjudi- 
cated therein  that  a  majority  of  the 
voters  had  filed  a  petition  under  stat- 
ute, requesting  that  the  bar  to  j>rose* 
cution  for  selling  intoxicating  liquors 
in  said  town  be  removed,  and  that 
therefore  such  bar  was  removed^  such 
adjudication  was  held  binding  on  a 
stranger,  in  a  suit  by  another  citizen 
to  restrain  such  stranger  from  selling 
intoxicating  liquors  in  said  town.  Mc- 
Conkie  v.  Remley  (1903)  119  Iowa, 
612,  93  N.  W.  505. 

Where  the  state,  on  the  relation  of 
the  attorney  general,  had  applied  for  a 
quo  warranto,  against  the  governor's 
appointees,  the  purpose  of  the  action 
being  to  obtain  an  adjudication  upon 
the  validity  of  the  statute  under  which 
th^  had  been  appointed^  and  the  judg- 
ment was  of  ouster,  and  held  that  the 
statute  was  unconstitutional,  the  state, 
on  the  relation  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral, may  not,  by  a  new  application 
for  quo  warranto,  try  the  question 
over  again,  Hiough  some  of  the  re- 
spondents and  interveners  were  not 
parties  to  the  first  action.  State  ex 
rel.  Smyth  ▼.  Kennedy  (1900)  60  Neb. 
800,  83  N.  W.  87. 


A  judgment  in  an  action  by  the 
state,  on  the  relation  of  the  mayor  of 
a  city,  against  the  county  assessor,  di- 
recting the  defendant  to  extend  cer- 
tain taxes  upon  the  rolls,  is  no  bar  to 
an  action  against  the  county  by  a  tax- 
payer, to  strike  such  taxes  off  the  rolls 
as  against  its  property,  as  both  par- 
ties to  the  prior  action  represented  in- 
terests adverse  to  the  taxpayer. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Snohomish  Coun- 
ty (1918)  101  Wadi.  686, 172  Pac.  878. 

In  Sauls  V.  Freeman  (1888)  24  Fla. 
209,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  190,  4  So.  525, 
it  was  held  that  a  judgment  in  man- 
damus, commanding  the  county  com- 
missioners to  call  an  election  on  the 
question  of  changing  the  location  of 
the  county  site,  is  a  bar  to  a  bill  in 
equity,  instituted  by  registered  voters 
other  th|in  those  who  were  relators  in 
the  mandamus,  to  restrain  the  com- 
missioners from  moving  the  county 
records  to  the  place  chosen  as  the 
county  site  at  such  election,  the  mat- 
ters aUeged  in  the  bill  being  such  as 
could  have  been  set  up  by  the  commis- 
sioners in  the  mandamus  proceeding. 

Om    S*    Om 


JOHN  L.  DOWNING 

V. 

MERCHANTS'  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  GREENE,  IOWA,  Appt 

Iptoa  Supreme  Court '^October  ISf  1021* 

(192  Iowa,  1250,  184  N.  W.  722.) 

Negligence  —  duty  with  respect  to  entrances  to  business  roonu 

1.  A  bank  owes  the  duty  to  all  who  come  to  its  banking  house  on  busi- 
ness to  exercise  reasonable  care  and  prudence  to  provide  a  safe  and 
suitable  entrance  to  the  banking  rooms,  and  have  the  approaches  thereto 
so  constructed  and  maintained  that  customers  will  not  be  liable  to  step 
into  dangerous  pitfalls  by  reason  of  misleading  doors. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1147.] 

Trial  —  negligence  as  question  of  law. 

2.  The  courts  should  declare  to  the 
jury  as  matter  of  law  that  one  seeking 
for  damages  for  personal  injuries  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  if 
under  the  facts  disclosed  all  fair- 
minded  and  reasonable  men  would 
agree  that  it  was  so. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  166.] 


Negligence  —  duty  of  custoner  to  see 
that  ^itrance  door  does  not  9pen 
upon  st^s. 

3.  The  court  cannot  say,  as  matter 
of  law,  that  one  about  to  enter  a  busi- 
ness building  to  which  the  public  is 
invited  for  the  transaction  of  business 
is  negligent  in  failing  to  look  to  the 
floor  of  the  vestibule  before  crossing 
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the  threshold  of  an  open  door  appar- 
ently leading  into  the  business  room, 
to  see  that  the  door  does  not  open 
upon  a  flight  of  steps. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  115;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1032.] 

Trial  —  question     for    jury  —  negli- 
gence of  one  entering  bank. 

4.  The  jury  must  determine  whether 
or  not  one  entering  a  bank  to  do  busi- 
ness with  its  officer  is  negligent  in 
stepping  through  an  open  door  with- 
out looking  to  see  whether  or  not  it  led 
to  a  flight  of  steps,  where  a  view 
through  the  door  exposed  the  inside 
of  the  bank  and  the  officer  sought,  and 
what  appeared  to  be  the  bank  counter, 
although  it  in  fact  led  to  the  basement 
past  a  railing  above  and  through 
which  the  view  was  obtained. 

—  negligence  of  bank  toward  custom- 
er. 

5.  The  jury  must  determine  whether 
or  not  a  bank  is  negligent  in  maintain- 


ing a  vestibule  entrance  to  its  bank- 
ing room  with  two  doors,  one  leading 
into  the  room  and  the  others  to  a  flight 
of  steps  to  the  basement,  but  which, 
when  open,  gave  a  view  of  the  interior 
of  the  banking  room. 

—  one  entering  bank  on  business  as 
licensee. 

6.  One  entering  a  bank  to  transact 
business  with  it,  and  also  with  an  em- 
ployee who  is  a  municipal  officer  and 
transacts  the  municipal  business  in 
the  bank  with  the  consent  of  its  au- 
thorities, is  something  more  than  a 
licensee  in  regard  to  the  care  due  him 
with  respect  to  safety  of  the  premises. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  66.] 

Appeal  —  excess    of    verdict  —  when 
set  aside. 

7.  A  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside 
for  excess  if  it  is  not  so  large  as  to 
indicate  passion  and  prejudice  on  the 
part  of  the  jury. 

[See  20  R.  G.  L.  282.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Butler 
County  (Kelley,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Sager  &  Sweet  and  J.  6.     L.R.A.(N.S.)  916,  92  Pac.  17;  Bremer 


Mitchell,  for  appellant: 

The  record  conclusively  demon- 
strates that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of 
law,  which  was  the  efficient  cause  of 
his  injury,  and  by  reason  of  which 
there  can  be  no  recovery. 

Devaney  v.  Omaha  &  C.  B.  Street  R. 
Co.  184  Iowa,  1084,  169  N.  W.  381; 
McCormick  v.  Ottumwa  R.  &  Light  Co. 
146  Iowa,  119, 124  N.  W.  889;  Williams 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  139  Iowa, 
552,  117  N.  W.  956;  Brooks  v.  W.  T. 
Joyce  Co.  127  Iowa,  266,  103  N.  W.  91, 
18  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  78 ;  Milne  v.  Walker, 
59  Iowa,  186,  18  N.  W.  101;  Hilsen- 
beck  V.  Guhring,  131  N.  Y.  674,  30 
N.  E.  580;  Buchholtz  v.  Radcliffe,  129 
Iowa,  27,  105  N.  W.  336,  19  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  219;  Ryerson  v.  Bathgate,  67 
N.  J.  L.  337,  57  L.R.A.  307,  51  Atl.  708, 
11  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  300;  Dreier  v.  Mc- 
Dermott,  157  Iowa,  726,  50  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  566,  141  N.  W.  315;  Clark  v. 
Fehlhaber,  106  Va.  803,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  442,  56  S.  E.  817;  Watson  v. 
Manltou  Ic  P.  P.  R.  Co.  41  Colo.  138, 17 


V.  Pleiss,  121  Wis.  61,  98  N.  W.  945, 
16  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  275;  Sanderson  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  167  Iowa, 
90,  149  N.  W.  188;  Burk  v.  Walsh,  118 
Iowa,  897,  92  N.  W.  65;  Schmidt  v. 
Bauer,  80  Cal.  565,  5  L.R.A.  580,  22 
Pac.  256;  Campbell  v.  Abbott,  176 
Mass.  246,  57  N.  E.  462;  Hutchins  v. 
Priestly  Exp.  Wagon  &  Sleigh  Co.  61 
Mich.  252,  28  N.  W.  85;  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Sanderson,  175  Ky.  11,  L.R.A. 
1917D,  890,  192  S.  W.  869;  Steger  v. 
Immen,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  246,  and  note, 
157  Mich.  494,  122  N.  W.  104;  Speck 
V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  108  Minn.  435, 
24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  249,  122  N.  W.  497,  17 
Ann.  Cas.  460;  Johnson  v.  Ramberg, 
49  Minn.  341,  51  N.  W.  1048 ;  Gaffney 
V.  Brown,  150  Mass.  479,  23  N.  E.  233 ; 
McNauprhton  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  136 
Iowa,  177, 113  N.  W.  844;  Piper  v.  New 
York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  224, 
41  L.R.A.  724,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  559,  50 
N.  E.  851,  4  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  331 ;  Weller 
V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  198  N.  Y.  98, 
189  Am.  St.  Rep.  798,  91  N.  E.  286; 
Rohrbacher  v.  Gillig,  203  N.  Y.  413,  96 
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N.  E.  738;  Brugher  v.  Buchtenkirch, 
167  N.  Y.  153,  60  N.  E.  420;  Hertz  v. 
Advertiser  Co.  201  Ala.  416,  L.R.A. 
1918F,  137,  78  So.  794;  Stanwood  v. 
Clancey,  106  Me.  72,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1213,  75  Atl.  293;  McCarvell  v.  Saw- 
yer, 173  Mass.  540,  73  Am.  St.  Rep. 
319,  54  N.  E.  259. 

The  record  entirely  fails  to  disclose 
any  evidence  of  ne^rligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  and  there  can,  there- 
fore, be  no  liability. 

McNaughton  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  136 
Iowa,  177,  113  N.  W.  844;  F.  W.  Wool- 
worth  &  Co.  V.  Conboy,  23  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
743,  95  C.  C.  A.  404,  170  Fed.  934; 
Hunnewell  v.  Haskell,  174  Mass.  557, 
55  N.  E.  320,  7  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  53 ;  Lord 
V.  Sherer  Dry  Goods  Co.  205  Mass.  1, 
27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  232,  137  Am.  St.  Rep. 
420,  90  N.  E.  1153,  18  Ann.  Cas.  41; 
Hollenbaek  v.  Clemmer,  66  Wash.  565, 
87  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  119  Pac.  1114,  2 
N.  C.  C.  A.  530 ;  Brooks  v.  W.  T.  Joyce 
Co.  127  Iowa,  269,  103  N.  W.  91,  18 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  78 ;  Milne  v.  Walker,  59 
Iowa,  186,  13  N.  W.  101;  Buchholtz  v. 
Radcliffe,  129  Iowa,  27,  105  N.  W.  336, 
19  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  219;  Bird  v.  Hart- 
Parr  Co.  165  Iowa,  542,  146  N.  W.  74 ; 
Larned  v.  Vanderlinde,  165  Mich.  464, 
131  N.  W.  165 ;  Hilsenbeck  v.  Guhring, 
131  N.  Y.  674,  30  N.  E.  580;  Hertz  v. 
Advertiser  Co.  201  Ala.  416,  L.R.A. 
1918F,  137,  78  So.  794. 

The  plaintiff,  upon  his  own  show- 
ing, was  a  mere  licensee  to  whom  the 
defendant  owed  no  duty  other  than  to 
protect  him  against  wanton  and  wilful 
injury,  and  the  record  is  susceptible 
of  no  other  inference  than  that  the 
defendant  discharged  its  full  duty 
toward  the  plaintiff. 

Benson  v.  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  77 
Md.  535,  20  L.R.A.  714,  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
436,  26  Atl.  973;  Galveston  Oil  Co.  v. 
Morton,  70  Tex.  400,  8  Am.  St.  Rep. 
611,  7  S.  W.  756;  Menteer  v.  Scalzo 
Fruit  Co.  240  Mo.  177,  144  S.  W.  838 ; 
Peake  v.  Buell,  90  Wis.  508,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  946,  63  N.  W.  1058 ;  McDermott  v. 
Sallaway,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  458,  note; 
29  C^c.  451;  Burner  v.  Higman  &,  S. 
Co.  127  Iowa,  580,  103  N.  W.  802; 
Muench  v.  Heinemann,  119  Wis.  441, 
96  N.  W.  800,  15  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  221. 

The  verdict  of  the  jury  is  excessive 
and  due  to  passion  and  prejudice. 

Etzkorn  v.  Oelwein,  142  Iowa,  107, 
120  N.  W.  636,  19  Ann.  Cas.  999; 
Chapman  v.  Pfarr,  145  Iowa,  196,  123 
N.  W.  992. 


Messrs.  M.  Hartness  and  E.  H.  Mc- 
Coy, for  appellee: 

The  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  was 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  and  not 
a  question  of  law  for  the  court 

Mathews  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  80  Iowa, 
459,  20  Am.  St  Rep.  436,  45  N.  W.  894; 
Lichtenberger  v.  Meriden,  91  Iowa,  45, 
58  N.  W.  1058;  Earl  v.  Cedar  Rapids, 
126  Iowa,  361,  106  Am.  St  Rep.  361, 
102  N.  W.  140;  Gardner  v.  Waterloo 
Cream  Separator  Co.  134  Iowa,  6,  111 
N.  W.  316;  Overton  v.  Waterloo,  164 
Iowa,  332,  145  N.  W.  889;  Erickson  v. 
Manson,  180  Iowa,  878,  160  N.  W.  276; 
Brown  v.  Stevens,  186  Mich.  311,  99 
N.  W.  12,  16  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  101 ;  Pel- 
ton  V.  Schmidt,  104  Mich.  345,  58  Am. 
St.  Rep.  462,  62  N.  W.  552 ;  Rhodius  v. 
Johnson,  24  Ind.  App.  401,  56  N.  B. 
942;  McRickard  v.  Flint,  114  N.  Y. 
222,  21  N.  E.  153 ;  Hendricken  v.  Mead- 
ows, 154  Mass.  599,  28  N.  E.  1054; 
Hommel  v.  Badger  State  Invest  Co. 
166  Wis.  235,  165  N.  W.  20;  Steinke  v. 
Halvorson,  46  N.  D.  10,  178  N.  W. 
964;  Brosnan  v.  Sweetser,  127  Ind.  1, 
26  N.  E.  555. 

Defendant  was  negligent  in  leaving 
the  door  leading  to  the  basement  open, 
and  in  not  providing  barriers  or  light 
to  prevent  persons  from  falling  down 
the  stairway. 

Gardner  v.  Waterloo  Cream  Separa- 
tor Co.  134  Iowa,  6,  111  N.  W.  816; 
Wilsey  v.  Jewett  Bros.  &  Co.  122  Iowa, 
315,  98  N.  W.  114;  Burner  v.  Higman 
&  S.  Co.  127  Iowa,  580,  108  N.  W.  802 ; 
Roth  V.  Buettell  Bros.  Co.  142  Iowa, 
212,  119  N.  W.  166;  Upp  v.  Darner, 
150  Iowa,  408,  32  L.R.A.(N5.)  743,  180 
N.  W.  409,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  574; 
Engel  V.  Smith,  82  Mich.  1,  21  Am.  St 
Rep.  549,  46  N.  W.  21 ;  Clopp  v.  Mear, 
134  Pa.  208,  19  Atl.  504;  Rhodius  v. 
Johnson,  24  Ind.  App.  401,  56  N.  E. 
942 ;  Brown  v.  Stevens,  136  Mich.  311, 
99  N.  W.  12,  16  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  101; 
Pelton  V.  Schmidt,  104  Mich.  845,  58 
Am.  St  Rep.  462,  62  N.  W.  552;  Mc- 
Rickard V.  Flint,  114  N.  Y.  222,  21 
N.  E.  158 ;  Hendricken  v.  Meadows,  154 
Mass.  599,  28  N.  E.  1054;  Brosnan  v. 
Sweetser,  127  Ind.  1,  26  N.  E.  555; 
Hommel  v.  Badger  State  Invest.  Co.  166 
Wis.  285,  165  N.  W.  20;  Steinke  v.  Hal- 
vorson, 46  N.  D.  10,  178  N.  W.  964. 

Even  if  the  plaintiff  was  to  concede, 
which  he  does  not  that  the  only  pur- 
pose in  going  to  the  bank  was  to  see 
Carney,  the  township  clerk,  the  plain- 


as  wouia  be  an  invitee  under  the 
record  and  entitled  to  the  same  degree 
of  care  as  if  be  went  to  the  bank  to 
transact  banking  business  only. 

Croft  V.  Chicago,  R.  1.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
132  Iowa,  687,  108  N.  W.  1053,  20  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  S34;  Connell  v.  Keokuk  Elec- 
tric R.  &  P.  Co.  131  Iowa,  fi22,  109 
N.  W.  177;  Whitman  v.  Chicago  G.  W. 
B.  Co.  171  Iowa,  277,  153  N.  W.  1023; 
Noyes  v.  Dea  Moines  Club,  178  Iowa, 
815,  160  N.  W.  215;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Means,  59  Ind.  App. 
383,  104  N.  E.  785,  108  N.  E.  375,  5 
N.  C.C.  A.  101;29Cyc.  457. 

The  verdict  was  not  excessive  nor 
the  result  of  passion  and  prejudice. 

Rose  V.  Ft.  Dodge,  180  Iowa,  331, 155 
N.  W.  170;  Whitney  v.  Sioux  City,  172 
Iowa,  336,  154  N.  W.  497;  Long  v.  Ot- 
tumwa  R.  &  Light  Co.  162  Iowa,  11, 
142  N.  W.  1008;  Sberwood  v.  Crescent 
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Faville,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  appellant  is  the  owner  of  a 
bank  building  in  Greene,  Iowa.  The 
building:  faces  the  south  and  is  lo- 
cated immediately  adjacent  to  a 
sidewalk.  In  the  front  of  the  build- 
ing is  a  vestibule  containing  two 
doors.  One  door  on  the  north  side 
of  the  vestibule  opens  into  the  lobby 
of  the  bank.  On  the  east  of  the 
vestibule  is  also  a  door  which  opens 
into  a  stairway  leading  to  the  base- 
ment. The  exterior  of  the  building 
showing  this  vestibule  and  the  doors 
is  shown  in  the  following  photo- 
graph: 

The  stairway  in  question  starts 
immediately  from  the  threshold  of 
the  east  door.    On  the  inside  of  the 


Creamery  Co.  130  Minn.  268, 158  N.  W. 
525;  Peery  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  128 
Minn. 119.  150  N.  W.  382. 


building  the  stairway  is  separated 
from  the  banking  room  by  a  balus- 
trade or  railing.    This  balustrade  is 
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the  same  height  as  the  bank  counter 
and  has  something  of  the  same  gen- 
eral appearance  and  construction. 
The  base  of  the  bank  counter  is  sol- 
id, while  the  balustrade  has  an  open 


lowing  photograph  shows  a  view  of 
this  balustrade,  taken  through  the 
open  doorway  leading  from  the 
vestibule  to  the  stairway  in  contro- 
versy : 


or  latticework  base,  and  the  top  of 
the  balustrade  is  narrower  than  the 
top  of  the  bank  counter.     The  fol- 


In  the  front  of  the  bank  building 
there  are  two  large  plate  glass  win- 
dows, one  of  which  appears  in  the 
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a»t  lotc*.  iu$.  at  V.  ir.  r».) 
first    photograph.     The    following     open  doorway  in  the  direction  of  the 
ia  a  plat  of  a  portion  of  the  ground     bank   officer,    and   as    soon    as   he 
fioor  of  the  baJak  showing  the  situs-     stepped  Uirough  the  doorway,  he 
tion :  was  precipitated  down  the  stairway 


TRAN<9M  «Vait 

PLATS  fiLASk 

5<»x5a-a* 


,;i— ^  |< — y-—^  |_«»'— ^ 


About  5  o'clock  in  the  afternoon 
of  April  1,  1916,  the  appellee,  desir- 
ing to  transact  some  business  with 
an  officer  of  the  bank,  entered  the 
vestibule  of  the  bank.  It  was  a 
bright  day  and  the  sun  was  shin- 
ing. The  appellee  had  been  to  the 
bank  once  or  twice  before  the  day 
in  question.  At  the  time  he  entered 
the  vestibule  the  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  the  door  leading  into  the 
bank  lobby  or  corridor  was  closed 
and  the  curtain  drawn,  and  that  the 
door  on  the  right  or  east  side  of  the 
vestibule,  leading  to  the  stairway, 
was  open.  This  door  swung  into 
the  vestibule,  so  that,  when  opened, 
it  partially,  at  least,  obstructed  the 
door  leading  into  the  bank.  As  the 
appellee  entered  the  vestibule,  he 
claims,  the  open  doorway  was  in 
front  of  him,  and  he  looked  through 
the  opening  and  across  the  balus- 
trade, above  referred  to,  and  saw 
the  officer  of  the  bank  for  whom  he 
was  looking  in  the  banking  room. 
He  testified  that  he  believed  the  bal- 
ustrade to  have  been  the  bank  coun- 
ter, and  believed  that  he  was  walk- 
ing into  the  bank  proper.  He  im- 
mediately   proceeded    through    the 


and  suffered  the  injuries  complained 
of. 

I.  It  is  urged  in  behalf  of  the 
appellant  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances  surrounding  the   accident, 
the  appellee  was  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence,  and  that  the  court 
should  have  so  directed  the  jury  and 
withdrawn  the  case  from  its  con- 
sideration.    If  all  fair-minded  and 
reasonable  men  would  agree,  under 
the  facts  disclosed,  that  the  appellee 
was  guilty  of  con-  T,i»i-Be«ii- 
tributory  negli-  ««>»>■  «■■•■- 
gence,      then      the  ""  "'  •""• 
court  should  so  declare,  as  a  matter 
of  law. 

It  is  urged  that  the  appellee  must 
be  held  to  be  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  because  of  the  fact  that, 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed, 
he  passed  through  the  open  door- 
way without  looking  to  see  where  he 
was  stepping.  It  must  be  remem- 
bered that  this  was  a  building  that 
the  public  was  invited  to  enter.  If 
the  jury  believed  the  appellee's  tes- 
timony regarding  the  conditions 
surrounding  him  at  the  time,  he  be- 
lieved, and  had  reason  to  believe, 
that  he  was  walking  through  the 
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open  doorway  into  the  bank  building 
to  transact  business  with  an  officer 
of  the  bank,  whom  he  saw,  and  who 
was  behind  what  appeared  to  ap- 
pellee to  be  the  counter  of  the  bank. 
It  is  strenuously  argued  that,  if 
he  had  looked  to  the  floor,  he  would 
have  seen  the  open  stairway,  and 
that  it  was  his*  duty  so  to  look,  and 
to  observe  where  he  was  walking. 
We  are  not  prepared  to  hold  that, 
Ne  11  ence-         ^®  ^  matter  of  law, 

duty  of  caatomer  &     perSOn     abOUt     tO 

en/rrneJ*  door  ^nter  a  bank,  store, 
does  not  open  Or  Other  busiuess 
npon  .tep..  building,  wWch  the 

public  is  invited  to  enter  for  the 
'^transaction  of  business,  is  guilty  of 
negligence  in  failing  to  look  to  the 
floor  of  the  vestibule  or  corridor  of 
such  a  place  of  business  before 
crossing  the  threshold  of  an  open 
door. 

As  a  general  rule,  it  may  be  stat- 
ed that  the  defendant  owed  a  duty 
to  all  persons  who  properly  came 
to  the  bank  on  business  to  exercise 

-dot    witk  reasonable  care  and 

reapJ^t^o  prudence  to  provide 

£Slff?.7'r<;irm.     a  safe  and  suitable 

entrance  to  said 
bank,  and  to  have  the  approaches 
thereto  so  constructed  and  main- 
tained that  visitors  would  not  be 
liable  to  step  into  dangerous  pitfalls 
by  reason  of  misleading  doors.  As 
bearing  on  this  general  proposition, 
see  Foren  v.  Rodick,  90  Me.  276,  38 
Atl.  175 ;  Gordon  v.  Cummings,  152 
Mass.  513,  9  L.R.A.  640,  23  Am. 
St.  Rep.  846,  25  N.  E.  978;  Hay- 
ward  V.  Merrill,  94  111.  349,  34  Am. 
Rep.  229;  Camp  v.  Wood,  76  N.  Y. 
92,  32  Am.  Rep.  282;  Gillvon  v. 
Reilly,  50  N.  J.  L.  26,  11  Atl.  481. 

"It  is  a  sound  rule  of  law  that  it 
is  not  contributory  negligence  not 
to  look  out  for  danger  when 
there  is  no  reason  to  apprehend 
any."  Engel  v.  Smith,  82  Mich.  1, 
21  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  46  N.  W.  21. 

The  cases  discussing  the  question 
of  contributory  negligence  and  neg- 
ligence,  where  the  facts  are  similar 
to  those  in  the  case  at  bar,  are  some- 
what numerous.  We  cannot  review 
all  of  them. 


In  Hayward  v.  Merrill,  94  HI. 
349,  34  Am.  Rep.  229,  plaintiff  was 
a  guest  at  a  hotel.  His  room  was  in 
the  hallway  and  was  numbered  "88.^' 
It  was  the  corner  room.  About  2^ 
feet  from  it  was  another  room  nimi- 
bered  "40."  The  doors  of  the  two 
rooms  were  alike.  Gas  was  burning 
in  the  hall,  but  not  very  brightly. 
The  plaintiff  had  recently  been  a 
guest  at  the  hotel,  and  occupied 
room  38,  which  was  now  assigned 
him.  By  mistake  he  opened  room 
No.  40,  and  fell  down  an  opening, 
and  was  injured.  It  was  held  that 
the  case  was  properly  for  the  jury. 

In  McRickard  v.  Flint,  114  N.  Y. 
226,  21  N.  E.  153,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  was  in  defendants' 
building,  where  he  observed  a  fold- 
ing door  that  was  usually  kept 
closed  during  the  day.  When  he  ap- 
proached the  folding  door,  it  was 
partly  open,  and  he  opened  it  far- 
ther and  entered.  It  was  between 
12  and  1  o'clock  in  the  afternoon, 
and  within  the  room  it  was  light. 
If  the  plaintiff  had  stopped  and 
looked  about  him  when  he  entered 
the  door,  he  could  evidently  have 
seen  the  situation.  The  court  held 
that  the  question  of  contributory 
negligence  of  the  plaintiff  was  prop- 
erly for  the  jury. 

In  Clopp  V.  Mear,  134  Pa.  203, 19 
Atl.  504,  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant's store  had  two  entrances, 
which  presented  the  same  appear- 
ance when  the  outside  doors  were 
closed.  Between  these  doors  was  a 
display  window.  The  northerly  en- 
trance was  intended  for  purchasers. 
When  the  doors  were  closed,  as  they 
were  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  the 
entrances  were  externally  alike. 
Plaintiff  and  her  friend,  passing  the 
store,  saw  in  the  window  an  article 
which  one  of  them  wished  to  pur- 
chase. Plaintiff  opened  the  south- 
erly door  and  plunged  into  a  cellar. 
It  was  held  that  the  questions  of 
negligence  and  contributory  negli- 
gence were  properly  for  the  jury. 

Rhodius  V.  Johnson,  24  Ind.  App. 
401,  56  N.  E.  942,  is  a  case  where 
a  woman  stepped  from  a  hallway 
through  an  open  door  into  an  ele- 
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vator  shaft.  The  evidence  shows 
that,  when  she  opened  the  door,  she 
walked  in  without  paying  any  at« 
tention  to  what  she  was  stepping 
into.  The  court  said:  "The  ques- 
tion to  be  determined  from  the  evi^ 
dence  is  whether  appellee  was  pro* 
ceeding  as  an  ordinarily  prudent 
person  would  have  proceeded  under 
the  circumstances.  The  open  door- 
way, if  not  an  invitation  to  enter, 
was  certainly  not  a  warning  of  dan- 
ger. What  is  due  care  must  depend 
upon  circumstances.^'  The  court 
held  that  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  was  for  the  jury. 

In  Foren  v.  Rodick,  supra,  it  ap« 
peared  that  a  set  of  offices  in  a 
building  were  occupied  by  a  physi- 
cian^ and  a  sign  bearing  the  phy- 
sician's name  was  affixed  to  the 
outside  of  the.  building  a  few  feet 
above  the  sidewalk,  one  end  being 
fastened  to  the  casing  on  the  right- 
hand  side  of  the  cellar  door,  and  the 
other  end  to  the  casing  on  the  left- 
hand  side  of  the  main  entrance  door. 
The  plaintiff,  desiring  to  visit  the 
physician,  by  mistake,  opened  the 
door  to  the  cellar,  and  fell  and  was 
injured.  The  evidence  showed  that 
the  double  doors  of  the  main  en- 
trance were  open,  revealing  a  vesti- 
bule or  lobby;  that  the  store  and 
sidewalk  and,  to  some  extent,  the 
landing  at  the  entrance,  were  light- 
ed by  electric  lights,  and  the  cellar 
was  well  provided  with  windows. 
The  plaintiff  testified  that  she  took 
no  pains  to  know  where  she  was 
stepping.  The  court  said:  "She 
was  seeking  to  enter  the  building  by 
the  implied  invitation  of  the  defend- 
ants. She  had  a  right  to  expect  rea- 
sonable safety  and  convenience  in 
the  approaches.  She  was  not  re- 
quired to  use  extraordinary  pre- 
caution, but  only  such  ordinary  care 
and  caution  as  persons  of  reasonable 
prudence,  care,  and  discretion  usu- 
ally and  ordinarily  exercise  under 
such  circumstances."  It  was  held 
to  be  a  case  for  the  jury. 

In  Gordon  v.  Cummings,  162 
Mass.  513,  9  L.R.A.  640,  23  Am.  St. 
Rep.  846,  25  N.  E.  978,  an  elevator 
well  in  a  building  opened  directly 


on  the  street  by  a  doorway  separat- 
ed by  a  post  1  foot  wide  from  the 
entrance  to  the  hallway  of  the  build- 
ing, which  was  of  about  the  same 
coinstruction,  and  the  threshold  of 
which  was  a  continuation  of  that 
of  the  elevator  entrance,  but  not 
quite  of  the  same  width.  The  en- 
trance to  the  hallway  proper  had 
no  door,  but  the  entrance  to  the  ele- 
vator tould  be  closed  by  a  door  and 
by  hooking  a  chain  across  it.  Plain- 
tiff, seeking  to  enter  the  hallway  on 
a  dark  evening,  stepped  into  the  ele- 
vator entrance,  which  was  not 
ck)sed,  and  was  injured.  The  plain- 
tiff had  passed  very  many  times, 
and  was  aware  that  the  two  en- 
trances were  close  to  each  other. 
The  court  hdd  that  the  case  was 
properly  submitted  to  the  jury. 

In  Engel  v.  Smith,  82  Mich.  1,  21 
Am.  St  Rep.  549,  46  N.  W.  21,  we 
quote  from  the  syllabus  as  follows 
(46  N.  W.  21) : 

"In  front  of  the  rear  door  of  their 
store,  and  about  a  foot  and  a  half 
distant  from  it,  defendants  main"- 
tained  a  hatchway  opening  into  the 
cellar.  There  was  no  railing  around 
the  hatchway,  and  such  door  was 
freely  used  for  entrance  into  the 
store.  Plaintiff,  who  did  business 
in  the  store,  went  out  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  one  of  defendants'  employ- 
ees, and  in  his  absence  the  hatchway 
was  opened.  The  door  was  left  un- 
locked, and  no  one  stationed  at  the 
opening  to  give  notice  thereof. 
Plaintiff  returned  through  such 
door,  and  fell  through  the  hatchway. 
Held,  that  defendants  were  negli- 
gent. 

"Plaintiff  was  fully  acquainted 
with  the  location  of  the  hatchway, 
and  knew  that  it  was  customary,  at 
the  time  of  day  the  accident  hap- 
pened, to  use  it.  He  did  not  stop  to 
see  whether  the  trapdoor  was  open, 
but  it  had  been  customary  to  keep 
tiie  door  locked  when  the  hatchway 
was  opened.  Held,  that  the  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  was 
for  the  jury." 

Appellant  relies  upon  McNaugh- 
ton  V.  niinois  C.  R.  Co.  136  Iowa, 
177,  113  N.  W.  844,  as  being  con- 
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trolling  in  this-  case.  We  do  not  so 
regard  it.  In  that  case  a  lady  en- 
tered the  women's  waiting  room  of 
a  railway  station  and  immediately 
opened  a  door  supposing  it  to  be  the 
door  to  the  toilet  room,  stepped 
through,  and  fell  to  the  bottom  of 
a  stairway.  The  word  "Basement" 
was  painted  upon  the  door,  although 
it  was  obscured  by  the  people  gath- 
ered about  it.  The  door  to  the  toi« 
let  room  was  properly  designated, 
but  this  was  somewhat  obscured 
from  view  by  its  location.  The  situ*- 
ation  is  altogether  different  from 
that  disclosed  in  the  instant  case. 
We  held  in  the  McNaughton  Case 
that  it  was  not  negligence,  under  the 
circumstances,  for  the  railway  com- 
pany to  maintain  this  closed  door, 
with  a  knob  and  catch  on  it,  leading 
to  the  basement.  We  said :  "E!very 
precaution  had  been  taken,  save 
that  of  locking  it,  against  its  im- 
proper use.'' 

The  situation  is  altogether  dif- 
ferent from  that  in  the  case  at  bar, 
where  the  door  in  question  was  so 
located  that,  when  open,  as  Hie  evi- 
dence tends  to  show  it  was  when 
the  accident  happened,  it  was  the 
apparent  way  provided  for  persons 
having  business  with  the  bank  to 
enter  for  the  transaction  of  such 
business.  The  open  door,  the  pres- 
ence of  the  man  with  whom  appel- 
lee had  business,  the  appearance  of 
the  balustrade,  and  all  the  attendant 
circumstances  were  such  that  the 
jury  might  have  found  that  appellee 
was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  fail- 
ing to  look  toward  the  spot  where  he 
was  about  to  step  as  he  passed 
through  the  open  doorway.  As 
bearing  on  this  question,  see  Math- 
ews v.  Cedar  Rapids,  80  Iowa,  459, 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  436,  45  N.  W.  894 ; 
Overton  v.  Waterloo,  164  Iowa,  332, 
145  N.  W.  889 ;  Erickson  v.  Manson, 
180  Iowa,  378,  160  N.  W.  276. 

Under  all  tiie  facts  and  circum- 
stances disclosed  by  this  record,  it 
was  undoubtedly  a  question  for  the 
„  ,  ,  ^,  jury  to  determine 
I^r^Z^T^S^u.  Whether  or  not  the 
nteA»ff'b»k.     appellee  was  guilty 

of  negligence  in 
stepping  through  the  open  doorway 


under  the  circumstances  disclosed, 
and  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  di- 
rect a  verdict  on  this  ground.  As 
bearing  somewhat  on  the  general 
proposition  involved,  see  Gardner  v. 
Waterloo  Cream  Separator  Co.  134 
Iowa,  6,  111  N.  W.  316. 

Neither  was  it  error  on  the  part 
of  the  court  to  refuse  to  direct  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
appellant  on  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence fails  to  show  that  it  was 
guilty  of  negligence.  It  must  be  re- 
membered that  this  building  was 
one  to  which  the  public  was  invited 
to  come  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
acting business.  It  certeinly  was 
for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  ap- 
pellant was  guilty  «.«^uk«im 
of  negligence  in  i^S  tow* 
maintaining  this  ••^•~'- 
building  with  the  two  doors  in 
close  proximity  opening  from  this 
vestibule,  one  of  whidi  the  public 
was  invited  and  expected  to  «i- 
ter,  and  the  other  of  which  oi)ened 
directly  into  a  precipitous  stairway. 
It  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
it  was  negligence  to  permit  the  door 
leading  to  this  stairway  to  be  open 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed 
by  the  record,  if  the  jury  found 
that  it  was  open,  and  to  leave  the 
same  without  barrier  or  guard  to 
protect  one  who  might  enter  the 
vestibule.  The  question  of  appel- 
lant's negligence  under  all  of  the 
facts  was  clearly  one  for  flie  jury, 
and  the  court  did  not  err  in  not  di- 
recting a  verdict. 

II.  It  is  urged  that  the  appellee 
was  a  mere  licensee.  The  evidence 
of  the  appellee  was  to  the  effect  that 
he  went  to  the  bank  to  transact  some 
business  with  the  bank  regarding 
the  settlement  of  a  sale ;  also  to  see 
one  of  the  officers  of  the  bank  in  re- 
gard to  a  township  matter.  The 
bank  knew  that  the  officer  of  the 
bank  was  also  an  officer  of  the  town- 
ship, and  did  township  business  at 
the  bank  with  the  consent  of  ite  of- 
ficers. Under  these  circumstances 
the  appellee  was  something  more 
than  a  mere  licensee  ^^^  enten... 
in  going  upon  the  i^«ik  o«  bvaiacM 
premises  to  conduct  **  "••■^•* 
this  business,  even  though  it  was  of 
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a  dual  character.  The  instruction 
complained  of  on  this  subject  was 
proper  and  meets  with  our  approv- 
al. 

III.  It  is  strenuously  urged  that 
the  verdict  returned  by  the  jury  of 
$2,750  is  excessive,  and  is  the  result 
of  passion  and  prejudice  on  the  part 
of  the  jury.  The  verdict  is  large 
for  the  injury  sustained.  The  ap- 
pellee's damages  are  not  to  be  meas- 
ured by  tiie  mere  loss  of  time,  but 
are  also  for  pain  and  suffering,  for 
which  the  amount  to  be  awarded  is 
peculiarly  within  the  province  of 
the  jury.  The  plaintiff's  injuries 
were  somewhat  serious  and  painful. 
We  cannot  say  that  the  amount 


awarded  is  so  large  as  to  be  indica- 
tive of  passion  and  Ap»e«i-exo«M 
prejudice  on  the  ef  ▼^diet-wk^i^ 
part  of  the  jury.  "•^  •***•• 
We  cannot  substitute  our  judgment 
for  that  of  the  jury  in  a  matter  of 
this  kind,  where  the  verdict  does  not 
appear  to  be  excessive,  or  to  be  the 
result  of  passion  and  pi^judice.  We 
find  no  errors  urged  by  the  appel- 
lant which  would  justify  a  reversal 
of  the  case. 

It  therefore  follows  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  District  Court  must  be 
affirmed. 

EvanSy  Ch.  J.,  and  Stevens  and 
Arthur^  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


ANNOTATION. 

lUbSHy  lor  mjary  to  person  on  biisineM  premiset  in 

throogh  wrong  doorway. 


of 


L  Person    entering    or    leaving    itore, 
office,  or  the  like: 

a.  Generally,  1147. 

b.  Effect    of    contributory    negli- 

gence, 1162. 
n.  Guest  in  hotel,  1154. 
III.  Passenger,  1155. 


/•  2*6reoM 


ewterintf    or    leaving    atore, 
a/9lo0,  or  the  Wee. 


«.  OeneraUy. 

Where  a  store,  office  building,  or 
similar  business  establishment  to 
which  the  public  is  impliedly  invited 
to  resort  has  a  door  leading  to  a  cel- 
lar, elevator  shaft,  or  other  dangerous 
place,  which  is  left  unfastened,  and 
which  from  its  location  and  appear- 
ance may  be  mistaken  for  a  door 
which  a  member  of  the  public  on  the 
premises  is  entitled  to  use,  the  pro- 
prietor is  liable  to  a  person  who  by 
mistake  passes  through  that  door  and 
is  injured.  Rhodius  v.  Johnson 
(1900)  24  Ind.  App.  401,  56  N.  E.  942 ; 
Poren  v.  Rodick  (1897)  90  Me.  276,  88 
Atl.  175;  Gordon  v.  Cummings  (1890) 
152  Mass.  518,  9  L.R.A.  640,  28  AnL 
St.  Rep.  846,  25  N.  E.  978;  Camp  v. 
Wood  (1879)  76  N.  Y.  92,  32  Am.  Rep. 
282;  McRickard  v.  Flint  (1889)  114 
N.  Y.  226,  21  N.  E.  158;  Clopp  v.  Mear 
(1890)  184  Pa.  203,  19  Atl.  504.    And 


see  the  reported  case  (Downing  v. 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  ante,  1188). 

In  Schmidt  v.  Bauer  (1889)  80  Cal. 
565,  5  LJR.A.  580,  22  Pac.  256,  the 
court  said:  "The  keeper  of  a  public 
place  of  business  is  bound  to  keep  his 
premises  and  the  passageways  to  and 
from  them  in  safe  condition,  and  to 
use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  accident  or 
injury  to  those  properly  entering  up- 
on his  premises  on  business." 

However,  a  person  who  has  re- 
ceived an  injury  in  consequence  of 
passing  through  a  wrong  doorway  in 
a  part  of  the  building  not  designed 
for  the  use  of  unattended  customers 
cannot  recover  unless  he  was  induced 
to  enter  therein  by  the  invitation  or 
allurement  of  the  keeper  of  the  prem- 
ises. Ibid.;  Menteer  v.  Scalzo  Fruit 
Co.  (1912)  240  Mo.  177,  144  S.  W. 
888. 

In  Schmidt  v.  Bauer  (Oil.)  supra, 
the  evidence  showed  substantially 
that  the  defendant  was  a  keeper  of  a 
liquor  saloon,  and  that  his  private 
residence  was  connected  therewith,  in 
the  same  building;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  in  the  saloon  drinking  beer;  that 
he  asked  the  defendant  the  way  to  the 
urinal;  that  the  defendant  pointed 
the  way;  that  in  the  direction  Indi- 
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cated  by  him  there  was  a  stairway 
leading  to  the  urinal  in  the  basement 
of  the  building,  and  on  the  wall  the 
word  "Toilet"  was  painted  in  large 
letters  to  direct  the  way;  that  in  the 
same  general  direction  pointed  out  by 
the  defendant  there  was  a  door  lead- 
ing out  on  to  a  porch,  back  of  the 
defendant's  dwelling  or  family  rooms, 
from  which  a  stairway  led  down  into 
the  back  yard;  that  the  plaintiff,  in- 
stead of  taking  the  stairway  leading 
to  the  urinal  connected  with  the  sa- 
loon, passed  through  the  door  out  on 
to  the  porch  and  down  into  the  back 
yard,  where  there  was  a  urinal  for  the 
use  of  the  family;  that  the  plaintiff 
attempted  to  return  to  the  saloon,  but 
instead  of  coming  through  the  door 
through  which  he  had  passed  out,  he 
opened  another  door  leading  into  an- 
other and  private  part  of  the  house, 
where  the  floor  had  been  taken  up  for 
the  purpose  of  making  repairs,  and, 
stepping  in,  was  precipitated  into  a 
cellar  and  injured;  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  know  the  condition  of  the 
building  which  caused  his  fall,  and 
that  he  supposed  that  he  was  coming 
back  through  the  door  at  which  he 
had  gone  out.  It  also  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  both  denied  and  admitted 
that  he  knew  what  the  word  "Toilet" 
painted  on  the  wall  meant,  but  testi- 
fied that  he  did  not  see  it.  Holding 
the  plaintiff  to  be  a  bare  licensee,  and 
the  defendant  to  be  free  from  any  ac- 
tionable negligence,  the  court  said: 
"Conceding  that  the  respondent  was 
not  wrongfully  in  the  place  where  the 
accident  occurred,  and  giving  the 
most  liberal  construction  to  his  evi- 
dence, he  was  there  by  the  mere  li- 
cense of  the  appellant,  and  for  that 
reason  the  appellant  owed  him  no 
duty,  and  he  went  there  subject  to 
all  the  risks  attending  his  going." 

It  was  alleged  in  Menteer  v.  Scalzo 
Fruit  Co.  (1912)  240  Ma.  177,  144  S. 
W.  833,  that  the  plaintiff's  intestate 
met  his  death  as  the  result  of  mis- 
taking the  door  of  an  elevator  shaft, 
at  the  bottom  of  which  he  was  found, 
for  a  passageway  of  some  other  na- 
ture in  the  defendant's  store.  There 
was  no  evidence  that  customers  were 
permitted  to,  or  did,  visit  that  part 


of  the  building  unattended,  nor  was 
there  any  evidence  that  the  intestate 
had  ever  been  there.  Affirming  a 
nonsuit  the  court  said:  "A  mer- 
chant's duty  to  use  ordinary  care  to 
keep  the  premises  to  which  he  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  invites  customers 
in  such  condition  as  to  prevent  injury 
to  them  .  .  .  arises  out  oit  and  is 
coextensive  both  as  to  time  and  place 
with,  the  invitation  extended.  To 
create  an  obligation  of  this  kind  the 
invitation  must  proceed  from  the  mer- 
chant to  the  customer  as  an  individ- 
ual, or  as  one  of  a  class  or  of  the  pub- 
lic, and  cannot  be  enlarged  by  the 
customer  to  include  parts  of  the 
premises  to  which  the  invitation  does 
not  extend.  When  an  invitee  steps 
clearly  beyond  the  bounds  of  his  in- 
vitation, he  then  becomes  a  mere  li- 
censee, at  most,  and  must  take  as  he 
finds  it  the  part  of  the  premises  he 
then  enters.  He  may  complain  of 
wanton  or  intentional  injury  or  active 
negligence,  it  is  said,  but  not  that  the 
place  into  which  he  goes  for  his  own 
purposes,  and  without  invitation,  was 
not  made  safe  in  anticipation  of  his 
unexpected  and  undesired  presence.*' 
In  Clopp  V.  Mear  (1890)  134  Pa. 
203,  19  Atl.  504,  the  court  stated  the 
facts  and  its  conclusion  as  follows: 
"It  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
defendants'  store,  on  the  west  side  of 
Second,  north  of  Arch  street,  had  two 
entrances,  which  presented  the  same 
appearance  when  the  outside  doors 
were  closed,  as  was  the  case  on  the 
day  that  plaintiff  was  injured.  Be- 
tween these  doors  or  places  of  en- 
trance was  a  bulk  window,  in  which 
articles  of  chinaware,  queen's  ware, 
etc.,  were  displayed.  The  northerly 
entrance  was  intended  for  purchas- 
ers, and  when  the  outside  door  was 
open  it  revealed  an  inside  door,  on 
the  side  of  which  was  an  enameled 
plate  with  the  word  Tush'  painted 
on  it;  but,  when  all  the  outer  doors 
were  closed,  as  they  were  on  the  day 
plaintiff  fell  into  the  hatchway,  both 
entrances  were  externally  alike,  as  to 
size,  shape,  appearance,  etc.,  and 
equally  inviting  to  anyone,  not  fa- 
miliar with  the  premises,  wishing  to 
enter  the  store.    In  front  of  both  was 
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a  ...arble  slab,  forming  a  step  from 
the  sidewalk.  Immediately  behind  the 
southerly  door  or  entrance,  and  with- 
in a  few  inches  of  the  doorsill,  was 
a  hoistway  8  or  10  feet  square.  When 
not  in  use,  a  trapdoor  flush  with  the 
floor  covered  the  opening  into  the  cel- 
lar, and  those  connected  with  the 
store  used  it  as  a  passageway  and 
entrance.  When  the  hoistway  was  in 
use,  the  trapdoor  was  ui>— not  across 
the  entrance,  but  at  right  angles 
thereto.  The  front  door  was  usually 
locked;  but,  on  the  day  of  the  acci- 
dent the  hoistway  had  been  used,  and 
the  men  had  gone  to  another  part  of 
the  store,  leaving  it  open  and  the 
front  door  unlocked.  The  plaintiff 
and  her  friend,  passing  the  store,  saw 
in  the  window  an  article  which  one  of 
them  wished  to  purchase.  Mrs.  Clopp 
opened  the  southerly  door,  and,  tak- 
ing the  entering  step  to  the  store, 
plunged  headlong  into  the  cellar, 
about  12  feet  in  depth,  and  sustained 
injuries  which,  as  the  evidence  tends 
to  show,  were  of  a  very  serious  and 
permanent  character.  On  the  evi- 
dence, tending  to  prove  the  foregoing 
and  other  facts,  the  case  was  fairly 
submitted  to  the  jury  in  a  clear  and 
comprehensive  charge,  in  which  the 
law  applicable  to  the  case  was  very 
fully  and  distinctly  stated.  The  at- 
tention of  the  jury  was  specially  di- 
rected to  the  questions  of  negligence 
and  contributory  negligence,  upon 
which  they  were  directed  to  pass  in 
making  up  their  verdict,  and  they 
were  correctly  instructed  as  to  the 
law  applicable  thereto.  .  .  .  The 
case  hinged  solely  upon  questions  of 
fact,  which  were  carefully  submitted 
to  the  jury,  and  which  they  appear 
to  have  disposed  of  according  to  the 
manifest  weight  of  the  evidence." 

In  Rhodius  v.  Johnson  (1900)  24 
Ind.  App.  401,  56  N.  E.  942,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  entered  the  defend- 
ant's saloon  to  see  her  brother  on 
business,  and  while  going  to  a  rest 
room,  in  which  she  had  previously 
been,  but  with  the  location  of  which, 
at  the  time  of  the  accident,  she  was 
unfamiliar,  mistook  the  partly  opened 
door  of  the  elevator  for  that  of  the 
rest  room,  and  fell,  sustaining  severe 


injuries.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
hall  from  which  the  elevator  door 
opened  was  dimly  lighted,  sufficient 
to  discern  objects  therein,  but  insuffi- 
cient to  shed  any  light  into  the  ele- 
vator pit.  The  court  sustained  a  re- 
covery, saying  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  rely  on  the  defendant's  keep- 
ing their  premises  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition  for  those  invited  to  use 
them,  and  was  not  required  to  look 
at  every  place  where  she  stepped. 

In  the  reported  case  (Downing  v. 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  ante,  1138) 
a  recovery  is  sustained,  it  appearing 
that  the  plaintifF  attempted  to  enter 
the  defendant's  place  of  business 
through  the  front  door,  but,  by  mis- 
take, opened  and  entered  a  door,  in 
close  proximity  thereto,  leading  to  the 
basement  into  which  he  fell  and  was 
injured. 

In  Gordon  v.  Cummings  (1890)  152 
Mass.  513,  9  L.R.A.  640,  28  Am.  St. 
Rep.  846,  25  N.  E.  978,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff,  a  letter  carrier, 
was  injured  by  falling  into  an  ele- 
vator well  which  communicated  di- 
rectly with  the  street  by  an  opening 
provided  with  a  sliding  door  and  a 
chain  to  guard  it.  Separated  from 
the  opening  by  a  granite  post  a  foot 
wide  was  an  open  doorway  of  about 
the  same  size  and  construction,  and 
on  the  same  level  from  the  street, 
which  led  to  the  common  entry  of  the 
building  in  the  hall  of  which  were 
mail  boxes  for  the  tenants.  At  the 
time  of  the  accident  the  elevator 
opening  was  not  protected  by  the 
chain,  and  the  plaintiff  mistook  it  for 
the  doorway  to  the  hall.  The  build- 
ing was  occupied  by  several  work 
shops,  but  the  owner  retained  control 
of  the  hall.  In  sustaining  a  recovery 
against  the  owner  of  the  building  the 
court  said :  "He  [the  plaintiff]  had  a 
right  to  suppose  that,  when  seeking 
to  enter  where  he  had  a  right  to  go, 
he  would  not  be  exposed  to  this  dan- 
ger, and  that  an  entrance  by  its  side, 
easily  to  be  mistaken  for  it,  would  not 
be  left  open  and  uninclosed  by  any 
barrier  at  a  time  when  it  was  not  in 


use. 


»» 


The  defendant  in  Gamp  v.  Wood 
(1879)  76  N.  Y.  92,  82  Am.  Rep.  282, 
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owned  a  three-story  bttildinir»  on  the 
third  floor  of  which  was  a  hall  rented 
for  dancing.  The  dance  hall  was 
reached  by  two  stairways,  one  above 
the  other.  In  front  of  the  foot  of  the 
stairway  on  the  second  floor  a  hallway 
led  to  a  door  opening  on  an  awning, 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  door  on 
the  first  floor  in  front  of  the  lower 
stairway  led  to  the  street.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintifF,  in  an  intox- 
icated condition,  left  the  dance  hall 
on  the  third  floor,  and  mistook  the 
door  on  the  second  floor  for  the  street 
door,  stepped  out  on  the  awning, 
walked  along  the  side  of  the  house 
on  the  awning,  a  distance  of  about  40 
feet,  until  he  reached  the  end,  fell  off, 
anc|  was  injured.  It  further  appeared 
that  the  night  was  dark  and  there 
was  no  guard  or  rail  around  the  awn- 
ing; and  also  that  two  other  persons, 
on  the  same  evening,  who  were  per- 
fectly sober,  mistook  this  door  for  the 
street  door,  but  discovered  the  situa- 
tion in  time  to  avoid  an  injury.  A 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  afilrmed, 
the  court  saying:  "The  plaintiff  was 
rightfully  there,  upon  the  invitation 
of  the  managers  of  the  entertainment 
implied  from  the  public  character  of 
the  assembly,  their  accepting  the  en- 
trance fee  paid,  and  his  admission  to 
the  hall.  It  is  not  the  case  of  the 
owner  of  premises  who  gives  a  bare 
license  or  permission  to  another  to 
enter.  The  licensee  who  enters  under 
such  a  license  takes  the  risk  of  the 
ordinary  dangers  resulting  from  the 
faulty  construction  or  arrangement  of 
the  premises.  In  this  case,  the  de- 
fendant, by  letting  the  hall  for  public 
purposes,  held  out  to  the  public  that 
the  hall  was  safe,  and  he  was  bound 
to  exercise  care  to  provide  safe  ar- 
rangements for  the  entrance  and  de- 
parture of  people  who  came  there  up- 
on his  invitation.  The  question 
whether  there  was  a  breach  of  this 
duty  was,  upon  the  evidence,  properly 
submitted  to  the  jury.  The  question 
of  the  plaintiff's  negligence  was,  we 
think,  a  question  for  the  jury  also. 
The  fact  that  he  had  been  drinking, 
and  was,  to  some  extent,  affected 
thereby,  was  admitted.  But  the  ex- 
tent of  his  intoxication,  and  whether 


it  contributed  to  his  injury,  was  a 
matter  upon  the  evidence  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  jury.  It  was  a  very  im- 
portant consideration  bearing  upon 
the  point  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  it  is  quite  probable  that  the  jury 
did  not  give  a  sufficiently  favorable 
construction  to  the  evidence  upon 
ibis  question,  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant. But  this  court  does  not  sit  to 
correct  the  mistakes  of  juries  in 
weighing  evidence.'' 

It  was  held  in  McRickard  v.  Flint 
(1889)  114  N.  Y.  226,  21  N.  E.  158, 
that  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
comply  with  a  statute  requiring  ele- 
vator wells  to  be  guarded  was  prima 
facie  evidence  of  negligence,  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  being  in  the  building  on 
business  with  one  of  the  occupants, 
and  walking  through  a  door  opening 
into  an  elevator  shafts  by  reason  of 
which  he  fell  and  was  injured,  was 
not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  went  to  the  building  to  see 
one  of  the  defendants  on  business, 
and  entered  at  the  easterly  door,  and, 
being  informed  that  the  defendant 
was  not  then  there,  but  might  be  in 
the  shipping  department,  which  was 
adjacent  and  on  the  west  of  the  build- 
ing, went  out  of  the  westerly  door 
onto  the  sidewalk,  and  thence  to  the 
place  mentioned.  Not  finding  the  de- 
fendant there  he  proceeded  to  return 
to  and  into  the  building  in  which  he 
first  sought  the  defendant,  and  see- 
ing a  door  partly  open  he  entered 
there,  believing  it  to  be  the  main  en- 
trance, and  stepped  into  the  shaft 
The  court  said:  ''If  the  plaintiff  had 
stopped  and  looked  about  when  he 
entered  the  door,  he  evidently  could 
have  seen  the  situation.  Because  he 
failed  to  do  this  it  is  contended 
that  he  was  necessarily  chargeable 
with  contributory  negligence.  The 
plaintiff  probably  did  not  stop 
after  he  proceeded  to  enter.  .  .  . 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff 
to  exercise  reasonable  care,  and 
to  take  observation  of  that  which 
was  apparent  to  view  as  he  pro- 
ceeded. But  what  is  due  care  and 
diligence  depends  upon  circum- 
stances.     The    same    precautionary 
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means  reqoieite  to  relieve  a  party 
from  the  charge  of  negligence  when 
he  approaches  known  places  of  dan- 
ger, or  places  where  danger  may  be 
apprehended,  may  not  be  required  of 
him  when  he  has  no  occasion  to  sup- 
pose that  danger  may  be  encountered. 
It  cannot  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  up- 
on this  occasion  was  required  to  ap- 
prehend that  there  might  be  an  ex- 
posed elevator  pit  in  the  place  where 
he  entered.  The  fact  that  the  door 
was  partly  opened  enabled  him  to  sup- 
pose it  was  a  suitable  place  of  entry. 
So  that  the  question  is  whether  not 
seeing  it  was  necessarily  negligence 
on  his  part.  That  is  not  so,  unless  he 
was  required  to  stop  and  take  careful 
observation  of  the  place  when  he  en- 
tered upon  the  threshold  and  before 
he  proceeded  to  further  enter  the 
room.  He  says  he  looked, .  saw  no 
hole,  and  one  step  took  him  into  it. 
This  question  of  contributory  negli- 
gence may  be  considered  in  view  of 
the  influences  which  ordinarily  con- 
trol human  action*  That  is  to  some  ex- 
tent governed  by  appearances,  and  is 
not  always  the  consequence  of  failure 
to  exercise  the  greatest  prudence  or 
to  make  use  of  the  best  judgment. 
Here  the  plaintiff  in  stepping  into  the 
room — ^the  first  step  he  took  after  his 
entry  onto  the  threshold  at  a  partially 
open  door — ^received  the  injury  from 
a  cause  which  he  had  no  apparent  rea- 
son to  expect,  and  which  he  failed  to 
see  until  too  late  to  avoid  the  calam- 
ity. And  the  fact  that  the  difference 
in  time  between  his  entrance  into  the 
room  and  his  fall  was  only  momentary 
is  a  circumstance  bearing  upon  his 
opportunity  to  see  the  danger,  and 
probably  may  have  had  some  consid- 
eration upon  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence.  The  conclusion  of 
the  jury  that  he  was  free  from  that 
imputation  was  permitted  by  the  evi- 
dence." 

It  appeared  in  Foren  v.  Rodick 
(1897)  90  Me.  276,  38  Atl.  175,  that 
the  plaintiff  desired  to  visit  a  physi- 
cian whose  office  was  on  the  second 
floor  of  a  building.  A  sign  bearing 
the  physician's  name  was  aflixed  to 
the  outside  of  the  building  a  few  feet 
above   the   sidewalk,   one   end   being 


fastened  to  the  casing  on  the  right- 
hand  side  of  the  cellar  door,  and  the 
other  end  to  the  casing  on  the  left- 
hand  side  of  the  main  entrance  door. 
The  two  doors  were  22i  inches  apart. 
Supposing  the  entrance  to  the  physi- 
cian's offices  to  be  the  door  on  the 
left,  the  plaintiff  entered  without  tak- 
ing pains  to  see  where  she  was  step- 
ping, and  fell  into  the  cellar.  Affirm- 
ing a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  said:  "Whether  the  plaintiff 
was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  and 
caution  is  a  question  involving  more 
difficulty  than  that  of  the  defendant's 
negligence.  •  .  •  The  double  doors 
of  the  main  entrance  were  open,  the 
street  and  sidewalk,  and,  to  some  ex- 
tent, the  landing  at  the  entrance,  were 
lighted  by  electric  lights,  and  the  cel- 
lar was  well  provided  with  windows. 
If  j3he  had  observed  the  situation 
more  attentively,  and  exercised  great- 
er caution,  she  undoubtedly  might 
have  discovered,  on  opening  the  cel- 
lar door,  that  there  was  no  stairway 
there  leading  to  the  second  floor,  and 
that  there  was  a  cellarway,  without 
stairs,  below.  In  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion by  defendants'  counsel,  'Did  you 
take  pains  to  know  where  you  were 
stepping?'  the  plaintiff  herself  says, 
^No,  sir.  If  I  had,  I  should  not  have 
gone  down  there.'  In  other  words,  if 
she  had  not  felt  satisfied  that  the 
door  she  opened  led  to  the  second 
floor,  she  would  not  have  opened  it; 
being  so  satisfied,  she  did  not  feel  the 
necessity  of  further  examination. 
She  was  confident  that  she  would  step 
onto  the  landing  at  the  foot  of  the 
main  stairway.  Even  if  she  had  been 
upstairs  before,  she  was  not  familiar 
with  the  premises  or  the  approaches. 
She  was  not  aware  that  the  doors  of 
the  main  entrance  were  usually  open. 
She  saw  a  door  having  the  outward 
indication  of  a  safe  and  regular  en- 
trance, opening  directly  from  the  side- 
walk, with  the  doctor's  sign  on  the 
casing  apparently  inviting  her  to  en- 
ter. She  turned  the  knob,  and  the 
door  readily  yielded  'about  the  same 
as  any  door.'  She  says  it  was  dark 
when  she  opened  the  door.  There 
was  nothing  to  suggest  a  'yawning 
abyss.'     The  existing  condition  was 
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not  instantly  manifest,  bot,  suspect- 
ing no  danger,  she  naturally  stepped 
over  the  threshold  simultaneously 
with  the  inward  swing  of  the  door. 
She  was  seeking  to  enter  the  building 
by  the  implied  invitation  of  the  de- 
fendants. She  had  a  right  to  expect 
reasonable  safety  and  convenience  in 
the  approaches.  She  was  not  re- 
quired to  use  extraordinary  precau- 
tion, but  only  such  ordinary  care  and 
caution  as  persons  of  reasonable 
prudence,  care,  and  discretion  usually 
and  ordinarily  exercise  under  such 
circumstances.  And  while  the  ques- 
tion is  not  free  from  doubt,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  after  carefully 
weighing  all  of  the  evidence,  that 
there  is  a  preponderance  in  support 
of  the  proposition  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, but  may  fairly  be  deemed  to 
have  been  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 


»» 


care. 

b.  affect  of  contributory  negligence. 

Where  an  injury  results  from  the 
gross  carelessness  of  a  person  in 
entering  by  mistake  a  strange  door- 
way on  business  premises,  his  failure 
to  take  proper  precautionary  meas- 
ures has  been  held  to  be  contributory 
negligence.  Greenwell  v.  Washington 
Market  Co.  (1892)  21  D.  C.  298;  Gaff- 
ney  v.  Brown  (1890)  150  MaseL  479, 
23  N.  E.  233;  Hutchins  v.  Priestly 
Exp.  Wagon  &  Sleigh  Co.  (1886)  61 
Mich.  252,  28  N.  W.  85;  Donohue  v. 
Braaf  (1907)  122  App.  Div.  552,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  377.  Compare  the  cases 
set  out  in  the  preceding  subdivision, 
in  each  of  which  the  questions  of  neg- 
ligence and  contributory  negligence 
were  considered  together. 

Thus,  in  Greenwell  v.  Washington 
Market  Co.  (D.  C)  supra,  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff,  while  in  a  public 
market,  made  inquiry  as  to  the  loca- 
tion of  the  toilet,  and  was  directed  by 
a  person  other  than  an  employee  or 
servant  of  the  market  to  pass  out 
through  a  door,  but  was  given  no  di- 
rection where  to  go  and  no  descrip- 
tion of  the  place  into  which  he  was  to 
go.  It  was  held  that  his  entering  a 
small  opening  into  a  place  that  was 
dark,  without  any  examination  him- 


self, or  further  inquiry  in  Regard  to 
the  place  he  was  desirous  of  visiting, 
which  resulted  in  his  falling  into  an 
elevator  pit,  was  such  gross  negli- 
gence as  to  bar  a  recovery,  irrespec- 
tive of  whether  he  was  a  licensee  or 
an  invitee.  The  court  said:  ''There 
was  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  there 
were  any  water-closets  connected 
with  this  market,  and  no  evidence 
that  there  was  any  water-closet  in  the 
vicinity  of  this  place  where  the  plain- 
tiff fell.  He  was  not  directed  to  go 
there  by  any  person  connected  with 
the  defendant,  or  by  any  employee  or 
servant  of  the  market  house  company. 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  plaintiff  was 
iguiity  of  gross  carelessness,  accord- 
ing to  his  own  statement,  in  going 
into  this  place  where  he  did.  It  is  an 
exceedingly  unfortunate  thing  for 
him,  but  it  would  seem  to  be  princi- 
pally, at  least,  his  own  carelessness. 
He  should  not  have  gone  or  attempted 
to  go  into  any  place  there  under  the 
circumstances  which  he  states  in  his 
evidence.  No  prudent  person  would 
do  so.  It  may  be — ^indeed,  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  upon  this  ques- 
tion, we  assume — that  the  defendant 
was  also  guilty  of  carelessness.  In 
reference  to  the  plaintiff  himself,  as 
to  whether  he  was  a  mere  licensee  or 
whether  he  had  a  right  to  go  into  the 
market  house  as  a  public  place,  and 
had  a  right  to  presume  that  the  de- 
fendant would  exericse  the  proper 
care  as  to  protecting  persons  who 
might  go  there  from  falling  into 
places  of  this  character — ^assuming 
all  that,  yet,  under  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances that  the  plaintiff  in  his 
own  testimony  develops,  we  think  that 
it  shows  conclusively  that  he  was 
guilty  of  gross  negligence,  but  for 
which  he  would  not  have  received 
this  injury;  or,  at  least,  that  it  direct- 
ly conh^ibuted  to  his  receiving  the  in- 
jury. That  being  true,  it  is  entirely 
proper  that  the  court  should  instruct 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  and  it  is  proper  that  we 
should  sustain  the  motion  to  permit 
a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant." 

So,  in  Gaffney  v.  Brown  (1890)  150 
Mass.    479,    28    N.    E.    233,    wherein 
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it  appeared  -  that  the  pUintiif ,  who 
had  entered  a  public  dininsr  room 
by  the  usual  door,  to  which  she 
was  accustomed,  and  who  had  dined 
at  a  table  farther  in  the  rear  of 
the  apartment  than  that  at  which 
she  usually  took  her  meals,  opened 
a  door  in  the  side  of  the  apart- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  retiring 
therefrom,  which  doer  was  not  in  any 
wi^  indicated  as  a  mode  of  egress, 
and,  without  observing  whither  she 
was  going,  or  paying  any  heed  to  her 
steps,  walked  directly  over  the  thresh- 
old, and  was  thus  precipitated  down 
a  flight  of  stairs  leading  to  the  cellar, 
to  which  the  doorway  directly  led,  her 
failure  to  investigate  what  lay  behind 
the  door  was  held  to  be  contributory 
negligence.  The  court  said:  ""While 
there  was  no  sign  indicating  that  this 
door  was  not  to  be  used,  and  that  no 
person  was  to  enter  or  depart  there- 
by, the  plaintiff  must  have  been  aware 
that  such  an  apartment  would  prob- 
ably have  doors  leading  to  closets,  or 
to  upper  or  other  apartments,  or  even 
to  the  cellar.  She  had  been  in  the 
apartment  before,  and  knew  the  usual 
egress  therefrom.  If  she  thought  it 
possible  that  the  door  which  she 
opened  might  lead  to  the  hall  or  entry, 
and  be  intended  as  a  mode  of  egress, 
it  was  certainly  her  duty  to  look 
where  she  was  stepping  before  she 
advanced  across  the  threshold.  She 
had  no  right  to  act  unreservedly  upon 
the  belief  that  the  door  would  neces- 
sarily be  locked  unless  intended  for 
egress.  According  to  common  knowl- 
edge and  experience,  her  conduct  in 
this  respect  was  careless." 

Similarly,  in  Hutchins  v.  Priestly 
Exp.  Wagon  &  Sleigh  Co.  (1886)  61 
Mich.  252,  28  N.  W.  85,  wherein  it 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  in  at- 
tempting to  leave  a  factory  building, 
stepped  down  into  a  bed  of  shavings, 
supposing  that  that  was  the  way  out  of 
doors,  and  was  injured  by  a  descend- 
ing elevator,  the  court  said:  "The 
question  is  reduced  to  the  simple  in- 
quiry whether  he  was  negligent  in 
stepping  into  the  shaft,  assuming,  as 
he  claims  he  did,  that  it  was  the  out- 
side door.  He  claims  to  have  good 
sight  and  hearing.  The  time  when 
26  A.L.R.— 73. 


this  occurred  was  in  broad  daylight, 
and  the  outer  elevator  door  was  open, 
so  that  he  saw  through  it.  The  space 
between  the  doorway  into  the  shaft 
and  the  outer  one  was  the  full  width 
of  the  shaft,  which  was  not  a  small 
one,  being  adapted  to  hoisting  such 
lumber  as  was  handled  in  the  build- 
ing. The  top  of  the  bed  of  shavings 
was  about  a  foot  below  the  doorway. 
When  he  tatered  the  building,  he 
entered  directly  by  an  ordinary  door 
in  the  wall,  and  not  through  any  such 
passage.  No  man  with  his  wits  about 
him  could  have  mistaken  these  double 
doorways,  divided  by  such  a  space, 
for  an  ordinary  outside  door,  or  have 
imagined  such  a  pit  to  have  been  the 
way  of  exit.  Whatever  might  have 
been  the  case  in  darkness,  it  could 
not  be  difficult  to  understand  it  in 
daylight;  Plaintiff  saw  his  horses 
through  the  opening,  and  if  he  had 
paid  the  slightest  heed  could  not  have 
failed  to  see  what  was  between." 

In  Donohue  v.  Braaf  (1907)  122 
App.  Div.  652,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  377, 
the  plaintiff's  intestate,  while  being 
conducted  out  of  a  saloon  by  an  em- 
ployee of  the  defendant,  opened  a  door 
other  than  that  shown  him  by  the  em- 
ployee as  the  exit,  and  fell  down  an 
elevator  shaft.  It  appeared  that  both 
doors  were  plainly  visible,  and  that, 
as  he  approached  the  elevator  door 
and  put  his  hand  on  it,  the  employee 
shouted:  "Don't  go  out  that  way." 
The  plaintiff's  intestate,  however,  in 
some  way,  opened  the  elevator  door, 
stepped  into  the  elevator  shaft,  fell 
to  the  bottom,  and  was  killed.  An  ex- 
amination of  this  door  disclosed  that, 
although  there  was  a  hasp  so  con- 
structed that  if  the  hasp  caught  the 
door  could  be  opened  only  from  the 
inside  of  the  elevator  shaft,  for  some 
reason  the  hasp  had  not  caught,  and 
the  door  could  be  opened  from  the 
outside  by  pushing  it  to  one  side. 
The  court  submitted  the  question  as 
to  the  defendant's  negligence  and  the 
freedom  of  the  deceased  from  con- 
tributory negligence  to  the  jury,  who 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  A" 
new  trial  was  ordered,  the  court  say- 
ing: "I  do.  not  t^ink  i^ere  was  evi- 
dence of  the  defendant's  negligence. 
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The  door  was  not  open.  There  was 
not  such  an  absence  of  light  that  a 
person  walking  through  this  room 
could  not  see  the  situation.  There 
was  no  invitation  by  the  defendant 
to  open  the  door  and  walk  into,  the 
elevator  shaft,  and,  as  the  elevator 
shaft  was  lighted,  as  soon  as  the  door 
had  been  opened  the  fact  that  this 
was  not  a  means  of  exit  to  the  btreet 
must  have  been  apparent.  The  de- 
fendant could  not  have  anticipated 
that  a  person  walking  through  this 
room  would  open  this  elevator  door 
and  walk  into  the  elevator  shaft, 
which  was  lighted  and  the  danger  of 
which  was  apparent.  But,  whatever 
may  be  said  as  to  the  defendant's 
negligence,  it  is  clear  that  the  de- 
ceased was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence*  He  approached  a  door 
which  had  the  appearance  of  being 
the  door  of  an  elevator,  through 
which  there  was  a  light  shining, 
opened  the  door  with  his  head  turned 
ever  his  shoulder,  so  that  he  could 
not  see  were  he  was  going,  and 
stepped  into  a  lighted  elevator  shaft 
without  looking.  The  slightest  at- 
tention to  the  door  before  he  attempt- 
ed to  open  iti  or  looking  after  he 
opened  the  door,  and  before  he 
stepped  in,  would  have  apprised  him 
of  the  situation  and  prevented  the  ac- 
cident. Certainly  nothing  in  the  sit- 
uation prevented  the  deceased  from 
seeing  where  he  was  going,  or  dis- 
tracted his  attention  in  such  a  way 
as  to  excuse  him  from  looking.  If 
the  deceased  had  shown  the  slightest 
care  in  examining  the  door  he  was 
about  to  enter,  either  before  or  after 
he  had  opened  it,  or  had  waited  until 
he  could  have  heard  the  warning  of 
the  barkeeper  who  was  following  him, 
the  accident  would  have  been  avoided. 
The  evidence  of  the  witnesses  for  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  was  that  there 
was  plenty  of  light  to  see  the  two 
doors,  and  certainly,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, a  person  was  not  justi- 
fied in  opening  a  door  and  walking 
through  it  without  taking  the  slight- 
est care  to  see  what  was  on  the  other 
side." 

II.  €hieH  in  hotel. 

It  appeared  in  Hayward  v.  Merrill 


(1880)  94  Ul.  849,  84  Am.  Hep.  229, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  gu«»8t  at  a 
hotel  kept  by  the  defendant  Adjoin- 
ing the  room  assigned  to  him  was  a 
door,  nearly  or  exactly  like  his  rooB 
door,  and  only  2i  feet  distant,  that 
opened  into  an  elevator  opening.  Gas 
was  burning  in  the  hall,  but  not  very 
brightly.  The  rooms  on  either  Mde  of 
the  hall  were  numbered  with  white 
figures  about  1  inch  in  lengthy  and 
could  no  doubt  be  read  by  the  light 
in  the  hall  by  anyone  intent  on  ob- 
serving them.  The  plaintiff's  room 
was  numbered  *'88,"  and  the  door  to 
the  elevator  opening  was  numbered 
"40."  The  doors  had  the  same  trim- 
mings, and  the  knobs  on  them  were 
exactly  alike.  Both  doors  had  locks 
and  keys,  but  neither  of  them  seems 
to  have  been  locked  on  the  nigbt  of 
the  accident.  The  plaintiff,  having 
recently  been  a  guest  at  the  hotel,  oc- 
cupying room  "38"  which  was  now 
again  assigned  to  him,  and  believing 
that  he  could  find  the  room  without 
assistance,  discharged  the  bell  boy, 
and  proceeded,  as  he  supposed*  to 
room  "38,"  being  the  last  room  on  the 
left  side  of  the  hall,  but  by  mistake 
opened  door  numbered  ''40,"  and,  on 
stepping  in  to  light  a  nmtch,  fell  to 
the  basement  through  the  "elevator" 
opening,  sustaining  severe  injuries. 
Afiirming  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  court  said:  "That  which  caused 
the  injury  to  plaintiff  was  a  danger- 
ous opening,  and,  if  we  ac-x^ept  as 
proven  that  which  the  testimo/iy  tends 
to  establish,  it  was  certainly  not  suf-* 
ficiently  protected.  It  was  known  to 
defendant  to  be  dangerous,  for  one  of 
the  employees  of  the  hotel  hnd  fallen 
there,  and  been  injured  in  the  same 
way,  and  the  conclusion  is  fully  war- 
ranted that  the  omission  to  better  se- 
cure it  was  gross  carelessness.  Con- 
ceding that  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  a 
want  of  some  degree  of  care,  still  it 
was  slight  in  comparison  with  the 
negligence  of  defendant,  which  we 
are,  on  authority  from  the  findings  of 
the  lower  courts,  to  believe  was  gross, 
in  permitting  the  continued  existence 
of  such  an  opening  in  his  house  after 
it  was  known  to  him  to  be  dangerous 
both  to  employees  and  guests.     The 
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proprietor  of  a  hotel,  to  which  he  in- 
vites the  public  to  come  that  he  may 
make  gains  thereby,  has  no  right  to 
permit  the  existence  of  such  an  open- 
ing as  this  one  was,  unless  suitably 
guarded  that  the  slightest  mistake  on 
the  part  of  the  guest  might  not  prove 
fatal.  Had  plaintiff  been  intent  on 
observing  the  number  on  the  room 
door  he  might  have  discovered  the 
room  he  wished  to  enter,  but  by  the 
merest  accident  he  opened  the  next 
door,  and  this  slight  inattention  was 
the  cause  of  his  severe  injuries.  The 
opening  ought  to  have  been  better 
protected  than  it  was,  and  the  omis- 
sion to  do  so,  under  the  circumstances 
proven,  may  well  be  attributed  to  de- 
fendant as  gross  negligence." 

In  Mauzy  v.  Kinzel  (1886)  19  DL 
App.  671,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff, a  guest  in  the  defendant's  hotel, 
while  searching  in  the  darkness  for 
the  water-closet,  found  an  opening  to 
an  elevator  not  under  the  defendant's 
control,  and,  mistaking  it  for  the  door 
leading  to  the  water-closet,  stepped 
into  the  opening,  and  fell  down  the 
elevator  shaft,  receiving  severe  inju- 
ries. It  was  held,  following  Hayward 
V.  Merrill  (111.)  supra,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  liable,  the  court  saying: 
''It  was  conceded  that  the  defendant 
had  the  use  and  control  of  the  hall  on 
which  the  plaintiff's  room  opened,  and 
fr^om  which  the  short  hall  on  which 
the  elevator  shaft  was  situated  led  off. 
Granting  that  defendant  had  no  con- 
trol of  the  elevator  shaft,  or  the  small 
hall  leading  to  it,  it  was  his  duty  to 
have  maintained  a  door  or  barrier  at 
the  entrance  from  the  main  hall  to 
the  small  hall  which  led  to  the  dan- 
gerous aperture.  To  leave  the  ap- 
proach from  his  hall  to  another  which 
conducted  his  guest  to  a  pitfall,  open 
and  unguarded,  was  such  negligence 
as  would  make  him  liable,  in  our  opin- 
ion, and  that  he  had  no  actual  control 
of  the  small  hall  and  the  shaft  itself 
would  not  relieve  him.  When  the  con- 
ditions are  permitted  to  be  such,  in  a 
hotel,  that  from  slight  want  of  atten- 
tion, or  from  the  confusion  or  misap- 
prehension that  naturally  attends  a 
stranger  in  feeling  his  way  through 
a  dark  hall,  one  may  be  led  up,  with- 
out meeting  door  or  barrier,  to  a  well- 


hole  into  which  a  plunge  is  taken,  it 
may  be  to  death,  the  hotel  keeper  can- 
not escape  the  charge  of  negligence 
on  the  plea  that  he  had  no  right  to 
close  up  the  wellhole  itself.  He  might 
bar  or  close  up  the  entrance  to  a 
small  hall,  and  thus  prevent  guests. 
of  his  house,  who  were  unacquainted 
with  the  location  and  the  limits  of  hia 
possession  and  control  in  the  halls, 
from  entering  the  passage,  to  tread 
which  in  the  darkness  was  danger- 


ous. 


»» 


Hi.  Passenger. 


^^^1 


Where  there  is  an  open  doorway 
leading  to  a  place  of  danger  on  a  pas- 
senger boat,  it  may  be  the  duty  of  the 
carrier  to  keep  it  lighted,  so  as  to  warn 
a  passenger  of  his  danger  should  he 
attempt  to  pass  through.  Thus,  in 
The  Pilot  Boy  (1885)  28  Fed.  103,  7 
Am.  Neg.  Gas.  649,  it  appeared  that  the 
libellant  was  a  passenger  on  an  ex- 
cursion boat  on  which  there  was  an 
open  doorway  from  which  stairs  de- 
scended to  the  hold,  so  located  that  it 
was  likely  to  be  mistaken  for  the 
stairs  which  ascended  to  the  upper 
deck.  The  libellant,  believing  that 
the  stairs  ascended,  passed  through 
the  doorway  leading  to  the  hold  and 
fell.  It  also  appeared  that  the  door 
was  fastened  open  and  the  doorway 
insufficiently  lighted.  Holding  the 
passenger  to  be  entitled  to  recover, 
the  court  said:  "With  respect  to  a 
boat  used  for  night  excursions,  and 
particularly  one  which  has  a  bar  on 
board,  and  is  intended  for  more  or 
less  merrymaking,  the  rules  of  law 
governing  carriers  of  passengers 
should  not  be  relaxed,  and  they 
should  be  required  to  guard  against 
the  natural  and  general  ignorance 
and  mistakes  of  those  they  invite  as 
passengers.  In  this  case,  as  the  neg- 
lect for  which  I  pronounce  the 
steamboat  in  fault  is  not  one  of  gross 
or  wilful  negligence,  the  recovery 
should  be  strictly  confined  to  a  rea- 
sonable compensation." 

So,  a  carrier  has  been  held  to  be 
liable  for  an  injury  resulting  from 
the  deceptive  similarity  of  two  door- 
ways on  its  premises  which  were  in 
close  proximity  to  each  other,  one  of 
which  the  person  injured  was  invited 
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to  use,  and  the  other  of  which  he 
entered  by  mistake.  View  v.  Metro- 
politan West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  (1911) 
166  111.  App.  154.  In  that  case  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger on  one  of  the  defendant's  ele- 
vated trains,  and  undertook  to  make 
use  of  a  toilet  room  maintained  by  the 
defendant  on  the  ground  floor  of  a 
station.  The  toilet  room  in  question 
was  about  3  feet  from  the  passage- 
way, and  between  the  passageway  and 
the  toilet  room  there  was  another 
door  opening  into  a  steep  stair- 
way leading  to  the  basement.  The 
two  doors  were  entirely  similar  in  ap- 
pearance, except  that  the  toilet-room 
door  had  the  word  "Men"  on  it,  and  a 
door  check  or  spring  near  its  top,  the 
knobs  of  the  two  doors  being  only 
about  12  inches  apart.  The  declara- 
tion charged,  in  substance,  that  by 
reason  of  the  similarity  and  the  prox- 
imity of  the  door  opening  into  the 
basement  to  the  door  opening  into  the 
toilet  room,  persons  desiring  to  enter 
the  toilet  room  were  liable  to  enter  by 
mistake  the  door  opening  into  the 
basement,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  negligence  in  permitting  the 
basement  door  to  remain  unfastened 
and  unlocked,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 
Affirming  a  recovery  the  court  said: 
"This  injury  occurred  on  the  inside 
of  a  passenger  station,  a  place  where 
a  person  ordinarily  has  no  reason  to 
expect  danger,  or  to  anticipate  that  a 
very  high  degree  of  watchfulness  is 
required  on  his  part  to  discover  and 
avoid  danger.  The  appearances  were 
that  it  was  a  place  of  rest  and  re- 
freshment for  passengers  while  wait- 
ing for,  or  retiring  from,  trains,  and 
without  hidden  dangers  of  any  char- 
acter. There  was  no  sign  or  desig- 
nation of  any  kind  on  the  basement 
door  to  warn  or  acquaint  the  public 
with  the  fact  'that  there  was  a  base- 
ment there,  and  the  only  way  to  learn 
such  fact  was  either  by  opening  the 
basement  door,  or  specially  inquiring 
as  to  what  use  was  made  of  the  door. 
It  is  true  that  the  toilet  door  had  on 
it  in  good-sized  letters  the  word  'Men/ 
This  was  a  sufficient  designation  for 
all   ordinary  persons   to  understand 


that  behind  that  door  there  was  a 
toilet  for  men ;  but  the  two  doors  be- 
ing in  such  close  proximity,  with  the 
knobs  only  10  or  12  inches  apart,  it 
was  not  entirely  unreasonable  for  one 
looking  at  the  doors  so  similar  in  ap- 
pearance to  conclude  that  they  were 
both  doors  to  the  toilet.  The  very 
place  they  occupied  and  the  general 
appearance  would  lend  weight  to  this 
conclusion.  The  appearance,  posi- 
tion, and  surroundings  of  the  doors 
were  such  also  ae  to  make  it  very 
probable  that  persons  might  by  mis- 
take open  the  wrong  door.  As  appel- 
lee had  no  knowledge  of  it  at  all, 
there  is  little  ground  for  saying  that 
he  ought  to  have  been  on  the  lookout 
for  such  a  danger,  or  any  danger  at 
all,  in  that  part  of  the  building.  .  ,  . 
The  basement  door  of  appellant  not 
being  marked  in  any  way,  so  as  to 
disclose  the  danger  behind  it,  it  was 
very  necessary  to  keep  it  locked,  or 
otherwise  secured,  so  that  it  couIcl 
not  be  easily  opened  by  patrons  of  the 
place,  and  we  think  the  jury  were 
warranted,  under  the  evidence,  in 
finding  the  appellant  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  failing  to  so  lock  or  secure 
it.  The  question  of  the  contributory 
negligence  of  appellee  was  also  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  under 
the  evidence,  and  we  do  not  think 
that  finding  is  manifestly  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.**  The  court 
further  distinguished  the  case  at  bar 
from  those  cases  holding  to  be  neg- 
ligent a  plaintiff  who  fails  to  ascei^ 
tain  the  nikture  of  the  passageway  be- 
yond the  door,  saying:  "This  is  one 
of  the  instances  in  which  knowledge 
of  whet'e  the  toilet  was  did  not  aid 
him  in  apprehending  the  danger.  If 
he  had  had  no  knowledge  at  all  as  to 
what  either  door  led  to,  he  would  have 
been  very  much  less  excusable  for  put- 
ting himself  hastily  through  this  door. 
The  similarity  and  position  of  the 
doors,  and  his  knowledge  that  there 
was  a  toilet  there,  and  his  lack  of 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the 
basement  or  any  other  danger,  are  the 
exact  apparent  reasons  why  this  in- 
jury did  80  occur.  Had  he  been  entire- 
ly uninformed  as  to  what  either  door 
led  to,  and  had  the  stairway  been  dark. 
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these  facts  wonld  fumisih  strong  rea- 
sons and  incentives  for  caution  and 
investigrtion  before  entering  into  the 
door.  As  is  said,  in  substance,  in 
several  cases  cited  by  appellant: 
There  is  no  presumption  that  a  per- 
son can  walk  through  any  door  he 
comes  to  in  a  strange  house  without 
taking  proper  precautionary  meas- 
ures.' In  the  ease  at  bar,  appellee 
knew  where  the  toilet  was,  and  had 
no  knowledge  or  notice  of  danger  at 
all,  actual  or  constructive,  had  no  oc- 
casion to  look  fmr  a  name  on  the  door, 
knew  nothing  of  the  existence  of  two 
doors,  land,  relying  on  his  knowledge, 
went  hastily  through  the  door  and  fell 
down  the  steps.  This  presents  quite 
a  different  question  to  the  one  in  the 
foregoing  cases,  in  which  the  injuries 
were  shown  to  have  occurred  in  apart- 
ment houses  or  hotels,  wherein  cel- 
lars and  cellar  doors  and  elevator 
shafts  may  be  expected  to  be  found.** 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  ac- 
tionable negligence  is  not  shown 
where  it  appears  that  the  doorway 
through  which  the  injured  person 
entered  by  mistake,  and  the  doorway 
he  intended  to  enter,  were  both  plain- 
ly marked,  and  the  injury  resulted 
from  his  failure  to  investigate  what 
lay  beyond  the  door.  McNaughton  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (1907)  136  Iowa,  177, 
118  N.  W.  844;  Toomey  v.  London,  B. 
A  S.  C.  R.  Co.  (1857)  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  146, 
140  Eng.  Reprint,  694,  27  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  39,  6  Week.  Rep.  44. 

It  appeared  in  McNaughton  v.  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Ck).  (Iowa)  supra,  that  a 
woman  entered  the  waiting  room  of 
the  defendant  and  immediately  opened 
a  door,  supposing  it  to  be  the  toilet 
room,  8tepx)ed  through,  and  fell  to 
the  bottom  of  a  stairway.  The  door- 
way through  which  she  entered  was 
plainly  marked  "Basement,''  although 
it  was  obscured  by  the  people  gath- 
ered about  it,  and  the  door  leading 
to  the  toilet  was  also  plainly  marked, 
although  somewhat  obscured  from 
view  by  its  location.  It  was  con- 
tended that  the  company  was  bound 
to  anticipate  that  persons  unfamiliar 
with  the  premises,  or  in  a  hurry,  as 
they  are  likely  to  be  in  taking  a  train, 
might  unwittingly  enter  the  basement 


door,  as  the  plaintiff  did,  under  the 
erroneous  supposition  that  it  was  a 
toilet  room  or  the  exit  to<  some  other 
apartment,  and  therefoi^  that,  in  the 
eocercise  of  due  care,. tk«i .door  should 
have  fbeen  kept  locked.  Aiiurming  the 
direction  of  a  ver4ict  f 07  the  defend- 
ant,.the  court  said:  ''iBtbe  mainte- 
nance of  its  station,  •  ordinary  care 
only  was  exacted  of*  defendant.  .  .  . 
And  as  the  public  is  invited  to  the 
premises,  this  requires  that  they  be 
kept  free  from  traps  and  pitfalls  such 
as  are  likely  to  cause  injury  to  those 
having  business  with  the  company  oif 
persons  attending  them.  .  .  But 
it  can  hardly  be  said  that  a  closed 
door  to  the  stairway  down  to  a  base- 
ment, with  door  knob  and  catch,  con- 
stitutes a  trap  or  pitfalL  Every  pre- 
caution had  been  taken,  save  that  of 
locking  it,  against  its  improper  use» 
The  heating  apparattis  was  located 
in  the  basement,  access  to  which  was 
by  this  stairway,  and  leaving  the 
door  used  by  the  employees  fastened 
so  as  to  open  only  upon  turning  the 
knob,  though  unlocked,  especially  in 
daylight,  when  anyone,  upon  opening 
it,  could  plainly  see  the  stairway,  was 
not  a  negligent  act.  The  company 
was  not  bound  to  anticipate  that  pas- 
sengers will  assume  that  every  door 
from  the  room  opens  into  a  toilet,  or 
that  without  the  ordinary  use  of  their 
senses  they  will  precipitately  open 
the  doors  therefrom,  and  enter  with- 
out thought  as  to  where  they  lead. 
From  such  rooms  usually  there  are 
several  doors,  and  no  one  has  the 
right  to  act  unreservedly  upon  the  be- 
lief that  any  door  would  be  locked  un- 
less intended  for  some  particular  pur- 
pose. The  fact  that  a  door  is  there  is 
a  warning  that  it  is  the  means  of  exit 
or  of  entrance  from  or  to  some  other 
apartment,  and  a  way  up  or  down 
stairs,  or  to  a  baggage  room,  or  to  a 
closet ;  and  no  one  has  the  right  to 
assume,  without  knowledge  or  its 
equivalent,  the  character  of  the  place 
to  which  it  affords  access.  The  door 
was  maintained  in  a  way  convenient 
for  the  employees  in  caring  for  the 
furnace,  and  not  dangerous  to  the 
public.'' 
A  similar  situation  was  presented 
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Amusement  Syndicate  Co.  102  C.  C.  A. 
29,  178  Fed.  519;  Oshlcosh  Packing  A 
Provision  Co.  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  81 
Fed.  200;  Hodge  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co. 
Ill  Minn.  321,  126  N.  W.  1098;  Hairt- 
berg  V.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  68 
Minn.  335;  71  N.  W.  388;  National  F. 
Ins.  Co.  y.  Itasca  Lumber  Co.  148  Minn. 
170,  181  N.  W.  337;  4  Joyce,  Ins.  § 
3339;  2  Wood,  Ins.  §  477;  13  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  342;  14  R.  C.  L. 
1343;  Rohrbach  v.  .SH^na  Ins.  Co.  62 
N.  Y.  613;  Rohrbach  v.  Germania  F. 
Ins.  Co.  62  N.  Y.  47,  20  Am.  Rep.  461 ; 
Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gargett, 
42  Mich.  289,  3  N.  W.  954;  German  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Luckett,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  139, 
34  S.  W.  173;  Westchtester  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Wagner,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  140,  57 
S.  W.  876;  2  May,  Ins.  8d  ed.  p.  477, 
1104;  Claflin  v.  Commonwealth  Ins.  Co. 
110  U.  S.  81,  28  L.  ed.  76,  3  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  507. 

Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  questions 
the  correctness  of  a  portion  of  the 
charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury  in  a 
trial  of  an  action  by  the  plaintiff. 
Modem  Laundry,  Incorporated, 
against  the  Columbian  Insurance 
Company  of  Indiana,  a  corporation, 
to  recover  $10,000  on  a  policy  of  in* 
surance  against  fire  for  that  amount 
issued  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defend- 
ant on  December  16,  1919.  The 
property  insured  consisted  of  mo- 
tors, belts,  pulleys,  and  shafting,  ta^ 
bles,  chairs,  typewriters,  stationery, 
books  of  account,  soaps,  cleaning 
compounds,  tools,  and  implements, 
and  other  articles  customarily  used 
in  the  conduct  of  a  laundry.  On 
January  29,  1920,  a  fire  occurred 
which  destroyed  a  part  and  injured 
othw  parts  of  the  articles  insured. 
On  March  23,  1920,  the  president 
and  secretary  of  the  laundry  com- 
pany made  oath  to  the  correctness 
and  truth  of  schedules  of  the  value 
of  the  articles  insured,  and  of  the 
loss  and  damage  on  account  of  the 
fire  thereto,  and  served  these  sched- 
ules and  their  affidavit  to  the  cor- 
rectness thereof  upon  the  insurance 
company  as  a  preliminary  proof  of 
loss.  This  verified  notice  of  loss 
stated  the  value  of  the  articles  in- 
sured at  the  time  of  the  fire  to  have 


been  $20,131.20,  and  the  damage 
and  loias  by  the  fire  thereto  to  have 
been  $12,100.  Upon  this  verified 
notice  the  plaintiff  demanded  the 
payment  by  the  insurance  company 
of  $10,000.  The  con^MUEiy  refused 
to  pay  this  amount  "niereupon  the 
laundry  company  sued  upon  the  pol- 
icy; the  insurance  company  in  its 
answer  denied  that  the  property  in- 
sured was  of  any  such  value  as  that 
stated  in  the  verified  statement  of 
loss,  denied  that  there  had  he&i  any 
such  loss  or  damage  thereto  caused 
by  the  fire  as  was  stated  therein,  al- 
leged that  the  policy  of  insurance 
provided  that  it  should  be  void  if 
the  insured  should  make  any  at- 
tempt to  defraud  the  insurer  either 
before  or  after  the  loss,  and  that  the 
laundry  company,  after  the  fir^  had 
made  such  an  attempt,  in  that  it  had 
knowingly  and  wilfully  greatly  over- 
'  valued  the  property  inisured,  and  the 
amount  of  the  loss  and  damage,  in 
its  sworn  notice  of  loss.  These  is- 
sues were  tried  to  a  jury,  which 
found  the  loss  to  the  laundry  com- 
pany, plus  the  interest  on  the 
anaount  of  that  loss  from  June  3, 
1920,  to  December  6,  1920,  to  have 
been  $7^210,  while  the  laundry  com- 
pany's verified  notice  made  that  loss 
$12,100. 

There  was  substantial  evidence 
at  the  trial  that  the  defendant  in 
error,  in  its  verified  notice  of  the 
value  of  the  insured  property  and 
of  the  loss  and  damage,  knowingly 
and  wilfully  greatly  overvalued  that 
property,  and  grei^  overstated  the 
damage  and  loss  thereto  from  the 
fire,  although  there  was  also  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary.  Evidence 
was  introduced  at  the  trial  that  be- 
fore the  verified  statement  was 
made  the  insurance  company  had 
sent  men  to  the  scene  of  the  fire 
from  time  to  time,  and  that  th^ 
had  been  through  a  portion,  but  not 
all,  of  the  laundry  building,  and 
that  the  adjuster  of  the  insurance 
company  had  been  through  the  en- 
tire building  and  had  examined 
every  piece  of  machinery. 

In  this  state  of  the  proof  the 
court  charged  the  jury  tlmt  if  they 
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believed  from  the  evidence  that  the 
laundry  company,  by  its  officers,  in 
the  verified  statement  of  loss,  know- 
ingly and  intentionally  made  oath  to 
substantial  overvaluations  of  the  in- 
sured property,  or  to  substantial 
overstatements  of  the  amount  of  the 
loss  or  damage  by  the  fire,  with  in- 
tent to  deceive  the  insurance  com- 
pany, that  would  constitute  an  at- 
tempt to  defraud  the  company,  and 
they  should  return  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  unless  they  further 
found  from  the  evidence  that,  be- 
fore the  verified  notice  was  served 
on  the  insurance  company,  the  lat- 
ter had  investigated  and  learned  the 
actual  value  of  and  the  real  loss  and 
damage  to  the  insured  property,  or 
had  had  full  opportunity  so  to  do, 
so  that  the  verified  statement  could 
not  deceive  it>  but  that  in  case  they 
should  find  that,  before  the  verified 
notice  was  delivered  to  the  insurer, 
it  had  investigated  and  learned  the 
true  value  of  the  property  and  the 
actual  amount  of  tiie  loss  and  dam- 
age to  it  from  the  fire,  or  had  had 
full  opportunity  so  to  do,  so  that  the 
verified  notice  could  not  deceive  it, 
the  facts  that  the  laundry  company, 
in  that  notice  had,  by  its  oBieerB, 
with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud 
the  insurance  company,  knowingly 
and  wilfully  falsely  sworn  that  sub- 
stantial overvaluations  of  the  prop- 
erty were  the  actual  values  thereof, 
and  that  greatly  excessive  state- 
ments of  the  loss  and  damage  to  the 
property  from  the  fire  were  the  ac- 
tual loss  and  damage,  did  not  consti- 
tute an  attempt  to  defraud,  or  any 
defense  to  this  action  under  the  con- 
tract in  the  policy  that  ''the  policy 
shall  be  void  if  the  insured  has  made 
any  attempt  to  defraud  the  com- 
pany, either  before  or  after  the 
loss," 

To  this  charge  the  insurance  com- 
pany excepted ;  and  it  insists  that  it 
was  erroneous,  because  the  service 
of  the  verified  intentionally  false 
statement  of  overvaluation  and  of 
the  excessive  amount  of  the  loss  and 
damage  as  clearly  constituted,  un- 
der the  terms  of  this  contract  just 
quoted,  an  attempt  to  defraud,  if  it 
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did  not  and  could  not  deceive  the  in- 
surance company,  as  if  it  could  have 
done  so  and  had  done  so,  and  that  it 
has  clearly  constituted  an  attempt 
to  defraud  if  that  attempt  failed  to 
defraud,  as  it  would  have  done  if  it 
had  succeeded. 

Counsel  for  the  assured  met  this 
contention  with  this  argument: 
Proof  of  the  avoidance  of  an  insur- 
ance policy,  under  a  contract  there- 
in that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  insured 
attempts  to  defraud  the  insurance 
company,  consists  of  the  same  in- 
dispensable elements  as  does  proof 
of  the  avoidance  of  a  policy  under  a 
contract  that  it  shall  be  void  if  the 
insured  is  guilty  of  fraud  or  false 
swearing  in  his  proof  of  loss  or  oth- 
er evidence  relating  to  the  value  of 
the  insured  proper^,  or  the  loss  of 
or  damage  thereto  by  the  fire;  proof 
of  the  deceit  of  the  insurer  and  sub- 
stantial injury  to  it  by  the  fraud  or 
false  swearing  is  indispensable  to 
an  avoidance  of  the  policy,  under 
the  contract  that  it  shidl  be  void  for 
such  fraud  or  false  swearing,  and 
the  impossibility  of  such  deceit  is 
fatal  to  the  attempt  to  avoid  such  a 
policy  for  fraud  and  false  swearing; 
therefore  the  impossibility  of  the 
deceit  of  the  insurer  in  this  case  by 
the  knowingly  and  intentionally 
false  overvaluations  of  the  insured 
property,  and  the  knowingly  false 
statements  of  greatly  excessive  loss 
and  damage  by  the  fire,  was  fatal  to 
the  defense  that  this  policy  was 
avoided  in  this  case  by  the  laundry 
company's  attempt  to  defraud  the 
insurer. 

To  sustain  this  argument  and  its 
conclusions,  counsel  for  the  assured 
have  cited  some  authorities  which 
fairly  support  them :  Shaw  v.  Scot- 
tish Commercial  Ins.  Co.  (C.  C.)  1 
Fed.  761,  763;  Rohrbach  v.  ^tna 
Ins.  Co-  62  N.  Y.  613;  Farmers' 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Gargett,  42  Mich. 
289,  3  N.  W.  964;  German  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Luckett,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  139,  34 
S.  W.  173,— although  the  three 
cases  last  cited  rest  on  the  fact  that 
the  agent  of  the  insurer  knew  the 
facts  misrepresented  when  he  took 
the  policy.     They  have  also  cited 
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many  authorities  which  do  not  di- 
xectty  rule  the  questions  of  law  here 
presented,  but  which  they  claim 
tend  to  sustain  their  argument.  On 
the  other  hand,  counsel  for  the  in- 
surer have  cited  authorities  which 
directly  sustain  a  conclusion  dia- 
metrically opposite  to  that  which 
counsel  for  the  assured  deduce  from 
their  argument,  and  other  authori- 
ties which  do  not  directly  rule  the 
questions  here  under  consideration, 
but  which  they  claim  tend  to  sustain 
the  position  they  take.  The  author- 
ities thus  cited  are  too  numerous  to 
review  in  detail.  The  opinions  of 
the  courts  to  which  counsel  have  re- 
ferred and  the  briefs  of  counsel 
have  been  read,  and  these  and  the 
arguments  at  the  hearing  have  re- 
ceived deliberate  consideration, 
with  the  result  that  the  more  per^ 
suasive  reasons  and  the  weight  of 
authority  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
sustain,  and  it  has  reached,  these 
conclusions : 

The  provision  of  the  policy  "that 
the  policy  shall  be  void  if  the  in- 
sured has  made  any  attempt  to  de- 
fraud the  company,  either  before  or 
after  the  loss,"  was  a  plain,  unam- 
biguous contract,  binding  upon  each 
of  the  parties  to  it.  That  agree- 
ment was  not  that  if  the  insured, 
before  or  after  the  loss,  made  any 
attempt  to  defraud  the  company, 
except  in  instances  in  which  such  an 
attempt  could  not  and  did  not  de- 
ceive the  insurer,  and,  except  in  in- 
stances in  which  such  attempt  was 
unsuccessful,  the  policy  should  be 
void.  No  such  exception  is  ex- 
pressed or  indicated  by  the  clear 
and  comprehensive  terms  of  the 
agreement,  or  by  the  situation  or 
circumstances  of  the  parties  when 

they   made   it.     In 
tailirVtatmeBt    such  a  state  of  the 
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not  lawfully  con- 
ceive and  ingraft  upon  the  contract 
such  exceptions.  The  fact  that  the 
parties  did  not  set  them  out  in  their 
written  contract  is  conclusive  that 
their  minds  never  met  upon  them 
and  they  never  intended  to  make 
them. 


Proof  of  the  avoidance  of  a  pol- 
icy, under  a  contract  that  it  shall  be 
void  if  the  insured  attempts  to  de- 
fraud the  insurer,  does  not  consist 
of  the  same  indispensable  elements 
as  does  proof  of  its  avoidance  under 
a  contract  that  the  policy  shall  be 
void  if  the  insured  is  guil^  of  fraud 
or  false  swearing  in  its  proof  of 
loss,  or  other  testimony  as  to  the 
value  of  or  damage  or  loss  to  tiie  in- 
sured property. 

Neitiier  the  deceit  of  tiie  insurer, 
nor  the  possibility  of  such  deceit  by 
the  attempt  to  defraud,  is  indispen- 
sable to  plenary  proof  of  avoidance 
of  a  policy  by  such  an  attempt  un- 
der the  contract  here  under  consid- 
eration. An  attempt  is  "an  endeav- 
or to  do  an  act  carried  beyond  mere 
preparation,  but  .  .  .  short  of 
execution,''  People  v.  Moran,  123 
N.  Y.  254, 10  L.R.A.  109, 20  Am.  St 
Rep.  732,  26  N.  E.  412.  And  an  at- 
tempt to  defraud  is  not  necessarily 
a  fraud.  The  attempt  may  fail,  and 
then  the  fraud  is  not  perpetrated; 
it  never  exists,  and  the  real  object 
and  purpose  of  the  contract  here  un- 
der consideration  was  to  protect  the 
insurer  against  such  futile  at- 
tempts. Deceit  and  injury  to  the 
person  deceived  thereby  are  in  some 
cases  indispensable  to  proof  of  ac- 
tionable fraud,  but  neither  of  them 
is  indispensable  to  proof  of  an  at- 
tempt to  defraud.  Claflin  v.  Com- 
monwealth Ins.  Co.  110  U.  S.  81,  83, 
84,  28  L.  ed.  76,  80,  81,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  507 ;  PoUett  v.  Standard  F.  Ins. 
Co.  77  N.  H.  457,  92  Atl.  957 ;  Sleep- 
er V.  New  Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  56 
N.  H.  401,  407,  408;  DoUoff  v. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  82  Me.  267, 17  Am. 
St.  Rep.  482,  19  Atl.  396;  Oshkosh 
Packing  &  Provision  Co.  v.  Mercan- 
tile Ins.  Co.  (C.  C.)  31  Fed.  200, 
206;  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Vaughan,  88  Va.  832,  14  S.  E.  754; 
Vaughan  v.  Virginia  F.  ft  M.  Ins» 
Co.  102  Va.  541,  46  S.  E.  692. 

In  Claflin  v.  Commonwealth  Ins* 
Co.,  just  cited,  the  contract  was: 
"All  fraud  or  attempt  at  fraud,  by 
false  swearing  or  otherwise,  shaD 
cause  a  forfeiture  of  all  claims  on 
this  company  under  this  policy.' 
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The  insurance  company,  pQiBU- 
ant  to  a  provision  of  the  poU<^>  re- 
quired the  insured  to  submit  to  an 
examination  under  oath.  In  that 
examination  he  testified  falsely  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  he  paid  his 
vendor  for  the  insured  property 
which  he  purchased.  He  did,  this 
without  any  intention  to  deceive  or 
defraud  the  insurance  company j^  for 
the  purpose  of  tnaking  his  testi- 
mony consistent  with  a  statement 
he  had  made  to  R.  G.  Dun  ,&  Com- 
pany in  order  to  enable  him  to  ob- 
tain credit.  The  supreme  court,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  in  the  case, 
said,  among  other  things :  ''A  false 
answer  as  to  any  matter  of  fact  ma- 
terial to  the  inquiry,  knowingly  and 
wilfully  made,  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive ^e  insurer,  would  be  fraud- 
ulent. If  it  accomplished  its  result, 
it  would  be  a  fraud  effected;  if  it 
failed,  it  would  be  a  fraud  attempt- 
ed. ...  No  one  can  be  permitted 
to  say,  in  respect  to  his  own  state- 
ments upon  a  material  matter,  that 
he  did  not  expect  to  be  believed ;  and 
if  they  are  knowingly  false,  and  wil- 
fuUy  made,  the  fact  that  they  are 
material  is  proof  of  an  attempted 
fraud,  because  their  materiality,  in 
the  eye  of  the  law,  consists  in  their 
tendency  to  influence  the  conduct  of 
the  party  who  has  an  interest  in 
them,  and  to  whom  they  are  ad- 
dressed.'^    110  U.  S.  95. 

It  is  further  declared,  speaking 
of  the  contract  of  avoidance  of  the 
policy :  "By  that  contract  the  com- 
panies were  entitled  to  know  from 
him  all  the  circumstances  of  his 
purchase  of  the  property  insured, 
including  the  amount  of  the  price 
paid  and  in  what  manner  payment 
was  made;  and  false  statements, 
wilfully  made  under  oath,  intended 
to  conceal  the  truth  on  these  points, 
constituted  an  attempted  fraud  by 
false  swearing,  which  was  a  breach 
of  the  conditions  of  the  policy,  and 
constituted  a  bar  to  the  recovery  of 
the  insurance."    110  U.  S.  97. 

In  FoUett  v.  Standard  F.  Ins.  Co. 
77  N.  H.  457,  92  Atl.  956,  the  su- 
preme  court  of  New  Hampshire 
held  that  "false  swearing  to  a  state- 
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ment  of  k)ss  furnished  to  the  insur- 
er was  plainly  an  ^attempt  to  de- 
fraud; it  was  an  act  done  in  part 
execution  of  what,  if  oarried  to  a 
successful  issue,  would  be  a  com- 
pleted fraud,"  and  tiiat  f al|^  swear- 
ing by  the  insured  to'  an  overvalua- 
.  tion  at  the  trial,  when  the  insurer 
'  presumably  was  informed  of  the 
truth  and  could  not  be  deceived  by 
the  false  Oath,  Was  an  '^attempt  to 
defraud  the  company  .  •  •  after 
the  loss." 
In  Virginia  F.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  t. 
.  Vaughan,  88  Va.  832,  14  S.  E.  754, 
the  actual  loss  was  $2,000,  and  the 
policy  only  $1,500;  but  the  supreme 
court  of  Virginia  held  that  wilfully 
false  statements  of  a  greater  loss 
than  the  actual  loss  constituted  an 
attempt  to  defraud,  which  avoided 
the  policy,  although  they  could  not 
have  deceived  the  insurance  com- 
pany to  its  injury. 

In  view  of  the  conclusions  at 
which  we  have  arrived,  there  is  no 
logical  way  of  escape  from  the  re- 
sist that  the  court  below  was  in  er- 
ror in  charging  the  jury  that,  if  the 
insurer  knew  the  actual  value  of  the 
insured  property,  and  the  amount  of 
tiie  loss  and  damage  thereto  by  the 
fire,  or  had  had  full  opportunity  to 
know  it,  so  that  it  could  not  be  de- 
ceived by  the  verified  overvalua- 
tions and  statements  of  excessive 
amounts  of  loss  made  by  the  in- 
sured, the  service  of  that  notice  did 
not  constitute  an  attempt  to  de- 
fraud, although  it  contained  know- 
ingly and  wilfully  false  excessive 
statements  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty and  of  the  loss  and  damage 
caused  by  the  fire. 

As  this  case  must  be  tried  again, 
attention  is  called  to  the  rule  that, 
where  the  insured  knowingly  and 
wilfully  makes  a  false  statement  of 
or  regarding  a  material  fact  in  its 
proof  of  loss,  or  in  its  testimony  re- 
garding the  value  of  the  property 
insured,  or  the  loss  _i„p,ie«tio«  o« 
or   damage  thereto  imtent  t© 
by   fire,   the   inten-  **«**^*- 
tion  to  deceive  the  insurer  is  neces- 
sarily implied  as  the  natural  conse- 
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quence  of  sudi  act  Claflin  v. 
Oommonwealth  Ins.  Co.  110  U.  S. 
81,  95,  28  L.  ed.  76,  82,  3  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  507 ;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Bank 
of  Timmonsvifle,  71  C.  C.  A.  299, 
189  Fed.  103 ;  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 


Humi  Packincr  Co.  171  C.  C.  A.  405, 
260  Fed.  646. 

Let  the  judgment  below  be  re- 
versed, and  let  this  case  be  remand- 
ed to  the  court  below,  with  direc- 
tions to  grant  a  new  trial. 


ANNOTATION. 

OvemJuatioii  m  proof  of  Iom  of  property  insared 

inturance  policy. 


as  frand  avoiding  fire 


I.  General  rules: 

a.  Overvaluation  made  through  mis- 

take or  inadvertence,  1164. 

b.  Overvaluation    made   knowingly 

and  intentionally,  1168. 
e.  Fraudulent  intent  as  question  for 
jury,  1172. 
II.  Illustrations: 

a.  Overvaluation    held    fraudulent, 

1175, 

b.  Overvaluation  held  not  fraudu- 

lent, 1176. 

-  *• 

1.  General  rules. 

a.  Overvaluation  made  through  misUUee 
or  inadvertence. 

It  is  well  settled  that  where  an  in- 
sured person,  in  making  proof  of  loss 
by  fire,  overestimates  through  mis- 
take or  inadvertence,  the  value  of  the 
property  destroyed,  the  overvaluation 
does  not  amount  to  fraud  sufiicient 
to  avoid  the  policy. 

United  States.  —  Howell  v.  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins.  Go.  (1874)  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
6^780;  Huchberger  v.  Merchants'  F. 
Ins.  Go.  (1868)  4  Biss.  266,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  6,822;  Huchberger  v.  Providence 
Washington  Ins.  Go.  (1869)  Fed.  Gas. 
N.  6,823,  affirmed  in  (1871)  12  Wall. 
164,  20  L.  ed.  364;  Wiede  v.  Insurance 
Go.  of  N.  A.  (1871)  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
17,617;  Sibley  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M. 
Ins.  Go.  (1878)  9  Biss.  31,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  12,830;  Mack  &  Go.  v.  Lancashire 
Ins.  Go.  (1880)  2  McGrary,  211,  4  Fed. 
59;  Oshkosh  Packing  &  Provision  Go. 
V.  Mercantile  Ins.  Go.  (1887)  31  Fed. 
200;  Spring  Garden  Ins.  Go.  v.  Amuse- 
ment Syndicate  Go.  (1910)  102  G.  G.  A. 
29,  178  Fed.  519 ;  GOLUMBIA  iNS.  Go.  v. 
MoraatN  Laundby  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  1159.  See  also  Insurance 
Gos.  V.  Weide   (Republic  F.  Ins.  Go. 


V.  Weide)  (1872)  14  Wall.  375,  20  L. 
ed.  874;  Putnam  v.  (Commonwealth 
Ins.  Go.  (1880)  18  Blatchf.  368,  4 
Fed.  753;  Miller  v.  Alliance  Ins.  Ck>. 
(1881)    19  Blatchf.  308,  7  Fed.  649. 

Alabama.  —  Tubb  v.  Liverpool  & 
L.  &  G.  Ins.  Go.  (1894)  106  Ala.  651, 
17  So.  615. 

Arkansas.  —  American  Gent.  Ins. 
Go.  v.  Ware  (1898)  65  Ark.  336,  46 
S.  W.  129;  German-American  Ins. 
Go.  v.  Brown  (1905)  75  Ark.  251,  87 
S.  W.  135. 

California.  —  Helbing  v.  Svea  Ins. 
Co.  (1880)  54  Gal.  156,  35  Am.  Rep.  72. 

Illinois.  —  Commercial  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Friedlander  (1895)  156  111.  595,  41  N. 

E.  183.    See  also  St.  Onge  v.  Hartford 

F.  Ins.  Go.  (1917)  204  111.  App.  127; 
Rockford  Ins.  Go.  v.  Nelson  (1874)  75 
HI.  548. 

Indiana.  —  Franklin  Ins.  (To.  v. 
Culver  (1855)  6  Ind.  137. 

Iowa.  —  Stone  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  C!o. 
(1886)  68  Iowa,  737,  56  Am.  Rep.  870, 
28  N.  W.  47 ;  Erb  v.  German-American 
Ins.  Co.  (1896)  98  Iowa,  606,  40  L.R.A. 
845,  67  N.  W.  583;  Goldstein  v.  St. 
Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Go.  (1904)  124 
Iowa,  143,  99  N.  W.  696;  Helm  v. 
Anchor  F.  Ins.  Go.  (1906)  132  Iowa, 
177,  109  N.  W.  605. 

Kentucky.  —  Western  Assur.  Co. 
V.  Ray  (1899)  105  Ky.  523,  49  S.  W. 
326;  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Union  Mercantile  Co.  (1914)  161  Ky. 
718,  171  S.  W.  407. 

Louisiana.  —  Daul  v.  Firemen's 
Ins.  Co.  (1883)  35  La.  Ann.  98; 
Erman  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Go.  (1883)  35 
La.  Ann.  1095;  Dunn  v.  Springfield 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  CJo.  (1902)  109  La.  520, 
33  So.  585.  See  also  Marchesseau  v. 
Merchants'  Ins.  Go.  (1842)  1  Rob.  438; 
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Rafel  ▼.  Nashville  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1862)  7  La.  Ann.  244. 

Maine.  —  Moore  v.  Protection  Ins. 
Co.  (1848)  29  Me.  97»  48  Am.  Dec. 
614;  Williams  v.  Phoenix  F.  Ins.  Ck>. 
(1871)  61  Me.  67;  Hanscom  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  (1897)  90  Me.  333,  38  Atl. 
324;  Hilton  v.  Phoenix  Assur.  Co. 
(1898)  92  Me.  272,  42  Atl.  412; 
Archibald  v.  Granite  State  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1918)    117    Me.    205,    103    Atl.    162. 

Massachusetts.  —  Towne  v.  Spring- 
field F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1888)  146 
Mass.  682,  16  N.  E.  112. 

Michisran. — See  Johnston  v.  Farm- 
ers' F.  Ins.  Co.  (1896)  106  Mich.  96, 
64  N.  W.  5. 

Minnesota.  —  Hamberg  v.  St.  Panl 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1897)  68  Minn.  335, 
71  N.  W.  388;  Hodge  v.  Franklin  Ins. 
Co.  (1910)  111  Minn.  321,  126  N.  W. 
1098. 

Missouri.  —  Walker  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  (1896)  62  Mo.  App.  209. 

Nebraska.  —  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Herpolsheimer  (1906)  77  Neb.  232, 
109  N,  W.  160. 

Nevada.  —  Gerhauser  v.  North 
British  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1870)  6  Nev. 
15. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Compare  Leach 
V.  Republic  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1878)  68  N. 
H.  246. 

New  Jersey.  —  Carson  v.  Jersey 
City  Ins.  Co.  (1881)  43  N.  J.  L.  300, 
39  Am.  Rep.  684,  affirmed  in  (1882)  44 
N.  J.  L.  210;  Jersey  City  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Nichol  (1882)  36  N.  J.  Eq.  291,  40 
Am.  Rep.  626. 

New  York.  —  Hickman  v.  Long 
Island  Ins.  Co.  (1847)  1  Edm.  Sel. 
Cas.  374;  Unger  v.  People's  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1871)  4  Daly,  96;  Gibbs  v.  Con- 
tinental Ins.  Co.  (1878)  13  Hun,  611; 
O'Brien  v.  Prescott  Ins.  Co.  (1890) 
32  N.  Y.  S.  R.  679,  11  N.  Y.  Supp. 
126,  reversed  on  other  grounds  in 
(1892)  134  N.  Y.  28,  31  N.  E.  266; 
Cheever  v.  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins. 
Co.  (1903)  86  App.  Div.  328,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  730,  affirmed  without  opinion 
in  (1905)  180  N.  Y.  651,  73  N.  E. 
1121;  Nugent  v.  Rensselaer  County 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1906)  106  App.  Div. 
308,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  605;  Hirschman 
V.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  (1910) 
123   N.   Y.   Supp.  781;   Simon   Cloak 


&  Suit  Co.  V.  iEtna  Ins.  Co.  (1912) 
141  N.  Y.  Supp.  663.  See  also  Titus 
V.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  (1880)  81 
N.  Y.  410,  8  Abb.  N.  C.  316. 

Ohio.  —  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  (1878)  4  Ohio 
Dec.  Reprint,  340. 

Tennessee.  —  Phoenix  Ins.  0>.  v. 
Munday    (1868)   6  Coldw.  547. 

Texas.  —  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shear- 
man (1897)  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  466,  43 
S.  W.  930,  1063.  See  also  Pelican 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Schwartz  (1892)  —  Tex. 
— ,  19  S.  W.  374. 

Washington. — Rasmusson  v.  North 
Coast  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1915)  83  Wash. 
669,  L.R.A.1916C,  1179,  146  Pac.  610, 

West  Virginia.  —  Teter  v.  Franklin 
F.  Ins.  Co.  (1914)  74  W.  Va.  344,  82 
S.  E.  40. 

Wisconsin.  —  Dogge  v.  North- 
western Nat.  Ins.  Co.  (1880)  49  Wia 
601,  6  N.  W.  889;  Vergeront  v 
German  Ins.  Co.  (1893)  86  Wis.  426 
66  N.  W.  1096;  Beyer  v.  St.  Paul  F. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1901)  112  Wis.  138 
88  N.  W.  57. 

England. — Chapman  t.  Pole  (1870> 
22  L.  T.  N.  S.  306. 

Canada.  —  Rice  v.  Provincial  Ins 
Co.  (1857)  7  U.  C.  C.  P.  648;  Pari 
V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  (1869)  19  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  110;  Parsons  v.  Citizens  Ins.  Co. 
(1878)  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  261;  Steeves 
V.  Sovereign  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1880)  20 
N.  B.  394;  DouU  v.  Fire  Ins.  Co. 
(1886)  18  N.  S.  611,  6  Can.  L.  T.  Oec. 
N.  541;  Harrison  v.  Western  Assur. 
Ck>.  (1903)  35  N.  S.  488,  reversed  on 
other  grounds  in  (1903)  33  Can.  S. 
C.  473;  Adams  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins. 
Co.  (1916)  87  Ont.  L.  Rep.  1,  10  Ont. 
Week.  N.  171,  31  D.  L.  R.  166. 

"An  overestimate  which  was  made 
honestly,  and  in  good  faith,  clearly 
would  not  have  the  effect  to  exclude 
the  claimant  from  all  benefits  under 
the  policy."  Stone  v.  Hawkeye  Ins. 
Co.  (1886)  68  Iowa,  737,  66  Am.  Rep. 
870,  28  N.  W.  47. 

"The  mere  fact  that  the  assured,  in 
the  proofs  of  loss,  has  made  an  over- 
valuation of  the  property  destroyed, 
will  not  defeat  a  recovery  on  the 
policy  for  the  actual  loss  sustained. 
If  the  assured,  in  making  proofs  of 
loss,    acts    in    good    faith,    in    the 
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honest  belief  that  the  property 
destroyed  was  worth  the  aniount  oi 
the  valuation  placed  upon  it,  and  the 
excessive  valuation  was  riot  intended 
to  deceive  or  defraud  the  insurance 
company,  such  overvaluation  cannot 
be  held  to  be  fraudulent,  and  it  will 
not  defeat  a  recovery."  Commercial 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Friedlander  (1895)  156 
III.  595,  41  N.  E.  183. 

So,  in  Nugent  v.  Rensselaer  County 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1905)  106  App.  Div. 
308,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  605,  the  court 
said:  "It  is  provided  in  the  policy 
that  it  shall  be  void  in  case  of  any 
fraud  or  false  swearing  by  the 
assured,  touching  any  matter  relat- 
ing to  the  insurance  or  the  subject 
thereof,  whether  before  or  after  a 
loss.  The  defendant  insists  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  false  swear- 
ing in  overestimating  the  quantity 
and  value  of  the  personal  property 
which  he  claimed  to  have  lost  by 
reason  of  the  fire.  It  is  not  the  pur- 
pose of  such  provision  in  the  policy 
to  put  every  insurer  in  danger  of 
losing  the  entire' benefit  of  his  insur- 
ance if,  in  an  honest  effort  to 
determine  and  state  the  property  lost 
by  fire,  and  the  value  thereof,  he 
inadvertently  misstates  the  same  or 
overestimates  their  values.  A  mere 
misstatement  of  the  loss,  based  upon 
an  erroneous  estimate  of  values, 
.  .  .  does  not  operate  to  avoid  the 
policy."  See  to  the  same  effect, 
Cheever  v.  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins. 
Co.  (1908)  86  App.  Div.  828,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  780,  afiirmed  in  (1905)  180 
N.  Y.  661,  73  N.  E.  1121. 

"An  overestimate  of  the  amount  of 
loss  sustained,  made  honestly  and  in 
good  faith,  is  neither  fraud  nor  false 
swearing,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy.  The  fraud  or  false  swear- 
ing which  would  cause  a  forfeiture 
.  .  .  must  undoubtedly  be  actual 
and  intentional."  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Munday  (1868)  5  ColdW.  (Tenn.)  547. 

In  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ware 
(1898)  65  Ark.  386,  46  S.  W.  129,  the 
court  approved  an  instruction  of  the 
trial  judge  that  an  overvaluation  did 
not  avoid  the  policy,  unless  it  was 
knowingly  made,  and  that  if  it 
occurred    threugh    oversight    or    in- 


advertence, it  did  not  affect  any 
right  of  the  insured  under  the  policy. 
The  court  said:  'This  instruction 
was  correct.  The  provision  of  the 
policy  .  .  .  does  not  refer  to  an 
accidental  omission  or  an  innocent 
misrepresentation  of  fact  on  the  part 
of  the  assured.  To  avoid  the  policy, 
the  false  statement  must  have  been 
knowingly  and  wilfully  made,  thue 
showing  an  intention  to  deceive  and 
to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  the  in- 
surer." 

Similarly,  in  Hodge  v.  Franklin  Ins. 
Co.  (1910)  111  Minn.  321,  126  N.  W. 
1098,  the  appellate  court  approved  an 
instruction  of  the  trial  court  to  the 
effect  that  an  incidental  or  uninten- 
tional overvaluation  by  the  insured 
did  not  necessarily  amount  to  fraud 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  policy. 

Where  an  insured,,  in  the  proof  of 
loss,  gave  merely  an  optimistic 
account  of  the  value  of  the  goods 
that  had  been  destroyed,  it  was  held 
not  to  be  a  fraud  sufficient  to  avoid 
the  policy.  St.  Onge  v.  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.   (1917)  204  HI.  App.  127. 

In  some  of  the  cases  it  has  been 
said  that  an  overvaluation  made  by 
the  insured  through  error  of  judg- 
ment or  inadvertence  is,  in  effect, 
merely  an  expression  of  opinion, 
which  affords  no  ground  for  an 
avoidance  of  the  policy,  and  will  not 
cause  a  forfeiture  thereof. 

United  States.  —  Howell  v.  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins.  Co.  (1874)  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,780;  Oshkosh  Packing  ft  Provision 
Co.  V.  Mercantile  Ins.  (3o.  (1887)  31 
Fed.  200. 

Iowa.  —  Helm  v.  Anchor  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1906)  132  Iowa,  177,  109  N.  W.  605. 

New  Jersey.  —  Jersey  City  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Nichol  (1882)  35  N.  J.  Eq.  291, 
40  Am.  Rep.  626. 

New  York.  —  Nugent  v.  Rensselaer 
County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1905)  106 
App.   Div.   308,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.   605. 

West  Virginia.  —  Teter  v.  Franklin 
F.  Ins.  Co.  (1914)  74  W.  Va.  344, 
82  S.  E.  40. 

Wisconsin.  —  Dogge  v.  North- 
western Nat.  Ins.  (Jo.  (1880)  49  Wis. 
501,  5  N.  W.  889;  Vergeront  v.  (Ger- 
man Ins.  Co.  (1893)  86  Wis.  425,  56 
N.  w:  1096. 
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Canada.  —  Steevea  v.-Savoffeiirn^Fi 
Ins.  Co.  (1880)  20  N.  B.  894. 

'The  value  of  property  U,  to  a 
great  extent,  a  matter  of  judgment 
or  opinion.  People  inay^  and  do^ 
honestly  differ  widely  on  such  a 
subject.  .  »  .  It  is  the  fraud,  and 
not  the  mistakes  or  errors  in  judgr 
ment,  of  ^  insured  which,  will  avoi4 
his  policy."  Steeves  v.  Sovereiga 
F.  Ins.  Co.  (N.  BL)  ^uprfu^    ^  . 

'The  mere  fact  .  .  »  that  a 
party  who  seeks,  to  recover  insuranoflt 
has  even  largely  overstated  the  value 
of  the  property  destroyed  will  not,  of 
itself  and  alone,  relieve  the  com- 
pany from  liability.  In  order  to  pre- 
vail on  this  ground,  the  insurer  must 
show  that  the  insured  knew  it  was 
worth  much  less  than  be  swore  it  to 
be.  There  may  be  an  honest  differ- 
ence of  opinion  as  to  the  real  value 
of  property.  Such  a  difference  of 
opinion  does  often  exist  in  the  minds 
of  men  as  to  the  value  of  property, 
because  that  question  may  rest  large- 
ly in  opinion.  And  if  the  jury  find 
that,  even  though  a  valuation  is 
largely  excessive,,  yet  if  it  was  made 
by  the  insured  in  good  faith,  his 
statement  in  that  respect  cannot  be 
held  to  amount  to  false  swearing  or 
fraud."  Oshkosh  Packing  &  Provi- 
sion Co.  V.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  (1887) 
31  Fed.  200,  supra. 

"Nothing  is  more  common  in  the 
affairs  of  life  than  for  men  to  over- 
value their  property;  *  and  when, 
it  is  not  done  with  any 
fraudulent  purpose*  it  should  no^ 
avoid  the  policy.'*  Dogge  v.  North- 
western Nat.  Ins.  Co.    (WisO   supra. 

In  T^ter  v,  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(W.  Va.)  supra,  the  court  said:  "It 
would  be  a  very  harsh  rule  that  would 
forfeit  his  policy,  if  the  insured 
happened,  innocently,  to  make  a  mis- 
take in  estimating  the  value  of  his 
property,  and  should  fix  it  at  a  little 
more  than  most  other  men  would 
think  it  was  actuftlly  worth.  Men  are 
prone  to  value  their  own  possessions 
a  little  higher  than  other  people 
would  value  them»  and  often  dp  so  in 
utmost  good  faith.  The  law  allows 
a  margin  in  such  cases  for  honest 
differences  of  opinion." 


Ltke^me»  in.  Elrman  v>  Sua  Mut^ 
las.  Co*  (1883)  35  La*  Ann.  1095,  it 
was  said:  "A  great  difference  of 
opinion  upon  values  may  well  coexist 
with  perfect  honesty  of  all  per^ 
soils  differing;  .  The  assured  may 
have  sworn  to  what  he  believed 
to  be.  true,  but  which  nevertheless 
was  false,  and  his  poliey  would  not 
thereby  be  forfeited.  He.  must  know^ 
ii^gly  and  intentionally,  and  there- 
fore fraudulently,  have  swern,  with 
the  intent  to:  deceive  the  insurer  and 
get  from  him  a  value  falsely  put  up« 
on  the  propeHgr."  See  alee  Dunn  v. 
Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1902) 
109  La.  520,  33  So.  585;  Daul  v.  Fire- 
men's Ins.  Co.  (1883)  35  La.  Ann.  98. 

So,  where. an  insured,  without  any 
evil  intont  or  purpose,  but  "yielding 
to  that  partiality  with  which,  as  ia 
conmionly  known, -most  men  estimate 
their  own  property,"  went  to  the  ex- 
treme in  giving  expression  to  his 
opinion  of  values,  it  was  held  that  the. 
policy  could  not  be  avoided  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.  Helm  v.  Anchor 
F,  Ins.  Ck).  (1906)  132  Iowa.  177,  109 
N.  W.  605. 

Similarly,  in  Simon  Cloak  &  Suit 
Ck).  V.  JEtna  Ins,  Co.  (1912)  141  N.  Y. 
Supp.  553,  wherein  it  appeared  that 
the  insured  had  no  means  by  which 
it  could  possibly  determine  the  value 
of  the  property  destroyed,  and  was 
compelled  to  estimate  its  loss,  the^ 
court  held  an  overvaluation  of  more 
than  100  per  cent  to  be  merely  an  ex- 
pression of  an  opinion,  which  did  not 
operate  to  avoid  the  policy,  since  un- 
der the  circumstances  there  was 
absent  the  essential  element  of  fraud. 

Where  the  value  of  the  property 
destroyed  is  largely  in  excess  of  the 
insurance,  so  that  an  exaggeration 
cannot,  operate  to  defraud  or  injure 
the  insurer,  it  is  qui^e  generally  held 
that  an  overvaluation,  if  honestly 
made,  will  not  avoid  the  policy. 
Hanscom  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  (1897)  90 
Me.  333,  38  Atl.  324;  Springfield  F. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Winn  (1889)  27  Neb. 
649,  5  L.R.A.  841,  43  N.  W.  401; 
Jensen  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  (1908)  81 
Neb.  523,  116  N.  W.  286;  Phoenix 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Shearman  (1897)  17  Tex. 
Civ.   App.   456,  43  8.   W,  930,  1063;  • 
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Camden  F.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Puett  (1914) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  164  S.  W.  418; 
Dogge  Y.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co. 
(1880)  49  Wis.  501,  6  N.  W.  889. 
Compare  Capital  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bever- 
ly (1897)  14  Ohio  C.  G.  468,  8  Ohio 
C.  D.  87. 

"In  determining  whether  an  exces- 
sive valuation  .  .  .  was  the  re- 
sult of  wilfully  false  swearing,  or  of 
an  error  in  judgment,  misinforma- 
tion, misrecollection,  or  mistake,  it  is 
obviously  material  and  important  to 
consider  the  amount  of  the  actual  loss 
in  relation  to  the  amount  of  insurance 
and  to  inquire  whether  the  insured 
could  have  had  any  motive  to  swear 
falsely  in  order  to  swell  the  amount 
of  the  loss,  when  it  was  already  con- 
ceded that  the  loss,  honestly  stated, 
would  exceed  the  amount  of  insur- 
ance." Hanscom  v.  Home  Ins.  Co. 
(Me.)  supra. 

"It  is  well  settled  that  the  making 
of  an  affidavit  fixing  the  value  of 
goods  insured  at  an  excessive  price 
will  not  forfeit  the  right  of  the  as- 
sured to  recover,  where  the  value  of 
the  property  actually  exceeds  the 
amount  of  the  insurance,  so  that  the 
same  becomes  immaterial  to  the  risk.'' 
Jensen  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  (1906)  81 
Neb.  523,  116  N.  W.  286,  supra. 

And  where  the  value  placed  on  a 
stock  of  general  merchandise  was 
only  $1,600  above  what  the  jury  found 
it  to  be;  and  no  motive  appeared  for 
the  excessive  valuation,  as  the  value 
proven  on  the  trial  and  fixed  by  the 
verdict  was  nearly  $2,000  in  excess 
of  the  amount  of  the  policy,  it  was 
held  that  there  was  no  ground  for 
a  finding  of  fraud.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Shearman  (1897)  17  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
456,  43  S.  W.  930,  1063. 

In  like  manner,  in  Dogge  v.  North- 
western Nat.  Ins;  Co.  (1880)  49  Wis. 
501,  5  N.  W.  889,  it  was  said:  "The 
actual  value  of  the  property  de- 
stroyed exceeded  the  amount  of  insur- 
ance upon  it.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, if  the  plaintiff  did  honest- 
ly, or  without  any  fraudulent  intent, 
place  an  extravagant  valuation  upon 
the  property,  it  would  not  prevent 
a  recovery  upon  the  policy.'' 


b.  OvervaluaUaH   tnade    Icnowingi^ 

inJtenMonally, 

Where  an  insured  knowingly  and 
wilfully  overestimates  in  his  proof  of 
loss  the  value  of  the  property  de- 
stroyed, with  the  intention  of  deceiv- 
ing the  insurer,  sach  overvaluation 
will  avoid  the  policy  and  defeat  any 
right  of  the  insured  to  recover  there- 
on. 

United  States.  —  Huchberger  v. 
Merchants'  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1868)  4 
Biss.  265,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,822;  Huch- 
berger V.  Providence  Washington  Ins. 
Co.  (1869)  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,823,  af- 
firmed in  (1871)  12  Wall.  164,  20  L. 
ed.  364;  Geib  v.  Internationa!  Ins.  Co. 
(1870)  1  Dill.  448,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5,298;  Huchberger  v.  Home  F.  Ins. 
Co.  (1870)  5  Bies.  106,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,821;  Weide  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N. 
A.  (1871)  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,617; 
Howell  V.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1874) 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,780;  Mack  v.  Lan- 
cashire Ins.  Co.  (1880)  2  McCrary 
211,  4  Fed.  59;  Oshkosh  Packing  & 
Provision  Co.  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co. 
(1887)  31  Fed.  200.  Compare  the  re- 
ported case  (Columbian  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Modern  Laundry,  ante,  1159). 

Arkansas.  —  German-American 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Brown  (1905)  75  Ark. 
251,  87  S.  W.  185. 

Georgia.  —  Goldberg  v.  Provident 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  (1916)  144  Ga. 
783,  87  S.  E.  1077. 

Illinois.  —  Kavooras  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  111.   (1912)   167  111.  App.  220. 

Iowa.  —  ^ne  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co. 
(1886)  68  Iowa,  787,  56  Am.  Bep.  870, 
28  N.  W.  47 ;  Erb  v.  Grorman-American 
Ins.  Co.  (1897)  98  Iowa,  606,  40 
L.R.A.  845,  67  N.  W.  583;  Helm  v. 
Anchor  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1906)  182  Iowa, 
177,  109  N.  W.  605. 

Kentucky.  —  Compare  Phosnix  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Wintersmith  (1907)  30  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  369,  98  S.  W.  987. 

Louisiana.  —  Marchisseau  v.  Mer- 
chants' Ins.  Co.  (1842)  1  Rob.  438; 
Alfred  Hiller  Co.  v.  Insurance  Co.  of 
N.  A.  (1910)  125  La.  938,  32  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  453,  52  So.  104. 

Maine.  —  Wall  v.  Howard  Ins.  Oi. 
(1862)  51  Me.  32;  Hilton  v.  Phoenix 
Assur.  Co.  (1898)  92  Me.  272,  42  Atl. 
412;  Rovinsky  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co. 
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(1905)  100  Me.  112,  60  Atl.  1025; 
Pottle  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Go. 
(1911)  108  Me.  401,  81  Atl.  481; 
Archibald  v.  Granite  State  F.  Ins. 
Co.  (1918)  117  Me.  205,  103  Atl.  162. 

Nebraaluu  —  Home  Ins.  Co.  t. 
Winn  (1894)  42  Neb.  331,  60  N.  W. 
576. 

New  Hampshire.  —  Sleeper  v.  New 
Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1876)  56  N. 
H.  401. 

New  Y«rlu  —  Hickman  v.  Long 
Island  Ins.  (3o.  (1847)  4  Edm.  Sel. 
Cas.  374;  Sternfeld  v.  Park  F.  Ins. 
Co.  (1888)  60  Hun,  262,  2  N.  Y.  Supp. 
766;  Furlong  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co. 
(1892)  28  Abb.  N.  C.  444,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  844;  Anibal  v.  Insurance  Co. 
of  N.  A.  (1903)  84  App.  Div.  634,  82 
N.  Y.  Supp.  600;  Simon  Cloak  & 
Suit  Co.  T.  iBtna  Ins.  Ck).  (1912)  141 
N.  Y.  Supp.  563;  Bass  v.  Williams- 
burgh  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1918)  141 
N.  Y.  Supp.  555. 

Oregon.  —  Fire  Asso.  of  Phila.  t« 
Allesina  (1907)  49  Or.  816,  89  Pae. 
960. 

Texas.  —  Fidelity  Phoenix  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Sadau  (1915)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  178  S.  W.  559. 

Washington.  —  Rasmusson  ▼.  North 
Coast  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1915)  83  Wash. 
569,  L.R.A.1915C,  1179,  145  Pac.  610. 

Wisconsin.  —  F.  Dohmen  Co.  v. 
Niagara  P.  Ins.  Co.  (1897)  96  Wis. 
38,  71  N.  W.  69. 

England*  —  Chapman  ▼.  Pole 
(1870)  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  306. 

Canada.  —  Grenier  v.  Monarch  Fire 
&  Life  Assur.  Co.  (1859)  3  Lower 
Can.  Jur.  100;  Larocque  v.  Royal 
Ins.  Ck>.  (1878)  23  Lower  Can.  Jur. 
217. 

"The  law  is  well  settled  that  if 
the  assured  intentionally  overvalues 
his  loss,  .  .  .  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  sum  greater  than  the 
value  of  the  property  destroyed,  and 
the  circumstances  are  such  that  such 
conduct  is  liable  to  effect  such  result, 
it  is  fraud,  which  avoids  the  policy 
under  a  clause  making  fraud  or  false 
swearing  in  respect  to  the  loss  have 
that  effect.''  F.  Dohmen  Co.  v. 
Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  (Wis.)  supra. 

"It   is   a    firmly   established    legal 
doctrine  that  if  a  plaintiff,  in  an  ac- 
20  A.L.R.— 74. 


tion  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance, 
falsely  and  knowingly  inserts  in  his 
sworn  proof  of  loss  .  .  .  such  a 
false  and  excessive  valuation  on  single 
articles  or  on  the  whole  property  as 
displays  a  reckless  disregard  of  truth, 
he  cannot  recover.''  Pottle  v.  Liver- 
pool &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  (1911)  108 
Me.  401,  81  Atl.  481. 

"In  cases  of  this  kind,  the  plain- 
tiff must  come  into  court  witiii  clean 
hands.  The  insured  is  presumed  to 
know  better  than  anyone  else  the 
value  of  his  property  and  the  amount 
of  his  loss,  and  is  bound  to  make  his 
statement  of  loss  honestly,  without 
any  attempt  to  obtain  more  than  his 
actual  damage;  and  this  rule  of  law 
thus  defeats  all  claims,  unless 
honestly  made — ^is  intended  to  protect 
insurance  companies  from  frauds 
which  might  otherwise  be  perpetrated 
on  them.  It  is  a  rule  which 
can  do  an  honest  man  no  harm." 
Huchberger  v.  Home  F.  Ins.  0>. 
(1870)  5  Biss.  106,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,821. 

The  theory  of  the  rule  was  well 
stated  in  Howell  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  (1874)  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,780,  as 
follows:  "The  nature  of  the  insur- 
ance business  is  such  that  companies 
cannot  know  at  the  time  they  issue 
their  policies  the  exact  value  of  the 
property  insured,  especially  goods  or 
personal  property.  A  business  man 
asks  for  a  certain  amount  of  insur- 
ance on  his  goods  in  his  store,  ware- 
house, or  factory.  The  fact  that  he 
pays  premiums  in  proportion  to  the 
amount  insured  is  supposed,  in  the 
case  of  most  men,  to  be  a  guaranty 
that  he  has  property  of  the  value 
insured;  but  in  proofs  of  loss  the 
amount  to  be  paid  is  to  be 
fixed  at  the  value  of  the  property 
destroyed,  so  that  it  is  the  amount  on 
hand  at  the  time  of  the  fire  that  bi^- 
comes  material.  This  can  only  be 
known  with  any  degree  of  certainty 
through  the  assured  himself.  He  is 
therefore  held  to  a  strict  and  truth- 
ful statement  as  to  the  value  of  the 
property  destroyed,  and  any  inten- 
tional overvaluation,  or  any  such 
valuation  as  displays  a  reckless  and 
dishonest  disregard  of  the  truth,  in 
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regard  to  the  extent  of  the  loss,  is 
deemed  fraudulent,  and  causes  for- 
feiture of  all  claims  under  the 
policy." 

The  rule  heretofore  stated  obtains 
when  the  purpose  of  the  insured,  in 
making  an  overvaluation,  is  to  induce 
the  insurer  to  make  a  speedy  settle- 
ment, and  to  prevent  controversy  as 
to  his  right  to  the  full  amount  of 
his  insurance.  Sleeper  v.  New 
Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1876)  56 
N.  BL  401. 

In  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  t. 
Winn  (1889)  27  Neb.  649,  5  L.R.A. 
841,  43  N.  W.  401,  however,  wherein 
the  evidence  showed  t^at  an  over- 
valuation was  not  made  with  a  de- 
sign to  defraud  the  insurer,  but  to 
secure,  if  possible,  prompt  pa3rment, 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  ground 
on  which  to  base  a  forfeiture- of  the 
policy. 

And  see  Dogge  v.  Northwestern 
Nalt.  Ins.  Co.  (1880)  49  Wis.  501,  5 
N.  W.  889,  holding  that  the  evidence 
failed  to  show  that  the  insured  had 
overestimated  the  value  of  his  prop- 
erty in  order  to  induce  the  insurer 
to  make  a  speedy  settlement. 

It  has  been  held  that  to  preclude 
a  recovery  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
the  overvaluation  must  .be  of  a  mate- 
rial character.  A  slight  overestimate 
by  the  insured  will  not  avoid  the 
policy.  Hamberg  v.  St.  Paul  F,  &  M. 
Ins.  Co.  (1897)  68  MiniL  335,  71  N. 
W.  388;  Hodge  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Ck). 
(1910)  111  MiniL  321,  126  N.  W.  1098; 
Riley  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  (1917)  80 
W.  Va.  286,  L.R.A.1917E,  983,  92 
S.  E.  417. 

Thus,  in  Hamberg  v.  St.  Paul  F.  & 
M.  Ins.  Co.  (Minn.)  supra,  it  was  held 
that  the  trial  court  had  properly  re- 
fused a  request  to  charge  that  the 
slightest  possible  exaggeration  by  the 
insured  of  the  value  of  the  property 
destroyed  would,  if  made  knowingly 
and  intentionally,  forfeit  any  right  to 
a  recovery  under  the  policy.  The 
court  said:  "According  to  this  re- 
quest, the  slightest  possible  ^caggera- 
tion  of  the  amount  or  value  of 
the  property  so  destroyed  or  damaged 
would  be  sufficient  to  defeat  plain- 
tiff's   claim.      If    plaintiff    so    exag- 


gerated to  the  amount  of  a  fraction  of 
a  cent,  he  cannot  recover.  Such  is 
not  the  14w." 

The  estimiite  must  be  "so  extrav- 
agant as  to  lead  necessarily  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  excessiveness  was 
due  not  to  an  error  of  judgment,  but 
was  motived  by  an  intention  to  de- 
fraud." Adams  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co. 
(1916)  87  Ont.  L.  Rep.  1,  10  Ont 
Week.  N.  171,  31  D.  L.  R.  166.  See 
also  Eibzcy  v.  Home  Ins.  Go.  (1918) 
2  West  Week.  Rep.  (Caiu)  541. 

And,  in  order  to  work  a  forfeiture, 
the  overvaluation  must  be  so  plain 
that  it  can  be  seen  that  it  was  made 
with  the  intent  to  work  a  gross 
fraud  on  the  company.  Hirschman 
V.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  (1910) 
123  N.  Y.  Supp.  781. 

In  the  reported  case  (C!olumbdin 
IN&  Co.  V.  Modern  L^lundby,  ante, 
1169)  it  is  held  that  if  the  insurer 
knew  the  actual  value  of  the  insured 
property,  and  the  amount  of  tiie  loss 
by  the  fire,  or  had  had  full  opportu- 
nity to  know  it,  so  that  it  could  not  be 
deceived  by  an  overvaluation  in  the 
proof  of  loss,  the  fact  that  an  over- 
valuation was  made  wilfully  and 
intentionally  would  not  constitate  an 
attempt  to  defraud  sufficient  to  avoid 
the  policy. 

So,  in  H^m  v.  Anchor  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1906)  132  Iowa,  177,  109  N.  W.  605, 
it  was  held  that  an  overvaluation 
made  knowingly  and  intentionally 
must  have  actually  perpetrated  a 
fraud  on  the  insurer. 

In  Leach  v.  Republic  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1878)  58  N.  BL  245,  it  was  held  that, 
although  there  was  no  positive  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  insured  to  defraud 
the  insurer,  an  overvaluation  in 
the  proof  of  loss  of  the  property 
destroyed,  which  was  so  grrossly 
disproportioned  to  the  actual  value 
that  it  could  not  have  been  honestly 
made  if  any  care  or  attention  had 
been  given  to  the  subject,  was  de- 
signed for  the  insurer  to  act  on  as 
true,  and  tended  to  produce  the  same 
mischief  that  would  result  from 
actual  fraud  and  wilful  falsehood. 
The  court  saidt  'The  affidavit  in 
proof  of  the  plaintiff's  loss  was  made 
without  any  reasonable  grounds  for 
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belief  in  Its  truth.  Having  the  meahs 
at  hand  for  making  a  true  estimate, 
the  plaintiff  wilfully  ignored  them 
and  made  a  false  one.  He  stated  that 
to  be  true,  in  his  belief,  whieh  he  did 
net  knW  to  be  true,  and  which  he  had 
no  reasonable  ground  for  believing 
to  be  true.  Such  a  representation  is 
fraudulent*  ...  In  an  overvalua- 
tion, such  as  was  made  in  this  case, 
so  grossly  out  of  proportion  to  the 
actual  value  of  the  property,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  immunity 
from  the  charge  of  fraud." 

In  some  «ases  it  has  been  held  that, 
where  the  actual  loss  exceeds  th^ 
amount  of  the  insurance,  the  policy 
will  not  be  avoided  by  an  overvalua- 
tion in  the  proofs  of  loss  though  the 
overvaluation  is  made  knowingly  and 
with  fraudulent  intent.  Home  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Lowenthal  (1904)  —  Miss.  —,86- 
So.  1042;  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Winn  (18S9)  27  Neb.  648,  6  L.R. A. 
841,  43  N.  W.  401;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.^ 
Winn  (1894)  42  Neb.  831,  60  N.  W. 
675.  In  the  case  last  cited  the  court 
said:  **U  the  actual  value  of  the 
stock  was  greater  than  the  aggregate 
insurance,  the  overvaluation  in  the 
proofs,  although  wilfully  made,  could 
not  operate  to  defraud  the  company, 
and  would,  therefore,  not  be  mate- 
rial." 

So,  in  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lowenthal 
(Miss.)  supra,  it  was  said:  ''Th^  loss 
was  concededly  total,  .  .  .  and  the 
values  concededly  far  in  excess  of  the 
insurance,  so  that,  even  if  the  swear- 
ing .  .  .  was  designedly  false,  it- 
is  impossible  that  it  could  have  been 
prejudicial  or  harmful  in  any  way 
to  the  insurance  company." 

In  Camden  F.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Puett 
(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  164  S.  W. 
418,  a  statute  was  invoked,  declaring 
that   any    provision   in    a   policy   of 
insurance  invalidating  the  policy  be- 
cause of  misrepresentations  or  false 
statements  made  in  the  proofs  of  loss> 
should  be  of  no  effect,  and   should 
not  constitute  a  defense  to  any  suit 
brought       on       the       contract       or' 
policy,  unless  it  was  shown  on  the' 
trial  of  the  suit  that  the  false  state- 
ment   was    fraudulently    made,    and 
ii^isrepresented  a  fact  material  to  the 


question  of  the  liability  of  the  insur- 
ance company.  It  was  held  that  the 
fact  that  the  insured  overvalued  in 
the  proof  of  loss  one  of  the  articles 
of  personal  property  covered  by  the 
policy,  where  the  total  loss,  exclusive 
of  such  article,  was  greatly  in  excess 
of  the  amount  of  the  insurance, 
would  not  effect  the  liability  of  the 
insurer^  even  though  fraud  was  con- 
ceded. 

But  in  Capital  F.  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Beverly  (1897)  14  Ohio  C.  C.  468,  8. 
Ohio  CD.  37,  it  was  held  to  be 
reversible' error  for  the  trial  court 
to  charge  the  juryv  that  when  the 
actual  value  of  the  property  destroyed 
exceeded  the  amount  of  the  in- 
surance, a  wilfully  false  and  fraudu- 
lent exaggeration  in  the  proof  of  loss 
was  immaterial,  and  would  not  con- 
stitute a  defense  to  an  action  on  the 
policy^ 

Where  the  loss  is  a  total  one  under- 
a  valued  policy,  the  fact  tltat  an 
overvaluation  is  made  knowingly  and 
with  intent  to  defraud  has  been  held 
to  be  immaterial,  and  no  defense  to 
an  action  on  the  policy.  Oshkosh 
Packing  A  Provision  Co.  v.  Mercantile 
Ins.  Co.  (1887)  31  Fed:  200;  Bam- 
messel  v.  Brewers'  F.  Ins,  Co.  (1877) 
43  Wis.  463;  Cayon  v.  Dwelling  House 
Ins.  Co.  (1887)  68  Wis.  510,  32  N.  W. 
540.  Thus,  in  the  case  last  cited  the 
court  said:  *Tt  is  plausibly  argued 
.  .  .  that  knowingly  and  intention- 
ally stating  the  amount  of  the  loss 
greater  than  it  actually  was  must 
have  been  with  intent  to  deceive  or 
defraud.  .  .  .  The  policy  covered 
the  building  and  its  contents,  and  the 
controversy  is  mainly  concerning  the 
building  alone,  which  was  totally 
destroyed  by  the  fire.  In  such  a  case 
the  actual  amount  of  the  loss  was 
immaterial,  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
(Rev.  Stat.  §  1943)  which  provides 
that  the  amount  of  insurance  written 
in  the  policy  on  the  real  property 
destroyed  'shall  be  taken  conclusively 
to  be  the  true  value  of  the  property 
when  insured,  and  the  true  amount 
of  loss  and  measure  of  damages  when 
destroyed.'  ...  It  is  not  perceived 
how  the  company  could  have  been 
influenced  by  any  such  overestimate 
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to  settle  or  compromiBe,  or  not  to 
settle  or  compromise,  the  claim  for 
the  insurance  so  fixed  conclusively 
by  the  statute;  for  in  no  case  could 
the  company  be  compelled  to  pay 
more,  nor  could  the  insured  be  in- 
duced thereby  to  receive  less,  than  the 
amount  so  fixed  by  law." 

In  one  jurisdiction  it  has  been  held 
that  an  overvaluation,  although  in- 
tentionally and  fraudulently  made, 
will  not  operate  to  forfeit  any  rights 
of  the  insured  under  the  policy,  un- 
less the  instrument  itself  stipulates 
for  such  forfeiture.  Phoenix  Ins.  Go. 
v.  Moog  (1884)  78  Ala.  284,  56  Am. 
Rep.  81. 

So,  it  has  been  said  that  while 
false  and  material  representations  as 
to  value,  made  to  procure  insurance 
and  inducing  the  issuance  of  the 
policy,  will  avoid  the  policy,  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  loss  sustained,  made 
to  secure  the  proceeds  of  the  policy, 
will  not  avoid  the  same,  although 
they  ought  to  prevent  a  recovery,  at 
least  to  the  extent  that  they  are  false 
or  fraudulent.  Phcenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wlntersmith  (1907)  30  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
369,  98  S.  W.  987. 

c.  Fraudulent  intent  ae  queeUon  for  jury. 

Many  cases  hold  that  where  it  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence  that  there 
was  an  overestimate  of  value,  it  is 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to 
determine  whether  the  insured  acted 
honestly  and  in  good  faith  in  mak- 
ing such  valuation,  or  whether  there 
was  an  intention  on  his  part  to  de- 
fraud the  insurer. 

United  States.  —  Wiede  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.  of  N.  A.  (1871)  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
17,617;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Weide 
(Republic  P.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Weide) 
(1871)  14  Wall.  875,  20  L.  ed.  894; 
Mack  V.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  (1880) 
2  McCrary,  211,  4  Fed.  59;  Oshkosh 
Packing  &  Provision  Co.  v.  Mercan- 
tile Ins.  Co.  (1887)  31  Fed.  200. 
See  also  Miller  v.  Alliance  Ins.  Co. 
(1881)    19  Blatchf.  308,  7  Fed.  649. 

Alabama.  —  See  Tubb  ▼•  Liverpool 
ft  L.  &  6.  Ins.  Co.  (1894)  106  Ala. 
651,  17  So.  615. 


California.  —  Helbing  v.  Svea  Ins. 
Co.  (1880)  54  Cal.  156,  35  AnL  Rep.  72. 

lUindbk  —  See  Commercial  Ins.  (k>. 
V.  Friedlander  (1895)  156  111.  595, 
41  N.  E.  183. 

Indiana.  —  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Culver  (1855)  6  Ind.  137. 

Iowa.  —  Stone  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co. 
(1886)  68  Iowa,  737,  56  Am.  Rep.  870* 
28  N.  W.  47;  Goldstein  v.  St.  Paul 
F.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1904)  124  Iowa, 
143,  99  N.  W.  696. 

Kentucky.  —  Western  Assur.  O).  v. 
Ray  (1899)  105  Ky.  523,  49  S.  W.  326. 

Maine.  —  Archibald  v.  Granite 
State  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1918)  117  Me.  205, 
108  Atl.  162. 

MassachuBetta.  —  Goldstein  v. 
Franklin  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1898)  170 
Mass.  243,  49  N.  E.  115. 

Minnesota.  —  Hodge  v.  Franklin 
Ins.  Co.  (1910)  111  Minn.  321,  126 
N.  W.  1098. 

Nebraska.  —  Springfield  F.  ft  M. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Winn  (1889)  27  Neb.  649, 
6  L.R.A,  841,  43  N.  W.  401. 

Nevada.  —  Gerhauser  v.  North 
British  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  <1870)  6  Nev. 
15. 

New  Jersey.  —  Carson  v.  Jersey 
City  Ins.  Co.  (1881)  48  N.  J.  L.  300, 
39  Am.  Rep.  584,  aflbmed  in  (1882) 
44  N.  J.  L.  210. 

New  York.  —  Compare  Stemfeld  v. 
Park  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1888)  50  Hun,  263. 
2  N.  Y.  Supp.  766 ;  Hirschman  v.  Fire- 
man's Fund  Ins.  Co.  (1910)  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  781 ;  Simon  Cloak  ft  Suit  Co.  ▼. 
iEtna  Ins.  Co.  (1912)  141  N.  Y.  Supp. 
553. 

West  Virginia.  —  Teter  v.  Franklin 
F.  Ins.  Co.  (1914)  74  W.  Va.  344,  82 
S.  E.  40.  Compare  Riley  v.  ^tna 
Ins.  Co.  (1917)  80  W.  Va.  236,  L.R.A. 
1917E,  983,  92  S.  E.  417. 

Canada.  —  Rice  v.  Provincial  Ins. 
Co.  (1857)  7  U.  C.  C.  P.  548. 

"So  complicated  a  question  is  one 
peculiarly  for  the  jury,  the  deter- 
mination of  which  by  that  body  can 
only  be  set  aside  when  the  court  is 
clearly  convinced,  after  full  con- 
sideration of  all  the  incidents  made 
to  appear  at  the  trial,  that  the  verdict 
is  wrong.''  Helbing  v.  Svea  Ins.  Co. 
(CaL)  supra. 

In    Franklin    Ins.    Co.    v.    Culver 
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<Iiid.)  supra,  the  court  said :  'In  the 
present  case,  no  basis  existed  by 
which  the  amount  destroyed  could 
be  ascertained  with  «ny  degree  of 
accuracy^  The  invoices  having  been 
consumed  with  the  goods,  and  there 
being  no  other  account  of  the  stock 
on  hand,  the  statement  of  the  insured 
could  be  nothing  more  than  the  re- 
sult of  his  own  deliberate  judgment, 
without  the  means  of  testing  its 
correctness  by  numerical  calculation. 
Whether,  in  the  language  of  the  in- 
struction, he  ^knowingly  exaggerated 
his  loss,'  was  for  the  -jury  to  deter- 
mine.** 

However,  in  Simon  Cloak  &  Suit 
Co.  V.  jSitna  Ins.  Co.  (N*  Y.)  supra, 
it  was  said  that  "unquestionably, 
where  the  loss  is  capable  of  more  or 
less  accurate  ascertainment,  a  gross 
overvaluation  of  the  goods  destroyed 
compels  tho  court  to  determine  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  intentional  fraud 
was  attempted/'  The  court  added: 
^1[n  order  to  determine  the  existence 
of  fraud  because  of  overestimation, 
the  evidence  must  be  conclusive 
against  mistake  or  misapprehension/' 

As  was  pointed  out  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court  in  Stemfeld  v.  Park  F. 
Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  supra,  where  no  other 
conception  of  the  misrepresentation 
of  the  loss  obtains,  but  that  it  was 
made  to  deceive  the  insurer,  it  be- 
comes incumbent  on  the  court  to  find 
fraud  and  to  decree  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  insurer. 

So,  in  Riley  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co. 
(W.  Va«)  supra,  it  was  held  that 
where  there  is  a  disparity  between 
the  actual  value  of  the  property 
destroyed  and  the  value  stated  by  the 
insured  in  his  proof  of  loss,  so  great 
as  to  show  an  intent  to  deceive  and 
defraud  the  insurer,  the  question  is 
not  one  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine, but  one  of  law  for  the  court, 
and  the  insurer  is  entitled  to  an  in- 
struction directing  a  verdict  in  its 
favor. 

Similarly,  where  it  appears  by  the 
insured's  own  showing  that  the  state- 
ments of  value  were  knowingly  and 
intentionally  exaggerated,  the  court 
should  declare  the  policy  forfeited; 
and  where  the  discrepancy  between  a 


representation  of  the  insured  and  the 
finding  of  fact  by  the  jury  is  very 
great,  a  limit  will  be  reached  where 
the  court  will  intervene  and  decide 
as  a  matter  of  law  that  the  amount 
of  the  error  is  consistent  only  with 
bad  faith.  Hirschman  v.  Fireman's 
Fund  Ins.  Co.  (1910)  128  N.  Y.  Supp. 
781. 

The  fact  that  the  jury  returns  a 
verdict  for  less  than  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  insured  is  not  proof  of 
fraud  such  as  will  bar  a  recovery  on 
the  policy. 

United  States.  —  Mack  v.  Lan- 
cashire Ins.  Co.  (1880)  2  McCrary, 
211,  4  Fed.  59. 

California.  —  Helbing  v.  Svea  Ins. 
Co.  (1880)  54  Cal.  156,  35  Am.  Rep. 
72. 

Illinois.  —  Rockford  Ins.  Co.  ▼. 
Nelson  (1874)  75  111.  548;  Com- 
mercial Ins.  Co.  V.  Friedlander  (1895) 
156  111.  595,  41  N.  E.  183. 

Iowa.  —  Goldstein  v.  St  Paul  F. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1904)  124  Iowa,  143,  99 
N.  W.  696. 

Louisiana.  —  Dunn  v.  Springfield 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Go.  (19m  109  La.  520, 
38  So.  585. 

Maine.  —  Moore  v.  Protection  Ins. 
Co.  (1848)  29  Me.  97,  48  Am.  Dec.  514. 
Compare  Wall  v.  Howard  Ins.  Co. 
(1862)  51  Me.  82. 

Minnesota.  —  Hodge  v.  Franklin 
Ins.  Co.  (1910)  111  Minn.  321,  126 
N.  W.  1098. 

New  York.  —  Wolf  v.  Goodhue  F. 
Ins.  Co.  (1864)  43  Barb,  400,  afiirmed 
in  (1869)  41  N.  Y.  620;  Scheider  v. 
Corby  (1878)  15  Hun,  493;  Unger  v. 
People's  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1871)  4  Daly, 
96;  Hirschman  v.  Fireman's  Fund 
Ins.  Co.  (1910)  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  781. 
Compare  Sternfeld  v.  Park  F.  Ins. 
Co,  (1887)  50  Hun,  262,  2  N.  Y.  Supp. 
766;  Furlong  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co. 
(1892)  28  Abb.  N.  C.  444,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  844. 

Washington.  —  Rasmusson  v.  North 
Coast  F.  Ins.  Co.  (1915)  83  Wash. 
569,  L.R.A.1915C,  1179,  145  Pac.  610. 

Wisconsin.  —  Dogge  v.  North- 
western Nat.  Ins.  Co.  (1880)  49  Wis. 
501,  5  N.  W.  889. 

England.  —  Compare  Levy  v. 
Baillie   (1831)  7  Ring.  349,  131  Eng, 
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Reprint,  135,  5  Moore  A  P.  208,  9  L. 
J.  C.  P.  108. 

"There  are  numerous  cases  found 
in  the  books  where  the  recovery  has 
been  sustained  although  much  less 
than  the  amount  of  loss  as  the  same 
was  estimated  in  the  proofs  of  loss/' 
Commercial  Ins.  Co.  v.  Friedlander 
(III.)  supra,  holding  that  where  the 
insured  estimated  the  value  of  a 
stock  of  leaf  tobacco  to  be  $9,840,  and 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of 
$1,277.80,  the  discrepancy  was  not 
such  as  would  avoid  the  policy  on 
the  ground  of  fraudulent  overvalua- 
tion. 

In  Unger  v.  People's  F.  Ins.  Go. 
(1871)  4  Daly  (N.  ¥•)  96,  the  court 
said:  'The  fact  that  the  plaintilfc 
in  their  preliminary  proofs,  and  in 
their  testimony  on  the  trial,  swore 
tha^t  their  loss  was  about  $8,489j03 
more  than  the  referees  found  it  to  be, 
is  not  even  presumptive  evidence  of 
false  swearing  or  of  fraud.  If  it 
were,  then  it  would  be  dangerous  for 
the  insured  to  make,  in  any  case,  a 
claim  of  loss,  or  to  attempt  to  prove 
it  in  court,  lest  the  referees  or  jury 
should  find  for  them  less  than  they 
claimed,  and  their  policies  be  avoided. 
They  have  the  right  to  testify  to  what 
they  believe  to  be  their  loss,  and  no 
matter  how  much  that  may  exceed 
their  recovery,  no  fraud  can  be  pred- 
icated of  a  result  which  is  due  to 
the  judgment  of  the  tribunal  alone, 
unless  two  points  be  established 
against  them,  i.  e.,  that  there  were  no 
such  goods  of  such  value  destroyed, 
and  that  the  insured  knew,  or  must 
have  known,  the  fact  when  they  swore 
to  their  preliminary  proof  of  loss; 
otherwise  it  is  the  misfortune, 
and  not  the  crime,  of  the  claimants 
that  the  court  or  jury  refused  to 
award  them  the  full  sum  they  swore 
to.  The  report  of  referees  or  verdict 
of  a  jury  for  a  lesser  sum,  when  based 
on  evidence  sufficient  to  support  it,  is 
deemed  conclusive  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  particular  action  as  to 
the  actual  loss,  whether  the  finding 
be  attacked  by  the  insured  or  the 
insurer,  but  It  is  not  conclnsive  of 
false  swearing  or  fraud,  particularly 
where    it   is   not   based   on    positive 


testimony  as  to  that  amount,  and  that 
only  given  in  contradiction  of  the  in- 
spired." 

The  fact  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  value  stated  by  the 
insured  in  his  proof  of  loss  and  the 
value  proved  on  the  trial  is  not 
necessarily  evidence  of  fraud  suffi- 
cient to  avoid  the  policy.  Beck  v. 
(xenni^nia  Ins.  Co.  (1871)  28  La.  Ann. 
610,  wherein  the  court  said:  "The 
difference  between  the  amount  sworn 
to  by  him  and  the  value  proven  on 
the  trial,  is  not  necessarily  evidence 
of  fraud  and  false  swearing  on  his 
part,  and  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  are  not  such  as  to  impose  on 
him  any  further  explanation  of  the 
discrepancy  than  the  record  contains* 
It  is  often  extremely  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  prove  the  exact  value 
of  goods  insured  in  an  open  policy,, 
and  merchants  may  always  be  sup- 
posed to  consider  their  goods  worth 
more  than  they  give  for  them."  See 
also  Israel  v.  Teutonia  Ins.  Co. 
(1876)  28  La.  Ann.  689. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  it  doe» 
not  iivevitably  follow  from  the  fact 
that  there  is  a  material  discrepancy 
between  the  statements  as  to  value 
made  by  the  insured  in  the  proof  of 
loss,  and  statements  made  when 
testifying  on  the  trial,  that  the 
former  are  false,  so  as  to  justify  the 
court  in  assuming  it,  and  directing  a. 
verdict  for  the  insurer.  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Weide  (Republic  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Weide)  (1871)  14  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
375,  20  L.  ed.  894,  wherein  the  court 
said:  "It  may  have  been  the 
testimony  last  given  that  was  not 
true,  or  the  statenients  made  in  the 
proofs  of  loss  may  have  been  honestly 
made,  though  subsequently  discovered 
to  be  mistaken." 

Although  the  insured  makes  a 
sworn  exhibit  of  his  losses  largely 
in  excess  of  the  value,  as  shown  by 
the  weight  of  evidence,  yet  if  it 
results  from  a  mere  error  of  judg- 
ment in  estimating  values — is  not 
done  with  the  design  and  intent  to 
deceive  the  insurer  as  to  the  extent 
of  such  losses — it  will  work  no  for- 
feiture of  the  policy.     Gerhauser  v. 
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North  British  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  (1870)  6 
Nev.  15. 

o.  Overvaltiation  held  frau^hU^nU 

In  Fire  Asso.  of  Phila.  y.  Allesina 
(1907)  49  Or.  316,  89  Pac.  960.  where- 
in it  appeared  that  the  insured 
claimed  the  value  of  a  stock  of  unir 
brellas,  parasols,  etc.,  to  be  $18,002.55, 
when  the  actual  value  as  found  by 
the  trial  court  did  not  exceed 
$7,109.26,  the  court  held  on  all  the 
evidence  that  the  overvaluation  was 
with  knowledge  of  its  falsity,  and 
would  avoid  the  policy. 

In  Anibal  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N. 
A.  (1903)  84  App.  Div.  634,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  600,  it  appeared  that  the  in- 
sured claimed  in  his  proof  of  loss 
the  value  of  certain  hotel  property 
destroyed  and  injured  by  fire  to  be 
$6,780.30,  and  the  actual  value  was 
found  by  trial  court  to  be  only 
$1,857.  The  court  held  that  a  find- 
ing of  innocent  overvaluation  was  not 
supported  by  the  evidence,  saying: 
''The  purpose  of  McClellan  ...  in 
grossly  inflating  the  values  stated  in 
his  proofs  of  loss  was  apparent,  and 
that  was  to  enhance  his  damages  as 
nearly  as  possible  to  the  aggregate 
of  his  entire  insurance,  so  that  when 
the  loss  was  apportioned  among  the 
four  companies  each  would  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  '  him  practically  the 
entire  amount  of  their  respective 
policies.  Upon  the  evidence  in  this 
case  I  cannot  resist  the  conclusion 
that  McClellan  was  guilty  of  inten- 
tional and  wilful  false  swearing  in 
his  proofs  of  loss,  that  he  so  swore 
for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the 
company,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
policy  was,  by  its  terms,  rendered 
void." 

Similarly,  in  Kavooras  v.  Insure 
ance  Co.  of  111.  (1912)  167  111.  App. 
220,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the 
insured  placed  a  valuation  of  $4,114.08 
on  a  stock  of  groceries  which  the 
trial  court  found  did  not  exceed  in 
value  the  sum  of  $1,163.94,  it  was  held 
that  the  overvaluation  justified  the 
conclusion  that  the  insured  was 
guilty  of  wilful  false  swearing. 

In  Bass  v.  Williamsburgh  City  F. 


Ins.  Co.  (1918)  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  655, 
the  court  affirmed  a  judgment  of  the 
/trial  court  finding  that  an  insured 
who  claimed  $10,700  on  a  stock  of 
goods  and  $869  on  certain  fixtures 
destroyed  and  damaged  by  fire,  which 
appraisers  found  to  be  worth  about 
$8,200  and  $326,  respectively,  was 
guilty  of  making  a  fraudulent  over- 
valuation sufikient  to  avoid  the 
policy. 

In  Rovinsky  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co. 
(1905)  100  Me.  112,  60  Atl.  1025,  the 
court  held  that  a  valuation  of 
$2,076  placed  by  an  insured  on  house- 
hold and  personal  property,  some 
items  of  which  had  been  purchased 
for  less  than  the  insured  claimed 
their  value  to  be,  was  fraudulent, 
saying:  "It  clearly  appears  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  prepare  this  schedule 
under  the  embarrassment 
which  the  ordinary  householder  would 
experience  in  attempting  to  re- 
call specifically  a  multitude  of  arti- 
cles purchased  separately,  many  years 
before,  or  to  give  his  judgment  or 
opinion  in  regard  to  the  exact  value 
of  those  not  purchased  by  him.  The 
exact  prices  were  here  readily  ac- 
cessible, if  not  actually  before 
his  eyes;  and  the  conclusion  is  irre- 
sistible that  he  wilfully  refused  to 
avail  himself  of  the  information,  and 
knowingly  made  false  statements  in 
regard  to  the  values." 

In  Sternfeld  v.  Park  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1888)  50  Hun,  262,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  766, 
it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  a 
discrepancy  of  over  $18,000  existed 
between  the  valuation  placed  by  the 
insured  in  his  proof  of  loss  on  the 
property  destroyed  and  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  was  evidence  that  the  over- 
valuation had  been  made  with  a  view 
to  defraud  the  insurer,  and  precluded 
the  possibility  that  the  loss  had  been 
overstated  by  mistake  or  inadvertence. 

In  Furlong  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co. 
(1892)  28  Abb.  N.  C.  444,  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  844,  wherein  it  appeared  that 
the  insured,  in  his  proof  of  loss, 
estimated  the  value  of  personal  prop- 
erty at  $1,161,  and  the  jury  found 
the  valuation  to  be  less  than  $100,  it 
was  held  that  the  discrepancy  showed 
fraud  sufficient  to  avoid  the  policy. 
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In  Wall  V.  Howard  Ins.  Co.  (1862) 
51  Me.  32,  it  appeared  that  the  proofs 
of  loss  stated  the  value  of  a 
stock  of  clothing  to  be  $2,400, 
and  the  actual  value  was  found  by 
the  jury  to  be  only  $1,060.  The  court 
held  that  the  inference  could  not  be 
avoided  that  the  insured  had  at- 
tempted to  defraud  the  insurers,  and 
that  he  had  thereby  forfeited  all  his 
rights  under  the  policy,  saying:  "If 
the  difference  had  been  less,  we  might 
have  supposed  that  it  resulted  from 
some  mistake,  or  error  of  opinion, 
that  would  not  necesBarily  involve  the 
plaintiff  in  any  fraud.  But,  when  the 
jury  have  found  that  his  claim  was 
for  nearly  three  -  times  the  actual 
amount,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  ac- 
count for  it  on  the  ground  of  error 
or  mistake.  Assuming  that  the 
verdict  is  for  the  right  amount,  the 
inference  cannot  be  avoided  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  rendering  on  oath  a 
false  account,  attempted  to  defraud 
the  insurers,  and  thereby  forfeited 
all  his  rights  under  the  policy." 
See  also  Levy  v.  Baillie  (1831)  7  Bing. 
349,  131  Eng.  Reprint,  135,  5  Moore 
&  P.  208,  9  L.  J.  C.  P.  108. 

In  Alfred  Hiller  Co.  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  N.  A.  (1910)  125  La.  938,  32 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  453,  62  So.  104,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  insured  had  placed 
a  valuation  of  $31,718.82  on  a  stock 
of  merchandise  which  the  jury  found 
to  be  of  the  value  of  only  $15,757.12, 
and  the  evidence  showed  that,  besides 
errors  in  bookkeeping,  certain  items 
of  goods  set  forth  in  the  inventory 
on  which  the  proof  of  loss  was  based 
did  not  truly  represent  stock  on  hand 
at  the  time  of  the  fire.  It  was  held 
that  the  case  showed  very  clearly  an 
attempt  to  defraud  the  insurer  suf- 
ficient to  avoid  the  policy,  and  to 
warrant  a  reversal  of  the  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  insured. 

In  Pottle  V.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G. 
Ins.  Co.  (1911)  108  Me.  401,  81  Atl. 
481,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the 
insured  had  placed  a  valuation  of 
$3,272.77  on  a  stock  of  merchandise 
which  the  jury  found  to  be  actually 
worth  only  $1,293.75,  the  court  held, 
in  setting  aside  the  verdict,  that  the 
overvaluation    was    fraudulent,    and 


would  forfeit  the  right  of  the  insured 
to  recover  on  the  policy. 

b.  OvervaluaUan'  fuHd  not  frauduieni. 


.  In  Helm  ▼.  Anchor  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1906)  132  Iowa,  177,  109  N.  W.  605, 
it  appeared  that  the  jury  had  found 
the  actual  value  of  a  store  building 
to  be  only  $1,200,  while  the  insured 
had  valued  it  in  his  proof  of  loss  at 
$2,000,  but  the  jury  returned  a 
special  finding  to  the  effect  that  the 
overvaluation  was  innocently  made. 
The  court  held  that  it  should  not 
disturb  the  verdict. 

Similarly,  in  Parsons  ▼.  Citizens' 
Ins.  Co.  (1878)  43  U.  C  Q.  B.  261, 
wherein  it  appeared  that  while  the 
jury  had  found  the  value  of  a  general 
hardware  store,  which  the  insured 
estimated  at  $4,600,  to  be  only  $3,629, 
they  also  found  that  the  overvalua- 
tion was  made  in  good  faith,  the  court 
held  that  it  would  not  disturb  the 
verdict. 

In  Spring  Garden  Ins.  Co.  v.  Amuse- 
ment Syndicate  Co.  (1910)  102  C.  C. 
A.  29,  178  Fed.  519,  it  appeared  that 
the  insured  had  valued  an  opera 
house  building  and  personal  property 
therein  at  $57,000,  and  the  master 
appointed  to  hear  and  decide  the  case 
had  found  the  value  to  be  approxi- 
mately $22,000.  It  was  held  that  the 
overvaluation  was  not  made  with  any 
view  to  deceive  the  insurer,  and  did 
not  avoid  the  policy. 

Where  the  insured,  preparatory  to 
making  his  proof  of  loss,  procured 
estimates  from  carpenters  of  what 
it  would  cost  to  replace  the  burned 
buildings  with  new  ones,  and  made 
his  proofs  in  accordance  with  those 
estimates,  assuming  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  money  enough  to  replace  the 
buildings,  so  far,  at  least,  as  the 
insurance  would  do  it,  it  was  held  to 
be  error,  but  not  so  uncommon  an 
error  in  the  practical  affairs  of  life 
as  to  justify  the  court  in  saying  that 
the  mere  fact  that  the  owner  had 
committed  such  an  error  was  sutfi- 
cient  evidence  of  intentional  false 
swearing.  Hilton  v.  Phoenix  Assun 
Co.  (1898)  92  Me.  272,  42  Atl.  412. 
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In  Stone  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Go. 
(1886)  68  Iowa,  737,  56  Am.  Rep.  870, 
28  N.  W.  47,  wherein  it  appeared  tha;t 
the  proofs  of  loss  stated  the  value  of 
a  stock  of  general  merchandise  to  be 
$1,680.07  more  than  its  actual  value, 
the  court  held  that  whether  the 
overestimate  was  fraudulently  made 
was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury, 
and  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
insured  would  not  be  disturbed,  say- 
ing: ''Whether  it  was  done  with  such 
intent  was  a  question  of  fact  whicjb 
was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  by  their  general  verdict  it  was 
determined  adversely  to  de;fendant. 
The  overestimate*  it  is  true,  appears 
to  have  been  quite  large,  but  it  may 
have  been  honestly  made,  and,  if  so» 
it  will  not  defeat  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover  for  the  loss  actually  sus- 
tained. The  court  cannot  say,  as 
matter  of  law,  that  it  was  not  so 
made.'' 

In  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Go.  v. 'Union 
Mercantile  Co.  (1014)  161  Ky.  718, 
171  S.  W.  40?,  ii  appeared  that  an 
insured  had  plisic«d  the  valuation  of 
a  stock  of  gooids  at  approximately 
$10,000,  and  ^e  report  of  a  commis- 
sioner had  found  the  value  to  be  only 
$8,002.63.  The  court  held  that  it  was 
not  shown  by  the  evidence  that  a 
deliberate  overestimate  of  value, 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  policy,  had 
been  made. 

In  Pelican  Ins.  Go.  v.  Schwarts 
(1892)  —  Tex.  — ,  19  S.  W.  374,  it 
appearing  that  the  insured  had 
estimated  the  value  of  a  stock  of 
goods  to  be  $8,683.52,  when  the  actual 
value,  as  found  by  the  trial  court, 
was  only  $4,500,  the  court  held  that 
the  trial  court  was  justified  in  find- 
ing that,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  an  overvaluation  was  made,  the 
insured  did  not  intend  to  defraud  the 
insurer,  and  the  policy  was  not, 
therefore,  avoided. 

In  Groldstein  v.  St.  Paul  F.  ft  M. 
Ins.  Co.  (1904)  124  Iowa,  143,  99  N. 
W.  696,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the 
insured  had  valued  a  stock  of  goods 
at  nearly  $2,000,  while  the  verdict  in 
his  favor  was  for  but  $1,200,  it  was 
held   that  the   discrepancy   was   not 


evidence  of  fraud  sufficient  to  avoid 
the  policy.  The  court  said;  "It  is 
•  .  .  said  that  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  is  inconsistent.  The  argument 
on  this  point  is,  in  effect,  that  plain- 
tiff claimed  to  have  lost  insured  goods 
to  the  amount  of  nearly  $2,000,  while 
the  verdict  in  his  favor  is  for  but 
$1,200,  or  $300  less  than  the  face  of 
the  policy.  The  verdict,  being  for  so 
much  less  than  he  claims  to  have 
lost,  and  less  than  the  face  of  his 
policy,  is  said  to  convict  the  plain- 
tiff of  fraud,  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled*  to  a  verdict;  and 
yet  the  .  jury,  notwithstanding  such 
finding,  and  in  violation  of  the  court's 
instruction  that  such  fraud  would  be 
fatal  to  his  right  to  recover,  never- 
theless found  4n  ^  his  favor.  We  think 
there  is  no  rul^e  of  law  which 
attaches  a  presumption  of  fraud  to 
a  claim  because  the  full  amount  there- 
of is  not  recovered  upon  the  trial.'' 

In  Williams  v.  Phmnix  F.  Ins.  Co. 
(1871)  61  He.  67,  it  was  held  that  a 
discrepancy  of  about  $1,400  between 
the  value  of  the  stock  of  goods  de- 
stroyed and  the  amount  claimed 
was  not  so  great  as  to  prove  that 
there  was  a  fraudulent  overvaluation. 

In  Moore  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co. 
(1848)  29  Me.  97,  48  Am.  Dec.  514, 
the  court  held  that  the  fact  that  the 
insured  had  estimated  the  value  of 
a  stock  of  goods  at  $2,800,  where  the 
jury  had  found  it  to  be  of  the  value 
of  only  $1,853,  was  not  proof  of  fraud, 
saying:  "The  defendants  rely  par- 
ticularly upon  this  verdict  as  proof 
of  false  swearing  on  the  part  of  the 
afffiant,  showing,  as  it  is  contended, 
that  the  jury  disregarded  the  facts 
asserted  and  sworn  to  in  the  affidavit. 
The  jury  were  properly  instructed 
that  if  they  found  that  there  was 
false  swearing  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,  they  would  not  recover.  It 
cannot  be  assumed  that  the  instruc- 
tion was  disregarded  without  con- 
vincing evidence.  The  value  of  the 
goods  in  the  store  at  the  time  of  their 
destruction  was  only  a  matter  of 
judgment  by  Moore,  who  made  the 
estimation,  and  the  affidavit  found- 
ed thereon.  No  account  of  the  stock 
had  been  taken  previous  to  the  fire. 
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and  the  books  were  consumed  with 
the  goods  and  the  store.  No  basis 
existed  by  which  the  amount  of  the 
loss  could  be  ascertained  with  any 
degree  of  accuracy.  The  judgment  of 
Moore  in  his  estimation  of  the  value 
of  the  property  lost  was  properly  con- 
sidered with  all  other  evidence  upon 
the  same  point.  They  might  believe 
that  his  interest  in  the  question  would 
affect  his  judgment  to  some  extent, 
though  honestly  exercised.  The  gen- 
eral knowledge  of  the  jury  in  relation 
to  the  kind  of  property  consumed,  and 
its  value,  might  also  have  had  upon 
their  minds  a  legitimate  influence. 
Other  facts  and  circumstances  on  the 
same  question,  coming  from  other 
sources,  would  have  their  proper 
effect;  and  when  the  whole  was 
weighed,  it  might  have  produced  the 
conviction  that  Moore  had  erred  in 
opinion,  without  being  guilty  of  any 
dishonest  intention." 

In  Erb  v.  German-American  Ins.  Co. 
(1897)  98  Iowa,  606,  40  L.R.A.  845,  67 
N.  W.  583,  it  appeared  that  the  insured 
had  estimated  the  value  of  a  stock  of 
drugs,  patent  medicines,  etc.,  to  be 
$3,960  while  the  jury  had  found  the 
value  to  be  $3,600.  It  was  held  that 
the  discrepancy  was  merely  the  result 
of  mistake  or  error,  and  did  not  defeat 
the  right  of  the  insured  to  recover  on 
the  policy. 

In  Dunn  v.  Springfield  F.  A  M.  Ins. 
Co.  (1902)  109  La.  520,  33  So.  585,  it 
appearing  that  the  insured  had  placed  * 
a  valuation  of  $48,465.25  on  a  stock  of 
stationers,'  bookbinders,'  and  lithog- 
raphers' merchandise  which  apprais- 
ers found  to  be  worth  the  sum  of' 
$10,924.87,  the  court  held  that  the  dis- 
crepancy would  not  avoid  the  policy  in 
the  absence  of  proof  that  the  over- 
valuation was  fraudulently  made. 

In  a  case  where  the  insured  stated 
in  his  proof  of  loss  that  the.  amount  of 
his  last  inventory  was  $4,711.47,  when 
in  fact  the  correct  amount  of  the  in- 
ventory was  $4,450,  the  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  discrepancy  was 
due  to  a  bona  fide  mistake  and  was 
not  intentional,  it  was  held  not  to 
amount  to  fraud  sufficient  to  avoid  the 
policy.     American  Cent   Ins.  Co.  v. 


Ware   (1898)    65  Ark.  336,  46  S.  W. 
129. 

In  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ctklver  (1855) 
6  Ind.  137,  wherein  it  appeared  that 
the  valuation  placed  by  the  insured  on 
a  stock  of  goods  and  a  storehouse  ex- 
ceeded the  verdict  of  the  jury  by  $200, 
it  was  held  that  whether  the  over- 
valuation was  made'  knowingly  and 
with  fraudulent  intent  was  for  the 
jury  to  determine,  and  the  finding  of 
the  jury  that  it  was  not  fraudulently 
made  must  be  deemed  a  proper  con- 
clusion from  the  facts  proved  on  the 
trial.  The  court  said:  "The  value  of 
the  property,  as  estimated  by  the  in- 
sured, it  must  be  presumed,  was 
properly  considered  with  all  the  other 
evidence  upon  the  same  point.  And 
though  the  jury,  in  view  of  all  the 
facts,  may  have  been  convinced  that 
he  had  erred  in  opinion,  still  they  may 
have  found  such  error  to  exist  ¥rithout 
any  dishonest  intention.' 


»» 


In  Rasmusson  ▼•  North  Coaat  F. 
Ins.  Co.  (1915)  88  Wash.  569,  L.R.A. 
1915C,  1179,  145  Pac.  610,  It  appeared 
that  the  insured  had  estimated  the 
value  of  a  stock  of  groceries  at  $2,- 
750.67,  while  the  juty  found  the  value 
to  be  $2400.  It  was  held  that,  the 
question  whether  the  overvaluation 
was  fraudulently  made  having  been 
submitted  fairly  to  the  jury  and  de- 
termined adversely  to  the  insurer,  the 
verdict  could  not  be  disturbed. 

In  Wiede  v.  Insurance  Ck).  of  N.  A. 
(1871)  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,617,  the  court 
held  that  where  the  insured  placed  a 
valuation  of  $64,X)00  on  a  stock  of  gro- 
ceries the  actual  value  of  which  was 
found  by  the  jury  to  be  only  about 
$30,000,  the  overvaluation  was  not 
fraudulent  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  did 
not  prevent  a  recovery  on  the  policy. 

In  Hirschman  v.  Fireman's  Fund 
Ins.  Co.  (1910)  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  781,  it 
appeared  that  the  insured  had  placed 
a  valuation  of  $958  on  a  stock  of  gro- 
ceries, and  the  jury  had  found  the 
value  to  be  only  $600.  The  court  held 
that  the  discr^ancy  did  not  estab- 
lish fraud  suflicient  to  avoid  the 
policy. 
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In  Hodge  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  (ISIO) 
111  Minn.  821,  126  N.  W.  1098,  it 
appeared  that  the  insured,  after  hay- 
ing filed  a  proof  of  loss  in  which 
several  items  of  household  goods  were 
considerably  overvalued,  had  correct- 
ed the  same  by  filing  smother  proof  of 
loss.  The  court  held  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  the 
overvaluation  made  in  the  first  proof 
of  loss  was  done  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  the  insurer,  and  declined 
to  disturb  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
insured. 

In  Fidelity  Phenix  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Sadau  (1916)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  178 
8.  W.  559,  it  walB  held  that  where  the 
insured  valued  certain  household  fur- 
niture de^^royed  by  fire  at  $1,000,  and 
the  actual  value,  as  found  by  the  jury, 
was  only  $578.85,  the  discrepancy  was 
not  such  as  would  require  a  peremp* 
tory  instruction  to  the  effect  that,  if 
the  jury  found  the  said  furniture  to 
have  been  excessively  valued,  they 
should  find  for  the  insurer. 

In  Beyer  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
(1901)  112  Wia  188,  88  N.  W.  57,  it 
was  held  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  an  il- 
literate woman,  in  making  out  her 
proofs  of  loss,  was  guilty  of  fraud  in 
scheduling  secondhand  articles  of  fur- 
niture, clothing,  and  farming  imple- 
ments at  their  full  original  cost,  the 
policy  being  capable  of  a  construction 
demanding  this,  in  that  it  required 
that  "the  cost  of  each  article"  should 
be  inserted  in  the  schedule. 

X4qiion« 

In  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Insur- 
ance Co.  of  N.  A.  (1878)  4  Ohio  Dec. 
Reprint,  840,  wherein  it  appeared  that 
the  insured  had  placed  a  valuation  of 
$11,000  on  a  stock  of  liquors,  the  jury 
found  tiie  actual  value  to  be  only 
$1,400,  but  did  not  find  that  the  over- 
valuation had  been  fraudulently  made. 


Although  an  insured  has  reason  to 
know  the  market  value  of  the  property 
destroyed,  an  overvaluation,  if  honest- 
ly made,  has  been  held  not  to  occasion 
a  forfeiture  of  the  policy.  Gibbs  v. 
Continental  Ins.  Co.  (1878)  18  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  611,  wherein  the  court  said, 
in  upholding  a  ruling  of  the  trial 
judge:  ''We  think  the  justice  at  the 
circuit  was  correct  in  holding  that  a 
fraudulent  intent  was  a  necessary  in- 
gredient in  the  false  valuation,  even 
though  there  might  be  evidence  from 
which  the  jury  might  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the. plaintiff  knew, 
or  had  the  means  of  knowing,  or  ought 
to  have  known,  that  the  valuation  in 
the  proofs  of  loss  was  overstated.'* 
In  that  case  a  valuation  of  $400  was 
placed  by  the  insured  on  a  piano  pur- 
chased a  considerable  time  before  the 
fire  for  $300.  It  was  held  not  to  be 
fraudulent  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  insured  had  testified  that  she 
could  not  remember  what  the  piano 
cost,  but  that  a  music  dealer  had 
offered  her  $400  for  it  in  exchange  for 
another  piaho,  and  in  view  of  the  addi- 
tional fact  that  it  was  proved  by  an- 
other witness,  an  expert,  that  he  knew 
the  piano  in  question,  that  it  had  been 
used  very  little,  and  that,  in  his  judg- 
ment, it  was  worth  $800  at  the  time  of 
the  fire. 

Tobaece. 

In  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  Ray  (1899) 
105  Ky.  523,  49  S.  W.  326,  it  was  held 
that  the  question  whether  a  corrected 
proof  of  loss  submitted  by  ^e  insured, 
which  placed  the  value  of  a  stock  of 
tobacco  at  $13,869.90,  or  $5,000  less 
than  the  value  stated  in  the  proof  of 
loss  first  filed,  was  fraudulent,  hav- 
ing been  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury  and  determined  adversely  to  the 
insurer,  the  court  could  not  say  as  a 
matter,  of  .law  that  the  overvaluation 
was  fraudulently  made.       L.  F.  C. 
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STATE  OF  TEXAS. 

Texa9  Court  of  OHnUnal  Appeals  ^  October  20,  192 Mm 
(~  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — .  237  S.  W.  663.) 

Appeal  —  prejudicial  evidence  in  jury  room  —  reversal. 

1.  Upon  trial  of  a  patron  of  a  gambling  house  for  killing  an  officer  who 
was  raiding  the  place,  where  the  defense  was  that  accused  thought  the 
officer  was  a  robber,  it  is  reversible  error  for  a  juror  to  state  in  the  jury 
room  that  a  raid  was  expected  at  the  time  it  occurred,  which  fact  was 
not  established  at  the  trial.     (On  rehearing.) 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  page  1187.] 


Homicide  —  instmctions  -r  burden  of 
proof. 

2.  An  instruction  in  a  prosecution 
for  murder  in  killing  an  officer  raid- 
ing a  gambling  house,  that  if  the  jury 
believed  that  defendant  was  not  inter- 
ested in  keeping  or  ruiiniiig  any  of  the 
tables,  but  was  only  a  patron  of  the 
place,  then  his  right  of  .self *-def ease 
was  not  abridged  by  the  fact  that  he 
was  a  participant  in  the  game,  does 
not  place  upon  him  the  burden  of 
proving  that  he  was  not  the  proprietor 
of  the  house,  where  it  is  immediately 
followed  by  the  statement  that  the 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  state,  that 
the  innocence  of  the  accused  is  pre- 
sumed until  established  by  legal  evi-* 
dence  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  and 
directing  an  acquittal  if  a  reasonable 
doubt  exists,  and  that  to  qualify  the 
right  of  self-defense  the  jury  must  be- 
lieve beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that 
accused  was  engaged  in  running  a 
gambling  table. 

Arrest  —  excessive  force  —  effect. 

3.  A  police  officer  is  in  the  wrong  if, 
in  attempting  to  arrest  persons  en- 
gaged in  running  a  gambling  table,  he 
exercises  such  a  wanton  and  menacing 
manner  as  to  threaten  patrons  with 
serious  bodily  harm,  and  the  latter 
have  a  right  to  protect  themselves. 

[See  13  R.  C.  L.  873.] 

Homicide  —  protection  from  excessive 
force  in  attempted  arrest. 

4.  The  right  of  patrons  of  a  gam- 
bling house  to  protect  themselves 
against  excessive  force  of  police  offi- 
cers raiding  the  place  is  limited  to 
the  use  of  means  appropriate  to  the 
necessities  of  the  occasion  as  viewed 
from  their  standpoint. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  474 ;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
550.] 


Appeal  —  failure  to  iastrnct  in  homl- 
cide  case. 

5.  Failure  to  give  a  special  charge 
on  the  law  of  excessive  force  of  offi- 
cers in  attempting  an  arrest  of  per- 
sons running  a  gambling  house  is  not 
reversible  error  in  a  prosecution  of  a 
jjmtron  for  killing  an  officer,  where  the 
room  contained  many  armed  patrons, 
and  the  officers  merely  ockibited  weap- 
ons, with  the  command  to  those  pres^ 
ent  to. put  up  their  hands,  and  the 
court  told  the  jury  that  the  right  to 
arrest  existed  only  in  the  event  that 
the  officers,  in  effecting  it,  used  only 
such  force  as  was,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, reasonably  necessary. 

New  trial  —  affidavits  to  support  mo- 
tion —  sufficiency. 

6.  Affidavits  of  misconduct  of  the 
jury  in  support  of  a  motion  for  new 
trial  are  not  sufficient  when  taken  be- 
fore an  attorney  for  appellant. 

—  permitting   proper   verification   of 
affidavit. 

7.  A  convict  who  has  filed  an  im« 
properly  verified  affidavit  for  motion 
for  new  trial  should  be  permitted 
properly  to  verify  it  upon  application 
oh  the  day  the  motion  is  to  be  heard. 

—  evidence  of  reputation  of  accused. 

8.  Evidence  against  the  reputation 
of  accused,  introduced  in  the  jury 
room,  is  within  a  statute  making  the 
receipt  of  new  evidence  of  a  material 
character  by  the  jury,  in  the  jury 
room,  ground  for  new  trial. 

—  burden  of  proof  —  introduction  of 
evidence  in  jury  room. 

9.  A  convict  applying  for  new  trial 
because  of  the  introduction  of  new 
evidence  in  the  jury  room  has  the 
burden  of  establishing  that  fact. 
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Appeal  —  introdiictioa  of  new  evi- 
dence In  jury  room  —  conclusiTe-> 
nesB  of  decision  of  trial  court* 

10.  The  decision  of  the  trial  court, 


on  motion  for  new  trial,  upon  the 
question  whether  or  not  new  evidence 
was  introduced  in  the  jury  room,  is 
conclusive  on  appeal. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for 
Wichita  County  (Martin,  J.)  convicting  him  of  murder.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs  Heyeer,  Hicka»  Wilson,  A 
Williams,  Bishop  &  Lantz,  and  £•  SL 
Gipson  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Taylor,  Allen,  Muse,  &  Tay- 
lor, Charles  L.  Black,  and  R.  H.  HamU- 
ton.  Assistant  Attorney  General,  for 
the  State. 

Morrow,  P.  J.,  delivered  the.  opin- 
of  the  court: 

Appellant  is  condemned  to  con- 
finement in  the  penitentiary  for  a 
period  of  twenty  years  for  the  of- 
fense of  murder. 

At  Kemp  City,  in  Wichita  county, 
there  was  in  operation  a  gambling 
establishment.  On  the  night  of  the 
tragedy,  the  deceased,  Caples,  and 
four  other  persons,  went  from 
Wichita  Falls  for  the  purpose  of  ar- 
resting the  lawbreakers  and  bring- 
ing to  an  end  the  operation  of  the 
gambling  house.  On  reaching  the 
place,  the  house  was  found  to  be 
filled  with  people  engaged  in  various 
gambling  games.  Some  of  the  party 
stopped  near  the  front  entrance 
while  Caples  and  his  companion, 
Tony,  went  inside  to  the  rear  of  the 
house.  Each  of  them  was  armed 
with  a  pistol.  A  number  of  shots 
were  fired,  and  Caples  and  Tony 
were  killed  by  some  of  them.  Ca- 
ples and  Tony  presented  their  pis- 
tols, and  ordered  the  persons  in  the 
house  to  put  their  hands  up.  The 
witnesses,  attempting  to  quote  them 
used  the  expressions,  "Put  them 
up  and  get  to  the  wall;"  and, 
"Stick  them  up  and  face  the  wall." 

The  theory  of  the  defense  is  that 
there  were  others  shooting;  that 
there  was  no  concert  action  or  pre- 
arrangement ;  that  the  evidence  does 
not  exclude  the  theory  that  the  fatal 
shots  were  fired  by  someone  other 
than  the  accused;  that  the  shots 
fired  by  him  were  fired  because  he 
believed  the  parties  were  robbers; 
and  that  he  had  no  information  or 


knowledge  that  they  were  peace  of- 
ficers or  the  semblance  thereof. 

The  state,  on  the  contrary,  pre- 
sents the  theory  that  the  appellant 
knew  that  the  party  consisted  of 
peace  ofiicers,  and  that  the  shots 
were  fired  to  avoid  arrest  of  him- 
self or  others,  or  out  of  resentment 
because  of  the  interference  with 
the  gambling  operation. 

Various  rulings  of  the  trial  court 
are  urged  as  reasons  for  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment.  In  appraising  the 
merits  of  the  criticisms  to  the 
charge,  other  parts  of  it  must  be 
considered.  On  the  phase  of  man- 
slaughter, the  jury  was  told  that  if 
the  deceased  "was  doing  some  act 
which,  within  itself  or  by  words  ac* 
companying  it,  was  reasonably  cal- 
culated to  produce,  and  did  in  fact 
produce,  in  the  mind  of  the  defend- 
ant, sudden  passion,"  etc.,  no 
qualification  adverse  to  the  appel- 
lant was  embraced.  On  self-defense, 
in  one  paragraph,  the  law  of  real 
and  apparent  danger  growing  out 
of  the  conduct  of  the  deceased  as  it 
appeared  to  the  appellant  was  em- 
braced. In  another,  the  right  to 
kill  the  deceased  if  appellant  be- 
lieved his  purpose  was  to  rob,  was 
made  absolute.  In  another,  the  jury 
was  informed  that  conducting  a 
gambling  house  was  a  felony,  and 
that  those  engaged  in  it  might  be 
arrested  without  warrant,  and  that 
"if  the  jury  should  believe  from  the 
evidence  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  the  defendant,  Snow,  and  oth- 
ers, were  engaged  in  exhibiting  or 
running  a  gaming  table,"  then 
there  existed  the  legal  right  to  ar- 
rest them,  and  that  if  the  deceased 
attempted  to  arrest,  using  only  the 
degree  of 'force  that  was  reasonably 
necessary  under  the  circumstances, 
and  was  shot  by  the  appellant  to 
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prevent  such  arrest  or  to  escape  the 
consequences  of  the  unlawful  act, 
if  any,  in  which  he  was  engaged,  his 
right  of  perfect  self-defense  would 
be  abridged,  and  that  his  offense 
might  be  manslaughter  or  murder, 
as. the  jury  might  determine.  In 
another  subdivision,  appellant's 
right  to  kill  the  deceased  was  af- 
firmed, if,  viewing  his  conduct  from 
appellant's  standpoint,  it  reason- 
ably appeared  that  he  was  about  to 
be  robbed,  or  suffer  bodily  injury 
at  the  hands  of  the  deceased  or  his 
companion.  Following  these,  in  the 
same  paragraph,  this  instruction 
was  given :  "But,  if  you  should  find 
and  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  defendant  was  not  interested  or 
engaged  in  keeping,  exhibiting,  or 
running  any  of  said  gaming  ta- 
bles, but  was  only  a  patron  or  player 
in  the  place,  then  his  right  of  self- 
defense  would  not  be  abridged  by 
the  fact  that  he  was  such  a  partici- 
pant in  the  game,  unless  you  should 
further  find  and  beUeve  that  he  shot 
knd  killed  Marvin  Caples  in  order  to 
prevent  said  Caples  from  arresting 
the  parties  who  were  running  or  ex- 
hibiting such  games." 

This  is  assailed  upon  the  asser- 
tion that  it  puts  upon  the  appellant 
the  burden  of  proving  that  he  was 

Homicide-  ^^^  *  keeper  of  the 

instrmctiona-  gaming  house.  The 
b.rde»  of  proof,  ^j^^^^  -^  inj^iediate- 

ly  followed  by  a  statement  in  the 
charge  that  the  burden  of  proof  was 
upon  the  state;  that  the  innocence 
of  the  accused  was  presumed  until 
established  by  legal  evidence,  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt,  and  di- 
recting an  acquittal  if  a  reasonable 
doubt  of  appellant's  guilt  existed  in 
the  minds  of  the  jury.  In  the  same 
connection,  the  charge  instructed 
the  jury,  in  appropriate  language, 
that  if  they  believed  the  appellant 
guilty  of  an  offense,  but  entertained 
a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  its  grade, 
that  he  must  be  given  the  benefit  of 
the  doubt.  Fairly  considered,  as  a 
whole,  we  think  the  charge  was  not 
subject  to  the  objection  made.  So 
considered,  it.  does  not,  in  our  judg- 
ment, place  upon  the  appellant,  as 


said  in  the  objection,  ''the  burden 
to  show  that,  at  the  time  of  the  kill- 
ing, he  was  not  engaged  in  running 
a  gambling  house."  In  the  same 
paragraph  of  the  charge,  as  pointed 
out  above,  the  jury  was  specifically 
told  that  to  qualify  appellant's  right 
of  self-defense  on  the  theory  of  ar- 
rest, the  jury  was  require  to  be- 
lieve beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  the  appellant  and  others  werc^ 
engaged  in  running  a  gaming  table. 
The  language  criticized  and  quoted 
above,  considered  in  connection  with 
liiat  to  which  we  have  just  adverted, 
amounted  only  to  the  statement  that 
if  they  did  not  believe,  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt,  that  he  was  con- 
ducting a  gaming  table,  his  right  of 
self-defense  would  not  be  qualified 
unless  he  fired  to  prevent  the  arrest 
of  those  who  were  so  engaged.  The 
right  to  convict  is  predicated  upon 
the  finding  by  the  jury  of  the  essen- 
tial facts,  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  and  in  the  concluding  para- 
graph of  the  charge  to  which  we 
nave  adverted  the  law  touching  the 
burden  of  proof  and  the  presump- 
tion of  innocence  is  again  stated. 

Complaint  is  made  of  the  refusal 
of  the  trial  judge  to  give  a  special 
charge  on  the  law  of  excessive  force 
of  the  officers  attempting  the  arrest. 
Though  the  appellant  knew  that  the 
deceased  was  authorized  to  arrest 
those  engaged  in  exhibiting  a  gam- 
ing table,  and  though  he  may  have 
been   so  engaged,   still  the  officer 
would  have  been  in  the  wrong  if,  in 
making  the  arrest,  he  exercised  such 
wanton  and  menacing  manner  as 
to  threaten  the  ap- 
pellant  or  his  com-  toSSiSSSr*^^ 
panions   with   seri- 
ous bodily  harm.    If  in  such  manner 
the  arrest  was  attempted,  the  ap- 
pellant had  a  right  to  protect  him- 
self.   Jones  V.  State,  26  Tex.  App. 
12,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  9  S.  W.  53. 
This  right  was  not  unlimited,  but 
confined  to  the  use 
of    means    propor-  JJSiTiSuot"  fro. 
tionate   to   the   ne-  f***"J*^  JJJ^ 
cessities  of  the  occa-  irSpt.****  * 
sion,  as  viewed  from 
appellant^s  standpoint.    2  R.  C.  L. 


SNOW  ▼. 

p.  474;  Gondron  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep,  521,  155  S.  W.  253 ;  Al- 
ford  V.  State,  8  Tex.  App.  546; 
Eeady  v.  People,  66  L.R.A.  363,  and 
note  (32  Colo.  57,  74  Pac.  892); 
Creighton  v.  Com.  83  Ky.  142,  4 
Am.  St.  Rep.  143;  id.  84  Ky.  103, 
4  Am.  St.  Rep.  193;  State  v.  Gum, 
33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  150,  and  note  (68 
W.  Va.  105,  69  S.  E.  463). 

The  theory  that  appellant  killed 
the  deceased,  knowing  that  he  was 
an  ofiker,  but  defending  against 
wanton  conduct  in  making  the  ar- 
rest, is  not  presented  as  an  affirma- 
tive defense.  The  defense  present- 
ed, both  by  appellant  and  his  wit- 
nesses, was  that  he  fired  without 
knowledge  that  the  deceased  was  at- 
tempting to  make  an  arrest,  and  un- 
der the  belief  that  his  purpose  was 
robbery.  As  indicated  above,  im- 
perfect self-defense  and  perfect  self- 
defense  were  submitted,  the  former 
without  qualification  and  the  latter 
qualified  by  the  theory  of  lawful  ar* 
rest.  The  charge  on  the  subject  lim- 
ited the  right  of  the  officers  to  ar- 
rest, and  told  the  jury,  in  substance, 
that  such  right  existed  only  in  the 
event  that,  in  effecting  it,  they  used 
only  such  force  as  was,  under  all  the 
circumstances^  reasonably  neces- 
sary. 

Appellant  said  in  his  testimony 
that  he  entered  the  house  in  which 
the  h<»nicide  took  place  in  the  eve- 
ning, and  was  «igaged  in  playing  at 
a  game  of  poker,  and  was  facing  the 
rear  wall  when  he  heard  the  words, 
''Get  them  up;  stick  them  up 
damned  quick,  and  face  the  wall ; " 
that  he  heard  this  repeated  one  time 
by  two  men ;  that  he  looked  and  saw, 
about  12  or  16  feet  from  him,  a  man 
standing  with  a  revolver.  The  peo- 
ple were  turning  tables  over  and 
getting  up  against  the  wall.  He 
said:  "I  just  jumped  up,  and  the 
man  that  had  the  gun  in  his  hand 
was  looking  at  me,  and  I  jerked  my 
gun  and  shot  him,  or  shot  in  that 
direction.     I  shot  twice." 

He  claimed  that  there  was  con- 
fusion, and  that  after  he  fired  he 
heard  the  announcement  that  the 
parties  were  officers,  but  had  no 
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such  knowledge  before  he  shot.  He 
had  more  than  $800  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  thought  there  was  an  at- 
tempt to  rob. 

In  the  presentation  of  all  of  the 
defensive  testimony,  the  theory  is 
urged  and  reiterated  that  appellant 
fired  before  there  was  any  announce- 
ment  that  the  parties  were  officers. 
The  staters  testimony  was  to  the 
contrary.  The  arrest  was  attempt- 
ed at  nighttime.  There  were  more 
than  a  half  a  hundred  people  pres- 
ent, and  gambling  by  i^^llant  and 
others  was  in  progress  in  violation 
of  the  law.  It  was  obvious  from  the 
equipment  and  the  exhibition  of 
gambling  games  that  the  keepers  of 
the  house  and  exhibitors  of  the 
games  were  engaged  In  committing 
a  felony.  Penal  Code,  arts.  561, 
659.  Many  of  the  presons  present 
were  armed,  as  subsequent  develop- 
ments disclosed,  and  appellant  and 
many  others,  if  not  committing  a 
felony  themselves,  were  aiding  and 
abetting  those  who  were.  The 
officers  had  their  pistols  in  their 
hands,  but,  so  far  as  we  discern 
from  the  evidence,  none  were 
fired  by  them,  and  there  was 
no  offer  to  do  so  before  the  ap- 
pellant fired.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
tiie  court  was  not  A»»*«i-.f«ii«.^ 
guilty  of  reversible  j*  *»'^j»«<  *■ 
error  in  failing  in  a  ""  *  *  "*** 
more  specific  manner  to  instruct  the 
jury  upon  the  limitation  which  the 
law  placed  upon  the  officers,  with 
reference  to  the  use  of  excessive 
force  in  making  the  arrest.  On  the 
contrary,  we  regard  the  instruc- 
tions given  as  sufficient  to  fully 
guard  the  appellant's  rights.  His 
affirmative  defenses  were  well 
submitted,  and  all  defensive  theo- 
ries arising  from  the  evidence  were 
embraced  in  the  charge.  The  true 
issue  in  the  case  was  not  whether 
the  officers  used  undue  force  in  mak- 
ing the  arrest,  but  whether  their 
diaracter  as  officers  was  known  to 
the  appellant  at  the  time  he  fired. 
Around  this  issue  the  evidence  crys- 
tallized. It  was  pertinently  and 
fairly  submitted  to  the  jury. 
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The  motion  for  new  trial  was  filed 
some  days  before  it  was  heard.  In 
it»  misconduct  of  the  jury  was 
claimed   and   supportinsr  affidavits 

filed.  These  affida^ 
ifew  tviAi*         vits     were     taken 

rSpoTlVo'tioM-  before  one  of  the 
•mffictemcjr.  attomeys    for    the 

appellant,  and,  un- 
der the  previous  rulings  of  this 
court,  are  not  sufficient.  On  the  day 
the  motion  was  heard,  however,  ap- 
pellant sought,  by  amendment,  to 
properly  verify  them.    This  should 

^.permittinir  ^^^^  ''^^^^  permit- 
proper  ▼eriflc*-  ted.  Failure  to  do 
tio.  off  ftAteTit.  g^  jg  unimportant, 

however,  inasmuch  as  evidence  was 
f uDy  developed  upon  the  averments 
in  the  motion,  and  in  effect  the 
amendment  was  allowed.  We  have 
made  a  very  careful  examination  of 
the  evidence  adduced  upon  the  mo- 
tion for  new  trial.  The  only  part 
of  it  that  impresses  us  as  at  all  of 
importance  is  that  touching  the  rep- 
utation of  the  appellant.  Eight  or 
nine  of  the  jurors  testified,  one  of 
tiiem  Farmer,  declaring  that  in  con- 
versation with  juror  Golden  he 
(Farmer)  remarked  that  *Tie  did 
not  see  how  the  appellant  was 
guilty;^  tiiat  Golden  said:  **You 
know  what  kind  of  reputation 
he  has;  you  just  as  well  go  ahead 
and  cast  the  vote;''  and  said: 
"He  ought  to  be  convicted  on' 
the  reputation  he  has.''  Farm- 
er was  first  for  acquittal,  and  later 
consented  to  conviction. 

A  vigorous  and  lengthy  cross-ex- 
amination of  Farmer  was  conduct- 
ed, in  which  it  is  brought  out  that 
he  had  had  several  conferences  with 
the  attorneys  for  the  appellant;  it 
being  the  effort  to  show  that  he  had 
become  biased  in  favor  of  the  ac- 
cused. Golden  did  not  testify.  Ju- 
ror Reed  said  he  could  not  say  that 
he  had  heard  references  to  the  repu- 
tation of  appellant,  but  it  was  very 
likely  that  something  was  said,  but 
that  he  could  not  quote  it,  though 
he  was  sure  that  appellant  was  not 
referred  to  as  a  man  of  first-' 
class  character.  He  got  the  impres- 
sion from  the  discussion  that  Snow' 


was  a  bad  man.  Juror  Galbreath 
said  that  he  heard  Juror  Golden 
make  remarks  about  "matters  that 
were  used  in  argument,  that  Golden 
appeared  to  know  the  reputation  of 
the  appellant,  and  said  it  was  bad." 
Galbreath  first  voted  for  acquittal 
and  later  for  conviction. 

Rouse  testified  that  the  only  ref- 
erence to  the  reputation  of  appel- 
lant he  heard  Golden  make  was  to 
express  the  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lant was  a  bad  man.  Several  of  the 
other  jurors  declared  that  they 
heard  no  conversation  on  the  sub- 
ject at  all. 

The  law  pertaining  to  the  receipt 
of  new  evidence  of  a  material  chajr- 
acter  by  the  jury,  either  from  its 
members  or  otiier  source,  is  not  dif- 
ficult of  ascertainment.  The  statute 
makes  it  a  ground  for  new  trial. 
Code  Grim.  Proc.  art.  887.  It  has 
often  been  given  effect  See  Mc- 
Dougal  V.  State,  81  Tex.  Grim.  Rep. 
179,  194  S.  W.  944,  L.R.A.1917E, 
980,  and  cases  there  cited.  No 
doubt  evidence  against  the  good 
reputation  of  the  accused,  intro- 
duced for  the  first  ..▼i**! 
time  in  the  jury 
rooin,  would  be  ma- 
terial. Hargrove  v.  State,  38  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  481, 26  S.  W.  998;  Rose's 
Notes  on  Texas  Reports,  vol.  5,  p. 
694.  Whether  in  the  instant  case 
such  evidence  was  received  was  a 
question  of  fact  The  burden  of 
proving    it    rested 

upon  the  appellant,  pJJSSSJi. 
and  if  the  evidence  taettoB  mt 
on  the  motion  for  S^iiT-  **  '"''^ 
new  trial  was  such 
as  rendered  the  question  a  contro- 
verted one,  it  was  within  the  prov- 
ince   of    the    trial     

judge  to  settle  the  #J23Srtf*!2^w 
controversy;      and,  JJJJJ^!^^!*  '""^ 
having  done  so,  the  SwS^i?*^  of 

decision    would    be  JSlS**  **  ****' 

conclusive.  Howe 
V.  State,  77  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  108, 
177  S.  W.  500;  Shaw  v.  State,  32 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  155,  22  S.  W.  588 ; 
Potts  V.  State,  56  Tex.  Grim.  Rep. 
47,  118  S.  W.  535. 
It  is  difficult  to  determine  wheth- 
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er  the  proper'  construction  of  the 
testimony  of  the  jurors  quoted  is 
that  Golden  was  advancing  as  new 
evidence  his  knowledge  of  the  repu* 
tation  of  the  accused,  or  whether  he 
was  commenting  upon  matters  in 
the  record  which  led  him  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  apipellant  was  a  man 
of  bad  reputation.  The  language 
used  by  him,  as  revealed  by  the  wit- 
nesses on  motion  for  new  trial, 
seems  more  or  less  ambiguous.  He 
said  to  Farmer:  "You  know  what 
kind  of  a  reputation  he  has.  He 
ought  to  be  convicted  on  his  repu- 
tation.'' 

From  other  jurors  who  testified^ 
it  appeared  that  Golden  indicated 
the  opinion  that  the  appellant  was 
a  bad  man.  Golden  was  not  called 
as  a  witness,  and  the  appellant  was 
content  with  the  vermon  of  his  dec- 
larations given  by  other  jurors  at 
the  hearing.  From  the  language 
used  by  them,  it  apparently  would 
not  be  an  unfair  interpretation  to  in- 
fer that  from  the  evidence  adduced 
upon  the  trial  Golden  drew  the  con- 
clusion that  appellant  was  a  bad 
man.  This  might  not  have  been  an 
unnatural  deduction  from  the  facts 
proven  upon  the  trial.  The  bill  of 
exceptions,  whidi  we  are  consider- 
ing, contains  no  averment  negativ- 
ing the  idea  that  there  may  have 
been  brought  into  the  trial,  either 
by  proof  or  argument,  matters  form- 
ing a  proper  basis  for  the  deduc- 
tions imputed  to  the  juror  Golden. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

A  motion  for  rehearing  having 
been  granted,  Hawkins,  J.,  on  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1922,  handed  down  the  fol- 
lowing opinion : 

In  the  motion  for  rehearing  our 
attention  has  been  called  to  a  very 
important  and  serious  matter  inci- 
dent to  the  alleged  misconduct  of 
the  jury.  The  bill  of  exception  pre- 
senting this  issue  cbyers  39  pages 
in  the  record.  In  reading  the  evi- 
dence taken  on  the  hearing  of  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial  our  minds 
became  fixed  upon  that  portion  of 
the  alleged  misconduct  which  re- 
lated to  a  discussion  in  the  jury 
room  of  appellant's  reputation,  and 
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we  disposed  of  the  question  on  that 
issue  alone,  not  appraising  the  ef- 
fect of  the  other  feature  of  such  al- 
leged misconduct  as  it  related  to  the 
facts  developed  on  the  trial.  We  are 
now  referred  pertinently  to  another 
phase  of  the  alleged  m'sconduct; 
viz.,  a  discussion  in  the  jury  room 
of  a  contemplated  raid  by  the  offi- 
cers upon  the  gambling  premises 
where  the  homicide  occurred,  which 
bears  directly  upon  what  we  stated 
in  our  original  opinion  as  being  the 
pivotal  point  in  the  case,  as  follows : 
"The  true  issue  in  the  case  was  not 
whether  the  officers  used  undue 
force  in  making  the  arrest,  but 
whether  their  cfaiaracter  as  officers 
was  known  to  appellant  at  the  time 
he  fired.  Around  this  issue  the  evi- 
dence crystallized." 

There  is  no  testimony  in  the  case 
to  the  effect  that  any  previous  raid 
had  been  made  upon  the  premises 
in  question  by  the  offiters  from  Iowa 
Park,  or  by  any  other  officers;  or 
that  any  such  raid  was  contemplat- 
ed. It  being  the  contention  through- 
out on  the  part  of  appellant  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  whatever  that  de- 
ceased and  his  companions  were  of- 
ficers until  after  tiie  shooting  wa& 
over,  it  cannot  be  questioned  that  ii 
testimony  had  been  available  to  the 
state,  whereby  it  could  have  beei 
shown  that  tiiie  officers  had  at  i 
previous  time  made,  or  contemplat- 
ed making,  a  raid  upon  the  gam- 
bling house,  or  that  a  raid  was  still 
in  contemplation,  and  that  appellant 
and  others  engaged  in  gambling  at 
the  time  of  the  homicide  knew  that 
the  officers  were  likely  to  raid  the 
premises,  it  would  have  been  the 
most  cogent  testimony  possible  tc 
controvert  the  truth  of  appellant'^ 
theory,  to  wit,  want  of  knowledge 
that  deceased  and  his  companion!^ 
were  officers,  and  not  "high-jackers' 
or  robbers,  as  appellant  asserts  ht 
believed  they  were. 
.  The  jury  was  bound  to  hav< 
known  that  one  of  the  main  issuer 
in  the  case,  if  not  the  most  impor- 
tant one,  was  whether  appellant,  at 
the  time  he  fired,  knew  deceased 
was  an  officer.    This  issue  ^as  sub- 
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mitted  to  the  jury  by  the  court. 
The  evidence  taken  on  ihe  motion 
for  new  trial  discloses  that  the  jury 
were  not  in  accord  as  to  the  gruilt 
of  appellant  during  the  first  ballots 
taken,  as  they  stood  six  and  six  up- 
on that  issue  in  the  beginning  of 
their  deliberations.  We  find  from 
the  bill  of  reception  that  R.  E. 
Golden  was  one  of  the  jurors.  The 
juror  Farmer,  testifying  as  to  what 
occurred  in  the  jury  room,  said  that 
Golden,  who  lived  in  Iowa  Park, 
said :  ''You  know  that  Turkett  and 
King  was  out  there  the  night  before, 
and  he  knew  what  was  coming  off.'' 
''That  he  understood  from  what 
Golden  said  that  the  gamblers  knew 
that  the  officers  from  Wichita  Falls 
were  coming  out  there  that  night; 
that  the  boys  at  Kemp  City  [where 
the  homicide  occurred]  knew  tiiat 
the  raid  was  going  to  be  made  that 
night.'' 

This  was  Farmer's  version  of 
what  Golden  said.  The  juror  Reed 
testified  that  he  heard  Golden  say 
something  about  Iowa  Park  offkers, 
but  just  how  he  said  it  or  what  he 
was  getting  at  he  did  not  remember, 
as  he  was  talking  to  the  jury  in 
general.  J.  C.  Galbreath,  who  was 
foreman  of  the  jury,  testified  that  he 
not  only  heard  Golden  make  the 
general  statement  testified  to  by 
other  jurors,  but  that  Golden,  in 
substance,  told  Galbreath  himself 
practically  the  same  thing.  His 
version  of  what  it  was  is  as  follows : 
"The  conversation  that  I  heard  in 
substance  was  that  officers  had  been 
up  to  Kemp  City  to  raid  this  particu- 
lar gambling  house  either  the  day 
before  the  shooting  occurred  or  a 
day  just  prior  to  that,  and  that 
these  people  had  got  knowledge  of 
it  and  had  left,  and  that  they  were 
looking  for  the  officers." 

This  witness  further  testified 
that,  as  the  foreman,  he  informed 
the  other  jurors  that  they  should 
not  consider  such  "outside  matters." 
The  juror  Browkaw,  upon  being 
asked  whether  he  recalled  having 
heard  any  conversation  of  Golden 
similar  to  that  testified  to  by  other 


jurors,  replied:  "I  heard  some- 
thing similar  to  that,  yes.  I  re- 
member that  something  was  said 
about  the  Iowa  City  officers." 

The  juror  Rouse  was  asked :  "Do 
you  recall  having  heard  a  conversa- 
tion similar  to  that  testified  to  by 
them  [that  is,  the  otiier  jurors]? 
Did  you  hear  Grolden  make  any 
statement  along  tiie  Une  they  testi- 
fied to?"  "I  remember  some  state- 
ment, but  do  not  remember  what  it 
was." 

The  further  question  asked  him 
was,  "Did  he  make  any  remark 
about  those  boys  were  expecting  a 
raid  out  tiiere?"  to  which  he  replied, 
"Well,  he  rmiarked  that  was  his 
opinion — that  is  the  way  he  re- 
marked it— his  opinion  was  they  ex- 
pected a  raid."  Some  jurors  testi- 
fied that  they  heard  no  such  conver- 
sation in  the  jury  room,  but  it  was 
established  beyond  question  that 
such  matter  was  discussed.  Coun- 
sel for  the  state  and  the  court,  in 
examining  ISie  .jurors,  seemed  to 
have  conceded  that  some  "outside 
matters"  were  discussed  by  the 
jury,  because  the  jurors  were  asked 
if  they  permitted  such  "outside  mat- 
ters" to  influence  them.  It  is  not  a 
question,  therefore,  as  to  whether 
improper  matters  occurred  in  tiie 
jury  room  which  might  raise  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the 
trial  judge  upon  a  motion  for  new 
trial.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to 
speculate  upon  the  effect  of  this  new 
matter  being  injected  during  the 
discussion  of  the  jury. 

Remembering  thst  the  contention 
of  the  defense  from  beginning  to 
end  was  that  when  appellant  began 
firing  he  thought  deceased  and  his 
companions  were  "high-jadcers," 
and  not  officers,  it  is  apparent 
that  these  improper  «^^j«dietoi 
statements  in  the  •▼i*e«ce  im  j«rr 
jury  room  were  of  »^■•-"^•"»■• 
a  prejudicial  diaracter.  If  such  tes- 
timony could  have  been  produced  by 
the  state  from  the  witness  stand, 
it  would  have  been  of  a  highly  vital 
and  important  nature. 

The  effect  of  testimony  so  re- 
ceived after  the  retirement  of  the 
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jury  has  been  adverted  to  in  Gilbert 
V.  State,  85  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  597, 
216  S.  W.  106;  McDougal  v.  State, 
81  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  179,  L.R.A. 
1917E,  930,  194  S.  W.  944;  Mitch- 
ell  V.  State  26  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  278, 
33  S.  W.  367,  36  S.  W.  456;  Weaver 
V.  State,  85  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  Ill, 
210  S.  W.  698 ;  Blocker  v.  State,  — 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  61  S.  W.  392. 
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In  view  of  another  trial,  we  sug- 
gest such  changes  in  the  charges 
discussed  in  our  original  opinion  as 
will  relieve  them  of  the  criticism 
there  reviewed. 

The  motion  for  rehearing  must 
be  granted.  The  judgment  affirm- 
ing the  case  will  be  set  aside,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  re- 
versed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


ANNOTATION. 


Recdpt  of  docoBMiit  or  ttaleiiieiil  in  jory  room,  constitutiiig  new  evidence,  as 

groimd  for  reversal  or  bciw  trial  in  criminal  case. 


I.  Statement  by  juror: 
a.  General  rule: 

1.  Rule  stated,  1187. 

2.  Rule  in  Texas,  IISS. 
h.  Application  of  rule: 

1.  Generally,  1190. 

2.  Statement    affecting    credi- 

bility of  witnesses,  1198. 

I.  auitemen$  hy  juror, 

a.  Veneral  rule. 

1,  Rule  stated. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  reception 
of  any  evidence  by  the  jury  in  a  crim- 
inal case,  outside  of  that  produced  at 
the  trial,  will  vitiate  the  verdict  when- 
ever there  is  sufficient  ground  to  sus- 
pect that  the  accused  has  been  prej- 
udiced thereby.  See  16  R.  G.  L.  p. 
304.  Accordingly,  where  a  juror 
states  to  his  fallows  in  the  jury  room 
material  facts  based  on  personal 
knowledge,  which  were  not  adduced  in 
evidence,  and  the  statements  influ- 
ence the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  verdict 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  accused,  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted. 

Iowa.— State  v.  Salmer  (1917)  181 
Iowa,  280,  164  N.  W.  620. 

Kansaa.— State  V.  Woods  (1892)  49 
Kan.  287,  80  Pac.  620;  State  v.  Mc- 
Cormick  (1896)  57  Kan.  440,  57  Am. 
St.  Rep.  841,  46  Pac.  777;  State  v. 
Burton  (1902)  65  Kan.  704,  70  Pac. 
640,  14  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  688;  State  v. 
Lowe  (1903)  67  Kan.  183,  72  Pac.  624, 
14  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  693;  State  v.  Dun- 
can (1904)  70  Kan.  883,  78  Pac.  427; 
State  V.  Farrar  (1918)  103  Kan.  774, 


L  b— continued. 

8.  Statement      reflecting      on 
character  of  accused,  1196. 
4.  Statement    concerning    an- 
other   conviction    of    ac- 
cused, 1196. 
6.  Statement  relating  to  other 
offenses  of  accused,  1199. 
n.  Document,  1202. 

176  Pac.  987;  State  v.  Beam  (1896)  1 
Kan.  App.  688,  42  Pac.  894. 

MissiasippL— Compare  Taylor  v. 
State  (1876)  62  Miss.  84,  2  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  18. 

Nebraska.  —  Richards  v.  State 
(1893)  36  Neb.  17,  58  N.  W.  1027; 
Koenigstein  v.  State  (1917)  101  Neb. 
229,  162  N.  W.  879. 

Pennsylvania* — Com.  v.  Kulp  (1895) 
17  Pa.  Co.  Ct  661,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  468. 

Tennessee.— Booby  v.  State  (1883) 
4  Yerg.  Ill;  Donston  v.  State  (1845) 
6  Humph.  275;  Sam  v.  State  (1851) 
1  Swan,  61;  Morton  v.  State  (1878)  1 
Lea,  498;  Nile  v.  State  (1883)  11  Lea, 
694;  Irvine  v.  State  (1900)  104  Tenn. 
132,  66  S.  W.  845. 

Washington.  —  State  v.  Parker 
(1901)  25  Wash.  406,  65  Pac.  776; 
State  V.  Lorenzy  (1910)  59  Wash.  308, 
109  Pac.  1064,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  153; 
State  V.  McChesney  (1921)  114  Wash. 
118,  194  Pac.  661. 

**When  jurors,  in  their  zeal  to  secure 
a  finding  of  guilty  against  the  accused, 
bring  before  their  fellows  material 
statements  and  facts  based  on  person- 
al knowledge,  which  were  not  given  in 
evidence,  confidence  in  their  verdict 
is  necessarily  shaken.   If  such  matters 
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had  been  admitted  in  evidence  in 
court,  where  the  defendant  had  oppoE- 
tunity  to  meet  and  disprove  them,  it 
would  have  been  material  error;  and 
where  they  are  introduced  before  the 
jury  when  the  defendant  is  absent, 
and  without  opportunity  to  challenge 
or  meet  them,  they  are  still  more  hurt- 
ful and  erroneous.  In  the  nature  of 
things,  these  extraneous  statements 
.  .  .  necessarily  vitiate  the  ver- 
dict and  require  a  new  trial."  State 
V.  Burton  (1902)  65  Kan.  704,  70  Pac. 
640,  14  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  688. 

So,  in  State  v.  Farrat  (1918)  108 
Kan.  774,  176  Pac.  987,  it  was  said : . 
"Evidential  statements  of  a  prejudi- 
cial nature,  made  by  a  juror  on  'his 
personal  knowledge,  and  which  would 
naturally  and  probably  influence  the 
verdict,  furnish  ground  for  the  grant- 
ing of  a  new  trial." 

But  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
merely  on  account  of  statements  made 
in  the  jury  room,  where  it  appears  "that 
such  statements  did  not  influence  or 
prejudice  the  jury  against  the  accused. 
Moore  v.  People  (1899)  26  Colo.  218, 
57  Pac.  857;  State  v.  Woodson  (1875) 
41  Iowa,  425;  State  v.  Cowan  (1888) 
74  Iowa,  58,  86  N.  W.  886;  State  v. 
Cross  (1895)  95  Iowa,  629,  64  N.  W. 
614;  State  v.  Wright  (1896)  98  Iowa, 
702,  68  N.  W.  440;  State  v.  Olds 
(1898)  106  Iowa,  110,  76  N.  W.  644; 
Feddern  v.  State  (1907)  79  Neb.  651, 
113  N.  W.  127;  Irvine  v.  State  (Tenn.) 
supra.  See  also  State  v.  Burton 
(Kan.)  supra;  State  v.  Riley  (1911) 
41  Utah,  225,  126  Pac.  294. 

Thus,  in  Irvine  v.  State  (Tenn.) 
supra,  the  court  said:  "While  ver- 
dicts have  been  set  aside,  and  proper- 
ly, when  a  juror  has  communicated  to 
his  fellow  jurors  facts  bearing  on  the 
issue  which  were  not  adduced  on  the 
trial,  yet  we  know  of  no  case  where  a 
mere  suggestion  of  undisclosed  knowl- 
edge was  permitted  to  have  such  an 
effect.  Such  an  assumption  of  supe- 
rior knowledge  on  the  part  of  a  juror, 
however  much  it  deserved  rebuke  from 
his  fellow  jurors  as  an  exhibition  of 
bad  taste,  cannot  be  held  to  vitiate 
a  verdict,  especially  when  the  com- 
plaining jurors  say  they  were  influr 
enced  to  agree  to  a  verdict  by.-  an- 
other   .    •    .    consideration." 
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'Prejudice  must  be  shown,  or  suifl- 
cient  ground  must  appear  for  presum- 
ing prejudice,  to  authorize  interfer- 
ence with  the  verdict  on  account  of 
such  matters.'*  State  v.  Woodson 
(1875)  41  Iowa,  425. 

It  is  not  suflicient  to  authorize  a  new 
trial  to  show  merely  that  improper 
statements  were  made  by  members  of 
the  jury  while  deliberating  on  their 
verdict,  but  it  must  appear  that  prej- 
udice resulted  from  the  statements,  or 
that  they  were  of  a  character  to  cause 
prejudice.  State  v.  Olds  (1898)  106 
Ivwa,  110,  76  N.  W.  644. 

SOp  wiiere  the  statements  bear  no 
relation  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and 
are  not  such  as  would  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  have  influenced  any  of  the 
jurors  in  deciding  on  their  verdict, 
there  is  no  presumption  of  injury, 
and  a  new  tjrial  wiU  not  be  granted. 
State  v.  Cowan  (1888)  74  Iowa,  53,  36 
N.  W.  886. 

Jurors  who  are  alleged  to  have  been 
influenced  by  the  statements  of  an- 
other juror  may  submit  affidavits  that 
they  were  not  prejudiced  by  such 
statements  in  arriving  at  their  verdict. 
State  V.  Wright  (1896)  98  Iowa,  702, 
68  N.  W.  440. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  it  would 
be  erecting  too  high  a  standard,  and 
would  result  in  a  defeat  of  justice, 
to  set  aside  the  verdicts  of  juries  for 
the  discussion,  by  jurymen,  during  de- 
liberation^  of  matters  outside  the  tes- 
timony, although  such  conduct  is  high- 
ly improper.  Taylor  v.  State  (1876) 
52  Miss.  84,  2  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  13. 

2.  Rule  in  Texas, 

In  Texas,  a  statute  provides  that  a 
new  trial  shall  be  granted  where  the 
jury  have  received  new  evidence  after 
having  retired  to  deliberate  on  a  case. 
It  is  held  that  under  this  statute  a  new 
trial  is  mandatory  where  the  new  evi- 
dence is  of  a  material  character,  and 
that  the  statute  is  especially  applicable 
when  the  jurors  receive  statements 
from  one  of  their  number  in  the  jury 
room.  Anschicks  v.  State  (1879)  6 
Tex.  App.  524;  McKissick  v.  State 
(1886)  26  Tex.  App.  678,  9  S.  W.  269; 
Mason  v.  State  (1891)  —  Tex.  App. 
— ,  16  S.  W.  766;  McWilliams  v.  State 
(1893)  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  269,  22  S. 
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W.  910;  Hargrove  v.  State  (1894)  33 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  431»  26  S.  W.  993; 
Ellis  V.  State  (1894)  33  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  508,  27  S.  W.  136;  Mitchell  v. 
State  (1896)  36  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  278, 
88  S.  W.  367;  Terry  v.  State  (1897)  — 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  38  S.  W.  986 ;  Tate 
V.  State  (1897)  38  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  261^ 
42  S.  W.  595;  Holmes  v.  State  (1897) 
38  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  370,  42  S.  W.  996; 
Darter  v.  State  (1898)  39  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  47,  44  S.  W.  850;  Hardiman  v. 
State  (1899)  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  53 
S.  W.  121;  Ysaguirre  v.  State  (1900) 

42  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  253,  58  S.  W.  1005; 
Favro  v.  State  (1900)  —  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  — ,  59  S.  W.  885 ;  Blocker  v.  State 

(1901)  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  61  S.  W. 
391;  Blalock  v.  Stete  (1901)  —  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  — ,  62  S.  W.  571 ;  Buessing 
V.  State  (1901)  43  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  85, 
63  S.  W.  318;  Lankster  v.  State  (1901) 

43  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  298,  65  S.  W.  378; 
Hopkina  v.  State  (1902)  —  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  — ,  68  S.  W.  986;  Sima  v.  State 

(1902)  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  70  S.  W. 
90;  Hughes  v.  State  (1902)  44  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  296,  70  S.  W.  746;  Hefner 
V.  State  (1903)  44  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  441, 

71  S.  W.  964,  14  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  682; 
McDaniel  v.  State  (1903)  —  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  — ,  77  S.  W.  802 ;  Dixon  ▼• 
State  (1904)  46  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  154, 
79  S.  W.  310;  Riley  v.  State  (1904)  — 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  81  S.  W.  711;  Grow 
V.  State  (1904)  47  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  225, 
82  S.  W.  1033;   Hambright  v.   State 

(1905)  47  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  518,  84  S. 
W.  597;  Morawitz  v.  State  (1906)  49 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  366,  91  S.  W.  227; 
Tutt  V.  State  (1906)  49  Tex.  Grim.  Rep. 
202,  91  S.  W.  584;  Kegans  v.  State 

(1906)  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  96  S.  W. 
16;  Horn  v.  State  (1906)  50  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  404,  97  S.  W.  822;  Winslow  v. 
State  (1906)  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — , 
98  S.  W.  241;  Vanduran  v.  State 
(1906)  50  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  440,  98  S. 
W.  247;  Gasey  v.  State  (1907)  51  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  433,  102  S.  W.  725;  Battles 
V.  State  (1908)  53  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  202, 
109  S.  W.  195;  Hill  v.  State  (1908)  54 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  646,  114  S.  W.  117; 
Maples  V.  State  (1910)  60  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  169,  131  S.  W.  567;  Williamson  v. 
State  (1911)  62  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  132, 
136  S.  W.  1071;  Dunn  v.  State  (1913) 

72  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  170,  161  S.  W.  467; 


McDougal  V.  SUte  (1917)  81  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  179,  LiR.A.1917E,  930,  194 
S.  W.  944;  Weaver  v.  State  (1919)  85 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  Ill,  210  S.  W.  698; 
Gotten  V.  State  (1921)  88  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  618,  228  S.  W.  943;  Hallmark  v. 
State  (1921)  89  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  257, 
230  S.  W.  697;  Suddath  v.  State  (1921) 
—  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  235  S.  W.  210. 
And  see  the  reported  case  (Snow  v. 
State,  ante,  1180). 

''One  of  the  grounds  for  granting  a 
new  trial  provided  by  our  statute  is 
^hen  the  jury,  after  having  retired  to 
deliberate  upon  the  case,  have  received 
other  testimony.'  Gode  Grim.  Proc. 
art.  777,  subd.  7.  When  a  verdict  was 
probably  influenced  )}y  the  statement 
of  some  of  the  jurors  to  his  fellows  as 
to  other  facts  not  testified  to  on  the 
trial,  a  new  trial  should  be  granted.** 
Mason  v.  State  (1891)  —  Tex.  App.  — , 
16  S.  W.  766. 

So,  in  Dixon  v.  State  (1904)  46  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  154,  79  S.  W.  310,  the  court 
said:  "The  statute  inhibits  the  re- 
ceiving of  evidence  by  the  jury  other 
than  that  adduced  according  to  the 
rules  of  law;  and  wherever  this  evi- 
dence is  of  a  character  to  injuriously 
affect  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  we 
will  not  hesitate  to  reverse  the  case." 

The  statute  is  intended  to  preserve 
to  parties  accused  of  crime  the  consti- 
tutional right  of  a  public  trial  by  an 
impartial  jury,  and  the  right  to  be 
confronted  with  the  witnesses  against 
him;  and  the  inhibition  against  the 
receipt  by  the  jury  of  testimony  after 
its  retirement  is  against  legal  evi- 
dence, as  well  as  illegal  evidence.  Mc- 
Dougal V.  State  (1917)  81  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  179,  L.R.A.1917E,  930,  194  S.  W. 
944. 

In  Ysaguirre  v.  State  (1900)  42  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  253,  58  S.  W.  1005,  it  was 
held  that  the  statute  does  not  mean 
that  the  testimony  must  be  of  a  ma- 
terial character.  It  may  be  hearsay 
or  otherwise  illegal  testimony,  and  if 
it  has  a  material  bearing  on  some  is- 
sue in  the  case,  and  is  calculated  to 
injure  the  accused,  the  court  will  not 
speculate  on  whether  it  did  injure,  or 
whether  the  verdict  could  otherwise  be 
sustained. 

In  several  other  cases  from  the  same 
jurisdiction  the  general  tule  has  been 
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held  without  reference  to  any  statute. 
Lucas  V.  State  (1889)  27  Tex.  App. 
322,  11  S.  W.  443;  Burlesan  v.  State 
(1890)  —  Tex.  App.  — ,  15  S.  W.  175; 
Hughes  ▼.  State  (1902)  43  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  511,  67  S.  W.  104;  Williams  v. 
State  (1903)  45  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  240, 
75  S.  W.  509;  Mann  v.  State  (1904)  47 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  250,  83  S.  W.  195 ;  Rob- 
bins  V.  State  (1904)  47  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  312,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  694,  83  S. 
W.  690;  Warren  v.  State  (1909)  57 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep,  518,  128  S.  W.  1115; 
Knight  V.  State  (1912)  66  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  335,  147  S.  W.  268;  Clements  v. 
State  (1913)  69  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  869, 
153  S.  W.  1137;  Weber  v.  State  (1915) 
78  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  258,  181  S.  W.  459 ; 
Mizell  V.  State  (1917)  81  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  241,  1^7  S.  W.  300;  Stevenson  v. 
State  (1921)  89  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  143, 
230  S.  W.  174. 

In  this  jurisdiction,  however,  the 
general  rule  obtains  that  if  it  appears 
that  the  statement  of  a  juryman  did 
not  prejudice  the  jury,  it  is  not  ground 
for  reversal.  Jack  v.  State  (1886)  20 
Tex.  App.  656;  Cox  v.  State  (1889)  28 
Tex.  App.  92,  12  S.  W.  493;  Gronzales 
V.  State  (1894)  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  611, 
25  S.  W.  781;  Ray  v.  State  (1896)  35 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  354,  33  S.  W.  869; 
Gallihar  v.  State  (1896)  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  37  S.  W.  329 ;  Angley  v.  State 
(1896)  35  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  427,  34  S. 
W.  116;  Richardson  v.  State  (1906)  49 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  391,  94  S.  W.  1016; 
Foster  v.  State  (1907)  51  T^x.  Crim. 
Rep.  77, 100  S.  W.  1159;  Smith  v.  State 
(1908)  52  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  344,  106  S. 
W.  1161,  15  Ann.  Cas.  357;  Arnwine  v. 
State  (1908)  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  213, 
114  S.  W.  796;  Railey  v.  State  (1909) 
58  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  1,  121  S.  W.  1120, 
125  S.  W.  576;  Allen  v.  State  (1911)  62 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  557,  138  S.  W.  593; 
Burge  V.  State  (1914)  73  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  505,  167  S.  W.  63;  Clark  v.  State 
(1914)  74  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  464,  169  S. 
W.  895.  / 

b.  ApplicaUifn  of  rule. 

1.  Oenerall^. 

Where  a  juror,  in  the  discussion  of 
a  case  after  retirement,  details  to  his 
fellow  jurors  circumstances  which 
were  not  sworn  to  by  any  witnesses, 


and  impresses  another  juror  with  the 
belief  that  he  has  more  information  in 
regard  to  the  case  than  the  witnesses, 
and  for  that  reason  should  have  more 
influence  with  the  jury  than  the 
others,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted. 
McWilliams  v.  State  (1893)  82  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  269,  22  S.  W.  970. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  a  convic* 
tion  for  homicide  would  be  set  aside 
where  one  juror  stated  that  a  light 
penalty  would  be  insuiBci^it,  since 
when  the  defendant  should  have 
served  out  the  short  term  imposed,  he 
would  not  be  as  old  as  his  father  when 
he  got  out  of  prison,  and  called  atten- 
tion to  what  the  father  had  done  on 
his  release,  having  reference  to  a 
homicide  thereafter  committed  by 
him;  and  it  also  appeared  that  jurors 
who  had  previously  been  in  favor  of  a 
light  sentence  agreed  to  a  term  of 
twenty-five  years.  McDaniel  v.  State 
(1903)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  77  S.  W. 
802. 

Where  one  charged  with  perjury 
concerning  a  certain  occurrence  de- 
fends on  the  ground  that  he  was  so 
drunk  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence 
that  he  could  not  remember  vehat  hap- 
pened, and  a  juror,  during  the  delib- 
eration on  the  case,  states  that  he  met 
the  defendant  the  day  following  the 
occurrence,  and  that  his  mind  and  gen- 
eral appearance  seemed  to  be  all  right, 
a  verdict  of  guilty  will  be  reversed. 
Hambright  v.  State  (1905)  47  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  518,  84  S.  W.  597. 

Similarly,  it  has  been  held  that 
where,  in  a  prosecution  for  violation  of 
the  liquor  law,  it  becomes  material  to 
determine  whether  the  person  alleged 
to  have  done  the  physical  act  of  selling 
was  the  employee  of  the  defendant,  a 
statement  by  one  juror  to  the  others 
that  such  person  was  in  the  defend- 
ant's employ,  and  had  been  for  some 
time,  is  suflicient  to  set  aside  the  con- 
viction, where,  although  there  was 
some  slight  evidence  tending  to  es- 
tablish the  fact,  it  is  impossible  to 
say,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  evi- 
dence was  slight,  that  the  jury  were 
not  governed  by  the  juror's  statement 
rather  than  by  the  evidence,  in  mak- 
ing up  their  verdict.  State  v.  Beam 
(1895)  1  Kan.  App.  688,  42  Pac.  394. 
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In  the  reported  case  (Snow  v.  State, 
ante,  1180)  a  prosecution  for  the  mur- 
der of  an  officer  while  he  was  raiding 
a  gambling  house,  wherein  one  of  the 
main  issues  was  whether  the  accused 
knew  the  person  killed  to  be  an  offi- 
cer at  the  time  of  the  killing,  or 
thought  him  to  be  a  robber,  a  state- 
ment of  a  juror  during  deliberation 
that  the  officers  bad  been  in  the  gwi- 
bling  house  the  night  before*  and  t|iat 
the  gamblers,  including  the  accused, 
knew  a  raid  was  to  be  instituted  the 
following  night,  is  held  to  be  sufficient- 
ly prejudicial  to  warrant  a  new  trial. 

Where  it  appears,  on  an  appeal 
from  a  conviction  of  carnally  and  un- 
lawfully knowing  a  female  under  the 
age  of  eighteen  years,  that  one  of  the 
jurors,  during  a  discussion  of  the  age 
of  the  prosecutrix,  stated  that  ''three 
years  ago  she  was  a  small  girl  wear- 
ing short  clothes,  and  that  he  saw  her 
about  three  yeavs  ago  at  a  baptism  in 
short  dresses,"  which  caused  one  of 
the  jurymen  to  remark,  ''If  that's  a 
fact,  we  will  vote  for  a  conviction,** 
and  a  conviction  resulted,  a  new  trial 
will  be  granted.  State  ▼.  Woods 
(1892)  49  Kan«  287,  80  Pac.  520. 

A  conviction  for  assault  with  in- 
tent to  murder,  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  on  the  defendant's  wife, 
will  be  reversed,  where  it  appears  that 
some  of  the  jurors  stated  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  the  father  of  the 
wife's  child,  as  the  child  had  been  bom 
at  a  certain  time,  and  the  defendant 
was  in  the  penitentiary  at  that  time 
and  previously,  and  such  statements 
were  considered  by  the  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  weighing  the  defense  that 
the  defendant  did  not  call  on  his  wife 
for  the  purpose  of  committing  the  aar 
sault,  but  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  his 
child.  Favro  v.  State  (1900)  —  Teau 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  59  S.  W.  885. 

Where  a  juror  controverts  the  tes- 
Mmony  of  one  on  trial  for  burglary 
that  he  went  in  the  room  alleged  to 
have  been  burglarized  for  the  purpose 
of  awaiting  the  arrival  of  a  train,  by 
stating  that  he  knew  the  train  did  not 
stop  at  the  place  the  accused  said  it 
did,  because  he  lived  in  the  locality, 
a  new  trial  will  be  granted^    Dixon  v. 


State  (1904)  46  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  154, 
79  S.  W.  810. 

There  is  such  misconduct  as  war- 
rants a  new  trial  where  a  juror  who, 
on  his  voir  dire  examination,  stated 
that  he  did  not  know  the  accused,  that 
he  had  not  heard  of  the  case  or  the 
defendant,  and  that  he  was  free  from 
bias  or  prejudice,  declares,  after  the 
retirement  of  the  jury,  that  he  knows 
the  accused  to  be  equally  guilty  with 
his  codefendant,  because  both  were 
members  of  a  gang  of  toughs  who  had 
occupied  a  shack  in  which  a  man  had 
been  murdered,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants had  been  implicated  in  the  killing. 
State  V.  Parker  (1901)  25  Wash*  405, 
65  Pac.  776. 

In  Riley  v.  State  (1904)  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  81  S.  W.  711,  wherein  it 
appeared  that,  after  the  retirement  of 
the  jury,  statements  were  made  by 
some  of  the  jurors  to  the  effect  that 
there  had  been  too  many  killings  in 
Houston,  and  too  many  men  turned 
loose  on  charges  of  murder,  and  an  ex- 
ample had  to  be  made  of  somebody,  the 
court  granted  a  new  trial. 

Where  it  appears  that  a  juror  stated 
to  his  fellows  that  he  knew  that  a  res- 
taurant at  which  the  accused  had  tes- 
tified he  was  employed  did  not  exist, 
and  the  statement  caused  the  jury  to 
bring  in  a  verdict  of  guilty,  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted.  Winslow  v. 
State  (1906)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  98 
S.  W.  241. 

A  conviction  will  be  reversed  where, 
in  connection  with  the  question 
whether  certain  footprints  were  those 
of  the  defendant  or  a  third  person  who 
lived  in  the  neighborhood,  it  appears 
that  one  or  two  jurors  who  were 
familiar  with  the  location  explained  to 
the  others  the  location  of  the  third 
person's  house  with  reference  to  the 
prosecutor's  and  the  accused's,  and 
drew  a  plat  of  the  surroundings  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  tracks 
could  not  have  been  made  by  the  third 
person  in  the  route  he  traveled,  no  evi- 
dence having  been  introduced  with  re- 
spect thereto.  Buessing  v.  State 
(1901)  48  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  85,  68  S.  W. 
8ia 

So,  in  Sam  v.  State  (1851)  1  Swan 
(Tenn.)  61,  wherein  it  appealed  that 
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while  the  jury  were  deliberating  on 
the  question  whether  the  offense  had 
been  committed  within  a  certain  coun- 
ty, one  of  the  jurors  stated  that  he  had 
worked  on  the  road  in  a  part  of  the 
county,  had  seen  the  county  line,  and 
knew  that  it  was  a  (considerable  dis- 
tance beyond  the  i>lace  where  the  of- 
fense was  said  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, the  court  held  that  there  was 
such  misconduct  as  required  a  re- 
versal of  the  verdict. 

One  convicted  of  conniving  at  the 
prostitution  of  his  wife  is  entitled  to 
a  reversal  where  it  appears  that  one 
of  the  jurymen,  after  retirement, 
stated  to  the  rest  of  the  jurors  that  a 
house  which  the  accused  had  testified 
was  not  devoted  to  purposes  of  prosti- 
tution was  in  fact  so  used,  and  that  if 
"they  would  go  to  Baker,  they  would 
find  it  to  be  a  house  of  prostitution 
yet.''  State  v.  Lorenzy  (1910)  59 
Wash.  308,  109  Pac.  1064,  Ann.  Gas. 
1912B,  153. 

A  conviction  of  murder  will  be  re- 
versed where  it  appears  that  the  fore- 
man and  other  members  of  the  jury 
made  statements,  while  the  question 
of  punishment  was  being  discussed  by 
the  jury,  to  the  effect  that  the  gov- 
ernor had  wrongfully  interfered  and 
used  the  pardoning  power  to  shorten 
the  terms  of  imprisonment  of  con- 
demned persons,  and  that  the  death 
penalty  should  therefore  be  assessed 
in  the  case  at  bar.  Weaver  v.  State 
(1919)  85  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  Ill,  210  S. 
W.  698. 

And  where  it  appears  that  the  ac- 
cused had  proven  an  alibi,  and  that, 
during  the  deliberation  of  the  jury,  a 
juror  stated  to  his  fellows  that  he  had 
seen  the  accused  traveling  toward  the 
place  where  the  crime  was  committed, 
a  new  trial  will  be  granted.  Com.  v. 
Kulp  (1895)  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  561. 

A  new  trial  of  a  prosecution  for  the 
illegal  sale  of  liquor  should  be  granted 
where  it  appears  that,  during  the  jury's 
deliberations,  one  juror  stated  that  he 
knew  it  was  beer  which  the  accused 
was  selling,  because  he  drank  some  of 
it  himself;  and  that  he  knew  the  ac- 
cused sold  intoxicating  liquofs,  and 
that  he  had  followed  the  business  for 


years.  State  v.  Duncan  (1905)  70  Kan. 
883,  78  Pac.  427. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  the  act  of 
a  juror  in  a  trial  for  maintaining  a 
liquor  nuisance,  in  stating  to  the 
other  jurors  that  he  knew  that  liquor 
bad  been  sold  at  this  place,  as  he  had 
drunk  it  there  himself,  while  highly 
reprehensible,  was  not  ground  for  re- 
versal, unless  it  appeared  that  the  jury 
acted  on  the  statement  rather  than  on 
the  evidence  submitted  to  them.  State 
v.  Wright  (1896)  98  Iowa,  702,  68  N. 
W.  440. 

A  conviction  of  larceny  will  not  be 
set  aside  on  an  affidavit  made  on  in- 
formation and  belief  that,  after  the 
jury's  retirement,  one  member  said  to 
the  others  that  he  had  been  told  by 
one  who  claimed  to  have  heard  the 
statement  from  a  third  person  that  tht? 
defendant  had  keys  to  some  buildings 
in  the  city,  and  that  he  (the  third  per- 
son) had  good  reason  to  believe  that 
the  defendant  had  entered  hia  store 
by  means  of  such  keys.  State  v. 
Sprague  (1899)  149  Mo.  409,  50  S.  W. 
901. 

Likewise  a  reversal  has  been  denied 
where  it  appeared  that  the  drawing  of 
a  diagram  by  a  juror  who  was  person- 
ally acquainted  with  a  building  in 
which  the  shooting  was  alleged  to  have 
occurred  did  not  prejudice  the  defend- 
ant. Railey  v.  State  (1909)  58  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  1,  121  S.  W.  1120,  125  S.  W. 
576. 

So,  a  conviction  for  homicide  will 
not  be  reversed  because  of  statements 
made  by  a  juror  that  he  knew  the  man 
who  was  killed  to  be  a  boastful  young 
man,  but  innocent  and  quiet  in  his 
disposition,  and  that  if  he  made 
threats  against  the  accused  he  had  no 
intention  of  carrying  them  out,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  that  the  statements 
were  prejudicial.  State  ▼.  Woodson 
(1875)  41  Iowa,  425. 

A  new  trial  will  be  denied  where  it 
appears  that  a  statement  by  a  juror 
to  the  effect  that  he  had  once  been 
robbed  by  a  porter  (the  accused  being 
a  porter)  was  made  after  the  verdict 
had  been  agreed  on,  and  had  no  in- 
fluence on  the  other  jurors  in  assess- 
ing the  punishment.  Jack  ▼.  State 
(1886)  20  Tex.  App.  656 


ANNO,— STATEMENT  BY  JURORr— NEW  TRIAL. 


1193 


The  fact  that  a  juror  remarks  to 
one  of  his  fellows  during  deliberation 
in  a  prosecution  for  sodomy  that  the 
accused  had  it  in  his  mind  to  perform 
some  sort  of  sexual  act»  and  would 
have  raped  a  white  woman  had  one 
passed  while  he  was  committing  the 
act  charged,  where  the  remark  does 
not  appear  to  have  had  any  effect  on 
the  juror  who  heard  it,  has  been  held 
not  to  be  sufficient  ground  on  which  to 
set  aside  the  conviction.  Richardson 
V.  State  (1906)  49  Tes.  Crim.  Rep.  891, 
94  S.  W.  1016. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  discussion 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  accused 
had  been  raised  from  infancy  was  not 
ground  for  a  reversal  where  it  ap- 
peared that,  on  the  evidence,  the  jury 
could  hardly  do  otherwise  than  ren- 
der a  verdict  of  guilty.  Grayson  v. 
State  (1899)  40  Tex.  Crim«  Rep.  673, 
61  S.  W.  246. 

A  reversal  is  not  warranted  where  it 
appears  that,  after  the  jury  had 
agreed  on  their  verdict,  one  of  the 
jurors  stated  that  the  case  would  have 
been  tried  at  the  last  term  of  court  if 
one  of  the  accused's  witnesses  had 
not  feigned  sickness  and  remained 
away  from  court,  in  order  to  prevent  a 
conviction  at  the  last  term.  Gallihar 
V.  State  (1896)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
37  S.  W.  329. 

So,  a  statement  by  a  juror,  in  a 
prosecution  for  assault  with  intent  to 
rob,  that  the  accused  knew  the  prose- 
cutrix had  a  sum  of  money,  made  after 
the  jury  have  agreed  on  a  verdict  of 
guilty,  and  the  lowest  punishment  has 
been  awarded,  is  no  ground  for  a  re- 
versal. Angley  v.  State  (1896)  36  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  427,  34  S.  W.  116. 

It  is  no  ground  for  a  reversal  that 
a  juror  states  to  his  fellows  during 
deliberation  that  he  knew  all  about  the 
facts  in  the  case  before  he  was  se- 
lected as  a  juror,  without  stating  what 
those  facts  were.  Feddern  v.  State 
(1907)  79  Neb.  651,  113  N.  W.  127. 

Of  course,  the  accused  is  not  preju- 
diced so  as  to  warrant  a  reversal 
where  a  juror  states,  during  delibera- 
tion, that  he  personally  knows  the 
prosecuting  witness,  whose  credibility 
the  accused  has  attacked,  and  that  his 
reputation   for   veracity   is  bad,   but 


that,  nevertheless,  he  (the  juror)  be- 
lieves the  accused  to  be  guilty.  Lem- 
mons  V.  State  (1907)  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  ~,  103  S.  W.  896. 

And  a  conviction  will  not  be  re- 
versed on  account  of  the  statement  of 
a  juror  to  his  fellows  that  the  char- 
acter of  the  prosecutrix  was  good, 
where  the  statement  was  made  after 
the  jury  had  determined  the  guilt  of 
the  accused  unanimously,  and  it  could 
not  have  had  any  possible  effect  on 
any  juror  in  arriving  at  his  verdict. 
Gonzales  v.  State  (1894)  32  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  611,  25  S.  W.  781. 

d.  statement     affecting     credibility     of 

nHtneases, 

"The  rule  is  settled  .  .  .  that  a 
new  trial  will  be  granted  where  the 
jury,  after  being  retired  to  deliberate 
on  the  case,  has  received  other  testi- 
mony; and  when  a  juror  testifies  to  his 
fellow  jurors  during  their  delibera- 
tions, and  vouches  for  the  credibility 
of  a  material  state's  witness,  the  jury 
has  received  other  testimony."  Mizell 
V.  State  (1917)  81  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  241, 
197  S.  W.  300. 

"It  is  ground  for  a  new  trial  that, 
after  the  jury  has  retired  for  delibera- 
tion, a  juror  has  stated  to  the  other 
jurors,  as  of  his  own  knowledge,  facts 
material  to  the  case  .  .  .  tending  to 
discredit  the  losing  party  as  a  wit- 
ness." State  V.  Lorenzy  (1910)  59 
Wash.  308,  109  Pac.  1064,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912B,  153. 

When  it  appears  that  the  verdict  in 
a  criminal  case  was  probably  influ- 
enced by  the  statement  of  a  juror  to  his 
fellows  as  to  the  character  for  credi- 
bility of  a  witness  for  the  accused,  a 
new  trial  should  be  granted.  Lucas 
V.  State  (1889)  27  Tex.  App.  322,  11 
S.  W.  443. 

So,  where  the  inost  important  wit- 
ness for  the  accused  was  impeached 
by  the  statement  of  a  juror  that  he 
knew  the  witness  to  be  unworthy  of 
belief,  it  was  held  that  a  new  trial 
would  be  granted.  McKissick  v.  State 
(1886)  26  Tex.  App.  673,  9  S.  W.  269. 

In  Anschicks  v.  State  (1879)  6  Tex. 
App.  525,  it  appeared  that  one  of  the 
jurors  had  made  a  statement,  after  the 
jury  had  retired,  to  the  effect  that  he 
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had  lived  in  the  same  county  with  one 
of  the  witnesses  who  testified  for  the 
defendant  on  the  trial;  that  she  was 
unworthy  of  credit;  that  she  was  kept 
by  the  defendant  at  the  time ;  and  that 
the  whole  of  her  testimony  was  con- 
cocted between  herself  and  the  ac- 
cused. A  new  trial  was  granted^  the 
court  saying:  'The  opinion  of  one  of 
the  jurors,  not  testified  to  at  the  trial, 
and  which  was  not  evidence  in  any 
legal  sense,  did,  agreeably  to  the  affi- 
davit of  the  juror,  influence  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury,  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  appellant,  and  no  effort  was  made 
to  contradict  or  to  neutralize  the  ef- 
fects Of  the  juror's  affidavit.  On  this 
ground  alone,  under  the  circum- 
stances, we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
verdict  was  vicious,  and  should  have 
been  set  aside." 

It  has  been  held  that  a  new  trial 
would  be  granted  where  a  juror  stated 
to  his  fellows  during  deliberation, 
that  he  had  heard  a  witness  for  the 
prosecution,  whose  credibility  was 
doubted  by  some  members  of  the  jury, 
examined  before  the  grand  jury,  and 
that  he  then  made  the  same  state- 
ments that  he  made  before  the  trial 
jury,  and  it  appeared  that  the  juror's 
statement  produced  a  powerful  effect 
on  the  minds  of  the  other  jurors,  and 
very  probably  led  to  the  conviction  of 
the  accused.  Donston  v.  State  (1845) 
6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  275, 

In  Riley  v.  State  (1904)  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  81  S.  W.  711,  it  appeared 
that  one  of  the  members  of  the  jury 
had  stated  to  his  fellows  in  the  jury 
room  that  he  knew  a  witness  who 
gave  material  testimony  for  the  ac- 
cused, and  that  he  was  unworthy  of 
belief;  that  the  juror  had  been  asked 
by  another  juror  whether,  if  he  should 
be  called  into  court  and  put  on  the 
witness  stand,  he  would  be  willing  to 
swear  that  he  would  not  believe  the 
witness  on  oath,  and  he  replied  that 
he  would  so  swear.  The  court  held 
that  this  amounted  to  misconduct  suf- 
ficient to  require  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  of  conviction. 

So,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted 
where  it  appears  that  a  juror  told  his 
fellows  that  he  knew  the  principal 
witness    for    the    prosecution    to    be 


truthful  and  honest,  and  ten  jurors 
who  had  previously  been  in  favor  of 
acquittal  voted  for  conviction.  Battles 
V.  State  (1908)  58  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  202, 
109  S.  W.  195. 

A  conviction  will  be  reversed  where 
a  juror  states,  after  retirement,  that 
he  has  known  one  of  the  state's  wit- 
nesses all  his  life,  as  well  as  his 
father  and  mother  before  him,  and  be 
is  a  truthful  man,  and  another  juror 
states  that  one  of  the  witnesses  for 
the  accused  is  under  indictment  for 
horse  theft,  and  is  unworthy  of  be- 
lief. Blalock  v.  State  (1901)  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  62  S.  W.  571. 

Similarly,  where  a  juror  states  that 
the  principal  witness  for  the  prose- 
cution, whose  testimony  was  attacked 
and  whose  inability  to  read  was 
proved  on  the  trial,  has  worked  for 
him,  and  he  knows  said  witness  to  be 
honest  and  truthful,  and  able  to  read, 
a  new  trial  will  be  granted.  Tate  v. 
State  (1897)  88  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  261» 
42  S.  W.  595. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  state- 
ment of  a  juror  that  he  knew  one  of 
the  state's  witnesses  to  be  a  truth- 
ful, straight,  honest,  and  honorable 
man,  who  Would  not  tell  anything  but 
the  truth,  which  statement  was  agreed 
to  by  several  other  jurors,  who  knew 
said  witness  personally,  was  sufficient 
to  warrant  a  reversal  where  two  of 
the  jurymen,  who  were  for  light  pun- 
ishment, testified  that  they  were  in- 
fluenced by  the  statements  to  the 
extent  of  agreeing  to  more  severe  pun- 
ishment. Mizell  V.  State  (1917)  81 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  241,  197  S.  W.  300. 
See  also  Williams  v.  State  (1903)  45 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  240,  75  S.  W.  509. 

It  is  also  error  for  a  juror  to  state 
facts  and  circumstances  tending  to 
show  that  a  witness  for  the  accused, 
notwithstanding  his  acquittal  of  par- 
ticipating in  the  offense,  was  never- 
theless guilty.  Williams  v.  State 
(Tex.)  supra. 

But  unless  the  verdict  is  probably 
influenced  by  the  statement  of  a  juror 
to  his  fellows  as  to  the  credibility  of 
a  witness  for  the  accused,  a  new  trial 
will  not  be  granted.  Cox  v.  State 
(1889)  28  Tex.  App.  92,  12  S.  W.  498. 

So,  where  a  statement  by  a  juror  in 
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.the  jury  room  that  a  witness  for  the 
•prosecution  is  a  good  man  and  a 
Christian  does  not  influence  any  of 
the  jurors  in  arriving  at  a  verdict,  a 
new  trial  will  not  be  granted.  Allen 
V.  State  (1911)  62  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  557, 
138  S.  W.  593. 

The  inference  from  the  decision  in 
State  V.  Jones  (1888)  29  &  C.  201,  7 
S.  E.  296,  is  that  jurors  may  use  their 
personal  knowledge  of  a  witness  in 
reaching  a  conclusion  as  to  his  credi- 
bility. The  court  stated  that  a  charge 
that  a  juror  can  neither  consider  any 
facts  which  come  within  his  personal 
knowledge,  nor  communicate. them  to 
the  other  jurors,  without  being  in  con- 
tempt and  violating  his  solemn  oatii, 
does  not  prevent  the  jurors  from  using 
their  personal  knowledge  of  witnesses 
in  reaching  a  conclusion  as  to  their 
credibiliiy,  and  is  therefore  unobjec- 
tionable. 

3*  Statement  reflecting  en  character  of 

aocuaed. 

Where  there  was  no  evidence  con- 
cerning the  character  of  the  accused, 
but  one  of  the  jurors  stated  that  he 
was  a  bad  man,  and  had  been  on  the 
county  convict  farm,  and  that  he,  the 
juror,  had  guarded  on  that  farm,  and 
it  appears  that  the  punishment  was 
assessed  at  a  greater  period  than  the 
jury  were  inclined  to  impose  before 
the  statement  was  made, — the  convic- 
tion will  be  set  aside.  Vanduran  v. 
State  (1906)  50  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  440, 
98  S.  W.  247. 

So,  where  a  juror  stated  to  his  fel- 
lows that  while  he  was  deputy  sheriff 
he  became  well  acquainted  with  the 
accused,  and  knew  she  was  a  bad 
character,  who  gave  the  ofllcers  of  the 
law  lots  of  trouble,  a  new  trial  was 
granted.  Dunn  v.  State  (1913)  72  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  170,  161  S.  W.  467. 

Similarly,  a  new  trial  was  granted 
where  the  jury  discussed  the  fact  that 
the  accused  was  a  bad  man,  and  had 
served  a  term  in  the  penitentiary  for 
cattle  theft,  and  was  a  member  of  a 
family  who  died  with  their  boots  on, 
there  having  been  no  evidence  con- 
cerning the  character  of  the  accused 
introduced    on    the    trial.     Weber   v. 


State  (1915)  78  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  253, 
181  S.  W.  459. 

In  Gilfprd  v.  State  (1906)  49  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  275,  92  S.  W.  424,  the  court 
granted  a  new  trial  because  it  ap- 
peared that  while  the  jury  were  de- 
liberating, several  of  its  members,  in 
commenting  on  the  fact  that  the  ac- 
cused was  a  negro,  said  that  his 
character,  as  well  as  that  of  his  fam- 
ily»  was  bad,  and  that  all.  the  negroes 
living  in  the  same  locality  with  the 
accused  were  leading  immoral  lives. 

In  Koenigstein  v.  State  (1917)  101 
Neb.  229,  162  N.  W.  879,  wherein  a 
juror  stated  in  the  jury  room  that  he 
had  known  the  accused  since  boyhood, 
and  that  he  knew  his  reputation  to  be 
bad,  the  court  reversed  a  judgment  of 
conviction. 

A  conviction  for  theft  will  be  re- 
versed where,  before  a  verdict  is 
reached,  two  of  the  jurors  state  that 
the  defendant  is  the  biggest  rogue 
they  have  ever  seen  or  heard  of,  that 
she  ought  to  be  hung,  and  that  they 
would  be  willing  to  hang  her  if  the 
law  would  permit  it;  and  one  of  such 
jurors  enumerates  several  instances  of 
theft  by  the  defendant,  and  both  of 
such  jurors  alone  stand  for  the  maxi- 
mum penalty  for  a  considerable  time. 
Holmes  v.  State  (1897)  38  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  370,  42  S.  W,  996. 

And  where,  during  the  jury's  de- 
liberation in  a  burglary  case,  one 
juror  states  that  he  does  not  like  the 
defendant's  morals,  and  intimates  that 
he  is  connected  with  a  gang  of  thieves, 
a  conviction  will  be  set  aside;  and 
especially  so  where  it  appears  that 
before  the  statement,  the  jury  stood 
seven  for  acquittal  and  five  for  con- 
viction. Crow  V.  State  (1904)  47  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  225,  82  S.  W.  1033. 

In  State  v.  Lowe  (1903)  67  Kan.  183, 
72  Pac.  524,  14  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  693, 
it  appeared  that  a  juror  who  had  stat- 
ed on  his  voir  dire  examination  that 
he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  case  or 
prejudice  which  would  prevent  him 
from  giving  the  accused  a  fair  trial 
made  statements  to  other  jurors  in  the 
jury  room  to  the  effect  that  the  ac- 
cused was  a  bad  man,  who  should  not 
be  turned  loose,  but  should  be  convict- 
ed, no  evidence  of  character  having 
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been  introduced  on  the  trial.  The 
court  reversed  the  judgment  of  con- 
viction. 

A  conviction  of  manslaughter  re- 
sulting from  the  negligent  operation 
of  an  automobile  while  under  the  in- 
fl'  3nce  of  intoxicants  will  be  reversed 
where  it  appears  that  two  members  of 
the  jury  had  stated  repeatedly  during 
deliberation  that  they  knew  the  ac- 
cused to  have  been  a  drunkard  ever 
since  his  youth,  and  it  is  evident  that 
these  statements  influenced  other 
jurors  in  arriving  at  their  verdict. 
State  V.  Salmer  (1917)  181  Iowa,  280, 
164  N.  W.  620. 

I  In  Hargrove  v.  State  (1894)  33  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  431,  26  S.  W.  993,  wherein 
it  appeared  that,  while  the  jury  were 
deliberating,  remarks  were  made  that 
the  accused  was  a  hardened  criminal 
with  a  bad  reputation  for  peacefttl- 
ness,  as  well  as  for  truth  and  veracity, 
and  that,  as  the  result  of  these  re- 
marks, some  of  the  jurors,  who  were 
in  favor  of  acquittal  or  a  short  term 
of  years,  astreed  to  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
and  fixed  the  punishment  at  twenty- 
five  years'  imprisonment,  the  court 
granted  a  new  trial. 

A  conviction  of  rape  will  be  re- 
versed where  it  appears  that  a  juror 
stated  to  his  fellows  during  delibera- 
tion, and  while  they  were  divided  six 
for  conviction  to  six  for  acquittal, 
that,  three  years  before,  the  accused 
went  into  the  bedroom  of  his  neigh- 
bor's wife,  and  a  unanimous  verdict 
for  conviction  resulted  from  the  mak- 
ing of  the  statement.  Ellis  v.  State 
(1894)  33  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  508,  27  S. 
W.  135. 

Where  a  discussion  of  the  reputa- 
tion and  character  of  the  accused  in- 
fluences one  of  the  jurors  to  the  ex- 
tent of  causing  him  to  agree  to  a  ver- 
dict and  a  higher  punishment  than  he 
otherwise  would  have  given,  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted.  Kegans  v.  State 
(1906)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  96  S.  W. 
16. 

In  Warren  v.  State  (1909)  57  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  518,  123  S.  W.  1115,  one  of 
the  grounds  on  which  the  court  grant- 
ed a  new  trial  was  that  several  of  the 
jurors  stated  that  they  knew  all 
negroes  shot  craps,  and  that,  if  the 


accused  knew  the  game  was  being 
played,  it  would  have  been  impossible 
to  keep  him  away  from  it. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  mere 
statement  made  by  one  juror  to  an- 
other juror,  or  to  all  of  his  fellows, 
in  reference  to  the  character  of  the  ac- 
cused, is  not  per  se  ground  for  a  new 
trial.  Austin  v.  State  (1875)  42  Tex. 
355. 

And  unless  it  appears  that  preju- 
dice resulted  from  statements  regard- 
ing the  character  of  the  accused,  a 
new  trial  should  not  be  granted. 
Hardiman  v.  State  (1899)  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  53  S.  W.  121. 

Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  where 
the  accused  is  not  prejudiced  by  state- 
ments made  by  jurors  in  the  jury 
room  that  he  is  a  bad  man  and  gener- 
ally crooked,  a  reversal  will  not  be 
granted.  State  v.  Olds  (1898)  106 
Iowa,  110,  76  N.  W.  644. 

When  evidence  of  the  character  of 
the  accused  has  been  given  on  the 
trial,  it  is  not  misconduct  sufficient  to 
authorize  a  new  trial  for  the  jury  to 
discuss  that  subject.  Brice  v.  State 
(1901)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  61  S.  W. 
121. 

A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
merely  on  account  of  the  statement  of 
a  juror  that  he  had  known  people  of 
the  same  name  as  the  accused  in  a 
place  where  he  had  once  lived,  who 
were  "the  toughest  set  he  about  ever 
knew,''  and  that,  as  he  looked  at  the 
accused  during  the  trial,  he  was  im- 
pressed with  his  resemblance  to  that 
"set."  People  V.  Thompson  (1910)  198 
N.  Y.  396,  91  N.  E.  838. 

4.  statement  cancemina  another  convie- 
tian  of  accused. 

It  has  been  held  that  statements  by 
a  juror  to  his  fellows  concerning  other 
convictions  of  the  accused  are  calcu- 
lated to  disparage  the  accused  in  the 
minds  of  the  jury,  and  the  court  can- 
not speculate  as  to  possible  injury  that 
may  have  accrued  to  the  accused,  but 
must  grant  a  new  trial.  Ysaguirre  v. 
State  (1900)  42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  253, 
58  S.  W.  1005;  Lankster  v.  State 
(1901)  43  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  298,  65  S. 
W.  373;  Hughes  v.  State  (1902)  43 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  511,  67  S.  W.  104. 

As  was  said  in  Lankster  v.  State 
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(1901)  43  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  298,  65  S. 
W,  373,  supra:  "We  do  not  believe, 
in  a  matter  of  this  sort,  we  are 
authorized  to  speculate  as  to  pos- 
sible injury  that  may  have  accrued  to 
appellant.  The  jury  were  guilty  of 
misconduct  in  referring  to  the  former 
convictions,  and  the  bare  fact  that 
this  misconduct  was  of  a  character 
calculated  to  injuriously  a£fect  him  is 
enough." 

So,  a  conviction  for  homicide  will  be 
set  aside,  where  it  appears  that  jurors 
in  favor  of  conviction  stated  that  two 
former  convictions  had  been  reversed, 
and  that  the  people  were  expecting  a 
verdict  corresponding  with  the  former 
verdict,  even  where  the  jurors  make 
affidavit  that  they  were  not  influenced 
by  such  statements,  and  expressly  re- 
fused to  consider  them,  and  although 
their  affidavits  find  some  support  in 
the  fact  that  the  juries  on  the  former 
trial  assessed  the  punishment  at 
twenty-five  and  twenty-one  years,  re- 
spectively, whereas  the  jury  whose 
acts  are  complained  of  imposed  a  sen- 
tence of  only  three  and  one-half  years. 
Hughes  V.  State  (1902)  44  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  296,  70  S.  W.  746. 

It  is  error  for  the  court,  on  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  of  one  convicted 
of  obtaining  property  by  false  pre- 
tenses, to  refuse  to  hear  evidence  that, 
during  the  jury's  deliberation,  one 
juror  stated  that  the  accused  had  been 
convicted  on  a  former  trial.  State  v. 
McGormick  (1896)  57  Kan.  440,  57 
Am.  St.  Rep.  341,  46  Pac.  777. 

A  conviction  will  be  set  aside, 
where,  in  assessing  the  punishment, 
one  juror  asks  what  sentence  the  de- 
fendant got  on  a  former  trial,  and  an- 
other  answers  that  it  was  fifteen 
years,  and  then  a  similar  verdict  is 
rendered.  Hefner  v.  State  (1903)  44 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  441,  71  S.  W.  964,  14 
Am.  Grim.  Rep.  682. 

Reversal  because  of  a  statement  by 
a  juror  as  to  the  result  of  a  previous 
trial  has  been  put  on  the  ground  that 
evidence  of  the  fact  would  not  have 
been  admissible  on  the  trial.  Mora- 
witz  V.  State  (1906)  49  Tex.  Grim.  Rep. 
366,  91  S.  W.  227,  wherein  the  court 
said:  "If  the  state  had  attempted,  in 
the  course  of  the  trial,  to  prove  IJiat 


defendant  had  been  convicted,  and  five 
years'  punishment  assessed  against 
him  on  the  previous  trial,  and  the  same 
had  been  objected  to  by  appellant,  and 
the  court  had  admitted  the  testimony, 
there  could  be  no  cavil  or  question  as 
to  the  injurious  effect  of  the  testi- 
mony. This  ...  is  an  accurate 
test  in  matters  of  this  character." 

Where  a  statement  made  by  a  juror 
to  the  effect  that  the  accused  has 
served  a  term  of  imprisonment  in- 
fluences another  juror  to  agree  to  a 
verdict  finding  the  accused  guilty  of 
a  felony  instead  of  a  misdemeanor,  the 
court  should  grant  a  new  trial.  Bur* 
lesan  v.  State  (1890)  —  Tex.  App.  — » 
15  S.  W.  175. 

A  discussion  of  the  penalty  award- 
ed  on  a  former  conviction  will  be 
ground  for  setting  aside  a  conviction, 
even  though  it  does  not  seem  to  have 
any  influence,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  a  less  term  of  imprisonment  is 
imposed  than  by  the  former  verdict. 
The  rule  which  inhibits  any  sort  of 
discussion  by  members  of  the  jury  in 
the  jury  room  of  the  former  verdict 
should  be  rigidly  adhered  to,  and  it 
cannot  be  said  absolutely  that,  not- 
withstanding the  verdict  for  a  lesser 
term  than  was  imposed  by  the  for- 
mer verdict,  the  fact  of  the  former  con- 
viction could  not  have  had  some 
influence  with  the ,  members  of  the 
jiiry.  Gasey  v.  State  (1907)  51  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  433,  102  S.  W.  725. 

A  fortiori  a  new  trial  will  be  grant- 
ed where  it  appears  that  the  jurors 
used  a  verdict  in  a  prior  trial  as  an 
actual  predicate  for  their  own  verdict, 
after  one  juror  had  suggested  that 
the  previous  verdict  was  twenty  years, 
and  another  suggested  that  it  would 
not  do  to  make  the  verdict  the  same, 
whereupon  they  rendered  a  verdict  of 
twenty-one  years.  Hill  v.  State  (1908) 
54  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  646,  114  S.  W.  117. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  statement 
of  a  juror  on  a  trial  for  bribery,  that 
the  defendant  had  been  previously 
convicted  of  arson,  when  taken  in  con- 
nection with  comments  on  the  failure 
of  the  defendant  to  testify,  was  suf- 
ficient to  warrant  a  reversal,  where  its 
probable  effect  was  to  influence  the 
minds  of  the  jurors^  and  there  was  no 
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evidence  in  the  case  as  to  the  convic- 
tion for  arson.  Maples  v.  State  (1910) 
60  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  169,  131  S.  W.  567. 

So,  a  conviction  for  rape  will  be  set 
aside,  where  it  appears  that  after  the 
Jury  had  retired,  some  of  its  members 
mentioned  the  fact  that  the  accused 
had  just  been  convicted  of  a  similar 
o£fense,  and,  although  the  foreman 
suppressed  any  discussion  of  the  mat- 
ter, it  was  repeatedly  brought  up  and 
alluded  to  by  the  members  of  the  jury, 
there  being  no  evidence  in  the  case 
as  to  the  prior  offense.  Hopkins  v. 
State  (1902)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
68  S.  W.  986. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  statement 
by  two  members  of  a  jury  in  a  burglary 
case,  that  the  defendant  had  previous- 
ly been  in  the  penitentiary,  when  con- 
sidered together  with  the  fact  that,  be- 
fore the  statement  was  made,  some  of 
the  jury  were  in  favor  of  assessing  a 
minimum  penalty,  whereas  a  longer 
sentence  was  afterwards  agreed  upon, 
could  not  be  said  not  to  have  influ- 
enced the  jury,  and  warrant  the  de- 
nial of  a  new  trial.  Hardiman  v. 
State  (1899)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
53  S.  W.  121. 

The  considerations  which  forbid  a 
discussion  of  a  previous  conviction 
and  the  extent  of  the  penalty  on  a 
former  trial  of  the  accused  make  it 
reversible  error  for  the  jurors  to  con- 
sider the  conviction  and  extent  of  the 
penalty  against  the  accused's  code- 
fendant.  Horn  v.  State  (1906)  50  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  404,  97  S.  W,  822. 

A  new  trial  will  be  granted  wh«re 
it  appears  that,  prior  to  a  discussion 
of  another  conviction  of  the  accused, 
and  mention  of  the  punishment  im- 
posed, a  portion  of  the  jury  had  been 
in  favor  of  an  acquittal,  but,  after  be- 
ing informed  of  the  result  of  the  for- 
mer trial,  one  who  had  been  voting  for 
acquittal  stated  that  he  would  agree 
to  a  conviction.  Clements  v.  State 
(1913)  69  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  369,  158 
S.  W.  1137. 

A  conviction  will  be  set  aside  where 
it  appears  that,  prior  to  the  discussion 
by  the  jury  of  a  former  trial  and  con^ 
viction,  ten  jurors  were  in  favor  of 
fixing  the  punishment  at  nineteen 
years'  Imprisonment,  and  two  were  for 


a  less  number  of  years,  and  that,  aftbr 
the  discussion  had  taken  place,  the 
punishment  was  fixed  at  nineteen 
years,  even  though  the  jurors  gener^ 
ally  stated  that  they  were  not  in- 
fluenced by  the  discussion.  McDougal 
V.  State  (1917)  81  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  179, 
L.R.A.1917E,  980,  194  S.  W.  944. 

Likewise,  where  the  discussion  of  a 
previous  conviction  of  the  accused  in- 
fluenced one  of  the  jurors  to  the 
extent  of  causing  him  to  agree  to  a 
verdict  and  a  higher  punishment  than 
otherwise  he  would  have  given,  it  was 
held  that  a  new  trial  would  be  grant- 
ed. Eegans  v.  State  (1906)  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  96  S.  W.  16. 

In  Cotton  V.  State  (1921)  88  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  618,  228  S.  W.  948,  wherein 
it  appeared  that,  prior  to  the  discus- 
sion of  another  conviction,  the  jury 
stood  nine  for  conviction  and  three 
for  acquittal,  and  that,  after  such  dis- 
cussion was  had,  a  verdict  of  guilty 
was  rendered,  the  court  granted  a  new 
trial. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  new  trial 
would  be  granted  where  a  juror  re- 
marked, while  the  jury  was  deliberat- 
ing, that  one  who  was  indicted  with 
the  defendant  had  been  convicted  and 
sentenced  to  ten  years'  imprisonment, 
and  suggested  that  the  jury  should  not 
give  the  accused  a  smaller  sentence, 
and  it  appeared  that  the  jury  followed 
the  suggestion  by  rendering  a  verdict 
of  guilty,  and  fixing  the  punishment  at 
ten  years.  Tullv.  State  (1906)  49  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep,  202,  91  S.  W.  584. 

Although  members  of  the  jury  testi- 
f  jr  that  they  were  not  influienced  by 
the  discussion  of  a  prior  conviction,  a 
reversal  will  nevertheless  be  granted 
for  the  obvious  reason  that  jurors 
seeking  to  justify  their  conduct  would 
not  admit  that  they  were  unduly  in- 
fluenced. Mitchell  V  State  (1896)  36 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  318,  38  S.  W.  367; 
Lankster  v.  State  (1901)  43  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  298,  65  S.  W.  378;  Hughes  v.  State 
(1902)  44  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  296,  70  S.  W. 
746;  McDougal  v.  State  (Tex.)  supra. 

Thus,  in  Lankster  v.  State  (1901)  43 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  298,  65  S.  W.  373,  su- 
pra, th^  court  said:  'The  jury  say 
that  this  discussion  in  no  wise  influ- 
enced them  in  arriving  at  their  ver- 


ANNO.— STATEMENT  BY  JUROBr— NEW  TRIAL. 


1199 


diet.  The  affidavits  of  jurors  who  are 
ffoilty  of  miflconducty  to  the  effect 
that  they  were  not  prejudiced  by 
what  they  did,  is  of  little  weight. 
As  was  said  in  Mitchell's  Case 
(Tex.)  supra:  'Such  an  affidavit  is 
to  be  ^pQcted  from  jurors  seeking 
to  justify  themselves  for  their  owii 
misconduct,  and  to  escape  a  responsi- 
bility imposed  upon  them  by  their 
oaths,  which  an  admission  that  they 
were  otherwise  influenced  would  en* 
tail/  " 

But  a  mere  casual  reference  or  allu- 
sion by  a  juror  to  a  former  conviction, 
which  does  not  influence  or  prejudice 
tte  jury  against  the  accused*  is  not 
ground  for  a  new  triaL  Horn  v.  State 
(1906)  50  Tex.  GrioL  Rep.  404,  97  S. 
W.  822;  Smith  v.  State  (1908)  52  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  344»  106  S.  W.  1161,  15  Ann. 
Gas,  357;  Amwine  v.  State  (1908)  54 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  218,  114  S.  W.  796; 
Oates  ▼.  State  (1909)  56  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  571,  121  S.  W.  370. 

"The  true  rule  is  that  where  ,.  .  • 
the  testimony  supports  the  verdict^ 
and  the  charge  of  the  court  properly 
submits  the  case  to  the  jury,  that  a 
verdict  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  for 
every  incidental  and  casual  mention 
of  a  former  trial  or  a  former  convic- 
tion, and  that  in  no  case  should  it  be 
set  aside  in  a  case  tried  according  to 
law,  where  the  conviction  is  supported 
by  the  testimony,  unless  the  court  may 
fairly  and  reasonably  see,  in  the  light 
of  all  the  circumstances,  that  such  ref  * 
erence  and  discussion  did  or  might 
have  prejudiced  the  appellant's  case." 
Smith  V.  State  (1908)  52  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  344,  106  S.  W.  1161,  15  Ann.  Gas. 
357,  supra. 

So,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
where,  although  a  former  conviction 
may  have  been  incidentally  mentioned 
by  a  juryman  who  was  at  once  in- 
formed by  the  foreman  that  the  mat- 
ter must  not  be  discussed  or  consid- 
ered, all  the  jurors  say  that  it  was 
not  discussed  or  considered.  Burge  v. 
State  (1914)  73  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  506, 
167  S.  W.  63. 

And,  in  Horn  v.  State  (1906)  50  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  404,  97  S.  W.  822,  it  was 
held  that  a  reversal  would  not  be 
granted  for  mere  comment  by  a  juror 


on  the  fact  of  a  former  conviction, 
where  the  comment  gave  the  jurors  no 
information  which  they  did  not  pos- 
sess when  they  became  jurors,  and 
which  knowledge  they  avowed  before 
they  were  accepted  as  such. 

Similarly,  where  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  discussion  was  had  in  the 
jury  room  of  a  former  conviction,  and 
the  most  that  could  be  said  was  that 
it  was  casually  referred  to,  and  did 
not  seem  to  have  made  an  impression 
on  any  member  of  the  jury,  there  is 
no  misconduct  warranting  a  reversal 
of  the  verdict  Moore  v.  State  (1907) 
52  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  336,  107  S.  W.  540. 
.  In  one  jurisdiction  it  has  been  held 
that  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
because  of  a  statement  made  by  a 
juror  as  to  the  nature  of  the  verdict 
at  a  former  trial,  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement  is  not  evidential  within 
the  rule  that  evidential  statements  of 
a  prejudicial  nature,  made  by  a  juror 
on  his  personal  knowledge,  which 
would  naturally  and  probably  influ- 
ence the  verdict^  furnish  ground  for 
the  granting  of  a  new  trial.  State  v. 
Farrar  (1918)  103  Kan.  774,  176  Pac. 
987. 

A.  Statefnent  reloHng  to  other  offenses 

of  accused. 

It  is  reprehensible  conduct  and  gen- 
erally deemed  to  be  prejudicial  to  the 
accused  for  a  juror  to  refer,  during 
the  deliberations  of  the  jury,  to  other 
offenses  coinmitted  >  by  the  accused, 
and  the  court  should  distinctly  charge 
that  only  the  evidence  adduced  on  the 
trial  is  to  be  considered,  and  should 
not  permit  references  to  previous  of- 
fenses to  be  made  by  the  jury  in  the 
jury  room.  Morton  v.  State  (1878)  1 
Lea  (Tenn.)  498. 

So,  where  it  appeared  that,  after  the 
retirement  of  the  jury  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  arson,  statements  were  made 
by  several  of  the  jurors  concerning 
the  fact  that  the  accused  had  been 
suspected  of  burning  other  buildings^ 
and  at  least  one  of  the  other  jurors 
was  influenced  thereby,  it  was  held 
that  a  new  trial  would  be  granted. 
Mason  v.  State  (1891)  —  Tex.  App.  —, 
16  S.  W.  766. 

So,  a  conviction  for  violation  of  the 
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liquor  law  will  be  reversed,  where  it 
was  stated  in  the  jury  room  that  the 
"defendant  had  been  keeping  his 
sister-in-law,"  and  some  of  the  jurors 
stated  that  the  defendant  had  bought 
an  interest  in  a  certain  drug  store  for 
the  purpose  of  selling  liquor,  and  that 
liquor  was  sold  in  such  store  every 
day,  none  of  these  things  having  any 
basis  in  the  evidence  adduced.  Wil- 
liamson V.  State  (1911)  62  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  132,  136  S.  W.  1071. 

Similarly,  a  conviction  for  rape  will 
be  reversed  where  it  appears  that  dur- 
ing the  deliberation  of  the  jury  two  of 
its  members  stated  that  the  accused 
had  ruined  other  girls,  and  was  an  im- 
proper person  to  run  at  large,  and 
should  be  convicted  on  general  princi- 
ples, although  one  of  the  jurors  denied 
that  he  made  the  statements  com- 
plained of.  Richards  v.  State  (1898) 
36  Neb.  17,  68  N.  W.  1027. 

A  conviction  of  rape  will  be  set 
aside,  where,  in  assessing  the  punish- 
ment, a  juror  referred  to  certain  acts 
and  statements  not  in  evidence,  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
clined to  commit  and  did  commit  sexu- 
al improprieties.  Sims  v.  State  (1902) 
—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep,  — ;  70  S.  W.  90. 

Likewise,  a  reversal  will  be  granted 
where,  in  a  prosecution  for  the  steal- 
ing of  a  calf,  a  member  of  the  jury 
states,  after  his  retirement,  that  he 
knows  the  accused,  and  that  he  is  in 
the  habit  of  stealing  calves.  Terry  v. 
State  (1897)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
38  S.  W.  986. 

Where  it  appeared  that,  on  the  trial 
of  one  accused  of  receiving  stolen 
goods,  one  of  the  jurors  stated  in  the 
jury  room  that  the  defendant  had  at 
one  time  stolen  a  hog,  it  was  held  that 
a  new  trial  would  be  granted.  Booby 
V.  State  (1833)  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.)   111. 

A  conviction  for  homicide  will  be  re- 
versed where  one  or  two  jurors  stat- 
ed, after  the  jury's  retirement,  that 
the  accused  had  previously  killed  an- 
other man,  and  made  other  statements 
tending  to  show  that  the  accused  and 
other  members  of  his  family  were  dan- 
gerous characters, — and  especially 
where  it  appears  that  after  such  state- 
ments were  made  the  attitude  of  the 
jury  changed  from  a  majority  in  favor 


of  acquittal  to  a  unanimous  verdict  of 
conviction.  Mitchell  v.  State  (1895) 
36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  278,  38  S.  W.  867, 
36  S.  W.  466. 

Similarly,  a  conviction  of  homicide 
will  be  reversed  where,  after  the 
jurors  had  determined  the  guilt  of  the 
accused,  and  while  they  were  trying 
to  fix  the  punishment,  one  of  the 
jurors  stated  that  this  was  not  the 
first  man  the  defendant  had  killed, 
and  that,  if  the  deceased's  dsring  dec- 
larations had  been  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, the  jurors  would  have  known 
why  the  deceased  had  previously  gone 
to  the  penitentiary,  the  latter  remark 
having  reference  to  a  case  in  which 
the  defendant  and  the  deceased  had 
previously  been  indicted  for  murder, 
and  in  which  the  former  was  acquitted 
and  the  latter  convicted.  Blocker  v. 
State  (1901)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  61 
S.  W  891. 

And  in  Suddath  v.  State  (1921)  — 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  235  S.  W.  210,  it 
was  held  that  a  conviction  of  murder 
would  be  reversed  where  it  appeared 
that  the  fact  that  the  accused  had 
previously  killed  another  man  was  dis- 
cussed by  the  jury  after  retirement, 
and  one  of  the  jurors  who  at  first 
favored  a  conviction  of  manslaughter 
testified  that  he  was  influenced  by 
such  discussion  to  the  extent  of  agree- 
ing to  a  conviction  of  murder. 

It  has  been  held  to  be  reversible 
error  for  a  juror  to  state  to  his  fel- 
lows, in  a  prosecution  for  rape,  that 
the  accused  had  at  one  time  been 
charged  with  theft,  where  it  appeared 
that  no  conviction  had  ever  resulted 
from  that  charge,  and  the  prosecution 
had  been  dismissed.  Robbins  v.  State 
(1904)  47  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  312,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  694,  83  S.  W.  690. 

A  verdict  of  guilty  will  be  set  aside 
where  it  appears  that  a  juror  stated 
to  his  fellows  that  it  was  very  com- 
mon for  the  accused  to  be  in  court,  or 
that  he  was  in  court  frequently  with 
some  charge  against  him,  as  the  state- 
ment was  well  calculated  to  prejudice 
the  minds  of  the  other  jurors  against 
the  accused.  Nile  v.  State  (1883)  11 
Lea  (Tenn.)  694. 

Where  a  juror  who  testified  on  his 
voir  dire  examination  that  he  knew 
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nothing  about  the  facts  of  the  case 
stated  in  the  jury  room  that  the  ac- 
cused had  shot  two  other  men,  and  it 
appears  that,  as  a  result  of  the  state- 
ment, the  highest  sentence  provided  by 
law  for  the  o£fense  of  which  the  ac- 
cused was  convicted  was  passed  on 
him,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted. 
Knight  V.  SUte  (1912)  66  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  385, 147  S.  W.  268. 

In  Warren  v.  State  (1909)  57  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  618,  123  S.  W.  1115,  where- 
in it  clearly  appeared  that  the  jury 
took  the  previous  convictions  of  the 
accused  for  crap  shooting,  which  were 
referred  to  and  discussed  by  several 
of  the  jurors,  as  the  basis  of  a  convic* 
tion  for  perjuiy,  a  new  trial  was. 
srranted. 

In  Mann  v.  SUte  (1904)  47  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  250,  83  S.  W.  195,  wherein 
a  juror  stated  in  the  jury  room  that 
the  accused  had  hit  the  prosecutor  on 
the  head  with  an  ax  handle  on  a  for- 
mer occasion^  the  court  granted  a  new 
trial. 

In  a  prosecution  for  cattle  theft,  the 
statement  by  a  juror  in  the  jury  room 
that  he  had  lost  some  cattle,  and  had 
traced  a  wagon  track  to  a  place  close 
to  the  residence  of  the  accused,  is 
misconduct  sufficient  to  warrant  a  re- 
versal of  the  verdict.  State  v.  Mc- 
Gheeney  (1921).  114  Wash.  113,  194 
Pac.  551. 

But  the  discussion  of  other  crimes 
than  that  charged  against  the  accused, 
unless  the  discussion  is  shown  to 
have  influenced  some  of  the  jurors,  is 
not  ground  for  reversal.  Mason  v. 
State  (1891)  —  Tex.  App.  — ,  16  S.  W. 
766;  Williams  v.  State  (1894)  33  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  128,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  25 
S.  W.  629,  28  S.  W.  958;  Parker  v. 
State  (1895)  -r-  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  30 
S.  W.  553;  Ray  v.  State  (1896)  35  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  354,  33  S.  W.  869. 

And  a  reference  by  a  juror  to  the 
fact  that  the  accused,  after  his  arrest, 
had  attempted  to  commit  suicide, 
which  the  foreman  warned  the  jurors 
they  must  not  consider,  and  all  agreed 
that  it  should  not  be  considered,  is  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the' 
conviction.  Williams  v.  State  (1894) 
38  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  128,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
21,  25  S.  W.  629,  28  S.  W.  958. 
20  A.L.R.— 76. 


Likewise,  where  one  on  trial  for 
forgery  is  not  prejudiced  by  the  state- 
ments of  several  jurors,  made  in  the 
jury  room,  that  the  accused  had  been 
caught  with  a  woman  or  women,  sug- 
gesting that  he  had  been  guilty  of  im- 
moral sexual  relations,  and  that  he 
had  been  in  several  "scrapes,"  a  new 
trial  will  not  be  granted.  State  v. 
Olds  (1898)  106  Iowa,  110,  76  N.  W. 
644. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  statement  by 
some  of  the  jurors  in  a  homicide  case, 
after  their  retirement  for  delibera- 
tion, that  the  accused  had  killed  an- 
other man,  while  highly  improper,  is 
not  reversible  error,  where  it  appears 
that  the  matter  was  mentioned  only 
once,  and  was  then  suppressed  by  the 
foreman,  and  that  the  jurors  were 
not  influenced  by  it.  Moore  v.  Peo- 
ple (1899)  26  Cole.  213,  57  Pac.  857. 

Similarly,  where  it  appears  that  one 
of  the  jurors  merely  inquired  of  an- 
other if  the  accused  was  the  man  who 
had  had  a  row  or  fight  with  a  deputy 
sheriff,  or  if  it  was  a  barber  by  the 
name  of  Charley,  and  the  answer  was 
made  that  the  accused  was  the  man 
instead  of  the  barber,  some  of  the 
jurors  claiming  to  have  heard  the  dis- 
cussion, others  stating  that  they  did 
not  hear  anything  said  about  the  mat- 
ter, a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted. 
Clark  V.  State  (1914)  74  To.  Crim. 
Rep.  464,  169  S.  W.  895. 

Where  a  discussion  of  other  of- 
fenses imputed  to  the  accused  was  but 
casual  and  incidental,  and  the  jury 
agreed  that,  as  they  were  concerned 
only  with  the  charge  on  which  the 
accused  was  on  trial,  they  would  not 
be  influenced  thereby,  a  new  trial  was 
denied.  Testard  v.  State  (1888)  26 
Tex.  App.  260,  9  S.  W.  888. 

Where  the  affidavits  of  the  jurors 
showed  that  no  discussion  of  another 
offense  alleged  to  have  been  commit- 
ted by  the  accused  was  had  until  after 
the  verdict  was  rendered,  a  new  trial 
was  denied.  State  v.  Gay  (1896)  18 
Mont.  51,  44  Pac.  411. 

A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
merely  on  proof  that  some  of  the  jury- 
men stated  that  the  accused  had  beeQ 
previously  concerned  in  a  transaction 
similar  to  that  for  which  he  was  be- 
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ing  tried,  where  no  proof  was  made 
that  the  statements  were  believed,  or 
that  they  influenced  any  of  the  jurors 
in  reaching  a  verdict.  State  v.  Gross 
(1895)  95  lowa^  629,  64  N.  W.  614. 

In  Austin  v.  State  (1875)  42  Tex. 
355,  it  was  held  that  statements  made 
by  a  juror  to  his  fellows  in  the  jury 
room,  to  the  effect  that  the  accused 
had  committed  other  offenses,  was  not 
ground  for  a  reversal  under  a  statute 
authorizing  a  new  trial  wh^re  the  jury 
receives  new  evidence  during  delib- 
eration, even  though  the  juror  who 
heard  the  statements  was  prejudiced 
thereby. 

* 

li.  Doeutnent, 

Although  the  jury  in  the  trial  of  a 
criminal  case  is  sometimes  entitled  to 
have  such  documents  as  have  been 
regularly  received  in  e^dence' 
brought  into  the  jury  room,  the  ex- 
amination by  the  jury  of  documents 
which  are  not  in  evidence  is  improper 
and  is  ground  for  a  new  trial  if  the 
nature  of  the  document  or  the  use 
made  of  it  is  prejudicial  to  the  de- 
fendant. Ogden  V.  United  States 
(1902)  50  a  C.  A.  380,  112  Fed.  528; 
Atkins  V.  SUte  (1855)  16  Ark.  568; 
Waide  v.  State  (1917)  13  Okla.  Grim. 
Rep.  165,  162  Pac.  1189;  Thomas  r. 
State  (1917)  IS  Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  414, 
164  Pac.  995.  See  also  Pound  v.  State 
(1871)  43  6a.  88. 

In  Ogden  v.  United  States  (Fed.) 
supra,  the  fact  that  the  jury,  on  re* 
tirement,  took  into  the  jury  room  the 
indictments  on  which  the  accused  was 
tried,  on  the  back  of  which  was  in- 
dorsed the  verdict  of  a  former  jury, 
finding  the  accused  guilty  as  charged 
therein,  was  held  to  be  ground  for  a 
new  trial. 

Under  an  Oklahoma  statute  making 
it  a  ground  for  a  new  trial  for  the 
jury  to  receive  out  of  court  evidence 
other  than  that  resulting  from  a  view 
of  the  premises,  and  other  statutes 
prescribing  what  documents  may  be 
taken  into  the  jury  room,  it  has  been 
held  that  where  the  jury  are  allowed 
to  take  into  the  jury  room  a  transcript 
of  the  evidence  taken  at  the  prelimi- 
nary examination,  and  not  introduced 
at  the  trial,  a  new  trial  should  be 


granted.  Thomas  v.  State  (191T)  13 
Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  414,  164  Pac.  995. 
And  see  Atkins  v.  State  (1855)  16  Ark. 
568,  holding  to  the  same  effect  without 
reference  to  any  statute. 

But,  in  a  prosecution  for  man- 
slaughter, where  evidence  which  was 
given  at  the  coroner's  inquest  was  in- 
advertently taken  into  the  jury  room, 
but  did  not  appear  to  have  been  read 
by  any  juror,  a  new  tHal  was  refused. 
State  V.  Harris  (1882)  84  La.  Ann. 
118. 

So,  in  Com.  ▼.  Nash  (1883)  135 
Mass.  541,  it  was  held  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  entitled  te  a  new  trial 
as  of  right  because  of  the  fact  that 
a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  lower  court 
went  to  the  jury  by  inadvertence,  with 
the  other  papers  in  the  ci^se. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  new  trial 
would  not  be  granted  because  eity 
directories  were  furnished  duHng  de- 
liberation by  a  court  attendant  to 
members  of  the  jory,  where  the  fact 
was  made  known  to  the  court  before 
the  verdict,  and  tile  jurors  were  di- 
rected that  they  were  to  disregard  any 
information  obtained  from  the  direc- 
tories, and  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
accused  had  been  prejudiced  in  any 
way.  United  States  v.  Horn  (1862)  5 
Blatchf.  102,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,389. 

It  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial  that 
documents  constituting  new  evidence 
were  introduced  into  the  jury  room,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  that  the  jury 
read  their  contents.  State  v.  Harris 
(La.)  supra;  State  ▼.  Tindall  (1856) 
44S.C.L.  (10  Rich.)  212. 
.  In  Kansas  a  statute  provides  that 
'*tlie  court  may  grant  a  new  trial  when 
the  jury  has  received  any  evidence, 
papers,  or  docnments  not  authorized 
by  the  court.''  See  State  ▼.  Taylor 
(1878)  20  Kan.  643;  State  v.  Lantz 
(1880)  23  Kan.  728,  38  Am.  Rep.  215; 
State  V.  Keehn  (1911)  85  Kan.  765, 
113  Pac.  861.  Under  that  statute  it 
has  been  held  that  where  an  atlas  of 
the  county  where  the  crime  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  was 
brought  into  the  jury  room  by  a  bailiff 
during  the  deliberationB  of  the  jury, 
and  examined  by  the  jurors,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  proof  that  the  accused  was 
not  injured  thereby,  a  new  trial  should 
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be  granted.  State  v.  Lantz  (1880)  28  sketch,  however,  wai  to  enable  Cag^ 
Kan.  728,  33  Am.  Rep.  215,  supra.  But  win  to  follow  the  testimony  intelli- 
in  State  v.  Keehn  (1911)  86  Kan.  766,  gently.  This  court  was  obliged  to  do 
118  Pac.  851,  a  prosecution  for  homi-  just  as  Cagwin  did,  as  it  proceeded 
cide,  it  was  held  not  to  be  such  miscon*  with  a  reading  of  the  record.  As  soon 
duct  as  would  warrant  a  new  trial  as  the  jury  entered  upon  its  consider-' 
under  the  statute  for  a  juror  to  submit  ation  of  the  case  it  immediately  rec- 
to his  fellows  in  the  jury  room  a  ognized  the  necessity  for  some  kind 
sketch  of  the  scene  of  the  killing,  of  a  drawing  to  visualize  in  a  general 
made  by  him  while  the  evidence  was  ^ay  the  scene  of  the  tragedy.  De- 
being  presented.  The  court  said:  prfved  of  the  chart  used  on  the  trial, 
"The  sketch  conaplamed  of  was  not  a  ^he  jury  set  about  to  make  one  of  its 

Sr.^.«TSX  £ur.t.  tS  ^^^'  ^'^^  C«^^^  ^«^'y  offered  his 

the  atlas  wnicn  the  bailiff  gave  tne  ^.  ^^^  4,-.^.  „,^„ij  ^^^^^  -t-i^^).  ^^^^^^^^^ 

jury  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Lantz  ?f  ^"^  ??^*  ^^^^^  "^^^  *^*'  P^T^f  ^• 
f Kan.)  supra.  It  represented  nothing  Under  these  circumstances  no  infer- 
more  than  Cagwin's  idea  of  what  the  ^°<^«  of  prejudice  could  reasonably  be 
testimony  disclosed.  This  idea  he  drawn  from  the  making  and  exhibition 
could  present  to  the  jury  without  mis-  of  the  sketch;  all  possibility  of  prej- 
conduct,  and  the  fact  that  the  sketch  ~  udice  from  its  use  by  the  jury  was 
was  not  accurate  does  not  indicate  ,  disproved,  and  no  miaconduct  of  any 
misconduct      The    purpose    of    the  kind  appears.**                      L.  F.  C. 


WINIFRED  STEELE 

V. 

JOSEPH  C.  AXiLEN,  Commissioner  of  Banks,  et  aL 


SIMON  ROSEN  et  al. 

V. 

SAME. 


MYER  T.  ORNSTEEN 

V. 

SAME. 


SAMUEL  ORNSTEEN  et  aL 

V. 

SAME. 

MaasachuBeUs  Supreme  Judicial  Courf  —  ITdrcfc  10,  10BB^ 

(—  Mass.  — ,  134  N.  E.  401.) 

Baift  —  effect  of  simple  insolvency. 

1.  Simple  insolvency  of  a  bank  at  the  time  of  receiving  deposits  does 
not  warrant  rescission  of  the  deposit  if  there  are  genuine  and  reaaoiiable 
hope,  expectation,  and  intention  on  the  part  of  the  officers  to  carry  on 
the  business  and  recover  sound  financial  standing. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  an  page  1206J 
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Definition  —  in8«dT«ncy* 

2.  A  trader  or  a  bank  is  denominat- 
ed as  insolvent  when  not  in  a  condi* 
tion  to  pay  its  debts  in  the  ordinary 
course,  as  persons  carrying  on  trade 
or  banking  usually  do. 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  628.] 

Bank  —  taking  deposits  when  insolv- 
ent —  fraud! 

3.  Deposits  accepted  by  a  bank  with 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  its  officers 
that  it  canpot  meet  its  obligations  is  a 
fraudulent  act. 

—  right  to  rescind  deposit. 

4.  A  deposit  in  an  insolvent  bank 
may  be  rescinded  and  the  proceeds,  if 
traced,  recovered  back  in  like  manner 
as  other  trust  funds. 

[See  3  R.  a  L.  557;  1  R.  a  L.  Supp. 
855.] 


—  mere  unsoond  conditiwi  —  right  to 
rescind* 

5.  The  mere  fact  that  a  bank  had 
been  in  a  somewhat  shal^  condition 
for  years,  had  not  complied  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  as  to  its 
reserve,  and  had  transferred  funds 
from  its  savings  to  its  commercial  de- 
partment, and  was  finally  taken  over 
by  the  bank  commissioner,  does  not 
render  fraudulent  the  acceptance  of 
deposits  during  such  time,  so  as  to 
justify  their  rescission,  where  there 
is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  action 
of  the  commissioner  was  anticipated 
by  the  bank  officers,  or  that  they  had 
any  reason  to  expect  that  the  bank 
would  not  continue  business  for  years 
as  it  had  done  in  the  past. 


Reservation  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for  Suffolk  County  for 
determination  by  the  full  court  of  questions  arising  in  suits  to  recover 
the  amounts  of  deposits  made  by  plaintiffs  in  a  certain  bank  alleged  to 
have  been  insolvent  at  the  time  the  deposits  were  made.    Bills  dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Jacobs  &  Jacobs  for  plain-     ing  from  $4,000  to  $56,000.     From 


tiffs. 

Mr.  John  1^  Hannigan  for  defend- 
ant Trust  Company. 

Rugg,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

These  are  suits  in  equity  where- 
by the  several  plaintiffs  seek  to  re- 
cover from  the  defendant  as  com- 
missioner of  banks,  in  possession  of 
the  property  of  the  Prudential 
Trust  Company,  the  amounts  of  de- 
posits made  by  them  in  the  trust 
company  while  it  was  insolvent,  on 
the  ground  that  the  trust  company 
was  known  by  its  managers  to  be 
insolvent  at  the  time  of  tiie  receipt 
of  the  deposits,  and  that  hence  ^e 
bank  became  a  trustee  ex  maleficio 
of  the  moneys  thus  deposited.  The 
facts  as  to  the  financial  condition  of 
the  trust  company  and  the  knowl- 
edge and  intention  of  the  executive 
officers  concerning  its  future  were 
briefly  these :  The  bank  was  organ- 
ized and  opened  for  business  in 
June,  1915.  During  the  months  of 
July,  August,  and  September,  1916, 
it  had  less  than  the  required  legal 
reserve  every  day  (witii  three  or 
four  exceptions)  by  amounts  rang- 


October,  1916,  through  July,  1917, 
it  had  the  required  reserve  substan- 
tially all  the  time.  From  August, 
1917,  through  January,  1918,  it  fre- 
quently had  less  than  the  legal  re- 
serve. From  June,  1918,  through 
September,  1919,  there  was  a  short- 
age in  the  reserve  a  good  deal  of  the 
time.  In  October  and  November, 
1919,  conditions  changed  for  the 
better.  The  largest  deposit  balance 
was  $2,572,000,  and  the  actual  re- 
serve reached  its  highest  point,  with 
an  excess  in  round  figures  of  $267,- 
000.  Shortly  thereafter  began  a 
steady  general  decline  of  deposits, 
interrupted  occasionally  by  tempo- 
rary increases.  The  reserve  almost 
never  equaled  the  legal  require- 
ments. During  September,  1920, 
the  deposits  were  not  qu#e  so  low  as 
in  February,  1919.  In  April,  1920, 
a  serious  condition  was  discovered, 
due  to  the  misconduct  of  the  treas- 
urer, who  resigned  shortly  after- 
ward. He  had  made  excessive  loans 
to  and  suffered  large  overdrafts  by 
a  single  depositor  and  borrower. 
Early  in  May  the  president  of  the 
trust  company  told  the  situation  to 


STEELE 
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the  commissioner  of  banks.  In  or- 
der to  tide  over,  ten  directors  gave 
their  notes  to  the  bank,  aggregating 
$126,000,  which  was  reported  to 
have  been  acceptable  to  the  bank 
commissioner.  At  about  that  time 
two  offers,  one  for  $135  per  share 
and  the  other  for  $125  per  share, 
were  made  for  the  outstanding  stock 
of  the  trust  company,  al&ough 
these  offers  did  not  develop  into 
anything  tangible.  In  August, 
1920,  the  assistant  treasurer  bought 
twenty  shares  of  stock  at  $130  per 
share.  Hie  master  finds  that  the 
treasurer  of  the  trust  company 
knew  its  condition  all  the  time,  that 
the  president  knew  it  in  a  genend 
way  up  to  the  time  of  the  treasur- 
er's retirement,  and  in  detail  there- 
after, and  that  the  assistant  treas- 
urer knew  it  from  the  commence- 
ment of  his  service  with  the  bank  in 
March,  1918,  until  it  was  closed. 
AH  three  of  these  officers  knew  of 
the  steady  shrinkage  of  deposits, 
that  the  commercial  department 
was  burdened  by  a  large  amount  in 
slow  and  doubtful  loans,  and  liiat 
there  were  constant  transfers  of 
cash  from  the  savings  department 
to  the  commercial  department, 
without  which  the  latter  would  pos- 
sibly not  have  had  enoug^  cash  for 
its  necessities.  In  accepting  all  the 
deposits  the  president  and  assistant 
treasurer  ^acted  under  a  hope"  that 
the  trust  company  ''would  in  some 
way  or  other  pull  through  its  diffi- 
culties, and  did  not  anticipate  its 
closing.  Though  both  these  men 
knew  the  facts,  .  .  they  never 
analyzed  the  situation.''  There  was 
no  evidence  showing,  on  the  part  of 
either  of  these  officers,  any  personal 
fraudulent  intent  to  bring  about 
any  gain  or  advantage  for  them- 
selves by  continuing  to  run  the  trust 
company  and  accept  deposits,  al- 
though, knowing  the  facts  as  to  its 
condition,  they  knew  it  was  insolv- 
ent. The  trust  company  was  closed 
by  the  conmiissioner  on  September 
10,  1920. 

Doubtless  the  trust  company  was 
insolvent  at  all  the  times  when  de- 
posits were  made  here  sought  to 
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be  recovered.    A  trader  or  a  bank 
commonly  is  insolvent  when  not  in 
condition  to  pay  his 
debts   in  the   ordi-  gSS;4V~- 
nary  course,  as  per- 
sons carrying  on  trade  or  banking 
usually  do.     Thompson  v.  Thomp- 
son, 4  Cush.  134 ;  Lee  v.  Eilbum,  3 
Gray,  594,  600 ;  Vennard  v.  McCon- 
nell,  11  Allen,  555,  561 ;  Peabody  v. 
Knapp,  158  Mass.  242,  26  N.  E.  696 ; 
Holbrook  v.  International  Trust  Co. 
220  Mass.  150, 155, 107  N.  E.  666. 

Acceptance  of  deposits  by  a  bank 
is  a  representation  of  solvency.  A 
bank  hopelessly  insolvent,  receiving 
deposits  from  those  who  confide  in 
its  good  reputation  or  in  its  repre- 
sentations, is  held  to  knowledge 
that  it  cannot  meet  its  obligations. 

Taking  deposits  un-  B«»k-t«kim« 
der  such  circum-  fepo-tt.  wiim 
stances  is  the  equiv-  «'«»^«*-«~''*- 
alent  of  a  preconceived  purpose  not 
to  pay,  and  is  a  fraudulent  act.  The 
contract  of  deposit  may  be  rescind- 
ed by  the  depositor  and  the  deposit, 
or  its  proceeds,  if 
traced,  may  be  re-  ;SS&d*  depo.it. 
covered  in  like 
manner  as  other  trust  funds.  On 
the  other  hand,  simple  insolvency, 
even  of  a  bank,  does  not  warrant 
the  rescission  of  de- 
posits if  there  are  ilSSt^iSf/'"*'* 
genuine  and  reason- 
able hope,  expectation,  and  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  officers  of 
the  bank  to  carry  on  its  business 
and  to  recover  sound  financial 
standing.  There  must  be  the  fur- 
ther fact  that  it  is  reasonably  ap- 
parent to  its  officers  that  the  concern 
will  presently  be  unable  to  meet  its 
obligations  as  they  are  like^  to  ma- 
ture, and  will  be.  obliged  to  suspend 
its  ordinary  operation.  The  facts 
must  establish  the  conclusion  that 
the  trust  company  accepted  the  de- 
posit knowing,  through  its  officers, 
that  it  would  not  and  could  not  pay 
the  money  when  demanded  by  the 
depositor.  Watson  v.  Silsby,  166 
Mass.  57,  59,  43  N.  E.  1117;  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston, 
133  U.  S.  566,  576-578,  33  L.  ed. 
683,  686,  687,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390 ; 
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Williams  Vv  Vml  Norcjen  Trust  Co. 
104  App*  Div.  257,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
821 ;  Roberts  v.  Hill  (C.  C.)  24  Fed. 
571,  578.  It  was  said  in  Brennan 
V.  TiUinghast,  120  C.  C.  A.  37,  201 
Fed.  609 :  "The  mere  fact  that  the 
bank  is  known  to  be  insolvent  at  the 
time  the  deposit  is  received  is  not, 
in  our  opinion,  sufficient  of  itself, 
without  more,  to  confer  this  right 
of  rescission  upon  the  depositor, 
and  such  right  of  rescission  would 
not  arise  when  the  bank  at  the  time 
of  receiving  the  deposit,  although 
embarrassed  and  insolvent,  yet  had 
reason  to  believe  that  by  continuing 
in. business  it  might  retrieve  its  for- 
tunes; the  necessary  condition  upcin 
which  the  right  of  rescission  is 
predicated  being  that  the  deposit 
was  received  when  the  bank  was 
hopelessly  embaarrassed,  and  so  cir- 
cumstanced as  to  constitute  its  re- 
ceipt of  the  deposit  a  fraud  upon  the 
depositor.*' 

A  more  drastic  statement  is  to  be 
found  in  some  decisions  where  war- 
ranted or  required  by  particular 
facts,  and  where  a  comprehensive 
statement  of  a  complete  rule  was 
not  demanded.  See,  for  example. 
Grant  v.  Walsh,  145  N.  Y.  502,  45 
Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  40  N.  E.  209; 
Richardson  v.  New  Orleans  Coffee 
Co.  43  C.  C.  A.  583,  102  Fed.  785; 
Williams  v.  Van  Norden  Trust  Co. 
104  App.  Div.  251,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
821 ;  Western  German  Bank  v.  Nor- 
vell,  69  C.  C.  A.  330,  134  Fed.  724. 

In  the  case  at  bar  it  appears  that 
the  trust  company,  while  not  com- 


plying with  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  as  to  reserves,  and  while  not 
keeping  the  assets  in  its  savings  de- 
partment separate  and  distinct 
from  its  general  assets,  was  yet  con- 
tinuing to  meet  its  obligations  as 
and  when  they  arose.  The  exact 
state  of  its  affairs  or  the  precise  ex- 
tent of  its  insolvency  is  n<^  disclosed 
on  this  record.  It  had  been  appar- 
ently in  a  somewhat  shaky  condi- 
tion for  several  years  and  yet  had 
been  able  to  continue  its  business. 
The  commission  took  possession  of 
its  assets  and  property  under  Gen. 

Laws,    chap.    167,    §    .^ere««o«« 

22.  There  is  noth-  •omdition-n.nt 
ing  to  indicate  that  *•  -•^•-*- 
such  action  was  anticipated  by  the 
officers,  or  that  they  had  any  reason 
to  expect  that  the  institution  might 
not  continue  for  the  next  three  or 
four  years  as  it  bad  during  the  past 
like  period.  Ite  deposits  had  been 
previously  at  a  lower  ebb  than  when 
closed  by  the  commissioner,  and 
had  recovered.  These  suits  in  effect 
are  claims  against  all  the  other 
creditors.  This  record  discloses  no 
equity  in  favor  of  these  depositors 
against  other  depositors  during  this 
period  of  insolvency.  In  substance 
and  effect  the  present  plaintiffs  are 
seeking  a  preference  over  other 
creditors  which  is  not  clearly  estab- 
lished. A  rat|U)le  distribution  ap- 
pears to  be  more  likely  to  work  out 
justice.  The  bill  may  be  dismissed 
in  each  case,  with  one  bill  of  costs 
to  the  defendant. 
So  ordered. 


ANNOTATION. 

Right  of  dep<mtor  to  rescind,  or  to  claim  a  trust  in  respect  of  a  deposit  becai 

of  insolvency  of  bank  when  it  was  made. 


The  general  rule  is  to  the  effect  that 
acceptance  of  general  deposits  by  a 
bank  which  is  hopelessly  insolvent  to 
the  knowledge  of  its  officers  consti- 
tutes such  a  fraud  as  will  entitle  the 
unsuspecting  depositor  to  rescind  and 
recover  back  the  money,  or  give  him 
a  preferential  claim,  or  create  a  trust 
ex  maleficio,  provided  other  conditions 
sometimes    held    essential    to    a    re« 


covery,  such  as  augmentation  of  as- 
sets, identification,  etc.,  can  be  satis- 
fied. 

United  States.— St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Johnston  (1890)  183  U.  S.  566^ 
83  L.  ed.  688,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  890, 
reversing  (1886)  23  Blatchf.  489,  27 
Fed.  246;  Somerville  v.  Real  (1892) 
49  Fed.  790,  affirmed  in  (1892)  17 
LJI.A.  291,  1  C.  C.  A.  598,  6  U.  S.  App. 
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14,  50  Fed.  647 ;  Riebarddon  v.  Denegre 

(1899)  35  C.  C.  A.  452,  93  Fed.  572; 
Bichardaon  v.  New  Orleane,  Debenture 
Redemption  Ck>.  (1900)  52  L.R.A.  67, 

42  C.  C.  A.  619, 102  Fed.  780 ;  Richard- 
son V.  New  Orleans  Coffee  Co.  (1900) 

43  C.  C.  A.  583,  102  Fed.  785;  Richard- 
son V.  Olivier  (1900)  58  L.R.A.  118, 

44  C.  C.  A.  468, 105  Fed.  277 ;  Western 
German  Bank  v.  Norvell  (1905)  69 
C.  C.  A.  380,  184  Fed.  724;  Brennan 
V.  Tillinghast  (1918)  120  C.  C.  A.  87, 
201  Fed.  609;  Furber  v.  Stephens 
(1888)  85  Fed.  17;  Peck  v.  First  Nat 
Bank  (1890)  43  Fed.  357;  Wasson  v. 
Hawkins  (1894)  59  Fed.  233;  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Indianapoliisi  Nat. 
Bank  (1895)  65  Fed.  690;  Quin  v. 
Earle  (1899)  95  Fed.  728;  Re  Silver 
(1912)  208  Fed.  797. 

Alabanuur-^t.  Louis  Brewing  Asso. 
V.  Austin  (1893)  100  Ala.  818,  13  So. 
908..  And  see  Hutchinson  v.  National 
Bank  (1906)  145  AIil  196,  41  So.  143. 

Illinois. — American  Trust  A  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Gueder  &  P.  Mfg.  Co.  (1894) 
150  III.  336,  87  N.  E.  227,  affirming 
(1894)  51  III.  App.  349;  Chicago  Title 
A  T.  Co.  V.  Household  Guest  Co.  (1900) 
88  111.  App.  126.  See  also  Lanterman 
V.  Travous  (1898)  174  111.  459,  51  N.  E. 
805. 

Maryland.  —  Pott  v.  Schumucker 
(1897)  84  Md.  585,  85  L.R.A.  392,  67 
Am.  St.  Rep.  415,  36  Atl.  592. 

Massachusetts*  —  Furber  v.  Dane 
(1910)  204  Mass.  412,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
808,  90  N.  E.  859;  Steele  v.  Allen 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  12(^. 

Miflsi88ippi.-^Fir8t  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Strauss  (1889)  66  Miss.  479,  14  Am. 
St.  Rep.  579,  6  So.  232. 

Missouri.— Fisse  v.  Dietrich  (1877) 
3  Mo.  App.  584. 

Nebraska.— Wilson  ▼.  (Tobum  (1892) 
85  Neb.  530,  53  N.  W.  466;  Higgins 
V.  Hayden  (1897)  53  Neb.  61,  78  N.  W. 
280. 

New  Jersey. — Perth  Amboy  Gas- 
light Co.  V.  Middlesex  County  Bank 

(1900)  60  N.  J.  Eq.  84,  45  Atl.  704. 
New  York.— Cragie  v.  Hadley  (1885) 

99  N.  Y.  181,  52  Am.  Rep.  9,  1  N.  E. 
537;  Atkinson  v.  Rochester  Printing 
Co.  (1889)  114  N.  Y.  168,  21  N.  E.  178; 
Grant  v.  Walsh  (1895)  145  N.  Y.  502, 

45  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  40  N.  E.  209; 


Spring  Brook  Chemical  Co.  v.  Dunn 
(1889)  39  App.  Div.  130,  57  N.  Y. 
Supp.  100;  Williams  v.  Van  Norden 
Trust  (3o.  (1906)  104  App.  Div.  251, 
98  N.  Y.  Supp.  821;  Chaffee  v.  Fort 
(1870)  2  Lans.  81;  Craigie  v.  Smith 
(1^4)  14  Abb.  N.  C.  409;  National 
Citisen's  Bank  v.  Howard  (1886)  3 
How.  Pr.  N.  S.  511;  Rochester  Print- 
ing Co.  V.  Loomis  (1887)  45  Hun,  93, 
9  N.  Y.  S.  R.  592,  affirmed  without 
opinion  in  (1890)  120  N.  Y.  659,  24 
N.  E.  1108 ;  Importers  &  Traders  Bank 
V.  Everett  Bros.  (1889)  21  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
98,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  599;  Syracuse  Bank 
V.  Wisconsin  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  Bank 
(1891)  59  Hun»  620,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 
952 ;  New  York  Breweries  Co.  v.  Hig- 
gins (1894)  79  Hun,  250,  29  N.  Y. 
Supp.  416;  Stapleton  v.  Odell  (1897) 
21  Misc.  94,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  18.  And 
see  Importers  &  Traders  Nat  Bank 
V.  Peters  (1890)  123  N.  Y.  272,  26 
N.  E.  319,  and  Re  North  River  Bank 
<1891)  60  Hun,  91,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  261. 

Ohic—Orme  v.  Baker  (1906)  74 
Ohio  St.  387,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  968,  78 
N.  E.  489,  affirming  (1905)  27  Ohio 
C.  C.  465;  Re  Commercial  Bank  (1895) 
1  Ohio  N.  P.  358,  2  Ohio  Dec.  304;  Re 
Commercial  Bank  (1895)  2  Ohio  N.  P. 
170.  And  see  Howe  v.  Akron  Sav. 
Bank  Co.  (1918)  16  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S. 
320. 

Oklahoma.— Willoughby  v.  Weinber- 
ger (1905)  15  Okla.  226,  79  Pac.  777; 
Cherry  v.  Territory  (1906)  17  Okla. 
213,  89  Pac.  190;  Cherry  v.  Territory 
(1906)  17  Okla.  221,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1254,  89  Pac.  192. 

PennayWanla.  —  Com  Exch.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Solicitors'  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
(1898)  188  Pa.  830,  68  Am.  St.  Rep. 
872,  41  Atl.  536. 

Tennessee. — ^Bruner  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (1896)  97  Tenn.  540,  34  L.R.A. 
532,  37  S,  W.  286;  Freiberg  v.  Cox 
(1896)  97  Tenn.  550,  37  S.  W.  283; 
Harris  v.  First  Nat  Bank  (1897)  — 
Tenn.  — ,  41  S.  W.  1084;  Williams  v. 
Cox  (1897)  99  Tenn.  403,  42  S.  W.  3; 
Knaffl  V.  Knoxville  Bkg.  &  T.  Co. 
(1914)  130  Tenn.  336,  L.R.A.1915D, 
402,  170  S.  W.  476. 

Virginia. — ^Pennington  v.  Third  Nat. 
Bank  (1918)  114  Va.  674,  45  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  781,  77  S.  E.  455. 
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Washington. — See  Blake  v.  State 
Sav.  Bank  (1895)  12  Wash.  619,  41 
Pac.  909. 

Wisconsin*— Hyland  v.  Roe  (1901) 
111  Wis.  361,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  873,  87 
S.  W.  252. 

Canada.— Re  Central  Bank  (1888) 
15  Ont.  Rep.  611;  Exchange  Bank  v* 
Montreal  Coffee  House  Asso.  (1886) 
Montreal  L.  Rep.  2  S.  C.  141. 

Where  a  banker  is,  to  his  own 
knowledge,  hopelessly  insolvent,  he 
cannot  honestly  continue  his  business 
and  receive  the  money  of  his  custom- 
ers, and  if  he  does  so,  even  though  he 
has  no  actual  intent  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud a  particular  customer,  he  will 
be  held  to  have  intended  the  inevi- 
table consequences  of  his  act,  which 
are  to  cheat  and  defraud  all  persons 
whose  mon^  he  receives,  and  whom 
he  fails  to  pay  before  he  is  compelled 
to  stop  business.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Johnston  (1890)  133  U.  S.  566, 
33  L.  ed.  683,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390; 
Richardson  v.  New  Orleans  Coffee  Co. 
(1900)  43  C.  C.  A.  583,  102  Fed.  785; 
Rochester  Printing  (3o.  v.  Loomis 
(1887)  45  Hun,  93,  9  N.  Y.  S.  R.  592, 
affirmed  without  opinion  in  (1890)  120 
N.  Y.  659,  24  N.  E.  1103 ;  Re  Commer- 
cial Bank  (1895)  2  Ohio  N.  J.  170; 
Hyland  v.  Roe  (Wis.)  supra.  In 
Rochester  Printing  Co.  v.  Loomis 
(N.  Y.)  supra,  an  action  by  one  not 
a  bona  fide  holder  on  a  draft  deposited 
by  the  drawers  (defendants)  with  an 
insolvent  bank,  where  the  issue  turned 
upon  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
act  of  the  bank  in  receiving  the  draft 
was  fraudulent,  the  trial  court  re- 
fused to  charge  that  the  depositors 
of  the  draft,  to  establish  their  defense, 
must  show  that  the  bank  made  false 
representations  with  intent  to  deceive, 
and  that  representations  made  to  the 
world  were  not  sufficient,  but  must  be 
made  to  the  defendants.  It  did  sub- 
stantially charge  that  a  banker,  by 
proclaiming  himself  as  such,  and 
ready  to  receive  deposits  of  his  cus- 
tomers, holds  himself  out  as  a  man  of 
sufficient  means  to  meet  the  obliga- 
tions he,  in  that  manner,  assumes ;  and 
if  his  condition  was  such,  and  he 
knew  it,  when  he  received  a  deposit  in 
the  course  of  business  with  his  cus- 


tomer, that  he  was  likely  to  be  in- 
capable of  meeting  the  demand  for  it, 
he  was  bound  to  disclose  that  situa- 
tion before  he  received  the  deposit; 
that  men  assuming  that  relation  can- 
not be  permitted  to  take  the  money  of 
their  customers  when  they  know  that 
they  are  unable  to  repay  and  likely  to 
be  compelled  to  suspend;  that  mere 
insolvency  does  not  necessarily  ren- 
der the  receipt  of  money  by  a  banker 
fraudulent;  but  insolvency  which  is 
hopeless  and  irremediable,  and  ren- 
ders him  liable  to  shut  his  doors  at 
any  moment,  makes  it  improper  for 
him  to  continue  the  business  of  taking 
deposits,  without  notice  of  his  situa- 
tion to  customers ;  that  the  fact  to  be 
found  is  whether  this  deposit  was  re- 
ceived by  Moore  (the  banker)  in  good 
faith,  under  circumstances  which 
render  it  honest  on  his  part  to  receive 
it,  or  whether  it  was  dishonest,  and 
fraudulent  towards  his  customers,  the 
defendants,  to  receive  it;  that  if  a 
man  is  doing  banking  business  fraudu- 
lently all  the  time  it  is  not  necessary 
that  he  should  entertain  a  particular 
fraudulent  intent  in  each  particular 
instance  in  which  he  receives  de- 
posits; that  if  this  transaction  was 
fraudulent  on  the  part  of  Moore,  the 
defense  is  established,  and  that  if  it 
were  honest  on  his  part  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover.  The  appellate 
court,  in  upholding  the  trial  court, 
said:  "The  charge  as  made  covered 
the  ground  and  stated  fairly,  we  think, 
the  proposition  of  fact  which  was  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  to 
be  determined  by  them  to  reach  a 
result.  The  relation  between  a  banker 
and  his  customers  is  in  some  degree 
confidential,  and  he,  it  must  be  as- 
sumed, understands  that  they  make 
with  him  deposits  upon  the  faith  and 
reliance  that  he  is  financially  able  to 
pay  their  drafts  upon  him  for  an 
amount  equal  to  their  deposits.  And 
the  relation  that  he  assumes,  in  view 
of  the  nature  of  his  business  as  such 
banker,  is,  in  practical  effect,  a  repre- 
sentation on  his  part  that  he  is  able 
to  do  so.  And  if  he  is  in  an  irretriev- 
able condition  of  insolvency,  so  that 
he  knows  or  has  reason  to  suppose 
that  he  cannot  meet  the  engagements 
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be  assumes  when  he  takes  the  funds 
of  his  customers  deposited  to  be 
placed  to  their  credit,  the  transaction 
may  involve  an  implied  repres^nta*^ 
tion  or  concealment  which  character^ 
izes  it  as  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the 
banker.  •  .  .  The  defendants  had 
been  customers  of  Moore  in  his  rela- 
tion of  banker  for  several  months. 
And  their  defense  did  not  necessarily 
depend  upon  representations  express- 
ly made  by  him  to  them  in  respect  to 
his  financial  condition  and  ability,  but 
might  be  implied  from  the  relation  he 
assumed  as  a  banker,  by  means  of 
which  invitation  was  extended  alike  to 
them  and  others  to  open  an  account 
and  deposit  their  moneys  with  him. 
It  is  true  that  deception  was  neces* 
sary  to,  fraud,  and  unless  the  defend- 
ants were  deceived  they  had  no  de- 
fense, but  there  is  no  evidence  that 
they  had  any  knowledge  or  informa- 
tion when  they  made  this  deposit  that 
Moore  was  insolvent  or  was  not  re* 
sponsible  for  all  the  obligations  he  as- 
sumed. And,  therefore,  in  view  of  the 
charge  as  made,  the  court  was  not  re- 
quired to  further  charge  specifically 
that  they  must  have  been  in  fact  de- 
ceived to  constitute  a  defense.  It  may 
have  been  otherwise  if  the  jury  had 
been  permitted  to  find  that  the  defend- 
ant had  any  notice  of  the  financial 
embarrassment  of  Moore  at  the  time 
the  deposit  in  question  was  made  with 
him.*'  And  in  Wasson  v.  Hawkins 
(1894)  59  Fed.  288,  in  holding  that  the 
reception  of  deposits  after  known 
hopeless  insolvency  was  a  fraud,  the 
court  said:  "The  reception  of  the 
money  and  checks,  under  such  circum- 
stances, was  a  fraud  upon  the  plain- 
tiff, and  entitled  him  to  rescind  the 
transaction,  and  recover  back  his  de- 
posit from  the  bank.  The  keeping  of 
the  bank  open,  and  the  conducting  of 
its  business  in  the  usual  manner,  con- 
stituted a  representation  to  its  cus- 
tomers of  the  solvency  of  the  bank, 
upon  which  they  had  the  right  to 
rely;  and,  if  the  bank  was  known  to 
be  insolvent  by  the  ofiicers  who  were 
charged  with  its  management,  the  con- 
cealment of  that  fact  from  a  person 
about  to  make  a  deposit  would  consti- 
tute a  fraud  upon  him.    The  title  ac- 


quired, by  the  bank  to  the  money  and 
checks  deposited  under  such  circum- 
stances would  be  voidable  at  the  elec- 
tion of  the  depositor,  who  could  bring 
suit  to  recover  his  deposit  without  any 
previous  demand.  The  bank  would 
become  a  trustee  ex  maleficio,  and 
would  hold  the  deposit  for  the  use  of 
the  depositor,  and  subject  to  his  right 
of  reclamation.''  And  in  Furber  v. 
Dane  (1910)  204  Mass.  412,  27  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  808,  90  N.  E.  859,  in  discussing 
the  right  of  an  innocent  depositor  in  a 
bank  known  by  its  ofiicers  to  be  in- 
solvent, the  court  said:  "The  right  of 
such  a  depositor  springs  from  the 
fraud  which  has  been  practised  upon 
him  by  means  of  the  false  representa- 
tion practically  made  to  him  that  the 
bank  is  conducting  its  business  in  the 
ordinary  way  and  is  solvent,  while  in 
reality  it  is  insolvent  and  known  by  its 
managers  to  be  so.  The  effect  of  this 
fraud  is  to  make  the  bank  a  trustee  ex 
maleficio.  But  the  depositor  must 
show  that  a  real  fraud  has  been  prac- 
tised upon  him,  and  to  do  this  he  must 
show  affirmatively  both  that  the  bank 
was  actually  insolvent  when  it  re- 
ceived his  deposit,  and  that  its  man- 
aging ofiicers  then  knew  this  to  be  the 
fact."  In  some  jurisdictions  the  ques- 
tion of  fraud  has  been  made  the  sub- 
ject of  statutory  regulation.  For  in- 
stance, in  Illinois  receipt  by  a  bank 
within  thirty  days  of  failure,  suspen- 
sion, or  involuntary  liquidation  has, 
by  statute  (Laws  1879,  p.  118 ;  1  Starr 
&  C.  Stat.  776),  been  declared  "prima 
facie  evidence  of  an  intent  to  defraud 
on  the  part  of  such  banker."  See 
American  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Gue- 
der  &  P.  Mfg.  Co.  (1894)  150  111.  886, 
87  N.  E.  227,  holding  that  the  stattte 
applies  to  a  civil  suit  to  recover  back 
such  a  deposit.  And  see  Lanterman  v. 
Travous  (1898)  174  IlL  459,  51  N.  E. 
805,  and  Chicago  Title  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Household  Guest  Co.  (1900)  88  111. 
App.  126,  both  of  which  apply  the  pro- 
visions of  this  statute  to  a  civil  action 
to  recover  deposits  made  in  an  insolv- 
ent bank. 

In  a  number  of  cases  which  have 
passed  upon  the  question  under  con- 
sideration in  this  annotation,  the 
courts  have  adopted  the  theory  that 
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the  receipt  of  deposits  by  a  bank 
which  is  hopelessly  insolvent  to  the 
knowledge  of  its  officials  creates  a 
fraud  which  will  entitle  the  depositor 
to  rescind  the  contract  of  deposit  and 
recover  back  the  amount  thereof.  To 
this  effect  are  the  following  cases: 

United  States.--Breman  v.  Tilling* 
hast  (1913)  120  C.  C.  A.  87,  201  Fed. 
609;  Wasson  v.  Hawkins  (1894)  59 
Fed.  233;  Quin  v.  Earle  (1899)  95  Fed. 
728. 

Illinois^ — American  Trust  A  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Gueder  A  P.  Mfg.  Co.  (IlL) 
supra. 

Maryland.  —  Pott  v.  Sehmucker 
(1897)  84  Md.  535,  35  L.RJ^.  892,  86 
Atl.  592. 

Massachusetts^ —  STBEiiB  v.  Allbn 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  1208. 

Mississippi. — ^First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Strauss  (1889)  66  Miss.  479,  14  Am. 
St.  Rep.  579,  6  So.  282. 

Nebraska.  —  Higgins  v.  Hayden 
(1897)  58  Neb.  61,  73  N.  W.  280. 

New  Jersey. — Perth  Amboy  Gas- 
light Co.  V.  Middlesex  County  Bank 
(1900)  60  N.  J.  Bq.  84,  45  Atl.  704. 

New  York.— Gragie  v.  Hadley  (1885) 
99  N.  Y.  131,  52  Am.  Rep.  9,  1  N.  E. 
537 ;  Grant  v.  Walsh  (1895)  145  N.  Y. 
502,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  40  N.  E.  209 ; 
Williams  v.  Van  Norden  Trust  Co. 
(1905)  104  App.  Div.  251,  93  N.  Y. 
Supp.  821;  Craigie  v.  Smith  (1884)  14 
Abb.  N.  C.  409 ;  National  Citizens  Bank 
V.  Howard  (1886)  3  How.  Pr.  N.  S. 
511;  Importers  &  Traders  Bank  v. 
Everett  Bros.  (1889)  21  N.  Y.  S.  R.  98, 
4  N.  Y.  Supp.  599;  New  York  Brewer- 
ies Co.  V.  Higgins  (1894)  79  Hun,  250, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  416;  Stapleton  v.  Odell 
(1897)  21  Misc.  94,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  18. 

Ohio.— Orme  v.  Baker  (1906)  74 
Ohio  St.  337,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  968, 
78  N.  E.  439. 

Tennessee. — See  Knalfi  v.  Knoxville 
Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  (1914)  130  Tenn.  336, 
L.R.A.1915D,  402,  170  S.  W.  476. 

Washington. — See  Blake  v.  State 
Sav.  Bank  (1895)  12  Wash.  619,  41 
Pac.  909. 

Wisconsin. — Hyland  v.  Roe  (1901) 
111  Wis.  361,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  878,  87 
N.  W.  262. 

Canada.-— Re  Central  Bank  (1888) 
15  Ont.  Rep.  611. 


Provided  they  rescind  the  contract 
of  debtor  and  creditor  created  by  the 
deposit*  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and 
have  not  elected  to  affirm  the  same  by 
proving  their  claim  in  insolvency  pro- 
ceedings. Pott  V.  Sehmucker  (Md.) 
supra,  holding  that  where  depositors 
have  proved  their  claim  in  insolvency 
they  have  elected  their  remedy,  and 
that,  consequently,  they  cannot  re- 
scind the  contract  of  deposit  and  re- 
cover the  same. 

And  the  doctrine  governing  the 
right  to  recover  deposits  innocently 
made  in  an  insolvent  bank  has  been 
said  to  be  that  where  deposits  are  re- 
ceived by  a  hopelessly  insolvent  bank, 
of  which  insolvency  the  officers  know 
or  should  have  known,  the  deposits, 
because  of  the  fraud,  do  not  become 
the  property  of  the  bank,  but  remain 
that  of  the  depositors,  who  have  the 
right  to  recover  the  same.  Richardson 
V.  Denegre  (1899)  85  C.  C.  A.  452,  98 
Fed.  572;  Richardson  v.  Olivier 
(1900)  58  L.R.A.  118,  44  C.  C.  A.  468, 
106  Fed.  277;  Westom  German  Bank 
V.  Norwell  (1906)  69  C.  C.  A.  830,  134 
Fed.  724;   Peck  v.   First  Nat  Bank 

(1890)  48  Fed.  867;  Fisse  v.  Dietrich 
(1877)  3  M4K  App.  584;*  Syracuse  Bank 
V.  Wisconsin  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  Bank 

(1891)  59  Hun,  620,  12  N.  T.  Supp. 
952;  Orme  v.  Baker  (1906)  74  Ohio  St. 
887,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  968,  78  N.  E. 
489.  And  see  Com  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Solicitors'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  (1898)  188 
Pa.  380,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  872,  41  Atl. 
586.  And  this  is  also  true  where  the 
deposit  consists  of  a  check  which  has 
not  been  placed  to  the  customer's 
x^redit  at  the  time  the  bank  closes. 
Showalter  v.  Cox  (1896)  97  Tenn.  547, 
87  S.  W.  286.  And  in  Sadler  v.  Belcher 
(1848)  2  Moody  &  R.  (Eng.)  489,  a 
similar  conclusion  was  reached  where 
money  was  deposited  after  banking 
hours,  and,  according  to  custom,  was 
kept  in  a  separate  account  to  be 
carried  to  the  customer's  account  the 
following  day,  the  banker  having  pre- 
viously resolved  not  to  open  again. 
And  to  the  same  effect  is  Threlfal  v. 
Giles,  apparently  unreported,  which  is 
set  oat  in  the  opinion  in  the  Sadler 
Case  at  page  492.  But  compare  Ex 
parte  Glutton  (1850)  1  Fonbl.  N.  R. 
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<Eng.)  167,  wherein,  as  set  out  in  1 
Mews,  Bng.  Case  Law  Dig.  col.  1049, 
it  Was  held  that  money  paid  in  after 
banking  hours  passed  to  the  bank  and 
its  assignee,  although  the  bank  never 
opened  again. 

And  in  some  of  the  cases  the  rights 
mf  the  parties  have  been  settled  upon 
the  theory  that  the  fraud  of  the  bank 
creates  a  trust  ex  maleAcio,  entitling 
the  depositor  to  a  preference,  provided 
other  necessary  conditions  are  met. 
Thus  in  the  following  cases  it  has 
been  expressly  held  that  there  was  a 
trust  in  the  deposits : 

Unfted  Statau — ^Richardson  v.  New 
Orleans  Debenture  Redemption  Co. 
(1900)  52  L.R.A.  67,  42  C.  C.  A.  619, 
102  Fed.  780;  Richardson  v.  New 
Orleans  Coffee  Co.  (1900)  43  C.  C.  A. 
-583,  102  Fed.  785 ;  Wasson  v.  Hawkins 
(1894)  59  Fed.  233 ;  Lake  Ene  &  W.  R^ 
Co.  V.  Indianapolis  Nat.  Bank  (1895) 
65  Fed.  690;  Re  Silver  (1912)  208  Fed. 
797. 

Alabama.— St.  Louis  Brewing  Asso. 
T.  Austin  (18^)  100  Ala.  318»  18  So. 
908. 

Massachusetts. — Furber  v.  Dane 
(1910)  204  Mass.  412,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
808,  90  N.  E.  859;  STEELE  v.  ALLBK 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  1203. 

Nebraska.— Wilson  v.  Cobum  (1892) 
35  Neb.  530,  53  N.  W.  466. 

New  York. — ^Atkinson  v.  Rochester 
Printing  Co.  (1889)  114  N.  Y.  168,  21 
N.  E.  178.  And  see  Importers  & 
Traders  Bank  v.  Everett  Bros.  (1889) 
21  N.  Y.  S.  R.  98,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  599. 

Ohio.— See  Orme  v.  Baker  (1906)  74 
Ohio  St.  337,  113  Am.  St  Rep.  968,  78 
N.  E.  439. 

Oklahoma.  —  See  Willoughby  v. 
Weinberger  (1905)  15  Okla.  226,  79 
Pac  777;  Cherry  y.  Territory  (1906) 
17  Okla.  213,  89  Pac.  190;  and  Cherry 
v.  Territory  (1906)  17  Okla.  221,  8 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1254,  89  Pac.  192. 

Tennesseeb  *r^  Bruner  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (1896)  97  Tenn.  540,  34  L.R.A. 
632,  37  S.  W.  286;  Williams  v.  Cox 
(1897)  99  Tenn.  408,  42  S.  W.  3;  Knaffl 
V.  Knoxville  Bkg.  A  T.  (>>.  (1914)  130 
Tenn.  336,  L.RJ^.1915D,  402,  170  S.  W. 
476. 

Virginia. — Pennington  v.  Third  Nat 


Bank  (1913)  114  Va.  674,  45  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  781,  77  S.  E.  466. 

Washingt<ML — See  Blake  v.  State 
Sav.  Bank  (1895)  12  Wash.  619,  41 
Pac.  909. 

(Canada. — See  Ontario  Bank  v.  Chap- 
lin (1889)  Montreal  L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B. 
407,  affirmed  in  (1890)  20  Can.  S.  C. 
152,  wherein  a  preference  was  allowed 
as  to  cash,  but  not  as  to  checks. 

In  Richardson  v.  New  Orleans  De- 
benture Redemption  Co.  (Fed.)  supra, 
the  court  said:  ''Ordinarily,  when 
funds  are  deposited  in  a  bank,  the  re- 
lation of  debtor  and  creditor  immedi- 
ately arises  between  the  banker  and 
the  depositor.  The  money  deposited 
becomes  the  property  of  the  banker. 
He  has  the  right  to  use  it,  but  must 
pay  the  debt  to  the  depositor  by  cash- 
ing his  checks.  When  the  banker  ob- 
tains the  deposit  by  committing  a 
fraud,  as  by  receiving  it  after  hope- 
less insolvency,  the  relation  between 
the  parties  is  very  different.  The 
fraud  avoids  the  implied  contract  be- 
tween the  parties  that  would  arise  in 
its  absence,  and,  having  barred  con- 
tract, a  trust  is  the  equitable  result. 
The  fraud  itself  gives  no  lien.  The 
Araud  prevents  the  money  deposited 
from  becoming  the  property  of  the 
banker,  and  thereby  prevents  the  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  arising 
between  the  parties.  As  the  money 
does  not  become  the  property  of  the 
banker,  it,  of  course,  remains  the  prop- 
erty of  the  depositor.  In  the  banker's 
hands,  therefore,  it  is  a  trust  fund, — 
as  much  so  as  if  it  had  been  a  special 
deposit.  The  money  which  the  banker 
has  received  in  due  course  of  honor- 
able business  before  insolvency  has 
become  his  property,  and  he  the  debtor 
of  those  who  deposited  it.  Now,  if  the 
banker,  having  money  in  his  bank, 
fraudulently  receives  other  money, 
and  mingles  it  with  the  moneys  on 
hand,  can  the  defrauded  depositor  re- 
claim his  money?  ...  So  we  think, 
if  one's  money  is  wrongfully  mingled 
With  a  mass  of  money,  that  equity  can 
direct  the  possessor  and  wrongdoer, 
or  hia  successor,  to  take  out  of  the 
mass  a  sum  sufficient  to  make  restitu- 
tion.*' 

The  general  rule  that  if  a  bank  re- 
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ceivea  a  geo^eral  deposit  when  it  is 
insolvent  and  its  insolvency  is  known 
to  the  officers  of  the  bank  but  un- 
known to  the  depositor,  the  depositor 
may  reclaim  his  deposit  on  account  of 
the  fraud  perpetrated  upon  him,  has 
been  limited  in  Georgia  by  holding 
that  the  mere  silence  of  the  officers  of 
the  bank  as  to  its  condition  at  the 
time  of  the  deposit  is  insufficient 
either  to  authorize  a  depositor  to  re- 
claim his  money  on  account  of  a  fraud, 
or  to  give  him  any  superior  lien  over 
other  creditors,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact 
such  a  depositor  is  in  no  better  posi- 
tion than  any  other  depositor  unless, 
when  intending  to  become  a  depositor, 
he  made  inquiry  as  to  its  solvency  and 
was  induced  to  make  the  deposit  as  a 
result  of  a  statement  made  by  the 
officers  of  the  bank  that  it  was  solvent, 
McGregor  v.  Battle  (1907)  128  Ga. 
577,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  185,  58  S.  E.  28. 
If  this  rule  be  adhered  to  it  would 
seem  that  a  depositor,  in  order  to  pro- 
tect himself,  would  -always  have  to 
inquire  as  to  the  solvency  of  a  bi^nk 
before  making  a  deposit. 

And  in  Mississippi  it  has  been  held 
that  in  order  to  sustain  an  attachment 
for  receiving  a  deposit  with  intent  to 
defraud,  the  actual  intent  must  be 
proved,  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient 
that  the  deposit  was  received  when 
the  bank  was  insolvent,  which  the 
statute  made  fraudulent.  Hughes  v. 
Lake  (1886)  63  Miss.  552. 

And  there  is  considerable  authority 
to  the  effect  that  the  mere  fact  that 
a  bank,  at  the  time  it  receives  a  de- 
posit, is  known  by  its  officers  to  be 
insolvent,  is  not  necessarily  sufficient 
of  itself,  without  more,  to  confer  the 
right  of  recovery  upon  the  depositor. 
Thus  it  has  been  held  that  the  right 
of  recovery  does  not  arise  when  the 
bank,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the 
deposit,  although  embarrassed  and  in- 
solvent, has,  in  the  honest  opinion  of 
its  officers,  a  reasonable  chance  to  re- 
cover sound  financial  standing  by  con- 
tinuing in  business,  since  in  such  a 
case  the  acceptance  of  a  deposit  does 
not  constitute  a  fraud  upon  the  de- 
positor. St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Johnston  (1890)  188  U.  &  566,  33  L. 
ed.  683,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390  (rule 


recognized) ;  Brennan  v.  Tillinghast 
(1913)  120  C.  C.  A.  37,  201  Fed.  609 
(quoted  in  the  reported  case  (Steblb 
V.  Allen,  ante,  1203) ;  Quin  v.  Earle 
(1899)  96  Fed*  728;  Steels  v.  Allen 
(reported  herewith) ;  Williams  v.  Van 
Norden  Trust  Co.  (1905)  104  App.  Div. 
251,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  821.  The  mere 
fact  that  a  bank  is  in  an  embarrassed 
condition  is  not  sufficient  .of.  itself  to 
constitute  the  necessary  fraud,  es- 
pecially where  it  is  continuing  with  "an 
honest  hope  of  weathering  the  finan- 
cial storm  and  of  being  eventually 
solvent,'*  and  deposits  received  by 
such  banks  "in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  .  become   honestly 

theirs,  and  the  fact  that  their  expecta- 
tions were  unrealized,  and  their  hopes 
not  well  founded,  would  not  fasten 
upon  them  a  fraud  that  would  vitiate 
their  business  transactions."  Quin 
V.  Earle  (1899)  95  Fed.  728,  supra. 
And  in  the  reported  case  (Steele  v. 
Allen)  the  court  stated  the  rule  to 
be  that  simple  insolvency  of  a  bank 
does  not  warrant  rescission  of  deposits 
if  there  are  genuine  and  reasonable 
hope^  expectation,  and  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  officers  of  the  bank  to 
carry  on  its  business  and  to  recover 
sound  financial  standing,  and,  apply- 
ing the  rule,  held  that  deposits  made 
in  a  bank  which  had  off  and  on  for  a 
period  of  years  been  below  its  statu- 
tory reserve  and  in  a  shaky  condition, 
but  able  to  continue  and  meet  its  obli- 
gations, and  the  officers  of  which  did 
not  anticipate  that  the  commissioner 
of  banks  would  take  over  the  same, 
could  not  be  rescinded.  And  in  Wil- 
liams V.  Van  Norden  Trust  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
supra,  the  court  said :  'The  mere  fact 
of  insolvency  at  the  time  the  deposit 
was  received  is  not  sufficient  to  justify 
a  finding  of  fraud,  but  the  insolvency 
must  be  of  such  a  character  that  it 
was  manifestly  impossible  for  the 
bankers  to  continue  in  business  and 
meet  their  obligations;  and  that  fact 
must  have  been  known  to  the  bankers,, 
so  as  to  justify  the  conclusion  that 
the  bankers  accepted  the  depositor's 
money  knowing  that  they  would  not, 
and  could  not,  respond  when  the  de- 
positor demanded  it.  It  is  fraud  that 
must  be  proved.    An  honest  mistake 
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as  to  the  condition  of  the  bank  and  an 
honest  belief  in  the  solvency  of  the 
institution,  if  it  exists,  negative  the 
conclusion  of  the  fraud  upon  which 
the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  must 
depend."*  And  that  mere  insolvency 
does  not  necessarily  render  the  receiii^ 
of  deposits  by  a  banker  fraudulenl^ 
see  Rochester  Printing  Co.  v.  Loomis 
{1&87)  45  Hun,  93,  9  N.  Y.  S.  R.  592, 
affirmed  without  opinion  in  (1890)  120 
N.  Y.  659,  24  N.  E.  1103,  as  quoted, 
supra;  and  Stapleton  v.  Odell  (1897) 
21  Misc.  94,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  13. 

Nor  will  the  mere  fact  that  the  bank 
fails  soon  after  receiving  a  deposit,  in 
the  absence  of  frautl,  entitle  the  de^ 
positor  to  rescind  the  contract  of  de- 
posit. Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Lloyd  (1881)  25  Hun  (N.  Y.)  101» 
affirmed  in  (1882)  90  N.  Y.  530;  People 
▼.  St.  Nicholas  Bank  (1894)  77  Huni, 
159,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  407;  People  v.  St. 
Nicholas  Bank  (1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  421 ;  People  v.  St  Nicholas 
Bank  (1894)  77  Hiin,  611,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  421;  People  v.  St.  Nicholas  Bank 
(1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28  N.  Y.  Suppw 
421;  People  v.  St.  Nicholas  Bank 
(1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
422;  People  v.  St.  Nicholas  Bank 
(1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
422;  People  v.  St.  Nicholas^  Bank 
(1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  423. 

And  where  a  bank  is  as  a  matter  of 
fact  insolvent  at  the  time  a  deposit  is 
received,  but  such  fact  is  not  actually 
known  to  its  officers,  and  the  circum- 
stances are  not  such  as  to  charge  them 
with  constructive  notice  thereof,  the 
receipt  of  the  deposit  does  not  work  a 
fraud,  and  the  depositor  cannot  re^ 
claim  the  deposit,  but  must  stand  with 
other  depositors.  Goshorn  v.  Murray 
(1912)  197  Fed.  407,  reversed  on  other 
grounds  in  (1914). 12,7  CCA.  464,  210 
Fed.  880;  Balbach  V.  JFrelinghuysen 
(1883)  16  Fed.  675;  Terhufle  v.  Bank  of 
Bergen  County  (1881)  34  N.  J.  Eq. 
867;  Perth  Amboy  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
Middlesex  County  Bank  (1900)  60 
N.  J.  Eq.  84,  45  Atl.  704;  People  v.  St, 
Nicholas  Bank  (1894)  77  Hun,  159,  iS 
N.  Y.  Supp.  407;  People  v,  St.  Nichol- 
as Bank  .(1894)  77  Hua,  611,  28  N.  Y. 
Suijp.  421  f  People  v.' "St.  Nicholas 
fiaiik   (1894)   f7  «uil,  611.  28  N.*  Y.' 


Supp.  421;  People  v.  St  Nicholas 
Bank-n894)  77  Hun,  eil,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  422;  People  v.  St.  Nicholas  Bank 
(1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
422;  People  v.  St.  Ni<:holas  Bank 
(1894)  77  Hun,  611,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
428;  Stapleton  v.  OdeU  (1897)  21 
Uisc  94,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  13 ;  Williams 
V.  Cox  (1896)  97  Tenn.  555,  37  S.  W. 
282  (on  rehearing  in  (1897)  99  Tenn. 
403,  42  S.  W.  3). 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  knowl- 
edge of  insolvency  which-  is  sufficient 
to  avoid  transactions  between  a  baidc 
and  its  customers,  on  the  grouna  ox 
fraud,  must  have  been  that  of  the 
directors,  who  represent  and  have 
oentrol  of  the  bank,  and  that  knowl- 
edge upon  the  part  of  an  officer,  such 
as  a  cashier,  is  ndt  sufficient.  Balbach 
V.  Frelinghuysen  (1883)  15  Fed.  675; 
Perth  Amboy  Gaslight  Go.  v.  Middle- 
sex County  Bank  (1900)  60  N.  J.  Eq. 
84,  45  Atl.  704  (to  the  contrary,  see 
Bennington  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank  (1913) 
114  Va.  674,  45  L.R.A.(N.S.)  7S1,  77 
S.  B.  455). 

'  And  it  has  been  expressly  held  that 
to  sustain  a  charge  of  fraud  it  is  not 
sufficient  that  the  bank  officials  knew, 
er,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
and  diligence  might  have  known,  of 
the  insolvency  of  the  bank.  Howe  v. 
Akron  Sav.  Bank  Co.  (1913)  16  Ohio 
C.  0.  N.  S.  320.  The  court  said  that 
the  fact  that  the  officials  might  have 
known  was  not  sufficient,  and  approved 
the  rule  that  they  must  know  or  be- 
lieve. 

But  there  is  authority  to  the  effect 
that  the'  facts  may  be  such  that  the 
necessary  knowledge  of  insolveiley  up- 
on the  part  of  the  bank  will  be  pre-r 
sumed,  so  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
specifically  allege  knowledge  to  bring 
•the  cuse  within  tl^e  rule .  respecting 
fraud*     Thus,  in   Somerville  v.   Beal 
(1892)  49  iFed.  790,  affirmed  in  (1892) 
17  L.R.A.  291,  1  C.  C.  A.  598,  5  U.  S. 
App.  14,  50  Fed.  647,  where  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  bank  was  "irretrievably 
insolvent,  and  made  so  by  the  opera- 
"  tions  of  the  president  and  two  others 
.  of  the  •  directors,"  it  was  held  that  it 
..must   be   presumed   that   the   officers 
•'knew  the  iofidition  of  affaifk  and' the 
consequences  df  their  own  «etfl,*8othat 
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it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  specifical- 
ly that  the  officers  had  knowledge  of 
the  insolvency.  And  an  express  show- 
ing of  actual  knowledge  is  not  neces- 
sary. See  Re  Silver  (1912)  208  Fed. 
797,  holding  that  a  private  banker  who 
was  so  hopelessly  insolvent  on  the  day 
of  closing  that  his  estate  would  p^y 
but  1  per  cent  must  be  presumed  to 
have  had  knowledge  of  his  insolvency 
on  the  preceding  day»  so  as  to  make  ac- 
ceptance of  deposits  by  him  on  that 
day  fraudulent  within  the  meaning  of 
the  rule  as  to  recovery  thereof. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  mere 
belief  or  escpectation  that  the  bank  is 
actually  solvent,  and  will  be  able  to 
meet  liabilities  and  continue  in  busi- 
ness, is  not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  re- 
ceipt of  a  deposit  being  fraudulent, 
where  the  facts  are  such  that  the  offir 
cers  had  reason  to  know  that  the  con- 
cern was  not  solvent  and  could  not 
survive.  Chicago  Title  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Household  Guest  Co.  (1900)  88  IlL 
App.  126. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  promise  of 
a  third  party  to  see  the  bank  through 
its  difficulties  does  not  justify  an  in* 
solvent  bank  in  continuing  to  receive 
deposits,  if  there  is  no  security  tost 
the  performance  of  the  promise. 
Thus,  in  Rochester  Printing  Co.  v. 
Loomis  (1887)  45  Hun,  93,  9  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  592,  affirmed  without  opinion  in 
(1890)  120  N.  Y.  659,  24  N.  E.  1108, 
the  court  said :  "A  man  cannot  honest* 
ly  carry  on  banking  business  upon  a 
mere  promise  of  another  to  carry  him, 
without  some  security  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  promise.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  no  legal  duty  had  been 
assumed  by  Upton  to  provide  Moore 


with  currency  to  do  his  business. 
Good  faith  toward  his  customers  re- 
quired something  more  for  its  support 
than  mere  expectation  that  funds 
would  be  supplied  to  enable  him  to 
meet  his  obligations  to  his  depositors. 
The  expectation  must  be  founded  upon 
some  right  of  property,  or  in  some 
legal  duty  furnishing  in  a  reasonable 
degree  the  right  to  suppose  that  his 
wants  would  be  supplied*  or  tiiat  his 
demand  for  the  purpose  could  be  in 
some  manner  enforced.  If  A  should, 
without  capital,  open  a  banking  office, 
and  announce  to  the  public  by  appear* 
ances  that  he  is  a  banker,  and  proceed 
to  receive  the  people's  money  on  de- 
posit, which  he  cannot  and  does  not 
repay,  it  can  hardly,  in  the  legal  sense, 
or  necessarily,  be  regarded  as  an 
honest  enterprise  on  his  part,  merely 
because  B  had  given  him  assurance, 
unsupported  by  liability,  that  he 
would  furnish  him  money  as  he  should 
from  time  to  time  need  it  The  situa- 
tion represented  by  the  banker  is  that 
of  ability  founded  upon  capital  und«r 
his  control  to  meet  his  engagements, 
tod  if  he  has  it  not,  his  cu8t<»ner8  are 
deceived  and  misled  by  the  appearance 
he  gives  to  his  invitation  for  patron- 
age. And  this  deception  he  has  no 
right  to  produce,  whatever  may  be  his 
hopes  founded,  neither  on  capital  of 
his  own,  or  upon  any  personal  obliga- 
tion of  another  which  he  has  any 
power  to  conunand  or  enforce.  At  all 
events,  whatever  may  be  his  hope  or 
expectation  under  such  circumstances, 
he  would  not  necessarily  be  relieved 
from  the  charge  of  fraud  in  obtaining 
moneys  which  he  has  failed  and  is 
unable  to  repay.''  6.  J.  C. 


CLEVELAND,   CINCINNATI,   CHICAGO,  &   ST.  LOUIS   RAILWAY 

COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

CLARENCE  GRAMBO,  Se.,  Adnar.,  etc.,  of  Clarence  Grambo,  Jr^  De- 
ceased. 

Ohio  Supreme  Court -^yoveniber  22,   102 1^ 

(—  Ohio  St  --,  134  N,  E.  648.) 

Municipal  corporation  —  ordinance  limiting  speed  of  trains  —  validity. 
1.  An  ordinance  regulating  the  speed  of  trains  through  a  municipalit;^ 
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enacted  under  the  exercise  of  police  iK)wer,  which  conforms  to  the  limi- 
tations prescribed  by  the  legislature,  is  presumptively  reasonable  and 
valid,  and  not  in  conflict  with  the  state  or  Federal  Constitutions.  But  the 
presumption  may  be  rebutted,  and  in  order  to  overcome  such  presumption 
a  railway  company  must  affirmatively  show  its  unreasonableness. 
[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  an  page  1222.] 


Negligence  —  of  child. 

2.  Children  are  not  chargeable  with 
the  same  care  as  persons  of  mature 
years.  Although  children  are  required 
to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  avoid  the 
injuries  of  which  they  complain,  such 
care,  as  applied  to  them,  is  Uiat  degree 
of  care  which  children  of  the  same 
age,  education,  and  experience,  of  or- 
dinary care  and  prudence,  are  accus- 
tomed to  exercise  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  125;  8  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1034.] 

—  contributory  negligence  of  parent. 

8.  In  the  negligence  action  for  the 
death  of  a  boy  ten  years  of  age,  the 
defense  of  contributory  negligence  is 
available  against  the  father  and 
mother  as  beneficiaries,  and  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  under  proper  instruc- 
tions.   In  case  the  issue  is  resolved 


against  such  beneficiaries,  the  right  of 
recovery  is  not  affected,  but  only  the 
amount  of  recovery,  when  there  are 
other  beneficiaries  not  charged  with 
negligence. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  128;  8  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1086.] 

Pleading  —  striking  —  nnreasMuible- 

ness  of  ordinance. 

4  Where  a  city  speed  ordinance  is 
pleaded  as  an  element  of  negligence 
charged  in  a  personal-injury  case,  and 
the  defendant,  by  way  of  defense,  ad- 
mits the  existence  of  the  ordinance, 
but  denies  its  validity,  setting  out  facts 
which,  if  true,  would  tend  to  show  the 
ordinance  to  be  unreasonable  in  its  ap- 
plication to  the  facts  of  the  case,  the 
action  of  the  court  in  sustaining  a 
motion  to  strike  out  such  matters  is 
error. 


Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  Franklin  County  to  review  a  judg- 
ment afiirming  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  his 
decedent,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Re- 
versed* 


Statement  by  Hough,  J. : 

The  submission  in  the  above  case 
was  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing 
the  judgments  of  the  two  lower 
courts  for  errors  appearing  on  the 
face  of  the  record. 

It  was  an  action  for  personal  in- 
jury, which  resulted  in  the  death  of 
plaintiff's  decedent,  a  boy  ten  years 
of  age,  the  killing  of  the  horse  which 
he  was  driving,  and  the  destruction 
of  the  vehicle,  by  defendant's  pas- 
senger train  at  a  grade  crossing  in 
the  city  of  Columbus,  Ohio,  near  the 
west  corporation  line. 

The  accident  took  place  on  the 
17th  day  of  October,  1917.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict  against  the 
railway  company,  on  which  judg- 
ment was  entered.  Motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  overruled,  and  error 
was  prosecuted  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals, where  the  judgment  was  af- 
firmed. 


The  petition  is  based  on  the  fol- 
lowing charge  of  negligence :  That 
the  grade  crossing,  by  reason  of  its 
location  and  grade,  the  general  situ- 
ation in  the  immediate  vicinity,  the 
arrangement  of  the  tracks,  together 
with  the  natural  obstructions  in  that 
vicinity,  and  because  the  crossing 
was  without  protection  of  flagman, 
gate,  or  barrier,  was  of  a  highly 
dangerous  character ;  that  no  warn- 
ing was  given  or  preventions  taken ; 
that  the  train  was  traveling  at  an 
excessive  rate  of  speed,  to  wit,  45 
miles  per  hour ;  and  that  the  act  of 
striking  and  killing  plaintiffs  de- 
cedent was  wanton  and  wilful. 

A  further  allegation  is  then  made 
that  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1889, 
the  city  of  Columbus  duly  passed  an 
ordinance  which  makes  it  unlawful 
to  operate  locomotives  and  trains 
over  crossings  at  grade  within  the 
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municipality  at  a  rate  of  speed  iu 
excess  of  6  miles  per  hour. 

To  this  petition  an  amended  an- 
swer was  filed,  alleging,  among  oth- 
er things,  that  the  ordinance  of  the 
city  of  Columbus  mentioned  in  the 
petition  prescribes  an  unreasonable 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce 
and  is  a  direct  and  unconstitutional 
interference  witih  interstate  com- 
merce, and  is  therefore  unconstitu- 
tional in  the  various  particulars 
therein  enumerated. 

Other  averments  are  then  made, 
setting  out  in  detail  why  the  ordi- 
nance prescribes  unreasonable  regu- 
lations, including  an  exhibit  show- 
ing on  its  face  that  22.2  per  cent  of 
the  distance  between  the  Cleveland 
and  Cincinnati  termini  of  the  rail- 
way company^s  line  is  within  munic- 
ipal corporations^  and  that  from  6 
to  7  miles  of  this  right  of  way  are 
within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Co- 
lumbus, and  setting  out  other  facts 
to  the  effect  that  the  crossing  where 
the  collision  occurred  is  not  of  a 
particularly  dangerous  character. 
The  answer  further  avers  that  about 
one  half  of  the  crossings  within  the 
city  of  Columbus  are  elevated,  and 
not  at  grade,  and  that  the  tracks  of 
the  company  within  the  corporation 
are  upon  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany. 

On  motion  these  averments  of  the 
amended  answer  were  stricken  out 
by  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and 
exceptions  thereto  were  noted. 

A  second  amended  answer  was 
then  filed,  including  four  defenses. 
The  first  defense  admits  certain  for- 
mal, matters,  includiiiig  the  killing 
of  the  young  lad  and  the  horse,  and 
the  destruction  of  the  vehicle,  again 
avers  that  the  ordinance  prescribes 
an  unreasonable  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce,  and  otherwise  de- 
nies each  and  every  allegation  not 
specifically  admitted. 

The  second  defense  and  the  third 
defense  are  directed  to  the  contribu- 
tory negligence  of  the  plaintifTs  de- 
cedent, and  the  fourth  defense 
charges  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  is  the  father  of 
the  boy  killed,  as  well  as  adminis- 


trator of  his  estate,  and  on  Hbe  part 
of  the  boy's  moth^>  of  the  youth's 
inexperience,  and  charges  them 
with  contributory  negligence  in  per- 
mitting and  directing  the  boy  to 
drive  the  horse  on  the  highway. 

The  reply  denies  that  the  ordi- 
nance mentioned  in  the  petition 
prescribes  an  unreasonable  regula- 
tion of  interstate  commerce,  but  ad- 
mits that  the  railway  company  is 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce; 
that  many  trains  are  operated  daily 
over  its  tracks;  that  the  train  that 
collided  with  and  killed  the  decedent 
was  en  route  from  Cincinnati  to 
Cleveland;  and  that,  if  said  train 
and  said  company  complied  with  the 
ordinance  mentioned,  the  speed 
thereof  would  be  limited  to  6  miles 
per  hour  over  ^ade  crossings. 

The  petition  in  error  raises  all 
questions  which  may  be  fairly 
raised  by  the  record. 

Messrs.  Wilson  &  Rector  for  plain- 
tiff in  error. 

Messrs.  Fred  W.  Podtle  and  Harfey 
E.  Peters,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  6-piile  speed  ordinance  was 
valid. 

Southern  R.  Co.  ▼.  King,  217  U.  S. 
524,  54  L.  ed.  868, 80  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  594; 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Carlinville,  200 
111.  314,  60  L.R.A.  891,  93  Am.  St.  Rep. 
190, 65  N.  E.  730;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Illinois,  177  U.  S.  514,  44 
L.  ed.  668,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  722;  Whit- 
son  V.  Franklin,  84  Ind.  892;  Gratiot 
V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Go.  116  Mo.  450,  21 
S.  W.  1094;  St.  Louis  Southwestern 
R.  Co.  V.  Bolton,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  87, 
81  S.  W.  123 ;  Washington  Southern  R. 
Co.  V.  Lacey,  94  Va.  460,  26  S.  E.  834, 
2  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  266;  Larkin  v.  Bur- 
lington, C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Go.  86  Iowa,  492, 
52  N.  W.  480,  11  Am.  Neg.  Gas.  614; 
Knobloch  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Go. 
31  Minn.  402,  18  N.  W.  106;  Erb  v. 
Morasch,  177  U.  S.  584,  44  L.  ed.  897, 
20  Sup.  .Ct.  Rep.  819 ;  Meek  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  38  Ohio  St.  638;  Schwein- 
f  urth  V.  Cleveland,  G.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
60  Ohio  St,  216,  54  N.  E.  89 ;  New  York, 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Kistler,  66  Ohio 
St.  326,  64  N.  E.  180,  12  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
343. 

Hough,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 
The  errors  of  law  complained  of 
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in  oral  argument  and  the  briefs 
of  counsel  may  be  reduced  to  four» 
namely : 

(1)  That  the  rule  followed  by  the 
trial  court  in  reference  to  contrib- 
utory negligence  of  a  person  of  ten- 
der years  was  incorrect. 

(2)  That  if  the  decedent  was  a 
boy  ten  ye^s  of  age,  and,  because 
of  that  age,  could  not  be  charged 
with  negligence  to  the  same  degree 
as  a  person  of  mature  years,  tiien 
contributory  negligence  was  charge- 
able to  the  father  and  mother,  who 
permitted  and  directed  him  to  drive 
the  horse  on  the  highway,  from 
which  act  the  injury  and  death  oc- 
curred. 

(3)  That  the  court  charged  on 
matters  not  covered  by  the  proof. 

(4)  That  the  ordinance  which 
was  pleaded  and  admitted  in  proof 
prescribed  an  unreasonable  regula- 
tion of  interstate  commerce. 

The  general  charge  of  the  court 
is  challenged  on  all  the  above  ques- 
tions* 

1.  Contributory  negligence  be- 
comes generally  a  question  to  be 
solved  by  the  jury,  and  this  is  true 
for  the  reason  that  in  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  personal-injury  cases  there 
is  a  dispute  and  contradiction  in  the 
declarations  and  actions  of  the 
plaintiff,  t'he  instant  case  is  no 
exception  to  that  majority.  The 
standard  governing  such  negligence 
on  the  part  of  a  youth  is  not  the 
same  as  that  of  an  adult.  Cleveland 
Rolling  Mill  Co.  v.  Corrigan,  46 
Ohio  St.  283,  3  L.R.A.  385,  15  Am. 
St.  Rep.  596,  20  N.  E.  466,  and  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  53 
Ohio  St.  370,  29  L.R.A.  757,  53  Am. 
St.  Rep.  641,  41  N.  E.  980.  But, 
while  the  standard  may  differ,  the 
question,  when  facts  are  contra- 
dictory or  disputed,  remains  one  for 
the  consideration  and  disposition  of 
the  jury  under  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  with  proper 
safeguards  in  the  charge  fixing  that 
standard.  The  court  did  not  over- 
look this  rule  or  go  astray  in  this 
respect,  when  it  said:  "Plaintiff*s 
decedent,'  because  of  his  tender 
years,  is  ^  not  ehargeaUe  with  the 

20  A.L.R.— 77. 


same  standard  of  care  and  caution 
as  would  be  expected  of  a  person  of 
mature  years.  The  degree  of  care 
and  caution  which  said  decedent 
child  was  required  to  exercise  was 
that  degree  of  care  and  caution 
which  would  ordi- 
narily be  exercised  J/chSd?*'*^ 
under  similar  cir- 
cumstances by  a  child  of  the  same 
age,  education,  and  experience ;  not 
by  any  child  of  the  same  age,  but  by 
a  child  of  the  same  age,  ^ucation, 
and  experience,  of  ordinary  care 
and  prudence  for  said  age,  educa- 
tion, and  experience." 

2.  The  third  defense  of  the  second 
amended  answer  charges  the  dece- 
dent with  contributory  negligence, 
and  the  fourth  defense  alleges  that 
because  he  was  a  youth  of  tender 
years  he  was  incapacitated  for  per- 
forming the  task  he  was  engaged 
in,  and  that  his  parents,  who  per- 
mitted and  directed  him,  were  guil- 
ty of  contributory  negligence. 

The  fourth  is,  in  a  sense,  incon- 
sistent with  the  third  defense.  If 
the  boy,  by  reason  of  age,  education, 
and  experience,  was  capable  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  the  parents 
must  be  vindicated  of  that  primary 
contributory  negligence  that  might 
be  claimed  by  reason  of  the  accident. 
In  fact,  the  trial  court,  in  submit- 
ting the  question  of  contributory 
negligence  of  the  boy  to  the  jury, 
did  so,  and  properly,  on  the  theory 
that  the  boy's  own  negligence  was 
an  essential,  primary  factor  to  be 
determined  by  the  jury.  That  is  to 
say,  where  the  proof  shows  that  the 
boy  is  of  that  age,  education,  and 
experience  to  justify  the  submis- 
sion of  the  question  of  his  contrib- 
utory negligence  to  the  jury,  as  ap- 
peared in  this  case,  the  determina- 
tion of  that  question  by  the  jury, 
where  no  special  finding  is  required 
or  returned,  establishing  the  con- 
clusion of  the  jury  that  the  boy,  be- 
cause of  his  age,  education,  and  ex- 
perience, was  not  capable  of  guilt 
of  contributory  negligence,  effectu- 
ally covers  the  element  of  contrib- 
utory negligence  applied  toi  the  par- 
ticuW  accident  of  the  t>Artieular 
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case,  and  contributory  negligence  of 
the  father  or  mother,  or  both,  as  the 
question  is  raised  in  the  record,  has 
no  relevancy  except  as  it  may  affect 
their  right  of  recovery  as  benefici- 
aries. The  court  very  properly  in- 
structed the  jury  when  it  said :  "In 
the  event  you  find  that  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  (that  is  to  say,  in 
the  event  that  the  jury  resolved  the 
contributory  negligence  of  the  boy 
in  the  boy's  favor,  and  against  the 
company,  and  found  the  company 
guilty  of  actionable  negligence),  if 
you  find  that  the  decedent's  father 
or  mother,  or  either  or  both,  were 
negligent  in  placing  the  decedent  in 
a  dangerous  position,  and  that  the 
negligence  contributed  directly  and 
proximately  to  the  injury  and  death, 
you  should  not  allow  damages  or 
compensation  to  the  one  you  find  so 
negligent,  or  to  either  if  you  find 
both  so  negligent,  but  you  should 
only  allow  damages  or  compensation 
to  those  next  of  kin  not  found  so 
negligent.'' 

When  the  jury  have  arrived  at 
that  stage  in  their  deliberations,  if 
they  do  so  arrive,  where  the  com- 
pany is  guilty  of  actionable  negli- 
gence, and  the  boy  is  acquitted  of 
negligence,  then  it  is  necessary  for 
them  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  father  or  mother,  or  both  of 
them,  were  negligent  in  a  manner 
that  contributed  directly  or  proxi- 
mately to  the  injury  or  death.     If 

-eo«trib«tory  ]*  J^  determined 
neflTiiarence  of  that  they  wcrc,  they 
iMrent.  ^^^  ^^^  recover  as 

beneficiaries;  if  determined  that 
they  were  not,  they  may  so  recover. 
Wolf  V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  55 
Ohio  St.  517,  36  L.R.A.  812,  45  N.  E. 
708,  and  Cleveland,  A.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Workman,  66  Ohio  St.  509,  90 
Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  64  N.  E.  582,  12 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  162. 

The  jury  will  be  presumed  to  have 
determined  this  question  under  the 
instructions  given,  and,  if  they 
found  either  one  thus  guilty,  to 
have  eliminated  in  the  general  ver- 
dict any  amount  to  that  one  as  ben- 
eficiary, especially  in  the  absence 


of  a  request  for  and  the  return  of 
special  findings  thereon. 

3.  We  find  nothing  that  can  be 
fairly  construed  to  be  prejudicial 
error  under  this  head. 

4.  The  petition  sets  forth  the  fol- 
lowing allegations  in  reference  to  an 
ordinance  of  the  city  of  Columbus : 
"On  the  4th  day  of  February,  1889, 
the  said  city  of  Columbus  du^ 
passed  an  <n:dinance  which  makes  it 
unlawful  to  operate  locomotives  and 
trains  over  crossings  at  grade  with* 
in  said  municipality  at  a  rate  of 
speed  in  excess  of  6  miles  per  hour. 
Said  ordinance  .  .  •  was  in  full 
force  and  effect  on  the  said  17th  day 
of  October,  1917." 

The  second  amended  answer  con- 
cedes the  existence  of  the  ordinance, 
and  alleges  that  it  prescribes  an  un- 
reasonable regulation  of  interstate 
commerce.  The  ordinance  itself, 
which  was  admitted  in  evidence, 
reads  as  follows:  ^'It  shall  be  un- 
lawful for  any  railroad  company  or 
corporation,  by  or  through  its  em- 
ployees or  agents,  to  run  or  move 
any  locomotive,  car,  cars  or  train, 
upon  or  along  any  railroad  track 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Columbus,  at  a  rate  of  speed 
greater  than  6  miles  an  hour.'' 

The  amended  answer,  which  was 
superseded  by  the  second  amended 
answer,  set  out  much  broader  al- 
legations in  this  particular,  for  the 
purpose,  probably,  of  accommodat- 
ing proof  tending  to  show  that  a 
compliance  with  the  ordinance 
would  be  an  impossibility,  under  the 
contention  that  the  unreasonable- 
ness of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  regulation  amounted  to  un- 
constitutionality in  the  ordinance. 
As  has  been  stated  above,  these  mat- 
ters, upon  motion,  were  expunged 
from  the  pleadings  by  action  of  the 
court. 

The  defendant  company  asked  the 
court  before  argument  to  charge  the 
jury  that  the  ordinance  was  invalid, 
and  the  plaintiff  at  the  same  time 
requested  instructions  that  it  was 
valid.  The  court  refused  the  re- 
quest of  ihe  former,  and  granted 
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that  of  the  latter,  and  in  the  general 
charge  used  the  following  language : 

"An  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Co- 
lumbus regulating  the  speed  of 
trains  and  providing  that  no  train 
shall  be  run  at  a  greater  speed  than 
6  miles  per  hour  at  grade  crossings 
within  the  municipality  has  been 
introduced,  and  testimony  has  been 
introduced  tending  to  show  the  vio- 
lation of  this  ordinance  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

"The  court  charges  you  that  the 
violation  of  a  municipal  ordinance 
passed  in  the  proper  exercise  of  po- 
lice power  in  the  interest  of  public 
safe^,  and  not  in  conflict  with  the 
general  laws,  is  negligence  per  se, — 
that  is,  is  negligence  of  itsdf, — and 
where  such  acts  of  negligence  by 
the  defendant  are  the  direct  and 
proximate  cause  of  an  injury  not  di- 
rectly contributed  to  by  want  of  due 
care  on  the  part  of  the  injured  per- 
son the  defendant  is  liable. 

"In  other  words,  before  recovery 
can  be  had  against  the  defendant  on 
account  of  the  negligent  act  com- 
mitted by  the  violation  of  the  or- 
dinance, if  you  find  that  such  ordi- 
nance was  violated,  it  must  be 
shown  that  that  negligent  act  was 
the  direct  and  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury,  and  that  that  injury  was 
not  directly  contributed  to  by  the 
plaintifTs  decedent.'' 

The  validity  of  the  ordinance  is 
therefore  raised  in  a  number  of 
ways.  If  the  ordinance  was  valid, 
the  court  correctly  charged,  fol- 
lowing the  rule  of  law  announced 
in  the  case  of  Schell  v.  Du  Bois,  94 
Ohio  St.  93,  L.R.A.1917A,  710,  118 
N.  E.  664,  13  N.  C.  C.  A.  982.  And 
further,  if  valid,  the  action  of  the 
court  in  sustaining  the  motion  to 
strike  out  was  properly  taken.  But, 
if  the  ordinance  was  invalid,  or  if 
the  defense  tendered  thereto  in  the 
amended  answer  was  good,  then  the 
charge  of  the  court  as  given  was 
improper,  and  the  disposition  of  the 
motion  was  also  improper,  and 
would  be  the  basis  of  error. 

The  reply  admits  that  the  com- 
pany is  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce, operating  many  trains  daily 
over  its  tracks,  that  the  train  figur- 


ing in  the  accident  was  so  engaged, 
and  at  the  time  en  route  from  Cin- 
cinnati to  Cleveland,  through  Co- 
lumbus, and  that  the  speed,  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinance,  could  not 
exceed  6  miles  per  hour  over  grade 
crossings.  And  here  it  ought  to  be 
noted  that  the  terms  of  the  ordi- 
nance itself  would  permit  of  a 
broader  admission  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  below,  relying,  as  he  does,^ 
upon  the  ordinance,  because,  by  ita 
terms  that  speed  could  not  exceed 
6  miles  per  hour,  not  only  at  grade 
crossings,  but  at  all  other  crossings 
as  well;  and,  in  fact,  at  all  points 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  of  Columbus,  a  distance  of  sev- 
eral miles ;  and  it  is  the  claim  of  the 
railroad  company  that  the  observ- 
ance of  the  speed  limitation  of  6 
miles  per  hour  through  the  city 
would  materially  affect  time  sched- 
ules, particularly  of  the  fast  mail 
and  other  trains  carrying  interstate 
passengers  and  commerce. 

That  an  ordinance  regulating 
speed,  passed  in  the  proper  exercise 
of  the  police  power,  in  the  interest 
of  the  safety  and  for  the  protection 
of  the  public,  is  competent  evidence 
in  a  personal-injury  case,  under  the 
settled  law  of  Ohio,  cannot  be  doubt- 
ed. Back  in  the  '80's  Judge  John- 
son, speaking  for  this  court  in  a 
case  from  the  city  of  Bellaire  against 
a  railway  company,  laid  down  the 
rule  which  was  followed  for  many 
years,  in  Meek  v.  Pennsylvania  Co. 
38  Ohio  St.  632;  and  again,  more 
than  thirty  years  later,  this  court, 
in  another  Bellaire  case,  reported 
by  Judge  Johnson  (another  Judge 
Johnson,  of  course),  in  Schell  v.  Du 
Bois,  supra,  announced  a  like  rule 
so  far  as  competency  is  concerned, 
where  it  is  said  in  ^  2  of  the  sylla- 
bus :  "'The  violation  of  a  ipunicipal 
ordinance  passed  in  the  proper  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power,  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  public  safety,  and  not 
in  conflict  with  general  laws,  is  neg- 
ligence per  se;  and  where  such  act 
of  negligence  by  a  defendant  is  the 
direct  and  proximate  cause  of  an 
injury,  not  directly  contributed  to 
by  the  want  of  due  care  on  the  part 
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of  the  injured  person,  the  defendant 
is  liable." 

We  come,  then,  to  the  reasonable- 
ness of  existing  ordinances  as  that 
reasonableness  reflects  upon  consti- 
tutional provision  and  limitation, 
because  it  must  be  conceded  that  the 
ordinance  is  based  upon  statutory 
authority,  and,  of  course,  in  making 
the  test,  it  must  foe  made  under  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  the 
case  at  the  present  time,  and  not 
contemporaneous  with  the  passage 
of  the  original  ordinance  or  amend- 
ment. 

Transportation  problems  and 
transportation  mediums  have  un- 
dergone an  amazing  change  and  de- 
velopment since  1889.  It  is  well  to 
keep  in  mind  that  the  public  trans- 
portation agencies  owe  complex  du- 
ties and  obligations  to  the  whole 
public, — ^the  passengers  whom  they 
carry  and  the  shippers  for  whom 
they  carry,  and  the  remaining  body 
of  the  general  public, — ^to  the  end 
that  their  operation  may  be  conduct- 
ed in  such  a  way  as  to  preserve  the 
highest  degree  of  safety  and  accom- 
modation to  all.  Railroads  have 
developed  with  the  time,  and  with 
the  growth  and  development  of  the 
country,  from  short-line  independ- 
ent service,  with  slow  schedules  and 
long  transfer  waits,  to  the  consoli- 
dated fast  through  service  of  the 
transcontinental  lines  of  to-day. 
All  these  improvements  were  neces- 
sary to  keep  pace  with  the  times  and 
the  demands  of  the  public ;  and  since 
the  period  above  mentioned  other 
transportation  agencies  have  been 
created  and  made  efficient  by  the 
master  minds  and  industry  of  the 
nation.  Electric  and  gasolene  mo- 
tor vehicles  for  public  as  well  as 
private  transportation  have  come 
into  vogue,  and  have  fixed  them- 
selves permanently  in  the  business 
and  affairs  of  the  country. 

In  invoking  the  police  power  for 
the  safety  of  the  public  in  this  state 
the  legislature  has  regulated  the  use 
of  motor  vehicles,  both  public  and 
private,  and  has  imposed  speed  lim- 
its. In  other  than  business  or  close- 
ly built  up  sections  of  a  municipality 


a  maximum  speed  of  20  miles  pel- 
hour  is  permitted,  and  although 
commercial  motor  cars  have  been 
further  legislated  upon,  the  maxi- 
mum speed  for  the  greater  majority 
of  classes  has  not  been  reduced,  but, 
in  some  cases,  increased. 

The  scen^  of  this  accident  was 
near  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city,  so  that  the  20-mile  limit  would 
apply  to  the  speed  allowed  the  ma- 
jority of  motor  vehicles  at  this 
point. 

Rail  transportation  on  fixed  steel 
tracks  is  concededly  and  normally 
a  faster  method  of  transportation 
than  that  of  motor  vehicles  upon 
highways,  with  no  fixed  or  station- 
ary traction;  yet  the  regulatory 
laws  applying  to  these  two  methods 
of  transportation  differ  materially, 
with  an  apparent  discrimination 
against  the  rail  type.  There  is  no 
dearth  of  authority  on  this  question, 
as  the  question  has  been  raised  in 
many  ways  and  passed  upon  by  the 
Federal  and  state  courts  in  many 
instances.  And  it  would  appear 
from  a  casual  survey  that  there  ex- 
isted a  lack  of  harmony  in  the  con- 
clusions reached.  Upon  careful 
analysis  much  of  the  inconsistency 
disappears.  The  older  decisions  al- 
most uniformly  hold  that  properly 
delegated  police  power  may  be  ex- 
ercised without  limitation,  so  long 
as  it  is  not  invoked  unreasonably 
and  arbitrarily,  and  just  as  uni- 
formly sustain  the  regulatory  acts 
of  the  legislative  bodies,  for  the  rea- 
son, we  think,  that  the  exigencies 
of  the  cases  in  those  earlier  times 
were  not  persuasive  of  an  unreason- 
able or  discriminatory  situation  or 
application. 

The  rule  of  law  is  in  no  wise  dif- 
ferent to-day.  It  is  the  application 
of  the  old  rule  to  a  set  of  facts  based 
upon  modern  development  of  the 
transportation  business,  with  the 
corresponding  needs  and  demands 
of  the  public,  reducing  the  situation 
surrounding  the  later-day  cases  to 
an  unreasonable  absurdity,  that  has 
led  to  conclusions  of  a  different  and 
opposite  effect,  arrived  at  in  the 
more  recent  decisions. 


CLEVELAND.  C.  a  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  y.  6RAVB0. 
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An  extremely  well  considered 
case  on  the  subject  is  that  of 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  CarlinviUe, 
200  lU.  314,  60  L.R.A.  391,  93  Am. 
St  Rep.  190,  65  N.  E.  730,  where 
this  question  is  fully  discussed,  and 
a  great  number  of  the  older  deci- 
sions are  collated  and  analyzed. 
While  the  holding  in  that  case 
sustains  the  ordinance  under  con- 
sideration, yet  the  law  announced 
is  pertinent  to  the  instant  case. 
Proposition  6  of  the  syllabus  reads 
as  follows:  "The  enactment  of  an 
ordinance  regulating  the  speed  off 
trains  is  an  exercise  of  police  pow- 
er, and  before  a  court  can  hold  such 
an  ordinance  unreasonable,  the 
want  of  necessity  for  such  a  meas- 
ure for  the  public  safety  must  be 
clearly  made  to  appear/' 

And,  further,  proposition  3  an-* 
nounces  the  following  rule:  "An 
ordinance  regulating  the  speed  of 
trains,  which  conforms  to  the  limi- 
tation prescribed  by 

JSSlfii^/dT     the  statute,  is  pre- 
Bftare  limitiBs     sumed  to  be  reason- 

;riTi5^.  *'^"*"  able,  and  it  is  in- 

cumbent  upon  the 
railroad  company  seeking  to' avoid 
it  to  show  affirmatively  its  unrea- 
sonableness.'' 

The  defendant  below  attempted 
to  bring  itself  within  these  rules  of 
law  by  the  allegations  of  the  amend- 
ed answer,  in  such  a  way  as  to  ac- 
commodate proof  tending  to  show 
the  impossibility  of  observing  the 
regulation  and  at  the  same  time 
fulfilling  its  duties  as  a  carrier,  and 
to  further  show  that  the  specific 
crossing  had  no  peculiar  elements  of 
danger. 

The  United  States  Federal  court 
in  1916  announced  substantially  the 
same  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  Illi- 
nois case,  supra.  This  appears  in 
the  case  of  Lusk  v.  Dora  (D.  C.)  224 
Fed.  660,  where  it  is  said  in  prop- 
osition 2  of  the  syllabus:  "An  or- 
dinance regulating  the  speed  of 
trains,  enacted  as  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  municipality, 
delegated  to  it  by  its  charter,  is  pre- 
sumptively reasonable  and  valid, 
and  not  in  conflict  with  the  Federal 


Constitution,  but  the  presuniptioq 
may  be  rebutted." 

And  in  proposition  3  of  the  syl- 
labus: 'The  reasonableness  of  a 
municipal  ordinance,  while  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  depends  on  the  particu- 
lar facts  in  each  case." 

It  was  held  in  this  case  that  the 
ordinance,  under  the  peculiar  facts 
adduced,  imposed  an  unreasonable 
burden  on  interstate  commerce. 

A  decision  of  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  rendered  in  1917, 
very  well  illustrates  the  trend  of 
modern  decisions  upon  the  question 
uaider  consideration.  In  Seaboard 
Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Blackwell,  244 
U.  S.  310,  61  L.  ed.  1160,  L.R.A. 
1017F,  1184,  37  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  640, 
under  the  peculiar  facts  put  before 
the  court  in  that  case,  the  following 
announcement  of  the  law  was  made : 
"That  provision  of  the  'Blow-Post 
I^w'  of  Georgia  (Civ.  Code  1910^ 
§§  2675-2677)  which  requires  rail- 
road companies  to  check  the  speed 
of  trains  before  public  road  cross- 
ings so  that  trains  may  be  stopped 
in  time  should  any  person  or  thing 
be  crossing  the  track  there  is  a  di- 
rect and  unconstitutional  interfer- 
ence with  interstate  commerce  as 
applied  to  the  state  of  facts  specifi- 
cally pleaded  by  the  defendant  inter- 
state carrier  in  this  case,  whereby 
it  appears  that,  to  comply  with  the 
requirement,  the  interstate  train  in 
question  would  have  been  obliged  to 
come  practically  to  a  stop  at  each  of 
124  ordinary  grade  crossings  within 
a  distance  of  123  miles  in  Georgia, 
extending  from  Atlanta  to  the  South 
Carolina  line,  and  that  more  than 
six  hours  would  thus  have  been  add- 
ed to  the  schedule  time  of  four 
hours  and  thirty  minutes.  South- 
ern R.  Co.  V.  King,  217  U.  S.  524, 
54  L.  ed.  868,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  594, 
distinguished." 

We  are  persuaded  that  if,  in  the 
trial  of  the  case  before  us,  the  de- 
fendant had  been  permitted  to  de- 
velop the  issuable  facts  set  out  in  the 
amended  answer,  there  would  have 
been  presented  for  solution  of  court 
and  jury  a  different  situation ;  and, 
following  the  line  of  decisions  above 
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mentioned^  we  reach  the  oonelusion 

that  the  trial  caurt 
MtMi^S^n^  erred  in  its  ruling 
ir^duinJer     on    the    motion    to 

strike  out  the  mat- 
ters appearing  in  the  amended  an- 
swer, and  that  the  charge  of  the 
court  in  respect  to  the  validity  of 
the  ordinance,  as  that  validity  is  re- 
flected by  its  reasonableness  or  un- 
reasonableness in  this  case,  while 
consistent,  of  course,  with  its  hold- 
ing on  the  motion,  nevertheless  con- 
stituted prejudicial  error.  Nor  does 
the  conclusion  here  arrived  at  in 
any  wise  violate  the  rule  of  law  an- 
nounced by  this  court  in  the  first 
proposition  of  the  syllabus  in  the 
case  of  Blancke  v.  New  York  C.  R; 
Co,  103  Ohio  St.  178,  133  N.  E.  484, 
nor  is  it  inconsistent  with  the  lan- 
guage used  by  the  judge  of  this 
court  announcing  the  opinion  in 
that  case,  where  it  is  said,  at  page 
184  of  103  Ohio  St.,  at  page  486  of 
133  N.  E.:  "The  presumption  of 
law  obtains  that  such  regulation  is' 


necessary  and  reasonable,  and  be- 
fore the  court  will  interfere  with 
the  discretion  committed  to  the  pub- 
lic authorities  it  must  clearly  ap- 
pear that  the  exercise  of  such  power 
upon  the  part  of  the  municipality 
is  unreasonable  or  unnecessary  for 
the  public  safety.  And  only  where 
it  is  shown  clearly  to  tlius  court 
that  the  exercise  of  this  power 
is  unreasonable  and  arbitrary, 
unduly  restricting  the  speed  of 
trains  within  the  corporate  lim- 
its, or  where  it  unreasonably  limits 
the  speed  of  the  trains  in  open  or 
outlying  sections  of  the  municipal- 
ity where  the  puUic  safety  is  not 
affected,  may  the  court  declare  such 
regulatory  ordinance  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.'' 

The  case  is  therefore  reversed, 
and  remanded  to  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  for  a  new  trial  in  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion. 

Marshall,  Ch.  J.,  and  Johnson, 
Robinson,  Jones,  and  Matthias,  JJ.» 
concur. 


ANNOTATION. 
Reasonableness  of  regulatfam  of  speed  of  railroad  tram. 


I.  Generally,  1222. 
II.  Particular  speeds,  1225. 
III.  Regolation  covering  sparsely  settled 
district,  1225. 

IV.  Regulation  covering  switch  yard  or 

railroad  grounds,  1230.. 

V.  Interference   with   business   of   rail- 

road, 1230. 
VI.  Discrimination,   1231. 

J.  Oenerally, 

This  annotation  is  confined  to  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  reasonableness  of  rail- 
road speed  regulations  designed  to 
prevent  accident.  Cases  dealing  with 
speed  regulations  designed  to  expedite 
the  shipment  of  live  stock  are  ex- 
cluded. 

While  the  annotation  makes  no  at- 
tempt to  deal  with  the  existence  of  a 
power  to  regulate  the  speed  of  rail- 
road trains,  that  power  being  assumed 
for  the  purpose  of  the  present  discus- 
sion, it  may  be  said  by  way  of  intro- 
duction that  it  is  well  settled  that  the 


legislature  may  empower  municipal 
authorities  to  pass  ordinances  to  reg- 
ulate the  speed  of  cars  through  cities ; 
and  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  the 
municipal  authorities  of  cities  and 
large  towns  have  the  right  to  adopt 
such  ordinances  without  any  special 
legislative  sanction,  by  virtue  of  their 
general  police  power  as  to  matters 
within  their  respective  jurisdictions. 
The  cases  cited  throughout  this  anno- 
tation either  uphold  the  power  or  take 
its  existence  for  granted. 

Where  an  ordinance  regulating  the 
speed  of  trains  is  passed  in  pursuance 
of  power  expressly  conferred  by  the 
legislature,  and  the  details  of  the  mu- 
nicipal legislation  are  prescribed  by 
the  legislature,  the  ordinance  will  not 
be  held  invalid  by  the  courts  as  being 
unreasonable.  See  Chicago  &  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Carlinville  (1902)  200  UL  314. 
60  L.R.A.  891,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  190, 
65  N.  E.  730. 
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But  when  the  details  of  the  legis- 
lation are  not  prescribed,  it  is  gen- 
erally held  that  an  ordinance  passed 
in  pursuance  of  a  general  power  to 
regulate  speed  must  be  a  reasonable 
exercise  thereof,  or  it  will  be  pro- 
nounced invalid.  Lake  View  v.  Tatd 
(1889)  130  iU.  247,  6  L.R.A.  268,  22 
N.  E.  791,  affirming  (1889)  33  111.  App. 
78;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  y.  Carlinvilie 
(III.)  supra;  Soucie  v.  Payne  (1921) 
299  in.  552,  182  N.  E.  779;  Burg  v. 
Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1894)  90 
Iowa,  106,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  419,  57  N. 
W.  680;  Zumault  v.  Kansas  City  &  I. 
Air  Line  (1897)  71  Mo.  App.  670; 
Plattsburg  v.  Hagenbush  (1903)  98 
Mo.  App.  669,  73  S.  W.  725. 

In  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Carlinvilie 
(lU.)  supra,  the  court  said:  ''The 
legislature  did  not  distinctly  say  what 
may  be  done  by  municipalities  in  reg- 
ulating the  speed  of  trains  passing 
through  their  limits.  It  only  said  that 
the  speed  of  trains  should  not  be 
limited  below  a  certain  rate  per  hour, 
and  with  that  eacception  left  the  mat^ 
ter  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the 
municipal  authorities ;  and  we  think  it 
clear  the  legislature  did  not  prescribe 
the  details  to  be  observed  in  the  pas- 
sage of  an  ordinance  regulating  the' 
speed  of  trains  in  their  passage 
through  incorporated  cities  and  vil'* 
lages,  and  that  the  court  has  the 
power  to  decide  such  an  ordinance  as* 
this  invalid  if  it  clearly  appear  that 
it  be  an  unreasonable  exercise  of  such 
power." 

The  Indiana  court,  however, 
reached  the  conclusion  in  Cleneland, 
C.  C.  &  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Harrington  (1891) 
131  Ind.  426,  30  N.  E.  37,  that  no  error 
was  committed  in  refusing  to  hear 
evidence  as  to  the  unreasonableness 
of  an  ordinance,  enacted  under  ex- 
press statutory  authority,  limiting  the 
speed  of  railroad  trains  to  4  miles  per 
hour.  The  court  said:  "The  ordi- 
nance in  question  was  passed  in  the 
year  1866.  There  was  a  statute  in 
force,  at  the  time,  which  expressly 
conferred  the  power  to  pass  such  an 
ordinance.  1  Gavin  &  H.  226.  In  the 
case  above  referred  to  it  was  said  by 
this  court:  'The  power  of  a  court  to 
declare    an    ordinance    unreasonable. 


and,  therefore,  void,  is  practically  re- 
stricted to  cases  in  which  the  legisla- 
ture has  enacted  nothing  on  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  ordinance,  and,  con- 
sequently, to  cases  in  which  the  ordi- 
nance was  passed  under  the  supposed 
incidental  power  of  the  corporation 
merely.'  As  this  ordinance  was  en- 
acted by  express  statutory  authority, 
the  court  did  not  err  in  taking  it  as 
the  standard  of  duty  by  which  the  ap- 
pellant was  bound,  and  in  refusing  to 
hear  evidence  that  it  was  unreason- 
ahle." 

An  ordinance  regulating  the  speed 
of  a  railroad  train,  enacted  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power,  will  be 
sustained  unless  it  clearly  appears  to 
be  unreasonable  and  unnecessary  for 
the  safety  of  the  public,  and  for  the 
protection  of  life  and  property. 

Alabama. — See  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Loyd  (1914)  186  Ala.  119,  66  So. 
153. 

Florida. — See  Seaboard  Air  Line  R. 
Co.  V.  Smith  (1907)  53  Fla.  375,  43  So. 
236. 

Georgia. — Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co:  (1891)  87  Ga. 
392,  13  S.  E.  529 ;  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  V.  Adams  (1909)  7  Ga.  App.  146, 
66  S.  E.  494;  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Go.  V.  Peavler  (1910)  134  Ga.  618,  68 
S.  E.  432 ;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Wat- 
kins  (1913)  14  Ga.  App.  388,  80  S.  E. 
916. 

Iowa. — Meyers  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft 
P.  R.  Co.  (1881)  57  Iowa,  555,  42  Am. 
Rep.  50,  10  N.  W.  896;  Larkin  v.' 
Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
85  Iowa,  492,  52  N.  W.  480,  11  Am. 
Neg.  Cas.  514. 

Kansas.— Erb  v.  Morasch  (1898)  8 
Kan.  App.  61,  54  Pac.  323,  petition  dis- 
missed in  (1899)  60  Kan.  251,  56  Pac. 
133,  which  is  aflRrmed  in  (1899)  177 
U.  S.  584,  44  L.  ed.  897,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  819. 

Minnesota. — ^Knobloch  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1884)  31  Minn.  402, 
18  N.  W.  106;  Weyl  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1889)  40  Minn.  350,  42 
N.  W.  24;  Evison  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M. 
&  O.  R.  Co.  (1891)  45  Minn.  370,  11 
L,R.A.  434,  48  N.  W.  6. 

Missouri. — ^Robertson  v.  Wabash,  St. 
L.  &  P.  R.  Co.    (1884)   84  Mo.   121; 
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Gratiot  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1893) 
116  Mo.  450,  21  S.  W.  1094;  Murrell  v. 
Kansas  City,  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co,  (1919) 
279  Mo.  92,  213  S.  W.  964;  White  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (1891)  44  Mo. 
App.  540. 

North  Dakota. — Edwards  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1919)  42  N.  D.  154, 
171  N.  W.  873. 

Ohio. — See  the  reported  case 
(Cleveland,  C.  C,  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Grambo,  ante,  1214). 

South«  Carolina.  —  See  Rowe  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.  (1911)  89  S.  C.  217, 
71  S.  E.  833. 

South  Dakota. — Sioux  Falls  Trao 
tion  System  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1917)  39  S.  D.  17,  162  N.  W.  740. 

Tennessee. — Hines  v.  Partridge 
(1921)  144  Tenn.  219,  231  S.  W.  16. 

Texas. — St.  Louis  Southwestern  R. 
Go.  V.  Bolton  (1904)  36  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
87,  81  S.  W.  123;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dillard  (1906)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  94  S.  W.  426. 

Utah. — Shortino  v.  Salt  Lake  &  U. 
R.  Co.  (1918)  52  Utah,  476,  174  Pac. 
860. 

Virginia* — Washington  Southern  R. 
Co.  V.  Lacey  (1897)  94  Va.  460,  26  S. 
E.  834,  2  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  266. 

Wisconsin. — State  v.  Wisconsin  C. 
R.  Co.  (1906)  128  Wis.  79,  107  N.  W. 
295. 

It  will  be  presumed  that  a  speed 
ordinance  enacted  pursuant  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power  is  reason- 
able. Lusk  V.  Dora  (1915)  224  Fed. 
650 ;  Knobloch  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  (1884)  31  Minn.  402,  18  N.  W. 
106;  Weyl  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  (1889)  40  Minn.  350,  42  N.  W.  24; 
Evison  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R. 
Co.  (1891)  45  Minn.  370,  11  L.R.A. 
434,  48  N.  W.  6.  And  see  the  reported 
case  (Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Grambo,  ante,  1214).  The  presump- 
tion arises  especially  where  the  record 
is  silent  as  to  the  material  facts.  Lar- 
kin  V.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(1892)  85  Iowa,  492,  52  N.  W.  480,  11 
Am.  Neg.  Cas.  514. 

So,  a  presumption  of  reasonable- 
ness exists  where  the  ordinance  is 
passed  in  pursuance  of  express  statu- 
tory authority.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Carlinville    (1902)    200    IlL    314,    60 


L.R.A.  391,  93  Am.  St.  R^.  190,  65 
N.  E.  730;  Zumault  v.  Kansas  City  & 
I.  Air  Line  (1897)  71  Mo.  App.  670; 
Plattsburg  v.  Hagenbush  (1903)  98 
Mo.  App.  669,  73  S.  W.  725. 

Generally  it  has  been  held  that  the 
reasonableness  of  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance regulating  the  speed  of  trains 
is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  to 
decide,  unless  it  depends  on  the  ex- 
istence of  particular  facts  which  are 
disputed.  Lusk  v.  Dora  (1915)  224 
Fed.  650;  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Go. 
v.  Peavler  (1910)  134  Ga.  618,  68  S.  £. 
432;  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Ck>.  ▼. 
Adams  (1909)  7  Ga.  App.  146,  66  S.  £. 
494;  Lake  View  v.  Tate  (1889)  130 
111.  247,  6  L.R.A.  268,  22  N.  E.  791, 
affirming  (1889)  33  111.  App.  78; 
Meyers  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  t  P.  R.  Co. 
(1881)  57  Iowa,  555,  42  Am.  Rep.  50, 
10  N.  W.  896. 

In  Evison  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  & 
0.  R.  Co.  (1918)  45  Minn.  370,  11 
L.R. A.  434,  48  N.  W.  6,  the  court  said : 
"If  the  invalidity  is  apparent  on  the 
face  of  a  statute  or  ordinance,  it  has 
always  been  held  a  question  of  law 
for  the  court,  and  we  cannot  perceive 
why  the  rule  should  be  different  where 
the  invalidity  is  made  to  appear  from 
extrinsic  facts.  Any  other  rule  would 
lead  to  the  embarrassing  result  that, 
upon  the  same  state  of  facts,  one  jury 
might  hold  an  ordinance  valid,  and  an- 
other jury  hold  it  invalid.'' 

But  to  justify  a  court  in  declaring 
void  an  ordinance  limiting  the  speed 
of  trains  within  a  city,  its  unreason- 
ableness or  want  of  necessity  as  a  po- 
lice regulation  for  the  protection  of 
life  and  property  must  be  clear,  mani- 
fest, and  undoubted.  Central  R.  & 
Bkg.  Co.  V.  Brunswick  &  W.  R. 
Co.  (1891)  87  6a.  386,  13  S.  E.  520; 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Carlinville 
(1902)  200  111.  314,  60  LR.A.  391,  93 
Am.  St.  Rep.  190,  65  N.  E.  730;  Knob- 
loch V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
(1884)  31  Minn.  402,  18  N.  W.  106; 
Weyl  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co. 
(1889)  40  Minn.  350,  42  N.  W.  24; 
Evison  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R. 
Ck>.  (1891)  45  Minn.  870, 11  L.R.A.  434, 
48  N.  W.  6;  Gratiot  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  (1893)  116  Mo.  450,  21  S.  W.  1094; 
Plattsburg  v.  Hagenbush    (1908)    98 
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Mo.  App.  669,  73  S.  W.  725;  Hines  v. 
Partridge  (1921)  144  Tenn.  219,  231  S. 
W.  16. 

"Ordinances  of  this  kind  are  passed 
for  the  purpose  of  affording  protec- 
tion to  persons  and  property  while  on 
the  streets  at  grade  crossings  and 
other  places  on  the  line  of  a  railroad 
where  they  customarily  have  a  right 
to  go.  And  a  clear  case  must  be  made 
out  to  authorize  an  interference  by 
the  court  on  the  ground  of  unreasour 
ableness."  Plattsburg  v.  Hagenbush 
(1903)  98  Ma  App.  669,  73  S.  W.  725. 

II,  Particular  speeds. 

Ordinances  have  been  sustained 
which  limited  railroad  trains  within 
the  municipal  limits  to  the  following 
rates  of  speed: 

Four  miles  per  hour:  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  &  L  R.  Co.  V.  Harrington  (1891) 
131  Ind.  426,  30  N.  E.  37;  Knobloch  v« 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Go.  (1884)  31 
Minn.  402,  18  N.  W.  106;  Weyl  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Go.  (1889)  40 
Minn.  350,  42  N.  W.  24;  Hines  v.  Par- 
tridge (1921)  144  TemL  219,  231  S.  W. 
16. 

Five  miles  per  hour:  Washington 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Lacey  (1897)  94 
Va.  460,  26  S.  E.  834,  2  Am.  Neg.  R^. 
266. 

Six  miles  per  hour:  Western  &  A. 
R.  Go.  v.  Watkins  (1913)  14  Ga.  App. 
388,  80  S.  E.  916;  Crowley  v.  Burling- 
ton, C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1885)  65  Iowa, 
658,  20  N.  W.  467,  22  N.  W.  918 ;  Rob- 
ertson  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
(1884)  84  Mo.  121;  Merz  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  (1886)  88  Mo.  672,  1  S.  W. 
382,  affirming  (1883)  14  Mo.  App.  459; 
Grube  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1889)  98 
Mow  330,  4  L.R.A.  776,  11  S.  W.  736; 
Bluedorn  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1891) 
108  Mo.  439,  32  Am;  St.  Rep.  615,  18 
S.  W.  1103;  Gratiot  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  (1893)  116  Mo.  450,  21  S.  W.  1094; 
Murrell  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  L.  &  C.  Ri 
Co.  (1919)  279  Mo.  92,  213  S.  W.  964; 
Edwards  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
(1919)  42  N.  D,  154,  171  N.  W.  873; 
Sioux  Falls  Traction  System  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1917)  39  S.  D.  17, 
162  N.  W.  740;  St  Louis  Southwestern 
R,  Co.  V.  Bolton  (1904)  36  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  87,  81  S.  W.  123 ;  State  v.  Wiscon- 


sin C.R.  Co.  (1906)  128  Wis.  79,  107  N. 
W.  295.  And  see  the  reported  case 
(Clbvbland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
6&AMB0,  ante,  1214). 

Ten  miles  per  hour:  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  v.  Adams  (1909)  7  Ga. 
App.  146,  66  S.  £.  494;  Chicago  &  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Carlinville  (1902)  200  111. 
314,  60  L.R.A.  391,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  190, 
65  N.  E.  730;  Soucie  v.  Payne  (1921) 
299  111.  552,  132  N.  E.  779;  Larkin  v. 
Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
85  Iowa,  492,  52  N.  W.  480,  11  Am. 
Neg.  Gas.  514. 

Twelve  miles  per  hour:  Shortino  v. 
Salt  Lake  &  U.  R.  Co.  (1918)  52  Utah, 
476,  174  Pac.  860. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  courts  have 
held  to  be  unreasonable  ordinances 
limiting  the  rate  of  speed  of  railroad 
trains  as  follows : 

Four  miles  per  hour:  Meyers  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1881)  57 
Iowa,  555,  42  Am.  Rep.  50,  10  N.  W. 
896 ;  Evison  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0. 
R.  Co.  (1891)  45  Minn.  370,  11  L.R.A. 
434,  48  N.  W.  6 ;  White  v.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  (1891)  44  Mo.  App.  540. 

Six  miles  per  hour:  Lusk  v.  Dora 
(1915;  D.  C.)  224  Fed.  650;  Burg  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1894)  90 
Iowa,  106,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  419,  57  N. 
W.  680;  Zumault  v.  Kansas  City  &  I. 
Air  Line  (1897)  71  Mo.  App.  670; 
Plattsburg  v.  Hagenbush  (1903)  98 
Mo.  App.  669,  73  S.  W.  725. 

» 

III.  Regulation  covering  sparsely  settled 

district. 

Municipal  speed  regulations  are  usu- 
ally upheld  even  as  applied  to 
sparsely  settled  territory  at  the  out- 
skirts of  the  municipality,  if  the  ex- 
tent of  sparsely  settled  territory  in- 
cluded ij9  not  too  great.  Larkin  v. 
Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1892)  85 
Iowa,  492,  52  N.  W.  480,  11  Am.  Neg. 
Caa.  514;  Erb  v.  Morasch  (1898)  8 
Kan.  App.  61,  54  Pac.  323;  Knobloch 
v,  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1884) 
31  Minn.  402,  18  N.  W.  106;  Houston 
&  T.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Dillard  (1906)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  94  S.  W.  426. 

Thus,  in  Knobloch  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1884)  31  Minn.  402, 18  N. 
W.  106,  supra,  an  action  for  damages, 
the  court  held  an  ordinance  limiting  the 
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speed  of  trains  within  the  city  of  St. 
Paul  to  4  miles  an  hour  not  to  be  un- 
reasonable, although  the  accident  took 
place  at  a  crossing  in  a  sparsely  set- 
tled portion  of  the  city.  The  court 
8aid :  "At  this  time,  when  it  is  much 
the  fashion  to  include  within  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  cities  large  tracts  of 
surrounding  country,  there  will  un- 
doubtedly be  portions  in  which  a  re- 
striction of  the  speed  of  trains  to  4 
miles  an  hour  may  be  so  manifestly 
unnecessary  and  unreasonable  that  a 
court  may  declare  it  void.  .  *  .  The 
portion  of  the  city  tn  question  here  is 
different.  It  appears  to  be  laid  out  in 
streets.  Within  a  short  distance  of 
the  crossing  in  question  there  appears 
to  be  a  considerable  and  rapidly  in- 
creasing city  population,  and  the 
street  making  the  crossing  is  a  good 
deal  traveled.  .  .  .  While  it  may  be 
true  that  a  higher  rate  of  speed 
through  the  portion  of  the  city  in 
question  would  be  consistent  with  the 
public  safety,  we  cannot  say  it  is  so 
clearly  and  manifestly  the  case  that 
we  can  hold  the  passage  of  the  ordi- 
nance- an  abuse  of  discretion  on  the 
part  of  the  common  council.  If  the 
ordinance  be  unreasonable^  and  un- 
necessarily oppressive  to  commerce, 
the  best  way  to  prove  that  and  secure 
its  modification  is  to  obey  it." 

So;  in  Erb  v.  Morasch  (1^98)  8  Kan. 
App.  61,  54  Pac.  323,  wherein  it  was 
objected  that  a  speed  ordinance  was 
unreasonable  because  of  the  fact  thai 
the  part  of  the  city  where  the  acci- 
dent occurred  was  uninhabited,  and 
therefore  there  was  no  reason  to  im- 
pose restraints  on  commerce  such  as 
existed  in  the  more  populous  parts  of 
the  city,  the  court  said  that  "had  the 
track  of  the  railroad  company  been 
fenced,  as  in  some  of  the  cases  re- 
ferred to  by  counsel  in  the  brief,  and 
had  the  country  where  the  accident 
occurred  been  agricultural  grounds, 
the  objection  might  have  been  ten- 
able; but  the  evidence  in  the  record 
discloses  the  fact  that  that  portion  of 
the  city  where  the  accident  occurred 
is  not  thinly  populated  and  is  not  agri- 
cultural lands;  that  the  track  of  the 
company  was  not  fenced;  and  that  all 
the  damages  to  which  the  inhabitants 


at  the  city  were  subjected  existed  in 
that  paH  of  the  city  as  well  as  in  any 
other  part,  though  probably  not  to  so 
great  a  degree — but  it  was  simply  a 
matter  of  degree." 

In  Larkin  v.  Buriington,  C.  R.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  (Iowa)  supra,  an  ordinance 
was  held  to  be  reasonable  which  re- 
quired the  defendant  to  operate  its 
trains  at  a  rate  of  speed  not  exceeding 
10  miles  an  hour  for  a  distance  of  i 
of  a  mile  from  its  station,  although 
the  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the 
right  of  way  was  fenced  on  each  side, 
and  that  there  was  only  a  private 
crossing  between  the  place  where  the 
accident  happened  and  the  station. 

If  an  ordinance  regulatin^r  the  speed 
of  trains  embraces  in  its  language  the 
whole  area  of  a  city,  and  is  reasonable 
in  itself,  the  court  may  submit  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether,  on  account 
of  the  special  local  conditions  and  sur- 
roundings, it  is  reasonable  as  applied 
to  a  particular  locality  jiist  inside  the 
city  limits.  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1891)  87  Ga. 
886,  18  S.  E.  520;  Nashville,  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Peavler  (1910)  134  6a. 
618,  68  S.  E.  432.  In  Central  R.  & 
Bkg.  Co.  V.  Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co. 
(Ga.)  supra,  the  court  said:  *Tt  was 
contended  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  that  the  city  ordinance  was  un- 
reasonable in  its  application  to  the 
particular  locality  where  this  accident 
occurred ;  and  the  assignment  of  error 
upon  the  charge  given  in  reference  to 
this  subject  implies  that  the  court 
ought  to  have  so  declared.  Instead  of 
doing  so,  the  court  left  the  jury  to 
determine,  in  view  of  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case,  whether 
there  was  a  necessity  for  the  ordi- 
nance in  this  particular  locality,  and 
whether  or  not  the  operation  of  it  at 
this  place  was  reasonable.  This  was 
a  very  fair  and  proper  method  of  dis- 
posing of  this  question.  The  jury, 
with  all  the  facts  before  them,  were 
competent  to  decide  it  fairly.  The 
charge  submitted  to  them  impartially 
the  contentions  of  both  sides  as  to  the 
necessity  and  reasonableness  of  the 
ordinance,  and  they  were,  perhaps, 
better  qualified  to  reach  a  just  conclu- 
sion on  the  subject  than  the  judge 


ANNO.— 8PSa3I>T^]MUlAOA9S-*RBGUl4^9ttQN. 


1227 


himself.  At  any  rtte,  he  saw  proper 
to  submit  this  Question  to  them,  and 
we  are  unable  to  see  that  in  so  doing 
he  committed  any  error/' 
.  But  a  speed  ordinance  will  be  de- 
clared invalid  if  made  applicable  to 
any  considerable  extent  of  sparsely 
settled  territory.  In  such  a  case  it 
has  no  reasonable  relation  to  the  pub- 
lic safety,  lleyers  t.  Caiicago,  R.  I;  & 
P.  R.  Go.  (1881)  57  Iowa,  655,  42  Am. 
Rep.  50, 10  N.  W.  89&;  Burg  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1894)  90  Iowa,  106, 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  419,  57  N.  W.  680; 
White  V.  St.  Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(1891)  44  Ma.  App.  540;  Zumault  v. 
Kansas  City  &  I.  Air  Lane  (1897)  71 
Mo.  App.  670;  Plattsburg  v.  Hagen- 
bush  (1903)  98  Mo.  App.  669,  73  S.  W. 
725. 

Thus,,  in  Meyers  v.  Chicago,  R.  I. 
&  P«  R.  Co,  (Iowa)  supra,  an  ordi- 
nance which  prohibited  the  running 
of  a  railway  train  at  a  higher  rate  of 
8i>eed  than  4  miles  an  hour  for  a  dis- 
tance of  8  miles  through  agricultural 
lands  outside  the  inhabited  portions  of 
a  city,  on  a  track  fenced  on  both  side6, 
was  declared  to  be  unreasonable  and 
void.  The  court  said:  ''Under  the 
ordinance  in  question  in  this  case  it 
would  take  three  quarters  of  an  hour, 
after  entering  the  corporate  limits  of 
Council  Bluffs,  to  pass  over  3  miles  of 
railroad,  through  agricultural  lands, 
fenced  on  both  sides,  and  reach  the 
inhabited  portion  of  the  city,  and  it 
would  take  over  one  hour  and  a  quar- 
ter to  reach  the  terminus  of  the  rail- 
road at  the  Union  Pacific  depot.  One 
of  the  objects  of  railroads  is  to  secure 
quick  transportation  for  freight  and 
passengers.  The  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion not  only  places  an  unreasonf^ble 
restriction  upon  the  railways  them- 
selves, but  it  unreasonably  impedes 
the  whole  traveling  public.  No  neces- 
sity has  been  shown,  and  none  cer- 
tainly exists,  for  limiting  railways  to 
a  speed  of  4  miles  an  hour,  for  3  miles 
before  they  enter  the  inhabited  por- 
tion of  a  city,  and  whilst  passing 
through  agricultural  lands  fenced 
upon  both  sides.  If  all  the  cities 
situated  along  the  line  of  the 
defendants'  road  between  (Council 
Bluffs  and  Chicago  should  enact  and 


.enforce  a  like  ^urdinance,-  it  .is  appar* 
ent  that  the  time  between  the  two 
citiyes  .  would  be  greatly,  increased. 
iTJ^. ordinance  operates  as  a  restraint 
upon  commerce,  and,  in  our  opinion, 
ought  not  to.be  sustained.^' 
.  And  in.  Burg  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  C9.  (1894)  90  Iowa,  106,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  419,  57  N.  W.  680,  an  ordinance 
limiting  the  speed  of  railroad  trains 
'to  6  miles  per  hour  was  declared  to  be 
unreaaonable  and  void  as  applied  to 
that. part  of  the  city  added  to,  and  in- 
cluded in,  its  boundaries  after  the  or- 
dinance was  passed,  and  at  a  point 
where  ^  no  platted  streets  were  open 
across  the  track,  and  where  the  right 
of  way  was  fenced  on  both  sides.  The 
court  s^id:  "It  is  not  to  be  under- 
stooji  that  the  ordinances  of  the  city 
do  not  apply  to  it  as  enlarged;  but,  in 
determining  the  question  whether  or 
not  the  ordinance  is  so  unreasonable 
.  as  to  be  of  no  validity  at  the  point  in 
question,  importance  may  be  given 
to  the  fact  of  whether  or  not  the  act, 
at  the  time  of  its  passage,  was  de- 
signed or  intended  as  having  force 
there;  for,  if  not,  the  legislative  sanc- 
tion comes  from  the  fact  that  the  ordi- 
nance stands  unrepealed  after  the  ter- 
ritorial change  in  the  city,  rather  than 
from  legislative  action  based  upon 
known  conditions.  How  far  such  a 
fact  should,  or  might,  properly  inQu- 
ence  a  judicial  determination  of  the 
question  of  the  unreasonableness  of 
an  ordinance,  as  bearing  on  its  valid- 
ity, is  not,  perhaps,  to  be  definitely 
stated,  nor  would  it  likely  be  the  same 
in  all  cases.  At  the  place  where  the 
accident  occurred,  there  was  no  great- 
er necessity  for  such  a  limit  on  the 
speed  of  the  train  than  in  very  many 
places  outside  the  city  or  station 
limits.  East  of  the  point  some  2,800 
feet  are  brickyards,  where  there  is  an 
opening  for  men  and  teams  to  cross 
the  track.  From  this  point  west,  some 
2  miles  beyond  the  place  of  the  acci- 
dent, the  defendant's  right  of  way  is 
fenced.  It  is  also  fenced  through 
West  End  addition  to  the  city  of  Des 
Moines,  which  is  over  1,200  feet  east 
of  the  place  of  the  accident,  and  in 
this  addition  the  platted  streets  do  not 
cross  the  railway  track.    Along  where 
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the  accident  happened,  on  both  sidefei 
of  the  track,  there  are  no  residences, 
except  that  of  Burg,  it  being  about  a 
fourth  of  a  mile  from  any  other,  €nA 
the  land  is  wooded  and  uncultivated 
on  both  sides  of  the  road,  except  a 
small  piece  near  the  house  of  Burg. 
This  case  comes  clearly  within  the 
rule  and  reasoning  of  Meyers  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  supra. 
Some  importance  is  attached  to  the 
facts  of  the  platted  West  End  addi- 
tion and  the  brickyards  crossing  just 
east  of  it.  They  are  not  of  such  im- 
portance as  to  change  the  rule.  In 
the  addition,  there  are  but  a  few  build- 
ings,— seven  in  all, — ^and,  as  we  have 
said,  the  streets,  as  opened,  do  not 
cross  the  right  of  way,  which  is  fully 
protected  by  its  fences.  The  brick- 
yards crossing  is  some  2,800  feet  east 
of  the  point  of  the  accident,  and  could 
not  in  any  way  affect  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  rate  of  speed  at  that  point. 
After  leaving  the  brickyards  crossing, 
if  not  before,  the  train  had  passed  the 
conditions  as  to  settlement  and  the 
business  of  the  city  which  demanded 
the  limit  upon  train  speed  that  is  im- 
posed by  the  ordinance.  The  city,  as 
enlarged,  is  9  miles  in  width,  requir- 
ing, under  the  limitations  of  the  ordi- 
nance as  to  rate  of  speed,  one  hoXir  and 
thirty-five  minutes  to  make  the  dis- 
tance, when,  without  any  opportunity 
for  dispute,  for  a  part  of  the  distance 
the  limit  is  absolutely  unnecessary." 
Likewise,  in  White  v.  St.  Louis  &  S. 
P.  R.  Co.  (1891)  44  Mo.  App.  540,  a 
speed  ordinance  permitting  only  4 
miles  an  hour  through  the  outlying 
districts  of  a  small  town  was  held  to 
be  unreasonable,  the  court  saying: 
"The  uncontroverted  facts  show  that 
the  city  has  a  population  not  exceed- 
ing fifteen  hundred  inhabitants,  and 
that  only  about  one  third  of  its  area 
is  platted,  the  residue  consisting  of 
farming  lands.  The  restriction,  if 
valid  at  all,  extends  over  this  entire 
area.  As  far  as  the  farm  lands  are 
concerned,  the  necessity  of  any  re- 
striction whatever  is  not  obvious,  and 
as  far  as  the  residue  of  the  town  is 
concerned,  the  necessity  of  a  restric- 
tion to  4  miles  an  hour,  which,  as  we 
know,  is  less  than  the  maximum  speed 


permitted  in  the  most  pofiulous  cities 
in  this  state,  is  equally  not  apparent 
In  the  absence  of  anynecessity  shown, 
the  restriction  is  clearly  unreasonable. 
If  one  city  may  adopt  it,  they  all  may, 
and  thereby  make  rapid  transit,  in 
which  the  people  of  the  entire  state 
are  interested,  an  impossibility.'' 

In  Zumautt  v.  Kansas  City  &  I.  Air 
Line  (1897)  71  Mo.  App.  670,  it  was 
said:  ''No  reason  has  been  shown, 
nor  has  any  been  seen  by  us,  why  the 
speed  of  the  defendant's  trains  should 
be  reduced  on  that  part  of  its  road 
situate  between  the  eastern  city  limits 
and  the  crossing  of  the  Missouri  Pa- 
cific Railway.  The  defendant's  track, 
for  the  most  of  the  way,  is  on  a  high 
embankment,  on  the  north  side  of 
which  there  is  nothing  but  the  unused 
river  shore,  and  on  the  south  side  there 
are  only  agricultural  lands.  There 
are  no  street  intersections  and  only 
one  or  two  public  traveled  roads  cross- 
ing its  track.  People  do  not  habitual- 
ly go  along  or  over  its  track.  What, 
then,  is  the  necessity  for  the  restric- 
tion? It  seems  to  us  that  it  is  so  mani- 
festly unnecessary  for  the  protection 
of  life  and  property  that  no  two  rea- 
soning minds  could  differ  as  to  it.  It 
is  well  known  that  a  great  number  of 
people,  who  are  engaged  in  connner- 
cial  and  other  pursuits  in  Kansas  City, 
reside  at  Independence,  Fairmount 
park,  and  near  other  stations  along 
the  line  of  defendant  railway,  and  to 
successfully  carry  on  their  business 
must  have  the  advantage  of  rapid 
transit  to  and  from  the  city.  Why 
oblige  the  trains  of  defendant,  while 
engaged  in  carrying  them  to  and  from 
the  city,  to  take  twenty  to  twenty-five 
minutes  in  running  the  2  miles  or  less 
between  the  eastern  limits  of  the  city 
and  the  Missouri  Pacific  crossing, 
which  could,  and  no  doubt  would,  be 
accomplished  in  five  minutes  or  less, 
but  for  the  restriction  imposed  by 
said  ordinance?  This  needless  inter- 
ference with  rapid  transit  on  defend- 
ant's railway  injuriously  affects  the 
traveling  public  and  the  defendant 
alike.  There  appears  to  be  no  greater 
necessity  for  imposing  the  restriction 
on  defendant  in  running  its  trains  in 
the  city  between  the  points  already  in- 
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dicated  than  there  is  between  the 
eastern  limits  of  the  city  of  Inde- 
pendence, where  no  rate  of  speed 
would  be  negligence  per  se.  By  im- 
posing the  restriction  the  defendant  is 
placed  at  a  disadvantage  with  other 
and  competing  lines  between  the  two 
cities,  and  it  is,  therefore,  oppressive 
and  discriminating  in  its  character. 
Within  the  populous  parts  of  the  city 
the  ordinance  is  perhaps  well  enough, 
but  in  the  sparsely  settled  parts  there- 
of it  is  unreasonable  and  in  restraint 
of  suburban  travel,  and  cannot  be  up- 
held." 

So,  in  Evison  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  & 
0.  R.  Co.    (1891)    46  Minn.  870,   11 
L.R.A.  484,  48  N.  W.  6,  it  was  said: 
"It  is  self-evident  that  a  limitation  of 
the  rate  of  speed  might  be  reasonable 
in  the  thickly  populated  and  crowded 
portions  of  a  city,  where  continuous 
buildings   obstruct  the   view   of  ap- 
proaching trains,  and  where  the  noise 
and  bustle  of  travel  and  business  are 
apt  to  prevent  people  from  hearing  the 
approach  of  a  train,  which  would  be 
wholly  unnecessary  and  unreasonable 
in  the  large  tracts  of  sparsely  popu- 
lated territory  of  a  merely  rural  char- 
acter, now  so  often  included  within 
the  corporate  limits  of  cities.    With- 
out going  into  details,  the  undisputed 
evidence  in  this  case  is  that  the  dis- 
tance between  Phalen  street  and  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  city  is  nearly 
2  miles ;  that  in  the  whole  of  this  dis- 
trict there  was  only  one  street  or  high- 
way crossing  over  defendant's  road, 
viz.,  at  Hazel  park  (a  mile  east  of 
Phalen  street),  which  was  protected 
by  cattle  guards;   that  the  railroad 
was  fenced  on  both  sides  the  entire 
distance  from  Phalen  street  to  and  be- 
yond the  city  limits,  so  that,  with  the 
exception   of   the   crossing   at   Hazel 
park,  there  was   not  a  place  where 
either  persons  or  animals  could  get 
upon  the   track  except   by   breaking 
down  or  jumping  over  the  fence.    Sub- 
stantially the  same  condition  of  things 
existed  from  Phalen  street  westward 
to  Seventh  street  station,  a  distance  of 
over   half  a   mile,   according   to   the 
scale  of  the  map  in  evidence,  the  only 
street  crossing  at  that  time  between 
these  points  being,  as  we  understand 


the  evidence,  at  Duluth  avenue,  which 
is  four  blocks  west  of  Phalen  street 
It  is  also  very  clear  that  the  country 
on  both  sides  of  the  railroad  from 
Phalen   street   eastward   to   the   city 
limits  was  very  sparsely  settled,  be- 
ing largely  in  a  state  of  nature,  and 
covered   with   brush   and   trees,   and 
what  was  improved  was  mainly  used 
for  farms  or  gardens.     Phalen  street 
itself  was  a  well-traveled  street,  be- 
ing a  leading  thoroughfare  to  reach 
Stillwater  avenue  to  the  north,  and 
thence  out  into  the  country  on  the 
road  to  Stillwater.    But  this  fact  was 
of  little  importance  so  far  as  the  speed 
of  trains  was  concerned,  as  the  rail- 
road did  not  cross  this  street  at  grade, 
but  on  a  bridge  14  feet  above.    Con- 
fining ourselves  to  the  country  from 
Phalen  street  east  to  the  city  limits, 
we  have  defendant's  railroad  running 
for  2   miles   on   the  company's   own 
right  of  way,  and  securely  fenced  on 
both  sides,  through  a  sparsely  settled 
and  comparatively  unimproved  coun- 
try, essentially  rural  in  its  character, 
with  but  one  road  or  street  crossing 
on  the  whole  distance,  and  an  ordi- 
nance limiting  the  rate  of  speed  to  4 
miles   an    hour    (about   the   rate   at 
which  an  active  man  would  walk),  at 
which  rate  it  would  take  a  train  half 
an  hour  to  run  the  2  miles.    A  mere 
statement  of  these  facts  ought  to  be 
conclusive  that,  as  applied  to  this  part 
of  defendant's  road,  the  ordinance  is  so 
manifestly  unnecessary  to  the  protec- 
tion of  life  and  property  that  no  two 
minds  could  reasonably  differ  as  to 
the  fact.    According  to  the  map,  which 
is  made  part  of  the  record,  the  limits 
of  the  city  must  be  about  9  miles  in 
length    by    7    in    breadth,    embrac- 
ing much  land  that  is  not  even  plat- 
ted, and  hence  presumably  either  un- 
improved  or  else   devoted  to   purely 
agricultural  purposes;  and  it  is  un- 
doubtedly   true    that   much    of    that 
which  is  platted  on  paper  is  in  the 
same  condition.    To  apply  a  uniform 
iron-clad   rule  to  the  whole   of  this 
territory,  that  no  train  shall  run  over 
4  miles  an  hour,  is  unnecessarily  op- 
pressive, and,  if  obeyed  or  enforced, 
would  deprive  the  public  of  anything 
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like  reasonable  suburban  'transporta* 
tion.'' 

IV*  BeguUUian  covering  ttviMi  yard  or 
railroad  grounds. 

An  ordinance  limiting  the  speed  of 
trains  is  not  unreasonable  because  it 
applies  to  uninclosed  switch  yards  in 
the  exclusive  use  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. Crowley  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  & 
N.  R.  Co.  (1885)  65  Iowa,  658,  20  N. 
W.  467,  22  N.  W.  918;  Grube  v.  Mis- 
souri  R.  Co.  (1889)  98  Mo.  380,  4 
L.R.A.  776,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  646,  11  S. 
W.  736 ;  Bluedorn  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
(1891)  108  Mo.  439,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
616,  18  S.  W.  1103. 

Nor  is  a  speed  ordinance  unreason- 
able because  it  is  applicable  to  tracks 
located  on  .  the  uninclosed  private 
property  of  the  railroad  company* 
Merz  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1886)  88 
Mo.  672,  1  S.  W.  382,  affirming  (1883) 
14  Mo.  App.  469. 

¥*  Interference   ttith    hustneM   of  rafl^ 

road. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  speed  ordi- 
nance may  operate  to  restrain  trade 
or  retard  rapid  transportation  will  not 
justify  a  court  in  holding  it  to  be  in- 
valid when  the  speed  limit  is  not  be-  ; 
low  that  prescribed  by  the  legislature, 
and  when  it  does  Hot  clearly  appear 
that  the  ordinance  is  unreasonable 
and  unnecessary  for  the  safety  of  the 
public  and  for  the  protection  of  life 
and  property.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co. 
V.  Carlinville  (1902)  200  lU.  314,  60 
L.R.A.  391,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  190,  65  N. 
E.  730 ;  Knobloch  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  (1884)  31  Minn.  402,  18  N. 
W.  106;  Weyl  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  (1889)  40  Minn.  350,  42  N.  W. 
24.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  court 
sustained  an  ordinance  prohibiting  a 
greater  rate  of  speed  than  4  miles  an 
hour,  saying:  "It  is  not  so  palpably 
and  manifestly  unreasonable  and  op- 
pressive, such  an  abuse  of  discretion 
and  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  power  of 
the  city  council,  upon  its  face,  as 
would  justify  the  court  in  setting  it 
aside.  An  ordinance  of  this  character 
may  restrain  trade,  and  yet  be  neces- 
sary and  reasonable  as  a  police  regu- 
lation. The  rapid  transaction  of  busi- 
ness by  the  railway  company  may  be 


hindered  and  trammeled  by  an'ordt^ 
nance  (controlling  and  regulating  the 
rate  of  '  speed  with  which  -  railway 
trains  'may  be  sent  over  and  through 
the  streets  and  populous  portions  of 
our  towns  and  cities,  but,  when  neces- 
sary for  the  proper  protection  of  life 
and  property,  the  celerity  and  de- 
spatch with  which  business  may  be  acr 
complished  is  but  secondary.'* 

But  it  appearing  that  indisputable 
injury  would  result  to  the  railroad, 
both  in  the  matter  of  maintaining 
schedules  and  the  physical  injury  like- 
ly to  happen  to  trains,  when  operated 
at  6  miles  an  hour,  due  in  part  to  the 
grade  and  curvature  of  the  land,  it 
was  held  in  Lttsk  v.  Dora  (1915)  224 
Fed.  660,  that  an  injunction  would  is- 
sue to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  an 
ordinance  so  limiting  the  speed.  The 
court  said:  "The  reasonableness  of 
an  ordinance,  while  a  question  of  law, 
is  dependent  upon  the  particular  facts 
in  each  case,  and  decisions  in  other 
cases  are  to  be  distinguished  for  this 
reason,  i^ough  persuasive  where  the 
facts  are  similar.  In  this  case  it  can- 
not be  said  that  >the.  railroad  passes 
through  a  densely  populated  territory 
in  passing  through  Dora.  The  use  of 
the  track  by  citizens,  owiilg  to  the 
topography  of  the  land,  is  largely  con- 
fined to  the  street  crossings,  of  which 
four  cross  the  track  at  grade,  and 
only  one  is  very  considerably  traveled. 
The  track  is  not  laid  in  a  public  street, 
within  the*  corporate  limits,  bat  on  the 
privately  owned  right  of  way  of  the 
raili^oad,  and  is  not  left  fit  for  passage 
of  pedestrians  or  vehicles  along  the 
line  longitudinally.  The  only  con- 
siderable points  of  danger  are  the 
grade  crossings.  The  operation  of 
trains  through  the  town  is  made  diHi- 
cult  by  the  grade  and  curvature  of  the 
railroad.  These  difficulties  of  opera- 
tion are  intensified  when  trains  are 
limited  to  as  low  a  speed  as  6  miles  an 
hour.  When  this  low  speed  is  re- 
quired to  be  maintained  for  as  great 
a  distance  as  li  miles,  the  effect  of 
the  restriction  upon  the  schedules  of 
fast  trains  is  disastrous;  especially 
when  it  is  considered  that  other  in- 
corporated towns  have  and  may  ex- 
et-cise  the  same  right,  ii  the  defend* 
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4Qt  has  it.    Under  modern  conditions 
of  transportation*  a  speed  of  much  in 
excess  of  6  miles  an  hour  cannot  be 
said  to  be  a  dangerous  rate  of  speed, 
except  through  densely  populated  ter- 
ritory.    It  is  an  inadequate  rate  of 
speed.    .    .    •    In  view  of  the  undis- 
puted injury  that  will  result  to  the 
plaintiffs   in   their   operation   of  the 
railroad,  both  in  the  matter  of  main- 
taining schedules  and  the  physical  in- 
jury likely  to  happen  to  trains  when 
operated  at  so  low  a  speed  as  6  miles 
an  hour,  under  the  unfavorable  condi- 
tions such  as  the  evidence  shows  exist 
in  passing  through  Dora,  it  is  clear 
that,  if  there  is  a  method  of  reasonable 
avoidance  of  or  minimizing  the  dan- 
gers incident  to.  the  passage  of  trains 
through  the  corporate  limits  of  Dora, 
which  doe9  not  necessitate  the  main- 
tenance of  such  a  low  rate  of  speed, 
it  should  be  adopted  in  lieu  of  the  re-, 
duced   speed  requirement  of  the  or-^ 
dinance.    In  view  of  the  fact  that  the' 
railrpad,  owing  to  the  conformation 
of  its  right  of  way  as  compared  with 
the  level  of  the  town  and  its  general 
character,   cannot  well   be   used   for' 
travel  throughout  its  length,  but  only 
at  the  points  of  crossing  of  the  streets 
and  the  railroad,  it  would  seem  that  a 
method  which  conserved  the  safety  of 
the  public  in  crossing  the  railroad  at 
the  street  crossings  would  answer  the 
exigency,    and   if   this   could   be    ac- 
complished,   without    requiring    the 
railroad  to  reduce  the  speed  of  its 
trains  to  as  low  a  rate  as  6  miles  an 
hour,   it   would   be   an   unreasonable 
burden  x>n  intestate  commerce  to  ^x-* 
act  of  it  such  a  maximum  spe€^d  re- 
quirement.   It  seems  to  me  clear  that 
the  grade  crossings,  even  if  they  are 
four  in  number,  as  contended  by  the 
defendant,    can    be    adequately    pro- 
tected by  flagmen  against  the  passage 
of  the  plaintiffs'  trains  oVer  the  cross- 
ings jkt  a  very  much  greater  speed 
than  6^  miles  an  hour.    There  is  liow  a 
flagman    at    the    principal    crossing. 
The  present  record  is  not  convincing 
as  to  whether  fiagfnen'  are  required  at 
the  other  crossings,  or  whether  the 
present  arrangiement  affords  adequate 
protection.    The  court  is  not  author- 
ized to  determine  what  would  be  a 


reasonable  maximum  speed,  limit  for. 
the  railroad  to  operate  under,  but  is 
limited  to  a  declaration  that  the  pres- 
ent ordinance,  fixing  a  maximum  speed 
of  6  miles  an  hour,  is  an  unreasonable 
burden  on  interstate  commerce,  and 
unenforceable  against  plaintiffs  for 
that  reason.  This  finding  is  predi- 
cated upon  the  idea  that  the  danger  to 
be  apprehended  j:an  be  adequately 
guarded  against  by  properly  protect- 
ing the  crossing  or  crossings  that 
need  protection,  by  flagmen,  without 
unnecessarily  impeding  the  plaintiffs' 
operation  of  the  railroad  by  so  strin- 
gent a  speed  limit.  The  injunction 
prayed  for  will  be  granted,  upon*  con- 
dition that  the  plaintiffs,  during  the 
period  of  its  op>eration,  maintain, 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  Dora, 
adequate  protection  against  the  haz- 
ards arising  from  the  operation  of 
tjrains  across  the  town  streets^  at 
grade,  to  those  using  such  streets.'' 
See  also  the  cases  cited  supra,  III. 

VI.  JH8oHmina$ian, 

Where  a  speed  ordinance  discrimi- 
nates between  two  competing  lines,  its 
validity  depends  on  whether  the  ispe- 
cial  circumstances  are  such  that,  in 
the  interest  of  public  safety,  the  dis- 
crimination is  necessary  and  therefore 
warranted.  Lake  View  v.  Tate  (1889) 
180  IlL  247,  6  LR.A.  268,  22  N.  E.  791, 
affirming  (1889)  88  111.  App,  78,  In 
that  case  the  ordinance  in  question 
established  two  districts,  based  on  the 
density  of  population,  and  limited  the 
speed  of  railroad  trains  in  the  more 

^  thickly  settled^  district  to  10  mtles  an 
hour.  In  the  more  sparsely  settled 
district  the  trains  of  a  competing  rail- 
road were  permitted  to  run  at  a  much 
higher  rate  of  speed.  The  contention 
that>the  ordinance  was  unreasonable 
because  it  constituted  a  special  and 

•  unwarranted  discrimination  between 
two  rival  and  competing  lines  of  rail- 
way was  sustained,  the  court  saying: 
''In  suburban  transportation  speed  is 
a  matter  of'prftne  importance,  and  the 
railway  company  that  is  able  16  offer 
to  the  public  the  speediest  transporta-. 
tion  th^reby  acquires  a  very  important, 
and  nai^ifest  adyantage  over  its  com- 
petitors.   That  said  ordinance  consti- 
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tutes  an  important  discrimination  be- 
tween said  lines  of  railway  does  not 
admit  of  serious  question.  Its  valid- 
ity then,  must  depend  upon  whether 
the  special  circumstances,  as  shown 
by  the  evidence,  are  such  that,  in  the 
interest  of  public  safety,  such  dis- 
crimination is  necessary  and  therefore 
warranted.  Undoubtedly  the  circum- 
stances of  two  lines  of  railway  run- 
ning through  the  same  city  may  be 
such  as  to  justify  or  even  necessitate 
the  imposition  of  different  measures 
of  restraint  upon  the  speed  of  their 
trains.  One  may  run  through  a  por- 
tion of  the  city  which  is  densely  popu- 
lated* and  where  a  high  rate  of  speed 
would  be  extremely  dangerous  to  per- 
sons and  property,  while  the  other 
may  run  through  a  portion  of  the 
same  municipality  where  there  are 
but  few  inhabitants,  and  where  it  is 
extremely  improbable  that  injury  will 
happen  to  any  person  who  is  in  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care.  In  such 
case  a  discrimination  could  hardly  be 
said  to  be  unreasonable.  In  the  case 
before  us,  no  such  disparity  of  circum- 
stances seems  to  be  shown.  Part  of 
the  lines  of  both  railways  is  through 
thickly  settled  portions  of  the  city, 
and  part  through  sections  where  there 
are  but  few  inhabitants.  It  may  be 
fairly  inferred  from  the  evidence  that 


the  number  of  persons  and  vehicles 
ordinarily  crossing  the  track  of  the 
Chicago  &  Evanston  Railway  at  the 
street  crossings  of  the  city  within  a 
given  time  is  somewhat  greater  than 
the  number  of  those  crossing  the 
track  of  the  Chicago  &  Northwest^ 
ern  Railway  during  the  same  time; 
but  it  appears  that  the  number  cross- 
ing the  tracks  of  both  railways  is  very 
large,  and  that  the  disparity  is  not  so 
great  as  to  necessitate  or  even  justify 
different  regulations  as  to  the  speed 
of  trains.  We  are  of  the  opinion,  then, 
that  no  justification  for  the  discrimi- 
nation is  shown,  and  that  the  ordi- 
nance, therefore,  must  be  held  to  be 
invalid." 

An  ordinance  limiting  the  speed  of 
trains  at  street  crossings  is  not  un- 
reasonable because  it  excepts  from 
its  operation  the  street  car  lines  (Erb 
V.  Morasch  (1898)  8  Kan*  App.  61,  54 
Pac.  323),  or  a  belt  line  which,  under 
statute,  can  charge  only  5  cents  for 
each  passenger  (Buffalo  v.  New  York, 
L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1897)  162  N.  Y. 
276,  46  N.  E.  497) ;  or  because,  after 
its  adoption,  an  electric  street  car 
line  is  established,  and  the  city  faila 
to  limit  the  speed  of  the  cars  (Indian- 
apolis Union  R.  Co.  v.  Waddington 
(1907)  169  Ind.  448,  82  N.  E.  1030). 

A.S.  IL 


J.  RALPH  HARPER  et  al.,  Copartners  Doing  Business  as  Ralph  Harper 
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ADOLPH  HOCHSTIM  et  al.,  Copartners  Doing  Business  as  Hochstim 

&  Bossak. 
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(278  Fed.  102.) 

Sale  —  c.  L  f  •  —  how  executed. 

1.  A  sale  c  i.  f.  is  to  be  accomplished  or  executed  by  a  delivery  of 
documents  by  vendor  to  vendee,  and  not  by  the  physical  delivery  of  the 
actual  goods  for  which  the  documents  are  the  evidence  of  title. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1236.] 


-^  what  dociments  necessary. 

2.  The  documents  necessary  to  exe- 
cute a  sale  c.  i.  f.  are  a  bill  of  lading 
and  policy  of  insurance. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  1336;  see  note  in 
10  A.L.R.  701,] 

—  effect  of  Sales  Act. 

8.  C.  i.  f.  contracts  are  not  affected 
by  the  uniform  Sales  Act. 
[See  note  in  10  AX.R.  701.] 

Contract  —  repugnancy  —  eflfect. 

4.  Only  when  parts  of  a  written 
agreement  are  so  radically  repugnant 
that  there  is  no  rational  interpreta- 
tion that  will  render  them  effective 
and  accordant  Inust  any  part  perish. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  847 ;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
226.] 

—  effect  of  provision  for  insurance  by 
seller. 

5.  A  provision  for  insurance  in  the 
name  of  the  seller  is  not  so  repugnant 
to  a  c.  i*  f*  contract  as  to  permit. 
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tender  of  the  goods  rather  than  the 
documents,  since  the  seller  may  be 
regarded  as  the  buyer's  agent  to  con- 
tract and  settle  with  the  insurer. 

—  constniction  —  conflict     between 
written  and  printed  parts. 

6.  The  written  portions  of  a  docu- 
ment will,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to 
the  contrary,  prevail  over  the  printed 
narts 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  847,  848;  2  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  226.] 

Sale  —  c  i.  f.-— tender  of  commodity 
—  effect. 

7.  A  contract  by  one  in  China  to  sell 
a  specified  quantity  of  skins  c.  i.  f. 
New  York  requires  the  seller  to  ship 
the  skins  and  send  the  documents 
ahead  by  mail  for  the  buyer's  use  as 
desired,  and  is  not  satisfied  by  a 
tender  of  the  actual  skins  in  New 
York. 


Error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York  (Mayer,  J.)  to  review  a  judgment  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
alleged  breach  of  a  contract  by  defendants  to  accept  certain  skins  from 
plaintiffs.    Affirmed. 


Statement  by  Hough,  Circuit  J.: 
The  parties  hereto  entered  into  a 
contract  evidenced  by  a  document, 
whereof  the  material  parts  are  as 
follows  (the  italicized  portion  being 
written,  and  the  rest  a  printed 
form) : 

"New  York,  February  16,  1920. 
According  to  this  convention,  writ- 
ten and  signed  in  duplicate,  the  sell- 
er, Ralph  Harper  &  Company^  of 
Tientsin,  in  China,  sells  to  Hoehstim 
&  Bossak  the  quantity  of  about 
30,000  Shantung  weasels  with  Uals. 
Shipments  from  China  per  steamer 
direct  or  indirect  to  New  York  dur^ 
ing  March  and/or  AprU.  Price: 
$2.45  each  C.  I.  F.  New  York.  Im- 
port duty,  if  any,  to  be  paid  by  the 
buyer.  Payment:  Four  m/s  con- 
firmed banker's  letter  of  credit 
$73,500  to  be  opened  by  the  buyer  in 
favor  of  and  to  be  approved  by  the 
seller.  Letter  of  credit  to  be  tele- 
graphed within  two  days  after  con- 
firmation.  ...  In  case  of  a  c.  i. 
f .  sale  and  the  goods  are  damaged 
while  in  transit,  the  buyer  agrees 

20  A.L.R.— 78. 


to  accept  in  settlement  thereof  the 
same  percentage  of  allowance  as  the 
seller  may  secure  from  the  insurers 
by  way  of  settlement  of  recovery." 

The  sellers  were  in  China;  the 
above  contract  was  signed  on  their 
behalf  by  an  agent,  and  the  printed 
form  used  was  the  agent's  form. 

Plaintiffs  (the  sellers)  never 
shipped  any  weasel  skins  under 
this  contract,  but  on  June  25,  1920, 
they  obtained  in  New  York  10,000 
weasel  skins  of  the  kind  contracted 
for  and  tendered  them  to  the  buy- 
ers, who  refused  the  same.  The 
sellers  then  brought  this  action,  al- 
leging that  the  weasel  skins  ten- 
dered had  been  shipped  from  China 
(though  not  by  them)  to  New  York, 
via  Seattle,  and  further  asserting 
that  they  "would  and  could  have  ob- 
tained and  delivered  to  defendants'' 
the  remaining  weasel  skins  "within 
the  reasonable  time  for  delivery  in 
New  York  of  March  or  April  ship- 
ments by  steamer  from  China." 

The  complaint  further  asserted 
that  the  weasel  skins  actually  ten- 
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dered  ''were  insured  in  the  amount 
and  against  the  risks  usual  in  an  ar<- 
dinary  c.  i.  f .  contract  under  a  poli- 
cy payable  to  the  plaintiflPs,"  and 
finally,  allegied  a  ''general  custon^ 
and  usage  among  the  dealers  in  twrs 
in  New  York  city"  to  the  effect  that 
shipments  such  as  above  contracted 
for  permitted  "shipments  front 
China  by  steamer  to  Sa^  Francisco 
and  Seattle  and  thence  overland  by 
freight  to  New  York."  This  cus- 
tom is  said  ih  the  pleadings  to  have 
been  "well  understood  by  both  par- 
ties" to  the  above  contract. 

The. breach  alleged  is  the  refusal 
of  the  buyers  to  accept  the  weasel 
skins  tendered,  and  their  refusal  to 
accept  any  skins  so  obtained  in  New 
York  and  tendered  as  were  the 
10,000  above  mentioned. 

To  this  complaint  defendants  de- 
murred, on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti-^ 
tute  a  cause  of  action.  The  demur- 
rer prevailed,  and  to  judgment  ac- 
cordingly plaintiffs  brought  this 
writ 

Argrued  before  Rogers,  Hough,  and 
Manton,  Circuit  Judges. 

Messrs.  Stockton  A  Stockton,  for 
plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  manner  of  making  the  tender 
was  sufiSciently  alleged. 

Arnhold,  Karberg  &  Co.  v.  Blythe, 
G.  J.  &  Co.  [1916]  1  K.  B.  496,  7  B. 
R.  C.  934,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  665, 
114  L.  T.  N.  S.  152,  32  Times  L.  R. 
186,  60  Sol.  Jo.  166,  21  Com.  Cas.  174, 
13  Asp.  Mar.  L*  Cas.  235;  Mee  v.  Mc- 
Nider,  39  Hun,  345;  1  Ab'bott,  Forms 
of  PI.  p.  720. 

The  complaint  alleges  a  proper  ten- 
der within  the  time  permitted  uQder 
the  contract. 

Cunningham  v.  Judson,  100  N.  Y. 
179,  2  N.  E.  915;  Sharpe  &  Co.  v. 
Nosawa  &  Co.  [1917]  2  K.  B.  814,  22 
Com.  Cas.  286;  Chesapeake  &  O.  Canal 
Co.  V.  Hill,  15  Wall.  94,  21  L.  ed.  64; 
Bell  V.  Bruen,  1  How.  169,  11  L.  ed. 
89;  Ward  v.  Whitney,  8  N.  Y.  442; 
Produce  Brokers  Co.  v.  Weiss,  118  L. 
T.  N.  S.  Ill,  87  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  472; 


L.R.A.(N.S.)  40»  108  C;  &  A/ 305,  179 
Fed.  813;  Law  &  Bonar  v.  British 
American  Tobacco  Co.  [1916}  2  K.  B. 
606,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  1715,  115  L, 
T.  N.  S.  612 ;  Pool  v.  Brunswick-Balke 
Collender  Co.  216  N.  Y.  310,  110  N.  E. 
619;  Barhydt  v.EUis,  45  N.  Y,  107; 
filler  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  90  N.  Y. 
430,  43  Am.  Rep.  179;  Michaelis  v. 
Wolf,  136.111.  68,  26  N.  E.  884;  Bardie- 
Tynes  Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  v.  Glen 
Allen  Oil  M\\i;  84  IKTiss.  259,  36  So. 
262 ;  Eager  v.  Mathewson,  27  Nev.  220, 
74  Pac.  404;  Divbrkwitz  v.  New  York 
C.  Co.  230  K.  Y.  188,  129  N.  E.  650; 
Re  Berkovitz,  193  Appu  Div.  424,  183 
N.  Y.  Supp.  304. 

Messrs.  Jacob  Newhouse  and  Sidney 
Rosenbaum  for  defendants  in  error. 

Hough,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered 
the  opinioi^  of  the  court : 

The  anegatioii  of  custom,  or, 
properly  speaking,  of  usage  (Eatties 
V.  H,  B.  Claflin  Co.  152  C.  C.  A.  465. 
239  Fed.  631),  need  not  be  consid- 
ered ;  for,  if  plaintiff  did  not  tender 
what  he  agreed  to  sell,  the  manner 
of  his  ehipmrat  is  of  no  importance. 
The  only  question  in  tiie  case  is  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  contract  admit- 
tecUy  made. 

If  that  contract  is  for  what  is 
now  widely  k4owii  as  a  /^sale  c  i. 
t."  such  sale  was  by  specific  agree- 
mwt  to  be  accomplished  or  execut- 
ed by  the  delivery  .of  documents  by 
vendor  to  vendee, 
and  not  by  the  JSS^SU:  '•^^•" 
physical  delivery  of 
the  actual  goods  for  which  the  docu- 
ments are  tiie  evidence  of  title.  The 
bargain  must  be  kept  as  made ;  the 
buyer  can  no  more  refuse  the  docu- 
ments and  ask  for  the  goods  than 
can  the  seller  withhold  the  docu- 
ments and  tender  the  goods;  and 
the  documents  nec- 
essary are  a  bill  of  iT-tt^-IS^rT. 
lading  and  policy  of 
insurance,  although  additional  pa- 
pers, especially  an  invoice,  are  usu- 
al. The  foregoing  is  now  too  well 
settled  to  need  more  than  reference 


Willistgn,  Sales,  §  280;  United  States  .    t^  Thames  &  M.  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Unit- 


V.  Andrews,  207  U.  S.  229,  52  L.  ed. 
185,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  100 ;  Tanners  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Lacs,  136  App.  Div.  92,  120 
N.  Y.  Supp.  669;  Klots  Throwing  Co, 
v.  Manufacturers'  Commercfar^Co.  SO- 


ed  States,  237  U.  S.  19^  26,  59  L.  ed. 
821,  824,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  496,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915D,.  1087v  and  cases  there 
cited ;  Landauer  t.  Craven  [1»12] 
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2  K.  B.  94,  81  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  650, 
106  L.  T.  N.  S.  298,  56  Sol.  Jo.  274, 
17  CJom.  Cas.  198 ;  Manbree  Sac- 
charine Co.  V;  Com  Products  Co.* 
[1919]  1  K.  B.  198,  88  L.  J.  K.  ^J 
N.  S.  402,  120  L.  T.  N.  S.  118,  8& 
Times  L.  R.  94,  24  Com.  Cas.  89; 
Setton  V.  Eberle-Albrecht  Floiir  Oo. 
169  C.  C.  A.  62B,  268  Fed.  905 ;  Klip- 
stein  V.  Dilsisian  (C.  C.  A.)  273 
Fed.  478;  Smith  Oo.  v.  Moscahlades, 
193  App.  Div.  128,  183  N.  Y*  Supp. 
500,  and  cases  there  cited. 

T^is  question. of  construction  is. 
one  of  general  law,  if  not  general 
commercial  law,  and  unaffected  by 
any  statute  of  New  York,  especially 
the  Sales  of  Goods  Act  (Consol. 
Laws,  chap.  41,  §§  82-158),  even 

assuming  that-  the 
place  of  execution 
of  agreement  fur- 
nishes the  law  of  the  contract. 
That  the  Sales  Act  left  c.  i.  f .  con- 
tracts ■  '^as  before"  was  specifically 
held  in  Smith  Co.  v.  Moscahlades, 
supra. 

We  are  thus  required  to  construe 
or  interpret  a  commercial  or. juBTr 
cantile  agreement  partly  written 
and  partly  printed,  wherein  at  the 


at   of 
Sales  Act. 


very  beginning  it  is  written  that  the '   example. 


this  rule,  it  must  be  adihitted  that 
for  the  seller  under  a  o.  i.  f .  contract 
to  insure  in  his  own  name  is  an  iap- 
parisnt  departure  from  the  theory  of 
si^h  a  sale;  for  the  goods  are  the 
buyer's  from  and  after  delivery  of 
documents;  yet  it  is  perfectly  pos- 
sible for  the  seller  or  anyone  else  to 
act  as  buyer's  agent  and  validly  in- 
sure for  his  principal's  benefit 
(Hooper  v*  Robinson,  98  U.  S.  528, 
25  L.  ed.  219),  and  the  whole  of  this 
agreement  may  be  consistently  re- 
garded as  containing  an  authoriza- 
tion from  buVer  to  seller  to  get  the 
insurance,  and,  in  case  of  loss,  settle 
for  the  buyer  with  the  underwrit- 
ers. As  the  case  cited  shows,  and  it 
is  matter  of  common  knowledge,  in- 
surance for  '^account  of  whom  it 
may  concern"  was  known  to  be  pro- 
curable, and  it  might  run  to  seller, 
yet  inure  to  buyer.  ^  ^  , 
There  is  no  radical  ;?fiRf  i^'  ^"^ 
i^epugnancy 
presented,  and  the 
reconcilement  above  suggested  is 
far  less  difficult  than  in  many  re- 
ported cases,  of  which  Harding  v. 
4,698  Tons  of  New  Rivers  Steam 
Coal  (D.  C.)  ,147  Fed.  971,  is  a  fair 


price  is  to  be  "c.  i.  f.  New  York, 
and  the  shipment  from  China ;  but 
later  follow  printed  words  plainly 
implying  that  the  seller  is  Hot  only 
to  procure  insurance,  but  collect 
from  the  inslurers,  and  therefore 
suggesting  that  such  insurance 
would  naturally  be  in  the  seller's 
name.  It  is  urged  that  this  latter 
proviso  is  so  repugnant  to  the  na- 
ture of  a  c.  i.  f .  contract  as  to  trans- 
form it  into  something  else,  and 
justify  a  tender  of  goods  in  New 
York,  instead  of  a  delivery  of  docu- 
ments by  mailing  in  China. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  it  is  on- 
ly when  parts  of  a  written  agree- 
ment  are   so    radically    repugnant 

that  *'there  is  no 
rational  interpreta- 
tion that  will  ren- 
der them  (effective  and  •  accordatit 
tiiat  any  part  milst  perish."  Rush- 
ing V.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  139  Cl 
C?  A.  520J  224  Fed:  74.    Applying 


Contfiict— 
r«piiiniiinoy-* 


But,  if  inconsistency  be  still  in- 
sisted upon,  the  equally  settled  rule 
that     the     Written 

portions  of  a  docu-  r^;;SuS^\I~ 
ment,    in    the    ab-  tween  wrtttes 
sence   of   proof   to  S^t.^***** 
the    contrary,    will 
prevail  over  the  printed  parts,  may 
be  appealed  to.    Lipschitz  v.  Napa 
Fruit  Co.  139  C.  C.  A.  228,  223  Fed. 
704 ;  Thomas  v.  Taggart,  209  U.  S. 
385,  389,  52  L.  ed.  845,  848,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  519.    The  reason  for  this 
rule  has  never  been  better  stated 
than  by  Lord  Halsbury  in  Glynn  v. 
Margetson    [1893]    A.   C.  at  page 
857,  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  466,  1  Re- 
ports, 193,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  1,  7  Asp. 
Mar.  L.  Cas.  366,  quoting  largely 
from  Lord   Ellenborough's  rulings 
of  1808.    This  rule  plainly  gives  de- 
cision as  it  was  given  below. 

A  still  older  rule  in  the  construc- 
tion of  instruments  inter  vivos  i«t 
ttet  the  earlier  of  two  supposedly 
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inconsistent  clauses  prevails  over 
the  later;  and  this  canon  of  inter- 
pretation has  lately  been  insisted  on 
by  high  authority.  Vickers  v.  Blec- 
trozone  Commercial  Co.  67  N.  J.  L. 
665,  675,  52  Atl.  467.  It  also  sup- 
ports defendant's  demurrer. 

But  a  dependence  upon  rules 
which,  detached  from  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  and  justifying 
their  formulation,  often  seem  arbi- 
trary, is  unsatisfactory;  every  rule 
should  be  one  of  reason.  Here  the 
first  and  reasonable  inquiry  is: 
What  is  the  dominant  or  le&ding 
thought  revealed  by  this  writing, 
read  with  the  eye  of  experience? 

Plainly,  that  seller 
te»d^  of  ""        was  to  ship  the  furs 

SSSBt.**"^'"  and  send  the  docu- 
ments ahead  by 
mail,  so  that  buyer  could,  if  he 
wanted,  sell  the  goods  again  '"to  ar- 
rive.'*  That  is  a  c.  i.  f .  contract. 
Therefore  the  parties  intended  to 
make  that  sort  of  agreement,  and 
the  ''rules"  are  resorted  to  to  effect 


their  intent.  This  is  the  fundamen- 
tal guide  in  construction;  it  is  well 
put  (with  an  extreme  application 
thereof)  in  Morrill  &  W.  Constr. 
Go.  V.  Boston,  186  Mass.  217,  71  N. 
E.  550,  by  saying  that,  where  "a  re- 
pugnancy is  found  between  clauses^ 
the  one  which  essentially  requires 
something  to  be  done  to  effect  the 
general  purpose  of  the  contract  it- 
self is  entitled  to  greater  considera- 
tion than  the  other,  which  tends  to 
defeat  a  full  performance;  and  re- 
pugnant words  may  be  rejected  in 
favor  of  a  construction  which  makes 
effectuid  the  evident  purpose  of  the 
entire  instrument/' 

The  evident  purpose  of  this 
agreement  was  to  give  buyer  sub- 
stantially what  a  c.  i.  f .  sale  would 
have  given  him;  the  seller  never 
even  attempted  to  put  buyer  in  that 
desired  and  agreed-upon  position, 
and  the  decision  below  was  rii^t, 
because  the  contract  was  of  the  kind 
known  as  c.  i.  f. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 


ANNOTATION. 
What  constitiilet  delivery  of  goiMb  told  onder  **€•  L  f.**  contrad. 


This  note,  dealing  with  the  question 
What  constitutes  delivery  of  goods 
sold  under  a  ''c.  i.  f."  contract,  is  sup- 
plementary to  that  in  10  A.L.R.,  at 
page  701. 

The  general  rule  stated  in  the  origi- 
nal note,  that  'Vben  goods  are  sold 
under  a  c.  i.  f.  contract,  delivery 
thereof  to  the  purchaser  is  complete 
when  the  goods  have  been  actually 
delivered  to  the  carrier  for  transpor- 
tation, and  the  shipping  documents, 
consisting  of  the  bill  of  lading,  the 
invoice,  and  the  policy  of  insurance, 
are  delivered  or  tendered  to  the 
purchaser,"  was  upheld  in  Andersen, 
M.  &  Co.  V.  American  Trading  Co. 
(1921)  115  Wash.  37,  196  Pac.  630, 
the  court  holding  that  the  shipper 
was  not  liable  for  delay  of  the  voyage, 
caused  by  war  conditions. 

So,  in  Northern  Grain  Warehouse 
Co.  V.  Northwest  Trading  Co.  (1921) 
—  Wash.  — ,  201  Pac.  903,  affirmed  on 


reargument  in  (1922)  —  Wash.  — ^ 
204  Pac.  202,  the  court,  after  quoting 
from  several  of  the  cases  cited  in  the 
original  annotation,  said:  "These 
contracts,  being  so  generally  used, 
have  received  a  uniform  interpreta- 
tion, and  it  will  not  do  to  introduce 
confusion  into  commercial  activities 
by  establishing  a  rule  which  is  in- 
harmonious with  the  general  custom 
of  merchants  throughout  the  trading 
world."  Applying  the  rule  stated  it 
wa9  said  further  in  the  case  last 
cited :  ''Delivery  of  the  shipping  doc- 
uments and  the  insurance  policies,  in 
order  to  complete  the  transaction, 
need  not  be  made  until  a  reasonable 
time  has  elapsed.  In  this  case  docu- 
ments which  entitled  the  appellant  to 
physicial  possession  of  the  property, 
though  other  than  the  bill  of  lading, 
were  delivered  to  the  appellant,  which 
entitled  it  to  physical  possession  of 
the  property,  and  it  is  in-  no  position 
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to  eomplain  that  the  bill  of  lading 
was  not  delivered/' 

Similarly,  the  reported  case 
(Harper  v.  Hochstim,  ante,  123;^; 
states  the  rule  as  follows:  "If  that 
contract  is  for  what  is  now  widely 
known  as  a  'sale  c.  i.  f,*  such  sale 
was  by  specific  agreement  to  be  ac- 
complished or  executed  by  the  .  de- 
livery of  documents  by  vendor  to 
vendee,  and  not  by  the  physical  de- 
livery of  the  actual  goods  for  which 
the  documents  are  the  evidence  of 
title.  The  bargain  must  be  kept  as 
made;  the  buyer  can  no  more  refuse 
the  documents  and  ask  for  the  goods 
than  can  the  seller  withhold  the  doc- 
uments and  tender  the  goods ;  and  the 
documents  necessary  are  a  bill  of 
lading  and  policy  of  insurance,  al- 
though additional  papers,  especially 
an  invoice,  are  usual." 

In  Warner,  B.  &  Co.  v.  Warner 
Sugar  Ref.  Go.  (1921)  117  Misc.  24T, 
192  N.  T.  Supp.  151,  the  court  said: 
''The  contract,  as  pointed  out  above, 
calls  foir  payment  of  a  price  which 
includes  coa^  insurance,  and  freight; 
and  such  contracts,  popularly  de- 
scribed as  'c.  i.  f.'  contracts,  ordinari- 
ly require  the  seller  merely  to  make 
shipment,  and  the  property  in  the 
goods  and  risk  of  loss  pass  upon  such 
shipment  to  the  buyer,  for  the  seller 
has  done  everything  he  is  called  upon 
to  do  under  his  contract."  The  con- 
tract under  construction  contained 
the  following  clauses:  "Damaged,  if 
any,  to  be  taken  at  a  fair  allowance. 
...  In  the  event  of  total  loss,  buy- 
ers to  collect  insurance  and  effect 
settlement  with  sellers  for  the  full 
amount  of  invoice."  The  court  re- 
formed the  contract  by  striking  out 
the  clause  first  quoted,  as  having  been 
inserted  by  mutual  mistake,  and  said : 
"It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  present 
case,  if  the  contract  is  reformed  as 
prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  the  re- 
formed contract  is  susceptible  of  the 
reasonable  construction  that,  though 
the  seller  was  required  to  deliver  the 
goods  at  a  customary  wharf  in  New 
York,  and  the  price  could  not  be  final- 
ly determined  until  the  goods  were 
landed,  yet  that  the  property  in  the 
goods  and  the  risk  of  loss  were  in- 


tended to  pass  when  the  full  shipping 
documents  were  presented,  including 
an  insdrance  policy.  If  the  goods 
were  totally  lost,  then,  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  buyers  were 
to  pay  the  full  amount  of  invoice,  and 
if  the  goods  were  partially  lost,  then 
it  is  fairly  inferable  that,  while  pay- 
ment was  to  be  made  according  to 
landed  weights,  the  seller  should  not 
be  derived  of  the  right  to  show  that 
these  landed  weights  were  diminished 
by  loss  or  damage  due  to  the  risk  of 
the  voyage.  Any  other  construction 
of  the  contract  would  require  the  sell- 
er to  provide  insurance  for  the  buyer 
for  a  loss  which  falls  not  on  the  buy- 
er, but  on  the  seller." 

In  two  recent  cases  the  general  rule 
heretofore  stated  has  been  approved, 
but  the  court  has  declared  that  the 
contract  of  the  parties  took  the  case 
out  of  its  operation.  Thus,  the  gen- 
eral rule  was  stated  in  Seaver  v. 
Lindsay  Light  Go.  (1922)  238  N.  Y. 
273,  136  N.  B.  829,  reversing  (1921) 
196  App.  Div.  397, 187  N.  Y.  Supp.  622. 
and  reinstating  judgment  (1920)  111 
Misc.  553,  182  N.  Y.  Supp.  30,  as  fol- 
lows: "Unless  there  is  something  in 
a  c.  i.  f.  contract  to  indicate  to  the 
contrary,  the  seller  completes  his 
contract  when  he  delivers  the  mer- 
chandise called  for  to  the  shipper, 
pays  the  freight  thereon  to  point  of 
destination,  and  forwards  to  the  buy- 
er bill  of  lading,  invoice,  insurance 
policy,  and  receipt  showing  payment 
of  freight."  In  that  case,  however,  it 
was  held  that  the  correspondence  of 
the  parties  showed  an  intention  that 
the  delivery  should  be  at  the  resi- 
dence of  the  buyer,  in  Chicago,  and 
not  at  the  residence  of  the  seller,  in 
London. 

So,  in  Klipstein  v.  Dilsizian  (1921) 
278  Fed.  473,  it  was  said:  ''The 
c.  i.  f.  contract  is  an  expression  which 
indicates  that  the  price  fixed  covers 
the  cost  of  the  goods  and  insurance 
and  freight  on  them  to  the  place  of 
destination.  Under  such  a  contract, 
the  seller  must  ship  the  goods,  ar- 
range the  contract  of  affreightment 
to  the  place  of  destination,  pay  its 
cost  and  allow  it  from  the  purchase 
price,  and  procure  insurance  for  the 
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buyer's  benefit  for  the  safe  arrival  of 
the  goods,  and  pay  therefor.    When 
the  seller  has  done  this,  and  forward- 
ed the  papers  to  the  buyer,  he  has  ful- 
filled   his   contract,   and   delivery   is 
complete..    There  is  no  obligation  by 
the  seller  to  deliver  the  goodo  at  the 
place  of  destination.''     But  in  that 
case  the  contract  in  suit,  "provided  for 
the  sale  of  50  long  tons  of  gum  arable, 
1918  crop,  freight  average  at  25  cents 
per   pound   net,   o.   i.   f.  New   York. 
Payment  was  to  be  made  by  letter  of 
credit  at  a  bank  in  New  York,   on 
which   the   seller  was  at  liberty  to 
draw  a  sight  draft  with  invoice,  bill 
of  lading,  and  in/surance  certificates 
attached.     Under   the   clause    'Ship- 
ment' it  provided :    Trom  Bed  sea  to 
New  York  on  vessel  Phyllis,  which  is 
now  on  her  way  to  Bed  sea;'  and  un- 
der the  term  'Bemarks,'  'Sellers  not 
responsible  if  shipment  of  merchan- 
dise or  sailing  of  vessel  prevented  by 
any  government  regulations  in  coun- 
try of  export  or  destination,  by  act 
of  God,  perils  of  the. sea,  or  by  any 
other  circumstances  beyond  the  sell- 
er's  control/  "     The   court,   holding 
that  title  did  not  pass  until  delivery 
of  the  goods  in  New  York,  said :    "The 
entire    contract   contemplates   a    de- 
livery of  the  gum  arable  on  the  vessel 
Phyllis  in  a  port  of  the  United  States. 
Delivery  and  payment  therefor  were 
to  be  simultaneous  acts,  and  until  de- 
livery  title  remained   in   the   seller. 
Where  goods  are  deliverd  on   board 
vessel,  to  be  carried,  and  a  bill  of 
lading  is  taken,  a  delivery  by  the  sell- 
er  is   not   a   delivery  to  the   buyer. 
The  ship  is  a  bailee  for  the  delivery 
to  the  person  indicated  in  the  bill  of 
lading  as  the  one  for  whom  they  are 
to  be  carried,  and  this  applies  even  in 
cases  where  bills  of  lading  show  that 
the  goods  are  free  of  freight  because 
they  are  the  owner's  property.    Shep- 
herd V.  Harrison  (1871)  L.  B.  5  H.  L. 
116,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  148,  24  L.  T. 
N.  S.  857,  20  Week.  Bep.  1,  1  Asp. 
Mar.  L.  Gas.  66,  23  Eng.  Bui.  Gas.  349. 
The  contract  provides  for  shipment 
on  a  particular  vessel  from  the  Bed 
sea  to  New  York,  which  was  specifi- 
cally identified  as  to  name  and  location 
when  the  contract  was  made." 


In  J.  Aron  &  Go.  v.  Comptoir  W^- 
mont  [1921]  3  K.  B.  (Eng.)  435,  the 

r^9JitraQt  in  5ttit  provided  as  follows: 
"Price,  150s.  per  cwt.  c.  i.  f.  Antwerp; 
Shipment:  by  steamer  and/or  steam- 
ers direct  and/or  indirect  from  U.  S. 
A,  ports  during  October,  advised  as 
already  shipped  on  S.  S.  Idaho  (no 
sale   if   steamer   lost)/'     The   goods 

.were  delivered  at  dock  in  New  York 
in  October,  the  agent  of  the  shipping 
line  giving  a  receipt  stating  that  they 
were  for  a  named  vessel.  Owing  to 
a  strike  they  were  not  put  on  that  ves- 
sel and  did  not  leave  New  York  in 

.  October.  It  was  held  that  there  was 
not  a  good  delivery  and  title  did  not 
pass. 

In  Diamond  Alkali  Export  Corp.  ▼. 
Fl.  Bourgeois  [1921]  8  K.  B.  (Eng.) 
443,  the  court  construed  a  contract 
calling    for   shipment   c.    i.    f.    from 

•American  seaboard  in  September  or 
October.  Instead  of  an  insurance 
policy,  an  instrument  described  as  a 


''certificate  of  insurance"  was 
tendered.  The  bill  of  lading  read  as 
follows:  "Beceived  in  apparent  good 
order  and  condition  from  D.  A.  Horan 
to  be  transported  by  the  S.  S.  Anglia 
now  lying  in  the  port  of  Philadelphia 
and  bound  for  Gothenburg,  Sweden, 
with  liberty  to  call  at  any  port  or 
ports  in  or  out  of  the  customary  route, 
or,  failing  shipment  by  said  steamer, 
in  and  upon  a  following  steamer,  280 
bags  dense  soda."  It  was  held  that 
the  bill  of  lading  was  insufficient  be- 
cause  it  did  not  acknowledge  "actual 
shipment  on  board,"  and  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  insurance  was  not  the 
equivalent  of  the  policy  of  insurance 
required  under  a  c.  i.  f.  contract  A 
similar  holding  as  to  a  bill  of  lading 
was  made  in  Hansson  v.  Hamel  & 
Horley  (1921)  91  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  65. 

In  the  case  of  Be  Denbigh  Cowan 
&  Co.  (1921)  90  L.  J.  K.  B  N.  3. 
(Eng.)  836,  it  was  held  that  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  goods  "to  be  taken 
c.  i.  f.  terms"  imported  all  the  condi- 
tions of  a  c.  i.  f .  contract,  and  that  the 
failure  to  tender  a  policy  of  insur- 
,ance  avoided  an  attempted  delivery. 

W.  A.  S. 
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DEWEY  ROBISON,  by  Next  Frieiid,  Respt:, 

V. 

FLOESCH  CONSTRUCTION  COMPANY,  Appt 

ViaaowH  Supreme  Court  (JDiviMon  Vo,,  i)-"  December  1»,  loai, 

(—  Mo.  — ,  236  S.  W.  332.) 

JadgHient  —  entered  without  hearing  —  invalid. 

1.  A  judgment  in  favor  of  an  infant  for  compensation  for  personal 
injuries  is  not  binding  on  him,  where  it  is  entered  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  upon  papers  prepared  by  defendant's  attorney;  the  justice  being 
taken  to  the  sfck  room  of  the  plaintiff  fojr  the  purpose^  and  acting  without 
any  judicial  hearing  or  determination*         ... 

ISee  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1249.] 

—  against  infant  *-  Impeachment. 

2.  An  infant  cannot  avoid  a  judg- 


ment or  decree  against. him. merely  on 
the  ground  of  infancy,  .  < 

[See  15  R.  0.  L.  734 ;  a  R.  0.  L.  Supp. 
490.] 

—  when  binding  on  infant. 

3.  A  judgment  against  an  infant  is 
not  binding  on  him,  although  entered 
with  his  consent,  unless  it  is  based 
upon  facts  judicially  ascertained  upon 
a  real,  and  not  a  perfunctory,  hear- 
ing. 

[See  15  R.  C.  L.  645 ;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
481 ;  see  also  note  in  15  AX.R.  667.] 

Rescission  -^  restoration  of  money  re- 
ceived —  what  sufficient. 

4.  In  an  equitable  suit  to  rescind  a 
compromise,  where  a  tender  of  money 
received  is  proper,  it  is  sufficient  for 


plaintiff  to  offer,  in  his  petition^  to  re- 
store what  he  has  received. 

[See  26  R.  C.  L.  625,  626;  see  also 
note  in  12  A.L.R.  938.] 

Trial  —  question  for  jury  —  negli- 
gence of  minor. 

5.  The  jury  must  determine  the 
question  of  pegligence  of  a  minor  un- 
familiar with  his  surroundings,  who, 
while  at  work  on  a  dark  night  on  an 
excavator,  the  body  of  which  is  12  feet 
from  the  ground,  with  his^-power 
uninsulated,  wires  lying  about,  in  at- 
tempting to  reach  the  ground  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties,  goes  where 
he  thinks  the  ladder  is,  and  not 
finding  it,  and  seeing  the  boom  com- 
ing towards  him,  dives  down  inside 
the  framework,  instead  of  outside,  so 
that  his  leg  is  caught  and  crushed  by 
the  boom. 

[See  20  R.  C.  L.  166;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
1040.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Cape  Girardeau  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  (Snider,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  Commissioner's  opinion. 

Messrs.  Oliver  &  Oliver,  for  appel-     0'Shea,84  Mo.  129;  23  Cyc.  726;  Ober- 


lant: 

The  judgment  of  the  justice  court* 
having  been  made  in  open  court  in  the 
presence  of  both  parties,  will  not  be 
vacated  or  declared  void  except  upon 
the  most  positive,  clear,  and  satisfac- 
tory proof  of  fraud  in  its  procurement, 
and  that  it  was  a  fraud  upon  the  court 
as  well  as  upon  the  other  party  to  the 
suit. 

Ueber  v.  Lieber,  239  Mo.  31,  143  S. 
W.  458;  McDonald  v.  McDaniel,  242 
Mo.    172,   145   S.   W.   452;   Payne  v. 


meyer  v.  Einstein,  62  Mo.  341;  F.  G. 
Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Butler  County,  121 
Mo.  614.  26  S.  W.  367;  Murphy  v.  De 
France.  101  Mo.  151,  13  S.  W.  756; 
Hancock  v.  Blackwell,  139  Mo.  440,  41 
S.  W.  205;  Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236 
Mo.  575,  139  S.  W.  365;  Wolf  v. 
Brooke,  —  Mo.  — ,  177  S.  W.  337. 

Plaintiff  neither  pleaded  nor  proved 
any  material  facts  represented  to 
plaintiff  by  defendant,  false  or  other- 
wise.' 

Morgan  County  Coal  Co.  v.  Haider- 
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man,  254  Mo.  596,  163  S.  W.  828; 
Southern  Development  Co.  v.  Silva, 
125  U.  S.  250,  31  L.  ed.  678,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  881,  15  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  435. 

There  is  no  allegation  of  diligence 
on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  nor  that  he 
was  prevented  or  hindered  by  any  act 
of  defendant  in  exercising  such  dili- 
gence. 

Carolus  v.  Koch,  72  Mo.  645;  Wa- 
bash R.  Co.  V.  Mirrielees,  182  Mo.  126, 
81  S.  W.  437;  Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236 
Mo.  575,  139  S.  W.  366;  23  Cyc.  1042. 

There  is  no  averment  of  any  artifice, 
trick,  promise,  or  concealment  of  any 
fact  whereby  plaintiff  was  deceived. 

Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Mirrielees,  182 
Mo.  126,  81  S.  W.  437;  Springfield 
Traction  Co.  v.  Dent,  159  Mo.  App. 
220.  140  S.  W.  606. 

The  mere  expression  of.  an  opinion 
is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  any  in- 
strument, whether  the  opinion  is  cor- 
rect or  not. 

Magnuson  v.  Continental  Casualty 
Co.  125  Mo.  App.  206,  101  S.  W.  1125; 
Carroll  v.  United  R.  Co.  157  Mo.  App. 
247,  137  S.  W.  303. 

When  a  money  judgment  is  paid,  the 
judgment  is  performed  and  that  is  the 
end  of  it.  It  will  not  be  reopened  by 
that  or  a  higher  court,  whether  ob- 
tained by  fraud  or  not. 

Davis  V.  Blair,  88  Mo.  App.  372; 
Weston  V.  Clark,  37  Mo.  568;  23  Cyc. 
893. 

Neither  coverture  nor  infancy  are 
grounds  for  equitable  interference 
with  a  judgment,  the  defect  not  being 
jurisdictional. 

Wyman  v.  Hardwick,  52  Mo.  App. 
621 ;  23  Cyc.  993. 

Equity  will  not  entertain  a  bill  for 
relief  against  a  judgment  founded  on 
matters  which  were  tried  and  deter- 
mined in  the  action  at  law,  or  which 
were  there  so  put  in  issue  that  they 
might  have  been  adjudicated,  however 
unjust  the  judgment  may  appear  to 
be. 

23  Cyc.  1017;  Cantwell  v.  Johnson, 
236  Mo.  575,  139  S.  W.  865;  Summer  v. 
Whitley,  1  Mo.  708;  Matson  v.  Field, 
10  Mo.  100. 

The  plaintiff  was  so  plainly  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to  have  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  defendant. 

Woods  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
—  Mo.  — ,  187  S.  W.  11;  Boesel  v. 
Wells,  F.  &  Co.  260  Mo.  463,  169  S.  W. 
110;  Henry  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  141 
Mo.  App.  351,  125  S.  W.  794;  Caraon 


V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  96  Iowa, 
688,  65  N.  W.  831. 

Where  there  is  an  obviously  safe 
and  an  obviously  unsafe  way  to  do  a 
thing,  both  open  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  chooses  the  obviously  unsafe  and 
is  injured,  he  cannot  recover. 

Wolff  V.  Scullin  Steel  Co.  —  Mo. 
App.  — ,  217  S.  W.  571;  McCarty  v. 
Rood  Hotel  Co.  144  Mo.  397,  46  S.  W. 
172,  4  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  169. 

The  master  is  not  an  insurer  against 
either  accident  or  injury. 

Trainer  v.  Sphalerite  Min.  Co.  248 
Mo.  359, 148  S.  W.  70,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C, 
949;  Miller  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co,  176 
Mo.  App.  849,  162  S.  W.  290;  Pulley  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  136  Mo.  App.  172, 
116  S.  W.  430;  Lowe  v.  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  165  Mo.  App.  523,  148  S.  W. 
956;  Coin  v.  John  H.  Talge  Lounge 
Co.  222  Mo.  488,  25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1179, 
121  S.  W.  1,  17  Ann.  Cas.  888. 

An  employee  does  not  assume  risks 
caused  by  his  employer's  negligence, 
but  he  does  assume  the  risks  which 
are  liable  to  happen  on  account  of  the 
nature  of  the  employment,  when  the 
employer  has  used  reasonable  care  to 
avoid  that  result 

Powers  V.  Loose-Wiles  Co.  195  Mo. 
App.  430,  192  S.  W.  1045;  Whelan  v. 
United  Zinc  &  Chemical  Co.  188  Mo. 
App.  603,  176  S.  W.  704;  Oxford  v. 
Dudley,  204  Mo.  Appi  614,  217  S.  W. 
607;  Eaemmerer  v.  St.  Louis  Axle  Co. 
~  Mo.  App.  — ,  196  S.  W.  439 ;  Roberts 
V.  Missouri  &  K.  Tejeph.  Co.  166  Mo. 
370,  66  S.  W.  155. 

MesBrs.  Hardesty  &  Limbaugh,  for 
respondent: 

Equity  will  set  aside  judgments 
rendered  in  violation  of  the  law  of 
procedure  by  or  against  infants. 

Thornton  v.  Thornton,  27  Mo.  302, 
72  Am.  Dec.  266;  Scott  v.  Royston,  223 
Mo.  568,  128  S.  W.  454 ;  Neenan  v.  St. 
Joseph,  126  Mo.  89,  28  S.  W.  963 ;  State 
ex  rel.  Flentge  v.  Gawronski,  110  Mo. 
App.  414,  85  S.  W.  126;  Weiss  v.  Coud- 
rey,  102  Mo.  App.  65,  76  S.  W.  730; 
McMurtry  v.  Fairley,  194  Mo.  502,  91 

S.  W.  902. 

Neither  an  infant  nor  anyone  for 
him  can  consent  to  a  judgment. 

Revely  v.  Skinner,  33  Mo.  98 ;  Litch- 
field V.  Burwell,  5  How.  Pr.  341;  Mc- 
Clure  V.  Farthing,  51  Mo.  109;  Collins 
V.  Trotter,  81  Mo.  275;  Tyler,  In- 
fancy &  Coverture,  p.  176;  Tuttle  v. 
Garrett,  16  111.  354;  Holden  v.  Heam, 
1  Beav.  445,  48  Eng.  Reprint,  1012,  8 
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L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  260,  8  Jar.  428;  Le 
Bour^reolBe  v.  McNamara,  92  Mo.  189. 

In  practically  all  jurisdictions, 
equity  uniformly  sets  aside  judgments 
rendered  in  violation  of  said  rule  and 
of  the  substantial  rights  of  an  infant. 

Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lasca,  79  Kan. 
811,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  838,  99  Pac.  616, 
17  Ann.  Cas.  605;  Kingsbury  v.  Buck« 
ner,  134  U.  S.  650,  88  L.  ed.  1047,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  638 ;  Walsh  v.  Walsh*  116 
Mass.  377,  17  Am.  Rep.  162;  Tripp  v. 
Gifford,  155  Mass.  108,  31  Am.  St.  Rep. 
530,  29  N.  E.  208 ;  Ewing  v.  Ferguson, 
83  Gratt  563;  Cralle  v.  Meem,  8 
Gratt.  530;  Bank  of  Alexandria  v. 
Patton,  1  Rob.  (Va.)  585;  1  Minor, 
Inst.  520;  1  Dan.  Ch.  PL  &  Pr.  189; 
Daingerfield  v.  Smith,  83  Va.  81^  1  S. 
E.  599 ;  Ferrell  v.  Broadway,  126  N.  C. 
258,  35  S.  E.  467;  Crapster  v.  Taylor, 
74  Kan.  771,  87  Pac.  1138;  Pittsburg, 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Haley,  170  111. 
610,  48  N.  E.  920;  Long  v.  Mulfurd,  17 
Ohio  St.  484,  93  Am.  Dec,  638 ;  Water- 
man V.  Lawrence,  19  Cal.  210,  79  Am. 
Dec.  212;  Kromer  v.  Friday,  10  Wash. 
621,  82  L.R.A.  671,  89  Pac.  229;  Gooch 
V.  Green,  102  111.  507;  Ralston  v.  La- 
hee,  8  Iowa,  17,  74  Am.  Dec.  291 ;  Lefr* 
lie  V.  Procter  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  102  Kan. 
159,  L.R.A.1918C,  55,  169  Pac.  193; 
Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R.  Co.  v. 
Hayes,  97  Ala.  201,  12  So.  98;  Burke 
V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  86  Wash.  37,  149 
Pac.  335,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  919; 
Thompson  v.  Maxwell  Land  Grant  & 
R.  Co.  168  U.  S.  451,  42  L.  ed.  539,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  121 ;  Rankin  v.  Schofield, 
70  Ark.  83,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  59,  66  S. 
W.  197;  Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Don- 
aldson, 123  111.  App.  196;  Day  v.  John- 
son, 32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  107,  72  S.  W. 
426 ;  Knight  v.  Waggoner,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  214  S.  W.  690. 

The  infant's  tender  of  the  check 
prior  to  suit  was  unnecessary,  defend- 
ant having  failed  to  make  legal  de- 
livery of  the  same  to  him,  and  he  be- 
ing powerless  to  make  a  legal  tender 
except  through  the  regular  court  pro- 
cedure for  infants. 

Ridgeway  v.  Herbert,  150  Mo.  606, 
73  Am.  St.  Rep.  464,  51  S.  W.  1040; 
Craig  V.  Van  Bebber,  100  Mo.  584,  18 
Am.  St.  Rep.  569, 13  S.  W.  906 ;  22  Cyc. 
567-559;  Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.  v. 
Donaldson,  128  111.  App.  196;  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Lasca,  79  Kan.  311,  21 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  338,  99  Pac.  616,  17  Ann. 
Cas.  605;  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R. 
Co.  V.  Hayes,  97  Ala.  201,  12  So.  98 ; 
Leslie  v.  Proctor  &  6.  Mfg.  Co.  102 


Kan.  159,'  LJt.A.1918C,  55,  169  Pac. 
193;  Black  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  War- 
ner. 93  Mo.  374,  6  S.  W.  210;  Carroll 
V.  United  R.  Co.  157  Mo.  App.  247,  137 
S.  W.  303. 

This  action  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment of  the  justice  was  brought  in  the 
proper  court. 

Leslie  v.  Proctor  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  102 
Kan.  159,  L.R.A.1918C,  55,  169  Pac. 
198;  1  Black,  Judgm.  Y  297;  Leith  v. 
Shingleton,  42  Mo.  App.  449;  Lang- 
ford  V.  Doniphan,  61  Mo.  App.  288; 
Weiss  V.  Coudrey,  102  Mo.  App.  65, 
76  S.  W.  730;  Lillibridge  v.  Ross,  59 
Mo.  217;  Neenan  v.  St.  Joseph,  126 
Mo.  89,  28  S.  W.  968. 

The  court  could  not  declare  plain- 
tiff guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
as  a  matter  of  law. 

Dowling  V.  Gerard  B.  Allen  &  Co. 
74  Mo.  13,  41  Am.  Rep.  298;  Vanesler 
V.  Moser  Cigar  &  Paper  Box  Co.  108 
Mo.  App.  621,  84  S.  W.  201;  26  Cyc. 
1176;  Ransom  v.  Union  Depot  Co.  142 
Mo.  App.  361,  126  S.  W.  785 ;  Hull  v. 
Thomson  Transfer  Co.  135  Mo.  App. 
119,  116  S.  W.  1054;  McFern  v.  Gard- 
ner, 121  Mo.  App.  1,  97  S.  W.  972; 
Boyce  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  120  Mo. 
App.  168,  96  S.  W.  670;  Lang  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  115  Mo.  App.  489,  91 
S.  W.  1012;  Brown  v.  Atchison.  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  104  Kan.  505,  180  Pac. 
211;  Interstate  Coal  Co.  v.  Love,  153 
Ky.  323,  155  S.  W.  746. 

The  court  could  not  declare  defend- 
ant free  of  negligence,  as  a  matter  of 
law. 

Nash  V.  Kansas  City  Hydraulic 
Press  Brick  Co.  109  Mo.  App.  600,  83 
S.  W.  90;  Vanesler  v.  Moser  Cigar  & 
Paper  Box  Co.  108  Mo.  App.  621,  84  S. 
W.  201 ;  Dowling  v.  Gerard  B.  Allen  & 
Co.  75  Mo.  13,  41  Am.  Rep.  298;  26 
Cyc.  1176;  Wellman  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  219  Mo.  126,  118  S.  W. 
31 ;  O'Connell  v.  St.  Louis  Cable  &  W. 
R.  Co.  106  Mo.  482,  17  S.  W.  494,  4 
Am.  Neg.  Cas.  650. 

Ra^rland,  C,  filed  the  following 
opinion : 

Plaintiff,  a  minor,  brought  this 
suit  by  his  next  friend  November  4, 
1914,  to  recover  for  personal  inju- 
ries, lie  recovered  judgment  for 
$10,000,  and  defendant  appeals. 

There  is  but  little  conflict  in  the 
evidence.  Where,  however,  it  is  not 
in  accord,  the  facts  will  be  stated 
from  the  standpoint  of  plaintiff's 
evidence,  because  appellant's  only 
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contention  with  respect  to  the  trial 
on  the  merits  is  that  the  evidence 
discloses  that  plaintiff  was  sruiltjr 
of  contributory  negligence  as  a  mat^ 
ter  of  law. 

In  Septeipber,  1918,  the  defend- 
ant, a  New  York  corporation,  was 
engaged  in  the  construction  of 
ditches  and  levees  in  southeast  Mis* 
souri,  and  maintained  offices  for  the 
management  of  its  business  in  Cape 
Girardeau.  It  used  in  this  work 
large  machines  called  dragline  ex- 
cavators. At  the  time  just  men- 
tioned one  of  these  machines  was 
operating  day  and  night  near 
Greenbrier,  in  Bollinger  county. 
This  machine  consisted  of  two 
parts,  the  base  and  the  cabin.  The 
base  was  a  steel  framework  24  feet 
square  and  10  feet  high,  which 
stood  on  wheels  similar  to  those  of 
a  railroad  box  car,  and  which  ran 
on  a  steel  track.  On  the  top  of  the 
framework  was  a  circular  track  up- 
on which  rested  the  cabin.  This 
cabin  was  of  rectangular  shape,  and' 
looked  very  much  like  a  railroad 
freight  car.  It  housed  the  principal 
part  of  the  machinery  used  to  oper- 
ate the  excavator.  A  steel  boom  100 
feet  in  length  extended  from  one 
end  of  the  cabin,  and  from  the  ex- 
treme end  of  the  boom  there  swung 
a  bucket  or  dipper.  When  the  ma- 
chine was  in  operation  the  dipper 
was  lowered  to  the  ground,  where 
it  scooped  up  a  dipper  of  earth. 
The  loaded  dipper  was  then  raised 
from  the  ground,  and  the  upper 
part  or  the  cabin  of  the  machine, 
together  with  the  boom  carrying 
the  loaded  dipper,  was  made  to  turn, 
at  the  time  of  the  operation  in  ques- 
tion, in  approximatdy  a  half  circle, 
while  the  base  of  the  machine  re- 
mained stationary.  By  this  means 
the  earth  was  carried  away  from 
the  ditch  that  was  being  dug  and  de- 
posited in  a  different  place,  forming 
a  levee.  The  machine  was  operated 
by  electric  power  generated  in  the 
city  of  Cape  Girardeau,  and  carried 
over  high-tension  wires.  This  elec- 
tric current  passed  through  a  trans- 
former and  then  to  the  machine. 
The  operator's  position  was  in  the 


cabin  near  the  front  end.  In  order 
to  move  the  end  of  the  boom  from  a 
position  over  the  ditch  to  a  position 
over  the  levee,  he  pulled  a  lever,  and 
the  entire  cabin  part  of  the  machine 
turned  to  the  required  distance. 
Just  underneath  the  bottom  of  the 
boom,  where  it  was  attached  to  the 
cabin,  there  was  a  pulley  around 
which  the  cable  controlling  the 
bucket  passed  before  going  to  the 
drum  inside  the  cabin.  Just  outside 
the  door  of  the  cabin,  and  down  a 
step  lower,  was  a  small  semicircular 

filatf  orm,  called  the  apron  or  porch. 
t  was  another  step  from  this  apron 
down  to  the  top  of  the  f rameworic 
There  were  large  steel  I-beams  or 
girders  inside  of  the  top  of  the 
framework  which  ran  diagonally 
across  the  square  of  the  frame. 
Just  before  they  reached  a  comer 
they  divided,  so  t^at,  instead  of 
running  directly  to  the  comer,  one 
half  of  the  beam  went  to  one  side  of 
the  comer  and  the  other  half  to  the 
other  side,  leaving  a  space  of  some- 
thing like  2  feet  in  width  between 
the  two  parts  df  the  beam  at  the 
.corner.  There  was  a  ladder  made 
of  iron  or  steel  which  hooked  over 
the  outside  edge  of  the  framework 
and  was  always  kept  at  or  near  one 
comer  of  the  framework.  It  was 
shifted  from  one  comer  to  another 
as  the  convenience  of  Hie  men  using 
it  required. 

The  machine  was  lighted  with 
some  thirty-odd  incandescent  elec- 
tric lights;  four  clusters  of  four 
each  on  the  boom,  some  six  or  eight 
in  the  cabin,  and  eight  underneath, 
two  at  each  comer  of  the  frame- 
work. The  clusters  of  lights  on  the 
boom  had  reflectors  behind  them 
which  caused  their  rays  to  be 
thrown  downward.  The  cabin  had 
two  doors  and  three  windows  on 
each  side,  and  Hiere  was  a  large 
opening  in  front. 

On  the  night  of  September  9, 
1918,  the  machine  in  question  was 
being  run  by  a  crew  of  five  men,  the 
operator,  the  oiler»  and  three  pit- 
men. The  operator  manipulated  the 
levers  in  operating  the  machine;  the 
oiler  kept  the  machinery  in  the  cab* 
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in  oiled  and  greased ;  and  the  three 
pitmen,  a  foreman,  and  two  labor- 
ers, took  up  the  track  in  the  rear  of 
the  machine  and  put  it  down  in 
front  when  necessary  for  the  ma- 
chine to  move  forward.  These  lat- 
ter also  oiled  the  bucket,  removed 
obstacles  in  the  way  of  the  advance 
of  the  machine,  and  performed  such 
other  work  as  was  required  to  be 
done  on  the  ground.  All  the  oil  and 
grease  were  kept  in  the  cabin,  and 
tile  pitmen  working  on  a  night  shift 
customarily  ate  their  midnight 
lunch  there.  The  operator  was  the 
foreman  in  charge  of  both  machine 
and  crew. 

On  the  night  just  mentioned 
plaintiff  was  one  of  defendant's 
crew,  working  as  a  pitman.  He  was 
nineteen  years  of  age  and  had 
worked  on  a  farm  all  of  his  life. 
Between  cropping  seasons  he  had 
done  other  kinds  of  work,  such  as 
cutting  logs  and  clearing  land.  On 
one  occasion  he  worked  a  month  and 
a  half  at  a  sawmill.  He  had  had  no 
experience  whatever  in  working 
around  or  about  defendant's  exca^ 
vator,  and  had  no  previous  knowl- 
edge of  the  manner  of  its  operationt 
except  such  as  he  gained  from  pass- 
ing it  occasionally  during  the  time 
it  had  been  operating  in  the  vicinity 
of  his  home.  He  had  worked  but 
one  night  previously,  and  then  the 
machine  was  not  run  at  aU  because 
out  of  order.  The  workmen  spent 
the  entire  night  repairing  it.  Plain- 
tiff began  work  at  7  o'clock  in  the 
evening.  At  midnight  the  machine 
was  stopped  for  a  few  minutes  while 
the  operator  ate  his  lunch.  During 
this  interval  the  pitmen  oiled  the 
bucket  bearings.  When  they  had 
finished  the  pit  foreman  directed 
the  plaintiff  to  take  the  oil  back  to 
the  cabin,  where  it  was  regularly 
kept.  Plaintiff  took  the  oil  to  the 
cabin,  and  stayed  to  eat  his  lunch. 
After  finishing  he  was  told  by  the 
operator,  who  had  again  started  the 
machine,  to  tighten  the  jacks  that 
steadied  the  framework.  In  order 
for  plaintiff  to  do  that  it  was  nec- 
essary for  him  to  go  from  the  cabin 
to  the  ground.  In  the  meantime  the 
machine  was  kept  running. 


In  getting  up  and  down  from  the 
cabin  the  workmen  sometimes  used 
the  ladder;  at  other  times  thej 
climbed  the  framework  or  let  them- 
selves down  by  the  same  means. 
Plaintiff  had  been  up  and  down 
twice  before  he  ate  his  lunch  that 
night,  but  not  when  the  machine 
was  running.  The  first  time  he 
went  up  on  a  ladder,  and  the  next 
time  he  ''went  up  on  a  comer.''  On 
one  of  these  occasions,  in  getting 
down,  he  got  down  on  the  inside  of 
the  framework,  and  the  pit  foreman 
said  to  him :  ''I  always  get  down  on 
the  outside."  Prior  to  his  injury 
plaintiff  had  never  received  any  oth- 
er instruction  or  warning  with  re- 
spect to  getting  down  from  the  cab- 
In,  except  that  he  had  been  cau- 
tioned in  a  general  way  not  to  come 
into  contact  with  the  electric  cables 
on  the  ground  and  up  in  the  ma- 
chine. The  top  of  the  framework 
was  about  12  feet  above  the  general 
level  of  the  ground. 

When  plaintiff  started  down  from 
the  cabin  to  tighten  the  jacks,  he 
stepped  out  of  the  door  down  onto 
the  apron  or  porch.  It  was  a  dark 
night,  and  there  was  not  sufiicient 
light  thrown  from  the  cabin  or  from 
the  lights  on  the  other  parts  of  the 
machine  to  enable  him  to  discover 
the  location  of  the  ladder.  He  wait- 
ed until  the  dipper  picked  up  its 
load  of  earth  and  started  with  it, 
then  stepped  down  on  the  frame  and 
walked  toward  the  comer  where  he 
thought  the  ladder  was.  The  boom 
was  then  moving  away  from  him. 
When  he  got  to  the  corner  of  the 
frame  he  let  himself  down  and  felt 
along  the  side  with  his  feet  for  the 
ladder.  Not  finding  it,  he  got 
around  on  the  other  side  of  the  cor- 
ner and  felt  there,  but  there  was  no 
ladder.  He  then  looked  around  and 
saw  the  boom  coming  toward  him; 
he  climbed  back  upon  the  frame- 
work, intending  to  get  back  on  the 
apron.  While  still  on  his  knees, 
and  before  he  could  get  in  a  stand- 
ing position,  it  appeared  to  him  that 
he  would  not  have  sufiicient  time  to 
get  up  and  onto  the  apron  before 
the  boom  reached  him.  The  open- 
ing between  the  prongs  of  the  diag-^ 
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onal  I-beam  just  inside  the  corner 
of  the  frame  was  right  in  front  of 
him,  and  seemed  the  only  safe  ave- 
nue of  escape,  and  into  that  he  went 
headforemost.  He  succeeded  in  get- 
ting all  of  his  body  through  except 
his  left  leg,  which  the  pulley  under- 
neath the  lower  end  of  the  boom 
caught  and  crushed  against  the  up- 
per part  of  the  framework.  On 
cross-examination  he  said  in  part: 
"When  I  started  down  in  there  I 
went  headfirst.  I  was  on  top  of 
these  girders.  If  I  had  slid  down  on 
the  outside  of  the  framework  in- 
stead of  trying  to  conceal  myself  on 
the  inside  of  this  prong,  I  would 
have  had  to  have  dropped  about  12 
feet  to  the  ground,  and  besides 
there  were  some  live. wires  there  at 
that  time.  The  wires  were  insulat- 
ed, but  worn.  ...  I  chose  that 
side  of  the  machine  to  climb  down. 
I  don't  remember  whether  that  was 
the  same  side  I  climbed  up  or  not. 
The  ladder  was  not  at  the  comer.  I 
had  gone  up  the  ladder  that  same 
night;  I  didn't  have  time  to  choose 
any  other  corner  only  tiiat  one. 
.  .  .  When  the  dipper  got  its  load 
and  started  I  stepped  off  there 
where  I  thought  the  ladder  was. 
.  .  .  The  boom  was  not  coming 
toward  me  when  I  stepped  off;  it 
was  going  the  other  way.  When  it 
came  back  it  hit  my  leg.  It  takes  a 
minute  for  it  to  do  that.  I  was  on 
that  girder  during  that  time,  right 
there  at  the  corner.  I  got  down  and 
felt  for  the  ladder,  but  it  was  not 
there,  and  I  went  to  tiie  other  cor« 
ner,  and  by  that  time  it  was  coming 
back.  I  did  not  wait  for  it  to  come 
back;  it  just  came  back.  I  was  still 
there." 

Asked  why  he  did  not  look  for 
the  ladder  instead  of  getting  down 
and  feeling  for  it  with  his  feet,  he 
said.  "No  use  to  look ;  you  couldn't 
see  it."  In  reply  to  a  further  quea* 
tion,  he  said :  "I  tried  to  go  down 
on  the  ladder.  I  was  not  trying  to 
go  down  off  the  machine  by  going 
down  on  the  inside,  when  I  was  in- 
jured." As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
ladder  was  at  the  same  place  when 
plaintiff  was  hurt  that  it  was  when 
he  went  up  on  it  that  same  night. 


Plaintiff's  injury  consisted  of  a 
compound  fracture  of  the  left  leg, 
the  femur  being  broken  about  8 
inches  below  the  hip.  He  was  taken 
to  a  hospital  at  Cape  Girardeau, 
where  the  fracture  was  reduced,  and 
his  leg  put  in  a  swing  splint.  Some 
six  weeks  later  it  was  discovered 
that  the  parts  of  the  bone  were  not 
uniting;  an  incision  was  made,  and 
a  plate  was  put  on  the  bone  to  assist 
in  bringing  about  a  union.  Still 
later  infection  set  up,  and  it  became 
necessary  to  amputate  the  leg. 

On  October  7,  1918,  while  plain- 
tiff was  still  in  the  hospital,  and  be- 
fore there  was  any  indication  that 
he  was  not  making  a  normal  recov- 
ery from  his  injury,  he  was  visited 
by  Mr.  L.  W.  Mee^,  an  attorney  rep- 
resenting the  defendant.  Mees  in- 
troduced himself,  and  stated  that 
he  had  come  to  make  a  settlement. 
Plaintiff  told  him  that  he  was  not 
of  age,  and  that  a  settlement  would 
have  to  be  made  with  hia  father. 
Mees  said  that  it  was  not  necessary 
to  have  his  father;  that  as  he  was 
over  fourteen  years  of  age  he  could 
have  a  next  friend  appointed,  and 
through  him  a  settlement  could  be 
effected  by  means  of  a  friendly  suit. 
He  then  asked  plaintiff  how  much 
he  wanted,  and  the  latter  said  he 
thought  he  ought  to  have  $350. 
Mees,  after  questioning  the  plaintiff 
at  some  length  as  to  how  the  acci- 
dent occurred,  told  him  that  he  did 
not  think  the  company  at  fault,  but 
that  he  would  pay  him  $250  and  his 
hospital  fees  and  doctor  bills  any- 
way. Plaintiff  made  no  immediate 
response,  and  Mees  started  to  go, 
when  plaintiff  said :  "Well,  mister, 
I  will  take  that  $250."  He  was  then 
iLsked  whom  he  wanted  appointed 
next  friend,  but  plaintiff  knew  no 
one  in  Cape  Girardeau.  Mees  sug- 
gested Mr.  S.  M.  Carter,  secretary 
of  a  trust  company  there,  and  plain- 
tiff made  no  objection, — in  fact, 
said  nothing. 

Mees  then  went  away  and  pre- 
pared what  he  deemed  the  necessary 
papers, — a  petition  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  next  friend,  statement  of 
the  cause  of  action  laying  plaintiff's 
damages  at  the  sum  of  $250,  the 
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consent  ot  Carter  to  act  as  neict 
friend,  a  waiver  of  service  of  proc- 
ess and  entry  of  appearance  by  de- 
fendant, a  stipulation  that  the  cause 
be  set  down  for  trial  and  tried  on 
that  day,  and  a  jud^ent  entry. 
He  then,  in  company  with  defend- 
ant's local  manager,  went  to  Mr. 
Carter's  place  of  business  and  re- 
quested him  to  act  as  next  friend 
for  a  young  man  nineteen  or  twenty 
years  old,  who  had  been  injured  on 
one  of  their  dragline  machines. 
They  told  Carter  "a  little  bit  how  the 
young  man  got  hurt;"  that  they 
were  going  to  pay  him  $250  and  his 
hospital  fees  and  doctor  bills;  that 
they  did  not  think  there  was  any  li- 
ability, but  that  the  company  would 
rather  pay  the  $250  than  be  an- 
noyed with  a  lawsuit.  Carter  ac- 
cepted their  statement,  and,  after 
reading  the  papers,  signed  such  of 
them  as  Mees  requested,  without 
further  investigation.  • 

Mees  next  went  to  a  justice  of  the 
peace  and  told  him  tiiiat  he  wanted 
him  to  go  to  the  hospital  and  take 
up  a  friendly  suit.  The  justice  con- 
sented, and  they  went  at  once  to  the 
hospital.  On  arriving  there  the  jus- 
tice was  introduced  to  the  plaintiff. 
He  asked  plaintiff  where  he  came 
from,  and  how  he  got  hurt.  In  an- 
swer to  the  latter  question,  plaintiff 
told  him  that  he  got  hurt  on  a  drag- 
line machine.  Mees  asked  plaintiff 
if  he  still  wanted  the  $250  in  com- 
promise, and  he  replied  that  he  did. 
Mees  then  said,  *'You  must  sign 
these  papers."  After  plaintiff  had 
signed  the  paper  or  papers  present- 
ed to  him,  the  justice  asked,  ''Is  this 
your  free  act?"  and  plaintiff  said, 
"Yes."  Mees  then  handed  plaintiff 
a  check  for  $250,  and  told  him  that 
the  company  would  pay  all  of  his 
expenses  at  the  hospital,  and  that 
he  need  not  leave  until  he  got  well. 
He  and  the  justice  then  left. 

The  judgment  entry  written  in 
the  justice's  docket  recited  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  parties,  the  waiver 
of  a  jury,  hearing  and  submission 
on  the  evidence,  and  "the  receipts 
and  releases  of  the  parties,"  a  find- 
ing and  judgment  for  plaintiff  in 


the  sum  of  $250,  and  an  acknowl- 
edgment of  satisfaction  thereof  in 
open  court.  Immediately  under  the 
judgment  entry  are  the  words  "ap- 
proved by,"  followed  by  the  pur- 
ported signatures  of  plaintiff  and 
Carter  as  his  next  friend. 

There  is  no  contention  that  Mees, 
during  the  negotiation  of  the  set- 
tlement, made  any  misstatement  of 
fact  to  plaintiff,  to  Carter,  or  to  the 
justice. 

The  petition  is  in  two  counts. 
The  first  is  in  equity,  and  seeks  to 
have  the  judgment  of  the  justice  of 
the  peace  set  aside.  The  grounds 
on  which  the  right  to  such  relief  is 
predicated  are  set  forth  in  the  peti- 
tion as  follows : 

"On  October  7,  1918,  the  defend- 
ant, by  fraudulent  representations 
made  to  plaintiff,  induced  him  to  ac- 
quiesce in  the  defendant's  proposal 
to  settle  his  claim  for  $250 ;  that  the 
defendant,  through  ito  own  initia- 
tive and  without  the  consent  or  ap- 
proval of  the  plaintiff,  secured  the 
appointment  of  a  next  friend  and 
caused  to  be  instituted  a  suit  by 
such  next  friend  against  the  de- 
fendant and  in  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  damages  for  the  aforesaid 
injury;  that  said  next  friend  was 
unknown  to  plaintiff,  and  plaintiff 
never  had  an  opportunity  to  see  him 
or  consult  with  him  about  said  suit ; 
that  defendant  prepared  all  the  pa- 
pers, pleadings,  and  orders  in  said 
proceeding,  and  filed  the  same  with 
F.  A.  Kage,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
within  and  for  Cape  Girardeau 
township  and  county,  Missouri,  and 
fraudulently  represented  to  the  said 
F.  A.  Kage  that  plaintiff  had  agreed 
that  judgment  in  said  case  be  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and 
against  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of 
$250,  and  requested  that  such  judg- 
ment be  entered ;  that  by  reason  of 
said  fraudulent  representetions  of. 
the  defendant  the  said  F.  A.  Kage 
did  enter  judgment  in  said  case  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  for  $250,  and  the 
defendant  thereupon  issued  and  de- 
livered to  plaintiff  a  oheck  for  $250. 

"Plaintiff  states  that  the  judg- 
ment aforesaid  was  rendered  with- 
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out  a  trial  upon  the  pleadings  or 
statement  before  the  court;  that 
there  was  no  evidence  offered  or 
proofs  made  before  the  court  upon 
the  merits  of  the  case,  the  extent  of 
the  plaintiff's  injury,  or  on  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  such  judgm^it 
was  for  the  best  interest  of  the 
plaintiff;  that  such  proceeding  was 
made  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  J.  C.  Robison,  father  of 
Dewey  Robison,  and  against  his 
wishes,  as  the  defendant  well  knew 
that  said  proceeding  was  all  taken 
while  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  hos- 
pital, where  he  had  no  chance  to 
consult  anyone  as  to  the  best  means 
to  protect  his  interests,  and  before 
he  was  fully  cognizant  of  the  extent 
of  his  injury;  and  that  the  said 
judgm^it  thus  rendered  was  pro- 
duced and  obtained  by  the  defend- 
ant for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
the  plaintiff  by  barring  a  cause  of 
action  for  damages  for  the  injuries 
he  received. 

'Tlaintiff  states  that  the  amount 
of  said  judgment  is  entirely  inad- 
equate to  compensate  the  plaintiff 
for  his  injuries,  and  that  if  said 
judgment  is  allowed  to  stand  it  will 
bar  further  attempts  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  prosecute  his  claim  for  dam- 
ages for  said  injuries. 

"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  brings 
herewith  the  check  given  him  by  the 
defendant  in  payment  of  said  judg- 
ment, and  files  the  same  with  the 
clerk  of  this  court,  and  prays  the 
court  to  declare  the  judgment  as 
aforesaid  void,  and  order  it  to  be 
set  aside,  and  said  check  returned  to 
the  defendant." 

The  second  count  is  an  ordinary 
suit  for  personal  injuries.  Its  alle- 
gations are  sufficiently  broad  to 
include  the  acts  and  omissions  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  for  their  deter- 
mination as  to  whether  they  consti- 
tuted negligence,  viz.,  the  continued 
operation  of  the  machine  after 
plaintiff  was  directed  to  go  from 
the  cabin  to  the  ground,  failure  to 
have  a  regular  place  for  the  ladder, 
failure  to  have  a  guide  light  for  in- 
dicating the  location  of  the  ladder, 
failure  to  furnish  sufficient  light. 


and  failure  to  instruct  plaintiff  as 
to  the  manner  of  descending  from 
the  upper  part  of  the  machine  to  the 
ground  and  warn  him  of  the  danger 
incident  thereto. 

As  to  the  first  count,  the  answer 
admits  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment by  the  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  pleads  the  judgment  in  bar. 
With  respect  to  the  second  count  it 
is  a  general  denial  and  a  plea  of  con- 
tributory negligence. 

A  trial  of  the  issues  under  the 
count  in  equity  was  first  had,  re- 
sulting in  a  finding  for  plaintiff. 
The  second  count  was  then  tried  to 
a  jury.  Appellant  seeks  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment  on  two  principal 
grounds :  First,  that  plaintiff  whol- 
ly failed  to  make  out  a  case  under 
his  pleading,,  entitling  him  to  have 
the  judgment  of  the  justice  of  the 
peace  set  aside;  and,  second,  that 
plaintiff's  evidence  shows  that  he 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence as  a  matter  of  law. 

1.  It  is  the  generally  accepted  doc- 
trine that  an  infant  cannot  avoid  a 

judgment  or  decree  j.*^«e«t- 
against  him  merely  itarainat  inteMt— 
on  the  ground  of  in-  •~i^«*«"— *• 
fancy,  and  that  he  cannot  impeach 
such  a  judgment  or  decree  by  an 
original  bill  except  upon  grounds 
that  would  be  available  to  an  adult, 
such  as  fraud.  In  this  case  the  bill 
alleges,  among  other  things,  that 
the  judgment  entered  by  the  justice 
of  the  peace  was  caused  to  be  so  en- 
tered through  and  by  means  of 
fraudulent  representations.  As  or- 
dinarily understood,  a  fraudulent 
representation  is  a  false  statement 
relating  to  a  matter  of  fact,  made 
with  intent  to  deceive.  The  evi- 
dence wholly  fails  to  show  that  any 
untrue  statement  of  fact  was  made 
by  defendant's  agent,  either  in  ne- 
gotiating the  settlement  with  plain- 
tiff, or  in  procuring  the  entry  of  a 
formal  judgment  by  the  justice  of 
the  peace,  and  for  that  reason  ap- 
pellant insists  that  plaintiff  failed 
to  make  a  case  entitling  him  to  the 
relief  prayed  under  the  first  count 
of  his  petition.  But  plaintiff  does 
not  priKlicate  his  right  to  such  re- 
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lief  solely  on  the  ground  of  f  randu- 
lent  representation.  There  are  oth- 
er allegations  of  fact  in  the  petition, 
and  they  are  amply  supported  by 
the  proof.  It  is  to  be  determine 
wheUier  these  constitute  such  fraud 
as  warranted  the  court  below  in 
canceling  the  so-called  judgment. 

There  is  no  question  but  that 
plaintiff  and  defendant's  agent, 
Mees,  agreed  upon  a  settlement, 
whereby,  in  consideration  of  the 
payment  of  $250,  together  with  his 
hospital  fees  and  doctor  bills,  plain- 
tiff was  to  release  defendant  from 
further  liability  for  the  injuries  he 
had  sustained  on  account  of  its  neg- 
ligence. Such  contract  of  settle- 
ment, even  after  it  became  executed, 
the  idaintiff,  being  a  minor,  would 
have  had  the  right  to  disaffirm  and 
repudiate  at  any  time  during  his 
minority,  and  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  coming  of  age.  In  order 
to  cut  off  this  right  and  make  the 
contract  absolute  and  final  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  Mees  proceed- 
ed to  cloak  the  traiosaction  in  the 
guise  of  a  legal  proceeding.  This 
much  the  evidence  clearly  shows. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  of  course, 
but  that  in  a  suit  instituted  by  a 
minor  by  his  next  friend  a  judg- 
ment may  be  rendered  that  will  be 
valid  and  binding  upon  him.  Such 
judgment,  however,  cannot  be  based 
merely  on  the  consent  of  the  minor, 
for  he  is  without  discretion,  or  on 
that  of  the  next  friend,  because  he 
is  not  invested  with  either  the  pow- 
er or  the  duty  so  to  do.  Ewing  v. 
Ferguson,  33  Gratt.  563;  Tennes- 
see Coal,  Iron  &  R.  Co.  v.  Hayes,  97 
Ala.  201,  12  So.  98;  Kingsbury  v. 
Buckner,  134  U.  S.  650,  33  L.  ed. 
1047,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  638.  The 
court  in  such  case  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  protecting  the  minor's 
interest,  and  it  is  only  when  its 

judgment  is  based 
or?:j;i{r**"'     upon  facts  judicial- 

ly  ascertained,  upon 
a  real,  and  not  a  perfunctory,  hear- 
ing, that  its  judgment  is  binding 
upon  him.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lasca,  79  Kan.  311,  21  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   338,  99  Pac.  616,  17  Ann. 


Cas.  605 ;  Ferrell  v.  Broadway,  126 
N.  C.  258,  261,  35  S.  E.  467;  Tripp 
V.  Gifford,  155  Mass.  108, 31  Am.  St. 
Rep.  530,  29  N.  E.  208. 

The  judgment  ixnd&t  considera- 
tion had  no  such  basis.  The  pro- 
ceeding, if  it  may  be  so  called,  was 
colorable  merely  from  beginning  to 
end ;  it  did  not  possess  a  single  ele- 
ment of  a  judicial  hearing  and  de- 
termination. Its  entire  record  was 
the  handiwork  of  Mees;  he  pre- 
pared all  of  the  papers,  and  the  next 
friend  and  the  justice  did  nothing 
but  complaisantly  sign  their  names 
''on  the  dotted  lines''  pointed  out  by 
him.  It  should  be  said,  however, 
that  the  two  gentlemen  who  so 
obligingly  signed  the  papers  for 
Mees  were^Ven  to  understand,  and 
they  considered,  that  their  acts  in 
the  matter  were  purely  formal. 
And  so  they  were.  The  "friendly 
suit"  was  not  a  suit  in  fact ;  it  was 
merely  a  screen  contrived  to  con- 
ceal tiie  real  transaction,  the  con- 
tract of  settlement  and  release  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  def^fidant,  and 
having  for  its  purpose  the  foreclo- 
sure of  plaintiff's  right  to  disaffirm 
and  repudiate  his  foUy,  upon  reach- 
ing the  age  of  discretion,  or  upon 
the  receipt  of  mature  counsel.  It  is 
considered  fraudulent  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  incompetency  of  an 
infant  to  protect  his  own  interests 
(Ralston  v.  Lahee,  8  Iowa,  17,  26, 
74  Am.  Dec.  291 ;  Leslie  v.  Proctor 
&  G.  Mfg.  Co.  102  Kan.  159,  L.R.A. 
1918C,  55,  169  Pac.  193),  and,  as 
the  alleged  proceeding  before  the 

justice  of  the  peace  .^.tered  wttit- 
was  designed  for  no  •«<  be«rim«- 
other    purpose,     it  *-^»"*- 
should    be    so   treated.      On    this 
ground  the  court  was  warranted, 
under  the  pleadings  and  evidence, 
in  setting  aside  the  pretended  judg- 
ment. 

2.  Appellant  makes  the  further 
contention  that  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  recover  under  the  first 
count  of  his  petition,  because  it  was 
neither  alleged  nor  shown  that,  be- 
fore instituting  the  suit,  he  had  of- 
fered to  restore  to  defendant  what 
he  had  received  under  the  settle- 
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ment.  Plaintiff  brought  the  check, 
the  only  thing  that  he  had  received 
from  defendant,  into  court,  filed  it 
with  his  petition,  and  asked  the 
court  to  direct  its  return  to  the  de- 
fendant. In  an  equitable  action  to 
rescind  a  compromise,  where  a  ten- 
der back  of  moneys  received  is 
i„ion-  proper,   it  is   suffi- 

restonttion  of       cicnt  f or  the  plain- 

T^lVi  :;^^%\llt  tiff,  to  offer  in  his 

petition  to  restore 
what  he  has  received.  After  such 
offer  the  rights  of  the  parties  will 
be  r^grulated  and  protected  in  the 
final  judgment.  Such  is  the  rule  in 
this  state,  and  the  one  that  prevails 
generally.  Whelan  v.  Reilly,  61  Mo. 
565 ;  Paquin  v.  Milliken,  163  Mo.  79, 
105,  63  S.  W.  417,  1092 ;  Carroll  v. 
United  R.  Ck).  157  Mo.  App.  247, 
293,  137  S:  W.  303;  18  Enc.  PI.  & 
Pr.  836. 

3.  Appellant  strenuously  insists 
that  the  evidence  convicts  plaintiff 
of  contributory  negligence  as  a  mat* 
ter  of  law.  The  facts  having  a 
bearing  on  this  phase  of  the  case 
have  been  very  fully  set  out  in  the 
preceding  statement,  and  need  not 
be  repeated  here.  The  particulars 
in  which  it  is  claimed  that  plaintiff 
was  negligent  are:  (1)  In  going 
down  on  the  framework  of  the  ma^ 
chine  instead  of  on  the  ladder  pro- 
vided for  that  purpose;  and  (2)  in 
going  down  on  the  inside  of  the 
frame  after  he  had  been  warned 
not  to  do  so,  and  when  the  outside 
was  obviously  the  safer  way.  As  to 
the  first,  plaintiff  testified  directly 
and  positively  that  he  was  trying  to 
go  down  on  the  ladder,  and  not  the 
frame.  He  says  that  when  he 
stepped  out  of  the  cabin  down  onto 
the  porch  it  was  so  dark  about  the 
lower  part  of  the  machine  that  the 
ladder  could  not  be  seen.  He  did 
not  say  that  he  looked  for  it,  but 
that  it  was  so  dark  that  there  was 
no  use  to  look.  He  had  come  up  on 
the  ladder,  and  it  was  at  the  same 
comer.  He  was  to  a  certain  extent 
unfamiliar  with  his  surroundings 
and  the  movements  of  the  machine. 
He  stepped  down  on  the  frame  as 
the  boom  moved  away  from  him. 


and  started  to  where  he  thought  l^e 
ladder  was.  Certainly  it  cannot  be 
said  as  a  matter  of  law  that  he  was 
negligent  because  he  was  mistaken 
as  to  the  comer. 

•  Even  if  the  statement  of  the  pit 
foreman  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  (tixe 
foreman)  always  went  down  on  the 
outside  of  the  frame  could  be  con- 
strued as  a  warning  to  plaintiff 
not  to  go  down  on  tibe  inside,  the 
warning  was  not  wilfully  disregard- 
ed. Plaintiff  was  not  attempting, 
in  the  first  instance^  to  go  down  on 
the  frame,  either  on  the  inside  or 
the  outside.  He  was  hunting  the 
ladder.  He  suddenly  became  aware 
that  he  was  in  a  position  of  peril. 
It  now  seems,  true,  as  appellant  con- 
tends, that  plaintiff  could,  in  all 
probability,  while  holding  to  the 
upper  plate  of  the  framework,  have 
let  himself  down  on  the  outside,  and 
then  dropped  2  or  3  feet  to  the 
ground  without  injury.  But  plain- 
tiff was  not  in  a  condition  to  reason 
calmly  about  his  situation.  He  was 
controlled  by  ^e  instinct  of  preser- 
vation, and  not  by  the  dictates  of 
care  and  reason.  He  pictured  him- 
self coming  into  contact  with  highly 
charged  electric  wires  with  broken 
insulation,  if  he  dropped  down  on 
the  outside ;  to  him  that  was  not  an 
obviously  safe  way.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  had  once  before  gone  down 
between  the  prongs  of  one  of  the  I- 
beams  safely  and  easily,  and  he 
thought  that  he  had  the  time  to  do 
so  again.  It  seems  clear  that 
whether  in  so  doing  he  failed  to  ex- 
ercise that  degree  of  care  that  an 

ordinarily    prudent  Trt«i-que.tio« 
man  of  his  experi-  «or  surr^^fgu- 
ence  would  have  ex-  *•"**  *'  **"'• 
ercised    under    the    same    circum- 
stances was  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Appellant's  counsel  earnestly  in- 
sist that  the  cases  of  Boesel  v.  Wells, 
F.  &  Co.  260  Mo.  468, 169  S.  W,  110, 
and  Henry  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co,  141 
Mo.  App.  351,  125  S.  W.  794,  are 
controlling  on  the  facts  of  this  with 
respect  to  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence.     But  those  cases 
are  Wholly  unlike  the  one  at  bar  on 
the  facts,  unless  one  isolated  Mt  of 
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evidence  in  the  latter,  inconsistent 
with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case, 
be  held  to  portray  the  real  facts. 
One  of  defendant's  witnesses  testi- 
fied that  plaintiff  stated  that  he  be- 
lieved the  pulley  on  the  lower  ^id 
of  the  boom  would  dear  his  leg, — 
pass  over  it, — and  that  he  would 
therefore  be  safe  with  one  leg  over 
the  I-beam,  and  plaintiff  did  not,  in 
rebuttal,  expressly  deny  having 
made  the  statement.  But  the  sub- 
stance of  the  statement  was  in  ef- 
fect contradicted  by  all  of  plaintiff's 
testimony  touching  that  phase  of 
the  case;  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to 


sky,  from'  all'  the  evidence,  what  the 
true  facts  were. 

We  concur  in  the  trial  court's 
finding  under  the  first  count,  and,  as 
no  reversible  error  in  connection 
with  the  trial  to  the  jury  under  the 
second  count  has  been  pointed  out, 
the  judgm^att  should  be  affirmed. 

It  is  so  ordered. 

Small,  C*,  concurs. 

Brown,  C,  absent. 

Per  Curiam : 

The  foregoing  opinion  of  Ragland, 
C,  is  adopted  as  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

AH  the  Judges  concur. 


ANNOTATION. 
Right  of  InCant  to  set  aside  consent  judgment  in  action  for  perscmal  injuries. 


(Supplementing  annotation  in  16 
A.L.R.  667.) 

The  cases  on  the  point  fully  support 
the  doctrine  of  the  reported  case 
(RoBisoN  V.  Floe^ch  Constr.  Co. 
ante,  1289)  that  an  infant  may  avoid 
a  judgment  entered  in  his  favor  in 
compromise  and  settlement  of  a  claim 
upon  his  part  of  damages  for  personal 
injuries  ascribable  to  the  tort  or  neg- 
ligence of  tiie  defendant,  when  the 
judgment  ia  entered  in  a  merely  for« 


mal  proceeding,  instituted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  the  settlement, 
there  being  in  fact  no  judicial  investi*^ 
gation  or  inquiry  into  the  merits,  and 
the  judgment  being  a  mere  device  to 
bind  the  infant  by  the  compromise. 
The  eases  upon  the  subject  are  re- 
ferred to  in  an  annotation  appended 
to  the  case  of  Carroll  v.  Atlantic  Steel 
Co.  15  A.L.R.  660.  With  the  excep- 
tion of  the  reported  case,  no  later 
case  on  the  point  has  been  found. 

A.  6*  S. 


FRANK  RICHARDSON,  Appt, 

V. 

STATE  OF  TEXAS. 

Texas  Court  of  Criminal  Appeals '^  January  11,  1922. 

(—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  -r,  239  S.  W.  218.) 

Appeal  —  refusal  of  instructiims  on  reasonable  doubt  as  applied  to  grades 
of  homicide. 

1.  Refusal  to  give  an  instruction  on  the  law  of  reasonable  doubt  as  be* 
tween  the  grades  of  homicide  is  reversible  error,  where  the  attention 
of  the  court  is  specially  called  to  it,  although  no  special  request  is  sub- 
mitted and  the  law  of  reasonable  doubt  is  in  an  instruction,  applied  to 
the  whole  casei    (On  rehearing.) 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  an  ptige  1268.] 

20  A.L.R.— 79. 
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Evidence    —    statement    tending    to 

show  state  of  mind. 

2.  Evidence  of  a  statement  by  a 
man  shortly  before  he  killed  his 
brother,  that  he  did  not  see  what  the 
brother  was  doing  on  the  place  which 
accused  claimed  to  own,  is  admissible 
on  his  trial  for  the  homicide  as  tend- 
ing to  show  his  state  of  mind  towards 
the  deceased. 

—  showing  bias  of  witness, 

8.  Where  a  witness  for  accused  in 
a  murder  case  denies  having  made  a 
statement  that  deceased  was  in  hell, 
where  he  ought  to  be,  evidence  is  ad- 
missible that  he  made  such  statement 
as  tending  to  show  bias  or  prejudice. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  615,  620 ;  3  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  1686.] 

—  evidence  of  conviction  —  remote- 
ness. 

4.  That  several  years  had  elapsed 
since  the  conviction  of  witness  for 
bigamy  does  not  prevent  the  introduc- 
tion of  evidence  of  the  fact  to  affect 
his  credibility. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  627.] 

Homicide  —  justifiable  —  defense  of 
property. 

5.  To  justify  homicide  in  defense  of 
property  the  possession  must  be  ac- 
tual, and  not  merely  constructive,  and 


every  effort  must  be  made  by  the  pos- 
sessor to  repel  the  aggression  before 
he  is  justified  in  killing. 
[See  13  R.  C.  L.  842,  848.] 

—  when  killing  not  in  defense  of  prop- 
erty. 

6.  A  homicide  is  not  in  defense  of 
property  where  a  son,  claiming  to 
have  bought  the  interests  of  all  chil- 
dren except  one  in  the  home  farm  and 
of  his  mother  who  resided  there,  upon 
going  to  the  property,  found  there  and 
killed  the  child  whose  interest  he  had 
not  purchased,  who  had  instituted 
legal  proceedings  to  oust  accused 
from  possession,  which  were  pending. 

Appeal  -^omission  of  instractions  — 
absence  of  error, 

7.  Refusal  to  give  one  accused  of 
murder  the  benefit  of  an  instruction 
as  to  presumption  of  law  from  the  use 
of  a  deadly  weapon  by  deceased  is  not 
reversible  error,  where  the  attention 
of  the  trial  court  was  not  called  to  the 
omission,  and  the  statute  requires  the 
submission  of  prepared  instructions 
to  counsel,  who  must  in  writing  pre- 
sent objections,  specifying  grounds, 
in  the  absence  of  which  there  shall  be 
no  reversal  because  of  errors  in  the 
charge.     (On  rehearing.) 

[See  14  R.  C.  L.  795;  8  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  287.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Van 
Zandt  County  (Bond^  J.)  convicting  him  of  murder.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  Stanford,  Sanders,  &  West, 
Charles  L.  Hubbard,  and  Gentry  & 
Gentry,  for  appellant: 

The  defendant  being  charged  with 
murder,  and  there  being  evidence  that 
at  the  time  he  fired  the  fatal  shot  the 
deceased  was  advancing  on  him  with 
a  drawn  pistol  in  his  hand,  the  court 
erred  in  not  charging  the  jury  the  pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  use  of  a 
deadly  weapon  on  the  part  of  deceased 
at  the  time  of  the  homicide.  And  this 
is  reversible  error,  although  there  was 
no  exception  to  the  charge  of  the 
court  on  this  ground,  and  no  special 
charge  was  requested  on  the  subject. 

Kendall  v.  State,  8  Tex.  App.  569; 
Jones  V.  State,  11  Tex.  App,  412; 
Bishop  V.  State,  43  Tex.  390;  Jackson 
V.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  445,  3  S.  W.  111. 

On  a  charge  of  murder,  where  the 
evidence  raises  the  issue  of  man- 
slaughter, the  jury  should  be  charged 
the  law  of  both  murder  and  man- 
slaughter, and  the  law  of  reasonable 


doubt  should  be  given  in  charge  to 
the  jury,  not  only  upon  the  general 
question  of  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
accused,  but  also  as  between  the  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  culpable  homicide, 
so  as  to  afford  the  accused  the  benefit 
of  such  doubt  as  between  the  greater 
or  less  degree. 

Murray  v.  State,  1  Tex.  App.  417; 
Lister  v.  State,  1  Tex.  App.  744 ;  Eanes 
V.  State,  10  Tex.  App.  462;  Tinsley  v. 
State,  52  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  91,  106  S.  W. 
347;  Cockerell  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  592,  25  S.  W.  421 ;  Hall  v.  State, 
28  Tex.  App.  147^  12  S.  W.  739;  Walr 
lace  V.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  97 
S.  W.  1051. 

The  evidence,  with  the  exception  of 
one  witness,  shows  that  the  deceased, 
at  the  time  he  was  killed,  had  a  pistol 
drawn  on  defendant  and  was  driving 
him  from  the  room.  If  this  be  true 
then  the  law  of  resorting  to  all  other 
means  did  not  apply. 

Sims  V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
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164,  86  S.  W.  256;  Carr  v.  State,  41 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  380,  55  S.  W.  51. 

Messrs.  R  6.  Storey,  Assistant  At- 
torney General,  and  Biitler,  Pricey  A 
Maynor,  for  the  State: 

The  court  did  not  err  in  the  main 
charge  to  the  jury,  in  failing  to  give 
in  charge  to  the  jury  article  1106  of 
Vernon's  Criminal  Statutes  of  the 
State  of  Texas,  in  substance,  that  it 
was  presumed  that  by  the  use  of  a 
pistol  the  deceased  designed  to  in- 
flict death  or  serious  bodily  injury 
upon  defendant. 

Furr  V.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
— ,  194  S.  W.  395;  Debth  v.  State,  80 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  4,  187  S.  W.  341 ;  Ross 
V.  State,  75  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  59,  170  S. 
W.  305;  Galan  v.  State,  76  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  619,  177  S.  W.  124;  Crossett  v. 
State,  74  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  440,  168  S. 
W.  552;  Stanley  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  44  S.  W.  519;  Ward  v.  State, 
70  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  393,  159  S.  W.  272; 
Mason  v.  State,  88  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  642, 
228  S,  W.  952. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  its  main 
charge  to  the  jury,  in  failing  to 
charge  the  jury  that  if  they  found 
from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  some  degree  of  homicide, 
but  had  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
whether  he  was  guilty  of  murder,  they 
should  resolve  the  doubt  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  and  find  him  guilty  of 
no  higher  degree  of  homicide  than 
manslaughter. 

Frizzell  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  42; 
Furr  V.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
194  S.  W.  395;  Wysong  v.  State,  66 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  201,  146  S.  W.  941 ; 
Conger  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
312,  140  S.  W.  1112;  Farris  v.  State, 
55  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  481,  131  Am.  St. 
Rep.  824, 117  S.  W.  798;  Little  v.  State, 
39  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  654,  47  S.  W.  984; 
Cockerell  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
585,  25  S.  W.  421;  Ardry  v.  State,  — 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  233  S.  W.  839; 
Howard  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
— ,  233  S.  W.  847. 

When  a  part  of  the  evidence  is  ad- 
missible and  a  part  is  inadmissible, 
but  an  objection  is  made  to  the  whole 
without  singling  out  the  part  which  is 
inadmissible  and  objecting  thereto,  no 
error  is  committed  by  the  court  in 
overruling  the  objection. 

Davis  v.  State,  83  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
539,  204  S.  W.  652. 

The  testimony  of  the  witness,  Leard 
Smith,  was  admissible  for  the  purpose 


—,  fS9  B,  w.  tit.) 

of  showing  the  motive  of  the  appellant 
for  the  killing  of  Jones  Richardson. 

Weathersby  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App. 
278,  15  S.  W.  823 ;  Givens  v.  State,  35 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  563,  84  S.  W.  626. 

Morrow,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Appellant  was  convicted  of  mur- 
der; punishment  fixed  at  confine- 
ment  in  the  penitentiary  for  a 
period  of  twenty-five  years. 

Jones  Richardson  was  shot  and 
killed  by  the  appellant.  They  were 
brothers,  both  being  of  mature 
years.  They  were,  at  the  time,  in 
the  house  upon  the  farm  known  as 
the  "old  Richardson  home  place." 
It  had  been  owned  by  appellant's 
father  and  mother;  had  been  their 
home  prior  to  his  deaths  and  her 
home  thereafter.  AppeUant  also  re- 
sided there  for  twelve  years  im- 
mediately preceding  the  homicide. 
His  mother,  for  a  short  tiine,  had 
been  away,  leaving  her  personal  be- 
longings. The  daughter  and  son-in- 
law  of  appellant  also  resided  on  the 
farm.  They,  however,  were  moving 
away  from  it,  and  appellant  was  in 
the  act  of  moving  to  the  city  of 
Tyler,  where  he  was  in  business. 
The  deceased  resided  with  his  fam- 
ily in  the  state  of  Oklahoma,  and 
had  done  so  for  about  twelve  years. 

The  appellant  had  purchased  the 
interest  in  the  farm  of  all  the  chil- 
dren save  the  deceased,  and  his 
mother  had  made  to  him  a  deed  to 
her  interest.  Shortly  preceding  the 
homicide,  the  deceased  came  to  the 
vicinity,  and,  acting  on  behalf  of  his 
mother  and  in  her  name,  brought 
against  the  appellant  a  forcible  en- 
try and  detainer  suit  for  the  posses- 
sion of  the  farm,  and  upon  the  trial 
the  judgment  was  in  her  favor,  and 
from  it  appellant  appealed. 

Evidence  of  threats  against  the 
deceased,  and  conduct  indicating  ill 
feeling,  and  expressions  of  such 
sentiments  was  introduced. 

Appellant's  mother  testified  that 
she  made  the  deed  to  the  appellant 
without  understanding  the  nature 
of  the  document  that  she  executed. 

Appellant  denied  the  threats  and 
expressions  of  bad  feeling,  though 
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he  did  not  think  the  deceased  had 
treated  him  right.  He  explained  his 
possession  of  the  pistol  on  the  oc- 
casion of  the  homicide,  by  stating 
that  he  had  had  difficulty  with  an- 
other person  and  was  expecting 
trouble  with  him;  that  he  had  ho 
knowledge  of  his  brother  being  at 
the  place  when  he  went  there ;  that 
on  arrival  he  learned  from  his  moth- 
er that  his  brother  was  there,  and 
he  walked  up  and  said:  "Hello, 
Jones;  what  are  you  doing  here?" 
and  he  said,  "I  will  show  you,"  and 
jumped  up,  and  got  his  gun  out  of 
his  grip,  and  cocked  it;  and  the 
appellant  said  to  him,  three  or  four 
times,  "Take  it  out  of  my  face."  He 
then  retreated  a  couple  of  steps. 
The  deceased  advanced.  His  moth- 
er sought  to  interfere.  Appellant 
said,  "He  must  take  that  gun  out  of 
my  face."  That  Jones  said  to  his 
mother':  "Step  aside!  I  am  going 
to  shoot."  Whereupon  the  appel- 
lant shot.  Appellant  fired  one  shot, 
which  killed  the  deceased. 

There  was  sharp  conflict  in  the 
testimony  touching  the  possession  of 
the  pistol  by  the  deceased  at  the 
time  of  the  homicide. 

Complaint  is  made  in  bill  No.  2 
of  the  receipt  of  evidence  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  appellant  stated  that 
he  had  appealed  the  forcible  entry 
and  detainer  case.  In  qualifying  the 
bill,  the  court  said  that  the  testi- 
mony given  by  the  witnesses  was 
this:  "I  heard  defendant  say  that 
he  had  appealed  the  case  that  his 
mother  had  won  against  him,  and 
that  he  didn't  see  what  Jones,  his 
brother,  was  doing  there  on  the 
place." 

This  testimony,  coming,  as  it  did, 
shortly  preceding  the  homicide,  re- 
lated such  a  declaration  by  the  ap- 
pellant as  was,  in  our  opinion,  avail- 
able to  the  state  upon  the  issue  of 

motive.  The  decla- 
?ta'tlme^  fend-  ration  of  the  appel- 
lant was  competent 
and  relevant  to 
show  his  state  of  mind  towards  the 
deceased.  McKinney  v.  State,  8 
Tex.  App.  627;  Branch's  Anno. 
Penal  Code  (Tex.)  §  1881,  and 
cases  listed. 


Inv  to  s^O^ir 
state  of  mind. 


A  witness  who  had  given  material 
testimony  in  favor  of  the  appellant 
was  asked,  on  cross-examination,  if 
he  had  not  stated  with  reference  to 
the  deceased:  "The  son  of  a  bitch 
is  dead  in  hell,  where  he  ought  to 
be."  Upon  the  denial  by  the  wit- 
ness, proof  was  made,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  impeachment,  that  he  did 
make  the  statement.  This  testi- 
mony, in  our  opinion,  was  admis- 
sible under  the  rule  which  permits 
the  opposing  party  to  break  the 
force  of  the  testi- 
mony of  an  adverse  ^wTtneL?**** 
witness  by  proof  of 
his  bias  or  prejudice.  Watts  v. 
State,  18  Tex.  App.  384;  Brownlee 
v.  State,  48  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  410,  87 
S.  W.  1153 ;  Gelber  v.  State,  56  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  462,  120  S.  W.  863; 
Tow  V.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  184,  2 
S.  W.  582;  Branch's  Anno.  Penal 
Code  (Tex.)  §  163,  and  cases  listed. 

While  upon  the  witness  stand, 
state's  counsel  directed  to  the  ap- 
pellant this  question :  "Isn't  it  true 
that  some  five  of  six  years  ago,  in 
Parker  county,  you  were  tried,  in- 
dicted, and  convicted  of  the  offense 
of  bigamy,  and  sent  to  the  peniten- 
tiary for  that  offense  7* 

Objection  was  made,  as  stated  in 
the  bill,  upon  the  ground  that^  be- 
fore the  witness  was  placed  upon  the 
stand,  his  counsel  asked  the  court  to 
instruct  the  state's  counsel  to  re- 
frain from  making  inquiry,  for  the 
reason  that  the  conviction  had  taken 
place  in  the  year  1912.  The  court 
required  an  answer,  which  was: 
"Yes,  sir;  that  is  correct."  In  ap- 
proving the  bill,  the  court  disallows 
the  part  thereof  stating  that  he  was 
requested  to  prevent  the  inquiry  on 
account  of  the  date  of  the  offense. 
He  calls  attention  to  the  fact,  in  his 
qualification,  that  the  question  did 
not  indicate  that  the  inquiry  related 
to  a  remote  offense,  and  adds  that  it 
was  on  redirect  examination;  that 
it  developed  that  the  conviction  took 
place  in  October,  1912;  that,  prior 
to  this  development  on  redirect  ex- 
amination, the  court  had  no  infor- 
mation as  to  the  dato  othw  than 
indicated  by  the  question.  The  pro- 
priety of  making  proof  of  the  convic- 
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tion  of  other  felonies  to  affect  the 
credibility  of  the  accused  when  tes- 
tifying as  a  witness  is  well  estab- 
lished. Lights  V.  State,  21  Tex. 
App.  313,  17  S.  W.  428,  and  other 
cases  listed  in  Branch's  Anno.  Penal 
Code  (Tex.)  §  167.  We  are  not 
advised  of  any  rule  that  would  have 

excluded* the  testi- 
mony as  too  remote, 
even  if  there  had 
been  a  request  to  do  so.  Instances 
are  available  in  which  such  testi- 
mony has  been  received  over  the  ob- 
jection that  it  was  too  remote,  when 
the  prior  offense  had  occurred  at  a 
time  more  distant  than  in  the  in- 
stant case.  Scoville  v.  State,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  77  S.  W.  792.  Even, 
however,  if  the  time  of  the  prior 
offense  was  too  remote  to  render 
proof  of  it  available  to  the  state,  the 
matter,  as  presented,  does  not  au- 
thorize a  reversal  upon  that  ground. 
The  question,  as  framed,  fixing  the 
time  at  five  or  six  years,  gave  no  in- 
dication that  it  called  for  testimony 
too  remote  (Davis  v.  State,  52  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  630, 108  S.  W.  667),  and 
the  bill,  as  qualified,  shows  that  the 
trial  court  had  no  knowledge  that 
the  conviction  had  occurred  prior  to 
the  time  indicated  by  the  question. 
After  the  date  was  revealed  upon 
redirect  examination,  no  request 
was  made  to  exclude  the  testimony. 
Three  special  charges  bearing 
upon  the  possession  of  property 
were  requested.  One  of  them  reads 
thus:  '^You  are  charged  that  in 
law  the  defendant  was  in  possession 
of  the  home  where  the  killing  oc^ 
curred,  and  that  he  had  a  right 
there,  and  that  the  deceased  did  not 
have  the  right  to  forcibly  eject  him ; 
and  if  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that,  when  the  defendant  returned 
to  the  place  of  the  homicide,  the  de- 
ceased undertook  to  eject  him,  then 
the  defendant  had  the  right,  under 
the  law,  to  defend  his  possession 
of  the  property,  and,  if  you  find  from 
the  evidence  that  he  shot  and  killed 
the  deceased  in  defense  of  his  home, 
you  will  acquit  the  defendant,  or, 
if  you  have  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
this,  you  will  acquit." 

Aiiother  charge  in  substantially 


—,  M8$  B.   W.  tJ«.) 

the  same  language  was.  given,  and 
the  third  was  in  lliese  words :  ''You 
are  further  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant had  a  legal  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  where  the 
homicide  occurred,  and  that  he  had 
the  further  legal  right  to  inquire  in- 
to and  demand  an  explanation  of  the 
presence  of  any  other  person  whom 
he  might  find  in  possession  of  or  on 
said  premises." 

The  third  special  charge  was  giv- 
en, the  others  were  refused,  and  the 
refusal  is  complained  of.  We  do 
not  regard  the  complaint  as  meri- 
torious. 

Touching  the  homicide  in  defense 
of  property,  our  statute  is  as  fol- 
lows: ''Homicide  is  justifiable  also 
in  the  protection  of  the  person  or 
property  against  any  other  unlaw- 
ful and  violent  attack  besides  those 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  article, 
and,  in  such  cases,  all  other  means 
must  be  resorted  to  for  the  preven- 
tion of  tlie  injury,  and  the  killing 
must  take  place  while  the  person 
killed  is  in  the  very  act  of  making 
such  unlawful  and  violent  attack; 
and  any  person  interfering  in  such 
case  in  behalf  of  the  party  about  to 
be  injured  is  not  justifiable  in  kill- 
ing the  aggressor,  unless  the  life  or 
person  of  the  injured  party  is  in 
peril  by  reason  of  such  attack  upon 
his  property/'  Penal  Code,  art. 
1107. 

Also,  the  possession  must  be  of 
corporeal  property,  and  not  a  mere 
right,  and  the  pos-  „^„,  ..^ 
session  must  be  ac-  j«stiaAbie~    .^' 
tual,  and  not  merely  JJipeJJy?' 
constructive.       The 
possession  must  be  legal,  though  the 
right  to  the  property  may  not  be  in 
the  possessor.     Every  effort  in  his 
power  must  have  been  made  by  the 
possessor  to   repel  the  aggression 
before  he  would  be  justified  in  the 
killinf?. 

We  have  given  above  a  synopsis 
of  the  testimony  as  we  comprehend 
it.  That  pointed  out  by  the  appel- 
lant as  raising 'the  issue  is  that  of 
appellant  stating  his  age,  forty- 
four  years  of  age ;  that  the  deceased 
was  younger ;  that  appellant  and  his 
family  had  resided  there  for  a  num- 
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ber  of  years;  that  his  mother  had 
also  lived  there ;  that  he  had  bought 
from,  or  contracted  for  all  the  in- 
terest of,  all  the  heirs  except  the  de- 
ceased, and  had  received  the  deed 
to  the  land  from  his  mother  in  1915, 
and  had  claimed  the  place  since  that 
time;  that  the  deceased  had  an  in- 
terest in  it,  but  that  it  was  only  a 
short  time  before  the  homicide  that 
appellant  learned  that  the  deceased 
had  anything  to  do  with  the  posses- 
sion ;  that  deceased  had  never  come 
to  him  with  reference  to  his  inter- 
est in  the  land ;  that  his  mother  had 
left  home  on  the  8th  *day  of  Janu- 
ary, whfle  the  appellant  was  in 
Tyler;  that  he  heard  that  the  de- 
ceased came  on  the  23d  of  Decem- 
ber, but  did  not  know  of  his  own 
knowledge  when  he  came.  Appel* 
lant's  daughter  testified  that  she 
had  heard  the  deceased  remark; 
**We  have  got  possession  now,  and 
that  is  what  I  have  been  working 
.for,  and  that  is  all  I  want."  It  is 
not  clear  that  this  was  communicat- 
ed to  the  appellant. 

The  facts  do  not  impress  us  as 
presenting  the  issue  that  the  homi- 
cide was  in  defense  of  property,  but 
the  true  issue  was  whether  it  was 
in  defense  of  appellant's  person.  If 
the  issue  existed,  we  think  the  spe- 
cial charges  requested  were  not  per- 
tinent to  present  it.  They  ignored 
the  essential  elements  of  the  law  of 
homicide  in  defense  of  property, 
namely,  that  of  resorting  to  other 
means  before  taking  life.  In  the 
case  of  Wells  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  622,  141  S.  W.  98,  Presiding 
Judge  Davidson,  speaking  for  the 
court,  said :  "They  were  some  feet 
apart;  the  distance  is  made  uncer- 
tain by  the  varying  testimony  of 
the  witnesses,  the  defendant's  evi- 
dence putting  him  at  the  door,  the 
state  witnesses  putting  him  back 
from  the  door.  Appellant  was  in 
the  room  and  deceased  upon  a  gal- 
lery. The  law  requires,  before  kill- 
ing, the  possessor  of  the  house  must 
use  every  other  reasonable  effort  in 
his  power  to  repel  intrusion  in  or- 
der to  be  justified  in  taking  human 
life.    Where  a  party  is  an  intruder 


or  trespasser  upon  the  habitation  of 
another,  or,  being  his  guest,  puts 
himself  wrong  by  his  conduct  in  the 
house,  the  owner  has  a  right  to  put 
him  out,  provided  he  uses  no  more 
force  or  greater  or  more  dangerous 
means  than  are  necessary  to  efifect 
the  expulsion  of  the  party.  Turner 
v.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  378 ;  Stanley 
v.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  392;  Hinton 
v.  State,  24  Tex.  464.  Reasonable 
force  must  be  used.  McCray  v. 
State,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  609,  44 
S.  W.  170.  And  it  was  held  in  Sar- 
gent  V.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
326,  33  S.  W.  364,  that  on  a  trial 
for  murder,  where  the  evidence  pre- 
sented the  issue  of  an  unlawful  in- 
trusion into  the  home,  the  defendant 
would  have  no  right  to  complain  of 
a  charge  which  authorized  him  to 
slay  deceased  for  such  intrusion  aft- 
er he  had  resorted  to  all  other 
means,  except  retreating,  to  get  rid 
of  him." 

In  the  instant  case,  on  the  facts 
viewed  in  their  strongest  light  in 
favor  of  the  appellant,  the  house  in 
which  the  homicide  took  place  was 
the  home  of  the  mother  of  appellant 
and  deceased.  The  deceased  was 
there  with  the  consent  of  the  moth* 
er.  His  presence  cannot  be  given 
the  color  of  an  attempt  to  eject  the 
appellant  by  physical  force.  Ad- 
mittedly, the  means  to  which  he  had 
resorted  to  oust  the  appellant  were 
those  provided  by  law.  There  was 
litigation  pending.  The  mother, 
admittedly  entitled  to  possession 
coinciding  with  that  of  appellant, 
was  also  claiming  title.  The  de- 
ceased was  the  owner  of  an  interest 
in  the  property,  and,  to  settle  the 
differences,  resort  was  had  by  the 
courts.  The  fact  that  the  homicide 
took  place  upon  the  premises  in 
controversy  did  not  ^^^^^  ^„„„. 
characterize  it  as  a  »ot  in  defenses 
homicide  in  defense  *'  »~»*'*»^- 
of  the  property.  Such  a  construc- 
tion of  it  would  have  been  manifest- 
ly against  the  rights  of  the  appel- 
lant. From  his  standpoint,  he  was 
attacked  by  the  deceased  and  fired  to 
save  his  Hfe.  His  right  to  defend 
his  person  was  far  broader  than  his 
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right  to  defend  his  property.  In 
Ruling  Case  Law,  vol.  13,  p.  889,  it 
is  said:  "It  is  not  true,  as  a  general 
rule,  that  an  invasion  of  property 
rights  constitutes  an  excuse  for 
homicide.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  on* 
ly  when  the  element  of  danger  to  the 
person  is  present  that  the  law  coun- 
tenances the  taking  of  human  life. 
The  fact  that  the  slayer  is  on  his 
own  land  at  the  time  of  the  killing, 
and  the  further  fact  that  the  de- 
ceased was  engaged  in  acts  of  ag- 
gression or  violence,  are  of  great 
— oftentimes  conclusive — ^probative 
force  in  establishing  self-defense; 
but  it  is  a  defense  of  the  person  that 
is  in  issue,  not  tiie  element  of  pro- 
tection of  property  dissociated  from 
protection  of  persons." 

In  Hill  V.  State,  43  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  685,  67  S.  W.  606,  the  court 
said:  ''The  difficulty  here  arose  as 
to  the  right  of  appellant  to  pasture 
his  horse  on  the  lands  of  the  prose- 
cutor, and  this  involved  the  right  to 
the  possession  of  said  land.  The 
difficully  itself,  however,  did  not  oc- 
cur in  the  defense  of  property.  Pos- 
session was  a  disputed  question.  It 
appears  that  the  land  had  been 
awarded  to  appellant,  and  prosecu- 
tor had  been  living  on  that  section 
for  some  time,  and  was  still  living 
on  it  The  fact  that  the  altercation 
grew  out  of  adverse  claims  to  the 
possession  of  property  would  not  re- 
quire a  charge  involving  the  right 
of  appellant  to  protect  his  claim  to 
the  property  against  an  intrusion  of 
the  prosecutor." 

On  the  subject  under  discussion, 
we  think  the  rights  of  the  appellant 
were  fully  conserved  in  giving  to 
the  jury  the  special  charge  ^ich  we 
have  quoted  above. 

The  court,  in  separate  para- 
graphs, charged  on  the  law  of  mur- 
der, manslaughter,  and  self-defense. 
In  one  of  the  concluding  paragraphs 
of  the  charge,  the  court  instructed 
on  the  law  of  reasonable  doubt  as 
applied  to  the  whole  case.  An  ex- 
ception was  reserved  to  the  failure 
of  the  court  to  charge  on  the  law  of 
reasonable  doubt  as  between  the 
grades  of  homicide.    We  think  this 


would  have  been  the  better  practice, 
and  it  is  conceivable  that  a  case 
might  arise  in  which  the  refusal  to 
do  so  would  be  harmful  error.  Mc- 
CaD  V.  State,  14  Tex.  App.  353 ;  Mur- 
ray  v.  State,  1  Tex.  App.  417 ;  Blake 
V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  581.  The  gen- 
eral rule,  however,  seems  not  to  im- 
peratively demand  that  the  trial 
court  give  such  an  instruction 
where,  as  in  the  instant  case,  the 
law  of  reasonable  doubt  is,  in  the 
charge,  applied  to  the  whole  case. 
In  Cockerell's  Case,  32  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  692,  25  S.  W.  422,  Judge  David- 
son, on  the  subject,  used  the  fol- 
lowing language:  ''Even  had  the 
court  failed  to  instruct  the  jury  to 
apply  the  reasonable  doubt  between 
the  degrees  of  culpable  homicide 
charged  upon,  such  omission  would 
not  have  been  error  where  the  court 
applies  such  doubt  to  the  whole 
case'^— citing  Hall  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  146,  12  S.  W.  739,  wherein  it 
is  said:  "The  charge  of  the  court 
is  made  the  subject  of  several  ob- 
jections, which  are  claimed  for  er- 
ror. It  is  objected  that  the  court 
did  not  instruct  the  jury  to  apply  the 
reasonable  doubt  as  between  the 
several  degrees  charged  upon.  Such 
omission  has  never  been  held  re- 
versible error,  where  the  court  ap- 
plies the  reasonable  doubt  to  the 
whole  case,  except  in  those  cases 
where  such  an  additional  instruc- 
tion has  been  specially  requested 
and  refused  Ly  the  court." 

Other  cases  directly  in  point  are 
found,  among  them  being  Little  v. 
State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  656,  47 
S.  W.  984 ;,  Wallace  v.  State,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  97  S.  W.  1051 ;  Furr 
V.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  194 
S.  W.  398. 

There  are  other  bills  of  exceptions 
which  we  have  carefully  examined. 
They,  in  our  opinion,  present  no 
doubtful  question  or  matter  which 
we  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record, 
and  therefore  order  the  judgment 
affirmed. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having 
been  granted,  Hawkins,  J.,  on  March 
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22,  1922,  handed  down  the  follow- 
ing opinion : 

In  the  original  submission  of  his 
case  appellant  raised  the  question 
that  the  court  below  committed  er-* 
ror  in  not  giving  him  the  benefit  of 
a  charge  as  to  the  presumption  of 
the  law  from  the  use  of  a  deadly 
weapon  by  deceased  under  article 
1106,  Vernon's  P.  C.  Complaint  is 
made  because  such  assignment  was 
not  discussed  in  our  original  opin- 
ion. 

No  exception  was  taken  to  the 
failure  of  the  court  to  embrace  said 
article  in  his  charge,  neither  was 
any  special  charge  requested  upon 
the  subject.  In  no  way  was  the 
lower  court's  attention  called  to  such 
omission.  Notwithstanding  this, 
appellant  insists  that  it  was  funda- 
mental error  to  omit  to  charge 
thereon,  and  that  the  provisions  of 
article  743,  Vernon's  C.  C.  P.,  if 
properly  construed,  require  this 
court  to  pass  upon  the  question,  in 
the  absence  of  a  special  charge  re- 
quested or  exception  taken  at  the 
time  of  trial.  Said  article,  in  con- 
nection with  the  preceding  ones,  has 
been  so  frequently  construed  since 
the  amendment  of  the  legislature  in 
1913  (chap.  138) ,  wo  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  again  review  the 
matter.  One  of  the  clearest  state- 
ments of  the  construction  of  the 
court  under  the  present  Practice 
Act  will  be  found  in  Williamson  v. 
State,  74  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  at  page 
293,  167  S.  W.  362.  Referring  to 
the  article  in  question  and  the  acts 
of  the  thirty-tiiird  legislature,  the 
court  used  this  language:  ''It  was 
provided  in  that  act  that  the  charge, 
before  being  read  to  the  jury,  should 
be  submitted  to  counsel,  and  they 
must  at  that  time  present  in  writing 
any  objections  to  the  charge,  dis- 
tinctly specifying  each  ground  of 
objection,  and  if  no  objection  is 
made  at  that  time,  the  case  shall  not 
be  reversed  because  of  errors  in  the 
charge,  and  if  such  objections  are 
made  we  shall  not  reverse  unless 
such  errors  were  calculated  to  in- 
jure the  rights  of  defendant  or  un- 


less it  appears  he  has  noA  had  a  fair 
and  impartial  triaL" 

We  believe  the  foregoiiig  to  be  a 
correct  interpretation  of  article  743 
under  the  acts  of  the  legislature  re- 
ferred to,  and  have  been  unable  to 
agree  with  the  construction  thereof 
urged  by  appellant.   ^ 
The     omission     to  •/'fS?;;2J5SS~ 
charge  article  1106  S^^*^  •' 
was  not  such  funda- 
mental error  as  would  require  re- 
versal in  the  absence  of  proper  ex- 
ceptions. 

The  court  .charged  on  the  issues 
of  murder  and  manslaughter.  No- 
where in  his  charge  is  &e  doctrine 
of  reasonable  doubt  as  between  de- 
grees presented.  Counsel  by  timely 
and  pertinent  exception  pointed  out 
this  omission.  In  our  original  opin- 
ion we  held  that,  the  law  of  reason- 
able  doubt  having  been  applied  to 
the  whole  case,  the  omission  to 
charge  the  same  as  between  the  de- 
grees was  not  rever^ble  error.  It 
is  urged  in  the  motion  for  rehearing 
that  in  this  portion  of  our  opinion 
we  were  in  error,  especially  so  as 
the  omission  was  called  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  trial  judge  by  timely  ex- 
ception, presented  in  writing  before 
the  charge  was  read. 

We  have  had  occasion  to  review 
many  decisions  in  our  consideration 
of  this  question  on  rehearing.  In 
Guagando's  Case,  41  Tex.  634,  the 
jury  was  charged  to  acquit  if  there 
was  reasonable  doubt  of  guilt,  but 
there  was  omission  to  ins&uct  rea- 
sonable doubt  between  degrees  of 
murder;  held,  error.  In  Murray  v. 
State,  1  Tex.  App.  423,  Judge  White 
says:  ''This  question  is  as  to  the 
propriety  and  necessity  of  a  charge 
upon  the  reasonable  doubt  between 
the  different  degrees  in  cases  of 
murder,  especially  when  such  a 
charge  is  asked  by  defendant. 
There  are,  as  it  appears  to  us, 
many  good  reasons  why  this 
rule  should  be  adopted.  Often- 
times it  is  of  as  great  and  vital 
importance  to  a  defendant  te 
have  the  benefit  of  whatever  reason- 
able doubt  may  arise  in  determin- 
ing the  grade  and  degree  of  his 
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crime  as  in  adjudging  the  general 
measure  of  his  guilt." 

In  Lister's  Case,  1  Tex.  App.  744, 
no  special  charge  on  the  subject  was 
requested;  the  reasonable  doubt  be- 
tween the  degrees  was  approved, 
and  conunended  to  the  trial  courts. 
In  Eanes  v.  State,  10  Tex.  App.  462, 
reasonable  doiibt  was  charged  gen- 
erally, and  then  was  -  added,  ''and 
the  rule  of  reasonable  doubt  applies 
to  the  grade  of  offense."  It  was 
held  not  sufficiently  definite  as  ap- 
plied to  degrees.  McCall  (McCall 
V.  State,  14  Tex.  App.  363)  was 
charged  with  theft,  but  Judge  Will- 
son  says:  ''Where  an  offense  con- 
sists of  different  degrees,  a  charge 
giving  the  defendant  the  benefit  of 
a  reasonable  doubt  between  the  de- 
grees would  be  proper,  and  it  would 
be  error  ordinarily  in  such  case  to 
refuse  such  a  charge  when  request- 
ed." 

in  Hall  V.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  146, 
12  S.  W.  739,  it  is  said :  "It  is  ob- 
jected that  the  court  did  not  instruct 
the  jury  to  apply  the  reasonable 
doubt  as  between  the  several  de- 
grees charged  upon.  Such  omission 
has  never  been  held  reversible  er« 
ror,  where  the  court  applies  the  rea- 
sonable doubt  to  the  whole  case,  ex- 
cept in  those  cases  where  such  an 
additional  instruction  has  been  spe- 
cially requested  and  refused  by  the 
court.    McCall  v.  State,  supra-.^' 

In  Frizzell  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App. 
56,  16  S.  W.  751,  is  found  this  lan- 
guage: "To  the  objection  that  the 
charge  of  the  court  omitted  to  in- 
struct the  jury  to  apply  the  reason- 
able doubt  as  between  the  several 
degrees  charged  on,  we  reply  such 
omission  is  not  error  when  the  court 
has  applied  the  reasonable  doubt  to 
the  whole  case,  except  in  this,  where 
the  court  has  refused  special  in- 
structions, covering  the  omission." 

In  Cockereirs  Case,  32  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  592,  25  S.  W.  421,  Judge  David- 
son says:  "Exception  was  re- 
served to  the  charge,  because  it 
failed  to  charge  the  'reasonable 
doubt*  between  manslaughter  and 
self-defense.  The  court  gave  this 
charge  as  between  murder  in  the 
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first  and  second  degrees,  also  be- 
tween murder  in  the  second  degree 
and  manslaughter,  and  further  in- 
structed, if  there  was  a  reasonable 
doubt  of  defendant's  guilt,  he  should 
be  acquitted.  This  was  sufficient.*' 
The  foregoing  quotation  disposed  of 
the  question,  but  this  clause  is  add- 
ed: "Even  had  the  court  failed  to 
instruct  the  jury  to  wply  the  rea- 
sonable doubt  between  the  degrees 
of  culpable  homicide  charged  upon, 
such  omission  would  not  have  been 
error  where  the  court  applies  such 
doubt  to  the  whole  case." 

The  Hall  and  McCall  Cases,  su- 
pra, are  here  then  cited,  both  of 
which  were  to  the  effect  that  it 
would  be  error  if  request  was  made 
for  such  instruction  and  refused. 
In  Little  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  661, 47  S.  W.  984,  will  be  found 
the  following  language,  used  by 
Judge  Henderson:  "Appellant  ob- 
jected .  • '  .  because  [the  court] 
failed  to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  a 
reasonable  doubt  between  the  de- 
grees of  murder.  .  .  .  The  court 
•  .  .  instructed  the  jury,  if  they 
had  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the 
guilt  of  the  defendant,  to  acquit 
him.  This  applied  to  all  the  de- 
grees, and  it  was  not  necessary  for 
the  court  to  give  a  specific  charge  as 
to  a  reasonable  doubt  between  the 
degrees.  The  charge  in  question, 
as  given,  authorized  the  jury  to  ac-^ 
quit  of  any  degree,  if  they  had  a 
reasonable  doubt  of  the  guilt  of  de- 
fendant of  that  particular  degree." 

No  authorities  are  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  proposition  as  announced 
in  the  Little  Case,  and  no  reference 
Whatever  is  made  in  that  opinion  to 
the  cases  reviewed  by  us  announcing 
a  contrary  doctrine.  Upon  a  more 
thorough  examination,  we  find  that 
the  case  of  Wallace  v.  State,  —  Tex. 
Crim,  Rep.  — ,  97  S.  W.  1051,  cited 
by  us  in  our  original  opinion,  does 
not  support  the  exact  proposition 
under  discussion.  The  question 
there  before  the  court  was  the  fail- 
ure to  charge  upon  reasonable  doubt 
directly  in  connection  with  the 
charge  on  self-defense,  and  the  hold- 
ing in  the  Wallace  Case  was  to  the 
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effect  that,  having  charged  the  doc- 
trine of  reasonable  doubt  as  applied 
to  the  whole  case»  it  was  sufficient. 
The  same  is  true  with  reference  to 
the  case  of  Furr  v.  State,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  194  S.  W.  898,  cited 
in  the  original  opinion.  That  was 
a  seduction  case  and  the  decision 
turned  largely  upon  the  same  point 
presented  in  the  Wallace  Case.  We 
find  in  the  examination  of  the  au« 
thorities  much  confusion  arising  at 
this  point.  A  great  many  cases  cit- 
ed by  the  state,  in  their  brief  in  re- 
ply to  appellant's  motion  for  rehear- 
ing throw  no  light  upon  the  direct 
question  before  us,  but  are  in  sup- 
port of  the  proposition  that  it  is 
not  necessary  for  the  trial  judge  to 
charge  the  law  of  reasonable  doubt 
in  connection  with  each  separate 
defensive  issue.  There  is  no  lack 
of  authorities  to  support  the  latter 
proposition,  and  many  of  them  may 
be  found  collated  in  Mr.  Branch's 
Anno.  Penal  Code,  under  §  11,  on 
page  5.  We  may  have  overlooked 
some  authorities ;  but,  so  far  as  we 
have  examined  t^ose  to  which  our 
attention  has  been  directed,  or 
which  have  been  discovered  by  us, 
the  Little  Case,  supra,  is  the  only 
one  which  holds  uiiqualifiedly  that 
it  is  not  error  for  the  court  to  re- 
fuse to  charge  on  reasonable  doubt 
as  between  the  degrees,  in  the  face 
of  a  request  for  such  instruction. 
The  failure  of  the  opinion  in  that 
case  to  cite  any  authority,  or  make 
any  reference  to  the  immediately 
preceding  decisions  announcing  a 
contrary  doctrine,  caused  us  to  make 
the  research,  and  we  have  been  un- 
able to  reconcile  that  opinion  with 
the  many  others  cited  by  us. 


As  we  understand  the  construc- 
tion placed  upon  the  iHresent  Prac- 
tice Act,  the  trial  judge  is  stiU  ex- 
pected to  write  the  law  applicable 
to  the  case  in  his  charge  to  the  jury^ 
and  if  he  has  inadvertency  omitted 
some  phase  of  the  law,  or  if  he 
thinks  some  phase  of  the  law  inap- 
plicable where  counsel  for  appellant 
entertains  the  contrary  view,  and 
the  omission  is  specifically  and  per- 
tinently pointed  out  by  written  ob- 
jection to  the  charge  as  prepared,  it 
is  not  necessary  in  a  .  ,  « 
lelony  case,  that  a  iastr«etfons  o* 
special  charge  be  ST^^fiS  t~^ 
submitted  to  supply  5J*~  •*  "*•■■•- 
the  omission,  but 
appellant  may  stand  upon  his  ob- 
jection filed,  if  it  is  sufficiently  spe- 
cific to  call  the  court's  attention  to 
the  matter  complained  ol  Of 
course,  a  different  rule  obtains  in 
misdemeanor  cases. 

We  have  reached  the  conclusion 
that  we  were  in  error  in  holding 
that  the  law  of  reasonable  doubt,  as 
charged  by  the  court  as  apphcable  to 
the  question  of  guilt,  cured  the  fail- 
ure to  charge  upon  the  same  subject 
as  between  degrees.  The  jury 
might  entertain  no  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  the  guilt  of  one  upon  trial,  and 
yet  be  confused  in  reaching  a  con- 
clusion as  to  the  degree  of  the  of- 
fense. The  omission  in  the  charge 
having  been  directed  to  the  courPs 
attention  in  a  timely  manner,  the 
same  should  have  been  supidied. 

For  a  failure  to  do  so,  we  have 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the 
judgment  of  affirmance  must  be  set 
aside,  and  the  judgment  of  tiie  trial 
court  reversed  and  the  cause  re- 
manded. 


ANNOTATION, 

Duty  to  ckarge  as  to  reasonable  doubt  as  between  different  degr* 

or  included  offenses* 


of 


For  the  purposes  of  the  present  dis- 
cussion it  is  assumed  to  be  the  law 
that  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
a  crime  which  is  divided  into  degrees, 
or  which  includes  other  crimes,  if  the 
jury  have  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 


the  crime,  or  degree  of  crime,  of 
which  the  accused  is  guilty,  the  bene- 
fit of  that  doubt  must  be  given  to  him. 
Starting  with  that  assumption,  the 
precise  question  considered  herein  is 
whether  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial 
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judge  to  instruct  the  jury  specifically 
as  to  that  rule  of  law.  The  sufficiency 
of  such  an  instruction  is  not  dis- 
cussed. 

The  weight  of  authority  is  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  evidence  admits  of 
a  conviction  of  a  lower  degree  than 
that  charged,  or  of  an  included  of- 
fense,  the  jury  should  be  instructed 
that,  in  ease  of  a  reasonable  doubt  be- 
tween two  degrees  or  offenses,  they 
are  to  convict  of  the  lesser  only,  and 
a  general  instruction  that  the  guilt 
of  the  accused  must  be  shown  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt  is  not  sufficient. 

Alabama. — Gompton  v;  State  (1895) 
110  Ala.  24,  20  So.  119;  Stoneking  v. 
State  (1897)  118  Ala.  68,  24  So.  47. 

Georgia.  —  Compare  Ramsey  v. 
State  (1898)  92  Ga.  58,  17  S.  E.  613. 

Indiana.  —  Coolman  v.  State  (1904) 
168  Ind.  508,  72  N.  E.  568. 

Iowa.  —  State  v.  Walters  (1877)  45 
Iowa,  389;  State  v.  Jay  (1881)  57 
Iowa,  164,  10  N.  W.  343;  State  v.  Neis 
(1886)  68  Iowa,  469,  27  N.  W.  460; 
State  V.  Asbury  (1915)  172  Iowa,  606, 
154  N.  W.  915,  Ann.  Gas.  1918A,  856. 

Kentucky.— Shelton  v.  Com.  (1911) 
145  Ky.  543,  140  S.  W.  670;  McCand- 
less  V.  Com.  (1916)  170  Ky.  301,  185 
S.  W.  1100;  Bennyfield  v.  Com.  (1893) 
15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  321,  22  S.  W.  1020; 
Mullins  V.  Com.  (1902)  23  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
2433,  67  S.  W.  824;  Arnold  v.  Com. 

(1908)  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1921,  72  S.  W. 
753;  Demaree  v.  Com.  (1904)  26  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  507,  82  S.  W.  231;  Williams  v. 
Com.  (1882)  80  Ky.  813;  Fields  v. 
Com.  (1884)  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  861.  See 
also  Ireland  v.  Com.  (1900)  22  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  478,  67  S.  W.  616. 

Missouri.  —  Compare  State  v.  May 
(1903)  172  Mo.  630,  72  S.  W.  918. 

New  York.  —  Compare  Abbott  v. 
People  (1881)  86  N.  Y.  460. 

Texas.  —  Guagando  v.  State  (1874) 
41  Tex.  626;  Murray  v.  State  (1876) 
1  Tex.  App.  423;  Eanes  v.  State  (1881) 
10  Tex.  App.  421;  Childress  v.  State 

(1909)  55  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  186,  116  S. 
W.  582.  See  also  Tinsley  v.  State 
(1-907)  52  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  91,  106  S. 
W.  847;  Bryant  v.  State  (1908)  54 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  65,  111  S.  W.  1009. 
And  see  the  reported  case  (Richabd- 
SON  V.  State,  ante,  1249)  wherein  the 


Texas  cases  are  reviewed  in  detail. 
Compare  Little  v.  State  (1898)  39 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  654,  47  S.  W.  984; 
Smith  V.  State  (1904)  —  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  — ,  78  S.  W.  517. 

Wisconsin.  —  Compare  Miller  v. 
State  (1909)  139  Wis.  57,  119  N.  W. 
850. 

In  Coolman  v.  State  (Ind.)  supra, 
the  court  said:  "Instruction  num- 
bered five,  tendered  by  appellant,  was 
a  statement  of  the  law  concerning 
reasonable  doubt — a  subject  which 
had  been  fully  and  carefully  consid- 
ered in  other  instructions  given  by 
the  court.  It  did  contain  the  addi- 
tional statement  that,  'when  there  is 
a  reasonable  doubt  in  which  of  two 
or  more  degrees  of  an  offense  he  is 
guilty,  he  must  be  convicted  of  the 
lowest  degree  only.'  The  sentence 
just  quoted  was  stricken  out  by  the 
court,  and  the  instruction  was  given 
as  so  modified.  The  clause  above  set 
out  was  a  correct  declaration  of  a 
statutory  rule  of  law.  Burns's  Rc^v. 
Stat.  1901,  §  1893;  Newport  v.  State 
(1895)  140  Ind.  299,  39  N.  E.  926.  In 
other  instructions  the  court  had  clear- 
ly advised  the  jury  in  regard  to  the 
three  degrees  of  homicide  included  in 
the  charge  of  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree, and  had  told  them  what  proof 
was  necessary  to  establish  each  de- 
gree of  the  felony.  But  it  had  not, 
in  terms,  instructed  them  concerning 
their  duty  in  case  they  were  satisfied 
of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  of  some 
degree  of  homicide,  but  were  in  doubt 
as  to  which  degree.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  instruction  should  have  been 
given  without  modification." 

So,  in  McCandless  v.  Com.  (1916) 
170  Ky.  301,  185  S.  W.  1100,  it  was 
said  in  an  opinion  reversing  a  convic- 
tion on  other  grounds:  "The  court 
should,  also,  upon  another  trial,  give 
the  instruction  provided  for  by  §  239 
of  the  Criminal  Code,  which  directs 
the  jury  to  find  the  accused  guilty  of 
the  lesser  offense,  if  entertaining  a 
reasonable  doubt  of  which  offense  he 
is  proven  to  be  guilty." 

In  Texas  it  is  held  that,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  request,  it  is  not  error  to 
fail  to  charge  specially  as  to  reason- 
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able  doubt  as  between  the  desrrees  of 
the  crime  charged.  Powell  v.  State 
(1890)  28  Tex.  App.  398,  13  S.  W.  599; 
Frizzell  v.  State  (1891)  30  Tex.  App. 
42,   16   S,  W.  761;   McCall  v.   State 

(1888)  14  Tex.  App.  353;  Hall  v.  State 

(1889)  28  Tex.  App.  146,  12  S.  W. 
739;  Cockerell  v.  State  (1894)  32  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  592,  25  S.  W.  421 ;  Simpson 
V.  State  (1913)  69  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
376,  154  S.  W.  999.  In  McKinney  v. 
State  (1900)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  55 
S.  W.  175,  it  was  said:  **The  court 
gave  a  charge  on  reasonable  doubt  ap- 
plicable to  the  whole  case,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  some  special  showing  why 
a  charge  on  reasonable  doubt  between 
the  degrees  should  have  been  given, 
this  was  sufficient." 

In  at  least  t^o  jurisdictions  the  rule 
seems  to  be  that,  where  the  court  has 
charged  that  the  guilt  of  the  accused 
must  be  established  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt,  it  is  not  error  to  refuse  to 
charge  that  he  is  to  be  given  the  bene- 
fit of  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the 
degree  of  the  crime  of  which  he  is 
guilty.  Ramsey  v.  State  (1893)  92 
Ga.  53,  17  S.  E.  613;  State  v.  May 
(1903)  172  Mo.  630,  72  S.  W.  918.  See 
also  Abbott  v.  People  (1881)  86  N.  Y. 
460;  Miller  v.  State  (1909)  139  Wis. 
57,  119  N.  W.  850. 

In  State  v.  May  (1903)  172  Mo.  630, 
72  S.  W.  918,  supra,  it  was  said :  "It 
is  illogical  to  say  that  a  person  may 
be  guilty  of  two  grades  of  an  offense 
in  the  same  case,  where  the  ingredi- 
ents of  the  grades  are  so  different  as 
in  murder  in  the  first  and  second  de- 
grees, in  the  first  of  which  the  killing 
must  be  done  with  deliberation,  in  the 
other  without  deliberation,  but  with 
malice  and  premeditation.  Then,  if 
the  jury  believe  him  guilty  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt,  and  are  authorized 
under  the  instructions  to  find  him 
guilty  of  either  degree  of  which  the 
evidence  shows  him  to  be  guilty  (and 
they  cannot  convict  unless  they  so 
find),  it  does  seem  to  us  that  there 
is  no  reason  for  an  instruction  telling 
them  that,  if  they  have  a  reasonable 
doubt  as  to  which  of  two  degrees  of 
the  offense  the  defendant  is  guilty, 
they  will  give  him  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt  and  find  him  guilty  of  the  low- 


er grade,  for  the  very  obvious  reason 
that,  if  they  have  a  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  his  guilt  of  either  grade  of  the 
offense,  they  are  bound  to  find  him 
not  guilty  of  that  grade,  and  to  find 
him  guilty  of  the  other  grade  if  satis- 
fied of  his  guilt  as  to  that.  A  verdict 
of  guilty  upon  one  grade  of  the  offense 
is,  in  effect,  a  finding  that  he  is  not 
guilty  of  the  other.  In  short,  a  per- 
son cannot  be  guilty  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt  of  two  grades  of  the  same 
offense, — ^for  instance,  murder  in  the 
first  and  second  degrees, — for  the  line 
of  demarcation  between  the  two 
grades  is  well  defined,  as  by  the  in- 
structions in  this  case;  that  is,  the 
homicide,  in  order  to  constitute  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  must  be  com- 
mitted with  deliberation;  in  the 
second  degree  without  deliberation, 
but  with  malice  and  premeditation. 
There  is,  therefore,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, no  necessity  for  an  in- 
struction, and  no  error  in  the  refusal 
of  one,  to  the  effect  that  if  the  jury 
believe  the  defendant  guilty,  but  en- 
tertain a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  which 
of  two  grades  of  the  offense  he  is 
guilty  of,  they  will  give  him  the  bene- 
fit of  the  doubt  and  find  him  guilty 
of  the  lower  grade  of  the  offense ;  for 
they  can  only  convict  him  of  that 
grade,  if  either,  of  which  they  may 
believe  him  guilty  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt,  which  is  inconsistent  with 
the  idea  of  the  existence  in  the  minds 
of  the  jury  of  a  reasonable  doubt  with 
respect  to  the  grade  of  offense  of 
which  defendant  is  guilty,  for  it  must 
follow  that  if  the  defendant  is  guilty 
of  one  grade  of  the  offense,  he  is  not 
of  the  other,  and  if  they  entertain 
a  reasonable  doubt  of  his  guilt  of 
either  grade,  they  cannot  convict  of 
that  grade." 

In  Abbott  V.  State  (1881)  86  N.  Y. 
460,  the  court  said:  "The  request  to 
charge  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
jury,  if  a  reasonable  doubt  existed  in 
their  minds  from  the  evidence  as  to 
what  degree  of  crime  the  prisoner  was 
guilty  of,  to  convict  of  the  lesser  de- 
gree, was  sufficiently  answered  by  the 
judge.  He  said  that  he  had  told  the 
jury  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  all  reasonable  doubt 


ANNO.— REASONABLE  DOUBT— DIFFERENT  DEGREES.        1261 


No  exception  was  taken  to  this, 
and  no  claim  made  that  it  was  not 
satisfactory.  It  must,  therefore,  be 
assumed  that  it  was  acquiesced  in  as 
covering  the  request,  as  it  really  did." 
In  Miller  v.  State  (1909)  139  Wis. 
57,  119  N.  W.  860,  it  was  said:  "Error 
is  assigned  because  the  court  did  not 
give  an  instruction  requested,  to  the 
effect  that,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied 
that  any  one  of  the  accused  was  guilty 
of  some  offense  of  criminal  homicide 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  but  yet 
entertained  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
whether  it  was  of  a  particular  or  low- 
er degree,  the  lower  offense  should  be 
{ound.  Counsel  made  an  attempt  to 
draft  an  instruction  like  the  one  in 
Ryan-v.  State  (1902)  116  Wis.  488, 
92  N.  W.  271,  which  was  held  permis- 
sible by  construction.  The  model  be- 
fore counsel  was  to  the  effect  that,  in 
the  contingency  mentioned,  the  jury 
should  'return  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
the  lower  offense,  rather  than  of  the 


higher.* .  It  was  supposed  the  instruc- 
tion, taken  in  connection  with  others 
given,  meant  not  that,  if  the  jury  en- 
tertained a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  accused  was  guilty  of 
either  of  two  grades  of  offenses,  he 
should  be  convicted  of  the  lower,  but 
if  they  believed  he  was  guilty,  at 
least,  of  one  of  them,  but  there  was 
yet  a  reasonable  doubt  as  between  the 
two,  the  verdict  should  be  for  the 
lowest  the  evidence  established  with 
the  requisite  degree  of  certainty.  We 
hardly  think  the  requested  instruc* 
tion  would  have  given  the  jury  any 
better  guidance  than  the  general  in- 
structions, which  seem  fairly  to  have 
covered  the  point.  By  them  the  jury, 
were,  in  effect,  told  that,  in  rendering 
a  verdict  of  guilty,  it  should  be  for 
no  greater  offense  of  criminal  homi- 
cide than  they  believed,  with  the  de- 
gree of  certainty  pointefd  out,  the  per- 
son convicted  was  guilty  of." 

W.  A,  S. 


SUNNYSIDE  LAND  &  INVESTMENT  COMPANY,  Appt, 

V. 

JOHN  D.  BERNIER  and  Wife,  Respts. 

Washington  Supreme  Court  (Dept,  No,  l)-^AprU  3,  t99S^. 

(_  Wash.  — ,  205  Pac.  1041.) 

Broker  —  exclusive  right  to  sell  —  sale  by  owner  —  riflrht  to  commissioii. 

1.  Giving  to  a  broker  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  real  estate  does  not 
deprive  the  owner  of  the  right  to  sell  it  himself  vtrithout  liability  for  a 
comntiission. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1268.] 

Appeal  —  conclusiveness  of  verdict. 

.    2.  A  verdict  on  conflicting  evidence 
is  conclusive  on  appeal. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  194 ;  1  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
432.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Yalcima 
County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  broker's 
commission.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Messrs.  Stephen  E.  Chaffee  and  R* 
John  Lichty,  for  appellant: 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  it  should  make  no  difference  who 
actually  made  a  sale  within  the  stipu- 


lated time;  if  the  sale  was  actually 
made,  the  commission  would  be  paid; 
and  it  is  also  provided  that  in  case  no 
sale  is  made,  but  in  the  event  the  ap- 
pellant is  instrumental  in  finding  i^ 
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purchaser,  then  it  is  entitled  ta  the 
commission. 

Popplewell  V.  Buchanan,  -*-  Tex. 
Civ.  App,  —,  204  S.  W.  874;  Metcalf 
V.  Kent,  104  low^  487,  73  N.  W.  1037; 
Murphy  v.  Sawyer,  152  Ky.  645,  153 
S.  W.  991 ;  Green  v.  Cole,  127  Mo.  587, 
30  S.  W.  135;  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  177  Mo.  App.  503,  160  S.  W. 
535;  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Lamar, 
148  Mo;  App.  843,  128  S.  W.  20 ;  Novak- 
ovich  V.  Union  Trust  Co.  89  Ark.  412, 
117  S.  W.  246;  Dain  v.  Loeffler,  256 
Pa.  819,  100  Atl.  888;  Hunter  v. 
Wenatchee  Land  Co.  50  Wash.  438,  97 
Pac.  494;  Hammond  v.  Mau,  69  Wash. 
206,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1142,  124  Pac. 
377. 

Messrs.  Richards,  Fontaine,  &  Gil- 
bert, for  respondents: 

If  the  plaintiff  can  recover  at  all,  it 
is  because  the  •  contract  denied  or 
negatived  the  rigrht  of  the  owners  to 
sell  their  property  to  a  buyer  who  was 
not  procuced  through  the  agency  of 
the  plaintiff* 

6  R.  C.  L.  854,  §  242 ;  18  C.  J.  544,  § 
516;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
1217;  Mechem,  Agency,  §  207;  Turner 
V.  Baker,  225  Pa.  359,  74  Atl.  173; 
Ingold  V.  Symonds,  125  Iowa,  82,  99  N. 
W.  713.  affirmed  on  rehearing  in  134 
Iowa,  206,  111  N.  W.  802;  Waterman 
V.  Boltinghouse,  82  Cal.  659,  23  Pac. 
195;  Brownell  v.  Hanson,  109  Wash. 
447,  186  Pac.  873;  Keith  v.  Peart,  115 
Wash.  552,  197  Pac.  928. 

Fullerton,  J.,  delivered  the  opin* 
ion  of  the  court: 

On  October  2,  1920^  the  respond- 
ents Bemier  owned  a  tract  of  land 
situated  near  Sunnyside,  in  this 
state.  On  the  date  given  they  list- 
ed the  same  for  sale  with  the  ap- 
pellant, Sunnyside  Land  &  Invest- 
ment Company,  a  real  estate  broker. 
The  listing  agreement  was  in  writ- 
ing and  was  to  the  following  effect : 

"This  agreement  made  and  en- 
tered into  this  2d  day  of  October, 
1920,  by  and  between  John  D.  Ber- 
nier,  of  Outlook,  Washington,  party 
of  the  first  part,  and  the  Sunnyside 
Land  &  Investment  Company,  a  cor- 
poration having  its  principal  office 
and  place  of  business  at  Sunny- 
side, Washington,  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part  witnesseth : 

"That  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 


sum  of  one  dollar  ($1)  to  him  in 
haftd  paid  by  the  second  party,  the 
receipt  whereof  is  hereby  aclmowl- 
edged,  and  of  the  services  to  be  per- 
formed by  the  second  party  as  here- 
inafter stated,  does  hereby  give  and 
grant  to  the  second  party  for  a  peri- 
od of  three  months  from  date  here- 
of, and  thereafter  until  withdrawn 
by  fifteen  days'  written  notice,  ex- 
clusive right  to  sell  the  following 
described  real  property  situated  in 
the  county  of  Yakima,  state  of 
Washington,  to  wit :  N.  4  of  S.  W. 
i  lying  east  of  29.68  govern,  later- 
al, in  section  17,  township  10  north, 
range  22  east  W.  M. — containing  44 
acres,  subject  to  the  contract  en- 
tered into  with  the  Sunnyside  Wa- 
ter Users'  Association,  a  corpora- 
tion, for  water  right  for  said  land 
on  which  there  has  been  paid  $— — 
per  acre,  and  also  subject  to  con- 
tract for  an  additional  water  right 
with  the  United  States  of  America 
on  which  there  has  been  paid  $10 
per  acre,  on  the  following  terms,  to 
wit: 

^'Purchaser  ftsaumes  drainage. 

"The  purchase  price  of  said  prop- 
erty to  be  $300  per  acre,  on  which 
the  sum  of  equity  is  to  be  paid  when 
abstract. of  title  is  furnished  show- 
ing marketable  title  except  as  here- 
in stated,  and  balance  to  be  paid  as 

follows:     f  with  interest  at 

the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum, 
payable  annually.  The  purchaser  to 
assume  the  balance  due  on  water 
right  for  said  premises  in  addition 
to  said  payments. 

"There  is  a  mortgage  for  $7,000, 
$1,000  per  year,  against  said  prop- 
erty, which  the  purchaser  shall  as- 
sume and. agree  to  pay  aa  part  of 
the  purchase  price. 

"Contract  for  deed  to  be  given, 
and  the  purchaser  lyiay  at  his  op- 
tion, when  one  half  of  the  purchase 
price  has  been  paid,  demand  a  deed 
and  give  back  notes  secured  by  first 
mortgage  for  balance  of  purchase 
price.  Contract  to  be  executed  by 
first  party  on  above  terms  as  soon 
as  purchaser  is  found. 

"The  second  party*  in  considera- 
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iion  of  the  prepises,  hereby  agrees 
that  it  will  endeavor  to  sell  said 
premises^  and  the  first  party,  in  con- 
sideration of  said  agreement  and 
the  payinent  of  oiie  dollar  ($1)» 
does  hereby  agree  to  and  with  the 
second  pai:^  tiiat  he  will  in  case  of 
sale,  or,  if  said  second  party^  is  in* 
strumental  in  finding  a  purchaser, 
pay  said  second  party  a  commission 
on  the  selling  price  of  5  per  cent/' 

Prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
agreement*  the  respondents  sold  the 
land  to  one  James  Robinson.  They 
refused  to  pay  the  broker  the  com- 
mission provided  for  in  the  listing 
contract,  and  this  action  was  insti- 
tuted to  recover  the  same.  The 
case  was  tried  by  the  court,  sitting 
with  a  jury,  and  resulted  in  a  ver« 
diet  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
respondents. 

It  was  a  question  in  the  court  be- 
low whether  Robinson,  to  whood 
the  appellant  sold  the  property,  was. 
a  customer  procured  by  the  appel- 
lant ;  and  the  appellant  in  this  court 

Appemi^on-  ^^^f  ^es  that  he  was, 
oi«fliT«ness  of  but  the  evidouce  on. 
^*'   *  •  the  question  is  con* 

flicting  and  was  resolved  by  the  ju- 
ry in  favor  of  the  respondents. 
This  concludes  the  question  here. 

The  remaining  question  is :  Was 
the  listing  contract  of  such  an  ex- 
clusive nature  as  to  entitle  the  ap- 
pellant, on  a '  sale  of  the  property 
during  the  life  of  the  contract,  to 
the  commission  named  therein,  re- 
gardless of  the  fact  whether  it  was 
or  was  not  the  procuring  c^use  of 
the  sale? 

It  is  a  general  rule  supported  by 
practically  unanimous  authority 
that,  where  an  owner  of  property 
does  nothing  more  than  list  his 
property  with  a  broker  for  sale  on 
commission  at  a  stated  price,  the 
broker  is  entitled  to  his  commission 
only  when  he  is  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale ;  that  such  a  listing  does 
not  prevent  the  owner  from  selling 
the  property  to  a  purchaser  of  his 
own  procuring,  or  render  the  owner 
liable  to  the  listing  broker  for  a 
commission    if    he    does    so    sell. 


When  the  oiHifner  give§  to  the  brpker 
the  exclusive  agency  to  sell,  the  au- 
thorities are  not  so  unanimous  as  to. 
the  liability  of  the  owner.  The. 
weight  of  authority  is»  perhaps,  that 
the  owner  is  liable  for  the  commis- 
sion when  he  sells  the  property  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  contract,  even 
though  to .  a  purchaser  of  his  own 
procuriiig.  There  are,  however,  au- 
thorities which  have  adopted  the 
contrary  rule,  and  we  have  hereto- 
fore aligned  ourselves  with  them. 
In  Hammond  v.  Mau,  69  Wash.  204, 
40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1142, 124  Pac.  377, 
we  used  this  language:  ^'If  a.con-^ 
tract  is  silent  as  to  the  character  of 
the  agency,  the  owner  is  entitled  to 
sell  without  making  himself  liable 
for  the  payment  of  commissions, 
and  many  cases  go  so  far  as  to  hold 
that,  if  the  contract  provides  t^at 
the  broker  shall  have  an  exclusive 
right  to  sel),  but  does  not  in  terms 
inhibit  the  principal  from  selling, 
the  contract  is  not  violated  if  the 
principal  sell  to  one  who  is  not  a 
customer  of  the  broker.  It  is  only 
where  an  exclusive  ageiicy  is  grant- 
ed upon  suflficient  consideration,  or 
it  is  plainly  the  intent  6t  the  parties 
that  th^  agency  shall  be  exclusive, 
that  the  prindipal  is  liable  when  he 
makes  the  sale  on  his  own  account.'" 

In  Brownell  v.  Hanson,  109 
Wash.  447,  186  Pac.  878,  the  con- 
tract appointed  the  brokers  ''sole 
agents  for  the  sale"  of  the  property 
for  a  named  period.  The  case  was 
detennined  upon  other  grounds,  but 
we  again  said:  "We  would  be  in-, 
clined  to  hold,  in  accordance  with 
the  minority  of  the  courts,  that  a 
contract  giving  the  broker  exclusive 
authority  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
property,  but  not  negativing  the 
right  of  the  principal  to  sell  the 
property  himself,  is  not  violated  by 
a  sale  by  the  principal,  and  in  the 
event  of  such  a  sale  the  agent  is  not 
entitled  to  a  commission." 

In  Keith  v.  Peart,  115  Wash.  552, 
197  Pac.  928,  the  brokerage  contract 
gave  the  broker  the  "exclusive  agen- 
cy" for  the  sale  of  the  property,  but 
did  not  negative  the  right  of  the 
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owner  to  sell  during  the  life  of  the 
contract.  The  owner  made  a  sale 
of  the  property  during  such  time, 
and  the  broker  brought  the  action 
to  recover  commissions.  In  the 
complaint  he  alleged  tiiat  he  was 
the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 
The  answer  denied  the  allegation, 
and  on  the  trial  the  court  held  this 
question  to  be  immaterial,  constru- 
ing the  contract  as  one  entitling  the 
broker  to  his  commission  if  the 
property  was  sold  by  the  owner  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  contract  regard- 
less of  the  procuring  cause,  and  di- 
rected a  judgment  in  his  favor. 
This  we  held  error,  using  this  lan- 
guage: "The  written  authority 
given  the  respondent  [the  broker] 
made  him  an  exclusive  agent,  but 
did  not  negative  the  right  of  the 
principals  to  sell  t^e  property  them- 
selves. .  .  .  This  is  the  test  in 
this  case.  It  is  a  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  respondent  was 
the  efficient  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale  to  Shook." 

There  is,  however,  a  difference  in 
the  wording  of  the  contracts  in  the 
cases  to  which  we  have  referred  and 
the  wording  of  the  contract  in  the 
present  case.  In  the  second  of  the 
cited  cases  the  brokers  were  ap- 
pointed as  "sole  agents"  for  the  sale 
of  the  property,  and  in  the  third 
they  were  given  an  "exclusive  agen- 
cy" for  the  sale,  while  in  the  present 
case  they  are  given  the  "exclusive 
right"  to  sell.  Based  upon  this  dif- 
ference in  language,  the  appellant 
contends  for  a  difference  in  rule,  ar- 
guing that  the  phrase  "exclusive 
agency"  has  not  the  same  meaning 
as  the  phrase  "exclusive  right,"  and 
that,  where  the  broker  has  a  con- 
tract giving  him  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell  the  property  of  his  principal, 
he  has  the  right  to  his  commission, 
even  though  he  might  be  denied  the 
right  if  the  contract  was  only  one  of 


exclusive  agency.    But  we  cannot 
think  there  is  any 
essential    difference  St^'^tlrSf *Jlf 
m  the  contract,  no  ■eii-.-Je  bF 
matter     which     of  ^^ZL'Stfi'/  *• 
the  phraseologies  is 
used.    Primarily  the  contract  is,  in 
each  instance,  one  agreeing  to  pay 
a  commission  in  case  the  broker 
procures  a  purchaser  for  the  listed 
property  able,  ready,  and  willing  to 
take  it  on  the  terms  the  owner  of- 
fers it  for  sale ;  and  if  the  grant  of 
an  exclusive  agency  for  that  pur- 
pose means,  as  the  rule  adopted  by 
us  presupposes,  that  the  owner  will 
not  list  the  property  with  another 
agent  during  the  life  of  the  agency, 
the  grant  of  an  exclusive  right  can 
mean  no  more. 

The  concluding  clause  of  the  con- 
tract, it  will  be  observed,  provides 
that  the  broker  will  endeavor  to  sell 
the  premises,  and  that  the  owner 
agrees  to  and  with  him  "that  he  will 
in  case  of  sale,  or  if  the  second  par- 
ty is  instrumental  in  finding  a  pur- 
chaser," pay  the  broker  a  stipulated 
commission.  It  is  argued  that  the 
language  quoted  from  this  clause  of 
the  contract  renders  the  owner  li- 
able in  the  case  of  a  sale,  regardless 
of  who  was  the  procuring  cause  of 
the  sale.  But  it  is  manifest,  we 
think,  that  the  language  means  a 
sale  to  a  customer  procured  by  the 
broker,  and  is  without  reference  to 
a  sale  with  which  the  broker  has 
nothing  to  do. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Mitchell,  Turf- 
man, and  Bridges,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 

HCITE. 

The  question  whether  an  ordinary 
broker^s  contract  excludes  the  right 
of  sale  by  owner  is  the  subject  of  an 
annotation  in  10  A.L.R.  814,  which  is 
supplemented  by  the  annotation  fol- 
lowing Ettingesr  v.  Loux,  post,  1268 


BTTINGER  v.  LOUX. 

(—  Jf.  J.  —,  lis  Atk  $Sh) 
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PHILIP  ETTINGER 

V. 

HENRY  A.  LOUX,  Appt 

Mew  Jerseif  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  —  Novemhor  14,  1921. 

(—  N.  J.  — ,  115  AtL  884.) 

Broker  —  exchisiTeness  of  authority. 

1.  By  an  authorization  in  writing  by  an  owner  of  real  estate^  to  a 
broker,  to  sell  the  same  within  thirty  days,  the  owner  does  not  relinquish 
his  right  to  sell  the  property  himself,  independently  of  the  broker;  in 
such  a  case,  the  owner. is  not  liable  to  the  broker  for  commissions. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1268.] 


—  effect  of  authorization. 

2.  The  authorization  is  not  a  con* 
tract,  either  express  or  implied.  It  is 
simply  a  naked,  revocable  power,  an 

Headnotes  by  Black,  J. 


offer  to  pay  for  services  when  ren- 
dered, if  performed  before  revocation. 
[See  4  R.  C.  L.  818 ;  see  also  note  in 
10  A.L.R.  814.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  First  District  Court  of  the  City  of  Newark  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  earned  by  him  as  a  real  estate  broker.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  John  Y.  Laddey,  for  appellant:      583,  181  S.  W:  907;  Cissel,  T.  &  Go.  ▼. 


The  authorization  in  question  does 
not  constitute  an  exclusive  agency. 

19  Cyc.  223;  Hinds  v.  Henry,  36  N. 
J.  L.  328 ;  Payne  v.  Twitchell,  81  N.  J. 
L.  193,  81  Atl.  350;  Dresser  v.  Gilbert, 
81  N.  J.  L.  358,  79  Atl.  1043;  MacBride 
v.  Rogers,  83  N.  J.  L.  407,  85  Atl.  202; 
Ritch  V.  Robertson,  93  Gonn.  459,  7 
A.L.R.  81,  106  Atl.  509;  Sibbald  v. 
Bethlehem  Iron  Go.  83  N.  Y.  378,  38 
Am.  Rep.  441;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree, 
179  Mass.  474,  55  L.R.A.  77,  88  Am.  St. 
Rep.  397,  61  N.  E.  37 ;  Moran  v.  Stand- 
ard Oil  Go.  211  N.  Y.  187,  105  N.  E. 
217. 

Even  if  authorization  constituted 
an  exclusive  agency,  the  owner  always 
has  the  right  to  revoke,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  a  sale  himself,  without 
liability  for  agent's  commissions,  be- 
fore a  sale  by  the  agent. 

Smith  V.  Sharpe,  162  Ala.  433,  136 
Am.  St.  Rep.  52,  50  So.  381;  Kimball 
V.  Hayes,  199  Mass.  516,  85  N.  E.  875 ; 
Wright  V.  Waite,  126  Minn.  115,  148 
N.  W.  50;  Ettinghoff  v.  Horowitz,  115 
App.  Div.  571,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  1002; 
Schusterman  v.  Kraus,  148  App.  Div. 
727,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  758;  Massey  v. 
Southern  Land  Go.  117  Ark.  655,  174 
S.  W.  531 ;  McGombs  v.  Moss,  121  Ark. 
20  A.L.R. — 80. 


Hayden,  41  App.  D.  G.  477;  Bryant  v. 
Palmer,  171  111.  App.  213;  English  v. 
William  George  Realty  Go.  55  Tex. 
Giv.  App.  187,  117  S.  W.  996;  Smith  v. 
Preiss,  117  Minn.  392,  136  N.  W.  7, 
Ann.  Gas.  1913D,  820;  Johnson  ft 
Moran  v.  Buchanan,  54  Tex.  Giv.  App. 
328,  116  S.  W.  875;  Glark  v.  Asbury, 
—  Tex.  Giv.  App.  — ,  134  S.  W.  286; 
Turner  v.  Baker,  225  Pa.  859,  74  Atl. 
172;  Bomar  v.  Munn,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  158  S.  W.  1186;  Starks  v.  Spring- 
gate,  39  N.  D.  228,  L.R.A.1918D,  728, 
167  N.  W.  221;  Harris  ft  White  v. 
Stone,  137  Ark.  23,  207  S.  W.  443; 
Roberts  v.  Harrington,  168  Wis.  217, 
10  A.L.R.  810,  169  N.  W.  603;  Burch 
V.  Hester,  —  Tex.  Giv.  App.  — ,  109  S. 
W.  399;  Faith  v.  Meisetschlager,  — 
Gal.  App.  — ,  187  Pac.  61;  Davis  v. 
Van  Tassel,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  910;  Beck 
V.  Howard,  43  S.  D.  179,  178  N.  W.  579 ; 
Alley  V.  Griffin,  —  Tex.  Giv.  App.  — , 
215  S.  W.  479;  Hammond  v.  Mau,  69 
Wash.  204,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1142,  124 
Pac.  377;  Staats  v.  Mangelsen,  105 
Neb.  282,  180  N.  W.  78;  Galifornia 
Land  Security  Go.  v.  Ritchie,  40  Gal. 
App.  246,  180  Pac.  625;  Greene  v. 
American  Malting  Go.  153  Wis.  216, 
140  N.  W.  1130;  Dreyfus  v.  Richard- 


1266 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


son,  20  Cal.  App.  800,  130  Pac.  161; 
McPike  V.  Siver,  168  Iowa,  145,  150  N. 
W.  52;  Leschziner  v.  Bauman,  83  N. 
J.  L.  743,  85  Atl.  205;  Payne  v. 
Twitchell,  81  N.  J.  L,  193,  81  Atl.  850; 
Stevenson  Co.  v.  Oppenhein^er,  91  N. 
J.  L.  479,  104  Atl.  88^;  Courter  v.  Ly- 
decker,  71  N.  J.  L.  511,  58  Atl.  1093; 
Volker  v.  Fisk,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  498,  72 
Atl.  1011;  Parkhurst  v.  Tryon,  134 
App.  Div.  843,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  184; 
Wright  V.  Beach,  82  Mich.  469,  46  N. 
W.  673 ;  Learned  v.  McCoy,  4  Ind.  App. 
238,  30  N.  E.  717;  Morgan  ▼.  Harper, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  219  S.  W.  888. 

Messrs.  Stein,  Stein,  &  Hannoch,  for 
appellee : 

Plaintiff  earned  his  eommission  by 
producing,  a  ready,  able,  and  willing 
purchaser  during  the  period  provided 
for  by  the  contract. 

Hinds  V.  Henry,  86  N.  J.  L.  328; 
Freeman  v.  Van  Wagenen,  90  N.  J.  L. 
358,  101  Atl.  55;  Homan  v.  Griffin,  94 
N.  J.  L,  345,  110  Atl.  825;  Payne  v. 
Twitchdl,  81  N.  J.  L.  198,  81  Atl.  350; 
Dresser  v.  Gilbert,  81  N.  J.  L.  358,  79 
Atl.  1043;  MacBride  v.  Rogers,  83  N. 
J.  L.  407,  85  Atl.  202;  Kruse  v.  Ferber, 
91  N.  J.  L.  470, 103  Atl.  409;  Stevenson 
Co.  V,  Oppenheimer,  91  N.  J.  L.  479, 
104  Atl.  88 ;  Blumenthal  v.  Bridges,  91 
Ark.  212,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  279,  120  S. 
W.  974. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defend- 
ant for  thirty  days  to  render  services 
set  forth  in  the  written  authorization; 
he  was  wrongfully  discharged  during 
that  period,  and  is  therefore  entitled 
to  recover  the  commissions  he  would 
have  been  able  to  earn  had  his  em- 
ployment continued  the  full  period. 

Payne  v.  Twitchell,  81  N.  J.  L.  193, 
81  Atl.  350;  Kruse  v.  Ferber,  91  N.  J. 
L,  470,  103  Atl.  409;  Kehoe  v.  Ruther- 
ford, 56  N.  J.  L.  23,  27  Atl.  912 ;  Cav- 
anagh  v.  Ridgefield,  94  N.  J.  L.  147, 
109  Atl.  515;  Blumenthal  v.  Bridges,. 
91  Ark.  212,  24  LJl.A.(N.S.)  279,  120 
S.  W.  974;  4  R.  C.  L.  253;  Walker  v. 
John  Hancock  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  80 
N.  J.  L.  342,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  153,  79 
Atl.  354,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  526;  2  C.  J. 
527. 

Black,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  obtained 
a  judgment  in  the  trial  court 
against  the  defendant.  The  judg^ 
ment  was  for  commissions  alleged 
to  have  been  earned  as  a  real  estate 


broker.  This  judgment  was  af- 
firmed on  appeal  in  the  supreme 
court.  From  the  afiirmation  of  the 
judgment,  an  appeal  was  taken  to 
this  court.  The  facts  from  which 
the  cause  of  action  arbse  are  brief. 
They  are  not  in  essentials  contro- 
verted. The  defendant  on  Septem- 
ber 8»  1919j.  owned  the  premises  No. 
189  SixteejQth  avenue  in  the  city  of 
Newark,  New  Jersey.  On  that  day, 
he  signed  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff a  writing,  of  which  the  follow- 
ing id  a  copy: 

Philip  Ettinger,  Agent:  I  here- 
by authorize  the  above  to  dell  my 
property  at  189  16th.  ave.  at  a  3i 
per  cent,  rate,  for  $11,000,  or  any 
price  above  $11,000;  provided  said 
property  is  sold  by  Mr.  Philip  Et- 
tinger  within  (30)  thirty  days  from 
this  date  in  accordance  with  my  pro- 
visions of  sale  mortgage  4,000. 

Heniy  A.  Loux. 

Dated  9/8/1919. 

On  September  18,  1919,  the  own- 
er of  the  property  aokt  the  same  to 
a  buyer  unknown  to  and  not  pro- 
cured by  the  plaintiff.  Immediate- 
ly thereafter,  the  plaintiff  was  noti- 
fied that  the  owner  had  sold  the 
property,  revoking  the  authoriza- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  to  sell. 

However,  on  September  19,  1919, 
the  plaintiff  produced  one  David 
Alpeit  to  the  defendant,  as  a  pur- 
chaser for  the  property,  who  was 
then,  in  the  language  of  the  stipu- 
lated facts,  ready,  able,  and  willing 
to  purchase  the  property  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  authori- 
zation. The  defendant  then  de- 
clined to  sell  the  property  to  him,  on 
the  ground  that  it  had  been  sold. 
The  problem  therefore  for  solution 
is :  Did  the  real  estate  broker  earn 
a  commission?  Was  the  owner  by 
the  above  writing  precluded  from 
selling  his  own  property  within  the 
thirtyrday  period,  and  so  depriving 
the  broker  of  an  opportunity  to  earn 
a  commission,  within  the  limited 
period?  We  think  the  answer  to 
these  questions  must  be  no.     The 
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broker  did  not  earn  a  commission. 

The  owner  did  not 
of  preclude  himself 
from  making  a  sale^ 
within  thirty  days  to  a  purchaser^ 
not  procured  by  the  broker.  The 
authorization  was  not  an  exclusive 

one,  either  express- 
ly or  by  implica^ 
tion'.  It  Was  said 
in  the  case  of  Vreeland  v.  Vetter- 
lein,  33  N.  J.  L,  250,  the  agent, 
through  whose  instrumentality  the 
sale  is  carried  to  completion,  is  en- 
titled to  the  commissions.  An  ex- 
amination of  the  writing  shows  thftt 
in  form  it  is  that  of  an  offer,  and  hot 
that  of  a  contract. .  There  is  no  con-: 
sideration,  which  is  essential  to  a 
contract.  It  is  in  essence  simply  a 
revocable,  naked  power,^ — an  offer 
to  pay  for  services,  when  rendered,: 
if  performed  within  the  limited  pse^ 
riod .  and  before  revocation.  An  ex* 
amination  of  our  reports  does  not 
reveal  any  case  in  which  this  pret- 
cise  point  has  been  considered. 

It  is  kn  accepted  rule  of  cohstihic-* 
tion  that  a  contract  of  employment 
does  not  give  the  broker  an  exclu- 
sive agency,  unless  it  is  so  specified^ 
either  expressly  or  by  implication. 
19  Cyc.  265 ;  9  C.  J.  p.  623. 

A  general  rule  which  is  supported 
by  the  weight  of  authority  is  to  the 
effect  that  when  the  owner  of  real 
estate  places  it  in  the  hands  of  a 
real  estate  broker  for  sale,  he  does 
not  thereby  relinquish  his  right  to 
sell  the  property  himself,  independ- 
ently of  the  broker.  4  R.  C.  L.  p.  318/ 
H  56 ;  9  C.  J.  p.  622.  So,  it  is  said 
that  when  the  broker  is  given  an  ex- 
clusive agency,  as  distinguished 
from  an  exclusive  right,  to  sell,  it 
merely  precludes  the  owner  from 
employing  another  broker,  and  does 
not  preclude  the  owner  from  mak- 
ing a  sale  himself,  without  the  bro- 
ker's aid,  and  in  such  a  case  the  own- 
er will  not  be  liable  to  the  broker 
for  commissions  (9  C.  J.  p.  622), 
unless  there  is  a  special  contract 
giving  a  right  to  commissions  re- 
gardless of  who  makes  the  sale,  as 
in  Kruse  v.  Ferber,  91  N.  J.  L.  470, 
108  Atl.  409,  and  Stevenson  C6.  v. 


Oppenheimer,  91  N.  J,  L.  479,  104 
A1d«  88^,  or  unless  the  owner  does  not 
notify  the  broker  of  the  sale,  as  in 
Payne  v.  Twitchell,  81  N-  J.  L.  195, 
»1  Atl.  850. 

The  autiiorities,  however,  on  this 
vexed  question,  in  the  various  ju- 
risdictions, are  not  altogether  in 
harmony.  They  will  be  found  col- 
lected and  compared  in  tiie  notes  in 
19  L,R.A.(N.S.)  599;  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  280;  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  370; 
and49L.R.A.(N.S.)  999. 

The  conflict  may,  perhaps,  .be 
more  apparent  than  real,  when  the 
different  wordings  in  the  broker's 
written  authorization  to  sell  in  the 
jepprted  cases,  are  ;eomp^ed  and 
considered. 

Those  cases  which  make  the  own- 
er liable  for  a  broker's  commissions 
when  the  sale  is  made  by  himself 
within  the  time  limit  are  put  upon 
the  ground  that  the  written  au- 
thorization is  a  contract,  that  it  im- 
plies an  exclusive  right  to  sell 
within  the  time  named,  witiiout  the 
right  of  the  principal  to  revoke  the 
agency,  unless  there  is  a  reserva- 
tion to  the  contrary,  as  in  Blumen-- 
tiial  V.  Bridges,  91  Ark.  212,  245, 
24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  282, 120  S.  W.  974. 

The  revocation  of  the  agent,  ei- 
ther directly  or  by  making  a  sale  of 
the  property,  is  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  principal, 
and  renders  him  liable  to  the  agent 
for  damages  which  the  latter  sus- 
tains thereby. 

On  the  other  hand,  that  class  of 
cases  which  maintain  the  opposite 
doctrine  hold  that,  as  the  broker 
paid  nothing,  incurred  no  expense 
or  loss,  and  entered  into  no  obliga- 
tion on  his  part,  the  broker  was  at 
liberty  to  act  or  not,  as  he  pleased ; 
and  would  incur  no  liability  by  fail- 
ing to  do  B,j\ythmg,  as  the  court 
said,  in  Goward  v.  Waters,  98  Mass. 
598.  The  authorization  to  sell  is 
simply  a  naked,  revocable  power. 
It  is  not  a  contract,  either  express 
or  implied. 

There  is  no  mutual  obligation  to 
constitute  a  contract.  '  Nor  is  there 
a  consideration.  So»  the  writing  in 
this  case  is  simply  a  naked,  revoca- 
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ble  power.  It  did  not  preclude  the 
owner  from  makinsr  a  sale  of  the 
property  himself,  without  the  bro- 
ker's aid,  and  did  not  subject  the 
owner  to  liability  to  the  broker  for 
commissions.  In  Uiis  case,  there  is 
no  sufirgestion  that  the  owner  did 
not  act  in  good  faith  toward  the. 
broker  by  selling  his  own  property 
to  a  buyer  independently  of  the 
broker. 

The  conclusion  we  have  reached 
in  this  case,  and  the  principle  on 
which  it  is  based,  find  support  and 


illustration  in  the  following  cases: 
Sibbald  v.  Bethlehem  Iron  Co.  83  N. 
Y.  378,  385,  38  Am.  R^.  441 ;  Cadi- 
gan  V.  Crabtree,  179  Mass.  474,  55 
L.R.A.  77,  88  Am.  St  Rep.  397,  61 
N.  E.  37;  id.  186  Mass.  7,  66  L.R.A. 
982,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  543,  70  N.  E. 
1033;  Cronin  v.  American  Securi- 
ties Co.  163  Ala.  533,  539,  136  Am. 
St.  Rep.  88,  50  So.  915;  Hammond 
V.  Mau,  69  Wash.  204,  40  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1142,  124  Pac.  377. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  is  reversed. 


ANNOTATION. 
Does  ordinary  broker's  contract  ezdnde  right  of  sale  hy  owner. 


I.  Introductory,  1268. 
II.  Mere  listing  of  property  or  crestion 
of  agency  to  sell,  1268. 

III.  Crefttion  of  exdugive  ag«ncy,  1270. 

IV.  Specification  of  time  for  action,  1271. 

» 

I.  Introductory, 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  10 
A.L.R.  814.) 

In  the  annotation  in  10  A.L.R.  814, 
it  is  stated  that  if  the  property  is 
merely  placed  in  the  broker's  hands 
for  sale,  or  the  broker  is  given  a  mere 
right  to  sell,  the  owner  himself  may 
make  a  sale  without  liability  to  the 
broker  for  commissions,  provided  the 
broker  has  not  done  the  work  required 
to  earn  his  commissions,  and  the  own- 
er's sale  does  not  directly  interfere 
with  his  efforts  or  appropriate  the 
fruits  of  his  labors.  Also  that  the 
mere  fact  that  the  agency  of  the  bro- 
ker is  made  exclusive  does  not  prevent 
a  sale  by  the  owner  without  liability 
for  commissions.  With  respect  to 
contracts  in  which  a  period  of  time 
is  specified  during  which  the  broker 
shall  have  the  exclusive  right,  it  is 
stated  that  there  is  a  conflict  of  au- 
thority, with  the  weight  of  the 
authority  in  favor  of  the  rule  that  an 
exclusive  agency  for  a  specified  time 
prevents  a  sale  by  the  owner  without 
liability  to  the  broker  either  for  com- 
missions or  for  damages  for  breach 
of  the  contract.  But,  to  bind  the  own- 
er, there  must  have  been  some  con- 
sideration for  the  contract;  for  the 


mere  naming  of  a  period  of  time  dar- 
ing which  the  broker  can  act  gives 
him  no  right  to  have  the  period  so 
continued.  The  cases  which  have 
been  decided  since  the  former  anno- 
tation was  published  have  not  changed 
the  rules  as  there  laid  down. 

JI.  Mere  Ueting  of  property  or  creation 
of  agency  to  eeU, 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  10 
A.L.R.  814.) 

The  mere  employment  of  the  bro- 
ker, without  giving  him  the  exclusive 
right  of  sale,  does  not  preclude  a  sale 
by  the  owner.  Peters  v.  Ruebenhagen 
(1921)  —  Minn.  — ,  184  N.  W.  16; 
Cook  V.  Salisbury  (1920)  —  Mo.  App. 
— ,  225  S.  W.  112;  Buck  v.  Hogeboom 
(1902)  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  853,  90  N.  W. 
635 ;  English  v.  William  George  Realty 
Co.  (1909)  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  137,  117 
S.  W.  996. 

In  Hartig  v.  Schrader  (1921)  190 
Ky.  511,  227  S.  W.  815,  in  which  the 
defense  failed  because  the  owner  was 
held  not  to  have  effected  a  sale  be- 
fore receiving  notice  of  a  sale  by  the 
broker,  the  court  says:  Undeniably 
the  rule  is  that  the  owner  of  property, 
who  has  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  a 
real  estate  agent,  but  not  by  a  con- 
tract of  exclusive  agency,  retains  the 
right  to  sell  the  same  himself  before 
such  agent  shall  have  produced  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  willing,  and  able  to  buy 
same  upon  the  terms  named. 

"When  land  is  listed  with  a  broker. 
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who  is  to  receive  a  commisaion  for 
making  a  Bale,  or  find  a  purchaser, 
and  no  period  is  stipulated  in  the  con* 
tract  within  which  he  is  to  have  the 
exclusive  privilege  of  making  a  sale 
of  it,  the  party  listing  the  land  may 
revoke  the  contract  at  any  time,  and  a 
aale  of  the  land  by  him  is  treated  as 
a  revocation ;  and  although  an  ezclu- 
aive  agency  is  given  the  broker,  if 
there  is  no  specified  time  fixed  in  the 
contract,  within  which  he  has  to  ex- 
ercise his  agency,  and  no  exclusive 
privilege  of  sale  is  given  him,  it  is 
held  that  such  a  condition  in  a  con- 
tract does  not  prohibit  the  owner  of 
the  land  from  making  a  sale  and  ter- 
minating it,  and  that  such  a  condition 
in  it  only  prohibits  the  owner  from 
effecting  a  sale  through  some  other 
agent;  but  when  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege is  given  the  broker  to  sell  the 
land  within  a  time  fixed  in  the  con- 
tract for  that  purpose,  the  owner 
thereby  contracts  that  he  will  not  sell 
the  land  himself,  or  through  any 
other  person,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  period  fixed  in  the  contract; 
and  hence,  then  having  no  right  to 
sell  it  himself,  or  to  sell  it  through 
any  other  person  than  the  broker,  if 
he  does  make  a  sale  of  it  himself,  or 
sells  it  through  any  other  broker  or 
person,  he  violates  the  contract  and 
is  liable  for  the  consequences."  Car- 
ter V.  Hall  (1921)  191  Ky.  76,  229  S. 
W,  182. 

In  McGombs  v.  Moss  (1916)  121 
Ark.  583,  181  S.  W.  907,  where  the 
agency  had  been  transferred  from  one 
broker  to  another,  and  the  former  as- 
sisted the  latter  in  making  the  sale, 
the  question  was  as  to  who  was  liable 
for  the  commissions;  but  the  court 
says  it  is  held  that  where  real  estate 
is  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  broker  for 
sale  in  the  ordinary  way,  without  stip- 
ulation, express  or  implied,  that  the 
agent  shall  have  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell  the  property,  the  principal  is 
not  deprived  of  the  right,  in  good 
faith,  to  make  the  sale  himself,  free 
from  liability  to  the  agent  for  com- 
missions. 

But  the  sale  by  the  owner,  although 
lawful,  does  not  necessarily  absolve 
him  from  liability  for  services  per- 


formed and  expenses  incurred  by  the 
broker  in  his  efforts  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty. Staats  V.  Mangelsen  (1920)  105 
Neb.  282,  180  N.  W.  78. 

In  Payne v.Twitchell  (1911)  81  N.J. 
L.  198,  81  Atl.  850,  the  contract  recited 
that  property  had  been  listed  by  the 
broker,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
commissions  in  case  he  found  a  satis- 
factory purchaser.  But,  before  he 
found  the  purchaser,  the  owner  had 
sold  to  another,  notwithstanding 
which  he  was  held  liable  for  a  com- 
mission when,  without  notice  of  the 
prior  sale,  the  broker  produced  a 
customer  who  fulfilled  tiie  require- 
ments of  the  contract.  The  court  held 
that  ability  to  convey  was  not  a  neces- 
sary element  of  liability  for  commis- 
sion, and  therefore  the  conveyance  of 
the  land  by  the  owner  had,  of  itself, 
no  tendency  to  rescind  the  agreement 
to  pay  for  the  stipulated  service;  the 
revocation  could  be  effected  only  by 
notice  to  the  broker.  The  court  con- 
tinues :  ''As  soon  as  we  get  rid  of  the 
notion  that  the  ownership  or  control 
of  the  land  is  an  essential  part  of  the 
agreement  by  one  person  to  pay  an- 
other for  performing  a  specified  serv- 
ice, we  see  at  opce  that  such  employ- 
ments are  in  law  assimilated  not  with 
agreements  touching  interests  in  land, 
or  even,  strictly  speaking,  with  the 
relation  of  principal  and  agent,  but 
rather  with  those  special  employments 
by  which  one  is  engaged  to  seek  out 
a  particular  person,  or  a  person  an- 
swering to  a  particular  description, 
and  bring  such  person  into  communi- 
cation with  his  employer.  A  person 
who  has  been  injured  in  a  collision 
may  desire  to  be  put  into  communica- 
tion with  those  who  witnessed  the 
accident.  A  solicitor  may  be  seeking 
the  heir  to  an  estate;  a  mother  may 
wish  to  have  her  child  adopted;  and 
a  host  of  such  cases  may  be  imagined, 
in  all  of  which  the  character  of  the 
employment  is  not  legally  distinguish- 
able from  that  of  one  who  desires  to 
be  put  in  touch  with  a  person  who 
will  pay  a  certain  price  for  a  certain 
piece  of  land.  Yet  I  apprehend  that 
no  one  would  think  of  saying  that  the 
price  stipulated  for  the  service  when 
rendered  need  not  be  paid  if  the  plain- 
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tiff  had  settled  his  damage  suit,  or  the 
solicitor  had  retired  from  the  case,  or 
the  mother  had  decided  to  keep  her 
child.  .  .  .  'A  bargain  is  a  bargain;' 
and  a  bargain,  once  made,  remains 
such  until  a  change  of  mind  by  one 
party,  known  only  to  him,  has  been 
communicated  to  the  other  party." 

This  case  seems  to  be  at  variance 
with  the  reported  case  (Ettinger  y. 
Loux,  ante,  1265). 

As  shown  in  the  former  annotation, 
the  Georgia  Code  provides  that  the 
fact  that  the  property  is  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  broker  to  sell  does  not 
prevent  the  owner  from  selling  un- 
less otherwise  agreed;  and  that  rule 
was  recognized  in  Hawks  v.  Moore 
(1921)  —  6a.  App.  — ,  109  S.  E.  807. 

But  the  owner  cannot  sell  to  the 
broker's  customer,  so  as  to  deprive 
the  broker  of  his  commissions.  Wash- 
ington V.  Jordan  (1921)  —  Ga.  App. 
— ,  109  S.  E.  923;  Crawford  v.  English 
(1921)  26  Ga.  App.  563,  106  S.  E.  621. 

///.  CreaHon  of  excluMve  agencym 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  10 
A.L.R.  816.) 

As  shown  in  the  former  annotation, 
a  distinction  has  been  made  between 
an  exclusive  agency  and  an  exclusive 
right  to  sell,  the  owner  having  a  right 
to  sell  where  the  broker  is  merely 
given  the  exclusive  agency,  but  not 
where  he  is  given  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell.  This  distinction  has  been 
maintained. 

Giving  a  broker  an  exclusive  agency 
does  not,  of  itself,  preclude  the  owner 
from  making  a  sale.  Clark  v.  Asbury 
(1911)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  134  S.  W. 
286. 

In  Harris  v.  McPherson  (1922)  — 
Conn.  — ,  —  A.L,R.  — ,  115  Atl.  723, 
the  court  recognizes  and  applies  the 
distinction  between  an  exclusive 
agency  to  sell  and  an  exclusive  right 
to  sell,  saying:  A  contract  of  the 
owner,  giving  the  broker  the  exclusive 
sale  of  property,  is  an  agreement  by 
the  property  owner  that  he  will  not 
sell  the  property  during  the  life  of 
the  contract  to  any  purchaser  not  pro- 
cured by  the  broker. 

In  Erswell  v.  Ford  (1921)  205  Ala. 
494,  88  So.  429,  where  the  owner  of 


the  property  had  by  letter  given  the 
broker  "the  exclusive  right  to  handle 
the  sale,"  the  court  states  that,  as  a 
general  rule,  a  broker  who  is  given 
an  exclusive  right  to  sell  property  is 
entitled  to  a  commiesion  on  any  sale 
made  by  the  owner,  but  that  he  must 
act  within  a  reasonable  time.  And  it 
was  held  that  a  delay  of  over  nine 
years  was  too  long.  The  court  says 
the  exclusive  right  to  handle  the  sale 
terminates  if  no  sale  is  made  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  giving  the  au- 
thority. 

In  Bomar  v.  Munn  (1913)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  158  S.  W.  1186,  which 
was  an  action  for  commissions  where 
the  sale  had  been  effected  by  the  own- 
er, the  court  says:  ''While  it  is  al- 
leged in  the  petition  that  plaintiffs 
were  employed  by  the  defendants  as 
their  agents  and  brokers  for  the  pur- 
pose of  selling  the  property,  and  that 
plaintiffs  were  given  'the  exclusive 
right,  for  the  period  of  one  year  there- 
after,  to  sell  said  land,  and  upon  a 
sale  thereof  plaintiffs  should  receive 
5  per  cent  of  the  selling  price  as  com- 
mission,' yet,  in  subsequent  portions 
of  the  petition,  the  contract  of  em- 
ployment is  designated  as  one  of 
'exclusive  agency*  to  sell  said  lands* 
If  the  contract  of  employment  was 
that  of  exclusive  agency  only,  then,  in 
the  absence  of  special  contract  to  the 
contrary,  the  defendants  would  have 
the  right,  under  the  law,  to  sell  the 
property '  themselves,  without  incur- 
ring any  liability  to  plaintiffs  for 
commissions.  Of  coarse,  if  defend- 
ants agreed  with  plaintiffs  not  only  to 
give  them  the  exclusive  agency  for  the 
sale  of  the  land,  but  also  to  pay  them 
a  commission  upon  any  sale,  by  whom- 
soever made,  then  such  a  contract 
would  render  the  defendants  liable 
even  though  the  efforts  of  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  the  procuring  cause  of 
the  sale." 

The  case  of  Sunnyside  Land  &  In- 
vestment Company  v.  Bernier  (re- 
ported herewith)  ante,  1261,  fails  to 
observe  the  distinction  above  noted, 
and  holds  that  giving  the  exclusive 
right  to  sell  does  not  deprive  the  own- 
er of  the  right. 
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JF.  Spee^ieation  of  time  for  action. 

(Supplementing  annotation  in  10 
A.L.R.  818.) 

The  mere  specification  of  a  time  in 
which  the  agent  is  permitted  to  act 
does  not  prevent  the  sale  by  the  owner 
unless  some  consideration  has  been 
given  by  the  contract,  or  the  agent 
has  performed  services  which  will  be 
regarded  as  a  consideration. 

Under  a  contract  to  pay  a  commis- 
sion "in  case  of  the  sale  or  convey- 
ance of"  the  described  property  "at 
any  time  within  one  year,"  the  owner 
himself  may  sell  without  paying  the 
commission.  Parkhurst  v.  Tryon 
(1909)  134  App.  Div.  843.  119  N.  Y. 
Supp.  184. 

Where  the  broker  was  given  au- 
thority to  sell  lands,  which  should 
continue  until  ten  days'  notice  of 
their  withdrawal  was  given,  the  court 
held  that  the  owner  did  not  thereby 
disable  himself  from  revoking  the 
agency,  and  that  he  had  the  right  to 
sell  the  land  by  his. own  efforts,  and 
the  sale  would,  by  operation  of  law» 
revoke  the  broker's  authority.  Hall- 
stead  V.  Perrigo  (1910)  87  Neb.  128, 
126  N.  W.  1078. 

In  Beck  v.  Howard  (1920)  48  S.  D. 
179,  178  N.  W.  679,  it  appeared  that 
land  was  placed  with  brokers  for  sale» 
and  the  contract  provided  that  they 
should  have  the  exclusive  sale  until  a 
date  specified.  On  the  succeeding  day 
the  owner  sold  the  property  himself, 
and  the  question  was  as  to  his  liabil- 
ity for  the  commissions.  The  court 
says  that  a  broker's  agency  is  not 
made  irrevocable  by  the  fact  that  his 
right  to  sell  is  exclusive;  that  a  sale 
by  the  owner  operates  as  a  revocation 
of  the  broker's  agency;  and  if  the 
broker  has  not  complied  with  his  un- 
dertaking at  the  time  of  the  sale  by 
the  owner,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to 
a  commission. 

Where  the  broker  was  constituted 
the  exclusive  agent  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  authorization  was  to 
continue  for  the  period  of  ninety  days, 
and  the  owner  expressly  contracted 
to  convey  to  a  customer  produced  by 
the  broker,  the  court  held  that  the 
owner  had  no  right  to  sell  within  the 
time  stipulated  without  being  liable 


for  a  commission.  Houston  v.  Wil- 
liams (1921)  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  200  Pac. 
56. 

Without,  apparently,  considering  the 
question  of  the  necessity  of  a  consid- 
eration to  make  the  contract  binding, 
the  c6urt,  in  Miller  v.  Brown  (1921) 
—  Wash.  — ,  196  Pac.  573,  held  that  if 
a  broker  is  given  the  exclusive  sale 
for  a  definite  period,  the  owner  will 
be  liable  for  a  commission  if  he  him- 
self makes  a  sale  within  the  time 
specified. 

The  expiration  of  the  time  specified 
in  the  contract  tei^minates  the  agent's 
authority  so  that  the  owner  is  privi- 
leged to  make  the  sale  without  liabil- 
ity to  the  broker  after  that  time. 
Learned  v.  McCoy  (1891)  4  Ind.  App. 
238,  30  N.  E.  717. 

If  the  contract  is  for  subdivisioa 
and  sale  of  a  tract  of  land,  with  a 
specified  time  in  which  to  effect  the 
sale*  the  owner  cannot,. after  the  bro- 
ker has  incurred  expenses  and  per- 
formed services  in  carrying  out  the 
contract,  sell  the  property  himself 
without  liability  in  damages  for 
breach  of  the  contract.  Green  v.  Cole 
(1895)  127  Mo.  587,  30  S.  W.  135: 

Where  a  broker  has  secured  the 
right  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  for  a  defi- 
nite period  by  undertaking  to  expend 
money  in  its .  improvement  and  sub- 
division, the  owner  cannot  himself 
sell  the  property  within  the  time  speci- 
fied without  being  liable  in  damages 
for  revocation  of  the  contract.  The 
contract  being  founded  on  a  valuable 
consideration,  neither  party  could  vio- 
late it  without  being  liable  to  the 
other  for  the  breach.  And  the  court 
concluded  that  a  principal  cannot, 
after  having  made  a  valid  contract 
with  an  agent  for  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell,  render  performance  on  the 
part  of  the  agent  impossible  by  mak- 
ing the  sale  himself,  and  then  success- 
fully defend  an  action  for  breach  of 
contract  by  claiming  that  the  agent 
might  not  have  made  the  sale.  Atlan- 
tic Coast  Realty  Co.  v.  Townsend 
(1919)  124  Va.  490,  98  S.  E.  684. 

And  that  ruling  was  recognized  as 
sound  on  the  subsequent  appeal  in 
Robertson  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Realty 
Ck).  (1921)  129  Va.  494,  106  S.  E.  521. 

H.  P.  F. 
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SAMUEL  M.  STEWART 

V. 

SAMUEL  W.  TODD  et  al.,  Appta. 

lotra  Supreme  Cemtt'^Juiy  10,  1919* 


(190  Iowa,  288,  173  N.  W.  619.) 

Partnership  -^  between  husband  and  wife  -^  yalidity* 
1.  A  partnership  contract  between  husband  and  wife  is  valid. 
[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  pa^e  1304.] 


Contract  —  between  husband  and  wife 
—  survivorship  of  property. 

2.  Where  under  the  statute  a  mar- 
ried woman  may  contract  freely  as  to 
her  own  property,  a  contract  between 
husband  and  wife  founded  on  good 
consideration  that  the  survivor  shall 
have  the  entire  property  is  valid  inter 
sese. 

[Se^  13  R.  C.  L.  1364.] 

Evidence  —  communications  to  attor^ 
ney  —  privilege. 

8.  Communications  by  a  wife  to  an 
attorney,  when  consulted  by  herself 
and  her  husband  as  to  their  property 
rights,  are  not  privileged,  in  an  action 
by  the  husband  to  establish  rights 
under  agreements  then  entered  into. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  565.] 

Contract  —  to  leave  property  to  an- 
other —  testamentary  character. 

4.  An  agreement  by  a  wife  founded 
on  good  consideration,  to  leave  her 
property  to  her  husband,  is  not  un- 
enforceable because  not  executed  as  a 
testamentary  instrument. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  65.] 

Specific     performance  —  contract    to 
make  will. 

5.  An  agreement  on  good  considera- 
tion to  make  a  particular  disposition 
of  property  by  will  is  enforceable 
after  the  death  of  the  promisor, 
against  his  heirs,  devisees,  or  person- 
al representatives. 

[See  25  R.  C.  L.  806,  811.] 

Trust  —  devisee  of  property  promised 
to  another. 

6.  Where,  after  making  a  will  to 
carry  out  an  agreement  to  devise 
property,  testator  revokes  the  will  by 
executing  a  new  will,  the  devisees 
under  the  new  will  take  the  property 
impressed  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  the 
person  to  whom  the  promise  was  origi- 
nally made. 

[See  25  R.  C.  L.  811.] 


Contract  —  revocation  —  mutual  wilL 

7.  A  contract  between  husband  and 
wife  to  make  reciprocal  wills,  followed 
by  the  actual  execution  of  the  wills, 
can  be  revoked  only  by  mutual  con- 
sent of  the  parties. 

[See  28  R.  C.  L.  172.] 

—    promise    on    consideration    — 
binding  effect. 

8.  A  promise  made  upon  a  considera- 
tion binds  both  promisor  and  promi- 
see. 

[See  6  R.  a  L.  586,  649;  1  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  157.] 

Partnership  —  dissolution  —  title      to 
property. 

9.  Partnership  property,  upon  dis- 
solution of  the  firm,  becomes  the  joint 
property  of  the  partners. 

Contract  —  revocation  —  survivor- 
ship of  property  —  eonsideratlon. 

10.  A  contract  between  husband  and 
wife  that  the  survivor  shall  take  all 
their  property,  which  consists  of  part- 
nership business,  which  contract  is 
supplemented  by  mutual  wills,  cannot 
be  revoked  by  the  wife  after  the  hus- 
band has  labored  for  many  years  in 
increasing  the  property  by  building  up 
the  business. 

Specific     performance  •—  when      en- 
forced. 

11.  Equity  may  enforce  a  contract  a 
breach  of  which  might  be  the  founda- 
tion of  a  civil  action  for  damages. 

[See  25  R.  C.  L.  206.] 

—  parol  evidence  —  contents  of  writ- 

,    ing. 

12.  Specific  performance  of  a  writ- 
ten contract  is  not  defeated  by  the 
fact  that  the  contract  has  been  lost 
and  is  proved  only  by  parol  evidence 
of  its  contents,  if  the  evidence  satis- 
factorily accounts  for  the  lo8s«  and 
establishes  its  existence  and  contents. 
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Will  — *  eonf errinir  rigkte  in  property 
not  owned  by  testator. 

13.  A  will  confers  no  rights  in  prop- 
erty not  owned  by  testator  at  the  time 
of  his  death. 

Estoi^iel  —  probate  of  wU!  —  setting 
np  contract  for  estate. 

14.  A  man  who  is,  by  statute,  re- 
quired to  iile  his  wife's  will  for  pro- 
bate, and  who  has  no  power  to  contest 
the  instrument,  does  not,  by  probating 
the  will  And  electing  not  to  take  under 
it,  estop  himself  from  setting  up  a 
contract  by  which  he  was  to  be  en- 
titled to  her  entire  estate. 


On  Rehearing. 

Eridence  —  contents  of  lost  paper  — 
sufficiency. 

16.  A  general  and  approximate  rec- 
ollection by  a  witness  of  a  writing 
purporting  to  be  a  partnership  agree- 
ment between  husband  and  wife, 
which  he  had  seen  once,  twenty  years 
before,  and  had  not  thought  of  for 
many  years,  is  not  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  that  it  contained  words 
which  would  pass  to  the  husband,  up- 
on the  wife's  death,  separate  proper- 
ty which  she  acquired  from  her  par- 
ents. 

LSee  17  R.  C.  L.  1197.] 


(Salinger  and  Evana^  JJ.,  dissent) 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Van 
Buren  County  (Hunter,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
compel  specific  performance  of  an  alleged  contract  between  him  and  his 
wife  to  convey  property  to  survivor.    Modified  and  affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Sloan  &  Sloan»  W.  D.  Mc*     legal  evidence,  and  by  clear,  satisfac- 


Cormicli;  J.  C.  (Talhouii,  and  W.  L. 
Bnrkheimer,  for  appellants: 

A  will  is  an  instrument  of  writing 
by  which  a  person  makes  a  disposition 
of  his  property  to  take  effect  after  his 
death,  and  which  is  ambulating  and 
revocable  during  his  life. 

Jarman,  Wills,  p.  16;  Underbill, 
Wills,  §  4,  p.  7;  Burlington  University 
V.  Barrett,  22  Iowa,  60,  92  Am.  Dec. 
376;  Mullong  v.  Schneider,  156  Iowa, 
p.  12,  134  N.  W.  957;  Crispin  v. 
Winkleman,  57  Iowa,  623,  10  N.  W. 
919. 

Mutual  wills,  whether  joint  or 
several,  are  revocable  by  either  testa- 
tor during  the  lifetime  of  the  other  so 
far  as  his  disposition  of  property  is 
concerned,  without  notice  to  or  con- 
sent of  the  other,  unless  the  making 
of  the  will  is  the  result  of  a  valid  con- 
tract by  which  each  has  agreed  to 
devise  his  property  to  the  other. 

1  Underbill,  Wills,  p.  19,  §  13; 
Robertson  v.  Robertson,  136  Am.  St. 
Rep.  604,  note;  30  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  621;  Edson  v.  Parsons, 
156  N.  Y.  555,  50  N.  E.  265 ;  McClana- 
han  V.  McClanahan,  Ann.  Gas.  1915A, 
463,  note,  77  Wash.  138,  137  Fac.  479. 

The  fact  that  mutual  wills  are  made 
by  parties  in  favor  of  each  other,  or 
a  mutual  will  by  two  parties  in  each 
other's  favor,  creates  no  presumption 
that  it  is  made  pursuant  to  contract. 
Such  a  contract  murt  be  proven  by 


tory,  and  convincing  evidence. 

Robertson  v.  Robertson,  136  Am.  St. 
Rep.  596,  note;  Edson  v.  Parsons,  155 
N.  Y.  555,  60  N.  E.  266. 

It  appearing  that  a  will  conceded  to 
have  been  executed  cannot  be  found 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  the 
presumption  arises  that  the  same  was 
destroyed  by  him  animo  revocandi. 

Thomas  v.  Thomas,  129  Iowa,  159, 
105  N.  W.  403 ;  Re  Thorman,  162  Iowa, 
237, 144  N.  W.  7,  Ann,  Cas.  1916B,  484. 

Where  a  husband  and  wife  verbally 
contracted  each  to  bequeath  his  or  her 
property  to  the  other,  and  executed 
wills  pursuant  thereto,  the  execution 
of  a  new  will  by  the  husband  invali- 
dated the  oral  contract  and  precluded 
its  specific  performance. 

McClanahan  v.  McClanahan,  77 
Wash.  138,  137  Pac.  479,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  461. 

The  execution  of  a  will  is  not  such 
part  performance  of  an  oral  contract 
to  bequeath  property  as  will  take  the 
contract  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Edson  V.  Parsons,  155  N.  Y.  555,  50 
N.  E.  265;  McClanahan  v.  McClana- 
han, Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  463,  note. 

If  the  writing  is  intended  to  operate 
both  as  a  will  and  a  contract,  that 
part  of  it  which  is  wholly  testamen- 
tary cannot  be  regarded  as  entitled  to 
specific  performance. 

1  Underbill,  Wills,  p.  19,  §  13;  Hazle- 
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ton  V.  Reed,  46  Kaiu  73,  26  Am.  St. 
Rep.  86,  26  Pac.  450. 

Proof  of  a  parol  contract  to  convey 
land  must  be  clear,  satisfactory,  and 
convincing  to  warrant  specific  per- 
formance. 

Ross  V.  Ross,  148  Iowa,  729,  127 
N.  W.  1034;  Wills  v,  Westendorf,  140 
Iowa,  293,  118  N.  W.  376. 

Any  language  indicative  of  an  in- 
tent to  make  a  testamentary  disposi- 
tion is  sufficient. 

Re  Stumpenhousen,  108  Iowa,  566, 
79  N.  W.  376;  Longer's  Estate,  108 
Iowa,  34,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  78  N.  W. 
834;  Schouler,  Wills,  2d  ed.  |  262. 

An  agreement  for  the  disposition  of 
property  intended  to  take  effect  or 
continue  after  the  death  of  the  owner 
cannot  be  given  testamentary  force 
and  allowed  to  have  operation,  unless 
in  such  form  as  to  be  valid  as  a  will. 

Crispin  v.  Winkleman,  67  Iowa,  523, 
10  N.  W.  919;  Wilson  v.  Carter,  132 
Iowa,  442,  109  N.  W.  886. 

Where  title  is  conveyed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defrauding  creditors,  equity 
will  not  restore  it. 

De  France  v.  Reeves,  148  Iowa,  351, 
125  N.  W.  655;  Mellen,  Crawford  & 
Co.  V.  Ames,  39  Iowa,  283;  Briggs  v. 
Coffin,  91  Iowa,  329,  69  N.  W.  269; 
Baldwin  v.  Davis,  118  Iowa,  36,  91 
N.  W.  778 ;  Cloud  v.  Malvin,  108  Iowa, 
62,  45  L.R^.  209,  76  N.  W.  646,  78 
N.  W.  791. 

A  sale  which  practically  includes  all 
the  property  used  by  a  firm  in  carry- 
ing on  its  business,  whether  made  by 
the  firm  or  a  member  thereof,  operates 
as  a  dissolution  thereof. 

Patterson  v.  Hare,  4  App.  Div,  319, 
38  N.  Y.  Supp.  565 ;  Pennville  Natural 
Gas  &  Oil  Co.  V,  Thomas,  21  Ind.  App. 
1,  51  N.  E.  351;  Whitton  v.  Smith, 
Freem.  Ch.  (Miss.)  231;  Smith  v. 
Vanderburg,  46  111.  34;  Thompson  v. 
Bowman,  6  Wall.  316,  18  L.  ed.  736; 
Blaker  v.  Sands,  29  Kan.  551;  Delia- 
piazza  V.  Foley,  112  Cal.  380,  44  Pac. 
727. 

To  establish  a  lost  will  or  prove  its 
contents,  the  evidence  must  be  of  a 
very  clear  and  satisfactory  character. 

Re  Thorman,  162  Iowa,  239,  144 
N.  W.  7,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  484;  Mc- 
Carn  v.  Rundall,  111  Iowa,  406,  82 
N.  W.  924;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  129 
Iowa,  159,  105  N.  W.  403;  Re  Brown, 
143  Iowa,  649,  120  N.  W.  667 ;  1  Under- 
bill, Wills,  p.  375,  §  276;  Thornton, 
Lost  Wills,  p.  130,  §§  92,  93. 

Section  3164  of  the  Code  forbids 


that  the  interest  of  either  husband  or 
wife  in  the  property  of  the  other  shall 
become  the  subject  .of  contract  be- 
tween them. 

Berry  v.  Donald,  168  Iowa,  744, 
160  N.  W.  1060;  Garner  v.  Fry,  104 
Iowa,  615,  73  N.  W.  1079;  Miller  v. 
Miller,  104  Iowa,  186,  73  N.  W.  484; 
Poole  V.  Burnham,  106  Iowa,  620,  75 
N.  W.  474;  Frazer  v.  Andrews,  134 
Iowa,  621,  11  L.R.A.(Na.)  593,  112 
N.  W.  92,  18  Ann.  Cas.  666 ;  Newberry 
V.  Newberry,  114  Iowa,  704,  87  N.  W. 
658. 

The  relations  between  partners,  so 
far  as  they  involve  their  rights  be- 
tween themselves,  are  necessarily 
"personal  transactions"  as  between 
them,  and,  on  the  death  of  either,  the 
other  is  not  a  competent  witness  to 
testify  in  relation  thereto,  in  any  case 
involving  any  matter  of  probative 
force,  against  the  executor,  legatee,  or 
devisee  of  the  decedent. 

Re  Brown,  92  Iowa,  379,  60  N.  W. 
669 ;  Williams  v.  Brown,  46  Iowa,  102 ; 
Peck  V.  McKean,  45  Iowa,  18;  Smith 
V.  Johnson,  45  Iowa,  308;  Wilson  v. 
Wilson,  62  Iowa,  44,  2  N.  W.  616; 
Ridler  v.  Ridler,  93  Iowa,  347,  61  N.  W. 
994;  Van  Sandt  v.  Cramer?"  60  Iowa, 
424,  16  N.  W.  259 ;  Duffield  v.  Walden, 
102  Iowa,  676,  72  N.  W.  278. 

One  who  asks  to  establish  a  result- 
ing trust  by  parol  evidence  and  in- 
graft the  same  on  legal  title  must  do 
so  by  evidence  that  is  clear,  certain, 
and  practically  overwhelming. 

Andrew  v.  Andrew,  114  Iowa,  626, 
87  N.  W.  494;  Murphy  v.  Hanscome, 
76  Iowa,  192,  40  N.  W.  717;  Noel  v. 
Noel,  1  Iowa,  423;  Sunderland  v.  Sun- 
derland, 19  Iowa,  326. 

The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  managed 
the  operation  of  the  farm  does  not 
make  him  the  owner  of  the  profits 
arising  therefrom,  and  it  does  not  give 
him  any  interest  in  the  property  pur- 
chased with  such  profits,  or  create  a 
trust  in  his  favor. 

Deere,  W.  &  Co.  v.  Bonne,  108  Iowa, 
281,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  264,  79  N.  W.  59 ; 
Robb  V.  Brewer,  60  Iowa,  540, 16  N.  W. 
420;  Carse  v.  Reticker,  95  Iowa,  25, 
58  Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  63  N.  W.  461; 
Nash  V.  Stevens,  96  Iowa,  616,  65 
N.  W.  825;  Carn  v.  Royer,  55  Iowa, 
661,  8  N.  W.  629;  Webster  v.  Hildreth, 
38  Vt.  457,  78  Am.  Dec.  632;  Hoag  v. 
Martin,  80  Iowa,  718,  45  N.  W.  W58. 

It  is  the  general  rule  that  the  evi- 
dence necessary  to  take  a  contract  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  must  all  be 
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furnished  by  the  writinffs,  parol  erl* 
denoe  not  being  admiseible  to  supply 
evidence  not  found  in  them. 

1  Greenl.  Ev.J  268;  Watt  ▼.  Wiscon- 
flin  Cranberry  Co.  68  Iowa,  780,  18  N. 
W.  898;  Vaughn  v.  Smith,  68  Iowa» 
658,  12  N.  W.  604;  8  Phillips,  Ev.  851; 
8  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  722. 

The  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to 
establish  the  alleged  contract  of 
February,  1882. 

Holmes  v.  Connable,  111  Iowa,  298, 
82  N.  W.  780;  Ross  v.  Ross,  148  Iowa» 
729,  127  N.  W.  1034;  Finger  v.  Anken, 
154  Iowa,  507,  131  N.  W.  657;  Bolton's 
Estate,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct  575;  Moore, 
Facts,  §{  47,  728,  830,  898,  976;  Mc- 
Cam  V.  Rundall,  111  Iowa,  406,  82 
N.  W.  924 ;  Bremer  v.  Haag,  161  Iowa,? 
449,  181  N.  W.  667;  Re  Oasett,  86^ 
Minn.  632,  29  N.  W.  347. 

It  is  not  permissible  to  read  to  a 
witness  a  paper  that  purports  to  be' 
a  copy  of  a  lost  writing,  to  enable  him* 
to  testify  as  to  whether  the  copy  cor- 
responds with  his  recollection  of  the 
original* 

8  Enc.  Bv.  868;  Singer  Mfg.  Co. 
T.  Riley,  80  Ala.  814;  Jaques  v.  Horton, 
76  Ala.  288. 

Where  a  fact  must  be  proved  by 
clear  evidence,  as  the  contents  of  a 
destroyed  will,  testimony  of  a  witness 
to  the  best  of  his  recollection  will  be 
insufficient. 

McCarn  v.  Rundall,  111  Iowa,  406, 
82  N.  W.  924. 

The  contract  of  February,  1882,  Is 
of  no  force  and  effect,  because  of  the 
provisions  of  §  8154  of  the  Code. 

Berry  v.  Donald,  168  Iowa,  744,  150 
N.  W.  1049;  Re  Kennedy,  154  Iowa, 
460,  135  N.  W.  53;  Pieper  v.  Pieper, 
145  Iowa,  873,  124  N.  W.  181. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  con- 
strue the  will  of  decedent  according 
to  the  expressed  intention  thereof,  and 
to  do  so  must  be  given  full  force  and 
effect  to  every  clause  therein. 

McTigue  V.  Ettienne,  166  Iowa,  460, 
186  N.  W.  229 ;  Roskrow  v.  Jewell,  164 
Iowa,  634,  186  N.  W.  3,  Ann.  Cas. 
19146,  63;  Richards  v.  Richards,  155 
Iowa,  394,  136  N.  W.  132. 

Messrs.  J.  C.  Mitchell  and  Robert 
R  McBeth  for  appellee. 

Gaynor,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Samuel  M.  Stewart  and  one  Em- 
ma A.  Stewart  were  husband  and 
wife.  On  or  about  February,  1881, 
they  entered  into  a  contract  in  writ- 


ing. The  original  of  this  contract 
was  not  produced  on  the  trial.  Its 
absence  was  accounted  for,  and  sec- 
ondary evidence  of  its  contents 
rightly  permitted.  From  this  evi- 
dence it  appears  that  the  contract 
80  entered  into  was  substantially  as 
f oUows : 

"Contract  entered  into  this 

day  of  February,  1881,  by^and  be- 
tween Enuna  A.  Stewart  and  S.  M. 
Stewart,  both  of  Van  Buren  county, 
Iowa,  witnesseth : 

"That  said  parties  have  agreed 
to  start  a  general  store  under  the 
firm  name  of  E*  A.  Stewart,  in 
which  each  party  is  to  be  an  equal 
partner.  S.  M.  Stewart  is  to  trans- 
act and  do  all  the  business,  sign  the 
firm  name  of  E.  A.  Stewart  to  any 
and  all  papers  necessary,  and  all 
the  property  accumulated,  pur- 
chased, and  owned  by  either  party 
to  be  in  the  firm  name  of  E.  A. 
Stewart.  Both  parties  to  use  any 
money  they  need,  and  at  the  death 
of  eitiier  party  the  one  living  shall 
fulfil  all  contracts,  pay  all  debts,  and 
have  all  property  left  or  owned  by 
either  party,  or  in  the  firm  name." 

Upon  the  execution  of  this  con- 
tract the  parties  thereto  opened  a 
general  store  at  Mt.  Sterling,  Iowa, 
in  the  name  of  E.  A.  Stewart  The 
capital  used  in  this  enterprise  was 
very  small,  but  the  larger  portion  of 
it  was  undoubtedly  furnished  by 
Samuel  M.  Stewart.  From  that 
time  until  1894  the  store  was  run 
in  the  name  of  E.  A.  Stewart,  man- 
aged and  controlled,  so  far  as  this 
record  shows,  by  Samuel  M.  Stew- 
art, Mr.  and  Mrs.  Stewart  both  as- 
sisting in  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
goods  and  in  the  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness generally.  This  proved  a  suc- 
cessful venture,  and  the  close  of 
each  year  found  a  large  profit  to 
^e  credit  of  the  firm. 

On  the  25th  day  of  September, 
1894,  the  stock  of  merchandise  and 
fixtures  in  this  store  were  sold  to 
Madden  &  De  Hunt,  the  contract  re- 
citing "that  E.  A.  and  S.  M.  Stew- 
art have  this  day  sold  to  Madden  & 
De  Hunt  their  stock  of  merchandise 
and  fixtures,  situated,"  etc.,  describ- 
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in^  the  location.  The  consideration 
paid  was  $3,000.  The  exact  amount 
is  not  clearly  ascertainable  from 
this  record. 

On  February  28,  1894,  before  the 
sale  of  tiiis  stock  and  while  the  store 
was  being:  operated  under  the  con- 
tract aforesaid,  Emma  A.  Stewart 
and  S.  M.  Stewart  entered  into  a 
written  contract  with  one  John 
Gwinup  for  the  piXrchase  of  196 
acres  of  land  for  $6,550.  This  con- 
tract was  signed  by  Emma  A. 
Stewart  and  S.  M.  Stewart.  In  the 
consummation  of  the  contract  the 
deed  was  made  on  Jiine  2,  1894,  to 
Emma  A.  Stewart.  The  original 
deal  was  made  by  S.  M.  Stewart, 
and  the  preliminary  contract  signed 
by  both.  The  purchase  price  was 
paid  with  partnership  money,  the 
proceeds  of  accumulated  profits  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  business. 
The  record  affirmatively  shows  that 
up  to  this  time  neither  par^  had 
any  source  of  revenue  except  that 
which  came  from  this  partnership 
venture.  There  is  some  suggestion 
that  Mrs.  Stewart  may  have  re- 
ceived money  from  her  father,  but 
there  is  no  substantive  evidence  of 
this  fact,  and  therefore  we  say  that 
the  record  discloses  that  this  land 
was  purchased  and  paid  for  out  of 
partnership  funds. 

Soon  after  the  purchase  of  this 
land  Samuel  M.  Stewart  and  his 
wife  took  possession,  and  thereafter 
continued  to  occupy  it  as  their  home 
farm  until  the  death  of  Mrs.  Stew- 
art. The  land  is  referred  to  in  the 
record  as  the  "home  farm." 

After  the  purchase  of  this  farm, 
it  was  managed  and  controlled  by 
Samuel  M.  Stewart.  Stock  was 
purchased  by  him  and  placed  on  the 
farm.  In  fact,  he  had  the  full  man-< 
agement  and  control  of  it.  The 
farm  also  proved  profitable,  and,  in 
the  course  of  time,  other  lands  were 
purchased,  and  title  taken  in  the 
names  of  E.  A.  Stewart  and  Emma 
A.  Stewart,  a  detailed  description  of 
which  is  not  necessary  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  matters  involved  in 
this  suit.  But  the  record  discloses 
that  after  the  sale  of  the  store  tiiere 


was  no  source  of  revalue  to  these 
parties  except  that  which  came  as 
profits  from  this  farm  venture.  In 
fact,  all  property  the  legal  title  to 
which  stood  in  the  name  of  Emma 
A.  Stewart  or  E.  A.  Stewart  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  Mrs.  Stewart 
on  September  9,  1913,  was  pur- 
chased from  accumulated  profits 
arising  from  the  original  enterprise 
started  by  these  parties  under  the 
contract  of  partnership  made  in 
1881,  and  is  traceable  to  that  enter- 
prise, except  the  lands  conveyed  to 
Emma  A.  Stewart  in  1896  by  her 
father  and  mother.  The  record  of 
these  conveyances  is  found  in  book 
69,  pages  108,  109,  of  the  Clark 
county  records  of  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri, and  in  book  86,  page  66,  of 
the  Van  Buren  county  records  of 
this  state.  There  seems  to  have 
been  no  consideration  paid  for  ei- 
ther of  these  pieces  of  land,  either 
by  Mr.  or  Mrs.  Stewart. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  does  not 
rely  upon  a  claim  of  partnership  as 
a  basis  for  the  relief  sought  in  this 
case.  He  bases  his  claim  of  right  to 
all  the  property,  whether  in  the 
name  of  E.  A.  or  Emma  A.  Stewart, 
on  the  claimed  binding  force  of  the 
original  contract  entered  into  in 
1881,  providing  ''Uiat  at  the  death 
of  either  party  the  one  living  shall 
fulfil  all  contracts,  pay  all  debts,  and 
have  all  property  left  or  owned  by 
either  party,  or  in  the  firm  name," 
supplemented  by  two  reciprocal 
wills  executed  on  the  1st  day  of 
May,  1896. 

The  existence  of  the  partnership 
is  only  an  incident,  and  not  the  basis 
on  which  plaintiff  rests  his  right  to 
relief  in  this  case.  The  rights  he 
seeks  to  enforce  are  based  upon  the 
original  written  contract  of  part- 
nership entered  into  in  1881,  sup- 
plemented by  the  two  reciprocal 
wills  executed  on  the  1st  day  of 
May,  1896.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
formation  of  the  partoership,  the 
investment  of  money  in  the  partner- 
ship, and  the  subsequent  investment 
of  the  earnings  of  the  partnership 
in  land  in  the  name  of  one  of  1±ie 
parties,  show  a  consideration  for  a 
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performance  of,  and  such  reliance 
on,  that  contract  that  its  binding 
force  and  legal  efficacy,  supplement- 
ed by  the  wills  aforesaid,  cannot  be 
avoided  by  the  acts  of  one  of  the 
parties  to  it  without  the  consent  of 
the  other. 

In  May,  1896,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Stew- 
art  went  to  the  office  of  William  M. 
Walker,  a  practising  attorney  in 
Van  Buren  county.  They  had  with 
them  at  that  time  the  original  con- 
tract of  partnership  hereinbefore 
set  out.  It  was  submitted  to  Mr. 
Walker  for  examination.  He  read 
it.  He  said:  "The  contract  was 
handed  to  me,  and  I  was  asked  to 
read  it  and  give  my  opinion  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  was  a  valid  and 
binding  contract.  After  an  exam- 
ination, I  said  to  them  that,  in  my 
judgment,  it  was  a  valid  and  bind- 
ing contract,  and  that  I  would  ad- 
vise that  she  and  her  husband  each 
make  a  will  in  favor  of  the  other, 
and  then,  in  my  judgment,  the  con- 
tract and  the  wills  would  be  binding 
and  valid.  At  that  time,  Mrs.  Stew- 
art's father  and  mother  and  hus-. 
band  were  all  present.  Mrs.  Stew- 
art said  at  that  time  that  it  was  her 
thought  and  her  husband^s  that  she 
would  in  all  probability  outKve  him, 
and  they  wanted  to  know  whether 
the  contract  would  have  the  effect  of 
giving  to  her,  in  case  of  his  death, 
all  their  property,  and  wanted  to 
know,  in  case  of  her  death,  would  it 
have  the  same  effect  as  to  him. 
They  expressed  the  desire  that  in 
case  of  death  of  either  of  them  the 
other  should  have  all  the  property 
which  they  owned  at  the  time. 
Thereupon  I  prepared  two  wills,  one  ' 
for  each.  They  were  exactly  alike, 
except  that  Mrs.  Stewart  made  a 
special  bequest  of  her  watch  to  one 
of  her  nieces." 

After  the  wills  were  executed, 
they  discussed  between  themselves 
a  place  of  deposit.  They  concluded, 
however,  to  deposit  them  with  the 
clerk  of  the  district  court  on  Mr. 
Walker's  suggestion.  The  will  exe- 
cuted by  Samuel  M«  is  substantially 
as  follows:  « 

f*I  will  and  bequeath  that  all  my 


just  debts  and  funeral  expenses  be 
paid. 

"2d.  After  the  payment  of .  my 
debts  and  expenses,  I  will,  devise, 
and  bequeath  all  my  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  of  whatever  kind 
and  wherever  situated,  of  which  I 
may  die  possessed,  to  my  beloved 
wife,  Emma  A.  Stewart." 

Mrs.  Stewart's  will  was  the  same, 
except  as  to  the  devise  of  her  watch 
to  her  niece,  and  devised  all  the 
property  of  which  she  died  seised  to 
Samuel  M.  Stewart.  These  recip- 
rocal wills  were  deposited  with  the 
clerk  of  the  court,  but  were  subse- 
quently taken  from  his  custody  and 
placed  in  a  receptacle,  to  which  both 
parties  had  access,  in  the  home  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Stewart.  So  far  as 
Samuel  M.  Stewart  knew,  or  had 
reason  to  know,  they  remained 
there  and  were  there  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Stewart.  Upon 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Stewart,  however, 
it  developed  that  on  the  17th  day  of 
August,  1907,  Mrs.  Stewart  execut- 
ed another  will,  in  which  she  re- 
voked and  canceled  any  and  all  for- 
mer wills  made  by  her,  and  under- 
took to  and  did  make  a  disposition 
of  her  property  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  the  reciprocal  will 
heretofore  referred  to.  It  is  this 
will  that  provokes  the  controversy. 
This  will  was  produced  and  duly 
probated,  and  under  this  will  claims 
are  being  urged,  antagonistic  to  the 
claims  of  plaintiff  in  this  suit. 

This  is  the  record  on  which  the 
rights  of  the  parties  in  this  suit  are 
to  be  determined. 

Before  coming  to  the  real  merits 
of  the  controversy,  we  have  to  say 
that  the  contract  relied  upon  was 
one  which  the  parties  had  a  right  to 
make.    Th^e  is  no 
statutory  inhibition  f^At^en  hn- 
agamst  the  makmg  band  and  wit© 
of  such  a  contract,  o7  propertr.  ^ 
and   when   it  rests        . ; 
upon  a  good  consideration  it  is  en- 
forceable.    A  married  woman  can 
contract  freely  with  relation  to  her 
own  property.     The  inhibition  of 
Code  §  3154  relates  only  to  traffick- 
ing in  her  inchoate  right  in  the 
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property  of  her  husband.  Baker  v. 
Syfritt  147  Iowa,  49,  125  N.  W. 
998.  That  she  had  a  right  to  enter 
into  a  partnership  with  her  husband 

and  carry  on  a 
betweVa    **        partnership      busi- 

SSS^iiSitT.      »«»»  ^^  same  as  a 

stranger   might   do 

has  been  settled  by  the  decisions  of 
this  court  Hoaglin  v.  Henderson^ 
119  Iowa,  720,  61  L.R.A.  766,  97 
Am.  St.  Rep.  835,  94  N.  W.  247. 

As  said  before,  the  original  writ- 
ten contract  of  partnership  was  not 
produced.  Its  contents  are  proven 
by  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Walker,  to 
whom  it  is  claimed  it  was  submit- 
ted at  the  tfane  the  reciprocal  wills 
were  drawn.  Both  parties  were 
present  at  that  time.  It  was  sub- 
mitted to  him  for  a  legal  opinion  at 
the  request  of  both  parties,  and  in 
the  presence  of  the  father  and 
mother  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  it 
is  claimed  that  what  was  said  is 
privileged  under  the  statute.  This 
position  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
„_.^  privilege    does    not 

commiaaleatloMS      apply  tO  CaSeS 

%rMu!t^Z  where  two  or  more 

persons  consult  an 
attorney  for  their  mutual  benefit. 
Mueller  v.  Batcheler,  181  Iowa, 
653, 109  N.  W.  186. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  contract  is 
testamentary  in  its  character,  at 
least  in  so  far  as  it  purports  to  give 
all  property  left  by  Mrs.  Stewart  at 
the  time  of  her  death  to  her  hus- 
band; and  that  being  testamentary 
in  character,  and  not  executed  as 
the  law  requires  testamentary  in- 
struments to  be  executed,  it  cannot 
be  enforced. 

It  is  true  that  as  a  testamentary 
instrument  it  cannot  be  enforced, 
but  an  agreement  to  leave  proper^ 
to  another,  resting  upon  a  consid- 
eration, is  valid  and  binding,  and 

will  be  enforced  by 

i^AvlTi^^^Trtr  ^^  courts.  In 
to  ABPtiiei*-         Mueller  v.  Batchel- 

ciTl^retJrr'^        er,  131   Iowa,  650, 

109  N.  W.  186,  the 
facts  were  that  one  William  C. 
Knight  executed  and  delivered  to 
his  wife  a  deed  to  certain  real  estate 


and  a  bill  of  sale  to  certain  personal 
property;  that  as  part  of  die  same 
transaction  Mrs.  Knight  executed 
and  delivered  to  William  C.  Knight 
a  deed  to  all  the  real  estate  of  which 
she  was  then  owner.  The  mutual 
agreement  between  them  was  that 
the  survivor  of  them,  on  the  death 
of  the  other,  was  to  own  all  the 
property,  that  the  deed  executed  by 
the  survivor  was  to  be  destroyed, 
and  that  the  survivor  should  give  by 
deed  or  by  will  all  the  property 
which  such  survivor  should  own  sdt 
the  time  of  his  or  her  death  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action;  the  consid- 
eration of  each  deed  being  the  mu- 
tual promise  of  the  other.  William 
C.  Knight  died  intestate.  His  wife 
also  died  intestate.  At  the  time  of 
her  death  she  was  the  owner  of  a31 
the  property  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  the  action.  Plaintiff  brought  an 
action  against  her  heirs  to  recover 
the  property.  The  court  below 
granted  him  the  relief  prayed  for, 
and  this  court  affirmed  the  action. 

As  said  in  Baker  v.  Ssrfritt,  147 
Iowa,  55,  125  N.  W.  1001 :  "It  has 
often  been  held  that  an  agreement 
upon  sufficient  consideration  to 
make  a  will  is  valid,  and  that  upon 
breach  of  such  promise  the  benefi- 
ciary thereof  has  a  right  of  action 
for  damages,  or,  under  some  cir- 
cumstances, may  enforce  specific 
performance.  And  the  person  com- 
ing into  the  possession  of  such  prop- 
er^ otherwise  than  as  an  innocent 
purchaser  is  held  in  equity  to  be 
trustee  thereof  for  him  to  whom  it 
ought  of  right  to  have  been  de- 
vised." 

See  Carmichael  v.  Carmichael,  72 
Mich.  76,  1  L.R.A.  596,  16  Am.  St. 
Rep.  528, 40  N.  W.  178.  In  this  case 
it  is  held  that,  where  a  husband  and 
wife  bind  themselves  to  make  a  par- 
ticular disposition  of  their  property 
by  will,  and  such  contract  is  fully 
performed  on  the  part  of  the  hus- 
band, and  the  benefits  received  and 
accepted  by  the  wife,  equity  wiU 
prevent  the  wife  from  violatinsr  her 
part  of  the  contract  in  fraud  of  par- 
ties interested,  and  that,  if  a  con- 
veyance is  made  by  her  after  ihe 
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death  of  lier  haaband,  in  violation  of 
her  agreem^it,  the  conveyance  may 
be  set  aside  at  the  suit  of  the  parties 
for  whose  benefit  the  agreement 
was  made.  See  also  Teske  v.  Oitt- 
bemer,  70  Neb.  644,  113  Am.  St 
Rep.  802,  98  N.  W.  67. 

This  doctrine  has  been  quite  gen- 
erally recognized  by  the  courts,  to 
wit,  that  where  one  makes  a  valid 
agreement,  resting  upon  a  suflScient 
consideration,    to    dispose    of    his 

«.^«ffl«  «.^  property  by  will, 
tS^ZS^Sl  such  agieemrat  may 

BMtraet  to  w^mMm   \^     enf OrCOd,     af tOT 

his  decease,  against 
his  heirs,  devisees,  or  personal  rep- 
resentatives. A  part  performance 
of  an  agreement  to  make  a  partic- 
ular disposition  of  property  by  will 
takes  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  Dicken  v.  Mc- 
Kinley,  168  lU.  318,  54  Am.  St.  Rep. 
471,  46  N.  E.  184;  Johnson  v.  Hub- 
bell,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  832,  66  Am.  Dec 
773 ;  Bums  v.  Smith,  21  Mont.  261, 
69  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  63  Pac.  742. 

In  Tumipseed  v.  Sirrine,  57  S. 
C.  559,  76  Am.  St  R^.  680,  85  S. 
E.  757, 1036,  it  was  held  that,  if  two 
persons  make  an  oral  agreement  to 
make  mutual  wills,  and  one  of  them, 
in  execution  thereof,  bequeaths  to 
the  other,  who  subsequently  dies 
without  making  a  will,  a  legacy  of 
$10,000  and  the  residue  of  her  es- 
tate, this  is  such  a  part  performance 
of  an  agreement  on  her  part  as 
takes  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  and  permits  the  agreement 
to  be  proved  by  parol,  and  author- 
izes a  decree  against  the  heirs  of  the 
deceased,  to  the  effect  that  the  party 
who  has  made  her  will  is  the  equi- 
table owner,  and  entitled  to  be 
clothed  with  the  legal  title  to  all  of 
the  property  which  she  would  have 
received,  if  the  will  of  the  other  par- 
ty to  the  agreement  had  been  made. 
See  also  Allen  v.  Bromberg,  147  Ala. 
317,  41  So.  771. 

If,  therefore,  it  can  be  said  to  be 
the  rule  that  one  can  make  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  or  in  parol  witiiout 
executing  it  in  the  form  required  in 
the  execution  of  testamentary  in- 


struments, and  bind  himsdf  by  such 
agreement  to  give  his  property  up- 
on his  death  to  another,  and  that 
such  agreement  can  be  enforced  aft- 
er the  death  of  the  promisor  provid- 
ed it  is  shown  that  the  agreement 
rests  upon  a  valid  consideration, 
there  can  be  no  logical  reason  for 
holding  that,  where  one  makes  such 
a  contract,  resting  upon  a  consid- 
eration, and  thereafter,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  contract,  makes  a  wiU 
for  the  purpose  of  making  more  ef- 
fectual this  agreement  and  promise 
to  make  the  will,  the  original  con- 
tract becomes  less  binding  upon 
him. 

We  are  met,  however,  with  the 
proposition  that  before  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Stewart  she  revoked  the  recip- 
rocal will  by  executing  another  will, 
disposing  of  her  property  to  the  de- 
fendants in  this  suit.  Now,  of 
course,  this  reciprocal  will  could  not 
be  probated.  She  had  revoked  it. 
The  revocation  destroyed  the  right 
to  probate,  but  the  contract  still  re- 
mained, and  the  last  will,  being 
probated,  gave  no  added  right  by  its 
probation.  It  simply  pointed  out 
and  designated  the  persons  who 
were  appointed  in  her  stead  to  per- 
form the  contract  made.  The  will 
undoubtedly  passed  the  property  to 
these  parties  named  .^.^.i^^^^m^,. 
in  the  last  will,  but  •€  prpp^/** 
they  took  it  im-  J^'SJS.*  ** 
pressed  with  a  trust 
in  favor  of  the  party  to  whom  the 
promise  was  originally  made. 
Courts  of  equity,  considering  that 
done  which  ought  to  be  done,  will 
enforce  the  original  contract  by  im- 
pressing a  trust  on  the  property  re- 
ceived under  the  second  will  in  fa- 
vor of  the  original  promisee. 

Inasmuch  as  their  original  con- 
tract rested  on  the  mutual  promise 
of  the  contracting  parties,  carried 
out  and  recognized  by  the  making 
of  reciprocal  wills,  it  cannot  be  re- 
scinded except  by  the  consent  of 
both.     As  it  takes  co«t«ict- 
the  mutual  consent  »ev««»tio»j- 
of  both  to  make  a  ~*~*  ^*"- 
contract,  so  it  takes  the  mutual  con- 
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sent  of  both  to  rescind  or  destroy 
the  contract* 

We  have  said  that  the  promise 
must  rest  upon  a  consideration.  A 
promise  made  upon  a  consideration 
binds  the  promisor  and  promisee<i 

-promts.  •«         What  is  the  consid- 
coBBiderfttioa       eration      for      the 

-^biadinv    effect.     -x^^«*«c«.^       «m<»Jm,       {«» 

promise  made  in 
the  contract  executed  between  these 
parties  in  1881,  and  what  was  the 
consideration  for  the  mutual  prom- 
ise made  in  the  reciprocal  will? 

It  appears  that  all  the  property, 
except  that  which  came  from  the 
father  and  mother  of  Mrs.  Stewart, 
is  simply  the  product  of  the  growth 
and  development  of  the  original 
business  entered  into  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  made.  The  money 
used  in  purchasing  the  Gwinup 
farm  was  the  money  of  the  partner- 
ship. The  title  to  it  was  taken  in 
the  name  of  one  of  the  parties.  It 
was  purchased  at  a  time  when  the 
commercial  enterprise  was  still  in 

operation.  It  be< 
•"  longed  to  the  part- 
nership, and  upon 
the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership,  if  tibere  was  any 
dissolution,  the  property  became  the 
joint  property  of  the  partners.  It 
was  managed  and  controlled  by  the 
husband. 

The  record  shows  that  practically 
all  the  business  that  made  the  farm 
profitable  was  done  by  him.  The 
proceeds  of  this  joint  property  were 
invested  in  other  property,  and  this 
continued  to  be  the  joint  property 
of  these  parties.  After  the  pur- 
chase of  this  Gwinup  farm,  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Stewart  made  their  visit  to  the 
office  of  William  M.  Walker.  The 
original  contract  was  then  exhibit- 
ed to  him,  and  recognized  by  them 
as  a  then  binding  contract  between 
them.  This  was  after  the  sale  of 
the  store,  and  after  the  purchase  of 
the  Gwinup  farm.  The  husband 
continued  to  recognize  the  contract 
as  binding,  and  labored  in  the  in*^ 
terest  of  ^e  joint  enterprise,  giving 
his  time  and  attention  and  money 


Partaerslil 
diMolutiov— 
tttle  tp 
property 


to  make  it  effectual  and  profitable. 
Without  his  con- 
sent, and  without  2?ISS^ 
notice  to  him,  his  ■■rvworsiitp  mi 
wife,  on  the  17th  ISSmK^io-. 
day  of  August) 
1907,  made  her  will,  in  which  she 
attempted  to  revoke,  and  we  may 
assume  did  revoke,  the  reciprocal 
will  made  in  1896,  and  undertook  to 
relieve  herself  of  the  obligation  of 
her  contract,  without  the  Imowledge 
or  consent  of  Mr.  Stewart.  This 
will  was  admitted  to  probate.  Mr. 
Stewart  filed  an  election  hot  to  take 
under  the  will,  and  brought  this  ac- 
tion, in  which  he  claims  to  be  the 
owner  of  all  the  property  left  by 
the  deceased  at  tibe  time  of  her 
death,  unaffected  by  the  provisions 
of  this  later  will.  The  court  below 
found  in  his  favor,  and  we  think 
rightly  so,  for  the  reason  that  the 
original  contract  and  its  agreements 
tiierein,  supplemented  by  the  recip- 
rocal wills  made  later,  became  and 
are  as  one  contract  binding  upon 
both  parties,  and  not  revocfiJi>le  by 
either.  Brown  v.  Webster,  90  Neb. 
591,  87  L.ILA.(N.S.)  1196,  184  N. 
W.  185,  supports  this  conclusion, 
and  is  such  a  full  and  fair  discus- 
sion of  the  question  involved  in  this 
suit  that  we  invite  a  careful  read- 
ing of  it.  See  also  Keith  v.  Miller, 
174  m.  64,  51  N.  E.  161. 

The  record  in  this  case  discloses 
that  the  plaintiff  devoted  the  best 
years  of  his  life  to  the  perform- 
ance in  good  faith  of  the  original 
contract  entered  into  in  1881.  For 
thirteen  years  a  mercantile  business 
was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  E.  A. 
Stewart,  a  name  agreed  upon  under 
which  the  partnership  business 
should  be  transacted.  So  far  as  this 
record  shows,  the  entire  accumula- 
tion of  these  years  was  invested 
with  his  consent,  and  in  reliance,  no 
doubt,  upon  the  original  contract,  in 
lands  in  the  name  of  his  wife.  Aft- 
er much  of  this  land  had  been  pur- 
Chased  and  taken  in  the  name  of  his 
wife,  they  together  consulted  Mr. 
Walker.  Some  question  had  un- 
doubtedly   arisen    in    their   minds 
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toucliing  the  legal  efficacy  of  the 
contract.  They  both  recognizsed  it 
as  binding  upon  them  if  enforce- 
able at  law.  To  make  sure  that  the 
contract  was  binding^  they  applied 
to  Mr.  Walker.  He  informed  them 
then  that  the  contract  was  legal  and 
of  binding  efficacy  upon  both,  and 
suggested  that,  to  avdd  any  doubt 
as  to  the  legal  efficacy  of  this  con- 
tract, reciprocal  wills  should  be  made. 
These  reciprocal  wills  were  made, 
undoubtedly  for  the  purpose  of 
making  more  effectual,  and  more 
fully  evidencing,  the  agreement 
made  in  the  original  contract.  They 
could  have  be^i  made  for  no  other 
purpose,  so  far  as  Mrs.  Stewart  was 
concerned.  The  property  at  that 
time  was  all  in  her  name.  So  far  as 
Samuel  was  concerned,  the  will  and 
contract  remained  in  full  force  with 
all  the  legal  efficacy  that  attached  to 
it  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  his 
wife.  It  was  then  for  the  first  time 
that  he  discovered  that  she  had  at- 
tempted to  repudiate  her  obligation 
and  to  assume  to  be  the  owner  of 
all  the  property  in  her  own  right, 
and  to  make  disposition  of  it  ac- 
cordingly. We  may  assume  that  she 
revoked  her  reciprocal  will  to  the 
extent  that  it  could  not,  upon  her 
death,  be  admitted  to  probate,  but 
the  contractual  rights  which  the 
contract  and  the  will  created  could 
not  be  destroyed  by  her  act  without 
the  consent  of  her  husband.  There- 
fore the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit  rest  upon  the  agreement 
evidenced  by  the  original  contract 
of  1881,  of  which  the  reciprocal  will 
attempted  to  be  revoked  was  a  part 
by  mutual  consent  of  both  parties, 
as  evidenced  by  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Walker. 

While  it  is  true  that  any  effort  at 
a  testamentary  disposition  of  prop- 
erty can  be  made  effectual  only  by 
following  the  statute  governing  the 
making  of  testamentary  instru- 
ments, yet  it  does  not  follow  that 
two  parties  cannot  make  an  agree- 
ment upon  consideration  touching 
the  disposition  of  the  property  of 
each  upon  the  death  of  either.  If 
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such  contracts  were  not  binding  up- 
on the  parties,  no  suit  could  be 
maintained  for  a  breach  thereof, 
and  yet  this  court  has  recognized 
the  right  to  maintain  actions  as  for 
a   breach   of   such  -«^^,«^  ^, 

COntraCtS,   and  dam-    formance— when 

ages  have  been  re-  "'•'*•*• 
covered.  Equity  may  enforce  a  con- 
tract a  breach  of  which  might  be 
the  foundation  of  a  civil  action  for 
damages.  It  will  not  always  do  so, 
but  it  lies  in  the  power  of  the  court 
to  do  so.  Chehak  v.  Batties,  133 
Iowa,  107,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1180, 110 
N.  W.  830,  12  Ann.  Cas.  140 ;  Stiles 
v.  Breed,  151  Iowa,  86,  130  N.  W. 
376.  In  this  case  plaintiff  claims 
that  a  contract  was  entered  into  by 
the  terms  of  which  he  was  to  live 
with  decedent  until  attaining  his 
majority,  and  upon  decedent's 
death  he  was  to  take  all  his  prop- 
erty as  though  his  ovm  son.  The 
court  said:  "That  [such]  a  con- 
tract •  .  .  may  be  enforced  was 
decided  in  Chehak  v.  Battles,  133 
Iowa,  117,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1180,  110 
N.  W.  880, 12  Ann.  Cas.  140.  There 
the  contract  was  in  writing,  while 
in  this  case  oral  evidence  is  relied 
on.  The  only  difference  is  the  man- 
ner of  proof.  Such  an  agreement,  if 
resting  in  parol,  must  be  fully  estab- 
lished by  clear,  satisfactory,  and 
convincing  evidence.'* 

The  evidence  is  conclusive  that 
plaintiff  complied  with  all  the  terms 
of  his  alleged  agreement.  The 
court  found  the  contract  was  en- 
forceable, and  enforced  it  against 
the  heirs  of  the  deceased.  See  also 
Homer  v.  Maxwell,  171  Iowa,  660, 
153  N.  W.  831. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  the 
contents  of  this  original  instrument 
are  proven,  if  at  all,  by  parol  testi- 
mony. The  right,  however,  rests 
upon  a  written  instrument.  The 
proof  of  the  contents  of  the  written 
instrument  is  by  parol.  We  say  the 
proof  of  the  contents  leaves  in  our 
minds  no  doubt  of  the  existence  of 
the  original  contract  and  of  its  con- 
tents, as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  proof  of  the  contents  was  made 
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by  a  lawyer  skUIed  in  his  profes- 
sion, to  whom  the  original  instru- 
ment was  submitted  for  advice, 
submitted  by  both  parties,  and  its 
contents  examined  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  advice  as  to  its  efficacy  as 
a  legal  document.  It  was  read  care^ 
fully  by  the  lawyer,  and  upon  read- 
ing the  advice  was  given  which  re- 
sulted in  the  preparation  of  the 
reciprocal  wills.  The  existence  of 
the  original  contract  was  fully  prov- 
en, its  contents  were  fully  proven, 

-parol   e^lde.ee    ^^  t^lS  jUStifieS  US 

-«•»/•»<■  •«  m  sasdng  that  the 
writin..  writing    was    sub- 

stantially as  hereinbefore  set  out. 
The  loss  of  the  contract  was  fully 
accounted  for.  Search  was  made  in 
every  place  where  the  contract  was 
likely  to  be.  While  there  is  some 
statement  in  plaintiff's  petition  that 
it  might  be  in  the  hands  of  White, 
White  was  on  the  stand  and  denied 
that  he  ever  had  possession  of  it.  It 
seems  to  be  conceded  by  the  defend- 
ant that  the  loss  of  the  contract  was 
fully  proven.  Further,  the  objec- 
tions first  urged  to  the  instrument 
as  a  copy  were  withdrawn  by  the 
defendant,  and  no  point  is  made  in 
defendant's  brief  points  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  show 
that  the  contract  was  lost  and  not 
within  the  pow^r  of  the  plaintiff  to 
produce. 

It  is  urged  in  argument  that,  be- 
cause the  plaintiff  did  not  oppose 
the  probate  of  this  last  wiU,  and 
filed  his  election  not  to  take  under 
the  will,  he  is  estopped  to  claim 
that  the  will  was  not  efficacious  as 
an  instrument  disposing  of  all 
rights  which  he  might  have  urged 
under  the  original  contract  now 
sought  to  be  enforced.  This  conten- 
tion is  not  sound,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  his  duty,  under  the  law,  to  file 
the  will  with  the  clerk  for  probate. 
There  is  a  penalty  for  suppressing 
it.  Code  1897,  §  6043.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  fix  the  date  for 
proving  it.  On  a  hearing  the  only 
issue  is :  Is  the  instrument  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  the  decedent? 
Was  she  of  sound  mind  when  she 
signed  it,  etc.?     It  is  probated  or 


prolMite   of  Trill 

-MttlBV  «p 

eontract  for 


proven  when  this  is  shown.  A  hus- 
band cannot  contest  the  will  of  his 
wife.  If  he  does  not  care  to  take 
under  the  will,  he  can  file  his  elec- 
tion not  to  take  under  the  will.  In 
filing  his  election  not  to  take  under 
the  will,  no  matter  what  its  provi- 
sions are,  he  receives  the  same 
share  in  his  wife's  estate  as  he 
would  receive  had  there  been  no 
will.       No     matter  -.„. 

what  the  provisions    eonferrlM^ 

of  the  will  are  when  piJ552i^«ot 
probated,  it  confers  ©waed  by 
no  rights  in  prop-  **■*•*•'• 
erty  not  owned  by  the  testator  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  and  in  no 
event  could  it  be  made  to  avoid  con- 
tractual obligations  assumed  during 
her  life.  There  is  no  estoppd 
shown  in  this  case. 
No  prejudice  result- 
ed to  any  of  the 
contesting  parties 
as  a  consequence  of 
the  silence,  or  even  active  participa- 
tion, of  the  plaintiff  in  the  probate 
of  this  will.  It  is  only  a  circum- 
stance tending  to  show,  if  anjrthing, 
that  he  consented  in  the  revocation 
of  the  original  reciprocal  will,  and  it 
is  our  opinion  it  has  no  such  tenden- 
cy under  the  record  in  this  case. 
The  >vill  neither  negatives  nor  af- 
firms the  ownership  of  the  property 
mentioned  in  the  will  against  the 
rights  of  third  persons.  The  court 
below  in  its  decree  found  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  adjudged  him 
to  be  the  owner  and  entitled  to  all 
the  property  owned  by  Emma  A. 
Stewart  at  the  time  of  her  death,  ex- 
cept the  watch  and  chain  referred 
to  in  her  reciprocal  will  hereinbe- 
fore set  out,  and  decreed  specific 
performance  of  said  contract. 

There  are  other  questions  dis- 
cussed, but  they  do  not  reach  the 
merits  of  this  controversy.  On  the 
whole  record  we  think  the  court  was 
right  in  its  decree,  and  the  cause  is 
affirmed. 

Ladd,  Ch.  J.,  and  Weaver,  Pres- 
ton, and  Stevens,  JJ.,  concur. 

Salinger,  J.,  dissenting: 

I.  Something  should  be  said  upon 


STEWART  V.  TODD. 

(if  9  Iowa,  9$$,  11$  jr.  IT.  $t$.) 


1283 


the  admission  of  secondary  evidence 
to  prove  the  contents  of  tiie  alleged 
lost  written  contract.  The  majority 
opinion  has  the  statement  tiiat: 
''the  original  of  this  contract  was 
not  produced  on  the  trial.  Its  ab- 
sence was  accounted  for  and  second- 
ary evidence  of  its  contents  rightly 
permitted/' 

Again :  ^'The  loss  of  the  contract 
was  fully  accounted  for.  Search 
was  made  in  every  place.'* 

This  surely  treats  the  right  to  in- 
troduce secondary  evidence  as  being 
a  question  in  the  case.  So  treating 
it,  I  pointed  out,  among  other  rea- 
s<Mi8  for  holding  that  no  sufficient 
foundation  was  laid,  the  following 
allegation  of  the  petition:  Plain- 
tiff ''has  not  access  to  the  alleged 
contract,  because  he  has  no  copy  of 
it  and  does  not  know  of  any  copy 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 
He  does  not  know  whether  the  al- 
leged contract  has  been  destroyed  or 
not,  and,  if  not  destroyed,  he  does 
not  know  in  whose  hands  it  now  is, 
but  he  believes  it  is  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Matthew  White,  one  of  the 
defendants,  and  who  resided  in  the 
state  of  Texas.'' 

I  argued  that  since  White  was  a 
party  to  the  suit,  filed  answer,  and 
testified  on  the  trial,  and  since 
plaintiff  pleaded  tiiat  he  believed  the 
original  of  the  alleged  lost  contract 
to  be  in  the  possession  of  White,  it 
was  error  to  receive  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  that  paper 
until  it  was  determined,  by  the  ex- 
amination of  White  or  some  other 
method  available,  that  the  belief  of 
the  plaintiff  that  White  had  the  pa- 
per was  unfounded.  These  state- 
ments on  my  part  carried  the  in- 
ference that  White  had  not  been  ex- 
amined upon  the  point,  and  when  I 
made  them  I  mistakenly  believed 
that  this  was  so.  The  majority 
opinion  still  retains  its  ruling  that 
secondary  evidence  was  rightiy  re- 
ceived, and  so  its  inferential  hold*- 
ing  that  that  question  is  in  the  case. 
But  it  has  added,  in  effect,  that  the 
testimony  of  White  shows  that  he 
did  not  have  the  paper.  It  is  fur- 
ther stated  in  effect  that  the  objec- 


tion of  insufl$cient  foundation  was 
abandoned  on  the  trial.  I  am  un- 
able to  agree  to  either  position. 

It  is  true,  as  said,  that  White  was 
examined  upon  the  point,  but  the 
examination  was  this : 

Q.  You  have  heard  Mr.  Walker's 
testimony  with  reference  to  the  al- 
leged contract  of  partnership;  did 
you  ever  have  a  contract  of  that 
kind,  or  anything  like  it,  in  your 
possession  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  I  never  did,  never 
knew  of  it  until  this  suit 

Q.  In  all  your  conversations  with 
Mrs.  Stewart,  did  she  ever  mention 
a  conti-act  of  that  kind?  What 
would  you  say  as  to  whether  or  not 
she  would  have  mentioned  such  a 
contract  if  such  a  contract  ever  had 
existed  ? 

A.  Well,  I  would  have  thought 
she  would ;  of  course,  she  might  not. 

Q.  You  say  that  you  never  had  in 
your  possession  a  contract  like  Mr. 
Walker  spoke  of  in  his  testimony 
with  reference  to  the  alleged  part- 
nership. 

A.  No,  sir;  I  never  did. 

This,  true  enough,  settles  that 
White  never  had  a  paper  containing 
what  Mr.  Walker's  testimony  says  it 
did  contain.  But  it  is  not  a  state- 
ment that  he  did  not  have  in  his  pos- 
session a  paper  dealing  with  tiie 
partnership,  but  which  did  not  con- 
tain the  particular  stipulation  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  relies  and  to 
which  Mr.  Walker  testifies.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that,  notwith- 
standing this  testimony,  secondary 
evidence  should  not  have  been  per- 
mitted. As  to  abandonment  of  the 
objection,  one  objection  to  testi- 
mony by  Walker  made  was:  "We 
make  the  further  objection  as  to  the 
contents  of  that  paper,  because 
there  is  no  evidence  sufficient  of  its 
loss  or  destruction,  or  that  the  orig- 
inal cannot  be  produced." 

Later  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence 
a  part  of  the  original  petition  in- 
cluded in  pencil  parentheses, — ^the 
part  which  sets  up  the  survivorship 
feature  of  the  contract.  Objection 
was  made  to  this  which  does  not  in- 
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elude  want  of  sufficient  foundation, 
and  later  counsel  for  the  defendant 
stated :  "We  will  withdraw  any  ob- 
jection made  to  the  inquiries  on  ac- 
count of  it  being  a  copy  of  the  orig- 
inal." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
was  a  withdrawal  of  the  objection 
that  was  made  when  Mr.  Walker 
was  being  examined ;  to  wit,  the  ob- 
jection "as  to  the  contents  of  that 
paper,  because  there  is  no  evidence 
sufficient  of  its  loss  or  destruction, 
or  that  the  original  cannot  be  pro- 
duced.'' 

The  withdrawal  relates  solely  to 
the  needless  offer  of  a  part  of  plains 
tiff's  petition.  Same  was  in  the  rec^ 
ord  without  offer  in  evidence,  and 
offering  it  in  evidence  would  add 
nothing  to  the  force  of  the  pleading. 
If  there  was  a  concession  that  the 
alleged  copy  set  out  in  the  petition 
contained  what  the  original  did, 
there  would  be  no  occasion  for  most 
of  the  majority  opinion.  Had  it 
been  conceded  that  the  petition  was 
a  true  copy  of  the  original  contract, 
this  court  need  have  spent  no  time 
in  considering  whether  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Walker  proves  the  con- 
tents of  the  original;  there  would 
have  been  no  occasion  to  say :  "Its 
contents  are  as  fully  proven  and  as 
clearly  made  known  as  though  the 
written  instrument  itself  were  be- 
fore the  court." 

The  case  would  have  come  to  an 
end  in  the  trial  court  and  here,  on 
the  one  proposition  that  defendant 
had  conceded  that  the  copy  pleaded 
in  the  petition  was  as  good  as  the 
original. 

In  the  same  opinion  which  treats 
the  question  of  foundation  in  the 
case  comes  the  final  amendment  that 
the  brief  points  for  the  appellant  do 
not  present  this  question.  I  find  up- 
on examination  thus  suggested  that 
this  is  so.  For  that  reason  I  have 
no  more  to  say  on  the  question  of 
secondary  evidence,  except  that  the 
majority  should  dispose  of  the  re- 
ception of  that  testimony  upon  the 
one  ground  that  the  brief  points  do 
not  raise  tibe  question. 

n.  In   the    main,    the   majority 


states  clearly  enough  that  plaintiff 
may  not  recover  in  this  suit  unless 
he  has  proved  the  contract  he  has 
pleaded.  Also,  that  the  contents  of 
that  contract  "are  proved  by  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Walker," — and  so, 
only.  It  should  be  said  in  passing 
that  this  clarity  is  not  maintained 
throughout,  and  there  are  state- 
ments in  the  opinion  from  which  it 
can  be  gathered  that  plaintiff  can 
prevail  though  be  has  not  proved 
the  very  contract  alleged,  and  that 
things  other  than  the  testimony  of 
Walker  have  made  that  proof. 
Three  illustrations  of  this  confusion 
of  thought  are  typicsl  and  illustra- 
tive. It  is  unnecessary  to  advert  to 
more,  and  any  attempt  to  keep  this 
dissent  at  reasonable  length  for- 
bids so  doing.  The  three  illustra- 
tions are  these:  A  large  part  of 
the  opinion  is  devoted  to  a  demon- 
stration that  such  a  contract  as  is 
asserted  is  valid  and  enforceable. 
I  agree,  and  shall  later  use  its  valid- 
ity as  an  argument.  But  I  cannot 
understand  how  the  fact  that  a  giv- 
en contract  would  be  valid  if  made 
dispenses  with  proof  of  its  exist- 
ence and  contends  against  a  denial 
of  its  existence.  Time  and  again 
the  thought  is  expressed  that  the 
making  of  mutual  wills  by  the  par- 
ties will  permit  plaintiff  to  recover 
even  if  he  has  not  proved  the  con- 
tract he  has  pleaded.  Again,  much 
stress  is  laid  upon  the  alleged  fact 
that  money  belonging  to  both  hus- 
band and  wife  bought  the  property 
in  controversy,  and  that  such  prop- 
erty was  put  in  the  name  of  the 
wife.  Neither  the  making  of  the 
wills,  nor  so  buying  and  placing  the 
title  of  the  property,  in  the  least  dis- 
penses with  proving  the  contract 
pleaded.  If  the  contract  is  not  what 
is  pleaded,  the  wills  are  of  no  avail 
because  they  are  revocable,  and  re- 
voked by  a  later  will  made  by  the 
wife.  It  is  universally  held  that 
mutual  wills,  whether  joint  or  sev- 
eral, are  revocable  by  either  testator 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  other  so 
far  as  his  disposition  of  property  is 
concerned,  without  notice  to  or  con- 
sent of  the  other,  unless  the  making 


of  the  will  is  the  result  of  a  valid 
contract  by  which  each  has  agreed 
to  devise  his  property  to  the  other. 
1  Underhill,  Wills,  p.  19,  §  13 ;  Rob- 
ertson V.  Robertson,  136  Am.  St. 
Rep.  604,  note,  div.  6,  30  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  621 ;  Edson 
V.  Parsons,  155  N.  Y.  655,  50  N.  E. 
265;  McClanahan  v.  McCIanahan, 
77  Wash.  188,  137  Pac.  479,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915A,  463.  The  plaintiff 
himself  recognizes  thi6  situation, 
because  he  pleads  that  the  said 
reciprocal  ¥dlls  **were  executed  in 
confirmation  and  consideration  as 
well  as  supplemental  to  the  written 
contract  set  out  in  the  original  peti- 
tion.*' So  the  pleader  concedes 
that  the  wills  are  not  material  until 
the  alleged  contract  has  been  estab- 
lished. The  will  is  available  only  if 
it  was  so  executed.  A  will  cannot 
be  a  confirmation  of,  supplemental 
to,  or  supported  by,  the  considera- 
tion Off  a  contract  if  no  contract  ex- 
isted. Without  the  contract  the 
plaintiff  gets  no  ^'rights''  except 
such  as  belong  to  a  claimant  un- 
der a  revoked  will.  If  the  contract 
is  proved,  he  gets  all  the  property 
though  there  be  no  will.  Without 
the  contract  the  will  gives  him  noth- 
ing. It  follows  that  the  existence  of 
the  will  cannot  dispense  with  prov- 
ing the  contract  pleaded. 

If  it  be  necessary  to  establish  the 
contract,  neither  its  existence,  nor 
the  fact  that  the  will  is  made  pursu- 
ant to  and  in  consideration  of  the 
contract,  is  established  by  proving 
the  existence  of  the  will.  See  div. 
4,  136  Am.  St  Rep.  596,  note,  cit- 
ing Edson  V.  Parsons,  155  N.  Y. 
555,  50  N.  E.  265. 

As  to  the  buying  the  property 
with  joint  money  and  placing  the 
title  in  the  wife — assume  this  fact 
and  others  of  like  character  to  be 
competently  established  by  the 
proof,  and  yet  they  are  irrelevant 
on  the  issues.  The  fact  that  prop- 
erty was  paid  for  with  joint  money 
and  the  title  placed  in  the  wife  can 
effect  no  more  than  to  give  the  hus- 
band a  right  to  enforce  a  trust  to 
the  extent  of  his  contribution. 
Proving  it  will  not  dispense  with 
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his  proving  the  contract  pleaded,  be- 
cause so  buying  and  placing  gives 
neither  party  aU  the  property.  The 
majority  declares  over  and  again, 
and  in  every  variety  of  expression, 
that  all  that  was  done  was  done 
^'under  the  terms  of  said  contract." 
Plaintiff  demands  all  the  property 
because  he  has  performed  what  the 
alleged  contract  requires.  In  at- 
taching importance  to  the  alleged 
manner  of  dealing  with  the  proper- 
ty, the  majority  confuses  the  case 
with  a  suit  to  enforce  a  trust  to  the 
extent  of  half  the  property.  Plain- 
tiff is  not  declaring  on  a  trust  in 
part  of  the  property.  He  says, 
"Give  me  more  than  the  law  of 
trusts  will  give,  because  my  con- 
tract entitles  me  to  more."  Under 
the  contract  he  claims  the  land  giv- 
en his  wife  by  her  parents.  With- 
out such  contract  no  court  would 
give  the  husband  all  of  that  land.  It 
is  manifest  that  proving  property 
was  bought  with  joint  funds  and 
title  placed  in  the  name  of  one  party 
is  no  evidence  that  the  parties  made 
a  contract  that  on  the  death  of  one 
the  survivor  should  have  all  the 
property.  With  all  deference,  it 
seems  to  me  the  majority  is  con- 
fused on  what  is  indispensable 
proof  and  on  what  is  proper  evi- 
dence to  establish  whatsoever  is  in- 
dispensable. The  mind  of  man  can- 
not conceive  how  this  plaintiff  can 
get  aU  the  property  without  com- 
petent proof  that  the  contract  he 
sues  on  was  made  and  that  its  pro- 
visions entitle  him  to  all.  It  seems 
to  be  conceded  that  on  that  question 
the  only  competent  testimony  is  that 
of  Mr.  Walker.  As,  then,  nothing 
will  base  the  relief  the  majority  pro- 
poses to  give  plaintiff,  except  the 
contract  pleaded,  and  as  nothing 
but  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Walker  is 
competent  evidence  upon  the  exist- 
ence and  provisions  of  this  contract, 
elimination  brings  about  that  plain- 
tiff can  have  no  relief  unless  the  tes- 
timony of  Walker  establishes  the 
contents  of  the  paper  with  the  clar- 
ity required  by  hornbook  law.  To 
whether  it  does  this  I  now  address 
myself. 
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III.  There  is  a  denial  that  the  al- 
leged contract  bore  the  signatures 
of  plaintiff  and  his  wife.  The  only 
competent  testimony  as  to  signa- 
tures is  that  of  Mr.  Walker,  and  he 
disclaims  abflity  to  speak  to  the 
question.  He  says:  ''At  this  time 
I  don't  think  I  was  acquainted  with 
the  genuine  signature  of  either  one 
of  them;  that  is,  to  take  the  signa- 
tures by  themselves  and  say  wheth- 
er it  was  their  genuine  signature,  I 
wouldn't  be  able  to  do  that/' 

IV.  Part  of  Mr.  Walker's  testi- 
mony is  clear.  I  have  but  one  criti- 
cism to  make  of  the  dealing  with  it 
by  the  majority.  It  asserts  that  Mr. 
Walker  carefully  read  the  paper. 

The  testimony  is : 
i '   Q.  State  whether  or  not  you  ex- 
amined this  contract. 

A.  Yes,  I  read  it. 

Q.  Did  you  or  not  read  it  care- 
fully? 

A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  You  read  it  carefully. 

A.  I  would  have  to  do  that  from 
the  question  that  you  asked  me. 

This  is  not,  in  strictness,  any 
statement  that  the  paper  was  care- 
fully read.  The  clear  testimony  is 
this :  ''The  contract  was  handed  to 
me,  and  I  was  asked  to  read  it  and 
give  my  opinion  as  to  whether  or 
not  it  was  valid  and  binding.  Mrs. 
Stewart  said  it  was  the  thought  of 
both  that  she  would,  in  all  probabil- 
ity, outlive  him,  and  they  wanted  to 
know  whether  the  contract  would 
have  the  effect  of  giving  her  all 
their  property  in  case  of  his  death. 
And  whether,  in  case  of  her  death, 
it  would  have  the  same  effect  as  to 
him.  They  expressed  the  desire 
that  in  case  of  death  of  either  the 
other  should  have  all  the  property 
which  they  owned  at  the  time.  Aft- 
er an  examination  I  said  to  them 
that,  in  my  judgment,  it  was  a  valid 
and  binding  contract,  that  I  should 
advise  that  each  make  a  will  in  fa- 
vor of  the  other,  and  then,  in  my 
judgment,  the  contract  and  the  wills 
would  be  binding  and  valid.  There- 
upon I  prepared  two  wills,  one  for 
each.    They  were  exactly  alike,  ex- 


cept that  Mrs.  Stewart  made  a  spe- 
cial bequest  of  her  watch  to  one  of 
her  nieces." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere  in 
this  statement  does  the  witness  as- 
sume to  state  the  wording  of  the 
contract  he  examined.  What  he 
does  say  is  that,  in  his  present  opin- 
ion, the  paper  examined  by  him  and 
some  provision  which  would  effect 
that  tiie  survivor  should  have  all 
"their"  property,  provided  mutual 
wills  were  executed.  He  does  not 
reveal  a  page  in  his  memory  which 
exhibits  what  the  contract  was,  but 
gives  his  deduction  from  some 
things  he  does  remember.  His  rea- 
soning is  that  the  parties  desired  a 
contract  to  a  certain  general  effect ; 
that  he  examined  to  see  whether 
they  had  one  and  found  that  they 
had,  if  wills  were  added.  His  de- 
duction is  that  the  contract,  when 
supplemented  by  the  vails,  would  at 
the  death  of  either  give  "their" 
property  to  the  other.  He  could  tes- 
tify truthfully  just  as  he  does,  if, 
in  fact,  the  paper  merely  provided 
that  partnership  property  in  exist- 
ence when  one  partner  died  should 
go  to  the  other  if  the  partnership 
had  not  been  earlier  dissolved.  His 
testimony  does  not  negative  a  provi- 
sion making  the  contract  effective 
only  if  death  occurred  by  a  stated 
time.  It  would  seem  certain  that 
the  witness  did  not  read  a  contract 
such  as  is  set  out  in  the  petition,  be- 
cause, if  the  contract  examined  was 
such  a  one  as  that,  there  was  no 
occasion  to  say  that  the  contract 
would  be  binding  and  valid  if  the 
parties  made  the  will  aforesaid,  and 
that  then,  in  his  judgment,  *^he 
contract  and  the  wills  would  be 
binding  and  valid."  If  the  contract 
provided  that  all  property  owned  by 
either  partner  or  the  partnership 
should  go  to  the  survivor,  no  matter 
when  the  death  occurred,  and  no 
matter  whether  the  partnership 
then  still  subsisted,  there  was  no 
occasion  to  make  a  will.  Such  will 
gave  less  than  such  a  contract. 
Such  contract  would  give  the  sur- 
vivor all.  The  will  would  give  noth- 
ing but  the  individual  property  and 
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the  half  interest  in  the  partnership 
possessed  by  the  decedent.  The 
majority  intimates  that  advising 
the  wills  may  have  been  due  to 
abundance  of  caution.  The  witness 
makes  no  such  claim.  He  does  not 
say  he  thought  the  contract  would 
effect  the  purpose  of  the  parties,  but 
advised  it  would  be  safer  to  make 
wills  and  so  save  all  doubt  upon  the 
point.  He  says  the  wills  were  neces- 
sary ;  in  other  words,  that  the  con- 
tract did  not  contain  the  survivor- 
ship clause.  His  testimony  is:  ''I 
said  to  them  that,  in  my  judgment, 
it  was  a  valid,  binding  contract,  and 
I  would  advise  that  she  and  her  hus- 
band each  make  a  will  in  favor  of 
the  other,  and  that  then,  in  my  judg- 
ment, the  contract  and  the  wills 
would  be  binding  and  valid." 

And  there  is  no  room  for  urging 
mere  abundance  of  caution.  The 
majorify  not  only  concedes,  but  as- 
serts, tiiat  the  adviser  was  well 
skilled  in  the  law.  We  are  all 
agreed  that  the  alleged  contract  was 
effective  without  the  making  of  a 
will.  No  skilled  lawyer  would 
doubt  it.  As  well  say  that  proof 
that  a  deed  was  made  is  not  weak- 
ened by  the  fact  that  a  skilled  law- 
yer, who  claims  he  saw  an  effective 
deed,  advised  the  grantee  to  take  a 
mortgage  on  the  same  land  from  the 
same  grantor.  In  the  dissent  by 
Mr.  Justice  Evans,  addressed  to  the 
finding  that  the  land  given  to  Mrs. 
Stewart  by  her  parents  should  go 
to  plaintiff,  the  point  I  have  just 
spoken  to  is  most  forcefully  dealt 
with.  It  is  there  said :  As  to  the 
right  to  include  the  land  given  the 
wife  by  her  parents,  that  "rests 
wholly  upon  four  little  words,'' 
found  in  the  alleged  contract.  '^No 
attention  was  directed  to  particular 
words.  .  .  .  Nor  did  the  proof 
offered  purport  to  be  anything  but 
an  approximation  or  substance  of  a 
contract.  .  .  .  The  method  adopt- 
ed for  the  proof  of  the  contente  of 
the  alleged  lost  contract  was  a  very 
vague  one.  The  purported  copy  set 
forth  in  the  pleading  was  formulat- 
ed by  the  pleader,  not  by  the  wit' 
ness.    •    •    •    Is  the  evidence  cle&r 


and  convincing  that  these  little 
words  were  contained  in  the  alUeged 
lost  contract?  ...  He  also  tes- 
tified t^  his  recollection  of  the  con- 
tents of  a  paper  read  twenty  years 
before,  and  which  had  been  com- 
pletely forgotten  by  him  for  many 
years.  Can  it  be  said  that  this  gen- 
eral and  approximate  recollection 
by  the  witness  of  the  contente  of 
this  paper  is  clear  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  paper  contained 
the  four  words,  .  .  .  upon  which 
the  title  to  the  136  acres  hangs  ?  I 
cannot  think  so." 

It  seems  to  me  the  only  flaw  in 
the  dissent  is  failing  to  hold  that 
what  is  said  of  proof  of  part  of 
plaintiff's  claim  applies  with  equal 
force  to  all  of  the  claim.  All,  as 
well  as  part,  reste  upon  the  proof  of 
the  alleged  contract. 

V.  Counsel  for  appellee  evidently 
were  of  opinion  that  the  testimony 
referred  to  would  not  meet  the  exi- 
gencies of  this  case.  They  did  not 
stop  with  it.  They  brought  the  wit- 
ness squarely  to  the  vital  point,  and 
attempted  to  have  him  say  that  the 
paper  examined  by  him  conteined 
the  survivorship  clause  pleaded. 
Assume  here  that  witness  carefully 
read  the  paper  on  a  single  occasion, 
twenty  years  in  the  past.  No  mat- 
ter how  carefully  it  was  read,  that 
will  not  add  to  the  clarity  of  the  tes- 
timony which  attempte  to  give  the 
result  of  such  reading.  When  the 
vitel  point  was  reached,  and  the  wit- 
ness was  asked  concerning  the  al- 
leged survivorship  clause,  this  oc- 
curred: He  was  asked  to  examine 
^^hat  part  of  the  first  page  of  the 
petition  closed  in  pencil  line,  and  to 
stete  whether  or  not,  as  you  recol- 
lect, the  same  is  substantially  a  copy 
of  the  contract  exhibited  to  you  that 
day  by  Mrs.  Stewart,  and  on  which 
you  gave  her  the  advice  you  did  and 
prepared  the  wills  you  have  testified 
to  preparing."  He  answered,  over 
objection:  "I  could  not,  from  rec- 
ollection, give  the  contente  of  that 
paper,  only  in  a  general  way.  This 
paper  agreed  in  the  parenthesis  on 
the  first  page  of  the  original  peti- 
tion is  as  near  my  recollection  of  it 
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.  as  I  can  give  now,  and  I  think  it  is 
my  opinion  that  the  date  ^1882/  in 
this — I  think  it  was  a  year  earlier, 
1881.  Now  I  do  not  say  that  to  be 
sure.  I  think  it  was  1881,  from  my 
recollection  of  the  contract,  and  per- 
haps more  from  my  knowledge  and 
of  their  business  and  when  they 
were  doing  business,  and  from  the 
conversation  there  that  day,  and 
from  that  I  think  this  is  incorrect  as 
to  its  date,  although  it  may  be  cor- 
rect as  to  its  date,  but  the  contents 
of  this  is  as  near  my  recollection  of 
what  that  contract  was  as  I  can  give 

;  it"     (Ab.  81.) 

This  testimony  does  not  appear  in 
the  majority  opinion.  If  it  be  as 
much  as  referred  to,  it  must  be  by 
the  declaration  that  the  contents  of 
the  paper  ^'are  as  fully  proven  and 

.  as  clearly  made  known  as  if  the 
written  instrument  itself  were  be- 
fore the  court.'*     In  all  deference, 

-  that  is  a  rather  strong  indorsement 
of  this  loose,  almost  incoherent,  tes- 

-  timony. 

(a)  This  loose  statement  deals 
with  an  examination  made  twenty 
years  before  the  day  on  which  this 
testimony  was  given.  To  be  sure, 
there  is  an  attempt  to  strengthen 
the  case  by  claiming  an  extraordi- 
nary memory  for  the  witness.  On 
page  77  of  the  abstract  appears  a 
claim  by  the  witness  to  remember, 

'  twenty  years  back,  where  all  the 

'  parties  were  sitting  with  reference 
to  each  other,  and  that  he  remem- 
bers plaintiff  '%ad  his  feet  upon  the 

.  desk.''  If  this  supports  the  case  of 
the  plaintiff  because  it  does  disclose 

;  an  extraordinary  memory,  that  case 
is  weakened  because  it  appears  also, 
and  most  strongly,  that  the  witness 
lacked  average  memory.  Eleven 
years  before  the  day  on  which  he 
testified,  he  drew  and  witnessed  a 
will  for  Mrs.  Stewart.  On  the  day 
of  the  trial  he  remembered  what  oc- 
curred twenty  years  earlier,  when 
he  examined  the  alleged  contract 
But  he  had  utterly  forgotten  the 
making  of  this  will,  which  was  nine 
years  more  recent  than  the  exami- 
nation of  the  contract    It  may  be 

:  said  that  it  is  not  unusual  to  remem- 


ber an  event  long  past,  and  to  for- 
get  one   more   recently  occurring. 
As  a  rule,  this  is  true  only  where 
senile   dementia  is  indicated.     Be 
that  as  it  may,  such  an  avoidance  can 
hardly  avail  where  the  more  recent 
event  is  highly  impressive, — as  much 
or  more  so  than  the  more  remote  oc- 
currence.   I  submit  the  witness  does 
not  claim  to  remember  that  the  con- 
tract was  the  one  pleaded.    But  if, 
as  is  insisted  by  the  majority,  he 
does  remember  the  contents  of  the 
contract,  from  a  single  examination 
of  the  paper  made  twenty  years  be- 
fore, he  should  not  have  forgotten 
the  will  in  question,  prepared  nine 
years  subsequent  to  the  examina- 
tion of  the  contract    The  will  is  ex- 
ceedingly elaborate  and  complicate 
ed,  and  must  have  required  great 
care    and    preparation.      What    is 
more,   if  the  witness  remembered 
twenty  years  after  the  examination 
of  the  contract  the  terms  of  that 
contract,    then    he   surely    remem- 
bered those  terms  at  a  time  nine 
years  earlier.    Grant  that  one  might 
remember  a  contract  twenty  years 
after  reading  it,  and  not  remember 
a  will  drawn  by  him  eleven  years 
after  drawing  it,  I  know  of  no  pe- 
culiarity of  the  human   mind   by 
which    one    would    remember    the 
terms  of  a  contract  twenty  years 
after  reading  the  contract  and  have 
forgotten  the  same  contract  eleven 
years  after  reading  it    If,  then,  the 
witness  did  remember  the  contract 
when  he  drew  this  will,  it  is  inex- 
plicable how  he  can  have  forgotten 
the  will.    As  said,  not  only  was  it 
complicated   and  laborious,  but  it 
was  an  absolute  repudiation  of  the 
contract.    To  follow  the  majority  to 
the  logical  end,  one  must  believe 
that  the  witness  here  had  so  good  a 
memory  as  that  one  may  depend  on 
his  narration  of  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract read  twenty  years  before,  and 
so  poor  a  memory  that  he  has  ut- 
terly  forgotten   the   drawing   and 
witnessing  of  the  will  which   de- 
.  stroyed   that   contract   which  will 
he   drew   only   eleven  years  after 
reading  the  contract    I  do  not  care 
to  elaborate  the  claim  that  he  did 
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forget  the  will.  A  reference  to  page 
74  of  the  abstract  will  demonstrate 
that  he  did. 

On  one  theory  he  had  forgotten 
the  contract  when  he  prepared  this 
will.  If  so,  it  is  strange  he  remem- 
bered the  same  contract  eight  years 
later.  If  his  testimony  were  clear, 
and  it  is  not,  the  weight  of  it  must 
be  seriously  affected  by  his  not  hav- 
ing recollected  the  contract  in  1907 
while  professing  to  recollect  it  in 
1915.  On  the  other  theory,  if  he  did 
recollect  the  contract  in  1907,  wh^i 
he  drew  what  should  certainly  have 
impressed  him  as  a  breach  of  the 
contract,  then  the  fact  that  he  does 
not  now  remember  the  very  making 
of  such  a  will  greatly  detracts  from 
any  claim  that  may  be  made  that  his 
testimony  establishes  he  recollected 
the  mat^al  clause  in  the  contract, 
in  the  year  1915.  The  majority 
does  not  mention  the  forgetting  of 
the  will.  I  do  not  overlook  the  wit- 
ness says  he  has  been  pretty  busy  in 
the  last  thirty  years,  and  has  trans- 
acted a  great  deal  of  court  business 
and  written  many  instruments.  If 
the  fullness  of  his  life  explains  why 
he  has  forgotten  the  making  of  this 
will,  it  also  affords  a  reason  for  be- 
ing skeptical  as  to  his  recollection  of 
the  contract.  If  a  full  professional 
life  explains  why  in  1915  he  had 
forgotten  an  impressive  occurrence 
in  1907,  that  absorption  is  some  rea- 
son for  doubting  that  in  1915  he 
could  recollect  from  one  reading  a 
paper  read  by  him  in  1896. 

VI.  It  has,  I  think,  been  made  to 
appear  that  Mr.  Walker  does  not 
profess  to  remember  the  terms  of 
the  alleged  contract.  And  up  to  this 
point  his  testimony  is  neither  clear, 
convincing,  nor  satisfactory.  I  now 
come  to  a  matter  which  comes  near 
to  demonstrating  affirmatively  that 
on  September  26,  1913,  only  some 
fifteen  months  before  he  testified,  he 
did  not  remember  the  alleged  con- 
tract. And  this  point  the  majority 
gives  practically  no  attention  to. 
On  that  day  he  signed  and  had 
plaintiff  verify  an  application  recit- 
ing that  said  will  had  been  filed  for 
probate,  and  praying  that  same  be 


admitted  to  probate.  This  will  ut- 
terly disregarded  the  alleged  con- 
tract. If  he  remembered  the  terms 
of  that  contract  when  he  became  a 
witness  in  January,  1915,  he  should 
have  remembered  them  on  Septem- 
ber 26,  1913,  when  this  application 
to  probate  was  made.  If  he  then  re- 
membered these  terms,  said  applica^ 
tion  is .  inexplicable.  If  the  terms 
of  the  contract  were  then  remem- 
bered and  are  what  plaintiff  now 
asserts  them  to  be,  the  maker  of  the 
will  had  no  property  to  will.  Why 
should  one  who  knew  the  will  was  a 
piece  of  waste  paper  ask  that  it  be 
probated?  Why  should  he  say  to 
the  court  on  oath  of  his  client  that 
''this  applicant  was  the  hua/band  of 
decedent^  and  is  interested  in  the 
estate  and  the  settlement  thereof?" 
If,  by  contract,  he  owned  all  the 
property  devised  by  the  will,  what 
did  it  matter  that  he  was  the  hus- 
band of  deceased?  The  statement 
is,  in  effect,  a  declaration  that  his 
rights  in  the  property  arose  from 
that  relation,  and  not  from  contract. 
Why  should  one  who  knew  that  de- 
cedent had  no  estate,  that  there  was 
no  "property  of  the  estate,"  and 
that  he  owned  all  that  the  will 
touched,  say  that  ''owing  to  the 
character  of  the  property  of  the  es- 
tate, the  nature  of  the  legacies  in 
the  will,  and  some  other  matters 
that  may  be  involved  in  the  estate, 
it  is  desired  that  all  matters  as  to 
the  probate  of  the  will,  and  ques- 
tions as  to  its  being  admitted  to  pro- 
bate, be  determined  at  an  early 
date?" 

Why  should  one  who  owned  all 
the  property  described  in  the  will 
say  "that,  so  far  as  the  applicant 
knows  or  is  informed,  there  will  not 
be  any  objections  made  to  the  pro- 
bate of  the  will  ?"  The  testator  hav- 
ing nothing  to  devise,  how  was  it 
material  to  say  that  "the  person 
named  as  executor  in  said  will  is 
not  now  a  resident  of  Iowa?" 
Why,  as  late  as  October  24,  1913, 
was  there  a  contest  made  against 
this  executor  serving,  on  the  ground 
that  because  a  nonresident  he  could 
not  manage   the  estate  properly? 
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When  the  executor  resisted,  giving 
as  one  reason  that  testatrix  intend- 
ed to  enlarge  her  legacy  by  the  fees 
due  an  executor,  why  was  it  an- 
swered that  the  legacy  as  found  in 
the  will  was  all  that  testatrix  'in- 
tended to  leave  that  branch  of  the 
family?"  Why  should  Mr.  Walker 
testify  that  he  advised  this  applica- 
tion in  order  ''to  have  the  property 
t^en  care  of?''  If  it  was  remem- 
bered that  the  contract  made  plain- 
tiff owner,  it  did  not  matter  what 
ability  to  manage  that  property  the 
executor  named  in  the  will  had  or 
did  not  have ;  it  did  not  matter  what 
intent  there  was  to  enlarge  his  leg- 
acy. *  No  application  that  the  pro- 
bate court  care  for  the  property  was 
necessary.  The  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty could  demand  it  and  care  for  it 
himself.  There  was  no  need  for  the 
owner  to  have  the  court  act  because 
of  "the  character  of  the  property  of 
the  estate.''  This  owner  had  no  in- 
terest "in  the  estate  and  the  settle- 
ment thereof."  As  to  him,  there 
was  no  estate  to  settle  and  ^^no  prop- 
erty of  the  estate."  It  is  evident 
that,  a  short  time  before  the  peti- 
tion in  this  suit  was  filed,  neither 
Mr.  Walker  nor  the  plaintiff  remem- 
bered any  contract  such  as  is  now 
being  asserted.  Plaintiff  pleads 
that  decedent  "had  no  right  or  in- 
terest in  any  of  the  property,  either 
real  or  personal,  which  in  what  is 
termed  her  last  will  she  purports  to 
bequeath  or  devise,  by  which  she 
could  deprive  this  plaintiff  of  the 
sole  possession  and  absolute  owner- 
ship of  the  same  at  her  decease." 
In  second  amendment  to  petition  it 
is  pleaded  that  all  the  property  at- 
tempted to  be  willed  was  accumulate 
ed  "under  the  terms  of  said  con- 
tract." This  was  evidently  not  re- 
membered when  said  probate  pro- 
ceedings were  conducted  a  short 
time  before  the  petition  in  this  suit 
was  filed.  The  only  possible  ex- 
planation is  that  while  witness  re- 
membered in  January,  1916,  that 
there  was  such  a  contract  as  is  now 
asserted,  he  did  not  remember  it  on 
September  26, 1913,  and  on  October 
24,    1913.      But   such    explanation 


comes  very  near  to  destroying  the 
standing  of  the  memory  of  the  yritr 
ness. 

I  adopt  the  statements  of  Mr. 
Justice  Evans  as  to  the  inconsistent 
conduct  exhibited  in  the  application 
to  probate  and  the  contest  on  who 
should  be  appointed  executor,  but 
am  unable  to  see  why  that  inconsist- 
ency operates  only  against  giving 
plaintiff  a  certain  part  of  the  prop- 
erty. It  seems  to  me  it  is  as  mudi 
and  as  good  reason  for  denying  him 
all  of  it. 

(a)  But  I  must  not  overlook  that 
the  majority  attempts  an  explana- 
tion. It  is  that  the  probate  proceed- 
ings were  initiated  because  "it  was 
his  duty  under  the  law  to  file  the 
will  with  the  clerk  for  probate. 
There  is  a  penally  for  suppressing 
it.  Code  1897,  §  6043."  That  stat- 
ute provides  a  severe  penalty  if  one 
having  in  his  possession  or  under 
his  control  any  last  will  "valfully 
suppress,  secrete,  deface,  or  destroy 
the  same  .  .  •  with  intent  to  in- 
jure or  defraud  any  devisee,  legatee, 
or  other  person."  How  could  this 
statute  touch  the  plaintiff  or  his 
counsel  after  plaintiff  had  prompt- 
ly filed  said  will  with  the  clerk? 
What  penalty  does  it  threaten  that 
compelled  the  application  to  probate 
aforesaid  ?  The  statute  does  not  ex- 
plain. 

(b)  There  is  still  another  time  at 
which  it  was  forgotten  that  plaintiff 
owned  this  property.  He  was 
served  with  formal  notice  to  make 
an  election  under  the  statute.^  Ev- 
eiything  indicates  that  the  witness 
Walker  drew  the  resulting  declina- 
tion to  take  under  the  will.  The 
statute  has,  of  course,  no  applica- 
tion where  the  deceased  spouse 
leaves  no  property.  It  is  therefore 
undeniable  that  a  statute  election  to 
take  under  the  will  is  a  solemn  ad- 
mission that  the  testator  owns  what 
ttie  will  devises.  A  declination  un- 
der the  statute,  as  much  as  does  a 
taking,  admits  that  testator  owns 
such  property,  because  the  declina- 
tion works  an  election  to  take,  in- 
stead of  what  is  given  by  the  will* 
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8uch  part  of  said  property  as  is  giv- 
en by  statute. 

VII.  The  witness  is  competent, 
but  not  disinterested.  He  states  la- 
boriously what  he  did  and  did  not 
do  about  drawing  pleadings  and  aid- 
ing in  trial.  But  he  studiously  re- 
frains from  saying  that  he  has  no 
financial  interest  growing  out  of  the 
fact  that  his  partner  is  conducting 
this  litigation.  The  case  is  fairly 
within  State  v.  Jensen,  178  Iowa, 
1098,  L.R.A.1917C,  455,  160  N.  W. 
832,  where  a  partner  was  disquali- 
fied from  helping  prosecute  an  in- 
dictment because  of  a  civil  suit  car- 
ried on  by  the  other  partner. 

VIII.  Some  things  shown  by  the 
evidence  tend  to  disprove  rather 
than  to  prove  that  the  claimed  con- 
tract ever  existed.  One  alleged  pro- 
vision of  it  is  that  the  husband  "is 
to  transact  and  do  all  the  business 
and  sign  the  firm  name  E.  A.  Stew- 
art to  any  and  all  papers  neces- 
sary." If  there  was  such  contract, 
why  did  husband  and  wife  affix 
their  individual  signatures  to  the 
paper  selling  the  partnership  store, 
—or  to  the  contract  to  buy  the 
Gwinup  farm? 

The  alleged  contract  contemplates 
inevitably  that  the  time  of  the  hus- 
band belonged  to  the  joint  venture, 
and  the  majority  opinion  asserts  he 
so  devoted  it.  Why,  then,  the  testi- 
mony that  he  did  a  large  separate 
t/usiness? 

There  is  testimony  that  when 
the  husband  effected  insurance  he 
did  80  in  the  name  of  the  wife.  If 
he  had  the  interest  he  now  claims, 
he  endangered  the  insurance  by  ob- 
taining it  in  that  manner. 

Why  did  plaintiff  respond  to  a 
formal  notice  requiring  him  to  elect, 
by  declining  to  take  under  the  will  ? 
The  will  gave  him  a  life  estate  in 
lands  which,  under  the  contract 
claimed  by  him,  he  owned  in  fee. 
The  natural  answer  by  the  posses- 
sor of  such  a  contract  would  have 
been  a  statement  that  he  had  no  oc- 
casion to  elect  whether  or  not  to 
take  under  the  will,  because  he 
owned  the  property  attempted  to  be 
disposed  of  by  the  will. 


(a)  The  plaintiff  as  a  witness 
was  asked — 

Q.  Now,  why  did  you  have  these 
deeds  all  in  her  name? 

He  answered :  Well,  the  reason  I 
put  it  in  her  name  was  because  it 
was  property  we  wanted  to  keep  for 
ourselves.  I  was  always  sickly,  and 
if  anything  happened  to  me  she 
would  have  no  trouble  afterwards. 
You  see  in  the  Alcorn  affair  they 
had  robbed  the  widow  there,  and  we 
had  no  children,  and  we  fixed  it  so 
when  I  was  gone  there  would  be 
nothing  to  bother  the  woman.  That 
was  my  reason. 

When  asked  whether  he  recollect- 
ed why  he  put  **the  title  of  the  Kan- 
sas land  in  the  name  of  E.  A.  Stew- 
art,'* he  answered :  "It  was  because 
it  was  trading  land  and  I  was  not 
expecting  to  keep  it.*' 

How  unnatural  all  these  answers 
are  in  view  of  the  asserted  contract ! 
How  natural  it  would  have  been  to 
answer:  "I  did  these  things  be- 
cause the  contract  I  am  seeking  to 
enforce  required  me  to  put  the  title 
to  lands  bought  in  the  name  of  my 
wife." 

(b)  All  the  testimony,  including 
Mr.  Walker's,  agrees  that  Mrs. 
Stewart  was  a  conscientious,  God- 
feaiing  woman.  It  is  inconceivable 
that  such  a  woman  would  have  made 
the  will  she  made,  knowing  that  she 
had  made  such  a  contract  as  is  as- 
serted. Something  is  claimed  for 
the  wills  as  being  a  construction  of 
what  was  intended  by  the  contract. 
If  the  contract  was  worded  as 
claimed,  it  needed  no  construction. 
But  if  construction  is  the  theory,  an 
honest  woman  construed  it  when 
she  made  her  last  will,  which  repu- 
diates such  a  contract  as  plaintiff' 
asserts. 

(c)  The  contract  is  unnatural 
and  unreasonable.  It  is  claimed  to 
have  been  made  with  one  who  had 
just  left  an  earlier  partnership  as 
an  insolvent,  with  judgments  hang- 
ing over  his  head.  The  enterprise 
required  a  capital  of  some  $215, 
which  the  husband  borrowed  by 
having  the  father  of  his  wife  sign 
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the  note.  Past  treatment  of  Mrs. 
Stewart  by  her  parents  made  it  rea- 
sonably plain  that  she  would  receive 
a  large  property  from  them.  It  is 
testified  to  without  dispute  that  she 
was  a  capable  business  woman. 
Yet,  the  claim  asserted  is  that  in 
this  situation  she  made  an  sLgree- 
ment  that  everjrthing  she  might  ev- 
er own  should  belong  to  her  hus- 
band after  she  died,  and  that  even 
what  her  parents  might  give  could 
not  be  willed  to  those  of  her  blood, 
to  the  grandchildren  of  the  donors. 
Something  is  claimed  for  the  love  of 
the  wife  for  the  husband.  If  that 
was  strong  enough  to  prove  that  she 
desired  to  give  him  what  her  par- 
ents gave  her,  at  the  expense  of  the 
only  grandchildren  of  those  parents, 
how  can  it  be  explained  that  she 
made  a  will  recognizing  the  natural 
claims  of  these  grandchildren? 

IX.  I  am  constrained  to  dissent 
from  the  holding  of  the  majority 
that  the  contents  of  thi^  contract 
"are  proved  by  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Walker.  ...  Its  contents  are  as 
fully  proven  and  as  clearly  made 
known  as  if  the  written  instrument 
itself  were  before  the  court."  Nor 
can  I  agree  that  the  probate  pro- 
ceedings are  "only  a  circumstance 
tending  to  show,  if  anything,  that 
he  consented  to  the  revocation  of 
the  original  reciprocal  will,  .  .  . 
and  it  has  no  such  tendency  under 
the  record  in  this  case."  I  think 
that  these  proceedings  and  all  else 
which  has  so  far  been  adverted  to 
work  that  plaintiff  has  failed  to  es- 
tablish his  case  by  that  amount  and 
quality  of  evidence  which  the  law 
requires. 

It  would  be  affectation  to  go  deep- 
ly into  authority  on  the  degree  and 
quality  of  proof  required.  For 
manifest  reasons  sounding  in  pub- 
lic policy  the  evidence  by  which  one 
person  takes  the  estate  standing  in 
the  name  of  another  must  be  clear, 
satisfying,  convincing, — ^practically 
overwhelming.  See  Baker  v.  Vin- 
ing,  30  Me.  121,  50  Am.  Dec.  617; 
Mullong  V.  Schneider,  155  Iowa,  12, 
134  N.  W.  957 ;  Andrew  v.  Andrew, 
114  Iowa,  526,  87  N.  W.  494,  and 


cases  cited;  Malley  v.  MaOey,  121 
Iowa,  237,  96  N.  W.  751,  and  cases 
cited ;  Stiles  v.  Breed,  151  Iowa,  86, 
130  N.  W.  376;  Potter  v.  Potter,  185 
Iowa,  559,  170  N.  W.  773,  and  Me- 
lin's  Case,  —  Iowa,  — ,  171  N.  W.  20. 
If  the  claim  were  that  the  alleged 
contract  was  oral  instead  of  the 
claim  that  it  was  written  and  has 
been  lost,  appdlee  would  be  con- 
fronted vrith  the  requirement  of  the 
statute  on  express  trusts  and  those 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  See  Ed- 
son  V.  Parsons,  155  N.  Y.  556,  50 
N.  E.  265 ;  McClanahan  v.  McClana- 
han,  77  Wash.  138,  137  Pac.  479, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  461.  Where  the 
law  fears  perjury  will  be  committed 
unless  there  be  a  duly  signed  writ- 
ing, it  may  well  be  said  that  tiie  law 
is  hostile  to  oral  proof  that  the  con- 
tract was  in  writing  and  has  been 
lost.  The  danger  of  perjury  is  as 
imminent  in  one  case  as  the  other. 
While  I  do  not  claim  the  law  will 
refuse  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a 
contract  which  must  be  made  in 
writing  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
contract  has  been  lost,  I  do  say  that 
the  policy  underlying  the  require- 
ment that  the  contract  shall  be  in 
writing  emphasizes  that  the  proof 
of  the  contents  to  such  lost  writing 
must  be  clear  and  overwhelming. 
See  Re  Thorman,  162  Iowa,  239, 144 
N.  W.  7,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  484,  and 
cases  cited. 

Speaking  to  the  farm  given  the 
wife  by  her  parents,  the  dissent  by 
Mr.  Justice  Evans  says:  "I  think 
that  the  evidence  in  that  respect  has 
much  more  corroboration  in  tiie  cir- 
cumstances, as  well  as  in  its  reason- 
ableness and  probability,  than  does 
the  evidence  pertaining  to  the  indi- 
vidual property  of  the  wife.  I  can- 
not avoid  doubt  of  its  sufficiency 
even  in  this  respect.  I  am  not  dis- 
posed, however,  to  interpose  my 
mere  doubt  as  a  basis  of  dissent  on 
this  point  from  the  settled  judg- 
ment of  the  majority." 

This  indicates  upon  just  what 
that  "settled  judgment"  rests. 
The  basis  seems  to  be  that  doubts 
of  the  sufficiency  of  the  testimony 
are  not  sufficiently  vigorous.     The 
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consultation  gave  me  the  impression 
that  the  claim  of  contract  was  sus- 
tained because,  while  the  testimony 
for  plaintiff  was  not  strong,  it  had 
not  been  demonstrated  that  the  as- 
serted contract  had  not  been  made. 
As  I  view  it,  this  exhibits  a  mental 
twist.  Such  a  contract  cannot  be 
held  to  be  established  unless  the  tes- 
timony is  practically  overwhelming 
and  clearly  satisfies  the  judicisd 
mind  of  its  existence.  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  possible  or  even  probable.  It 
is  not  enough  that  the  testimony 
for  the  defendant  has  not  satisfied 
the  court  the  alleged  contract  was 
not  made.  If,  when  the  testimony 
is  all  considered,  the  mind  of  the 
judge  is  not  abidingly  satisfied  that 
the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  are  made 
out,  then  his  claim  should  be  reject- 
ed. 

We  said  in  Stennett  v.  Stennett, 
174  Iowa,  485,  156  N.  W.  407,  that 
to  establish  such  a  contract  ^^the 
proof  must  be  clear,  unequivocal, 
and  definite,"  and  held  that  the 
proof  there  did  not  meet  this  stand- 
ard. Many  inconsistencies  and  con- 
tradictions found  present  in  this 
case  controlled  in  the  Stennett 
Case.  It  being  found  here  that  tiie 
witness  is  skilled  in  the  law,  unu- 
sual clarity  was  demanded. 

Insistence  upon  this  burden  will, 
in  individual  cases,  work  hardship, 
but  not  a  greater  hardship  than  to 
deny  all  relief  because  the  contract 
was  not  made  in  writing  originally, 
even  though  there  be  irrefragable 
proof  that  such  contract  was  orally 
entered  into.  The  occasional  hard- 
ship will  be  found  to  arise  because 
of  negligence,  and  such  isolated  suf- 
fering is  more  than  compensated  by 
general  safely  afforded  by  insist- 
ence upon  strict  proof.  I  say,  in  all 
respectfulness,  that  an  affirmance 
here  will  tend  to  prove  the  state- 
ment in  Graves  v.  Bonness,  97 
Minn.  282,  107  N.  W.  164,  that  it 
has  been  charged  ^'American  appel- 
late courts  rule  on  such  questions  to 
sustain  or  reverse  the  trial  courts 
because  of  convictions  as  to  the 
merits  of  the  case,  or  for  otiier  rea- 


sons which  they  are  unwilling  or 
unable  to  express,'^  and  say,  fur- 
ther, that  the  majority  opinion  will 
either  ups^  elementary  rules  of  law 
of  evidence,  or  else  be  a  decision 
that  will  remain  in  the  books  with- 
out either  being  followed  or  being 
expressly  repudiated;  that  it  will 
accrete  the  army  of  judicial 
^^snags,"  and  of  cases  that  are  over- 
ruled by  being  "distinguished !"        ,; 

Division  two.  •  '"  i 

The  plaintiff  can  recover  nothing 
in  this  suit,  even  if  he  proved  the 
existence  and  the  contents  of  the  al- 
leged contract.  I  have  exhibited  the 
probate  proceedings  as  an  eviden- 
tiary factor  bearing  on  the  weight 
to  be  given  to  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Walker.  I  now  enlarge,  and  assert 
that  these  proceedings  are  more 
than  a  piece  of  evidence  on  that 
point,  and  that  they  estop  plaintiff 
from  now  asserting  that  he,  and  not 
testatrix,  owned  the  proper^  de- 
scribed in  the  will  and  in  the  peti- 
tion. 

As  to  this  point  the  majority 
says:  "There  is  no  estoppel  shown 
in  this  case,  no  prejudice  resulted 
to  any  of  the  contesting  parties  as  a 
consequence  of  the  silence  or  even 
active  participation  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  probate  of  this  will." 

It  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  opin- 
ion that  there  is  no  estoppel,  be- 
cause the  admission  of  the  will  to 
probate  did  not  settle  who  owned 
the  property  described  in  the  will, 
and  that  the  admission  was  no  bene- 
fit to  plaintiff  and  no  injury  to  the 
appellants.  Grant  that.  That  such 
want  of  advantage  and  of  prejudice, 
respectively,  is  fatal  to  an  estoppel 
in  pais,  is  true.  But  the  majority 
overlooks  tEat  the  estoppel  here  is 
one  that  the  books  classify  as 
"estoppel  by  conduct  in  court."  In 
such  estoppel  the  element  of  preju- 
dice is  supplied  by  the  fact  that  it 
would  discredit  the  administration 
of  justice  if  one  were  allowed  to  as- 
sert a  thing  in  court  in  aid  of  an 
object  then  being  promoted,  and 
later  to  aid  a  differing  object  by  an 
assertion  contrary  to  the  first    See 
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Bigelow,  Estoppel,  6th  ed.  p.  783. 
I  contend  that  it  is  overwhelmingly 
settled  that,  on  estoppel  by  incon- 
sistent conduct  in  court,  it  is  imma- 
terial that  neither  loss  nor  gain 
has  resulted  from  the  change  in 
position. 

It  is  hornbook  law  that  one  may 
not  make  a  solemn  assertion  in 
court,  then  having  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts,  and  afterwards  obtain  re- 
lief by  the  assertion  of  something 
which  is  so  inconsistent  with  the 
position  first  taken  as  to  destroy 
that  position.  See  Tone  Bros.  v. 
Shankland,  110  Iowa,  528.  81  N.  W. 
789;  Clough's  Case,  L.  R.  7  Exch. 
36,  41  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  17,  25  L.  T. 
N.  S.  708,  20  Week.  Rep.  189;  But- 
ler V.  Hildreth,  5  Met.  49 ;  McCorm- 
ick  V.  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach. 
Co.  120  Iowa,  593,  95  N.  W.  181; 
Theusen  v.  Bryan,  113  Iowa,  502,  85 
N.  W.  802 ;  Oliver  v.  Monona  Coun- 
ty,  117  Iowa,  43,  90  N.  W.  510; 
Powers  V.  Iowa  Glue  Co.  183  Iowa, 
1082,  168  N.  W.  326 ;  Sloanaker  v, 
Howerton,  182  Iowa,  487, 166  N.  W. 
78 ;  Kirkhart  v.  Roberts,  123  Iowa, 
139,  98  N.  W.  662;  Kelly  v.  Nor- 
wich P.  Ins.  Co.  82  Iowa,  142,  47 
N.  W.  986;  and  Colton's  Case,  143 
Iowa,  366,  368,  122  N.  W.  152, 
wherein  is  quoted  with  approval  the 
statement  of  Lord  Kenyon  that  "a 
man  shall  not  be  permitted  to  blow 
hot  and  cold  with  reference  to  the 
same  l^ansaction,  or  insist  at  dif- 
ferent times  on  the  truth  of  each 
of  two  conflicting  allegations,  ac- 
cording to  the  promptings  of  his 
private  interests." 

We  said  in  Thorson's  Case,  107 
Iowa,  50,  77  N.  W.  510,  that  no  suit- 
or  shall  be  allowed  to  invoke  the  aid 
of  the  courts  on  contradictory  prin- 
ciples of  redress  upon  one  and  the 
same  line  of  facts.  In  Sioux  City  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  129  Iowa, 
694,  702,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  501,  106 
N.  W.  186,  we  condemn  the  assum- 
ing of  "antagonistic  positions  in 
litigation  with  reference  to  the 
same  property,  or  the  same  .  .  . 
state  of  facts/'  We  said  in  Seeley's 
Case,  130  Iowa,  632,  114  Am.  St 
R^p.  452,  105  N.  W.  382,  that  it  is 


not  essential  to  the  application  of 
this  principle  that  there  shall  be 
technically  an  election  of  remedies, 
''and  no  action  in  court  need  be  tak- 
en as  the  basis  for  such  an  election. 
Any  unequivocal  act  with  knowledge 
of  the  fraud,  whether  in  court  or 
not,  is  sufficient.''  And  this  estop- 
pel prevails  as  well  on  plain  infer- 
ences from  the  facts  in  hand  as  on 
the  facts  themselves.  Bigelow, 
Estoppel,  6th  ed.  788,  citing  Ormes 
V.  Dauchy,  82  N.  Y.  443,  37  Am. 
Rep.  583 ;  East  Hampton  v.  Kirk,  68 
N.  Y.  459,  464. 

Assent  to  a  particular  proceeding 
in  court,  if  given  with  knowledge  of 
the  facts,  is  conclusive.  Bigelow, 
Estoppel,  6th  ed.  p.  788,  citing  Mar- 
quette,  H.  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Marcott,  41 
Mich.  433,  2  N.  W.  795.  It  is  aU 
sumimed  up  in  Bigelow,  Estoppel, 
6th  ed.  783,  by  a  statement  that 
it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  broad 
proposition  that  one  who,  without 
mistake  of  fact,  has  deliberately 
taken  a  particular  position  in  the 
course  of  any  litigation,  must  for- 
ever act  consistently  with  that  posi- 
tion. 

What  if  obtaining  the  admission 
to  probate  gave  plaintiff  nothing? 
Even  if  the  position  first  tak^i  gets 
a  party  nothing  of  value,  how  can 
that  affect  the  rule,  which  is  that 
one  may  not  get  something  in  court 
which  would  give  him  something  by 
making  an  assertion  which  is  con- 
trary to  a  position  taken  earlier. 
The  rule  has  often  been  applied 
where  nothing  was  gotten  by  the 
first  position.  Kearney  Mill  &  Ele- 
vator Co.  V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  97 
Iowa,  724,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  434,  66 
N.  W.  1059 ;  Elliott  v.  Merchants  & 
B.  F.  Ins.  Co.  109  Iowa,  39,  79  N. 
W.  452.  A  party  has  been  estopped 
because  of  a  position  taken  in  an  ac- 
tion which  he  discontinued  by  dis- 
missal without  trial  (Kearney  Mill 
&  Elevator  Co.  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
97  Iowa,  726,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  434, 
66  N.  W.  1059) ;  and  where  all  he 
got  by  taking  the  earlier  position 
was  a  judgment  void  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  (Clay  Dist.  Twp.  v. 
Buchanan    Independent    Dist    69 
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Iowa,  90,  91,  28  N.  W.  449 ;  Shank 
V.  Mohler,  93  Iowa,  273,  34  L.R.A. 
161,  57  AnL  St  Rep.  274,  61  N.  W. 
981 ;  Ellis's  Case,  61  Iowa,  646,  17 
N.  W.  28;  Israel's  Case,  15  Colo. 
147,  10  L.R.A.  693,  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 
381,  25  Pac.  81;  Nield  v.  Burton, 
49  Mich.  58,  12  N.  W.  906).  The 
making  the  matter  turn  on  want  of 
prejudice  wholly  disregards  all  ap- 
plicable law. 

The  election  ^'cannot  be  with- 
drawn, though  it  has  not  been  act- 
ed upon  by  another  by  any  change 
of  position."  Kearney  Mill  &  Ele- 
vator Co.  V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  97 
Iowa,  725,  66  N.  W.  1059,  citing 
Bigelow,  Estoppel,  673.  See  Bige- 
low,  6th  ed.  733;  Ejiickerbocker  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Norton,  96  U.  S.  234,  24 
L.  ed.  689 ;  Ward's  Case,  4  Best  & 
S.  355,  122  Eng.  Reprint,  492; 
Campbell  v.  Kaufman  Mill.  Co.  42 
Fla.  328,  29  So.  435 ;  O'Bryan  Bros. 
V.  Glenn  Bros.  91  Tenn.  106,  30  Am. 
St.  Rep.  862,  17  S.  W.  1030.  Where 
one  claims  she  dismissed  her  suit 
without  prejudice,  she  is  estopped 
to  claim  in  tha  supreme  court  that 
there  was  a  final  judgment  to  be 
reviewed,  and  it  is  not  material  that 
elements  essential  to  an  estoppel  in 
pais  are  lacking,  or  that  the  taking 
of  the  contradictory  position  has 
worked  no  prejudice.  MoUring  v. 
MoUring,  184  Iowa,  464,  167  N.  W. 
525.  Where  defendant  makes  a 
special  appearance,  and  challenges 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  on  tiie 
ground  that  notice  was  served  on  an 
improper  person,  if  effective  service 
is  subsequently  had,  it  may  not 
thereafter  plead  in  abatement  on 
the  ground  that  the  action  was  pre- 
maturely brought  because  the  first 
notice  was  binding  and  effective; 
and  it  is  held  the  position  may  not 
so  be  changed,  even  if  the  original 
assertion  to  the  contrary  has  caused 
the  plaintiff  no  injury.  Hueston  v. 
Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  184  Iowa, 
408,  168  N.  W.  150.  Though  a  de- 
livery of  a  shipment  by  a  carrier  is . 
unauthorized,  it  is  ratified  if  the 
shipper  thereafter,  with  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  demand  payment  of 
the  price  from  the  buyer.    And  such 


demand  estops  him  to  sue  tiie  car- 
rier for  conversion,  although  his 
subsequent  taking  of  this  contraiy 
position  has  worked  no  injury. 
Midland  Linseed  Co.  v.  American 
Liquid  Fireproofing  Co.  183  Iowa, 
1046,  166  N.  W.  574,  575. 

I  conclude  that  the  disposition  of 
the  point  by  the  majority  on  the 
ground  that  appellant  suffered  no 
prejudice  is  a  disposition  upon  a 
ground  which  is  not  in  the  least 
controlling,  and  is  utterly  unten- 
able. 

IL  The  will  made  by  the  wife  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  was  made  on  May 
1,  1896,  and  after  the  date  of  the 
alleged  contract.  The  deed  from 
the  parents  to  Mrs.  Stewart  was  a 
gift,  and  it  was  made  later  than 
said  will  was,  on  December  26, 
1896.  Abstract,  100,  216.  The 
contract  on  its  face  is  a  partnership 
contract.  Throughout  all  the  plead- 
ings it  is  treated  as  being  such  a 
contract  The  opinion  so  treats  it, 
time  and  again.  The  will  cannot  be 
said  to  have  contemplated  devising 
this  gift  from  parent  to  child,  be- 
cause the  gift  was  not  yet  made.  If 
the  partnership  contract  is  carried 
beyond  disposing  of  all  property  ac- 
cumulated by  the  partnership,  then 
the  partnership  contract  diverts  the 
farm  given  to  Mrs.  Stewart  from 
those  of  the  blood  to  a  stranger  to 
the  blood.  In  other  words,  the  pari> 
nership  contract  is  claimed  to  can- 
cel the  will  of  Mrs.  Stewart,  by 
which  she  attempte  to  pass  the  land 
given  to  her  by  her  parente  to  the 
only  grandchildren  of  those  parents. 
A  court  of  equity  should  not  strain 
to  give  the  contract  such  effect. 
And  the  least  that  should  be  done  is 
to  construe  the  alleged  contract  to 
cover  nothing  but  property  accumu- 
lated by  the  partnership,  as  such. 
On  this  point  the  dissent  of  Justice 
Evans  covers  the  ground  fully  and 
most  ably. 

III.  One  statement  by  the  major- 
ity is  that  "plaintiff,  however,  does 
not  rely  on  a  claim  of  partnership 
as  a  basis  for  the  relief  sought  in 
this  case/'  In  the  light  of  the 
pleadings,  of  plaintilTs  own  testi- 


!  1296 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


mony,  and  of  the  relief  sought  and 
given,  this  is  a  most  remarkable 
pronouncement.  If  language  can 
express  a  thing  aptly,  tihis  record 
and  the  majority  opinion  overflow 
with  words  that  can  have  but  the 
one  meaning,  to  wit,  that  the  par- 
ties contracted  to  and  did  form  a 
partnership;  that  same  accumulat- 
ed property;  that  such  contract 
parteership  subsisted  until  the 
death  of  the  wife  dissolved  it;  that 
it  then  possessed  the  property  in 
question;  and  that  plaintiff  de- 
mands all  of  such  property,  because 
the  terms  of  the  partnership  con- 
tract give  him  all  of  the  property 
if  the  partnership,  is  still  in  exist- 
ence when  the  other  partner  dies. 
In  other  words,  the  entire  frame- 
work and  the  tneory  of  the  case  is 
that  the  parties  remained  in  the 
contract  partnership  until  death 
dissolved  that  partnership,  and  tibat, 
while  without  the  contract  the  sur- 
vivor could  not  have  all  the  partner- 
ship property,  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  he  gets  all  such  property, 
provided  the  partnership  subsists 
until  death  dissolves  it  and  leaves 
the  claimant  the  survivor.  It  is  not 
a  suit  based  upon  the  fact  that  the 
parties  were  once  in  partnership, 
dissolved  it,  and  then  formed  a  part- 
nership other  than  the  one  formed 
by  said  contract,  or  that  they 
formed  a  trust  by  investing  the 
money  of  the  dissolved  contract 
partnership  in  the  name  of  one  of 
the  parties.  It  is  a  suit  demanding 
that  the  survivor  have  all  the  prop- 
erty because  the  partnership  sub- 
sisted until  Mrs.  Stewart  died,  and 
that  therefore  the  condition  prece- 
dent of  the  contract  had  transpired. 
I  invite  an  examination  of  the  peti- 
tion and  the  decree  and  of  the  tes- 
timony of  Mr.  Stewart,  and  am 
sure  that  thereupon  it  must  be 
found  that  in  this  suit  plaintiff  can 
recover  nothing  unless  it  is  made  to 
appear  that  the  partnership  con- 
tinued until  it  was  dissolved  by  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Stewart  If  it  was 
dissolved  by  something  other  than 
that,  no  rights  accrue  under  the  con- 
tract, whatever  rights  the  plaintiff 


may  have.  I  submit  it  is  absolutely 
proved  that  the  partnership  was 
dissolved  years  before  Mrs.  Stewart 
died. 

Nothing  appears  in  the  alleged 
contract  to  compel  the  partnership 
to  continue  until  one  of  the  partners 
die.  See  2  Lindley,  Partn.  p.  571. 
The  partnership  was  dissolved 
about  Septembw  25, 1894,  by  a  sale 
of  the  entire  stock  and  the  fixtures. 
The  contract  expressly  provides 
that  the  partnership  shall  be  one 
conducting  a  ''general  store/'  Nec- 
essarily such  a  sale  of  stock  and  fix- 
tures terminated  such  a  partner- 
ship. It  is  well  settled  that  ''a  sale 
which  practically  includes  all  the 
property  used  by  a  firm  in  carry- 
ing on  its  business,  whether  made 
by  the  firm  or  a  member  thereof,  op- 
erates as  a  dissolution  thereof/' 

See  note  found  on  page  416  of  69 
Am.  St.  Rep.,  citing  the  following 
authorities:  Patterson  v.  Hare,  4 
App.  Div.  319,  820,  88  N.  Y.  Supp. 
565;  Pennville  Natural  Gas  &  Oil 
Co.  V.  Thomas,  21  Ind.  App.  1,  51 
N.  E.  351;  Whitton  v.  Smith, 
FreenL  Ch.  (Miss.)  281;  Smith  v. 
Vanderfourg,  46  111.  84;  Thompson 
V.  Bowman,  6  Wall.  316,  18  L.  ed. 
736;  Blaker  v.  Sands,  29  Kan.  551; 
Dellapiazza  ▼.  Foley,  112  Cal.  380, 
44  Pac.  727. 

It  follows  plaintiff  should  fail  in 
this  suit  because,  even  if  the  alleged 
contract  were  proved,  such  contract 
defeats  the  suit  brought  to  enforce 
it.  The  contract  relief  is  due  only  if 
death  dissolved  the  partnership. 
Here  it  appears  as  matter  of  law 
that  it  was  dissolved  by  act  of  the 
partners  in  selling  out.  The  con- 
tract gives  property  to  the  partner 
who  shall  survive  the  other, — to  the 
surviving  partner  in  the  contract 
partnership.  There  can  be  no  such 
surviving  partner  if  there  be  no 
partnership  existing  when  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  contract  dies.  It 
follows  inevitably  that  the  contract 
deals  with  nothing  save  property 
that  may  be  owned  by  the  contract 
partnership  when  death  dissolves  it. 
In  a  suit  upon  such  contract  it  is 
fatal  that  the  contract  partnerriiip 
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was  dissolved  before  either  party  to 
the  contract  died. 

I  am  unable  to  agree  to  the  state- 
ment in  the  dissent  of  Justice  Evans 
that  the  selling  of  the  store  'Vas 
not  necessarily  a  dissolution  of  the 
partnership."  So  to  declare  over- 
looks that  the  contract  was  for  a 
partnership  in  a  mercantile  store. 
Of  necessity,  selling  that  store  and 
its  stock,  fixtures,  and  good  will 
ended  the  contract  enterprise.  No 
doubt,  investment  of  what  was  real- 
ized from  operating  and  from  sell- 
ing the  store  might  become  the 
capital  of  a  new  partnership  or 
trust  property.  No  store  business 
was  engaged  in  after  the  sale.  And 
whatever  rights  might  accrue  after 
the  sale  dissolved  the  contract  part- 
nership,  they  do  not  rest  on  the 
contract  to  become  partners  in  the 
store  business  that  was  sold.  The 
sale  ended  the  contract  business  and 
the  contract. 

IV.  It  is  defended  that  if  the  con- 
tract was  made  it  was  with  purpose 
to  hinder  and  delay  the  creditors  of 
plaintiff.  I  have  to  say  there  is  no 
reasonable  explanation  of  why  the 
contract  was  entered  into  if  that 
was  not  the  purpose.  Just  before 
its  alleged  making,  plaintiff  had  re- 
tired from  a  concern  that  had  be- 
come insolvent,  and  there  were  un- 
satisfied judgments  against  him, 
and  he  was  insolvent.  The  contract 
was  not  recorded.  It  was  never 
mentioned  or  shown,  except  that 
thirteen  years  after  it  was  made  it 
was  read  by  Mr.  Walker, — and  as  to 
showing  it  to  him,  it  was  no  doubt 
thought  that  the  exhibition  was  a 
privileged  communication.  Plain- 
tiff made  no  claim  of  rights  under 
the  contract,  and  his  wife  asserted 
that  he  had  none.  No  proper  reason 
can  be  imagined  for  covering  the 
half  interest  of  the  plaintiff  with  a 
firm  name  that  was  the  name  of  the 
wife.  Such  firm  name  concealed  that 
plaintiff  had  any  interest  which 
creditors  could  subject.  It  told  the 
world  that  the  wife  owned  all.  No 
purpose  but  a  covinous  one  explains 
putting  the  lands  in  the  name  of  the 
wife.  The  contract  stipulation  that 
20  A.L.R.— S2. 


lands  should  so  be  held  does  not  ex- 
plain. The  contract  was  at  an  end 
when  most  of  the  property  was  ac- 
quired. Of  course  I  agree  with  the 
statement  of  the  dissent  of  Justice 
Evans  that  defendants  had  the 
burden  of  proving  the  alleged 
fraudulent  purpose.  But  I  submit 
they  have  proven  it.  It  must  usual- 
ly be  done  by  circumstantial  evi- 
dence. It  is,  here,  and  the  evidence 
exhibits  most  of  the  main  badges  of 
fraud.  I  am  unable  to  agree  that 
the  evidence  '^simi^y  is  that  the  fact 
of  partnership  was  not  genendly 
known.'*  At  the  least  the  evidence 
establishes  an  intent  to  hinder  and 
delay  creditors. 

V.  Little  can  be  added  to  what 
Mr.  Justice  Evans  says  on  the  ef- 
fect of  §  3154  of  the  Code.  The  only 
criticism  I  can  make  is  to  say  that 
his  reasoning  calls  for  his  applying 
the  ban  of  the  statute  to  aJl  the 
property  rather  than  to  a  part  of 
it.  The  statute  provides  that  nei- 
ther spouse  has  any  interest  in  the 
property  of  the  other  which  c^n  be 
made  the  subject  of  contract  be- 
tween them.  This  contract  clear- 
ly contemplates  that  any  lands  or 
other  property  either  party  might 
acquire  in  his  own  right  should 
be  transferred  to  the  partner- 
ship by  death  of  the  survivor. 
This  amounts  to  an  advance  agree- 
ment for  the  transfer  of  such 
interest  as  was  owned  by  reason 
of  being  a  spouse.  To  put  it  mildly, 
it  was  an  advance  relinquishment 
of  dower  rights  to  the  partnership, 
and  ultimately  to  the  surviving 
partner.  Be  that  as  it  may,  there 
is  an  express  provision  that  the 
surivivor  should  take  all  the  prop- 
erty and  in  consideration  pay  the 
debts  of  both  the  partnership  and 
of  the  deceased  partner.  This 
might  easily  become  an  advance 
agreement  that  rights  of  the  spouse 
exempt  from  the  payment  of  debts 
should  be  exhausted  by  the  paying 
of  debts. 

I  would  reverse. 

Evans,  J.,  dissenting  in  part: 
I.  I  cannot  wholly  agree  with  the 
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majority  opinion.  The  property  in- 
volved in  the  controversy  falls  into 
two  classes:  (1)  The  alleged  part- 
nership property;  (2)  the  prop- 
erty acquired  by  the  wife,  inde- 
pendently of  the  partnership,  from 
her  parents  in  the  distribution  of 
their  estate. 

I  do  not  think  that  these  proper- 
ties upon  this  record  can  be  deemed 
to  fall  into  hotchpot,  nor  that  the 
facts  of  this  record  decisive  as  to 
one  are  decisive  as  to  the  other. 
The  contract  pleaded  was  as  fol- 
lows:    "Contract  entered  into  this 

day  of  February,  1882,  by 

and  between  Emma  A.  Stewart  and 
S.  M.  Stewart,  both  of  Van  Buren 
county,  Iowa,  witnesseth:  That 
said  parties  have  agreed  to  start 
a  general  store  under  the  firm  name 
of  E.  A.  Stewart,  in  which  each 
party  is  to  be  an  equal  partner.  S. 
M.  Stewart  is  to  transact  and  do 
all  the  business,  sign  the  firm  name 
of  E.  A.  Stewart  to  any  and  all  pa- 
pers necessary;  and  all  the  prop- 
erty accumulated,  purchased,  and 
owned  by  either  party  to  be  in  the 
firm  name  of  E.  A.  Stewart.  Both 
parties  to  use  any  money  they  need, 
and  at  the  death  of  either  party  the 
one  living  shall  fulfil  all  contracts, 
pay  all  debts,  and  have  all  property 
left  or  owned  by  either  party ,  or  in 
the  firm  name." 

This  alleged  contract  was  not 
produced  at  the  trial;  neither  was 
a  written  copy  of  it  offered ;  nor  did 
the  proof  offered  purport  to  be  any- 
thing but  an  approximation  or  sub- 
stance of  the  contract.  It  will  be 
noted  that  the  claim  of  the  appellee 
to  the  136  acres  of  land  acquired  by 
his  wife  from  her  parents  as  a  dis- 
tribution of  their  estate  rests  whol- 
ly upon  four  little  words  which  we 
have  itelicized  above.  If  these 
words  were  eliminated  there  would 
be  nothing  left  to  the  appellee  as  a 
basis  for  any  claim  to  the  ownership 
of  such  land.  Is  the  evidence  clear 
and  convincing  that  these  little 
words  were  contained  in  the  alleged 
lost  contract?  The  method  adopt- 
ed for  the  proof  of  the  contents  of 
the  alleged  lost  contract  was  a  very 


vague  one.  The  purported  copy  set 
forth  in  the  pleading  was  formulat- 
ed by  tiie  pleader,  not  by  the  wit- 
ness. 

This  pleading  being  presented  to 
the  witness  Walker,  the  following 
question  and  answer  appears  in  tiie 
record : 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  to  examine  that 
portion  of  the  first  page  of  the  orig- 
inal petition  in  this  case,  and  which 
we  have  inclosed  in  pencil  lines,  and 
state  whether  or  not^  as  you  recol- 
lect it,  that  is  substantially  a  copy 
of  the  contract  that  was  exhibited 
to  you  that  day  by  Mrs.  Stewart, 
and  on  which  you  gave  her  the  ad- 
vice you  did  and  prepared  the  wills 
which  you  have  testified  to  have  pre- 
pared. 

A.  I  could  not  from  my  recollec- 
tion give  the  contents  of  that  paper, 
only  in  a  general  way.  This  paper 
agreed  (inclosed)  in  the  parenthesis 
on  the  first  page  of  the  original  pe- 
tition, is  as  near  my  recollection  of 
it  as  I  can  give  now ;  and  I  think  it 
is  my  opinion  that  the  date  1882  in 
this — I  think  it  was  a  year  earlier, 
1881.  Now  I  do  not  say  that  to  be 
sure.  I  think  it  was  1881,  from  my 
recollection  of  the  contract,  and  per- 
haps more  from  my  knowledge  and 
of  their  business,  and  from  the  con- 
versation there  tiiat  day ;  and  from 
that  I  think  this  is  incorrect  as  to 
its  date,  although  it  may  be  correct 
as  to  its  date;  but  the  contents  of 
this  is  as  near  my  recollection  of 
what  that  contract  was  as  I  can 
give  it 

A  similar  question  was  put  to  the 
plaintiff  as  a  witness,  which  result- 
ed in  a  similar  answer.  This  is  the 
entire  evidence  on  the  question  of 
the  actual  contente  of  the  lost  pa- 
per. No  attention  was  directed  to 
particular  words.  The  witness 
Walker  frankly  concedes:  "I  could 
not  from  my  recollection  give  the 
contents  of  that  paper  only  in  a  gen- 
eral way.  This  paper  is  as  near 
my  recollection  of  it  as  I  can  give 
now.  .  .  .  This  is  as  near  my 
recollection  of  what  that  contract 
was  as  I  can  give  it.'' 
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He  was  testifying  to  his  recollec- 
tion of  the  contents  of  a  paper  read 
twenty  years  before,  and  which  had 
been  completely  forgotten  by  him 
for  many  years.  Can  it  be  said  that 
this  general  and  approximate  recol- 
lection of  the  witness  of  the  contents 

of  this  paper  is 
clear  and  convinc- 
ing evidence  that 
the  paper  contained 
the  four  words  above  italicized  and 
upon  which  the  title  to  the  136 
acres  hangs  ?    I  cannot  think  so. 

II.  If  we  had  the  exact  terms  of 
the  alleged  contract  before  us,  it 
might  present  a  question  of  con- 
struction. If  the  exact  terms  were 
those  set  forth  by  the  pleader,  it 
would  present  such  a  question  of 
construction.  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  contract  presented  by  the 
pleader  should  be  construed  as  re- 
ferring solely  to  the  fruits  of  the 
partnership.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  subject-matter  of  that  contract 
is  the  partnership  affairs.  Prima- 
rily it  is  a  contract  of  partnership 
whereby  the  parties  propose  to  en- 
gage in  business  and  whereby  they 
declare  each  other's  rights  ia  the 
fruits  to  be  realized.  Under  the  evi- 
dence they  did  engage  in  partner- 
ship upon  a  capital  of  $215.  The 
earnings  of  this  partnership  while 
they  were  engaged  in  the  mercan- 
tile business  amounted  to  several 
thousand  dollars,  and  this  was  in- 
vested in  lands,  title  to  which  was 
taken  in  the  name  of  one  of  the 
partners.  Assuming,  therefore, 
that  this  contract  extends  in  its 
application  to  all  such  fruits  of  the 
partnership,  is  it  not  a  forced  con- 
struction thereof  to  say  that  it  in- 
cludes also  matters  that  were  en- 
tirely foreign  to  such  partnership 
and  foreign  to  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties  at  the  time  that  the  con- 
tract was  entered  into? 

If  it  be  thought  that  the  question 
of  construction  is  close  as  to  the 
four  words  referred  to,  then  the 
doubt  ought  to  be  solved  against  the 
appellee,  because  of  the  great  weak- 
ness of  his  proof  that  the  particular 
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words  which  create  the  doubt  were 
contained  in  the  contract  at  all. 

III.  I  think  also  that  Code  §  3154 
is  an  impediment  in  the  way  of  ap- 
pellee to  claim  that  the  contract  can 
operate  upon  the  individual  prop- 
erty of  the  wife  acquired  independ- 
ently of  the  partnership.  Under 
this  section  it  is  provided  that  nei- 
ther husband  nor  wife  has  any  in- 
terest in  the  property  of  the  other 
which  can  be  the  subject  of  contract 
between  them.  The  majority  opin- 
ion has  dealt  with  this  question 
rather  briefly,  and  has  considered 
the  application  of  the  rule  only  as  to 
partnership  property.  We  have 
held  that  husband  and  wife  may 
enter  into  partnership  and  that  they 
may  contribute  their  individual 
property  to  the  partnership.  We 
have  held,  also,  that  the  necessary 
effect  of  such  a  course  is  to  withhold 
the  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the 
partnership  property,  and  that  the 
entire  partnership  property  thus 
contributed  becomes  liable  to  the 
call  of  the  partnership.  Baker  v. 
Syfritt,  147  Iowa,  49, 125  N.  W.  998. 
I  am  not,  therefore,  claiming  that  § 
3154  is  an  impediment  to  the  opera- 
tion of  this  contract  between  hus- 
band and  vtife  in  so  far  as  it  is 
construed  to  apply  only  to  partner- 
ship property.  I  claim  only  that  it 
is  an  impediment  to  an  application 
of  the  contract  to  the  individual 
property  of  the  wife,  treating  the 
contract,  as  appellee  does,  as  the 
equivalent  of  an  agreement  by  the 
wife  to  make  a  will  convejring  all 
her  property  to  her  husband  subject 
to  her  debts.  The  completion  of 
such  an  agreement  depends  upon  the 
valid  acceptance  thereof  by  the  hus- 
band. An  acceptance  by  the  hus- 
band would  mean  nothing  else  than 
that,  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
trix, he  would  waive  his  right  to 
dower  and  would  take  under  the 
will,  even  though  all  the  property 
might  be  absorbed  in  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  testatrix.  Of 
course,  on  first  impression,  it  would 
seem  that  where  a  husband  or  wife 
leaves  all  his  or  her  property  to  the 
surviving  spouse,  the  benefits  are 
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one-sided  and  operate  necessarily 
to  the  advantage  of  the  surviving 
spouse.  But  such  is  not  necessarily 
the  case.  To  put  the  question  brief- 
ly, could  a  husband  and  wife  enter 
into  a  contract  during  their  life- 
time whereby  the  husband  agreed 
to  leave  all  the  property  to  his  wife 
subject  to  his  debts,  and  whereby 
she  agreed  to  accept  under  such  will 
and  to  waive  dower?  It  might  ap- 
pear at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
such  contract  greatly  advantageous 
to  the  wife,  in  that  the  property  of 
the  husband  was  greatly  in  excess 
of  his  indebtedness.  Can  the  wife 
elect  in  her  lifetime  to  waive  dower 
and  take  under  the  will  of  her  hus- 
band? Can  she  make  a  binding 
contract  in  advance  of  the  death  of 
her  husband,  to  so  dect  after  his 
death?  Does  not  this  section  of  the 
statute  say  in  express  terms  that 
this  right  is  not  the  subject  of  con- 
tract between  them?  Indeed,  we 
have  so  held.  Berry  v.  Donald,  168 
Iowa,  744,  150  N.  W.  1048.  The 
prohibition  of  the  statute,  if  it  ap- 
plies at  all,  necessarily  applies  to 
advantageous  contracts  as  well  as 
to  disadvantageous  ones.  The  ap- 
plication of  this  statute  therefore 
furnishes  a  further  reason  why  the 
contract  should  be  construed,  as  I 
have  already  contended,  to  apply 
only  to  partnership  property. 

IV.  I  think  that  there  is  much 
in  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  per- 
taining to  the  probate  of  the  will 
and  the  appointment  of  an  executor 
which  was  wholly  inconsistent  with 
his  present  claim  that  he  already 
owned  all  the  property  devised  in 
the  will.  I  can  see  how  he  might 
have  claimed  the  ownership  of  some 
of  the  property  and  yet  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  devise  in  the  will  as 
to  other  property;  but  his  conduct 
was  wholly  inconsistent  with  his 
present  position  that  he  held  all  the 
devised  property  by  a  superior 
right.  He  obtained  the  will  from  its 
custodian  and  presented  it  to  the 
court  with  verified  petition  for 
its  probate.  He  asked  and  obtained 
the  appointment  of  an  executor 
other  than  the  one  named  in  the 


will.  The  executor  Oius 
upon  his  application  was  Tobiiu 
White,  who  was  named  executor  in 
the  will,  appeared  and  showed  his 
competency  to  act,  and  asked  that 
the  appointment  of  Tobin  be  set 
aside,  and  that  he  be  appointed  pur- 
suant to  the  terms  of  the  will.  This 
application .  by  White  was  success- 
fully contested  by  the  plaintiff. 
He  had  not  at  that  time  disclosed 
his  present  contention.  If  he  had, 
he  would  have  appeared  without  di- 
rect interest  either  in  the  probate  of 
the  will  or  in  the  appointment  of  the 
executor.  In  contesting  the  removal 
of  Tobin  he  was  simply  saving  his 
antagonist.  He  had  no  other  inter- 
est in  the  question  except  the  selec- 
tion of  an  antagonist.  It  is  said  that 
he  was  bound  to  file  the  will  under 
the  mandate  of  the  statute.  This 
mandate  applies  to  the  custodian  of 
the  will.  The  plaintiff  was  not  the 
custodian.  He  obtained  it  from  the 
custodian.  He  had  a  right  to  return 
it  to  him.  In  applying  for  immedi- 
ate probate  of  the  will  he  averred 
that  there  would  be  no  contest 
thereon.  The  opinion  treats  this 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
as  a 'mere  question  of  estoppel  in 
pais.  It  is  not  such.  It  has  to  do 
with  that  rule  enforced  by  the 
courts,  that  a  litigant  who,  by  as- 
suming a  certain  attitude,  obtains 
orders  of  the  court  in  furtherance 
of  his  claim,  may  not  thereafter 
adopt  the  contrary  attitude  and  ob- 
tain relief  inconsistent  with  his  first 
attitude. 

V.  I  think  the  evidence  is  suflS- 
cient  to  establish  the  contract  of 
partnership  between  husband  and 
wife.  As  against  this  it  is  claimed 
that  the  contract,  if  entered  into, 
was  covinous,  and  therefore  void, 
as  tending  to  defeat  the  creditors 
of  Stewart.  Stewart  was  insolvent. 
The  burden  of  proving  its  alleged 
character  as  a  covinous  contract  is 
upon  the  appellants.  They  in- 
troduced evidence  that  the  money 
for  starting  the  business  was  fur- 
nished by  the  wife.  This  is  their 
contention  in  argument.  It  is  quite 
destructive  to  the  charge  of  covin. 
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If  she  furnished  the  money  for  the 
capital  of  the  partnership,  no  fraud 
was  perpetrated  upon  the  creditors 
490  far  as  the  formation  of  the  part- 
nership was  concerned.  As  to 
whether,  notwithstanding  this  fact 
Stewart  may  have  intended  to  con- 
<:eal  from  his  creditors  his  profits 
earned  in  the  firm,  a  somewhat  dif- 
ferent question  is  presented.  The 
evidence  does  not  deal  with  it  ex- 
cept as  inference  might  be  drawn 
from  the  circumstances.  The  fact 
remains  that  the  interest  of  Stewart 
was  subject  to  the  appropriation  of 
creditors  at  any  time.  The  exist- 
ence of  the  partnership  was  not 
wrongful.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence 
that  the  fact  of  partnership  was 
actively  concealed  or  denied  by 
Stewart  at  any  time.  The  evidence 
on  this  question  simply  is  that  the 
fact  of  pariaiership  was  not  gen- 
erally known.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  charge  of  covin  is  not  sus- 
tained. I  do  not  think  that  the 
fact  that  the  parties  sold  their  store 
in  1894  was  necessarily  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership.  It  was  en- 
tirely competent  for  the  parties  to 
continue  in  partnership  to  handle 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  part- 
neiship  property.  If  they  invested 
the  same  in  the  196-acre  farm  and 
took  the  title  in  the  name  of  one  of 
the  partners,  I  see  no  reason  why 
the  farm  should  not  be  deemed  part- 
nership property.  It  is  urged  that, 
the  husband  having  negotiated  for 
this  farm  and  taken  the  title  in  the 
name  of  his  wife,  Emma  A.  Stew- 
art, and  not  in  the  partnership 
name,  E.  A.  Stewart,  this  created 
the  presumption  of  gift  to  the  wife. 
It  was  not  necessary  that  the  title 
should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  the 
firm.  Indeed,  we  should  take  ju- 
dicial notice  that  it  is  quite  custom- 
ary for  a  partnership  to  take  titie 
to  real  estate  in  the  name  of  a  part^ 
ner  rather  than  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  in  that  it  often  avoids  com- 
plexities in  the  record  chain.  This 
is  not  a  case  where  a  husband 
bought  land  with  his  own  funds  and 
took  the  title  in  the  name  of  his 
wife.    In  such  a  case  the  presump- 


tion of  gift  would  obtain,  as  eon- 
tended  by  appellants.  It  is  a  case 
where  a  partnership,  through  one 
of  its  members,  bought  land  with 
the  partnership  funds  and  took  the 
title  in  the  name  of  the  other  part- 
ner. It  is  universally  held  in  such 
a  case  that  the  grantee  thus  named 
is  presumed  to  hold  the  title  in  trust 
for  the  partnership.  I  reach  the 
conclusion,  therefore,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  impress  a  trust 
upon  this  farm  as  being  held  for  the 
partnership,  and  that  this  is  so  also 
as  to  other  lands  paid  for  with  part- 
nership funds,  including  the  Todd- 
Buckles  lands  and  some  town  lots. 
I  see  no  legal  obstacle  to  the  indefi- 
nite continuation  of  this  partnership 
in  the  management  of  the  farm 
business.  This  conclusion  would 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  one  half  of 
aU  such  property  as  owner  and  to 
one  half  of  the  other  half  as  surviv- 
ing husband  of  his  wife.  I  think 
he  would  be  entitled  to  relief  along 
that  line.  If,  however,  he  is  per- 
mitted to  take  all  of  the  alleged 
partnership  property  it  must  be 
by  virtue  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract pleaded.  Can  the  contents  of 
'the  contract  be  deemed  proved  to 
the  extent  of  its  application  to  the 
partnership  property?  I  think  that 
the  evidence  in  that  respect  has 
much  more  corroboration  in  the  cir- 
cumstances, as  well  as  in  its  rea- 
sonableness and  probability,  than 
does  the  evidence  pertaining  to  the 
individual  property  of  the  wife.  I 
cannot  avoid  doubt  of  its  sufficiency 
even  in  this  respect.  I  am  not  dis- 
posed, however,  to  interpose  my 
mere  doubt  as  a  basis  of  dissent  on 
this  point  from  the  settled  judg- 
ment of  the  majority. 

I  dissent,  therefore,  from  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  as  regards 
the  136-acre  farm  acquired  by  Mrs. 
Stewart  from  her  parents  in  the  dis- 
tribution of  their  estate.  In  other 
respects  I  concur. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having 
been  filed,  the  following  Per  Curiam 
response  was  handed  down  Decem- 
ber 16,  1920  (190  Iowa,  296,  327, 
180  N.  W.  146) : 


1302 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


Upon  further  examination  of  the 
record,  we  have  reached  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  contract  entered  into 
by  Stewart  and  his  wife  should  be 
construed  as  one  of  partnership,  and 
as  having  relation  only  to  property 
which  might  be  invested  therein  in 
the  prosecution  of  its  business,  and 
the  profits,  together  with  its  earn- 
ings, investments,  and  to  profits  de- 
rived therefrom.  In  this  view,  the 
farm  of  136  acres  acquired  by  Mrs. 
Stewart  from  her  parents  in  the 
distribution  of  their  estate  would 
not  be  included  in  that  passing  un- 
der the  contract  to  Stewart  upon  her 
death,  but  would  descend  under  the 
general  law  or  will,  but  what  dispo- 
sition shall  be  made  thereof  is  not 
adjudicated  in  this  action.  The 
reasons  for  this  conclusion  appear 
in  the  first  two  paragraphs  of  Judge 
Evans's  dissent  to  the  main  opinion. 
With  this  modification,  the  petition 
for  rehearing  is  overruled,  and  the 
decree  as  so  modified  is  affirmed. 

Salinger^  J.,  dissenting : 

While  I  am  with  the  result,  I  am 
of  opinion  the  steps  that  lead  to  that 
result  demand  more  than  is  now 
given.  My  reasons  for  that  position 
are  fully  stated  in  the  dissent  I  have 
heretofore  filed.  I  call  special  at- 
tention to  that  part  of  the  dissent 
which  points  out  that  Mr.  Walker 
never  claimed  to  remember  the  con- 
tents of  the  alleged  lost  contract,  and 
that  he  discloses  a  memory  which 
would  make  it  impossible  for  him 
to  remember  it.  Also  call  attention 
to  the  conduct  utterly  inconsistent 
with  the  claim  now  being  advanced 
and  sustained ;  to  the  fact  that  Mr. 
Walker  advised  the  contract  would 
be  binding  if  wills  were  made,  while, 
if  the  contract  is  as  plaintiff  claims, 
it  was  valid  and  binding  without 
the  making  of  wills.  I  call  atten- 
tion to  the  last-quoted  paragraph  in 
the  left-hand  column  of  page  628, 
173  N.  W.,  to  the  last  paragraph  on 


the  left-hand  side  of  page  629,  and 
the  remainder  of  that  page  to  the 
first  paragraph  on  page  630,  and  the 
remainder  of  that  column  to  para- 
graph "a"  in  the  right-hand  column 
of  page  630,  and  the  first  paragraph 
on  page  631.  I  insist  once  more 
that  the  present  holding  destroys 
the  rule  that  claims  such  as  this 
must  be  established  by  evidence  that 
is  conclusive  and  overwhelming.  I 
wish  to  specially  emphasize  my  op- 
position to  the  pronouncement: 
^'There  is  no  estoppel  shown  in  this 
case,  no  prejudice  resulted  to  any 
of  the  contesting  parties  as  a  con- 
sequence of  the  silence  or  even  ac- 
tive participation  of  the  idaintiff  in 
the  probate  of  this  will." 

In  my  judgment  this  overrules  an 
unbroken  line  of  cases  to  the  effect 
that  as  to  inconsistent  conduct  in 
court  the  rules  governing  an  estop- 
pel in  pais  do  not  obtain,  and  that 
such  inconsistencies  cannot  be  per- 
mitted, even  though  no  prejudice 
has  resulted,  and  though  no  one  has 
changed  his  position.  The  cases  so 
holding  are  set  out  on  page  633.  I 
wish  to  emphasize  further  that  here 
was,  at  best,  nothing  but  a  partner- 
ship contract  dealing  with  the  fruits 
of  the  partnership;  that  therefore 
the  surviving  partner  has  no  inter- 
est in  anything  but  partnership 
property  existing  when  the  partner- 
ship was  dissolved;  that  this  part- 
nership was  dissolved  in  the  lifetime 
of  Mrs.  Stewart,  and  therefore  her 
partner  has  no  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty of  which  Mrs.  Stewart  there- 
after died  seised.  See  173  N.  W. 
634. 

I  would  reverse. 


HOTS. 

The  validity  of  partnership  agree- 
ment between  husband  and  wife  is 
the  subject  of  the  annotation  follow- 
ing Mabcbum  v.  Smith,  post,  1304. 


MARCRUM  V.  SMITH. 

(iO$  Ala.  4ii»  91  Bo,  9§$.) 
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V. 

A^C.  SMITH  et  al. 

Aldbanui  Supreme  Court -^  Odober  13,  1921, 
(206  Ala.  466,  91  So.  259.) 

Husband  and  wife  —  risrht  to  become  partners. 

1.  A  husband  and  wife  may  contract  with  each  other  to  perform  certain 
services  and  thereby  make  themselves  partners. 
[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  on  puge  1804.] 

Appeal  —  presumptiooi  as  to  evidence. 


Parties  —  husband  and  wife  —  part- 
nership service. 

2.  Where  a  husband  and  wife,  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  contract  between 
themselves  to  render  services  for  an- 
other, perform  the  contract  with  him, 
each  is  a  proper  and  necessary  party  to 
an  action  to  enforce  the  latter  contract. 


3.  When  the  record  does  not  pur- 
port to  contain  all  the  evidence,  the 
reviewing  court  will  assume  that 
there  was  evidence  before  the  court 
sufficient  to  warrant  its  ruling  in  re- 
fusing an  affirmative  charge. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Madi- 
son County  (Kyle,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  a  suit  to  recover  an  amount 
alleged  to  be  due  for  board,  care,  and  attention  of  defendant's  decedent 
by  plaintiffs.    Affirmed. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  plaintiffs  made  an  agreement  with 
deceased  during  her  lifetime  to  board  and  care  for  her,  to  furnish  fuel 
and  do  her  washing,  and  in  compliance  with  that  agreement  they  did  board 
and  care  for  her,  furnish  her  fuel,  and  did  her  washing,  from  March  5, 
1918,  to  April  8,  1919. 


Messrs.  Cooper  &  Cooper  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Betts  &  Richardson,  for  ap- 
pellees : 

The  law  implies  a  contract  or  prom- 
ise to  pay  for  services  rendered  by  one 
or  more  persons  to  another,  whatever 
the  nature  of  the  services,  whether 
personal  or  otherwise. 

Kinnebrew  v.  Kinnebrew,  35  Ala. 
628;  Davis  v.  Badders,  95  Ala.  348,  10 
So.  422;  Jonas  v.  King,  81  Ala.  285, 
1  So.  591;  9  Cyc.  242,  653,  655  &  660. 

If  any  two  persons  can  jointly  con- 
tract to  perform  a  certain  act,  or  to 
do  a  certain  thing,  or  carry  on  a  cer- 
tain business,  then  a  wife  and  hus- 
band can  so  contract  between  them- 
selves, even  though  the  wife  is  con- 
tributing her  personal  services  to  the 
enterprise,  as  a  personal  service  to 
another. 

Larkin  v.  Woosley,  109  Ala.  268,  19 
So.  520;  Schlapback  v.  Long,  90  Ala. 
525,  8  So.  113;  Compton  v.  Smith,  120 
Ala.  233,  25  So.  300. 

If  the  relation  of  blood  between  par- 
ties is  close,  then  the  law  will  presume 


that  personal  services  rendered  are  so 
rendered  gratuitously,  and  not  upon 
an  implied  contract  to  pay  therefor; 
but  this  applies  to  parent  and  child, 
does  not  extend  to  relation  of  aunt 
and  nephew,  and  does  not  apply  to 
facts  in  this  case. 

3  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  861 ;  Borum 
V.  Bell,  132  Ala.  91,  31  So.  454;  Kinne- 
brew V.  Kinnebrew,  supra. 

Miller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

A.  C.  Smith  and  Mattie  K.  Smith 
sue  J.  A.  Marcrum,  as  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  Mary  A.  Smith,  de- 
ceased, under  the  common  counts 
for  board,  washing,  fuel,  nursing, 
care,  and  attention  of  decedent  from 
November  5,  1918,  to  April  8,  1919. 
There  was  jury  trial  and  verdict  for 
plaintiffs,  judgment  of  court  there- 
on, and  defendant  appeals. 

A.  C.  Smith  is  the  husband  of 
Mattie  K.  Smith.  The  husband  and 
vnte  may  contract  with  each  other 
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except  as  prohibited  by  statute. 
„  ..  .  .  Code  1907,  §  4497. 
Sif^Aifct"**  They  (the  husband 
i^r^^  *^d     wife)      could 

contract  to^rether  to 
perform  the  services  rendered  de- 
ceased as  averred  in  the  complaint, 
and  thereby  make  themselves  part- 
ners ;  and,  if  they  jointly  contracted 
with  each  other  to  render  the  serv- 
ices, and  if  they  rendered  them  as 
contracted,  then  each  would  be  a 
_    ^,  proper    and    neces- 

kubuiii  mnd  sary  party  plaintiff 
wife-pmrtner-      jq     recover     uudor 


their  express  or  im- 
plied contract,  jointly  made  with 
the  deceased,  as  averred  in  the  com- 
plaint. Schlapback  v.  Long,  90  Ala. 
625,  8  So.  113;  Code  1907,  §§  4492, 
4497,  4487;  Belser  v.  Tuscumbia 
Bkg.  Co.  105  Ala.  517,  17  So.  40; 
Compton  V.  Smith,  120  Ala.  233,  25 
So.  300. 

There  are  three  assignments  of 
error,  but  in  fact  there  is  practical- 
ly one.  They  are  refusing,  at  re- 
quest of  defendant,  by  the  court  to 
give  these  written  charges : 

"If  you  believe  the  evidence,  you 
cannot  find  for  the  plaintiffs  under 
either  count  of  the  complaint  in  this 
case." 

"If  the  jury  believe  the  evidence 


in  this  case,  the  verdict  should  be 
for  the  defendant.'' 

And  the  third  assignment  of  er- 
ror i&  in  overruling  appellant's  mo- 
tion lor  a  new  trial.  This  motion  is 
based  on  refusal  of  the  court  to  give 
those  written  charges,  and  that  the 
verdict  was  contrary  to  the  evidence 
and  the  law. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not 
purport  to  contain  or  state  it  is  all, 
or  in  substance  all,  of  the  evidence 
in  the  case.  It  sets  out  certain  evi- 
dence, but  there  is  no  express  state- 
ment that  all  of  the  evidence  or  the 
substance  thereof  is  contained 
therein.  This  being  the  condition 
of  the  record  on  the  evidence,  the 
court  will  presume  there  was  other 
evidence  sufficient  before  the  court 

to  warrant  its  rul- 


;r'?;^=^tion  ••    ing  in  refusing  the 
toeTide»ee.         general    affirmative 

charges  and  in  overruling  the  mo- 
tion for  new  trial.  Griggs  v.  State, 
58  Ala.  425,  29  Am.  Rep.  762 ;  Hood 
V.  Pioneer  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  95  Ala. 
461, 11  So.  10.  Therefore  we  decide 
the  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to 
give  those  written  charges,  and  in 
overruling  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial. 
Affirmed. 

Anderson,  Ch.  J.,  and  Sayre  and 
Gardner,  JJ.,  concur. 


ANNOTATION. 
Validity  of  partnerthip  agreement  between  husband  and  wife. 


I.  In  absence  of  statute,  1304. 
II.  Under  statute: 

a.  View   that  agreement  is  valid, 

1305. 

b.  View  that  agreement  is  invalid, 

1312. 

r.  In  absence  of  statute. 

At  common  law  the  legal  exist- 
ence of  the  wife  was  so  far  merged 
in  that  of  the  husband  that  they 
could  not  contract  with  each  other, 
hence  all  partnership  agreements  be- 
tween them  were  prima  facie  in- 
valid. De  Graum  v.  Jones  (1887) 
23  Fla.  83,  6  So.  925;  Brown  v. 
Jewett    (1846)    18  N.   H.  230;   Wal- 


lace V.  Finberg  (1876)  46  Tex.  35; 
Brown  &  Co.  v.  Chancellor  (1884) 
61  Tex.  437;  Miller  v.  Marx  (1885) 
65  Tex.  131;  Purdom  v.  Boyd  (1891) 
82  Tex.  130,  17  S.  W.  606.  See  also 
the  cases  cited,  infra,  11.  a. 

In  De  Graum  ▼.  Jones  (Fla.) 
supra,  the  rule  at  common  law  was 
followed  that  it  was  impossible  for 
a  married  woman  to  enter  into  a 
contract  of  partnership,  the  court 
saying:  'To  establish  a  partnership 
between  two  or  more  persons  the 
parties  must  be  capable  of  contract- 
ing to  regulate  the  terms  of  their 
jpint  enterprise,  to  wit,  the  amount 
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of  capital  stock  to  be  furnished  and 
the  services  to  be  performed  by  each 
partner;  the  business  in  which  said 
partners  are  to  engage,  and  the 
length  of  time  it  is  to  last.  These 
are  all  obligations  of  a  purely  per- 
sonal character.  When  one  of  the 
parties  is  without  the  legal  capacity 
to  assume  these  obligations,  as  a 
married  woman  is,  there  can  be  no 
legally  existing  partnership  between 
them.  She  has  no  separate  legal 
existence,  her  husband  and  she  being 
in  contemplation  of  law  but  one 
person.  Smith,  Contr.  817,  318;  2 
Story,  £q.  Jur.  §  1367.  To  make  an 
agreement  of  partnership  requires  a 
contracting  capacity  which  is  not 
possessed  by  a  married  woman." 

In  Brown  v.  Jewett  (1846)  18 
N.  H.  230,  it  appeared  that  one  of 
the  members  of  the  defendant  part* 
nership  was  a  married  woman.  It 
was  held  that  her  coverture  at  the 
time  of  making  the  promise  was  a 
bar  to  the  action,  and  recovery  could 
not  be  had  against  her. 

In  Wallace  v.  Finberg  (1876)  46 
Tex.  35,  it  was  held  that  a  husband 
and  wife  could  not  make  a  partner- 
ship agreement,  and  that  debts  in- 
curred under  such  an  agreement 
were  void  as  to  the  wife.  The  court 
said:  "If  the  husband  should  use 
the  separate  property  of  the  wife  in 
carrying  on  a  mercantile  buadness, 
it  does  not  render  her  liable  as  a 
partner  in  the  purchase  of  goods 
made  to  continue  the  enterprise; 
and,  notwithstanding  the  husband 
and  wife  may  assume  to  act  as 
mercantile  partners  in  trade,  and  the 
merchants  with  whom  they  deal  in 
the  purchase  of  goods  may  so 
recognize  them  in  their  dealings,  and 
the  attorneys  who  bring  suits  upon 
contracts  made  by  them  in  such  deal- 
ings may  bring  or  defend  suits 
against  them  substantially  as  part- 
ners or  joint  obligors, — it  is  the 
duty  of  the  courts,  in  adjudicating 
their  liabilities,  to  repudiate  the 
existence  of  such  a  relation  between 
man  and  wife  in  this  state;  for 
surely  the  marital  relation  has  be- 
come sufficiently  complicated  already 


without  adding  that  of  mercantile 
partnership  or  anything  like  it." 

In  Miller  v.  Marx  (1885)  65  Tex. 
131,  a  wife  who  had  attempted  to 
enter  into  a  partnership  was  joined 
in  an  action  on  a  debt  contracted 
by  the  firm.  The  court  held  that 
a  married  woman  could  not  become 
a  partner  in  business,  either  with 
her  husband  or  anyone  else. 

In  Purdom  v.  Boyd  (Tex.)  supra, 
the  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  Wallace 
and  Miller  Cases  (Tex*)  supra,  was 
followed. 

In    Brown    &    Co.    v.    Chancellor 

(1884)  61  Tex.  437,  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant  White  was  a  married 
woman  who,  prior  to  her  marriage, 
had  engaged  in  a  partnership  agree- 
ment with  the  codefendant,  and  such 
partnership  was  continued  after  her 
marriage  to  him.  Subsequently  to 
her  marriage,  the  debt  in  question 
was  contracted.  The  court  held 
that  the  partnership  agreement  was 
dissolved  by  the  defendant's  mar- 
riage, and  subsequent  to  her  mar- 
riage she  could  not  enter  into  a 
partnership  with  her  husband  or 
another  by  which  she  could  be 
bound. 

n.  Vnder  ttattUe. 

a.  View  that  agreement  to  valid. 

In  practically  every  state,  legisla- 
tion has  been  enacted  enlarging  the 
rights  of  married  women,  but  the 
construction  placed  on  these  stat- 
utes by  the  courts  of  the  various 
states  is  not  uniform.  In  some 
jurisdictions  it  has  been  held  that 
enabling  statutes  passed  by  the 
legislature  confer  on  a  married 
woman  the  right  to  enter  into  a 
partnership  agreement  with  her 
husband. 

United  States.  —  Re  Kinkead 
(1873)  3  Biss.  405,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7824  (Illinois  statute);  Bernard  & 
li.  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Packard  &  Calvin 
(1894)  12  C.  C.  A.  123,  28  U.  S.  App. 
84,  64  Fed.  309. 

Alabama.  —  Leinkauff  v.  Frenkle 

(1885)  80  Ala.  136  (Pennsylvania 
statute);  Schlapback  v.  Long  (1890) 
90  Ala.  625,  8  So.  113;  Belser  v. 
Tuscumbia  Bkg.  Ck).  (1894)  105  Ala. 
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514, 17  So.  40;  Margruh  ▼.  SMITH  (re- 
ported herewith)  ante,  1303. 

Georgia.  —  Butler  v.  Frank  (1910) 
7  Ga.  App.  655,  67  S.  E.  884; 
Schofield  V.  Jones  (1890)  85  6a. 
816,  11  S.  E.  1082;  Burney  v. 
Savannah  Grocery  Co.  (1896)  98  Ga. 
711,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  842,  25  S.  E. 
915;  Ellis  v.  Mills  (1896)  99  Ga.  490, 
27  S.  E.  740;  Vizard  v.  Moody  (1904) 
119  Ga.  918,  47  S.  E.  348;  Morrison 
V.  Dickey  (1905)  122  Ga.  353,  69 
L.R.A.  87,  50  S.  E.  178. 

Illinois.  —  Heyman  v.  Hejrman 
(1904)  210  111.  524,  71  N.  E.  591, 
affirming  (1903)  110  111.  App.  87. 

Indiana.  —  Anderson  v.  Citizens 
Nat.  Bank  (1906)  38  Ind.  App.  190, 
76  N.  E.  811.  Compare  Montgomery 
▼.  Sprankle  (1869)  31  Ind.  113  (be- 
fore statute)  and  Haas  v.  Shaw 
(1883)  91  Ind.  384,  46  Am.  Rep.  607 
(under  early  statute). 

Iowa.  —  Hoaglin  ▼.  Henderson 
(1903)  119  Iowa,  720,  61  L.R.A.  756, 
97  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  94  N.  W.  247. 
Stewart  v.  Todd  (reported  herewith) 
ante,  1272. 

Kentucky.  —  Louisville  A  N.  R. 
Co.  ▼.  Alexander  (1894)  16  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  306,  27  S.  W.  981. 

Mississippi.  —  Toof  r.  Brewer 
(1888)  96  Miss.  19,  3  So.  571;  Jones 
V.  Jones  (1911)  99  Miss.  600,  55  So. 
361.  Compare  Howard  v.  Stephens 
(1876)  52  Miss.  239. 

Missouri.  —  Dunifer  v.  Jecko 
(1885)  87  Mo.  282. 

New  York.  —  Zimmerman  y. 
Erhard  (1879)  8  Daly,  311,  affirmed 
in  (1880)  83  N.  Y.  74,  38  Am.  Rep. 
396;  Suau  v.  Caffe  (1890)  122  N.  Y. 
308,  9  L.R.A.  593,  25  N.  E.  488; 
Graff  V.  Kinney  (1885)  15  Abb.  N. 
C.  397,  1  How.  Pr.  N.  S.  59,  affirmed 
in   (1885)  37  Hun,  405. 

Vermont.  —  Lane  v.  Bishop  (1893) 
65  Vt.  575,  27  Atl.  499. 

In  the  case  of  Re  Kinkead  (U.  S.) 
supra,  it  appeared  that  the  re- 
lator and  her  husband  engaged  in 
business  as  partners.  By  an  act  of 
the  legislature  in  Illinois  passed  in 
1861,  full  control  was  given  to  a 
married  woman  of  all  real  and  per- 
sonal property  owned  by  her  at  the 
time   of   her   marriage   or   acquired 


during  coverture.  The  court 
after  considering  these  statutes: 
'In  other  words,  she  may  become  a 
partner  with  another  person,  and 
why  not  with  her  husband?  I  can 
see  nothing  in  the  relation  of  hus- 
band and  wife  which  would  prevent 
the  wife  from  being  her  husband's 
partner  in  business  if  she  could  be 
a  partner  with  any  other  person. 
The  logical  effect  of  the  statutes 
and  decisions  thereon  in  this  state 
tend  inevitably  to  this  conclusion, 
and  I  can  see  no  sound  reason  for 
stopping  short  of  that  point.  I  con- 
clude, therefore,  that  Mrs.  Kinkead 
could  be  and  was  a  member  of  the 
firm  of  Kinkead  &  Company,  and 
that  it  was  a  valid  partnership  at 
the  time  it  was  adjudged  bankrupt." 

In  Bernard  A  L.  Mfg.  Go.  v. 
Packard  (Fed.)  supra,  it  appeared 
that  a  limited  partnership  was 
formed  by  two  married  women  and 
their  respective  husbands.  The 
court  held  that  such  a  partnership 
was  valid  and  the  firm  was  liable 
for  debts   it  had  incurred. 

In  LeinkaufF  v.  Frenkle  (Ala.) 
supra,  creditors  sought  to  set  aside 
as  fraudulent  a  conveyance  of  per- 
sonal property  made  to  the  defend- 
ant by  the  firm  of  Myer  A  Company. 
The  complainants  urged  that  the 
firm  of  Myer  &  Company,  being  com- 
posed of  husband  and  wife,  was  in- 
capable of  making  a  valid  contract. 
The  court  held  that  it  was  no  de- 
fense that  one  of  the  partners  was 
a  married  woman  at  the  time  the 
liability  was  incurred,  as  the  stat* 
ute  gave  a  married  woman  the 
power  to  engage  in  trade  or  busi- 
ness on  her  separate  account,  and 
therefore  she  could  become  a 
partner  with   another. 

In  Schlapback  v.  Long  (1890)  90 
Ala.  525,  8  So.  113,  it  appeared  that 
the  defendants  were  husband  and 
wife  and  engaged  in  the  hotel  busi- 
ness as  partners,  they  were  sued  by 
the  plaintiff  for  goods  furnished  to 
the  partnership.  The  court  held  that 
the  partnership  was  liable,  as,  un- 
der statutory  provisions,  the  wife 
was  expressly  authorized  to  engage 
in    trade    on    her    separate    account 
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and  may  become  a  partner  with  an- 
other person,  the  court  adding:  "As 
modified  by  statute,  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  which  prevents  them  from  con- 
tracting to  enter  into  partnership 
and  constituting  a  firm." 

In  Belser  v.  Tuscumbia  Bkg.  Co. 
(1894)  105  Ala.  514,  17  So.  40,  the 
court  held  that  the  rule  at  conmion 
law,  that  husband  and  wife  were  in- 
capable of  contracting  with  each 
other,  did  not  prevail  in  Alabama,  as 
the  statute  expressly  authorized 
husband  and  wife  to  contract  with 
each  other.  In  that  case  a  deed  of 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors  of  the  partnership,  com- 
posed of  husband  and  wife,  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  wife  in  the  firm  name. 
A  creditor  whose  debt  was  included 
in  the  assignment  attempted  to  ob- 
tain priority  by  garnishment.  The 
court  held  that,  the  partnership 
agreement  being  valid,  the  suit  for 
garnishment  should  be  dismissed. 

In  Butler  v.  Frank  (6a.)  supra, 
it  was  held  that  it  is  possible  for  a 
married  woman  to  enter  into  a  part- 
nership agreement  with  her  hus- 
band, and  such  agreement  is  valid 
if  the  contract  is  not  entered  into 
for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  law. 
By  enabling  statutes  enacted  at 
different  times,  married  women  have 
been  given  the  power  to  enter  into 
contractual  relations  the  same  as  a 
feme  sole,  with  certain  restrictions 
but  none  of  these  restrictions 
refer  to  partnership  agreements, 
so  a  married  woman  is  free  to  as- 
sume such  obligations. 

In  Burney  v.  Savannah  Grocery 
Co.  (1896)  98  6a.  711,  58  Am.  St. 
Rep.  342,  25  S.  E.  915,  it  appeared 
that  a  husband  and  wife  entered 
into  a  partnership  agreement.  The 
firm  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for 
goods  purchased,  and  suit  was 
brought.  The  wife  defended  on  the 
ground  that  she  could  not  be  a  part- 
ner with  her  husband.  The  court 
ruled  against  this  contention  and 
held  the  wife  liable,  saying:  "Aft- 
er a  careful  examination  of  all  our 
statutes  and  many  decisions,  we 
have    reached    the    conclusion    that 


there  is  no  law  or  public  policy  in 
Georgia  which  forbids  such  a  part- 
nership, provided,  always,  it  is  bona 
fide  and  actual,  and  not  merely  color- 
able. An  alleged  partnership  can- 
not be  used  as  a  mere  device  for 
rendering  the  wife  liable  for,  or 
subjecting  her  property  to  the  pay- 
ment of,  debts  of  her  husband.  But 
if  they  really  engage  in  a  business 
as  actual  partners,  we  see  no  reason 
why  the  partnership  should  not  be 
regarded  as  a  lawful  one.  The 
'Woman's  Law'  of  1866  went  far  to- 
wards the  emancipation  of  married 
women.  The  only  restrictions  left 
upon  their  power  to  contract  were 
designed  for  their  protection  and 
benefit.  In  all  cases  where  these 
restrictions  do  not  apply,  they  are 
as  free  to  contract  as  men;  and  no 
one  of  these  restrictions,  so  far  as 
we  have  been  able  to  ascertain,  pre- 
vents a  married  woman  from  engag- 
ing in  a  partnership  business  either 
with  her  husband  or  with  another." 

See  Ellis  v.  Mills  (1896)  99  6a. 
490,  27  S.  E.  740,  wherein  the  rule 
laid  down  in  the  Burney  Case  (6a.) 
supra,  was  followed. 

In  Schofield  v.  Jones  (1890)  85 
6a.  816,  11  S.  E.  1032,  it  appeared 
that  a  husband  and  wife  entered  in- 
to a  partnership  agreement  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  a  hotel,  and 
gave  their  joint  obligation  therefor. 
It  was  held  that  the  wife  was  liable 
under  such  agreement,  as  the  stat- 
ute of  Georgia  gave  her  the  same 
power  to  contract  as  a  feme  sole. 
The  court  said:  "Moreover,  there  is 
nothing  contrary  to  public  policy  in 
allowing  husband  and  wife  to  unite 
their  joint  credit  in  procuring  the 
means  of  supplying  joint  resources 
in  the  shape  of  a  home,  or  a  place 
of  business  from  which  to  derive  an 
income  for  the  support  of  the 
family.  Very  often  it  would  con- 
tribute to  the  well-being  and  pros- 
perity of  both,  and  to  the  permanent 
good  of  the  family.  No  doubt  such 
a  power  can  be  abused  and  mis- 
applied, but  this  is  no  reason  for 
not  recognizing  its  existence,  or  why 
the  law  should  not  tolerate  it, 
if  on  the  whole  its  results  are  bene- 
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ficial  rather  than  pernicious.  At  all 
events,  we  think  the  power  exists  at 
present  under  our  law,  and  that  the 
trial  court  erred  in  charging  the 
jury  to  the  contrary." 

In  Vizard  v.  Moody  (1904)  119  Ga. 
918,  47  S.  E.  348,  it  appeared  that 
husband  and  wife  were  members  of 
a  partnership  formed  to  purchase 
property,  and  gave  a  deed  of  trust 
as  security  for  a  sum  due.  In  an 
action  of  ejectment  under  the  deed 
of  trust  it  was  held  that  the  wife 
might  be  a  partner  in  business  with 
her  husband. 

In  Morrison  v.  Dickey  (1905)  122 
Ga.  358,  69  L.R.A.  87,  50  S.  E.  175, 
the  rule  was  declared  to  be  that  a 
partnership  agreement  between  hus- 
band and  wife  was  valid  where  the 
husband  carried  on  a  business  with 
another  and  the  wife  was  an  undis- 
closed partner.  The  wife  made 
a  gift  to  her  husband,  which  he  as- 
signed to  his  partner.  It  was  held 
that  such  assignment  was  valid,  as 
the  gift  by  the  wife  had  been  made 
unconditionally,  and  it  could  be  used 
as  the  husband  wished,  and  the  debt 
so  paid  was  one  which  the  wife 
would  have  been  compelled  to  pay 
in  accounting  of  the  partnership, 
as  she  could  sue  and  be  sued  as  a 
partner. 

In  Heyman  v.  Heyman  (1904)  210 
IIL  524,  71  N.  E.  591,  affirming 
(1903)  110  111.  App.  87,  it  appeared 
that  a  wife  furnished  moneys  for  the 
establishment  of  a  business,  and  her 
husband  carried  on  the  business,  the 
relation  between  them  being  that  of 
partners.  In  an  action  for  an  ac- 
counting the  question  arose  whether 
a  partnership  agreement  between 
husband  and  wife  was  valid.  The 
statute  of  Illinois  gave  a  married 
woman  the  same  rights  as  a  feme 
sole,  save  that  she  may  not  enter  in- 
to or  carry  on  any  partnership  busi- 
ness "except  with  the  consent  of  her 
husband."  The  court,  in  holding 
such  an  agreement  valid,  said:  "It 
thus  appears  that  husband  and  wife 
may  contract  with  each  other  with- 
out restriction,  except  that  the  wife 
may  not  enter  into  or  carry  on  any 
partnership    business    'except    with 


the  consent  of  her  husband.'  The 
plain  inference  is  that  she  may  carry 
on  a  partnership  business,  if  she  has 
the  consent  of  her  husband,  and, 
as  she  may  make  contracts  with  him, 
there  is  no  reason  why  she  may  not 
make  a  partnership  contract  with 
him,  or  a  contract  for  a  partnership 
business  with  him,  where  she  ob- 
tains his  consent  thereto.  The  very 
fact  that  a  partnership  is  formed 
between  husband  and  wife  presup- 
poses that  it  is  done  with  his  con- 
sent. In  the  case  at  bar,  all  the  evi- 
dence upon  the  subject  tends  to 
show  that,  if  there  was  a  partner- 
ship between  appellant  and  appellee, 
it  was  with  the  consent  of  appellant 
There  being  such  consent,  there  is  , 
no  want  of  power,  under  the  stat- 
utes and  decisions  in  this  state,  in 
the  husband  and  wife  to  form  a 
partnership   with   each   other." 

The  rule  of  the  conunon  law  pre- 
venting partnership  agreements  be- 
tween husband  and  wife  prevailed  in 
Indiana  until  1881,  when  a  stat- 
ute was  enacted  which  abolished  all 
legal  disabilities  of  married  women 
to  make  contracts,  with  certain  ex- 
ceptions. In  Anderson  v.  Citizens 
Nat.  Bank  (1906)  38  Ind.  App.  190, 
76  N.  E.  811,  it  appeared  that  a  wife 
obtained  money  from  a  bank  to  carry 
on  a  partnership  business  with  her 
husband.  The  court  held  that  the 
wife  was  liable  for  the  debt  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  she  were  a 
feme  sole,  saying:  "The  statute 
neither  authorizes  a  married  woman 
to  enter  into  a  business  partnership 
with  another  person,  nor  does  it  pro- 
hibit her  from  doing  so.  And  it  is 
held  in  Burk  v.  Piatt  (1882)  88  Ind. 
283,  that  by  Burns's  Anno.  Stat. 
1901,  §  6967,  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  5122, 
coverture  is  no  bar  to  a  married 
woman's  contracting  debts  in  carry- 
ing on  any  business  on  her  separate 
account  or  as  partner  with  another, 
and  that  her  separate  real  estate 
and  personal  property  may  be  levied 
upon  and  sold  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
against  her  and  her  copartner  for 
debts  contracted  in  carrying  on  the 
partnership  business.  See  Conant 
▼.   National  State   Bank    (1889)    121 
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Ind.  823,  22  N.  E.  250.  The  legis- 
lature evidently  contemplated  that 
a  wife  might  form  a  business  part- 
nership, not  only  with  a  third  per- 
son, but  with  her  husband,  as  it  is 
provided  by  §  6967,  supra,  that  a 
husband  shall  not  be  liable  for  any 
debts  contracted  by  his  wife  in 
carrying  on  any  business  on  her 
separate  account,  'or  when  she  is  in 
partnership  with  any  person  other 
than  himself/  ** 

Compare  Montgomery  v.  Sprankle 
(1869)  31  Ind.  118,  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  a  husband  and  wife  en- 
tered into  a  partnership  agreement, 
and  credit  was  extended  to  such 
firm.  The  court  held  that  a  married 
woman  could  not  enter  into  such  an 
agreement,  as  her  contracts  during 
coverture  are  void,  the  rule  of  com- 
mon law  being  applied  that  a  feme 
covert  is  incapable  of  binding  her- 
self by  contract,  and  a  recovery 
against  the  wife  was  denied. 

Compare  also  Haas  v.  Shaw  (1888) 
91  Ind.  384,  46  Am.  Rep.  607,  where« 
in  it  was  sought  to  recover  for  goods 
sold  to  a  partnership  consisting 
of  husband  and  wife.  The  wife  de- 
fended on  the  ground  that  she  was 
a  married  woman  and  could  not 
enter  into  such  an  agreement.  The 
statute  under  consideration  enabled 
a  married  woman  to  bind  herself  by 
her  executory  contracts,  in  connec- 
tion with  her  trade,  business,  labor, 
or  service,  "on  her  sole  and  separate 
account.*'  In  dismissing  the  action 
against  the  wife  the  court  said: 
"Certainly,  there  is  no  sentence, 
clause,  or  section,  from  the  enact- 
ing clause  to  the  final  word  or 
syllable  of  the  above-entitled  Act  of 
March  25,  1879,  which  can  be  said 
by  any  fair  construction  to  author- 
ize a  married  woman  to  bind  her- 
self by  a  contract  of  copartnership 
with  her  husband  or  any  other  per- 
son, or  to  carry  on  any  trade  or 
business,  or  to  perform  any  labor  or 
service  on  the  joint  copartnership." 

In  Hoaglin  v.  Henderson  (1903) 
119  Iowa,  720,  61  L.R.A.  756,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  336,  94  N.  W.  247,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiffs  were  hus- 
band   and    wife,    doing    business    as 


partners.  They  brought  the  action 
for  the  wrongful  retention  of  a 
draft  forwarded  to  the  defendants 
for  merchandise  which  was  never  de- 
livered. The  provisions  of  the  Iowa 
Code  (§§  3158,  3164)  give  to  mar- 
ried women  the  right  to  acquire, 
own,  and  dispose  of  property  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  their  husbands  may  do.  The 
court,  commenting  on  these  sections, 
said:  "These  unquestioned  powers 
of  a  married  woman  in  this  state  to 
deal  with  her  husband  would  seem 
to  cover  all  the  powers  and  liabili- 
ties involved  in  entering  into  or 
continuing  the  relation  of  part- 
ner with  her  husband.  The  essen- 
tial characteristics  of  a  partnership 
seem  to  be  joint  ownership  of  prop- 
erty, and  authority  of  each  partner 
to  bind  the  other  by  his  acts  with 
reference  to  the  partnership  prop- 
erty, and  also  to  impose  upon  the 
other  partnership  liability.  As  these 
relations  may  be  separately  sus- 
tained between  husband  and  wife, 
we  see  no  reason  why  they  may  not 
be  collectively  created  by  entering 
into  and  carrying  on  the  relation 
involved  in  the  formation  of  the  en- 
tity known  as  a  partnership.*' 

In  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Alexander  (1894)  16  Ky.  L.  Rep.  306, 
27  S.  W.  981,  it  was  held  that  a  stat- 
ute empowering  a  feme  covert  to 
trade  in  the  same  manner  as  a  feme 
sole  empowered  her  to  enter  into  a 
partnership  with  her  husband.  The 
court  said:  "We  perceive  no  reason 
why  she  may  not  become  a  joint 
obligor  with  her  husband.  She  can- 
not say  to  the  world,  'I  am  interested 
in  this  business  venture  with  my  hus- 
band, and  my  property  is  therefore 
pledged  to  the  pajnnent  of  partner- 
ship debts,'  and  then  escape  liability 
on  the  plea  that  the  peace  and  quiet 
of  domestic  life  render  it  impolitic 
for  husbands  and  wives  to  form  such 
business  relations.  These  considera- 
tions cannot  be  allowed  to  affect 
strangers,  and  the  property  rights  of 
the  parties   are   not  here  involved." 

In  Toof  V.  Brewer  (1888)  96  Miss. 
19,  3  So.  571,  it  appeared  that  husband 
and    wife    owned    and    operated    a! 
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plantation  in  Arkansas  as  partners. 
A  debt  was  contracted  there,  and  was 
sued  on  in  Mississippi.  The  wife  de- 
fended on  the  ground  that  she  did  not 
have  capacity  to  enter  into  a  partner- 
ship contract.  It  was  held  that  un- 
der the  laws  of  Arkansas  she  could 
enter  into  such  a  contract,  and  her 
personal  estate  would  be  liable  there- 
for in  Mississippi.  The  court  said: 
"We  find  it  difficult  to  conceive  of 
any  public  policy  that  would  prevent 
the  formation  of  a  partnership  be- 
tween husband  and  wife  in  a  state  in 
which  her  individuality  is  so  com- 
pletely provided  for  as  to  her  deal- 
ings with  others.  If  she  may  engage 
in  trade,  and,  as  an  incident  thereto, 
may  enter  into  partnership  with 
others,  why  may  she  not  form  that 
relation  with  her  husband?  If  it  be 
said,  as  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Massachusetts,  that  the  power  is  not 
expressly  conferred,  the  reply  is  that 
neither  is  it  as  to  third  persons;  and 
yet  it  is  held  that  with  such  third 
persons  she  may  make  such  con« 
tract.  The  power  springs  as  an 
incident  from  the  recognition  by  laW 
of  her  separate  existence,  and  from 
the  capacity  given  her  to  engage  in 
trade.  A  married  woman  could  not 
at  common  law  contract  either  with 
her  husband  or  a  third  person,  for 
her  existence  apart  from  his  was  not 
recognized.  He  and  she  were  by  that 
law  one,  and  he  was  that  one.  But 
by  the  statute  her  individuality  is 
preserved.  She  is  one,  and  the  hus- 
band is  one.  Each  has  the  capacity 
to  contract.  Both  may  desire  to  con- 
tract. Partnership  is  a  lawful  sub- 
ject-matter of  contract,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  law  which,  either 
expressly  or  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, forbids  them  from  contract* 
ing.  If  we  reflect  upon  the  extent  of 
the  changes  wrought  by  the  Constitu- 
tion and  statutes,  that  they  withdraw 
from  the  husband  the  ownership, 
control,  disposition,  and  enjoyment 
of  the  wife's  estate;  that  the  same  are 
secured  to  her  as  though  she  were 
a  feme  sole;  that  the  right  to  her 
personal  services,  and  the  fruits  of 
her  labor,  are  denied  to  him,  and 
given  to  her;  that  her  will  is  freed 


from  the  dominion  of  his  as  to  all 
property  rights;  that  she  may,  with- 
out his  consent,  enter  into  the  closest 
business  relations  with  third  persons, 
— and  if  we  add  to  this  the 
declaration  of  the  statute  that  the 
changes  it  has  wrought  shall  not  be 
restrained  by  the  rule  of  construction 
that  is  ordinarily  applied  to  statutes 
in  derogation  of  the  common  law, — 
there  seems  to  be  but  little  force  in 
the  suggestion  that  by  implication  a 
disability  as  to  business  transactions 
and  contracts,  springing  from  the 
common-law  notion  of  the  unity  of  the 
husband  and  wife,  still  obtains." 

In  Jones  v.  Jones  (1911)  99  Mifls. 
600,  55  So.  361,  it  appeared  that  a 
partnership  was  carried  on  by  hus- 
band and  wife.  The  husband,  prior 
to  his  marriage,  had  been  the  man- 
ager of  his  wife's  plantation.  Fol- 
lowing their  marriage  they  entered 
into  a  partnership  agreement.  In  an 
action  by  the  wife  for  an  account- 
ing, it  was  held  that,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Mississippi  statute,  a 
married  woman  may  lawfully  enter 
into  a  partnership  with  her  husband, 
as  such  statute  removes  all  the  disa- 
bilities -of  coverture  and  a  married 
woman  may  contract  as  if  she  were 
sole. 

Compare  Howard  v.  Stephens 
(1876)  52  Miss.  239,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  a  statute  giving  a  married 
woman  power  to  contract  in  respect 
to  her  separate  property  did  not 
enable  her  to  enter  into  a  partner- 
ship agreement  with  her  husband  or 
another,  and  she  was  not  liable  for 
firm  debts. 

In  Dunifer  v.  Jecko  (1885)  87  Mo. 
282,  it  appeared  that  husband  and 
wife  carried  on  a  newspaper  business 
under  a  partnership  agreement,  and 
instituted  this  action  to  recover  a 
debt  due  the  firm.  The  defendants 
claimed  a  misjoinder  of  parties,  con- 
tending that  a  wife  could  not  enter 
into  such  an  agreement  with  her  hus^ 
band.  The  court  held  that  while 
such  rule  existed  at  common  law  it 
had  been  abrogated  by  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  property  coming  into  her 
possession  during  coverture  shall  be 
and  remain  her  separate  property  and 
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under  her  sole  control,  and  the  stat- 
ute gave  her  the  power  to  contract 
with  her  husband. 

In  Zimmerman  v.  Erhard  (1879)  8 
Daly  (N.  Y.)  311,  affirmed  in  (1880) 
83  N.  Y.  74,  38  Am.  Rep.  396,  the  rule 
was  established  that  a  husband  and 
wife  could  contract  with  each  other 
and  therefore  they  could  enter  into 
a  partnership  agreement.  The  court 
said:  "It  seems  evident  from  the 
above  adjudications  that  a  married 
woman  is  invested,  by  the  logical 
effect  of  our  legislation,  in  regard  to 
her  separate  estate  and  business, 
with  all  the  attributes  and  powers  of 
a  feme  sole,  and,  so  being,  any  con- 
tract made  by  her  relative  thereto  is 
valid,  including  a  coi>artner8hip 
agreement  with  her  husband."  The 
enabling  statute  as  passed  by  the 
legislature  gave  a  married  woman 
power  to  carry  on  business  "on  her 
sole  and  separate  account.''  This  was 
construed  to  refer  to  her  marital 
status,  and  not  intended  to  restrict 
her  business  ventures  in  which  she 
alone  would  be  interested. 

In  Fairlee  v.  Bloomingdale  (1884) 
14  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  341,  it  appeared 
that  a  husband  and  his  wife  had 
entered  into  a  partnership  agreement 
and  had  executed  the  note  in  suit. 
It  was  held  that  a  husband  could  not 
enter  into  a  partnership  agreement 
with  his  wife.  The  court,  in  com- 
menting on  the  Zimmerman  Case 
(N.  YO  supra,  held  that  the  reason- 
ing and  conclusion  that  such  a  part^ 
nership  was  valid  were  erroneous,  and 
such  a  rule  did  not  exist.  This  case 
was  reversed  on  appeal  on  another 
ground,  in  (1885)  38  Hun,  220,  the 
court  remarking,  however,  that  were 
it  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the 
case  they  should  probably  agree  with 
the  doctrine  of  Zimmerman  v.  Erhard 
(1879)  58  How.  Pr.  (N,  Y.)  11,  and 
Graff  V.  Kinney  (N.  Y.)  infra,  hold- 
ing that  a  husband  and  wife  may 
form  a  partnership. 

In  Graff  v.  Kinney  (1885)  15  Abb. 
N.  C.  (N,  Y.)  397,  1  How.  Pr.  N.  S. 
59,  affirmed  in  (1886)  37  Hun,  405,  it 
was  held  that  a  woman  might  enter 
into  a  partnership  agreement  with 
her  husband,  and  the  opinion  in  the 


Fairlee  Case,  supra,  was  disapproved 
and  overruled.  The  statutes  gave  » 
married  woman  the  power  "to  carry 
on  any  trade  or  business,"  and  this 
was  construed  to  give  a  married 
woman  the  power  to  enter  into  such 
a  partnership  agreement. 

In  Jacquin  v.  Jacquin  (1885)  15 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  408,  note,  it  ap- 
peared that  a  husband  and  his  wife 
had  entered  into  a  partnership 
agreement  before  marriage,  and  such 
relation  was  continued  after  mar- 
riage. In  an  action  for  an  account- 
ing it  was  held  that  the  enabling 
statutes  had  not  given  a  married 
woman  the  power  to  enter  into  a 
partnership  with  her  husband,  and 
no  such  right  was  implied. 

In  Noel  V.  Kinney  (1887)  106  N.  Y. 
74,  60  Am.  Rep.  423,  12  N.  E.  351, 
it  appeared  that  a  wife  authorized 
her  husband  to  contract  for  fixtures 
to  be  placed  in  houses  belonging  to 
her,  and  the  note  sued  upon  was 
given  plaintiff  under  the  name 
of  J.  P.  Kinney  ft  Company,  for  such 
fixtures.  It  was  held  that  the  wife 
was  liable  for  the  debt  contracted, 
even  though  a  form  of  partnership 
existed.  The  court  expressly  stated, 
however,  that  they  did  not  decide  the 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  part- 
nership agreement. 

In  Kaufman  v.  Schoeffel  (1885)  37 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  140,  it  was  held  that  un- 
der the  statute  enabling  a  married 
woman  to  enter  into  contracts,  she 
could  not  enter  into  a  partnership 
agreement  with  her  husband.  The 
enabling  Statute  of  1860  gives  mar- 
ried women  the  power  to  "carry  on 
any  trade  or  business  and  periderm 
any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and 
separate  account."  The  court  here 
construed  the  words  "sole  and  sepa- 
rate account"  to  refer  back  to  "carry 
on  any  trade  or  business,"  and  there- 
fore a  partnership  agreement  was 
invalid. 

In  Hendricks  v.  Isaacs  (1889)  117 
N,  Y.  411,  6  L.R.A.  559,  15  Am.  St. 
Rep.  524,  22  N.  E.  1029,  it  appeared 
that  a  husband  made  advances  to 
his  wife  upon  her  written  promise 
to  reimburse  him,  such  writings  be* 
Ing  the   subject  of  this   action.     It 
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was  held  that  the  contract  was  void 
at  law,  as  the  common-law  doctrine 
that  husband  and  wife  could  not 
contract  had  never  been  abrogated  by 
statute.  The  court  said:  ''She  may 
enter  into  contracts  with  third  per- 
sons for  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
property  .  .  .  enforceable  in  a 
legal  action  to  the  same  extent  as 
though  she  was  a  feme  sole.  But  the 
disability  to  deal  with  her  husband, 
or  to  make  a  binding  contract  with 
him,  remains  unchanged." 

In  Suau  V.  Caffe  (1890)  122  N.  Y. 
308,  9  L.R.A.  593,  25  N.  E.  488,  the 
rule  established  in  the  Zimmerman 
Case  (N.  Y.)  supra,  to  the  effect 
that  married  women  may  enter  into 
partnership  agreements  with  their 
husbands,  was  followed  and  the 
Hendricks  Case  (N.  Y.)  supra,  was 
overruled.  The  court  said:  ''But 
a  single  question  is  involved  in  this 
appeal,  which  is  whether  a  married 
woman  who  contracts  a  debt  with  her 
husband  in  a  business  carried  on  for 
their  joint  benefit  can  avoid  liability 
for  it  on  the  ground  of  coverture. 
The  second  section  of  chapter  90  of 
the  Laws  of  1800  provides  that  'a 
married  woman  may  .  .  .  carry 
on  any  trade  or  business  ...  on 
her  sole  and  separate  account.'  It 
is  urged  that  this  language  is  not 
broad  enough  to  authorize  married 
women  to  engage  in  business  as 
partners  or  jointly  with  others,  or  at 
least  with  their  husbands,  but  that 
the  statute  simply  confers  power  on 
them  to  contract  by  themselves  and 
apart  from  others.  This  construction 
is  too  narrow  and  fails  to  express  the 
evident  intent  of  the  legislature, 
which  was  not  to  prescribe  the  mode 
in  which  married  women  should  carry 
on  their  business,  but  to  free  them 
from  the  restraints  of  the  common 
law  and  permit  them  to  engage  in 
business  in  their  own  behalf  as  free 
from  the  control  of  their  husbands 
as  though  unmarried.  Before  this 
statute,  the  profits  of  their  business 
belonged  to  their  husbands,  and  the 
words  'sole  and  separate  account* 
were  intended  to  convey  the  idea  that 
the  beneficial  interest  of  any  business 
in  which  they  might  engage  belonged 


to  them,  and  not  to  their  husbands." 
In  Lane  v.  Bishop  (1893)  65  Vt 
575,  27  Atl.  499,  it  appeared  that  the 
defendants  were  husband  and  wife 
doing  business  under  a  partnership 
agreement,  and  were  sued  therein  for 
a  partnership  debt.  The  statute 
granting  powers  to  married  women 
to  contract  provided  as  follows:  "A 
married  woman  may  make  contracts 
with  any  person  other  than  her  hus- 
band, and  bind  herself  and  her 
separate  property  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  she  was  unmarried,  and 
may  sue  and  be  sued  as  to  all  such 
contracts  made  by  her,  either  before 
or  after  coverture,  without  her  hus- 
band being  joined  in  the  action  as 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  and  execution 
may  issue  against  her  and  be  levied 
on  her  sole  and  separate  goods,  chat- 
tels, and  estate.''  The  court  held 
that  under  this  statute  a  partnership 
agreement  entered  into  between  hus« 
band  and  wife  was  valid,  and  the 
wife  was  liable  for  the  firm  debts. 

b.  View  that  QoreemmKt  to  invdUd, 

In  the  following  jurisdictions  the 
view  has  been  taken  that  a  married 
woman  has  not  the  power  under  a 
married  woman's  separate  property 
act  to  enter  into  a  partnership  agree* 
ment  with  her  husband,  and  that 
such  agreements  when  made  are  in« 
valid. 

Arkansas.  —  Gilkerson-SIoss  Com- 
mission Co.  T.  Salinger  (1892)  56 
Ark.  294,  16  L.R.A.  526,  85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  105,  19  S.  W.  747. 

Connecticut.  —  Barlow  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Parsons  (1901)  73  Conn.  696,  49  Atl. 
205. 

District  of  Colombia.  —  Norwood 
V.  Francis  (1905)  25  App.  D.  C.  463, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  865. 

Louisiana.  —  Squire  t.  Belden 
(1831)  2  La.  268. 

Maryland.  —  Bradstreet  v.  Baer 
(1874)  41  Md.  19;  Mayer  v.  Soyster 
(1869)  30  Md.  402. 

Massachusetts.  —  Lord  v.  Parker 
(1861)  3  Allen,  127;  Edwards  v. 
Stevens  (1862)  3  Allen,  315;  Bowker 
V.  Bradford  (1886)  140  Mass.  521,  5 
N.  E.  480;  Voss  v.  Sylvester  (1909) 
208  Mass.  238,  89  N.  B.  241. 
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Michigan.  —  Artmaa  v.  Ferguson 
(1888)  73  Mich.  146»  2  L.R.A.  343,  16 
Am.  St.  Rep.  672,  40  N.  W.  907; 
Speier  v.  Opfer  (1888)  73  Mich.  35, 
2  L.R.A.  345,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  556» 
40  N.  W.  909. 

Ohio.— Payne  v.  Thompson  (1886) 
44  Ohio  St.  192,  5  N.  E.  654. 

South  Carolina.  —  Gwynn  v. 
Gwynn  (1887)  27  S.  C.  525,  4  S.  E.  229. 

Washington*  —  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Hayden  (1892)  4  Wash.  263, 16  L.R.A. 
530,  31  Am.  St  Rep.  919,  30  Pac.  87, 
32  Pac.  224. 

West  Virginia.  —  Carey  v.  Burruss 
(1882)  20  W.  Va.  571,  43  Am.  Rep. 
790. 

Wisconsin.  —  Fuller  ft  F.  Co.  v. 
McHenry  (1892)  83  Wis.  573,  18 
L.R.A.  512,  53  N.  W.  896. 

In  Gilkerson-Sloss  Commission  Co. 
V.  Salinger  (Ark.)  supra,  it  appeared 
that  credit  was  given  to  a  firm  con- 
sisting of  husband  and  wife,  and,  the 
latter  being  the  sole  survivor  of  the 
partnership,  recovery  was  sought 
against  her.  The  statute  of  Arkansas 
18  as  follows:  ''A  married  woman 
may  bargain,  sell,  assign,  and  trans* 
fer  her  separate  personal  property, 
and  carry  on  any  trade  or  business, 
and  perform  any  labor  or  services 
on  her  sole  and  separate  account; 
and  the  earnings  of  any  married 
woman  from  her  trade,  business, 
labor  or  services,  shall  be  her  sole 
and  separate  property,  and  may  be 
used  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own 
name;  and  she  may  alone  sue  or  be 
sued  in  the  courts  of  this  state, 
on  account  of  the  said  property, 
business  or  services."  It  was  held 
that  under  the  statute  a  wife  could 
not  contract  with  her  husband, 
and  therefore  the  partnership  agree- 
ment was  invalid.  The  court  said: 
"In  view  of  the  legal  unity  and 
identity  of  husband  and  wife  at  com- 
mon law,  and  the  wife's  incapacity  to 
sue  the  husband  at  law,  and  the  rul- 
ings of  our  court  upon  the  incapacity 
of  the  wife  to  contract  with  her 
husband,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  wife,  under  our  statute,  cannot 
form  a  partnership  with  her  hus- 
band. As  the  credit  in  this  case  was 
given  to  the  firm  of  which  she  could 
20  A.L.R.— 83. 


not  be  a  member,  and  as  she  is  sued 
as  surviving  partner  of  that  firm, 
there  can  be  no  recovery  against  her 
in  this  action." 

In  Barlow  Bros.  Co.  v.  Parsons 
(Conn*)  supra,  it  was  held  that  a 
wife  was  not  liable  for  debts  con- 
tracted by  a  partnership  consisting 
of  husband  and  wife.  The  statute 
under  consideration  provided  that  a 
wife,  by  contract,  must  agree  to  ac- 
cept the  provisions  of  the  law  of  that 
date  before  such  provisions  should 
become  applicable  to  her  property 
rights.  The  defendant  wife  gave  her 
husband  permission  to  use  her  name 
in  connection  with  the  private  bank- 
ing house  which,  he  conducted.  The 
action  was  to  recover  for  certain 
deposits  made  by  the  plaintiff  with 
the  banking  house  of  defendant's 
husband  prior  to  his  death.  The 
court  held  that  inasmuch  as  the  wife 
had  failed  to  comply  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute  as  to  accepting 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the 
partnership  agreement  was  invalid 
and  no  liability  attached  to  the  de- 
fendants. 

In  Norwood  v.  Francis  (D.  C.) 
supra,  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  copartner  with  her  husband 
and  others  in  a  savings  bank,  which 
was  an  unincorporated  joint  stock 
company.  The  plaintiff's  testator  de- 
posited money  in  the  bank,  and  on  its 
failure  sued  defendant  as  a  stock- 
holder therein.  It  was  claimed  that 
the  defendant  had  power  to  enter  in- 
to a  partnership  with  her  husband 
under  the  following  statute:  ''That 
any  married  woman  may  carry  on 
any  trade  or  business,  occupation,  or 
profession  by  herself,  or  jointly  with 
others,  and  perform  any  labor  or 
services  on  her  sole  and  separate  ac- 
count; and  the  earnings  of  any  mar- 
ried woman  from  her  trade,  business, 
profession,  occupation,  labor,  or 
services  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  and  may  be  used  and  in- 
vested by  her  in  her  own  name/' 
The  court,  in  holding  that  a  husband 
and  his  wife  could  not  be  members 
of  a  partnership,  said:  "While  the 
tendency  of  legislation  has  been  to 
remove   the    disabilities    of    married 
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ivomen,  we  think,  in  view  of  all  the 
authorities,  that  such  statutes  remov- 
ing such  disabilities  should  not  be 
construed  so  broadly  as  to  permit  a 
partnership  between  husband  and 
wife,  unless  the  statute  expressly 
gives  the  husband  and  wife  power  to 
contract  with  each  other  generally. 
We  therefore  conclude  that  the  ap- 
pellee Anna  M.  Johnson  could  not 
becom'e  a  member  of  a  partnership 
such  as  the  one  in  question." 

In  Squire  v.  Belden  (La.)  supra, 
the  action  was  against  a  firm  con- 
sisting of  father,  husband,  and  wife. 
The  suit  was  dismissed  as  to  the 
wife,  the  court  holding  that  a  wife 
could  not  bind  herself  jointly  with 
her  husband  for  any  debt.  The  court 
distinguished  between  legal  and  com- 
mercial partnerships,  saying,  as  to 
the  former,  that  they  are  void  by 
statute  between  husband  and  wife, 
and  as  to  the  latter  existing  between 
husband  and  wife  the  court  expressed 
a  doubt,  saying:  'Terhaps  a  com- 
mercial partnership  cannot,  in  this 
country,  exist  between  husband  and 
wife,  even  where  there  is  no  com- 
munity of  acquits  and  gains.'' 

In  Bradstreet  v.  Baer  (Md.)  supra, 
it  was  held  that  a  statute  empower- 
ing a  married  woman  to  carry  on  a 
trade  as  a  feme  sole,  with  a  capital 
not  exceeding  $1,000,  and  making  her 
money  and  property,  to  that  extent, 
liable  to  attachment  for  any  claim 
or  debt  incurred  by  her,  was  by  impli- 
cation a  denial  of  the  power  to  carry 
on  business  in  any  other  mode,  and 
that  a  feme  covert  could  not  enter 
into  a  partnership  with  her  husband. 
The  court,  in  discussinir  other  legis- 
lative restrictions,  said:  "She  can- 
not enter  into  any  contract  which  will 
bind  her  at  law,  unless  it  be 
in  writing  and  executed  jointly  with 
her  husband.  In  so  far  as  her 
disabilities  have  not  been  removed  by 
statute,  they  remain  as  at  com- 
mon law.  There  is  no  statute  in 
existence  in  this  state  which  either 
directly,  or  by  implication,  authorizes 
her  to  form  a  copartnership.  The 
contract  of  one  partner  respecting  the 
partnership  business  binds  all  the 
members  of  the  firm,  and  if  a  married 


woman  could  enter  into  a  copartner- 
ship, the  anomaly  would  be  presented 
of  her  being  bound  at  law  by  the 
acts  and  contracts  of  others,  when, 
under  the  statute,  she  cannot  so 
bind  herself  except  by  her  contract 
in  writing,  executed  jointly  with  her 
husband." 

In  Mayer  v.  Soyster  (1869)  SO  Md. 
402,  a  husband  and  wife  were  sued 
as  copartners  on  a  debt  due  plain- 
tiffs. The  court,  in  quashing  the 
attachment,  stated  the  rule  of  law 
applicable  as  follows:  'It.  is  well 
settled  that  a  married  woman  can  in 
no  case  be  sued  upon  a  mere  personal 
contract  made  during  coverture." 

In  Lord  v.  Parker  (1861)  3  Allen 
(Mass.)  127,  it  appeared  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  was  a  copartner  with  her 
husband  and  others.  The  firm  was 
sued  on  two  of  its  promissory  notes, 
and  the  court  held  that  the  feme 
covert  could  not  be  included  as  a 
codefendant,  as  she  did  not  have  the 
power,  under  the  statute,  to  make  a 
partnership  agreement  with  her  hus- 
band. In  construing  the  legislative 
acts  enlarging  the  rights  of  married 
women,  the  court  said:  "Their  lead- 
ing object  is  to  enable  married 
women  to  acquire,  possess,  and  man- 
age property,  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  trustee,  free  from  the  inter- 
ference or  control,  and  without 
liability  for  the  debts,  of  their  hus- 
bands. They  are  in  derogation  of 
the  common  law,  and  certainly  are 
not  to  be  extended  by  construction. 
And  we  cannot  perceive  in  them  any 
intention  to  confer  upon  a  married 
woman  the  power  to  make  any  con- 
tract with  her  husband,  or  to  convey 
to  him  any  property,  or  receive  any 
conveyance  from  him.  The  power  to 
form  a  copartnership  includes  the 
power  to  create  a  community  of  prop- 
erty, with  a  joint  power  of  disposal, 
and  a  mutual  liability  for  the  con- 
tracts and  acts  of  all  the  partners. 
To  enter  into  a  partnership  in  busi- 
ness with  her  husband  would  sub- 
ject her  property  to  his  control  in  a 
manner  hardly  consistent  with  the 
separation  which  it  is  the  purpose  of 
the  statute  to  secure,  and  might 
subject  her  to  an  indefinite  liability 
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for  his  engagements.  The  property 
invested  in  such  an  enterprise  would 
cease  to  be  her  'sole  and  separate' 
property.  The  power  to  arrange  the 
terms  of  such  a  contract  would  open 
a  wide  door  to  fraud  in  relation  to 
the  property  of  the  husband.'' 

In  Edwards  v.  Stevens  (1862)  8 
Allen  (Mass.)  316,  the  court  followed 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Lord  Case 
(Mass.)  supra,  saying:  ''These  stat- 
utes are  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law,  and  are  not  to  be  extended  by 
implication.  The  express  power  to 
contract  with  her  husband  is  not 
given  in  terms,  and  there  is  a  strong 
implication  from  various  provisions 
that  it  was  not  contemplated  by  the 
legislature.  The  language  of  Gen. 
Stat  chap.  108,  §  3,  is  indeed  quite 
broad,  and  provides  that  she  may 
'carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and 
perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her 
sole  and  separate  account,  and  sue 
and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  re- 
lation to  her  separate  property,  busi- 
ness, trade,  services,  labor  and  earn- 
ings, in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  sole.'  But  in  order  to  make  a 
valid  contract  with  her  husband,  he 
should  also  have  the  power  to  con- 
tract as  if  he  were  sole,  which  is 
nowhere  given  him." 

In  Bowker  v.  Bradford  (1886)  140 
Mass.  521,  5  N.  E.  480,  the  question 
again  arose  as  to  the  validity  of  a 
partnership  agreement  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  the  court  fol- 
lowed the  rule  laid  dawn  in  the 
Lord  Case  (Mass.)  supra,  holding 
that  a  married  woman  could  not 
be  held  for  the  rent  of  a  store  where 
she  and  her  husband  carried  on 
a  partnership  venture. 

In  Voss  V.  Sylvester  (1909)  203 
Mass.  233,  89  N.  E.  241,  it  appeared 
that  a  man  signed  a  lease  in  the  name 
of  himself  and  his  wife  as  partners. 
In  an  action  on  the  lease,  the  hus- 
band set  up  the  fact  that  his  wife 
had  not  been  joined  as  a  defendant. 
It  was  held  that  the  nonjoinder  was 
proper,  since  the  partnership  agree- 
ment was  of  no  force  or  effect,  and 
the  wife  could  not  be  sued  on  the 
lease. 

In  Artman  v«  Ferguson   (1888)  73 


Mich.  146,  2  LJI.A.  343,  16  Am.  St. 
Rep.  572,  40  N.  W.  907,  it  was  held 
that  the  statutes  of  Michigan  had 
not  conferred  full  powers  on  a  feme 
covert  to  carry  on  business  or  make 
contracts,  but  only  to  contract  in  re- 
gard to  her  separate  property.  The 
court  said:  "Our  statute  has  not  re- 
moved all  the  common-law  disabilities 
of  married  women.  It  has  not 
conferred  upon  her  the  powers  of  a 
feme  sole,  except  in  certain  direc- 
tions. It  has  only  provided  that  her 
real  and  personal  estate  acquired  be- 
fore marriage,  and  all  property,  real 
and  personal,  to  which  she  may  after- 
wards become  entitled  in  any  manner, 
shall  be  and  remain  her  estate, 
and  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  debts, 
obligations,  and  engagements  of  her 
husband,  and  may  be  contracted,  sold, 
transferred,  mortgaged,  conveyed,  de- 
mised, and  bequeathed  by  her  as 
if  she  were  unmarried;  and  she  may 
sue  and  be  sued  in  relation  to  her 
sole  property  as  if  she  were  unmar- 
ried. How.  Stat.  §§  6295-6297.  In  all 
other  respects  she  is  a  feme  covert, 
and  subject  to  all  the  restraints  and 
disabilities  consequent  upon  that  re- 
lation. A  partnership  is  a  contract 
of  two  or  more  competent  persons  to 
place  their  money,  effects,  labor,  and 
skill,  or  some  or  all  of  them,  in  law- 
ful conunerce  or  business,  and 
to  divide  the  profit  and  bear  the  loss 
in  certain  proportions.  That  a  mar- 
ried woman  may,  when  she  has 
separate  estate,  be  a  copartner  with 
a  person  other  than  her  husband,  is 
held  in  many  states  under  the  mar- 
ried woman's  statutes.  But  where 
the  statute  gives  her  no  power,  or 
only  a  limited  power,  to  become  a 
partner,  the  rule  of  the  common  law 
prevails,  and  she  cannot  enter  a  firm. 
It  has  been  held  by  a  great  prepon« 
derance  of  authorities,  even  under 
the  broadest  statutes,  that  a  married 
woman  has  no  capacity  to  contract  a 
partnership  with  her  husband,  or,  in 
other  words,  to  become  a  member  of 
a  firm  in  which  her  husband  is  a 
partner,  even  in  those  states  in  which 
she  may  embark  in  another  partner- 
ship; and  though  she  holds  herself 
out  as  such  partner,  and  her  means 
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give  credit  to  the  firm,  she  is  held 
not  liable  for  the  debts,  as  she  can- 
not, by  acts  or  declarations,  remove 
her  own  disabilities/' 

In  Speier  v.  Opfer  (1888)  73  Mich, 
35,  2  L.R.A.  345,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  556, 
40  N.  W.  909,  it  appeared  that  a 
husband  and  wife  held  property 
jointly,  and  contracted  for  the  erec- 
tion of  a  building  upon  land  which 
had  been  deeded  to  them  jointly. 
The  enabling  statutes  gave  married 
woman  the  power  to  contract  only  in 
regard  to  her  separate  property.  The 
court  held  that,  this  property  being 
held  jointly  with  her  husband,  she 
could   not  be  sued  on  the  contract. 

In  Payne  v.  Thompson  (1886)  44 
Ohio  St.  192,  5  N.  E.  654,  it  appeared 
that  a  partnership  agreement  had 
been  entered  into  between  husband 
and  wife,  and  suit  was  brought  on 
debts  incurred  by  such  firm.  The 
statute  gave  married  women  power  to 
bind  themselves  in  certain  respects  by 
their  contracts,  but  no  power  was 
given  them  to  engage  in  business  as 
partners  with  their  husbands,  and  it 
was  therefore  held  that  the  partner- 
ship agreement  was  invalid  and  that 
a  recovery  could  not  be  had  against 
the  wife. 

In  Gwynn  v.  Gwynn  (1887)  27  S.  C. 
525,  4  S.  E.  229,  it  appeared  that  a 
husband  and  his  wife  entered  into  a 
partnership  agreement.  It  was 
sought  to  hold  the  wife  under  the 
agreement.  The  statute  of  South  Car- 
olina provided  that  a  married  woman 
could  "contract  and  be  contracted 
with  as  to  her  separate  property  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  she  were  unmar- 
ried." This  statute  was  construed  to 
apply  only  to  her  separate  property, 
and  it  was  held  that  she  could  not 
enter  into  a  partnership  agreement, 
since  the  property  invested  was  no 
longer  her  separate  property  when 
she  became  a  copartner  with  others. 
The  court  said :  "But  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  alleged  contract  of  partner- 
ship could  be  regarded  as  an  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  wife  to  put 
her  separate  property  into  the  part- 
nership as  a  part  of  its  capital,  the 
very  moment  it  was  so  put  in,  it  would 
*at  once  cease  to  be  her  separate  prop- 


erty and  would  become  the  property 
of  the  partnership,  and  hence  any 
contract  subsequently  made  by  the  al- 
leged partnership  could  not  be  re- 
garded as  a  contract  made  by  the 
wife  *as  to  her  separate  property,'— 
the  only  kind  of  contract  which  she 
has  the  capacity  to  make, — ^and  she 
could  not,  therefore,  be  bound  there- 
by. A  married  woman  being  thus  de- 
nied the  capacity  to  assume  one  of  the 
liabilities  necessarily  incident  to  the 
partnership  relation,  it  would  seem  to 
follow  necessarily  that  she  has  no 
power  to  form  such  a  relation.** 

In  Carey  v.  Burruss  (1882)  20  W. 
Ya.  571,  43  Am.  Rep.  790,  the  statutes 
granting  the  power  to  married 
women  to  contract  were  construed  as 
not  permitting  a  feme  covert  to  enter 
into  a  partnership  agreement  with 
anyone.  The  court  said:  "Our  Mar- 
ried Women's  Law  remains  unchanged 
from  what  it  was  originally.  It  went 
into  effect  on  April  1,  1869,  and  is 
to  be  found  in  the  66th  chapter  of 
our  Code,  p.  447.  No  portion  of  this 
act,  either  expressly  or  by  implica- 
tion, can  be  construed  in  any  manner 
to  remove  the  legal  incapacity  of  a 
married  woman  to  make  any  contract, 
while  she  is  living  with  her  husband, 
except  we  so  construe  the  first  three 
sections.  These  are  substantially  the 
same  as  the  New  York  Statutes  of 
1848  and  1849;  and  indeed  two  of 
these  sections  are  copied  from  these 
New  York  laws,  excepting  only  a 
proviso,  which  we  have  added  to  the 
third  section,  which  has  no  bearing 
on  the  question  before  us.  Now  the 
New  York  cases  we  have  cited  above 
have  construed  these  sections,  and 
have  decided  that  they  in  no  manner 
removed  or  affected  the  legal  inca- 
pacity of  a  married  woman  to  make 
any  contract.  And  if  our  views  as 
expressed  above  are  correct,  they 
could  reach  no  other  conclusion;  for 
these  sections  could  have  no  possible 
influence  on  the  capacity  of  a  married 
woman  to  make  any  contract  which 
would  be  recognized  by  a  law  court, 
unless  this  effect  were  to  be  deduced 
from  their  converting,  as  they  do,  the 
equitable  separate  estate  of  a  married 
woman  into  a  legal  estate.    And  we 
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have  seen  that,  both  on  reason  and 
on  the  weight  of  the  authorities,  this 
conversion  of  a  married  woman's 
separate  estate  from  an  equitable  to 
a  legal  estate  has  no  effect  upon  her 
capacity  at  law  to  make  a  contract/* 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  New  York 
cases  referred  to  were  subsequently 
overruled.  See  the  preceding  subdi- 
vision of  this  note. 

In  Board  of  Trade  v.  Hayden  (1892) 
4  Wash.  263,  16  L.R.A.  530,  31  Am. 
St.  Rep.  919,  30  Pac.  87,  32  Pac.  224, 
it  was  sought  to  hold  a  wife  for  the 
firm  debts  of  a  partnership  of  which 
she  was  a  member  with  her  husband 
and  others.  A  statute  provided  that 
a  married  woman  could  make  con- 
tracts and  incur  liabilities  as  if  un- 
married, and  gave  her  full  power  to 
manage  and  dispose  of  her  own  prop- 
erty. The  court  construed  this  to  ex- 
clude the  wife's  right  to  contract 
with  her  husband  and  hence  she  could 
not  make  a  partnership  agreement. 
The  court,  in  commenting  on  the  stat- 
ute, said:  ''In  the  foreground  of  the 
discussion  is  placed  the  proposition 
that  the  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to 
free  the  wife  from  the  control  and  in- 
fluence of  her  husband,  and  to  relieve 
her  property  from  his  debts  and  man- 
agement; but  the  next  following  sug- 
gestion, that,  unless  she  become  his 
partner,  she  will  not  be  wholly  free, 
if  yielded  to,  will  place  her  and  her 
property  within  the  touch  of  the  very 
dangers  which  it  is  sought  in  the  first 
place  to  withdraw  her  from.    Her  im- 


provident husband,  by  the  most  ordi-* 
nary  persuasion,  or  by  his  mere  dec- 
laration, made  in  her  presence,  as  in 
the  case  at  bar,  could,  in  spite  of  her, 
unless  she  assumed  a  hostility  which 
would  endanger  the  continuance  of 
the  marriage  relation,  waste  and  dis- 
sipate her  entire  estate,  and  thus  the 
very  purpose  which  it  seems  to  us 
stands  out  the  most  clearly  in  the  act 
in  question,  i.  e.,  to  secure  her  protec- 
tion in  the  management  and  enjoy- 
ment of  her  estate,  would  be  defeat- 
ed.'' 

In  Fuller  &  F.  Co.  v.  McHenry 
(1892)  83  Wis.  578,  18  L.R.A.  512,  53 
N.  W.  896,  there  was  involved  a  stat- 
ute of  Wisconsin  authorizing  a  mar- 
ried woman  to  make  contracts  in  rela- 
tion to  her  separate  estate.  A  wife 
having  attempted  to  enter  into  a 
partnership  with  her  husband,  the 
court  held  that  debts  incurred  by  the 
firm  could  not  be  collected  from  her, 
saying:  'The  guarded  terms  of  this 
section  show  that  her  right  to  trans- 
act business  in  her  own  name,  beyond 
the  scope  of  the  power  implied  from 
the  ownership,  use,  and  enjoyment  of 
a  separate  estate,  is  denied,  except 
in  the  particular  emergencies  speci- 
fied. The  wife  has  not,  therefore,  in 
our  judgment,  the  power  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  of  partnership  with  her 
husband,  nor,  as  for  that  matter,  with 
anyone  else,  if  she  has  no  separate 
estate  in  respect  to  which  she  can 
be  considered  as  a  feme  sole,  so  as  to 
bind  herself  at  law."  E.  C.  B. 


CITY  STREET  IMPROVEMENT  COMPANY,  Appt, 

F.  E.  PEARSON,  Respt. 

California  Supreme  Court  (In  Banc) '^December  8,  1919 

(181  Cal.  640,  185  Pac.  962.) 

Bilb  and  notes  -»  absence  of  consideration  —  assessment  in  excess  of 
anthority. 

1.  A  note  given  by  a  property  owner  to  secure  extension  of  time  for 
pasnnent  of  an  assessment  against  his  property  for  street  improvements 
which  was  invalid  because  in  excess  of  the  statutory  limit  is  without  con- 
sideration and  unenforceable. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1326.] 
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Public  imprinreiiieiits  -^provision  for 
assesflnieiits  —  effect  of  appeal. 

2.  Where,  by  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  and  ordinances  of  a  city  pro- 
viding for  street  improvements,  it  is 
made  mandatory  that,  in  case  the 
assessment  shall  exceed  50  per  cent  of 
the  assessed  value  of  the  property, 
provision  must  be  made  for  instalment 
pajrments,  failure  to  make  such  pro- 
vision cannot  be  cured  by  appeal  to 
the  board  of  supervisors. 

—  curative  provisions  —  validity. 

3.  Provisions  cannot  be  made  by 
municipal  ordinance  for  curing  defects 
in  assessments  for  street  improve- 
ments which  contravene  the  terms  of 
the  city  charter. 


—  curing  fundamental  defects. 

4.  Provisions  for  curing  defects  in 
street  improvement  proceedings  do  not 
apply  to  any  of  the  preliminary  steps 
in  the  proceedings  which  the  statute 
requires  to  be  taken  to  confer  jurisdic- 
tion upon  the  body  in  charge  thereof. 

Contract  —  consideration  —  extension 
of  baseless  demand* 

5.  Extension  of  time  to  pay  a  base- 
less demand,  and  forbearance  to  sue 
thereon  during  the  time  allowed,  are 
not  a  valid  consideration  for  a  con- 
tract 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  661.] 


(Olney  and  Lawlor,  JJ.,  dissent.) 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (Crothers,  J.)  in  favor  of  defendant 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  promis- 
sory note.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Messrs.  Adams  &  Adams,  for  appel-     Jones,  164  Ky.  458,  175  S.  W.  1002 ; 


lant: 

An  agreement  to  forbear  to  sue  to 
foreclose  a  lien,  in  good  faith  believed 
by  plaintiff  to  be  valid,  but  which  in 
fact  may  be  invalid,  constitutes  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  for  the  execution 
of  the  note. 

Longridge  v.  Dorville,  5  Barn,  ft 
Aid.  117,  106  Eng.  Reprint,  1136;  Cal- 
lisher  v.  Bischoffsheim,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B. 
449,  39  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  181,  18  Week. 
Rep.  1127;  Cook  v.  Wright,  1  Best.  & 
S.  559,  121  Eng.  Reprint,  822,  30  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  321,  4  L.  T.  N.  S,  704; 
Ockford  V.  Barelli,  25  L.  T.  N.  S.  504, 
20  Week.  Rep.  116;  Miles  v.  New  Zea- 
land Alford  Estate  Co.  L.  R.  32  Ch. 
Div.  266,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  801,  54 
L.  T.  N.  S.  582,  34  Week.  Rep.  669; 
Kingsford  v.  Oxenden,  7  Times  L.  R. 
13 ;  Di  lorio  v.  Di  Brasio,  21  R.  I.  208, 
42  Atl.  1114;  Grandin  v,  Grandin.  49 
N.  J.  L.  508,  514,  60  Am.  Rep.  642,  9 
Atl.  756 ;  Prout  v.  Pittsfield  Fire  Dist. 
154  Mass.  450,  28  N.  E.  679;  Wahl  v. 
Barnum,  116  N.  Y.  87,  5  L.R.A.  623, 
22  N.  E.  280;  Union  Bank  v.  Geary,  5 
Pet.  99,  8  L.  ed.  60 ;  Morris  v.  Munroe, 
30  Ga.  630;  Rue  v.  Meirs,  43  N.  J.  Eq. 
877,  12  Atl.  369 ;  McKinley  v.  Watkins, 
13  111.  140;  Fish  v.  Thomas,  5  Gray, 
45,  66  Am.  Dec.  348:  Wells  &  Morris  v. 
Brown,  67  Wash.  351,  121  Pac.  828, 
Ann.    Cas.    1913D,    817;    Sellars    v. 


Blount  V.  Wheeler,  199  Mass.  830,  17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1036,  85  N.  E.  477;  Shep- 
pey  V.  Stevens,  185  Fed.  147;  Mackin 
V.  Dwyer,  205  Mass.  472,  91  N.  E.  893 ; 
Silver  v.  Graves,  210  Mass.  26,  95  N.  E. 
948 ;  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  55  Vt.  391,  45 
Am.  Rep.  621 ;  Grochowski  v.  Grochow- 
ski,  77  Neb.  606,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  484, 
109  N.  W.  742,  112  N.  W.  335,  15  Ann. 
Cas.  300;  Moss  v.  Cohen,  158  N.  Y. 
240,  53  N.  E.  8;  Snohomish  River 
Boom  Co.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  57 
Wash.  693,  107  Pac.  848;  Lockwood  v. 
Title  Ins.  Co.  73  Misc.  296,  130  N.  Y. 
Supp.  824;  1  Elliott,  Contr.  235;  Sharp 
V.  Bowie,  142  Cal.  462,  76  Pac.  62. 

The  assessment  was, not  void,  and 
the  right  of  the  respondent  to  resist 
payment  was  lost  by  a  failure  1x)  ap- 
peal to  the  board  of  supervisors. 

Ryan  v.  Altschul,  103  Cal.  174,  37 
Pac.  339;  Bates  v.  Hadamson,  2  Cal. 
App.  574,  84  Pac.  51;  McDonald  v. 
Conniff,  99  Cal.  S6,  34  Pac.  71;  Kennv 
V.  Kelly,  lis  Cal.  366,  45  Pac.  699; 
Perine  v.  Lewis,  128  Cal.  866,  45  Pac 
422,  772 ;  City  Securities  Co.  v.  Harvey, 
176  Cal.  682,  169  Pac.  380. 

The  note  given  in  payment  of  the 
street  work  was  not  executed  under  a 
mutual  mistake  of  fact. 

Barfield  v.  Price,  40  Cal.  535 ;  Goode- 
now  V.  Ewer,  16  Cal.  461,  76  Am.  Dec. 
540;  Kenyon  v.  Welty,  20  Cal.  637.  81 
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Am.  Dec  137;  Chrialy  v.  Sullivan,  60 
Cal.  337,  19  Am.  Rep.  655;  Boggs  v. 
Fowler,  16  Cal.  565,  76  Am.  Dec.  561; 
Kopp  V.  Gunther,  95  Cal.  63,  30  Pae. 
301. 

Messrs.  Hugo  D.  Newhouse  and 
Jesse  A.  Mueller,  for  respondent: 

If  an  assessment  is  void,  the  owner 
need  not  appeal  to  the  board  of  super- 
visors, but  may  rely  upon  such  fact 
when  it  is  attempted  to  enforce  the 
assessment. 

Pacific  Paving  Co.  v.  Berso,  12  CaL 
App.  362,  107  Pac.  590;  Partridge  v. 
Lucas,  99  Cal.  519,  33  Pac.  1082 ;  Don- 
nelly V.  Howard,  60  Cal.  291 ;  Ryan  v. 
Altschul,  103  Cal.  174,  37  Pac.  339; 
DeHaven  v.  Berehdes,  135  Cal.  178,  67 
Pac.  786;  Capron  v.  Hitchcock,  98  CaL 
427,  33  Pac.  481. 

Where  the  subject  of  a  contract  is 
not  in  existence,  and  there  has  been  a 
mutual  naist^ke  about  its  existence, 
the  contract  made  under  such  mistake 
of  fact  is  void. 

Barfield  v.  Price,  40  Cal.  535;  Iowa 
Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Schnose,  19  S.  D. 
248,  108  N.  W.  22,  9  Ann.  Cas.  255; 
Stahl  V.  Schwartz,  67  Wash.  25,  120 
Pac.  866;  Warder  v.  Tucker,  7  Mass. 
449,  5  Am.  Dec.  62. 

There  was  no  consideration  for  the 
note  in  suit.. 

Com.  V.  Adams,  114  Mass.  323,  19 
Am.  Rep.  362;  People  v.  Pearne,  118 
Cal.  158,  50  Pac.  376;  Hatch  v.  Han- 
son,. 46  Mo.  App.  323. 

The  assessment  in  controversy  was, 
in  its  origin,  and  now  is,  unlawful. 

Kreamer  v.  Earl,  91  Cal.  112,  27 
Pac.  735;  Re  Groome,  94  Cal.  69,  29 
Pac.  487 ;  15  Am.  it  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d 
ed.  941,  note  4;  Chateau  v.  Singla,  114 
Cal.  91,  33  L.R.A.  750,  55  Am.  St.  Rep. 
63,  45  Pac.  1015;  9  Cyc,  465,  476-480; 
Morgan  v.  Menzies,  60  Cal.  341. 

Primarily,  and  independently  of  any 
ordinance  on  the  subject,  the  assess- 
ment is  void,  because  in  contravention 
of  the  negative  provisions  of  subd.  3 
of  §  8  of  chapter  11,  article  6,  of  the 
city  charter,  as  limited  by  a  proviso 
engrafted  upon  it  by  §  33  of  the  same 
chapter. 

Baggage  &  O.  Transfer  Co.  v.  Port- 
land, 84  Or.  343,  L.R.A.1917P,  1080, 
164  Pac.  570;  lowa-Teleph.  Co.  v.  Keo- 
kuk, P.U.R.1916B,  141,  226  Fed.  82; 
Piatt  V.  San  Francisco,  158  Cal.  74,  110 
Pac.  304;  Hyatt  v.  Allen,  54  Cal.  353; 
25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  688; 
McDonald  v.  Patterson,  54  Cal.  245; 


Thomason  v.  Ruggles,  69  Cal.  466,  11 
Pac.  20;  Oakland  Paving  Co.  v.  Hilton, 
69  Cal.  479,  11  Pac.  3 ;  Ewing  v.  Oro- 
villa  Min.  Co.  66  Cal.  649;  Law  v. 
People,  87  111.  386;  Pacific  Electric  Co. 
V.  Los  Angeles,  118  Fed.  746 ;  Hurf ord 
V.  Omaha,  4  Neb.  336;  Dons^hue  v. 
Graham,  61  Cal.  276;  Wren  v.  Dixon, 
40  Nev.  170,  161  Pac.  722,  167  Pac. 
324,  Ann.  Cas.  1918D,  1064. 

The  resolution  of  intention  was  not 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  §  28  of  the 
ordinance,  and  it,  and  the  subsequent 
proceedings  dependent  thereon,  are 
nullities. 

Ogden  City  v.  Armstrong,  168  U.  S. 
224,  234-23iS,  42  L.  ed.  444,  450,  451, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  98;  Zeigler  v.  Hop- 
kins, 117  U.  S.  683,  687,  688,  29  L.  ed. 
1019-1021,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  919 ;  Keese 
V.  Denver,  10  Colo.  112,  15  Pac.  825; 
Schwiesau  v.  Mahon,  128  Cal.  114,  60 
Pac.  683;  Fay  v.  Reed,  128  Cal.  357, 
60  Pac.  927;  Turrill  v.  Grattan,  52  Cal. 
97;  Wilcox  v.  Engebretsen,  160  Cal. 
288,  116  Pac.  750;  Townsend  v.  Tal- 
lant,  33  Cal.  45,  54,  91  Am.  Dec.  617; 
Kertchem  v.  George,  78  Cal.  597,  21 
Pac.  372;  Pryor  v.  Downey,  50  Cal. 
388,  19  Am.  Rep.  658. 

The  assessment  is  a  unit,  and  there- 
foi'e  void  as  an  entirety. 

Ryan  v.  Altschul,  103  CaL  174,  37 
Pac.  389;  Partridge  v.  Lucas,  99  Cal. 
519,  33  Pac.  1082 ;  Donnelly  v.  Howard, 
60  Cal.  291;  Dyer  v.  Chase,  52  Cal. 
440;  Kenny  v.  Kelly,  113  Cal.  364,  45 
Pac.  699. 

Since  the  assessment  is  a  unit,  and 
absolutely  void  as  an  entirety,  it  can- 
not be  apportioned. 

Hedges  v.  Dixon  County,  150  U.  S. 
182, 187-192,  37  L.  ed.  1044, 1046-1048, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  71,  affirming  37  Fed. 
304;  Prickett  v.  Marceline,  65  Fed. 
469,  affirmed  in  15  C.  C.  A.  700,  32 
U.  S.  App.  767,  69  Fed.  462;  State  ex 
rel.  Dexter  v.  Gordon,  251  Mo.  303,  158 
S.  W.  683;  Harmony  v.  Truman,  128 
C.  C.  A.  544,  212  Fed.  4,  reversing  205 
Fed.  549,  s.  c.  198  Fed.  557. 

The  assessment,  being  illegal,  be- 
cause made  in  violation  of  law,  im- 
posed no  obligation,  either  legal  or 
moral ;  and  therefore  the  alleged  for- 
bearance to  enforce  the  same  was  no 
consideration  for  the  note  in  question. 

Woollacott  V.  Meekin,  151  Cal.  701, 
91  Pac.  612;  Pacific  R.  Adv.  Co.  v. 
Carr,  29  Cal.  App.  722,  157  Pac.  529; 
Scheeline  v.  Pezzola,  29  Cal.  App.  266, 
155  Pac.  127. 
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Shaw,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  up- 
on a  promissory  note  for  $612.77. 
Defendant  answered,  alleging  want 
of  consideration  for  the  note.  The 
court  found  that  it  was  wholly  with- 
out consideration,  and  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant.  Plaintiff 
appeals. 

Plaintiff  made  certain  improve- 
ments of  the  street  in  front  of  the 
defendant's  property  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, under  a  contract  with  the 
board  of  public  works,  executed  in 
pursuance  of  the  proceedings  taken 
for  that  purpose.  An  assessment 
for  the  cost  thereof  was  issued  to 
plaintiff.  The  amount  assessed 
against  defendant's  property  was 
$1,225.54.  Plaintiff  demanded  pay- 
ment, and  threatened  to  foreclose 
the  assessment  if  payment  was  not 
made.  Defendant  asked  for  an  ex- 
tension of  time,  and  after  some  ne- 
gotiation an  agreement  was  reached 
whereby  defendant  paid  $612.77, 
being  one  half  of  the  assessment, 
and  executed  to  the  plaintiff  the 
note  in  suit,  payable  in  ninety  days, 
for  the  remaining  half.  The  lien  of 
the  assessment  was  not  formally  re- 
leased, but  plaintiff  agreed  not  to 
foreclose  during  the  time  covered  by 
the  note.  Both  parties  at  that  time 
believed  that  the  assessment  was 
valid,  and  that  it  constituted  a  valid 
lien  on  defendant's  property,  and  in 
that  belief  the  note  was  given  and 
accepted. 

Two  questions  are  presented: 
(1)  Was  the  assessment  void?  (2) 
If  it  was  void,  was  the  note  based 
on  a  lawful  and  valuable  considera^ 
tion? 

1.  The  proceedings  for  the  street 
improvement  were  taken  under  an 
ordinance  of  the  board  of  supervis- 
ors of  San  Francisco,  providing  the 
procedure  therefor,  under  the  au- 
thority of  §  33,  chapter  II.,  of  ar- 
ticle 6,  added  to  the  city  charter  by 
the  amendment  of  1913.  This  sec- 
tion authorizes  the  board  of  super- 
visors to  adopt  an  ordinance  pro- 
viding a  method  of  procedure  for 
the  improvement  of  streets,  and  for 


an  assessment  upon  private  proper- 
ty to  defray  the  expense  thereof. 
It  contains  the  following  additional 
provision:  ''In  such  ordinance,  if 
said  board  deems  it  expedient,  pro- 
vision may  be  made  for  the  payment 
of  any  assessment  levied  in  pursu- 
ance o(  the  provisions  thereof  in  an- 
nual instalments  covering  a  term 
not  to  exceed  ten  years  upon  [such] 
conditions  as  to  said  board  may 
seem  reasonable  and  just,  the  rate 
of  interest  to  be  paid  on  such  pay- 
ments not  to  exceed  7  per  cent  per 
annum.  In  any  proceeding  for  the 
improvement  of  streets  wherein 
provision  is  made  for  the  payment 
of  any  assessment  in  annual  instal- 
ments, the  amount  of  such  assess- 
ment shall  not  be  limited  by  the  pro- 
visions contained  in  subd.  3  of  §  8 
of  this  chapter."  Stat.  1913,  p. 
1623. 

The  provisions  of  subd.  3  of  §  8, 
referred  to  in  the  foregoing  quota- 
tion, are  as  follows:  ''No  assess- 
ment shall  be  levied  upon  any  prop- 
erty, which,  together  with  all  as- 
sessments for  street  improvements 
that  may  have  been  levied  upon  the 
same  property  during  the  year  next 
preceding,  will  amount  to  a  sum 
greater  than  50  per  centum  of  the 
value  at  which  said  property  was 
assessed  upon  the  last  preceding  as- 
sessment book  of  the  city  and  coun- 
ty."   Stat.  1899,  p.  297. 

In  pursuance  of  the  authority 
given  by  §  83  aforesaid,  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  the  city  and  coun- 
ty of  San  Francisco,  on  October  27, 

1913,  adopted  an  ordinance  provid- 
ing a  procedure  to  be  followed  in 
San  Francisco  in  making  improve- 
ments upon  streets  and  assessing 
the  expense  thereof  upon  private 
property.  The  proceedings  in  ques- 
tion were  taken  under  this  ordi- 
nance, and  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined is  whether  or  not  they  were 
valid  under  the  ordinance  and  the 
aforesaid  provisions  of  the  charter. 
The  proceedings  for  the  street  im- 
provement were  begun  by  a  resolu- 
tion of  expediency  adopted  by  the 
board  of  public  works  on  May  20, 

1914.  The  work  was  completed  on 
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March  11,  1915,  and  the  assessment 
was  issued  on  May  5, 1915.  The  as- 
sessed value  of  the  properly  of  the 
defendant  for  the  year  1914,  that 
being  the  year  in  which  the  con- 
tract for  the  improvement  was  let, 
was  $2,260.  One  half  of  this  sum, 
$1,130,  was  the  limit  of  the  amount 
which  the  city  authorities  had 
power  to  assess  against  defendant's 
property,  unless  provision  was 
made  for  the  payment  thereof  in  an- 
nual instalments,  as  provided  in  § 
33  aforesaid.  The  objection  to  the 
assessment  is  that  no  such  provision 
was  made,  and  that,  in  consequence 
thereof,  the  assessment  is  void. 
The  plaintiff,  in  answer  to  this 
proposition,  contends  that  this  de- 
fect in  the  proceeding  is  not  juris- 
dictional; that  it  could  have  been 
cured  by  the  appeal  to  the  board  of 
supervisors  provided  for  in  §  21  of 
the  ordinance  fixing  the  procedure. 
For  the  understanding  of  this  ques- 
tion it  will  be  necessary  to  state  in 
some  detail  the  provisions  of  said 
ordinance. 

It  is  first  provided  that  the  board 
of  public  works,  deeming  that  pub^ 
lie  convenience  requires  a  street  im- 
provement, the  expense  of  which 
should  be  assessed  upon  private 
property,  shall  by  resolution  declare 
such  expediency,  briefly  describing 
the  improvement,  and  cause  plans 
and  specifications  therefor  to  be 
prepared  (§  3) ;  that  after  such 
plans  and  specifications  are  pre- 
pared the  board  ''shall  pass  a  resolu- 
tion of  its  intention  to  recommend 
to  the  supervisors  that  said  im- 
provements be  ordered  to  be  made,'^ 
referring  therein  to  the  plans  and 
specifications,  and  fixing  a  day  for 
taking  action  upon  the  matter,  of 
which  day  notice  shall  be  given  (§ 
i) ;  that  at  the  time  fixed  in  the  no- 
ace,  if  no  objections  are  made,  the 
ooard  of  public  works  shall  ''pass 
A  resolution  recommending  to  the 
supervisors  that  they  order  such 
Improvements  to  be  made"  (§  7) ; 
that  the  supervisors  may,  in  their 
discretion,  order  that  not  exceed- 
ing one  half  of  the  expense  of  the 
work  may  be  paid  out  of  the  city 


treasury  (§  7) ;  that  the  improve- 
ment so  proposed  may  be  ordered  by 
the  board  of  supervisors  by  ordi- 
nance adopted  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  chapter  I.,  article  2,  of  the 
charter  (§7).  When  the  improve- 
ments are  thus  ordered,  bids  shall 
be  advertised  for,  and  the  contract 
for  the  work  let  to  the  lowest  bidder. 
Section  16  of  the  ordinance  contains 
a  provision  as  follows :  "No  assess- 
ment shall  be  levied  upon  any  prop- 
erty, which,  together  with  •  all  as- 
sessments for  street  improvement 
that  may  have  been  levied  upon  the 
same  property  during  the  year  last 
preceding,  will  amount  to  a  sum 
greater  than  50  per  centum  of  the 
value  at  which  said  property  was 
assessed,  exclusive  of  improvements 
thereon,  upon  the  assessment  book 
of  the  city  and  county  current  at  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  the  resolution 
of  intention,  except,  however,  as  in 
this  ordinance  hereinafter  provid- 
ed." 

Section  18  provides  that  if,  at  the 
time  street  work  is  done,  none  of 
the  methods  provided  in  the  ordi- 
nance is  sufiicient  to  authorize  the 
board  of  public  works  to  make  an 
assessment  to  pay  for  the  expense 
thereof,  the  board,  before  it  passes 
"a  resolution  of  its  intention  to  rec- 
ommend the  ordering  of  said  work 
or  improvement,"  shall  establish  by 
resolution  a  method  by  means  of 
which  such  assessment  shall  be 
made,  and  that  when  the  work  is 
done  the  assessment  shall  be  made 
according  to  the  method  so  estab- 
lished. The  ordinance  provides  in 
the  usual  manner  for  the  issuance 
of  an  assessment  and  warrant  to  the 
contractor  for  the  expense  upon  the 
completion  of  the  work  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  board  of  public  works. 
Section  28  is  as  follows :  "Any  as- 
sessment imposed  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  ordinance  may  be  paid 
in  annual  instalments,  not  exceed- 
ing 10  in  number,  whenever  the 
board  of  public  works  shall  so  de- 
termine and  declare  in  the  resolu- 
tion of  intention  or  whenever  the 
board  of  supervisors  shall  so  deter- 
mine and  declare  in  the  ordinance. 
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ordering  the  work,  and  it  shall  be 
mandatory  for  the  board  of  public 
works  to  so  determine  and  declare 
in  every  case  when  the  amount  of 
the  assessment  imposed  will  exceed 
one  half  of  the  assessed  value  of  the 
lot  or  parcel  of  land  against  which 
such  assessment  is  imposed.  Such 
resolution  or  ordinance  shall  state 
the  number  of  instalments  in  which 
the  assessment  may  be  paid,  and  the 
rate  of  interest  to  be  charged  on  all 
deferred  payments,  which  rate  of 
interest  sh^l  not  exceed  7  per  cent- 
um per  annum." 

The  ordinance  further  provides 
that  any  person  aggrieved  by  any 
act  of  the  board  of  public  works  in 
the  matter,  or  who  claims  that  the 
work  has  not  been  properly  per- 
formed, or  having  any  objection  to 
the  correctness  or  legality  of  the  as- 
sessment, shall,  within  thirty  days 
after  the  date  of  the  warrant,  ap-^ 
peal  to  the  supervisors,  and  that, 
upon  such  appeal,  the  supervisors 
may  remedy  and  correct  any  error 
in  the  acts  of  the  board  of  public 
works  or  in  the  assessment,  and 
cause  said  board  to  correct  the  war- 
rant assessment  or  diagram  in  any 
particular  so  as  to  conform  to  their 
decision  upon  the  appeal;  that  the 
decisions  of  the  supervisors  on  such 
appeal  "shall  be  final  and  conclusive 
upon  all  persons  entitled  to  appeal 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
as  to  all  errors,  informalities,  and 
irregularities  which  the  supervisors 
might  have  avoided  or  have  rem- 
edied during  the  progress  of  the 
proceedings,  or  which  they  can  at 
that  time  remedy;"  and  that  "no 
assessment,  .  .  .  and  no  proceed- 
ings prior  to  the  assessment,  shall 
be  held  invalid  by  any  court  for  any 
error,  informality,  or  other  defect 
in  the  same,  where  the  resolution  of 
intention  of  the  board  of  public 
works  to  recommend  to  the  super- 
visors the  ordering  of  the  improve- 
ment has  been  actually  published 
and  posted  and  the  notices  of  im- 
provement posted  as  in  this  ordi- 
nance provided."    Section  21. 

The  proceedings  for  this  assess- 
ment did  not  conform  to  the  provi- 


sions of  this  ordinance  regarding 
cases  in  which  the  assessment 
amounts  to  more  than  half  of  the 
assessed  value  of  the  property  for 
general  taxation  for  the  current 
year,  as  was  the  case  here.  Neither 
the  resolution  of  intention  of  the 
board  of  public  works  to  recommend 
the  making  of  the  improvement  nor 
the  ordinance  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors, ordering  the  work  to  be 
done,  nor  any  resolution,  order,  or 
ordinance  of  either  body,  declared 
or  provided  that  the  assessment 
should  be  paid  in  instalments,  or 
made  any  provision  on  that  subject. 
The  consequence  was  that  tiie  entire 
assessment,  under  the  terms  of  the 
ordinance,  became  due  and  payable 
immediately  upon  the  issuance  of 
the  warrant,  and  a  suit  to  foreclose 
the  same  could  have  been  began  at 
the  expiration  of  thirty-five  days 
thereafter.  Sections  19  and  22.  If 
the  proceedings  had  been  valid,  the 
contractor  would  have  had  the  right 
to  insist  upon  this  date  of  maturity. 
The  above-quoted  provision  of  § 
8,  chapter  II.,  article  6,  of  the  char- 
ter, forbids  the  making  of  such  an 
assessment  in  such  a  case.  Section 
33,  above  quoted,  qualifies  this  pro- 
hibition so  far  as  to  allow  an  as- 
sessment of  that  amount  to  be  made 
under  a  method  of  procedure  or- 
dained by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
if  provision  is  made  in  the  proceed- 
ing for  the  payment  of  the  assess- 
ment in  instalments,  but  not  other- 
wise. The  provision  for  instalment 
payments  can  only  be  made  in  the 
manner  prescribed  in  the  procedure 
ordinance.  The  board  of  supervis- 
ors and  the  board  of  public  works, 
in  making  improvements  and  levy- 
ing assessments  under  the  provi- 
sions of  an  ordinance  adopted  under 
§  33  aforesaid,  are  acting  as  agents 
under  a  special  power,  and  they 
cannot  lawfully  act  at  all  except  as 
authorized  by  the  terms  of  the  law 
under  which  they  act.  They  are  as 
much  limited  by  the  terms  of  the 
ordinance  of  the  supervisors,  pro- 
viding the  procedure,  as  they  would 
be  if  they  were  acting  under  some 
street  improvement  act  enacted  by 
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the  legislfiture.  The  ordinance  de- 
clares that,  in  order  to  authorize 
instalment  payments,  the  board  of 
public  works  must  ''so  determine 
and  declare  in  the  resolution  of  in- 
tention;" or,  as  an  alternative 
thereto,  the  board  of  supervisors 
must  ''so  determine  and  declare  in 
the  ordinance  ordering  the  work*" 
It  is  declared  to  be  mandatory  that 
the  resolution  thus  referred  to  shall 
so  state  whenever  "the  amount  of 
the  assessment  imposed  will  exceed 
one  half  of  the  assessed  value  of  the 
lot  or  parcel  of  land"  to  be  assessed. 
Section  28.  Furthermore,  the  pro- 
visions of  §  18,  above  mentioned,  re- 
quire that  the  board  of  public 
works,  if  none  of  the  methods  pro- 
vided in  the  ordinance  is  sufficient 
to  authorize  an  assessment  to  pay 
for  the  expenses  of  an  improve- 
ment, shall,  before  it  passes  the  res- 
olution of  its  intention  to  recom- 
mend the  ordering  of  the  work,  es- 
tablish an  adequate  method  for 
making  the  assessment.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  give  this  section  any  mean- 
ing, unless  it  was  intended  to  re- 
quire the  board  of  works  to  look  in- 
to the  matter  at  the  beginning,  and 
provide  for  instalments  if  it  found 
that  the  assessment  was  likely  to  ex- 
ceed one  half  of  the  tax  valuation  on 
the  properties. 

The  contention  that  this  depar- 
ture from  the  authorized  procedure 
could  have  been  lawfully  cured  or 
corrected  on  appeal  to  the  board  of 
supervisors,  had  such  appeal  been 
taken,  cannot  be  sustained.  Section 
28  of  the  procedure  ordinance,  it 
will  be  noted,  provides  that,  in  every 
case  where  the  assessment  will  ex- 
ceed one  half  the  tax  valuation,  "it 
shall  be  mandatory"  that  the  board 
^  ^„  of      public      works 

ielViS-iro'l'uro;  shall     erst     deter- 

iSi:S'Jr:'p7i;i.  "J^ne,  and  then  de- 

clare  m  its  resolu- 
tion of  intention,  that  payment  of 
the  assessments  may  be  made  in  an- 
nual instalments.  Section  18  of 
that  ordinance,  if  we  interpret  it 
aright,  also  requires  such  prelimi- 
nary determination.  And  §§  8  and 
33  of  chapter  XL  of  article  6  of  the 


charter  withhold  entirely  from  the 
two  boards  the  power  to  make  such 
an  assessment,  unless  it  is  made  in 
the  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  the 
procedure  ordinance  which  §  33  au- 
thorizes the  supervisors  to  adopt. 
Under  that  ordinance,  the  resolu- 
tion of  intention  of  the  board  of 
public  works,  together  with  the  no- 
tices to  be  given  of  the  time  of  tak- 
ing action  thereon,  comprise  the 
mode,  and  the  only  mode,  whereby 
either  of  said  boards  can  obtain  ju- 
risdiction of  such  a  proceeding  or 
power  to  make  any  assessment.  It 
is  very  clear  from  all  these  provi- 
sions that,  in  a  case  where  the  nec- 
essary assessment  for  the  work  will 
exceed  one  half  of  the  assessed  val- 
ue of  the  land  for  the  current  year, 
they  cannot  obtain  such  jurisdiction 
or  power,  except  by  determining  to 
make  the  assessment  payable  in  an- 
nual instalments,  and  inserting  in 
the  resolution  of  intention  of  the 
board  of  public  works  a  declaration 
to  that  effect.  This,  of  course,  could 
not  be  done  by  the  supervisors  in 
deciding  the  appeal.  It  could  not 
lawfully  be  done  at  all  after  the  con- 
tract was  let,  for  the  contractor 
would  then  have  a  contractual  right 
to  immediate  payment  upon  the 
completion  of  the  work. 

Curative  provisions  in  a  law  of 
this  character  may  cure  any  defect 
that  does  not  go  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  board  over  the  proceeding. 
It  has  been  said  that  they  may  cure 
any  defect  arising  from  the  omis- 
sion of  any  step  in  the  proceeding 
which  the  legislature  might  have  it- 
self omitted  from  the  law,  if  it  be 
a  thing  not  essential  to  due  process 
of  law,  or  necessary  to  comply  with 
some  other  constitutional  prerequi- 
site. Ramish  v.  Hartwell,  126  Cal. 
443,  58  Pac.  920;  Chase  v.  Trout, 
146  Cal.  359,  80  Pac.  81.  As  a  gen- 
eral* proposition  this  is  a  correct 
statement  of  the  law.  The  difficulty 
with  its  application  to  the  present 
case  is  that  here  the  charter,  with 
respect  to  the  powers  of  the  board 
of  supervisors  to  adopt  a  procedure 
ordinance,  stands  in  the  place  of  a 
constitution;    indeed,    it    is    more 
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stringent,  for  its  provisions  on  this 
subject  constitute  a  specific  grant  of 
power,  and  not  a  limitation  upon 
powers  included  in  a  general  grant. 
The  charter  says  that  an  assessment 
for  this  amount  shall  not  be  made, 
except  it  be  payable  in  annual  in- 
stalments. The  curative  provision 
of  the  ordinance,  if  allowed  the  ef- 
fect contended  for,  would,  in  effect, 
declare  that  a  valid  assessment  for 
this  excessive  amount  can  be  made, 
although  payable  immediately  and 
not  in  instalments,  provided  no  ob- 
jection thereto  is  made  until  after 

the   work   is   done. 

7aS;*J!i;.f.7rtr.  The  prohibition   of 

the  charter  against 
such  assessments  would  thus  be 
evaded  and  defeated. 

We  think  the  general  rule  of  con- 
struction with  regard  to  curative 
provisions  of  this  character  is  that 
they  are  not  to  be  considered  as  in- 
tended to  apply  to  any  one  of  those 
preliminary  steps  in  the  proceeding 

which  the  statute 
itself  requires  to  be 
taken  whereby  ju- 
risdiction of  the  proceeding  is  to  be 
acquired  by  the  local  board  or  body 
in  charge  thereof,  unless  such  intent 
is  expressly  declared,  or  appears  by 
necessary  implication.  Of  course,  it 
could  in  no  case  excuse  or  cure  a 
want  of  due  process  of  law.  And 
where  several  material  acts  are  pre- 
scribed for  obtaining  jurisdiction, 
and  are  adapted  to  that  purpose,  it 
is  difficult  to  perceive  how  a  gener- 
al curative  clause  can  be  held  to  ap- 
ply to  any  of  them.  For  if  it  could 
be  applied  in  one  case  to  excuse  the 
want  of  one  of  such  acts,  it  could  in 
another  case  be  made  to  dispense 
with  another,  and  so  all  of  them 
would,  one  by  one,  be  declared  un- 
important, and  a  compliance  with 
any  one  of  them  would  be  sufficient 
in  any  case.  With  respect  to  the 
curative  provision  here  involved, 
we  think  it  must  be  held  that  it  was 
not  intended  to  allow  a  disregard  of 
the  jurisdictional  acts  which  the 
ordinance  itself  expressly  declares 
shall  be  mandatory.  Our  conclusion 
is  that  the  assessment  against  the 


property  of  Pearson  was  void.    This 
brings  us  to  the  second  question. 

2.  There  was  no  dispute  or  dif- 
ference between  the  parties  con- 
cerning the  existence  or  nonexist- 
ence of  any  fact,  nor  regarding  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff.  Botili  parties  acted 
with  the  belief,  or  upon  the  tacit  as- 
sumption, that  it  was  a  valid  de- 
mand and  an  enforceable  lien  upon 
the  property.  So  far  as  the  evi- 
dence shows,  neither  party  knew 
the  amount  of  the  tax  valuation  for 
the  current  year.  Even  if  the  claim 
had  constituted  a  valid  lien  against 
the  property,  it  would  not  have  been 
a  personal  obligation  of  the  defend- 
ant, but  a  mere  lien  upon  his  prop- 
erty, enforceable  only  by  foreclos- 
ure. Taylor  v.  Palmer,  31  Gal.  254. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff 
asserted  that  Pearson  was  personal- 
ly liable  for  the  claim.  The  assert- 
ed lien  was  not  released,  and  there 
was  no  agreement  or  understand- 
ing that  it  should  be  released.  The 
fact  that  the  assessment  was  more 
than  50  per  cent  of  the  tax  valua- 
tion was  a  matter  which  appears  of 
record,  and  could  not  be,  and  was 
not,  disputed  by  either  party. 
There  was  therefore  no  considera- 
tion whatever  for  the  note,  other 
than  the  extension 
of  time  to  the  de-  ?".en"  of'22«r 

fendant  wherein  to  :*j;^J2Slf:;ri« 
pay  a  claim  that  he  exeeM  ot 
was  under  no  obli-  "*»^«-'"»'- 
gation  to  pay  at  all,  and  the  corre- 
sponding forbearance  of  plaintiff 
for  ninety  days  to  foreclose  the 
claim  of  lien  which  was  of  no  valid- 
ity, and  which,  if  foreclosed  and  the 
land  sold  thereunder,  would  have 
given  the  purchaser  no  title  thereto. 
On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  is 
contended  that  a  promise  given  in 
consideration  of  an  extension  of 
time  to  pay  a  demand,  and  a  corre- 
sponding forbearance  to  sue  during 
the  time  allowed,  is  based  upon  a 
good  consideration,  even  if  it  ap- 
pears that  the  demand  was  of  no  le- 
gal validity,  and  there  was  no  doubt 
or  dispute  concerning  the  facts  up- 
on which  it  was  founded.     In  sup- 
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port  of  this  proposition  a  number 
of  decisions  are  cited.  Upon  exami- 
nation we  find  that  each  of  them 
comes  within  the  well-established 
rule  that  a  promise  given  in  consid- 
eration of  the  settlement  or  com- 
promise of  a  dispute  or  controversy, 
the  event  of  which  is  uncertain  or 
doubtful,  or  even  in  consideration 
of  the  forbearance  to  sue  upon  or 
the  extension  of  time  of  payment  of 
a  lawful  demand,  is  founded  upon  a 
sufficient  consideration.  Of  the 
cases  cited,  the  nearest  in  analogy 
to  the  case  at  bar  is  Young  v. 
French,  86  Wis.  111.  In  that  case 
the  defendant  was  in  possession  of 
logs,  with  power  to  sell  them  on 
commission.  His  sales  depended 
upon  his  continued  possession.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  a  lien  against  the 
logs  for  a  demand  against  the  own- 
er, and  threatened  to  file  such  lien. 
Defendant  promised  plaintiff  to  pay 
his  demand  if  he  would  refrain- 
from  filing  the  lien,  which  the  plain- 
tiff thereupon  did;  defendant  hold- 
ing possession  of  the  logs  by  means 
of  his  promise.  The  decision  was 
expressly  put  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  had  thus  retained  posses- 
sion of  the  logs,  and  was  enabled  to 
exercise  his  right  to  sell  them  on 
commission,  and  that  plaintiff  had 
relinquished  his  right  to  file  a  claim 
of  lien,  and  that  these  respective 
concessions  and  benefits  were  suffi- 
cient consideration  for  the  promise. 
It  was  said  that,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  immaterial 
whether  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  a 
lien  was  valid  or  not. 

The  decision  was  correct,  but  it  is 
not  applicable  here.  Where  there 
has  been  a  compromise  of  doubtful 
claims,  or  concessions  and  benefits 
given  and  received  in  good  faith,  as 
consideration  for  a  promise,  the  ac- 
tual validity  of  the  claims  is  imma- 
terial; otherwise,  as  remarked  by 
Mr.  Wharton:  "There  could  be  no 
compromise  of  litigation,  since 
there  is  no  litigation  ...  in 
which  one  or  the  other  party,  if  the 
case  be  pressed  to  judgment,  does 
not  fail   to   make   out   his   case." 


Wharton,  Contr.  §  533 ;  McClure  v. 
McClure,  100  Cal.  343,  34  Pac.  822. 

But  in  the  same  section  that  au- 
thor states  that  "a  promise  to  com- 
promise a  claim  utterly  unfounded 
will  not  be  regarded  as  a  valuable 
consideration.'' 

In  Elliott  on  Contracts,  vol.  1,  § 
236,  it  is  said :  "If  the  claim  threat- 
ened to  be  enforced  is  invalid  or 
worthless,  a  promise  not  to  attempt 
to  enforce  or  to  refrain  from  mak- 
ing trouble  concerning  it  is  not  a 
consideration,  recognised  by  the  law 
as  valuable." 

In  8  C.  J.  at  page  238,  the  rule  is 
stated  thus:  "The  actual  forbear- 
ance or  the  promise  to  forbear  to 
prosecute  a  claim,  on  which  one  has 
a  right  to  sue  is  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration; but  such  forbearance  is  no 
consideration,  if  it  is  clear  that  no 
action  would  lie. 

Other  writers  state  the  same  doc- 
trine. 1  Beach,  Contr.  §  176 ;  Bish- 
op,  Contr.  §  70;  1  Chitty,  Contr.  § 
39 ;  1  Parsons,  Contr.  §  '441.  An 
examination  of  the  cases  cited  by 
these  writers  shows  that  the  text  is 
fully  supported.  There  has  been  no 
decision  of  this  court  precisely  on 
the  point  involved,  but  it  was  pre- 
sented to  the  district  court  of  appeal 
in  Pacific  R.  Adv.  Co.  v.  Carr,  29 
Cal.  App.  722,  157  Pac.  529.  There 
the  plaintiff  presented  to  defendant 
a  claim  against  a  corporation  in 
which  the  defendant  was  the  prin- 
cipal stockholder.  The  claim 
against  the  corporation  was  invalid. 
The  defendant  agreed  to  assume  the 
claimed  indebtedness  and  executed 
a  note  therefor,  and  upon  its  matur- 
ity she  executed  another  note  in  re- 
newal. The  action  was  upon  the 
last  note.  The  court  said:  "The 
consideration  for  her  note  was  the 
purported  obligation  of  the  com- 
pany upon  this  contract;  but  there 
was  no  obligation,  either  express  or 
implied.  This  being  true,  it  cannot 
be  said  there  was  any  consideration 
for  the  execution  of  the  note  sued 
upon.  Clearly,  if  suit  had  been 
brought  upon  the  contract  against 
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the  Amritam  Company,  no  recovery 
could  have  been  had  thereon  upon  a 
showing  of  the  facts  here  presented. 
And  if  there  was  nothing  upon 
which  to  base  an  action  against  the 
Amritam  Company,  it  must  fallow 
that  plaintiff,  in  releasing  the  com- 
pany from  liability  which  did  not 
exist,  suffered  no  prejudice  by  rea- 
son thereof." 

And  it  was  said  that,  unless  there 
was  some  uncertainty  or  doubt  con^ 
cerning  the  validity  of  the  claim  for 
which  the  note  was  given,  it  did  not 
come  within  the  category  of  a  com* 
promise  of  a  doubtful  or  disputed 
claim,  and  there  was  no  considera- 
tion for  the  new  promise.  We  cite 
a  few  of  the  many  cases  establish* 
ing  this  doctrine:  Nicholson  v. 
Neary,  77  Wash.  294,  137  Pac.  492 ; 
Daniel  v.  Hughes,  196  Ala.  868,  72 


So.  28;  Ernst  Bros.  v.  Hollis,  86 
Ala.  513,  6  So.  85 ;  Smith  v.  Easton, 
64  Md.  147,  39  Am.  Rep.  365 ;  Fost- 
er v.  Metts,  66  Miss.  82,  30  Am. 
Rep.  604. 

In  this  case  there  was  no  disputed 
claim,  no  compromise  of  a  doubtful 
right,  no  release  of  the  lien  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  there 


was    no    valid    claim    comaldermttoii— 


against  the  defend-  S^^jr/JL^^e^.*. 
ant  m  existence. 
The  claimed  lien  was  wholly  with- 
out foundation  and  absolutely  void, 
and  it  constituted  no  consideration 
for  a  promise  to  pay  the  demand  or 
any  part  thereof. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:    Lennon,  J.;  Wilbur, 
J.;  Melvin,  J. 

We  dissent:   Olney,  J. ;  Lawlmr,  J. 


ANNOTATION. 
of  promise  based  on  mvaiid  paviog  meftmenL 


The  general  principles  regulating 
the  validity  of  the  compromise  and 
settlement  of  doubtful  and  unfound- 
ed claims  are  well  stated  in  the  re- 
ported case  (CrTY  Streett  Improv.  Co. 
V.  Pearson,  ante,  1817).  A  disputed 
or  doubtful  claim  is  a  good  consider- 
ation for  an  executory  contract  of 
compromise,  while  a  claim  utterly  un- 
founded is  not.  See  also  5  R.  C.  L. 
pp.  879  et  seq.  A  question  of  difficulty 
arises,  however,  in  determining 
whether  the  claim  which  furnishes 
the  basis  of  the  compromise  falls  in 


one  class  or  the  other.  No  cases  other 
than  the  reported  case  (Cmr  Street 
IMFROV.  Co.  V.  Pearson)  have  been 
found  in  which  the  sufficiency  of  an 
invalid  paving  assessment  as  a  con- 
sideration for  a  compromise  was  de- 
cided. Nor  has  a  case  been  found  in 
which  the  sufficiency  of  such  a  consid- 
eration for  a  promise,  other  than  by 
way  of  compromise,  is  discussed.  As 
may  be  observed,  in  the  reported  case, 
the  invalid  paving  assessment  is  held 
not  to  be  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  compromise.         W.  A.  E. 


EVELYN  P.  FERRY,  Appt, 

V. 

SPOKANE,  PORTLAND,  &  SEATTLE  RAILWAY  COMPANY  et  al. 

Vnitea  States  Supreme  Court ^AprU  lO,  1999. 

(—  U-  S.  — ,  66  L.  ed.  — ,  42  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  358.) 

Constitutional  law  —  privileges  and  immunities  —  dower  right. 

1.  Dower  is  not  a  privilege  or  immunity  of  citizenship,  either  state  or 
Federal,  within  the  meaning  of  the  provision  of  U.  S.  Const,  article  4, 


FERRY  V.  SPOKANE,  P-  &  S,  B.  CO.  4827 

(—  XJ.  8.  —,  69  U.  ed.  —,  kt  8up.  Ot.  Rep,  SS8.) 

$  2,  that  tbe  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be  entitled  to  all  tibe  privileges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  states,  or  of  the  declaration  of 
U.  S.  Const.  14th  Amendment,  that  no  state  shall  ^n^ke  or  enforce  any  law 
which  shall  akxridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginnmg  on  page  1330-]  I 


*—  equal  protection  Qf  the  law  —  non* 
residents  —  dower. 

2.  Limiting  the  dower  right  of  a 
nonresident  to  the  lands  of  which  the 
husband  died  seised,  while  residents 
are  entitled  to  dower  in  any  lands  of 
which  the  husband  was  seised  during 
coverture^  does  not  deny  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws. 

—  dae    process    of    law   «^    barring 
dower. 

3.  The  legislature  of  a  state  having 


the  power  to  give  or  withhold  dower, 
it  follows  that  it  lias  the  power  to  de- 
clare the  maimer  in  which  the  dower 
may  be  barred,  or  the  grounds  upon 
which  it  may  be  forfeited;  and,  if  so» 
it  has  the  right  to  provide,  so  far  as 
any  question  of  due  process  of  law  is 
concerned,  that  it  may  be  barred  as  to 
property  of  which  the  husband  did 
not  die  seised,  by  the  wife's  nonresi- 
dence  in  the  state. 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit,  affirming  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Oregon  dismissing  a  bill  filed  to  establish  a  dower  right. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court* 

Messrs.   Henry   1m   Brant,   Charles     so  far  as  they  are  used  in  the  Oregon 


Haldane,  Francis  L.  Patton,  Jr^ 
James  G.  Wilson,  and  George  B* 
Guthrie^  for  appellant: 

The  "privileges  and  immunities" 
section  of  art.  4,  §  2,  of  the  United 
States  Constitution  and  of  the  14th 
Amendment  thereto,  protects  citizens 
of  other  states  in  the  enjo3rment  of 
substantial  rights^  and  is  not  circum- 
vented by  statutes  designed  to  dis- 
criminate on  tbe  mere  basis  of  non- 
residence 

Corfield  v.  Coryell,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  371, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,280;  Magill  v.  Brown, 
Brightly,  N.  P.  346,  note.  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,952;  Paul  v.  Virginia,  8  Wall. 
168,  19  L.  ed.  357;  Ward  v.  Maryland, 
12  Wall.  418.  20  L.  ed.  449;  Blake  v. 
McClung,  172  U.  S.  239,  43  L.  ed.  432, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165 ;  Re  Stanford,  126 
CaL  122,  45  L.R.A.  788,  58  Pac.  462; 
Re  Mahoney,  133  Cal.  180,  85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  155,  65  Pac.  389;  Re  Johnson,  139 
Cal.  532,  96  An^.  St.  Rep.  16L  73  Pac. 
424;  Chalker  v.  Birpiingham  &  N.  W. 
R:  Co.  249  U.  S.  522,  63  L.  ed.  748,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  366;  Travis  v.  Yale  & 
T.  Mfg.  Co.  252  U.  S.  60,  64  L.  ed. 
460.  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  228;  United 
States  v.  Wheeler,  254  U.  S.  281,  65  L. 
ed.  270,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  133. 

"Citizenship"  and  "residence," 
while  not  strictly  synonymous  under 
all  circumstances^  are  practically  so. 


statutes  and  as  they  apply  to  the  case 
at  bar. 

Chalker  v.  Birmingham  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  249  U.  S.  522,  68  L.  ed.  748,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  866 ;  Travis  v.  Yale  &  T.  Mfg. 
Co.  252  U.  S.  60,  64  L.  ed.  460,  40  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  228. 

The  right  to  succeed  to  property  in 
one  state  by  a  citizen  residing  in  an- 
other state  is  protected  by  art.  4,  §  2, 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  by 
the  14tb  Amendment  thereto.   • 

Magill  V.  Brown,  Brightly,  N.  P.  346, 
note.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,952;  Re  Stan- 
ford, 126  Cal.  112,  45  L.R.A.  788,  58 
Pac.  462;  Re  Mahoney,  133  Cal.  180, 
85  Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  65  Pac.  389;  Re 
Johnson.  139  CaL  582,  96  Am.  St.  Rep. 
161,  73  Pac.  424. 

A  state  has  no  right  to  penalize  a 
person  for  removing  from  the  state, 
either  by  fine,  or  tax,  or  the  depriva- 
tion of  any  property  right  based  mere- 
ly on  such  removal. 

Crandall  v.  Nevada,  6  Wall.  36,  18 
L.  ed.  745;  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16 
Wall.  36,  21  L.  ed.  394;  Chalker  v. 
Birmingham  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  and  Travis 
V.  Yale  &  T.  Mfg.  Co.  supra. 

The  right  of  dower  is  just  as  fun- 
damental and  substantial  as  the  right 
of  inheritance  or  succession  to  prop- 
erty; and  the  states  may  not  discrim- 
inate against  citizens  of  other  states 
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in  applying  laws  of  dower,  inherit- 
ance, or  succession. 

Magill  V.  Brown,  supra;  Re  Stan- 
ford, 126  Cal.  112,  45  L.R.A.  788,  58 
Pac.  462;  Re  Mahoney,  138  Cal.  180, 
85  Am.  St.  Rep.  155,  65  Pac.  889;  Re 
Johnson,  supra. 

Messrs.  Charles  H.  Carey,  James  B, 
Kerr,  and  Omar  C  Spencer,  for  ap- 
pellees : 

A  woman  not  a  resident  of  the 
state  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  the 
lands  therein,  of  which  her  husband 
did  not  die  seised. 

Thornburn  v.  Doscher,  18  Sawy.  60, 
32  Fed.  810;  Cunningham  v.  Friendly, 
70  Or.  222, 139  Pac.  928,  140  Pac.  989 ; 
Woolsey  v.  Draper,  —  Or.  — ,  201  Pac. 
730;  Pratt  v.  Tefft,  14  Mich.  191; 
Ligare  v.  Semple,  82  Mich.  488; 
Stringer  v.  Dean,  61  Mich.  196,  27  N. 
W.  886;  Bennett  v.  Harms,  51  Wis.  251, 
8  N.  W.  222 ;  Ekegren  v.  Marcotte,  159 
Wis.  589,  150  N.  W.  969;  Atkins  v.  At- 
kins, 18  Neb.  474,  25  N.  W.  724;  Miner 
V.  Morgan,  83  Neb.  400,  119  N.  W.  781; 
Burr  V.  Finch,  91  Neb.  417,  136  N.  W. 
72;  Buffington  v.  Grosvenor,  46  Kan. 
780,  18  L.R.A.  282,  87  Pac.  137. 

The  right  of  a  state  to  define  mari- 
tal property  rights  as  between  resi- 
dents and  nonresidents  is  directly  rec- 
ognized by  the  Supreme  Court. 

Conner  v.  Elliott,  18  How.  591,  15 
L,  ed.  497. 

There  is  a  just  ground  for  the  dis- 
tinction between  residents  and  non- 
residents in  the  statute,  and  therefore 
§  2  of  article  4  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution does  not  apply. 

LaTourette  v.  McMaster,  248  U.  S. 
465,  63  L.  ed.  362,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
160;  Maxwell  v.  Bugbee,  250  U.  S. 
525,  68  L.  ed.  1124,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  2; 
Travis  v.  Yale  &  T.  Mfg.  Co.  252  U.  S. 
60,  64  L.  ed.  460,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  228 ; 
Shaffer  v.  Carter,  252  U.  S.  37,  64  L. 
ed.  445,  40  6up.  Ct.  Rep.  221 ;  Ander- 
son V.  Durr  (U.  S.  Adv.  Ops.  1921- 
22,  p.  18)  —  U.  S.  — ,  66  L.  ed.  — ,  42 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  15. 

Mr.    Justice   McKenna   delivered 

the  opinion  of  the  court : 

By  a  bill  filed  in  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
of  Oregon,  appellant  asserted  a 
dower  right  in  one  half  part  of  cer- 
tain land  in  possession  of  the  rail- 
way company. 

The  bill  was  dismissed  on  motion 
of  the  railway  company,  and  the 
company    was    awarded   judgment 


for  costs.  On  appeal  by  the  com- 
plainant in  the  suit^  the  judgment 
was  afiirmed.  Against  the  affirm- 
ance this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

The  law  of  Oregon  provides: 
"The  widow  of  every  deceased  per- 
son shall  be  entitled  to  dower,  or 
the  use,  during  her  natural  life,  of 
one  half  of  the  lands  whereof  her 
husband  was  seised  of  an  estate  of 
inheritance  at  any  time  during  the 
marriage,  unless  she  is  lawfully 
barred  thereof."    §  7286. 

"A  woman  being  an  alien  shall 
not  on  that  account  be  barred  of  her 
dower ;  and  any  woman  residing  out 
of  the  state  shall  be  entitled  to  dow- 
er of  the  lainds  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band lying  in  this  state  of  which 
her  husband  died  seised,  and  the 
same  may  be  assigned  to  her,  or  re- 
covered by  her,  in  like  manner  as  if 
she  and  her  deceased  husband  had 
been  residents  within  the  state  at 
the  time  of  his  death."    §  7806. 

Appellant  adduces  against  the 
validity  of  8  7306,  the  provision  of 
§  2  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  that  "the  citi- 
zens of  each  state  shall  be  entitled 
to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities 
of  citizens  in  the  several  states," 
and  the  provisions  of  the  14th 
Amendment,  which  declare  that  no 
state  shall  "make  or  enforce  any 
law  which  shall  abridge  the  privi- 
leges or  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,"  or  "deprive  any 
person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law,"  or  "de- 
ny to  any  person  within  its  juris- 
diction the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws." 

Dower  is  not  a  privilege  or  im- 
munity of  citizenship,  eittier  state 
or  Federal,  within  the  meaning  of 
the    provisions    re- 

lied  on.      At  most  it    law— privlleirea 

is  a  right  which,  !S«w!fr"S'iMl''* 
while  it  exists,  is 
attached  to  the  marital  contract  or 
relation;  and  it  always  has  been 
deemed  subject  to  regulation  by 
each  state  as  respects  property 
within  its  limits.  Conner  v.  Elliott, 
18  How.  591, 15  L.  ed.  497.  Neither 
§  2  of  article  4  nor  the  14th  Amend- 


ment  takes  from  the  several  states 
the  power  to  regulate  this  subject; 
nor  does  either  make  it  a  privilege 
or  immunity,  of  citizenship.  Max- 
well V.  Bugbee,  260  U.  S.  525^  587» 

538,  63  L.  ed.  1124,  1130,  1131,  40 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  2,  and  cases  cited; 
United  States  v.  Wheeler,  254  U.  S. 
281,  296,  66  L.  ed.  270»  274,  41  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  133. 

The  further  contention,  based  on 
the  14th  Amendment,  necessarily  is, 
as  counsel  urge,  that  dower  is 
"fundamental  and  substantial" — ''a 
property  right,  being,  while  in- 
choate, a  chose  in  action,  of  which 
no  citizen  of  the  United  States^ 
wherever  he  [she]  may  be  resident^ 
can  be  deprived  without  'due  process 
of  law,'  and  as  to  which  eveiy  per- 
son is  entitled  to  the  'equal  protect 
tion  of  the  laws,'  as  provided  in  the 
14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitu-* 
tion.'' 

The  court  of  appeals  considered- 
this  contention,  and  it  is  difficult  to 
add  anything  to  its  opinion.  It 
pointed  out  that  the  Oregon  statute; 
was  taken  from  the  laws  of  Michi- 
gan, adopted  in  1846,  and  sus- 
tained.^ The  example  of  Michigan 
was  followed  in  Wisconsin,  Kansas, 
and  Nebraska,  and  sustained  by  the 
courts  of  those  states.' 

To  the  decisions  of  those  courts 
we  may  add  Thorbum  v.  Doscher, 
United  States  district  court  for 
Oregon,  13  Sawy.  60,  32  Fed.  «10, 
which  sustained  the  Oregon  statute, 
as  did  the  supreme  court  of  Oregoit 
in  Cunningham  v.  Friendly,  70  Or. 
222,  139  Pac.  928,  140  Pac.  989. 
And  we  may  add  also  Richards  v. 
Bellingham  Bay  Land  Co.  4  C.  C.  A. 
290,  7  U.  S.  App.  494,  54  Fed,  209, 
which  decided  to  be  legal  a  like  stat- 
ute  of   the   state   of   Washington. 

1  Pratt  V.  Tefft,  14  Mich.  191;  Ligare  v. 
Semple,  32  Mich.  438 ;  Stringer  v.  Dean,  61 
Mich.  203,  27  N.  W,  886. 

«  Bennett  v.  Harms,  61  Wis.  251,  8  N. 
W.  222;   Ekegren  v.   Marcotte,  159  Wis. 

539,  150  N.  W.  969;  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  18 

Neb.  474,  25  N.  W.  724 ;  Miner  v.  Morgan, 
83  Neb.  400,  119  N.  W.  781;  Buffington  v. 
GroBvenor,  46  Kan.  730,  13  L.R.A.  282, 
27  Pac.137. 

20  A.L.R.— «4. 
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41  Bmp,  Ct.  R9p.  S58.) 

And  Blackstone  speaka  of  dower  as 
having  become  Va  great  clog  to 
alienation,"  and  'fotfaerwise  incon- 
venient to  families/'  1  Waahh. 
Real  Ptop.  5th  ed.  278,  in  note. 

The  cases  recdgnize  that  the  limi- 
tation of  the  dower  right  is  to  re- 
move an  impediment  to  the  transfer 
of  real  estate,  anid  to  assure  titles 
against   absent  and  probably   un- 
known wives.    And  such  is  the  pur- 
pose of  the  Oregon  statute,  and  the 
means  of  executing  the  purpose  ap- 
propriate, and  a  proper  exercise  of 
clasisiflcatioB.   ^  It    satisfies,    there- 
fore,   £he   constitu**    u      : 
tional    requiremiBnt  t^n!?..  oPtii* 
of  the  equal  protec-  J*^n^'5w" 
tion    of   the   laws; 
and    we    proceed  .  to    tiM    inquiry 
whether  the[  statute   is   otherwise 
valid. 

Appellant's  contention  is  that, 
though  she  be  living  in  New  York; 
it  is  her  privilege,  under  the  14th 
Amendment,  to  resist  the  law. of 
Oregon  as  a  limitation  of  her  dower 
rights ;  that  is,  a  fimitation  of  rights 
in  property  sittutted  in  Oregon. 
The  contention  might  be  tenable  if 
the  legislature  of  a  state  was  re- 
quired to  grant  dower  rights.  As 
repellent  of  that  proposition,  the 
difference  the  laws  of  the  states  ex- 
hibit in  the  rights-  that  attach  to 
the  marriage  relation  may  be  ad- 
educed.  The  states  greatly  differ  as 
to  what  lands  are  dowable,  and  as 
to  what  claims  ^re  i^aramount  to 
dower,  and,  to  som^'  extent,  how  it 
will  be  barred.  4  Kent,  Com.  36  et 
seq. 

The  granting  of  dower,  therefore, 
is  a  matter  of  rtatutory  regulation. 
It  was  so  decided  by  the  United 
States  district  court  of  Oregon  In 
1887  (Thorbum  v.  Doscher,  supra). 
Judge  Deady  expressing  it  as  fol- 
lows: ''It  rests  with  the  legisla- 
ture to  say  what  interest,  if  any, 
married  persons  shall  have  in  the 
property  of  each  other,  as  an  inci- 
dent of  the  rdation  between  them. 
It  may  give  or  withhold  dower  al- 
together. Or  it  may,  for  the  secu- 
rity of  titles  and  the  protection  of 
innocent  purchasers,  provide  that  a 
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nonresident  woman  whose  very  ex- 
istence is  probably  unknown  within 
the  state,  and  is  practically  dis* 
avowed  by  the  husband,  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  dower  of  lands  which  he 
has  disposed  of  without  her  concur- 
rence or  consent,  and  osteiisibly  as 
a  single  man/'  The  law  l^us  de- 
clared has  been  the  law  of  Oregon 
for  sixty-five  years. 

There  is  a  distinction  between 
dower  created  by  the  parties  and 
that  given  by  law,  and  the  latter  ^^it 
is  believed  to  be  the  only  kind  which 
ever  obtained  in  i  this  country/' 
Randall  v.  Ereiger,  28- Wall.  137, 
14a,  23  L*  ed.  124, 126.  Expressing 
the  power  of  ti^ie  legislature  over  it, 
the  court  said :  ''During  the  life  of 
the  husband  the  right  is  a  mere  ex- 
pectancy or  possibility «  In  that 
condition  of  things,  the  lawmaking 
power  Biay  deal  with  it.aa  may  be 
deemed  proper.  It  is  not  a  natural 
right.  It  is  wholly  given  by  law, 
and  the  power  that  gave  it  may  in- 
crease,  diminish,  or  otherwise  alter 
it,  or  wholly  take  it  away.  It  is  up- 
on the  same  footing:  with  the  expec- 
tancy of  heirs,  apparent  or  pre- 
sumptive, before  the  death  of  the 
ancestor.  Until  that  event  occurs, 
the  law  of  descent  and  distribution 
may  be  molded  according  to  the  will 
of  the  legislature.'' 


The  ruling  is  a  deduction  or  inci- 
dent of' the  more  general  principle 
expressed  in  Kerr  v.  Moon,  9  Wheat. 
665,  569,  6  L.  ed.  161, 162,  'that  the 
title  to,  and  the  disposition  of,  real 
property,  must  be  exclusively  sub- 
ject to  the  laws  of  the  country 
where  it  is  situated."  And  this  was 
80  considered  and  the  case  cited  in 
Thomas  v.  Woods,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1180,  97  C.C.  A.  685, 173  Fed.  585, 
593,  19  Ann.  Gas.  1080,  along  with 
a  number  of  other  cases,  to  sustain 
the  court  in  the  declaration  and  de- 
cision that  ''the  right  of  dower  in 
real  property  is  determined  by  the 
laws  of  tlte  state  in  which  the  prop- 
erty is  situated." 

From  these  cases  it  results,  as 
said  by  the  circuit  dourt  of  appeals, 
that,   ''the  legislature  having  this 
power  to  give  or  withhold  dower,  it 
follows  ihat  it  has  _^^^  proce«i  oc 
the    power   to    de-  igw— b«rri«« 
clare  the  manner  in  ••^•'* 
which    the    dower    right    may    b^ 
barred,  or  the  grounds  upon  which 
it  may  be  forfeitedi  lUid,  if  so,  it  has 
the  right  to  provide  that  it  may  be 
barred  by  the  wife's  nonresidence 
in  the  state."    [268  Fed.  120.] 

The  action  of  the  oourt,  affirming 
the  decree  oi  the  District  Court,  is 
affirmed. 


ANNOTATION. 
CoostkiitioiiaKty  of  statutes  in  relatioa  to  dower* 


The  construction  of  the  statutes, 
except.  BQ  far  as  affected  by  considera- 
tion of  constitutionaj  limitations,  is 
not  within  the  scope  of  ^the  annota* 
tion. 

Xa  sea^raL 

By  the  great  welgl^t  of  authority  the 
wife's  right  of  dower  may,  at  anytime 
before  the  husband's  death,  be  en- 
larged, abridged,  or  abolished. 

United  States^^Randall  v.  Kreiger 
(1875)  28  Wall.  137,  28  L.  ed.  124; 
Thornbum  v.  Doscher  (1887)  18- 
Sawy.  60,  82  Fed.  810;  Richards  v. 
Bellingham  Bay  Land  Co.  (1898)  4 
a  a  A.  290,  7  U.  S.  App.  494,  64  Fed. 


209 ;  Ferry  v.  Spokane,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
(1920)  268  Fed.  117. 

Alabama.  —  Boyd  v.  Harrison 
(1860)  36  Ala.  533;  Ware  v.  Owens 
(1868)  42  Ala.  212,  94  Am.  Dec.  642. 

IlUnois.  —  Sturgis  v.  Ewing  (1856) 
18  111.  176;  Henson  v.  Moore  (1882) 
104  111.  403;  McNeer  v.  McNeer  (1892) 
142  111.  388,  19  L.R.A.  256,  32  N.  £. 
681  (overruling  Russell  v.  Rumsey 
(1864)  35  111.  362). 

Indiana.  —  Noel  v.  Ewing  (1857) 
9  Ind.  37;  Taylor  v.  Stockwell  (1878) 
66  Ind.  505;  Green  v.  Estabrook 
ri906)  168  Ind.  123,  120  Am.  St.  Rep. 
349,  79  N.  E.  373. 
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Iowa*  —  Lucas  v.  Sawyer  (1864)  17 
Iowa,  617. 

Kansas.  —  Bnffinfirton  v.  Grosvenor 
(1891)  46  Kan.  730,  13  L.R.A.  282,  27 
Pac.  187;  Hamblin  v.  Marchant  (1918) 
108  Kan.  508,  6  A.L.R.  1403,  175  Pac. 
678. 

Maine.  —  Barbour  v.  Barbour 
(1858)  46  Me.  9;  McAllister  v.  Dexter 
A  P.  R.  Co.  (1910)  106  Me.  371,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  726,  76  Atl.  891,  21  Ann. 
Cas.  486. 

Minnesota.  —  Morrison  v.  Rice 
(1886)  35  Minn.  436,  29  N.  W.  168; 
Griswold  ▼.  McGee  (1907)  102  Minn. 
114,  112  N.  W.  1020,  113  N.  W.  382, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  186. 

MississippL  —  Magee  v.  Young 
(1866)  40  Miss.  164,  90  Am.  Dec.  322. 

Missouri.  —  Chouteau  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  (1894)  122  Mo.  875,  22  S.  W. 
468,  30  S.  W.  299. 

Nebraska. — Miner  v.  Morgan  (1909) 
83  Neb.  400,  119  N.  W.  781. 

New  York.  —  Lawrence  v.  Miller 
(1848)  1  Sandf.  616;  Moore  v.  New 
York  (1851)  4  Sandf.  456,  afiirmed  in 
(1863)  8  N.  Y.  110,  59  Am.  Dec.  473. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Melizet's  Appeal 
(1861)  17  Pa.  449,  55  Am,  Dec.  573. 

Washington.  —  Hamilton  v.  Hirsch 
(1884)  2  Wash.  Terr.  223,  6  Pac.  215. 

West  Virginia.  —  Thornburg  v. 
Thomburg  (1881)  18  W.  Va.  522. 

Wisconsin.  —  Bennett  v.  Harms 
(1881)  51  Wis.  261,  8  N.  W.  222. 

In  Randal]  v.  Kreiger  (U.  S.)  supra, 
upholding  a  state  statute  enacted  be- 
fore the  husband's  death,  which  had 
the  effect  to  validate  a  deed  executed 
under  a  joint  power  of  attorney  from 
husband  and  wife,  which  at  the  time 
it  was  given  was  not  authorized  by 
the  law  of  Minnesota  where  the  real 
property  was  situated,  the  court,  as 
to  the  right  of  dower,  said:  "During 
the  life  of  the  husband  the  right  is  a 
mere  expectancy  or  possibility.  In 
that  condition  of  things,  the  lawmak- 
ing power  may  deal  with  it  as  may  be 
deemed  proper.  It  is  not  a  natural 
right.  It  is  wholly  given  by  law,  and 
the  power  that  gave  it  may  increase, 
diminish,  or  otherwise  alter  it,  or 
wholly  take  it  away.  It  is  upon  the 
same  footing  with  the  expectancy  of 
heirs,  apparent  or  presumptive,   be- 


fore the  death  of  the  ancestor.  Until 
that  event  occurs,  the  law  of  descent 
and  distribution  may  be  molded  ac- 
cording to  the  will  of  the  legislature." 

The  right  of  dower  not  existipg  by 
virtue  of  contract,  the  obligation  of  a 
contract  is  not  impaired  by  the  modi- 
fication of  the  law  which  governs  it 
prior  to  the  husband's  death.  Boyd  v. 
Harrison  (Ala.)  supra. 

So,  the  interest  of  a  wife  under  a 
statute  declaring  that  one  half  her 
husband's  property  shall  be  set  apart 
to  her  upon  his  death  may  be  changed 
or  destroyed  by  statute  before  the  hus- 
band's death.  Hamblin  v.  Marchant 
(Kan.)  supra. 

And  it  is  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture, before  the  husband's  death,  to 
change  the  relative  rights  of  husband 
and  wife  after  marriage,  and  to  sub- 
stitute for  dower  inchoate  another  and 
larger  estate,  to  be  carved  out  of  that 
of  the  husband  after  his  death.  Noel 
V.  Ewing  (Ind.)  supra. 

So,  a  statute  providing  that  a  wife 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  if  her 
separate  property  is  equal  in  value  to 
what  would  be  her  portion  of  her  hus- 
band's real  and  personal  property  is, 
with  reference  to  the  rights  of  mar- 
ried women  whose  husbands  were  liv- 
ing at  the  date  of  its  enactment,  a 
legitimate  exercise  of  the  power  of  the 
legislature.  Magee  v.  Young  (Miss.) 
supra. 

So,  too,  it  is  competent  and  consti- 
tutional for  the  legislature  to  provide 
that  in  acquiring  the  estate  of  a  hus- 
band in  land,  subject  to  public  use, 
the  inchoate  right  of  dower  therein  is 
suspended  during  the  existence  of  the 
public  use.  Chouteau  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  (Mo.)  supra. 

And  the  legislature  has  the  power 
to  pass  an  act  providing  that  a  wife 
who  voluntarily  leaves  her  husband 
without  such  just  cause  as  would  en- 
title her  to  divorce,  and  lives  separate 
and  apart  from  him  at  his  death,  shall 
be  debarred  of  her  dower  inheritance. 
Thornburg  v.  Thornburg  (W.  Va.) 
supra. 

A  statutory  provision  that,  in  all 
cases  of  judicial  sales  of  real  estate 
in  which  a  married  woman  had  an  in- 
choate interest  by  virtue  of  her  «uur- 
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riage,  such  interest,  if  not  directed  by 
the  jud^rment  to  be  sold,  should  be  ab- 
solutely vested  in  the  wife,  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  upon  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, whenever,  by  virtue  of  such  sale, 
the  legal  title  of  the  husband  should 
become  absolutely  vested  in  the  pur- 
chaser, was  held  to  apply  to  all  sales 
upon  judgment  rendered,  after  its 
passage,  upon  contracts  entered  into 
before  its  passage,  and  was  not  in 
conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  state 
and  Federal  Constitutions,  prohibiting 
the  enactment  of  any  statute  impair- 
ing the  obligations  of  contracts.  Ac- 
cordingly, it  was  further  held  that 
where  a  husband,  before  the  passage 
of  such  law,  executed  his  promissory 
note,  upon  which,  after  the  passage  of 
such  act,  the  payee  recovered  judg- 
ment to  satisfy  which  the  land  was 
sold  on  execution,  his  wife  was  en- 
titled to  the  interest  given  her  by  the 
statute  in  the  land  sold.  Taylor  v. 
Stockwell  (1878)  66  Ind.  505. 

And  in  Green  v.  Estabrook  (1906) 
168  Ind.  123,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  849,  79 
N.  E.  373,  this  statute  was  held  not  to 
be  invalid  as  depriving  the  husband 
of  his  property,  since  it  did  not  attach 
until  all  his  interest  in  the  premises 
sold  on  execution  was  irretrievably 
lost.  The  court  declared  that  the  au- 
thority of  the  lawmaking  power  over 
the  marriage  relation  and  its  inci- 
dents was  clearly  sufficient  to  uphold 
the  statute. 

There  are  a  few  cases  which  seem  to 
be  opposed  to  the  general  rule,  and 
which  hold  that  it  is  beyond  the  pow- 
er of  the  legislature  to  change  the  rel- 
ative rights  of  husband  and  wife  to 
the  extent  of  giving  the  wife  enlarged 
dower  rights,  even  when  no  rights  of 
third  persons  have  vested  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  enlarging  such 
dower  rights.  Sutton  v.  Askew  (1872) 
66  N.  C.  172,  8  Am.  Rep.  600;  Wesson 
V.  Johnson  (1872)  66  N.  C.  189; 
Jenkins  v.  Jenkins  (1880)  82  N.  C. 
208. 

In  Sutton  V.  Askew  (N.  C.)  supra, 
holding  that  an  act  giving  a  widow 
dower  in  all  lands  of  which  her  hus- 
band was  seised  during  coverture,  in- 
stead of  in  the  lands  only  of  which 


the  husband  died  seised,  as  was  the 
law  before  the  act  was  passed,  could 
not  apply  to  parties  whose  marriage 
was  contracted  before  it  took  effect^ 
since  it  was  beyond  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  increase  dower  rights 
springing  from  former  marriages,  th* 
court  reasoned  that  thus  to  increase 
the  dower  right  would  be  interfering 
with  the  vested  right  of  the  husband. 

And  Sutton  v.  Askew  was  followed 
in  Wesson  v.  Johnson  (1872)  66  N.  & 
189,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  same 
statute  was  unconstitutional,  so  far  as 
it  applied  to  marriages  contracted 
previous  to  its  passage,  and  that  a 
widow  whose  marriage  took  place  be- 
fore its  enactment  had  no  interest  in 
land  mortgaged  by  her  husband  with- 
out her  joining  therein. 

A  curative  act  which  attempts  to 
legalize  a  husband's  conveyance  of  his 
wife's  dower  rights,  under  power  of 
attorney  given  him  by  the  wife  for 
that  purpose,  is  unconstitutional 
where,  by  statute,  a  wife  is  prohibited 
from  granting  her  husband  power  of 
attorney  to  alienate  her  right  of  dow- 
er. Swartz  V.  Andrews  (1908)  137 
Iowa,  261,  126  Am.  St  Rep.  285,  114 
N.  W.  888. 

The  opinion  expressed  in  Williams 
V.  Courtney  (1883)  77  Ma  587,  that 
the  legislature  has  not  the  power  to 
devest  inchoate  right  of  dower,  was 
stated  in  Chouteau  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  (1894)  122  Mo.  375,  22  S.  W.  458, 
30  S.  W.  299,  to  be  disapproved  and 
not  to  be  followed. 

Disorimlnation  asaiast  aoaresident. 

The  decision  in  the  reported  case 
(Perky  v.  Spokane,  P.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
ante,  1326)  that  a  statute  limiting  the 
dower  rights  of  a  nonresident  wife  to 
the  land  of  which  her  husband  died 
seised,  while  a  resident  wife  is  en- 
titled to  dower  in  any  land  of  which 
her  husband  was  seised  during  cover- 
ture, is  constitutional,  is  supported  by 
Buffington  v.  Grosvenor  (1891)  46 
Kan.  730,  13  L.R.A.  282,  27  Pac.  137, 
holding  that  there  is  no  unconstitu- 
tional discrimination  against  a  non- 
resident widow  under  the  Federal 
Constitution,  14th  Amendment,  where 
by  statute  it  is  provided  that  a  convey- 
ance by  her  husband  of  his  property  is 
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«ulBclent  to  cut  off  her  interest,  if  she 
was  not  then,  and  never  had  been,  a 
resident  of  the  state. 

So,  in  Miner  v.  Morgan  (1909)  83 
Neb.  400,  119  N.  W.  781,  it  was  held 
that  a  statute  providing  that  a  non- 
resident widow  should  have  dower 
only  in  lands  of  which  her  husband 
died  seised,  while  a  resident  widow 
was  entitled  to  dower  in  lands  of 
which  the  husband  was  seised  during 
coverture,  was  not  unconstitutional  as 
denying  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws,  or  as  denying  due  process  of 
law. 

And  to  the  same  effect  is  Bennett  v. 
Harms  (1881)  51  Wis.  251,  8  N.  W. 
222.  [Bennett  v.  Harms  was  overruled 
in  Ekegren  v.  Marcotte  (1915)  159 
Wis.  539,  150  N.  W.  969,  but  only  as 
to  the  construction  placed  upon  the 
statute.] 

And  see  also  Thombum  v.  Doscher 
(1887)  13  Sawy.  60,  32  Fed.  810;  ■ 
Pratt  V.  Tefft  (1866)  14  Mich.  191; 
Ligare  v.  Semple  (1875)  32  Mich.  438; 
Atkins  V.  Atkins  (1885)  18  Neb.  474, 
25  N.  W.  724,  and  Cunningham  v. 
Friendly  (1914)  70  Or.  222,  139  Pac. 
928,  140  Pac.  989,  which  recognize  the 
constitutionality  of  such  a  statute. 

The  court  in  the  Thombum  case 
(Fed.)  supra,  said:  "It  rests  with 
the  legislature  to  say  what  interest,  if 
any,  married  persons  shall  have  in  the 
property  of  each  other,  as  an  inci- 
dent of  the  relation  between  them.  It 
may  give  or  withhold  dower  altogeth- 
er, or  it  may,  for  the  security  of  titles 
and  the  protection  of  innocent  pur- 
chasers, provide  that  a  nonresident 
woman  whose  very  existence  is  prob- 
ably unknown  within  the  state,  and  is 
practically  disavowed  by  the  husband, 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  of  lands 
which  he  has  disposed  of  without  her 
concurrence  or  consent,  and  ostensibly 
as  a  single  man.'' 

Am   affeotins   rights   preTionsly   vested 
by  contract  or  death  of  husband. 

Legislation  affecting  dower  rights 
will  not  be  upheld  if  it  devests  vested 
rights.  M'Cafferty  v.  M'Cafferty 
(1846)  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  218;  Strong  v. 
Clem  (1859)  12  Ind.  37,  74  Am.  Dec. 
200;  Logan  v.  Walton  (1859)  12  Ind. 
639;  Frantz  v.  Harrow  (1859)  13  Ind. 


607;  Strong  v.  Dennis  (1859)  18  Ind. 
514;  Hoskins  v.  Hutchings- (1871)  37 
Ind.  324;  May  v.  Fletcher  (1872)  40 
Ind.  575;  Taylor  v.  Sample  (1875)  51 
Ind.  423;  Parkham  v.  Vandeventer 
(1882)  82  Ind.  544;  Helphenstine  v. 
Meredith  (1882)  84  Ind.  1;  Davis  v. 
OTerrall  (1853)  4  G.  Greene  (Iowa) 
168;  Young  v.  Wolcott  (1855)  1  Iowa, 
174;  Moore  v.  Kent  (1873)  37  Iowa,  20, 
18  Am.  Rep.  1;  Bottorff  v.  Lewis 
(1903)  121  Iowa,  37,  95  N.  W.  262 
Given  v.  Marr  (1847)  27  Me.  212 
Curtis  V.  Hobart  (1856)  41  Me.  230 
Morrison  v.  Rice  (1886)  35  Minn.  436, 
29  N.  W.  168;  Talbot  v.  Talbot  (1883) 
14  R.  I.  57. 

Thus,  so  far  as  the  husband  and 
wife,  or  the  widow  and  heirs,  are  con- 
cerned, the  legislature  has  full  con- 
trol of  the  subject  of  dower  prior  to 
the  husband's  death;  but  such  is  not 
the  case  when  the  legislation  would 
affect  the  rights  of  innocent  pur- 
chasers. Vested  rights  and  the  obli- 
gation of  contracts  cannot  be  im- 
paired. Davis  V.  O'Ferrall  (1853)  4 
G.  Greene  (Iowa)  168. 

So,  a  statute  abolishing  dower  and 
substituting  fee  simple  was  held  in 
Strong  V.  Clem  (1859)  12  Ind.  37,  74 
Am.  Dec.  200,  to  be  unconstitutional 
and  void  so  far  as  it  operated  to  de- 
vest rights  vested  under  a  previous 
conveyance  by  the  husband  to  a  third 
person,  in  which  the  wife  did  not  join 
although  it  was  effective  to  destroy  the 
wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower.  And 
this  case  was  followed  as  authority  in 
Logan  V.  Walton  (1859)  12  Ind.  639. 

And  the  rule  laid  down  in  Strong  v. 
Clem  (Ind.)  supra,  was  applied  in 
Hoskins  v.  Hutchings  (1871)  37  Ind. 
324,  where  a  widow  claimed  one  third 
in  fee  simple  of  land  mortgaged  by  her 
husband  alone  before  the  passage  of 
the  statute.  In  reply  to  this  claim  the 
court  said  that  when  the  mortgage 
was  executed  it  gave  the  creditor  a 
valid  lien  on  the  land,  subject  only  to 
the  contingent  right  of  the  wife  to 
dower,  if  she  should  survive  her  hus- 
band; and  that  it  was  beyond  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  "increase 
the  interest  of  the  wife,  and  in  the 
same  proportion  diminish  that  of  the 
mortgagee,     without     incurring     the 
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charge  of  having  impaired  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  contract.  The  creditor  has 
here  a  specific  lien  upon  the  mortgaged 
premises  which  cannot  be  taken  away 
from  him,  without  an  evident  infrac- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  a  violation  of  a  plain  prin- 
ciple of  justice  and  right.'' 

In  Hilton  v.  Thatcher  (1906)  31 
Utah,  360,  88  Pac.  20,  it  was  held  that 
a  statute  that  gives  a  widow  an  estate 
in  fee  in  her  husband's  land,  instead 
of  a  third  interest  for  life  as  dower, 
cannot  be  made  effective  retroactively 
as  against  a  prior  purchaser  from  the 
husband.  [Although  the  point  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  annotation,  it 
may  be  noted  that  the  court  in  this 
case,  by  holding  that  the  statute  did 
not  create  a  new  right,  but  enlarged 
the  common-law  right,  held  that  the 
widow  was  entitled  to  the  common-law 
right  of  dower  as  against  the  prior 
purchaser,  thus  avoiding  the  result 
reached  in  Strong  v.  Clem  (Ind.) 
supra,  of  holding  that  the  widow  had 
no  right  at  all.] 

In  M'Cafferty  v.  M'Cafferty  (1846) 
8  Blackf .  (Ind.)  218,  supra,  it  was  held 
that  a  statute  which  gave  a  wife,  di- 
vorced for  the  fault  of  her  husband, 
dower  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he 
were  dead,  could  not  affect  a  title  pro- 
cured from  the  husband  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  law.  The  court  said 
that  the  purchaser  held  a  vested  right 
in  the  land  conveyed,  subject  to  the 
contingency  of  the  dower  right  of  the 
wife  should  she  survive  her  husband. 
"To  subject  these  lands  by  a  subse- 
quent law  to  the  right  of  dower  upon 
the  happening  of  some  other  event 
would  not  only  be  depriving  the  own- 


ers of  a  vested  right,  but  it  would  also 
.be  impairing  the  obligation  of  the 
grant  or  contract  under  which  they 
hold  that  right.  To  do  this  is  beyond 
the  constitutional  power  of  the  legis- 
lature." And  to  the  same  effect  is 
Comly  V.  Strader  (1848)  Smith  (Ind.) 
76. 

The  legislature  cannot  enlarge 
dower  rights  of  a  widow  as  against  the 
rights  of  one  who  has  contracted  for  a 
judgment  lien  on  the  property  of  the 
husband,  in  view  of  the  constitutional 
provision  against  impairing  the  obli- 
gation of  contracts,  although  the  judg- 
ment is  not  actually  entered  until 
after  the  statute  is  passed.  Davidson 
V.  Richardson  (1907)  50  Or.  323,  17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  319, 126  Am.  St.  Rep.  738, 
89  Pac.  742,  91  Pac.  1080. 

In  Bottorff  v.  Lewis  (1903)  121 
Iowa,  27,  95  N.  W.  262,  it  was  held  that 
the  dower  interest  of  a  widow  which 
.  had  become  vested  upon  the  death  of 
her  husband  could  not  be  increased  by 
subsequent  legislation  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  heirs. 

.  And  see  Swartz  v.  Andrews  (1908) 
187  Iowa,  261,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  285. 
114  N.  W.  888,  which  held  unconstitu- 
tional an  act  which  deprived  a  widow 
of  her  vested  right  of  dower. 

A  statute  that  provides  that  the 
court  may  authorize  the  owner  of  an 
estate  in  fee  to  give  security  for  the 
annual  value  of  dower  assigned  to  a 
widow  in  lieu  of  an  estate  out  of  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits,  out  of  which 
it  was  assigned,  even  though  the 
widow  be  unwilling,  is,  in  so  far  as 
it  affects  dower  assigned  before  its 
enactment,  unconstitutional  and  void. 
Talbot  V.  Talbot  (1883)  14  R  L  57. 

J.  H.  B. 


J.  T.  WILKERSON  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

V. 

CITY  OF  ROME  et  al. 

Georgia  Supreme  Court  —  February  ISf  1929. 

(152  Ga.  762,  110  S,  E.  895.) 

Constitutional  law  —  requiring  Bible  to  be  read  in  public  schoola 

1.  The  ordinance  enacted  by  the  city  commission  of  Rome,  requiring 
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some  portion  of  fhe  King  Jame3  version  of  the:  Bible  of  either  the  Old 
or  New  Testament  to  be  read  and  prayer  offered  to  God  in  the  hearing 
of  the  pupils  daily  during  the  regular  sessions  of  the  school,  is  not  iji 
conflict  with  either  of  the  following  paragraphs  of  the  Constitution  of 
Georgia:  (a)  Article  1,  §  1,  1[  12,  which  reads  as  follows:  "All  men 
have  the  natural  and  inalienable  rfght  to  worship  God,  each  according  to 
the  dictates  of  his  own  conscience,  and  no  human  authority  should  in  any 
case  control  or  interfere  with  such  right  of  conscience/'  (b)  Article  1, 
§  1,  II  13,  which  reads  as  follows:  ''No  inhabitant  of  this  state  shall  be 
molested  in  person  or  property,  or  prohibited  from  holding  any  public 
office  or  trust,  on  account  of  his  religious  opinions ;  but  the  right  of  liberty 
of  conscienoe  shall  not  be  so  construed  as  to  excuse  acts  of  licentiousness, 
or  justify  practices  inconsistent  with  the  peace  and  safety  of  the  state." 
(c)  Article  1,  §  1,  II  14,  which  reads  as  follows:  "No  money  shall  ever 
be  taken  from  the  public  treasury,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  aid  of  any 
church,  sect,  or  denomination  of  religionists,  or  of  any  sectarian  institu- 
tion/* 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1351.] 

Schools    —    control     -^    municipal 
charter. 


2.  Under  the  terms  of  the  charter 
<^y  the  city  of  Rome,  the  board  of  edu«- 
cation  has  supervision  and  control 
over  the  public  schools  of  said  city, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  char- 
ter and  the  ordmances  lawfully  passed 
by  the  city  commissioners. 

Mandamus  —  to  require  reading  of 
Bible  in  schooL 

3.  Mandamus  is  a  proper  remedy  to 
require  the  board  of  education  of  the 
city  of  Rome  to  perform  the  duty  im- 
posed by  the  ordinance  of  the  city  of 
Rome,  because  mandamus  is  the  only 


adequate,  specific,  and  complete  rem- 
edy to  enforce  such  duty.  While 
courts  will  not  undertake  to  control 
the  exercise  of  matters  intrusted  to 
the  discretion  of  public  school  offi- 
cers, nor  to  compel  such  officers  to  do 
in  a  specific  manner  any  act  which 
involves  discretion  and  judgment,  it 
will  issue  to  command  said  officers  to 
act  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion. 
[See  18  R.  G.  L.  124;  8  R.  G.  L.  Supp. 
786.] 

-—  absolute  writ. 

4.  The  court  did  not  err,  for  any  of 
the  reasons  stated,  in  granting  a 
mandamus  absolute. 


(Beck,  P.  J.,  and  Hines,  J.,  dissent.) 


Error  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Floyd  County  (Wright,  J.)  to  review 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  petitioners  in  a  proceeding  for  a  writ  of  man- 
damus to  compel  defendants  to  put  in  effect  an  ordinance  requiring  re- 
ligious exercises  in  the  public  schools  of  the  plaintiff  city.    Affirmed, 


Statement  by  Gilbert,  J. : 
The  city  of  Rome,  E.  E.  Lindsay 
as  chairman  of  the  commission  of 
the  city  of  Rome,  and  E.  E.  Lindsay 
as  a  citizen  of  that  city  filed  a  peti- 
tion against  the  individual  members 
of  the  board  of  education  of  the  city, 
reciting  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
board  of  education,  under  the  char- 
ter of  the  city,  to  supervise  and  con- 
trol the  public  schools  of  the  city  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  charter  and  ordinances  of  the 
city,  and  to  carry  into  effect  all  or- 
dinances duly  and  regularly  adopt- 


ed by  the  commission  of  the  city  of 
Rome  with  reference  to  the  govern- 
ment and  conduct  of  the  schools,  and 
that  said  board  of  education  has  re- 
fused to  carry  into  effect  the  pro- 
visions of  an  ordinance  adopted  by 
the  city  commission  as  follows,  to 
wit:  "Be  it  ordained  by  the  board 
of  commissioners  of  the  city  of 
Rome,  Georgia,  and  it  is  hereby  or- 
dained by  authority  of  the  same, 
that  the  board  of  education  shall 
require  some  portion  of  the  King 
James  version  of  the  Bible,  of  either 
the  Old  or  New  Testament,  to  be 
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read  and  prayer  offered  to  God  in 
the  hearing  of  the  pupils  of  the  pub- 
lic schools  of  the  city  of  Rome  daily 
during  the  regular  sessions  of  these 
schools  and  that  such  time  shall  be 
allowed  and  appointed  for  these  ex- 
ercises as  will  admit  of  their  being 
conducted  with  order  and  impres- 
siveness.  That  these  readings  and 
prayers  shall  be  conducted  by  the 
principals  of  said  schools,  or  by  per- 
sons invited  by  them  for  such  serv- 
ices, and  the  selections  of  Scripture 
to  be  read  shall  be  made  by  the  per- 
sons conducting  the  readings,  and 
the  readings  shall  be  without  com- 
ment. Be  it  further  ordained  by  the 
authority  aforesaid,  that  exemption 
from  attendance  on  these  readings 
and  prayers  shall  be  granted  to  any 
pupil  or  pupils  whose  parents  or 
guardians  shall  present  to  the  super- 
intendent of  the  schools  request  in 
writing  for  such  exemption  upon 
the  ground  of  conscientious  objec- 
tions." 

The  prayer  is  that  defendants  be 
compelled  by  the  writ  of  mandamus 
to  perform  the  duty  required  of 
them  by  the  ordinance. 

The  defendants  filed  an  answer, 
in  which,  after  denying  that  they 
are  under  any  duty  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  ordinance,  they 
plead : 

(a)  Under  the  terms  of  the  char- 
ter of  the  city  of  Rome  they 
have  authority,  without  interference 
from  the  commission  of  the  city  of 
Rome,  to  prescribe  and  put  into  ef- 
fect the  course  of  instruction  in  said 
schools,  and  that  the  ordinance  is  a 
usurpation  of  their  powers,  privi- 
leges, and  duties  in  this  respect; 
that  the  ordinance  is  of  no  legal  ef- 
fect, because  it  deprives  them  of 
their  legal  right  to  supervise  and 
control  the  public  schools  of  the  city 
of  Rome,  by  providing  that  the 
readings  and  prayers  required  shall 
be  conducted  by  the  principals  of, 
said  schools,  or  by  persons  invited 
by  them  for  such  service,  and  fur- 
ther providing  that  the  selections  of 
the  Scripture  to  be  read  shall  be 
made  by  the  persons  conducting  the 
readings,  and  by  further  providing 


that  the  prayers  offered  to  God  in 
the  hearing  of  the  pupils  of  the  pub- 
lic school  shall  be  such  prayers  as 
the  person  offering  should  desire  to 
make  without  regard  to  their  tenor 
or  effect.  Defendants  say  that  this 
puts  the  supervision  and  control  of 
the  passages  of  the  Bible  read, 
and  prayers  offered,  in  the  hands  of 
the  principals  of  the  schools,  and  re- 
moves any  right  or  control  over 
such  principals  from  the  board  of 
education,  and  to  this  extent  vesta 
in  the  said  principals  the  power  and 
authority  of  selecting  the  course  of 
instructions  or  readings  from  the 
Bible,  without  regard  to  the  opinion 
of  the  board  of  education,  or  its 
right  and  duty  to  supervise  and  con- 
trol the  said  schools.  The  said  or- 
dinance further  in  this  endeavors  to 
vest  the  principals  of  the  schools 
with  the  right,  duty,  and  authority 
to  select  and  invite  other  persons 
to  read  the  Bible  and  offer  prayer. 
Said  readings  and  offering  of 
prayers,  if  it  be  a  religious  exercise, 
is  prohibited  by  the  law  in  public 
schools,  as  stated;  and  if  it  be  a 
course  of  instructions,  then  the  per- 
son delivering  said  course  of  in- 
structions must  of  necessity  be  a 
teacher,  and  the  absolute  right  of 
selecting  the  teachers  for  the  public 
schools  is  vested  in  the  board  of 
education  by  the  charter  of  the  city 
of  Rome,  and  this  ordinance  is  vio- 
lative of  such  provision  of  the  char- 
ter. Also,  that  this  proceeding  for 
mandamus  is  useless  and  of  no  ef- 
fect, for  the  reason  that  said  or- 
dinance prescribes  what  shall  be 
done  by  said  principals  of  the  public 
schools,  and  if  the  same  is  valid  and 
enforceable  there  is  no  necessity  for 
the  board  of  education  to  enforce  the 
same. 

(b)  That  the  charter  of  the  city 
provides  a  remedy  for  the  failure 
of  the  school  board  to  properly  per- 
form their  duties,  such  remedy 
being  by  removal  from  office;  and 
therefore  mandamus  will  not  lie. 

(c)  Said  ordinance  is  in  violation 
of  article  1,  §  1,  Tf  12,  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Georgia. 

(d)  Said  ordinance  is  in  violation 
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of  article  h  §  1»  f  18^  6f  the.  Coosti^ 
tution  of  Geori^a* 

(e)  That  said  ordinance  is  in  vio* 
lation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
state  of  Georgia  as  contained  in  H  14, 
§  1,  art.  1,  in  that  the  reading  of  the 
king  James  version  of  the  Bible; 
either  in  its  entirety  or  in  part,  and 
prayer,  without  any  restriction  on 
or  guide  for  the  person  offering  the 
prayeri  is  in  aid  of  the  Protestant 
sect  of  the  Christian  Church.  Such 
version  of  .the  Bible  is  contrary  to 
the  beliefs,  opinions,  and  teaching^ 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  sect  of  the 
Christian  Church,  and  the  reading 
of  the  New  Testament  therein  is 
contrary  to  the  beliefs  and  opinions 
of  those  holding  the  Jewish  faith, 
and  there  are  many  Roman  Catho- 
lics in  the  city  Qf  Rome,  whose  dbil- 
dren  or  dependents  attend  the  pub« 
lie  schools,  and  who  pay  taxes  on 
their  property  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  public  schools^ 
and  there  are  many  persons  of  the 
Jewish  faith  whose  diildren  or  de* 
pendents  attend  the  public  schools, 
and  who  pay  taxes  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  public  schools,  besides 
other  probable  sects  and  religions. 
Furthermore,  there  are  only  seven 
principals  of  the  public  schools  in 
the  city  of  Rome,  and  each  and  all 
of  them  are  members  of  the  Protean 
tant  sects  of  the  Christian  religion; 
These  persons  are  vested  with  the 
right  to  read  such  portion  of  said, 
version  of  the  Bible  as  they  may  de- 
sire, and  to  offer  such  prayers  as 
they  see  fit,  and  furthermore  to  in- 
vite persons  to  perform  such  acts, 
without  restriction  or  guide.  Such 
prayers  may  be  highly  sectarian, 
and  the  defendants  have  no  power- 
under  said  ordinance  to  prohibit  the 
same.  The  defendants  officially  rep- 
resent the  city  of  Rome  and  the 
people  of  the  city,  no  matter  what 
their  religious  views,  opinions,  or 
convictions  may  be.  The  ordinance 
in  question  is  violative  of  the  three 
paragraphs  of  the  Constitution 
above  set  out,  as  well  as  of  the  char- 
ter of  the  city  of  Rome.  No  matter 
what  may  be  said  or  given  as  a  rea- 
son for  the  passage  of  said  ordi- 


nance, it  was^passedf  or  the  purpose 
imdhas  the  effects  of  ^ving  religious 
instruction  to  the  children  attending 
the  public  schods  in  Qie-  Protestant 
branch  of  the  Christian  religion ; 
ancl  such  persons 'as  would  not  de- 
sire their  children  or  dependents  to 
receivte  aach  inbtructions  are  simply 
allowed  to  have  thami  exencipt  from 
such  in$tructions,  but  nevertheless 
the  money  which  they  pay  for  taxe^ 
is  in  part '  uised  iOr  giving  auch  re- 
ligious instructions. 

Messrb.     Willinghain,     Wright,     A 
Covingtoti  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
'   Messrs.  Max   Meyerhardt,  Grahfun 
Wright,  and  Maddox  &  Doyal  for  de- 
fendants in  errqr. 

Gilbert,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
Of  the  court: 

1.  The  portions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  this  state  now  under  consid- 
eration are  all  found  in  the  Bill  of 
Rights,  art.  1,  §  1,  HTf  12,  'l»,  and  14. 
These  paragraphs,  declaring  three 
distinct  principles,  may  be  referred 
to  in  their  order  as:  (1)  Freedom 
of  religious  conscience;  (2)  free- 
dom of  civil  stAtus;  and  (3)  free- 
dom from  taxettibn  for  sectarian 
purposes;  The  precise  question 
made  in  this  case  must  not  be  over- 
looked. The  reasons  for  the  con- 
tention that  the  ordinance  is  viola- 
tive of  the  above-mentioned  para-* 
graphs  of  the  Constitution  are  as 
follows :  First,  that  the  reading  of 
the  King  James  version  of  the  Bible 
is  in  aid  of  the  Protestant  sect  of 
the  Christian  religion.  Second,  that 
such  version  is  contrary  to  the  be- 
liefs, opinions,  and  teachings  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  sect  of  the  Chris- 
tian religion.  Third,  that  it  is  con- 
trary to  the  beliefs  and  opinions  of 
those  holding  the  Jewish  faith. 
Fourth,  that  there  are  many  persons 
of  the  Jewish  faith  and  others  not 
of  the  Protestant  Christian  sect  who 
pay  texes  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  public  schools,  and  that  the  prin- 
cipals of  the  public  schools  are  all  of 
the  Protestant  sect;  and  therefore 
there  would  be  a  discrimination  and 
violation  of  the  freedom  from  taxa- 
tion clause  of  the  Constitution.  It 
will  conduce  to  a  dearer  construe-. 
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tion  by  tracing  to  thetr  origin  the 
paragraphs  of  the  Constitution  re- 
ferred to»  and  ascertaining  the  evils 
intended  to  be  cured  by  them.  The 
founders  and  early  settlers  of  Amer- 
ica consisted  in  large  piu:t  of  per* 
sons  who  fled  from  the  religious  per- 
secutions of  the  old  world  to  the 
i^ores  of  the  new  world  in  search  of 
religious  freedom.  In  establishing  a 
government  for  themselves  founded 
upon  principles  of  religious  liberty, 
they  were  by  no  means  ungodly  or 

Ssensibleto  the  benefits  of  Chris- 
inity.  There  is  abundant  historl'^ 
cal  evidence,  as  well  as  the  opinions 
of  eminent  statesmen  and  jurists, 
for  the  statement  that  the  pioneers 
in  th^.  formation  a;nd  conduct  of 
American  colonial  governments  did 
not  have  it  in  mind  to  bring  abovd:  a 
complete  separation  of  church  and 
state.  Indeed,  as  stated  in  10  Mich. 
L.  Rev.  164 :  "It  is  doubtful  if  in  a 
single  one  of  the  colonies,  before  the 
Revolution,  there  was  absolute  free- 
dom of  belief  and  worship.  .  .  • 
Thus,  in  eveiy  one  of  the  American 
colonies  the  state  already  endeav-* 
ored  to  interfere  in  matters  reli- 
gious, and  in  most  of  them  a  state 
church  was  established." 

The  colony  of  Georgia  was  not 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule. 
In  the  charter  granted  to  the  "Trus- 
tees for  Establishing  the  Colony  of 
Georgia  in  America,"  it  was  de- 
clared that  "there  shall  be  a  llbe]::ty 
of  conscimce  allowed  in  the  worship 
of  God,  to  all  persons  ...  resi- 
dent within  our  said  province,  and 
that  all  such  persons,  except  papists, 
shall  have  a  free  exercise  of  reli- 
gion, so  they  be  contented  with  the 
quiet  and  peaceable  enjoyment  of 
the  same,  not  giving  offense  or 
scandal  to  the  government."  Mc- 
Elreath,  Ga.  Const.  §  235 ;  1  Jones's 
History  of  Georgia,  92. 

In  the  year  1758  the  province  was 
divided  into  districts  according  to 
parishes.  The  parish  at  Savannah 
was  designated  as  "Christ  Church."^ 
The  church  erected  there  and  the 
burial  place  appurtenant  thereto 
were  designated  as  "Parish  Church 
and  Cemetery  of  Christ.  Church." 


It  was  provided  that  ''Bartholomew 
Zouberbuhler,  clerk,  the  present 
minister  of  Savannah,  shall  be  the 
rector  and  incumbent  of  said  churdi 
of  Christ  Church,  and  he  is  hereby 
incorporated  and  made  a  body  poli- 
tic and  corporate,  .  .  .  enabled 
to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  shall  have 
the  cure  of  souls  within  said  parish, 
and  shall  be  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  said  church  with  its  cemetery 
and  appurtenances,  ...  to- 
gether with  the  glebe  land  already 
granted  to  him." 

And  it  was  further  provided  that 
for  the  purpose  of  church  repairs, 
care  of  cemeteries,  to  pay  the  sala- 
ries of  the  clerk  and  sexton,  the  rec- 
tor and  his  church  officials  were  au- 
thorized to  levy  a  tax  on  the  estate, 
real  and  personal,  of  all  the  inhabit- 
ants within  their  respective  par- 
ishes. While  the  patronage  of  the 
Crown  and  of  the  colonial  assembly 
was  extended  in  this  special  manner 
in  aid  of  churches  professing  the 
Episcopal  faith,  it  was  not  designed 
to  favor  them  by  an  exclusive  recog- 
nition. Apparently  it  was  intended 
to  place  the  Episcopal  Church  on 
much  the  same  basis  as  it  existed 
in  England.  Mr.  Jones,  in  his  his- 
tory, sasrs:  "There  can  be  no  doubt, 
however,  but  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  government,  both  royal 
and  colonial,  to  ingraft  the  Church 
of  England  upon  the  provinde."  1 
Jones,  History  of  Georgia,  527. 

We  have  na  reported  case  arising 
in  the  colony  of  Georgia,  involving 
the  freedom  of  religious  conscience 
clause  of  the  rojral  charter  to  Geor- 
gia; but  in  the  colony  of  Massachu- 
setts, where  a  similar  religious-lib- 
erty covenant  existed,  the  question 
did  arise.  The  provision  in  the  co- 
lonial statute  of  Massachusetts  was 
substantially  identical  with  the  or- 
dinance of  Rome,  Georgia,  now  un- 
der consideration,  except  that  the 
former,  in  addition  to  providing  for 
the  reading  of  the  Bible  and  prayer, 
also  provided  "that  the  pupils  learn 
the  Ten  Commandments  and  repeat 
them  once  a  week."  In  this  case. 
Com.  V.  Cooke,  decided  in  1859,  re- 
ported in  7  Am.  Law  Reg.  O.  S.  417, 
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a  son  of  fbe  complainant^  eleven 
years  of  age,  a  pupil  in  a  public 
school,  was  chastised  by  the  teacher 
for  a  refusal  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  school  in  the  mat- 
ter. The  case  arose  on  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  teacher.  The  court  elab^ 
orately  discussed  the  question,  and; 
rejecting  the  contention  of  the  com- 
plainant, said  in  part :  ''Our  schools 
are  the  granite  foundation  on  which 
our  republican  form  of  government 
rests.  They  were  created  and  are 
now  sustained  by  our  Constituticm 
and  laws,  and  the  almost  unanimous 
voice  of  the  people.  But  a  pupil  in 
one  of  them  has  religious  scruples 
of  conscience,  and  cannot  read  or 
repeat  the  Commandments,  unless 
from  that  version  of  the  Bible  which 
his  parents  may  approve.  .  .  . 
If  the  plea  of  conscience  and  his  con- 
stitutional rights  would  protect  him 
from  reading  the  Bible,  is  it  not 
equally  clear  that  he  could  not  be 
compelled  to  hear  it  read  ?  If,  then, 
these  are  constitutional  rights,  se- 
cured to  the  children  in  our  common 
schools,  at  any  time  when  one  pupil 
can  be  found  in  each  public  school 
in  the  commonwealth  with  conscien- 
tious scruples  against  reading  the 
Bible,  or  hearing  it  read,  the  Bible 
may  be  banished  from  them,  and 
so  the  matter  of  education  may  be 
taken  from  the  state  government 
and  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  few 
children.  Not  Roman  Catholic  chil- 
dren alone.  For  if  the  plea  of  con- 
science is  good  for  one  form  of  sec- 
tarian religion,  it  is  good  for  anoth- 
er. The  child  of  a  Protestant  may 
say:  'I  am  a  conscientious  believer 
in  the  doctrine  of  universal  salva- 
tion. There  are  portions  of  the  Bi- 
ble read  in  school  which  it  is  claimed 
by  others  tend  to  prove  a  different 
doctrine ;  my  conscience  will  not  al- 
low me  to  hear  it  read,  or  to  read  it.' 
Another  objects  as  a  believer  in 
baptism  by  sprinkling.  'There  are 
passages  in  the  Bible  which  are  be- 
lieved by  some  to  teach  a  different 
doctrine.  I  cannot  read  it;  con- 
science is  in  the  way.'  Still  another 
objects  as  a  believer  in  one  God. 
^he  Bible,  it  is  claimed  by  some. 


teaches  a  different  doctrine;  my 
conscience  will  not  allow  me  to  read 
it  or  to  hear  it  read.'  And  so  every 
denomination  maj*^  object  for  con* 
science'  sake,  and  war  upon  the  Bi^ 
ble  and  its  use  in  common  schools. 
Those  who  drafted  and  adopted  our 
Constitution  could  never  have  in^ 
tended  it  to  meet  such  narrow  and 
sectarian  views.  That  section  of 
the  Constitution  was  clearly  intend- 
ed for  higher  and  nobler  purposes. 
It  was  for  the  protection  of  all  rel> 
gions, — ^the  Buddhist  and  the  Brah«- 
min,  the  Pagan  and  the  Jew,  the 
Christian  and  the  Turk, — ^that  all 
might  enjoy  an  unrestricted  liberty 
In  their  religion,  and  feel  an  assur* 
ance  that  for  their  religion  alone 
they  should  never,  by  legislative  en- 
actments, be  subjected  to  fines,  cast 
into  prisons,  starved  in  dungeons, 
burned  at  the  stake,  or  made  to 
feel  the  power  of  the  inquisition." 

Antedating  the  decision  of  this 
case,  and  continuing  thereafter 
under  the  leadership  of  Roger 
Williams  of  Rhode  bland,  the 
movement  for  the  separation 
of  church  and  state  proceeded 
with  ever-increasing  volume  and 
strength.  It  should  be  clearly 
understood,  however,  that  this  was 
not  a  movement  for  the  separation 
of  state  from  Christianity,  but  spe- 
cifically a  separation  of  church  and 
state.  Christianity  entered  into  the 
whole  warp  and  woof  of  our  govern- 
mental fabric.  Many  of  the  states- 
men of  thi«  country  treated  Chris- 
tianity as  a  part  of  the  law  of  the 
land.  In  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence, God,  as  our  creator,  was 
acknowledged  as  follows:  "We, 
therefore,  the  representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America^  in  general 
Congress  assembled,  appealing  to 
the  Supreme  Judge  of  the  world  for 
the  rectitude  of  our  intentions,  do," 
etc.  "And  for  the  support  of  this 
declaration,  with  a  firm  reliance  on 
the  protection  of  Divine  Providence, 
we  mutually  pledge  to  each  other 
our  lives,  our  fortunes,  and  our 
sacred  honor." 

Edward  Thomson,  in  20  Case  & 
Comment,  525  et  seq.,  has  furnished 
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a  most  interesting  paper  on  the  sub* 
ject  of  the  relation  of  religion  to  our 
government.  He  quotes  from  Cool- 
ey's  Constitutional  Limitations  and 
Story  on  the  Constitution,  showing 
a  construction  by  these  eminent  au- 
thors with  which  we  find  ourselves 
in  accord.  He  makes  the  claim  that 
Christianity  is  the  only  religion 
known  to  our  American  law;  that 
marriage,  usury,  the  doctrine  of 
charities,  and  tiie  like,  are  all  de* 
rived. from  the  Christian  religion. 
He  draws  attention  to  the  fact  that 
when  our  Chief  Executive  is  inau*- 
gurated,  he  is  sworn  upon  the  Bible, 
and  he  quotes  from  the  last  inaugu* 
ral  address  of  President  Cleveland 
this  language:  ^* Above  all,  I  know 
there  is  a  Supreme  Being,  whose 
goodness  and  mercy  have  always 
followed  the  American  people;  and 
I  know  he  will  not  turn  from  us  now 
if  we  humbly  and  reverently  seek 
his  powerful  aid." 

Similar  language  is  quoted  from 
the  addresses  of  other  Presidents, 
and  attention  is  called  to  the  fact 
that  religious  proclamations  and  na«- 
tional  Thanksgiving  proclamations 
have  been  issued  by  our  Presidents 
for  more  than  a  generation.  We 
will  add  that  General  Washington, 
in  his  first  inaugural  address  in 
1789,  said :  ''It  would  be  peculiarly 
improper  to  omit,  in  this  official  act, 
my  fervent  supplications  to  that  Al- 
mighty Being  who  rules  over  the 
universe,  who  presides  in  the  coun- 
cils of  nations,  and  whose  providen- 
tial aid  can  supply  every  human  de- 
fect, that  his  benediction  may  con- 
secrate to  the  liberties  and  happi- 
ness of  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  ...  No  people  can  be 
bound  to  acknowledge  the  invisible 
hand  which  conducts  the  affairs  of 
men  more  than  the  people  of  the 
United  States." 

Lincoln,  in  his  famous  Gettysburg 
address,  expressed  this  sentiment: 
''That  this  nation,  under  God,  shall 
have  a  new  birth  of  freedom." 

Daniel  Webster,  in  his  great 
speech  in  the  Girard  College  Case, 
said :  ''The  massive  cathedral  of  the 
Catholic,  the  Episcopalian  churdh. 


with  its  lofty  spires  pointing  heaven- 
ward, the  plain  temple  of  the  Quak- 
er, the  log  church  of  the  hardy  pio- 
neer of  the  wilderness,  the  memen- 
toes and  memorials  around  about  us, 
the  consecrated  graveyards,  their 
tombstones  and  epitaphs,  their  si- 
lent vaults,  their  moldering  contents, 
all  attest  it.  The  dead  inrove  it  as 
well  as  the  living.  The  generations 
that  are  gone  before  speak  to  it  and 
pronounce  it  from  the  tomb.  We 
feel  it.  All,  all  proclaim  that  Chris- 
tianity, general,  tolerant  Christian- 
ity, Christianity  independent  of 
sects  and  parties,  that  Christianity 
to  which  the  sword  and  fagot  are 
unknown,  general  tolerant  Chris- 
tianity, is  die  law  of  the  land."  7 
Works  of  Daniel  Webster,  176. 

Professor  Goddard,  in  10  Mich.  L. 
Rev.  at  page  166,  said:  "In  every 
colony  were  men  who  had  seen  and 
sorely  felt  the  evils  of  church  con- 
trol by  the  state,  and  to  them  it 
must  have  seemed  clear  how  infi- 
nitely the  difficulties  would  be  multi- 
plied if  the  Federal  government 
undertook  to  interfere  in  the  estab- 
lishment of  any  form  of  religion.  At 
all  events,  upon  the  proposition  of 
Charles  Pinckney  of  South  Caro- 
lina, §  3  of  article  6  of  the  [Federal] 
Constitution,  which  provided  for  the 
oath  to  be  taken  by  officers  to  sup- 
port the  Constitution,  closed  witii 
that  famous  clause:  'But  no  reli- 
gious test  shall  ever  be  required  as 
a  qualification  to  any  officer  or  pub- 
lic trust  under  the  United  States.' 
The  Federal  Constitution  was  after- 
wards amended,  prohibiting  any 
law  respecting  the  establishment  of 
religion  or  prohibiting  the  free  ex- 
ercise thereof."  Civil  Code  (1910) 
§  6684. 

The  article  just  referred  to  denies 
that  this  provision  of  the  Federal 
Constitution  can  be  attributed  to 
atheism,  and  contends  that  every 
one  of  its  members  was  a  believer 
in  God,  and  most  of  them  were 
church  members,  including  General 
Washington.  The  article  furtiier 
says:  "Of  all  its  members  Frank- 
lin has  been  regarded  as  least  ortho- 
dox.   And  yet,  during  its  delibera- 
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tionSy  when  it  seemed  impossible  to 
harmonize  the  varying:  opinions, 
Franklin  offered  his  celebrated  res- 
olution, in  which  he  moved  that 
Tienceforth  prayers  imploring  the 
assistance  of  heaven  and  its  bless- 
ings upon  our  deliberations  be  held 
in  this  assembly  every  morning  be- 
fore we  proceed  to  business,  and 
that  one  or  more  of  the  clergy  of  the 
city  be  requested  to  officiate  in  that 
service/"  In  support  of  this  res- 
olution Dr.  Franklin,  among  oth^r 
things,  said:  ''I  have  lived,  sir,  a 
long  time,  and,  the  longer  I  live,  the 
more  convincing  proofs  I  see  of  this 
truth — that  God  governs  in  the  af- 
fairs of  men.  And  if  a  sparrow  can- 
not fall  to  the  ground  without  His 
notice,  is  it  possible  that  an  empire 
can  rise  without  His  aid  ?  We  have 
been  assured,  sir,  in  the  sacred  writ- 
ings, that  'except  the  Lord  build  the 
house,  they  labor  in  vain  that  build 
it.'  I  firmly  believe  this ;  and  I  also 
believe  that,  without  His  concur- 
ring aid,  we  shall  succeed  in  this 
political  building  no  better  than  the 
builders  of  Babel.'  " 

Salmon  P.  Chase,  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  declaring  that  "no  nation 
can  be  strong  except  in  the  strength 
of  God,  or  safe  except  in  His  defense, 
the  trust  of  our  people  in  God  should 
be  declared  on  our  national  coins,'' 
ordered  the  Director  of  the  Mint  to 
prepare  a  suitable  motto.  Finally, 
*'In  God  We  Trust"  was  selected, 
and  for  nearly  sixty  years  our  na- 
tional coins  have  borne  that  motto. 
In  1907,  during  the  administration 
of  President  Roosevelt,  the  motto 
was  omitted  from  the  eagle  and  the 
double  eagle,  but,  in  response  to  a 
general  demand,  the  Congress  re- 
stored it.  Catalogue  of  Coins,  To- 
kens, etc.,  Treasury  Dept.  1914,  p. 
16.  The  Constitutions  of  every  statfe 
in  the  Union  contain  provisions  sim- 
ilar to  those  found  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Georgia,  and  practically  all 
of  them,  though  varying  in  lan- 
guage, contain  the  three  elements 
of  religious  freedom  of  conscience, 
freedom  of  the  civil  status  on  ac- 
count of  religion,  and  freedom  from 
tmcation    for    sectarian    purposes. 


All  of  these  draw  their  inspiration 
from  a  common  source.  It  is  con- 
fidently asserted  that  those  eases 
not  in  accord  with  the  view  which 
we  take  have  fallen  into  their  error 
by  overlooking  the  source  of  their 
constitutional  provisions;  to  wit,  § 
16  of  the  Virginia  BiU  of  Rights  of 
1776,  and  the  famous  Virginia  Re- 
ligious Liberties  Statute  of  1785, 
written  by  Thomas  Jefferson.  The 
Virginia  Bill  of  Rights  did  not  in- 
clude a  freedom  from  taxation 
clause.  The  freedom  from  taxation 
portion  of  the  Jefferson  statute  is 
as  follows :  "No  man  shall  be  com- 
pelled to  frequent  or  support  any 
religious  worship  place  or  ministry 
whatsoever." 

Considering  the  words  of  this 
statute,  it  is  clear  that  it  intended 
to  prohibit  the  creation  of  any  state 
religion  or  the  support  of  any  par- 
ticular Christian  sect.  This  was  so 
important,  in  the  view  of  Mr.  Jef- 
ferson, that  he  caused  it  to  be  writ- 
ten on  his  epitaph  as  one  of  three 
chief  achievements;  the  other  two 
being  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence and  the  founding  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Virginia.  This  statute, 
as  written  by  Mr.  Jefferson,  was 
pressed  to  its  adoption  by  James 
Madison,  and  the  immediate  cause 
of  its  passage  thrown  tremendous 
light  upon  its  meaning.  As  stated 
by  Mr.  Schofield,  2  Constitutional 
Law,  463:  "The  immediate  cause 
of  that  statute  was  a  bill  introduced 
in  the  Virginia  legislature  in  1784 
to  lay  a  tax  for  the  benefit  of  the 
clergy  of  all  Christian  sects  in  Vir- 
ginia, leaving  the  taxpayer  free  te 
designate  on  the  collector's  warrant 
the  particular  sect  the  taxpayer 
wanted  to  give  his  money  to." 

And  further:  "Jefferson's  stat- 
ute was  not  aimed  at  the  Christian 
religion;  it  draws  a  clear  line  be- 
tween the  clergy  and  religion ;  it  di- 
vorced the  church  from  the  state, 
but  not  the  state,  i.  e.,  the  people, 
from  the  Christian  religion." 

The  first  Constitution  of  Georgia, 
that  of  1777,  provided  as  follows: 
"AH  persons  whatever  ^all  have 
the  free  exercise  of  their  ;religioa; 
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provided  it  be  not  repugnant  to  the 
peace  and  safety  of  the  state;  and 
shall  not,  unless  by  consent,  sup- 
port any  teacher  or  teachers  except 
those  of  their  own  profession/'  Ar- 
ticle 56. 

This  provision,  it  will  be  observed, 
was  not  antagonistic  to  the  proposed 
Virginia  statute  of  1784,  and  did  not 
prohibit  all  taxation  for  sectarian 
purposes.  In  the  Constitution  of 
1789  the  religious  liberty  provision 
did  not^  in  substance,  differ  from 
that  of  1777.  In  the  Constitution 
of  1798  a  similar  provision,  but  not 
differing  in  substance  from  the  two 
previous  ones,  appears.  In  the  Con- 
stitution of  1861,  after  declaring  in 
the  second  paragraph  that  "God  has 
ordained  that  men  shall  live  under 
government,"  it  was  declared  in  H 
7:  ''No  religious  test  shall  be  re^ 
quired  for  the  tenure  of  any  office; 
and  no  religion  shall  be  established 
by  law;  and  no  citizen  shall  be  de- 
prived of  any  right  or  privilege  by 
reason  of  his  religious  belief." 

In  the  Constitution  of  1865  the 
provision  of  the  immediately  pre- 
vious Constitution  was  in  substance 
repeated,  and  so  it  was  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  1868.  That  brings  us 
to  the  Constitution  of  1877,  with 
which  we  are  now  dealing,  and 
which  was  the  first  to  contain  the 
freedom  from  taxation  clause. 
From  an  examination  of  all  of  them 
and  of  their  origin,  we  think  it 
clearly  appears  that  the  f  ramers  of 
our  constitutions  have  never  in- 
tended to  declare  the  policy  of  this 
state  to  be  unreligious  or  unchris- 
tian. They  did  intend,  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  1877,  to  prohibit  taxa- 
tion for  the  support  of  any  church, 
denomination,  or  sectarian  institu- 
tion maintained  as  a  state  institu- 
tion. Indeed,  the  protection  afford- 
ed by  the  Constitution  is  a  protection 
to  individuals,  and  not  to  church- 
es; and  this  theory  is  in  accord 
with  the  ablest  thinkers  on  the  sub- 
ject. It  is  not  specifically  contended 
here  that  the  religious  beliefs  of  any 
individual,  certainly  not  of  any  adult 
citizen,  are  interfered  with  in  an 
unconstitutional  way  by  the  ordi- 


nance in  question.  It  is  contended 
th&t  the  enforcement  of  the  ordi- 
nance would  be  to  instruct  the 
school  children  in  the  teachings  of 
the  Bible  in  a  manner  contrary  to 
the  beliefs  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  and  of  those  of  ihe  Jewish 
faith.  But  assuming,  for  the  sake 
of  argument,  that  the  contention  is 
broad  enough  to  include  individual 
members  of  the  church,  we  think 
that  certainly  as  to  HIF 12  and  13  of 
the  Constitution,  relating  to  reli- 
gious freedom  of  conscience  and 
freedom  of  civil  status,  there  can  be 
no  merit  in  the  contention.  It  would 
require  a  strained  and  unreasonaUe 
construction  to  find  anything  in  the 
ordinance  which  interferes  with  the 
natural  and  inalienable  ri^t  to 
worship  God  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  one's  own  conscience.  The 
mere  listening  to  the  reading  of  an 
extract  from  the  Bible  and  a  brief 
prayer  at  the  opening  of  school  ex- 
ercises would  seem  far  remote  from 
such  interference.  It  would  be 
equaUy  difficult  to  find  anything 
in  the  ordinance  which  could  in  any 
way  molest  any  inhabitant  of  this 
state  in  person  or  property,  or  pro- 
hibit him  from  holding  any  public 
office  or  trust,  on  account  of  re- 
ligious opinions.  Finally,  when  it 
is  noted  that  pupils  whose  parents 
or  guardians  so  request  may,  under 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance,  be  ex- 
cused from  attendance  on  Bible 
reading  and  prayers,  the  whole  con- 
tention of  plaintiffs  in  error  as  to 
nil  12  and  18  must  crumble  into 
nothingness.  As  to  the  freedom 
from  taxation  clause,  paragraph  14, 
the  privilege  of  the  pupil  to  be  ex- 
cused has  no  relation.  It  stands 
upon  quite  another  basis. 

Our  Constitution,  article  1,  §  1, 
H  14  (Civ.  Code  1910,  §  6370) ,  de- 
clares as  follows :  ''No  money  shall 
ever  be  taken  from  the  public  treas- 
ury, directly  or  indirectly,  in  aid  of 
any  church,  sect,  or  denomination 
of  religionists,  or  of  any  sectarian 
institution." 

It  is  this  section  of  the  Constitu- 
tion upon  which  plaintiffs  in  error 
must  chiefly  depend.     Fortunately 
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the  meanins  of  paragraph  14  has 
already  been  construed  by  this 
court.  In  the  case  ot  First  M.  E, 
Church  V.  Atlanta^  76  Ga.  181,  the 
constitutionality  of  a  statute  of  the 
general  assembly  was  attacked  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  violative  of 
the  paragraph  of  the  Constitution 
now  under  consideration.  The  act 
of  the  general  assembly  (Acts  1880- 
81,  p.  859)  was  one  giving  to  the 
city  of  Atlanta  authority  to  grade, 
pave,  and  otherwise  improve  its 
streets,  and  to  assess  the  cost  there- 
of  against  abutting  real  estate.  The 
city  paved  streets  on  each  side  of 
the  First  Methodist  Church  on: 
Houston,  Peachtree,  and  Pryor 
streets,  and  issued  a  fi.  fa«  against 
the  church  for  the  amount  of  the  as- 
sessment. The  trustees  of  the 
church  filed  a  petition  to  enjoin  the 
sale  by  the  city  marshal,  contending 
that  such  property,  under  the  Con-- 
stitution,  was  exempted  from  taxa-^ 
tion,  and  that  this  was  a  species  of 
taxation,  and  that  the  proper^  of 
the  church  was  exempt  therefrom. 
The  legal  question  there  considered 
was  different  from-  the  question  now* 
before  us,  but  the  interpretation  by 
the  court  at  that  time  is  important. 
In  the  opinion  the  court  calls  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  "no  civil  officer, 
from  the  governor  down  to  the  bail- 
iff  of  a  district,  no  juror  or  witness, 
is  qualified  to  eater  upon  his  office, 
or  give  testimony  in  any  matter,' 
without  taking  an  oath  or  equivalent 
affirmation,  to  the  observance  of 
which  he  solemnly  and  revwently 
appeals  to  the  Supreme  Being  for 
help  and  guidance." 

Reference  is  also  made  to  the  fact 
that  "desecration  of  the  Lord's  Day 
is  prohibited  in  various  ways  and 
under  heavy  penalties;  worldly  af- 
fairs, as  a  general  thing,  except  in 
cases  of  necessity,  cannot  be  trans- 
acted on  Sunday,"  etc.;  that  places 
of  religious  worship  and  church 
services  are  protected  from  intru- 
sion. And  we  will  add  that  in  the 
preamble  to  the  Constitution  of 
Georgia  are  found  these  words: 
"We,  the  people  of  Georgia,  relying 
upon  the  protection    ...    of  Al- 


I84S 
and  estab- 


mighty  God,  do 

lish  tMs  Constitution." 

In  reference  to  the  constitutional 
provision^  article  1,  §  1,  f  14,  the 
court  said::  'The  manifest  object 
of  the  provision  was  to  prevmt  any 
appropriation  or  subsidy  that  mijg^t 
look  even  remotely  to  the  establish- 
ment of  a  state  religion,  and  there- 
by prevent  the  full  enjoyment  of 
that  freedom  of  worship  secured  by 
the  same  instrument  to  every  inhab- 
itant of'  the  state.  Judge  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  pp.  470^  471,  has  dealt 
directly  with  this  subject,  and  has 
expressed  reasons  so  sound  and  con- 
vincing as  to  entitle  them  to  the 
careful  study  of  all  who  are 
in  pursuit  of  truth  and  cor- 
redt  principle,  and  what  was  said 
by  him  so  fully  conveys  our  own 
views  that  we  offer  no  apology  for 
transferring  it  at  lengdi  to  this 
opinion :  'But  while  thus  careful  to 
establish,  protect,  and  defend  re- 
ligious freedom  and  equality,'  says 
this  eminent  author,  the  American 
Cohstitutions  contain  no  inrovisions 
which  prohibit  the  authorities  from 
such  solemn  recognition  of  a  super- 
intending Providence  in  public 
transactions  and  exercises  as  the 
general  religious  tientiment  of  man- 
kind inspirra»  and  as  seems  meet 
and  proper  in  finite  and  dependent 
beings.  Whatever  may  be  the 
shades  of  .religious  belief,  all  must 
acknowledge  the 'fitness  of  recogniz- 
ing in  important  human  affairs  the 
superintending  care  and  control  of 
the  great  Governor  of  the  universe, 
and  of  acknowledging  with  thanks- 
giving His  boundless  favors,  or 
bowing  with  contrition  when  visited 
with  the  penalties  of  His  broken 
laws.  No  principle  of  constitutional' 
law  is  violated  when  thanksgiving* 
or  fast  dajrs  are  appointed ;  when 
chaplains  are  designated  for  the- 
Army  and  Navy;  when  legislative' 
sessions  are  opened  with  prayer  or 
the  reading  of  the  Scriptures,  or 
when  religious  teaching  is  en- 
couraged by  a  general  exemption  of 
the  houses  of  religious  worship 
from  taxation  for  the  support  of 
state    governments.      Undoubtedly  ^ 
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the  spirit  of.  the^Gonatitution  will 
require,  in  all  these  cases,  that  care 
be  taken  to  avoid  discrtminatioa  in 
favor  of  or  against  any  one  religious 
denomination  or  sect ;  but  the  power 
to  do  any  one  of  these  things  does 
not  become  unconstitutional  simply 
because  of  its  susceptibility  to 
abuse/  Our  Constitution,  while  it 
takes  away  the  temptation  and  pow* 
er  to  make  such  discrimination  ei- 
ther in  favor  of  or  against  any  one 
religious  denomination  or  sect, 
leaves  it  open  to  the  legislature  to 
encourage  religious  instruction  by 
exempting  from  taxation  for  the 
support  of  the  state  government 
'places  of  religious  worship/  Code, 
§  5182  [1910,  §  6554]/' 

Similar  questions  have  been  be- 
fore the  courts  of  many  states.  For 
a  consideration  of  divergent  views 
reference  is  made  to  the  following' 
as  representative,  but  not  as  ex- 
haustive. As  holding  the  majority 
view  of  the  question  to  the  effect 
that  reading  extracts  from  the  Bi- 
ble and  prayers  in  public  schools  did 
not  offend  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion against  the  appropriation  of 
public  moneys  in  aid  of  secta- 
rian institutions  or  denomina* 
tions  of  religionists,  the  following 
cases  contain  able  and  compre- 
hensive discussions  of  the  ques- 
tion :  Hackett  v.  Brooksville  Grad- 
ed School  Dist.  120  Ky.  608, 
69  L.R.A.  592,  117  Am.  St.  Rep. 
599,  87  S.  W.  792,  9  Ann.  Cas.  36 ; 
Pfeiffer  v.  Board  of  Education,  118 
Mich.  560,  42  L.R.A.  536,  77  N.  W. 
250 ;  Church  v.  Bullock,  —  Tex.  CSv. 
App,  — ^  100  S.  W.  1026 ;  id.  104 
Tte.  1,  16  L.R,A.(N.S.)  860,  109 
S.  W.  115;  Moore  v.  Monroe,  64 
Iowa,  367,  52  Am.  Rep.  444,  20  N. 
W.  475;  Donahoe  v.  Richards,  38 
Me.  379,  61  Am.  Dec.  256;  Spiller 
V.  Wobum,  12  Allen,  127.  As  en- 
tertaining  the  minority  view  that 
such  religious  readings  and  prayers 
are  unconstitutional,  the  lo  ic^v  :  ; 
cases  are  cited  for  able  and  elabo- 
rate discussion :  State  ex  rel.  Free^ 
man  v.  Scheve,  65  Neb.  -853,  59 
L.R.A.  927,  91  N.  W.  846,  93  N.  W. 
169 ;  State  ex  rel.  Weass  v.  District 


Bd.  76  Wis.  177,  7  L.R.A.  380,  20 
Am.  St.  Rep.  41,  44  N.  W.  967 ;  Peo- 
ple ^  rel.  Ring  v.  Board  of  Educar 
tion,  245  HI.  884,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
442, 92  N.  E.  251,  19  Ann.  Cas.  220. 
llie  case  of  Herold'v.  School  Direct- 
ors, 136  La.  1034,  L.R.A.1915D,  941, 
68  So.  116,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  806,  is 
in  line  with  the  majority  in  so  far  as 
it  affects  those  of  the  Roman  Cath- 
olic belief,  but  with  the  minority  in 
so  far  as  those  of  the  Jewish  faith 
are  concerned.     From  the  opinion 
we  quote  as  follows :    ''It  is  general- 
ly accepted  that  the  Old  Testament 
was  originally  written  in  Hebrew, 
and  that  the  New  Testament  was 
originally  written  in  Greek.     The 
first  complete  Ehiglish  translation  is 
said  to  have  appeared  about  the 
year  1383.    The  Geneva  Bible,  em- 
bracing the  New  and  Old  Testa- 
ments, was  translated  into  English 
at  Geneva  in  1560,  and  in  London  in 
1576;  it  was  the  first  to  omit  the 
Apocrypha.      There    is    the    King 
James  version,  or  translation,  of  the 
year   1604;  the  Douai  version  or 
translation  of  the  New  Testament 
at  Rheims  in  1582;  and  the  Old 
Testament  at  Douai  in  1609.    There 
is  Luther's  Bible,  1521;  and  then 
there    is     the     Rabbinical     Bible. 
There    is    also    the    Koran,    often 
called     the     Mohanmiedan     Bible. 
There*    are    doubtless    diiferences 
in     the     several     translations    of 
the  Bible  just  referred  to.    But  it 
is  not  witiiin  the  province  of  the 
court  in  this  case  to  point  out  tiiese 
differences,  Or  to  give  them  consid- 
eration.    The  court  recognizes  the 
difference  between  the  Rabbinical 
Bible  dnd  the  Christian  Bible,  in 
that  the  latter  adds  to  the  former 
the  .  New    Testament    Scriptores, 
which  are  the  bases  of  the  Christian 
religion*    There  may  be  other  dif- 
ferences, such  as  the  inclusion  in  the 
one,  and  the  exclusion  from  the  oth- 
evt  of  the  Apocrypha.    But  this  dif- 
ference is  immaterial  in  the  matter 
before  the  court.    Christians  make 
daily    use   of   the    Old    Testement 
Scriptures,  and  the  differences  be- 
tween the  Rabbinical  and  Christian 
editions  are  not  known  to  the  ordi- 
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nary  lay  reader  beyond  the  fact  that 
the  Christian  Bible  contains  the 
New  Testament.  The  same  condi- 
tion of  mind  exists  with  reference 
to  the  Douai  and  the  King  James 
translations.  There  are  said  to  be 
some  differences  and  some  errors  in 
translation,  but  they  are  not  known 
to  the  ordinary  lay  reader;  and  the 
court  is  not  called  upon  to  point  out 
these  differences.  They  are  both 
Christian  Bibles,  or  the  Bibles  of 
the  CSiristians.'* 

In  that  case  it  was  also  held  that 
a  requirement  that  extracts  from 
the  New  Testament  be  read  in  pub- 
lic schools  was  a  discrimination 
against  Jews,  because :  ''He  denies 
that  the  New  Testament  is  the  Word 
of  God,  and  he  denies  our  Savior. 
He  does  not  deny  most  of  the  moral 
teachings  of  Jesus  Christ,  but  he 
denies  His  divinity  and  His  resur- 
rection/' 

In  our  opinion  the  ordinance  in 
question  is  no  more  a  discrimination 
under  the  Constitution  against 
those  of  the  Jewish  faith  than  those 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  belief.  The 
mere  reading  of  extracts  from  the 
New  Testament  or  the  Bible  in  the 
public  schools  cannot,  in  any  legiti- 
mate sense,  be  considered  as  an  ap- 
propriation of  public  moneys  to  the 
support  or  establishment  of  a  system 
of  religion  or  a  sectarian  institution. 
It  is  true  that  the  teachers  of  the 
public  schools  are  paid  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  public  taxation,  and  that  an 
insignificant  fraction  of  their  time 
would  be  consumed  in  the  reading. 
If  the  tiieory  contended  for  could 
once  be  established,  it  might  easily 
be  carried  to  an  absurd  extent.  For 
instance,  it  might,  as  an  inference 
from  such  a  ruling,  be  contended 
that  the  inclusion  in  the  school  cur- 
riculum of  books  containing  denials 
of  the  teachings  of  Darwin,  Brahma, 
Buddha,  or  Confucius,  and  the  like, 
would  be  teaching  sectarian  doc- 
trines, and  therefore  in  conflict  with 
the  Constitution  of  Georgia.  We 
quite  agree  with  the  supreme  court 
of  Louisiana  that  ''the  court  will  not 
concern  itself  with  the  differences 
or  alleged  errors  in  the  different 
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translations  of  the  'Chi^iBtian  Bible 
or  Bible  of  the  Christians.'' 

In  the  case  of  Pf  eiffer  v.  Board  of 
Education,  118  Mich.  560,  42  L.R.A. 
536,  77  N.  W.  250,  the  question  was 
substantially  the  same  as  the  one 
with  which  we  are  now  dealing.  In 
the  opinion  it  was  said :  ''It  is  not 
to  be  inferred  that  .  .  .  the  con- 
vention intended  to  prohibit  in  the 
public  schools  all  mention  of  a  sub- 
ject [morality  and  religion]  that 
schools  were  to  be  established  to 
foster, — ^particularly  as  the  provi- 
sion, when  traced  to  its  historic  ori- 
gin [the*  Virginia  Constitution 
and  statute  of  Jefferson},  is  shown 
to  have  been  aimed  at  quite  another 
evil." 

The  court  decided  that  the  read- 
ing of  extracts  from  the  Bible  is  not 
in  violation  of  any  constitutional 
provision.  Paraphrasing  the  lan- 
guage used  in  Donahoe  v.  Richards, 
38  Me.  379,  61  Am.  Dec.  256,  we  will 
say  that  no  theological  doctrines  are 
required  to  be  taught.  The  creed 
of  no  sect  must  be  affirmed  or  de- 
nied. There  is  no  necessary  inter- 
ference, by  way  of  Instruction, 
with  the  views  of  the  scholars, 
whether  derived  from  parental  or 
sacerdotal  authority.  ''Reading  the 
Bible  is  no  more  an  interference 
with  religious  belief  than  would 
reading  the  mythology  of  Greece  or 
Rome  be  regarded  as  interfering 
with  religious  belief  or  an  affirm- 
ance of  the  pagan  creeds.  A  chap- 
ter in  the  Koran  might  be  read,  yet 
it  would  not  be  an  affirmation  of  the 
truth  of  Mohammedanism,  or  an 
interference  with  religious  faith." 
No  one  is  required  to  believe,  or 
punished  for  disbelief,  either  in  its 
inspiration  or  want  of  inspiration, 
in  the  fidelity  of  the  translation  or 
its  accuracy,  or  in  any  set  of  doc- 
trines deducible  or  not  deducible 
therefrom.  The  plaintiffs,  in  the 
trial  court  admitted  that  the  read- 
ing of  the  King  James  version  of  the 
Bible  was  contrary  to  the  beliefs, 
opinions,  and  teachings  of  the  Ro- 
man Catholic  Church,  and  that  the 
reading  of  the  New  Testament  is 
likewise  contrary  to  the  beliefs  of 
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those  citizenB  holding  tbe  Jewish 
faith.  This  can  have  no  effect  on 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution, 
which,  as  we  hold,  fails  to  show  any 
violation  of  constitutional  rights. 

The  case  of  People  ex  rel.  Ring  v. 
Board  of  Education,  245  111.  334,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  442,  92  N.  E.  251,  19 
Ann.  Cas.  220,  goes  to  greatest  ex- 
tremes in  taking  a  contrary  view  of 
the  question,  and  for  that  reason 
it  is  selected  for  discussion.  An 
analysis  and  criticism  of  this  case 
by  a  leading  member  of  the  bar  of 
Illinois,  a  professor  in  Northwest- 
ern University  (Illinois)  is  of  pe- 
culiar value  and  should  carry  more 
weight  for  that  reason.  Such  we 
find  in  Mr.  Schofield^s  work  on 
Constitutional  Law,  edited  and  pub- 
lished after  his  death  by  the  law 
faculty  of  Northwestern  University. 
That  the  analysis  was  thorough  is 
shown  by  the  fact  that  it,  together 
with  marginal  notes  of  authorities, 
comprises  pages  459  to  509,  inclu- 
sive. In  that  case  there  was  a  ma- 
jority opinion  concurred  in  by  five 
justices,  and  a  dissenting  opinion  by 
two  justices.  It  cites  as  author- 
ity the  cases  of  State  ex  rel. 
Freeman  v.  Scheve,  65  Neb.  858, 
59  L.R.A.  927,  91  N.  W.  846, 
93  N.  W.  169;  State  ex  rel. 
Weiss  V.  District  Bd.  76  Wis. 
177,  7  L.R,A.  330,  20  Am.  St.  Rep. 
41,  44  N.  W.  967,  and  we  think  Mr. 
Schofield  is  sustained  in  his  state- 
ment that  neither  of  these  cases  is 
sufiicient  to  support  the  majority 
opinion  in  its  entirety,  because  they 
hold,  at  most,  that  Bible  reading 
may  be  so  conducted  in  the  public 
schools  as  to  discriminate  against 
those  of  the  Roman  Catholic  faith, 
and  therefore  he  concludes  that  the 
majority  opinion  ^'makes  Illinois  the 
only  state  in  the  Union  which  puts 
the  constitutional  padlock  on  the  Bi- 
ble in  the  public  schools.''  He 
shows  the  origin  of  the  Illinois  con- 
stitutional provisions  to  be  the  same 
as  that  to  which  we  have  traced  the 
Georgia  provisions,  and  thus  ac- 
counte  for  the  fundamental  error 
in  the  majority  opinion.  In  refer- 
ence to  the  source  of  these  constitu- 


tional provisions,  he  makes  the  fol- 
lowing comment:  '^Mr.  Justice 
Story  concisely  expresses,  in  his 
work  on  the  Constitution,  the  effect 
of  the  guaranties  of  religious  liber- 
ty, as  tliey  appear  in  the  Virginia 
Constitution  of  1776  and  in  the  Vir- 
ginia  Statute  of  1785,  in  the  Illinois 
Bill  of  Righto,  and  in  the  1st 
Amendment  to  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution, as  limitations  on  the  power 
of  organized  government.'' 

And  quotes  from  2  Story  on  the 
Constitation,  §  1877 :  'The  real  ob- 
jectwas  .  .  .  to  exclude  all  rival- 
ry among  Christian  secte,  and  to 
prevent  any  [governmental]  ec- 
clesiastical establishment,  which 
should  give  to  a  hierarchy  the  exclu- 
sive patronage  of  .  •  .  the  gov- 
ernment." 

He  asserte  that  the  proposition 
ultimately  resto,  not  on  the  ground 
that  reading  the  Bible  in  the  public 
schools  molests  a  person  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  religious  professions,  wor- 
ship, or  opinion,  but  on  the  ground 
that  reading  the  Bible  in  the  public 
schools  molests  the  taj^ayer  witii- 
out  any  regard  to  his  religion  or 
want  of  religion. 

''Reading  tihe  Bible  in  the  public 
schools,  even  as  a  mode  of  worship, 
does  not  transform  the  teachers  into 
an  order  of  clergy  to  attend  upon 
the  offices  of  religion;  nor  does  it 
transform  the  appropriation  to  pay 
the  salaries  of  flie  teachers  into  an 
appropriation  to  help  support  the 
clergy  of  any  sect ;  nor  does  it  trans- 
form the  school  houses  into  church- 
es or  places  of  worship;  nor  does 
it  confine  the  occupation  of  teaching^ 
in  the  public  schools  to  the  members 
of  any  sect." 

And  further :  ''The  truth  is,  none 
of  the  original  religious-liberty 
guaranties,  as  they  appear  in  the 
Virginia  Constitution  and  statute 
and  in  the  lUinois  Bill  of  Righte, 
either  the  one  for  freedom  of 
religious  profession,  worship,  and 
opinion,  or  the  one  for  free* 
dom  from  civil  and  political  dis- 
abilities on  account  of  religion,  or 
the  one  for  freedom  from  taxation 
to  help  support  any  church  esteb- 
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liahment,  ever  had  any  serious  ap- 
plication or  force  as  limitations  on 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  pro- 
vide public  schools  and  prescribe  the 
public  school  curriculum/' 

In  regard  to  the  objection  that 
the  King  James  version  of  the  Bible 
is  opposed  to  the  Roman  Catholic 
belief,  he  says :  ''The  answer  is,  the 
objection  only  shows,  at  the  most, 
that  the  King  James  Bible  is  non- 
Roman  Catholic,  not  that  it  is,  of 
itself  and  necessarily  in  a  constitu- 
tional sense,  anti-Roman  Catholic." 

In  regard  to  the  objection  on  the 
part  of  those  of  the  Jewish  faith, 
he  says :  ''The  case  of  a  Jew  com- 
plaining to  a  court  of  reading  the 
Bible  or  instruction  in  the  Christian 
religion  in  the  public  schools  raises 
the  question  whether  the  Constitu- 
tion vests  in  a  Jew,  not  as  a  Jew, 
but  as  a  taxpayer,  a  constitutional 
right  to  command  .  .  .  courts 
to  exclude  reading  the  Bible  or  in<^ 
struction  in  the  Christian  religion 
from  the  public  school  curriculiun 
altogether,  merely  because  it  is  the 
Bible  or  the  Christian  religion.  The 
answer  is,  the  Constitution  does 
nothing  of  the  kind.  The  Jew  may 
.  complain  to  a  court  as  a  taxpayer 
just  exactly  when,  and  only  when, 
a  Christian  may  complain  to  a  court 
as  a  taxpayer,  i.  e.,  when  the  legis- 
lature authorizes  such  reading  of 
the  Bible  or  such  instruction  in  the 
Christian  religion  in  the  public 
sdiools  as  gives  one  Christian  sect 
a  preference  over  others.'* 

The  analysis  clearly  shows  the 
unsoundness  of  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  majority  of  the  court 
in  that  case,  and  the  absence  of  au- 
tiiority  to  sustain  it. 

The  weight  of  authority  among 
American  courts  is  in  accord  with 
the  view  taken  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  First  M.  E.  Church  v.  At- 
lanta, 76  Ga.  181,  to  the  general  ef- 
fect that  the  constitutional  provi- 
sions like  article  1,  §  1,  H  14,  of  the 
Constitution  of  Georgia,  were  in- 
tended to  forbid  the  levy  of  direct 
taxation  to  support  the  establish- 
ment of  a  state  religion,  or  to  for- 


bid any  preference  or  discrimination 
between  religious  sects  or  creeds. 
The  reading  of  the  Scriptures  in  the 
public  schools  does  not  convert  the 
school  into  a  sectarian  institution. 
The  case  of  First  M.  E.  Church  v. 
Atianta,  supra,  was  subsequently  re- 
viewed and  overruled ;  but  there  was 
no  modification  or  change  in  the 
construction  given  to  the  meaning 
of  article  1,  §  1,  Tf  14,  of  the  Georgia 
Constitution.  Atlanta  v.  First 
Presby.  Church,  86  Ga.  730,  12 
L.R.A.  852,  13  S.  E.  252.  Courts 
are  not  concerned  with  the  wisdom 
of  legislation.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  decide  in  a  proper  case 
whether  legislation  is  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution;  but  in  all 
cases  the  conflict  must  be  clear  and 
manifest  before  the  court  will  de- 
clare the  same  void.  All  doubts 
must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the 
constitutionality,  certainly  with  re- 
gard to  the  Constitution  of  this 
state.  Construing  H  14  of  article 
1,  §  1,  in  connection  with  KIT  12  and 
18  of  the  same  article  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Georgia,  as  we  do,  in 
harmony  with  the  previous  expres- 
sion of  this  court  and  with  the 
weight  of  authority  throughout  the 
American  Union,  we  hold  that  the 
ordinance  of  the  city  of  Rome,  re- 
quiring the  board  of  education  to 
have,  through  the  principals  and 
others,  the  reading 
of  extracts  from  the  SSJiSiJiVSUTi 
Bible  and  prayers  ]pj*J*,i*  *^„^ 
in  the  public  schools  mS«oi«!  ^"^ 
of  Rome,  is  not  in 
conflict  with  the  Constitution  of 
this  state  for  any  reason  assigned. 

2.  The  act  of  the  general  assembly 
approved  August  19,  1918  (Acts 
1918,  pp.  813  to  885),  providing  a 
new  charter  for  the  city  of  Rome 
and  establishing  government  by  city 
commissioners  in  §  83  provided  for 
the  establishment  of  a  system  of 
public  schools,  and  further  that  "the 
said  commission  is  empowered  to 
maintain  and  is  authorized  and  em- 
powered to  provide  by  ordinance,  in 
their  discretion,  for  appropriate 
agencies  to  regulate,  supervise,  and 
carry    on    said    system    of    public 
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schools,  and  to  render  same  effi^ 
cient." 

In  §  84  it  provided  that  a  board 
of  education  to  consist  of  five  mem- 
bers, ''be  and  the  same  is  hereby 
established/'     In  §  86  it  was  pro- 
vided that  said  board  of  education 
and  the  individual  members  thereof 
shall  be  amenable  to  the  said  city 
commission,  and  may  be  removed 
from  office  upon  trial  and  convic- 
tion, and  that  the  city  commission 
shall  elect  the  successor  of  the  mem- 
ber or  members  so  removed.    In  § 
87  it  was  provided  that  the  board 
of  education  ''shall  have  supervision 
and  control  over  said  [system  of] 
public  schools  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  charter  and 
the  ordinances  of  said  city.''    Sec- 
tion 92  of  the  act  provides  that  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  board  of 
education  to  make  reports  to  the 
<;ity  commission,  at  such  times  as 
they  may  be  called  upon  to  do  so, 
of  all  matters  pertaining  to  said 
public  schools ;  and  further  provides 
that  all  books,  papers,   bills,   and 
vouchers  of  the  board  shall  at  all 
times  be  open  to  inspection  and  ex- 
amination   by   the    commission    or 
such  other  agency  as  they  may  em- 
ploy for  that  purpose.     Section  93 
provides  for  a  board  of  visitors  for 
the  public  schools,  and  provides  that 
such  board  of  visitors  shall  make 
a  report  to  the  city  commission  and 
the    board   of   education    of   their 
work,  with  such  recommendations 
as  they  may  deem  proper  concern- 
ing the  further  management  of  the 
schools;  and  §  94  provides:    "That 
the  said  city  commission  are  au- 
thorized and  empowered  to  pass  such 
further  ordinances  and  resolutions, 
not  in  conflict  with  this  act,  as  they 
may  deem  for  the  best  interest  of 
said  public  schools,  and  further  de- 
fine the  duties  of  said  board  of  edu- 
cation." 

All  of  the  sections  of  the  charter 
of  the  city  of  Rome  relating  to  the 
public  school  system  must  be  con- 
strued together;  and,  thus  con- 
strued, we  think  it  is  clear  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  general  as- 
sembly to  make  the  board  of  educa- 


tion amenable  to  the  cily  conunis- 
sion  as*  expressed  by  ordinance  in 
all  matters  not  contrary  to  the  char- 
ter of  the  city  of  Rome  or  tibe  laws 
and  Constitution  of  this  state.    As 
we  view  the  provisions  of  the  char- 
ter, we  find  no  conflict  between  the 
provision  in  §  87  to  the  effect  that 
the  board  of  education  shall  have 
supervision   and  control  over  the 
public  schools  in  ac- 
cordance   with    the  SSaT^EI 
provisions    of    the  »j»««*p*i  •fc*'- 
charter  and  the  or- 
dinances of  the  city,  and  the  other 
provisions  of  the  charter  establish- 
ing the  board  of  education;  there- 
fore we  think  the  contention  made 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  that,  un- 
der the  terms  of  the  charter  of  the 
city  of  Rome,  the  board  of  education 
have  authority,  without  interference 
from  the  commission  of  the  city,  to 
prescribe  and  put  into  effect  the 
course  of  instructions,  and  that  the 
ordinance  is  a  usurpation  of  their 
privileges  and  duties  in  this  respect, 
is  without  merit.    While  the  board 
of  education  is  an  important  agency 
of  the  municipal  government,  and 
invested  with  wide  discretion  and 
power,  it  is  not  independent  of  the 
municipal  government,  but  is  made 
subject  to  and  dependent  upon  the 
municipal    government   in    all    re- 
spects within  the  lawful  powers  of 
the  latter  as  above  expressed. 

3.  Mandamus  is  the  proper  rem- 
edy to  require  the  board  of  educa- 
tion of  the  city  of 

Rome      to      perform    .to  require 

the  duty  imposed  Sibfi"Vi*efc-i. 
by  law,  where  it 
is  the  only  adequate  and  specific 
remedy  at  law.  Mattox  v.  Board  of 
Education,  148  Ga.  577,  581,  5 
A.L.R.  668,  97  S.  E.  582.  In  the 
present  case  it  is  the  only  adequate, 
specific,  and  complete  remedy  to  en- 
force the  terms  of  the  city  ordinance 
in  question.  Section  86  of  the  char- 
ter of  the  city,  empowering  the  com- 
missioners to  remove  the  board  of 
education,  is  not  adequate  and  com- 
plete, since  the  successors  of  the  of- 
ficers removed  would  have  it  in 
their  power  to  also  refuse  compli- 
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and  so  on  ad  infinitum,  thus  bring-* 
ing  about  delay  and  no  certainty  as 
to  bringing  about  obedience  to  the 
terms  of  the  ordinance.  While 
courts  will  not  undertake  to  control 
the  exercise  of  matters  intrusted  to 
the  discretion  of  public  school  of- 
ficers,  or  to  compel  such  officers  to 
do  in  a  specified  manner  any  act 
which  involves  discretion  and  judg- 
ment, mandamus  will  issue  to  conv- 
mand  said  officers  to  act  or  to  set 
them  in  motion.  Richmond  County 
V.  Steed,  150  Ga.  229,  108  S.  E.  258. 
Judgment  afiirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except 
Beck,  P.  J.,  and  Hines,  J.,  who  dis* 
sent. 

Beck,  P.  J.,  dissents  from  the 
judgment  in  this  case  on  the  ground 
that  tiie  court  will  not  undertake,  by 
writ  of  mandamus  and  proceedings 
ancillary  thereto,  to  compel  the  ob- 
servance of  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion. 

*  Hines,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  fhe 
majority  in  this  case.  I  do  so  with 
considerable  misgiving,  as  I  am 
without  the  aid  and  comfort  of  a 
single  one  of  my  associates;  but, 
being  committed  wilii  my  whole  soul 
to  the  doctrine  of  religious  freedom, 
including  freedom  from  molestation 
in  matters  of  conscience,  I  feel  in 
duty  bound  to  give  vent  to  my  in- 
ability to  agree  to  the  conclusion 
reached  by  my  able  associates. 

The  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Rome 
provides  that  "the  board  of  edu- 
cation shall  require  some  portion 
of  the  King  James  version  of  the 
Bible,  of  either  the  Old  or  New  Tes- 
tament, to  be  read  and  prayer  of- 
fered to  God  in  the  hearing  of  the 
pupils  of  the  public  schools  of  the 
city  of  Rome  daily  during  the  reg- 
ular sessions  of  these  schools ;  .  .  . 
that  these  readings  and  prayers 
shall  be  conducted  by  the  principals 
of  said  schools,  or  by  persons  invit- 
ed by  them  for  such  services,  and 
the  selections  of  Scripture  to  be 
read  shall  be  made  by  the  persons 
conducting  the  readings,  and  the 


com- 
ment." 

This  ordinance  further  provides 
that  '^exemption  from  attendance  on 
these  readings  and  prayers  shall  be 
granted  to  any  pupil  or  pupils  whose 
parents  or  guardians  shall  present 
to  the  superintendent  of  the  schools 
request  in  writing  for  such  exemp- 
tion upon  the  ground  of  conscien- 
tious objections." 

This  ordinance  is  attacked  on  the 
ground  that  it  conflicts  with  these 
provisions  of  the  state  Ck>nstitu- 
tion : 

(a)  ''All  men  have  the  natural 
and  inalienable  right  to  worship 
God,  each  according  to  the  dictates 
of  his  own  conscience,  and  no  hu- 
man authority  should  in  any  case 
control  or  interfere  with  such  right 
of  conscience.'    Article  1,  S  1,  H  12. 

(b)  "No  inhabitant  of  this  state 
shall  be  molested  in  person  or  prop- 
erty, or  prohibited  from  holding  any 
public  office  or  trust,  on  account  of 
his  religious  opinions ;  but  the  right 
of  liberty  of  conscience  shall  not  be 
so  construed  as  to  excuse  acts  of  li- 
centiousness, or  justify  practices  in- 
consistent with  the  peace  and  safety 
of  the  state.'*     Paragraph  13. 

(c)  "No  money  shall  ever  be  tak- 
en from  the  public  treasury,  directly 
or  indirectly,  in  aid  of  any  church, 
sect,  or  denomination  of  religionists, 
or  of  any  sectarian  institution.'' 
Paragraph  14. 

This  ordinance  violates  the  rights 
secured  by  all  the  above  constitu- 
tional provisions,  and  therefore  is 
unconstitutional  and  void.  The 
first  provision  declares  the  natural 
and  inalienable  right  of  the  indi- 
vidual to  worship  God  according  to 
the  dictates  of  his  own  conscience; 
and  guarantees  and  safeguards  this 
sacr^  right  of  conscience  by  de- 
claring that  no  human  authority, 
not  even  the  board  of  commissioners 
of  the  city  of  Rome,  shall  in  any 
case  control  or  interfere  with  sudi 
right  of  conscience.  Yet  this  ordi- 
nance provides  a  system  of  worship- 
ing God,  consisting  of  reading  the 
King  James  version  of  the  Scrip- 
tures and  prayers,  and  names  the 
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principalfl  of  fhe  Rome  schools,  or 
the  persons  selected  by  them,  as  the 
ministers  of  the  system.  This  ordi- 
nance establishes  a  system  of  wor- 
ship for  the  schools  of  Rome,  and 
thus  in  this  case  controls  or  inter- 
feres with  the  individual  worship 
of  God.  Roger  Williams  said :  "No 
one  should  be  bound  to  worship,  or 
to  maintain  a  worship,  against  his 
own  consent."  Religious  freedom 
includes  the  right  not  to  worship 
God  at  all.  All  the  pupils  of  the 
Rome  public  schools,  unless  their 
parents  or  guardians,  in  writing,  re- 
quest that  they  be  excused,  are 
bound  to  attend  these  religious  ex- 
ercises. The  unexcused  children  are 
bound  to  attend  and  listen  to  this 
worship.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that 
parents  or  guardians,  having  con- 
scientious objections  to  the  Rome 
system  of  worship,  can  exempt  their 
children  or  wards  from  attendance 
thereon,  and  that  this  exception 
saves  the  constitutionality  of  this 
ordinance.  The  exemption  of  cer- 
tain classes  from  the  operation  of 
an  unconstitutional  enactment  will 
not  save  its  face. 

The  second  provision  of  the  state 
Constitution,  above  set  out,  provides 
that  ''no  inhabitant  of  this  state 
shall  be  molested  in  person  or  prop- 
erty .  •  .  on  account  of  his  re- 
ligious opinions.'^  Does  this  ordi- 
nance conflict  with  this  provision? 
Is  the  language,  "molested  in  per- 
son," confined  to  deprivation  of 
personal  liberty  and  to  the  infliction 
of  stripes  or  punishment,  because 
of  one's  religious  beliefs?  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  language  has  a  much 
broader  significance.  It  treats  the 
person  as  made  up  of  body,  mind, 
and  spirit.  To  "molest"  is  to  vex, 
worrjs  or  disturb.  Anything  which 
vexes,  worries,  or  disturbs  a  per- 
son in  body,  mind,  or  soul  falls  with- 
in the  meaning  of  this  language. 

The  religious  opinions  of  the 
Catholics  proscribe  the  King  James 
version  of  the  Scriptures.  The  be- 
liefs of  the  Jews  condemn  the  teach- 
ings of  the  New  Testament,  which 
constitutes  a  part  of  this  version  of 
the  Bible.    Various  branches  of  the 


Protestant  Church  base  their  pe- 
culiar tenets  upon  certain  texts  of 
the  New  Testament  found  in  this 
version.  The  reading  of  this  ver- 
sion offends  and  molests  the  Catho- 
lics and  the  Jews.  The  reading  of 
certain  texts  of  this  version  wttl 
molest  certain  sects  of  Protestants. 
The  system  of  worship  provided  for 
in  this  ordinance  will  offend  the 
deists,  atheists,  and  agnostics.  This 
molestation  of  these  various  sects 
will  or  may  come  from  the  enforce- 
ment of  this  ordinance,  and  on  ac- 
count of  their  religious  beliefs ;  and 
falls  within  the  condemnation  of 
this  provision  of  our  state  Consti- 
tution. Parents  and  guardians  who 
may  be  deists,  atheists,  or  agnostics, 
and  even  Christians  with  strong 
convictions,  may  be  loath  to  dis- 
close their  objection  to  this  worship, 
for  fear  they  might  be  subjected  to 
criticism,  if  they  were  to  request  in 
writing  that  their  children  or  wards 
be  excused  from  attendance. 

Finally,  this  ordinance  falls  with- 
in the  spirit,  if  not  within  the  letter, 
of  the  provision  of  our  state  Con- 
stitution which  declares  that  "no 
money  shall  ever  be  taken  from  the 
public  treasury,  directly  or  indirect- 
ly, in  aid  of  any  church,  sect,  or  de- 
nomination of  religionists,  or  of  any 
sectarian  institution." 

We  cannot  disguise  the  fact  that 
making  the  reading  of  the  King 
James  version  of  the  Bible  a  part  of 
the  worship  of  the  public  schools 
puts  municipal  approval  upon  that 
version,  and  thus  discriminates  in 
favor  of  and  aids  the  Protestant 
sects  of  the  Christian  religion.  So 
the  selection  of  the  Douai  Bible 
would  put  the  stamp  of  municipal 
approval  on  it,  and  thus  discrimi- 
nate in  favor  of  and  aid  the  Catho- 
lics. The  public  schools  are  sup- 
ported by  taxation.  Members  of  all 
denominations  of  religionists  con- 
tribute to  the  funds  by  which  they 
are  supported.  No  public  funds  can 
be  lawfully  taken  from  the  public 
treasury  and  used  in  any  manner 
which  aids  any  sect  or  denomination. 
The  use  of  such  funds  in  running 
public  schools,  in  which  a  curricu- 
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lum  exists,  and  which  aids  any  sect, 
is  forbidden  by  this  provision. 

I  recognize  the  perils  of  the  pub- 
lic schools  to  morals  and  religion, 
due  to  the  lack  of  moral  instruction ; 
and  the  importance  of  supplying  the 
teaching  of  morals  and  religion. 
Yet  this  must  be  accomplished  by 


methods  which  keep  the  state  and 
chureh  separate,  which  protect  the 
natural  and  inalienable  right  of  any 
individual  to  worship,  or  not  to  wor- 
ship, God  according  to  tiie  dictates 
of  his  own  conscience,  and  under 
which  no  aid  is  given  to  any  sect  or 
denomination. 


ANNOTATION. 
Sadariaiiitm  in  sdiools* 


Since  the  preparation  of  the  note 
appended  to  Knowlton  v.  Baumhover, 
5  A.L.R.  866,  to  which  the  present  dis- 
cussion is  supplemental,  but  few  cases 
have  passed  oii  the  question  of  sec- 
tarianism in  the  schools. 

The  reported  case  (WOiKERSON  v. 
Rome,  ante,  1834)  holds  that  a  city 
ordinance  requiring  some  portion  of 
the  King  James  version  of  the  Bible 
to  be  read  and  pr^er  to  be  offered 
daily  in  the  public  schools  does  not 
infringe  a  constitutional  provision 
securing  to  every  person  the  right  to 
worship  according  to  the  dictates  of 
his  own  conscience,  a  provision  that 
no  person  shall  be  molested  in  person 
or  properly  on  account  of  his  reli- 
gious opinions,  or  a  provision  that  "no 
money  shall  ever  be  taken  from  the 
pulolic  treasury,  directly  or  indirectly, 
in  aid  of  any  church,  sect,  or  denomi- 
nation of  religionists,  or  of  any  sec- 
tarian institution.'* 

The  case  of  Hardwick  v.  Fruitridge 
School  Dist.  (1921)  —  Cal.  App,  — , 
205  Pac.  49,  bears  collaterally  on  the 
question  under  discussion.  In  that 
case  a  regulation  of  the  school  board, 
requiring  dancing  as  a  part  of  the 
curriculum,  was  held  to  be  invalid  at 
the  suit  of  taxpayers,  who  asserted 
that  their  religious  convictions  were 
offended  by  the  requirement  that 
their  children  should  be  instructed  in 
dancing.  Holding  that  it  was  not  nec- 
essary that  the  complainants  should 
show  that  they  were  members  of  a 
religious  sect  which  was  opposed  to 
dancing,  the  court  stated  the  general 
doctrine  of  the  toleration  and  equalir 
ty  of  all  forms  of  religious  worship, 
and   added:     "The   principles   above 


stated  are  not  alone  applicable  to  re- 
ligious organizations  or  to  persons 
actively  affiliated  with  such  organiza- 
tions. They  apply  %js  well  to  any  per- 
son having  religious  convictions,  ir- 
respective of  whether  he  is  a  member 
'  of  any  church  or  other  religious  soci- 
ety. Manifestly^  a  person  may  have 
religious  views  or  principles  of  his 
own,  different,  perhaps,  on  doctrinal 
matters,  from  those*  of  any  church 
organization  or  any  other  person.  He 
may  have  a  way,  peculiar  to  himself, 
of  worshiping  the  Supreme  Qeing,  and 
there  is  no  logical  ground  for  holding 
that,  in  thus  worshiping  his  Maker, 
he  is  not  equally  entitled  with  every 
other  person  or  church  society  to  the 
protection  of  the  constitutional  guar- 
anties to  which  we  have  above  advert- 
ed, assuming,  of  course,  that  his  mode 
of  worshiping  is  not  offensive  or  det- 
rimental to  the  peace  and  safety  of 
society.  In  this  connection  we  may 
call  attention  to  the  argument  of 
counsel  for  the  respondents,  as  if  a 
fatal  defect  in  the  complaint  was  thus 
pointed  out,  that,  so  far  as  it  appears 
from  that  pleading,  the  'religious 
principles'  of  the  appellant  may  be 
personal  to  himself.  A  man's  religion 
is  always  'personal  to  himself,'  wheth- 
er he  be  a  member  of  a  church  or  not. 
Whom  could  a  man's  religion  concern 
but  himself?  True,  if  a  member  of 
a  church  organization,  he  will,  of 
course,  as  he  should,  endeavor,  in  the 
very  best  way  of  which  he  is  capable, 
to  spread  and  disseminate  the  princi- 
ples of  the  religion  of  which  he  is  a 
devotee,  and  so  assist  in  upbuilding 
and  fortifying  the  spiritual  standard 
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of  the  world ;  yet,  in  the-  last  analysis, 
his  religion  is  his,  and  is,  of  course, 
personal  to  himself,  as  it  is  to  every 
other  person  who  professes  it/' 

The  case  of  Roman  Catholic  Sepa- 
rate Schools  V.  Quebec  Bank  [1920]  1 
A.  C.  (Eng.)  230,  grew  out  of  the 
separate  school  system  of  Ontario^ 
discussed  in  the  note  in  5  A.L.R.  at 
pages  895  et  seq.  It  appeared  that 
certain  Roman  Catholic  schools  were 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations  of  the  Educatian  Depart- 


ment. The  provincial  legislature  an* 
thorized  commissioners  to  take  over 
and  manage  these  schools.  This  act 
of  the  legislature  was  later  declared 
to  be  invalid  in  Roman  Catholic  Sepa- 
rate Schools  v.  Ottawa  [1917]  1  A.  C 
(EngO  76,  32  D.  L.  R.  10,  set  out  in 
5  A.L.R.,  at  page  904.  An  act  of  the 
legislature  thereafter  made  the  ex- 
penditures of  the  commissioners  in 
their  management  of  the  schools  a 
(Charge  on  the  schools,  and  this  act  the 
court  held  to  be  valid.  W.  A.  S. 


EATHERINE  C.  ORTH,  Admrx.»  etc.,  of  A.  B.  Orth,  Deceased,  Sub- 
stituted as  Plaintiff, 

V. 

BOARD  OF  PUBUG  EDUCATION  of  the  School  District  of  Pittaburgh, 

Appt 

PwtnayltMmto  Supreme  Oeurt^^  January  8,  10B9. 

(272  Pa.  411,  116  Atl.  366.) 

Architect  —  compensation  —  effect  of  failure  to  let  contract. 

1.  Under  a  contract  by  architects  to  prepare  plans  for  a  building  and 
supervise  its  construction  for  a  certain  percentage  of  the  cost,  payable 
8  per  cent  when  plans  are  adopted  and  remainder  daring  progress  of  work 
and  at  completion  of  the  building,  with  right  of  owner  to  terminate  the 
contract  on  certain  contingencies  upon  paying  the  percentages  then  due, 
the  architects  are  entitled  only  to  S  per  cent  for  preparation  of  the  plans 
if  the  contract  for  the  building  is  not  let  because  of  increased  cost  due  to 
war  conditions  and  the  architects'  contract  is  terminated,  plus  the  fixed 
percentage  on  all  work  completed. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beffinning  on  page  1356.] 


Contract  —  construction  —  meaning 
to  all  words. 

2.  All  the  words  of  a  contract  are 
to  be  given  an  appropriate  meaning, 
whenever  it  is  reasonably,  possible  to 
do  so. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  887,  888.] 

Architect  —  basis  for  estimating  per- 
centage. 

3.  In  estimating  the  percentage  of 
the  cost  price  to  which  the  architect 
of  a  building  is  entitled  for  prepara- 
tion of  the  plans,  it  should  not  be 
reckoned  on  the  excessive  cost  shown 
by  bids  which  were  all  rejected  be- 


cause of  the  greatly  increased  eost  of 
construction  due  to  war  conditions, 
but  the  architecfs  own  estimato  of 
the  cost  which  accon^>anies  his  plan 
should  be  adoptod. 

Evidence  —  threat  during  negotia- 
tiona 

4.  In  an  action  for  compensation 
due  under  a  contract  to  furnish  plans 
for  a  building,  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible of  a  threat  made  by  plaintiff's 
counsel  to  defendant  during  negotia- 
tions for  settlement  of  the  contro- 
versy. 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
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for  AUvheny  County  (Reid,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff s»  a  firm  of  architects, 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  compensati^m  alleged  to  be  due  under  a 
contract  to  furnish  plans  for  a  building.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  J.  Rodgers  MeCmy  for  appel-     Rep.  98;  Cann  v.  Church  of  the  Re- 


lant. 

Messrs.  W.  K.  J<Anson,  C.  Elmer 
Brown,  Ernest  C.  Irwin,  and  Watson 
A  Freemaxi,  for  appellee: 

The  intention  of  the  parties  when 
the  contract  in  question  was  made  was 
to  erect  the  school  building.  It  was 
clearly  not  intended  that  the  school 
board  would  abandon  that  erection. 
There  is»  indeed,  ne  covenant  in  the 
contract  that  the  school  board  would 
proceed  with  the  work,  but  such  cove- 
nant is  always  implied.    . 

Loehr  v.  Dickson,  141  Wis.  332,  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  495,  124  N.  W.  293; 
Manning  v.  Galland-Henning  Pneu- 
matic Malting  Drum  Mfg.  Co.  141  Wis. 
199,  124  N.  W.  291,  18  Ann.  Cas.  976; 
Eliot  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Beal,  141  Mass. 
669,  6  N.  E.  742. 

Defendant  cannot  plead  its  own 
wrong  or  fault,  and  claim  that 
through  that  wrong  it  had  escaped 
full  payment  for  work  fully  per- 
formed. 

United  States  ▼.  Behan,  110  U.  S. 
338,  28  L.  ed.  168,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  81; 
Patterson  v.  Meyerhofer,  204  N.  Y. 
96,  97  N.  E.  472 ;  Gay  v.  Blanchard,  32 
La.  Ann.  497;  Burton  v.  Shotwell,  13 
Bush,  271;  Levy  &  H.  Motor  Co.  v. 
City  Motor  Cab  Co.  174  111.  App.  20. 

By  refusing  to  accept  bids  sub- 
mitted in  December,  1916,  and  there- 
upon abandoning  the  construction  of 
the  building,  defendant  cannot  escape 
payment  of  the  1  per  cent  (1%)  due  to 
the  architect  at  the  time  the  contract 
is  awarded. 

Cann  v.  Church  of  the  Redeemer, 
111  Mo.  App.  164,  86  S.  W.  994;  Cres- 
cent Hill  Presby.  Church  v.  McDonald, 
144  Ky.  656,  139  S.  W.  849;  Sauer  v. 
School  Dist.  243  Pa.  294,  90  Atl.  150; 
Lambert  v.  Sanford,  55  Conn.  437,  12 
Atl.  519;  Harlow  v.  Beaver  Falls,  188 
Pa.  263,  41  Atl.  533. 

Under  the  law  and  the  facts  of  the 
case,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
his  full  6  per  cent,  less  his  cost  of 
completing  his  contract. 

Harlow  v.  Beaver  Palls,  supra; 
Sauer  v.  School  Dist.  243  Pa.  294,  90 
Atl.  150;  Newman  v.  Rutter,  8  Watts, 
51;  Patterson  v.  Meyerhofer,  204  N. 
Y.  96.  97  N.  E.  472 ;  Anvil  Min.  Co.  v. 
Humble,  153  U.  S.  540,  38  L.  ed.  814, 
14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876.  18  Mor.  Min. 


deemer,  111  Mo.  App.  164;  Crescent 
Hill  Presby.  Church  v.  McDonald,  144 
Ky.  655,  189  S.  W.  849;  Dinsmore  v. 
Livingston  County^  60  Mo.  241;  Wil- 
liams V.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  112 
Mo.  463,  34  Anu  St.  Rep.  403,  20  S.  W. 
631,  s.  c.  153  Mo.  487,  54  S.  W.  689; 
Blaine  v.  Publishers  George  Knapp  & 
Co.  140  Mo.  241,  41  S.  W.  787;  Kin- 
nerk  v.  Philadelphia  Ball  Club,  92  Mo. 
App.  669;  Eldridge  v.  Fuhr,  59  Mo. 
App.  44;  Shipman  v.  State,  42  Wis. 
877. 

SfanpsoR,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

Defendant  appeals  from  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintilf s,  a  firm  of 
architects,  who  recovered  upon  a 
contract  for  preparing  plans  and 
specifications  and  superintending 
the  construction  of  a  high  school 
building  in  the  city  of  Pittsburgh; 
the  paragraph  relied  on  being  as 
follows : 

"7.  The  board  shall  pay  the  archi- 
tect as  and  in  full  compensation  for 
his  services  hereunder,  6  per  cent 
upon  the  entire  cost  of  the  building; 
payments  to  be  made  as  follows : 

"One  per  centum  when  the  final 
preliminary  study  is  adopted. 

"Two  per  centum  when  the  work- 
ing dravdngs  and  specifications  are 
completed  and  adopted. 

"One  per  centum  when  the  con- 
tract is  awarded. 

"One  per  centum  in  monthly  in- 
stalnients,  prorated  in  accordance 
with  the  monthly  certificate  for  pay- 
ment to  the  contractor  or  contrac- 
tors. 

"One  per  centum  upon  the  com- 
pletion and  acceptance  of  the  build- 
•      ft 
mg. 

If  this  paragraph  was  the  only 
one  to  be  considered,  it  would  be 
difficult,  perhaps,  unless  we  over- 
ruled Harlow  v.  Beaver  Palls,  188 
Pa.  263,  41  Atl.  583,  and  Sauer  v. 
School  Dist.  243  Pa.  294,  90  Atl.  150, 
to  do  other  than  affirm  the  judg- 
ment; since  here,  as  in  those  cases, 
the  compensation  is  specified  to  be 
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A  certain  percentage  '^upbn  the  en- 
tire cost  of  the  building ; "  the  later 
provisions,  relating  to  the  instal- 
ments, apparently  fixing  only  the 
times  for  payment,  and  not  altering 
the  duty  to  ultimately  allow  the  en- 
tire "6  per  cent,"  Other  para^ 
graphs  in  the  present  contract,  how- 
ever, compel  a  different  conclusion 
from  the  one  reached  in  those  cases. 

It  further  provides  that  plaintiffs 
shall  prepare  "preliminary  plans, 
revisions,  and  changes  therein,  with 
such  estimates  of  cost  of  construe^ 
tion  as  may  be  required,"  shall 
thereafter  "promptly  prepare  full 
specifications  and  such  further 
plans''  as  may  be  needed;  "shall 
have  supervision  of  the  construction 
of  the  building ; "  that  the  board  re- 
serves the  right  to  terminate  the 
contract  if  the  architect  dies,  or  up- 
on "fifteen  days'  written  notice," 
without  the  happening  of  this  con- 
tingency, in  either  of  which  latter 
events  plaintiffs  "shall  be  entitled  as 
full  compensation  to  the  percent- 
ages then  due." 

Evidently  knowing  of  the  limita- 
tions placed  by  law  upon  the  ex- 
penditure of  public  funds,  and  that 
the  members  of  the  board  would  be 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  if  they 
erected  the  building  at  a  cost  large- 
ly in  excess  of  its  actual  value  to  the 
district,  plaintiffs  inserted  in  the 
specifications,  which  they  prepared, 
the  usual  provision  that  the  board 
reserved  the  right  to  reject  any  and 
all  bids.  They  also,  in  accordance 
with  the  contract,  advised  the  board 
that  the  cost  of  completing  the 
building  would  be  $643,025;  and 
this,  with  certain  additions  after- 
wards made  by  consent  of  the 
board,  indicated  a  total  cost  of 
$833,530.96. 

When  the  bids  were  received  and 
opened,  it  was  discovered  that — ow- 
ing to  the  greatly  increased  cost  of 
labor  and  materials,  due  to  the 
World  War — the  lowest  amount  for 
which  anyone  would  do  the  work 
and  the  additions  above  referred  to 
was  the  sum  of  $1,234,499.89.  This 
was  not  only  greatly  in  excess  of 
the  estimates   made  by   plaintiffs, 


but,  as  the  court  below  says,  was 
"far  beyond  the  funds  available,  or, 
in  any  event,  a  sum  which  the  board 
did  not  deem  it  prudent  to  expend," 
and  hence,  acting  in  good  faith  and 
in  accordance  with  its  duty,  it  re- 
jected all  the  bids.  So  far  as  ap- 
pears, plaintiffs  made  no  objection 
to  this.  The  cost  of  labor  and  ma- 
terials having  continued  to  ad- 
vance, it  was  decided  to  abandon 
the  project  until  matters  in  the 
building  trades  became  more  nearly 
normal;  and  thi^  had  not  occurred 
when  one  of  the  architects  died,  and 
the  contract  with  the  firm  was  re- 
scinded, in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract. 

The  court  below  held  that  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  recover  6  per 
cent  of  whatever  sum  the  jury 
found  would  have  been  the  cost  of 
the  building  if  it  had  been  con- 
structed at  the  time  the  bids  were 
received  and  rejected,  less  the  sum 
of  $23,677.94,  which  had  been  paid 
on  account,  and  also  whatever  plain- 
tiffs would  have  had  to  expend  in 
superintending  the  work  (which 
was  estimated  to  be  $7,000),  and 
that  the  jury  might  find  the  cost  of 
the  building  would  have  been  the 
lowest  bid  above  set  forth;  on  this 
basis  the  verdid;  was  rendered. 

Three  questions  are  raised  on  the 
appeal:  (1)  Were  plaintiffs  en- 
titled to  6  per  cent  upon  the  full  cost 
of  the  building,  though  it  had  not 
been  erected?  (2)  Was  this  per- 
centage to  be  reckoned  upon  what 
the  cost  would  have  been  had  the 
work  been  done  at  the  time  the  bids 
were  received  and  rejected?  (3) 
Was  it  competent  to  prove  that  the 
contract  with  plaintiffs  was  can- 
celed because  of  their  threat  to 
bring  suit  if  they  were  not  paid? 
Each  of  these  questions  must  be  de- 
termined in  favor  of  appellant. 

It  is  certain  plaintiffs  must  have 
anticipated  the  possibility  the  school 
would  not  be  erected.  This  neces- 
sarily follows  from  the  provision 
above  referred  to,  and  by  the  in- 
sertion in  the  specifications  of  the 
clause  authorizing  the  board  to  re- 
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ject  any  and  all  bids*  It  is  certain^ 
also,  that  the  words,  they  ''shall  be 
entitled,  as  full  compensation,  to 
the  percentages  then  due,''  in  the 
clause  relating  to  cancelation  of  the 
contract,  can  mean  only  the  partic- 
ular percentages  applicable  to  the 
situation  existing  at  the  time  of 
cancelation.  If  it  was  meant,  as 
appellees  contend,  that  the  percent- 
age referred  to  was  the  single  per- 
centage of  6  per  cent,  which  was 
provided  for  superintendence  as 
well  as  for  drawing  the  plans  and 
specifications,  not  only  was  the  plu- 
ral form  improper,  but  the  words 
''percentage  then  due"  were  unnec- 
essary and  meaningless,  for  precise- 
ly the  same  result  would  be  reached 
if  they  had  been  omitted.  It  is  an 
unbending  rule,  however,  that  all 

coatraet-  ^^  words  of  a  con- 

JomminMiomf^  tract  are  to  be  giv- 
^25*ir*  *•  •»    en    an   appropriate 

meaning  whenever 
it  is  reasonably  possible  so  to  do,  as 
in  the  present  case  it  is  (Wager  v. 
Wager,  1  Serg.  &  R.  374;  Knicker- 
bocker Trust  Co.  V.  Ryan,  227  Pa. 
245,  75  Atl.  1073;  Vulcanite  Pav. 
Co.  V.  Philadelphia,  239  Pa.  524,  86 
Pa.  1086) ;  and  hence  the  words 
"percentages   then    due''    must   be 

given  here  their 
eompe^ttoB-  usual  meaning,  and 
Vi^t  Si.'fi!St?   this     compels     the 

conclusion  that,  if 
the  building  was  not  erected,  only 
3  per  cent  was  to  be  paid  for  the 
preliminary  study  and  the  prepara- 
tion of  working  drawings  and  speci- 
fications. There  was,  however, 
some  work  actually  done,  and  for 
this  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  6  per 
cent  of  its  actual  cost ;  we  say  6  per 
cent  instead  of  5,  because  there  was 
a  "completion  and  acceptance  of  the 
building,"  so  far  as  concerns  this 
particular  work. 

It  was  also  erroneous  to  estimate 
the  8  per  cent  on  the  excessive  cost, 
-iMwia  for  arising  out  of  the 

eatimatiBtf  uuusual    conditions 

Fere«nt«M.  prevailing  when  the 

bids  were  received.  As  already 
pointed  out,  1  per  cent  was  due 
when  "the  final  preliminary  study 
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is  adopted,"  and  an  addi^onal  2  per 
cent  when  'M;he  working  drawings 
and  specifications  are  completed  and 
adopted."  There  was  then  no  other 
'cost  of  the  building"^  except  the 
estimates  of  cost  of  construction," 
calculated  by  plaintiffs  themselves, 
and  hence  the  3  per  cent,  if  then 
paid,  as  the  contract  provided  it 
should  be,  necessarily  would  have 
had  to  be  computed  thereon.  Ap- 
pellee's contention  that  these  "esti- 
mates of  cost  presented  to  board, 
were  but  rough  estimates  largely 
based  upon  data  deceived  from  de- 
fendants' superintendent  of  build- 
ings," is  of  no  moment.  They  were 
none  the  less  plaintiff's  estimates, 
prepared  for  the  purpose  of  enab- 
ling the  board  to  determine  wheth- 
er or  not  it  would  ask  for  bids,  and 
must  be  held  binding,  therefore,  in 
case  of  a  decision,  in  good  faith,  not 
to  proceed.  The  same  conclusion, 
however,  is  reached  from  another 
standpoint. 

The  contract  calls  for  the  6  per 
cent  to  be  estimated  on  the  "entire 
cost  of  the  building,"  of  which, 
strictly  speaking,  there  was  none, 
since  the  building  was  not  con- 
slxucted.  Hence  it  is  necessary  to 
determine,  according  to  equitable 
principles,  what  the  parties  contem- 
plated should  be  paid  in  the  event  of 
this  contingency.  Appellee  con- 
tends that  &e  words  "percentages 
then  due"  necessarily  refer  to  the 
time  of  cancelation,  and  this  is,  of 
course,  true;  but  they  do  not  refer 
to  the  "cost"  on  which  those  per- 
centages are  to  be  calculated. 
Clearly  they  were  to  be  compensa- 
tion for  the  work  actually  done,  not 
for  that  which  might  be  done,  and 
equally  clearly  they  were  to  be 
measured  by  the  value  of  the  work 
at  the  time  it  was  done,  not  at  some 
later  time,  when  the  basis  might  be 
either  more  or  less,  and  certainly 
not  when  an  unexpected  contingen- 
cy greatly  changed  the  status.  In 
the  present  instance,  this  period  of 
time  was  before  the  great  increase 
in  the  cost  of  labor  and  materials, 
and  not  i^terwards.  This  conclu- 
sion does  not  militate  against  the 
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fact  that»  if  the  work  had  been  done, 
the  actual  cost  would  have  been  the 
basis;  for  then  there  would  have 
been  an  ^'entire  cost  of  the  build- 
ing/* and  the  different  parts  of  the 
contract,  "preliminary  study/'  the 
preparation  of  "the  workinfir  draw- 
ings and  specifications/'  the  addi- 
tional drawings  which,  appellee  tes- 
tified, always  have  to  be  made 
during  the  progress  of  the  work, 
and  the  supervision  of  the  work  it- 
self, would  have  furnished  together, 
and  not  separately,  the  6  per  cent 
payable  on  that  "entire  cost." 

Perhaps  everyone  would  admit 
that  if,  by  reason  of  the  draft,  it 
had  been  almost  impossible  to  ob- 
tain labor  and  materials  for  build- 
ing purposes,  so  that  the  lowest  bid 
had  been  $10,000,000  or  $20,000,000 
instead  of  $1,234,499.89,  these  per- 
centages could  not  have  been 
charged  on  the  larger  figure ;  yet  the 
difference  is  one  of  degree  only  and 
not  in  kind,  and,  under  the. ruling 
of  the  court  below,  the  cost,  deter- 
mined even  by  such  an  excessive 
bid,  if  fairly  made,  might  have  fur- 
nished the  proper  basis. 

It  follows  that,  so  far  as  the  pres- 
ent record  discloses,  the  jury  should 
have  been  told  that  the  3  per  cent 
was  to  be  calculated  on  the  $648,025 
"estimate  of  cost  of  construction" 
prepared  by  plaintiffs  and  accepted 
by  defendant,  plus  the  additions  of 
$190,515.96  made  by  consent  of  the 
board. 

The  error,  which  underlies  the 
court's  conclusion  on  this  point,  con- 
sists in  supposing  that  the  method, 
which  is  usually  adopted  in  apply- 
ing the  appropriate  legal  rule  to  the 
facts  of  a  particular  case,  is  the  rule 
itself.    This  mistake  is  not  an  un- 


common one,  for  a  statement  of  the 
means  nearly  always  adopted  to 
reach  a  particular  end,  if  repeated 
often  enough,  will  cause  many  to 
unthinkingly  conclude  it  is  the  only 
method  to  attain  the  end,  and  hence 
is,  in  effect,  the  end  itself.  A  strik- 
ing instance  of  this  is  found  in  the 
cognate  case  of  Eountz  v.  Eirkpat- 
rick,  72  Pa.  876,  18  Am.  Rep.  687, 
where  the  court  below  was  reversed 
for  holding  that  the  measure  of 
damages  for  the  failure  to  deliver 
stock  was  the  difference  between 
the  market  price  and  the  contract 
price,  at  the  time  and  place  of  de- 
livery;  whereas,  the  true  measure  is 
the  difference  between  the  value  of 
the  article  and  liie  contract  price,  at 
that  time  and  place ;  the  "vidue"  be- 
ing nearly  always  determined  by 
the  "market  price,"  but  not  permis- 
sible there  because  of  the  unusual 
circumstances  appearing  in  the  evi- 
dence. 

We  are  also  of  opinion  that  evi- 
dence of  the  alleged  threat  made  by 
plaintiff's    counsel    to    defendant's 

when  they  were  ne-  B^tdemee- 
gotiating  for  a  set-  threat  ««riBv 
tlement  of  the  con-  — »«***"~^ 
troversy,  should  not  have  been  ad- 
mitted ;  it  could  not  aid  the  jury  in 
determining  any  of  the  questions  to 
be  decided  by  them.    If  for  no  other 
reason,  it  was  inadmissible  because 
defendant  had  the  right  to  cancel 
the  contract,  and  hence  its  reasons 
for  so  doing  were  wholly  immate- 
rial.    Scott  V.  Pittsburgh,  266  Pa. 
62,  109  Atl.  603 ;  Roush  v.  Herbick, 
269  Pa.  145,  112  Atl.  136. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below 
is  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias  de 
novo  is  awarded. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


ANNOTATION. 
Constmctioii  of  contract  for  compensatioii  of  architect. 
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I.  Amount  of  eom/penBoU/on. 
«.  In  general. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  the  con- 
tract contains  an  express  stipulation 
as  to  the  amount  of  compensation  for 
architectural  services,  or  the  manner 
of  determining  the  same,  such  stipu- 
lation is  conclusive,  and  measures 
the  amount  of  recovery  for  perform- 
ance, regardless  of  doubtful  infer- 
ences from  other  provisions. 

Califamia.  —  Havens  v.  Donahue 
(1896)  111  Cal.  297,  43  Pac.  962. 

Georgia.  —  I/ambright  v.  Everett 
(1917)  21  Ga.  App.  488,  94  S.  E.  593. 

Illinois— Chicago  v.  Hunt  (1906) 
130  111.  App.  462,  affirmed  in  (1907) 
227  111.  130,  81  N.  E.  243  (superin- 
tending engineer) ;  Atchison  v.  Mc- 
Kinnie  (1908)  233  111.  106,  84  N.  E. 
208. 

Indiamu  —  Weatherhogg  v.  Jasper 
County  (1901)  158  Ind.  14,  62  N.  E. 
477. 

Kentucky.  —  McDonald  Bros.  v. 
Whitley  County  Ct  (1887)  8  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  874;  O'Kain  v.  Davis  (1919)  186 
Ky.  184,  216  S.  W.  354. 

Maryland. — ^Harrison  v.  McLaugh- 
lin (1908)  108  Md.  427,  70  Atl.  424. 

Massachusetts.  —  Perkins  v.  Hanks 
(1905)  188  Mass.  120,  74  N.  E.  314. 

Miiuiesota. — Irwin  v.  Gould  Eleva- 
tor Co.  (1909)  107  Minn.  233,  119  N. 
W.  1065.  And  see  Marcotte  v.  Beau- 
pre  (1870)  15  Minn.  152,  Gil.  117. 

New  Jersey. — See  Hoisting  Machin- 
ery Co.  V.  Goeller  Iron  Works  (1913) 
84  N.  J.  L.  504,  87  Atl.  331. 

New  York.  —  Davis  v.  New  York 
Steam  Co.  (1898)  38  App.  Div.  401, 
54  N.  Y.  Supp.  78. 

Pennsylvaiiia.  —  Osterling  v.  Car- 
penter (1911)  230  Pa.  153,  79  Atl.  406; 
Osterling  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (1918) 
262  Pac.  448,  105  Atl.  633. 

TeoEas.— See  Vaky  v.  Phelps  (1917) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  194  S.  W.  601. 

Utah.  —  See  Headlund  v.  Daniels 
(1917)  50  Utah,  381,  167  Pac.  1170. 

Osiiada. — ^Bond  v.  Colonial  Invest. 
k  Loan  Co.  (1908)  11  Ont.  Week.  Rep. 
•17.     And   see   Schwab   T.  Shragge 


(1906)  —  Manitoba,  —,  3  West  L.  R. 
468.  < 

Thus,  in  Perkins  v.  Hanks  (Mass.) 
supra,  in  applying  the  rule  that  an 
express  provision  must  control  an  im- 
plication of  a  different  rate  arising 
from  another  provision  of  the  con- 
tract, it  was  held  that  where  a  con- 
tract for  preparation  of  plans,  after 
adjusting  existing  accounts,  stipulat- 
ed for  further  services,  and  that  the 
architect's  commission  thereon  at  5 
per  cent  was  not  to  exceed  the  value 
of  $350,  and  provided  that  it  was 
"further  mutually  understood  and 
agreed  that  the  equity"  of  certain 
lands  ''is  given  as  security  for  a  fur-* 
ther  payment''  of  $250,  "which  sums 
shall,  when  paid,  be  considered  to  be 
full  payment"  for  the  plans,  the  ex- 
plicit agreement  must  control,  and 
that  the  architect  could  recover  only 
the  agreed  price  of  $250. 

b.  Where  eonehmeUon  i»  ahandoned  or 
emploffmetU  terminated. 


In  O'KaiB  v.  Davis  (1919)  186  Ky. 
184,  216  S.  W.  354,  where  an  archi- 
tect's contract  provided  that  he 
should  prepare  preliminary  plans, 
working  drawings,  specifications,  and 
furnish  services  during  erection  of  a 
proposed  building  for  5  per  cent  of 
the  contract  price,  payable  3i  per 
cent  on  awarding  of  the  contract  and 
li  per  cent  on  completion  and  accept- 
ance of  the  building,  but  that,  in  the 
event  the  employer  failed  to  erect  the 
building  within  a  certain  time,  the 
architect  should  receive  $250  "for 
preliminary  services  rendered  in  con- 
nection with  his  contract,"  it  was 
held  that  the  contract  provided  for 
payment  on  one  basis  in  the  event  a 
contract  was  awarded  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  building,  but  on  the 
basis  prescribed  by  the  proviso  in  the 
event  the  building  was  not  erected, 
and  therefore  that  since  the  employer 
had  abandoned  the  project  without 
having  let  a  contract  for  construction, 
recovery  was  limited  to  $250,  al- 
though the  architect,  pursuant  to  in- 
structions, had  prepamd  not  only  pre-. 
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liminary  plans,  but  complete  work- 
ing drawings,  plans,  and  specifica- 
tions. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  where,  by 
the  contract,  the  architect  is  to  fur- 
nish all  necessary  genera^  drawings, 
specifications,  and  details  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  building  for  a  speci- 
fied percentage  of  the  total  cost,  he 
cannot  be  limited  to  commissions  up- 
on the  cost  of  construction  as  far  as 
the  building  has  proceeded  at  the 
time  his  employment  is  terminated, 
since  at  such  time  he  has  fully  per- 
formed his  contract,  and  the  comple- 
tion of  the  building  is  material  only 
as  fixing  the  amount  to  be  paid  for 
the  services  rendered  under  the  con- 
tract. Havens  v.  Donohue  (1896)  111 
CaL  297,  43  Pac.  962.  But  compare 
Shipman  v.  State  (1877)  42  Wis.  377, 
wherein  it  was  held  that  an  architect 
having  a  contract  to  make  plans  and 
specifications  and  superintend  con- 
struction for  "5  per  cent  on  the  cost 
of  construction,"  could,  upon  being 
lawfully  discharged  during  the  con- 
struction of  the  building,  recover  only 
the  contract  price  for  his  plans  and 
specifications  and  services  as  super- 
intendent of  construction  up  to  the 
time  of  his  discharge,  and  upon 
quantum  meruit  for  the  plans  and 
specifications  of  that  portion  of  the 
work  which  he  did  not  superintend, 
the  employer  having  exceeded  his 
statutory  authority  in  making  a  single 
entire  contract  with  the  architect. 
And  see  Hand  v.  Agen  (1897)  96  Wis. 
493,  71  N.  W.  899,  wherein  an  archi- 
tect was  allowed  to  recover  the  cus- 
tomary architect's  fee  of  2}  per  cent 
for  the  making  of  plans  and  specifi- 
cations under  a  contract  to  draw 
plans  and  specifications  and  superin- 
tend construction  for  4  per  cent 
where  the  building  was  never  erected. 
See  also  (jouinlock  v.  Maclean  (1918) 
14  Out.  Week.  N.  142,  wherein  the  con- 
tract called  for  5  per  cent  on  the  cost, 
but  in  which  it  was  held,  the  building 
having  been  taken  out  of  the  archi- 
tect's handa  when  partially  completed, 
that  he  was.  entitled  to  5  per  cent  on 
the  work  done  before  his  supervision 
was  terminated  and  2}  per  cent  on 
the  balance  of  the  cost. 


In  the  reported  case  (OBtH  v. 
Board  of  Public  Education,  ante, 
1852),  where  the  contract  entitled  the 
architect  superintending  construction 
to  6  per  cent  "upon  the  entire  cost  of 
the  building,"  with  payments  of  cer- 
tain percentages  to  be  made  at  vari- 
ous stages  of  the  construction,  and 
reserving  the  right  to  the  owner  to 
terminate  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment, in  which  event  the  architect 
"shall  be  entitled  as  full  compensa- 
tion to  the  percentages  then  due,**  it 
was  held  that  the  architect,  upon  ter- 
mination of  his  contract  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
could  recover  only  the  percentages 
then  due  according  to  the  amount  of 
work  already  done. 

And  see  School  Comrs.  v.  Lafond 
(1911)  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  28  B.  B.  193, 
as  set  out  infra,  I.  c. 

o.  Boato  an  wlUeh  pereenUige  ia  to   be 

catnputed. 

In  Weatherhogg  v.  Jasper  County 
(1901)  158  Ind.  14,  62  N.  W.  477, 
where  the  contract  provided  for  the 
drawing  of  plans  and  specifications 
for  a  building  that  should  not  eiEceed 
a  certain  sum  in  cost,  and  should,  if 
required,  make  changes  or  draw  new 
plans  without  additional  expense,  and 
that  the  compensation  for  drawing  of 
plans  and  specifications  and  superin- 
tending of  construction  should  be  a 
certain  per  cent  of  the  "total  cost  of 
the  fully  completed  building,"  and  the 
employers  ordered  changes  and  addi- 
tions which  made  the  building  cost 
much  more  than  the  specified  sum,  it 
was  held  that  the  provision  limiting 
the  cost  to  a  certain  sum  was  a  mere 
statement  of  the  basis  upon  which  the 
architect  should  work  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  initial  plans  and  specifi- 
cations, and  did  not  set  up  a  limit  to 
his  compensation,  and  consequently 
that  he  could  recover  upon  the  basis 
of  the  actual  cost,  the  employer  hav- 
ing ordered  the  changes  which  in- 
creased the  cost.  So,  in  Harrison  ▼. 
McLaughlin  (1908)  108  Md.  427,  70 
Atl..424,  it  was  held  that  where  the 
architect's  commission  was  to  be  a 
specified  percentage  of  the  "total  cost 
of  the  building,''  he  was  entitled  to 
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such  pMT  cent,  although  the  contract 
provided  that  the  entire  cost  should 
not  be  estimated  to  exceed  a  consid- 
erably smaller  but  estimated  sum 
than  the  actual  ''total  cost,'*  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  employer  had  or- 
dered changes  which  materially  in- 
creased the  cost. 

And  in  Osterling  v.  Carpenter 
(1911)  230  Pa.  153,  79  Atl.  405,  where 
the  architect  for  a  tomb  was  to  be 
paid  5  per  cent  on  the  total  cost  of 
materials  and  labor,  and  the  tomb 
actually  erected  cost  $40,000,  it  was 
held  that  the  architect  was  entitled 
to  recover  5  per  cent  on  that  sum,  al- 
though the  parties  had  originally  in- 
tended a  $75,000  tomb,  and  plans 
therefore  had  been  started  which,  at 
the  request  of  the  employer,  and  with- 
out objection  on  the  part  of  the  archi- 
tect, had  been  altered  so  as  to  call  for 
the  $40,000  tomb. 

Where  the  compensation  of  an  ar- 
chitect is  a  specified  per  cent  of  the 
"estimated  cost,''  and  the  contract  it- 
self does  not  fix  the  same,  it  has  been 
held  that  such  ''estimated  cost"  is  the 
reasonable  cost  of  buildings  erected 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  and 
specifications,  and  not  necessarily  the 
amount  of  some  actual  estimate  made 
by  a  builder,  or  an  estimate  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties,  or  an  estimate  or 
bid  accepted  by  the  employer.  Lam- 
bert V.  Sanford  (1887)  55  Conn.  437, 
12  Atl.  519. 

And  in  Israels  v.  Macdonald  (1907) 
123  App.  Div.  63,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  826, 
appeal  dismissed  in  (1908)  193  N.  Y. 
598,  86  N.  E.  1126,  where  the  compen- 
sation for  making  plans  and  specifi- 
cations was  to  be  3  per  cent  on  the 
cost  of  the  building,  it  was  held  that 
the  "actual  cost"  must  govern,  that 
being  provable,  and  not  the  estimate 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  of  experts,  or  the 
amount  named  in  papers  filed  with 
the  building  department.  So,  in  Law- 
ton  V.  Roseno  (1908)  125  App.  Div. 
628,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  14,  it  was  held, 
construing  a  provision  for  payment 
to  an  architect  of  a  percentage  of  the 
cost  of  the  work  for  which  he  had 
prepared  plans  and  specifications, 
that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  actu- 
al cost,  and  that  recovery  Qould  not 


be  based  on  ,tbe  testimony  of  experts 
as  to  what  was  the  reasonable  cost  of 
the  finished  work.  And  again  in 
School  Comrs.  v.  Lafond  (1911)  Rap. 
Jud.  Quebec  28  B.  R.  198,  where  the 
plaintiff  contracted  to  furnish  archi- 
tectural services  for  a  fixed  percent- 
age of  the  cost,  it  was  held  that  siich 
percentage  must  be  figured  on  the 
actual  coat»  and  not  on  the  cost  as 
estimated  at  the  time.  And  the  work 
having  been  stopped,  such  actual  cost 
was  held  to  be  the  amount  for  which 
the  contractor  had  offered  to  complete 
the  buildings 

Where  the  contract  for  construc- 
tion names  a  certain  sum,  with  a  pro- 
viso for  an  increase  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, which  conditions  are 
met,  the  "contract  price,"  in  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  a  certain  per  cent  of  that 
price  for  superintending  the  work,  in- 
cludes the  additional  compensation 
earned  by  the  contractor  in  meeting 
the  specified  conditions.  Chicago  v. 
Hunt  (1907)  227  DL  130,  81  N.  E.  243, 
affirming  (1906)  130  111.  App.  462. 

And  in  Osterling  v.  Allegheny 
County  (1922)  —  Pa.  — ,  116  Atl.  385, 
construing  a  contract  to  furnish  the 
plans  and  specifications  for  additions 
and  alterations  of  a  courthouse  for 
a  commission  of  5  per  cent  upon  "the 
cost  of  the  work,'^  which  commission 
was  to  include  general  supervisions, 
drawings,  plans,  specifications,  and 
contracts,  and  such  duties  as  are 
usual  and  customary  among  archi- 
tects, and  any  charges  for  pre- 
liminary plans  and  studies,  it  was 
held  that  superintending  the  re- 
moval of  the  old  buildings  from 
the  land  on  which  the  addition 
was  to  be  erected  was  part  of  the 
architect's  work,  so  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  receive  5  per  cent  on  the  cost 
thereof  as  his  commission.  It  was 
further  held  in  this  case  that  the  cost 
of  testing  the  steel  used  in  the  build- 
ing at  a  testing  laboratory  was  a  part 
of  the  cost  of  the  work  within  the 
meaning  of  the  architect's  contract. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  payment 
to  an  architect  of  more  than  the 
agreed  price  does  not  necessarily  re- 
quire pasonent  of  a  percentage  on  the 
actual   cost   of  the   work   as  'finally 
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completed.  Thus  in  Dick  v.  Jullien 
(1922)  279  Fed.  998,  where  an  archi- 
tect was  employed  to  supervise  re- 
pairs to  a  building  at  a  cost  not  to 
exceed  $45,000,  and  was  to  receive  10 
per  cent  of  that  amount  for  his  serv- 
ices, it  was  held  that  the  fact  that 
more  than  $4,500,  had  been  paid  him 
did  not  preclude  the  owner  from  set- 
ting up  the  contract  in  an  action  for 
additional  compensation,  but  was 
merely  evidential  as  bearing  upon  the 
existence  of  the  alleged  contract. 

In  the  reported  case  (Obth  v. 
Board  of  Public  Education,  ante, 
1352),  where  the  architect's  commis- 
sion was  to  be  ''6  per  cent  upon  the 
entire  cost  of  the  building,''  3  per  cent 
te  be  payable  when  the  drawings  and 
specifications  were  adopted,  it  was 
held  that  the  3  per  cent  was  to  be 
computed  on  the  basis  of  the  archi- 
tect's own  estimate  of  the  cost  of  con- 
struction made  before  increase  of 
building  costs,  on  account  of  which 
construction  was  abandoned  and  the 
architect's  employment  terminated  as 
permitted  by  the  contract,  and  not  on 
the  amount  the  building  would  have 
cost,  although  that  would  have  been 
t^e  basis  if  the  building  had  been 
completed. 

In  Spencer  v.  New  York  (1917)  179 
App.  Div.  69,  166  N.  Y.  Supp.  177, 
under  a  contract  providing  for  fur- 
nishing plans  and  specifications  and 
supervising  the  construction  of  cer- 
tain buildings  for  5  per  cent  of  the 
actual  cost  of  the  work,  to  be  paid  ''2i 
per  cent  upon  the  estimated  cost  of 
the  work  after  the  plans  and  speci- 
fications had  been  approved,  and  2i 
per  cent  upon  the  estimates  of  the 
contractor,  as  certified  by  the  archi- 
tect, which,  together  with  the  2i  per 
cent  herewith  authorized  to  be  paid 
for  preparing  the  plans,  specifica- 
tions, and  estimates,  shall  equal  a 
total  of  5  per  cent  on  the  actual  cost," 
it  was  held  that  the  architects  were 
entitled  to  5  per  cent  on  the  buildings 
completed  and  2i  per  cent  on  build- 
ings not  erected,  but  for  which  plans, 
etc..  had  been  made  pursuant  to  the 
contract. 


d.  Additional  eompenamHon. 

The  question  of  extra  compensation 
has  been  raised  in  a  few  instances. 

Thus,  in  Osterling  v.  First  Nat 
Bank  (1918)  262  Pa.  448,  105  Atl.  633, 
where  the  plaintiff  contracted  to  fur- 
nish the  plans,  specifications,  and  de- 
tailed drawings,  and  to  supervise  the 
work,  prepare  contracts,  and  perform 
the  usual  and  customary  services  of 
an  architect  for  a  commission  ef  5 
per  cent  upon  the  cost  of  the  work, 
and  the  contract  was  let  upon  the 
original  plans,  etc.,  for  $59,000,  but 
the  actual  cost,  because  of  changes 
being  made  from  time  to  time  for 
which  he  prepared  revised  drawings, 
was  increased  to  about  $115,000,  upon 
which  sum  he  was  paid  his  commis- 
sion, it  was  held  that  he  could  not  re- 
cover additional  compensation  for 
having  prepared  the  revised  draw- 
ings. In  this  connection  the  court 
said:  ''Osterling  [the  architect] 
'proposed  and  agreed  to  furnish  all 
necessary  plans  and  specifications  to 
erect  the  building.'  This  contem- 
plated not  only  the  plans  which  he 
had  already  prepared,  but  included 
any  and  'all'  plans  which  in  the  proc- 
ess of  erection  might  be  called  for. 
As  an  architect  he  was  doubtless  fa- 
miliar with  the  fact  that  most  owners 
in  the  course  of  building  make 
changes  in  both  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, and  he  is  fairly  to  be  presumed 
to  have  contemplated  just  that  in  his 
letter  of  Septen^er  3, 1913.  He  stated 
in  this  letter  that  the  cost  would  be 
$58,000,  and,  in  point  of  fact,  his  esti- 
mate of  the  cost  was  nearly  verified, 
as  the  original  building  contract  was 
for  $59,000.  The  changes  made  dur- 
ing the  process  of  building  increased 
the  total  cost,  as  we  have  seen,  to 
$114,000.  He  was  paid  5  per  cent  on 
this  amount  as  his  compensation.  If 
he  regarded  the  work  of  preparing 
the  drawings  as  work  outside  of  his 
contract,  he  should  not  have  accepted 
the  percentage  on  the  total  cost.  He 
surely  cannot  claim  both  the  percent- 
Age  on  the  total  cost  and  extra  com- 
pensation for  preparing  the  drawings 
which  increased  the  total  cost,  but  he 
must  be  held  to  his  contract*  which 
is    clearly    expressed."      Nor    under 


ANNO.— ABC&ITBCT--^OMFBNSATION-4X>NTaACT. 


laei 


raeh  a  eontnct  oan  the  arehiteet  re* 
cover  exfera  compenBation  for  services 
aa  an  arhitsrator  betweoi  tiie  contrac- 
tor and  owner,  where,  in  the*  building 
contract  prepared  by  him,  he  inserted 
the  usual  daiise  tha^  such  disputes 
should  be  referred  to  him  for  final  de- 
cision, since  sneh.  services,  by  his  own 
interpretation,  fall  within  that  part 
of  the  contract  by  which  he.agi^ed  to 
perform  the  ''oaual  and  customary 
services  of  an  architect.''  Ibid.  like- 
wise, it  was  held  in  thin  caee  that  the 
architect's  eempensation  eoald  not  be 
increased  by  adding  to  the  actual  cost 
of  the  work  the  value  of  mat Aial 
taken  from  an  old  building  and  used 
in  the  new,  the  building  coAtract  and 
specifications  having  provided  foif 
such  use.  It  was  also  held  that  no 
additional  compensation  eoold  be  re* 
covered  because  of  the  fact  that  there 
waa  a  delay  in  cfunpleting  the  con- 
struction, upon  which  question  the 
court  said:  ''The  claim  for  compen- 
sation for  delay  is  also  without  merit. 
The  contract  under  which  he  claims^ 
fixes  no  time  within .  which  his.  aerv- 
ices  were  to  be  completed.  The  build* 
ing  actually  cost  almost  double  the^ 
amount  originally  contemplated,  and 
his  commissions  were  corresponding- 
ly increased.  This  was  adequate  comr 
pensation  for  the  delay  incident  to^ 
the  construction  of  the  enlarged 
building,  but  this  is  not  the  reason 
for  our  refusal  to  allow  his  claim. 
He  was  not  entitled  to  make  it  under 
the  contract  which  he  himself  pre* 
pared.** 

In  McDonald  Bros.  v.  Whitley 
County  Ct  (1887)  8  Ky.  L.  Bep.  874, 
where  architects,  without  limit  or 
conditions  as  to  time  for  construction 
of  a  building,  contracted  to  superin- 
tend the  construction  for  a  specified 
sum,  it  was  held  that  they  could  only 
recover  such  sum  for  their  work»  al- 
though the  building  contract,  to  their 
knowledge  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  contract  for  supervision  of 
construction,  contained  a  provision 
that  if  any  charges  were  made  by  the 
architects  for  supervision  of  work  ex- 
tending over  a  longer  time  than  that 
agreed  upon  for  the  completion  of  the 
work    under    the    building    contract, 


such  charges^sKould  be  deducted  from 
the  amount  of  the  contract  price.  It 
also  appeared  that  the  original  con- 
tractor aband<med  the  work,  and  that 
the  contract  .was  let  to  a  second  con- 
tractor, who  refused  to  agree  to  the 
provisim  for  deductions  for  archi- 
tect's charges,  but  it- seems  probable 
that  this  fact  did-  not  affect  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  court,  since 
their  decision  aMMireatly  was  based 
OB  the* fact  that,  as  the  architectfs 
contract  was  for  a  definite  sum  with- 
out limit  or  condition  as  to  time,  he 
could  not  maintain  that  the  provi- 
sions of  the'  buUdiiig  contract  modi- 
fied the  same. 

And  see  Chicago  v.  Bunt  (1907)  227 
UL  130,  81  N.  B.  248i  affirming  (1906) 
180  111.  App.  4^  as  set  out  supra,  I.  2. 

«.  Reduced  eotnpeneaUon. 

In  Irwin  v.  Gould  Elevator  Co. 
(1909)  107  MhoL  283,  119  N.  W.  1065, 
under  a  contract  which  provided  that 
an  architect  and  supervising  engineer 
for  services  in  furnishing  plans  and 
specifications  for  a  grain  islevator 
and  auperinten^ding  construction 
should  receive  7  per  cent  on  a  certain 
sum,  and  should  niot  be  held  respon- 
sible for  delays,  however  caused,  but 
that  if  he  failed  to  have  the  ctlevator 
completed  on  a  date  named,  he  should 
receive  only  6  per  cent,  it  was  heSd 
that  the  plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to 
6  per  cent  where  the  elevator  was  not 
completed  on  the  specified  date,  even 
though  there  had  been  no  lack  of  dili- 
gence on  his  part;  it  being  said  that 
the  proviso  as  to  delays  had  no  ref- 
erence to  the  amount  of  commissions, 
and  that  the  proviso  reducing  the 
commissions  to  6  per  cent  applied  in 
case  of  delay  from  any  cause,  and 
even  though  all  the  parties  had  pro- 
ceeded with  due  diligence  and  in  good 
faith. 

11,  Time  when  campeneaUen  jNiyoNa. 

In  Davis  v.  New  York  Steam  Co. 
(1898)  88  App.  Div.  401,  54  N.  Y. 
Supp.  78,  where  an  architect  offered 
to  prepare  plans  and  specifications 
and  superintend  construction  for  S 
per  cent  on  total  cost  of  the  work, 
with  'payments  to  be  made  on  month- 
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ly  estimatea^"  whieh  offer  was  l»oapt^ 
ed  "conditionad  on  this  agrdement  tar-^ 
minating  in  twenty^four  months/'  to 
which  condition  the  architect  agreed; 
it  waa  held  that  the  contract  fixed  the 
time  of  payment,  and  that  the  archie 
tect  wae  entitled  to  payment  eaoli 
month  for  twenty-four  months,  of  3 
per  cent  on  the  estimated  cost  of 
work  performed  during  each  such 
month.  In  reaching  this  conolusioh 
the  court  overruled  the  contention 
that  the  architect  could  recover,  as 
per  custom-  among  architects  on  com-* 
pletion  of  l^e  plans  and  speciflca- 
tions»  2  per  cent  of  the  total  estimated 
cost,  and  that  the  provision  as  to  pay- 
ment .00  r  monthly  estimates  related 
only  to  the  supervision,  saying  that, 
in  view  of  the  express  prqvisions  of 
the  contract,  it  was  impossible  to  split 
the  plaintiff's  services. 

When  the  time  for  payment  of  cofai- 
pensation  for.  architectural  services 
is  not  stipulated,  but  ^e  amount  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  total  cost  of 
construction,  the  employer,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  of  a  controlling 
custom,  is  liable  only  upon  the  basis 
of  completed  work.  See  Fitshugh  v. 
Mason  (1905)  2  CaL  App.  220,  88  Pac. 
282. 

///.  Who  Uabie  far  compeiiaalion. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  an  own- 
er hires  an  architect  to  superintend 
construction,  and  the  contract  is  si- 
lent as  to  who  shall  pay  the  commis- 
sions, the  owner,  and  not  the  builder, 
is  liablfBb  unless  it  appears  that  there 
is  a  custom  which  renders  the  latter 
liable,  or  that  he  hae  received  the 
money  from  the  owner  to  the  plain- 
tiff's use.  Locke  v.  Monter  (188§)  2 
Times  L.  R.  (Eng.)  121. 

IF.  BnHre  and  divMhU  contract. 

Where  architects  are  employed  to 
prepare  plans  and  specifications  and 
to  superintend  construction  for  a 
specified  .per  cent  of  the  contract 
price,  that  is,  one  sum  for  the  entire 
services,  the  contract  is  entire,  and 
not  divisible — at  least,  where  it  con-* 
tains  nothing  evidencing  a  contrary 
intent  upon  the  part  of  the  parties 
thereto*     Spalding 'County  v.  Cham- 


borlin  (1908)  180  Oa:  649,  -61  S.  E. 
583,  holding  that  no  recovery  can  be 
had  und«r  such  a  contract  for  the 
mere  preparing  of  plans  and  specifi- 
teftioBSv  where  no  SKense  is  offered 
for  not  having  superintended  con- 
struction. 

But  where  the  contract,  which  is 
the  basis  of  the  demand,  provides  for 
separate  items,  and  the  price  is  ap- 
portioned to  each  item,  the  contract 
is  severable,  and  the  architect  may  re- 
cover fbr  one  'or  more  items,  though 
he  cannot  recover  for  others.  Audu- 
bon Bldgi  Co.  V.  F.  M.  Andrews  Ck>. 
(1911)  111  C.  C.  A.  92,  187  Fed.  254; 
Gauntt  V.  Chehalis  County  (1918)  72 
Waah.  106,  129  Pac.  888.  And  see 
Hutchinson  v.  Conws^  (1900)  84  N. 
a.  554..'  In  Audubon  Bldg.  Co.  v.  F. 
M.  Andrews  ft  Co.  (Fed.)  supra, 
where  the  contract  was  to  furnish 
preliminary  sketches  for  a  specified 
per  cent  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
payable  on  acceptance,  to  furnish 
working  drawings  and  specifications 
for  a  specified  per  cent  payable  on 
oempletion,  and  to  supervise  the  con- 
struction of  the  bttilding  for  a  speci- 
fied pe'r  cent  payable  pro  rata  with  the 
architect's  certificates  issued  during 
the  progress  of  the  work,  it  was  held 
that  the  contract  was  severable,  so 
that  the  architect  could  recover  for 
working  plans  aiid  specifications  fur- 
nished, although  he  could  not  recover 
for  supervision  of  construction,  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  he  had  acted  in 
derogation  of  the  duties  owed  his  em- 
ployer. In  Gauntt  v.  Chehalis  County 
(Wash.)  supra,  the  plaintiff  con- 
tracted to  prepare  plans  and  specifi- 
cations for  a  courthouse  for  2i  per 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  proposed  build- 
ing, which  was  to  be  $100,000,  and  to 
superintend  construction  for  an  addi- 
tional 2i  per  cent,  but  in  case  the 
contract  was  not  let  the  compensation 
was  to  be  $1,000  only  for  plans  and 
specifications,  which,  however,  was  to 
be  applied  as  part  payment  in  the 
event  of  the  building  going  ahead  at 
some  future  thne.  The  architect  was 
held  entitled  to  no  compensation  be- 
yond the  $1,000,  no  contact  for  con- 
struction based  on  his  plans  ever  hav- 
ing been  let.  6.  J.  G. 
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CaMifvmia  Suprmne  Court  (Dept.  Ifo.  ;9>— JPAniory  1,  1Q91, 

(184  Gal.  802,  196  Pac  662.) 

Landlord  and  tenant  —  evidence  —  loss  of  water  for  irrigation  «—  effect 
of  remaining  in  possession. 

1.  A  tenant  of  land  requiring  irrigation  cannot  remain  in  possession 
and  claim  exemption  from  paying  rent  on  the  theory  of  a  partial  eviction 
because  of  breach  by  the  lessor  of  his  covenant  to  pay  the  assessments  on 
the  water  stock,  so  that  the  stock  is  sold  and  the  tenant  loses  the  benefit 
of  the  water. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1369.] 

• 

—  what  is  constructive  eviction. 

2.  Any  disturbance  of  the  tenant's  which  they  were  leased,  amounts  to  a. 
possession  by  the  landlord,  where  the  constructive  eviction  if  the  tenant  so 
premises  are  rendered  unfit  or  unsuit-  elects  and  surrenders  his  possession, 
able  for  occupancy,  in  whole  or  in  sub-         [See  16  R.  C.  L.  686;  see  also  notes 
stantial    part    for    the    purpose    for  in  4  A.L.R.  1461 ;  18  A.L.R.  818.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Im- 
perial County  (Cole,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  for  un- 
lawful detainer  of  land  after  defendant's  default  in  payment  of  rent. 

Affirtiied. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  James  L.  Allen,  for  appellant:  van  v.  Eoehler,  119  App.  Div.  51,  103 

Defendant  was  entitled  to  the  en-  N.  Y.  Supp.  935;  Kaiser  v.  Marks/ 115 

joyment  of  the  premises  as  leased.  N.  Y.  Supp.  120. 

Standart  v.  Round  Valley  Water  Co.  It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should 

77  Cal.  899,  19  Pac.  689;  Stanislaus  be  an  actual  ouster  to  constitute  an 

Water  Co.  v.  Bachman,  152  Cal.  727,  eviction,  but  any  act  of  the  lessors 

15    L.R.A.(N.S.)    859,    93    Pac.    858;  which  results  in  depriving  lessees  of 

Clark  V.  Koesheyan,  26  Cal.  App.  805,  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  prem- 

146  Pac.  904;  McDowell  v.  Hyman,  117  ises   and   the   appurtenances  thereto 

Cal.  67,  48  Pac.  984;   Christopher  v.  constitutes  an  eviction. 

Austin,  11  N.  Y.  216 ;  Royce  v.  Guggen-  Agar  v.  Winslow,  123  Cal  587.  69 

heim,  106  Mass.  201,  8  Am.  Rep.  322 ;  Am.  St.  Rep.  84,  56  Pac.  422 ;  Levitzky 

Coburn  v.  Morrill,  117  Mass.  262,  19  v.  Canning,  33  Cal.  299;  Camarillo  v. 

Am.  Rep.  415;  Lelshman  v.  White,  1  Fenlon,  49  Cal.  202;  Skaggs  v.  Emer- 

Allen,  489 ;  Salmon  v.  Smith,  1  Wms'  son,  50  Cal.  3 ;  Kelley  v.  Long,  18  Cal. 

Saund.  204,  note  2,  85  Eng.  Reprint,  App.    159,    122   Pac   832;    Doran   v. 

207 ;  Levitzky  v.  Canning,  33  Cal.  306 ;  Chase,  2  W.  N.  C.  609 ;  Edmison  v. 

Agar  V.  Winslow,  123  Cal.  593,  69  Am.  Lowry,  3  S.  D.  77,  17  L.R,A.  275,  44 

St.  Rep.  84,  56  Pac.  422 ;  Jones,  Land.  Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  52  N.  W.  583 ;  Uar- 

&  T.  §  354;  1  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  §  chant  v.  Hayes,  117  Cal.  669,  49  Pac. 

809 ;  Agoure  V.  Lewis,  15  Cal.  App.  71,  840;   Garberino  v.  Roberts,  109   Cal. 

113  Pac.  882.  125,  41  Pac.  857;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 

A  constructive  eviction  excludes  the  Perris  Irrig.  Dist.  107  Cal.  55,  40  Pac. 

tenant  from  liability  for  rent  failing  45. 

due.  Messrs.  Cotdding  A  Brown  for  re-' 

Frepons  v.  Grostein,  12  Idaho,  671,  spondent. 

87  Pac.  1004;  McCall  v.  New  York  L.         ^n -.  t    a^m^^^^  4^.^  ^r.«,%;.^,.  ^* 

Ins.  Co.  201  Mass.  223,  21  L.R.A.rN.S.)  ^^Sloane,  J.,  delivered  the  opmion  of 

88,  87  N.  J3.  582;  Lester  v.  Griffin,  57  the  court:                                   ,  _^  , 

Misc.  628,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  580 ;  Done-  This  is  an  action  for  unlawful 
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detainer  of  land  after  default  of 
defendant  in  payment  of  rent. 

Defendant  at  the  time  the  adjon 
was  brought  was  in  possession  of 
the  land  in  question  consisting  of 
640  acres  of  farm  land  in  the  coun- 
ty of  Imperial,  under  a  three-year 
lease  which  by  its  terms  had  yet 
over  two  years  to  run.  Two  instal- 
ments of  rent  aggregating  the  sum 
of  $5,500  were  delinquent  at  the 
time  of  filing  suit. 

The  only  defense  offered  is  a  plea 
of  eviction  from  a  substantial  part 
of  the  land  and  a  resultant  release 
of  defendant  from  liability  to  pay 
rent.  This  claim  of  eviction  rests 
upon  the  foUowing  circumstances: 
The  land  covered  by  the  lease  was 
dependent  for  its  use  and  value  up- 
on the  necessary  water  for  irriga- 
tion. There  was  appurtenant  to 
this  land  460  shares  of  water  stock 
in  the  Imperial  Water  Company 
No.  8,  the  water  company  f urnish-' 
ing  water  for  irrigation  to  this  part 
of  the  Imperial  valley.  By  the 
terms  of  the  lease  it  is  provided 
that  the  lessee  ''shall  have  the  right 
to  use  the  water  on  said  land,  pro- 
vided that,  he  shall  pay  for  all  wa- 
ter ordered,  and  used  by  him  as  it 
becomes  due  and  payable,^'  and  that 
the  lessor  ''agrees  to  pay  all  assess- 
ments levied  against  the  water  stock 
located  on  said  land  as  the  same  be- 
comes due  and  payable,  in  order  that 
the  party  of  the  second  part  (the 
lessee)  shall  have  unrestricted  use 
of  the  proportion  of  water  to  which 
said  stock  is  entitled.''  The  lessor, 
soon  after  the  execution  of  the  lease, 
defaulted  in  the  payment  of  an  as- 
sessment on  this  water  stock,  and 
in  consequence  thereof  the  water 
company  caused  ten  shares  of  the 
stock  to  be  sold  under  the  assess- 
ment. It  is  alleged  in  the  answer 
that  from  the  date  of  such  sale  de- 
fendant "has  been  unable  to  pro- 
cure any  water  on  the  shares  so 
sold,''  and  that  the  lessors  have  ever 
since  failed  to  "replace  said  water 
stock  on  said  land,  so  that  defend- 
ant might  have  the  free  and  unre- 
stricted use  of  the  proportion  of  the 
water  to  which  such  stock  was  en- 


titled, or  to  place  sufficient  water 
stock  on  said  land  to  irrigate  same,** 
and  that  defendant  "has  been  de- 
prived of  the  unrestricted  use  of  tiie 
water  to  which  such  stock  was  en- 
titled." It  is  further  alleged  that» 
because  of  these  conditions,  the  de- 
fendant has  been  evicted  from  the 
portion  of  the  land  upon  which  said 
stock  was  located* 

There  is  no  allegation  showing 
what  part  or  how  much  of  the  land 
was  affected  by  the  sale  of  this  wa- 
ter stock,  or  what  was  the  extent 
or  amount  of  damage  resulting  to 
defendant. 

T^e  defendant  remained  in  the 
actual  occupancy  of  the  whole  tract, 
and  planted  and  harvested  a  crop 
from  the  whole  of  it.  The  evidence 
discloses  that  there  was  a  partial 
failure  of  the  crop  on  a  fraction  of 
this  land  said  to  have  been  served 
by  this  withdrawn  water  stodc 
The  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  was  an  aetud 
shortage  of  or  insufficiency  of  water 
for  the  proper  irrigation  of  the 
tract.  The  trial  court  found  that 
this  state  of  facts  did  not  consti- 
tute an  eviction. 

Although  not  pleaded,  it  appears 
in  evidence  and  is  found  by  the 
court  that  defendant  expended  $391 
in  purchasing  water  stock  to  replace 
that  sold  under  assessment  against 
the  lessors,  and  $220  of  assessmoit 
on  water  stock  appurtenant  to  the 
land,  and  that  the  water  stock  and 
water  supply  were  thus  restored  by 
defendant  himself  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  these  proceedings. 

Defendant  is  relying  in  this  case 
on  a  constructive  eviction.  It  is  not 
contended  that  he  was  at  any  time 
actually  ousted  from  possession  of 
any  part  of  tiiis  land,  or  that  he  was 
not  at  all  times,  from  the  beginning 
of  the  lease  until  some  time  after 
this  suit  was  begun,  occu^ng  and 
farming  the  whole  of  it.  His  inter- 
est under  his  lease  in  tlie  water 
stock  was  not  in  the  possession  of 
the  stock  itself,  but  in  the  right  to 
a  supply  of  water  incident  to  sodi 
stock,  and  while,  if  he  was  saffldent- 
ly  deprived  of  his  water  sapply  to 


VEYSEY  V. 

(i«|  Oal.  80t, 

aiaterially  affect  the  purposes  of  his 
lease  hold,  he  might  be  justified  in 
treating  such  breach  of  the  cove- 
nants of  the  lease  as  an  eviction, 
and  thereupon  terminating  his  oc- 
ciipan<7  of  the  part  of  the  premises 

affected,  or  even  all 
iSSH^t^^L^  of  them,  yet  he 
Z?f  VJSLnsJri  could  not  remain  in 
«««et  oFveauaa-  the  uso  and  occupa- 
'yfri'r*  '^**'  tion  of  tile  whole  of 

this  property  and 
claim  exemption  from  paying  rent 
on  the  ground  of  a  constructive  evic- 
tion. 

There  are  cases  in  the  decisions 
where  a  tenant  who  has  been  actual- 
ly and  forciUy  ousted  of  possession 
of  a  part  of  the  rented  premises  has 
been  permitted  to  hold  the  remain- 
der of  fte  l^sehoM  without  paying 
rent,  as  where,  in  a  house  consist- 
ing of  several  rooms,  the  landlord 
had  wrongfully  taken  possession  of 
part  of  them,  it  has  been  held  that 
the  tenant  could  not  be  required 
while  this  partial  eviction  continued 
either  to  vacate  the  remainder  of 
the  house  or  pay  rent  for  the  part 
he  occupied.  Such  is  the  applica- 
tion of  Christopher  v.  Austin,  11 
N.  Y.  216,  Colbum  v.  Morrill,  117 
Mass.  262,  19  Am.  Rep.  415,  and 
other  like  decisions  cited  by  appel- 
lant. 

The  general  rule,  however,  relat- 
ing to  a  constructive  eviction  is  that 

— wiiat  la  *^y  disturbance  of 

«oauitnicttT«  the  tenant's  posses- 
evictio..  g.^^  jjy  ^jj^  landlord 

whereby  the  premises  are  rendered 
unfit  or  unsuitable  for  occupancy, 
in  whole  or  in  substantial  part,  for 
the  purposes  for  which  they  were 
leased,  amounts  to  a  constructive 
eviction,  if  the  tenant  so  elects  and 
surrenders  his  possession.  16  R.  C. 
L.  p.  686.  There  can  be  no  con- 
structive eviction  if  the  tenant  con- 
tinue in  the  possession  of  the  whole, 
however  much  he  may  be  disturbed 
in  the  beneficial  enjoyment.  16 
R.  C.  L.  pp.  686,  687;  Keating  v. 
Springer,  146  HI.  481,  22  L.R.A. 
544,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  84  N.  E. 
806 ;  De  Witt  v.  Pierson,  112  Mass.; 
8,  17  Am.  Rep.  58;  Boreel  v.  Law-: 
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ton,  90  N.  Y.  293,  43  Am.  Rep.  170. 
For  instance,  the  failure  of  the  land- 
lord to  heat  a  leased  building  as 
agreed  under  the  lease  may  consti- 
tute an  eviction,  but  the  tenant  must 
abandon  the  possession.  He  cannot 
remain  in  possession  and  enjoy 
without  paying  the  rent  such  supply 
of  heat  as  is  furnished,  although  so 
inadequate  as  to  have  warranted  an 
abandonment  of  the  lease  had  the 
tenant  so  elected.  16  R.  C.  L.  p. 
692;  note  in  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1218; 
Minneapolis  Co-op.  Co.  v.  William- 
son, 51  Minn.  53,  38  Am.  St.  Rep. 
478,  52  N.  W.  986;  Berlinger  v. 
Macdonald,  149  App.  Div.  6,  133  N. 
Y.  Supp«  622 ;  Koehler  t.  Scheider 
(Com.  PI.)  15  Daly,  198,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  611;  Siebold  v.  Heyman 
(Sup.)  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  105. 

So,  in  this  case,  conceding  tiiat  a 
failure  of  the  water  supply  on  10 
out  of  460  shares  of  water  stock  on 
a  total  acreage  of  640  acres  is  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  constructive 
eviction,  the  tenant  cannot  avoid  his 
covenant  to  pay  rent  while  he  re- 
mains in  possession  of  the  entire 
premises  and  continues  to  cultivate 
the  whole  thereof  and  enjoy  the 
benefits  of  the  remaining  water  sup- 
ply. He  has  ample  remedy  under 
such  circumstances  in  recouping  the 
dimiages  he  may  sustain  against  the 
accruing  renti^.  New  York  v. 
MaWe,  13  N.  Y.  151,  64  Am.  Dec. 
638 ;  McCoy  v.  Oldham,  1  Ind.  App. 
372,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  208,  27  N.  E. 
647. 

The  evidence  discloses  that  de- 
fendant harvested  $25,000  worth  of 
produce  from  this  tract  of  land  dur- 
ing the  one  cropping  season  he  was 
in  possession.  If  he  had  lost  the 
entire  use  of  the  proportion  of  the 
land  served  with  water  from  the  10 
shares  of  stock  sold  from  the  total 
460  shares,  his  proportionate  loss 
would  have  been  less  than  $600. 

The  finding  of  the  trial  court  that 
.  the  failure  of  the  lessors  to  protect 
these  shares  did  not  amount  to  an 
eviction  was  justified  under  the  evi- 
dence. 

'    Attfaough  there  was  no  pleading 
to  support  a  judgment  for  damages. 
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the  ceurt  allowed  the  sum  of  $611  to 
defendant  as  a  set-off  against  the 
rent  due,  as  compensation  for  the 
amount  expended  by  defendant  for 
replacing  the  forfeited  shares  and 
for  payment  of  water  assessments, 
giving  judgment  for  the  balance 
claimed  on  the  unpaid  instalments 
of  rent. 

The  defendant  surrendered  pos- 
session of  the  premises  during  the 
pendency  of  the  action.  This  action 
was  maintained  by  the  assignee  and 
grantee  of  the  original  lessors,  but 
tiiere  is  nothing  in  the  issues  pre- 
sented making  that  circumstance 
materiaL 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

I  concur:    Lennon,  J. 

Wilbur,  J.: 

I  concur.    The  trial  court  found 


that  there  was  no  insufficiencj  or 
shortage  of  water  for  the  proper 
irrigation  of  the  tract,  and,  as  the 
finding  of  the  court  is  supported  by 
sufficient  evidence,  it  follows  that 
there  was  no  eviction  from  any 
substantial  part  of  the  premises. 
For  that  reason  I  concur  in  the 
judgment. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied 
March  3,  1921. 

irora 

The  rights  and  remedies  of  a  tenant 
who  remains  in  possession  of  all  or 
part  of  the  premises  against  the  land- 
lord for  interfering  with  his  posses- 
sion or  enjoyment,  are  the  subject  of 
the  annotation  following  TOY  T.  Ollnq- 
EB,  po0t»  1369. 


CHARLES  TOY,  Respt, 

V. 

J.  B.  OLINGER,  Appt 

Wtooofialn  Supreme  CouK  —  Febt*iMiry  tf,  1Q91. 
(178  Wis.  277,  181  N.  W.  295:) 

Landlord  and  tenant  —  onion  odors  —  waiver. 

1.  A  tenant  of  a  moving  picture  theater  waives  any  right  which  might 
arise  from  the  fact  that  the  landlord  permits  odors  of  onions  to  escape 
into  the  theater  from  the  basement,  if  the  tenant  could  have  discovered 
the  condition  before  taking  possession,  and  paid  rent  unqualifiedly  for  a 
considerable  period  after  learning  of  it. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1869.] 


—  discordant  music  in  adjoining  tene- 
ment —  liability. 

2.  To  render  the  lessor  of  a  moving 
picture  theater  liable  to  the  leaaee  for 
losses  caused  by  discordant  music  pro- 
duced by  a  tenant  of  other  portions  of 


the  building,  the  landlord  must  be 
shown  to  be  in  some  way  responsible 
for  it. 

[See  16  R.  C.  L.  694;  8  R.  C.  L. 
Supp.  594;  see  also  note  in  4  A.L.R. 
1464.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mil- 
waukee  County  (Fairchild,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  and  dismissing  de- 
fendant's counterclaim,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  balance  alleged 
to  be  due  for  rent  of  a  portion  of  plaintiff's  building.    Affirmed. 
Statement  by  Eschweiler,  J. :  pied  by  defendant  for  a  moving  pic- 

Action  to  recover  a  balance  due  for  ture  theater.  The  written  lease  pro- 
rent  on  a  certain  portion  of  plain-  vided  for  a  term  commencing  Janu- 
tiff's  building  in  Milwaukee,  occu-     ary  1,  1917,  terminating  December 


,    TOY  V.  OLINQBB. 

il79  WU.  m,  181  V,  W.  «9f.) 

31»  1919,  and  «t  an  annual  rental  of    then  (4>en€d  the 


ise? 


$4,000  for  two  years,  and  then 
$5^000.  Rent  was  duly  paid  until 
August  1, 1917.  February  18, 1918, 
the  usual  form  of  notice  to  pay  the 
rent  then  due,  or  vacate,  was  served. 
Pursuant  to  such  notice  the  prem- 
ises were  vacated  by  defendant 
March  1st.  This  action  was  then 
brought  for  the  rent  due  up  to 
March  1st. 

'Defendiint  counterclaimed  for 
damages,  alleging  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  for  the  quiet  use  and  en- 
joyment of  the :  premises,  in  that 
they  were  rendered  untenantable 
for  moving  picture  purposes  by  rea- 
s(m  of  noxious  odors  arising  from 
the  basement  of  the  building,  and 
further  from  noise  and  disturb* 
ance,  permitted  to  be  carried  on  in 
another  portion  of  the  building  in 
premises  adjoining  defendant's,  by 
another  tenant  of  plaintiff,  conduct- 
ing a  cafe  in  which  there  was  music 
furnished  to  his  patrons,  all  of  these 
things  being  to  l^e  great  annoyance 
and  disturbance  of  defendant's  pa- 
trons. Defendant  maintained  that 
such  situations  continued  by  plain- 
tiff or  permitted  by  him  were  suffi- 
cient in  fact  and  in  law  to  amount  to 
his  constructive  eviction,  either  to- 
tal or  partial,  thereby  relieving  him 
from  the  obligation  to  pay  rent  dur- 
ing such  period,  and  further  entir 
tling  him  to  damages  from  the  re- 
sulting financial  harm. 

The  plaintiff  conducted  a  restaur 
rant  in  another  portion  of  the 
same  building.  In  connection  there- 
with he  had  in  the  basement  of  the 
building,  for  a  long  time  prior  to  the 
making  of  the  lease  with  defendant 
and  thereafter,  stored  and  cut  up 
onions.  Within  two  weeks  after 
taking  possession  defendant  discov- 
ered that  the  odor  from  the  onions 
permeated  his  premises,  and  from 
then  on  he  complained  of  such  con- 
dition at  times  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
attempted  himself  to  remedy  the 
same  by  changes  in  ventilation  and 
other  methods.  In  March  he  rented 
the  theater  to  other  tenants.  These 
tenants  occupied  it  for  seven  or 
eight  weeks,  and  then  vacated.    He 


himself  for 
a  period  of  three  or  four  weeks,  and 
then  closed  it,  oi)ening  again  at  the 
end  of  Octpber  for  one  week.  It 
then  remained  closed  until  March 
1st,  when  he  vacated. 

Sometime  in  the  spring  of  1917 
another  portion  of  plaintiff's  build- 
ing was  leased  to  a  third  person  for 
caf6  purposes.  Immediately  after 
taking  possession  this  tenant  com- 
menced, and  thereafter  continued, 
to  furnish  music  to  his  patrons. 
Defendant  complained  to  plaintiff 
that  this  music  interfered  with  the 
renting .  of  the  theater  and  drove 
away  patronage. 

By  letter  of  September  17,  1917, 
the  plaintiff  notified  defendant  he 
would  not  give  up  the  use  of  his 
basement  for  the  purposes  above  in- 
dicated. On  November  5,  1917,  by 
letter,  plaintiff  notified  defendant 
that  the  rent  then  unpaid  was  over 
$1,300,  and  such  default  was  consid- 
ered a  violation  of  the  lease.  There- 
after defendant  paid  $100  in  De- 
cember, and  the  same  amount  in 
January,  1918.  Defendant  testified 
that  his  net  loss  in  this  particulai^ 
enterprise  was  between  $7,000  and 
$8,000. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  trial  be- 
fore, a  jury  the  court  granted  plain- 
tiff's motion  for  judgment  for  the 
auaount  of  the  unpaid  rent,  and  dis- 
missed defendant's  counterclaim, 
and  directed  judgment  in  accord- 
ance therewith.  From  such  judg- 
ment defendant  has  appealed, 

Messrs.  Cochems,  Wolfe,  &  Kolin- 
ski,  for  appellant: 

Defendant  should  not  be  compelled 
to  pay  rent  where  he  remains  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises  under  his 
lease  in  reliance  upon  the  landlord's 
promise  that  the  beneficial  use  and  en- 
joyment thereof  will  be  restored  to 
him  by  acts  on  the  landlord's  part, 
which  will  cause  a  cessation  of  the 
nuisances  theretofore  in  existence. 

24  Cyc.  1057;  Manning  v.  Galland- 
Henning  Pneumatic  Malting  Drum 
Mfg.  Co.  141  Wis.  199,  124  N.  W.  291. 
18  Ann.  Gas.  976;  Eldred  v.  Leahy,  81 
Wis.  546;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  298;  Kuschinsky  v.  Flanigan, 
170  Mich.  245,  41  L.RJL(N.S.)    480, 
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136  N.  W.  S62,  Ann.  Gas.  1914 A,  1228; 
Silber  v.  Larkin,  94  Wis.  9,  68  N.  W. 
406 ;  Wade  v.  Herndl,  127  Wis.  544,  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  107  N.  W.  4,  7  Ann. 
Gas.  591;  Northwestern  Realty  Go.  v. 
Hardy.  160  Wis.  324,  151  N.  W.  791; 
Jones,  Land,  ft  T.  S  368;  Pridgeon  v. 
Excelsior  Boat  Glub,  66  Mich.  326,  33 
N.  W.  502 ;  Kitchen  Bros.  Hotel  Go.  v. 
Philbin,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  340,  96  N.  W. 
487;  Hall  v.  Irvin,  78  App.  Div.  107, 
79  N.  Y.  Supp.  614. 

Messrs.  Stover  &  Stover,  for  re- 
spondent : 

Defendant,  by  remaining  in,  waived 
his  right  to  claim  a  constructive  evic- 
tion. 

24  Gyc.  1169;  Kerr,  Real  Prop.  1082; 
11  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  479, 
note;  Buchanan  v.  Orange,  118  Va. 
511,  L.R.A.1916E,  739,  88  S.  E.  52, 
Ann.  Gas.  1918D,  391 ;  Wurz  v.  Watts, 
73  Misc.  262, 132  N,  Y.  Supp.  685;  Rus- 
sell V.  Olson,  22  N.  D.  410,  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.J  1217,  133  N.  W.  1030,  Ann.  Gas. 
1914B,  1069;  Minneapolis  Go-opera- 
tive Go.  V.  Williamson,  61  Minn.  53, 
38  Am.  St.  Rep.  473,  52  N.  W.  986; 
Bass  V.  Rollins,  63  Minn.  226,  65  N.  W. 
348 ;  Berlinger  v.  Macdonald,  149  App. 
Div.  5,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  522;  Koehler  v. 
Scheider,  15  Daly,  198,  4  N.  Y.  Supp. 
611 ;  Jackson  v.  Patemo,  58  Misc.  201, 
108  N.  Y.  Supp.  1073,  affirmed  in  128 
App.  Div.  474,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  924; 
Siebold  v.  Heyman,  120  N.  Y.  Supp. 
105;  Feist  v.  Peters,  120  N.  Y.  Supp. 
805;  Merida  Realty  Go.  v.  Goffin,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  120. 

Eschweiler,  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court : 

So  far  as  the  defendant's  claim  to 
defeat  the  paynient  of  rent  during 
the  period  of  his  occupancy  of  the 
premises  or  as  a  basis  for  damages 
is  predicated  upon  the  fact  that 
another  tenant  of  plaintiff  fur- 
nished to  his  patrons  a  certain  class 
of  music  which  at  times  was  quite 
out   of   harmony   with   the   music 

landlord  u«  being  played  in  de- 
tenant— dt*-  fendant's      theater, 

to''ad?oi^ns'^  ^^  sufficient  show- 
jfoenjent-  ing   of   fesponsibil- 

llnbillty.  .^y    ^^    ^j^^    p^^    ^j 

the  plaintiff  for  such  situation  has 
been  presented  so  as  to  make  plain- 
tiff in  any  wise  liable. 

The  odor  with  which  nature  has 
so  bountifully  endowed  the  onion 
had  been  escaping  from  the  base- 


ment into  the  theater  premises  pri- 
or to  defendant's  taking  possession 
thereof,  as  could  then  have  been  dis- 
covered by  him.  He  first  discov- 
ered it  in  about  two  weeks  after 
taking  possession  on  January  1st. 
In  spite  of  that  condition,  so  early 
brought  to  his  attention,  he  contin- 
ued to  pay  rent  on  said  premises  ac- 
cording to  the  lease  and  at  the  speci- 
fied rate  until  August  1st.  Dur- 
ing this  period  he  leased  to  others 
the  same  premises  at  a  greater  rent- 
al rate  than  that  which  he  was  pay- 
ing, and  after  such  subtenants  gave 
up  their  lease,  finding  it  an  unprofit- 
able venture,  he  used  the  theater 
himself.  After  he  had  stopped  pay- 
ing the  rent  in  August  he  again 
opened  the  theater  in  October  for  a 
wedc,  and  then  remained  in  posses- 
sion thereof  until  the  notice  to  va^ 
cate  was  served  on  him.  On  No- 
vember 6th  he  was  notified  tiiat  his 
failure  to  pay  rent  was  being  con- 
sidered a  violation  of  the  lease.  He 
nevertheless  elected  to  ranain 
there,  and  did  pay,  aft»  sudi  no- 
tice, two  instalmente  on  ihe  rent  in 
December  and  January,  of  $100 
each. 

Under    the    facts    and    circum- 
stances the  trial  court  was  correct 
in  holding  that  there  was  no  con- 
structive eviction,  either  partial  or 
^ole,  by  the  landlord  of  the  de- 
fendant as  tenant.    His  remaining 
in    possession,    his 
unquaHfiied  payment  ^liSuSS.  *****" 
of  rent  up  till  the 
1st  of  August,  1917,  must  be  consid- 
ered to  have  been  a  waiver  of  any 
rights  he  then  might  have  had  to 
treat  this  condition,  if  chargeable  to 
plaintiff,  as  a  breach  of  the  cove- 
nant of  the  lease. 

Neither  is  there  satisfactory 
proof  that  the  substantial  failure  of 
defendant's  business  venture  was 
the  result  of  these  odors  escaping 
into  his  theater  premises. 

It  follows  that  the  trial  court  was 
right  in  dismissing  defendant's 
counterclaim  and  directing  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  of  the  unpaid 
rent. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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ANNOTATION. 

Rights  and  rcqBediM  of  tenant  wlio  remaint  in 
premiaet  against  landkM'd  for  inferrf ering  with  his 


of  an  or  p9art  of  the 
or  enjogrmenti 


I.  tntroductory,  1369. 

11.  Rights  in  general: 

a^To '  claim   constmctive  eyictiony 

1370. 
b.  To  claim  partial  actual  eviction; 

1.  In  general,  1372.  " ' 

2.  Liability   npon  'k   qnantam 

menrit,  1878. 
a*  To   claim   breach   of   coTenant, 

1379. 
d.  To  claim  treapasB  or  tort^  1382. 

III.  Form  of  remedy: 

a.  In  general,  1388. 

b.  Set-off  or  counterclaim,  1384.  ; 

c.  Action  for  damages,  1887. 

d.  Injunction: 

1.  In  general,  1390. 

2.  Damages  in  lieu  of  injtina* 

lion,  1393. 

IV.  Clauses  of  complaint: 

a.  hi  general,  1394. 

b.  Infestation  of  premises  bf  Tar^ 

-min  during  the  tenancy,  1894. 
c  Use  to  which  other  portions  of 
leased  premises  are  put: 

/.  Introductory, 

Where  the  landlord  inter  fares  with 
the  tenant's  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
the  leased  premises  to  an  extent  caus* 
ing  injury  and  damage  to  the  tenant, 
but  not  amounting  to  an  actual  evic- 
tion partiiil  or  otherwise,  several 
courses  of  procedure  are  open  to  the 
tenant.  If  the  conduct  of  the  landlord 
has  the  effect  of  destroying,  in  part 
at  least,  the  beneficial  use  of  the 
premises  by  the  tenant,  the  latter  may 
vacate  the  premises  and  assert  the 
claim  of  constructive  eviction  in 
avoidance  of  further  liability  under 
the  lease.  But  it  is  to  be  noted  that, 
in  order  to  assert  constructive  evic*. 
tion,  the  tenant  must  abandon  the 
premises  (see  II.  a). 

It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  the 
tenant  loses  all  remedy  by  remaining 
in  possession  of  the  leased  premises. 
The  landlord's  conduct  may  be  such 
as  to  amount  to  an  actual  partial  evic- 
tion in  which  case  the  entire  rent  is 
suspended  (see  11.  b).  Frequently  he 
may  treat  the  wrongful  interference 


rv.  e — continued. 

1.  By  lessor,  1395. 

2.  By   third    person    or   other 

tenant   with   authority   of 
landlord,  ^1895. 

d.  Use  to  which  adjoining  premises 

are  put  by  or  under  authority 
of  landlord,  1399. 

e.  Obstructit^n    tb   access,    air,   or 

light: 
1.  Means  of  access,  1400. 
'  2.  Light  and  air,  1405. 
i.  Active    interference    by    lessor 
.  .  with  lessee's  possession  or  use 

of  the  leased  premises,  140d. 
g.  Existence  of  infectious  disease, 

1408. 
h.  Failure  to  repair,  1409. 
i  Failure  to  heat,  1410. 
*       j.  Failure    to    furnish    power    ar 
water,  1412. 
k«  Failure  to  fujmisk  elevator  or 

telephone  service,  1414. 
1  MiseellaJteons,  1414. 

with  his  beneficial  enjoyment  or  use 
of  the  premises  as  constituting  a 
breach  of  covenant  (see  II.  c),  and  he 
may  usually  treat  the  acts  of  his  land* 
lord  as  constituting  a  tort  or  trespass 
(see  II.  d).  In  either  event  he  may 
maintain  an  independent  action  (see 
III.  c),  or,  if  the  local  practice  in  re- 
gard to  recoupment,  set-off,  or  coun- 
terclaim permits,  he  may  avail  himself 
of  his  right  in  that  form  against  the 
landlord's  action  for  rent  (see  III.  b). 
It  is  a  matter  of  importance,  in  the 
first  instance,  for  the  tenant  to  deter- 
mine whether  it  is  advisable  to  treat 
the  wrongful  conduct  of  the  landlord 
as  a  constructive  eviction  and  abandon 
the  premises,  er  to  retain  possession 
and  rely  upon  the  acts  complained  of 
to  reduce  or  offset  the  rent.  From  a 
practical  standpioint,  in  making  the 
choice^  the  fact  is  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration that,  without  apparent  ex- 
ception, any  wrongful  act  of  the  land- 
lord which  would  amount  to  a  con- 
structive eviction  if  the  premises  were 
abandoned  will  also  support  the  alter- 
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native  remedy  to  which  reference  has 
beea  made;  but  there  may  be  wrongful 
acts  by  the  landlord  which  would  sup- 
port that  remedy  that  could  not  be 
relied  upon  as  a  constructive  eviction. 
In  this  connection  it  is  to  be  noted 
that  the  question  as  to  what  consti- 
tutes a  constructive  eviction  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  this  annotation. 

//.  Bighi8  in  gmteral, 
a.  To   claim   constrtwfive   eviction. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  is  to 
the  effect  that,  in  order  for  the  lessee 
to  rely  upon  constructive  eviction  as  a 
ground  for  avoiding  payment  of  the 
rent  contracted  for,  he  must  surrender 
or  abandon  the  leased  premises.  ^  With- 
out being  exhaustive,  the  following 
cases  illustrate  this  rule. 

Alabama.  —  Paterson     v.     Bk'idges 

(1917)  16  Ala.  App.  54,  75  So.  260; 
Grossthwaite  v.  Caldwell  (1894)  106 
Ala.  295.  18  So.  47.    . 

:  Cidifoniia.  —  Veysst  v.  Hobiyama 

(reported  herewith)   ante,  1868;  Bi- 

licke  v.  Janss  (1910)  14  Gal.  App.  842, 

112  Pac.  201, 

Illinois.  — -  Patterson     v.     Ghraham 

(1892)  140  111.  531,  80  N.  E.  460;  Keat- 
ing V.  Springer  (1893)  146  111.  481,  22 
L.R.A.  544,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  34 
N.  E.  805;  Barrett  v.  Boddie  (1895)  158 
III.  479,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  172,  42  N.  E. 
143;  Leiferman  v.  Osten  (1897)  167 
111.  93,  39  L.R.A.  156,  47  N.  E.  203; 
Kistler  v,  Wilson  (1898)  77  111.  App- 
149;  Dennick  v.  Ekdahl  (1902)  102 
111.  App.  199;  Fred  K.  Higbie  Co.  v. 
Charles  Weeghman  Co.  (1906)  126  111. 
App.  97;  Sloss  v.  Brockman  (1912)  171 
111.  App.  465 ;  Carey  v.  Tremont  (1912) 
171   111.  App.  604;  Saunders  v.  Pox 

(1918)  178  111.  App.  809;  Meyers  v. 
Johnson  (1914)  186  111.  App.  37;  Fur- 
man  V.  Wieczorkowski  (1916)  202  111. 
App.  347. 

Indiana.— Talbott  v.  English  (1900) 
156  Ind,  299,  59  N.  E.  857. 

Iowa,— Filkins  v.  Steele  (1904)  124 
Iowa,  742,  100  N.  W.  851. 

Massachusetts. — Boston  A  W.  R. 
Corp.  v.  Ripley  (1866)  13  Allen,  421; 
International  Trust  Co.  v.  Schumann 

(1893)  158  Mass.  287,  33  N.  E.  509; 
Taylor  v.  Finnigan  (1905)  189  Mass. 
568,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  978,  76  N.  E.  203; 


Callahan  v.  Gk)ldman  (1918)  216  Mass. 
288,  108  N.  E.  689. 

Michigan,  —  BeeQher  v.  Duffield 
X1893)  97  Mich.  423,  56  N.  W.  777. 

MiasotirL— Jackson  v.  Eddy  (1848) 
12  Mo.  209 ;  Griffin  v.  Freeborn  (1914) 
181  Mo.  App.  208,  168  S.  W.  219. 

New  York.  —  Edgerton  v.  Page 
(1859)  20  N.  Y.  281;  Boreal  v.  Lawton 
(1882)  90  N.  Y.  293,  43  Am.  Rep.  170; 
Wyckoff  V.  Frommer  (1895)  12  Misc. 
149,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  11;  Seaboard 
Realty  Co.  v.  FuUer  (1900)  33  MUc. 
109,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  146;  Beakes  v. 
Haas  (1901)  86  Misc.  796,  74  N.  Y. 
Supp.  848;  Thomson  v.  Ludlum  (1901) 
36  Misc.  801, 74  N.  Y.  Supp.  876;  Olson 
V.  Schevlovitz  (1904)  91  App.  Div.  405, 
86  i^.  Y.  Supp.  834 ;  Butler  v.  Carillo 
(1904)  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  941;  Kinney  v. 
libbey  (1907)  54  Misc.  595,  104  N.  Y. 
Supp.  868 ;  Jackson  v.  Paterno  (1908) 
58  Misc.  201,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  1073, 
affirmed  in  (1908)  128  App.  Div.  474, 
112  N.  Y.  Supp.  924;  Lawrence  v. 
Katclier  (1909)  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  106; 
Siebold  v.  Heyman  (1909)  120  N.  Y. 
Supp.  105 ;  Merida  Realty  Co.  v.  Coffin 
(1910)  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  120;  Herrmann 
V.  Chase  (1913)  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  371; 
Carolina  T.  Patemo  Corp.  v.  Grossman 
(1919)  175  N.  Y.  Supp.  510;  Cram  v. 
Dresser  (1848)  2  Sandf.  120. 

QiegQiL— Perry  v.  Fletcher  (1919) 
98  Or.  48,  182  Pac.  148. 

Pitonsylvania. — ^Harper  A  Bros.  Co. 
V.  Jackson  (1918)  240  Pa.  812,  87  Atl. 
480. 

Tennessee. — ^Weinstein  v.  Barrasso 
(1918)  139  Tenn.  593,  L.R.A.1918D, 
1174,  202  S.  W.  920. 

Washington.  —  Weinstein  v.  Lomer 
(1891)  8  Wash.  401,  28  Pac.  760; 
Hockersmith  v.  Sullivan  (1912)  71 
Wash.  244,  128  Pac.  222;  Tennes  v. 
American  BIdg.  Co.  (1913)  72  Wash. 
644,  131  Pac.  201. 

Wisconsin.  —  Toy  v.  Olinger  (re- 
ported herewith)  ant^  1366. 

To  constitute  an  eviction  there  must 
be  either  an  actual  expulsion  of  the 
tenant,  or  some  act  of  a  permanent 
character,  by  the  landlord  with  the  in- 
tention and  effect  of  depriving  the 
tenant  of  the  enjoymeint  of  the  de- 
mised premises,  or  some  part  of  them, 
to  which  he  yields,  abandoning  the 
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poftseMion  within  a  reasonable  time. 
The  intent  with  which  the  act  is  done 
may  be  inferred  from  the  act  itself. 
Voss  V.  Sylvester  (1909)  203  Mass. 
238,  89  N.  E.  241. 

In  Keating  v.  Springer  (1893)  146 
lU.  481,  22  L.R.A.  544,  87  Am.  St.  Rep. 
175,  84  N.  E.  805,  involving  a  case  of 
alleged  eviction  on  the  ground  of  in- 
terference with  the  means  of  securing 
light  which  the  tenant  was  entitled  to 
under  his  lease,  the  court  said:  ''To 
evict  a  tenant,  according  to  the  origi- 
nal signification  of  the  word,  is  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  possession  of  the 
land.  But  the  landlord,  without 
being  guilty  of  actual  physical  dis- 
turbance of  the  tenant's  possession, 
may  yet  do  such  acts  as  will  justify  or 
warrant  the  tenant  in  leaving  the 
premises.  The  latter  may  abandon 
the  premises  in  consequence  of  such 
acts,  or  he  may  continue  to  occupy 
them.  If  he  abandons  them,  then  the 
circumstances  which  justify  such 
abandonment,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  act  of  abandonment  itself, 
will  support  a  plea  of  eviction,  as 
against  an  action  for  rent.  If,  how- 
ever, the  tenant  makes  no  surrender 
of  the  possession,  but  continues  to 
occupy  the  premises  after  the  commis- 
sion of  the  acts  which  would  justify 
him  in  abandoning  them,  he  will  be 
deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to 
abandon,  and  he  cannot  sustain  a  plea 
of  eviction  by  showing  that  there 
were  circumstances  which  would  have 
justified  him  in  leaving  the  premises. 
Hence,  it  has  been  held  that  there  can- 
not be  a  constructive  eviction  without 
a  surrender  of  possession.  It  would 
be  unjust  to  permit  the  tenant  to  re- 
main in  possession,  and  then  escape 
the  payment  of  rent  by  pleading  a 
state  of  facts  which,  though  confer- 
ring a  right  to  abandon,  had  been  un- 
accompanied by  the  exercise  of  that 
right." 

In  Garrett  v.  Conner  (1910)  155  IlL 
App.  161,  it  was  held  that  the  lessee 
who  remained  in  possession  of  the 
leased  premises  could  not,  in  an  action 
by  the  lessor  for  the  rent,  assert  as  a 
defense  thereto  his  partial  eviction 
from  the  premises,  on  the  ground  that 
during  the  continuance  of  the  lease 


the  lessor,  who  owned  the  property  ad- 
joining the  building  in  which  the 
leased  premises  were  located^  began 
the  erection  of  a  building  thereon,  and 
during  the  construction  of  this  build- 
ing holes  were  cut  in  the  walls  of  the 
building  in  which  the  leased  rooms 
were  located,  the  hallway  became 
loaded  with  brick  and  mortar,  inter- 
fering with  the  ingress  to  and  egress 
from  the  rooms,  and  the  litter  created 
thereby  was  more  or  less  ground  and 
tracked  into  the  rooms  occupied  by 
the  leasee. 

In  Leary  v.  Meier  (1881)  78  Ind.  398^ 
the  trial  court  was  asked  and  refused 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  an  eviction 
of  the  tenant  by  a  landlord  of  rented 
premises  suspends  the  rent,  that  the 
modern  doctrine  as  to  what  constitutes 
an  eviction  is  that  actual  physical  ex- 
pulsion is  not  necessary,  but  an  inter- 
ference with  the  tenant's  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  the  rented  premises  will 
amount  to  an  eviction  in  law,  and 
when  such  is  the  case  the  rent  is  sus- 
pended. On  appeal  the  court  said 
that  this  instruction  was  properly  re- 
fused, because  it  was  not  applicable 
to  the  case  made  by  the  evidence,  since 
the  rent  was  payable  in  advance,  and 
the  lessor  was  undertaking  to  forfeit 
the  lease  because  of  the  refusal  of  the 
lessee  to  pay  rent  which  had  accrued 
prior  to  the  time  of  the  act  which  the 
lessee  claimed  constituted  an  eviction. 
It  was,  however,  said,  in  considering 
the  question,  that,  as  the  lessee  re- 
tained possession  of  the  premises  and 
refused  to  surrender  them,  the  most 
that  he  might  claim  from  an  interfer- 
ence with  the  beneficial  enjoyment 
was  a  deduction  from  the  rent  equal 
to  the  damages  sustained. 

In  Mortimer  v.  Brunner  (1860)  6 
Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  658,  the  court  said  that 
the  proposition  that  there  can  be  re- 
tention of  demised  premises,  and  an 
eviction,  is  logically  and  legally  con- 
tradictory. The  position  has  not  the 
slightest  warrant  in  law,  principle, 
sense,  or  decision. 

In  Goldberg  v.  Lloyd  (1908)  110 
N.  Y.  Supp.  580,  the  tenant  abandoned 
the  premises  sometime  after  the  mat- 
ters which  he  complained  of  and  re^ 
lied  upon  as  a  ground  for  constructive 
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eviction,  and  his  right  to  do  so  was 
denied.  The  court  said:  "Assuming, 
without  deciding,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  required  to  make  such  repairs, 
and  to  see  to  it  that  the  front  door 
was  kept  closed,  his  failure  to  do  so 
need  not  be  considered,  in  view  of  the 
uncontradicted  evidence  that  the  par- 
ticular matter  just  mentioned  had 
been  remedied,  or  did  not  exist  when 
the  defendant  vacated  the  premises. 
The  defendant,  by  thus  remaining  up- 
on the  premises,  waived  whatever 
right  he  may  have  had,  by  reason  of 
these  matters,  to  claim  a  constructive 
eviction." 

Any  right  to  claim  a  constructive 
eviction,  due  to  bad  odors  in  and 
dampness  of  a  leased  apartment  was 
waived  by  the  tenant  remaining  in 
possession  for  some  months  after  this 
condition  arose.  Heilbrun  v.  Aaron- 
son  (1909)  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  1096. 

In  Larsen  v.  New  York  (1912)  76 
Misc.  569,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  144,  the 
court  said  that  the  lessee  could  not  go 
on  occupying  the  premises  and  refuse 
to  pay  rent  because  possession  of  a 
portion  thereof  was  interfered  with. 

In  International  Trust  Co.  v.  Schu- 
mann (1898)  158  Mass.  287,  33  N.  £. 
509,  the  court  said:  The  tenant, 
"having  remained  in  possession  until 
the  end  of  the  term  demised,  now  al- 
leges as  an  eviction  the  fact  that  dur- 
ing the  term  his  landlord  entered  on 
the  premises  under  claim  of  right  to 
repossess  them  for  breach  of  cove- 
nants by  the  tenant,  and  brought  a 
process  to  eject  the  tenant,  on  which 
final  judgment  for  the  tenant  was  ren- 
dered; and  he  further  alleges  as 
breaches  of  the  implied  covenant 
for  the  quiet  enjoyment  the  same 
entry  and  suit,  and  the  fact  that  the 
landlord,  knowing  that  the  premises 
were  of  value  to  the  tenant  only  for 
his  business  of  common  victualer  and 
seller  of  liquors,  caused  the  license 
commissioners  to  refuse  him  a  liquor 
license,  and  also  caused  his  license  as 
a  common  victualer  to  be  taken  from 
him  wrongfully  and  without  right. 
None  of  these  acts  were  an  eviction 
of  the  tenant,  or  an  ouster  equivalent 
to  an  eviction,  for  the  reason  that  he 
remained   in   the   occupation   of  the 


premises  until  the  end  of  his  term,  and 
for  the  same  reason,  if  for  no  otiiers, 
none  of  them  worked  a  breach  of  the 
implied  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment 
The  entry  was  a  formal  one,  not  inter- 
rupting the  tenant's  occupation,  and 
doing  him  no  damage.  The  process 
was  not  a  malicious  suit,  aad  for  it 
his  costs,  as  the  prevailing  party,  are 
the  only  remedy.  Assuming  that  the 
entry  and  suit  were  an  unjustifiable 
attempt  to  oust  the  tenant,  which,  if 
he  had  yielded,  would  have  been  an 
eviction  and  a  breach  of  the  covenant, 
as  he  did  not  yield,  and  was  never 
ousted,  the  entry  was,  at  most,  a  mere 
trespass,  for  which  he  might  recover 
nominal  damages  in  a  suitable  action, 
but  not  in  his  present  suit,  which,  by 
his  declaration,  he  has  elected  to  treat 
as  an  action  of  contract  for  breach  of 
covenant.  The  alleged  acts  of  the 
landlord  with  reference  to  the  ten- 
ant's licenses  from  public  authorities 
had  no  tendency  to  interrupt,  and  did 
not  interrupt  the  tenant's  possession." 
In  this  regard  it  has  been  pointed 
out  that  a  deduction  of  the  entire  rent 
of  a  building  during  the  period  of  in- 
terruption cannot  be  allowed,  although 
the  act  of  the  plaintiffs  may  have  been 
such  as  to  give  defendant  a  right  to 
treat  it  as  an  eviction,  if  he  did  not 
choose  so  to  treat  it,  but  remained  in 
possession,  and  had  some  use  of  the 
building  more  or  less  beneficial.  Goe- 
bel  V.  Hough  (1879)  26  Minn.  252,  2 
N.  W.  847- 

h.  To  claim  parUal  actual  evieiion. 

It  may  be  observed  that  any  discus- 
sion in  this  subdivision  of  the  distinc- 
tion between  actual  and  constructive 
eviction  has  reference  to  a  partial 
actual  eviction,  tiie  tenant  retaining 
possession  of  at  least  a  portion  of  the 
premises. 

Where  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the 
landlord  are  such  as  to  deprive  the 
lessee  of  the  beneficial  enjoyment  and 
use  of  some  portion  of  the  leased 
premises,  he  may  retain  possession  of 
the  remainder  of  the  pronisea,  and 
use  and  enjoy  the  same,  without  ren- 
dering himself  liable  for  any  part  of 
the  rental;  since  an  actual  eviction 
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from  a  portion  of  the  premises  sus^ 
pends  the  rent  as  to  the  whole. 

Alabama.— Rice  v.  Dudley  (1880)  ^5 
Ala.  68. 

Arkansas. — Collins  v.  Karatopsky 
(1880)  36  Ark.  316. 

California.  —  Skaggs  v.  Emerson 
(1875)  60  Cal.  6;  McAlester  v.  Land- 
ers (1886)  70  Cal.  80,  11  Pac.  505. 

Colorado.— Gray  v.  Linton  (1906)  38 
Colo.  175,  88  Pac.  749. 

Illinois.— Halligan  v.  Wade  (1859) 
21  111.  470,  74  Am.  Dec.  108 ;  Smith  v. 
Wise  (1871)  58  111.  141;  Hayner  v. 
Smith  (1872)  63  111.  480,  14  Am.  Rep. 
124;  Lynch  v.  Baldwin  (1873)  69  111. 
210;  Keating  v.  Springer  (1893)  146 
111.  481,  22  L.R.A.  544,  37  Am.  St.  Rep. 
175,  34  N.  E.  805;  Barrett  v.  Boddie 
(1895)  158  111.  479,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 
172,  42  N.  E.  143. 

Massachusetts. — Shumway  v.  Col- 
lins (1856)  6  Gray,  227;  Fuller  v. 
Ruby  (1858)  10  Gray,  285;  Leishman 
V.  White  (1861)  1  Allen,  489;  Colbum 
V.  Morrill  (1875)  117  Mass.  262,  19 
Am.  Rep.  415. 

Mich^gaiL  —  Kuschinsky  v.  Flani* 
gan  (1917)  170  Mich.  245,  41  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  430,  136  N.  W.  362,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  1228. 

New  Jersey.  —  Morris  v.  Kettle 
(1894)   57  N.  J.  L.  218,  30  Atl.  879. 

New  York. — Christopher  v.  Austin 
(1854)  41  N.  Y.  216;  Hamilton  v. 
Graybill  (1897)  19  Misc.  521,  43  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1079;  Brown  v.  Wakeman 
(1891)  42  N.  Y.  S.  R.  677,  16  N.  Y. 
Supp.  846,  affirmed  in  (1892)  45  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  671, 18  N.  Y.  Supp.  363 ;  Cushman 
V.  Thompson  (1908)  58  Misc.  539,  109 
N.  Y.  Supp.  757;  Lawrence  v.  Edwin 
A.  Denham  Co.  (1908)  58  Misc.  543, 
109  N.  Y.  Supp.  752;  Fifth  Ave.  Bldg. 
Co.  V.  Kernochan  (1917)  221  N.  Y. 
370,  117  N.  E.  579;  Schulte  Realty 
Co.  V.  Pulvino  (1919)  179  N.  Y.  Supp. 
371;  Kiddie  Art  Novelty  Co.  v.  Pan- 
eth,  Falk  &  Weinhandler  (1921)  187 
N.  Y.  Supp.  242;  Kerrigan  v.  May 
(1921)  188  N.  Y.  Supp.  774;  MoflPat 
V.  Strong  (1861)  9  Bosw.  57;  Pendel- 
ton  V.  Dyett  (1825)  4  Cow.  581;  Ver- 
milya  v.  Austin  (1853)  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
203;  Campbell  v.  Shields  (1855)  11 
How.  Pr.  565;  Peck  v.  Hiler  (1856)  14 
How.  Pr.  155;  Johnson  v.  Oppenheim 


(1872)  43  How.  Pr.  483;  People  ex  rel. 
Murphy  v.  Gedney  (1877)  10  Huh,  151. 

Ohio.— Frankel  v.  Steman  (1915)  92 
Ohio  St.  197,  110  N.  E.  747;  Crown 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Gay  (1885)  9  Ohio  Dec. 
Reprint,  420. 

Oklahoma.  —  Holden  v.  Tidwell 
(1913)  37  Okla.  555,  49  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
369, 133  Pac.  54,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  894. 

Pennsylvania. — ^Hoeveler  v.  Flem- 
ing (1879)  91  Pa.  322;  McSorley  v. 
Allen  (1908)  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct  271; 
Wolf  V.  Weiner  (1868)  2  Brewst.  624. 

South  Dakota* — ^Edmison  v.r  Lowry 
(1892)  3  S.  D.  77,  17  L.R.A.  275,  44 
Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  52  N.  W.  583. 

VenuMit.— Rosenberg  v.  Taft  (1920) 
—  Vt.  — ,  111  Atl.  583. 

Virginia^— Tunis  v.  Graudy  (1872) 
22  Gratt.  109;  Miller  v.  Southern  R. 
Co.  (1921)  —  Va.  — ,  108  S.  B.  838. 

Wisconsin.— Wade  v.  Herndl  (1906) 
127  Wis.  544,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  855,  107 
N.  W.  4,  7  Ann.  Cas.  591. 

England.  —  See  Upton  v.  Townend 
(1855)  17  C.  B.  30,  139  Eng.  Reprint, 
976,  26  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  44,  1  Jur. 
N.  S.  1089,  4  Week.  Rep.  56;  Morrison 
V.  Chadwick  (1849)  7  C.  B.  266,  137 
Eng.  Reprint,  107,  6  Dowl.  &  R.  567, 18 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  189. 

It  has  been  said  that  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  define  with  technical  accu- 
racy what  is  an  eviction.  The  word 
"eviction"  was  formerly  used  to  denote 
an  expulsion  by  the  assertion  of  a 
paramount  title,  or  by  process  of  law. 
But  that  sort  of  an  eviction  is  not 
necessary  to  constitute  a  suspension 
of  the  rent,  because  it  is  now  well 
settled  that,  if  the  tenant  loses  the 
benefit  of  the  enjoyment  of  any  por- 
tion of  the  demised  premises,  by  the 
act  of  the  landlord,  the  rent  is  there- 
by suspended.  Upton  v.  Townend 
(Eng.)  supra. 

Under  the  modern  doctrine  as  to 
what  constitutes  an  eviction,  an  actual 
physical  expulsion  is  not  necessary, 
but  any  interference  with  the  tenant's 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  demised 
premises  will  amount  to  an  eviction  in 
law.  Hoeveler  v.  Fleming  (Pa-)  su- 
pra. 

Any  act  of  the  lessor  depriving  a 
tenant  of  the  beneficial  enjoyment. of 
the  leased  premises,  which  amounts  to 
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a  substantial  interference,  constitutes 
an  eviction.  Kelley  v.  Long  (1912)  18 
CaL  App.  159,  122  Pac.  832.  But  this 
rule  does  not  apply  when  the  depriva- 
tion is  of  an  insignificant  or  inconse- 
quential portion  of  the  premises.  In 
the  latter  case  the  tenant  is  only  en- 
titled to  reduction  of  the  rent  to  the 
extent  of  the  deprivation.    Ibid. 

In  Holden  v.  Tidwell  (1913)  87 
Okla.  553,  49  L.R.A.(N.S.)  869,  188 
Pac.  54,  Ann.  Gas.  1915C,  894,  the 
court  said:  "Originally  an  eviction 
was  understood  to  be  a  dispossession 
of  the  tenant  by  some  act  of  his  land- 
lord, or  the  failure  of  his  title.  Of 
late  years  it  has  come  to  include  any 
wrongful  act  of  his  landlord  which 
may  result  in  an  interference  with  the 
tenant's  possession  in  whole  or  in  part. 
The  act  may  be  one  of  omission  as 
well  as  one  of  commission*  The  rent 
is  suspended  by  an  eviction,  because  it 
is  plainly  unjust  that  the  landlord 
should  be  permitted  to  collect  it,  while 
by  his  own  act  he  deprives  the  tenant 
of  the  possession  which  is  the  con- 
sideration for  it.  But  the  landlord  is 
not  responsible  for  the  actions  of  oth- 
ers lawfully  done  on  their  own  prem- 
ises. He  is  liable  only  for  his  own 
acts  and  for  such  acts  of  others  as  it 
was  his  duty  to  protect  his  tenant 
from." 

In  Dolph  V.  Barry  (1912)  165  Mo. 
App.  659,  148  S.  W.  196,  the  court  said 
that  an  actual  eviction  exists  where 
the  lessor  wrongfully  enters  upon  the 
premises  demised  and  by  affirmative 
acts  deprives  the  lessee  of  the  benefi- 
cial use  thereof,  either  in  whole  or  in 
part.  A  constructive  eviction  may  be 
found,  even  though  no  actual  entry 
upon  the  premises  is  made  by  the  les- 
sor, when  it  appears  that  he,  or  one 
acting  under  his  authority,  does  some 
act  amounting  to  intentional,  injuri- 
ous interference  by  the  landlord  with 
the  tenant's  possession,  and  which  de- 
prives the  tenant  of  the  means  or  the 
power  of  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the 
demised  premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
or  materially  impairs  his  beneficial 
enjoyment.  A  mere  trespass  on 
the  part  of  the  landlord  will  not 
suffice,  but,  to  constitute  an  evic- 
tion   by    construction    of    law,    the 


wrongful  conduct  of  the  landlord  must 
be  sufficient,  through  affirmative  act 
or  omission  of  duty,  to  render  the 
premises  untenantable  for  the  purpose 
for  which  the  tenant  leased  them,  or» 
at  least,  seriously  interfere  with  their 
permanent  use. 

In  McSorley  v.  Allen  (1908)  86  Pa. 
Super.  Ct  271,  Morrison,  J.,  said  that 
physical  expulsion  is  not  now  neces- 
sary to  constitute  an  eviction.  Any 
act  of  the  landlord  which  deprives  the 
tenant  of  that  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
the  premises  to  which  he  is  entitled 
under  a  lease  will  amount  in  law  to 
an  eviction,  and  suspend  the  rent 
This  language  is  quoted  with  approval 
in  Gibson  v.  Earling  (1912)  48  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  566. 

Upon  this  point  in  Schulte  Realty 
Co.  V.  Pulvino  (1919)  179  N.  Y.  Supp. 
371,  the  court  said:  "A  constructive 
eviction  arises  where  a  landlord,  while 
not  actually  depriving  the  tenant  of 
possession  of  any  part  of  the  premises 
leased,  has  done  or  suffered  some  act 
by  which  the  premises  are  rendered 
untenantable,  and  has  thereby  caused 
a  failure  of  consideration  for  the  ten^ 
ant's  promise  to  pay  rent.  In  the 
present  case,  however,  tttere  is  no 
claim  that  the  landlord's  act  in  making 
or  authorizing  alterations  has  ren- 
dered the  premises  actually  untenant- 
able. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  tenant 
can  still  use  the  premises  as  a  barber 
shop,  and  his  only  claim  is  that  they 
have  been  rendered  less  convenient 
for  that  purpose.  It  is  plain,  there- 
fore, that,  if  the  landlord  has  inter- 
fered with  the  tenant's  legal  rights, 
the  tenant  must  be  permitted  to  urge 
the  breach  of  the  landlord's  obliga- 
tion, either  as  a  defense  or  as  a 
counterclaim  to  the  landlord's  claim 
for  rent,  or  the  tenant  has  no  means  of 
enforcing  the  landlord's  obligation. 
The  demise  to  the  tenant  undoubtedly 
included  right  of  access  to  his  prem- 
ises, right  to  light  and  ventilation,  and 
any  act  of  the  landlord  which  physi- 
cally interfered  with  these  rights  of 
the  tenant  constitutes,  in  my  opinion, 
an  invasion  of  the  demised  premises 
and  a  partial  eviction  of  the  tenant 
therefrom.  ...  If  the  demise  in- 
cludes a  right  to  light  and  air,  and  the 
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landlpvd  pbysjeally  interferes  with 
such  light  and  air,  his  act  must  Ipgir 
cally  constitute  an  eviction  of  the  ten- 
ant from  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
part  of  the  demise." 

In  Shumway  v.  Collins  (1856)  6 
Gray  (Masa)  227,  the  court  said: 
"The  only  remaining  ground  on  which 
the  plaintiifs  relied  to  maintain  their 
suit  was  that  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ant to  occupy  the  premises  was  termi- 
nated by  a  failure  to  pay  rent,  and  by 
a  notice  to  quit,  given  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes  before  cited. 
But  we  think  the  plaintiffs  fail  to 
bring  their  case  within  any  of  those 
provisions.  It  is  clear  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  a  mere  tenant  at  will.  He 
occupied  the  premises  by  virtue  of  a 
written  lease,  which  was,  as  has  been 
already  shown,  valid  between  him  and 
the  plaintiffs.  The  only  question, 
therefore,  is  whether  he  is  liable  to 
this  process,,  under  Stat.  1847,  chap. 
267,  §  1,  for  the  reason  that  he  has 
neglected  or  refused  to  pay  rent  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  this  written 
lease.  Clearly  he  is  not.  By  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  plaintiffs,  he  has 
been  evicted  from  a  part  of  the  prem- 
ises demised  to  him.  This  has  been 
found  by  the  jury,  under  instructions 
to  which  no  exception  is  taken.  We 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  determine 
whether,  according  to  the  ruling  of 
the  judge  at  the  trial,  and  in  conform- 
ity with  many  of  the  authorities,  an 
eviction  extinguishes  all  claim  for 
rent  (Bacon,  Abr.  Rent  L.;  Morrison 
V.  Chadwick  (1849)  7  C.  B.  288,  187 
Eng.  Reprint,  107,  6  Dowl.  &  L.  567, 
18  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  189 ;  Upton  V.  Town- 
end  (1855)  17  C.  B.  30,  139  Eitg. 
Reprint,  976,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  44, 
1  Jur.  N.  S.  1089,  4  Week.  Rep.  56: 
Christopher  v.  Austin  (1854)  11  N,  Y. 
216;  Smith,  Land.  &  T.  202);  or 
whether,  as  has  been  sometimes  said, 
after  an  eviction,  a  tenant  is  liable 
on  a  quantum  meruit,  for  use'  and 
occupation  of  such  part  of  the  prem- 
ises as  was  actually  occupied  by  him 
subsequent  to  the  eviction  (Stokes  v.i 
Cooper  (1813)  8  Campb.  (Eng.)  514, 
note;  Smith  v.  Raleigh  (1814)  8 
Campb.  (Eng.)  518,  14  Revised  Rep. 
829;  Grand  Canal  Co.  v.  Fitzsimons 


(1828)  1  Hud.  &  B;  L.  R.  (Ir.) 
449;  Smith,  Land.  &  T.  307).  The 
decision  of  this  case  does  not  de- 
pend on  the  determination  of  that 
question.  All  the  .  authorities  con- 
cur in  declaring  that  a  lessee  is 
not  liable  to  pay  the  rent  stipulated 
by  his  leaee^  after  an*  eviction  by  his 
landlord.  The  agreement  in  a  lease 
iBo  pay  rent  is  entire,  in  consideration 
of  the  demise  of  the  whole  estate ;  and 
it  canuQt  be  severed  or  apportioned  by 
an  eviction  of  part  of  the  premises  by 
the  tortious  aot  of  the  landlord.  After 
the  eviction, -therefore,  in  the  present 
case,  there  was  no  wrongful  refusal 
or  neglect  by  the  defendsant  to  pay 
renti  according  to  the.  terms  of  the 
written  lease  under  which  he  held  the 
premises  in. the  controversy.  To  any 
claim  for  rent  under  this  lease,  the 
eyiction  of  the  plaltitiffs  was  a  legal 
and  sufficient  answeif.  The  defendant, 
after  his  eviction  from  a  part  of  the 
premises  by  the  plaintiffs,  had  a  right 
to  continue  in  the  occupation' of  the 
residue,  though  not  bound  to  do  so; 
and  while  he  so  occupied  he  was  in^ 
not  as  a  tenant  at  will,  but  under  his 
written  lease.  The  plaintiffs  could 
not,  by  their  own  wrongful  act,  change 
the  tenure  by  which  the  defendant 
occupied  the  residue  of  the  prehfiises.'' 
In  Kuschinsky  v.  Flanigan  (1912) 
170  Mich.  245,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  430, 136- 
N.  W.  362,  Ann.  Gas.  1914A,  1228,  an 
action  to  recover  unpaid  rent,  the  de- 
fense was  the  partial  eviction  of  the 
lessee,  due  to  the  act  of  the  lessor  in. 
constructing  an  outside  stairway  at-' 
taebed  to  a  portion  of  the  leased  prem- 
ises, to  permit  access  to  an  adjoining 
apartment,  causing  the  tenants  of  the- 
apartment  to  pass  to  the  street  over 
the  leased  premises,  and,  as  a  result 
of  remodeling,  the  tenant's  back  yard 
was  filled  with  building  material  and 
rubbish.  The' court  referred  with  ap- 
proval to  Morris  v.  Kettle  (1894)  57 
N.  J.  L,  218,  30  Atl.  879,  and  said,  in 
aipplying  the  rules  of  law  therein 
stated  to  the  admitted  facts  in  the 
case:  'It  at  once  becomes  apparent 
that  the  dedtendant  did  not  waive  his 
right  to  insist  upon  a  partial  eviction 
by  remaining  in  possession  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  premises,  and  paying: 
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rent  thetefor,  for  several  months  after 
the  acts  complained  of  were  com- 
mitted." In  the  Michigan  case 
the  defendant  vacated  the  prem- 
ises a  month  and  a  half  beforiS 
the  lease  expired,  and  tendered  a 
half  month's  rent  then  due,  but  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  accept  it,  and  sued 
to  recover  two  months'  rent. 

In  Moffat  V.  Strong  (1891)  9  Bosw: 
(N.  Y*>  67,  it  was  held  to  constitute 
an  actual  eviction  where  the  tenant  of 
premises,  including  a  building  the 
wall  of  which  rested  partially  upon 
the  adjoining  premises,  was  required 
to  remove  th^  portion  encroaching 
and  rebuild  it  upon  the  leased  prem- 
ises; the  lessor,  after  notice  from  the 
tenant  of  the  demand  upon  him  to  re- 
move the  encroachment,  having  taken 
no  measures  to  protect  the  lessee. 

In  Epstein  v.  Dunbar  (1916)  221 
Mass.  679,  109  N.  E.  730,  where  the 
lessor  cut  off  the  original  means  of 
access  to  the  leased  premises  and  sub- 
stituted a  means  of  access  through  a 
third  person's  property,  and  this  was 
subsequently  cut  off  by  such  third 
person,  the  court  said  that  these  facts 
showed  a  partial  ^eviction,  since  the 
premises  were  no  longer  suitable  for 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were 
hired,  but  the  lease  was  not  thereby 
necessarily  terminated,  and  it  was  not 
essential  that  the  tenants  should 
abandon  the  entire  premises  before 
seeking  relief  in  equity. 

But  an  interruption  of  a  tenant's 
enjoyment  or  beneficial  use  of  the 
leased  premises  by  the  landlord  is 
not  necessarily  an  eviction  Of  him, 
and  nothing  less  than  an  eviction 
will  suspend  rent  either  in  whole 
or  in  part.  Fuller  v.  Ruby  (1858) 
10  Gray  (Mam.)  285.  And  see  Eelley 
V.  Long  (1912)  18  CaL  App.  169,  122 
Pac.  832,  supra. 

In  Delmar  Invent  Co.  v.  Blumen- 
field  (1906)  118  Mo.  App.  308,  94 
S.  W.  823,  not  in  point  as  to  facts,  the 
court  said  that  it  never  has  been  held 
that  every  breach  by  the  landlord  of  a 
covenant  contained  in  the  lea^e,  which 
to  any  degree  impairs  the  tenant's  use 
of  the  leasehold,  is  an  eviction;  The 
law  is  the  other  way.  Many  breaches 
fall  short  of  warranting  an  abandon^ 
ment  to  the  tenant,  who  must  look  to 
an  action  on  his  covenant  for  damages. 


Unless  the  premises  zte  rendered 
useless  to  the  tenant  by  the  positive 
act  of  the  landlord,  or  unless  the  ten- 
ant has  been  deprived,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  of  the  possession  and  enjojrment 
of  the  demised  premises,  actually  or 
constructively,  by  the  landlord,  no 
defense  exists  to  the  right  to  recover 
rent  because  of  eviction.  Keating  v. 
Springer  (1893)  146  IIL  481,  22  LJIJL 
544,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  34  N.  E.  805; 
Barrett  v.  Boddie  (1896)  158  IIL  479, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  172,  42  N.  E.  143. 

In  Blaustein  v.  Pincus  (1913)  47 
Mont  202,  131  Pac.  1064,  Ann.  Gas. 
1915G,  405,  after  the  lessee  vacated 
the  premises,  he  brought  an  action  for 
breach  of  the  covenant  of  quiet  enjoy- 
ment on  the  ground  that  the  lessor 
constructed,  upon  premises  adjoining 
the  leased  premises,  a  garage  which 
was  leased  for  a  public  purpose,  the 
operation  of  which  caused  such  noise, 
confusion,  and  odors  as  to  render  the 
lessee's  use  of  the  premises  as  a  room- 
ing house  impossible,  and  recovered 
substantial  damages. 

In  Baumgardner  v.  Consolidated 
Copying  Co.  (1892)  44  lU.  App.  74,  it 
is  held  not  to  constitute  an  eviction 
for  a  landlord  to  neglect  to  remove 
from  the  demised  premises  chattels 
belonging  to  him,  and  not  included  in 
the  lease. 

Under  the  defense  of  eviction  the 
effect  of  the  eviction,  if  established,  is 
to  relieve  the  lessee  of  the  payment  of 
any  rent  during  its  continuance, 
whether  the  eviction  is  actual  or  con- 
structive ;  but  at  this  point  the  similar- 
ity between  the  two  kinds  of  eviction 
ceases,  for,  if  actual  eviction  is  estab- 
lished, the  lessee  may  defeat  all  re- 
covery of  rent  although  he  retains 
possession  of  a  portion  of  the  leased 
premises;  while,  as  heretofore  pointed 
out,  it  is  a  condition  of  the  right  to 
claim  a  constructive  eviction  that  the 
lessee  shall  vacate  the  premises. 

In  Lawrence  v*  Eatcher  (1909)  117 
N.  Y.  Supp.  876,  the  court  said :  "The 
law  recognizes  two  classes  of  eviction: 
First,  where  by  the  act  of  the  land- 
lords; or  title  paramount,  the  tenant 
has  been  actually  physically  deprived 
of  a  matei*ial  portion  of  the  premises 
demised.  This  is  termed  'an  actual 
eviction.'    Upon  such  eviction,  the  lia- 
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bility  of  the  tenant  to  pay  rent  is  sub^ 
pended  until  the  premises  are  restored 
to  the  tenant.  The  tenant  may,  in 
such  cases,  continue  in  possession  of 
the  remainder  of  the  premises,  yet  not 
be  held  to  pay  rent.  Second,  where 
the  landlords  have  been  guilty  of  such 
sins  of  omission  or  commission,  in  re- 
lation to  their  duty  towards  the  prem- 
ises, as  to  deprive  the  tenant  of  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  thereof.  The 
character  of  the  enjoyment  to  which 
the  tenant  is  entitled  depends  upon 
the  character  of  the  building  and  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  maintained  and 
let.  This  class  of 'eviction  is  known 
in  law  as  a  'constructive  eviction.' 
There  can  be  no  constructive  eviction 
without  an  actual  abandonment  by  the 
tenant  of  the  premises  demised. .... 
As  long  as  the  tenant  continues  in 
possession  of  the  premises,  he  is  lia- 
ble to  pay  all  the  rent  which  has  ac- 
crued during  his  occupancy." 

Most,  if  not  all,  the  cases  consider- 
ing the  question  as  to  when  the  acts 
complained  of  constitute  an  actual 
partial,  and  when  a  constructive, 
eviction,  apparently  apply  as  a  test 
the  fact  as  to  whether  the  act  com- 
plained of  results  in  a  deprivation  of 
some  right  or  appurtenance  to  the 
premises  to  which  the  tenant  was  en- 
titled, or  whether  it  constitutes  mere- 
ly an  interference  with  the  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  the  premises  by  the  ten- 
ant; if  the  former,  the  act  constitutes 
an  actual  eviction;  if  the  latter,  it 
may  constitute  a  constructive  evic- 
tion, although  all  wrongful  acts  of 
the  lessor  interfering  with  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  premises  by  the  lessee  do 
not  amount  to  a  constructive  eviction. 

In  Seigel  v.  Neary  (1902)  38  Misc. 
297,  77  N.  T.  Supp.  854,  the  court  said : 
"The  fundamental  distinction  between 
a  constructive  eviction  and  an  actual 
eviction  should  be  borne  in  mind. 
When  the  landlord  suffers  acts  to  be 
done  which  make  it  necessary  for  the 
tenant  to  remove,  or  does  or  permits 
any  intentional  or  injurious  interfer- 
ence, either  by  himself  or  those  acting 
under  his  authority,  which  deprives 
the  tenant  of  the  means  or  the  power 
of  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  demised 
premises,  or  materially'  impairs  such 
enjoyment,  such  acts  are  considered 
20  A.L.R.— 87. 


as  tantamount  to  constructive  evic- 
tion. But,  in  order  to  make  a  con- 
structive eviction  available  as  a  de- 
fense, there  must  be  an  abandonment 
of  the  premises.  ...  An  actual 
eviction  consists  in  the  deprivation  by 
the  landlord  of  the  tenant,  from  the 
whole  or  some  portion  of  the  demised 
premises,  and  where  there  has  been  an 
actual  eviction  from  a  part  of  the  de- 
mised premises,  the  tenant  may  retain 
possession  of  what  he  has,  the  entire 
rent  being  suspended  until  full  posses- 
sion has  been  restored.  The  act  of  the 
landlord  in  depriving  the  tenant  of  a 
portion  of  the  demised  premises,  being 
a  wilful  one,  and  done  in  defiance  of 
the  tenant  and  his  rights  under  the 
lease,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  trespass." 

In  Jackson  v.  Patemo  (1908)  58 
Misc.  201,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  1073,  supra, 
the  court  said  that  an  actual  eviction 
exists  where  the  physical  expulsion  of 
the  tenant  is  effected.  A  constructive 
eviction  exists  where  the  physical  ex- 
pulsion of  the  tenant  is  not  effected, 
but  the  acts  of  the  landlord,  para- 
mount title,  or  process  of  law  so  inter- 
fere with  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
the  premises  demised  as  to  necessi- 
tate the  abandonment  of  the  premises. 

In  Hamilton  v.  Graybill  (1907)  19 
Misc.  521,  43  N.  T.  Supp.  1079,  the 
distinction  is  drawn  between  an  actual 
eviction  and  a  constructive  eviction, 
and  it  is  pointed  out  that  if  the  evic- 
tion had  been  constructive  the  tenant 
would  have  had  to  surrender  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  but  that  this  is 
not  necessary  as  to  an  actual  eviction. 
The  court  said  that,  considering  these 
entrances  as  appurtenances  to  the  de- 
mised rooms,  it  could  not  say  that  the 
tenant  should,  at  the  instance  of  the 
landlord,  do  without  the  use  of  either 
one  of  the  entrances,  without  assum- 
ing to  make  for  the  parties  a  contract 
which  differs  materially  in  respect  to 
the  subject  thereof  from  the  one  which 
relates  to  themselves.  From  the  use 
of  one  of  such  appurtenances  the  ten- 
ants were  actually  and  physically 
ousted  and  kept  expelled.  The  case  at 
bar,  therefore,  was  not  one  of  a  con- 
structive eviction,  merely,  from  the 
ofiiee  rooms  let  to  the  respondent,  in 
which  event  the  eviction  would  not  be 
available  as  a  defense  to  a  demand  for 
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the  rent  without  an  abandonment  of 
the  demised  premises  before  the  rent 
accrued,  but  one  of  an  actual  eviction 
from  a  part  of  such  premises,  which, 
though  the  tenant  continued  to  occupy 
the  remainder,  has  the  effect  of  sus- 
pending the  entire  rent  so  long  as  the 
eviction  endures,  the  same  as  if  the 
eviction  was  from  the  whole  of  the 
premises  demised. 

As  will  be  seen  by  a  reference  to  the 
cases  hereinafter  referred  to  in  IV., 
in  the  practical  application  of  the 
rules  of  law  pertinent  to  the  subject, 
it  is  not,  in  all  cases,  clear  whether 
the  particular  breach  complained  of 
constitutes  an  actual  partial  eviction, 
or  a  constructive  eviction. 

In  Shumway  v.  Collins  (1866)  6 
Gray  (Mass.)  227,  the  question  was 
raised  as  to  whether  the  tenant  might 
be  held  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  the 
reasonable  rental  value  of  that  por- 
tion of  the  leased  premises  he  con- 
tinued to  occupy  after  an  actual 
eviction  from  a  part  of  the  premises, 
but  it  was  pointed  out  that  a  decision 
of  that  case  did  not  require  an  answer 
to  the  question.  Upon  the  same  point, 
however,  in  Leishman  v.  White  (1861) 
1  Allen  (Mass.)  489,  the  court  said: 
''Nor  can  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  premises  be  maintained 
against  the  defendant.  The  lease  is 
not  terminated  by  the  unlawful  evic- 
tion of  the  lessee.  He  still  continues 
to  occupy  that  part  of  the  estate  from 
which  he  has  not  been  evicted,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  demise  under 
seal.  No  implied  promise  arises  to 
pay  for  such  occupation  and  enjoy- 
ment. The  case,  therefore,  stands 
thus:  To  the  claim  on  the  covenant, 
the  answer  is  the  eviction;  to  the  de- 
mand for  use  and  occupation,  the 
answer  is  that  the  defendant  holds 
under  his  lease ;  so  that  in  neither  as- 
pect of  the  case  can  the  plaintiff 
maintain  his  action.'' 

Upon  the  same  point,  in  Christopher 
V.  Austin  (1854)  11  N.  T.  216,  the 
court  said:  "It  is  not  contended  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  although 
such  an  eviction  would  be  a  bar  to  an 
action  on  the  agreement  to  pay  rent^ 


yet  that  it  is  no  bar  to  an  action  under 
the  statute  to  recover  a  reasonable 
sum  for  the  use  and  occupation,  if  the 
tenant  continue  to  occupy  a  portion 
of  the  premises  after  such  eviction 
from  a  part.  There  is  no  reason  for 
such  a  distinction,  nor  can  it  be  sus- 
tained by  authority.  The  rule  is  that 
if  the  landlord  enter  wrongfully  upon, 
or  prevent  the  tenant  from  the  enjoy- 
ment of  a  part  of,  the  demised  prem- 
ises, the  whole  rent  is  suspended  till 
the  possession  is  restored.  It  would 
be  a  palpable  evasion  of  the  rule  and 
of  the  penalty  the  law  imposes  upon 
the  landlord  for  a  wrongful  eviction, 
to  hold  that  he  may  recover  for  use 
and  occupation  on  a  quantum  meruit, 
when  he  is  not  permitted  to  recover 
pn  the  agreement  itself." 

In  Dolph  V.  Barry  (1912)  165  Mo. 
App.  659, 148  S.  W.  196,  the  court  said : 
'There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  a  case 
where  an  actual  eviction  appears — ^as 
where  the  lessor  himself,  or  through 
someone  authorized  by  him,  actually 
enters  upon  the  demised  premises  and 
appropriates  a  portion  thereof  to  his 
own  use,  or  deprives  the  tenant  of  the 
benefits  of  any  portion  thereof — ^there 
is  a  total  suspension  of  the  whole 
grant,  even  though  but  a  portion  of 
the  premises  is  thus  appropriated  by 
the  landlord,  until  the  tenant  is  re- 
stored to  the  whole  possession.  .  .  . 
This  rule  obtains  in  such  cases  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  tenant 
may  continue  the  occupancy  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  leased  property.  Such 
eviction  presents  a  tortious  aspect  in- 
volved in  the  wrongful  trespass  of  the 
landlord.  Because  of  this,  the  reason 
of  the  rule  is  said  to  be  that,  as  the 
estate  created  by  the  lease  is  an  entire 
one,  for  which  one  consideration  is 
given,  the  landlord  may  not  evict  the 
tenant  from  a  portion  of  the  demised 
premises,  and  then  be  permitted  to 
apportion  his  own  wrong  by  insisting 
upon  a  part  of  the  rent;  for  to  hold 
otherwise,  it  is  said,  would  be  to  en- 
courage landlords  to  evict  their  own 
tenants  (whose  possession  they  are 
rather  bound  to  protect)  when  such 
eviction  would  inure  to  liie  pecuniary 
advantage  of  such  landlords.** 

According  to  ttie  late  lUinoto  case 
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of  Selz  V.  Stafford  (1918)  284  lU.  610» 
120  N.  E.  462,  even  though  there  is 
an  actual  partial  eviction,  the  tenant 
is  nevertheless  liable  for  the  pro  rata 
value  of  the  rental  of  the  premises  of 
which  he  retains  the  possession  and 
use.  In  this  regard  the  case  is  ap- 
parently out  of  harmony  with  Hayner 
v.  Smith  (1872)  63  111.  430,  14  AnL 
Rep.  124,  and  Lynch  v.  Baldwin  (1873) 
69  IlL  210«  In  the  Selz  Case,  however, 
an  actual  eviction  could  hardly  be 
claimed,  since  the  complaint  of  the 
lessee  was  that  the  lessor,  without  au- 
thority under  the  lease  and  against 
the  protest  of  the  lessee,  permitted  a 
business  to  be  carried  on  in  a  portion 
of  the  building  not  covered  by  the 
lease,  which  he  well  knew  to  be  hurt- 
ful to  the  business  for  which  the  prop- 
erty to  the  complaining  lessee  had 
been  leased. 

o.  To  claim  hreach  of  covenant. 

Although,  as  already  stated,  a  ten- 
ant who  remains  in  possession  may 
not  defend  an  action  for  rent  upon  the 
ground  of  constructive  eviction, 
nevertheless,  if  the  landlord's  con- 
duct has  been  such  as  to  amount  to  a 
breach  of  covenant,  the  lessee,  al- 
though remaining  in  possession,  may 
treat  the  wrongful  disturbance  of  or 
interference  with  his  beneficial  use 
and  enjoyment  of  the  possession  of 
the  demised  premises  as  a  breach  of 
covenant. 

United  States. — Owens  v.  Wright 
(1883)  6  McCrary,  642,  18  Fed.  865; 
Wait  V.  O'Neil  (1896)  84  L.R.A.  550, 
22  C.  C.  A.  248,  76  Fed.  408. 

California.  —  Levitzky  v.  Canning 
(1867)  33  Cal.  299;  McAlester  v.  Lan- 
ders (1886)  70  Cal.  79,  11  Pac.  505; 
McDowell  V.  Hyman  (1897)  117  Cal. 
67,  48  Pac.  984;  Agoure  v.  Lewis 
(1910)  15  Cal.  App.  71,  113  Pac.  882. 

Colorado.  —  Gray  v.  Linton  (1906) 
38  Colo.  175,  88  Pac.  749. 

Georgia.— Adair  v.  Allen  (1916)  18 
Ga.  App.  636,  89  S.  E.  1099. 

Illinois. — Chicago  Legal  News  Co.  v. 
Browne  (1882)  103  111.  317;  Keating 
v.  Springer  (1893)  146  Dl.  481,  22 
L.R.A.  544,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  34  N. 
E.  805 ;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Wood  (1901)  189  IlL  352,  59  N.  E. 


619;  Rubens  v.  Hill  (1904)  213  111. 
523,  72  N.  E.  1127 ;  White  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A. 
(1908)  233  111.  526,  84  N.  E.  658;  Selz 
V.  Stafford  (1918)  284  111.  610,  120 
N.  E.  462;  Harmony  Co.  v.  Ranch 
(1896)  62  111.  App.  97;  Garrett  v.  Con- 
ner (1910)  155  111.  App.  161;  Globe 
Asso.  V.  Brega  (1914)  190  111.  App.  60. 

Indiana.— Leary  v.  Meier  (1881)  78 
Ind.  398. 

Iowa. — ^Boyer  v.  Commercial  Bldg. 
Invest.  Co.  (1900)  110  Iowa,  49,  81 
N.  W.  720. 

Massachusetts. — Dexter  v.  Manley 
(1849)  4  Cush.  14;  Boston  &  W.  R. 
Corp.  v.  Ripley  (1866)  13  Allen^  421; 
Brown  v.  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co- 
(1890)  152  Mass.  463,  23  Am.  St.  Rep. 
844,  25  N.  E.  966;  Case  v.  Minot 
(1893)  158  Mass.  577,  22  L.R.A.  536, 
33  N.  E.  700;  Kansas  Invest.  Co.  v. 
Carter  (1894)  160  Mass.  421,  36  N.  E. 
63. 

Michigan.— Ives  v.  Williams  (1883) 
60  Mich.  100,  15  N.  W.  33. 

Minnesota. — Collins  v.  Lewis  (1893) 
63  Minn.  78,  19  L.R.A.  822,  54  N.  W. 
1056. 

Missouri.  —  Riley  v.  Pettis  County 
(1888)  96  Mo.  318,  9  S.  W.  906;  Morse 
V.  Maddox  (1853)  17  Mo.  569,  subse- 
quent appeals  in  (1854)  19  Mo.  451, 
and  (1855)  21  Mo.  524;  B.  Roth  Tool 
Co.  V.  Champ  Spring  Co.  (1907)  122 
Mo.  App.  603,  99  S.  W.  827. 

Montana. — See  Blaustein  v.  Pincus 
(1913)  47  Mont.  202,  131  Pac.  1064, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  405. 

Nebraska* — Kitchen  Bros.  Hotel  Co. 
V.  Philbin  (1902)  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  340, 
96  N.  W.  487. 

New  Jersey. — Whitcomb  v.  Brant 
(1908)  76  N.  J,  L.  201,  68  Atl.  1102; 
Metropole  Constr.  Co.  v.  Hartigan 
(1912)  83  N.  J.  L.  409,  85  Atl.  313. 

New  York. — Hirsch  v.  Olmesdahl 
(1902)  38  Misc.  757,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
832;  Williams  v.  Getman  (1906)  114 
App.  Div.  282,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  977; 
Thomson  v.  Ludhim  (1901)  36  Misc. 
801,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  875;  Borchardt  v. 
Parker  (1908)  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  585; 
Egan  V.  Browne  (1908)  128  App.  Div. 
184,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  689;  Wurz  v. 
Watts  (1911)  73  Misc.  262,  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.  685;  Coleman  Constr.  Co.  v. 
Boomgaarden  (1918)  170  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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25;  Paddell  v.  Janes  (1915)  90  Misc. 
146,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  948;  Jacob  New 
Realty  Co.  v.  Noxall  Shirt  Co.  (1918) 
104  Misc.  82,  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  376 ;  Cox 
V.  Cryder  (1915)  168  App.  Div.  624, 
154  N.  Y.  Supp.  452;  Green  v.  Bren- 
ner (1918)  169  N.  Y.  Supp.  682; 
Schulte  Realty  Co.  v.  Pulvino  (1919) 
179  N.  Y.  Supp.  371. 

North  Carolina.  —  See  Huggins  v. 
Waters  (1911)  154  N.  C.  443,  70  S.  E. 
842. 

Ohio.— Frankei  v.  Steman  (1915) 
92  Ohio  St.  197,  110  N.  E.  747. 

Pennsylyania.  —  Depuy  v.  Silver 
(1843)  1  Clark,  385;  Schienle  v. 
Eckels  (1910)  227  Pa.  305,  76  Atl.  15. 

Virginia.— Hubble  v.  Cole  (1891)  88 
Va.  236,  13  L.R.A.  311,  29  Am.  St 
Rep.  716,  13  S.  E.  441. 
'  Washington. — Matzger  v.  Arcade 
Bldg.  &  Realty  Co.  (1918)  102  Wash. 
423,  173  Pac.  47. 

England. — See  Upton  v.  Townsend 
<1855)  1  Jur.  N.  S.  1089,  17  C.  B.  30, 
139  Eng.  Reprint,  976,  25  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  44,  4  Week.  Rep.  56;  Tebb  v. 
Cave  [1900]  1  Ch.  642,  69  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  S.  282,  48  Week.  Rep.  318,  82  L.  T. 
N.  S.  115;  Malzy  v.  Eicholz  (1916)  115 
L.  T.  N.  S.  9,  [1916]  2  K.  B.  308,  10 
B.  R.  C.  231,  85  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S. 
1132,  32  Times  L.  R.  506,  60  Sol. 
Jo.  511;  Sanderson  v.  Berwick-upon- 
Tweed  (1884)  L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  547, 
53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  559,  51  L.  T.  N.  S. 
495,  33  Week.  Rep.  67,  49  J.  P.  6. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  principle 
presupposes  that  there  has  been  an 
actionable  breach  of  a  covenant,  and 
therefore  will  not  apply  to  an  implied 
covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  in  a 
jurisdiction  where  the  view  prevails 
that  that  covenant  is  not  breached  if 
the  tenant  remains  in  possession. 

In  Sanderson  v.  Berwick-upon- 
Tweed  (Eng.)  supra,  the  rule  is  thus 
stated :  "Where  the  ordinary  and  law- 
ful enjoyment  of  the  demised  land  is 
substantially  interfered  with  by  the 
acts  of  the  lessor,  or  those  lawfully 
claiming  under  him,  the  covenant  ap- 
pears to  us  to  be  broken,  although 
neither  the  title  to  the  land  nor  the 
possession  of.  the  land  may  be  other- 
wise affected." 

In  Delmar  Invest.  Co.  v.  Qlumenfield 


(1906)  118  Mo.  App.  808,  94  S.  W.  823, 
the  court  said  that  every  breach  of 
covenant  in  a  lease  which  impairs  the 
tenant's  use  of  the  leasehold  is  not  an 
eviction,  but  that  where  the  interfer- 
ence falls  short  of  an  eviction,  war- 
ranting an  abandonment  of  the  prem- 
ises by  the  tenant,  he  may  have  re- 
course to  an  action  on  his  covenant 
for  damages. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  where 
the  lessee  continues  in  the  occupation 
of  the  leased  premises  he  cannot 
assert  an  eviction  by  the  landlord,  and 
the  latter  is  therefore  entitled  to  col- 
lect the  whole  of  the  rent  for  the 
premises,  subject,  however,  to  any 
counterclaim  for  damages  that  the 
lessee  may  show  by  reason  of  the  land- 
lord's failure  to  keep  his  covenant,  or 
by  reason  of  any  other  legitimate 
claim  that  the  lessee  may  set  up  as  a 
set-off,  or  by  way  of  recoupment;  and 
the  mere  fact  that  the  lessee  entered 
into  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
continued  such  possession,  and  paid 
all  rents  and  other  charges  during  the 
term  of  the  lease,  does  not,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  constitute  a  waiver  by  him  of 
his  right  to  recoup.  Selz  v.  Stafford 
(1918)  284  IlL  610,  120  N.  E.  462. 

The  question  also  received  very  able 
consideration  by  the  court  in  Wurz  v. 
Watts  (1911)  73  Misc.  262,  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.  685,  which  sustained  the  right 
of  a  barber  to  counterclaim  damage  in 
an  action  by  the  landlord  to  recover 
rent,  where  the  counterclaim  was 
based  upon  the  failure  of  the  landlord 
to  furnish  heat  and  hot  water  accord- 
ing to  agreement,  the  contention  of 
the  landlord  being  that  the  remedy  of 
the  tenant  was  to  surrender  the  prem- 
ises and  claim  constructive  eviction. 
In  denying  this  contention,  the  court 
considered  many  of  the  principal  New 
York  cases  upon  the  subject.  Upon 
this  point  it  is  said :  "The  question  is 
thus  presented  as  to  what  is  the  status 
of  this  case  at  bar  and  what  are  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  It  was  held  in 
the  case  of  West  Side  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Newton  (1879)  76  N.  Y.  616,  that 
where  the  use  of  water  was  a  privilege 
or  easement  which  constituted  a  part 
of  the  demised  premises,  and  plaintiff 
caused  the  water  to  be  shut  ofF,  it 
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could  not  recover  rent  beyond  the  time 
the  premises  were  actually  occupied. 
Defendant,  having  left  the  premises 
when  the  water  was  shut  off,  differen- 
tiates that  case  somewhat  from  the 
one  at  bar.  My  attention  is  not  called 
to  any  case  exactly  similar  to  this  one, 
but  there  are  very  numerous  cases  in 
the  books  in  which  the  landlord  has 
made  a  breach  of  his  contract  to  make 
repairs,  and  I  think  those  cases  are 
practically  analogous  to  this  one* 
...  In  the  case  at  bar  it  appears 
that  the  tenant  has  himself  furnished 
such  heat  as  he  has  had,  and  has  him- 
self procured  the  necessary  water,  and 
apparently  he  has  acted  under  the 
'second'  provision  stated  by  Underbill, 
and  quoted  above.  It  is  held  in  numer- 
ous cases  in  this  state  that  where  a 
landlord  has  agreed  to  make  repairs, — 
which  seems  to  me  to  be  analogous  to 
the  case  at  bar, — and  does  not  do  so, 
the  tenant,  upon  his  refusal,  may  make 
them  and  charge  the  expense  to  the 
landlord,  or  he  may  remove  from  the 
premises  and  sue  for  damages.  .  .  • 
It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  case  at  bar 
it  is  fair  to  consider  that,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  there  has  been  no 
eviction,  but  there  has  obviously  been 
a  breach  of  the  contract,  which  has 
affected  the  rental  value  of  the  prem- 
ises in  question,  and  that  defendant  is 
entitled  to  recoup  therefor." 

In  Collins  v.  Lewis  (1898)  53  Minn. 
78,  19  L.B.A.  822,  54  N.  W.  1056,  the 
landlord  was  held  liable  to  the  tenant 
for  breach  of  covenant  of  quiet  enjoy- 
ment, the  claim  for  damages  being 
asserted  as  a  counterclaim  in  an  ac- 
tion by  the  landlord  to  recover  rent, 
the  breach  being  based  upon  a  tres- 
pass upon  the  leased  premises  by  a 
third  party,  acting  under  a  contract 
with  the  landlord.  The  court  said: 
'It  is  obvious  that  under  a  claim  of 
title  the  landlord  has  interfered  with 
the  tenant's  possession  of  the  demised 
premises,  and  has  prevented  him  from 
having  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  a 
part  thereof.  This  amounted  to  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  for  quiet  en- 
joyment, and  when  such  a  condition 
exists,  and  an  action  is  brought  to  re- 
cover  for   rent   subsequently  falling 


due,  the  tenant  may  counterclaim  and 
recover  his  damages." 

In  Kansas  Invest.  Co.  v.  Carter 
(1894)  160  Mass.  421,  36  N.  E.  63,  a 
breach  of  express  covenant  of  quiet 
enjoyment  was  held  to  depend  upon 
the  question  whether,  a  building  upon 
the  leased  premises  having  been  de- 
clared unsafe,  the  landlord  must 
necessarily,  for  reasons  of  safety, 
tear  it  down,  or  whether  it  might  be 
made  safe  and  secure  without  disturb- 
ing the  possession  of  the  lessee.  If 
the  building  was  unnecessarily  taken 
down,  then  the  landlord  would  be 
liable  for  breach  of  the  covenant. 

In  Jaeger  v.  Mansions  Consolidated 
(1903)  87  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  690,  19 
Times  L.  R.  145,  the  liability  of  the 
landlord  for  breach  of  covenant  was 
held  to  depend  upon  the  finding  of  fact 
as  to  whether  he  authorized  tenants 
of  apartments  in  the  same  building  as 
the  plaintiff  to  use  their  apartments 
for  immoral  purposes.  The  case  was 
presented  by  an  application  by  the 
tenant  for  a  declaration  that  the  de- 
fendants were  bound  by  the  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment  with  plaintiff's 
assignor,  and  for  an  injunction  re- 
straining defendants  from  permitting 
any  of  the  other  flats  in  the  building 
to  be  used  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
quiet  enjoyment  by  the  plaintiff  of  his 
flat,  and  he  also  claimed  damages. 

In  Malzy  v.  Eichholz  (1916)  115  L. 
T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  9,  10  B.  R.  C.  231, 
Lord  Cozens-Hardy  said:  "I  appre- 
hend that  there  is  no  authority  and  no 
principle  for  holding  a  landlord  liable 
under  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment 
— ^that  is  to  say,  that  he  has  done  any- 
thing which  renders  himself  liable  to 
damages  under  the  covenant  in  respect 
of  quiet  enjoyment — ^merely  because 
he  knows  of  what  is  being  done,  and 
merely  because  he  does  not  take  any 
steps  to  prevent  what  is  being  done. 
There  must  be  something  much  more 
than  that.  There  must  be  something 
which  can  fairly  amount  to  his  doing 
the  act  complained  of,  or  allowing  the 
act  complained  of,  either  by  actual 
participation  by  himself  or  his  agents^ 
or  by  what  Lord  Collins  called  active 
participation  in  that  which  was  com- 
plained of." 


1882 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  AJLR. 


And  see  also  Toy  v.  Olingeb  (re- 
ported herewith)  ante,  1366,  which 
holds  that  the  tenant  cannot  diminish 
the  amount  of  rental  which  the  land- 
lord is  entitled  to  recover,  by  showing 
acts  of  a  tenant  of  an  adjoining  apart- 
ment, which  injured  his  business, 
without  showing  a  responsibility  of 
the  landlord  therefor. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  trespass  by 
the  landlord  does  not  necessarily 
amount  to  a  breach  of  covenant. 

Thus,  in  Avery  v.  Dougherty  (1885) 
102  Ind.  448,  52  Am.  Rep.  680,  2  N.  E. 
123,  the  court  said:  "The  only  re- 
maining general  question  is  whether 
the  facts  pleaded  constitute  a  breach 
of  covenant  or  a  trespass.  It  is  quite 
well  settled  that  it  is  not  every  entry 
of  the  landlord,  although  wrongful, 
that  constitutes  a  breach  of  covenant; 
a  landlord  may  be  a  trespasser  without 
breaking  the  covenant.  An  English 
writer  says:  'Generally  speaking,  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjojrment,  or  a 
bond  for  the  performance  of  such  a 
covenant,  extends  to  secure  the  en- 
joyment against  lawful  interruptions 
only,  although  the  word  "lawful"  be 
not  contained  in  the  covenant,  the  law 
having  provided  an  action  of  trespass 
as  the  means  of  redressing  an  unlaw- 
ful entry  or  disturbance.  An  early 
case  to  the  contrary  has  long  since 
been  virtually,  if  not  expressly, 
overruled.'  2  Piatt,  Leases,  312.  This 
however,  is  the  rule  only  where 
a  stranger  enters.  Where  the  les- 
sor enters  the  rule  is  somewhat 
different.  The  author  from  whom 
we  have  quoted  says:  'But  a  dis- 
turbance of  the  lessee  by  the  lessor 
himself  is  not  regarded  with  the  same 
lenity  as  an  eviction  by  a  stranger,  it 
being  clear  that  the  lessor  exposes 
himself  to  an  action  on  his  covenant, 
although  he  enter  wrongfully,  not- 
withstanding the  covenant  provides 
against  lawful  evictions  only;  for,  in 
such  case,  the  court  will  not  consider 
the  word  "lawful,"  or  drive  the  plain- 
tiff to  his  action  of  trespass,  when  by 
the  general  implied  covenant  in  law 
the  lessor  has  engaged  not  to  avoid 
his  own  deed,  either  by  a  rightful  or 
tortious  entry.  Indeed,  it  would  hard- 
ly be  consistent  with  reason  to  allow 


the  lessor  to  defeat  the  tenancy  by 
pleading  his  own  wrong/  2  Piatt, 
Leases,  818.  Although  the  law  is  more 
strict  against  the  lessor  than  a 
stranger,  still,  a  mere  entry,  though 
wrongful  and  unlawful,  will  not  con- 
stitute a  breach  of  covenant.  It  is 
necessary  that  something  more  than 
an  entry  and  injury  be  shown,  for 
these  are  the  elements  of  a  trespass. 
It  must  also  be  shown  that  the  entry 
was  an  assertion  of  right  or  title — in 
other  words,  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
total  or  partial  eviction.  .  .  .  The 
authorities  to  which  we  have  referred 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  answer 
states  facts  constituting  a  trespass, 
and  not  a  breach  of  covenant,  for  the 
reason  that  it  does  not  show  an  entry 
under  an  assumption  of  title." 

d.  2*0  olaim  treapass  or  tori. 

Where  the  landlord  conunits  a  tres- 
pass upon  the  leased  premises,  even 
though  it  does  not  amount  to  an  evic- 
tion, he  may  be  held  liable  to  the  ten- 
ant for  the  latter's  damage  caused  by 
the  trespass. 

Alabama.  —  Harden  t.  Conwell 
(1920)  206  Ala.  191,  87  So.  673. 

California.  —  Parish  v.  Studebaker 

(1920)  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  195  Pac.  721; 
Plotnik  V.  Rosenberg  (1921)  —  CaL 
App.  — ,  203  Pac.  438. 

Georgia.— Shores  v.  Brooks  (1888) 
81  Ga.  468»  12  Am.  St  Rep.  332,  8  S. 
E.  429. 

niinoia — Northern  Trust  Co.  v. 
Palmer  (1898)  171  111.  383,  49  N.  E. 
553;  Guinee  v.  Prouty  (1912)  175  111. 
App.  617;  Goodman  v.  Weinberger 
(1914)  185  111.  App.  167;  Vondra  v. 
Felcman  (1916)  202  111.  App.  136. 

Indiana.— Front  v.  Hardin  (1877) 
56  Ind.  165,  26  Am.  Rep.  18. 

Iowa.   —   See    Clark   v.   Strohbeen 

(1921)  190  Iowa,  989,  18  A.LJI.  1419, 
181  N.  W.  430. 

Louisiana. — ^Woods  v.  Monteleone 
(1907)  118  La.  1005,  43  So.  657. 

Maine.— Brock  v.  Berry  (1850)  81 
Me.  293;  Bryant  v.  Sparrow  (1873)  62 
Me.  546. 

Maryland. — Stanton  ▼.  Lapp  (1910) 
113  Md.  324,  77  Atl.  672. 

Massachusetts.  —  Dickinson  v. 
Goodspeed  (1851)  8  Cush.  119. 
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Michigaiu  —  Coiilon  y.  McGraw 
(1887)  66  Mich.  194,  S3  N.  W.  388; 
Meney  v.  Lamphere  (1905)  139  Mich. 
429,  102  N.  W.  974. 

Missouri.  —  Barnard  v.  Weaver 
(1920)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  224  S.  W.  152. 

Montana. — ^Winterscheid  v.  Reichle 

(1912)  45  Mont  238,  122  Pac.  740. 
New  Hampshire.  —  Evans  v.  Wat* 

kins  (1912)  76  N.  H.  433,  41  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  404,  83  Atl.  916. 

New  Jersey.  —  Panglorne  v.  Weiss 
(1914)  86  N.  J.  L.  286,  90  Atl.  1024.' 

New  Mexico.  —  De  Palma  v.  Wein- 
man (1909)  15  N.  M.  68,  24  L.R.A;^ 
(N.S.)  428,  103  Pac.  782. 

New    York.   —    Domhoff   v.    Stier 

(1913)  157  App.  Div.  204,  141  N.  Y. 
Supp.  825;  Collers  Photo  Supply  Co.  v. 
Davidson  (1918)  170  N.  Y.  Supp.  938; 
Agufflia  V.  Bausch  &  L.  Optical  Co. 
(1918)  172  N.  Y.  Supp.  666. 

North  Carolina. — ^Krlder  v.  Ramsay 
(1878)  79  N.  C.  354. 

Ohio.— Wilber  v.  Paine  (1824)  1 
Ohio,  251. 

Texas. — Jenner  v;  Carpenter  (1898) 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  48  S.  W.  46. 

Wisconsin.— Jolly  v.  Single  (1862) 
16  Wis.  280. 

And  the  landlord  may  be  held  liable 
to  the  tenant,  in  an  action  of  trespass 
on  the  cascy  for  loss  accruing  from  an 
unlawful  entry  upon  the  leased  prem- 
ises in  making  repairs  upon  a  building 
located  thereon.  Northern  Trust  Co. 
V.  Palmer  (1898)  171  IlL  383,  49  N.  E. 


Upon  this  point,  in  Wood  v.  Monte- 
leone  (1907)  118  La.  1005,  43  So.  657, 
the  court  siaid :  'The  execution  of  the 
alterations  required  the  actual  entry 
of  the  workmen  engaged  in  making 
them  into  plaintiff's  premises,  as  we 
have  said,  not  only  to  her  great  in- 
convenience and  discomfort,  but  to  her 
pecuniary  loss.  The  entry  was  an  in- 
vasion of  her  rights  of  lawful  and 
peaceable  possession.  The  defendant, 
so  far  from  causing  his  lessee  to  be 
maintained  in  the  peaceable  posses- 
sion of  the  thing  leased,  as  it  was  his 
legal  duty  to  do  under  article  2692, 
Civ.  Code,  actively  violated  the  rights 
which  the  plaintiff  had  acquired 
touching  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, not  only  as  against  the  invasion 


thereof  by  the  general  public,  but  as 
against  the  defendant  himself.  Hav- 
ing no  legal  right  to  enter  the  prem- 
ises for  the  purposes  he  did,  he  stood, 
relatively  to  that  fact  and  act,  as  any 
other  member  of  the  public  would  have 
stood,  doing  the  same  act.  His  owner- 
ship of  the  building  gave  him  no  van- 
tage ground  in  that  respect.  On  the 
eontraiy,  his  legal  obligations  as  les- 
sor made  it  more  imperative  upon  him 
to  respect  her  rights  than  would  have 
been  expected  or  exacted  from  a 
stranger.  The  entry  as  made  upon  the 
premises  was  not  made  in  the  interest 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  in  l^e  performance 
of  any  duty  imposed  upon  him  as 
lessor,  in  the  exercise  of  any  right 
reserved  to  himself,  either  by  law  or 
by  contract,  for  the  benefit  of  the  party 
leasing  the  premises  below,  but  for  hia 
own  advantage  and  purposes.'* 

In  Conlon  v.  McGraw  (1887)  66 
Mich.  194,  33  N.  W.  388,  the  act  of  the 
defendant  in  entering  that  portion  of 
a  building  not  leased  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  tearing  it  down  to  the  extent  of 
practically  destroying  the  beneficial 
use  of  the  premises,  was  held  to  con- 
stitute a  trespass  entitling  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  in  an  action  in  trespass 
on  the  case. 

In  Kelly  v.  Easton  (1922)  —  Idaho^ 
— ,  —  A.L.R.  — ,  207  Pac.  129,  the 
doctrine  is  asserted  that  "if  the  land- 
lord interrupt  the  enjoyment  of  the 
leased  premises  by  permitting  his  cat- 
tle to  enter  and  destroy  the  tenant's 
crop,  he  should  be  liable  for  all  the 
damage  occasioned  by  such  trespass.^' 

HI.  Form  of  remedy* 

a.  In  general. 

As  heretofore  noted,  where  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  leased 
premises  is  substantially  interfered 
with  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
lessor,  several  different  remedies  are 
open  to  the  lessee,  dependent,  how- 
ever, upon  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  for  these  remedies  are  not  neces- 
sarily correlative.  A  claim  of  actual 
partial  eviction  may,  in  some  cases,  be 
based  upon  acts  which  would  amount 
to  a  breach  of  express  or  implied  cov- 
enants, but  a  breach  of  covenant  does 
not   necessarily    constitute    such    an 
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eviction;  and  even  if  the  lessee  might 
claim  an  eviction  for  breach  of  cov- 
enant, he  is  not  necessarily  limited  to 
this  remedy,  but  may  assert  the  breach 
in  recoupment  or  counterclaim,  or  rely 
upon  it  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in 
an  action  against  the  lessor.  In  this 
regard  it  is  to  be  noted  that,  if  an 
eviction  were  successfully  asserted,  it 
would  constitute  a  complete  defense 
to  the  right  of  the  lessor  to  recover 
any  rental  during  the  time  of  the  evic- 
tion; at  least,  where  the  eviction  was 
due  to  the  acts,  conduct,  or  negligence 
of  the  lessor,  or  through  his  suffer- 
ance. On  the  other  hand,  where  the 
breach  of  the  covenant  is  asserted  in 
recoupment  or  counterclaim,  the  lessor 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  difference,  if 
any,  between  the  agreed  rental  and  the 
damages  shown,  or  the  fair  rental  in 
view  of  the  breach  complained  of. 
In  relying  upon  a  breach  of  the  cov- 
enant to  constitute  an  actual  partial 
eviction,  however,  the  lessee  takes  the 
risk  of  an  adverse  determination  of 
the  claim  of  eviction,  even  though  he 
establishes  the  breach.  But  this  risk, 
apparently,  may  be  obviated  by  rely- 
ing upon  the  defense  of  eviction  and 
also  upon  a  recoupment  or  counter- 
claim. This  is  also  true  where,  hav- 
ing abandoned  the  premises,  he  asserts 
a  constructive  eviction. 

h.  Set-off  or  oaufUerc^im, 

In  an  action  by  the  lessor  to  recover 
the  rental  of  premises,  the  lessee  is 
entitled  to  offset,  counterclaim,  or  re- 
coup damages  accruing  to  him  by  rea- 
son of  the  interference  with,  or  dep- 
rivation by  the  lessor,  or  someone  act- 
ing under  his  authority,  of,  the  bene- 
ficial enjoyment  by  the  lessee  of  the 
leased  premises,  and  this  right  is  not 
lost  by  the  latter  remaining  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises. 

Arkansas.— Smith  v.  Glover  (1918) 
135  Ark.  531,  205  S.  W.  891. 

California. — McAlester  v.  Landers 
(1886)  70  Cal.  79,  11  Pac.  505;  Parish 
V.  Studebaker  (1920)  —  Cal.  App.  — , 
195  Pac.  721. 

Illinois.— Wade  v.  Halligan  (1855) 
16  111.  507;  Chicago  Legal  News  Co.  v. 
Browne  (1882)  103  111.  317;  Keating 
V.  Springer    (1893)    146  111.   481,   22 


LJR.A.  544,  37  Am.  St  Rep.  175,  34 
N.  E.  805;  Rubens  v.  Hill  (1904)  213 
111.  523,  72  N.  E.  1127;  Selz  v.  Stafford 

(1918)  284  111.  610,  120  N.  E.  462; 
Harmony  Co.  v.  Ranch  (1896)  62  111. 
App.  97;  Struni  v.  Berry  (1914)  185 
111.  App.  113 ;  Garrett  v.  Conner  (1910) 
155  III.  App.  161;  Globe  Asso.  t. 
Brega  (1914)  190  111.  App.  60. 

Indiana. — ^Leavy  v.  Meier  (1881)  78 
Ind.  393. 

lawsu  —  Jones  v.  De  Moss  (1911) 
151  Iowa,  112,  130  N.  W.  914. 

Massachusetts.  —  Boston  &  W.  R. 
Corp.  V.  Ripl^  (1866)  13  Allen,  421. 

Minnesota.  —  Goebel  v.  Hough 
(1879)  26  Minn.  252,  2  N.  W.  847. 

Missouri. — Thayer-Moore  Brokerage 
Co.  V.  Campbell  (1912)  164  Mo.  App. 
8,  147  S.  W.  546;  Barnard  v.  Weaver 
(1920)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  224  S.  W.  152. 

New  YoriL  —  Ludlow  v.  McCarthy 
(1896)  5  App.  Div.  517,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1075;  Hirsch  v.  Ohmesdahl  (1902)  38 
Misc.  757,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  832;  Bor- 
chardt  v.  Parker  (1908)  108  N.  Y. 
Supp.  585;  Wurz  v.  Watts  (1911)  73 
Misc.  262,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  685;  Hett 
V.  Lange  (1910)  139  App.  Div.  743, 124 
N.  Y.  Supp.  573;  Cox  v.  Cryder  (1916) 
168  App.  Div.  625,  164  N.  Y.  Supp. 
452;  Jacob  New  Realty  Co.  v.  Nozall 
Shirt  Co.  (1918)  105  Misc.  82,  171  N. 
Y.    Supp.    376;    Schlechter   v.   Jones 

(1919)  173  N.  Y.  Supp.  499. 
Pennsylvania,  —  Depuy  y.  Silver 

(1843)  1  Clark,  385. 

It  has  been  asserted  that  the  statute 
allbwing  counterclaims  is  a  remedial 
statute,  and  should  be  construed  lib- 
erally; thus  construed,  the  provision 
describing  one  class  of  causes  of  ac- 
tion that  may  be  the  subject  of  coun- 
terclaim, as  those  connected  with  the 
cause  of  action,  includes  a  cause  of 
action  in  the  tenant  against  his  land- 
lord for  wrongfully  interfering  with 
his  enjoyment  of  leased  premises, 
when  he  is  sued  by  the  landlord  for 
rent  for  a  period  including  the  time  of 
such  interference.  Goebel  v.  Hough 
(Minn.)  supra. 

If,  through  any  wrongful  act  of  the 
lessor,  or  failure  to  perform  anything 
required  of  him  by  the  lease,  the  bene- 
ficial enjoyment  of  tiie  tenant  is  dimin- 
ished, he  is  still  bound  for  the  rent  if 
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he  continues  to  occupy  the  premisefi, 
and,  if  he  does  not  abandon  them,  his 
obligation  to  pay  the  rent  therefor  re- 
mains; but  he  may  show  as  a  matter 
of  defense  in  what  manner  such  bene- 
ficial enjoyment  of  the  premises  was 
diminished  by  such  act,  or  omission 
to  act»  by  the  lessor,  and  recoup 
against  the  rent  damages,  if  any,  he 
may  show  he  has  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  wrong  complained  of.  Chicago 
Legal  News  Co.  v.  Browne  (Ul.) 
supra;  Keating  v.  Springer  (1893)  146 
111.  481,  22  L.R.A.  544,  37  Am.  St.  Rep. 
175,  34  N.  E.  805;  Rubens  v.  Hill 
(1904)  218  111.  523,  72  N.  E.  1127. 

In  Selz  V.  Stafford  (1918)  284  IIL 
610,  120  N.  E.  462,  the  court  said: 
''Any  acts  of  trespass  of  the  landlord, 
or  other  acts  which  are  unwarranted 
or  negligently  performed  and  occasion 
damage  to  the  tenant  in  respect  to  the 
premises  leased,  may  be  recouped  by 
the  tenant  in  an  action  for  rent. 
Lynch  t.  Baldwin  (1873)  69  111.  210; 
Keating  v.  Springer  (1893)  146  IIL 
481,  22  L.R.A.  544,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  175» 
34  N.  E.  806.  The  tenant  may  also  re- 
coup in  such  an  action  his  damages  for 
a  partial  eviction  of  the  premises,  or 
for  any  acts  that  amount  to  an  evic- 
tion of  a  part  of  the  premises.  Hal- 
ligan  V.  Wade  (1859)  21  111.  470,  74 
Am.  Dec.  108.  It  is  at  all  times  to  be 
understood,  however,  that  no  wrongful 
act  of  the  landlord  debars  him  from 
a  recovery  of  the  rent  for  the  premises, 
if  the  tenant  continues  to  occupy  the 
premises.  In  such  a  case  the  tenant 
can  only  recoup  such  damage  as  he 
sustained  from  the  unlawful  acts  of 
the  landlord  which  cause  damage  to 
the  tenant  in  respect  to  the  premises 
leased.  He  may  recoup  for  a  partial 
eviction  of  the  premises,  but  he  cannot 
successfully  claim  an  eviction  as  to 
the  whole  of  the  premises  so  long  as 
he  remains  in  possession  of  the  same." 

In  Wade  v.  Halligan  (1855)  16  HL 
507,  a  distress  proceeding  by  a  land- 
lord against  his  tenant,  the  court  said: 
''The  main  question  is  as  to  the  ma- 
teriality of  the  evidence,  and  this  in- 
volves the  question  of  the  right  to  set 
up,  as  a  defense  to  the  payment  of  rent, 
that  the  party  was  disturbed  in  his 
quiet  and  peaceable  possession,  was 


evicted  from  part  of  the  premises,  and 
injured,  and  the  value  of  the  rent  so 
diminished.  We  are  of  opinion  he  has 
a  right  to  show  such  facts  in  defense, 
upon  this  inquiry  and  assessment,  in 
cases  where  the  lease  provided  for  his 
protection,  expressed  or  implied.  It  is 
a  legitimate  inquiry,  as  well  as  pay- 
ment under  the  general  issue,  as  to  the 
amount  of  rent  due,  and  could  be  made 
and  tried  in  the  action  of  replevin  of 
the  distress.  For  it  was  one  of  the 
peculiarities  of  a  common-law  distress 
that  the  tenant  was  forced  to  his  re- 
plevin, in  order  to  compel  the  landlord 
to  prove  his  demand  for  rent,  and  en- 
able the  tenant  to  show  payment*  evic- 
tion, disturbance,  or  injury  from  the 
landlord's  breach  of  the  covenant  in 
the  lease.'' 

As  to  recouping  damages  for  any 
loss  or  injury  sustained  by  the  tenant, 
in  Lynch  v.  Baldwin  (IIL)  supra,  the 
court  said :  "We  have  no  doubt  that  it 
may  be  done,  as  they  grow  out  of  the 
same  transaction.  The  object  of  this 
inquiry  is  to  ascertain  the  amount  of 
rent  due;  and  if  the  acts  of  the  land- 
lord impaired  the  value  of  the  use  of 
the  premises,  then  the  tenant  should 
not  pay  the  same  rent  as  if  the  land- 
lord had  done  no  act  to  reduce  such 
value.  It  is  not  like  a  demand  growing 
out  of  or  owing  on  some  other  account, 
which,  by  the  repeated  decisions  of 
this  court,  cannot  be  set  off  or  recouped 
in  a  proceeding  of  this  character;  but 
damages  growing  out  of  a  breach  of 
the  terms  of  the  lease  by  the  landlord 
may." 

In  Hett  V.  Lange  (1910)  139  App. 
Div.  743,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  573,  in  sus- 
taining the  right  of  a  tenant*  in  a  dis- 
posession  proceeding  by  the  landlord, 
to  counterclaim  damages  based  upon 
the  failure  of  the  latter  to  furnish  a 
water  supply  as  required  by  the  lease, 
the  court  said :  A  counterclaim  may  be 
interposed  in  summary  proceedings  in 
like  manner  as  though  the  claim  for 
rent  in  such  proceedings  was  the  sub- 
ject of  an  action.  .  .  .  And,  al- 
though the  tenant  may  not  have  an 
affirmative  judgment  on  his  counter- 
claim, he  can  have  his  damages  set  off 
to  the  extent  of  the  landlord's  claim, 
.    .    .    and  when  such  damages  have 
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been  ascertained,  set  off,  and  the 
amount  of  unpaid  rent  determined,  the 
tenant  may  pay  the  same  into  court  at 
any^time  before  the.warrant  is  issued, 
and' upon  so  doing  the  landlord's  right 
to  dispossess  terminates,  and  the  pro^ 
ceeding  must  be  dismissed." 

In  Cox  V.  Cryder  (1915)  168  App. 
Div.  624, 164  N.  Y.  Supp.  452,  the  court 
said  that  where,  upon  ascertaining  de- 
fects in  the  premises  which  amounted 
to  a  breach  by  the  landlord  of  his  cov- 
enant, the  lessee  remained  in  posses- 
sion, the  remedy  for  such  breach,  not 
amounting  to  an  eviction,  was  to  coun- 
terclaim for  damages,  or  to  bring  an 
action  therefor. 

In  Wurz  V.  Watts  (1911)  73  Misc. 
262,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  686»  it  is  held  that 
a  barber  is  entitled  to  counterclaim 
damage  in  an  action  by  the  landlord  to 
recover  rent,  the  counterclaim  being 
based  upon  the  failure  of  the  landlord 
to  furnish  heat  and  water  according  to 
the  agreement. 

In  Metropole  Constr.  Co.  v.  Hartigan 
(1912)  83  N.  J.  L.  409,  85  Atl.  313,  a 
tenant  is  held  entitled  to  recoup  damr 
ages  for  breach  of  covenant  by  the 
landlord  in  failing  to  furnish  tele- 
phone service. 

In  Leary  v.  Meier  (1881)  78  bid.  393, 
where  the  tenant  alleged  an  eviction, 
the  court  said  that,  where  the  lessee 
retains  possession  of  the  premises  and 
refuses  to  surrender  them,  the  most 
that  he  can  claim  from  the  interfer- 
ence with  his  beneficial  enjoyment  is  a 
deduction  from  the  rent  equal  to  the 
damage  sustained. 

In  Boston  &  W.  R.  Corp.  v.  Ripley 
(1866)  13  Allen  (Mass.)  421,  it  was 
held,  where  a  lessor  interfered  with 
the  lessee's  enjoyment  of  the  use  of 
the  premises  by  building  a  high  board 
fence  around  the  boundary  line  so  as 
to  cut  off  access  to  the  premises  ex- 
cept over  the  land  of  a  third  person, 
that  this  would  not  constitute  an  evic- 
tion where  the  lessee  retained  posses- 
sion of  the  land ;  but  that  he  was  only 
liable  for  use  and  occupation  for  such 
sum  as  his  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the 
estate  was  worth  under  the  circum- 
stances. 

In  Strum  v.  Berry  (1914)  185  IlL 
App.  113,  the  abstract  of  the  decision 


is  to  the  effect  that,  if  the  acts  of  the 
landlord  tend  merely  to  diminish  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  premises, 
the  tenant  remains  bound  for  the  rent 
if  he  continues  to  occupy  the  same,  al- 
though he  may  show,  as  a  matter  of 
defense  in  an  action  for  the  rent,  how 
much  the  beneficial  enjoyment  was  di- 
minished by  the  acts  of  the  landlord, 
and  recoup  for  whatever  damages  he 
may  be  able  to  show  he  has  suffered 
thereby. 

In  Garrett  v.  Conner  (1910)  155  IlL 
App.  161,  the  court  said  that  a  tenant 
might  recoup  damages  in  an  action  for 
rent,  which  were  the  difference  be- 
tween the  rental  value  for  which  the 
premises  were  contracted  at  the  time 
of  the  lease  and  the  rental  value  in 
the  condition  in  which  they  were 
placed  by  the  action  of  the  landlord, 
the  decrease,  if  any»  in  the  rental  value 
of  the  premises,  being  the  true  meas- 
ure of  damages.  And  that,  as  long  as 
the  lessee  continued  in  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  premises,  he  could 
not  offset,  as  against  the  rent  con- 
tracted to  be  paid,  any  damages  by 
reason  of  inconvenience  to  him  in  the 
use  and  occupation,  and  any  act  of 
the  landlord  which  merely  tended  to 
diminish  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
the  premises  could  not  be  offset  as 
against  the  rent  contracted  to  be  paid. 

In  Baumgardner  v.  Consolidated 
Copying  Co.  (1892)  44  IlL  App.  74,  it 
is  held  that  a  tenant  may  offset  in  an 
action  for  rent  the  damage  accruing  to 
him  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the 
landlord  to  remove  from  the  demised 
premises  chattels  belonging  to  him, 
and  not  included  in  the  lease. 

A  case  of  interest  upon  this  point 
is  Avery  v.  Dougherty  (1885)  102  Ind. 
443,  52  Am.  Rep.  680»  2  N.  E.  123, 
wherein  it  is  held  that,  under  the  prac- 
tice of  that  state,  the  right  to  offset 
or  counterclaim  damages  for  wrongful 
disturbance  by  the  landlord  of  the  ten- 
ant's possession  depends  upon  whether 
it  is  pleaded  as  defense  founded  on  a 
breach  of  covenant  or  arising  out  of 
a  trespass.  If  the  former,  it  might  be 
asserted  as  a  defense,  but  not,  if  the 
latter;  since  a  tort  cannot  be  made  to 
constitute  a  defense  by  way  of  set-off 
or  counterclaim.    But  to  make  these 
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defenses  available  as  an  offset,  coun- 
terclaim,  or  recoapment,  they  must  be 
expressly  pleaded. 

Thus,  in  Jackson  v.  Patemo  (1908) 
128  App.  Div.  474, 112  N.  T.  Supp.  924, 
it  was  pointed  out  that  the  question 
of  the  right  of  the  tenant  to  recoiQ) 
damages  for  failure  to  heat  the  prem- 
ises was  not  before  the  court,  because 
the  only  defense  was  eviction,  based 
upon  the  claim  that  the  apartment 
without  heat  was  of  no  value  to  the 
tenant. 

So,  in  Thomson  v.  Ludlum  (1901)  36 
Misc.  801,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  875,  the  ten- 
ant sought  to  avoid  payment  of  rent 
on  the  ground  of  constructive  evic- 
tion, due  to  the  failure  of  the  land- 
lord properly  to  heat  the  leased  prem- 
ises according  to  contract,  and  to 
operate  the  elevator;  inasmuch  as  the 
tenant  had  remained  in  possession,  it 
was  held  that  there  was  no  eviction, 
either  actual  or  constructive.  The 
court  said  that  if  any  reference  to 
these  matters  of  complaint  was  ad- 
missible, it  could  only  be  by  proving  a 
counterclaim  to  the  landlord's  de- 
mand; but  there  was  no  counterclaim 
pleaded,  either  before  or  during  the 
trial,  and  the  plaintiff  in  no  manner 
acquiesced  in  treating  the  alleged  de- 
fense as  a  counterclaim. 

In  Green  v.  Brenner  (1918)  169  N.  ¥• 
Supp.  682,  in  a  summary  proceeding 
to  dispossess  a  tenant  for  nonpayment 
of  rent,  the  tenant  interposed  as  a  de- 
fense, and  proved  on  the  trial,  that 
the  landlord  agreed  to  furnish  suffi- 
cient heat  for  warmth  at  all  times  be- 
tween certain  months,  and  hot  and 
cold  water,  and  that  he  had  sustained 
damages  by  reason  of  the  landlord's 
breach  of  this  agreement;  he  did  not, 
however,  plead  this  as  a  counterclaim, 
and  it  was  held  to  be  no  defense,  al- 
though it  was  conceded  that,  had  he 
so  pleaded  it,  he  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  counterclaim  damages  be- 
cause thereof. 

So,  it  has  been  held  that,  where  an 
adjoining  property  owner  lawfully  re- 
moved a  party  wall  between  the  de- 
mised premises  and  the  adjoining 
building,  this  did  not  constitute  an 
eviction  from  any  portion  of  the 
leased  premises,  entitling  the  lessee  to 


an  apportionment  of  the  rent.  The 
holding  also  seems  to  be  based  upon 
the  ground  that  the  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  rent,  and  that  under  this 
plea  he  could  not  show  a  partial  evic- 
tion; the  pleading  under  the  circum- 
stances should  have  been  that  of  a  par- 
tial failure  of  consideration.  Manville 
V.  Gay  (1858)  1  Wis.  250,  60  Am.  Dec. 
379.  The  court  said:  "We  do  not 
think  that  the  testimony  offered  to 
prove  the  removal  of  the  stairs  tended 
to  show  an  eviction  of  the  defendant 
from  any  portion  of  the  premises  de- 
mised, so  as  to  entitle  him  to  have  the 
rent  apportioned.  But,  if  it  was,  it  is 
doubtful  whether  the  testimony  was 
admissible  under  the  plea.  When  a  de- 
fendant has  been  prevented  from  oc- 
cupying the  demised  premises,  he  is 
not  obliged  to  pay  any  rent,  because 
the  consideration  for  the  agreement  to 
pay  the  rent  has  wholly  failed.  So,  for 
the  same  reason,  when  the  tenant  has 
been  evicted  from  the  entire  premises, 
he  IS  not  obliged  to  pay  rent  after  the 
eviction.  And,  after  an  eviction  from 
a  portion  of  the  premises  demised,  he 
would  be  liable  only  to  pay  rent  for 
that  portion  which  he  continued  to  oc- 
cupy; and  it  would  seem,  for  the  same 
reason,  that  the  consideration  for  his 
agreement  to  pay  the  rent  has  in  part 
failed.  .  .  .  But  a  partial  failure  of 
consideration  cannot  be  given  in  evi- 
dence under  the  general  issue."  i 

e.  Action  for  danutge^. 

The  lessee  whose  beneficial  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  leased  premises  are 
interfered  with  or  destroyed,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  by  the  lessor,  or  others  act- 
ing under  his  authority,  may  maintain 
an  action  against  the  lessor  to  recover 
the  damages  occasioned  him  by  the 
acts  complained  of,  notwithstanding 
his  continued  occupancy  of  the  prem- 
ises. 

Alabama.  —  Abrams  v.  Watson 
(1877)  59  Ala.  524;  Harden  v.  Conwell 
(1920)  205  Ala.  191,  87  So.  673. 

Arkansas. — Lacy  v.  Morton  (1905) 
76  Ark.  603,  89  S.  W.  842. 

California.  —  McDowell  v.  Hyman 
(1897)  117  Cal.  67,  48  Pac.  984; 
Agoure  v.  Lewis  (1910)  15  Cal.  71, 113 


1388 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED.  [20  AXJt. 


Pac.  882;  Bowles  v.  Hickson  (1913)  22 
Cal.  App.  264,  133  Pac.  1149. 

Delaware. — Morris  v.  Hazel  (1910) 
1  Boyce,  324,  77  Atl.  766. 

Idaho. — Frepons  v.  Grostein  (1906) 
12  Idaho,  671,  87  Pac.  1004. 

lUinoia — Northern  Tru-st  Co.  v. 
Palmer  (1898)  171  111.  383,  49  N.  E. 
553 ;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wood  (1901)  189  111.  352,  59  N.  E.  619; 
Selz  v.  Stafford  (1918)  284  111.  610,  120 
N.  E.  462. 

Iowa. — Boyer  v.  Commercial  BIdg. 
Invest.  Co.  (1900)  110  Iowa,  491,  81  N. 
W.  720. 

Louisiana.  —  Wood    v.    Monteleone 

(1907)  118  La.  1005,  43  So.  657. 
Massachusetts. — Dexter   v.    Manley 

(1849)  4  Cush.  14;  Brown  v.  Holyoke 
Water  Power  Co.  (1890)  152  Mass.  463, 
23  Am.  St.  Rep.  844,  25  N.  E.  966; 
Smith  v.  Faxon  (1892)  156  Mass.  589, 
31  N.  E.  687. 

Michigran.— Ives  v.  Williams  (1883) 
50  Mich.  100,  15  N.  W.  33 ;  Prochaska 
V.  Fox  (1904)  137  Mich.  519, 100  N.  W. 
746. 

Missouri. — Morse  v.  Maddox  (1853) 
17  Mo.  569,  subsequent  appeals  in 
(1854)  19  Mo.  451,  and  (1855)  21  Mo. 
524;  Dolph  v.  Barry  (1912)  165  Mo. 
App.  659,  148  S.  W.  196;  B.  Roth  Tool 
Co.  V.  Champ  Spring  Co.  (1907)  122 
Mo.  App.  603,  99  S.  W.  827. 

Montana.  —  Blaustein  v.  Pincus 
(1913)  47  Mont.  202,  131  Pac.  1064, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  405. 

New  Jersey,  r— Whitcomb  ^  V.  Brant 

(1908)  76  N.  J.  L.  201,  68  Atl.  1102; 
Ackerman  v.  Ellis  (1911)  81  N.  J.  L.  1, 
79  Atl.  883. 

New  Mexico. — De  Palma  v.  Weinman 

(1909)  15  N.  M.  68,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
423,  103  Pac.  782. 

New  York.— Paltey  v.  Egan  (1910) 
200  N.  Y.  83,  93  N.  E.  267;  Williams  v. 
Getman  (1906)  114  App.  Div.  282, 99  N. 
Y.  Supp.  977;  Egan  v.  Browne  (1908) 
128  App.  Div.  184,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  689; 
Paddell  v.  Janes  (1915)  90  Misc.  146, 
152  N.  Y.  Supp.  948;  Cox  v.  Cryder 
(1915)  168  App.  Div.  624,  154  N.  Y. 
Supp.  452;  Aguglie  v.  Bausch  &  L. 
Optical  Co.  (1918)  172  N.  Y.  Supp. 
666;  MacGlashan  v.  Marvin  (1918)  185 
App.  Div.  157,  173  N.  Y.  Supp.  603; 
Sidney  B.  Bowman  Auto  Co.  v. 'Strath- 


more  Leasinsr  Co.  (1922)  201  App. 
Div.  360,  194  N.  Y.  Supp.  390. 

Pennsylvania. — Schienle  v.  Bckeb 
(1910)  227  Pa.  305,  76  Atl.  15. 

Virsrinia.— Hubble  v.  Cole  (1891)  88 
Va.  236,  13  L.R.A.  311,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 
716,  13  S.  E.  441. 

Washinsrton.  —  Matzger  v.  Arcade 
Bldg.  A  Realty  Co.  (1918)  102  Wash. 
423,  173  Pac.  47;  Barnes  v.  Bickle 
(1920)  111  Wash.  133,  189  Pac.  998; 
Alexis  v.  Pittinger  (1922)  —  Wash. 
— ,  —  A.L.R.  — ,  206  Pac.  370. 

England. — See  Malzy  v.  Eicholz 
(1916)  115  L.  T.  N.  S.  9  [1916]  2  K.  B. 
308,  10  B.  R.  C.  281,  85  L.  J.  K.  B. 
N.  S.  1132,  32  Times  L.  R.  506,  60  Sol. 
Jo.  511;  Odell  v.  Cleveland  House 
(1910)  102  L.  T.  N.  S.  602,  26  Times 
L.  R.  410;  Alston  v.  Grant  (1864)  3  El. 
&  Bl.  128,  118  Eng.  Reprint,  1089,  2  C. 
L.  R.  933,  23  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  163,  18 
Jur.  832,  2  Week.  Rep.  161. 

Canada. — ^Brown  v.  Garson  (1913) 
42  N.  S.  354;  Vidal  v.  Cauchon  (1910) 
Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  41  C.  S.  1. 

In  J.  B.  Sanborn  Co.  v.  Marquette 
Bldg.  Co.  (1900)  86  IIL  App.  681,  the 
court  said:  "The  action,  so  far  as  it 
can  be  sustained,  is  not  based  upon 
any  breach  of  covenants  of  the  lease, 
or  upon  any  contractual  ground  what- 
ever, but  upon  an  unwarranted  inter- 
ference with  the  possession  of  appel- 
lant. Inasmuch  as  the  evidence  fails 
to  disclose  any  act  upon  the  part  of 
the  Central  Chicago  Building  Com- 
pany, the  Marquette  Building  Com- 
pany, or  Owen  F.  Aldis,  which  could 
be  construed  as  an  interference  with 
the  possession  of  appellant,  and  as  no 
action  upon  contractual  obligation  is 
here  involved,  the  ruling  of  the  court, 
in  directing  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as 
to  these  appellees,  was  proper.  But 
while  the  court  was  warranted  in  thus 
directing  a  verdict  for  the  three  ap- 
pellees named,  it  was  error  to  direct 
a  like  verdict  for  appellees  Charles 
and  Jeannette  Schonlau,  for  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  they  did  cause  the 
acts  to  be  done  by  which  the  appel- 
lant claims  to  have  been  injured.  Nor 
does  the  right  to  a  recovery  depend 
alone  upon  the  right  of  the  Schonlaus 
to  make  alterations  in  the  building,  or 
to  change  it  in  part  into  a  hotel.    Al- 
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though  the  contract  of  leasing,  to 
which  the  Schonlaus  became  party,  im- 
posed no  limitation  upon  the  lessors  by 
which  they  were  precluded  from  using 
a  part  of  the  premises  for  a  hotel,  and 
making  such  changes  as  were  incident 
thereto  and  necessary,  yet  a  recovery 
might  be  had  for  any  wrongful  inva- 
sion or  interference  with  appellant's 
rights  in  the  premises,  done  in  the 
course  of  reconstruction  of  the  build- 
ing." 

In  Conlon  v.  McGraw  (1887)  66 
Mich.  194,  83  N.  W.  388,  the  court  said: 
"The  declaration  does  not  count  upon 
an  eviction  or  ouster  from  the  ten- 
ancy, or  the  destruction  of  the  lease- 
hold. We  think  the  last  count  substan- 
tially avers  a  destruction  of  the  lease- 
hold; and,  although  the  plaintiffs  saw 
fit  to  remain  in  the  building  instead 
of  vacating  the  same,  the  testimony 
tends  to  show  that  there  was  no  profit 
in  their  business  after  the  removal  of 
this  front,  and  therefore  no  value  in 
their  holding.  The  defendant  un- 
doubtedly had  a  legal  right  to  make 
any  change  or  alteration  he  saw  fit,  in 
his  portion  of  the  building,  which  did 
not  tend  to  impair  or  destroy  the  value 
of  plaintiffs'  leasehold ;  but  he  had  no 
right  to  injure  them  in  the  possession 
or  enjoyment  of  their  property.  If  he 
did,  it  was  a  wrong  for  which  they 
must  have  a  remedy  and  a  right  of  ac- 
tion. And  it  seems  to  me  that  it  must 
be  considered  as  a  permanent  wrong 
and  a  single  one.  The  act  of  the  de- 
fendant was  equivalent  to  an  eviction, 
and  such  was  the  manifest  intention  of 
it.  The  plaintiffs  were  obstructed  in 
the  beneficial  use  of  the  whole  prop- 
erty held  by  them." 

In  Aguglie  v.  Bausch  &  L.  Optical 
Co.  (1918)  172  N.  Y.  Supp.  666,  the 
court  said.  "An  action  by  a  tenant 
against  a  landlord  may  be  based  upon 
contract,  negligence,  nuisance,  or  wil- 
ful injury.  This  case  is  of  the  latter 
class,  and  in  such  cases  all  the  dam- 
ages which  are  the  direct  and  prox- 
imate consequences  of  the  wilful  act 
may  be  recovered.  Damages  to  health 
and  incidental  expenses  are  no  excep- 
tions, provided  a  direct  and  proximate 
connection  can  be  shown.  In  an  action 
on  a  lease  such  damages,  in  the  ab- 


sence of  an  appropriate  covenant, 
would  be  too  remote,  and  not  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  (Chad- 
wick  V.  Woodward  (1883)  13  Abb.  N. 
C.  (N.  Y.)  441,  affirmed  in  (1884)  12 
Daly,  899) ;  but  not  so  where  the  ac- 
tion is  for  a  wilful  wrong.  The  gist  of 
the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is  that 
the  defendant  wilfully  turned  off  the 
water  in  his  tenement,  which  act  made 
the  plaintiff  sick  and  caused  him  other 
damages.  A  landlord  may  not  wilfully 
injure  his  tenant,  any  more  than  he 
may  inflict  such  injury  upon  a  third 
person." 

In  Selz  V.  Stafford  (1918)  284  IlL 
610,  120  N.  E.  462,  the  court  said  that 
the  lessee  had  his  option,  either  to  re- 
coup damages  for  wrongful  injury  to 
the  leased  premises  by  the  lessor,  or 
to  maintain  an  independent  action  to 
recover  the  damages  thereby  caused 
him. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  land- 
lord, by  taking  possession  of  or  using 
a  portion  of  the  leased  premises,  is 
liable  to  the  tenant  for  the  reasonable 
value  of  such  use.  Efron  v.  Stees 
(1911)  113  Minn.  242,  129  N.  W.  374. 
The  court  said :  "The  lessor  acquired 
no  more  right  to  occupy  the  room  in 
which  the  stairway  was  situated,  for 
storage  purposes,  than  to  occupy  the 
front  room.  The  lease  makes  no  pro- 
vision for  the  occupancy  found  to  have 
taken  place,  and  appellant  acquired  no 
right  to  occupy  the  rear  room,  or  any 
part  of  it,  by  reason  of  his  right  of 
access  to  the  basement.  That  instru- 
ment furnishes  no  remedy  for  such  oc- 
cupancy, and  hence  an  action  will  lie 
on  the  implied  contract  to  pay  the 
reasonable  value." 

The  breach  of  an  agreement  to  keep 
demised  premises  in  repair  may  give 
rise  to  a  cause  of  action  for  damages, 
and  it  has  also  been  held  that  it  may 
go  to  the  covenant  of  quiet  enjoy- 
ment, and  if  it  breaches  this  covenant 
it  may  justify  the  lessee  in  claiming 
an  eviction.  Dolph  v.  Barry  (1912) 
165  Mo.  App.  659,  148  S.  W.  196. 

The  liability  of  the  lessor  may  be 
based  upon  acts  of  the  landlord  upon 
portions  of  the  premises  other  than 
those  leased  to  the  plaintiff.  For  ex- 
ample, the  landlord  is  liable  for  the 
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damages  caused  the  tenant  of  the  first 
floor  of  a  building,  by  so  negligently 
repairing  and  altering  other  floors  as 
to  injure  the  tenant's  goods  on  the 
first  floor.  Odell  v.  Cleveland  House 
(1910)  102  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  602,  26 
Times  L.  R.  410;  Smith  v.  Faxon 
(1892)  156  Mass.  589,  31  N.  E.  687. 
In  the  latter  case  the  action  by  the 
tenant  was  in  tort. 

The  fact  that  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant  is  contractual,  and 
the  damages  claimed  have  arisen  by 
reason  of  the  existence  of  the  contract, 
does  not  preclude  recovery  of  the  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  tenant  in  an  ac- 
tion ex  delicto,  where  they  result  from 
a  trespass  by  the  landlord  upon  the 
leased  premises.  Wood  v.  Monteleone 
(1907)  118  La.  1005.  48  So.  657. 

An  action  in  case  may  be  maintained 
by  a  tenant  against  the  landlord  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  unwarranted  in- 
terference with  the  possession  and  en- 
joyment of  the  leasehold.  Chapman 
V.  Kirby  (1868)  49  lU.  211 ;  J.  B.  San- 
born Co.  V.  Marquette  Bldg.  Co.  (1900) 
86  111.  App.  681 ;  Northern  Trust  Co.  v. 
Palmer  (1898)  171  HL  383,  49  N.  E. 
553;  Ives  v.  Williams  (1883)  50  Mich. 
100,  15  N.  W.  33,  subsequent  appeal  in 
(1884)  53  Mich.  636,  19  N.  W.  562. 

In  Stanton  v.  Lapp  (1910)  113  Md. 
324,  77  Atl.  672,  the  owner  of  leased 
premises  was  held  liable  in  an  action 
trespass  quare  clausum  f regit  for  the 
damages  to  a  tenant  due  to  his 
entering  upon  the  leased  land  and 
excavating  thuereon,  rendering  dan- 
gerous the  access  on  approach  to  the 
rear  of  the  building  upon  the  leased 
premises  used  for  business  purposes, 
to  the  extent  of  practically  destroying 
the  tenant's  trade  by  way  of  the  rear 
of  the  building.  And  an  action  in 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  was  also 
sustained  against  a  landlord,  in  favor 
of  his  tenant,  in  Morris  v.  Hazel 
(1910)  1  Boyce  (Del.)  324,  77  Atl.  766. 

d.  Injunction. 

1.  In  general. 

If  the  tenant  has  no  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law  to  recover  damage  for  an 
interference  by  the  lessor  with  the 
leased  premises,  or  for  a  deprivation 
of  some  right  or  privilege  appurtenant 


thereto^  he  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of 
equity  to  enjoin  the  act  or  conduct 
complained  of. 

Arkansas.  —  Fletcher  v.  Pf  eifer 
(1912)  103  Ark.  318,  146  S.  W.  864. 

Georgia. — Anthony  Shoals  Power 
Co.  V.  Fortson  (1912)  138  Ga.  460,  75 
S.  E.  606. 

Illinois.— White  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A. 
(1908)  233  111.  526,  84  N.  E.  658. 

Louisiana.— Hirsh  v.  Valloft  (1907) 
121  La.  66,  46  So.  103. 

Maryland. — ^Belvedere  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Williams  (1921)  137  Md.  665, 14  A.L.R. 
622,  113  Atl.  335. 

Massachusetts.  —  Nelson  Theatre 
Co.  V.  Nelson  (1918)  216  Mass.  30,  102 
N.  E.  926. 

Michigan. — Minnis  v.  Newbro  Gal- 
logly  Co.  (1913)  174  Mich.  635,  44 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1110, 140  N.  W.  980, 

Missouri.  —  Sultzman  v.  Branham 
(1908)  128  Mo.  App.  696,  108  S.  ./. 
1074. 

Montana.  —  Wheeler  v.  Mclntyre 
(1918)  56  Mont.  295,  176  Pac.  892. 

New  Jersey. — McGann  v.  LaBrecque 
Co.  (1919)  90  N.  J.  Eq.  626,  107  Atl. 
175. 

New  York. — Cooley  v.  Cummings 
(1888)  49  Hun,  608, 16  N.  Y.  S.  R.  947, 
1  N.  Y.  Supp.  631;  Horton  v.  Carhart 
(1888)  14  N.  Y.  S.  R.  546;  Stevens  v. 
Salomon  (1902)  39  Misc.  159,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.  136;  Stevens  v.  Taylor  (1906) 
111  App.  Div.  561,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  925; 
Harry  Angelo  Co.  v.  Improved  Prop- 
erty Holding  Co.  (1910)  137  App.  Div. 
308,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  199. 

Vermont. — Rosenberg  v.  Taft  (1920) 
—  Vt.  — ,  111  Ati.  582. 

Wisconsin.— Shaft  v.  Carey  (1900) 
107  Wis.  273,  83  N.  W.  288. 

Canada. — Tamblyn  v.  Austin  (1920) 
48  Ont.  L.  Rep.  97,  54  D.  L.  R.  663. 

Injunction  will  issue  to  enjoin  the 
landlord  from  entering  upon  the  leased 
premises  and  forcibly  interfering  with 
the  tenant's  possession,  where  such 
conduct  of  the  landlord  has  been  fre- 
quently repeated.  Nelson  Theatre  Co. 
V.  Nelson  (Mass.)  supra. 

In  Cooley  v.  Cummings  (N.  Y.) 
supra,  in  sustaining  the  right  of  a 
lessee  of  a  portion  of  a  building  to 
restrain  the  interference  by  ike  land- 
lord with  his  access  to  toilet  and  water 
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supply  in  atiotlier  aeetion  of  the  build- 
ing, the  right  of  access  being  secured 
to  the  lessee  by  the  terms  of  the  lease, 
the  court  said:  "No  doubt  whatever 
exists  that  the  demise  embraces  the 
use  of  the  Groton  water  and  of  the 
water-closets  in  the  fifth  story,  or  of 
the  existence  of  a  passageway  leading 
from  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  water-closet  and  Creton  water 
privilege,  or  of  the  construqtion  of  the 
barrier  across  the  passageway,  pr^ 
venting  its  use.  Indeed,  the  erection 
of  the  gate  proves  that  access  could  be 
had  in  that  way.  And  these  facts^ 
when  considered  with  the  further  al- 
legation made,  namely^  that  the  gate 
wholly  barred  the  plaintiff  from  the 
use  of  the  water-closet  and  the  Groton 
water,  it  becomes  clear  that  a  cause  of 
action  was  stated.  We  are  dealing 
now  with  the  written  instrument,  and 
allegations  of  fact  connected  with  it,. 
and  we  are  not  permitted^  therefore, 
to  wander  into  the  field  of  presumption 
and  suppositions!  but  are  confined  to 
the  limits  just  mentioned;  non  constat 
but  that  on  the  trial  it  would  appear 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  not,  as  alleged, 
confined  within  the  limits  expressed, 
and  that  there  were  other  modes  of 
access  to  the  water-closet  on  the  third 
floor,  and  to  the  fifth  floor,  which  they 
would  have  the  right  to  employ.  But 
that  would  necessarily  be  a  matter  of 
proof,  to  be  given  upon  the  trial. 
Under  the  allegations,  as  indicated,  it 
would  be  improper  to  assume  that 
other  modes  of  access  were  given 
plaintiffs  which  they  might  have  em- 
ployed without  inconvenience.  The 
suggestion,  therefore,  that  the  com* 
plaint  did  not  contain  facts  consti- 
tuting a  cause  of  action,  is  not  sus- 
tained, nor  is  the  proposition  that  the 
complaint  does  not  contain  facts  call- 
ing for  equitable  intervention  a  goodr 
one.  It  certainly  is  not  necessary  to 
cite  authorities  to  show  that  the  con- 
tinuous interference  of  a  landlord 
with  the  rights  of  his  lessee  presents 
a  subject  for  equitable  cognizance." 
Where  the  only  means  of  heating  a 
dwelling  house  or  an  apartment  was. 
by  a  furnace  situated  in  a  portion  of 
the  premises  not  included  in  the  lease, 
the  tenant  is  entitled  to  an.  injunction 


to  restrain  the  landlord  from  interfer- 
ing with  his  use  of  the  furnace,  since 
this  right  passed  to  the  tenant  under 
the  lease  of  the  premises  with  the  ap^ 
purtenances  thereto.  Stevens  v.  Tay- 
lor (1906)  111  App.  Div.  561,  97  N.  Y. 
Supp.  926. 

.  In  Anthony  Shoals  Power  Go.  v. 
Fortsra  (1912)  138  6a.  460,  75  S.  E. 
606,  it  IB  Jheld  that  if  the  landlord 
undertakes  to  repudiate  his  lease  by 
interfering  with  the  tenant's  posses- 
sion to  the  extent  of  preventing  him 
from  exercising  his  privileges  under 
the  contract^  and  the  tenant's  damages 
are  incapable  of  ascertainment,  equity 
will  enjoin  such  wrongful  acts. 

In  Horton  v.  Garhart  (1888)  14  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  546,  the  landlord  was  enjoined 
from  trespassing  upon  a  portion  of  the 
leased  land  and  tilling  the  soil,  on  the 
ground  that  this  unlawful  conduct 
threatened  irreparable  injury  to  the 
tenant. 

And  see  Hinnis  v.  Newbro-Gallogly 
Co.  (1918)  174  Mich.  635,  44  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1110,  140  N.  W.  980,  holding 
that  a  tenant  is  entitled  to  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  threatened  action  by 
the  landlord  which  will  result  in  de- 
stroying the  leased  premises. 

In  Rosenberg  ▼.  Taft  (1920)  —  Vt 
— ,  111  Atl.  582,  a  tenant  whose  bene- 
ficial enjojrment  of  the  leased  premises 
was  being  substantially  interfered 
with  by  the  landlord  was  granted  in- 
junctive relief  and  .an  accounting  was 
ordered  to  be  taken  as  to  his  damages. 

In  Belvedere  Hotel  Go.  v.  Williams 
(1921)  137  Md.  665,  14  A.L.R.  622,  113 
Atl.  335,  an  injunction  was  issued  re- 
straining a  hotel  company  from  per- 
mitting the. continuance  of  the  opera- 
tion of  a  barber  shop  on  property  con- 
stituting an  adjunct  to  the  hotel  prop- 
erty, where  the  hotel  company  had 
previously  leased  another  portion  of 
the  property  for  a  barber  shop,  under 
circumstances  held  to  give  the  lessee 
of  the  latter  lease  the  exclusive  right 
to  operate  a  barber  shop  in  the  hotel 
property. 

In  enjoining  a  similar  interference 
with  a  tenant's  enjoyment  of  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  sell  liquors  and  cigars 
in  a  portion  of  premises,.,  the  balance- 
of  which  was  leased  for  hotel  purpose 
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ea,  the  court  in  Shaft  v.  Carey  (1900) 
107  Wis.  273,  83  N.  W.  288,  said :  "It 
is  evident  from  the  terms  of  the  lease 
that  the  proximity  of  the  room  leased 
to  plaintiff  to  the  adjoininsr  rooms  of 
the  hotel  was  a  matter  of  importance 
to  the  parties,  and  bore  a  direct  rela- 
tion to  the  value  of  the  leasehold. 
When  the  lease  was  renewed  in  1898, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  his  leasehold  interest  with  the 
appurtenances  of  ingrress  and  egress 
as  they  then  existed.  In  other  words, 
when  a  person  leases  a  room  in  a 
building,  with  doors  and  passageways 
so  connected  with  other  rooms  as  to 
be  essential  to  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  one  leased,  the  law  implies  a 
covenant  that  such  use  shall  not  be 
interfered  with  during  the  continuance 
of  such  term.  The  appurtenances  of 
ingress  and  egress  essential  to  use, 
and  reasonably  within  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the 
leasing,  are  as  much  a  part  of  the 
estate  conveyed  as  the  room  itself,  and 
any  interference  therewith  is  an  in- 
vasion of  the  rights  of  the  lessees  for 
which  the  law  affords  a  remedy.  .  •  . 
If  the  door  and  passageway  in  ques- 
tion existed  at  the  time  the  lease  was 
renewed,  and  were  essential  to  the 
proper  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  estate 
conveyed,  the  right  to  such  use  was 
more  than  a  mere  privilege  or  ease- 
ment. It  becomes  a  part  and  parcel 
of  the  leasehold  interest,  binding  upon 
the  lessor  or  his  grantees." 

In  Harry  Angelo  Co.  v.  Improved 
Property  Holding  Co.  (1910)  137  App. 
Div.  308,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  199,  a  tenant 
was  held  entitled  to  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  landlord  from  violating 
a  covenant  in  the  lease  to  the  effect 
that  he  would  not  lease  any  part  of 
the  building  in  which  was  located  the 
leased  apartment,  to  any  firm  or  per- 
son handling  a  similar  line  of  goods 
to  that  of  the  said  lessee. 

Compare  with  Anderson  v.  Bloom- 
heart  (1917)  101  Kan.  691,  L.R.A. 
1918B,  473,  168  Pac.  900,  where  in- 
junction was  denied  the  tenant  upon 
the  ground  that  the  interference 
sought  to  be  enjoined  was  not  a  mat- 
ter which  the  tenant  had  the  right  to 
complain  of. 


Where  the  obstruction  of  a  passage- 
way used  in  connection  with  the 
leased  premises  is  in  derogation  of  the 
tenant's  easement  and  rights  under 
the  lease,  and  will  cause  great  and  ir- 
reparable damage,  it  will  be  enjoined* 
Sultzman  v.  Branham  (1908)  128  Ma 
App.  696,  108  S.  W.  1074. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  attempt  of 
the  lessor  of  a  building  divided  into 
different  apartments  to  impose  an  ad- 
ditional burden  upon  a  portion  there- 
4tf  by  utilizing  a  cesspool  under  the 
floor,  for  the  convenience  of  other 
apartments  he  was  constructing,  is  un- 
warranted and  will  be  enjoined.  Hirsh 
V.  Valloft  (1907)  121  La.  66, 46  So.  103. 

In  Stevens  v.  Salomon  (1902)  39 
Misc.  159,  79  N.  T*  Supp.  132,  it  was 
held  that  the  tenant  had  such  an  in- 
terest in  the  light  and  air  from  the 
yard  in  the  rear  of  the  leased  premises 
as  to  be  entitled  to  enjoin  the  construc- 
tion of  a  three-story  construction  in 
such  yard,  and  where  the  landlord  had 
completed  the  structure  before  the  de- 
cree, a  mandatory  injunction  would 
issue  directing  him  to  remove  that  part 
of  the  extension  above  the  level  of  the 
tenant's  rear  windows.  This  relief 
was  given,  although  it  was  assumed 
that  the  tenant  was  not  entitled  to  the 
use  of  the  yard  wherein  the  extension 
was  being  made. 

In  Stahl  &  Jaeger  v.  Satenstein 
(1922)  233  N.  Y.  196,  —  A.L.R.  — , 
135  N.  E.  242,  a  tenant  was  held  en- 
titled to  enjoin  the  act  of  the  landlord 
in  painting  or  permitting  to  be  painted 
on  the  outside  walls  of  that  portion  of 
the  building  occupied  by  the  tenant, 
signs  advertising  some  business  other 
than  that  which  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
gaged in,  although  the  plaintiff  had 
himself  covenanted  with  the  landlord 
not  to  paint  any  signs  on  the  outside 
walls  of  the  portion  of  the  building  he 
occupied. 

In  Tamblyn  v.  Austin  (1920)  48  Ont. 
L.  Rep.  97,  54  D.  L.  R.  663,  a  tenant 
was  held  entitled  to  restrain  the  land- 
lord from  using  the  exterior  of  one  of 
the  walls  of  the  demised  premises  as 
a  support  for  an  outside  stairway  as 
a  means  of  access  to  a  floor  over  the 
portion  leased  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  Wheeler  v.  Mclntyre  (1918)  65 
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Mont  296, 175  Pae.  892,  an  injunction 
was  iMued  in  behalf  of  a  tenant  re- 
straining the  landlord  from  removing 
a  building  from  the  leased  premises, 
the  removal  of  which  would  be  de- 
structive of  his  estate.  And  in  Mc- 
Gann  v.  La  Brecque  Co.  (1919)  90  N. 
J.  Eq.  526,  107  Atl.  175,  a  tenant  was 
held  entitled  to  enjoin  a  landlord  from 
interfering  by  summary  proceedings 
with  his  possession  of  the  leased 
premises,  provided  he  established  his 
right  to  the  possession  and  it  further 
appeared  that  he  would  sustain  dam- 
ages to  an  extent  not  determinable. 

However,  in  Fletcher  v.  Pfeifer 
(1912)  103  Ark.  318,  146  S.  W.  864,  it 
was  held  that  even  conceding  that  a 
landlord  would  be  liable  to  a  tenant 
for  undermining  or  excavating  under 
the  walls  of  the  leased  premises,  al- 
though by  a  system  of  underpinning, 
no  damage  resulted  to  the  tenant,  yel^ 
under  such  circumstances,  the  tenant 
was  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  to 
restrain  such  action  upon  the  part  of 
the  landlord,  since  the  injury  to  him, 
even  if  regarded  as  a  continuous  tres- 
pass, was  not  irreparable. 

In  Fuller  v.  Rose  (1905)  110  Mo. 
App.  344,  85  S.  W.  931,  an  injunction 
sought  by  a  tenant  to  restrain  the 
landlord  from  having  a  sign  printed  on 
the  exterior  of  one  of  the  walls  of  the 
leased  premises  was  denied,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  landlord  had  the  right  to 
use  the  outside  walls,  providing  he  did 
not  use  the  same  to  the  detriment  of 
the  tenant.  The  court  pointed  out 
that  "the  landlord  ...  is  required, 
in  the  use  made  by  him  of  the  wall, 
not  to  inflict  damage  upon  his  tenants. . 
He  covenanted  to  give  them  uninter- 
rupted and  peaceable  possession  of 
the  respective  premises,  and  therefore 
would  have  no  right  to  place  such 
advertising  or  other  matter  on  the  out- 
side of  his  building  as  would  tend  to 
injure  the  business  of  any  of  his  ten- 
ants. No  such  injury  is  proven  or 
even  claimed  by  plaintiffs.  Esthetics 
lie  beyond  the  cognizance  of  either 
equity  or  law  in  such  cases.  Damage 
of  a  more  substantial  nature  must  be 
involved.  Offended  taste  will  not  sup- 
port a  cause  of  action." 

In  White  v.  Y.  M.  C.  A.  (1908)  238 
20  A.L.R.— 88. 


IlL  526,  84  N.  E.  658,  the  court  dis- 
solved an  injunction  issued  by  the 
trial  court,  restraining  the  lessor  of 
premises  to  be  used  for  a  restaurant 
from  bringing  an  action  to  recover  the 
rent,  the  lessee  urging  as  a  ground 
for  the  injunction  that  he  suffered  ir- 
reparable injury  on  account  of  the 
heat,  odors,  and  other  things  affecting 
the  patronage  of  the  restaurant,  re- 
sulting from  failure  of  the  lessor 
properly  to  ventilate  the  premises. 
The  court  said  that  if  such  damages 
are  to  be  set  off  or  recouped  from  the 
rent  they  are  as  easily  ascertainable 
at  law  as  in  equity,  and  that  hence 
equity  had  no  jurisdiction;  that  the 
point  was  also  made  that  the  only 
ground. on  which  the  lessee  could  suf- 
fer irreparable  injury  would  be  re- 
moval from  the  premises,  and  this 
could  not  be  irreparable  injury  unless 
the  premises  were  of  value  to  him; 
and  the  court  said  that,  unless  the 
agreement  to  ventilate  was  an  agree- 
ment precedent,  the  default  of  the  de- 
fendant only  related  to  a  part  of  the 
consideration,  and  the  complainant, 
having  continued  to  occupy  the  prem- 
ises, could  not  refuse  to  pay  rent  be- 
cause of  the  breach  of  the  agreement. 
In  Epstein  v.  Dunbar  (1915)  221 
Mass.  579,  109  N.  E.  730,  the  court  en- 
tertained a  bill  by  a  tenant  to  have 
an  entrance  theretofore  closed  re- 
stored, and  a  doorway  and  a  partition 
wall  reopened,  and  to  enjoin  the  les- 
sors from  evicting  the  tenant,  and  also 
retained  the  bill  for  the  assessment 
of  damages. 

j9.  Bamage^  in  Ueu  of  in^netiinu 

It  has  been  held  that  where  air  and 
light  for  demised  premises  depended 
to  an  appreciable  extent  upon  a  well 
or  open  space,  and  its  use  to  secure 
light  and  air  were  necessary  to  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  leased 
premises,  to  prevent  the  substantial 
interference  therewith  by  the  lessor 
the  lessee  is  entitled  to  injunctive  re- 
lief, and  where,  before  the  final  ter- 
mination of  the  action,  the  lease  ex- 
pires, in  lieu  of  injunctive  relief, 
damages  may  be  assessed  in  favor  of 
the  lessee.  Case  v.  Minot  (1893)  158 
Mass.  577,  22  L.RJI.  536,  33  N.  E.  700. 
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In  Epstein  v.  Dunbar  (1915)  221 
Mass.  679,  109  N.  E.  780,  there  was  a 
substantial  interference  with  the  sub- 
stituted means  of  access  to  the  apart- 
ment of  the  lessee, .the  court  said  if 
the  lessor  had  control  of  the  substi- 
tuted access  injunctive  relief  would 
be  proper,  but  that,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  lessor  did  not  have  such  con- 
trol, damages  would  be  given  in  lieu 
thereof. 

So,  in  Hessler  v.  Schafer  (1897)  20 
Misc.  645,  46  N.  T.  Supp.  1076,  the 
tenant  who  retained  possession  of  the 
leased  premises  was  held  entitled  to 
enjoin  the  lessor  from'  adding  addi- 
tional stories  to  the  leased  prem- 
ises, and  where,  before  the  ter- 
mination of  the  injunction  suit, 
such  additional  stories  had  been 
constructed,  the  tenant  was  held 
entitled  to  recover  whatever  dam- 
ages he  suffered  by  interference 
with  his  business  through  the  erec- 
tion of  such  stories ;  it  also  appearing 
that  those  additional  stories  were 
used  in  a  business  competing  with 
that  of  the  tenant,  he  was  held  en- 
titled to  an  injunction  requiring  the 
landlord,  as  nearly  as  possible,  to  re- 
place the  tenant's  signs  and  remove 
his  own  signs  advertising  a  compet- 
ing business;  and  he  was  also  en- 
joined from  using,  or  permitting  the 
use  of,  such  additional  stories  for  a 
business  competing  with  that  of  the 
tenant. 

IV.  CatcMs  of  oomplalfU. 

a.  In  ffeneral* 

Phis  division  of  the  annotation  is 
concerned  only  with  cases  in  which 
the  conduct  of  the  landlord  is  com- 
plained of  as  an  interference  with  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  leased 
premises;  and  is  not  concerned  with 
cases  where  such  conduct  is  made  the 
ground  of  a  claim  as  for  independent 
wrong,  e.  g.,  an  action  for  personal 
injuries  or  injury  to  property. 

It  may  be  said  that  any  interference 
by  the  landlord  with  the  tenant's 
beneficial  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
leased  premises  and  the  appurte- 
nances, or  any  breach  of  agreement  or 
covenant,    constitutes    an    actionable 


wrong,  entitling  the  tenant  to  com- 
pensation for  the  loss  oi^' injury.  The 
question  as  to  what  amounts  to  a  con- 
structive eviction  if  the  tenant  abiin- 
dons  the  premises  is,  of  course,  ex- 
cluded by  the  scope  of  the  annotation, 
although  some  of  the  cases  of  that 
kind  are  referred  to  incidentally.  It 
would  seem  clear,  however,  that  any 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  landlord 
that  would  have  supported  a  claim  of 
constructive  eviction  if  the  tenant 
had  abandoned  the  premises  would 
afford  him  a  ground  of  complaint 
available  in  proper  form  if  he  retains 
possession. 

bi  InfesUMom    of   premiooo    hff    vormUn 
during  tenanoifm 

In  Lumpkin  v.  Provident  Loan  Soc. 
(1915)  15  6a.  App.  816,  84  S.  E.  216, 
where  the  lessee  undertook  to  avoid 
payment  of  rent  on  the  ground  that 
the  premises  were  infested  with  rats 
subsequently  to  his  entering  into  pos- 
session thereof,  the  court,  in  denying 
his  right  to  make  this  defense,  said: 
'The  evidence  showed,  however,  that 
he  leased  this  office  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  its  condition  and  arrange- 
ment, and  remained  there  for  more 
than  a  year  without  suffering  any  dis- 
comfort. And  he  cannot  now  com- 
plain of  defects  which  were  in  exist- 
ence, and  known  to  him,  at  the  time 
of  the  lease." 

The  presence  of  rats  in  great  num- 
bers in  a  building  rented  by  several 
tenants,  control  of  a  portion  of  which 
is  retained  by  the  landlord,  may  con- 
stitute such  a  nuisance  as  to  justify 
a  tenant  in  abandoning  the  premises 
on  the  theory  of  a  constructive  evic- 
tion. Barnard  Realty  Co.  ▼.  Bonwit 
(1913)  155  App.  Div.  182,  188  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1050;  Batterman  v.  Levenson 
(1917)  102  Misc.  92,  168  N.  Y.  Supp. 
197.  And  the  same  has  been  held  true 
as  to  bedbugs.  Streep  v.  Simpson 
(1913)  80  Misc.  666,  141  N.  Y.  Supp. 
263.  It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that 
in  these  cases  the  basis  of  the  deci- 
sion was  the  abandonment  of  the 
premises  by  the  tenant  on  the  theory 
of  a  constructive  eviction,  a  class  of 
cases  not  within  the  scope  of  this  an- 
notation. 
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c  Use  to  tthicH  other  portions  of  leased 
premises  are  put, 

1.  By  lessor. 

It  has  been  held  that,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  question  whether  the  in- 
terference with  the  possession  of  the 
lessee  amounted  to  an  eviction,  an  un- 
warranted interference  with  the  bene- 
ficial enjoyment  of  the  premises  by 
the  lessee  will  constitute  a  ground  of 
action  against  the  lessor.  J.  B.  San- 
born Co.  y.  Marquette  Bldg.  Co. 
(1900)  86  la  App.  681.  In  this  case 
the  interference  complained  of  was  by* 
obstructing  or  blocking  the  entrances 
to  the  block  in  which  the  lessee  had 
office  quarters,  and  in  also  encumber- 
ing and  blocking  the  passageway,  due 
to  repair  work.  The  lessee  finally  re- 
moved from  the  premises,  but,  as  in- 
dicated, the  case  was  disposed  of  up- 
on the  theory  of  an  eviction. 

In  Morris  v.  Hazel  (1910)  1  Boyce 
(DeL)  324,  77  Atl.  766,  a  landlord 
was  held  liable  in  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  for  unlawfully  enter- 
ing upon  the  demised  land  and  im- 
properly trimming  friiit  trees.  The 
jury  were,  however,  told  that  if  it 
was  a  custom  that  landlords  might 
enter  upon  leased  premises  and  trim 
fruit  trees  growing  thereon,  where 
the  tenant  failed  to  do  so,  then  the 
landlord  would  not  be  liable,  provid- 
ing he  did  no  more  than  the  custom- 
ary trimming. 

In  Efron  v.  Stees  (1911)  113  Minn. 
242,  129  N.  W.  374,  a  lessee  is  held 
entitled  to  recover  of  the  lessor  the 
reasonable  value  of  the  use  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  leased  premises  in  which 
the  lessor  stored  some  of  his  goods. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a 
tenant  to  recover  damages  from  the 
landlord  for  the  wrongful  interfere* 
ence  with  the  plaintiff's  peaceable  en- 
joyment of  the  leased  premises  by  re- 
modeling other  portions  of  the  build- 
ing, causing  jarring  and  vibrations  in 
plaintifTs  portion,  and  the  ceilings 
and  walls  to  crack  and  become  loos- 
ened, and  part  thereof  to  fall,  and 
water  and  other  substances  to  come 
through  the  ceilings  upon  the  person- 
al property  and  chattels  of  the  plain- 
tiff therein.    Sidney  B.  Bowman  Auto. 


Co.  V.  Strathmore  Leasing  Co.  (1922) 
201  App.  Div.  360,  194  N-  Y.  Supp. 
390. 

The  rule  that  a  covenant  of  quiet 
enjoyment,  either  express  or  implied, 
means  that  the  tenant  shall  not  be 
evicted  or  disturbed  in  his  possession 
of  demised  premises,  or  some  part 
thereof,  does  not  extend  to  the  wrong- 
ftil  act  of  a  stranger  or  the  lawful  act 
of  the  landlord  in  making  a  different 
lawful  and  proper  use  of  the  property 
not  demised;  hence,  where  the  prem- 
ises, a  portion  of  which  are  leased 
for  offices,  are  subsequently  leased 
for  hotel  purposes,  this  fact  does  not 
entitle  a  lessee  of  offices  to  claim  dam- 
age for  breach  of  covenant  by  the  les- 
sor, although  the  effect  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  hotel  was  to  make  the  of- 
fices less  suitable  for  the  business  of 
the  lessee.  Tucker  v.  DuPuy  (1904) 
210  Pa.  461,  60  Atl.  4. 

But  in  Aldin  v.  Clark  [1894]  2  Ch. 
(Eng.)  437,  Stirling,  J.,  said  that, 
'Vhere  a  landlord  demises  part  of  his 
property  for  carrying  on  a  particular 
business,  he  is  bound  to  abstain  from 
doing  anything  on  the  remaining  por- 
tion which  would  render  the  demised 
premises  unfit  for  carrying  on  such 
business  in  the  way  in  which  it  is 
ordinarily  carried  on,  but  that  this 
obligation  does  not  extend  to  special 
branches  of  the  business  which  call 
for  extraordinary  protection." 

And  it  has  been  held  that  where  a 
tenant  leased  the  room  adjoining  the 
office  of  a  hotel  owned  by  the  lessor, 
and  was  given  the  exclusive  privilege 
of  selling  liquors  and  cigars  in  the 
hotel  block,  he  is  entitled  to  restrain 
the  landlord  from  selling  similar  ar- 
ticles in  an  annexed  hotel  adjoining 
the  ofilce,  on  the  opposite  side  from 
the  lessee's  saloon.  Shaft  v.  Carey 
(1900)  107  Wis.  273,  83  N.  W.  288. 
And  see  supra.  III.  d. 

2,  By  third  person  or  other  tenant  toith 
authority  of  landlord. 

In  Agoure  v.  Lewis  (1910)  15  Cal. 
App.  71,  118  Pac.  882,  the  landlord  is 
held  liable  to  a  tenant  in  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  breach  of 
covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment  for  in- 
jury by  the  live  stock  of  another  ten-^ 
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ant,  who,  however,  had  a  right  of 
pasturage  superior  to  the  complain- 
ing tenant 

In  Selz  v.  Stafford  (1918)  284  IlL 
610,  120  N.  E.  462,  the  court  said: 
"Where  premises  are  leased  for  a 
hotel,  and  the  landlord  permits  in  the 
same  building  another  business  to  be 
carried  on  that  is  well  known  by  him 
to  be  hurtful  to  the  business  of  a 
hotel,  and  has  the  same  carried  on 
contrary  to  the  protests  of  his  tenant, 
whether  such  business  be  the  saloon 
business  or  any  other  business,  in  the 
absence  of  permission  to  carry  on 
such  business  by  the  terms  of  the 
lease  or  otherwise,  the  landlord  will 
be  liable  to  the  tenant  for  any  dam- 
ages so  caused  the  tenant,  by  recoup- 
ment, when  sued  for  rent/' 

So,  in  Halligan  ▼.  Wade  (1859)  21 
IlL  470,  74  Am.  Dec.  108,  an  action  to 
recover  rent  during  the  time  the  ten- 
ant was  in  possession,  after  the  acts 
complained  of,  the  court  said:  "It 
was  insisted  .  •  .  that  a  distinc- 
tion existed  between  leasing  the  re- 
served portions  of  the  premises  for 
lawful  or  unlawful  purposes.  And 
that,  as  these  leases  were  made  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  lawful 
pursuits,  the  law  gave  defendant  no 
right  to  complain.  But  it  is  believed 
that  such  a  distinction  does  not  exist. 
Suppose  in  this  case  the  landlord  had 
converted  the  rooms  under  this  hotel 
into  pigsties  and  horse  and  cattle 
stables,  can  anyone  doubt  that  such 
an  act  would  have  been  equally  de- 
structive to  the  business  of  the  ten- 
ant as  would  almost  any  species  of 
unlawful  business  that  could  be  toler- 
ated in  any  city,  and  yet  they  would 
be  appropriated  to  lawful  purposes. 
And  it  may  be,  and  doubtless  was, 
equally  destructive  to  the  business  of 
keeping  a  hotel  that  those  rooms  were 
appropriated  to  the  keeping  of  a  low, 
noisy,  and  disorderly  liquor  saloon, 
and  a  tin  shop.  We  think  the  evi- 
dence justified  the  jury  in  finding  that 
there  was  such  an  eviction,  or  what 
had  the  effect  of  such  an  eviction,  as 
released  the  defendant  from  the  pay- 
ment of  this  rent.''  Not  inconsistent 
with  the  foregoing  is  Chicago  Legal 
News  Co.  V.  Browne  (1882)   103  IlL 


817,  holding  that  the  rent  is  not  sus- 
pended by  the  breach  by  the  landlord 
of  his  agreement  that  he  would  not 
let  any  portion  of  the  block  of  which 
certain  of  the  leased  premises  was  a 
part,  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  and  that  for  any  damage  to 
the  lessee  by  reason  of  the  breach  of 
this  agreement  he  is  entitled  to  have 
the  same  offset  against  the  rent,  in 
diminution  thereof.  The  court  said 
that  the  lessee  did  not  leave  the  de- 
mised premises,  but  remained  therein 
and  enjoyed  them  for  the  full  term. 
**We  fail  to  perceive  that  the  perform- 
ance of  the  agreement  supposed,  not 
to  lease  any  other  part  of  the  build- 
ing for  a  saloon,  was  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  a  right  of  recovery  of  rent, 
as  the  instruction  makes  it.  The 
agreement  was  not  made  such  a  con- 
dition in  terms.  It  did  not  go  to  the 
whole  of  the  consideration,  in  which 
case  such  an  agreement  had  been 
read  as  a  condition.  It  should  be 
taken  to  be  but  a  stipulation,  the 
breach  of  which,  only  gave  an  action 
for  damages  to  the  lessee.  ...  It 
is  but  the  amount  of  the  damages 
from  the  violation  of  the  agreement 
which  the  defendant  would  be  entitled 
to  have.  As  it  might  have  been  much 
less  than  the  rent  it  would  be  im- 
proper to  instruct  that  there  could 
be  no  recovery  of  rent  for  the  time 
a  part  of  the  premises  was  leased  con- 
trary to  the  agreement.  The  rule  is 
well  settled  that  the  wrongful  act  of 
the  landlord  does  not  debar  him  from 
a  recovery  of  rent,  unless  the  tenant, 
by  such  act,  has  been  deprived,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  of  the  possession, 
either  actually  or  constructively,  or 
the  premises  rendered  useless.** 

And  see  Wade  v.  Hemdl  (1906)  127 
Wia  644,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  855,  107  N. 
W.  4,  7  Ann.  Cas.  591,  holding  that 
the  lessee  of  an  upper  story  of  a 
building  for  a  studio  is  evicted  where 
the  landlord  leases  the  lower  floor  of 
the  building  to  be  used  iy  an  automo- 
bile company  for  the  storage  and  sale 
of  automobiles,  where,  as  a  necessary 
part  of  such  business,  engines  are 
tested,  and  the  testing  causes  such  m 
vibration  of  the  floor  of  the  upper 
story  as  to  prevent  the  lessee  from 
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properly  carrying  on  her  work  m  a 
dressmaker,  and  damages  and  de- 
stroys her  paintings.  Compare  with 
Toy  v.  Olingeb  (reported  herewith) 
ante,  1366,  heing  a  decision  by  the 
same  court. 

In  Cushman  ▼.  Thompson  (1908) 
68  Misc.  639,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  767,  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  to  an  action 
to  recover  rent  due  under  a  lease,  held 
a  good  defense  on  the  ground  of  evic- 
tion, contained  allegations  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  lessor  rented  other 
apartments  in  the  premises  to  occu- 
pants for  immoral  and  illegal  pur- 
poses and  for  the  resort  of  bad  char- 
acters, men  and  women,  and  that  the 
lessee  notified  the  lessor  of  the  im- 
moral and  illegal  use  of  the  premises, 
and  requested  him  to  take  the  neces- 
sary proceedings  to  evict  such  disor- 
derly occupants,  and  that  he  unlaw- 
fully neglected  to  institute  such 
proceedings  or  to  cause  such  persons 
to  be  removed  therefrom,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  suffered  and  permitted  them 
to  continue  to  occupy  a  portion  of 
said  premises  for  immoral  purposes. 
This  case  cites  as  authority  Dyett  v. 
Pendleton  (1826)  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  727, 
wherein  it  appeared  that  the  lessee 
actually  abandoned  the  premises.  In 
the  Thompson  Case  it  does  not  ap- 
pear whether  or  not  the  tenant  va- 
cated the  premises. 

The  landlord  is  not  liable  for  injury 
to  a  tenant  by  the  manner  in  which 
a  tenant  of  another  portion  uses  his 
part,  unless  such  use  is  with  the  con- 
sent and  authority  of  the  landlord. 
Thus,  in  Malzy  v.  Eichholz  [1916]  2 
K.  B.  308,  10  B.  R.  C.  231,  85  L.  J.  K. 
B.  N.  S.  1132,  32  Times  L.  R.  606,  60 
Sol.  Jo.  611,  116  L.  T.  (Eng.)  9,  a  ten- 
ant was  denied  the  right  to  recover 
damages  for  injury  to  his  restaurant 
business  by  the  conducting,  by  the 
tenant  of  an  adjoining  apartment  of 
the  same  premises,  of  a  fraudulent 
auction  room  in  such  a  way  as  to  con- 
stitute a  nuisance.  The  right  of  re- 
covery was  based  upon  the  ground  of 
a  breach  of  an  express  covenant  of 
quiet  enjoyment,  and  also  that  the 
acts  complained  of  amounted  to  a 
derogation  from  the  plaintiff's  grant. 
It  was  held  that  in  either  case  au- 


thorization or  participation  by  the 
landlord  in  the  wrongful  acts  was  es- 
sential to  his  liability;  that  it  could 
not  be  based  upon  mere  rental  of  the 
premises  for  use  of  an  auction  room, 
since  such  a  use  might  or  might  not 
involve  or  create  a  nuisance. 

In  the  foregoing  case  the  court  dis- 
tinguishes Jaeger  v.  Mansions  Con- 
solidated (1903)  87  L.  T.  N.  S.  (Eng.) 
690,  19  Times  L.  R.  146,  on  the  ground 
that  in  the  latter  case  there  was  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  land- 
lord authorized  tenants  of  apartments 
in  the  same  building  to  use  their  apart- 
ments for  immoral  purposes.  The 
case  was  presented  upon  an  applica- 
tion by  the  tenant  for  a  declaration 
that  the  defendants  were  bound  by 
his  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  with 
plaintiff's  assignor,  and  for  an  in- 
junction restraining  defendants  from 
permitting  any  of  the  other  fiats  in 
the  building  to  be  used  so  as  to  inter- 
fere with  the  quiet  enjoyment  by  the 
plaintiff  of  his  flat. 

And  see  Toy  v.  Olinger  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  1866,  which  denied 
the  right  of  a  tenant  to  recoup  dam- 
ages where  based  upon  an  injury  to 
his  business  conducted  in  the  leased 
building,  due  to  the  acts  of  a  tenant 
of  another  portion  of  the  building, 
the  responsibility  of  the  landlord  for 
the  acts  of  the  latter  tenant  not  being 
shown. 

So,  in  Bilicke  v.  Janss  (1910)  14 
CaL  App.  342,  112  Pac.  201,  it  is  held 
that  a  landlord  is  not  liable  to  the 
tenant  for  disturbance  to  the  business 
of  the  tenant  due  to  the  fact  that  a 
portion  of  the  building  in  which  the 
leased  premises  were  located  at  the 
time  of  the  lease  in  question  was 
leased  for  use  as  a  butcher  shop,  and 
that  this  use  resulted  in  filling  the 
leased  premises  with  a  stench  and 
foul  odors  and  offensive  smoke,  due, 
it  was  claimed,  to  a  defective  vent 
pipe,  which,  however,  was  not  shown 
to  have  been  defective  by  reason  of 
any  fault  of  the  landlord.  In  this 
case  the  tenant  sought  to  recoup  dam- 
ages in  an  action  by  the  landlord  for 
the  rent.  In  denying  the  right  to  re- 
cover under  the  circumstances,  the 
court  said:    ''Not  only  was  there  no 
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covenant  on  the  part  of  the  landlord 
that  the  premises  were  fit  and  suit- 
able for  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  leased,  but  the  storeroom  was  in 
use  as  a  butcher  shop  and  meat  mar- 
ket, at  the  time  the  lease  was  exe- 
cuted to  Raymond,  and  he  must  be 
deemed  to  have  accepted  the  lease 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  conditions 
existing  by  reason  of  conducting  a 
meat  market  and  butcher  shop  in  close 
proximity  to  the  premises  so  leased 
by  hioL  The  lease  imposed  no  duty 
upon  the  landlord  to  heat  and  main- 
tain either  the  leased  or  other  prem- 
ises in  a  condition  fit  and  suitable  for 
carrying  on  the  business  of  a  physi- 
cian's institute.  On  the  contrary,  it 
is  expressly  provided  that,  in  so  far 
as  other  tenants  and  occupants  of  the 
building  were  concerned,  the  land- 
lord should  not  be  accountable  for 
any  damages  sustained  by  the  lessee 
by  reason  of  the  actQ  of  such  other 
tenant  and  occupant.  Hence  the  find- 
ing that  the  leased  premises  were 
rendered  unfit  for  the  purposes  for 
which  they  were  leased  did  not  in  it- 
self constitute  an  ouster.  .  .  • 
Clearly,  the  landlord  was  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  acts  of  the  tenant 
in  smoking  meat  upon  his  own  prem- 
ises. If  such  acts  of  the  butcher  ten- 
ant constituted  a  substantial  griev- 
ance, redress  should  have  been  had 
against  the  offending  tenant,  and  not 
against  the  landlord." 

In  Kent  v.  Ward  (1908)  111  N.  Y. 
Supp.  743,  it  is  held  that,  where  the 
tenant  knew  of  the  location  of  a  res- 
taurant directly  beneath  the  apart- 
ment leased  by  him  prior  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  lease,  he  cannot  com* 
plain  of  the  noisome  odors  or  music, 
and  charge  responsibility  to  his  land- 
lord instead  of  the  offending  tenant; 
nor,  assuming  that  these  facts  dis- 
closed a  constructive  eviction  by  the 
landlord,  could  he  remain  in  posses- 
sion for  some  time,  and  until  a  con- 
venient season  for  moving,  and  then 
assert  his  right  to  abandon  the  prem- 

is68 

In  DeWitt  v.  Pearson  (1878)  112 
Mass.  8,  17  Am.  Rep.  58,  the  lessee 
claimed  a  suspension  of  rent  on  the 
ground   of  eviction   based   upon  the 


rental  by  the  landlord  to  disorderly 
tenants  of  an  adjoining  portion  of  the 
leased  premises.  This  contention  was 
denied,  on  the  ground  that  there  had 
been  no  eviction  from  the  premises, 
the  defendant  remaining  in  full  occu- 
pation. Hence,  there  was  no  question 
for  the  jury  as  to  the  beneficial  value 
of  the  premises  to  the  defendant,  and 
it  was  immaterial  whether  he  had 
used  due  diligence  in  endeavoring  to 
obtain  other  lodgings,  since  the  doc- 
trine of  recoupment  of  damages,  as 
established  in  that  commonwealth, 
had  no  application. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  tenant 
in  possession  of  a  portion  of  the 
leased  premises  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
coup, in  an  action. by  the  landlord  for 
rent,  damages  on  account  of  a  nui- 
sance created  and  maintained  by  a  co- 
tenant  on  that  portion  of  the  premises 
in  exclusive  possession  of  such  co- 
tenant  Adair  v.  Allen  (1916)  18  Ga. 
App.  636,  89  S.  E.  1099. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  of  interest  to 
compare  the  foregoing  decisions  with 
the  leading  cases  involving  similar 
facts,  with  the  exception  that,  in  the 
cases  to  be  referred  to,  the  tenant 
abandoned  the  premises.  As  hereto- 
fore pointed  out,  cases  of  the  latter 
character  are  not  within  the  scope  of 
this  annotation,  and  the  few  referred 
to  are  merely  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
parison. 

In  Dyett  v.  Pendleton  (1826)  8  Cow» 
(N.  Y.)  727,  the  tenant  vacated  the 
premises,  and  hence  the  case  is  not 
strictly  within  the  scope  of  the  anno- 
tation; it  was  held,  however,  that  he 
was  justified  in  regarding  the  act  of 
the  landlord  to  constitute  an  eviction, 
where  the  landlord,  who  had  retained 
the  possession  of  a  portion  of  the 
premises,  brought  into  the  rooms  thus 
retained  prostitutes  and  licentious 
women,  and  men  who  made  loud 
noises  and  indulged  in  indecent  con- 
duct to  such  an  extent  as  to  bring  the 
place  into  odium  and  bad  repute.  The 
doctrine  is  here  stated  that  actual 
entry  and  physical  eviction  are  not 
necessary  to  exonerate  the  tenant 
from  the  pajrment  of  rent.  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  there  had  been  an  obstruction 
to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  and  a  sub- 
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stantial  diminution  of  the  considera- 
tion of  the  contract  b^  the  act  of  the 
landlord^  although  those  facts  do  not 
amount  to  a  physical  eviction.  In 
the  same  case  Golden,  senator,  took 
the  position  that  no  eviction  had  been 
shown,  but  that  the  facts  relied  upon 
did  she*'  an  injury  and  loss  of  pos- 
session, which  were  not  consequential 
and  such  as  would  support  an  action 
on  the  case  for  damages. 

It  has  been  held  that  if  the  unlaw- 
ful conduct  of  other  tenants  amounts 
to  a  nuisance,  and  this  nuisance  is 
established  or  maintained  with  the 
consent  and  connivance  of  the  land- 
lord, and  as  a  consequence  a  tenant 
is  materially  disturbed  and  interfered 
with,  in  his  possession  or  enjoyment 
of  the  leased  premises,  he  has  a  right 
to  treat  it  as  a  constructive  eviction. 
Paterson  v.  Bridges  (1917)  16  Ala. 
App.  54,  75  So.  260. 

In  Gray  v.  Gaff  (1880)  8  Mo.  App. 
329,  the  tenant,  on  the  theory  that  he 
had  been  constructively  evicted  from 
the  leased  premises,  abandoned  the 
same,  and  it  was  held  that  the  fact 
that  the  landlord,  in  violation  of  an 
oral  promise  not  made  a  part  of  the 
lease,  leased  another  portion  of  the 
premises  for  a  restaurant,  and  the 
smoke  and  fumes  from  the  restaurant 
made  it  unhealthy  for  the  lessee  to 
continue  to  occupy  the  premises 
leased  to  him  for  a  livery  stable,  did 
not  entitle  him  to  regard  the  act  of 
the  landlord  as  a  constructive  evic- 
tion. 

In  Seaboard  Realty  Co.  v.  Fuller 
(1900)  83  Misc.  109,  67  N.  Y.  Supp. 
146,  8  N.  Y.  Anno.  Cas.  418,  it  is  held 
that  a  tenant  of  a  portion  of  an  apart- 
ment house  is  not  at  liberty  to  aban- 
don his  apartment  and  cancel  his  lia- 
bility under  a  lease,  because  his  nerv- 
ous sensibilities  may  be  excited,  or 
his  rest  disturbed,  by  the  noise  and 
prattle  of  children  in  another  apart- 
ment in  the  same  building.  The  court 
said  that  leases  would  not  be  worth 
the  paper  upon  which  they  are  writ- 
ten, if  the  engagements  of  parties 
could  be  set  at  naught  upon  such  slight, 
trivial  pretexts.  To  constitute  a  con- 
structive eviction,  there  must  be  an 
intentional  and  injurious  interference 


by  the  landlord^  which  deprives  the 
tenant  of  the  beneficial  enjoyment 
of  the  demised  premises,  or  material- 
ly impairs  such  beneficial  enjoyment. 
An  eviction  depends  upon  the  mate- 
riality of  the  deprivation.  If  trifling, 
and  producing  no  substantial  discom- 
fort, or  serious  inconvenience,  it  will 
be  disregarded,  and  will  not  afford 
cause  for  the  termination  of  the  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant.  It  is 
further  held  in  this  case  that,  even  if 
the  right  to  abandon  the  premises  had 
existed,  it  was  waived  because  of  de- 
lay in  exercising  it. 

And  see  also  Sexton  v.  Juilliard 
(1904)  46  Misc.  68,  91  N.  Y.  Supp. 
848,  which  holds  that  constructive 
eviction  is  not  established  merely  on 
the  ground  of  annoyance  by  another 
tenant  in  the  same  apartment  house 
playing  upon  musical  instruments, 
although  it  was  in  the  power  of  the 
lessor  to  have  required  the  other  ten- 
ant to  desist  and  refrain  from  such 
musical  exercises. 

d.  Use  to  tcHlf^  adjoining  premises  are 
put  by  or  under  authority  of  landlord. 

The  owner  of  land  in  possession 
of  his  tenant  is  liable  to  the  latter 
for  a  nuisance  created  by  him  upon 
adjacent  land,  which  affects  injuri- 
ously the  tenant's  leasehold  interest 
Alston  V.  Grant  (1854)  3  El.  &  Bl. 
128,  118  Eng.  Reprint,  1089,  2  C.  L. 
R.  933,  23  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  163,  18  Jur. 
332,  2  Week.  Rep.  161. 

In  Odell  V.  Cleveland  House 
(1910;  K.  B.  Div.)  102  L.  T.  N.  S. 
(En«.)  602,  26  Times  L.  R.  410,  the 
owner  of  premises,  a  portion  of  which 
was  leased  to  the  plaintiff,  was  held 
liable  to  the  latter  for  damage  to  his 
goods  by  the  act  of  the  owner  in  em- 
ploying a  third  party  to  tear  down 
other  portions  of  the  premises  to  an 
extent  to  constitute  a  nuisance. 

In  Smith  v.  Faxon  (1892)  156  Mass. 
589,  31  N.  E.  687,  the  landlord  was 
held  liable  to  the  tenant  for  injury 
to  the  latter's  goods  due  to  flooding, 
caused  by  an  excavation  made  by  the 
landlord  upon  property  immediately 
adjoining  the  leased  property,  and 
which  he  failed  to  cover  and  protect 
from  a  heavy  rainstorm. 
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In  Ackerman  v.  Ellis  (1911)  81  N. 
J.  L.  1,  79  Atl.  883,  the  landlord  was 
held  liable  for  injury  to  the  tenant 
by  a  nuisance  maintained  by  the 
former  near  the  line  of  the  leased 
premises.  The  nuisance  was  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  landlord 
planting  in  a  careless,  negligent,  and 
improper  manner,  a  row  of  poisonous 
or  noxious  trees,  so  close  to  the  prop- 
erty line  of  the  tenant  that  the  roots, 
branches,  limbs,  and  leaves  grew, 
hung  over,  and  fell  upon  the  demised 
premises,  rendering  them  barren  and 
unfit  for  use. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  landlord 
owes  the  duty  not  to  disturb  the  ten- 
ant in  his  possession  and  enjoyment 
of  the  premises  which  he  has  leased 
to  him,  by  conducting  such  building 
operations  and  excavations  upon  the 
adjoining  premises  as  to  injure  the 
demised  premises,  and  for  his  viola- 
tion of  this  obligation  he  may  be  held 
liable,  independently  of  any  negli- 
gence. Paltey  v.  Egan  (1915)  200 
N.  Y.  83,  93  N.  E.  267. 

So,  in  De  Palma  v.  Weinman  (1909) 
15  N.  M.  68,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  423,  103 
Pac.  782,  a  landlord  was  held  liable 
in  an  action  against  him  by  the  ten- 
ant for  trespass  based  upon  an  injury 
to  the  tenant's  goods  by  the  wrongful 
excavation  by  a  third  person  on  prem- 
ises adjacent  to  the  leased  premises, 
where  the  latter  acted  under  a  con- 
tract with  the  landlord.  The  court 
said:  "The  party  wall  agreement 
amounted  to  a  license  or  permission 
to  another  party  to  enter  the  leased 
premises  and  to  excavate  under  the 
wall  of  the  leased  building  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  greatly  endanger  the 
goods  and  fixtures  of  his  tenants,  a 
fact  which  (the  landlord)  must  have 
known ;  and  it  seems  to  us  that,  under 
the  doctrine  that  he  who  conunands 
or  approves  is  equally  guilty  with 
him  who  performs  the  act,  he  was 
guilty  of  a  trespass  in  conjunction 
with  Barrett,  with  whom  he  contract- 
ed, permitting  him  to  do  the  actual 
wrong." 

And  in  Freperis  v.  Grostein  (1906) 
12  Idaho,  671,  87  Pac.  1004,  a  land- 
lord was  held  liable  for  injury  to  the 
property  and  business  of  a  tenant,  due 


to  excavating  upon  premises  adjoin- 
ing the  leased  premises,  and  to  the 
erection  of  a  building  therein. 

In  Schneider  v.  Reeves  (1915)  98 
Neh.  629,  154  N.  W.  210,  the  landlord 
was  held  liable  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages to  a  tenant  for  loss  to  the  latter 
due  to  the  landlord  leasing  premises 
adjoining  the  demised  premises  to  a 
third  person,  who  closed  a  road  across 
the  premises  he  leased,  the  use  of 
which  was  essential  to  the  full  enjoy- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  of  the  premises 
he  leased.  The  landlord  was  held  lia- 
ble upon  the  ground  that  in  making 
the  subsequent  lease,  he  did  not  re- 
serve this  roadway  for  the  benefit  of 
his  tenant. 

In  Bowles  v.  Hickson  (1918)  22  CaL 
App.  264,  183  Pac.  1149,  a  landlord 
was  held  liable  for  an  injury  to  the 
tenant's  property,  due  to  the  negli- 
gence of  the  former  in  starting  a  fire 
upon  the  premises  adjacent  to  the 
demised  premises.  The  landlord  was 
held  liable  notwithstanding  an  agree- 
ment by  the  tenant,  in  effect,  that  the 
landlord  should  not  be  responsible 
for  any  injury,  by  fire  or  otherwise, 
to  the  tenant's  property. 

a.  Obstrtteti<n%  to  aeoeas,  air^  or  light, 
1.  Means  of  oece&o. 

An  obstruction  caused  by  the  les- 
sor to  the  means  of  access  of  the 
lessee  to  the  leased  premises,  of  a 
substantial  character,  has  been  held 
to  constitute  such  a  breach  of  the 
express  or  implied  covenants  of  the 
lease  as  to  render  the  lessor  liable 
thereon. 

United  States.  —  Wait  v.    O'Neil 

(1896)  34  L.R.A.  550,  22  C.  C.  A.  248, 
47  U.  S.  App.  19,  76  Fed.  408. 

California.  —  McDowell  v.  Hyman 

(1897)  117  Cal.  67,  48  Pac.  984. 
Illinois. — J.  B.  Sanborn  Co.  v.  Mar- 
quette Bldg.  Co.    (1900)   86  111.  App. 
681. 

Massachusetts.  —  Boston  &  W.  R. 
Corp.  V.  Ripley  (1866)  95  Mass.  421; 
Epstein  v.  Dunbar  (1915)  221  Mass. 
579,  109  N.  B.  730. 

Michigan.  —  Pridgeon  v.  Elxcelsior 
Boat  Club  (1887)  66  Mich.  826,  88  N. 
W.  502. 

Nebraska.— Kitchen  Bros.  Hotel  Co. 
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V.  Philbin  (1902)  2  Neb«  (Unof.)  840, 
96  N.  W.  487. 

New  York*  —  Hamilton  v.  Graybill 
(1897)  19  Misc.  521»  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1079;  Hall  v.  Irvin  (1908)  78  App. 
Div.  107,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  614;  Law- 
rence V.  Edwin  A.  Denham  Co.  (1908). 
58  Misc.  543, 109  N.  Y.  Supp.  752. 

Ohio.  —  Frankel  v.  Stoman  (1915) 
92  Ohio  St.  197»  110  N.  E.  747. 

South  Dakota. — ^Edmison  v.  Lowry 
(1892)  3  S.  D.  77,  17  LJLA.  275,  44 
Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  52  N.  W.  583. 

A  mere  temporary  inconvenience 
caused  by  a  lessor,  not  by  depriving 
his  tenant  of  a  right  of  way,  but  in 
rendering  his  access  less  convenient 
than  it  was,  is  not  a  breach  of  a  cove- 
nant for  quiet  enjoyment.  A  tempo- 
rary inconvenience  which  does  not  in- 
terfere with  the  estate,  or  title,  or 
possession  is  not  a  breach  of  cove- 
nant. Manchester,  S.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Anderson  [1898]  2  Ch.  (Eng.)  394,  78 
L.  T.  N.  S.  821, 14  Times  L.  R.  489. 

Obstructing  and  blocking  the  en- 
trance to  an  office  building  is  a  breach 
of  covenant  rendering  the  lessor  lia- 
ble to  the  lessee  for  such  damage  as 
the  latter  may  thereby  sustain.  J.  B. 
Sanborn  Co.  v.  Marquette  Bldg.  Co. 
(IlL)  supra. 

The  act  of  the  landlord  in  building 
a  high  board  fence  around  the  bound- 
ary line  of  the  leased  premises,  there- 
by cutting  off  access  to  the  premises 
except  over  the  land  of  a  third  per- 
son, renders  him  liable  to  the  lessee. 
Boston  &  W.  R.  Corp.  v.  Ripley 
(Mass.)  supra. 

In  Depuy  v.  Silver  (1843)  1  Clark 
(Pa.)  385,  where  the  tenant  retained 
possession  of  the  premises  during  the 
entire  term,  and  the  lease  called  for 
the  free  use  of  a  good  road  for  carts 
and  to  the  water  of  a  well  in  the  vi*- 
cinit^f,  it  was  held  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  set  up  by  way  of  set-off  a 
breach  of  contract  based  upon  the 
failure  to  give  him  the  privilege  of 
a  good  road  and  the  use  of  the  well. 

In  Kitchen  Bros.  Hotel  (To.  v.  Phil- 
bin  (1902)  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  340,  96  N. 
W.  487,  the  lessee  was  held  entitled 
to  counterclaim  for  damage  due  to 
the  act  of  the  lessor  in  obstructing 
a  hallway  by  a  wooden  partition,  and 


thus  depriving  the  lessee  of  the  use 
thereof,  and  of  the  back  door  open- 
ing into  the  hallway  which  led  to  the 
hotel  rotunda,  which  was  in  a  por- 
tion of  the  same  building,  the  part  oc- 
capied  by  the  lessee  being  used  for  a 
ticket  broker's  office,  and  it  appearing 
that  a  iarge  portion  of  his  business 
came  from  patrons  of  the  hotel,  who 
entered  his  office  from  the  rotunda 
by  this  door  and  hallway.  The  court 
said :  The  ''covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment of  the  leased  premises  was  im- 
plied from  the  demise.  .  .  .  Hence, 
any  interference  with  the  effective 
use  of  the  part  of  the  building  de- 
mised which  would  amount  to  an 
eviction  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  a 
breach  of  such  covenant,  would  be 
available  to  the  lessee  by  way  of 
counterclaim  when  sued  on  his  cove- 
nant to  pay  rent.  The  use  of  the  back 
door  and  hallway  was  clearly  included 
in  the  lease.  .  .  .  Ck>nsidering  the 
nature  of  defendant's  business,  which 
would  make  an  office  in  the  hotel 
building  desirable  because  of  its  ac- 
cessibility to  travelers,  patrons  of  the 
hotel,  the  fact  that  so  large  a  part 
of  defendant's  business  came  from 
patrons  of  the  hotel  who  entered  his 
office  from  the  hotel  rotunda,  and  the 
fact  that  the  room  in  question  had 
been  used  for  many  years  preceding 
as  a  ticket  office,  and  had  been 
reached  from  the  rotunda  by  the  hall- 
way and  door  in  question,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  use  of  the  back  door  by 
defendant's  customers  was  in  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  quite  as  much 
as  the  use  of  the  front  door,  and  that 
this  door  and  hallway  were  reason- 
ably necessary  to  the  effective  use  of 
the  part  of  the  building  demised. 
This  being  so,  the  obstruction  thereof 
by  the  lessor,  so  as  to  prevent  the  use 
by  the  lessee  and  his  customers,  was 
an  eviction,  which  the  lessee  might 
treat  as  total  or  partial  at  his  elec- 
tion. .  .  .  The  lessor  could  not 
insist  that  the  lessee  treat  it  as  a 
total  eviction;  the  latter  might  prop- 
erly elect  to  remain  and  to  sue  for  his 
damages  upon  the  covenant  for  his 
quiet  enjoyment." 

It  has  been  held  that  a  covenant  to 
pay  rent  for  property  abutting  upon 


1402 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS.  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.LJBL. 


a  body  of  water  is  not  enforceable 
where  the  lessor  so  interferes  with 
the  access  to  the  land  by  water  as  to 
preclude  a  beneficial  use  of  the  prem- 
ises. Wait  V.  O'Neil  (1896)  34  L.RA.. 
550,  22  G.  C.  A.  248,  47  U.  S.  App.  19» 
76  Fed.  408. 

So,  in  Seigel  v.  Neary  (1902)  88 
Misc.  297,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  864,  it  is 
assumed,  apparently  upon  the  conces- 
sion of  counsel  on  both  sides,  that 
where,  at  the  time  a  portion  of  prem- 
ises was  leased  for  saloon  purposes, 
a  door  opened  from  the  saloon  into  the 
hallway  by  which  the  tenant  to  the 
apartment  of  which  the  saloon  formed 
a  part  entered  the  apartment,  that  the 
closing  of  this  door  by  the  landlord 
constituted  an  actual  eviction,  which 
suspended  the  payment  of  rent,  al- 
though the  tenant  remained  in  posses- 
sion. 

Hamilton  v.  Graybill  (1897)  19 
Misc.  521,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1079,  also 
holds  that  there  had  been  an  actual 
eviction  from  the  premises,  which 
suspended  the  duty  to  pay  rent,  al- 
though the  tenant  remained  in  posses- 
sion, where,  the  leased  premises  being 
a  part  of  an  office  building  having  two 
entrances,  one  to  the  general  office  and 
one  to  the  private  office,  the  landlord 
closed  the  entrance  to  the  private 
office,  making  the  only  access  to  the 
offices  by  way  of  the  entrance  to  the 
general  office  and  through  that  to  the 
private  office.  The  court  said  that 
"the  maintenance  of  the  separate  en- 
trance to  the  private  office  may  have 
been  unnecessary,  in  the  sense  that  it 
was  not  the  only  means  of  access,  but 
it  remains  that,  in  view  of  the  use  to 
which  the  occupancy  of  the  rooms  was 
limited  by  the  terms  of  the  demise, 
the  entrance  was  necessary  to  the  full 
enjoyment  of  such  use." 

In  Kerrigan  v.  May  (1921)  188  N. 
Y.  Supp.  774,  it  was  held  to  constitute 
a  partial  actual  eviction  where  the 
landlord,  who  had  been  using  a  work- 
room jointly  with  a  tenant  of  the 
ground  floor,  removed  from  this  work- 
room all  the  property  of  the  tenant, 
and  placed  it  in  the  tenant's  sales 
room,  and,  at  the  same  time,  placed 
locks  on  certain  doors,  thereby  de- 
priving the  tenant  of  access  to  and 


the  use  of  the  woricroom  and  of  in- 
side access  to  the  hallway,  where  the 
toilet  and  the  stairs  to  the  npper 
floors  were  located. 

In  Hall  V.  Irvin  (1903)  78  App.  Div. 
107,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  614,  the  tenant  jf 
rooms  in  an  office  building  was  held 
entitled  to  defend  a  dispossessory  ac- 
tion to  recover  possession  of  the  rooms 
by  showing  that,  owing  to  repairs  and 
alterations  made  in  the  building,  the 
entrance,  hallway,  stairs,  elevators, 
floors,  and  lavatories,  he  was,  as  to 
them,  put  out  of  possession,  and  thus 
evicted  from  a  material  part  of  the 
premises ;  and  therefore  the  rent  dar- 
ing such  period  was  not  payable,  and 
hence  the  dispossess  proceeding  could 
not  be  maintained.  It  was  held  that  it 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  interference  complained  of  was  of 
substantial  character,  and  that  if 
they  found  in  favor  of  the  tenant  upon 
that  question,  it  constituted  an  evic- 
tion, which  suspended  the  rent,  al- 
though the  tenant  remained  in  posses- 
sion. 

In  Lawrence  v.  Edwin  A.  Denham 
Co.  (1908)  58  Misc.  543,  109  N.  Y. 
Supp.  752,  a  tenant  of  the  second  floor 
of  a  building,  under  a  lease  without 
conditions  of  any  kind  as  to  ingress 
and  egress,  was  held  to  be  partially 
evicted  by  the  act  of  the  landlord  in 
depriving  the  tenant  of  an  entrance  to 
the  building  which  the  business  affairs 
of  the  tenant  required  in  the  use  of 
the  premises.  This  was  regarded  as 
an  actual  eviction,  as  distinguished 
from  a  constructive  eviction,  and 
hence  to  suspend  the  rent  and  consti- 
tute a  defense  to  an  action,  therefor, 
although  the  tenant  remained  in 
possession. 

In  J.  B.  Sanborn  Co.  v.  Marquette 
Bldg.  Co.  (1900)  86  IlL  App.  681,  the 
lessor  was  held  liable  to  the  lesse^  for 
damages  due  to  his  obstructinir  or 
blocking  the  entrance  to  the  block  in 
which  the  lessee  had  office  quarters, 
and  in  also  encumbering  and  block- 
ing the  passageway,  while  doing  re- 
pair work. 

Remodeling  and  obstructing  the  gen- 
eral entrance  to  a  building  a  portion 
of  which  is  under  lease,  which  sub- 
stantially interferes  with  the  enjoy* 


ANNO.— TENANT— LANDLORD'S  INTERFERENCE. 


1403 


ment  of  the  leased  premises,  consti- 
tutes an  actual  eviction  suspending 
the  rent.  Frankel  v.  Steman  (1915) 
S2  Ohio  St.  197,  110  N.  E.  747. 

The  act  of  the  landlord  in  obstruct- 
ing the  street  in  front  of  premises 
leased  for  a  business  purpose,  and  the 
taking  possession  of  the  same  by 
depositing  lumber  and  other  building 
material  thereon,  constitutes  an  actual 
eviction  of  the  lessee  from  an  impor- 
tant part  of  the  property  leased,  and 
during  the  continuance  suspends  the 
rent.  Edmison  v.  Lowry  (1892)  8 
&  D.  77,  17  L.R.A.  275,  44  Ahl  St. 
Rep.  774,  62  N.  W.  588. 

In  Pridgeon  v.  Excelsior  Boat  Club 
(1887)  66  Mich.  326,  83  N.  W.  502,  it 
is  held  that  rent  is  suspended  by  the 
act  of  the  lessor  of  a  water  lot  with 
the  liberties  and  privileges  belonging 
to  the  premises,  in  causing  his  pro- 
peller to  be  moored  at  the  docks  on 
either  side  of  the  slip  in  front  of  de- 
fendant's premises,  completely  shut- 
ting off  ingress  and  egress  to  the 
same,  thereby  depriving  the  lessee  of 
the  particular  and  only  use  for 
which  the  premises  were  rented. 
The  court  said  that  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  the  technical  rule  which 
requires  the  elements  either  of 
absolute  expulsion  from  the  prop- 
erty by  the  landlord,  or  abandon- 
ment by  the  tenant,  to  be  included 
in  the  act  of  eviction,  does  not 
and  ought  not  to  be  applied.  A  party 
should  be  held  evicted,  when  the  act 
of  the  landlord  is  of  such  a  character 
as  to  deprive  the  tenant,  or  has  the 
effect  of  depriving  him,  of  the  bene- 
ficial use  and  enjoyment  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  demised  premises, 
to  the  extent  he  is  thus  deprived. 

It  has  been  held  that  whether  the 
interferences  with  the  enjoyment  of 
the  premises  of  the  tenant,  such  as 
doors,  halls,  stairs,  floors,  elevators, 
the  use  of  wash  basins,  and  closets, 
are  so  material  and  substantial  in 
character  as  to  amount  to  an  eviction, 
is  properly  a  question  for  the  jury,  as 
well  as  the  question  of  how  far  they 
affect  in  a  substantial  way  the  ten- 
ant's enjoyment  of  the  premises,  and 
that  if  it  is  found  in  the  tenant's  favor 
upon  this  point  an  actual  eviction  may 


be  based  thereon.  Hall  v.  Irvin  (1903) 
78  App.  Div.  107,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  614. 
Upon  this  point  the  court,  after  re- 
marking that  the  lease  would  entitle 
the  tenant  to  whatever  was  attached 
to  or  used  with  the  premises  as  inci- 
dent thereto  and  convenient  or  essen- 
tial to  the  beneficial  use  and  enjoy- 
ment thereof,  said:  "There  seems  to 
be  no  necessity  for  arguing  this  gen- 
eral proposition,  it  being  conceded 
that  a  tenant  is  entitled  to  have  access 
through  the  door,  halls,  stairs,  floors, 
and  elevators,  and  the  use  of  the  wash 
basins  and  closet  in  order  to  enjoy  the 
rooms  he  occupies,  and  these  elements 
are  factors  in  determining  the  sum  to 
be  paid  as  rent  under  the  lease.  If 
the  tenant,  deprived  of  such  appurte- 
nances, had  moved  out  pending  the  re- 
pairs, and  had  then  been  sued  for  the 
rent,  could  it  be  held  as  a  matter  of 
law  that  he  was  liable  therefor?  The 
answer  would  depend  on  whether  or 
not  those  appurtenances  were  a 
material  and  integral  part  of  the 
demised  premises,  and  whether  the 
loss'  (Mr  deprivation  to  the  tenant 
was  substantial  for  a  sufiiciently 
long  period  of  time,  so  as  to  con- 
stitute an  eviction.  If  immaterial 
and  temporary,  the  tenant  could 
not  retain  possession  and  refuse 
to  pay  the  rent.  Upon  the  evi- 
dence we  think  that  conflicting  views 
might  be  taken  as  to  whether  the 
alterations  were  so  material  and  sub^ 
stantial  in  character  as  to  amount  to 
an  eviction,  or  whether  they  were  of 
such  an  immaterial  and  temporary 
kind  as  not  to  affect  injuriously  the 
enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises. 
Unless  the  former  conclusion  had  no 
basis  for  support  in  the  evidence, 
there  was  properly  a  question  for  the 
jury.  ...  It  was  testified  that 
during  the  period  access  to  the 
building  and  elevator  and  stairs 
was  so  interfered  with  that  danger- 
ous conditions  existed  down  to  the 
latter  part  of  January;  that  the 
closet  and  wash  basins  were  re- 
moved during  the  time,  and  not  re- 
placed till  the  latter  part  of  January, 
and  that  the  closet  on  the  floor  below 
was  insanitary,  owing  to  use  by  the 
workmen.  The  extent  of  the  repairs, 
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the  time  consumed  in  making  them, 
how  far  they  affected  in  a  substantial 
way  the  tenant's  enjoyment  of  the 
premises,  were  all  elements  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury  upon  the  question 
of  facts  presented  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  defendant's  act  constituted  an 
eviction.  The  evidence  bearing  upon 
this  subject,  we  think,  supports  the 
jury's  verdict  that  they  did." 

It  has  been  held  that  where  the 
landlord  closed  an  entrance  from  one 
street  and  opened  it  upon  another,  and 
thereafter  closed  it,  forcing  the  lessee 
to  use  an  inadequate  rear  entrance  in 
his  business,  it  constituted  a  partial 
eviction.  Epstein  v.  Dunbar  (1915) 
221  Masa.  659,  109  N.  E.  730. 

However,  in  Carey  v.  Tremont 
(1912)  171  ni.  App.  604,  the  tenant 
claimed  to  have  been  evicted  by  the 
refusal  of  the  landlord  to  permit  the 
reconstruction  of  a  brick  oven  which 
collapsed  during  the  term  of  the  lease, 
and  also  because,  in  constructing  a 
sidewalk  in  front  of  the  premises, 
certain  land  owned  by  the  city,  on 
which  there  was  a  stairway  leading  to 
the  basement,  could  not  again  be  used 
for  such  stairway,  thus  cutting  off  the 
means  of  access  to  the  basement;  the 
tenant,  however,  remained  in  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  for  a  considerable 
period  of  time  following  the  event, 
and  it  is  held  that  eviction  was  not 
shown,  and  the  rule  is  stated  that  the 
tenant  must  have  abandoned  the 
premises,  or  surrendered  the  same,  in 
order  to  claim  an  eviction. 

A  mere  temporary  obstruction  of  an 
important  means  of  access  to  the 
leased  apartments  and  of  the  view 
through  such  access  will  not  en- 
title the  tenant  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract. North  P.  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Ter- 
minal Invest.  Co.  (1919)  43  Cat. 
App.  182,  185  Pac.  205.  In.  the 
foregoing  case  the  trial  court  found 
that  the  continued  existence  of  the 
open  space  and  the  right  of  way, 
and  unobstructed  view  by  passers-by, 
through  and  across  the  space,  was 
a  material  part  of  the  consideration 
for  the  obligation  of  the  tenant, 
and  constituted  a  material  induce- 
ment to  him  to  enter  into  the 
lease;  but  nevertheless,  having  found 


that  the  obstruction  had  continued 
only  for  a  period  not  e^eeding  twenty- 
one  days,  that  it  did  not  work  a. failure 
of  any  material  or  substantial  part  of 
the  consideration  to  the  tenant  for  the 
lease,  and  since  he  had  sustained  no 
substantial  or  material  injury  or  dam- 
age by  reason  of  the  obstruction,  a 
judgment  was  entered  in  favoi  of  the 
landlord. 

Where  the  landlord  was  compelled 
by  municipal  authorities  to  remove  a 
stoop  appurtenant  to  demised  prem- 
ises, which  encroached  on  the  side- 
walk, this  did  not  constitute  a  wrong- 
ful act  entitling  the  lessee  to  claim 
a  partial  eviction,  it  appearing  that  as 
a  matter  of  fact  the  change  increased 
the  rental  value  of  the  premises.  Du- 
hain  v.  Mermod,  J.  &  E.  Jewelry  (3o. 
(1914)  211  N.  Y.  364,  105  N.  £.  657, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  404. 

The  tenant  of  a  lower  floor,  who  is 
also  given  the  use  of  a  portion  of  the 
garret,  cannot  claim  an  eviction  based 
upon  the  fact  that  the  means  of  access 
to  the  garret  are  changed  by  the  land- 
lord during  the  ternt  Giesen  v.  Metz- 
ler  (1917)  178  App.  Div.  858,  166  N.  Y. 
Supp.  114. 

In  Pearce  v.  Hoyt  (1909)  136  Mo. 
App.  590,  118  S.  W.  656,  it  is  held  that 
a  tenant  has  no  ground  for  complaint 
merely  because  a  door  to  a  stairway 
leading  to  his  apartment  was  locked, 
it  appearing  that  the  door  was  locked 
by  a  subtenant  of  the  lessee.  The 
court  said:  ''The  rule  invoked  by  de- 
fendant, 'that  the  tenant  whose  occu- 
pancy is  prevented  by  a  wrongdoer  is 
not  compelled  to  proceed  against  him, 
but  may  take  his  action  against  his 
lessor  on  his  covenant  to  deliver  pos- 
session,' .  .  .  has  no  application 
here  for  the  reason  that  no  facts  or 
circumstances  have  been  adduced  by 
defendant  to  support  the  conclusion 
that  he  was  deprived  of  the  stairway 
either  by  plaintiff  or  by  the  adjoining 
proprietor.  He  has  proved  nothing 
but  the  fact  that,  a  year  after  he 
leased  the  premises,  he  found  the 
street  doors  locked.  This  fact  alone 
does  not  warrant  the  inference  that  he 
was  excluded  from  the  use  of  the 
stairway  by  plaintiff,  the  adjoining 
proprietor,  or  even  by  a  wrongdoer.'' 
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Merely  depriving  a  tenant  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  easement  for  an  alleyway, 
«ven  though  regarded  as  a  partial 
eviction,  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  an  assignee  of  the  tenant,  who  sub- 
sequently accepts  the  premises  and 
pays  a  rental  therefor  prescribed  by 
the  lease  without  objection.  Duncan 
v.  Granas  (1915)  166  CaL  41,  184  Pac. 
979. 

2,  Light  and  air. 

An  obstruction  by  the  lessor  of  the 
light  or  air  of  the  lessee,  if  constitut- 
ing a  material  deprivation  of  the 
latter's  beneficial  use  of  the  leased 
premises,  constitutes  a  breach  of  the 
covenants  of  the  lease  which  will 
render  the  lessor  liable. 

Illinois,  —  Keating  v.  Springer 
(1893)  146  111.  481,  22  L.R.A.  545,  37 
Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  34  N.  E.  805. 

New  York. — Schulte  Realty  Co.  v. 
Pulvino  (1919)  179  N.  Y.  Supp.  371. 

Oregon.  —  Hotel  Marion  Co.  v. 
Waters  (1915)  77  Or.  426,  150  Pac. 
865. 

Peimsylyania. — Schienle  v.  Eckels 
(1910)  227  Pa.  805,  76  Atl.  16. 

Washington.  —  Matzger  v.  Arcade 
Bldg.  &  Realty  Co.  (1918)  102  Wash. 
423,  173  Pac.  47. 

England.  —  Tebb  v.  Cave  [1900]  1 
Ch.  642,  69  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  282,  82  L. 
T.  N.  S.  116,  48  Week.  Rep.  318. 

Canada.  —  Vidal  v.  Cauchon  (1910) 
Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  41  C.  S.  1. 

In  Keating  v.  Springer  (UL)  supra, 
it  is  held  that,  if  interference  by  the 
lessor  with  the  means  for  securing 
light  resulted  in  damage  to  the  tenant, 
he  may  recoup  the  same  in  reduction 
of  the  amount  of  recovery,  and  that 
he  was  not  precluded  from  showing 
such  damage  by  his  failure  to  surren- 
der possession  at  an  earlier  date. 

So,  in  Schulte  Realty  Go.  v.  Pulvino 
(N.  Y.)  supra,  it  is  held  that  erecting 
a  wall,  thereby  closing  a  window,  and 
erecting  a  floor  above  an  air  shaft, 
thereby  interfering  with  the  light  and 
ventilation,  constitute  an  eviction  of 
the  tenant  from  the  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment of  part  of  the  demise,  which  will 
suspend  the  rent. 

Adolphi  V.  Inglima  (1911)  130  N.  Y. 
Supp.  130,  holds  that  where  the  leased 


apartment  was  very  narrow,  and  the 
only  light  and  ventilation  from  the 
rear  were  from  two  small  windows, 
and  the  landlord  erected  an  obstruc- 
tion in  the  rear  so  that  a  large  portion 
of  one  window  was  entirely  cut  off 
from  the  premises,  and  that  window 
sealed,  it  constituted  a  partial  evic- 
tion. 

But  in  Cochran  v.  Scherer  (1922) 
117  Misc.  765,  192  N.  Y.  Supp.  199, 
it  is  held  that  a  tenant  cannot  remain 
in  possession  of  the  leased  premises 
and  recover  damages  on  the  claim  of 
a  breach  of  warranty,  or  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  and  rescission,  where 
the  basis  of  either  claim  is  that  the 
landlord  represented  that  no  building 
would  be  erected  upon  a  Vacant  lot 
adjoining  the  leased  premises,  and 
subsequently  there  was  a  building 
erected  upon  this  lot  that  cut  off  the 
tenant's  view  from  his  apartment,  and 
also  interfered  with  the  light  and  air, 
making  artificial  light  necessary. 

In  Matzger  v.  Arcade  Bldg.  &  Realty 
Co.  (Wash.)  supra,,  the  lessee  of  a 
portion  of  a  building  for  business  pur- 
poses was  held  entitled  to  recover 
damages  accruing  to  him  by  reason  of 
the  interference  by  the  lessor  with  the 
access  of  light  and  ventilation  of  the 
storeroom  occupied  by  the  lessee,  this 
interference  being  by  the  construction 
of  a  bridge  connecting  the  building 
occupied  by  the  lessee  with  another 
building,  also  owned  by  the  lessor. 
The  lessee  remained  in  possession  of 
the  premises  until  the  termination  of 
the  lease,  but  was  held  entitled  to  re- 
cover damages  based  upon  the  dimin- 
ished value  of  the  use  of  the  demised 
premises. 

In  New  York  State  Invest.  Co.  v. 
Wolf  (1914)  84  Misc.  66,  146  N.  Y. 
Supp.  945,  it  was  apparently  assumed 
that  the  tenant  would  be  entitled  to 
treat  as  a  constructive  eviction  the  act 
of  the  landlord  in  erecting  a  pole  in 
front  of  the  leased  premises,  upon 
which  there  was  placed  an  electric 
light,  which  during  warm  weather, 
when  the  tenant's  shades  were  up, 
shone  into  his  sleeping  chambers  to 
such  an  extent  as  seriously  to  inter- 
fere with  his  slumbers.  The  case, 
however,  turned  upon  the  point  as  to 
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whether  or  not  the  tenant  had  waived 
his  right  to  claim  an  eviction. 

An  eviction  cannot  lawfully  be 
claimed  because  of  the  loss  of  light 
through  windows,  due  to  the  act  of  the 
adjoining  owner  in  closing  the  win- 
dows in  a  party  wall,  and  such  act  pre> 
sents  no  legal  excuse  for  the  nonpay- 
ment of  rent.  Holden  V.  Tidwell  (1918) 
37  Okla.  653,  49  L.R.A.(N.S.)  369,  188 
Pac.  54,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  394. 

In  Solomon  v.  Fantozzi  (1904)  48 
Misc.  61,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  764,  a  tenant 
sought  to  defeat  liability  for  rent  ac- 
cruing while  in  possession  of  the 
leased  premises,  on  the  ground  of  a 
constructive  eviction,  due  to  cutting 
off  or  deprivation  of  light  and  air,  by 
the  act  of  the  landlord  in  building  up- 
on adjoining  premises.  The  case  was 
disposed  of  upon  the  ground  that  the 
light  and  air  were  not  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  beneficial  use  of  the 
premises  by  the  lessee,  and  upon  this 
ground  relief  was  denied  without  con- 
sidering the  question  of  the  right  to 
claim  a  constructive  eviction,  al- 
though retaining  possession  of  the 
leased  premises. 

The  implied  warranty  of  quiet  en- 
joyment and  possession  arising  from 
a  lease  of  property  for  hotel  purposes 
is  not  breached  by  the  act  of  an  ad- 
joining owner  in  erecting  a  building 
upon  the  adjoining  property,  and  using 
the  party  wall,  although  he  uses  the 
same  under  a  contract  with  the  land- 
lord, and  the  effect  of  such  use  is  to 
cut  off  the  light  and  air  from  that  side 
of  the  hotel  property.  McMullen  v. 
Moffitt  (1896)  68  111.  App.  160. 

It  constitutes  a  breach  of  an  express 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  for  the 
landlord  to  erect,  upon  adjoining 
premises,  a  block  so  much  higher  than 
the  leased  premises  as  to  cause  smoke 
to  be  driven  down  the  tenant's 
chimney,  substantially  affecting  the 
enjoyment  of  the  premises.  Tebb  v. 
Cave  [1900]  1  Ch.  (Eng.)  642,  69  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  282,  82  L.  T.  N.  S.  115, 
48  Week.  Rep.  318. 

In  Vidal  v.  Cauchon  (1910)  Rap. 
Jud.  Quebec  (Can.)  41  C.  S.  1,  where  a 
building  erected  by  the  landlord  upon 
premises  adjoining  the  leased  premises 
so  interfered  with  the  tenant's  light 


and  view  as  materially  to  alter  and 
change  the  conditions  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  lease,  the  tenant  was  held 
entitled  to  rescind  the  lease  and  re- 
cover damages. 

/.  Active  interference  by  lessor  %€iU^ 
lessee's  possession  or  use  of  the  leased 
premises. 

It  has  been  asserted  that  the  land- 
lord, without  being  guilty  of  actual 
disturbance  of  the  tenant's  possession, 
may  yet  do  such  acts  as  will  justify 
the  tenant  in  leaving  the  premises,  or, 
if  he  does  not  leave,  give  an  action  for 
damages.  Boyer  v.  Commercial  Bldg. 
Invest.  Co.  (1900)  110  Iowa,  491,  81 
N.  W.  720,  citing  Keating  v.  Springer 
(1893)  146  III.  481,  22  L.R.A.  544,  37 
Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  34  N.  E.  805. 

Thus,  the  owner  of  leased  premises 
is  liable  to  the  tenant  for  damages 
due  to  entering  upon  the  leased  land 
and  excavating  thereon,  rendering 
dangerous  the  access  and  approach  to 
the  rear  of  the  building  used  for  busi- 
ness purposes.  Stanton  v.  Lapp 
(1910)  113  Md.  324,  77  Atl.  672. 

So,  in  Ives  v.  Williams  (1883)  60 
Mich.  100,  15  N.  W.  33,  subsequent  ap- 
peal in  (1884)  53  Mich.  686,  19  N.  W. 
562,  the  landlord  was  held  liable  to  a 
tenant  for  injury  to  the  latter  by  in- 
terfering with  his  possession  and  occu- 
pation of  the  leased  premises  by  put- 
ting in  an  elevator  in  another  portion 
of  the  premises. 

The  act  of  the  landlord  in  putting 
a  water  pipe  through  one  comer  of 
the  building  on  the  leased  premises, 
and  a  pump  and  sink  in  an  upper  room 
thereof,  may  amount  to  a  mere  tres- 
pass, or  it  may  amount  to  an  eviction, 
the  question  being  one  for  the  jury. 
Lynch  v.  Baldwin  (1873)  69  HL  210. 

In  Northern  Trust  Co.  v.  Palmer 
(1898)  171  111.  383,  49  N.  £.  553,  a 
landlord  was  held  liable  for  the  act  of 
workmen  in  entering  upon  the  leased 
premises  and  tearing  down  a  wall  of 
the  building  occupied  by  the  tenant, 
for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  new  one. 

In  Briggs  v.  Hall  (1833)  4  Leigh 
(Va.)  484,  26  Am.  Dec.  326,  where  a 
farm  was  let  for  a  definite  period  of 
time,  and  the  landlord  entered  upon  a 
portion  thereof  within  this  time,  and 
carried  away  hay  without  the  consent 
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and  against  the  will  of  the  tenant^ 
who,  however,  continued  to  occupy  the 
farm  during  the  balance  of  the  term, 
the  former  was  held  to  have  lost  the 
benefit  of  the  entire  contract,  and 
hence  not  to  be  entitled  to  recover  any 
part  of  the  rent. 

Whether  the  conduct  of  a  person, 
acting  under  the  authority  of  the  les- 
sor, in  taking  possession  of  a  building 
on  the  leased  premises  and  using  it, 
constitutes  a  mere  trespass  or  an 
eviction  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Hayner  v.  Smith  (1872)  68  lH  430, 
14  Am.  Rep.  124. 

The  lessor  is  liable  for  disturbing 
the  lessee  in  the  enjoyment  of  the 
leased  premises,  where,  in  order  to  in- 
duce her  to  vacate  the  premises  she  is 
occupying  as  a  rooming  house,  he 
threatens  to  throw  her  out  and  to  ex- 
cavate under  the  leased  premises,  and 
his  employees  pile  lumber  and  other 
material  around  the  building,  so  as  to 
make  it  unsightly,  and  in  other  ways 
so  annoy  the  lessee  and  her  roomers 
that  it  breaks  up  and  destroys  her 
business.  Gray  v.  Linton  (1906)  88 
Colo.  175,  88  Pac.  749. 

The  landlord  is  liable  in  damages 
for  disturbing  the  tenant  in  his  pos- 
session of  land  leased  for  agricultural 
purposes,  by  tearing  down  fences  and 
laying  out  streets  across  the  premises. 
Thayer-Moore  Brokerage  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell (1912)  164  Mow  App.  8,  147  &  W. 
645. 

In  Collins  v.  Lewis  (1898)  68  Minn, 
78,  19  L.R.A.  822,  54  N.  W.  1056,  it  is 
held  that  where,  under  claim  of  right, 
the  landlord  has  interfered  with  the 
tenant's  possession  of  the  demised 
premises,  and  has  prevented  him  from 
having  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  a 
part  thereof,  this  amounts  to  a  breach 
of  the  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment. 

In  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Morrison,  A.  &  A.  Co.  (1896)  160  UL 
288,  43  N.  E.  393,  a  judgment  for  sub- 
stantial damages  was  awarded  against 
a  landlord  for  wilfully,  wantonly, 
and  maliciously  trespassing  upon  the 
leased  premises.  And  see,  to  the  same 
effect,  Jenner  v.  Carpenter  (1898)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  48  S.  W.  86. 

In  Ives  V.  Williams  (1883)  50  Mich. 
100,  16  N.  W.  83,  the  right  to  maintain 


an  action  for  damages  to  recover  from 
the  lessor  for  injury  to  the  lessee's 
business,  by  interfering  with  his  oc- 
cupation of  the  premises,  is  sustained, 
although  based  upon  the  operation  of 
an  elevator  in  connection  with  the 
work  of  installing  it  in  another  part 
of  the  building  than  that  occupied  by 
the  tenant. 

In  Goebel  v.  Hough  (1879)  26  Minn. 
252,  2  N.  W.  847,  the  lessees  were  held 
entitled  to  counterclaim  damages  due 
to  the  interference  by  the  landlord 
with  their  enjoyment  of  the  leased 
premises,  by  entering  thereon  and 
making  repairs  without  authority.  The 
court  said:  "The  most  important 
question  concerns  the  rule  of  damages 
upon  the  counterclaim,  if  it  is  estab- 
lished. Defendant's  right  to  recover 
the  actual  damage  to  stock,  for  loss 
of  rent  of  the  room  above,  and  for 
what  they  necessarily  expended  in  re- 
storing the  room,  sign,  and  awning 
to  their  former  condition,  cannot  be 
questioned,  ...  If  no  damages  are 
claimed  for  injury  to  the  business,  but 
only  for  interference  with  the  use  of 
the  store,  and  for  loss  of  time  of  de- 
fendants and  their  employees,  defend- 
ants must  show  to  what  extent  they 
lost  the  use  of  the  store,  and  the  time 
of  themselves  and  employees,  and  to 
that  extent,  only,  can  they  in  such 
case  recover  for  these  items.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  damages  are  claimed  on 
the  basis  of  injury  to  the  value  of  the 
business,  then  loss  of  use  of  the  store, 
and  of  the  time  of  defendants  and 
their  employees,  are  improper  as  dis- 
tinct items  of  damage,  for  they  are 
included  in  the  estimation  of  injury 
to  the  value  of  the  business." 

In  Conlon  v.  McGraw  (1887)  66 
Mich.  194,  38  N.  W.  388,  the  lessee  was 
held  entitled  to  recover  damages  in 
an  action  in  trespass  on  the  case,  for 
injury  to  his  leasehold  interest  in  a 
certain  brick  building  owned  by  the 
defendant,  the  injury  having  been 
caused  by  third  persons,  acting  for 
the  defendant,  taking  out  the  doors 
and  windows  and  the  front  to  a  portion 
of  the  premises.  The  portion  inter* 
fered  with,  however,  was  not  occupied 
by  the  plaintiff.  Under  these  circum-- 
stances  the  contention  was  made  that 
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the  wrong  complained  of  was  not  the 
abuse  of  the  lessee's  property,  but  a 
misuse  of  the  defendant's  property, 
which,  even  though  a  wrong  to  him. 
was  not  a  trespass,  but  a  continual 
nuisance  made  by  the  landlord  upon 
his  own  premises;  that  the  lessor  did 
not  touch  the  plaintiff's  leasehold,  but. 
by  removing  portions  of  his  own  build- 
ing not  rented  by  him.  damaged  the 
tenant's  possession  and  business — 
consequently,  no  damages  could  be  re- 
covered accruing  from  the  injury 
based  upon  any  loss  to  his  business. 
The  court,  however,  said  that  the  evi- 
dence showed  a  destruction  of  the 
leasehold,  thereby  ruining  the  prem- 
ises so  far  as  any  valuable  occupation 
thereof  by  the  tenant  was  concerned. 

In  McDowell  v.  Hyman  (1897)  117 
Cat.  67.  48  Pac.  984,  a  landlord  is  held 
liable  to  a  tenant  of  several  floors  of 
the  building  for  damage  due  to  repair- 
ing other  floors.  The  court  said: 
"The  landlords,  as  the  owners  of  the 
second  floor,  had  an  undoubted  right 
to  repair,  alter,  and  improve  that  por- 
tion of  their  premises,  but  in  so  do- 
ing they  were  bound  by  their  implied 
agreement  to  so  conduct  their  opera- 
tions as  not  to  dispossess,  or  render 
uninhabitable  the  portion  of  the  build- 
ing they  had  demised  to  others,  and 
if  they  failed  in  this  duty  they  were 
liable  to  their  tenants,  irrespective  of 
the  question  of  negligence.  As  against 
third  parties,  they  could  take  down  the 
outer  or  inner  walls  of  the  building  at 
will,  subject  only  to  such  negligence 
and  consequent  injury  as  might  ren- 
der them  liable  to  parties  injured 
thereby;  but  as  against  their  tenant, 
they  could  not  do  the  same  thing,  even 
in  a  most  careful  manner,  if  the  result 
destroyed  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  such 
tenant." 

In  Kansas  Invest.  Co.  v.  Carter 
(1894)  160  Mass.  421,  36  N.  E.  63,  the 
liability  of  a  landlord  for  disturbing 
the  tenant  in  the  possession  of  the 
leased  premises,  by  tearing  down  a 
building  thereon,  was  held  to  depend 
upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  it  was  necessary  for  the  landlord, 
for  reasons  of  safety,  to  tear  it  down,' 
or  whether  it  might  be  made  safe  and 


secure  without  disturbing  the  posses- 
sion of  the  lessee. 

In  Kiernan  v.  Bush  Temple  of  Music 
Co.  (1907)  229  IIL  494.  82  N.  E.  410, 
the  court  said  that,  if  the  tenant  could 
under  any  circumstances  resort  to  a 
court  of  equity  to  set  off  against  the 
rent  damages  sustained  by  reason  of 
a  violation  of  covenants,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  averments  of  the  bill 
to  show  that  his  possession  was  dis- 
turbed by  someone  other  than  the 
public  authorities  under  their  police 
I>owers. 

And  see  Arafe  v.  Howe  (1917)  228 
Mass.  46. 116  N.  E.  971.  wherein,  in  an 
equity  action,  it  was  held  that  if  the 
tenant  established  his  claim  that  the 
interference  complained  of,  being  a 
structure  in  the  basement  of  the  leased 
premises,  was  erected  or  maintained 
by  the  express  or  implied  authority  of 
the  landlord,  damages  might  be  as- 
sessed in  the  tenant's  favor. 

The  fact  that  the  lessor  gave  to  con- 
tractors who  were  to  excavate  for  the 
lessor  upon  adjoining  premises,  a  per- 
mit to  go  upon  the  leased  premises,  did 
not  entitle  the  lessee  to  avoid  payment 
of  rent  on  the  ground  of  eviction, 
since  such  a  permit  by  the  lessor  did 
not  authorize  the  contractors  to  enter 
upon  the  leased  premises  without  the 
consent  of  the  lessee,  and  hence,  if 
they  entered  thereon,  they  were  tres- 
passers, and  the  lessor  was  not  re- 
sponsible for  their  conduct.  McKenzie 
V.  Hatton  (1894)  141  N.  Y.  6»  36  N.  K 
929. 

Where  a  wrongful  entry  by  the  land- 
lord, at  the  most,  constitutes  a  mere 
trespass  for  which  the  tenant  may  re- 
cover nominal  damages  in  a  suitable 
action,  he  cannot  recover  damages  for 
a  breach  of  covenant  of  quiet  enjoy- 
ment. International  Trust  Co.  v. 
Schmann  (1893)  158  Mass.  287,  33  N. 
E.  609. 

g,  EooMenee  of  infeeUo%AS  disease. 

Where  t)iere  was  no  infectious  dis- 
ease in  any  portion  of  the  premises 
part  of  which  was  leased  to  the  de- 
fendant, at  the  time  he  took  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  and  he  remained 
in  possession,  the  fact  that,  after  the 
lease  was  executed  and  the  defendant 
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had  takmk  possession,  persons  on  an- 
other floor  of  the  buildin^r  were 
stricken  with  smallpox,  is  no  defense 
to  an  action  for  the  rent.  Walker  v. 
Newman  (1909)  146  Ul.  App.  460. 

The  question  whether  such  a  condi* 
tion  would  sustain  an  action  or  coun* 
terclaim  based  upon  death  or  illness 
is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  annotation 
(see  IV.  a,  supra). 

h.  Failure   to   repair. 

Where  based  upon  a  covenant  to 
keep  the  leased  premises  in  repair,  it 
is  held  in  Myers  v.  Burns  (1866)  86 
N.  Y.  269,  that,  where  smoke  and  gas 
in  the  rooms  in  a  hotel  are  due  to 
defective  flues,  the  lessee  is  entitled  to 
counterclaim,  as  damage,  loss  due  to 
such  smoke  and  gas. 

Bergman  v.  Papia  (1908)  58  Misc. 
538,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  856,  holds  to 
amount  to  a  partial  actual  eviction  the 
fact  that  the  walls  of  the  leased  apart- 
ment were  cracked  by  the  operation  of 
cars  in  a  bam  in  adjacent  premises, 
causing  the  walls  to  fall  and  render 
the  premises  in  part  uninhabitable, 
where  the  landlord  refused  to  allow, 
the  railway  company  at  fault  in  the' 
matter  to  enter  upon  the  premises  in 
order  to  repair  the  walls. 

In  Dolph  V.  Barry  (1912)  165  Mo. 
App.  659,  148  S.  W.  196,  a  lessee  of 
several  floors  of  a  building  sublet  cer- 
tain of  the  floors,  and  subsequently 
was  obliged  to  abandon  the  floors 
personally  occupied  because  they  be- 
came untenantable,  due  to  the  failure 
of  the  landlord  to  repair  the  premises 
according  to  his  covenant.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  the  landlord  to  recover  the 
rent  from  the  tenant,  these  facts  were 
set  up  as  an  offset  to  the  claim  of  the 
landlord,  and  the  tenant  was  held  en-* 
titled  to  an  apportionment  of  rent. 

In  Graecen  v.  Barker  (1911)  130 
N.  Y.  Supp.  141,  it  is  apparently  as- 
sumed, the  question  not  being  raised, 
that  constructive  eviction  may  be 
based  upon  unendurable  noises  due  to 
defective  water  pipes.  The  real  ques- 
tion in  this  case  was  whether  or  not, 
the  fact  that  the  lessee  retained  pos- 
session of  the  premises  while  an  at- 
tempt wa^  being  made  to  repair  the 
20  A.L.B.~89. 


pipes  constituted  a  waiver  of  the  ob- 
jection, and  it  is  held  that  under  the 
circumstances  it  did  not.. 
,  However,  in  Taylor  v,  Finnigan 
(1905)  189  Mass.  568,  2  L.B.A.(N.S.) 
978,  76  N.  £.  203,  in  holding  that  an 
express  covenant  .of  quiet  enjoyment 
was  not  breached  by  the  failure  of  the 
landlord  to  supply  additional  exits  to 
a  building  not  leased  for  any  particu- 
lar purpose,  but  used  by  the  tenant  for 
a  thent^r  until  he  was  compelled  to 
discontinue  such  use  for  the  failure 
to  supply  additional  exits,  as  required 
by  public  ofiicials,  the  court  said: 
^'Having  remained  in  occupation  of 
the  estate,  the  defendant's  obligation 
under  h|s  covenant  to  pay  rent  is  ab- 
solute, except  so  far  as  it  may  have 
been  suspended  by  a  breach  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  of  his  covenant 
that,  if  the  leasee  pays  the  rent,  he 
'shall  peaceably  hold  and  enjoy  the 
said  re^ted  prmnises  without  hin- 
drance or  interruption  by  the  said 
lessor,  or  any  person  or  persons  whom- 
soever.' The  lessor,  however,  did  not 
engage  to  make  even  ordinary  repairs, 
or  to  maintain  the  property  in  suit- 
able condition  for  use  and  habitation 
as  it  was  in  at  the  date  of  the  lease; 
and  if  the  construction  of  additional 
exits  was  called  for  to  make  the  build- 
ing safe  for  the  use  of  those  attend- 
ing the  theatrical  performances,  and 
such  alterations  rightfully  could  be 
classed  as  r^airs,  the  plaintiff  was 
under  no  obligation  to-  make  them,  as 
this  burden  was  cast  upon  the  lessee, 
and  a  failure  to  do  so  did  not  consti- 
tute a  breach  of  the  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment.'' 

In  Both  V.  Adams  (1904)  185  Mass. 
341,  70  N.  £.  445,  the  court  remarked 
that  even  if  the  jury  found  that  cer- 
tain buildings  adjoining  the  leased 
premises  remained  in  the  possession 
of  the  lessor,  and  that  she  permitted 
them  to  fall  into  a  state  of  decay  to 
the  personal  annoyance  of  the  lessee, 
thia  did  not  necessarily  prove  such  an 
interference  with  the  occupancy  of. 
the  demised  premises  as  to  amount 
either  to  an  eviction  or  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  for  quiet  enjo3rment;  at 
least,  where  the  tenant  still  continued 
in  possession  and  use  of  them.. 
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i.  FaifUure  to  heat. 

The  breach  by  the  landlord  of  an  ex- 
press covenant  to  heat  the  leased 
premises  will  entitle  the  lessee  to 
maintain  an  action  for  damages  for 
breach  of  the  covenant,  or  to  counter- 
claim or  recoup  such  damages  in  an 
action  by  the  landlord  for  the  rent. 
Harmony  Co.  v.  Rauch  (1896)  62 
IlL  App.  97;  Globe  Asso.  v.  Brega 
(1914)  190  111.  App.  60;  Thomson  v. 
Ludlum  (1902)  36  Misc.  801,  74  N.  Y. 
Supp.  875;  Borchardt  v.  Parker  (1908) 
108  N.  Y.  Supp.  585;  Wurz  v.  Watts 
(1911)  73  Misc.  262,  132  N.  Y.  Supp. 
685;  Jacob  New  Realty  Co.  v.  Noxall 
Shirt  Co.  (1918)  104  Misc.  82,  171 
N.  Y.  Supp.  376;  McSorley  v.  Allen 
(1908)  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  271. 

The  tenant  is  entitled  to  recoup  the 
cost  of  heating  the  leased  premises  in 
an  action  to  recover  the  rent,  or  he 
may  sue  upon  the  lessor's  covenant  to 
heat  the  same,  where  the  lessor 
breaches  it.  Globe  Asso.  v.  Brega 
(III.)  supra. 

In  an  action  by  the  landlord  to  re- 
cover rent,  the  lessee  is  entitled  to  re- 
coup damages  based  upon  the  breach 
by  the  landlord  of  his  covenant  to 
heat  the  leased  premises.  Jacob  New 
Realty  Co.  v.  Noxall  Shirt  Co.  (N.  Y.) 
supra. 

The  failure  of  the  landlord  to  fur^ 
nlsh  heat  and  water  may  be  relied  up- 
on to  reduce  the  rent,  although  the 
lessee  retains  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  the  default  does  not  con- 
stitute an  eviction.  Wurs  v.  Watts 
(1911)  78  Misc.  262,  132  N.  Y.  Supp. 
685. 

In  Borchardt  v.  Parker  (1908)  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  585,  it  is  also  held  that 
the  fact  that  the  tenant  retained  pos- 
session of  the  leased  premises  is  no 
bar  to  her  counterclaim  for  damages 
by  reason  of  the  landlord's  breach  of 
covenant  to  heat  the  apartment  when 
necessary  for  comfort 

Harmony  Co.  v.  Rauch  (IlL)  supra, 
also  holds  that  in  an  action  to  recover 
rent  the  lessee  is  entitled  to  recoup 
whatever  damages  he  may  have  sus- 
tained on  account  of  a  breach  by  the 
lessor  of  his  agreement  to  heat  the 
leased  premises. 

So,  in  McSorley  v.  Allen  (Pa.)  supra, 


in  holding  that  where  the  landlord  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  furnish  heat 
and  light  which  his  covenant  required 
him  to  furnish,  and  the  premises  were 
thereby  rendered  unfit  for  occupancy, 
the  tenant  was  not  required  first  to 
pay  the  rent,  and  then  to  sue  for  dam- 
ages suffered  by  the  landlord's  breach 
of  his  covenant,  the  court  said  that 
physical  expulsion  is  not  now  consid- 
ered necessary  to  constitute  an  evic- 
tion. Any  act  of  a  landlord  which 
deprives  his  tenant  of  that  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  the  premises  to  which  he 
is  entitled  under  a  lease  will  amount 
in  law  to  an  eviction,  and  suspend  the 
rent. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  the  lease 
is  silent  as  to  the  heating  of  the 
premises,  being  apartments  in  an 
apartment  house,  but  the  only  mode 
of  heating  would  be  by  a  central  plant 
operated  by  the  landlord,  the  tenant 
is  entitled  to  surrender  the  premises 
if  the  heat  is  not  furnished,  on  the 
ground  that  he  is  not  receiving  what 
he  contracted  for;  but,  if  he  retains 
possession  of  the  premises,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  damages  for  breach 
of  any  implied  covenant  to  heat,  al- 
though damages  might  be  recovered 
under  such  circumstances  for  breach 
of  an  express  covenant.  Jackson  v. 
Paterno  (1908)  128  App.  Div.  474,  112 
N.  Y.  Supp.  924. 

It  has  been  held  that  even  though 
an  apartment  was  not  in  fit  condition 
for  residence  purposes,  and  that  for 
this  reason  the  tenant  might  have  re- 
fused to  take  possession  of  it,  or  having 
taken  possession,  might  have  aban- 
doned the  same  where  the  defect  was  a 
failure  to  heat;  yet,  having  retained 
possession  through  the  entire  term» 
there  was  no  implied  covenant  to  heat, 
upon  the  breach  of  which  the  tenant 
could  rely  to  support  an  action  for 
damages.  Ibid.  The  court  said: 
^'Considering  the  nature  of  the  apart- 
ment, the  method  provided  for  heat- 
ing it,  and  the  use  to  which  the  apart- 
ment was  restricted,  it  was  rented  as 
an  apartment  convenient  for  pse  as  a 
dwelling  for  the  family  of  the  tenant 
In  this  climate,  during  the  winter 
months,  an  apartment  without  artifi- 
cial heat  of  some  kind  cannot  be  oc- 
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cupied  as  a  family  dwelling.  The 
premises  were  rented  for  a  purpose 
which  required  that  the  apartment 
should  be  artificially  heated.  Unless 
the  temperature,  therefore,  was  main- 
tained so  that  the  apartment  could  be 
occupied  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  rented,  they  were  not  the  premises 
that  were  leased  and  which  the  tenant 
was  bound  to  occupy.  It  would  seem» 
therefore,  that  after  the  lease  was 
signed,  and  before  the  tenant  had 
taken  possession,  if  he  had  discovered 
that  the  heating  appliances  were  in- 
sufficient to  keep  the  apartment  in  such 
a  condition  that  it  could  be  occupied 
by  the  family,  that  he  would  have  been 
justified  in  refusing  to  occupy  the 
premises,  and  could  have  defended  an 
action  under  the  covenant  to  pay  rent 
on  the  ground  that  the  landlord  had 
never  furnished  him  with  such  an 
apartment  as  was  contemplated  by  the 
lease.  And  so,  after  the  apartment 
had  been  occupied,  but  upon  the  ar- 
rival of  cold  weather,  if  it  was  found 
that  the  heating  apparatus  was  inca- 
pable ot  keeping  the  apartment  at  a 
temperature  sufficiently  high  to  enable 
it  to .  be  occupied  by  his  family  as  a  liv- 
ing apartment,  the  tenant  would  have 
been  justified  in  surrendering  posses- 
sion, and  could  have  defended  an  ac- 
tion for  the  rent  on  that  ground. 
Plaintiff,  however,  retained  possession 
of  the  premises  as  a  residence  for  his 
family,  and,  although  constantly  com- 
plaining of  the  temperature  main- 
tained by  the  defendants  he  continued 
to  occupy  them.  If  there  had  been  a 
covenant  to  furnish  heat,  which  de- 
fendant had  broken,  the  plaintiff  could 
have  maintained  an  action  for  any 
damages  that  he  had  sustained  (Thom- 
son-Houston Electric  Co.  v.  Durant 
Land  Improv.  Go.  (1894)  144  N.  Y.  34, 
39  N.  E.  7),  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
there  was  no  such  implied  covenant  for 
a  breach  of  which  an  action  for  dam- 
ages would  lie.  As  before  stated,  the 
lease  is  entirely  silent  as  to  heating 
the  apartment.  What  the  landlord  did 
was  to  lease  an  apartment  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  use  as  a  residence  for  himself 
and  his  family.  He  made  no  agree- 
ment as  to  the  temperature  of  the 
apartment;  there  was  no  undertaking 


on  the  part  of  the  landlord  to  supply 
heat,  or  to  keep  the  apartment  at  any 
particular  temperature.  If  the  de- 
fendant failed  to  comply  with  his  lease 
and  furnish  to  the  plaintiff  the  apart- 
ment that  he  had  leased  to  him,  the 
tenant  was  under  no  obligation  to  oc- 
cupy the  apartment,  but,  having  con- 
tinued to  occupy  it  during  the  whole 
of  the  term  for  which  it  was  leased, 
he  was  bound  to  pay  the  rent  re- 
served, and  in  the  absence  of  a  cove- 
nant of  the  landlord  to  supply  suffi- 
cient heat  to  maintain  a  particular 
temperature,  it  seems  to  me  that  no 
action  for  damages  would  lie  because 
the  temperature  was  not  that  desired 
by  the  tenant.  The  obligation  of  the 
landlord  of  an  apartment  of  this  char- 
acter, where  the  landlord  retains  pos- 
session of  a  large  part  of  the  building 
which  is  to  be  used  in  common  by  the 
tenants,  undoubtedly  imposes  upon  the 
landlord  the  duty  of  maintaining  in 
good  order  and  condition  the  portion 
of  the  building  which  the  tenant  has  a 
right  to  use.  For  a  violation  of  this 
duty,  the  landlord  would  be  respon- 
sible to  the  tenant  for  any  damage  that 
was  sustained  by  him.  If  the  halls, 
stairways,  or  elevators  of  the  building 
were  not  maintained  by  the  landlord 
in  a  proper  condition  for  use,  or  if  the 
walls  or  roof  of  the  building  were  al- 
lowed from  lack  of  repair  to  leak  so 
that  the  tenant's  property  was  injured, 
there  would  undoubtedly  be  an  action 
for  damages  against  the  landlord — not, 
as  I  understand,  upon  the  breach  of 
an  implied  covenant,  but  because  the 
landlord  had  failed  to  perform  a  duty 
which  he  assumed  when  he  leased  the 
apartment,  and  was  liable  for  the  dam- 
age that  resulted.  But  there  was  no 
evidence  that  this  heating  apparatus 
was  not  sufficient  to  heat  the  apart- 
ment. All  that  appears  is  that,  for 
some  unexplained  reason,  the  tem- 
perature of  the  apartment  was  not 
maintained  so  as  to  make  it  a  comfort- 
able residence  for  the  plaintiff's  fam- 
ily during  some  portion  of  the  winter ; 
but,  having  continued  to  occupy  the 
pr«nises,  he  became  liable  for  the 
rent,  and  for  the  mere  discomfort 
which  resulted  from  an  insufficient 
temperature  there  was  no  cause  of  ac- 
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tion.  If  we  assume,  however,  that 
there  was  a  cause  of  action,  and  that 
the  landlord  was  liable  for  any  dam- 
ages that  resulted  from  his  failure  to 
maintain  the  temperature  so  that  the 
apartment  was  what  he  rented, — an 
apartment  suitable  for  occupation  as 
a  strictly  private  dwelling  apartment, 
— ^there  was  no  damage  proved.  The 
evidence  that  an  apartment  of  that 
kind,  without  heat,  was  of  no  value, 
would  not  be  a  defense  by  the  tenant 
to  an  action  for  rent,  and  would  not 
justify  a  counterclaim,  an  action  for 
damages,  or  an  action  to  recover  back 
the  rent  paid,  as  the  tenant  occupied 
the  premises  for  the  occupation  of 
which  he  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent. 
All  that  was  attempted  to  be  proved 
was  that  an  unheated  apartment  of 
this  kind,  with  no  method  of  heating 
it,  was  of  no  value.  The  defendant  of- 
fered some  evidence  to  show  that  this 
apartment  could  have  been  heated  by 
gas  stoves  or  gas  heaters  at  an  expense 
not  exceeding  $5  a  month.  But  as  the 
tenant  made  no  attempt  to  supply  this 
<leficiency  of  heat,  and  was,  therefore, 
put  to  no  expense  in  consequence 
thereof,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  an  expenditure  which  he  did  not 
make,  assuming  that  he  might  have 
made  it,  and  so  supplied  the  deficiency. 
As  to  the  illness  of  his  child,  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  justify  a 
finding  that  this  illness  was  caused  by 
the  low  temperature,  nor  is  there  any 
evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  put  to  any  expense  in  conse- 
quence of  it.  The  utmost  that  can  be 
said  in  this  case  is  that  for  some  por- 
tion of  this  winter  the  premises  were 
not  maintained  in  the  condition  con- 
templated by  the  lease,  which  would 
have  justified  the  tenant  in  treating 
it  as  a  constructive  eviction  and  sur- 
rendering the  premises.  But,  in  the 
absence  of  some  covenant  of  the  land- 
lord to  supply  heat  to  the  premises,  an 
action  for  damages  would  not  lie." 

Where  the  only  complaint  of  the 
lessee  was  the  failure  of  the  lessor 
properly  to  heat  the  premises  in  Jan- 
uary, he  cannot  avoid  payment  of  rent 
by  abandoning  the  premises  the  fol- 
lowing May.  California  Bldg.  Co.  v. 
DruryX1918)  108  Wash,  577,  175  Pac 
302. 


In  Truman  v.  Reiss  (1912)  175  III 
App.  351,  in  holding  that  a  tenant  is 
not  entitlecf  to  recoup  damages  for 
failure  of  the  landlord  comfortably 
to  heat  the  premises  during  the  time 
that  he  remains  in  occupation  thereof, 
the  view  is  stated  that,  as  long  as  a 
tenant  continues  in  the  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  the  premises,  he  cannot 
offset,  as  against  the  rent  contracted 
to  be  paid,  any  damages  by  reason  of 
the  inconvenience  to  him  of  such  use 
and  occupation;  and  any  conduct  of 
the  landlord  which  merely  tends  to  di- 
minish the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the 
premises  cannot  be  offset  as  against 
the  rent  contracted  to  be  paid. 

j.  FaUure  to  furnish  power  or  water. 

Where  the  interference  with  the 
lessee's  manufacturing  business  upon 
the  leased  premises  was  due  to  the 
failure  of  the  landlord  to  furnish 
steam  power  to  run  the  lessee's  ma- 
chinery, he  is  entitled  to  counterclaim 
his  damages  in  an  action  by  the  land- 
lord for  rent.  Hirsch  v.  Olmesdahl 
(1902)  38  Misc.  757,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
832. 

In  Brown  v.  Holyoke  Water  Power 
Co.  (1890)  152  Mass.  463,  23  Am.  St 
Rep.  844,  25  N.  E.  966,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  hired  of  the  defendant  a 
room  in  which  were  shafting  and  a 
pulley,  connected  by  a  belt  with  an- 
other part  of  the  defendant's  premises, 
in  such  a  way  as  to  furnish  power  for 
the  running  of  machinery  in  the  room 
leased.  The  room  and  power  were  let 
together  in  one  contract,  and  the  room 
was  so  situated  with  reference  to  the 
source  of  power,  and  so  connected 
with  it,  that  the  right  to  the  power, 
furnished  through  the  belt  in  the  ordi- 
nary way,  was  appurtenant  to  the 
room.  Under  these  circumstances  it 
was  held  that  the  act  of  the  landlord 
in  throwing  off  the  belt  and  keeping  it 
off,  with  a  view  to  stop  the  tenant's 
business,  and  force  him  to  vacate  the 
room,  was  a  breach  of  the  landlord's 
covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  and  an 
eviction  of  the  tenant  from  an  im- 
portant part  of  the  premises,  entitling 
the  latter  to  recover  such  damages  as 
he  suffered  from  the  unlawful  act 

In  Dexter  y«  Maniey  (1849)  4  Gush. 
(Mass.)  14,  a  lease  of  real  estate,  eon- 
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sisting  of  a  factory,  water  power,  toolsi 
machinery,  apparatus,  etc.,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  certain  manufac- 
toriesy  contained  a  reservation  in  favor 
of  the  lessor,  of  the  use  of  a  saw.  The 
lessee,  claiming  that  the  lessor  so  used 
this  saw  as  to  diminish  the  power  nee* 
essary  for  the  operation  of  his  mar 
chinery,  thereby  rendering  the  use  of 
the  premises  less  beneficial  to  him 
than  he  was  entitled  to  under  the  lease, 
brought  an  action  to  recover  damage 
for  breach  of  covenant,  and  his  right 
to  do  so  was  sustained. 

In  Morse  v.  Maddox  (1853)  17  Mo. 
569,  subsequent  appeals  in  (1854)  19 
Mo.  451,  and  (1855)  21  Mo.  524,  the 
landlord  was  held  liable  to  an  action 
for  breach  of  agreement,  where  he 
purposely  closed  the  head  gate  which 
controlled  the  water  supply  of  the 
lessee's  manufacturing  plant  with 
water  privileges,  the  effect  of  closing 
the  head  gate  being  to  deprive  the 
leased  premises  of  water  power. 

In  B.  Roth  Tool  Co.  v.  Champ  Spring 
Co.  (1907)  122  Mo.  App.  603,  99  S.  W. 
827,  an  action  was  sustained  where  it 
was  sought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  landlord  in  turn- 
ing off  the  steam  from  the  premises, 
and  declining  further  to  provide  it. 

In  Egan  v.  Browne  (1908)  128  App. 
Div.  184,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  it  is  held 
that  a  tenant  is  entitled  to  recover 
damages  as  for  a  tort  based  upon  the 
act  of  the  landlord  in  wantonly,  wil- 
fully, and  maliciously  depriving  and 
cutting  off  from  the  lessee's  premises 
and  business  all  the  steam  power  and 
live  steam  absolutely  necessary  for 
carrying  on  his  laundry  business, 
thereby  breaking  up  and  ruining  the 
same.  In  so  holding  the  court  said: 
"It  was  held  in  Denison  v.  Ford  (1882) 
10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  412,  that  when  a  ten- 
ant is  evicted  he  cannot  sue  the  land- 
lord for  tort,  so  as  to  change  the  rule 
as  to  the  measure  of  damages,  but 
only  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant  of 
quiet  enjoyment,  which,  if  not  ex- 
pressed, is  implied  in  leases.  But  in 
the  later  case  of  Snow  v.  Pulitzer . 
(1894)  142  N.  Y.  263,  36  N.  E.  1059,  the 
tenant  was  allowed  to  pass  the  cove- 
nant by,  and  recover  as  for  a  tort.  In 
that  way  he  recovered  for  the  break- 
ing up  of  his  business  and  the  loss  of 


property  caused  theifeby. .  In  the  pres- 
ent case  the  tenants  hired  a  floor  in  a 
building  which  was  furnished  with 
steam  power  for  business  purposes  by 
the  landlord,  and  the  lease  was,  in 
terms,  not  only  of  such  floor,  but  of 
the  steam  power  to  run  the  plaintiffs' 
business.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
the  defendants,  the  subsequent  gran- 
tees of  the  lessor,  'unlawfully  evicted 
the  plaintiffs  from  the  said  premises, 
and  the  use  and  enjoyment  thereof » 
by  wantonly,  wilfully,  and  maliciously 
depriving  and  cutting  off  from  the 
plaintiffs'  premises  and  business  all 
the  steam  power  and  live  steam  ab- 
solutely necessary  for  carrying  on  said 
laundry  business;'  and  it  is  alleged 
that  the  plaintiffs'  business  was  there- 
by broken  up  and  ruined,  and  they 
were  unable  to  get  another  place 
equipped  to  carry  on  their  business. 
The  case  seems  to  be  the  same  as  that 
of  Snow  V.  Pulitzer,  for  the  wrongful 
trespass  of  removing  the  support  of 
a  side  wall,  which  caused  it  to  fall, 
as  was  the  fact  in  that  case,  and  the 
wrongful  trespass  of  disconnecting  the 
shafts  in  the  demised  premises  from 
the  steam  plant  in  the  present  case, 
are  the  same  in  principle  &nd  cannot 
be  distinguished.  Each  was  a  trespass 
which  destroyed  the  beneficial  use  for 
which  the  premises  were  leased." 

In  Wurz  V.  Watts  (1911)  73  Misc. 
262,  132  N.  Y.  SUpp.  685,  a  landlord  is 
held  liable  to  a  tenant  for  a  failure  to 
furnish  heat  and  water  according  to 
agreement. 

In  Hett  V.  Lange  (1910)  139  App. 
Div.  743, 124  N.  Y.  Supp.  578,  it  is  held 
that  a  tenant  is  entitled  to  counter- 
claim damages  growing  out  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  landlord  to  furnish  a  water 
supply  according  to  agreement. 

As  against  a  demurrer  a  petition  is 
sufficient  by  which  it  is  sought  to  re- 
cover damages  in  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff»  the  lessee,  due  to  the  unlawful 
shutting  off  of  steam  from  his  apart- 
ment by  the  lessor,  where  such  steam 
was  necessary  to  furnish  power  to  ma- 
chinery on  the  leased  premises,  op- 
erated by  the  lessee.  B.  Roth  Tool  CJo. 
V.  Champ  Spring  Co.  (1907)  122  Mo. 
App.  603,  99  S.  W.  827. 

In  Kiddie  Art  Novelty  Co.  v.  Paneth, 
F.  &  W.  Co.  (1921)  187  N.  Y.  Supp. 


1414 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  ALR. 


242,  it  U  conceded  that  a  partial  evic- 
tion will  suspend  payment  of  rent,  but 
it  is  held  that  an  interruption  in  water 
supply  every  half  hour  did  not  consti- 
tute a  partial  eviction  within  this  rule, 
it  appearing  that  the  defendant  was  a 
manufacturer  of  articles,  and  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  he  was  unable  to 
store  sufficient  water  to  last  durin;  the 
period  of  interruption. 

1b.  Failure  to  furnish  elevator  or  tele^ 
I  phone  service. 

It  has  been  held  that  failure  of  the 
lessor  of  premises,  leased  for  residence 
purposes,  to  furnish  necessary  elevator 
service,  may  render  him  liable  to  the 
lessee  in  damages,  although  it  would 
not  sustain  a  claim  of  eviction.  Thom- 
son V.  Ludlum  (1902)  36  Misc.  801,  74 
N.  Y.  Supp.  875. 

And  the  elevator  service  may  be- 
come so  erratic  and  unfit  as  to  consti- 
tute constructive  eviction  as  to  a  ten- 
ant who  relied  upon  such  service  to 
carry  on  his  business  in  an  upper 
story.  Lawrence  v.  Katcher  (1909) 
117  N.  Y.  Supp.  876,  supra. 
\  In  Metropole  Gonstr.  Co.  v.  Hartigan 
(1912)  83  N.  J.  L.  409,  85  Atl.  313,  it 
is  held  that  the  continued  possession 
by  the  tenant  of  premises  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  claim  of  eviction  based 
upon  the  breach  by  the  landlord  of 
his  contract  to  furnish  telephone  serv- 
ice. The  view,  as  expressed  by  the 
court,  is  that  such  a  breach  would  not 
constitute  constructive  eviction,  even 
if  the  lessee  had  vacated  the  premises, 
but  that  his  remedy  was  by  recouping 
damages  for  breach  of  covenant. 

In  Metropole  Constr.  Go.  v.  Hartigan 
(N.  J.)  supra,  it  is  held  that  a  breach 
by  a  landlord  of  his  agreement  to  fur- 
nish telephone  service  constitutes  a 
breach  of  covenant. 

I.  MisceltaneouB, 

It  has  been  held  that  the  fact  that 
the  lessor,  after  the  execution  of  the 
lease,  submitted  to  a  decree  in  a  pend- 
ing proceeding  to  condemn  a  stream  of 
water  flowing  through  the  leased  prem- 
ises, does  not  give  the  lessee  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  lessor  on  the 
theory  of  a  partial  eviction  by  the  loss 
of  the  use  of  the  water,  since  this  pro- 
ceeding could  not  affect  the  lessee's 


right  to  the  use  of  the  water  he  ac- 
quired by  and  through  the  lease; 
hence,  any  claim  he  might  have  for  the 
diversion  of  the  water  would  be 
against  the  plaintiff  in  the  condemna- 
tion proceeding,  and  not  against  the 
lessor.  Sullivan  v.  Beardsley  (1880) 
56  CaL  608. 

In  Vbysey  v.  MORIYAMA  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  1868,  it  ia  held  that  it 
does  not  amount  to  a  constructive  evic- 
tion for  the  lessor  of  land  for  farming 
purposes,  under  a  lease  carrying  with 
it  as  appurtenant  to  the  premises  cer- 
tain shares  of  water  stock,  giving  the 
lessee  the  right  to  use  the  water  for 
irrigation  purposes,  to  permit  a  por- 
tion of  the  shares  of  stock  to  be  sold 
under  an  assessment,  although  the  ef- 
fect is  substantially  to  decrease  the 
amount  of  water  to  which  the  tenant  is 
entitled,  and  hence  to  effect  the  pur- 
poses of  his  leasehold,  the  lessee,  how- 
ever, remaining  in  possession.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  court  said: 
^So,  in  this  case,  conceding  that  a  fail- 
ure of  the  water  supply  on  10  out  of 
460  shares  of  water  stock  on  a  total 
acreage  of  640  acres  is  suflteient  to 
constitute  a  constructive  eviction,  the 
tenant  cannot  avoid  his  covenant  to 
pay  rent  while  he  remains  in  posses- 
sion of  the  entire  premises,  and  con- 
tinues to  cultivate  the  whole  thereof, 
and  enjoy  the  benefits  of  the  remain- 
ing water  supply.  He  has  ample  rem- 
edy, under  such  circumstances,  in  re- 
couping the  damages  he  may  sustain 
against  the  accruing  rentals.  New 
York  V.  Mabie  (1855)  18  N.  Y.  151,  64 
Am.  Dec.  538;  McCoy  v.  Oldham 
(1890)  1  Ind.  App.  372,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  208,  27  N.  E.  647." 

In  Williams  v.  Getman  (1906)  114 
App.  Div.  282,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  977.  the 
lessee  of  the  third  floor  of  a  building, 
to  be  used  as  a  skating  rink,  was  en- 
joined by  the  lessees  of  the  first  and 
second  floors  from  using  the  third  floor 
for  a  rink,  on  the  ground  that  such 
use  constituted  a  nuisance  because  of 
the  noise  occasioned  thereby;  the 
'  lessor  was  given  notice  of  this  action 
during  its  pendency,  but  did  not  make 
any  dissent,  and  the  defense  made  by 
the  lessee  was  ineffectual.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  was  held  that 
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the  lessee  was  entitled  to  maintain  an 
action  against  the  lessor  for  damages 
due  to  being  thus  precluded  from  us- 
ing the  leased  premises  tot  the  pui^ 
pose  for  which  they  were  leased.  The 
court  said :  'The  plaintiffs  rented  the 
hall  for  a  particular  business,  fitted  it 
up  for  that  business,  and  were  carry* 
ing  on  the  business  in  a  proper  man- 
ner, with  no  more  noise  than  is  neces- 
sary and  usual  in  that  business.  At 
the  instigation  of  the  lessor,  they  were 
perpetually  enjoined  from  carrying  on 
that  business  on  the  pretense  that 
Weed  and  Willoughby  were  prior  ten- 
ants of  the  floors  below,  and  that  the 
business  carried  on  above  was  detri- 
mental to  their  business,  and  an  im- 
proper use  of  the  hall.  The  fact  that 
rent  was  paid  for  some  months  after 
the  perpetual  injunction  was  granted 
does  not  change  the  situation.  The 
plaintiffs  were  deprived  of  the  real 
benefit  which  they  had  intended  to  de- 
rive from  the  lease,  and  the  defend- 
ant is  responsible  for  such  interfer- 
ence with  their  business/' 

A  landlord's  refusal  to  allow  an 
undertenant  to  enter  upon  the  prem- 
ises, under  threats  of  suit,  whereby 
the  lessee  is  deprived  of  underletting, 
is  an  interruption  of  the  renter's  right 
which  amounts  to  an  eviction.  Doran 
v.  Chase  (1876)  2  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  609. 

In  Levitzky  v.  Canning  (1867)  38 
CaL  2d9,  it  was  held  to  constitute  a 
beach  of  the  express  covenant  for  the 
quiet  enjoyment,  for  the  landlord  pub- 
licly to  give  out  and  pretend  that  the 
tenant  had  no  right  to  the  possession 
of  the  leased  premises,  and  to  bring 
actions  to  recover  possession  upon  the 
pretense  that  the  lease  had  expired, 
when  in  consequence  the  tenant  was 
put  to  great  expense  in  defending  the 
actions,  and  his  tenants  quit  the  prem- 
ises, and  he  was  unable  to  obtain 
others.  The  court  said  that  these  acts 
were  as  much  a  molestation,  disturb- 
ance, and  invasion  of  the  plaintiff's 
possession  as  a  taking  by  the  shoulders 
and  a  forcible  eviction  of  the  plain- 
tiff's tenants  would  have  been.  The 
character  of  the  act  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  results  whi3h  follow  it, 
and,  in  view  of  the  results  which  are 
alleged  to  have  followed  the  acts  of 


the  defendant,  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion that  he  disturbed  and  interrupted 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  to  his 
injury,  which  is  precisely  what  he  had 
covenanted  not  to  do. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  the  les- 
sor interferes  with  the  cultivation  of 
the  leased  land  by  the  lessee,  by  procur- 
ing an  injunction  restraining  such  cul- 
tivation, the  lessee  may  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  the  damage  accruing 
to  him  therefrom,  based  upon  a  breach 
of  the  covenants  of  the  lease,  even 
though  he  might  have  an  action  upon 
the  injunction  bond.  Hubble  v.  (3ole 
(1891)  88  Ya.  286,  18  L.R.A.  311,  29 
Am.  St.  Rep.  716,  13  S.  E.  441. 

So,  a  covenant  in  effect  that  the 
lessee  is  to  enjoy  the  premises  without 
any  manner  of  let,  suit,  trouble,  or 
hindrance  from  the  landlord  is 
breached  by  the  act  of  the  landlord  in 
vexatiously,  and  without  reasonable 
cause,  bringing  different  actions  of 
ejectment  against  the  tenant,  and  the 
tenant  is  entitled  to  recover  damages 
for  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  although 
remaining  in  possession  of  the  leased 
premises.  Paddell  v.  Janes  (1915)  90 
Misc.  146,  162  N.  Y.  Supp.  948. 

In  Prochaska  v.  Fox  (1904)  137 
Mieh.  519, 100  N.  W.  746,  the  sublessee 
of  the  l>ar  privileges  upon  grounds 
leased  for  the  display  of  fireworks  for 
a  period  of  two  weeks  was  restrained 
by  the  lessee,  by  injunction,  from  sell- 
ing intoxicating  liquors  upon  the 
grounds.  After  this  injunction  was 
served  the  sublessee  ceased  to  use  the 
premises,  and  brought  an  action  to  re- 
cover for  injury  to  his  business  on  the 
theory  of  an  eviction,  and  his  right  to 
recover  was  denied.  The  court  said 
that  clearly  he  could  not  recover  the 
whole  amount,  for  he  had  used  the 
premises  nearly  half  the  time  granted 
by  the  lease;  that  if  the  lessee  had 
broken  his  covenant  or  agreement  for 
quiet  enjoyment  with  the  sublessee,  or 
if  the  latter  had  been  evicted  by  para- 
mount title,  the  declaration  should 
have  been  special,  and  the  measure  of 
the  damages  would  have  been  the 
value  of  the  use  of  the  land  less  the 
rent. 

In  McDowell  ▼.  Hyman  (1897)  117 
CaL  67,  48  Pac.  984,  it  is  held  that  a 


1416 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


tenant  is  entitled  to  recover  damages 
from  the  landlord  for  disturbance  of 
her  possession  of  an  upper  floor  of  a 
building,  by  the  acts  of  the  landlord  in 
repairing  the  lower  floors,  interfering 
thereby  with  the  use  by  the  lessee  of 
the  upper  floor  for  the  business  in 
which  she  was  engaged,  in  cutting  off 
the  water  supply,  injuring  the  furni- 
ture by  dust  and  lime,  and  interfering 
with  the  ingress  and  egress  to  this 
floor.  The  court  said:  "The  land- 
lords, as  the  owners  of  the  second 
floor,  had  an  undoubted  right  to  re- 
pair, alter,  and  improve  that  portion  of 
their  premises,  but  in  so  doing  they 
were  bound  by  the  implied  agreement 
to  so  conduct  their  operations  as  not 
to  dispossess,  or  render  uninhabitable 
the  portion  of  the  building  they  had 
demised  to  others,  and,  if  they  failed 
in  this  duty,  they  were  liable  to  their 
tenant,  irrespective  of  the  question  of 
negligence.  As  against  third  parties, 
they  could  take  down  the  outer  or  in- 
ner walls  of  the  building  at  will,  sub- 
ject only  to  such  negligence  and  con- 
sequent injury  as  might  render  them 
liable  to  parties  injured  thereby;  but 
as  against  a  tenant  they  could  not  do 
the  same  thing,  even  in  the  most  care- 
ful manner,  if  the  result  destroyed 
the  enjojonent  of  such  tenant." 

A  lessee  of  premises  a  portion  of 
which  was  then  under  lease,  who  is  re- 
quired to  pay  damages  to  the  prior 
lessee  for  going  upon  this  portion  of 
the  premises,  is  entitled  to  recoup  such 
damages  against  the  landlord,  in  an 
action  by  the  latter  to  recover  the 
rent.  McAlester  v.  Landers  (1886) 
70  Cal.  79,  11  Pac.  505. 

In  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wood  (1901)  189  IlL  352,  59  N.  E.  619, 
it  is  held  that  a  lessee  ca^  recover 
damages  of  the  lessor  due  to  the 
breach  of  a  provision  in  a  lease,  by 
which  a  railroad  company,  in  leasing 
land  for  a  hotel,  agreed  to  stop  its 
trains  so  that  the  passengers  might 
patronize  this  hotel. 

It  has  been  held  that,  where  the 
landlord  does  not  remove  his  goods 
from  the  leased  premises,  the  tenant 
may  remove  them  and  hold  the  land- 
lord   for   the    expense    thus    caused. 


Baumgardner  v.  Consolidated  Copying 
Co.  (1892)  44  IlL  App.  74. 

In  Whitcomb  v.  Brant  (1908)  76 
N.  J.  L.  201,  68  Atl.  1102,  on  subse- 
quent appeal  in  (1908)  76  N.  J.  K  246, 
69  Atl.  1086,  it  is  held  that  where  the 
lessor  wrongfully  refused  to  consent 
to  proposed  improvements  by  the 
lessee,  which  were  provided  for  in  the 
lease,  this  constituted  a  breach  of  con- 
tract which  conferred  upon  the  lessee 
a  right  of  action  for  damages. 

But  the  lessee  cannot  base  an  evic- 
tion upon  the  refusal  of  the  lessor  to 
permit  the  reconstruction  of  an  oven 
in  the  rear  of  the  building,  even 
though  it  is  claimed  that  this  oven  is 
essential  for  the  proper  operation  of 
the  only  business  which  can  be  run  in 
the  leased  premises.  Carey  v.  Tre- 
mont  (1912)  171  IlL  App.  604. 

In  Whitcomb  v.  Brant  (1908)  76  N, 
J.  L.  201,  68  Atl.  1102,  the  lease  con- 
tained a  provision  that  the  lessee 
might  make  alterations  and  improve- 
ments to  the  premises  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  plans  by  the  lessor, 
who  refused  his  consent  to  proposed 
improvements  by  the  lessee,  which  the 
latter  claimed  were  necessary  in  order 
for  him  to  use  the  premises  for  a 
restaurant,  this  being  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  leased;  it  was  held  that 
the  lessor's  refusal  to  consent  did  not 
entitle  the  lessee  to  remain  in  posses- 
sion and  enjoy  the  premises  without 
payment  of  any  rent,  but  that,  if  this 
refusal  constituted  a  breach,  it  mere- 
ly conferred  a  right  of  action  for  dam- 
ages against  the  lessor. 

In  McAlester  v.  Landers  (1886)  70 
CaL  79,  11  Pac.  505,  the  landlord 
leased  premises  a  portion  of  which  he 
had  already  leased  to  another,  and  the 
second  lessee  was  held  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  going  upon  this  portion  of 
the  leased  premises.  He  subsequently 
refused  to  pay  further  rent  to  the  land- 
lord until  it  offset  the  amount  of  the 
damages  which  he  had  been  required 
to  pay,  and,  in  an  action  by  the  land- 
lord to  recover  the  accrued  rental,  it 
was  held  that  the  tenant  was  entitled 
to  offset  against  the  rent,  the  amount 
that  he  had  been  compelled  to  pay  in 
damages.  A.  G.  S. 
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NoHh  Dahota  Supreme  Court  ^  October  17,  1921, 
(—  N.  D.  — ,  184  N.  W.  880.) 

Gaming  —  sale  for  future  ddivery  —  hedge. 

1.  The  sale  by  a  producer  for  future  delivery  of  his  prospective  crop 
at  the  market  price  at  the  time  of  contract,  in  order  to  realize  the  price 
for  his  crop  when  mature,  is  a  hedge  and  is  not  illegal  as  a  gambling  trans- 
action, although,  because  of  crop  failure,  grain  must  be  purchased  to  fill 
the  contract  or  a  loss  settled  in  cash. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1422.] 


—  hedging  operation. 

2.  In  an  action  brought  to  recover  on 
a  promissory  note  in  the  sum  of  ^,000, 
the  defense  of  no  consideration  was 
pleaded  and  relied  on.  In  that  connec- 
tion it  was  claimed  the  note  was  given 
for  losses  sustainc^d  in  a  gambling 
transaction,  to  wit,  the  buying  and 
selling  of  grain  options.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by 
what  is  termed  a  "hedging"  transac- 
tion, conducted  by  the  Pomona  Valley 
Farmers'  Elevator  Company  (of  which 
the  plaintiff  is  the  successor,  and  now 
the  owner  of  the  note)  for  the  defend- 
ant and  at  his  request. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  780  et  seq.;  12  R. 
C.  L.  762 ;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp.  204.] 

Appeal  —  absence  of  error. 

3.  At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the 

Headnotes  1-3  by  Grace,  Ch.  J. 


court  directed  a  verdict  in  plaintifTs 
favor,  and  it  is  held,  for  reasons  stated 
in  the  opinion,  that  in  this  there  was 
no  error. 

New  trial  —  denial  —  mmecessary. 

4.  Defendant  claims  there  is  con- 
flicting testimony  with  reference  to 
the  proper  application  of  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  in  amount  |1,710,  which 
he  claims  he  ordered  to  be  applied  on 
the  note.  The  judgment  has  been  di- 
rected to  be  modified,  plaintiff  having 
consented,  so  that  any  benefit  he 
would  have  received  if  the  money  had 
been  applied  on  the  note,  instead  of 
otherwise,  viz.,  on  an  account,  was  se- 
cured to  him,  and  a  new  trial  is  there- 
fore unnecessary.  For  reasons  stated 
in  the  opinion,  nothing  would  be 
gained  by  a  new  trial. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  286.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  La 
Moure  County  (Graham,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  promissory  note.  Modified  and 
affiTTned. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  John  W.  Carr,  for  appellant:         tor  applied  a  payment  otherwise  than 

The  question  of  whether  or  not  the     as  directed  by  the  debtor  is  one  for  the 
note    was    given    in    payment    of    a 
gambling  transaction,   and  therefore 
uncoUectable,  should  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury. 

John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klovstad,  14  N.  D. 
435,  105  N.  W.  164;  Dows  v.  Glaspel, 
4  N.  D.  251,  60  N.  W.  60;  Beidler  &  R. 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Coe  Commission  Co.  13 
N.  D.  639,  102  N.  W.  880;  Mohr  v. 
Miesen,  47  Minn.  228,  49  N.  W.  862; 
EmDrey  v.  Jemison,  131  U.  S.  338,  38 
L.  ed,  175,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  776. 

The  question  of  whether  the  credi- 


jury. 

Root  V.  Kelley,  39  Misc.  530,  80 
N.  Y.  Supp.  482 ;  30  Cyc.  1296. 

Messrs.  Hutchinson  &  Lynch,  for 
respondent : 

The  court  did  not  err  in  directing  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the 
issues  of  the  case. 

Buchanan  Elevator  Co.  v.  Lees,  37 
N.  D.  27,  168  N.  W.  264;  John  Miller 
Co.  V.  Klovstad,  14  N.  D.  486,  105 
N.  W.  164;  Bibb  v.  Allen,  149  U.  S. 
481,  37  L.  ed.  819,  IS  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  950; 
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Clews  V.  Jamieson,  182  U.  S.  461,  45 
L.  ed.  1183,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  845; 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie  Grain  & 
Stock  Co.  198  U.  S.  236,  49  L.  ed.  1081, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637 ;  Van  Dusen-Har- 
rington  Co.  v.  Jungeblut,  75  Minn.  298, 
74  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  77  N.  W.  970; 
Wall  V.  Schneider,  59  Wis.  352,  48  Am. 
Rep.  520,  18  N.  W.  443;  Hill  v.  Levy,  2 
N.  B.  N.  Rep.  180,  98  Fed.  94;  Parker 
V.  Moore,  125  Fed.  807;  Ponder  v. 
Jerome  Hill  Cotton  Co.  40  C.  C.  A. 
416,  100  Fed.  373. 

The  contracts  were  in  accordance 
with  the  customs  and  usage  of  the 
Minneapolis  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  that  deliv- 
ery could  not  be  legally  exacted  in  any 
of  the  transactions  involved. 

Barnes  v.  Smith,  159  Mass.  344,  34 
N.  E.  403;  Board  of  Trade  v.  L.  A. 
Kinsey,  130  Fed.  507,  64  C.  C.  A.  669, 
69  L.R.A.  59 ;  John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klov- 
stad,  14  N.  D.  435,  105  N.  W.  164; 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie  Grain  & 
Stock  Co.  198  U.  S.  236,  49  L.  ed.  1031, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637. 

If  an  order  to  sell  for  future  de- 
livery is  a  gambling  deal  merely  be- 
cause the  seller  contemplates  that  he 
will  later  on  buy  the  grain  to  fill  the 
order,  then  "hedging**  is  impossible, 
and  practically  every  trade  on  all  the 
boards  of  trade  in  the  country  is  il- 
legal. 

Ponder  v.  Jerome  Hill  Cotton  Co. 
supra;  Clews  v.  Jamieson,  182  U.  S. 
461,  45  L.  ed.  1183,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
845. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  that  the  contracts 
were  illegal.  The  law  presumes  that 
they  are  legitimate  transactions. 

John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klovstad,  14  N.  D. 
435,  105  N.  W.  164 ;  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Christie  Grain  A  Stock  Co.  198  U.  S. 
236,  49  L.  ed.  1031,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
637 ;  Clews  v.  Jamieson,  182  U.  S.  461, 
45  L.  ed.  1183,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  845; 
Bibb  V.  Allen,  149  U.  S.  481,  37  L.  ed. 
819,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  950. 

Grace,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  on  a 
promissory  note  in  the  sum  of  $4,- 
000,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
20th  day  of  April,  1917,  to  date 
of  maturity,  at  the  rate  of  7  per 
cent  per  annum  until  due,  and  10 
per  cent  per  annum  thereafter.  The 
issues  of  fact  were  presented  to  a 
jury. 


At  the  close  of  the  testimony  the 
court  directed  a  verdict  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  for  the  amount  of  the 
note  and.  interest.  Judgment  was 
entered  on  the  verdict,  and  this  ap- 
peal is  from  the  judgment. 

The  complaint  states  a  cause  of 
action  in  the  ordinary  form  on  a 
promissory  note.  The  answer  ad-^ 
mits  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
the  note  to  the  payee.  It  denies  that 
it  was  executed  or  delivered  for  val- 
ue received  or  any  legal  considera- 
tion, and  further  denies  any  indebt- 
edness to  the  plaintiff  in  any  sum 
whatsoever.  In  the  answer  it  is 
further  alleged  that  the  sole  and 
only  consideration  for  the  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  said  note  by 
defendant  was  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows: That  during  the  months  of 
March  and  April,  1917,  and  sub- 
sequently thereto,  this  defendant^ 
acting  through  the  said  Pomona 
Valley  Farmers'  Elevator  Company, 
as  his  agent,  engaged  in  the  pur- 
chase and  sale  of  grain  options  and 
in  gambling  and  speculating  upon 
the  prices  of  grain  upon  various 
boards  of  trade,  selected  by  said  Po- 
mona Valley  Farmers'  Elevator 
Company,  and  during  said  periods 
this  defendant,  acting  through  said 
Pomona  Valley  Farmers'  Elevator 
Company,  as  his  agent,  bought  and 
sold  grain  options,  solely  as  gam- 
bling and  speculative  operations,  it 
being  at  all  times  fully  understood 
by  the  said  Pomona  Valley  Farmers' 
Elevator  Company,  by  this  defend- 
ant, and  by  all  others  connected 
with  said  transactions,  that  said 
transactions  were  purely  and  solely 
gambling  and  speculative  opera- 
tions; and  it  was  never  understood 
by  said  Pomona  Valley  Farmers'  . 
Elevator  Company,  or  by  this  de- 
fendant, or  by  anyone  else  connected 
therewith,  that  any  actual  grain  was 
to  be  bought  or  sold,  received  or  de- 
livered, by  defendant.  And  de- 
fendant alleges  that  neither  this  de- 
fendant nor  Pomona  Valley  Farm- 
ers' Elevator  Company,  nor  any 
other  party  connected  vnth  the 
transaction  mentioned  above,  actu- 
ally intended  that  there  should  be 
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aiqr  actual  transfer,  delivery,  or  re* 
ceipt  of  the  commodities  covered  by 
said  options. 

The  answer  is  of  too  great  length 
to  be  set  out  in  full.  The  principal 
defense  set  forth  in  the  answer  is 
that  the  entire  transaction  with  ref- 
erence to  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
10,000  bushels  of  rye,  the  facts  in 
reference  to  which  will  hereafter  be 
set  forth,  was  one  of  speculation  and 
gambling.  The  defendant  pleads  a 
counterclaim  in  the  sum  of  $1,800, 
the  alleged  value  of  the  number  of 
bushels  of  rye  delivered  by  him  to 
the  Pomona  Valley  Farmers'  Ele- 
vator Company  in  the  fall  of  1917, 
and  further  claims  that  it  agreed 
to  give  credit  on  the  note  for  that 
amount,  which  it  failed  to  do.  A 
reply  was  interposed  to  the  answer, 
averring  payment  to  defendant  of 
the  amount  of  the  actual  rye  deliv- 
ered in  the  fall  of  1917. 

The  material  facts  in  the  case  are 
substantially  as  follows :  The  price 
of  rye  in  March,  1917,  was  about 
$1.49  per  bushel.  At  that  time  Er- 
nest Steel  was  the  agent  of  the  Po- 
mona Valley  Farmers'  Elevator 
Company  at  Edgeley,  North  Dakota. 
During  the  month  of  March,  and 
until  April  20,  1917,  the  Pomona 
Vall^  Farmers'  Elevator  Company 
sold  in  the  manner  hereinafter  de- 
scribed for  defendant  10,000  bush- 
els of  rye  at  the  market  price  of 
about  $1.49  per  bushel.  Between 
the  time  when  defendant  had, 
through  the  said  elevator  company, 
sold  the  rye,  and  the  20th  day  of 
April,  1917,  rye  on  the  market  had 
advanced  in  price  to  such  an  extent 
lliat  a  loss  of  about  $4,000  had  oc- 
curred on  the  transaction,  and  at 
that  time  for  this  amount  the  note 
in  suit  was  taken.  After  the  giving 
of  the  note,  rye  still  continued  to 
advance.  The  defendant  in  the 
month  of  July,  1917,  through  the 
elevator  company,  purchased  10,000 
bushels  of  rye  at  $2.05  per  bushel. 
The  loss  on  the  entire  transaction  up 
to  the  time  of  the  purchase  last  men- 
tioned was  approximately  $6,505. 

The  defendant  owns  and  operates 
a  farm  of  about  1,000  acres  in  the 
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vicinity  of  Edgeley.  He  also  owns 
about  1,000  acres  of  land  in  Canada. 
Formerly  he  was  engaged  in  the' 
real  estate  business  and  had  also 
seven  years'  experience  as  a  grain 
buyer.  He  was  a  stockholder  in  the 
Pomona  Valley  Farmers'  Elevator 
Company,  which  was  later  reorgan- 
ized into  the  Edgeley  Co-operative 
Grain  Company,  now  the  owner  and 
holder  of  the  note  in  suit. 

In  the  fall  of  1916,  he  sowed  800 
acres  of  winter  rye  on  his  La  Moure 
county.  North  Dakota,  farm.  In  the 
spring  of  1917  he  endeavored  to  con- 
tract with  the  Pomona  Valley 
Farmers'  Elevator  Company  his 
prospective  rye  crop,  which  he  es- 
timated at  about  12,000  bushels. 
Steel,  the  agent  of  the  said  elevator 
company,  stated  that  he  could  not 
at  that  time  contract  to  buy  the  rye, 
but  that  it  might  be  handled  as  a 
"hedge." 

The  defendant  desired  to  sell 
September  rye.  There  were  then  no 
dealings  in  September  rye,  and  the 
commission  firm  informed  said  ele- 
vator company  to  this  effect.  Steel 
again  took  the  matter  up  with  the 
commission  firm,  and  they  finally 
suggested  that  what  is  termed  a 
trial  sale  for  July  might  be  under- 
taken, and,  if  that  went  through, 
the  sale  could  be  later  transferred  to 
September,  when  defendant  could 
make  actual  delivery  of  the  rye. 
Steel  informed  the  defendant  of 
this,  and  such  a  side  was  made  at 
$1.49  per  bushel.  At  this  time  he 
authorized  the  sale  of  1,000  bushels, 
later  of  4,000,  and  later  still  of 
5,000  bushels,  and  sales  thus  au- 
thorized were  made. 

In  the  fall  of  1917,  the  defendant 
delivered  to  the  Pomona  Valley 
Farmers'  Elevator  Company  ap- 
proximately 2,513  bushels  of  rye. 
On  the  20th  day  of  October,  1917, 
this  was  sold  at  $1.67  per  bushd, 
amounting  to  a  total  of  $4,196.85. 
Prior  to  the  time  the  defendant  de- 
livered to  the  elevator  company  the 
above-mentioned  number  of  bushels 
of  actual  rye,  he  agreed  with  it  that 
it  should  pay  him  $1  per  bushel  for 
each  bushel  of  rye  hauled  to  the  ele- 
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vator,  as  he  claimed  it  was  neces- 
.  sary  for  him  to  have  this  amount  to 
pay  the  threshing  expenses,  etc.,  the 
balance  of  the  selling  price  of  the 
rye  so  delivered  to  be  applied  on  the 
loss  to  which  reference  has  here- 
tofore been  made.  The  elevator 
company  did  make  certain  advances 
to  the  defendant,  which,  with  inter- 
est, together  with  a  note  to  the 
Nortonville  Bank  of  $150,  aggregat- 
ed $2,486.85.  This  amount,  deduct- 
ed from  the  $4,196.85,  the  selling 
price  of  the  actual  rye,  left  remain- 
ing $1,710,  $1,505  of  which  was  in- 
dorsed by  the  elevator  company  on 
the  loss  account  which  had  occurred 
from  the  time  of  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  note  of  $4,000  until 
the  transaction  was  finally  closed  in 
July  by  the  purchasing  on  the  mar- 
ket of  the  10,000  bushels.  The  re- 
maining $205  was  indorsed  by  the 
elevator  company  on  the  note. 

The  defendant's  testimony  in  sub- 
stance is  that  he  directed  the  $1,710 
to  be  applied  upon  the  $4,000  note, 
while  Steel  testified  in  substance 
that  it  was  to  be  applied  first  upon 
the  loss  account  due  to  the  rye 
transaction,  and  the  balance  on  the 
note.  The  defendant  testified  in 
substance  that  he  gave  the  plaintiff 
no  direction  to  apply  any  of  the 
money  on  the  loss  account,  and  that 
he  knew  of  no  charge  or  account 
against  him  except  that  represented 
by  the  note. 

Defendant  attempts  to  show  that 
the  loss  at  the  date  of  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  note  was  $3,000, 
while  the  testimony  of  Steel  is  that 
the  losses  equal  the  amount  of  the 
note.  The  testimony  of  each  shows 
that  the  total  loss  was  $5,505,  $25 
of  which  was  commission  charged 
by  the  Tenney  Company. 

The  testimony  of  the  defendant 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  whole  rye 
transaction  except  where  the  actual 
rye  was  delivered  was  a  speculation. 
It  will  serve  no  useful  purpose  to 
set  forth  any  of  the  evidence  in  de- 
tail. There  is  only  one  assignment 
of  error,  which  may  be  divided  into 
two  important  contentions : 

(1)  That  the  court  erred  in  grant- 


ing plaintiff's  motion  for  a  directed 
verdict  made  at  the  Qa„i„,^ 
close   of   the   trial,  bed^inv 
and  in  not  submit-  •«^^'*"«"- 
ting  the  issues  to  the  jury. 

(2)  That  there  was  a  direct  con- 
flict in  the  evidence  on  a  number  of 
material  issues,  and  for  this  reason 
it  is  claimed  that  the  facts  of  the 
case  should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury  for  determination.  It  is 
the  defendant's  contention  that  the 
entire  transaction  with  reference  to 
the  10,000  bushels  of  rye  was  purely 
a  gambling  transaction,  and  that  for 
this  reason  there  was  no  considera- 
tion for  the  note.  His  contention  in 
this  regard  is  entirely  without  mer- 
it. The  testimony  clearly  shows 
that  he  expected  that,  if  his  rye  crop 
was  normal,  he  would  have  about 
12,000  bushels.  At  the  time  of  the 
transaction  rye  was  about  $1.49  per 
bushel.  The  defendant  expected  rye 
to  be  a  lesser  price  in  the  fall,  when 
the  rye  crop  would  be  ready  for 
sale;  hence  he  desired  to  contract 
the  sale  of  it.  About  the  time  the 
transaction  took  place,  the  elevator 
company  declined  to  contract  for 
purchase  of  the  prospective  crop  of 
rye. 

The  elevator  company  would, 
however,  undertake  to  handle  the 
transaction  as  a  "hedge."  The  term 
"hedge"  is  well  understood  in  con- 
nection with  transactions  on  the 
grain  market,  and  that  term  needs 
no  further  elucidation.  If  the 
transaction  could  be  handled  as  a 
hedge,  it  would  result  in  procuring 
for  the  defendant  a  price  for  his 
prospective  crop  of  rye,  at  the  time 
of  marketing  thereof,  of  not  less 
than  the  amount  for  which  the  10,- 
000  bushels  were  sold  on  the  market 
by  the  elevator  company  for  defend- 
ant. In  other  words,  the  10,000 
bushels  would  represent  a  sale  of 
defendant's  prospective  crop  of  rye 
which  was  then  In  existence,  but 
which  had  yet  not  matured.  When 
consummated,  the  transaction 
would  be  what  is  denominated  a 
"hedge." 

The  elevator  company  was  at  all 
times  acting  for  the  defendant  in 
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the  hedging  transactions.  Defend- 
ant had  the  prospective  crop  of  rye 
which,  if  normal,  would  exceed  the 
number  of  bushels  sold  on  the  mar- 
ket for  him  by  the  elevator  com- 
pany, and  which,  we  think,  the  rec- 
ord clearly  shows  was  intended  to 
be  delivered  to  fulfil  the  contract  of 
the  sale  of  the  10,000  bushels  above 
referred  to.  If  this  be  true,  and  we 
think  it  is,  the  transaction  was  not 
a  gambling  one,  but  purely  a  hedg- 
ing transaction,  which  is  not  unlaw- 
ful, and  does  not 
—•ale  for  partake  of  the  na- 

ledS?.  *^"^*'^-  ture    of    gambling. 

It  is  not  difficult  to 
perceive  that  defendant  authorized 
the  sale  of  the  10,000  bushels  so 
that  he  would  be  assured  of  a  good 
price  for  his  crop  of  rye  when  it  was 
ready  to  market,  and  that  he  ex- 
pected to  have  more  than  that 
amount  of  actual  rye  at  the  matu- 
rity of  his  crop.  He  evidently  ex- 
pected that  rye  would  be  a  great 
deal  lower  in  price  at  marketing 
time  than  it  was  in  March,  the  time 
of  the  transaction,  and  by  selling  the 
10,000  bushels,  and  by  being  able 
to  transfer  the  same  on  the  market 
from  July  to  September,  the  time 
would  then  have  arrived  when  he 
could  deliver  an  amount  of  rye  equal 
to  that  which  he  had  sold ;  and  if  at 
the  time  of  the  delivery  the  market 
price  of  rye  was  only  $.75  per  bush- 
el, it  is  not  difficult  to  see  that  he 
would  have  gained  about  $.76  per 
bushel  by  the  transaction.  But,  un- 
fortunately for  defendant,  and  con- 
trary to  his  expectations,  rye  was 
not  a  lower  price  at  the  time  he  ex- 
pected to  market  same,  but  contin- 
ued to  advance  over  the  price  for 
which  he  had  sold  the  10,000  bush- 
els until  it  reached  $2.05  per  bush- 
el, when  defendant  desired,  no 
doubt,  to  terminate  the  loss,  and 
procured  the  elevator  company  to 
purchase  10,000  bushels  on  the  mar- 
ket, at  which  time  his  loss  had 
reached  $5,505.  His  prospective 
crop  of  rye  did  not  materialize  as 
he  expected,  and  hence  he  could  not 
deliver  a  sufficient  number  of  bush- 
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els  to  cover  the  sale  of  the  10,000 
bushels  which  he  had  made,  and 
hence  the  only  t^ng  he  could  do  to 
stop  his  loss  was  to  buy  rye  in 
amount  equivalent  to  the  number 
of  bushels  which  he  sold.  This  he 
did. 

It  must  also  be  noticed  that  the 
elevator  company  never  received 
any  benefit  or  profit  from  the  trans- 
action, and,  as  the  transaction  was 
handled,  there  was  no  way  in  which 
it  could  make  a  profit  on  it.  Cer- 
tainly it  is  unbelievable  that  it 
would  entail  a  great  loss  on  itself 
without  expectation  or  any  possi- 
bility of  profit  to  it.  It  is  clear  that 
it  was  handling  the  matter  for  the 
defendant  as  a  ''hedge,"  and  not 
otherwise. 

Other  transactions  of  the  defend- 
ant on  the  grain  market  which  oc- 
curred prior  to  the  one  in  question, 
and  which  are  claimed  to  have  been 
speculation,  need  no  consideration 
here,  as  tiiey  have  no  bearing  on  the 
issues  here  involved. 

As  to  defendant's  second  conten- 
tion that  there  was  a  conflict  of  evi- 
dence on  material  issues  which 
should  have  been  submitted  to  a 
jury,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that 
such  conflict,  if  any,  related  only 
to  the  alleged  direction  of  defend- 
ant to  the  elevator  company  rela- 
tive to  the  application  of  a  portion 
of  the  money  received  for  the  rye 
actually  delivered  to  the  elevator 
company.  A  certain  amount  of  this 
money  the  elevator  company  applied 
upon  defendant's  account  with  it, 
and  the  balance  upon  the  note  as 
above  stated.  The  defendant's  con- 
tention is  that  he  directed  such  mon- 
ey to  be  applied  upon  the  note,  and 
because  the  issues  in  this  regard 
were  not  submitted  to  the  jury,  he 
contends  there  should  be  a  new 
trial.  Assuming,  however,  that  the 
defendant  is  correct  in  his  conten- 
tion, and  assuming  further  that  thi» 
is  the  only  relief  a  new  trial  would 
give  defendant,  and  we  think  this 
assumption  is  true,  we  are  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that,  in  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  that  would  not 
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be  sufficient  reason  for  granting  a 

new  trial.  Instead 
tFltroT^'"^''''''    thereof,   this   court 

could,  with  consent 
of  plaintiff,  order  the  judgment 
modified  so  that  the  defendant 
would  obtain  benefit  equal  to  that 
which  he  claims  he  would  have  re- 
ceived had  the  money  been  indorsed 
on  the  note  instead  of  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  account. 

The  note  bore  7  per  cent  interest 
before  and  10  per  cent  after  matu- 
rity. The  account  drew  the  legal 
rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum.  And 
assuming,  but  not  deciding,  that  de- 
fendant directed  the  $1,710,  the 
balance  of  the  price  of  rye  sold  to 
the  elevator  company,  after  deduct- 
ing the  amount  it  advanced  him  for 
expenses  to  which  reference  here- 
tofore has  been  made,  to  be  applied 
on  the  note,  it  is  clear  that  he  would 
be  entitled  only  to  a  credit  of  the 
difference  between  the  interest  at 
the  rate  the  note  bore,  and  interest 
^t  the  legal  rate  on  the  amount  paid 
since  the  date  of  payment,  and  if  the 
judgment  is  so  modified  there  would 
be  no  issue  remaining  for  a  new 
trial.  The  plaintiff,  on  oral  argu- 
ment, consented  that  this  modifica- 
tion might  be  made.  Plainly,  under 
the  evidence  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  no  other  relief.  The  judg- 
ment is  therefore  directed  to  be 
nr-w  «*f.i  modified    as    above 

denial-  mdicated,    and    so 

«««ec-«.r.        njodifled    it    is    af- 
firmed.    Respondent  is  entitled  to 


his  costs  and  disbursemente  on  ap- 
peal 

Branson,  Birdzell,  and  RoUnson, 

JJ.,  concur. 

Christianson,  J.,  concurring: 
I  agree  with  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Grace  that  the  only  question  for  the 
jury  in  this  case  was  whether  the 
defendant  directed  the  plaintiff  to 
apply  the  $1,710  upon  the  note. 
Upon  all  other  issues  of  fact  tihere 
was  no  conflict  in  the  evidence,  and 
no  room  for  different  conclusions  to 
be  drawn  by  reasonable  men.  Fur- 
thermore the  evidence  was  such  that 
it  is  manifest  that  there  could  be  no 
different  result  upon  another  trial. 
In  other  words  the  disposition  made 
of  the  case  in  the  opinion  prepared 
by  the  chief  justice  is  the  most  fa- 
vorable to  the  defendant  that  could 
possibly  be  made  upon  another  trial. 
And  upon  the  oral  argument  plain- 
tifTs  counsel  stated  that,  in  event 
this  court  should  hold  that  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  proper  application  of 
the  $1,710  was  one  for,  and  should 
not  have  been  withdrawn  from,  the 
jury,  that  then  the  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  terminate  the  litigation,  would 
and  did  consent  that  the  issue  might 
be  determined  against  it,  and  the 
judgment  modified  accordingly  by 
this  court.  Hence  I  concur  in  the 
disposition  made  of  this  cause  in  the 
opinion  written  by  the  chief  jus- 
tice. 


ANNOTATION. 


Nature  and 


I.  Nature,  1422. 
II.  Validity,  1424. 


'liedisiiiC^ 


I.  NaHirm. 

"Hedging"  and  "hedging"  contracts 
have  been  defined  and  explained  in 
several  cases. 

Perhaps  the  most  complete  and  elab- 
orate explanation  is  the  following, 
contained  in  the  report  of  the  master 
which  forms  part  of  the  statement  of 
facts  in  Board  of  Trade  V.  L.  A.  Kinsey 


Co.  (1904)  69  L.R.A.  59,  64  C.  C.  A. 
669,  130  Fed.  507,  affirmed  in  (1905) 
198  U.  &  236,  49  L.  ed.  1031,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  637 :  "The  principals  who  are 
engaged  in  hedging  transactions  are, 
generally  speaking,  either  grain  mer- 
chants, millers,  or  manufacturers  of 
grain  products.  The  method  of  such 
principals  is  this:  When  they  have 
bought  grain  in  the  coantry,  or  in 
city  warehouses,  which  th^y  propose 
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to  hold  for  future  sales  to  domestic  or 
foreign  purchasers,  they  at  once  sell 
in  the  pits  of  the  complainant  asso- 
ciation an  equal  amount  of  grain;  or, 
on  the  other  hand,  if  they  have  sold 
to  domestic  or  foreign  purchasers 
grain  or  grain  products  for  future 
delivery,  they  at  once  buy  in  the  pits 
of  the  complainant  association  an 
equal  amount  of  grain  for  future 
delivery  at  times  corresponding  with 
the  times  of  their  selling  contracts. 
And  thus,  when  they  have  contracts 
of  purchase,  they  have  contracts  of 
sale,  for  future  delivery  in  the  pits, 
practically  even  with  their  purchases; 
and,  if  they  have  contracts  of  sale 
with  domestic  or  foreign  purchasers, 
they  have  contracts  of  purchase,  for 
future  delivery  in  the  pits,  practically 
even  with  such  contracts  of  sale.  The 
object  of  such  hedging  is  to  insure 
against  loss  by  fluctuation  in  the 
market  in  the  commodity  which  the 
principal  is  carrying,  or  which  he  has 
sold  in  advance  of  purchase  and  manu- 
facture upon  a  time  contract.  A 
hedge  must  always  be  against  a  cash 
commodity.  .  .  .  The  system  of 
'hedging'  in  the  pits  has  a  commercial 
influence  which  is  favorable  both  to 
the  interest  of  the  producer  and  the 
consumer,  in  that  the  large  cash  grain 
houses,  which  conduct  transactions  in 
complainant's  exchange  hall,  by  rea- 
son of  the  risk  to  them  from  market 
fluctuations  being  decreased  through 
'hedges,'  are  able  to  take,  and  do  take, 
a  smaller  margin  of  profit,  and  thus 
they  pay  to  the  producer  a  higher 
price  and  sell  to  the  consumer  at  a 
lower  price.  The  person  taking  the 
side  of  such  hedging  contract  opposite 
of  that  to  such  grain  house  is  the 
person  who  assumes  the  risk." 

In  Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie  Grain 
&  Stock  Co.  (1905)  198  U.  S.  236,  49  L. 
ed.  1031, 25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637,  the  court 
said:  "Hedging  .  .  .  is  a  means  by 
which  collectors  and  exporters  of 
grain  or  other  products,  and  manufac- 
turers who  make  contracts  in  advance 
for  the  sale  of  their  goods,  secure 
themselves  against  the  fluctuations  of 
the  market  by  counter  contracts  for 
the  purchase  or  sale,  as  the  case  may 
be,  of  an  equal  quantity  of  the  prod- 


uct, or  of  the  material  of  manufacture.. 
It  is  none  the  less  a  serious  business 
contract  for  a  legitimate  and  useful 
purpose  that  it  may  be  offset  before 
the  time  of  delivery  in  case  delivery 
should  not  be  needed  or  desired." 

And  this  statement  is  quoted  and 
apparently  approved  in  Cleage  v.  Laid- 
ley  (1906)  79  C.  C.  A.  284,  149  Fed. 
346,  and  in  Nash-Wright  Co.  v.  Wright 
(1910)  156  IlL  App.  243,  although  the 
transactions  which  the  courts  were 
then  considering  were  not  ''hedges." 

In  MacKay  Teleg.-Cable  Co.  v.  Bain 
(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  163  S.  W. 
98,  the  court  said :  "By  'hedging'  con- 
tracts, as  we  understand  them,  is 
meant  that,  where  a  party  buys  a 
given  number  of  bales  of  cotton  at  the 
price  current  on  the  date  of  purchase, 
and  sells  an  equal  number  of  bales  for 
future  delivery,  or  'futures,'  he  there- 
by protects  himself  against  loss  due  to 
fluctuation  in  the  market;  for  if  the 
price  of  cotton  goes  down  he  gains  on 
futures,  and. if  prices  advance  he  loses 
on  futures,  but,  in  either  event,  he  is 
secure  in  the  profits  he  has  gained  on 
the  price  of  the  cotton  at  the  time  he 
purchased  it.  In  common  parlance, 
he  sells  futures  to  hedge  against  loss 
in  the  purchase  of  spots." 

And  in  Bolfing  v.  Schooner  (1920) 
144  Minn.  425,  176  N.  W.  901,  "hedg- 
ing" as  applied  to  grain  transactions 
is  explained  as  follows :  "The  price  of 
grain  varies  from  day  to  day,  and  the 
country  buyer  who  pays  the  market 
price  at  the  time  he  receives  the  grain 
stands  to  lose  if  the  price  should  fall 
before  the  grain  arrives  at  the  place 
where  he  sells  it.  To  guard  against 
such  loss  a  practice  has  grown  up 
known  as  'hedging.'  Under  this  prac- 
tice, in  theory  at  least,  when  a  buyer 
purchases  grain  in  the  country  he  also 
sells  on  the  board  of  trade,  for  future 
delivery,  a  sufficient  quantity  to  cover 
such  purchase,  so  that  whether  the 
price  goes  up  or  down  his  gain  on  one 
transaction  will  offset  his  loss  on  the 
other.  As  sales  for  future  delivery  in 
the  terminal  markets  are  made  for 
delivery  on  the  last  day  of  either  May, 
July,  September,  or  December,  a 
country  buyer,  who  is  'hedging,'  usu- 
ally sells  his  grain  when  it  arrives  at 
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the  terminal  market  and  then  closes 
his  previous  sale  for  future  delivery 
by  buying  back  an  equal  quantity  on 
the  board  of  trade.  One  board  of 
trade  transaction  thus  cancels  the 
other,  and  the  gain  or  loss  balances 
approximately  the  loss  or  gain  on  the 
actual  grain  bought,  shipped,  and  sold, 
leaving  the  dealer  his  regular  profit.'' 
In  John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klovstad 
(1905)  14  N.  D.  435,  105  N.  W.  164, 
the  court,  in  discussing  an  agreement 
between  a  broker  and  the  proprietor 
of  a  grain  elevator  by  which  the 
former  was  to  loan  the  latter  funds 
with  which  to  purchase  grain  to  be 
shipped  to  the  broker  and  by  him  sold 
on  commission,  said:  "It  was  talked 
over  and  understood  that  the  specula- 
tive feature  of  the  business,  by  reason 
of  fluctuations  of  the  market,  should 
be  obviated  by  a  system  of  'hedging,' 
which  means  that  the  defendant 
would,  for  all  grain  purchased  by  him, 
sell,  or,  in  other  words,  obtain  a  con- 
tract through  his  said  brokers  to  sell, 
a  like  amount  to  arrive  or  for  future 
delivery.  Selling  to  arrive  and  selling 
for  future  delivery  have  a  well-defined 
meaning  upon  the  board  of  trade  and 
in  the  business  world;  the  former 
expression  meaning  that  the  vendor 
has  fourteen  days  in  which  to  make 
delivery  of  the  warehouse  receipts, 
and  the  latter  expression  meaning 
that  he  has  any  day  during  some 
specified  month  in  the  future  in  which 
to  make  such  delivery.  This  system 
of  'hedging'  eliminates  the  risk  of  loss 
which  otherwise  might  occur  by  a 
decline  in  the  market  price  during  the 
time  necessarily  consumed  in  trans- 
porting the  grain  to  market.  Of 
course,  in  order  to  make  the  'hedge' 
perfect,  the  grain  sold  to  arrive  or  for 
future  delivery  should  at  all  times 
just  equal  the  amount  of  grain  pur- 
chased by  defendant  and  unsold.  As 
soon  as  the  grain  shipped  arrives  at 
its  destination  and  is  sold,  the  'hedge* 
must  be  taken  down;  or,  in  other 
words,  an  equal  amount  of  grain  must 
be  purchased  for  delivery  at  the  same 
time  as  the  grain  which  was  sold  for 
such  future  delivery  is  to  be  delivered, 
and  thus  one  is  made  to  balance  or  off- 
set the  other.    Such  'hedging'  transac- 


tions are  consummated  through  the 
broker  upon  the  board  of  trade,  upon 
instructions  from  the  principal;  and, 
when  the  shipment  of  grain  against 
which  there  is  a  'hedge'  arrives  and 
is  sold,  the  custom,  under  the  undis- 
puted evidence,  is  for  the  broker  to 
remove  the  'hedge'  if  the  shipment  is 
not  accompanied  with  instructions  to 
the  contrary;  but,  if  the  shipment  is 
accompanied  with  instructions  to  sell 
on  arrival,  such  instructions,  under 
the  universal  custom,  are  equivalent 
to  specific  instructions  to  the  broker 
not  to  apply  such  shipment  on  the 
outstanding  sales  for  future  de- 
livery." 

"Hedging"  transactions,  as  thus  de- 
fined, have  been  sanctioned  by  the 
courts  and  their  validity  upheld  or 
assumed  in  a  number  of  cases,  as 
against  the  objection  that  they  are 
gambling  transactions.  See  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Christie  Grain  &  Stock  Co.  (1905) 
198  U.  S.  249,  49  L.  ed.  lOSl,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637;  L.  A.  Kinsey 
Co.  V.  Board  of  Trade  (1905)  198 
U.  S.  236,  49  L.  ed.  1031,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  637,  affirming  (1904)  69 
L.R.A.  59,  64  C.  C.  A.  669,  130  Fed. 
507;  Cleage  v.  Laidley  (1906)  79  C. 
C.  A.  284,  149  Fed.  352;  Sampson  v. 
Camperdown  Cotton  Mills  (1897)  82 
Fed.  833;  Medlin  Mill.  Co.  v.  Moffatt 
Commission  Co.  (1915)  218  Fed.  686; 
Lamson  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Turner  (1921) 
277  Fed.  680;  Nash-Wright  Co.  v. 
Wright  (1910)  156  lU.  App.  243;  State 
v.  Clayton  (1905)  138  N.  C  732,  50 
S.  E.  866 ;  John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klovstad 
(1905)  14  N.  D.  435,  105  N.  W.  164; 
MacKay  Teleg.-Cable  Co.  v.  Bain 
(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  163  S.  W. 
98.  And  see  the  reported  case  (Eixa:- 
LEY  Co-op.  GRiUN  Co.  v.  Spitzql,  ante, 
1417.) 

Apparently,  however,  the  courts  do 
not  mean  to  intimate  that  one  may  in- 
sure or  protect  an  actual  business 
transaction  against  fluctuations  in  the 
market  by  transactions  in  futures 
which  do  not  measure  up  to  the  rule 
of  the  particular  jurisdiction  as  to  in- 
tention as  regards  delivery,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  settlement  of  price 
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differences;  but  merely  that  the  fact 
that  the  transactiona  in  futures  were 
engaged  in  for  the  purpose  of  insur* 
ance  and  protection,  .  rather  than 
speculation,  is  a  circumatance  of  con- 
siderable  significance  as  tending  to 
show  that  the  parties— or  one  of  them, 
if  his  intention  alone  would  satisfy 
the  local  criterion — entertained  the  in- 
tention as  to  delivery  essential  to  the 
validity  of  future  transactions.  The 
point  is  illustrated  by  State  v.  Clayton 
(1905)  138  N.  C.  732,  50  S.  E.  866, 
where  the  court,  discussing  a  statute 
which  condemns  transactions  in  fu« 
tures  which  are  to  be  settled  merely 
on  the  basis  of  price  differences,  with- 
out intention  to  deliver  or  accept  the 
commodity,  said  that  when  a  purchase 
for  future  delivery  upon  margin  is  by 
manufacturers  or  wholesale  mer- 
chants "of  the  necessary  commodities 
required  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
their  business,"  it  is  more  reasonable 
to  believe  that  such  purchases  are 
bona  fide,  and  in  such  cases  and  as  to 
such  necessary  articles  the  purchase 
upon  margin  is  not  made  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  gambling  contract;  but 
in  the  case  at  bar,  as  the  court  said, 
it  was  relieved  from  any  difficulty  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  transaction  by  the 
finding  in  the  B^>ecial  verdict  that 
there  was  no  intention  to  require 
actual  delivery,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
an  agreement  that  on  a  future  date 
the  loser  should  pay  the  winning  par- 
ty the  difference  between  the  market 
price  on  that  day  and  the  contract 
price;  and  the  court  accordingly  up- 
held a  conviction  of  a  wholesale  mer- 
chant for  purchasing  pork  for  future 
delivery  upon  a  margin,  although  the 
purchase  was  to  protect  his  contract 
with  customers  who  had  purchased 
pork  from  him  for  actual  delivery  at 
a  future  date;  in  other  words,  as  the 
court  said,  "defendant  had  sold  pork 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business, 
to  customers,  to  be  delivered  at  future 
dates,  and,  to  protect  himself  from 
loss  by  a  rise  in  the  price  of  such  pork 
before  the  delivery  dates,  he  had 
bought  5,000  pounds  of  pork  on  mar- 
gin." The  court  said  in  effect  that  in 
view  of  the  special  finding  the  con- 
tract was  a  gambling  contract,  and 
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the  statute  does  not  exempt  the  de- 
fendant from  punishment  therefor  be- 
cause he  is  a  wholesale  merchant 
and  deals  in  such  commodities  in  his 
ordinary  business. 

So,  in  John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klovstad 
(1905)  14  N.  D.  435,  105  N.  W.  164, 
infra,  the  court  said  that  if  there  was 
no  intention  to  deliver  actual  grain  on 
"hedges,"  but  they  were  intended  to 
be  merely  speculative  and  gambling 
transactions,  they  would  be  so  invalid 
as  not  to  support  an  action  by  the 
broker  gainst  the  principal  for  losses 
resulting  therefrom. 

In  Board  of  Trade  v.  Christie  Grain 
&  Stock  Co.  (1905)  198  U.  S.  286,  49 
L.  ed.  1031, 25  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  637,  supra. 
Justice  Holmes,  in  vindicating  the 
right  of  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade 
to  the  protection  of  its  quotations, 
speaks,  by  way  of  illustration,  of 
"hedging"  as  "a  serious  business  con- 
tract for  a  legitimate  and  useful  pur- 
pose." And  in  Board  of  Trade  v.  L.  A. 
Kinsey  Co.  (involving  the  same  ques- 
tion as  in  the  Christie  Case  and  af- 
firmed by  the  same  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court)  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  said :  "If  we  felt  called  upon 
by  the  necessities  of  this  decision  to 
give  a  definite  opinion  of  hedging,  the 
record  might  well  lead  us  to  find  that 
hedging  is  a  manufacturer's  or  mer- 
chant's insurance  against  price  fluc- 
tuation of  materials,  and  no  more 
.  damnatory  than  insurances  of  prop- 
erty and  life,  which  in  one  sense  are 
wagers  that  the  property  will  not  be 
destroyed  during  the  term,  and  that 
the  life  will  not  fail  in  less  than  the 
expectancy  in  the  actuaries'  tables." 

In  Lamson  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Turner 
(1921)  277  Fed.  680,  holding  that  the 
transactions  in  futures  there  involved 
were  not  gambling  transactions  ac- 
cording to  the  .rule  in  Illinois,  by  the 
law  of  which  they  were  governed,  the 
court,  in  reply  to  the  argument  that 
the  contracts  of  most  of  the  custom 
ers  of  the  plaintiff  were  speculative 
and  resulted  in  no  deliveries,  said 
what  others  intended,  and  what  others 
did,  does  not  determine  the  bankrupt's 
intention,  and  added:  "As  against 
these  circumstances  are  the  facts  that 
the  bankrupt  was  a  milling  company,. 
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known  to  plaintiff  to  be  a  dealer  and 
shipper  of  grain ;  that  hedging  by  auch 
dealers  is  a  common  and  lawful  prac- 
tice." 

In  Medlin  Mill.  Co.  v.  Moffatt  Com- 
mission Co.  (1915)  218  Fed.  686,  an 
action  by  a  milling  corporation  to  re* 
cover  against  brokers  for  funds  which 
it  alleged  had  been  diverted  by  its  offi- 
cers, with  the  collusion  of  the  defend- 
ants, for  speculation  on  the  rise  and 
fall  of  future  prices  of  grain,  the 
court  said :  "'Of  course,  grain  may  be 
bought  in  good  faith  for  future  de- 
livery ;  and  if  so  bought  in  good  faith, 
hedging  will  be  permitted  to  secure 
those  who  make  contracts  in  advance 
against  the  fluctuations  of  the  market 
even  though  it  be  expected  that  such 
purchases  will  be  satisfied  by  set-off, 
instead  of  the  actual  delivery  of  the 
grain..  .  .  .  The  Medlin  Mill -Com- 
pany had  the  undoubted  right  to  buy 
grain  for  future  delivery,  and  to  hedge 
such  bona  fide  contracts  when  neces- 
sary to  protect  itself  against  the  fluc- 
tuations of  the  market.  It  had  no 
right  under  its  charter  to  gamble  in 
futures,  as  that  term  is  used  and 
understood  in  this  discussion.'* 

MacKay  Teleg.-Cable  Co.  ▼•  Bain 
(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  168  S.  W. 
98,  was  an  action  for  damages  from  an 
alleged  erroneous  transmission  of  a 
telegraphic  message,  in  which  it  was 
urged  as  a  defense  that  the  transac- 
tions sought  to  be  furthered  and  con- 
cluded by  the  message  were  illegal 
gambling  transactions.  The  facts  and 
the  conclusion  of  the  court  are  set 
forth  in  the  opinion  as  follows:  'The 
plaintiffs  were  engaged  in  buying  and 
selling  cotton  in  Houston,  Texas. 
Cunningham  &  Henshaw  werd  cotton 
buyers,  doing  business  in  Liverpool, 
England,  and  had  an  agent  and  repre- 
sentative in  Dallas,  Texas.  Frequent- 
ly plaintiffs,  after  they  had  bought 
cotton,  would  sell  the  same  to  Cun« 
ningham  &  Henshaw  through  their 
Dallas  agent.  The  price  of  cotton 
thus  sold  by  plaintiffs  was  flxed  by  the 
price  at  which  futures  could  be  sold 
in  Liverpool,  with  an  agreed  number 
of  cents  per  100  pounds  added,  and 
the  amount  thus  arrived  at  would  be 
the   price    Cunningham   ft    Henshaw 


would  pay  plaintiffs.     It  was  usual, 
when  plaintiffs  had  on  hand  a  number 
of  bales  of  cotton  which  they  desired 
to  sell  to  Cunningham  ft  Henshaw,  to 
report  by  telegraph  the   number  of 
bales  to  be  sold;  and  if  they  desired 
the  price  to  be  then  fixed  they  would 
add  in  the  message,  'CTover  and  report 
early.'    Upon  receipt  of  such  a  tele- 
gram, the  Dallas  agent  of  Cunningham 
ft  Henshaw  would,  by  cablegram,  sell 
in  Liverpool  an  equal  number  of  bales, 
and  the  price  for  which  the  futures 
were  sold,  with  certain  points  added, 
would  fix  the  price.    This  character  of 
transaction  is  what  is  generally  known 
as  hedging.'    .    .    .    It  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  on  September  22, 
1911,  plaintiffs  had  on  hand  800  bales 
of  cotton,  which  they  desired  to  sell 
to  Cunningham  ft  Henshaw  in  accord- 
ance with  the  existing  agreement,  and, 
in   pursuance   thereof,   plaintiffs  on 
said  day  delivered  to  the  defendant 
Telegraph-Cable  Company,  at  its  oflSce 
in  the  city  of  Houston,  for  transmis- 
sion and  delivery  to  said  Cunningham 
ft  Henshaw  at  their  Dallas  office,  a 
message  in  the  following  language: 
'Bought  800  bales,  cover  and  report 
early.'    This  message  was  changed  in 
transmission,   so  that  when  it  was 
delivered  to  the  addressee  it  read  as 
follows :   'Bought  800  bales,  come  and 
report  early.^    .    .    •    Appellant  con- 
tends that,  as  the  dealings  in  futures 
where  there  is  no  intention  of  making 
actual    delivery   are    against   public 
policy  and  illegal,  one  who  negligently 
prevents  the  consummation  of  such  il- 
legal act  cannot  be  held  liable  for  any 
damages  that  may  result  from  the 
failure  of  the  illegal  transaction  to 
result  in  profit.    .    •    .    Articles  586 
and  639  of  the  Penal  Code  prohibit 
the  dealing  in  futures  in  this  state; 
and  under  this  statute  a  purchase  of 
cotton  to  be  delivered  in  future,  when 
it  was  not  the  bona  fide  intention  of 
the  purchaser  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action that  the  cotton  should  be  de- 
livered, is  expressly  prohibited.    But 
it  is  only  to  such  transactions  as  are 
to  be  performed  within  this  state  that 
the  statute  applies;   for,   by  article 
648,  Penal  Code,  it  Is  expressly  pro- 
vided that  it  may  be  shown  in  defense 


ANNO.— "HEDGING'*  TRANSACTIONa 


1427 


of  any  prosecution  for  violation  of  this 
law  that  the  transaction  out  of  which 
such  prosecution  arose  was  a  hedginir 
contract  between  the  parties,  in.  thiii 
state  and  a  party  or  parties  without 
this  state.  .  .  .  These 'hedging*  con* 
tracts  are  not  permitted  hy  law  to  be: 
made  within  this  state,  but  are  ex- 
cepted by  article  543  where  the  trans*, 
action  is  between  a  party  in  this  state 
and  a  party  without  this  state;  hence, 
as  we  construe  the  law,  it  was  not  il- 
legal for  Cunningham  &  Henehaw,  do* 
ing  business  in  this  state,  to  hedge 
against  loss  on  cotton  bought  by  them 
in  this  state  by  the  sale  of  futures  in 
Liverpool;  and,  this  being:  true,  the 
act  of  appellees  in  advising  them  by 
telegram  to  cover  was  not  in  further* 
ance  of  a  transaction  denounced  by 
our  laws.  It  cannot  be  said  to  be  in 
violation  of  public  policy,  because  the 
legislature  has  declared  the  public 
policy  of  this  state  in  that,  regard  by 
expressly  exempting  front  prosecution 
partite  engaged  in  such  transact 
tions." 

In  John  Miller  Co.  v.  Klovstad 
(1905)  14  N.  1>.  486,  lOft  N.  W.  164, 
upholding  the  validity  of  a  hedging 
transaction,  the  court  said :  ^The  ar^^ 
gument  .  .  .  that  the  parties  in- 
fact  settled  such  'hedgia^  contracts  by 
purchasing  a  like  amount  of  grain  for 
December  delivery  and  making  one 
contract  offset  the  other,  instead  of 
producing  the  actual  wheat,  is  un- 
sound. .  .  .  The  test  is.  Did  the 
parties  have  the  legal  right  to  demand 
and  receive  or  deliver  the  actual 
wheat,  or  did  they  contemplate  and 
agree  that  no  actual  wheat  should  be 
delivered?  What  the  parties  mlay 
have  done,  or  what  they  may  have 
contemplated  doing,  in  the  matter  of 
delivery  of  actual  grain,  is  not  con- 
trolling, but,  rather,  what  they  be** 
lieved  and  contemplated  they  had  a 
legal  right  to  do  under  the  contract  in 
this  regard  is  the  test  Any  other  rule 
would  greatly  hamper  the  millions  of 
legitimate  transactions  taking  place 
every  week  in  the  business  world,  and 
would  do  away  with  the  great  conven- 
ience of  the  clearing  houses.  The 
essence  of  a  gambling  transaction  is 
that  the  particular  transaction  shall 


eont^plate  no  delivery,  without  ref^: 
erence  to  the  making  of.  any  other 
deal.  If .  the  sales  were  ^  to  be  mere 
bets  on  the  market  price,  there  was  no 
occasion  for  a  counter  transaction,  but 
all  that  would  iremain  to  be  done  would 
be  for  the  parties  to  settle  accotding 
to  the  price  at  the  time  specified  in 
tbe<  contract*  If  an  order  to  sell  for 
future  delivery  is  a  gambling  deal 
merely  because  the  seller  contem- 
plates that  he  will  later  on  buy  the 
grain  to  fill  the  order,  then  'hedging' 
is  impossible,  and  practically  every 
trade  on  all  the  hoards  of  tifade  in  the 
country  is  illegal." 

And  in  •  Sampson  v.  Camperdown 
Cotton  MiHs  (1897)  82  Fed.  888,  it  wai^ 
held  that  a  series  of  transactiez^  by 
which  a.  cotton  manufacturing  com- 
pany purchased  cotton  futures  with 
the  intention  of  disposing  of  tbeAi  asi 
spot  cotton  waa:  purchased  from  tiihe 
to  time  for  use  in  the  mill,  the  purpose 
being  to.  fix  the  cost  of  the  cotton  as 
a  basiS'  of  the  price  for  advance  sales 
of  the  finished  goods,  were  Valid  so  as 
to  support  a  mortgage  given  to  secure 
moneys  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  such .  transactions,  pro- 
vided they  were  entered  into  bona  fide 
alnd  were  not  a  mere  cover  for  specu- 
lation in  the  rise  and  fall  ofieotiton 
on  the  exchange,  with  an  intent  to 
settle  by  payment  of  differences. 

^Hedging*'  is  not  made  invalid  by 
the  mere  fact  that  the  party  may  con- 
teniplate  closing  his  "hedge"  by  off- 
set instead  of  by  actual  receipt  on 
delivery  of  the  commodity  itself v 
Thus,  in  State  v.  Clayton  (1905) 
188  N.  C.  782,  50  S.  E.  866,  supra, 
the  court  held  that  wheh  "a  per- 
son engaged  in  business  buys  or 
sells -futures'  with  a  view  not  to  take, 
but  to  avoid,  risks  in  his  business  by 
reason  of  possible  fluctuations  in  the 
commodities  which  he  must  need  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  that  business, 
and  he  retains  bona  fide  the  right  to 
call  for  delivery,  and  there  is  no  inten- 
tion not  to  exact  delivery,  this  is  a 
valid  contract,  though  he  may  think  it 
probable  that  he  will  not  need  to  call 
for  delivery  if  it  shall  turn  out  (as  he 
may  expect)  that  he  cah  buy  these 
commodities  f  roin  time  to  time  nearer 
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home,  and  thus  save  freight,  being  se- 
cured against  loss  by  his  purchase  of 
futures.  The  difference  is  that  in  this 
last  case  the  party  will  need  actual 
delivery  from  someone,  of  the  very 
articles  and  quantity  bought  at  'fu* 
tures'for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  his 
business,  that  there  is,  therefore,  no 
gambling  feature  in  the  dealing,  and 
though  he  may  expect,  indeed  think 
it  probable,  that  he  may  secure  the 
actual  delivery  from  time  to  time  from 
others,  there  is  no  intention  that  he 
will  not,  in  any  event,  call  for  delivery 
tipon.  his  purchase  of  'futures;'  but, 
on  the  contrary,  there  is  the  positive 
intention  to  call  for  such  delivery  if 
he  cannot  get  the  articles  elsewhere, 
and  more  advantageously,  as  needed.'' 

In  one  opinion,  at  least  (Board  of 
Trade  V.  O'Dell  Commission  (1902) 
115  Fed.  574,  where  the  application  of 
a  board  of  trade  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  use  of  its  quotations  was 
denied  on  the  ground  that  the  transr 
actions  on  the  board  were  themselves 
in  the  nature  of  bucket-shop  opera- 
tions), the  fact  that  transactions  are 
hedging  transactions  seems  to  be  con- 
sidered as  tending  to  characterize 
them  as  gambling  transactions  rather, 
than  the  contrary.  Thus,  the  court 
said  with  reference  to  such  transac- 
tions, and  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
president  of  the  board  of  trade 
in  respect  thereto:  ''And  he  knows 
that  as  a  rule  the  'hedging'  deal 
is  made  by  one  who  at  the  time 
has  the  commodity  on  hand,  and 
who  makes  the  deal  to  cover  pos- 
sible losses,  and  the  expense  of 
carrying  and  delivering  the  commod- 
ity, when  it  is  actually  sold,  whether 
at  home  or  abroad,  and  who  settles 
the  pretended  sale  or  deal  on  the  ex- 
change by  a  pretended  purchase  or 
deal  there,  and  the  pasrment  or  re- 
ceipt of  the  difference  between  the 
prices.  The  'hedging*  deal  usually  is 
an  appeal  to  chance  for  indemnity 
against  the  expenses  and  possible 
losses  from  an  actual  transaction/' 

But  the  effect  of  the  O'Dell  Case  is 
destroyed  by  the  later  cases  of  Board 
of  Trade  v.  Christie  Grain  <&  Stock  Co. 
(1905)  198  U.  S.  236,  49  L.  ed.  1031, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637;  L.  A.  Kinsey  Co. 


V.  Board  of  Trade  (1905)  198  U.  S. 
286,  49  L.  ed.  1081,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
687,  affirming  (1904)  69  LJt.A.  59» 
64  C.  C.  A.  669,  180  Fed.  507,  which 
involved  similar  questions. 

In  Ascher  v.  Moyse  (1911)  101  Miss. 
36,  57  So.  299,  in  reply  to  the  conten- 
tion that  the  proviso  exempting  trans- 
actions by  mail  or  wire  between  per- 
sons within  and  without  the  state, 
without  a  local  intermediary,  from 
the  condemnation  of  dealings  in 
futures  when  the  intention  is  to 
settle  by  receiving  or  paying  dif- 
ferences, was  for  the  protection 
and  in  the  interest  of  the  local 
spot  cotton  buyer  who  protects  his 
sales  and  purchases  by  transaction 
upon  the  future  board,  the  court  said: 
"We  confess  that  we  see  very  little 
force  in  this  suggestion.  We  fail  to 
appreciate  the  spirit  which  encourages 
the  doing  of  an  act  in  one,  and  prohib- 
its it  in  another,  class  of  persons. 
The  purpose  was  to  suppress  the 
traffic  as  to  all  persons,  to  shut  out 
entirely  the  evil ;  and  the  more  reason- 
able construction  to  place  upon  this 
portion  of  the  act  is  to  say  that  it  was 
inserted  by  the  legislature  upon  the 
erroneous  idea  that  the  insertion  of 
such  a  provision  was  necessary  to  pre- 
serve the  constitutionality  of  the  act." 

In  Bolfing  v.  Sohoener  (1920)  144 
Minn.  425,  175  N.  W.  901,  where  the 
court  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  the 
case,  though  without  deciding  the 
question,  that  "hedging"  transactions 
were  lawful,  it  was  held  that  many  of 
the  transactions  between  the  parties 
were  not  true  "hedges,"  but  were  pure- 
ly wagering  contracts,  and  hence  in- 
valid. In  particular  it  was  said: 
"Defendant  suggests  that  the  options 
in  September  wheat  may  have  been 
bought  merely  as  a  means  of  closing 
out  the  options  in  July  wheat;  that 
Bolfing,  instead  of  closing  out  his 
'hedge'  by  buying  back  July  wheat, 
may  have  bought  September  wheat  to 
cover  it,  and  that  this  is  a  common 
practice,  where  the  price  has  changed 
so  that  a  heavy  loss  would  be  sus- 
tained by  closing  out  the  'hedge'  at  the 
usual  time,  and  the  price  of  later  fu- 
tures looks  more  favorable.  It  is  difl- 
cult  to  see  why  one  who  indulges  is 
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this  practice  ia  not  speculating  rather 
than  ^hedging/  .  •  .  The  record 
also  discloses  that  Boiling  sometimes 
gave  an  order  for  a  purchase  or  sale 
of  an  option,  and  at  the  same  time 
directed  that  it  should  foe  closed  out 
whenever  the  market  rose  or  fell  a 
certain  amount,  and  that  he  sometimes 
gave  an  order  for  the  purchase  or  sale 
of  an  option  at  the  specified  price  in 
case  the  market  should  rise  or  fall, 
as  the  case  might  be,  to  that  point, 
and  that  defendant  executed  these 
orders.  Such  transactions  indicate 
that  Bolfing  was  speculating  rather 
than  'hedging.'" 

And  in  Burney  v.  Blanks  (1911)  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  136  S.  W.  806,  an 
action  on  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
cotton  for  future  delivery,  the  plain- 
tiff, in  attempting  to  avoid  the  defense 
that  the  contract  involved  a  gambling 
transaction  and  was  therefore  void, 
testified  as  follows:  "Sometimes  I 
have  a  contract  to  deliver  spot  cotton 
in  the  future,  at  a  certain  price,  and 
protect  that  contract  against  fluctua- 
tion. If  I  see  the  market  is  going 
against  me,  I  hedge  it.  If  I  have 
some  cotton  bought  and  on  hand,  or 
bought  and  to  be  delivered  at  a  future 
time, — ^for  instance,  if  I  have  bought 
100  bales  of  cotton,  to  be  delivered  to 
me  during  October,  November,  or 
December, — and  I  aee  the  market  is 
going  against  me,  I  jump  out  and 
hedge  it.  If  I  have  Bdme  cotton  bought 
and  got  a  good  profit  on  it,  then  I  will 
hedge  it  to  secure  that  profit,  and  not 
take  any  further  chances  on  it.  The 
law  gives  us  the  right  to  do  that.  As 
to  whether  or  not  it  was  the  purpose 
of  this  contract  to  hedge  a  sale,  it  was, 


if  I  wanted  to.  It  was  my  purpose, 
as  soon  as  I  got  a  profit  in  it,  to  hedge 
it.  Of  course,  it  was  a  speculation; 
if  the  price  went  down  I  made  money, 
and  if  it  went  up  they  made  money. 
If  I  had  felt  that  the  price  of  cotton 
was  going  up,  I  would  not  have  gone 
out  and  hedged  the  contract  with  the 
bucket  shop;  I  don't  deal  with  bucket 
Bhops  at  all.  I  would  carry  the  con- 
tract myselfl  I  would  either  buy  or 
sell  to  protect  myself,  if  I  had  felt 
like  it  was  necessary."  The  court 
said:  ''We  think  it  appears  from  the 
appellee's  own  testimony,  as  well  as 
that  given  on  behalf  of  the  appellants, 
that  the  defendants  sold  to  the  plain- 
tiff 133  bales  of  cotton  at  the  market 
price  of  cotton  at  the  time  and  place 
of  the  sale,  and  that  the  parties  then 
and  there  agreed  that,  if  the  same 
grade  of  cotton  should  advance  in 
price  between  that  date  and  the  80th 
day  of  April,  following,  the  defendants 
would  have  the  right,  upon  demand,  to 
collect  from  the  plaintiff  the  differ- 
ence between  the  price  of  such  cotton 
at  the  time  the  demand  was  made,  and 
the  price  which  the  plaintiff  had  paid 
the  defendants  for  it.  And,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  no  such  demand  was 
made  by  the .  defendants,  and  on  the 
80th  day  of  April  the  market  value 
of  the  grade  of  cotton  referred  to  was 
less  than  the  amount  the  plaintiff  had 
paid  for  it,  then  he  should  have  the 
right  to  collect  the  difference  from 
the  defendants.  It  is  conceded  in  ap- 
pellee's brief  that  the  amount  paid  was 
the  market  value  of  the  cotton  at  that 
time.  If  this  is  what  the  transaction 
was,  we  are  unable  to  distinguish  it 
from  a  bet  or  wager."  M.  A.  L. 


CLARENCE  IDELL,  by  Next  Friend,  et  al., 

V. 

ELBERT  O.  DAY,  Appt. 

Pennsylvania  Supreme  Court  •^February  6,  1022, 

(—  Pa.  — ,  116  Atl.  506.) 

Automobile  —  negHgence  in  turning  to  wrong  side  of  road. 

1.  One  driving  an  automobile  upon  a  public  highway  at  night  may  be 
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found  to  be  negligent  in  turning  abruptly  to  the  wrong  side  of  the  road, 
in  the  path  of  a  coasting  sled,  although  his  excuse  was  that  he  thought 
he  saw  pedestrians  on  the  road  in  front  of  him. 

[See  note  on  this  questi&n  begmning  on  page  1438.] 


Highway  —  coasting  as  nuisanoe. 

2.  Coasting  on  a  public  street  which 
is  not  put  to  extensive  public  use,  if 
not  expressly  prohibited  by  ordinance, 
is  not  necessarily  a  nuisance  or  negli- 
gence per  se. 

[See  13  R.  C.L.  802.5 

Trial  —  question     for     jury  —  negli- 
gence in  coasting. 
8.  Whether  or  not  one  coasting  on  a 

public  highway  is  exercising  the  care 


and  diligence  to  avoid  danger  which 
phould  be  expected  of  a  reasonably 
careful  and  prudent  man  under  like 
circumstances  is  a  question  for  the 
jury  where  the  evidence  as  to  the 
danger  is  conflicting  and  the  inferen- 
ces  to  be  drawn  not  clear. 

Highway  —  sled  as  vehicle. 

4.  A  hand  sled  is  not  a  vehicle  with- 
in  the  meaning  of  a  law  requiring  ve* 
hides  to  carry  lights  after  dark. 


(Schaffer,  J.,  dissents.) 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Conunon  Pleas, 
No.  2,  for  Philadelphia  County  (Stern,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 


Mr.  Lincoln  L.  Eyre  for  appellant. 

Mr.  M.  J.  McEnery,  for  appellees : 

The  question  of  the  violation  of  the 
act  of  assembly  by  the  minor  plain- 
tiff in  the  operation  of  the  sled  with- 
out the  display  of  a  light,  and  grant- 
ing that  a  sled  is  a  vehicle  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  act,  and 
that,  upon  the  night  in  question,  by 
reason  of  a  white  light  not  appearing 
upon  the  sled,  plaintiff  had  violated 
the  act,  the  question  still  remains 
whether  the  violation  of  the  act  of 
assembly  was  the  eflicient  cause  of 
the  injury. 

StUbbs  V.  Edwards,  260  Pa.  75,  103 
Atl.  511 ;  Mclllhenny  v.  Baker,  63  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  385;  Christner  v.  Cumber- 
land &  E.  L.  Coal  Co.  146  Pa.  67,  28 
Atl.  221;  Hardie  v.  Barrett,  257  Pa. 
42,  L.R.A.1917F,  444,  101  Atl.  76,  16 
N.  C.  C.  A.  485. 

Coasting  upon  a  street  which  is  not 
put  to  much  public  use,  when  not  ex- 
pressly prohibited  by  ordinance,  is  not 
necessarily  a  nuisance,  nor  is  it  an  un- 
lawful act,  nor  is  it  per  se  negligence. 

Feldman  v.  Riccordino,  68  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  114. 

The  question  of  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant  in  the  operation  of  his  auto* 
mobile  under  the  circumstances  as 
narrated  by  him,  and  which  narration 
in  effect  is  his  answer  to  the  injuries 
caused  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  becomes 
solely  a  question  for  the  jury. 


Reaney  v.  Jones,  75  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
855. 

Kephart,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  of  trespass  for 
personal  injuries  to  Clarence  IdelU 
a  minor  of  seventeen.  The  accident 
happened  on  tiie  evening  of  Janu- 
ary 23,  1920,  at  about  10  o'clock, 
while  young  Idell,  in  company  with 
eight  others,  all  minors,  was  sled 
riding  on  a  roadway  in  German- 
tGwn  known  as  Lincoln  drive.  Their 
sled  collided  with  defendant's  auto- 
mobile. Verdicts  for  the  minor  and 
father  were  recovered  in  the  court 
below,  but  as  appellant  took  but  one 
appeal,  instead  of  two,  which  the 
law  requires,  he  was  compelled  to 
elect  which  judgment  he  would  con- 
test; by  paper  filed,  he  abandoned 
his  objection  to  the  father's  judg- 
ment, and  assigned  as  error  to  that 
of  the  minor  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  give  binding  instructions  in 
favor  of  defendant. 

Lincoln  drive,  in  the  suburban 
section,  is  an  80-foot-wide  street, 
50  feet  from  curb  to  curb,  vnth  15- 
foot  sidewalks.  The  houses  are 
built  back  25  feet  from  the  house 
line,  and  at  Carpenter  street,  which 
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intersects  liacoln  drive,  there  is  an 
unobstructed  view  down  the  latter 
for  at  least  800  feet.  The  occupants 
of  the  sled  had  come  some  distance 
before  reaching  the  scene  of  the  ac- 
cident, which  was  300  feet  south  of 
Carpenter  street,  on  fhe  right  side 
of  the  road.  Here  there  is  little  or 
no  grade,  and  the  sled  was  merely 
drifting,  its  momentum  haying  been 
spent  in  the  distance  passed  over, 
beyond  which,  as  the  boys  described 
it,  the  hill  was  steeper  and  the  coast- 
ing better.  When  they  reached  Car- 
penter  street,  going  south,  they 
were  traveling  possibly  from  5  to 
8  miles  an  hour,  and  the  automobile 
could  be  seen  coming  north  upon  the 
right  side  of  the  road,  the  sled  being 
on  its  proper  side — 8  to  10  feet  from 
the  west  curb  line  of  the  road. 
There  were  no  lights  on  the  sled, 
but  warning  from  a  klaxon  horn 
was  sound^  by  the  boys  at  all 
crossings,  or  whenever  necessary  to 
attract  the  attention  of  pedestrians 
who  happened  to  be  on  the  highway. 
There  was  an  arc  light  at  Carpenter 
street  and  gas  lamps  along  the  sides 
of  Lincoln  drive, — one  immediately 
at  the  place  of  the  accident.  From 
the  evidence,  the  night  was  clear 
enough  that  the  persons  on  the  drive 
could  be  seen  for  a  distance  of  from 
800  to  1,000  feet. 

The  sled  continued  past  Carpen- 
ter street,  and  was  between  the  lat- 
ter and  West  View  street,  going 
about  as  fast  as  a  man  could  run, 
on  the  proper  side  of  the  road,  when 
defendant,  without  any  notice  or 
warning,  within  the  space  of  30  feet, 
suddenly  turned  his  car  from  the 
right  to  the  left  hand  side  of  the 
road,  and  crashed  into  the  sled,  in- 
juring this  minor  and  others. 

Defendant,  returning  from  a  pro- 
fessional call,  endeavoring  to  excuse 
his  action  by  showing  it  was  a  misty 
night,  and,  being  deceived  by  shad- 
ows of  the  trees,  imagined  he  saw 
objects  along  the  road  which  he  mis- 
took for  pedestrians,  going  in  tiie 
same  direction  as  his  car ;  he  turned 
out  of  the  road  to  avoid  them,  not 
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knowing  the  boys  were  sled  riding, 
though  it  appears  they  had  been 
doing  so  for  some  time. 

Coasting  on  a  public  street,  which 
is  not  put  to  extended  public  use, 

a»d.^ot    expressly  m.itwax- 
prohibited  by  ordi-  ^ommttng  «• 
nance,  is  not  neces-  ■''*■•"«*• 
sarily   a    nuisance,    nor    is   it   an 
unlawful  act  or  negligence  per  se. 
Burford  v.  Grand  Rapids,  53  Mich. 
98,  103,  51  Am.  Rep.  105,  18  N.  W. 
671;  Faulkner  v.  Aurora,  85  Ind. 
ISO,  188,  44  Am.  Rep.  1 ;  Lynch  v. 
Public  Service  Corp.  82  N.  J.  L.  712, 
715,  42  L.R.A.(N,S.)   865,  83  Atl. 
382,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  514 ;  Farrington  v. 
Cheponis,  84  Conn.  1,  8,  78  Atl.  652 ; 
Feldman    v.    Riccordino,    58    Pa. 
Super.  Ct  114,  117. 

Where,    under    the    undisputed 
facts,  coasting  upon  a  street  is  clear- 
ly and  manifestly  dangerous,  it  may 
be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  so  de- 
clare as  a  matter  of  law ;  but  where 
the  evidence  is  conflicting,  and  the 
inferences     to     be  ,,,,,^|_^    ^ , 
drawn  are  not  clear,  for  jury^nevii- 
the  question  wheth-  f •jj®*  *"  oo«»t- 
er  plaintiff  has  ex- 
ercised care  and  diligence  to  avoid 
danger  while  coasting,  such  as  to 
be  expected  of  a  reasonably  careful 
and  prudent  man  under  like  circum- 
stences,  is  for  the  jury.    Meyers  v. 
Central  R.  Co.  218  Pa.  305,  306,  67 
Atl.  620. 

We  have  had  several  cases  before 
us  of  right-angle  collisions  between 
sleds  and  vehicles;  as  to  such  cir- 
cumstances, where  there  is  no  tes- 
timony to  justify  a  finding  that  a 
driver  knew  or  had  reasonable 
ground  for  knowing  boys  were  sled- 
ding, or  likely  to  be  sledding,  on  a 
hill  at  the  time  of  passing,  and  a 
sled,  not  under  control,  comes  rapid- 
ly, without  warning  or  opportunity 
to  apprehend  its  approach,  and  a 
collision  takes  place,  there  is  no 
liability  for  damages  to  children 
who  may  be  injured,  as  was  the 
case  in  Eastbum  v.  United  States 
Exp.  Co.  225  Pa.  33,  35,  73  Atl. 
977;  but  where  a  driver  could  see 
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children  at  least  50  feet  away  from 
the  crossing,  or  knew  they  were 
riding  on  the  hill,  he  is  required  to 
give  warning  of  his  approach  and 
take  other  reasonable  means  to 
guard  against  accident  consistent 
with  the  circumstances.  Yeager  v. 
Gately  &  Fitzgerald,  262  Pa.  466, 
471,  106  Atl.  76. 

Here  we  have  an  accident  be- 
tween crossings  where  the  driver 
deliberately  passes  to  tiie  wrong 
side  of  the  street,  immediatdy  in  the 
face  of  impending  traffic.  The 
speed  of  the  car  did  not  cause  the 
accident;  while  the  sled  was  not  in 
a  fixed  position,  the  accident  was 
bound  to  result  when  the  car  was 
turned  directly  in  front  of  it  with- 
in a  few  feet  of  its  approach.  It 
would  have  happened  to  any  vehi- 
cle traveling  in  the  same  direction  as 
the  sled,  under  the  circumstances 
here  detailed.  The  doctor's  acts  im- 
periled the  lives  of  everyone  who 
might  be  traveling,  as  the  sled  was, 
on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
street.  His  excuse  received  all 
the  consideration  it  was  entitled 
to  by  the  court  below;  for 
what  the  headlight  mistakenly  re- 
vealed to  him,  as  he  says,  could  not 
have  been  true,  and,  if  it  was,  should 
he  not  have  made  reasonably  cer- 
tain that  people  were  actually 
ahead?  He  could  have  had  his  il- 
lusion dispelled  by  driving  within 
50  feet  of  the  supposed  pedestrians, 
when  the  shadows  would  have  dis- 
appeared in  the  brilliancy  of  his 
headlights,  and  if  he  could  see  these 
supposed  people  walking,  why  could 
not  he  see  the  boys  coming  slowly 
along  with  their  sled  ?  If  he  had  sus- 
pected there  was  something  on  the 
road  in  front  of  him,  he  should,  as 
any  prudent  man  would,  have  gone 
close  enough  to  it  to  find  out. 
Shadows  are  quickly  neutralized  in 
the  glare  of  an  electric  headlight, 
and  his  suspicions  would  have  been 
quickly  dissipated  had  he  followed 
a  reasonable  course. 

We  are  not  satisfied  the  use  of  the 
highway  by  traffic  on  this  occasion 
was  of  a  nature  to  cause  coasting  on 
this  street  to  be  declared  a  nuisance 


by  us.   The  court  below  did  not  com- 
mit  error   in   sub- 
mitting the  case  to  Autj«*wir-- 
the  jury,  either  on  twmiMir  to 
the  ground  of  de-  SSZ*  ■***  ^ 
fendant's  negli- 
gence   or    plaintifTs    contributory 
negligence.    This  case  Is  easily  dis- 
tinguishable from  Leslie  v.  Catan- 
zaro,  272  Pa.  419,  116  Atl.  504. 

There  is  one  other  question.  A 
hand  sled  is  not  a  vehicle  within  the 
contemplation       of 

1919  (P.  L.  451; 
Pa.  Stat  1920,  §§  19,630-19,636), 
which  requires  at  least  one  white 
light  from  one  hour  after  sunset 
until  one  hour  before  sunrise.  It 
may  be  such  conveyance  or  vehicle 
as  would  have  the  right  to  use  the 
cartway  of  a  street.  Stevenson  v. 
United  States  Exp.  Co.  221  Pa.  59, 
128  Am.  St.  Rep.  725,  70  Atl.  275. 
This  act  does  not  require  a  light  on 
such  sleds, — ^therefore,  ite  absence 
not  being  in  violation  of  an  act  of 
assembly,  it  is  not,  for  this  reason, 
the  efficient  cause  of  the  injury,  nor 
is  its  absence,  moreover,  such  lack 
of  ordinary  care  as  would  justify 
the  court  in  declaring  ite  contribu- 
tory negligence  as  a  matter  of  Law, 
preventing  a  recovery. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below 
is  affirmed. 

Schaffer,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  would  hold  that  the  words  "every 
vehicle"  in  the  Act  of  June  12, 1919, 
comprehend  sleds  such  as  the  one 
involved  in  the  accident  in  this  case, 
and  when  running  at  night  upon  a 
highway  like  Lincoln  drive,  one  of 
the  main  arteries  of  travel  in  sub- 
urban Philadelphia,  they  must  dis- 
play a  light  as  provided  in  that  act. 
In  the  absence  of  such  stetutory  re- 
quirement, it  seems  to  me  that  due 
and  ordinary  care  demands  that 
those  using  such  a  sled  on  such  a 
highway  at  night  must  give  warn- 
ing of  ite  presence  by  the  means  oth- 
er vehicles  use.  As  I  view  the 
testimony,  the  fault  here  was  not 
with  the  defendant,  but  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  there  should  be  no  re- 
covery permitted;  therefore  I  dis- 
sent. 
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h jury  to  one  whilm  coasting  in  the  streeL 


I.  In  ireneral,  1433. 
II.  Effect  of  ordinance  against  coast- 
ing, 1434. 

III.  Applicability  of  law  of  road  and 

road  regulations,  1485. 

IV.  Collisions  with  automobiles,  I486. 

/.  In  general. 

It  ia  generally  held  that  the  fact 
that  a  person  who  was  injured  while 
coasting  was  pursuing  this  sport  on 
a  public  street  will  not  necessarily 
preclude  a  recovery,  if  he  was  not 
sruilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
negligence  by  another  causing  the  in- 
jury is  made  to  appear.  Farrington 
V.  Cheponis  (1911)  84  Conn.  1,  78  AtL 
652;  Roennau  v.  Whitson  (1920)  188 
lowa^  138,  175  N.  W.  849;  Strutzel  v. 
St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  (1891)  47  Minn* 
643,  50  N.  W.  690;  Terrill  v.  Virginia 
Brewing  Co.  (1915)  ISO  Minn.  46, 
L.R.A.1915E,  1028,  163  N.  W.  186, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  453,  16  N.  C.  C.  A. 
648;  Weber  v.  United  R.  Co.  (1919) 
201  Mo.  App.  685,  213  S.  W.  535; 
Lynch  v.  Public  Service  Corp.  (1912) 

82  N.  J-  L.  712,  42  L.R.A.(N.S.)  866, 

83  Atl.  382,  3  N.  C.  C.  A.  514 ;  Meyers 
V.  Central  R.  Co.  (1907)  218  Fa,  305, 
67  Atl.  620;  Feldman  v.  Riccordino 
(1914)  58  Pa,  Super.  Ct.  114;  Kevins 
V.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  (1918)  261  Pa. 
32,  103  Atl.  1017 ;  Yeager  v.  Gately  & 
Fitzgerald  (1919)  262  Pa.  466,  106 
Atl.  76. 

And  in  Roennau  v.  Whitson  (1920) 
188  Iowa,  138,  175  N.  W.  849,  where 
it  was  held  that  coasters  on  a  hill 
had  an  equal  right  on  the  highway 
with  a  traveler  in  a  horse-drawn  car- 
riage, the  court  said:  "While  not  in 
terms  denying  the  lawfulness  of  the 
use  of  a  country  highway  for  coasting 
purposes  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances, appellant's  argument,  in 
many  of  its  assumptions  and  infer- 
ences, seems  grounded  on  the  thought 
that,  as  between  the  defendant  driv- 
ing an  ordinary  wheeled  carriage 
drawn  by  horses  and  the  party  of 
coasters  moving  over  the  same  public 
road  on  a  sled  propelled  by  their  own 
weight,   the   superiority   of   right   is 


y.  Colliaions     with     horse-drawn     ve- 
hicles, 1437. 
VI.  Collisions  with  street  cars,  14S9. 
VII.  Collisions  with  steam  cars,  1440. 
VIII.  Collisions  with  obstructions,  1440. 
IX.  Injury  from  kick  by  animal,  1440. 

with  the  former.  'Surely/  say  coun- 
sel, the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
drive  up  the  hill  in  the  beaten  or 
traveled  way  upon  this  public  road.' 
This  may  be  conceded,  but  it  by  no 
means  answers  or  avoids  the  plain- 
tiff's complaint  if,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
she  was  also  clothed  with  a  like  right 
to  come  down  the  hill  'in  the  beaten 
or  traveled  way.'  The  right  which 
any  person  has  to  use  the  public  road 
in  going  from  place  to  place  is  a  right 
which  he  holds  in  common  as  one  of 
the  public.  Each  and  every  person 
exercising  a  common  or  public  right 
is  bound  to  do  so  with  reasonable  re- 
gard to  the  safety  of  others  lawfully 
claiming  a  like  privilege.  So  far  as 
the  highway  is  concerned,  the  law 
recognizes  no  favorites  in  its  use. 
The  titled  traveler,  with  his  'coach 
and  six'  and  outriders,  has  no  higher 
or  better  right  in  the  public  road  than 
has  the  patient  squaw  with  her  pony 
dragging  the  primitive  travels,  which 
bears  her  load  of  blankets.  And,  bar- 
ring only  the  reservation  that  the  ve- 
hicle shall  not  be  of  a  kind  destructive 
of  the  public  use  of  the  road  or  other- 
wise constituting  a  nuisance,  the  law, 
in  the  absence  of  statute  at  least,  does 
not  close  the  road  against  any  form 
or  method  of  travel  or  transportation 
known  to  man.  Nor  does  the  law 
limit  such  public  right  to  the  use  of 
the  highway  as  a  mere  artery  or  con- 
duit of  business  or  commerce.  More 
and  more  as  the  years  go  by  are  the 
public  ways  crowded  with  those  who 
walk  or  ride  or  drive  for  the  mere 
pleasure  of  it,  or  as  a  restful  change 
from  their  labors,  or  as  a  matter  of 
exercise  taken  for  the  promotion  of 
health.  No  practicable  motive  power 
has  yet  been  developed  which  is  in 
itself  unlawful  for  use  upon  the  high- 
way.   The  subjection  of  steam,  gas. 
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and  electricity  to  such  uses  is  al- 
ready an  accomplished  fact.  Nor  is 
gravity,  that  most  universal  and  po- 
tent of  all  nature's  forces,  overlooked. 
The  bicycle  rider  coasts  down  the 
hills,  and  the  automobile  driver  does 
the  same,  and  utilizes  the  momentum 
thus  acquired  to  carry  him  far  up  the 
opposite  slope,  and  in  so  doing  neither 
of  them  abuses  his  lawful  right  to  the 
use  of  the  road.  Nor  is  the  right  lost 
or  forfeited  because  the  use  being 
made  of  the  road  is  merely  one  of  the 
movements  in  some  amusement  or 
sport." 

And  it  has  been  held  that  coasting 
on  a  public  street  not  put  to  extended 
public  use,  where  it  is  not  expressly 
prohibited  by  ordinance,  is  not  neces- 
sarily a  nuisance,  or  an  unlawful  act, 
or  negligence  per  se.  1s>MJj  v.  Day 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  1429;  Feld- 
man  v.  Riccordino  (1914)  58  Pa.  Su- 
per. Ct.  114. 

In  Lynch  v.  Public  Service  Corp. 
(1912)  82  N.  J.  L.  712,  42  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  865,  83  Atl.  382,  3  N.  C.  C.  A. 
514,  it  was  held  that  one  coasting  in 
a  public  street,  who  was  injured  by 
another's  negligence,  was  not  pre- 
vented from  recovery  for  the  injury 
because  his  own  act  constituted  a 
public  nuisance. 

And  in  Jackson  v.  Castle  (1888)  80 
Me.  119,  13  Atl.  49,  an  action  for  dam- 
ages alleged  to  have  been  occasioned 
by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  wrong- 
ful act  of  defendant,  who  was  coast- 
ing, it  is  said  that  sliding  in  a  street, 
accompanied  with  boisterous  conduct, 
is  not  necessarily  unlawful,  nor  is  it 
necessarily  a  public  nuisance. 

But  it  has  been  said  that  a  large 
sled  loaded  with  several  persons 
coasting  down  an  icy  street  after  dark 
endangers  the  safety  of  every  travel- 
er upon  the  highway  in  its  course, 
and  is  inconsistent  with  the  purposes 
for  which  the  street  was  made  and 
for  which  it  is  used,  and  is  per  se  a 
nuisance.  Reusch  v.  Licking  Rolling 
Mill  Co.  (1904)  118  Ky.  369,  80  S.  W. 
1168. 

And  in  Eastburn  ▼.  United  States 
Exp.  Co.  (1909)  225  Pa.  33,  73  Atl. 
977,  it  was  said  that  it  cannot  be 
doubted  that  for  seven  boys  to  come 


down  a  steep  hill  on  one  sled,  at  such 
a  high  rate  of  speed  as  would  neces- 
sarily follow,  and  to  run  into  a  city 
street  at  the  foot  of  the  hill,  would  be 
a  wrongful  act. 

And  in  McCarthy  v.  Portland 
(1877)  67  Me.  167,  24  Am.  Rep.  23,  a 
case  of  injury  to  a  horse  while  racing 
in  the  streets  of  a  city,  it  is  said  that, 
like  racing  or  playing  ball,  sliding 
downhill  is  not  an  unlawful  exercise 
or  game,  but  that  the  streets  are  not 
proper  places  for  such  recreation, 
although  one  engaged  in  it  is  passing 
along  the  highway,  in  one  sense,  as 
any  traveler  would. 

It  is  held  that  where,  under  the 
undisputed  facts,  coasting  upon  a 
street  is  clearly  and  manifestly  dan- 
gerous, it  may  be  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  so  declare  as  a  matter  of  law, 
but  that,  where  the  evidence  is  con- 
flicting and  the  inferences  to  be 
drawn  are  not  clear,  the  question 
whether  plaintiff  has  exercised  care 
and  diligence  to  avoid  danger  while 
coasting,  such  as  to  be  expected  of  a 
reasonably  careful  and  prudent  man 
undef  like  circumstances,  is  for  the 
jury.  Feldman  v.  Riccordino  (1914) 
58  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  114;  Idell  v.  Day 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  1429.  Oth- 
er cases  on  the  question  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  will  be  found  in  sub- 
sequent subdivisions. 

//.  Effect  of  ordinance  aaaina^  coaaUnO' 

See  also  Sturm  v.  Tri-City  R.  Co. 
(1920)  190  Iowa,  387,  178  N.  W.  525, 
infra,  VI. 

In  Farrington  y.  Cheponis  (1911) 
84  Conn.  1,  78  Atl.  652,  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  one  was  violating 
an  ordinance  against  coasting  would 
not  bar  a  recovery  for  an  injury,  un- 
less such  violation  was  a  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury. 

And  in  Sturm  v.  Tri-City  R.  Co. 
(Iowa)  supra,  it  was  held  that  one 
who  was  injured  while  coasting  was 
not  necessarily  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  because  he  was  injured 
while  violating  the  law  against  coast- 
ing, but  that  such  violation  did  not 
constitute  negligence  unless  the 
breach  of  law,  in  some  manner,  di- 
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rectly  eontribvted  to  the  injury  sos- 
tftiood* 

In  Fluckig^  v.  Seattle  (1918)  103 
Wash.  830,  L.RJ^.1918F,  780,  174  Pae. 
456,  it  was  held  that  a  failure  of  the 
police  department  to  enforce  an  ordi- 
nance forbidding  coasting  in  the  city 
atreets  did  not  render  a  municipality 
liable  for  an  injury  to  one  who  was 
yiolating  the  ordinance. 

///.  Applioabaity    of   law  of  road  and 
road  tegUUUions. 

In  Roennau  v.  Whitson  (1920)  188 
Iowa,  138,  176  N.  W.  849,  it  was 
held  that  the  law  of  the  road  is 
applicable  in  cases  of  coasters.  The 
court  said :  "Counsel  argue  that  this 
statute  (Code,  S  1569)  prescribing 
the  so-called  law  of  the  road,  which 
makes  it  the  duty  of  persons  on  horse- 
back or  vehicles  meeting  upon  the 
highway  to  give  one  half  of  the  road 
by  seasonably  turning  to  the  right, 
can  have  no  application  to  a  meeting 
on  the  road  between  the  rider  of  a 
sled  or  coaster  and  a  person  who  is 
operating  a  vehicle  of  any  other  de- 
Bcription.  We  see  no  valid  ground  on 
which  to  draw  this  distinction,  or  to 
justify  us  in  judicially  ingrafting  up- 
on the  statute  ah  exception  which  the 
legislature  did  not  make.  The  stat- 
ute makes  no  attempt  to  classify 
vehicles  or  to  include  within  its' 
terms  one  or  more  to  the  exclusion  of 
others.  We  have  held  that  a  bicycle 
is  to  be  considered  a  vehicle^  and  its 
rider  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
law  of  the  road  (Cook  v.  Fogarty 
(1897)  103  Iowa,  604,  89  L.R.A.  488, 
72  N.  W.  677),  and,  if  we  once  concede 
that  any  particular  vehicle  may  be 
lawfully  Used  on  a  public  road  its  in- 
clusion within  the  effect  of  the  Haw 
of  the  road'  is  clearly  inevitable.  It 
is  quite  possible  that  this  may,  at 
times,  work  an  apparent  hardship  as. 
between  a  comparatively  slow-movinff 
vehicle  and  one  which  moves  swiftly 
or  more  silently;  but  such  inconven- 
iences or  disadvantages  are  inevitable 
unless  we  destroy  the  equality  of 
right  which  makes  the  highway  abgut 
the  only  place  left  where  every  man, 
no  matter  how  humble,  is  the  peer  of 
every  other  man,  no  matter  how  ex- 


alted. The  universality  of  tids  right 
and  use  makes  it  incumbent  on  each 
person  to  exercise  it  with  a  reason- 
able degree  of  vigilance  to  avoid  in- 
terference with  others.  This  duty 
observed,  collisions  and  accidents 
will  be  few,  even  though  annoyances 
multiply  with  the  multiplication  of 
methods  of  tranie^portation  and  loco- 
motion." 

And  in  Terrill  ▼.  Virginia  Brewing 
Co.  (1916)  130  Miniu  46,  L.R.A.1916E, 
1028,  163  N.  W.  136,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C, 
463,  16  N.  C.  G.  A.  648,  a  statute  re- 
quiring all  vehicles  to  keep  to  the 
right  was  held  applicable,  but  a  c^at^ 
ute  regulating  the  speed  of  motor  ve- 
hicles approaching  a  curve  was  held 
not  to  apply. 

l^nd  in  the  reported  case  (Idell  v. 
Day,  ante,  1429>  it  was  held  that  a 
hand  sled  is  not  a  vehicle  within  the 
contemplation  of  an  act  requiring  at 
least  one  white  light  from  one  hour 
after  sunset  uDtir  one  hour  before 
sunrise. 

IF.  CoUiaiona  with  automohUea, 

It  is  held  that,  where  the  driver  of 
a  motor  vehicle  is  aware  of  the  pres- 
ence of  children  coasting  on  a  hill, 
he  is  bound  to  exercise  unusual  care 
and  watchfulness.  Yeager  v.  Gately 
&  Fitzgerald  (1919)  262  Pa.  466,  106 
AtL76. 

In  LfOslie  v.  Catanzaro  (1922)  — 
Pa.  — ,  116  Atl.  604,  it  was  h^ld  that, 
although  it  is  the  duty  of  the  driver 
of  an  automobile  to  keep  his  car. un- 
der control  so  .as.  to  be  able  to  stop 
within  a  reasonable  time  in  case  of 
an  emergency,  the  evidence  in  the 
case  9^owed  that  the  defendant  had 
exercised  reasonable  care  in  endeav- 
oring to  remove  his  car  from  the  path 
of  a  sled  on  which  the  plaintiff  was 
riding,  where  there  was  no  clear  evi- 
dence that  the .  defendant  was  aware 
that  coasters  might  be  met  at  the 
place  of  colliaiop,  and  the  evidence 
also  showed  that  as  the  defendant 
came  toward  an  obstruction  at  a  cor- 
ner he  sounded  his  horn,  and  as  he 
rounded  the  obstruction,  and  observed 
plaintiiTs  sled  approaching  15  or  26 
feet  distant,  in  the  emergency  he 
turned  his  car  to  the  left  and  mount- 
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ed  the  sidewalk,  so  that  it  was  about 
4  feet  beyond  the  curb  when  it  was 
stopped,  practically  within,  its  own 
length. 

And  in  Sund  v.  Smisek  (1921)  106 
Neb.  602, 181  N.  W.  529,  there  was  held 
to  be  no  evidence  supporting  an  alle* 
gation  of  negligence,  where  the  testi- 
mony showed  that  the  hill  on  which 
the  deceased  nine-year-old  boy  was 
coasting  was  steep,  iicy^  and  danger- 
ous for  coasting;,  that  his  sled  was  a 
fast  one,  and  that  he .  descended  so 
rapidly  that  it  wa^  beyond .  his  con- 
trol; that  the  sled  dashed  out  so 
swiftly  from  between  the  banks  of  an 
alley  which  hid  defendant's  view  that 
the  driver  of  a  car  running  at  a  niod- 
erate  rate  of  speed,  in  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care,  under  the  circum- 
stances, could  not  hav^  prevented  ^ 
collision  witlfi  the  sled,  which  struck 
the  rear  wheel  of  the .  defendant's 
automobile.  . 

And  in  Wetherill  v.  Showell«  F.  & 
Go.  (1919)  264  Pa.  449,  107  AtL  808, 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  negli- 
gence shown,  where  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  driver  of  defendant's 
automobile  was  not  heeding  what  he 
was  doihg  as  he  approached  a  blind 
crossing,  or  that  he  knew  that  boys 
were  in  the  habit  of  sliding  on  a  cer- 
tain street,  or  that  the  grade  would 
permit  them  to  do  so,  and  there  was 
evidence  that  the  plaintilTs  deceased 
child,  as  defendant's  vehicle  ap- 
proached the  crossing,  also  aiH 
proached  on  an  intersecting  street  at 
A  high  rate  of  speed,  and  that  he  at- 
tempted to  avoid  a  collision  by  pass- 
ing to  the  rear  of  the  automobile,  but 
was  unable  to  steer  his  sled  and 
struck  the  back  wheel. 

And  in  Post  v.  Richardson  (1922) 
—  Pa.  — ,  116  Atl.  631,  in  which  a  re- 
covery was  sought  for  the  death  of 
a  coaster  whd  collided  with  an  auto- 
mobile, the  evidence  was  held  to  es- 
tablish no  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  where  the  testimony 
in  substance  was  that  the  accident 
occurred  at  about  9:30  at  night;  that 
there  was  a  turn  in  the  road  part  way 
down  the  hill  on  which  the  deceased 
was  coasting,  which  hid  the  view  of 
the  lower  part  until  travelers  had 
rounded  the  turn;  that  the  sled  was 


going  from  16  to  26  miles  an  hour, 
and  traveling  on  the  south,  or  right, 
side  as  it  made  the  curve;  that  the  oc- 
cnpants  of  the  sled  noticed  defend- 
ant's automobile  ascending  the  hill, 
also  on  the  south  side  of  the  road» 
about  176  or  200  feet  from  the  place 
of  collision;  that  as  the  vehicles 
neared  each  other  the  deceased,  evi- 
dently thinking  there  was  not  room 
to  pass  the  automobile  on  the  right, 
suddenly  turned  to  the  left,  and  at 
the  same  instant  thie  defendant,  obey- 
ing the  rule  of  the  road,  turned  his 
car  to  the  right;  that  deceased,  evi- 
dently noticing  the  change,  suddenly 
swerved  his  sled  to  the  right,  but  did 
not  clear  the  automobile ;  and  that  the 
defendant's  automobile,  when  first 
seen  by  the  coasters,  had  been  turned 
to  the  left  in  order  to  pass  groups  of 
coasters  who  were  drawing  their 
sleds  up  the  hill. 

In  Y.eager  v.  Gately  &  Fitzgerald 
(Pa.)  supra,  the  question  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part*  of  the  driver  of  a 
motor  vehicle  which  collided  at  a 
street  intersection  with  a  boy  who  was 
Roasting  was  held  for  the  jury,  where 
there  was  evidence  that  the  accident 
occurred  between  2  and  3  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon;  that  the  boy  was  coast- 
ing on  the  sidewalk,  on  the  right  side 
of  the  street,  and  traveling  6  or  8 
miles  an  hour;  that  defendant's  truck 
was  traveling  at  about  the  same  speed 
on  the  left  or  wrong  side  of  a  street 
which  intersected  at.  right  angles  that 
on  which  the  boy  was  coasting;  that 
the  collision  occurred  practically  at 
the  instant  the  child's  sled  left  the 
sidewalk  and  entered  the  crossing; 
that  the  driver  knew  children  were 
coasting  at  the  place  where  the  acci- 
dent happened ;  that  he  might  have 
seen  the  boy,  and  that  he  failed  to 
give  any  warning  as  his  truck  ap- 
proached the  intersection. 

And  it  will  be  observed  that  in  the 
reported  case  (Idell  v.  Day,  ante, 
1429)  the  question  of  negligence  and 
contributory  negligence  were  held  for 
the  jury,  where  the  plaintiff's  sled 
was  traveling  slowly  on  the  proper 
side  of  the  street  and  was  run  into 
at  night  by  the  defendant's  automo- 
bile, which  he  turned  on  the  wrong 
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side,  as  lie  testified,  to  avoid  objects 
on  the  road  which  he  took  for  pedes- 
trians. 

In  Goldberg  v.  Berkowitz  (1921) 
173  Wia  603,  181  N.  W.  216,  the  plain, 
tiff  was  held  guilty  -of  contributory 
negligence  as  a  matter  of  law  where 
there  was  evidence  that  he  was  an  in- 
telligent boy  nine  and  one-half  years 
of  age,  and  that  he  coasted  down  a  hill, 
lying  on  his  stomach  on  a  aled,  with 
his  face  downwards  and  his  hands 
placed  so  that  he  cpuld  guide  the 
sled;  that  as  he  proceeded  he  did  not 
look  up  to  see  if  the  course  was  clear, 
but  held  his  head  down  between  the 
sled  runners,  and  that  he.  did  not  see 
or  hear  defendant's  automobile  until 
they  met  near  the-  curb  opposite  from 
the  side  where  he  entered  onto,  the 
street 

In  Disher  v.  Kincaid  (1922)  ~ 
Iowa,  — ,  186  N.  W.  666,  where  a  re- 
covery was  sought  for  injuries  sus- 
tained by  one  who  was  coasting  when 
he  collided  with  an  automobile,  it  wais 
held  that  the  evidence  did  not  justify 
a  submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury 
upon  the  theory  of  the  "last  clear 
chance''  doctrine,  the  court  holding 
that  too  much  was  left  to  the  specu- 
lation of  the  jury,  where  the  two  oc- 
cupants of  the  automobile  denied  that 
they  saw  the  sled  until  approximately 
the  instant  of  the  collision,,  although 
there  was  testimony  that  the  driver 
was  signaled,  and  that,  had  he  looked, 
he  could  have  seen  the  sled  some 
distance  from  the  street  intersection. 

In  Kammer  v.  Loschke  (1922)  — 
Mo.  App.  — ,  238  S.  W.  1088,  the  jury 
was  held  justified  in  finding  that  the 
driver  of  the  truck  which  collided 
with  plaintiff's  bobsled  violated  the 
humanitarian  rule,  where  there  was 
evidence  that  plaintiff  had  stationed 
a  man  at  the  intersection  of  a  street 
over  which  he  would  pass  to  see  that 
the  way  was  clear;  that  after  the  sled, 
which  started  on  a  signal  that  the 
way  was  clear,  was  part,  way  down  the 
hill,  the  guard  discovered  defendant's 
truck  approaching  at  a  speed  of  20  or 
25  miles  an  hour  on  the  intersecting 
street,  and  realizing'  that  the  died 
could  not  be  stopped,  he  frantically 
endeavbred,  by  votee  lemd  gest^ire^  to 


have<  t)ie  truck  stopped;. that  as  the 
Bled  got  about  10  feet  irom  the  edge 
4>f  .the  intersectio&v  traveling  north- 
westerly/, the  plaintiff  saw  the  truck 
approaching  from  the,  eastward;  that 
he  turnjsd  the  sled  to  the  left,  and 
turned. in  as  narrow  a  circle  as  pos^ 
sibljBi  in  an  endeavor  to  avpjd  the 
truck,  which  wa0  150  to  200  feet 
away;  that,  notwithstanding  the 
warnings  given  by  the  guard  and  the 
sight  of  the  sled,  the  driver  came  on 
without  slackening  speed  or  making 
.any  effort  to  avoid  the  collision  until 
he  was  within  40  feet  of  the  point  of 
-collision,  when  he  applied  bis  br&ke^, 
and  when  the  ,car  and  sled  came  to- 
gether he  swerved  to  the  right;  that 
the  driver  of  the  truck  at  all  times  had 
the  means  of  stopping  or  slowing  his 
truck,  had  he  been  obsierving  and 
careful,  while  he  knew  that  the  sled 
could  not  be.stoppied.  And  the  evi- 
dence in  the. case,  was  held  t^  justify 
.an  instruction  that  if  the  plaintiff  was 
•in  a  position  of  imminent  peril,  or 
entering  a  position  o|  such  peril, 
arising  from  danger  of  being  run  into 
by  the  truck,  ai^d  the.  driver  knew,  or 
in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  could 
have  known,  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
a  position  .of  imminent  peril,  or  enter- 
ing such  a  position,  and  thereafter 
the  driver,  in  the  :exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  could  have  stopped  the  truck, 
slackened  its  speed,  or  swerved  the 
same,  and  thereby  could  have  avoided 
the  collision,  and  l\e  failed  to  do  so, 
then  he  was  guilty  of  negligence,  and 
if  as  a  direct  result  of  such  negli- 
gence the  plaintiff  was. injured,  a  re- 
covery could  be  •  had.  And  the  in- 
struction was  held  not  objectionable 
on  the  groui^dthat  it  did  not  include 
a  proviso  that  the  truck  driver  could 
have  stopped^  slackened  speed,  or 
swerved  the  truck,  "with  due  regard 
.to  his  own  safety,"  since  the  evidence 
raised  no  such  issue.  And  it  was  held 
that  an, objection  that  the  instruction 
should  have  required  the  jury  to  find 
whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  ob- 
livious of  hia  peril  should  not  be  up- 
held* in  .view  of  the  facts,  as  oblivi- 
ousness was  held  immaterial.    .  .    ,    . 

F.'  CoUiMofiB  toWi  U6r9e''draiumf.v€hiele9, 

The  fact*  that  children  are  atamding 
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with  their  ftledd  near  a  crossing  in  the 
roadway  at  the  foot  of  a  hill,  in  a 
safe  place,  will  not  put  a  driver  of  a 
wagon  upon  notice  that  a  large  sled 
is  likely  to  run  into  his  wagon  at 
great  speed,  and  require  him  to  take 
steps  to  avoid  that  possibility.  East- 
burn  V.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  (1909) 
225  Pa.  33,  73  Atl.  977. 

Neither  is  the  sound  of  boy's  voices 
in  the  streets  on  Saturday  sufficient 
warning  to  require  a  driver  to  stop 
his  team  and  make  inquiry  as  to  the 
location  of  the  sounds  and  as  to 
whether  they  come  from  boys  coast- 
ing.   Ibid. 

And  the  fact  that  a  person,  when 
walking  on  a  street  one  day,  sees 
children  sledding  on  a  particular  hill, 
cannot  charge  him,  when  driving  a 
wagon  along  that  street  on  a  later 
day,  with  negligence,  because  his 
wagon  is  struck  in  the  side  by  a  sled ; 
nor  is  he  under  a  dnty  when  arriving 
at  the  corner  to  stop  his  team  and 
wait  until  all  the  children  coasting 
down  that  hill  shall  arrive  safely  at 
the  bottom.    Ibid. 

And  even  if  a  driver,  upon  arriving 
at  a  corner,  can  see  boys  at  a  consid- 
erable distance  up  the  hill  upon  the 
cross  street  coasting  down  towards 
him,  he  is  not  obliged  to  anticipate 
the  possibility  of  their  steering  their 
sled  into  his  wagon.    Ibid. 

And  where  a  sled  with  seven  boys 
upon  it  was  coming  down  a  steep  hill 
in  the  daytime,  and  appeared  'iike  a 
shot  out  of  a  cannon"  to  the  driver  of 
a  wagon  upon  a  cross  street,  and  a 
collision  resulted,  and  there  was  noth- 
ing to  show  that  he  had  knowledge 
that  the  boys  were  sledding  on  the 
hill,  or  that  they  were  likely  to  be  at 
that  time,  a  verdict  based  upon  the 
negligence  of  such  driver  is  not  war- 
ranted.   Ibid. 

And  in  Hoff  v.  Ward  Baking  Co. 
(1918)  70  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  235,  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  not 
chargeable  with  negligence  because 
he  was  driving  at  a  gallop  across  a 
street  intersection  at  which  a  colli- 
sion occurred  with  a  sled  on  which 
the  deceased  and  another  boy  were 
coasting,  where  the  latter,  who  was 
steering,  testified  that  there  was  suffi- 


cient space  for  the  sled  to  have  passed 
back  of  the  wagon,  but  that»  on  ac- 
count of  the  sled  being  overloaded,  he 
was  unable  to  deflect  its  course  so 
as  to  escape  the  wagon. 

In  Roennau  v.  Whitson  (1920)  188 
Iowa,  138,  175  N.  W.  849,  a  finding  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  driver 
of  a  buggy  was  held  supported  by 
the  evidence,  where  there  was  testi- 
mony that  he  was  warned  of  the  dan- 
ger from  coasters  while  still  at  the 
foot  of  a  hill;  that  he  saw  a  flash 
light  carried  by  those  on  a  coaster 
descending  the  hill,  when  200  feet 
away;  that  the  coasters  were  making 
outcries  for  a  clear  way,  which  were 
audible  at  the  foot  of  the  hill;  that» 
notwithstanding  the  darkness  and  the 
fact  that  he  was  driving  a  fractious 
team,  he  drove  steadily  ahead,  occu- 
pying nearly  all  the  traveled  tracks 
until  an  instant  before  the  collision 
with  the  coaster,  which  descended  the 
hill  with  the  right  sled  runner  in 
the  right-hand  wheel  track. 

In  the  Roennau  Case  the  question 
of  contributory  negligence  was  held 
for  the  jury,  where  there  was  evi- 
dence that  they  had  placed  watchers 
at  the  foot  of  the  hill  to  give  warn- 
ing; that  they  displayed  a  flash  light, 
which  was  visible  for  the  whole 
length  of  their  course;  and  that  they 
gave  warning  by  shouts,  which  were 
audible  at  the  foot  of  the  hill. 

And  in  Terrill  v.  Virginia  Brewing 
Co.  (1916)  180  Minn.  46,  LJt.A.1916E, 
1028,  158  N.  W.  186,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C» 
453,  16  N.  C.  C.  A.  648,  where  the 
plaintiflf's  child,  while  coasting  down 
a  city  street^  was  killed  while  attempt^ 
ing  to  avoid  the  defendant's  wagon, 
which  was  proceeding  on  the  left  side 
of  the  street,  it  was  held  that  it  could 
not  be  said  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
the  boy  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  but  that  the  question  was 
for  the  jury. 

But  in  Stoll  V.  Laubengayer  (1913) 
174  Mich.  701.  140  N.  W.  532,  the  act 
of  the  deceased  in  starting  her  sled 
down  an  incline  after  the  defendant 
had  left  his  team  standing  over  a 
path  into  which  the  sled  turned,  re- 
sulting in  a  collision  with  the  teanit 
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was  held  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
accident,  and  a  recovery  was  denied. 

VI.  CoUiHons  tHth  street  cars. 

In  Sturm  v.  Tri-City  R.  Co.  (1920) 
190  Iowa,  387»  178  N.  W.  525,  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  railway  com- 
pany was  under  no  duty  to  anticipate 
that  the  plaintiff  would  violate  an 
ordinance  against  coastinir*  merely 
because  the  right  existed  to  use  the 
street  in  a  lawful  manner. 

If  the  driver  of  a  street  car  has 
seen  young  boys  sliding  down  to  the 
track  so  frequently  that  he  has  rea- 
son to  apprehend  that  they  will  be  en- 
countered there,  it  is  culpable  negli- 
gence on  his  part  to  approach  th» 
crossing  without  looking  to  see  if 
they  are  there,  unless  his  inattention 
is  in  some  way  excused;  and  if  he 
actually  sees  a  boy  thus  sliding,  it  is 
his  duty  to  be  careful  so  to  control 
the  motion  of  the  car  as  to  avoid  the 
apparent  danger;  and  in  either  case, 
the  fact  that  coasting  in  the  street  is 
unlawful  does  not  excuse  him  from 
the  duty  of  carefulness.  And  where 
a  boy  nearly  six  years  old  was  struck 
by  a  horse  car  in  the  daytime,  at  a 
crossing  over  which  for  several  days 
boys  had  been  in  the  habit  of  coast- 
ing, and  at  a  place  where  the  driver 
of  the  car,  if  he  had  looked,  could 
have  seen  the  boy  in  time  to  have 
avoided  the  accident,  he  being  ac- 
customed to  pass  the  place  about 
every  hour  of  the  day,  it  was  held 
that  the  question  of  his  negligence 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  and 
their  verdict  of  substantial  damages 
was  affirmed.  Strutzel  v,  St.  Paul 
City  R.  Co.  (1891)  47  Mimu  548,  50 
N.  W.  690. 

In  Weber  v.  United  R.  Co.  (1919) 
201  Mo.  App.  685,  213  S.  W.  535,  it 
was  held  that,  under  an  ordinance 
providing  that  persons  in  charge  of 
street  cars  shall  keep  a  vigilant  watch 
for  vehicles  and  persons  on  the  track, 
or  moving  toward  the  car,  and  that 
it  shall  be  stopped  in  the  shortest 
possible  time  and  space  on  the  first 
appearance  of  danger,  and,  even  aside 
from  such  ordinance,  a  motorman  who 
had  an  unobstructed  view  for  a  long 
distance  should  have  seen  plaintifTs 


intestate,  who  was  coasting  down  a 
hill,  and  first  came  towards  the  front 
of  the  car,  and  as  it  turned  came 
towards  its  side  and  collided  with  it, 
and  that  nothing  less  than  gross  neg- 
ligence would  be  attributed  to  the 
motorman  in  failing  to  see  the  de- 
ceased and  another  boy  who  crossed 
the  track  on  his  sled  ahead  of  the  lat- 
ter, directly  in  front  of  the  car,  and 
there  was  held  substantial  evidence 
warranting  the  submission  of  the 
case  to  the  jury. 

But  a  street  railroad  company  is 
not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  boy  eight 
years  old  while  coasting  in  the  day- 
time down  a  steep  street,  crossing  at 
right  angles  the  street  car  track, 
where  the  injury  occurs  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  the  motorman  suddenly 
stops  the  car  to  avoid  striking  an- 
other boy  who  is  preceding  the  one 
injured  down  the  hill,  and  who  under- 
takes to  cross  in  front  of  the  car,  and 
in  so  doing  the  motorman  upsets  the 
plans  of  the  injured  boy,  who  is  in- 
tending to  cross  behind  the  moving 
car,  and  who  as  a  result  comes  in  con- 
tact with  the  rear  wheels.  Kiley  v. 
Boston  Elevator  R.  Co.  (1911)  207 
Mass.  542,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1153,  93 
N.  E.  632. 

In  Lynch  v.  Public  Service  Corp. 
(1912)  82  N.  J*  L.  712,  42  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  865,  83  Atl.  382,  3  N.  C.  C.  A. 
514,  it  was  held  that  the  jury  must 
determine  whether  or  not  a  motorman 
in  charge  of  a  street  car  was  negli- 
gent in  accelerating  the  speed  of  his 
car  when  attempting  to  cross  a  street 
on  which  he  knew  children  were 
coasting,  after  he  had  been  warned 
that  sleds  were  approaching  the  point 
of  intersections. 

And,  in  the  Lynch  Case,  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  a  child  was  guilty 
of  negligence  in  attempting  to  coast 
on  a  street  crossing  a  street  railway 
track,  when  persons  were  stationed  at 
the  point  of  intersection  to  warn 
coasters  and  car  operators  in  order  to 
prevent  collisions. 

The  evidence  in  Rassman  v.  Shore 
Line  Electric  R.  Co.  (1913)  87  Conn. 
701,  87  Atl.  271,  which  is  not  set  out. 
was  held  not  to  establish  the  neglect 
by  the  defendant  of  any  duty  owed  to 
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the  plaintiff's  intestate,  bat  to  show 
negligence  by  the  latter  in  attempt- 
ing to  coast  across  the  defendant's 
track  in  front  of  a  car,  without  ob- 
serving its  approach. 

And  in  Flintoff  v.  Muskegon  Trac- 
tion &  Lighting  Co.  (1919)  208  Mich. 
527,  175  N.  W.  438,  a  bright,  intelli- 
gent boy  over  seven  years  of  age 
who  was  killed  by  a  street  car  was 
held  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
where  he  slid  down  a  steep  hill  onto 
the  car  track,  riding  feet  foremost 
and  lying  upon  his  stomach  upon  the 
sled,  knowing  that  cars  were  running 
upon  the  track  at  frequent  intervals. 

VII.  CoUiaions  toUh  steatn  oara. 

In  Meyers  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (1907) 
218  Pa.  305,  67  Atl.  620,  the  questions 
of  negligence  and  contributory  negli- 
gence were  held  for  the  jury  where 
there  was  evidence  that  a  thirteen- 
year-old  boy  while  coasting  was 
struck  at  night  by  an  engine  at  a  pub- 
lic crossing,  which  was  dangerous 
and  was  ordinarily  protected  by  a 
watchman  and  gates;  that  there  was 
no  such  protection  at  the  time  of  the 
accident;  and  that  the  engine,  which 
was  running  backwards,  gave  no 
warning  of  its  approach;  and  that 
there  was  a  considerable  stretch  of 
level  ground  before  the  track  was 
reached,  on  which  the  boy  could  have 
stopped  or  turned  to  one  side. 

VIII.  Collisions  with  obstructions. 

It  has  been  held  that  one  who  has 
placed  a  large  wagon  upon  a  street, 
and  has  left  it  to  stand  there  over 
night,  is  not  liable  for  damages  to 
one  injured  by  reason  of  running 
against  it  while  coasting  in  the  street 
after  dark,  although  the  street  may 
have  been  used  for  coasting  for  many 
evenings  preceding,  for  it  is  said  that 
the  owner  of  the  wagon  is  under  no 
obligation  to  exercise  care  for  the 
protection  of  one  thus  improperly 
using  the  street.  Reusch  v.  Licking 
Rolling  Mill  Co.  (1904)  118  Ky.  869, 
80  S.  W.  1168. 

In  Brightenburg  v.  Mulcahy  (1920) 
104  Neb.  794,  178  N.  W.  623,  where  it 
was  alleged  in  substance  that  the  de- 
fendant    unlawfully     maintained     a 


fence  extending  into  the  public 
thoroughfare,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  coasting  downhill,  and  that  his 
sled  was  crowded  over  the  curb  when 
near  the  fence,  which  cltused  him  to 
run  into  the  fence  where  it  was  un- 
lawfully maintained,  it  was  held  that 
the  question  of  what  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury  was  for  the 
jury.  The  court  said:  "As  to  how 
far,  or  whether  at  all,  acts  of  the 
parties  coasting  was  the  proximate 
cause,  would  be  a  matter  of  defense, 
hence  a  question  for  the  jury.  The 
situation  then  is  a  question  of  con- 
curring or  successive  acts  of  negli- 
gence of  numerous  persons  combined 
which  caused  plaintiff's  injury.  As 
a  matter  of  law,  he  may  recover  of 
either  or  both,  and  neither  can  inter- 
pose the  defense  that  the  prior  or  con- 
current negligence  of  the  other  con- 
tributed to  the  injury.  See  also  Wil- 
liams V.  San  Francisco  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1907)  6  CaL  App.  715,  93  Pac.  122; 
Rev.  Stat.  1913,  §  8845.  It  would  seem 
clear  that  one  negligently  causing 
an  unlawful  obstruction  in  the  high- 
way where  someone  is  injured  when 
in  lawful  pursuits,  the  party  guilty  of 
the  obstruction  might  be  held  as  lia- 
ble in  damages.  Anyhow,  such  a  sit- 
uation constitutes  a  question  for  the 
jury/' 

And  in  Feldman  v.  Riccordino 
<1914)  58  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  114,  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  and  contributory 
negligence  was  held  for  the  jury 
where  there  was  evidence  that  for  a 
month  the  defendant  had,  in  violation 
of  an  ordinance,  maintained  a  pile  of 
scrap  iron  in  the  cartway  of  the 
street,  extending  from  the  curb,  a  dis- 
tance of  10  or  12  feet  across  the  cart- 
way, which  was  only  29  feet  wide, 
and  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to 
whether  a  light  had  been  placed  on 
the  obstruction,  and  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff,  who  collided  with  the  iron 
while  coasting,  had  knowledge  of  the 
obstruction,  and  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  held  sustained  by  the 
evidence. 

IX.  Injury  from  Idck  by  animal. 

In  Nevins  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Ca 
(1918)  261  Pa.  82,  103  AtU  1017,  the 
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qaestions  of  necrligence  and  contribu- 
tory negligence  were  held  for  the  jury 
in  an  action  to  recover  for  the  death 
of  a  boy  who  was  kicked  by  a  mule 
when  coasting,  where  there  was  evi* 
dence  that  the  mule,  to  the  defend- 
ant's knowledge,  was  of  a  vicious  and 
bad  disposition  and  had  kicked  per- 


sons before,  and  that  he  was  being 
led  by  one  riding  on  another  mule, 
and  there  was  evidence  that  the  boy 
was  coasting  with  others  on  a  bob- 
sled which  was  steered  by  another 
boy,  and  that  they  waited  three  or 
four  minutes  for  the  mule  to  get  out 
of  the  way.  J.  T.  W- 
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(—  CaL  — ,  206  Pac  63,) 

Criminal  law  — -  permitting  withdrawal  of  plea  of  goilty  — -  discretion. 

1.  That  one  believed,  or  was  led  to  believe,  that  by  pleading  guilty  his 
punishment  would  be  lighter  than  would  otherwise  be  inflicted,  is  no 
srround  for  the  exercise  of  discretion  in  permitting  withdrawal  of  tiie  plea 
when  the  belief  proved  to  be  unfounded. 

iSee  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1446.] 


Appeal  —  failure  to  follow  statute-— 
dismissaL 

2.  An  appeal  from  a  judgment  not 
taken  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
statute  will  be  dismissed. 

[See  2  R.  C.  L.  100,  167 ;  1  R.  G.  L. 
Supp.  196,  422.] 

Criminal   law  —  plea  of  guilty  — 
when  properly  made. 

3.  A  statute  requiring  a  plea  of 
guilty  to  be  made  by  accused  himself 
is  complied  with  by  his  statement  that 
"he  had  been  guilty  all  the  time," 
when  the  arraignment  was  translated 
to  him  by  the  interpreter,  although, 
before  he  could  answer,  his  attorney 
stated  that  the  plea  was  guilty,  and 
consented  to  the  entry  of  the  plea 
after  it  was  made. 

—  waiver  of  time  for  sentence. 

4.  Accused  may,  by  counsel,  waive  a 
statutory  provision  that,  after  a  plea 
of  guilty,  the  court  must  set  a  time  for 
pronouncing  sentence  which  shall  not 


be  less  than  two  days  after  the  plea, 
so  as  to  permit  sentence  on  the  day 
following  the  entry  of  the  plea. 

Homicide  —  first-degree  murder  —  at- 
tempted robbery. 

5.  Murder  committed  by  one  of  sev* 
oral  persons  attempting  to  commit 
robbery,  who  is  stationed  by  the 
others  to  guard  the  victim  while  the 
robbery  is  committed,  by  the  discharge 
of  the  gun  by  which  the  victim  is 
covered  when  the  latter  grabs  for  it, 
is  within  a  statute  making  murder  in 
an  attempt  to  perpetrate  robbery  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree. 

[See  13  R.  C.  L.  776.] 

Appeal  —  review  of  discretion  in  re- 
fusing leave  to  withdraw  plea. 

6.  The  exercise  of  discretion  by  the 
trial  court  in  permitting  or  refusing 
leave  to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty  is 
not  reviewable  on  appeal  except  in 
cases  of  clear  abuse. 

[See  8  R,  C.  L.  112;  2  R.  C-  L. 
Supp.  551.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Imperial 
County  (Conlding,  J.)  denying  his  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  con- 
victing him  of  murder  in  the  first  degree  and  for  leave  to  withdraw  liis 
plea  of  guilty  and  substitute  a  plea  of  not  guilty.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court* 
20  A.L.R.— 91. 
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Messrs.  Harry  B.  Ellison  and  M.  A. 
Thomas  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  E.  R.  Simon,  U.  S.  Webb,  At- 
torney General,  and  J.  Charles  Jones 
for  the  People. 

Waste,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 

the  court : 

The  defendant  was  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder.  After  the  en- 
try of  a  plea  of  "guilty"  the  court 
determined  the  degree  of  the  crime 
as  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and, 
on  July  22,  1921,  imposed  the  death 
penalty.  Thereafter  the  defendant 
interposed  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  and  for  leave  to  withdraw 
the  plea  of  guilty  and  to  substitute 
a  plea  of  not  guilty  Instead.  The 
motion  was  denied  on  September  28, 
1921.  There  appears,  in  the  clerk's 
transcript  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
court  below,  what  purports  to  be  a 
notice  of  appeal  to  this  court  from 
the  judgment  of  conviction,  "and 
from  an  order  made  on  the  28th  day 
of  September,  1921,  after  judg- 
ment affecting  the  substantial 
rights  of  the  defendant."  It  does 
not  appear  that  any  appeal  from  the 
judgment  was  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant in  open  court,  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  §  1239  of  the  Penal 

Appeai-faii«*  podo  at  tiio  time  the 
to  follow  atatvto  judgment  was  ren- 

written  notice  of  appeal  within  two 
days  thereafter.  Consequently  the 
appeal  from  the  judgment  must  be, 
and  is,  dismissed. 

Several  contentions  are  advanced 
in  support  of  the  appeal  from  the 
order  denying  the  motion  to  set 
aside  the  judgment  and  to  permit 
the  withdrawal  and  substitution  of 
the  plea.  The  motion  was  made  up- 
on the  ground,  in  substance,  first, 
that  no  plea  of  guilty  was  put  in  by 
the  defendant  himself  in  open  court, 
as  required  by  §  1018  of  the  Penal 
Code,  and  that  the  entry  of  any  such 
purported  plea  was  without  his  ex- 
press consent.  Passing  over  the 
provision  of  the  statute  which  re- 
quires that  application  for  permis- 
sion to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilly, 
and  to  substitute  a  plea  of  not  guil- 
ty, must  be  made  before  judgment 
(Penal  Code,  §  1018),  a  point  not 


raised  by  the  attorney  general,  we 
are  convinced  that  there  is  no  merit 
in  appellant's  position. 

From  the  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings on  arraignment,  and  no  at- 
tempt is  made  to  impeach  the  veii^ 
of  the  reporter's  transcript,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  appellant  is  a  Mexi- 
can who  does  not  speak  or  under- 
stand the  English  language.  When 
he  came  into  court  for  arraignment, 
an  interpreter  was  duly  appointed 
and  sworn  to  interpret  the  proceed- 
ings. By  direction  of  the  court,  the 
information  was  then  translated  to 
the  appellant  by  the  interpreter,  a 
copy  of  the  information  was  handed 
to  tiie  defendant  at  the  time,  and  the 
court  informed  him  of  his  right  to  be 
represented  by  counsel  before  being 
arraigned.  Upon  appellant  stating 
that  he  had  none,  and  no  money 
with  which  to  pay  one,  tiie  court  ap- 
pointed a  member  of  tiie  local  bar 
to  represent  the  defendant,  and  con- 
tinued the  arraignment  until  the 
following  morning.  When  the  case 
was  called  the  next  day,  the  attor- 
ney appointed  by  the  court  ap- 
peared with  appellant.  At  his  re- 
quest the  information  was  read  by 
the  district  attorney  and  then  trans- 
lated to  the  defendant  by  the  inter- 
preter. The  court  thereupon  ar- 
raigned the  defendant,  but,  at  the 
request  of  his  counsel,  continued 
the  matter  another  day  to  take  the 
plea. 

At  that  time  the  following  pro- 
ceedings were  had : 

The  court:  Are  you  ready  for 
plea? 

Mr.  Ellison  (defendant's  coun- 
sel) :    Yes,  sir. 

The  court:  Is  the  interpreter  in 
court?  Translate  tiie  proc^dings 
to  the  defendant,  please,  Mr.  Inter- 
preter. Miguel  Manriquez,  you 
have  been  heretofore  arraigned  up- 
on this  information,  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder;  to  this  infor- 
mation what  is  your  plea? 

Mr.  Ellison:  The  plea  is  guilty 
to  the  charge  of  murder. 

The  defendant:  I  have  been 
guilty  all  the  time. 


PEOPLE  V. 

Mr.  Ellison:  The  plea  of  guilty 
may  be  entered. 

The  court:  My  recollection  la,  I 
have  to  take  evidence  to  detwmine 
the  degree. 

Mr.  Simon  (the  district  attor- 
ney) :  I  think  that  is  true.  If  the 
court  please,  I  assume  the  burden 
will  be  on  us  to  show  the  degree. 

Mr.  Ellison:  I  am  willing  it 
should  be  shown  by  the  defendant 
himself. 

The  court  thereupon  proceeded  to 
take  the  testimony  of  several  wit- 
nesses, including  the  defendant, 
who  took  the  stand  at  his  counsel's 
suggestion,  and  determined  the 
crime  committed  to  be  murder  in 
the  first  degree.  Section  1018  of 
the  Penal  Code  provides  that  a  plea 
of  guilty  can  be  put  in  by  the  de- 
fendant himself  only  in  open  court, 
and  the  point  now  made  on  behalf 
of  the  appellant  is  that  he  ''him- 
self offered  no  plea  when  ar- 
raigned. He  relies  upon  the  state- 
ment in  People  v.  Thompson,  4  Cal. 
238,  to  the  effect  that  a  defendant 
must  plead  guilly  in  person,  and  his 
attorney  is  not  allowed  by  the  law 
to  admit  away  his  life  or  liberty.  It 
is  true,  as  was  said  in  People  v.  Mc- 
Crory,  41  Cal.  458,  461,  that  a  plea 
of  a  defendant  confessing  himself 
guilty  of  crime  should  not  be  en- 
tered except  with  the  express  con- 
sent of  the  defendant,  given  by  him 
personally  in  direct  terms  in  open 
court,  and  his  confession  of  guilt 
should  be  explicitly  made.  We  are 
satisfied  that  there  was  a  positive 
and  literal  compliance  witii  such 
requirement  in  tiiis  case.  The  fore- 
going extract  from  the  record  and 
the  transcript  of  the  proceedings  on 
the  motion  to  set  aside  clearly  and 
most  conclusively  confirm  that  view. 
The  mere  fact  that  the  attorney  for 
the   defendant   announced    to   the 

court  what  the  plea 
Srlr*of"u;:.  would  be,  before 
JZSdJ  •'^••''^  the  defendant  was 
***  **  able      to      answer 

through  the  interpreter,  and  con- 
sented to  the  entry  of  the  plea  after 
it  was  made,  is  an  unimportant  mat- 
ter in  view  of  the  ind^[>endent  ac- 
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tion  of  the  defendant  himself. 
There  is  no  merit  in  the  contention 
that  the  answer  of  the  appellant 
cannot  be  held  to  constitute  a  plea 
except  by  implication.  The  state- 
ment was  a  direct  and  explicit  con- 
fession of  guilt,  and  was  properly 
received  by  the  court  and  entered  as 
the  plea  in  the  case.  The  form  of 
the  plea  is  not  of  vital  importance, 
provided  the  admission  of  guilt  is 
clear,  definite,  and  unconditional. 
16  C.  J.  401. 

Another  ground  upon  which  the 
appellant  based  his  motion  for  va- 
cation of  the  judgment  was  that  his 
plea  of  guilty  was  entered  without 
due  deliberation,  and  with  the  hope 
and  expectation  that  the  punish- 
ment to  which  he  might  be  exposed 
would  be  mitigated.  Even  if  such 
were  the  case,  the  fact  that  a  de- 
fendant, knowing  his  rights  and  the 
consequences  of  his  act,  hoped  or 
believed,  or  was  led  by  his  counsel, 
or  others,  to  hope  or  believe,  tiiat  he 
would  receive  a  milder  punishment 
by  pleading  guilty  than  that  which 
would  fall  to  his  lot  after  trial  and 
conviction  by  a  ju- 
ry, presents  no  w7tk?i!ilwaf  ^t 
ground  for  the  ex-  «:?^/,£;*«^- 
ercise  of  the  discre- 
tion necessary  to  permit  a  plea  of 
guilty  to  be  withdrawn.  People  v. 
Dabner,  153  Cal.  398,  403,  95  Pac. 
880;  People  v.  Miller,  114  Cal.  10, 
16,  45  Pac.  986;  People  v.  Lennox, 
67  Cal.  113,  115,  7  Pac  260,  6  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  542. 

Appellant's  last  contention  in 
support  of  his  motion  to  vacate  the 
judgment  is  that  the  court  violated 
the  provisions  of  §  1191  of  the  Pe- 
nal Code  in  that  it  pronounced  judg- 
ment upon  him  the  day  following 
the  entry  of  his  plea.  The  section 
provides  that,  after  a  plea  of  guil- 
ty, the  court  must  appoint  a  time 
for  pronouncing  judgment,  which 
must  be  not  less  than  two  nor  more 
than  five  days  after  the  entry  of  the 
plea.  A  sufficient  answer  to  the 
contention  is  tiiat  the  appellant 
through  his  counsel,  at  the  time  he 
made  his  plea,  expressly  waived 
time,  and,  with  the  consent  of  the 
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court  and  district  attorney,  re- 
quested the  court  to  impose  the 
sentence  on  the  day  following.     It 

has  long  been  set- 
tled that  one  may 
waive  a  right  creat- 
ed by  statute  for  his  benefit,  and 
that  the  rule  applies  to  the  time  for 
pronouncing  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  criminal  cases.  People  v. 
Robinson,  46  Cal.  94,  96;  People  v. 
Mess,  65  Cal.  174,  3  Pac.  670,  5  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  592;  People  v.  Johnson, 
88  Cal.  171,  174,  25  Pac.  1116. 

Although  the  appeal  from  the 
judgment  has  of  necessity  been  dis- 
missed, we  have  carefully  read  the 
entire  record  of  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted to  the  trial  court,  to  enable  it 
to  determine  the  degree  of  the 
crime,  before  passing  sentence. 
The  homicide  resulted  from  the  at- 
tempt of  the  appellant  and  two  oth- 
ers to  rob  a  store  at  El  Centro,  kept 
by  a  Chinese.  The  three  men  went 
together  to  the  store  for  the  purpose 
of  committing  the  robbery.  Ac- 
cording to  the  appellant,  who  took 
the  stand  at  the  instance  of  his  own 
counsel,  one  of  his  accomplices  di- 
rected Quon  Sue,  one  of  the  Chinese, 
to  hold  up  his  hands  and  told  the 
appellant  "to  hold  him  there."  He 
"put  his  gun  on  him,"  and  "as  soon 
as  I  did  it  he  tried  to  grab  it.  .  .  . 
When  the  Chinaman  grabbed  at  me, 
the  pistol  went  off,  and  he  went 
down,  and  I  ran  out,  and  I  don't 
know  what  the  others  did." 

There  was  other  testimony  that 
Quon  Sue  was  killed  instantly,  and 
the  evidence  of  the  autopsy  sur- 
geons tended  very  strongly  to  indi- 
cate that  the  killing  was  not  in  the 
manner  described  by  the  appellant. 

Be  that  as  it  may, 
SS?ie".n?I2ll  the  homicide  was 
SibbSJy**  committed  in  an  at- 

"*    "^    '  tempt  to  perpetrate 

robbery,  and  was  murder  in  tiie  first 


degree*  Penal  Code,  §  189.  The 
evidence  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
support  no  other  conclusion.  Hav- 
ing determined  this  matter,  as  was 
its  duty  to  do  upon  the  entry  of  the 
plea  of  guilty  (Penal  Code,  §  1192), 
nothing  further  remained  for  the 
trial  court  but  to  pronounce  judg- 
ment. That  it  approached  the  per- 
formance of  this  difiicult  task  with 
due  regard  for  the  serious  conse- 
quences which  might  attend  the  ap- 
pellant is  evidenced  by  the  careful 
manner  in  which  it  considered  and 
determined  the  degree  of  the  crime 
committed.  That  it  saw  fit  to  im- 
pose the  extreme  penalty  fixed  by 
the  law  is  a  matter  resting  within 
the  exercise  of  the  judicial  discre- 
tion with  which  the  trial  court  is 
vested  by  the  supreme  power  of  the 
state. 

The  granting  or  denying  of  per- 
mission to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guil- 
ty, and  to  substitute  a  plea  of  not 

guilty>  is  a  matter  ^       Preview 
within    the    sound  of^diMsretion^ui 

discretion  of  the  ^'SlSw^JiS..** 
trial  court,  and  its 
action  must  be  upheld  unless  an 
abuse  of  such  discretion  clearly  ap- 
pears. There  are  no  such  peculiar 
or  unusual  circumstances  in  this 
case  as  to  enable  us  to  say  the  trial 
court  should  have  acted  differently 
in  the  matter.  People  v.  Bostic,  167 
Cal.  754,  760,  141  Pac.  380 ;  People 
v.  Dabner,  supra. 

No  legal  questions  are  present- 
ed by  the  appeal  which  call  for  the 
intervention  of  this  court.  It  fol- 
lows, therefore,  that  the  order  ap- 
pealed from  must  be  affirmed.  It  is 
so  ordered. 

We  concur:  Shaw,  Ch.  J.;  Law- 
lor,  J.;  Wilbur,  J.;  Shurtleff,  J.; 
Sloane,  J.;  Richards^  Justice  pro 
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ANNOTATION. 
Right  to  witfadrnw  plea  of  ginlty. 


I.  General  mle,  1445. 
11.  Time  of  withdrawal,  1447. 
III.  Circumstances    justifying    grant    of 
leave  to  withdraw,  1450. 

/•  General  rule. 

When  a  defendant  has  pleaded  guil- 
ty in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  trial  court  to  permit 
the  plea  to  be  withdrawn. 

United  States.  —  United  States  v. 
Billingsley  (1917)  242  Fed.  330,  af- 
firmed in  (1918)  161  C.  C.  A.  339,  249 
Fed.  331. 

Arkansaa.  —  Greene  v.  State  (1908) 
88  Ark.  290,  114  S.  W.  477;  Joiner  v. 
State  (1910)  94  Ark.  198,  126  S.  W. 
723;  Cox  v.  State  (1914)  114  Ark.  234, 
169  S.  W.  789;  Duncan  v.  Stete  (1916) 
125  Ark.  4,  187  S.  W.  906.  See  also 
Wolfe  V.  State  (1912)  102  Ark.  295, 144 
S.  W.  208,  Ann.  Gas.  1914A,  448. 

California.  —  People  v.  Dabner 
(1908)  153  Gal.  398,  95  Pac.  880;  Peo- 
ple V.  Bostic  (1914)  167  Gal.  754,  141 
Pac.  380;  People  ▼.  Brown  (1918)  38 
Gal.  App.  46,  175  Pac.  85;  People  v. 
Bellon  (1919)  180  Gal.  706,  182  Pac. 
420;  People  v.  Breshi  (1919)  44  Gal. 
App.  307,  186  Pac.  361 ;  People  v.  Gos- 
grove  (1920)  —  Gal.  App.  — ,  192  Pac. 
165.  And  see  the  reported  case  (Peo- 
ple V.  Manriquez,  ante,  1441). 

Connecticut.  —  State  v.  Maresca 
(1912)  85  Gonn.  509,  83  Atl.  635. 

Florida.  —  Pope  v.  State  (1908)  56 
Fla.  81,  47  So.  487,  16  Ann.  Gas.  972 ; 
Britton  V.  State  (1914)  68  Fla.  438,  67 
So.  142;  Clay  v.  State  (1921)  —  Pla. 
— ,  89  So.  353. 

Idaho.  —  State  v.  Raponi  (1919)  82 
Idaho,  368,  182  Pac.  855. 

Illinois.  —  Krolage  v.  People  (1906) 
224  111.  456,  79  N.  E.  570,  8  Ann.  Gas. 
235;  People  v.  Walker  (1911)  250  111 
427,  95  N.  E.  475 ;  People  v.  Stamatides 
(1921)  297  111.  582,  131  N.  E.  137. 

Indiana.— Gonover  v.  State  (1882) 
86  Ind.  99;  Myers  v.  State  (1888)  115 
Ind.  554, 18  N.  E.  42 ;  Monahan  v.  State 
(1893)  135  Ind.  216,  34  N.  E.  967; 
Peters  v.  Eoepke  (1901)  156  Ind.  35, 
50  N.  E.  88;  Meyers  v.  State  (1901)  166 
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leave  to  withdraw,  1454. 
V.  Effect  of  withdrawal,  1458. 


Ind.  388,  59  N.  E.  1052;  Dobosky  v. 
State  (1915)  183  Ind.  488,  109  N.  E. 
742;  Atkinson  v.  State  (1920)  —  Ind. 
— ,  128  N.  E.  433. 

Kansas.— State  ▼.  Yates  (1894)  52 
Kan.  566,  35  Pac.  209;  State  v.  Pyle 
(1894)  52  Kan.  569,  35  Pac.  210;  State 
V.  Garrett  (1908)  78  Kan.  882,  98  Pac, 
219. 

Kentucky.  —  See  Little  v.  Com. 
(1911)  142  Ky.  92,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
257,  133  S-  W.  1149,  Ann.  Gas.  1912D, 
241. 

Louisiana. — State  y.  Delahoussaye 
(1885)  37  La.  Ann.  561;  Stete  v.  Jam- 
merson  (1897)  49  La.  Ann.  597,  21  So. 
728;  Stete  v.  Boudreaux  (1915)  137  La. 
227,  —  A.LJI.  — ,  68  So.  422;  State  v. 
Dunham  (1922)  149  La.  1013,  90  So. 
387. 

Maasachusetta.— -Com  v.  Hagarman 
(1865)  10  Allen,  401;  Com.  v.  Mahoney 
(1874)  116  Mass.  161;  Com.  v.  Inger- 
soU  (1888)  145  Mass.  381, 14  N.  E.  449; 
Com.  V.  Wakelin  (1918)  230  Mass.  567, 
120  N.  E.  209. 

Minnesota. — Stete  v.  Olson  (1911) 
115  Minn.  153,  131  N.  W.  1084;  State 
V.  Strum  (1911)  115  Minn.  533,  131  N. 
W.  1086. 

Mississippi. — Mastronada  v.  State 
(1882)  60  Miss.  86;  Deloach  v.  State 
(1900)  77  Miss.  691, 27  So.  618;  Turner 
V.  Stete  (1919)  121  Miss.  68,  83  So. 
404. 

Missouri. — State  v.  Stephens  (1880) 
71  Mo.  535. 

Montena. — State  v.  Nicholas  (1912) 
46  Mont.  470,  128  Pac.  543. 

New  Hampshire. — Stete  ▼•  Cotton 
(1851)  24  N.  H.  143. 

New  Jersey. — Clark  v.  State  (1895) 
57  N.  J.  L.  489,  31  Atl.  979;  Clark  v. 
Stete  (1895)  58  N.  J.  L.  383,  34  Atl. 
3. 

North  Carolina. — Stete  ▼.  Branner 
(1908)  149  N.  G.  559,  63  S.  E.  169. 
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GklahoBUL-Jenkins  y.  State  (1914) 
11  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  168,  145  Pac.  500. 

Oregon.— Curran  v.  State  (1909)  53 
Or.  154,  99  Pac.  420. 

Pennsylvania.  —  Com.  v.  Joyce 
(1898)  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  400.  See  also 
Com.  V.  Stephenson  (1899)  9  Kulp,  561. 

VemMmt— State  y.  Martin  (1895) 
68  Vt.  91,  34  Atl.  40. 

Washington.  —  State  v.  Cimini 
(1909)  53  Wash.  268,  101  Pac.  891; 
State  V.  Wilmot  (1917)  95  Wash.  326, 
163  Pac.  742;  State  v.  Scott  (1918)  101 
Wash.  199,  172  Pac.  234;  State  v. 
Anderson  (1919)  109  Wash.  161,  186 
Pac.  266. 

West  Virginia. — State  v.  Stevenson 
(1908)  64  W.  Va.  392,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
713,  62  S.  E.  688. 

Wisconsin.— Barton  v.  State  (1869) 
23  Wis.  587. 

England. — Rex  v.  Plummer  [1902]  2 
K.  B.  339,  4  B.  R,  C.  917,  71  L.  J.  K.  B. 
N.  S.  805,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  836,  51  Week. 
Rep.  137,  66  J.  P.  647,  20  Cox,  C.  C.  249, 
18  Times  L.  R.  659. 

The  court  said  in  State  v.  Garrett 
(Kan.)  supra:  'It  has  been  an- 
nounced so  often  that  if  a  defendant 
in  a  criminal  case  enter  a  plea  of 
guilty  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court  whether  it  will  allow  the  plea  to 
be  withdrawn  and  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
to  be  entered,  that  the  proposition  does 
not  need  reiter^ation." 

Some  courts  hold  that  this  discre- 
tion is  an  absolute  one,  the  exercise 
of  which  will  not  be  reviewed.  Com.  v. 
Hagarman  (Mass.)  supra;  Com.  v.  Ma- 
honey  (1874)  115  Mass.  151 ;  Com.  v. 
Ingersoll  (1888)  145  Mass.  381,  14  N. 
E.  449;  Clark  v.  State  (N.  J.)  supra. 

The  better  rule,  however,  is  that  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  is  subject  to 
review,  and  that  a  reversal  will  be 
granted  where  an  abuse  of  discretion 
is  shown. 

Arkansas. —  Greene  v.  State  (1908) 
88  Ark.  290, 114  S.  W.  477 ;  Cox  v.  State 
(1914)  114  Ark.  234,  169  S.  W.  789. 

California. — ^People  v.  McCrory 
(1871)  41  Cal.  458;  People  v.  Dabner 
(1908)  153  Cal.  398,  95  Pac.  880;  Peo- 
pie  V.  Bostic  (1914)  167  Cal.  754,  141 
Pac.  380;  People  v.  Cosgrove  (1920) 
—  Cal.  App.  — ,  192  Pac.  165. 


Connecticut. — State  v.  Maresca 
(1912)  85  Conn.  509,  83  Atl.  635. 

Florida.— Pope  v.  State  (1908)  56 
Fla.  81,  47  So.  487,  16  Ann.  Cas.  972. 

Idahow— State  v.  Raponi  (1919)  32 
Idaho,  368,  182  Pac.  855. 

Indiana. — Myers  v.  State  (1888)  115 
Ind.  554, 18  N.  E.  42 ;  Monahan  v.  State 

(1893)  136  Ind.  216,  34  N.  E.  967;  At- 
kinson  v.  State  (1920)  —  Ind.  — ,  128 
N.  E.  433. 

Kansas.— State  v.  Yates  (1894)  52 
Kan.  566,  35  Pac.  209;  State  v.  Pyle 

(1894)  62  Kan.  569,  35  Pac.  210. 
Louisiana. — State  v.  Dunham  (1922) 

149  La.  1013,  90  So.  387. 

Mississippi.- Turner  v.  State  (1919) 
121  Miss.  68,  83  So.  404. 

Montana. — State  v.  Nicholas  (1912) 
46  Mont.  470,  128  Pac.  543. 

Oregon. — Curran  v.  State,  supra. 

Washington. — State  v.  Cimini,  supra. 

West  Virginia. — State  v.  Stevenson, 
supra. 

As  was  said  in  Pope  v.  State  (Fla.) 
supra :  'The  law  favors  trials  on  the 
merits;  and  if  the  discretion  of  the 
trial  court  is  abused  in  denying  leave 
to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty  and  to  go 
to  trial  on  the  merits,  the  appellate 
court  may  interfere." 

The  correct  rule  as  to  permitting  the 
withdrawal  of  a  plea  of  guilty  was 
said,  in  State  v.  Raponi  (Idaho)  supra, 
to  be  that  "the  matter  is  discretionary 
with  the  trial  court,  that  the  discre- 
tion should  be  liberally  exercised,  and 
that  a  refusal  of  such  permission  can 
be  reviewed  only  as  to  the  question  of 
whether  the  trial  court  has  exercised 
judicial  discretion  as  distinguished 
from  arbitrary  action." 

But  the  trial  court's  discretion  will 
not  be  disturbed  unless  it  clearly  ap- 
pears to  have  been  abused.  Joiner  v. 
State  (1910)  94  Ark.  198,  126  S.  W. 
723;  Conover  v.  State  (1882)  86  Ind. 
99;  Pattee  v.  State  (1887)  109  Ind. 
545,  10  N.  E.  421. 

It  will  be  observed,  of  course,  that 
the  court  has  no  discretion  to  with- 
hold a  request  for  the  withdrawal  of 
a  plea  of  guilty  where  it  is  acting  with- 
out jurisdiction  of  the  offense  charged 
(Gretsch  v.  United  States  (1917)  155 
C.  C.  A.  485,  242  Fed.  897,  which  has 
writ  of  certiorari  denied  in  (1917)  245 
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U.  &  664,  62  L.  ed.  532,  38  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  12) ;  or  where  the  plea  is  condi* 
tioned  in  an  invalid  agreement  (Wolfe 
y.  State  (1912)  102  Ark.  296, 144  S.  W. 
208»  Ann.  Gas.  1914A,  448) . 

In  the  case  last  mentioned  the  court 
said :  "The  law  does  not  authorize  any 
such  agreements  as  here  entered  into 
with  the  prosecuting  attorney,  and 
pleas  of  guilty  cannot  be  accepted 
on  condition  that  the  fines  im- 
posed by  statute  as  a  result  of  a 
violation  of  the  law  will  be  pre- 
termitted provided  the  offenders  do 
not  commit  similar  offenses  in  the  fu- 
ture. There  is  no  authority  in  the 
statute  'for  a  plea  of  guilty  to  be  en- 
tered and  received  on  any  kind  of  con- 
dition, or  for  judgment  to  be  sus- 
pended on  condition.'  .  .  .  Under 
the  law  a  party  is  either  guilty  or  not 
guilty;  and  when  he  enters  a  plea  of 
guilty  upon  the  indictment  under  a 
statute  which  he  has  violated,  the  law 
fixes  the  punishment,  which  it  is  not 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  with- 
hold unless  the  plea  of  guilty  is  with- 
drawn. •  .  .  While  it  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  permit  a  plea 
of  guilty  to  be  withdrawn,  it  is  not 
within  the  power  of  the  court  to  with- 
hold the  punishment  if  the  plea  of 
guilty  is  not  withdrawn.  Kirby's  Dig. 
§  2296.  In  the  case,  since  the  court 
finds  that  the  appellant's  pleas  of 
guilty  were  entered  upon  condition,  it 
results  that  they  were  not  such  pleas 
of  guilty  as  the  law  authorizes  or  con- 
templates, and  therefore  the  court  was 
not  justified  in  inflicting  punishment 
upon  such  pleas.  .  .  .  Here  the 
question  is  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
court  has  the  discretion  to  allow  a  plea 
of  guilty  to  be  entered  upon  a  condi- 
tion, and  thereafter  render  a  judgment 
against  and  impose  a  punishment  upon 
the  party  entering  such  plea,  because 
he  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  con- 
ditions upon  which  the  plea  was  en- 
tered. The  whole  proceeding  was 
without  authority  of  law  and  void. 
The  court  should  have  granted  appel- 
lant's motion  for  a  new  trial  and  have 
allowed  him  to  enter  his  plea  of  not 
guilty,  as  requested.  It  was  not  within 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  upon  the 


showing  made  in  this  record,  to  with- 
hold such  request." 

In  Michigan,  it  is  provided  by  stat- 
ute (Comp.  Stat.  1916,  §  16,830,  subsec. 
1)  that  whenever  a  judge  shall  have 
reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  a  plea  of 
guilty,  "it  shall  be  his  duty  to  vacate 
the  same,  direct  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
to  be  entered,  and  order  a  trial  of  the 
issue  thus  formed."  People  v.  Utter 
(1920)  209  Mich.  214,  176  N.  W.  424; 
People  V.  Merhige  (1920)  212  Mich. 
601,  180  N.  W.  418. 

On  a  motion  to  withdraw  a  plea  of 
guilty,  the  state  may  introduce  evi- 
dence in  regard  to  the  matters  pre- 
sented thereby,  and  may  call  and 
cross-examine  persons  who  have  made 
and  filed  affidavits  in  support  of  the 
motion.  Gonover  v.  State  (1882)  86 
lad.  99. 

In  Greorgia  by  statute  a  plea  of  guilty 
may  be  withdrawn  as  a  matter  of  right 
at  any  time  before  sentence  is  pro- 
nounced, while  in  Iowa  by  statute, 
withdrawal  is  of  right  before  judg- 
ment. See  the  following  subdivision 
of  this  note. 

//.  Time  of  tutthdrawal* 

The  holding  of  the  various  courts 
are  not  uniform  as  to  the  time  of  the 
withdrawal  of  a  plea  of  guilty.  In 
some  jurisdictions  the  rule  obtains 
that  the  court  may  permit  the  with- 
drawal of  a  plea  of  guilty  at  any  time 
before  judgment  or  sentence.  Greene 
V.  State  (1908)  88  Ark.  291,  114  S.  W. 
477;  Joiner  v.  State  (1910)  94  Ark. 
198,  126  S.  W.  723;  People  v.  Dabner 
(1908)  163  Gal.  398,  96  Pac.  880;  Gur- 
ran  v.  State  (1909)  63  Or.  164,  99  Pac. 
420;  State  v.  Cimini  (1909)  63  Wash. 
268,  101  Pac.  891. 

Other  courts  hold  that  the  plea  may 
be  withdrawn  either  before  or  after 
judgment  or  sentence.  State  v.  Ra- 
poni  (1919)  32  Idaho,  368,  182  Pac. 
866;  Sanders  v.  State  (1882)  86  Ind. 
318,  44  Am.  Rep.  29;  Myers  v.  State 
(1888)  115  Ind.  664,  18  N.  E.  42; 
Meyers  v.  State  (1901)  166  Ind.  388, 
69  N.  E.  1062;  State  v.  Olson  (1911) 
116  Minn.  163,  131  N.  W.  1084;  State 
V.  Strum  (1911)  116  Minn.  633,  131  N. 
W.  1086;  State  v.  Kring  (1880)  71  Mo. 
661;  Swang  v.  State  (1866)  2  Goldw. 
(Tenn.)  212,  88  Am.  Dec.  693. 
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jLn  England  the  plea  may  be  with- 
drawn after  verdict  has  been  ren- 
dered. Reg.  V.  Clouter  (1869)  8  Cox, 
C.  C.  (Eng.)  237.  But  the  right  to 
withdraw  the  plea  after  judgment  has 
been  denied  by  the  English  courts. 
Reg.  V.  Sell  (1840)  9  Car.  &  P.  (Eng.) 
346;  Rex  v.  Plummer  [1902]  2  K.  B. 
(Eng.)  339,  4  B.  R.  C.  917,  71  L.  J.  K. 

B.  N.  S.  805,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  836,  51 
Week.  Rep.  137,  66  J.  P.  647,  20  Cox,  C. 

C.  243,  18  Times  L.  R.  659. 

And  this  seems  to  be  the  rule  in 
Kentucky,  subject  to  the  qualification 
that,  to  authorize  its  withdrawal  after 
verdict,  there  must  exist  such  reasons 
as  would  be  sufficient  to  justify  the 
granting  of  a  new  trial.  Mounts  v. 
Com.  (1889)  89  Ky.  274,  12  S.  W.  811. 

In  Texas  a  plea  of  guilly  may  be 
withdrawn  at  any  time  before  the  re- 
tirement of  the  jury.  Alexander  v. 
State  (1912)  69  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  23, 
152  S.  W.  436.  And  such  course 
should  be  followed  when  the  evidence 
offered  to  enable  the  jury  to  fix  the 
punishment  shows  a  state  of  case 
under  which,  if  true,  the  accused 
would  not  be  guilty  of  any  crime,  as, 
for  instance,  the  insanity  of  the  ac- 
cused. Taylor  v.  State  (1918)  88  Tex* 
Crim.  Rep.  470,  227  S.  W.  679. 

Where  the  defendant,  after  having 
pleaded  guilty,  has  moved  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  and  that  motion  has  been 
denied,  it  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  court  to  allow  the  plea  to  be  with- 
drawn. State  V.  Cotton  (1851)  24  N. 
H.  143.  And  under  these  circum- 
stances, should  justice  require,  the 
court  should  permit  a  withdrawal  of 
the  plea  of  guilty  and  the  substitution 
of  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  State  v. 
Stephens  (1880)  71  Mo.  635. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  a  de- 
fendant pleads  guilty  in  a  municipal 
or  police  court,  and  appeals  from  the 
sentence,  he  cannot  of  right  claim  a 
trial  by  jury,  but  may  be  sentenced  on 
his  original  plea  in  the  court  below, 
unless  he  is  given  leave  to  plead  anew. 
Com.  V.  Mahoney  (1874)  115  Mass. 
151;  Com.  v.  Ingersoll  (1888)  145 
Mass.  381, 14  N.  E.  449 ;  Com.  v.  Crapo 
(1912)  212  Mass.  209,  98  N.  E.  702. 
Accordingly,  where  a  defendant 
Dleaded  guilty  to  a  charge  of  assault 


and  battery,  in  a  municipal  court,  and 
appealed  from  the  sentence  pro- 
nounced to  the  superior  court,  it  was 
held  that  the  superior  court  properly 
refused  a  withdrawal  of  the  plea,  in- 
asmuch as  the  defendant  stated  no 
reason  and  offered  no  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  his  request.  Com.  v.  Win- 
ton  (1871)  108  Mass.  485. 

To  the  same  effect,  see  (}om.  v. 
Crapo   (Mass.)   supra. 

And  in  State  v.  Martin  (1895)  68  Yt 
91,  34  Atl.  40,  wherein  the  defendant 
entered  a  plea  of  guilty  in  a  justice's 
court,  and  appealed  to  the  county 
court,  it  was  held  that  it  was  within 
the  discretion  of  the  county  court  to 
allow  the  plea  to  be  withdrawn  or  to 
enter  judgment  thereon,  and  that  it 
was  not  error  to  refuse  a  withdrawal, 
even  though  the  defendant  offered 
testimony  that  such  had  been  the  set- 
tled practice  of  the  county  courts  for 
a  number  of  years. 

It  was  held  in  Com.  v.  Hagarman 
(1865)  10  Allen  (Mass.)  401,  where- 
in the  defendant  pleaded  guilty  be- 
fore a  magistrate  and  was  duly  sen- 
tenced, that  his  admission  of  guilt  in 
the  court  below  and  the  proof  of  the 
admission  in  the  record  were  com- 
petent and  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
verdict  against  him. 

The  action  of  the  circuit  court  in 
dismissing  an  appeal  from  the  jus- 
tice's court  was  held  proper  in  Stokes 
V.  State  (1916)  122  Ark.  56,  182  S.  W. 
521,  and  in  Duncan  v.  State  (1916) 
125  Ark.  4,  187  S.  W.  906,  wherein  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant  pleaded 
guilty  before  the  justice  and  permis- 
sion to  withdraw  the  plea  had  been 
refused. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held, 
under  a  statute  authorizing  appeals 
from  judgments  of  justices  of  the 
peace  in  criminal  cases,  that  the  de- 
fendant, as  a  matter  of  right»  may 
withdraw,  in  the  circuit  court,  a  plea 
of  guilty  entered  in  the  court  below. 
Holtman  v.  Com.  (1908)  129  Ky.  710, 
112  S.  W.  851;  People  v.  Richmond 
(1885)  57  Mich.  399,  24  N.  W.  124,  7 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  541.  And  the  same 
result  has  been  reached  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statute.  Anonymous  (1809) 
1  Overt.   (Tenn.)  437.    In  People  v. 
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Richmond  (Mich.)  supra,  it  is  said: 
'In  all  cases  of  appeal  from  a  crim- 
inal conviction  on  a  plea  of  guilty,  we 
think  it  is  the  right  of  the  accused  to 
withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty  and  have 
the  case  retried  upon  the  merits.  We 
think  the  object  of  the  law  granting 
a  right  of  appeal  in  case  of  convic- 
tion was  for  the  purpose  of  according 
to  the  accused  a  retrial  in  the  circuit 
or  appellate  court  This  end  would  be 
defeated  if  it  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  appellate  court  to  permit  a 
withdrawal  of  the  plea  of  guilty  for 
the  purpose  of  pleading  to  the  merits. 
Under  the  construction  we  give  to  the 
statute  the  accused  was  entitled,  as 
matter  of  right,  to  withdraw  his  plea 
of  guilty  and  interpose  the  plea  of 
not  guilty.  This  construction,  we 
think,  is  in  accord  with  the  principles 
of  justice  and  the  manifest  intent  of 
the  legislature." 

In  Georgia,  under  a  statute  (§  971  of 
the  Penal  Code  of  1910)  declaring 
that  "at  any  time  before  judgment  is 
pronounced,  the  prisoner  may  with- 
draw the  plea  of  'guilty/  and  plead 
'not  guilty,' "  he  has  the  right  to  with- 
draw his  plea  of  guilty  before  sen- 
tence is  pronounced,  but  after  sen- 
tence is  pronounced  it  ceases  to  be  a 
right  of  the  prisoner,  and  then  may 
be  allowed  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court.  Davis  v.  State  (1856)  20  Ga. 
674;  Griffin  v.  State  (1913)  12  Ga.  App. 
615,  77  S.  E.  1080;  Woodward  v.  State 
(1913)  13  Ga^  App,  130,  78  S.  E.  1009; 
Bearden  v.  State  (1913)  13  Ga.  App. 
264,    79   S.   E.   79;    Polston   v.   State 

(1915)  15  Ga.  App.  632,  83  S.  E.  1101; 
Nobles  V.  State  (1915)  17  Ga.  App. 
382,  86  S.  E.  1073;  Sanders  v.  State 

(1916)  18  Ga.  App.  786,  90  S.  E.  728; 
Farley  v.  State  (1919)  23  Ga.  App. 
151,  97  S.  E.  870;  Walker  v.  State 
(1921)  —  Ga.  App.  — ,  107  S.  E.  898; 
Smith  V.  State  (1921)  —  Ga.  App.  — , 
108  S.  E.  121. 

In  Woodward  v.  State  (1913)  13  Ga. 
App.  130,  78  S.  E.  1009,  supra,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  guilty  and  asked  the 
court  to  postpone  sentence  until  a 
subsequent  day,  which  request  was 
granted.  On  the  last  day  of  the  term, 
when  sentence  was  to  be  imposed,  the 
defendant  moved  that  he  be  permitted 


to  withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty  and  to 
enter  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  which  was 
refused.  It  was  held  that  the  defend- 
ant had  the  absolute  right  to  with- 
draw the  plea.  The  court  said:  "The 
right  which  the  statute  gives  to  the 
prisoner  to  withdraw  his  plea  of 
guilty  before  judgment  is  pronounced 
is  without  qualification.  If,  however, 
the  trial  judge  should  be  satisfied  that 
the  prisoner  is  endeavoring  to  per- 
petrate a  fraud  upon  the  court  by  first 
pleading  not  guilty  and  then  with- 
drawing that  plea  and  then  pleading 
guilty,  and  then  again  withdrawing 
the  latter  plea  and  again  pleading  not 
guilty,  for  the  purpose  of  delaying  his 
trial,  or  of  taking  advantage  of  the 
fact  that  the  juries  for  the  term  have 
been  discharged  and  the  witnesses  for 
the  state  have  been  excused,  the 
judge  would  be  justified  in  not  allow- 
ing the  prisoner  to  exercise  this 
right;  but  this  would  require  very 
clear  and  strong  proof  of  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  or  his 
counsel.  The  fact  that,  if  the  pris- 
oner is  allowed  to  withdraw  his  plea 
of  guilty,  his  case  cannot  be  tried  at 
the  term  in  which  this  occurs,  or  that 
the  state's  witnesses  have  been  dis- 
charged, and  that  the  case  would  have 
to  be  continued,  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  deprive  the  prisoner  of  this 
statutory  right.  It  should  further  ap- 
pear that  this  situation  has  been 
brought  about  designedly  by  the  pris- 
oner, for  the  purpose  of  misleading  or 
deceiving  the  court  in  the  manner  in- 
dicated. The  record  does  not  show 
that  this  was  the  purpose  of  the  pris- 
oner or  his  counsel,  and  it  will  not  be 
assumed  that  such  was  the  purpose. 
The  prisoner  had  only  once  entered  a 
plea  of  guilty,  and  counsel  had  asked 
that  sentence  be  postponed,  presum- 
ably for  the  purpose  of  allowing  him 
to  procure  exculpatory  statements  or 
affidavits  in  behalf  of  his  client. 
While  the  record  does  not  show  thie 
fact,  it  is  fair  to  presume  that  be- 
tween the  entering  of  the  plea  of 
guilty  and  the  day  for  imposition  of 
sentence,  the  attorney  for  the  pris- 
oner, or  the  prisoner  himself,  may 
have  discovered  evidence  in  his  favor. 
It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  law  to 
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invite  pleas  of  guilty  by  persons 
charged  with  crime,  but  rather  is  it 
the  purpose  of  the  law  to  guarantee 
to  all  persons  charged  with  crime  a 
trial  by  a  jury.  Before  depriving  a 
man  of  his  liberty  or  his  property, 
trial  judges  would  prefer  to  hear  all 
the  evidence  and  to  have  the  support 
of  a  verdict  of  a  jury  upon  that  evi- 
dence, rather  than  impose  sentence 
based  upon  a  plea  of  guilty/' 

In  Sanders  v.  State  (1916)  18  Ga. 
App.  786,  90  S.  E,  728,  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  sentence  had  been  pro- 
nounced orally,  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  could  not  thereafter,  as  a 
matter  of  right,  withdraw  his  plea  of 
guilty.  The  court  said:  'Tronounce 
means  to  utter  formally,  officially,  or 
solemnly;  to  declare  or  affirm;  and  it 
has  been  held  that  as  used  in  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  when  a  defendant 
has  been  convicted  in  two  or  more 
cases,  and  the  punishment  in  each  is 
confinement  in  the  penitentiary,  the 
judgment  and  sentence  shall  be  ren- 
dered and  pronounced  in  each  case  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been 
but  one  conviction,  it  means  to  utter 
formally  and  solemnly  the  judgment 
of  the  court  and  order  the  same  to  be 
carried  into  execution.  ...  To  per*- 
mit  a  person  to  withdraw  his  plea  of 
guilty  after  the  presiding  judge  has 
informed  him  orally  what  his  written 
sentence  will  be  would  be  trifling  with 
the  law,  unless  some  fraud  or  intimi- 
dation was  practised  upon  him  to  se- 
cure such  plea.'' 

The  Iowa  statute  providing  that  ''at 
any  time  before  judgment  the  court 
may  permit  the  plea  of  guilty  to  be 
withdrawn,  and  other  plea  or  pleas 
substituted,"  has  been  held  to  be  man- 
datory; and  under  this  statute  it  is 
error  to  deny  a  motion  for  the  with- 
drawal of  a  plea  of  guilty  if  the  mo- 
tion is  made  at  any  time  before  final 
judgment  is  formally  pronounced. 
State  V.  Hortman  (1904)  122  Iowa, 
104,  97  N.  W.  981.  Where  a  defendant 
entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  an  indict- 
ment for  a  nuisance,  he  was  allowed 
to  withdraw  the  plea  before  judgment. 
State  V.  Oehlshlager  (1874)  88  Iowa, 
297.  But  where  it  appeared  that  there 
was  no  agreement  as  to  what  the  pun- 


ishment of  defendant  would  be,  the 
mere  fact  that  he  was  surprised  at 
the  extent  thereof  was  held  not  to  be 
a  good  ground  for  withdrawal  of  the 
plea  after  sentence.  State  v.  Buck 
(1882)  69  Iowa,  382,  13  N.  W.  3^. 

Under  the  foregoing  statute  and  a 
further  provision,  regulating  appeals 
from  justices  of  the  peace  in  criminal 
cases,  that  'the  cause  when  thus  ap- 
pealed should  stand  for  trial,  as  an 
issue  of  fact  on  an  indictment  in  the 
district  court,"  it  has  been  held  error 
for  a  district  court,  on  appeal,  to  re- 
fuse the  withdrawal  of  a  plea  of 
guilty  entered  in  a  justice's  court 
State  V.  Kraft  (1860)  10  Iowa,  380; 
State  V.  Farlee  (1888)  74  Iowa,  451, 
38  N.  E.  155,  reversing  on  rehearing 
(1887)  —  Iowa,  — ,  31  N.  W.  952. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  judgment 
understood  in  the  statute  first  quoted 
has  reference  to  the  pronouncement 
by  the  court,  rather  than  to  the  entry 
thereof  in  the  records.  Beatty  v. 
Roberts  (1904)  125  Iowa,  619,  101 
N.  W.  462.  Where  a  defendant 
pleaded  guilty  to  a  violation  of  a  pei^ 
manent  decree  of  injunction  restrain- 
ing the  illegal  sale  of  liquor,  it  waa 
held  that  such  plea  could  not  be  with- 
drawn after  judgment  pronounced  in 
the  written  opinion  of  the  court. 
Ibid.  See  also  State  v.  Reinlnghaua 
(1876)  43  Iowa,  149. 

Ill,  CiTcumatanoea   fuaUfying   gramt   of 
leave  to  withdraw. 

As  the  withdrawal  of  a  plea  of 
guilty  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  as  this  discretion  is  exer- 
cised on  the  facts  of  each  particular 
case,  it  is  difficult  to  lay  down  a  gen- 
eral rule  covering  all  the  circum- 
stances under  which  a  plea  of  guilty 
may  be  withdrawn.  However,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  withdrawal  of  a 
plea  of  guilty  should  not  be  denied  in 
any  case  where  it  is  in  the  least  evi- 
dent that  the  ends  of  justice  will  be 
subserved  by  permitting  not  guilty  to 
be  pleaded  in  its  place,  and  that  the 
least  surprise  or  influence  causing  a 
defendant  to  plead  guilty  when  he  baa 
any  defense  at  all  should  be  sufficient 
cause  to  permit  a  change  of  plea 
from  guilty  to  not  guilty.     State  v. 
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Williams  (1898)  45  La.  Ann.  1357,  14 
So.  32. 

The  plea  of  guilty  to  a  serious 
eriminal  charge  should  be  freely  and 
voluntarily  made  and  entered  by  the 
accused,  without  a  semblance  of  coer- 
cion, and  without  fear  or  duress  of 
any  kind,  and  the  accused  should  be 
permitted  to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty 
entered  unadvisedly  when  application 
therefor  is  duly  made  in  good  faith 
and  sustained  by  proofs,  and  a  proper 
oifer  is  made  to  go  to  trial  on  a  plea 
of  not  guilty.  Clay  v.  State  (1921)  — 
Fla.  — ,  89  So.  353. 

It  was  held  in  Deloach  v.  State 
(1900)  77  Miss.  691,  27  So.  618,  that 
the  court  erred  in  refusing  a  with- 
drawal of  a  plea  of  guilty,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  defendant  submitted  his 
own  affidavit  of  innocence  and  the  tes- 
timony of  several  persons  in  his 
favor,  one  of  whom  testified  that  he 
considered  him  insane,  and  the  others 
of  whom  testified  that  he  was  weak- 
minded. 

So,  in  People  v.  Scott  (1881)  59 
Cal*  341,  wherein  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  raise  a  doubt  respecting 
the  condition  of  the  defendant's  mind 
at  the  time  his  plea  of  guilty  was  in- 
terposed to  a  charge  of  the  crime  of 
incest,  it  was  held  error  to  deny  a  mo- 
tion, made  before  judgment  was  pro- 
nounced, for  leave  to  withdraw  the 
plea. 

So,  where  the  defendant  had  been 
arraigned  before  a  city  police  judge 
in  the  presence  of  a  large  crowd,  that 
he  was  very  much  excited,  and  was 
not  asked  whether  he  wanted  an  at- 
torney or  given  an  opportunity  to  se- 
cure one,  and  that  the  judge  con- 
strued an  admission  of  the  defendant 
that  he  had  sold  beer  in  original 
packages  as  a  plea  of  guilty  to  a 
charge  of  violating  the  liquor  laws  of 
the  city,  and  that  was  done  so  hur- 
riedly and  under  so  much  excitement 
that  the  defendant  did  not  know  what 
was  going  on  or  being  done,  and  was 
not  aware  that  he  had  had  a  hearing 
until  he  sent  for  and  procured  coun- 
sel, it  was  held  in  Salina  v.  Cooper 
(1890)  45  Kan.  12,  25  Pac.  233,  that 
the  district  court,  on  appeal,  erred  in 


denying  the  defendant's  motion  to 
withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty. 

In  State  v.  Nicholas  (1912)  46 
Mont  470,  128  Pac.  543,  the  defend- 
ant, while  protesting  his  innocence, 
entered  a  plea  of  guilty  on  the  urgent 
representations  of  his  counsel  that  he 
was  certain  to  be  convicted  and  would 
receive  a  milder  sentence  if  he  plead- 
ed guilty.  The  evidence  taken  at  the 
time  of  sentence  raised  a  serious 
doubt  of  the  defendant's  guilt.  It  was 
held  that  it  was  an  abuse  of  discre- 
tion to  deny  a  request  to  withdraw  the 
plea  of  guilty. 

It  was  held  to  be  reversible  error 
in  Little  v.  Codl  (1911)  142  Ky.  92, 
34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  257,  138  S.  W.  1149, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  241,  not  to  permit  a 
plea  of  guilty  to  be  withdrawn  where 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was 
induced  to  enter  the  plea  because  he 
believed,  and  was  so  advised,  that  it 
was  the  only  means  by  which  he 
could  escape  being  taken  from  the 
jail  and  hung  by  a  mob. 

In  Batchelor  v.  State  (1920)  189 
IiuL  69,  125  N.  E.  778,  the  court  said: 
"It  appears  that  the  court  advised  ap- 
pellant, before  he  entered  his  plea^ 
that,  if  he  pleaded  guilty,  that  would 
give  the  court  the  right  to  punish  him 
according  to  law;  but  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  court  told  him  what  penalty 
the  law  authorized  the  court  to  infiict. 
After  the  plea  and  before  accepting 
it,  the  court  asked  appellant  if  he 
understood  that  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  impose  the  penalty  as 
provided  by  law;  but  the  court  at  no 
time  informed  him  that  if  he  pleaded 
guilty  to  murder  in  the  first  degree  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  im- 
pose on  him  the  penalty  of  death  or 
that  of  imprisonment  for  life,  and 
that  the  court  in  its  discretion  would 
determine  whether  the  penalty  to  be 
imposed  should  be  death  or  the  lesser 
penalty  of  imprisonment  for  life.  He 
was  not  informed  that,  in  case  he  was 
tried  by  a  jury  and  found  guilty  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  the  jury, 
in  its  discretion,  would  have  the  right 
to  decide  whether  the  penalty  to  be 
imposed  should  be  death  or  imprison- 
ment for  life,  and  that  by  pleading 
guilty  he  waived  the  right  to  have  a 
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jury  exercise  its  discretion  as  to  that 
matter.  Under  such  circumstances,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  appellant  voluntar 
rily  entered  his  plea  of  guilty  with 
full  and  perfect  knowledge  of  the  con- 
sequences of  such  a  plea/'  To  the 
same  effect,  see  Bielich  v.  State 
(1920)  189  Ind.  127,  126  N.  E.  220. 

In  People  v.  McCrory  (1871)  41 
Cal.  458,  wherein  there  was  nothing 
to  show  that  the  application  of  the  de- 
fendant to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty 
was  not  made  in  good  faith,  or  that 
the  entry  of  the  plea  and  motion  to 
withdraw  it  was  a  mere  artifice,  in- 
tended for  delay,  and  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  trial  court  improperly 
denied  the  defendant's  motion  for  a 
continuance  and  forced  him  to  trial 
in  the  absence  of  his  witnesses,  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  should  have 
been  allowed  to  withdraw  the  plea, 
and  that,  in  denying  his  motion  for 
leave  to  do  so,  the  trial  court  abused 
its  discretion. 

Likewise,  a  plea  of  guilty  should  be 
permitted  to  be  withdrawn  where  it 
has  been  entered  under  a  total  mis- 
apprehension of  the  defendant's 
rights  through  official  misrepresenta- 
tion or  fraud  (Swang  v.  State  (1865) 
2  Coldw.  (Teniu)  212,  88  Am.  Dec. 
593;  see  also  Com.  v.  (Jerrity,  1  Lack. 
Leg.  Rec.  (Pa.)  430) ;  as,  where  the 
trial  court  or  the  prosecuting  attor- 
ney induces  the  defendant  in  a  crim- 
inal prosecution,  by  threats  or  prom- 
ises, to  enter  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the 
defendant  is  thereby  overreached  or 
deceived,  even  in  respect  to  the  quan- 
tum of  punishment.  People  v.  Walker 
(1911)  250  111.  427,  95  N.  E.  475;  Peo- 
ple V.  Byzon  (1915)  267  111.  498,  108 
N.  E.  685;  Myers  v.  State  (1888)  115 
Ind.  554,  18  N.  E.  42;  Mounts  v.  Com. 
(1889)  89  Ky.  274,  12  S.  W.  311;  State 
V.  Stephens  (1880)  71  Mo.  535;  State 
v.  Kring  (1880)  71  Mo.  551. 

In  People  v.  Walker  (111.)  supra, 
the  court  said:  "It  must  be  presumed 
.  .  .  that  the  court  discharged  its 
duty.  .  .  .  But  independently,  en- 
tirely, of  this  question,  it  was  a  mat- 
ter within  the  sound  legal  discretion 
of  the  judge  to  vacate  the  judgment 
and  permit  the  plaintiff  in  error  to 
withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty  and  allow 


him  to  submit  his  case  to  a  jury  if  it 
appeared  that  such  plea  had  been  en« 
tered  unadvisedly  or  through  a  mis- 
apprehension, in  consequence  of  the 
misrepresentation  of  his  counsel.  If, 
as  he  testifies  in  his  affidavit,  his  at- 
torney had  assured  him  that  he  had 
arranged  with  the  state's  attorney 
that  the  bigamy  charge  was  to  be 
dropped,  it  is  not  unreasonable  that 
the  plaintiff  in  error  would  follow  the 
advice  of  his  counsel  and  enter  a 
plea  of  guilty,  expecting  and  believ- 
ing that  in  some  way  he  would  not 
be  imprisoned  on  said  charge." 

In  People  v.  Byzon  (1916)  267  ID. 
498,  108  N.  E.  685,  wherein  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  was  in- 
duced to  plead  guilty  by  a  policeman, 
under  the  belief  that  he  would  be  re- 
leased on  probation,  it  was  held  an 
abuse  of  discretion  not  to  permit  the 
withdrawal  of  the  plea,  although  the 
court  fully  advised  the  defendant  of 
the  consequences  of  his  plea.  The 
court  said :  "It  is  urged  on  behalf  of 
the  people  that  when  the  court,  as  re- 
quired by  statute,  fully  advised  the 
defendant,  on  a  plea  of  guilty,  of  the 
consequences  of  such  plea,  the  ex- 
planation by  the  court  was  sufficient 
to  advise  the  defendant  that  any  pre- 
vious representations  made  to  him  or 
any  hope  he  may  have  entertained  of 
securing  leniency  by  reason  of  such 
plea  would  not  avail.  While  this  is 
true,  it  is  provided  by  the  probation 
law,  on  which  plaintiff  in  error  relied, 
that  any  defendant  who  has  never 
been  convicted  of  any  crime  or  mis- 
demeanor, who  has  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty  or  been  found  guilty  by  the 
verdict  of  a  jury  or  the  finding  of  a 
court  of  certain  offenses  enumerated 
in  the  act,  and  nothing  remains  to  be 
done  by  the  court  except  to  pronounce 
sentence,  may  request  the  judge  who 
presided  at  his  trial  to  be  admitted  to 
release  on  probation.  In  any  way  that 
we  look  at  this  case,  it  is  apparent 
from  the  record  that  the  plaintiff  in 
error  was  not  sufficiently  advised  of 
his  rights  or  the  method  of  procedure 
to  request  the  court  to  be  admitted  to 
release  under  the  probation  law. 
Under  such  circumstances,  the  fact 
that  the  court  fully  advised  plaintiff 
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in  error  of  the  consequences  of  his 
plea  was  not  enough  to  remove  the 
misapprehension  under  which  he 
pleaded  guilty." 

In  People  v.  Joyce  (1886)  4  N.  Y. 
Crim.  Rep.  341,  wherein  an  applica- 
tion to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty  was 
denied  by  the  judge,  under  a  misap- 
prehension of  the  facts,  it  was  held  to 
be  an  abuse  of  his  judicial  discretion, 
and  error. 

So,  the  court  should  permit  a  plea 
of  guilty  to  be  withdrawn,  where  it 
was  entered  by  mistake.  Davis  v. 
State  (1856)  20  6a«  674;  State  v.  Wil- 
liams (1898)  46  La.  Ann.  1857,  14  So. 
32;  State  v.  Coston  (1904)  113  La. 
717,  37  So.  619;  Reg.  v.  Clouter  (1859) 
8  Cox,  C.  C.  (Eng.)  237. 

Thus,  in  Davis  v.  State  (Ga«) 
supra,  wherein  it  appeared  that  a  de- 
fendant, on  arraignment,  pleaded 
guilty  by  mistake  to  one  of  several  in- 
dictments against  him,  when  he  in- 
tended to  plead  to  another,  it  was 
held  that  the  error  could  be  corrected, 
even  though  an  entry  of  the  plea  had 
been  made  on  the  indictment  and  on 
the  minutes  of  the  court. 

And  permission  to  withdraw  the 
plea  should  be  granted  where  it  was 
entered  through  fear.  Sanders  v. 
State  (1882)  85  Ind.  318;  Swang  v. 
State  (1865)  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  212, 
88  Am.  Dec.  593.  It  was  said  in  the 
case  first  cited :  "All  men  are  by  our 
laws  entitled  to  a  fair  trial,  in  ab- 
solute freedom  from  restraint  and  en- 
tire liberty  from  fear  of  threats  and 
violence.  It  is  almost  a  mockery  to 
call  that  a  trial,  or  a  judicial  hearing, 
which  condemns  an  accused  upon  a 
plea  of  guilty  forced  from  his  reluc- 
tant counsel  by  threats  of  an  angry 
and  excited  mob,  and  interposed  be- 
cause they  believed  that  to  proceed 
with  a  trial  upon  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
would  result  in  the  hanging  of  their 
client  by  lawless  men.  A  man  who 
makes  a  promissory  note  because  of 
fear  is  entitled  to  relief.  A  man  who 
executes  a  deed  under  duress  is  en- 
titled to  judicial  assistance.  A  will 
executed  under  the  influence  of  fear 
falls  before  the  law.  These  are  small 
things  when  compared  with  life  and 
liberty*  and  yet  in  the  eyes  of  the  law 


they  are  null.  If  such  things  are  null 
when  procured  by  fear,  or  extorted 
by  violence,  should  not  a  plea  be  so, 
when  to  have  refused  it  would  have 
been  to  put  in  jeopardy  the  life  of  the 
man  arraigned  upon  a  charge  of  fel- 
ony? In  many  respects  the  facts  of 
this  case  go  far  beyond  that  of  ordi- 
nary cases  of  duress;  for  here  the  offi- 
cers of  the  law — ^judge,  sheriffs,  and 
jailers — ^were  inspired  with  fear  of  vio- 
lence; counsel  of  age  and  experience, 
influenced  by  the  appearance  of  dan- 
ger which  surrounded  their  client,  se- 
cured from  him  a  reluctant  acquies- 
cence to  the  plea  of  guilty.  More  than 
this,  the  accused,  if  not  at  the  time 
absolutely  insane  and  incapable  of 
understanding  what  he  did,  was  weak 
and  enfeebled  in  mind,  and,  as  his 
counsel  express  it,  'lost  and  bewil- 
dered.' •• 

That  a  plea  of  guilty  was  entered 
under  a  misconception  of  the  nature 
of  the  charge  has  been  held  to  justify 
the  granting  of  leave  to  withdraw. 
State  v.  Maresca  (1912)  85  Conn.  509, 
83  Atl.  635;  Farley  v.  State  (1919) 
23  Ga.  App.  151,  97  S.  E.  870;  Gardner 
v.  People  (1883)  106  111.  76;  Reg.  v. 
Clouter  (Eng.)  supra. 

Thus,  in  Gardner  v.  People  (1883) 
106  111.  76,  supra,  wherein  a  young 
man  between  nineteen  and  twenty 
years  of  age,  who  was  charged  with 
the  crime  of  murder,  and  who  was  un- 
able to  speak  or  understand  the  Eng- 
lish language,  pleaded  guilty  through 
an  interpreter,  who  stated  to  the 
court  that  the  accused  did  not  under- 
stand his  situation  or  "the  relation  of 
things,''  it  was  held  error  to  refuse  a 
withdrawal  of  the  plea. 

To  the  same  effect,  see  State  v.  Mar- 
esca (Conn.)  supra,  wherein  the  court 
said :  "If  the  accused  .  .  .  pleaded 
guilty,  without  fully  understanding 
the  significance  and  effect  of  his  an- 
swers, and  of  his  plea  of  guilty,  the 
judgment  and  sentence  should,  under 
the  circumstances,  have  been  opened 
and  the  accused  permitted  to  with- 
draw his  plea  of  guilty.  .  .  .  The 
accused  was  an  illiterate  Italian,  hav- 
ing but  an  imperfect  knowledge  of 
our  language.  The  trial  judge  can 
hardly  have  intended  by  his  findings 
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to  say  that  the  accused  fully  realized 
the  difference  between  an  assault 
with  intent  to  kill  and  an  assault  with 
intent  to  murder,  or  the  different  pun- 
ishments which  might  be  imposed  for 
the  commission  of  a  first  and  of  a 
second  offense.  .  .  .  In  view  of 
the  serious  character  of  thel  charge  in 
the  information,  and  its  punishment, 
the  trial  court,  upon  the  facts  and 
circumstances  disclosed  by  the  rec- 
ord, should  have  granted  the  motion 
of  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  should 
have  opened  the  judgment  and  per- 
mitted the  accused  to  withdraw  his 
plea  of  guilty." 

,  In  Farley  v.  State  (1919)  2S  6a. 
App.  151,  97  S.  E.  870,  it  was  said: 
"Where  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  case 
has  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  sen- 
tence has  been  pronounced  thereon, 
he  cannot  as  a  matter  of  right  with- 
draw the  plea.  His  motion  to  be  al- 
lowed to  do  so  is  addressed  to  the 
sound,  legal  discretion  of  the  court, 
and  the  judgment  thereon  will  not  be 
controlled  unless  a  manifest  abuse  of 
such  discretion  appears.  Where, 
however,  in  such  a  case  the  accused, 
during  the  same  term  of  court,  files 
a  written  motion  to  be  allowed  to 
withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty,  and,  from 
uncontradicted  evidence  in  support  of 
the  motion,  it  appears  that  the  plea 
was  entered  under  a  misapprehension 
by  him  as  to  the  offense  to  which  he 
was  pleading  guilty,  and  that  he 
thought  he  was  pleading  guilty  to  an- 
other offense,  refusal  to  grant  the  mo- 
tion is  an  abuse  of  discretion/' 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  "at 
any  time  before  judgment  the  court 
may  permit  the  plea  of  guilty  to  be 
withdrawn  and  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
substituted,"  it  has  been  held  to  be 
error  to  refuse  the  withdrawal  of  a 
plea  of  guilty  after  the  introduction 
of  evidence  by  the  state,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  plea  was  entered  upon 
the  idea  that  the  court  would  require 
the  commonwealth  to  observe  the 
custom  prevailing  in  the  court  not  to 
introduce  evidence  on  a  plea  of  guilty. 
Williams  v.  Com.  (1904)  25  Ej.  h. 
Rep.  2041,  80  S.  W.  173. 

On  the  trial  of  two  persons  in- 
dicted for  forgery,  where  one  of  them 


withdrew  a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  en- 
tered a  plea  of  guilty  under  a  miscon- 
ception of  the  nature  of  the  charge, 
the  plea  of  guilty  and  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  pronounced  thereon  were 
permitted  to  be  withdrawn.  Reg.  v. 
Clouter  (1859)  8  Cox,  C.  C.  (Eng.) 
287. 

Similarly,  where,  on  the  trial  of 
three  persons  charged  with  con- 
spiracy, two  of  them  were  acquitted, 
it  was  held  to  be  error  to  refuse  to 
allow  the  withdrawal  of  a  plea  of 
guilty  entered  by  the  third  defendant 
Rex  V.  Plummer  [1902]  2  K.  B.  (Eng.) 
389,  4  B.  R.  C.  917,  71  L.  J.  K.  B.  N. 
S.  805,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  836,  51  Week. 
Rep.  137,  66  J.  P.  647,  20  0)x,  C.  C. 
243,  18  Times  L.  R.  659. 

In  United  States  v.  Dixon  (1807)  1 
Granch,  C  G.  414,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,- 
968,  wherein  the  prisoner  was 
charged  with  a  capital  offense,  the 
court  explained  to  him  the  nature  of 
his  offense  and  its  punishment.  He 
withdrew  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  and 
pleaded  guilty.  Later,  when  the  pris- 
oner was  brought  up  for  sentence,  the 
court  again  explained  the  nature  of 
the  penalty  and  offered  the  privilege 
of  withdrawing  his  plea  of  guil^, 
which  the  prisoner  accepted. 

IV.  Circumstances  justifying  refusal  of 
leave  to  withdraw. 

As  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of 
the  ruling  of  the  trial  court,  its  denial 
of  an  application  to  be  permitted  to 
withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty  and  to  plead 
not  guilty  and  defend  will,  as  a  rule, 
be  sustained,  where  the  record  dis- 
closes no  ground  for  the  application, 
or  where  it  appears  from  the  record 
that  the  court's  ruling  was  based  on 
conflicting  evidence  which  it  was  com- 
pelled to  weigh  to  reach  a  conclusion. 
Dobosky  v.  State  (1915)  183  Ind.  488, 
109  N.  E.  742;  Atkinson  v.  State 
(1920)  —  Ind,  — ,  128  N.  E.  433. 

In  Greene  v.  State  (1908)  88  Ark. 
290,  114  S.  W.  477,  wherein  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  guilty  to  several  in- 
dictments for  violations  of  the  liquor 
law  "upon  condition  that  he  should 
pay  a  fine  of  $500,  in  one  case,  and 
that  no  fine  should  ever  be  assessed 
against  him  in  the  other  two  cases  un- 
less he  again  should  be  convicted  of 
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▼iolating  the  liquor  laws  of  the  state/' 
and  he  was  subsequently  convicted 
for  the  same  offense^  it  was  held  that 
it  was  no  abuse  of  the  court's  discre- 
tion to  refuse  to  allow  the  plea  to  be 
withdrawn,  and  that  judgment  could 
be  entered  against  him  on  his  plea. 
To  the  same  effect,  see  Joiner  v.  State 
(1910)  94  Ark.  198,  126  S.  W.  723. 

In  United  States  v.  Bayaud  (1883) 
21  Blatchf.  217,  23  Fed.  721,  it  ap- 
peared that  four  indictments  were 
found  against  certain  persons  for 
violations  of  the  internal  revenue 
laws.  Two  of  these  indictments  were 
consolidated  by  order  of  the  court. 
On  the  trial,  before  the  entry  of  a 
plea  of  guilty,  it  was  understood  be- 
tween the  counsel  for  the  prisoners 
and  the  prosecuting  ofiBcer  that  in 
case  the  defendants  should  plead 
guilty  to  the  consolidated  indictments, 
the  prosecuting  officer  would  enter  a 
nolle  prosequi  on  the  other  two  in- 
dictments, and  would  not  move  for 
sentence  on  the  consolidated  indict^ 
ments  until  the  prisoners  had  had  an 
opportunity  to  make  an  effort  to  ef- 
fect a  compromise  of  their  case  in 
Washington.  It  appeared  that  the 
plea  of  guilty  was  not  made  under 
any  misapprehension  or  mistake,  and 
that  the  suggestion  of  such  a  plea  came 
to  the  prosecuting  officer  from  the  de-' 
fendants'  counsel,  without  suggestion, 
promise,  or  inducement  by  him. 
Under  these  circumstances  it  was 
held  that  the  promise  to  quash  the 
other  indictments  did  not  afford  in- 
ducement to  the  plea  of  guilty  of  such 
a  character  as  to  make  it  proper  for 
the  court  to  refuse  to  receive  it,  and 
that  the  plea  could  not  be  withdrawn. 

Where  it  appeared  that  in  pleading 
to  an  indictment  containing  two 
counts,  one  for  burglary  and  the  other 
for  larceny,  the  defendant  pleaded 
guilty  of  larceny,  and  it  was  apparent 
from  the  record  that  when  he  entered 
the  plea  he  could  not  have  been  mis- 
taken as  to  what  he  was  doing,  it  was 
held  that  he  would  not  be  allowed  to 
say  that  he  acted  in  error.  State  v 
Crane  (1908)  121  La.  1039,  46  So. 
1009. 

Unless  the  evidence  is  of  doubtful 
sufficiency  to  support  a  conviction,  the 


fact  that  a  defendantt  knowing  his 
rights  and  the  consequences  of  his 
act,  hopes  or  believes,  or  is  led  by  his 
counsel,  or  others,  to  hope  or  believe, 
that  he  will  receive  a  milder  punish- 
ment by  pleading  guilty  than  that 
which  would  fall  to  his  lot  after  trial 
and  conviction  by  a  jury,  presents  no 
ground  for  the  exercise  of  the  discre- 
tion necessary  to  permit  a  plea  of 
guilty  to  be  withdrawn.  See  the  re- 
ported case  (People  v.  Manbiqubz, 
ante,  1441). 

Thus,  where  a  defendant,  who  was 
of  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  had  con- 
trary to  the  advice  of  his  counsel,  but 
in  accordance  with  the  wishes  of  his 
father,  and  in  the  hope  of  securing 
leniency  in  the  inflicUon  of  punish- 
ment, pleaded  guilty  to  a  charge  of 
murder,  and  all  the  facts  showed  that 
the  crime  was  without  extenuating 
circumstances,  it  was  held  that  it  was 
no  abuse  of  the  court's  discretion  to 
refuse  permission  to  withdraw  the 
plea  when  the  defendant  came  to  the 
bar  for  sentence  and  after  he  had  dis- 
covered that  death  would  be  the  pen- 
alty. The  court  said:  "It  thus  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  was  given 
five  days  for  deliberation  as  to  his 
plea;  that  during  this  time  he  had 
the  counsel  and  advice  of  three  attor- 
neys, all  urging  him  to  plead  not 
guilty;  that  he  was  fully  informed  by 
them  as  to  the  difference  in  the  pro- 
cedure if  he  pleaded  guilty,  from  that 
to  be  had  if  he  pleaded  not  guilty,  and 
that  the  court  also  explained  to  him 
the  course  of  procedure.  His  own 
testimony  taken  in  these  proceedings 
indicates  that  he  is  a  young  man  of  at 
least  ordinary  intelligence  and  quick- 
ness of  apprehension,  while  that  of 
others  tended  to  show  that  he  was 
possessed  of  considerable  shrewdness 
and  cunning.  It  must  be  conceded 
that  the  court  justly  concluded  that 
the  defendant  made  his  plea  after 
ample  time  for  deliberation,  and  not 
in  ignorance  of  the  law  or  facts,  nor 
of  the  course  of  procedure  to  be  fol- 
lowed, and  with  full  knowledge  there- 
of. Doubtless  he  was  prompted  by 
the  hope  that  he  would  escape  death 
and  be  condemned  only  to  imprison- 
m^t,  and  he  seems  to  have  been  in- 
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duced  to  indulge  this  hope  largely  by 
the  suggestions  and  advice  of  his 
father.  But  we  do  not  think  this  fact 
of  sufficient  force  to  have  required 
the  court  to  permit  a  withdrawal  of 
this  plea  after  the  event  had  proven 
that  his  hope  was  vain.  If  this  were 
BO,  then  the  punishment  upon  a  plea 
of  guilty  must  always  be  something 
less  than  the  greatest  allowed  by  law, 
for  the  defendant,  in  pleading  guilty, 
always  hopes  for  less,  and  if  his  dis- 
appointment was  sufficient  to  give  the 
right  to  withdraw  the  plea,  it  would, 
in  such  a  case,  always  be  withdrawn. 
It  was  not  until  the  court  had  de- 
clared that  the  penalty  would  be 
death,  and  after  a  subsequent  delay 
of  six  days,  that  the  defendant  ap- 
plied to  withdraw  and  change  his 
plea."  People  v.  Dabner  (1908)  163 
Cal.  398,  96  Pac.  880. 

Likewise,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant,  who  was  of  the  age  of 
sixteen  years,  had  pleaded  guilty  to 
the  charge  of  larceny,  having  been 
induced  thereto  by  the  statement  of  a 
third  person  having  no  authority  to 
speak  that  his  punishment  would  be 
suspended  during  good  behavior 
under  this  plea,  and  it  further  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  had  had 
ample  opportunity  to  withdraw  the 
plea  after  having  knowledge  that  he 
would  receive  punishment  and  after 
having  been  told  by  the  trial  judge 
what  the  punishment  would  be,  it  was 
held  no  abuse  of  the  court's  discre- 
tion to  refuse  permission  to  withdraw 
the  plea  after  sentence  had  been  pro- 
nounced. Monahan  v.  State  (1893) 
135  Ind.  216,  34  N.  E,  967. 

And,  where  a  defendant  was  in- 
duced to  enter  a  plea  of  guilty  to  a 
charge  of  violating  the  liquor  law,  as 
the  result  of  a  conversation  between 
his  friends  and  the  prosecuting  at- 
torney, but  without  any  definite  prom- 
ise of  a  lesser  punishment  being  made 
by  the  prosecuting  attorney,  and  the 
prosecuting  attorney  was  not  guilty 
of  bad  faith,  it  was  held  no  abuse  of 
the  court's  discretion  to  refuse  to  al- 
low the  plea  to  be  withdrawn  after 
sentence  had  been  pronounced.  State 
V.  Yates  (1894)  52  Kan.  666,  35  Pac. 
209;  State  v.  Pyle  (1894)  52  Kan.  569, 
35  Pac.  210. 


So,  where  a  prisoner,  acting  under 
the  advice  of  counsel  and  with  the 
knowledge  of  his  rights  and  of  the 
consequences  of  his  act,  withdraws  a 
plea  of  not  guilty  to  a  charge  of 
murder  and  enters  a  plea  of  guilty,  it 
is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  refuse  to  permit  him  to  withdraw 
the  latter  plea;  and  this  discretion 
will  not  be  revised  on  appeal  where 
it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence 
received  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  degree  of  the  crime  that  a 
lesser  punishment  was  called  for  than 
that  which  the  trial  court  imposed. 
People  V.  Lennox  (1885)  67  CaL  113, 
7  Pac.  260,  6  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  542; 
People  V.  Miller  (1896)  114  CaL  10, 
45  Pac.  986.  To  the  same  effect,  see 
Mounts  V.  Com.  (1889)  89  Ky.  274,  12 
S.  W.  311. 

A  like  conclusion  was  reached 
where  the  defendant  withdrew  a  plea 
of  not  guilty  and  substituted  a  plea 
of  guilty,  speculating  on  the  antici- 
pated clemency  of  the  trial  judge,  and, 
upon  learning  that  his  expecta- 
tion in  that  behalf  would  not  be  real- 
ized, attempted  to  retract  his  plea  of 
guilty.  The  court  said :  "The  motion 
was  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  it  not  being  shown  that 
there  was  any  abuse  of  discretion,  the 
action  of  the  court  must  stand."  Peo- 
ple V.  Brown  (1918)  38  Cal.  App.  46, 
175  Pac.  85. 

Where,  on  a  motion  to  withdraw  a 
plea  of  guilty,  the  defendant's  affi- 
davit did  not  aver  that  he  was  inno- 
cent, but  showed  that  he  was  an  old 
offender  and  that  the  plea  had  been 
induced  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
a  mild  penalty  had  been  inflicted, 
under  a  plea  of  guilty,  on  a  previous 
occasion,  and  where  it  appeared  that 
the  only  reason  for  a  withdrawal  was 
that  the  defendant  was  alarmed  by  a 
rumor  that  he  was  to  be  more  severe- 
ly dealt  with  than  before,  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  error  in  refusing  to 
permit  defendant  to  withdraw  his 
plea,  the  court  saying:  "The  action 
of  the  court  probably  and  properly 
taught  him  that  the  infliction  of  the 
lowest  penalty  for  a  first  offense,  in- 
stead of  conferring  a  vested  right  to 
the  same  measure  of  punishment  for 
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a  second,  rather  suggests  the  pro- 
priety of  so  increasing  the  penalty 
that  it  may  effectually  deter  from  a 
recurrence  of  a  third."  Mastronada 
V.  State  (1882)  60  Miss.  86. 

Similarly,  where  the  defendant 
made  no  request  for  the  court  to  ap- 
point counsel  for  him,  and*  on  his  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  plea  of  guilty,  did 
not  offer  to  introduce  any  testimony 
tending  to  prove  his  innocence  of  the 
crime  charged,  and  his  testimony  was 
not  sufficient  to  show  that  he  was 
induced  to  enter  a  plea  of  guilty 
under  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts, 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  abuse 
of  the  court's  discretion.  Cox  v. 
State  (1914)  114  Ark.  284,  169  S.  W. 
789. 

If  a  defendant,  on  entering  a  plea 
of  guilty,  states  his  version  of  the 
facts,  and  such  facts  do  not  consti- 
tute a  justification  or  excuse,  there 
is  no  abuse  of  discretion  in  refusing 
to  permit  the  withdrawal  of  the  plea 
unless  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
statements  were  made  under  duress 
or  mistake  or  other  cause  suflUcient  to 
satisfy  the  trial  court  that  the  state- 
ment made  on  entering  the  plea  was 
untrue.  Turner  v.  State  (1919)  121 
Miss.  68,  83  So.  404. 

Where  it  did  not  appear  that  a  plea 
of  guilty  had  been  put  in  by  the  de- 
fendant through  any  mistake,  sur- 
prise, or  misapprehension  of  his 
rights  or  in  relation  to  the  facts  of 
the  case,  it  was  held  that  the  plea 
could  not  be  withdrawn  upon  a  mere 
request  of  counsel,  made  after  sen- 
tence had  been  pronounced,  even 
though  the  record  of  the  court  had 
not  been  read  and  signed  by  the 
judge.  Griffith  v.  State  (1871)  36  Ind. 
406. 

So,  if  there  was  no  misapprehension 
as  to  the  nature  of  the  charge  against 
the  defendant,  and  it  appeared  that  a 
considerable  length  of  time  hfid 
elapsed  since  the  day  of  arraignment, 
that  the  jury  had  in  the  meantime 
been  discharged,  and  that  the  relief 
prayed  for  would  practically  have  op- 
erated as  a  continuance  of  the  cause 
to  a  future  term  of  the  court,  it  was 
held  that  a  motion  to  withdraw  the 
plea  of  guilty  was  made  too  late,  and 
was  properly  denied.  State  v.  Dela- 
20  A.L.R. — 92. 


houssaye  (1886)  87  La.  Ann.  551; 
State  V.  Williams  (1893)  45  La.  Ann. 
1357,  14  So.  32;  State  v.  Jammerson 
(1897)  49  La.  Ann.  597,  21  So.  728. 

A  motion  to  set  aside  a  plea  of 
guilty  and  the  judgment  thereon  has 
been  held  to  have  been  properly  over- 
ruled, where  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  enter  the  plea  of 
guilty  under  the  belief  that  he  would 
receive  a  lighter  punishment  than 
that  imposed,  and  was  not  misled  by 
anything  said  or  done  by  the  prose- 
cuting officer.  State  v.  Richardson 
(1889)  98  Mo.  564,  12  S.  W.  245. 

In  a  case  where  the  defendant  en- 
tered a  plea  of  guilty  to  a  charge  of 
violating  the  Sunday  law,  and  judg- 
ment thereon  was  suspended  pending 
the  outcome  of  a  test  case  against  an- 
other offender,  it  was  held  that  tiiere 
was  no  error  in  denying  the  defend- 
ant's motion  to  be  allowed  to  with- 
draw his  plea,  made  a  year  after  such 
plea  had  been  entered.  Territory  v» 
Ck>ok  (1898)  7  N.  M.  248,  33  Pac.  1022. 

Where  a  defendant  pleaded  guilty, 
at  one  term  of  court,  to  an  indictment 
for  a  violation  of  the  liquor  law,  it 
was  held  that  a  denial  of  an  applica- 
tion to  withdraw  the  plea,  made  at 
the  next  term  of  court,  was  proper,  as 
coming  too  late.  State  v.  Shanley 
(1893)  38  W.  Va.  516,  18  S.  E.  734. 

Where  a  defendant  pleaded  guilty 
to  several  indictments  for  forgery 
and  was  sentenced  on  one  of  the  in- 
dictments, judgment  on  the  others  be- 
ing suspended,  and  subsequently, 
after  being  pardoned,  he  moved  for 
leave  to  withdraw  his  pleas  to  the  in- 
dictments pending  and  to  file  a  plea 
of  a  former  conviction  for  the  same 
offense,  it  was  held  that  the  with- 
drawal was  properly  denied.  Barton 
V.  State  (1869)  23  Wis.  587.  See  also 
Tate  V.  State  (1898)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
— ,  45  S.  W.  707. 

In  State  v.  Boutte  (1907)  119  La. 
134,  43  So.  983,  the  complaint  urged 
by  counsel  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  was  that  the  district  judge 
had  improperly  refused  to  allow  the 
accused  to  withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty 
to  "cutting  and  stabbing  with  a  dan- 
gerous weapon  with  intent  to  kill,'* 
which  the  accused  had  been  permitted 
to  enter  in  lieu  of  his  original  plea  of 
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not  guilty  to  k  charge  of  ''wilfully, 
feloniously,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
though  cutting  and  stabbing  .  .  . 
with  intent  to  kill  and  murder/'  and 
to  allow  him  to  enter  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  in  order  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 
The  plea  sought  to  be  withdrawn  had 
been  accepted  by  the  district  attorney 
and  the  court.  The  motion  to  with- 
draw the  plea  was  not  signed  by  the 
accused  himself  nor  did  it  state  that 
he  had  any  legal  defense.  The  ruling 
of  the  trial  judge  was  sustained.  The 
court  said:  "Where,  however,  the  ac- 
cused does  not  plead  guilty  to  the 
charge  as  made,  but  pleads  guilty  to 
a  lesser  offense,  which  places  him  in 
a  position  of  safety  and  security  rel- 
atively to  the  more  serious  offense, 
and  where  the  district  attorney  and 
the  district  judge  accept  that  plea, 
and  by  so  doing  substantially  and 
practically  abandon  the  greater 
charge,  courts  should  exercise  very 
great  caution  lest  they  themselves,  by 
acceding  to  the  wishes  of  couns^ 
(under  their  sanguine  ec3cpectatioiis 
that  the  ultimate  result  of  the  trial 
will  be  the  acquittal  of  their  client), 
place  the  accused  in  a  worse  condi- 
tion than  he  held  before.  In  matters 
of  that  character  courts  should  have 
before  them  positive  evidence  from 
the  accused  parties  themselves  that 
they  are  willing  to  take  the  chances 
of  a  trial  on  the  higher  charge,  and 
they  should  themselves  set  out  and 
sustain  the  grounds  upon  which  they 
ask  the  withdrawal  of  their  plea  of 
guilty.  To  require  less  than  this 
would,  in  our  opinion,  tend  to  impair 
the  proper  administration  of  justice.'' 

F.  Effect  of  withdrawal. 

The  admissibility  in  evidence  of  a 
plea  of  guilty,  after  its  withdrawal 
and  the  substitution  therefor  of  a 
plea  of  not  guilty,  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  the  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant, at  a  prior  time,  made  a  claim  in- 
consistent with  his  innocence,  has 
been  the  subject  of  conflict  in  the 
authorities.  In  a  Kentucky  case.  Com. 
V.  Ervine  (1839)  8  Dana  (Ky.)  30, 
wherein  it  appeared  that  a  convic- 
tion on  a  plea  of  guilty  had  beeii  re- 
versed and  a  plea  of  not  guilty  had 


been  entered  on  a  second  trial,  with- 
out objection  by  the  eonunonwealth,  it 
was  held  that  the  former  plea  of 
guilty  was  properly  admitted,  but  was 
not  conclusive  of  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused. 

With  two  judges  dissenting,  a  like 
conclusion  was  reached  in  the  Con- 
necticut case  of  State  v.  Carta  (1916) 
90  Cenn.  79,  L.R.A.1916E,  6S4,  96  AtL 
411,  wherein  the  court  apparently  fol- 
lowed the  Kentucky  case,  supra.  In 
the  majority  opinion  it  was  said: 
"Where  an  accused  person  has  plead- 
ed guilty  in  a  justice  or  other  in- 
ferior court,  and  has  taken  an  appeal, 
or  been  bound  over  to  a  higher  court, 
he  is  there  always  permitted  to  plead 
anew,  and  it  has  always  been  the  rule 
in  VbiM  state  that,  upon  the  trial 
there,  the  fact  that  he  pleaded  guilty 
in  the  lower  court  might  be  put  in 
evidence  either  by  the  record  or  by 
testimony  of  witnesses  who  were  pres- 
ent and  heard  the  accused  when  he 
entered  the  plea.  This  is  not  conclu- 
sive upon  the  accused,  and  is  insuf- 
ficient to  warrant  a  conviction  with- 
out other  evidence  to  prove  the  corpus 
delicti.  This  is  the  rule  in  a  majority 
of  the  other  states,  although  some 
have  held  that  the  confession  in  the 
lower  court  is  a  judicial  confession 
and  sufficient^  without  independent 
evidence  of  the  corpus  delicti,  to  wmi^ 
rant  a  conviction.  It  would  seem  that 
the  same  principle  which  admits  the 
admission  or  confession  of  the  ac- 
cused in  the  lower  court  to  be  intro- 
duced against  him  in  the  upper  court 
should  admit,  with  the  same  conse- 
quences, his  confession  by  a  plea  of 
guilty,  afterward  withdrawn,  in  the 
upper  court.  The  plea  of  guilty,  as 
was  said  in  State  v.  Willis  (1898)  71 
Cmui.  293,  808,  41  Atl.  820,  'is  con- 
viction,' until  the  plea  is  withdrawn. 
The  withdrawal  6f  the  plea  with- 
draws the  evidence  of  conviction,  but 
it  does  not  withdraw  the  fact  that  such 
a  plea  was  entered.  It  is  as  competent 
to  give  evidence  of  that  fact  as  to  give 
evidence  that  a  similar  fact  occurred 
in  the  justice  or  magistrate's  court. 
Neither  is  conclusive  upon  the  ac- 
cused. The  evidence  in  each  case 
establishes  a  fact  which  is  inconsist- 
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ent  with  his  later  claim  before  the 
jury  that  he  is  innocent."  In  the  mi- 
nority opinion,  Wheeler,  J.  (dissent*. 
ing),  said:  "Considerations  of  fair* 
ness  would  seem  to  forbid  a  court  per- 
mitting a  plea  to  be  withdrawn  for 
cause,  and  at  the  next  moment  allow- 
ing the  fact  of  the  plea  having  been 
made  to  be  admitted  in  evidence, 
with  all  its  injurious  consequences,  as 
an  admission  or  confession  of  guilt 
by  the  accused.  The  withdrawal  is 
permitted  because  the  plea  was  orig- 
inally improperly  entered.  No  un- 
toward judicial  effect  should  result 
from  the  judicial  rectification  of  a  ju- 
dicial wrong.  The  majority  hold  that 
the  fact  that  the  former  plea  may  be 
explained  will  be  a  sufficient  protec- 
tion to  the  accused.  Such  a  ruling 
places  upon  him  a  burden  of  disprov- 
ing a  fact  which  does  not  exist,  for 
the  withdrawal  eradicated^  it.  It 
brings  him  before  the  jury  under  the 
heavy  cloud  of  suspicion  created  by 
his  plea  of  guilty,  when  he  is  entitled 
to  come  before  the  jury  with  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  shielding  him. 
It  makes  him  prove  again  that  his 
plea  was  wrongly  entered,  when  that 
fact  has  already  been  judicially  as- 
certained and  settled  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  and  cannot  be 
opened  unless  a  higher  court  finds  an 
abuse  of  that  court's  discretion." 

So,  in  State  v.  Meyers  (1889)  99 
Mo.  107,  12  S.  W.  516,  wherein  the 
court  refused  to  accept  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  on  the  trial  permitted  the 
prosecution  to  prove  the  fact  that  the 
indictment  had  been  read  to  the  ac- 
cused and  that  he  had  pleaded  guilty 
thereto,  it  was  said:  ''Such  tes- 
timony should  not  have  been  ad- 
mitted. The  confession,  being  what 
is  termed  'a  plenary  judicial  confes- 
sion,' that  is,  a  confession  made  be- 
fore a  tribunal  competent  to  try  him, 
was  sufficient  whereon  to  found  a  con- 
viction. .  .  .  Consequently,  the 
trial  court  might  have  proceeded  at 
once  to  pass  sentence  upon  the  ac- 
cused. But  this  fact  surely  did  not 
authorize  the  reception  of  the  plea 
of  guilty  in  evidence,  after  the  court 
had  refused  to  receive  that  plea,  and 
had  placed  the   defendant   upon  his 


trial.  No  one  would  contend  that,  if 
the  plea  of  guilty  had  been  entered 
of  record,  such  plea  could  have  been 
received  in  evidence  against  the  de- 
fendant, and  yet  the  same  principle 
is  involved  whether  the  plea  actually 
go  upon  record  or  not;  in  either  case, 
it  must,  if  received  in  evidence,  be 
conclusive  of  the  defendant's  guilt. 
Like  the  previous  question  in  parlia- 
mentary bodies,  evidence  of  such  a 
plea,  having  been  made  before  a  tri- 
bunal competent  to  try  the  party  mak- 
ing it,  cuts  off  debate  and  determines 
all  issues.  The  course  therefore  pur- 
sued by  the  trial  court,  in  this  re- 
gard, was  plainly  inconsistent;  the 
plea  of  the  defendant  should  either 
have  been  received,  and  sentence 
passed  accordingly,  or  that  plea 
should  never  have  been  heard  of 
again.  By  refusing  to  receive  the 
plea  and  granting  the  defendant  a 
trial,  this  of  necessity  meant  a  trial 
with  the  issues  of  fact  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  jury,  and  not  to  be 
determined  by  the  previous  plea  of  the 
defendant,  which  admitted  all  that 
the  state  desired  to  prove.  In  short, 
the  trial  court  could  not  refuse  to 
receive  the  defendant's  plea  of  guilty 
at  one  time,  and  then  use  it  against 
him  at  another." 

Under  the  California  statute  provid- 
ing that  "the  court  may  at  any  time 
before  judgment,  upon  a  plea  of 
guilty,  permit  it  to  be  withdrawn  and 
a  plea  of  not  guilty  substituted,"  it 
has  been  held  that  the  plea  of  guilty 
is  not  admissible  in  evidence  against 
the  accused,  such  plea  being  functus 
officio.  People  v.  Ryan  (1890)  82  CaL 
617,  23  Pac.  121.  In  support  of  its 
holding,  the  court'  said :  "We  do  not 
think  that  the  legislature,  in  passing 
the  law  under  which  the  defendant 
was  allowed  to  nullify  and  render 
functus  officio  his  plea  of  guilty  by 
substituting  or  putting  in  place  of  it 
a  plea  of  not  guilty,  intended  to  say 
that,  notwithstanding  such  substitu- 
tion and  doing  away  with  the  first 
plea,  it  may  be  given  in  evidence  and 
sometimes  serve  as  the  only  conclu- 
sive proof  of  a  man's  guilt  under  the 
plea  of  not  guilty." 

Where  a  principal  was  permitted  to 
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withdraw  a  plea  of  guilty  to  a  charge 
of  larceny,  it  was  held,  on  the  trial 
of  an  accessory,  that  there  was  no 
error  in  instructing  the  jury  that  the 
plea  of  guilty,  which  was  filed  and 
entered  by  the  principal  before  the 
trial  of  the  accessory  began,  was  still 
before  them,  and  might  be  considered 
by  them  only  to  show  that  fact,  but 
that  it  was  not  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  guilt  of  the  principal,  and  that 
they  should  consider  other  evidence, 
outside  of  that  furnished  by  the  rec- 
ord, to  establish  this  fact.  Groves  v. 
State  (1886)  76  Gsu  808. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  court 
goes  too  far  in  indulging  a  defendant, 
an  accessory,  when  the  principal  is 


allowed  to  withdraw  his  plea  of  guilty 
pending  the  trial  of  the  accessory, 
and  the  court  offers  the  defendant  an 
opportunity  to  withdraw  his  case,  and 
on  that  account  to  have  a  mistrial  de- 
clared.    Ibid. 

Where  a  defendant  withdrew  a  plea 
of  guilty  of  murder  in  the  second  de- 
gree, before  sentence  was  pronounced, 
and  substituted  therefor  a  plea  of  not 
guilty  to  an  indictment  for  murder,  it 
was  held  that  the  withdrawal  of  the 
plea  of  guilty  operated  as  a  waiver  of 
the  implication,  which  existed  so  long 
as  the  plea  remained,  of  an  acquittal 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree.  People 
V.  Cignarale  (1888)  110  N.  T.  23,  17 
N.  E.  135.  A.  S.  M. 


E.  RAY  MYERS  et  al.,  Appts., 

▼. 

CLARENCE  E.  SHIPLEY. 

Maryland  Ctni^rt  of  AppeaiU'^  January  j95,  1^29* 

(—  Md.  — ,  116  AtL  645.) 

Automobile  —  liability  of  parents  for  injury  by  neglifrent  drivinir  frf  diild* 

1.  A  father  maintaining  an  automobile  for  general  family  purix>ses  is 
not  liable  for  an  injury  caused  by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  car  by  his 
adult  son,  who  is  a  member  of  his  family,  and  who  has  taken  the  car  for 
a  purpose  of  his  own  without  the  father's  express  knowledge  or  consent^ 
but  with  implied  general  authority  to  make  use  of  the  car. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1469*] 
Principal    and    agent  —  liability    for     ^  explicit  and  with  full  knowledge  of 


acts  of  agent  —  tort. 

2.  To  hold  one  responsible  for  the 
tortious  acts  of  another  not  committed 
by  his  order,  on  the  ground  of  ratifica- 
tion, the  admission  of  liability  must 


the  facts. 

[See  26  R.  C.  L.  767.] 

—  disaffirmance  of  ratification. 

8.  A  person  may  disaffirm  a  ratifi- 
cation of  the  acts  of  his  agent  made 
before  he  knew  the  material  facts. 

[See  21  R.  C.  L.  929.] 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  CarroU 
County  (IMoSs,  J.)  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  injury  to  plaintiff's  property,  for  personal  injuries  to  him- 
self, and  loss  of  services  and  expenses  incurred  for  injuries  sustained  by 
his  wife,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
son.    Affirmed  as  to  defendant  son;  reversed  a^  to  defendant  father. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Messrs.  F.  Neal  Parke,  James  A.  C         Messrs.  Ivan  L.  Hoflf  and  Guy  W* 
Bond,  and  Edward  O.  Weant  for  ap-     Steele,  for  appellee: 
pellants.  Where  the  head  of  a  family  makes  it 
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bis  business  to  provide  recreation  and 
pleasure  for  tbe  family  and  its  several 
members,  and  to  that  end  furnishes  an 
automobile  for  their  use,  he  is  re- 
sponsible for  its  negligent  operation 
by  any  one  of  the  family  having  his 
permission  to  drive  it. 

Plasch  V.  Pass,  144  Minn.  44,  10 
A.L.R.  1446,  174  N.  W.  438;  Birch  v. 
Abercrombie,  50  L.R.A.(N.S.)  59,  note; 
Ulman  v.  Lindeman,  44  N.  D.  36,  10 
A.L.R.  1442,  176  N.  W.  26;  Vannett  v. 
Cole,  41  K  D.  260,  170  N.  W.  663; 
Hutchins  v.  Haffner,  63  Colo.  365, 
L.R.A.1918A,  1008,  167  Pac.  966;  Mc- 
Whirter  v.  Fuller,.  35  Cal.  App.  288, 
170  Pac.  417;  Farnham  v.  Clittord,  116 
Me.  299,  101  Atl.  468;  McNeal  v.  Mc- 
Kain,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  775,  note;  Ploetz 
V.  Holt,  124  Minn.  169,  144  N.  W.  745 ; 
King  V.  Smythe,  L.R.A.1918F,  297, 
note;  Boes  v.  Howell,  24  N.  M.  142, 
L.R.A.1918F,  288,  173  Pac.  966;  Crit- 
tenden V.  Murphy,  36  Cal.  App.  803, 
173  Pac.  596;  Johnson  v.  Smith,  143 
Minn.  350,  173  N.  W.  675;  Griffin  v. 
Russell,  144  Ga.  275,  L.R.A.1916F,  216, 
87  S.  E.  10,  Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  994; 
Hiroux  V.  Baum,  137  Wis.  197,  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  332,  118  N.  W.  533;  Fer- 
ris V.  Sterling,  214  N.  Y.  249, 108  N.  E. 
406,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  1161;  Daily  v. 
Maxwell,  152  Mo.  App.  415,  133  S.  W. 
354 ;  Stowe  v.  Morris,  147  Ky.  386,  39 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  224, 144  S.  W.  53;  Landry 
V.  Oversen,  187  Iowa,  284,  174  N.  W. 
255;  Collinson  v.  Cutter,  186  Iowa, 
276,  170  N.  W.  421;  Lewis  v.  Steele, 
52  Mont.  300,  157  Pac.  575;  Missell  v. 
Hayes,  86  N.  J.  L.  348,  91  Atl.  322; 
Miller  v.  Week,  186  Ky.  552,  217  S.  W. 
904;  20  R.  C.  L.  629;  Doran  v.  Thom- 
sen,  76  N.  J.  L.  759,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
335,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  677,  71  Atl.  296; 
Van  Blaricom  v.  Dodgson,  220  N.  Y. 
Ill,  L.R.A.1917F,  363,  115  N.  E.  443; 
King  v.  Smythe,  140  Tenn.  217,  L.R.A. 
1918F,  293,  204  S.  W.  296. 

Plaintiff  having  proved  the  owner- 
ship of  the  car,  the  presumption  arose 
that  the  person  driving  it  was  the 
servant  or  agent  of  the  owner,  and 
the  burden  is  cast  on  him  to  show  he 
was  not. 

Vonderhorst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Am- 
rhine,  98  Md.  406,  56  Atl.  833 ;  Geisel- 
man  v.  Schmidt,  106  Md.  580,  68  Atl. 
202. 

It  is  only  when  the  servant  aban- 
dons his  duty  and  wilfully  becomes  a 
wrongdoer  that  the  master  is  exempt 
from  all  responsibility  for  his  wrong- 
ful acts. 
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Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  ▼.  Basche,  180 
Md.  126,  99  Atl.  991. 

B<^d,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment obtained  by  the  appellee 
against  Howard  E.  Myers,  the  own- 
er of  an  automobile,  and  E.  Ray 
Myers,  hia  adult  son  who  was 
driving  it  when  an  accident  oc- 
curred, due  to  the  alleged  neg- 
ligence of  the  latter.  This  suit 
was  for  the  destruction  of  the 
plaintiffs  buggy,  injury  to  his  horse, 
and  for  personal  injuries  to  himself 
and  the  loss  of  the  services  of  his 
wife,  and  expenses  incurred  by  him 
for  injuries  sustained  by  her.  An- 
other suit  by  Mrs.  Shipley  resulted 
in  a  judgment  for  her,  and  the  par- 
ties agreed  that  the  record  in  that 
case  should  not  be  transmitted  to 
t]iis  court,  but  that  the  judgment 
therein  rendered  should  abide  the 
result  of  this  appeal.  In  addition 
to  the  usual  allegations  in  such 
cases,  it  is  alleged  'that  thereafter 
the  defendant  Howard  E.  Myers 
adopted  and  ratified  said  act,  reck- 
less, careless,  and  negligent  opera- 
tion of  said  automobile,  by  his  said 

or  son,  the  defendant  E. 

Ray  Myers,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
and  his  wife  were  damaged  and  in- 
jured as  aforesaid,  and  assumed  lia- 
bility and  responsibility  for  it." 

The  only  bill  of  exceptions  in  the 
record  is  one  presenting  the  rulings 
of  the  court  in  rejecting  the  defend- 
ants' prayers  1  and  li,  but  the  ap- 
pellants' attorneys  in  their  brief 
concede  that  prayer  1^  was  bad 
under  what  we  said  in  Firor  v.  Tay- 
lor, 116  Md.  69,  84,  81  Atl.  389,  2 
N.  C.  C.  A.  551.  The  only  one  for 
our  consideration,  therefore,  is  the 
first,  which  is  "that  under  the  plead- 
ings there  is  no  legally  sufficient 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  may 
find  that  the  defendant  Howard  E. 
Myers  was  responsible  in  any  way 
for  the  injury  on  account  of  which 
recovery  is  sought  in  this  suit,  and 
the  verdict  of  tihe  jury  must  be  for 
the  said  Howard  E.  Myers." 

Apparently  the  appellants  were 
under  the  impression,  by  reason  of 
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what  was  said  and  done  in  Firor  v. 
Taylor,  supra,  and  Ewing  v.  Rider, 
125  Md.  149,  156,  93  Atl.  409,  that, 
as  there  was  a  joint  judgment 
a(rainst  the  two,  there  must  be  an 
afl3rmance  or  reversal  of  that  joint 
judgment  under  the  first  prayer; 
but,  since  those  decisions,  Acts  1920, 
chap.  229,  adding  §  22B  to  article 
5  of  the  Code,  was  passed,  providing 
that  '"if,  on  appeal,  it  shall  appear 
to  the  court  of  appeals  that  said 
judgment  should  be  affirmed  as  to 
all  said  defendants  or  should  be  re- 
versed as  to  all  said  defendants  or 
should  be  affirmed  as  to  one  or  more 
of  said  defendants  and  should  be 
reversed  as  to  one  or  more  of  said 
defendants,  then  the  said  court  of 
appeals  may  so  direct/' 

As  there  is  no  valid  exception  in 
favor  of  E.  Ray  Myers,  the  only 
question,  therefore,  before  us,  is 
whether  the  judgment  against  How- 
ard E.  Myers  should  be  affirmed  or 
reversed. 

Howard  E.  Myers  owned  the  car 
which  is  alleged  to  have  caused  the 
injuries  complained  of.  He  was 
called  as  a  witness  by  the  plaintiff^ 
and  it  appears  in  his  testimony  that 
he  had  six  children,  E.  Ray  Myers 
being  the  second  one.  He  got  this 
car  in  April  or  May,  1920,  and  had 
one  before,  which  he  traded  and  got 
this  one.    He  was  asked: 

Q.  Is  this  car  used  for  your  fam- 
ily? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  had  been  running  the  car ; 
your  son? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  both  of  them ;  the  boy 
next  to  him,  and  the  older  boy  be- 
fore he  left  home. 

Q.  All  of  them  had  a  right  to  use 
it  for  family  use? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

On  cross-examination  he  testified 
that  his  son  Ray  was  twenty-two 
years  old,  that  he  employed  him  on 
the  farm,  and  paid  him  wages  by 
the  month,  and  he  was  so  employed 
at  the  time  of  the  accident.  He  said, 
if  the  boys  were  out,  and  wanted 
gasolene  or  oil,  they  got  it,  and,  if 
anything  happens,  like  spark  plugs 


or  something  like  that,  they  get 
them  and  pay  for  them.  He  said  he 
did  not  know  anything  about  the  ac- 
cident at  the  time  it  happened ;  that 
he  did  not  know  anything  about  his 
son  taking  the  car  out  that  night,  or 
for  what  purposes  he  took  it;  that 
the  night  of  the  accident  the  car  was 
at  a  garage  in  Westminster,  where 
it  had  been  for  a  day  or  two.  He 
was  asked: 

Q.  What  was  it  there  for? 

A.  For  some  little  repairs;  I  don't 
know.  I  think  nu^rbe  battery 
trouble.  I  don't  pay  much  attentioD 
to  the  car  myself. 

He  said  he  did  not  know  anything 
about  his  son  going  for  the  car  thii 
night,  and  he  had  not  told  him  to  go. 
He  was  asked  by  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff: 

Q.  Of  course,  Mr.  Myers,  yoor 
son,  as  you  have  stated,  had  per- 
fect authority  to  get  that  car  that 
night  and  use  it? 

A.  If  it  was  done,  he  had.  I 
didn't  tell  him  nothing  about  it. 

Q.  You  didn't  tell  him  not  to  do 
it? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Upon  being  asked  by  his  attor- 
ney: 

Q.  It  was  not  for  any  purpose  of 
yours  that  he  would  go  down  the 
road  to  an  oyster  supper  ? 

A.  I  wouldn't  think  so;  he  didn't 
bring  me  any  oysters  back. 

The  defendant  E.  Ray  Myers  said 
the  automobile  had  been  at  the  ga- 
rage a  day  or  two;  that  he  went 
to  town  that  night  on  the  train 
(they  lived  3  or  4  miles  from  Westr 
minster),  and  did  not  have  any  con- 
versation with  his  father  in  refer- 
ence to  the  automobile;  that  they 
had  said  at  the  garage  that  they  ex- 
pected it  would  be  finished,  and  he 
went  for  it;  that  Earl  Shaffer  got 
in  the  car  with  him,  and  they  were 
going  to  an  oyster  supper  at  a  vil- 
lage called  Gamber.  Earl  Shaffer 
corroborated  him.  It  is  a  five-pas- 
senger Paige  car,  and  they  expected 
to  get  two  girls  to  go  with  them,  but 
had  not  when  the  accident  happened. 
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We  come  now  to  the  question  left 
unanswered  in  the  case  of  White- 
lock  V.  Dennis,  189  Md.  657, 116  Atl. 
68,  decided  at  this  October  term, 
whether  the  owner  of  an  automo- 
bile provided  by  him  for  the  use  of 
his  family  is  liable  to  a  parly  in- 
jured by  the  negligence  of  his  son 
when  the  car  was  being  used  wholly 
for  purposes  of  the  son,  and  not 
for  lliose  of  the  owner.  In  the  case 
of  Whitelock  v.  Dennis  we  said: 
"We  are  not  willing  to  commit  our- 
selves to  the  doctrine  that  an  owner 
of  an  automobile  is  responsible  for 
injuries  sustained  by  a  third  party 
by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  a 
minor  son  in  running  the  car,  if  the 
car  was  at  the  time  being  used  by 
the  son  for  his  own  purposes,  and 
not  for  those  of  his  father,  even  if 
he  had  the  permission,  express  or 
implied,  of  his  father  so  to  use  the 
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car. 

And  we  said  that  the  defendant's 
third  prayer,  which  in  substance  an- 
nounced that  rule,  should  have  been 
granted.  Of  course,  we  were  care- 
ful to  confine  the  rule  to  such  facts 
as  we  then  had  before  us,  which  did 
not  show  that  the  use  of  the  car 
by  the  son  necessarily  or  probably 
involved  unusual  danger,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  of  his  being  reck- 
less or  incompetent  to  drive  a  car. 
That  son  was  only  eighteen  yeara 
of  age,  but  he  had  a  state  license  to 
operate  a  car.  As  there  was  a  con** 
flict  of  evidence  in  that  case  as  to 
whether  it  was  being  used  for  the 
father,  we  held  that  the  case  should 
go  to  the  jury. 

There  is  an  unfortunate  conflict 
in  the  decisions  bearing  on  this  sub- 
ject. Many  of  them  have  been  made 
by  courts  of  high  standing  and  have 
been  supported  by  forcible  and  ex- 
ceptionally able  opinions,  present- 
ing the  views  of  the  respective  sides, 
if  we  may  use  that  term,  of  the  con- 
troversy. We  cannot  but  be  im- 
pressed, however,  with  the  convic- 
tion that  some  of  them  have 
disregarded  principles  of  law  ap- 
plicable to  the  relations  of  principal 
and  agent  and  master  and  servant, 
which  before  tiie  days  of  automo- 
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biles,  and  especially  before  they  had 
become  so  numerous  on  our  streets 
and  other  highways,  were  supposed 
to  be  as  firmly  fixed  as  any  prin- 
ciples knovm  to  the  common  law. 

There  have  been  some  attempts  to 
separate  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
in  the  different  states  into  two 
main  classes, — those  holding  the 
owners  of  cars  purchased  for  the 
use  of  their  families  responsible  for 
injuries  sustained  by  the  negligent 
driving  of  their  sons,  or  other  mem- 
bers of  their  families,  and  those 
holding  that  they  were  not  liable, — 
but,  as  many  of  them  depend  upon 
the  facts  of  the  particular  cases,  it 
is  necessary  to  examine  them  criti- 
cally in  order  to  ascertain  how  they 
can  be  properly  classified.  In  this 
case,  as  an  adult  son,  living  with  his 
father,  was  driving  the  car  for  his 
own  purposes,  witiioiit  the  knowl- 
edge of  his  father  that  he  was  using 
it  on  that  occasion,  but  undoubtedly 
with  implied  authority  so  to  use  it, 
we  will  refer  to  such  of  the  author- 
ities as  may  be  of  use  in  support  of 
the  position  we  will  announce  for 
this  court.  One  of  the  fullest  dis- 
cussions we  have  found  on  the  sub- 
ject is  in  the  case  of  Hays  v.  Hogan, 
278  Mo.  1,  L.R.A.1918C,  715,  200 
S.  W.  286,  Ann.  Gas.  1918E,  1127. 
There  the  case  of  Daily  v.  Maxwell, 
162  Mo.  App.  416,  133  S.  W.  361, 
which  is  often  cited  in  support  of 
the  view  that  the  ovmer  is  liable, 
was  expressly  overruled,  as  was 
Hays  V.  Hogan,  180  Mo.  App.  237, 
166  S.  W.  1126.  The  supreme  court 
of  Missouri  held  that  ''the  mere 
ownership  of  an  automobile  pur- 
chased by  a  father  for  the  use  and 
pleasure  of  himself  and  family  does 
not  render  him  liable  in  damages  to 
a  third  person  for  injuries  sustained 
thereby,  through  the  negligence  of 
his  minor  son  while  operating  the 
same  on  a  public  highway,  in  fur- 
therance of  his  own  business  or 
pleasure;  and  the  fact  that  he  had 
the  father's  special  or  general  per- 
mission 'CO  so  use  the  car  is  wholly 
inmiaterial/' 

Of  course,  the  fact  that  the  son  is 
an  adult  does  not  lessen,  but  some- 
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times  may  strengthen,  tiie  reasons 
for  the  rule.  In  Parker  v.  Wilson, 
179  Ala.  361,  43  L.R.A.(N.S.)  87, 
60  So.  150,  an  eighteen-year-old 
son  took  his  father's  automobile  for 
his  own  uses,  without  the  father's 
knowledge,  but  by  his  implied  gen- 
eral permission,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  son  was  not  the  agent  of  the 
father,  and  the  latter  was  not  liable 
for  the  negligence  of  the  former  in 
operating  the  car.  The  court  said 
the  doctrine  that  the  pleasure  of  the 
family  is  the  business  of  the  father 
"'has  no  firm  foundation  in  reason 
or  common  sense.  In  theory  it  over- 
looks well-settled  principles  of  law; 
in  practice  it  would  interdict  the 
father's  generosity  and  his  reason- 
able care  for  the  pleasure,  or  even 
the  well-being  of  his  children,  by 
imposing  a  universal  responsibili^ 
for  the  acts." 

In  Spence  v.  Fisher,  184  Gal.  209, 
14  A.L.R.  1083,  193  Pac.  255,  it 
was  said,  in  r^erence  to  the  theory 
that  the  son  was  engaged  in  the 
business  of  his  father  in  such  cases : 
"Of  course,  it  is  true  that  every 
good  father  makes  it  his  'business,' 
in  a  certain  sense  of  that  word,  to 
furnish,  so  far  as  he  can,  for  use  by 
the  members  of  his  family,  all  those 
things  that  will  contribute  to  their 
convenience  and  pleasure.  But  to 
our  minds  his  doing  this  cannot,  by 
any  sound  reasoning,  warrant  a 
conclusion  that,  in  the  subsequent 
use  of  the  thing  by  a  member  of  the 
family  solely  for  his  own  conven- 
ience or  pleasure,  while  engaged 
exclusively  on  a  mission  of  his  own, 
such  member  of  the  family  is  en- 
gaged on  the  father's  business,  or 
in  any  way  acting  as  his  agent  or 
servant." 

That  case  overruled  Crittenden  v. 
Murphy,  36  Cal.  App.  803,  173  Pac. 
595. 

The  case  of  Doran  v.  Thomsen, 
76  N.  J.  L.  754,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
335,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  677,  71  Atl. 
296,  is  a  leading  one  in  favor  of  the 
doctrine  that  the  father  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  negligence  of  a 
son  or  daughter  while  using  the  car 
for  his  or  her  own  purposes,  and 


not  those  of  the  father,  although 
used  with  the  permission  of  the  fa- 
ther. The  court  said  that  the  mere 
fact  of  the  relation  of  parent  and 
child  would  not  make  the  child  l^e 
servant  of  the  parent,  and  held  that 
his  liability  in  such  a  case  depended 
upon  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant.  It  said:  ''She  was  not 
even  driving  other  members  of  the 
family.  She  was  using  the  machine 
as  a  means  of  recreation  and  pleas- 
mre  for  herself  and  her  own  friends, 
and  it  would  seem  impossible  to 
draw  the  conclusion  that  she  could 
be  regarded  as  the  agent  or  servant 
of  her  father  upon  that  occasion." 

It  then  went  on  to  say  that,  as- 
suming the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  existed  generally  between 
the  father  and  daughter,  yet  it  did 
not  appear  that  on  the  occasion  in 
question  she  was  acting  as  such 
within  the  scope  of  her  employ- 
ment, and  repeated  the  well-known 
doctrine  that  the  master  was  ''not 
responsible  if  the  negligence  was 
committed  by  the  servant  when  en- 
gaged in  some  private  matter  of  his 
own."  It  is  contended  that  the 
doctrine  of  that  case  has  been  very 
much  modified,  if  not  reversed,  by 
that  court  in  Missell  v.  Hayes,  86 
N.  J.  L.  348,  91  Atl.  322.  In  that 
case  Hayes  had  purchased  a  car  for 
the  general  uses  of  his  familb^,  and 
it  was  for  that  purpose  habitually 
operated  by  the  owner  and  his  two 
sons,  sometimes  with  and  sometimes 
without  his  express  consent  and  di- 
rection. At  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent one  of  the  sons  was  driving  the 
car,  and  in  it  were  the  wife  and 
daughter  of  the  father  and  two 
guests.  The  court  said  in  the  Doran 
Case:  "No  other  members  of  the 
father's  family  were  in  the  car. 
The  only  element  in  the  case  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  daughter  was 
acting  as  the  servant  of  the  father 
was  the  bare  fact  that  the  father 
owned  the  automobile,  which,  being 
personal  property,  was  presumably, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, in  his  possession  or  the  pos- 
session of  his  servant  at  the  time  of 
the  accident;  possession  being  the 
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badge  of  ownership  of  personal 
property.  This  presumption,  how- 
ever, in  that  case,  was  overcome  by 
the  uncontradicted  proof  thiat  in 
fact  the  automobile  was  not  in  the 
possession  of  the  owner  or  his  serv- 
ant, but  that,  on  the  contrary^  it  was 
in  the  possession  of  a  third  party 
(who  happened  to  be  his  daughter) , 
who  was  using  it  for  her  own  pleas- 
ure and  the  pleasure  of  her  friends, 
and  not  upon  the  owner's  business." 

The  court  then  went  on  to  say 
that  in  the  Hayes  Case  there  were 
the  father's  immediate  family  and 
their  guests :  ''This  fact  constituted 
affirmative  evidence  that  the  auto- 
mobile was  being  used  in  the  fa- 
ther's affairs  or  business.  It  was 
within  the  scope  of  the  father's 
business  to  furnish  his  wife  and 
daughter,  who  were  living  with  him 
as  members  of  his  immediate  fam- 
ily, with  outdoor  recreation,  just  the 
same  as  it  was  his  business  to  fur- 
nish  them  with  food  and  clothing, 
or  to  minister  to  their  health  in 
other  ways.  It  cannot  be  said, 
therefore,  that  in  this  case  there 
was  no  evidence  of  possession  ex- 
cept a  mere  presumption  which 
could  be  overcome  by  proof  of  in- 
consistent facts.  Here  there  was 
affirmative  proof  of  the  fact  of  pos- 
session, quite  apart  from  any  pre- 
sumption." 

The  court  said  that  there  was  also 
evidence  that  the  son  invited  his 
mother  and  sister  to  take  a  ride  as 
his  guests  on  a  trip  which  he  was 
taking  for  his  own  pleasure  or  busi- 
ness, and  that  they  were  doing  so 
as  such,  and  not  as  members  of  his 
father's  family,  and  hence  it  be- 
came a  question  for  the  jury  to  de- 
cide, and  added:  ''We  think  the 
question  was  one  of  fact,  and  that 
it  was  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury."  But  the  case  of  Doran  v. 
Thomsen  was  not  overruled,  but 
expressly  affirmed. 

There  seems  to  be  some  misun- 
derstanding about  the  doctrine 
adopted  in  Maine.  In  Famham  v. 
Clifford,  116  Me.  299,  101  Atl.  468, 
the  court  did  not  hold  that  the  fa- 
ther  was   responsible   because   he 
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bought  the  madiine  for  the  pleas- 
ure of  himself  and  family,  but  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  was 
then  being  reviewed,  was  distinctly 
overruled  on  the  ground  that  after 
the  accident,  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  facts,  tte  father  admitted  his 
liability,  and  when  he  went  upon 
the  stand  he  did  not  deny  that  he 
had  so  admitted,  and  did  not  con- 
tradict or  explain  the  statement  al- 
leged to  have  been  made  by  him, 
but  allowed  it  to  pass  as  true  and 
unchallenged.  The  court  said  that 
that  authorized  the  jury  to  find  that 
he  knowingly  made  the  admission, 
and  that  his  admission  was  true. 
In  Farnum  v.  Clifford,  118  Me.  145, 
106  Atl.  344,  the  court  said  that  an 
instruction  was  without  error  which 
said:  "Liability  cannot  be  cast 
upon  the  defendant  in  this  case  be- 
cause he  owned  the  car,  or  because 
the  driver  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent was  his  son,  or  because  he  per- 
mitted his  son  to  use  the  car.  There 
must  be  the  further  relation  of 
master  and  servant  between  them, 
and  the  son,  at  ihe  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, must  have  been  using  the  car 
in  the  business  of  the  defendant." 

In  Pratt  v.  Cloutier,  119  Me.  203, 
10  A.L.R.  1434,  110  Atl.  353,  it  was 
held,  quoting  for  convenience  from 
the  syllabus  in  the  Atlantic  Report- 
er: "A  father  who  furnishes  an 
automobile  for  the  pleasure  of  his 
family,  and  allows  his  minor  son  to 
drive  whenever  he  desires,  is  not 
responsible  to  a  third  person  for  the 
son's  negligence  while  using  the  car 
solely  for  his  own  pleasure." 

That  case  reviewed  a  number  of 
others,  and  pointed  out  that  the  ci- 
tation of  Famham  v.  Clifford,  116 
Me.  299, 101  Atl.  468,  by  the  court  in 
Johnson  v.  Smith,  143  Minn.  350, 
173  N.  W.  675,  in  support  of  the 
Minnesota  doctrine,  was  not  justi- 
fied. It  also  cited  the  case  of  Mad- 
dox  V.  Brown,  71  Me.  432,  36  Am. 
Rep.  336,  to  show  that  in  Maine  the 
doctrine  then  being  applied  to  au- 
tomobiles was  announced  in  the  case 
of  a  minor  son  taking  his  father's 
horse  and  carriage,  which  he  had 
been  allowed  to  use  without  restrict 


1466 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  AXJL 


tion.  In  the  case  of  Van  Blarioom 
V.  Dodgson,  220  N.  Y.  Ill,  UK.A. 
1917F,  363, 115  N.  E.  443,  the  court 
of  appeals  of  New  York,  in  speakins 
of  the  doctrine  that  the  father  is  lia- 
ble in  such  cases,  says:  ^This  is 
an  advanced  proposition  in  the  law 
of  principal  and  agent,  and  the  ques- 
tion which  it  presents  really  re- 
solves itself  into  the  one  whether,  as 
a  matter  of  common  sense  and  iMrac- 
tical  experience,  we  ous^t  to  say 
that  a  parent  who  maintains  some 
article  for  family  use  and  occasion- 
ally permits  a  capable  son  to  use 
it  for  his  individual  convenience 
ought  to  be  regarded  as  having  un- 
dertaken the  occupation  of  enter- 
taining the  latter  and  to  have  made 
him  his  agent  in  this  business,  al- 
though the  act  being  done  is  solely 
for  the  benefit  of  the  son.  That 
really  is  about  all  tiiere  is  to  the 
question/' 

After  Baying  that  an  affirmative 
answer  had  been  given  by  the  courts 
of  some  states  (citing  Birch  v. 
Abercrombie,  74  Wash.  486,  50 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  59,  138  Pac.  1020; 
Davis  V.  Littlefield,  97  S.  C.  Ill,  81 
S.  E.  487 ;  Griffin  v.  Russell,  144  Ga. 
275,  L.R.A.1916F,  216,  87  S.  E.  10, 
Ann.  Gas.  1917D,  994;  and  two 
cases  of  Missouri  appeals  which 
have  b^n  overruled  by  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state) ,  tihat  court  said : 
'^But  it  seems  to  us  that  such  a  theo- 
ry is  more  illusory  than  substantial, 
and  that  it  would  be  far-fetched  to 
hold  that  a  father  should  become 
liable  as  principle  every  time  he  per- 
mitted a  capable  child  to  use  for  his 
personal  convenience  some  article 
primarily  kept  for  family  use. 
That  certainly  would  introduce  into 
the  family  relationship  a  new  rule 
of  conduct,  which,  so  far  as  we  are 
aware,  has  never  been  applied  to 
other  articles  than  an  automobile.'' 

But  we  will  extend  this  opinion 
to  an  unreasonable  length  if  we  con- 
tinue to  quote  from  the  cases.  We 
will  content  ourselves  by  referring 
to  some  others  maintaining  the 
views  of  those  referred  to  above, 
such  as:  Arkin  v.  Page,  287  HI. 
420,  5  A.L.R.  216,  128  N.  E.  30; 


Smith  V.  Weaver,  —  Ind.  App.  — , 
124  N.  E.  503;  Reynolds  v.  Buck, 
127  Iowa,  601,  103  N.  W.  946,  18 
Am.  Neg.  Rep.  412;  Knight  v.  Gos- 
sitt,  102  Kan.  764,  172  Pac  533; 
Watkins  v.  Glark,  103  Kan.  629, 
176  Pac.  131 ;  Stafford  v.  Noble,  105 
Kan.  219,  182  Pac  650 ;  Weiner  v. 
Hairs,  234  Mass.  166, 126  N.  E.  149; 
Woods  V.  Glements,  113  Miss.  720, 
L.R.A.1917E,  367,  74  So.  422;  id. 
114  Miss.  301,  L.RJ^.1917E,  358,  75 
So.  119;  Unvilte  v.  Nissen,  162  N. 
G.  96,  77  S.  E.  1096 ;  Heissenbuttd 
V.  Meagher,  162  App.  Div.  752,  147 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1087 ;  Ehns  v.  FUck,  100 
Ohio  St  186,  126  N.  E.  66;  McFar- 
lane  v.  Winters,  47  Utah,  598, 
L.R.A.1916D,  618, 166  Pac  437;  Co- 
hen  V.  Meador,  119  Va.  429,  89  S.  E. 
876;  Blair  v.  Broadwater,  121  Va. 
301,  LJEtJL1918A,  1011,  93  S.  E. 
632. 

There  are  quite  a  number  of  cases 
which  are  gmerally  classed  with 
the  courts  taking  ftke  view  that  the 
owner  is  liable  under  fhe  circum- 
stances referred  to  above,  in  which 
the  child  was  driving  thM^  car  with 
or  for  other  members  of  the  family. 
It  was  said  in  Pratt  v.  Gloutier, 
supra :  'Tew,  indeed,  of  the  many 
cases  cited,  will  be  found  to 
go  so  far  as  to  hold  a  father  liable 
when  a  son,  alone  in  the  father's 
car,  seeking  only  his  own  pleasure 
and  entertainment,  and  while  so  en- 
gaged, injures  a  tiiird  party.  The 
reason  for  finding  the  father  liable 
in  the  cases  so  holding  is  usually 
founded  on  tiie  fact  that  one  other 
member  of  the  family,  at  least,  ac- 
companied the  driver,  thus  raising 
the  questions  which  in  each  case 
have  gone  to  the  jury.'' 

The  appellee  contends  that  there 
can  be  no  valid  distinction  made  be- 
tween such  cases,  and  those  in 
which  a  son  was  driving  wholly  for 
his  own  purposes,  witjiout  having 
any  other  member  of  the  family 
with  him;  but  courts  of  standing 
have  made  such  distinctions,  as 
shown  by  the  cases,  and  when  they 
have  done  so  they  have  generally 
held  that,  when  there  is  another 
member  of  the  family  being  driven 
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by  one,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  driver  was  act- 
ing for  himself  alone,  or  for  his  fa- 
ther. In  this  case  it  is  shown  that 
there  was  no  other  member  of  the 
family  with  the  son,  and  hence  we 
need  not  discuss  the  effect,  if  any, 
of  such  difference  in  the  facts.  The 
appellants  state  in  their  brief  that 
Benton  v.  Regeser,  20  Ariz.  273, 
179  Pac.  966;  Lewis  v.  Steele,  52 
Mont.  300,  157  Pac.  575;  Boes  v. 
Howell,  24  N.  M.  142,  L.R.A.1918F, 
288,  173  Pac.  966;  McNeal  v.  Mc- 
Eain,  33  Okla.  449,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
775,  126  Pac.  742 ;  Davis  v.  Little- 
field,  97  S.  C.  171,  81  S.  E.  487,  and 
Denison  v.  McNorton,  142  C.  C.  A. 
631,  228  Fed.  401,  were  cases  in 
which  the  child  was  driving  with 
or  for  other  members  of  the  family, 
but  we  have  not  thought  it  neces- 
sary to  examine  to  see  whether 
those  courts  have  passed  on  the 
question  when  the  driver  was  the 
only  member  of  the  family  in  the 
car.  The  states  of  Kentucky,  Min- 
nesota, Tennessee,  and  Washington 
have  not  made  such  distinctions, 
and  hence  it  must  be  conceded  that 
there  is  conflict  between  the  author- 
ities, although  some  cases  in  sev- 
eral of  those  states  would  seem  to  be 
more  in  favor  of  the  appellants'  con- 
tention than  that  of  the  appellee. 
The  cases  of  King  v.  Smythe,  140 
Tenn.  217,  L.R.A.1918F,  293,  204 
S.  W.  296,  and  Birch  v.  Abercrom- 
bie,  supra,  have  perhaps  presented 
the  views  of  those  holding  the  fa- 
ther liable  as  forcibly  as  any  of  the 
others,  and  seem  to  be  leading  cases. 
In  chapter  26  of  Berry  on  Automo- 
biles, 3d  ed.,  beginning  on  page 
1072,  §  1160,  and  Huddy  on  Auto- 
mobiles, 5th  ed.,  beginning  with 
§  656,  on  page  849,  and  continuing 
to  §  662,  on  page  863,  most  of  the 
cases  are  cited  in  the  notes,  but  it 
would  take  a  good-sized  volume  to 
discuss  all  of  them  fully,  and  point 
out  wherein  they  differ  with  other 
decisions.  In  Michigan,  where  the 
courts  were  also  in  accord  with  the 
view  we  have  announced  as  to  this 
question,  the  rule  has  been  changed 
by  statute,  which  would  seem  to  us 
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to  be  a  far  preferable  way,  if  it  be 
deemed  best  to  adopt  the  other  rule, 
rather  than  to  run  counter  to  well- 
established  principles  in  veteretic^ 
to  master  and  servant  and  principal 
and  agent  which  cannot  stand  in 
their  integrity  if  some  of  the  auto- 
mobile cases  we  have  found  are  to 
be  followed.  It  is  said  in  Hatter  v. 
Dodge  Bros.  202  Mich.  97,  167  N. 
W.  935:  "As  the  law  now  stands, 
it  is  not  fr  prerequisite  for  recovery 
to  prove  that  the  motor  vehicle 
causing  an  injury  was  being  operat- 
ed in  the  business  of  the  owner,  for 
his  use  and  enjoyment^  or  by  his 
servant  or  employee." 

If  many  legislatures  adopt  such 
a  rule  as  that,  it  will  probably  be 
because  so  many  automobilists 
seem  to  forget  at  times  that  tiiey  do 
not  have  the  right  to  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  highwa3rs,  but  it  would 
be  better  to  pass  and  enforce  strict- 
er laws  in  the  use  of  the  highways 
than  simply  provide  for  recovery  of 
damages,  which  cannot  restore  life, 
or  alwaj^  compensate  for  injury. 

While  our  decisions  have  not  hith- 
erto definitely  settled  the  main  ques- 
tion herein  involved,  they  have  ap- 
proached it  in  some  respects,  and 
they  place  us  more  in  line  with  the 
courts  which  have  held  that,  under 
such  facts  as  we  have  in  this  case, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  The 
opinion  in  Whitelock  v.  Dennis,  139 
Md.  557, 116  Atl.  68,  filed  December 
2,  1921,  is  the  last  one  on  the  gen- 
eral subject,  and  we  need  not  dwell 
on  Symington  v.  Sipes,  121  Md.  313, 
47  L.R.A.(N.S.)  662,  88  Atl.  134, 
and  State  use  of  Debelius  v.  C.  B. 
Benson  &  Co.  129  Md.  693,  100  Atl. 
505,  therein  referred  to  at  some 
length.  It  may  be  well  to  say  that 
in  Buckey  v.  White,  137  Md.  124, 
111  Atl.  777,  we  said  enough  to 
show  that,  but  for  the  technical  rea- 
son therein  stated  why  we  could  not 
do  so,  we  would  have  reversed  that 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  not  enough  in  the  record  to 
show  that  the  father  was  liable,  al- 
though it  was  shown  that  the  car 
was  purchased  by  him  and  used  in 
his  business,  and  from  time  to  time 
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for  the  convenience  of  his  family. 
It  was  being  driven  by  his  son,  Earl 
Buckey,  who  was  then  about  twen- 
ty-two or  twenty-three  years  of  age, 
lived  with  his  father,  and  assisted 
him  in  his  business.  At  the  time  of 
the  accident  the  son,  who  had  the 
privilege  of  using  the  car  whenever 
he  wished,  was  driving  friends  to 
a  dance.  In  Charles  v.  Baltimore 
(decided  May  13,  1921)  138  Md. 
523,  114  Atl.  665,  we  said  agency 
cannot  be  inferred  merely  from  the 
relationship  of  husband  and  wife; 
that  Mr.  Charles  was  using  the  ma- 
chine (which  belonged  to  his  wife), 
not  for  any  business  of  his  wife,  but 
in  connection  with  his  own  occupa- 
tion, and  the  use  of  it  was  merely 
a  permissive  use. 

There  can  be  no  diflSculty  about 
the  question  of  the  alleged  adoption 
of  the  act  of  E.  Ray  Myers  by  How- 
ard E.  Myers.  The  general  rule  is 
thus  stated  in  1  Am.  &  En?.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  1185:  ''The  doctrine 
of  ratification  applies  as  well  to 
torts  when  done  to  the  use  or  for  the 
benefit  of  him  who  subsequently 
adopts  them  as  to  matters  of  con- 
tract. .  .  .  But,  to  hold  one  re- 
sponsible for  the  tortious  act  of  an- 
other not  committed  by  him  or  by 
his  order,  the  adoption  must  be  ex- 
plicit and  with  a  full  knowledge  of 
the  facts.'' 

In  addition  to  the  fact  that  the 
alleged  wrong  was  not  done  in  the 

interest,  or  for  the 
use    or   benefit,    of 

jri«rV"by^-e,it.  tlie  father,  ss  re- 
vent  driTinv  ot    quired  to  make  him 

'^'*"*-  liable     (1     Cooley, 

Torts,  3d  ed.  214,  217;  1  Poe,  PI. 
&  Pr.  481,  525;  Hammond  v.  Du 
Bois,  131  Md.  116,  154,  101  Atl. 
P  1  i  1  di  ^^2) ,  the  alleged 
af en^^abiiitr  ratification  was  far 
-toA!*"  ""  ■••■*  from  being  explicit 

and    with     a    full 
knowledge  of  the  facts. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  the 
next  morning  after  the  accident,  in 
the  presence  of  his  son,  Howard  E. 
Myers  said  to  him  that  "if  his  son 
was  to  blame,  he  was  willing  to 
'daddy'  the  blame."    Rasonond  Day- 


Antomobll 
liability  of 


hoff  testified  that  the  day  after  the 
accident  he  said,  "if  his  son  had 
done  any  damage  to  the  plaintifTs 
'automobile,'  he  would  stand  all  ex- 
penses or  damages."  As  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  automobile  in  the  acci- 
dent, there  is  manifestly  some 
mistake  in  that  testimony.  CarroU 
Owings  said  he  told  him  tiiat,  ''if 
his  boy  did  it,  he  was  willing  to 
'daddy'  it,  and,  if  he  didn't  do  it,  he 
don't  feel  that  he  ou^t  to  do  it." 
It  could  hardly  be  said  that  there 
was  an  explicit  adoption  of  the  act 
of  the  son,  and  the  father  showed 
by  his  testimony  that  he  did  not 
have  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts 
when  he  said  what  he  did.  He  went 
on  the  stand  in  rebuttal  and  denied 
tiiat  he  then  said  what  Mr.  Dayhoff 
testified  to,  and  in  answer  to  what 
he  said  to  the  plaintiff  he  testified : 
"I  told  Mr.  Shipley  before  I  left 
home,  I  told  him  at  home,  that  if 
the  boys  were  the  cause  of  this,  I 
would  stand  by  them.  After  I  went 
out  there  I  found  there  was  another 
car,  and  I  told  Mr.  Shipley  I 
wouldn't  daddy  the  other  fellow's 
dirt" 

There  is  no  contradiction  of  that, 
and,  if  a  person  ratifies  an  act  of 
his  agent  before  he 
knows  the  material  ^StESSi*?. 
facts,  he  may  after- 
wards disaffirm.    Adams  Exp.  Co. 
V.  Trego,  35  Md.  47 ;  Bannon  v.  War- 
field,  42  Md.  22.     Mr.  Myers  did 
what  the  court  said  in  Famham  v. 
Clifford,  116  Me.  299,  101  Ati.  468, 
the  defendant  in  that  case  should 
have  done,  and  he  could  not  have 
been  held  liable  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  made  such  qualified  state- 
ments as  it  is  claimed  he  did  make. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
defendants'  first  prayer  should  have 
been  granted.  We  said  in  White- 
lock  V.  Dennis,  supra,  the  presump- 
tion arising  from  such  facts  as  we 
referrred  to  in  Stewart  Taxi-Ser- 
vice Co.  V.  Roy,  127  Md.  70, 
95  Ati.  1057,  can  be  rebutted, 
and  we  referred  to  the  fact 
that  in  S3miington  v.  Sipes,  and 
State  use  of  Debelius  v.  Benson, 
supra,   we   had   approved  prayers 
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which  instructed  verdicts  for  de- 
fendants on  the  ground  that  thev 
drivers  were  not  acting  within  the 
scope  of  tiieir  employment,  not- 
withstanding the  presumption  re- 
ferred to.  We  will  only  add  to  that 
what  was  said  by  Judge  Thomas,  in 
speaking  for  the  court,  in  Dearholt 
Motor  Sales  Co.  v.  Merritt,  133  Md. 
323,  330,  105  Atl.  316.  After  re- 
ferring to  Vonderhorst  Brewing  Ck). 
V.  Amrhine,  98  Md.  406,  56  Atl.  833, 
Geiselman  v.  Schmidt,  106  Md.  580, 
68  Atl.  202,  Stewart  Taxi-Service 
Co.  v.  Getz,  118  Md.  171,  84  Atl. 
'  838,  S3miington  v.  Sipes  and  State 
use  of  Debelius  v.  Benson,  supra, 
and  National  Mechanics'  Bank  y. 
National  Bank,  36  Md.  5,  he  said: 
'The  effect  of  the  Maryland 
cases  referred  to  is  that, 
where  the  evidence  in  the  case, 
whether  produced  by  the  plain- 
tiff or  by  the  defendant,  is  uncon- 
tradicted and  clearly  shows  that  the 


person  in  possession  of  the  vehicle 
or  machine  was  not,  at  the  time  of 
the  accident,  the  servant  or  agent 
of  the  owner,  there  can  be  no  re- 
covery against  the  owner,  and  that 
the  case  should  be  withdrawn  from 
the  jury." 

He'  then  went  on  to  show  that 
Stewart  Taxi-Service  Co.  v.  Roy, 
127  Md.  70,  95  Atl.  1057,  did  not 
establish  a  contrary  rule. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment 
against  Howard  E.  Myers  must  be 
reversed,  and,  as  there  could  be  no 
recovery,  a  new  trial  will  not  be 
awarded,  but,  for  reasons  stated 
above,  the  judgment  against  E.  Ray 
Myers  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  against  E.  Ray  Myers 
affirmed,  and  judgment  against 
Howard  E.  Myers  reversed,  without 
a  new  trial,  one  half  of  the  costs 
above  and  below  to  be  paid  by  E. 
Ray  Myers,  and  the  other  half  by 
the  appellee. 


ANNOTATION. 

Liability  of  owner  under  ''famfly  purpose^  doctrine  for  injuriet  by  automobile 

whfle  being  used  by  member  of  hit  famaily. 


Where    eMld    is    driTiaK    witli    other 
members   of   family. 

(Supplementing  annotations  in  6 
A.L.R.  222;  10  A.L.R.  1450;  14  A.L.R- 
1088;  and  19  A.L.R.  387.) 

On  a  subsequent  appeal  of  Tyree  v. 
Tudor  (1921)  181  N.  C.  214,  106  S.  E. 
675,  which  is  cited  in  the  annotation 
in  14  A.L.R.  1088,  in  (1922)  —  N.  C. 
— ,  111  S.  E.  714,  the  owner  of  an  au- 
tomobile was  held  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  sixteen-year-old  girl,  due  to  the 
reckless  driving  of  the  car,  which  was 
apparently  one  of  two  kept  for  family 
use,  by  his  sixteen-year-old  son,  where 
with  knowledge  of  the  reckless  char- 
acter of  his  son  as  a  chauffeur  he 
permitted  him  to  use  the  car  to  take 
the  deceased  and  another  son  to  a 
dance.  There  was  evidence  in  the  case 
relating  to  the  driver's  negligence, 
and  also  that  the  sons  had  liquor  in 
the  car,  and  had  partaken  of  it,  and 
the  court  stated  that  the  father  was 
responsible  for  the  son's  negligence, 
both  on  the  ground  of  having  placed 


his  son  in  charge  of  the  machine  and 
by  reason  of  his  liability  for  the  negli- 
gence of  his  agent. 

Where  the  ear  is  beins  used  by  ehlld 
alone. 

(Supplementing  annotations  in  5 
A.L.R.  228;  10  A.L.R.  1450;  14  A.L.R. 
1088 ;  and  19  A.L.R.  388.) 

In  Jones  v.  Ck)ok  (1922)  —  W.  Va. 
— ,  111  S.  E.  828,  the  "family  purpose" 
doctrine  was  adopted  and  applied 
where  a  father  furnished  an  automo- 
bile for  the  pleasure  of  his  family, 
including  his  stepdaughter,  and  while 
the  latter  was  driving  it  with  her 
friends,  with  his  permission,  she  negli- 
gently ran  into  the  plaintiff's  auto- 
mobile. The  court  said:  "We  see  no 
possible  ground  of  difference  concern- 
ing the  owner's  liability,  whether 
there  be  but  one  member  of  the  family 
or  all  members  of  the  family  in  the  au- 
tomobile at  the  time  of  the  negligent 
injury.  If  the  father  makes  it  his 
business  or  affair  to  furnish  members 
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of  his  family  with  an  automobile  for 
family  use,  and  he  maintains  it  for 
that  purpose,  just  the  same  as  it  is  his 
business  to  furnish  them  with  food 
and  clothing,  or  to  minister  to  their 
health  in  other  ways,  then  he  is  in  the 
furtherance  of  that  business  just  as 
surely,  when  a  single  member  of  the 
family  is  driving  it  for  his  own  pleas- 
ure and  convenience,  as  if  all  the 
family  were  riding  in  it.  Counsel  for 
defendant  say  that  defendant  is  not 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  step- 
daughter in  the  operation  of  the  auto- 
mobile in  the  present  case,  because  it 
was  none  of  his  affair;  but  we  hold 
that  he  made  it  his  affair  by  maintain- 
ing the  automobile  for  the  very  pur- 
pose for  which  she  was  using  it  at 
the  time  of  the  injury.  He  owned  the 
machine  and  had  the  right  to  say 
where,  how,  and  by  whom  it  might 
be  used,  and  impliedly,  if  not  express- 
ly, authorized  the  use  to  which  it  was 
put  when  the  accident  occurred.  The 
doctrine  of  agency  is  not  confined  to 
merely  commercial  business  transac- 
tions, but  extends  to  cases  where  the 
father  maintains  an  automobile  for 
family  use,  with  a  general  authority, 
expressed  or  implied,  that  it  may  be 
used  for  the  comfort,  convenience, 
pleasure,  and  entertainment  or  out- 
door recreation  of  members  of  the 
owner's  family.  This  view  was  also 
applied  in  cases  of  horse-drawn  vehi- 
cles, decided  before  the  introduction 
of  the  automobile.  Schaefer  v.  Oster- 
brink  (1886)  67  Wis.  495,  68  Am.  St. 
Rep.  875,  80  N.  W.  922;  Lashbrook  v. 
Patten  (1864)  1  Duv.  (Ky.)  316.  It 
is  not  a  new  graft  on  the  law  of 
agency.  It  is  merely  applying  old 
principles  to  new  conditions.  There 
are  practical  considerations  involved 
to  which  courts  cannot  close  their 
eyes.  This  doctrine  puts  the  financial 
responsibility  of  the  owner  behind  the 
automobile,  while  it  is  being  used  by  a 
member  of  the  family  (who  is  likely 
to  be  financially  irresponsible)  in 
furtherance  of  the  business  and  pur- 
poses for  which  it  is  maintained." 
Poffenbarger,  P.,  in  dissenting,  said: 
"Although  sustained  by  an  apparent 
weight  of  authority,  this  decision,  in 
my  opinion,  contravenes  fundamental 


principles  of  the  laws  of  agency,  and 
master  and  servant,  and  the  rule  're- 
spondeat superior.'  In  running  an 
automobile  for  his  or  her  own  pleas- 
ure, a  son,  daughter,  or  other  member 
of  a  family  cannot  legally  be  the  serv- 
ant or  agent  of  another  person,  even 
though  such  other  person  be  the  head 
of  the  family  and  owner  of  the  car. 
Action  by  one  person  for  his  own 
benefit  or  pleasure  is  legally  incom- 
patible with  service  or  agency  for  an- 
other, in  the  performance  of  the  set 
Service  necessarily  implies  the  doing 
of  something  for  another,  not  for  the 
actor.  It  involves  two  persons,  the 
master  and  the  actor.  Agency  genei^ 
ally  involves  three — the  actor,  the 
person  for  whom  he  acts,  and  the 
person  affected  by  the  act  authorita- 
tively done.  Both  relations  have  their 
legal  limitations.  One  acting  for  him- 
self alone  can  be  neither  servant  nor 
agent  of  another.  That  the  head  of 
the  family,  or  some  other  member  of 
it,  owns  and  keeps  the  car  for  the  use 
of  the  family  and  permits  all  members 
thereof  to  operate  it  at  their  pleasure, 
or  that  he  purchased  and  maintains  it 
for  such  purpose,  and  one  member 
thereof  occasionally  or  generally 
drives  it  with  others  riding  in  it,  can- 
not change  the  principles  of  law. 
When  he  alone  is  driving  it  and  riding 
in  it,  for  his  own  pleasure  or  about 
his  own  business,  he  cannot  be  serving 
or  acting  for  anybody  but  himself. 
If,  while  he  drives  it,  the  car  carries 
other  members  of  the  family,  he  nuiy 
be.  How  he  obtained  the  use  of  some 
other  person's  car,  or  the  motive  of 
such  other  person  in  its  purchase, 
ownership,  or  maintenance,  is  entire- 
ly too  remote  to  affect  the  question  of 
agency  or  service.  These  circumstan- 
ces and  the  close  relationship  of  the 
parties  add  to  and  emphasize  thr 
probative  force  and  effect  of  evidenci 
of  service  or  agency,  but  they  are  not 
of  themselves  such  evidence.  The 
same  observation  is  true  of  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant.  If  the 
driver  is  the  chauffeur  of  the  owner  or 
other  employee  in  charge  of  his  csr, 
there  may  be  a  rebuttable  presumption 
that  he  was  using  it  in  his  master's 
business,  but  nothing  more.    On  proof 
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that  he  was  not,  the  relation  may  re- 
inforce evidence  that  he  was,  but  be- 
yond that»  it  signifies  nothing.  Such 
is  the  nniform  holding  in  cases  in 
which  close  relationship  of  parties  is 
invoked,  as  evidence  of  fraud." 

It  will  be  observed,  as  pointed  out 
in  the  annotation  in  19  AX.R.  p.  888, 
that  the  court  in  the  reported  case 
(liYEBB  V.  Shipley,  ante,  1460)  re- 
fused to  adopt  the  "family  purpose'' 
doctrine  so  as  to  hold  a  father  liable 
for  the  negligent  operation  of  his  car, 
kept  for  family  use,  by  his  adult  son, 
who  was  using  it  for  his  own  pleasure 
with  the  implied  consent  of  his  father. 
And  the  same  conclusion  was  reached 
by  the  court  in  McGowan  v.  Longwood 
(1922)  —  Mass.  — ,  —  A.L.R.  — ,  186 
N.  E.  72. 

And  in  Markle  v.  Perot  (1922)  — 
Fa.  — ,  116  Atl.  542,  it  was  held  that 
there  was  nothing  shown  which  would 
charge  the  father  for  the  negligence 
of  his  adult  son  in  operating  the 
father's  automobile,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  car  was  used  at  times  for  the 
pleasure  of  the  family,  of  which  the 
son  was  a  member,  and  that  the  son, 
with  his  father's  permission,  was 
using  the  car  at  the  time  the  accident 
occurred  for  the  purpose  of  attending 
a  meeting  of  a  fraternal  organization 
of  which  he  was  a  member. 

And  where  a  nineteen-year-old  son 
who  was  practically  manumitted  was 


permitted  by  his  father  to  drive  a  car 
kept  for  the  family  pleasure  to  a 
certain  place  to  see  about  a  position, 
it  was  held  that  the  father  was  not 
liable  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the 
son's  negligent  operation  of  the  car, 
since  he  was  not  engaged  in  the 
father's  business  or  pleasure,  and 
since  the  fact  that  the  latter  was  in- 
terested, in  a  sense,  in  the  son's  trip, 
was  not  sufficient  ground  for  holding 
him  liable.  Kunkle  v.  Thompson 
(1917)  67  Pa.  Super.  Ct  37. 

lAabilltjr    wkmr^    syovae    wi 


(Supplementing  annotations  in  6 
A.L.R.  232 ;  10  A.L.R.  1452 ;  14  A.L.R. 
1088 ;  and  19  A.L.R.  390.) 

In  Hill  V.  Jacquemart  (1922)  — 
CaL  App.  — ,  208  Pac.  1021,  it  was 
held  that  a  husband  could  not  be  held 
liable  for  damages  resulting  from  the 
negligent  operation  by  his  wife  of  his 
automobile,  which  was  kept  for  the 
use,  comfort,  and  enjo3nnent  of  his 
family.  The  court  stated  that  in 
Spence  v.  Fisher  (1920)  184  CaL  209, 
14  A.L.R.  1083,  193  Pac.  255,  it  had 
refused  to  hold  the  owner  of  an  auto- 
mobile liable  for  an  injury  occurring 
while  a  member  of  his  family  was 
using  the  car  for  such  member's  en- 
joyment, on  the  ground  that  the  car 
was  kept  for  family  pleasure,  and  was 
being  used  with  his  consent  when  the 
injury  occurred.  J.  T.  W- 


SAM  H.  JONES,  Appt., 

V. 

WILLIAM  HENDERSON. 

MenHtchy  Court  of  Appeals'^ October  j90,  1920» 
(189  Ky.  412,  225  S.  W.  84.) 

Attorney  and  client  — -  recovery  of  mon^  paid  as  fee  for  corapoanding 
felony. 

1.  A  client  cannot  recover  from  an  attorney  a  fee  paid  for  services  to 
be  rendered  in  compounding  a  felony. 

[See  note  en  this  question  beginning  an  page  1476.] 

Contract  —  to  compound  felony  —  va-  commission    of   which   the   client   is 

lidlty.  charged,  or  to  suppress  evidence  which 

2.  An  agreement  by  an  attorney  to  might  result  in  a  conviction,  is  void, 
use  money  placed  in  his  hands  by  a  [See  6  R.  G.  L.  755,  757  et  seq.] 
client  to  compound  a  felony  with  the 
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Money  had  and  received  —  recovery 
of  money  advanced  to  compound 
felony. 

3.  No  action  lies  to  recover  money 
placed  by  a  client  in  the  hands  of  an 
attorney  to  be  used  in  compounding  a 


felony  with  which  the  client  is 
charged,  although  the  effort  is  not 
successful,  and  the  attorney  agrees, 
when  receiving  the  money,  to  return 
what  is  not  used  by  him. 
[See  2  R.  C.  L.  790.] 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Ballard 
County  in  favor  of  defendant,  and  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  money  placed  by  plaintiff  in  defendant's 
hands  to  be  used  in  compounding  a  felony.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mr.  J.  B.  Wickliffe  for  appellant  against  appellant  by  the  use  of  the 

Mr.  John  E.  Eane^  for  appellee :  $1,000  paid  him  by  the  latter,  or  any 

Contracts  entered  mto  for  the  pur-     part  thereof ;  and,  finally,  that  he  re- 


pose of  stifling  or  defeating  trials  or 
prosecutions  of  persons  charged  with 
crime  are  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  will  not  be  enforced  at  the  in- 
stance of  either  of  the  parties  to  such 
contracts. 

Swan  V.  Chandler,  8  B.  Mon.  97; 
Gardner  v.  Maxey,  9  B.  Mon.  90;  Kim- 
brough  v.^Lane,  11  Bush,  556;  Ameri- 
can Nat.  Bank  v.  Madison,  144  Ky.  152, 
88  L.R.A.(N.S.)  597,  137  S.  W.  1076; 
Johnson  v.  McMillion,  178  Ky.  707, 
L.R.A.1918C,  244,  199  S.  W.  1070. 

Settle,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellant,  Sam  H.  Jones,  sued 
the  appellee,  William  Henderson,  in 
the  court  below,  seeking  to  recover 
of  him  $1,000,  which,  as  alleged  in 
the  petition,  had  been  placed  in  his 
hands  by  appellant  for  the  purpose 
recited  in  the  following  writing, 
executed  by  appellee  when  the  mon- 
ey was  received  by  him : 

Rec'd  of  Sam  H.  Jones  $1,000, 
same  to  be  used  in  settlement  of  suit 
or  case  against  him  in  circuit  court, 
Ballard  county,  or  so  much  as  need- 
ed; balance  to  be  returned  to  him. 
This  December  24,  1917. 

Wm.  Henderson,  Attorney. 

It  was  alleged  in  the  petition  that 
appellee  failed  to  compromise  or 
settle  the  case  referred  to  in  the 
above  writing,  and  that  same  was 
prosecuted  against  appellant  to  a 
final  judgment;  also,  that  the  writ- 
ing was  without  consideration,  and 
that  the  consideration  expressed 
therein  failed,  because  of  appellee's 
failure  to  carry  out  his  promise 
made    therein    to    settle    the   case 


fused  to  return  or  repay  any  part  of 
the  $1,000  to  appellant,  though  the 
whole  thereof  had  been  demanded 
of  him  by  the  latter. 

Appellee  filed  an  answer  and 
counterclaim,  containing  four  para- 
graphs, in  the  first  of  which  he  ad- 
mitted receiving  of  appellee  the 
$1,000  in  question  for  the  purpose 
of  settling  the  case  against  him  in 
the  Ballard  circuit  court,  as  stated 
in  the  writing,  but  denied  the  mis- 
appropriation of  the  money  charged 
in  the  petition,  or  that  appellee  was 
entitled  to  the  return  of  some  or  any 
part  thereof. 

In  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
answer  and  counterclaim  it  was  al- 
leged that  on  September  28,  1917, 
appellant  was  arrested  under  a  war- 
rant issued  by  L.  M.  Wilford,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  of  Ballard  county, 
charging  him  with  the  crime  of  un- 
lawfully detaining  a  woman,  Eliza- 
beth Bennett,  with  the  intent  to 
have  carnal  knowledge  of  her 
against  her  will ;  that,  upon  appear- 
ing on  that  date  b^ore  the  justice 
of  the  peace,  appellant  waived  an 
examination  upon  the  charge,  and 
was  held  on  bond  to  appear  in  the 
Ballard  circuit  court,  at  its  succeed- 
ing term,  to  answer  any  indictment 
the  grand  jury  might  return  against 
him  for  the  crime  mentioned,  and 
that  the  $1,000  delivered  to  appel- 
lee by  appellant,  and  for  which  the 
writing  of  December  24,  1917,  was 
executed  by  way  of  a  receipt,  was 
received  by  the  former  as  attorney 
of  the  latter,  for  use  in  compromis- 
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ing  or  otherwise  settling  the  case 
or  prosecution  referred  to,  which 
was  then  pending  against  him  in  the 
Ballard  circuit  court 

In  paragraph  8  it  was  alleged 
that  $900  of  the  $1,000  thus  re- 
ceived of  appellant  by  i4>pellee  was 
paid  by  the  latter  in  compromise 
and  settlement  of  the  pending  pros- 
ecuticm  against  appellant  in  the  Bal- 
lard circuit  court,  to  J.  W.  Bennett, 
father  of  the  prosecutrix,  Elizabeth 
Bennett,  for  the  benefit  of  himself 
and  daughter,  appellee  in  good  faith 
believing  at  ike  time,  from  what  he 
regarded  reliable  information,  that 
the  commonwealth's  attorney  of  the 
judicial  district,  including  Ballard 
county,  would  consent  to  such  com- 
promise and  settlement  and  dismiss 
the  prosecution  against  appellant; 
but  that,  as  the  prosecution  was  for 
a  felony,  the  furnishing  of  the 
$1,000  by  appellant  to  appellee  for 
the  purpose  of  effecting  the  at- 
tempted settlement  and  dismissal  of 
the  prosecution,  as  well  as  the  pay- 
ment by  appellee  of  $900  thereof  to 
the  fatiier  of  the  prosecutrix,  as  a 
means  to  that  end,  was  contrary  to 
tiie  public  policy  of  the  state,  and 
therefore  unlawful,  for  which  rea- 
son appellant  was  and  is  estopped  to 
sue  for  or  recover  the  $1,000,  or  any 
part  thereof,  of  the  appellee,  or  of 
the  Bennetts,  father  or  daughter, 
any  part  of  the  $900  received  by 
them. 

In  the  fourth  and  final  paragraph 
of  the  answer  and  counterclaim  it 
was  alleged  that,  immediately  fol- 
lowing appellant's  arrest  under  the 
warrant  charging  him  with  the 
crime  stated,  he  employed  appellee, 
who  is  an  attorney  at  law,  to  rep- 
resent him  in  any  effort  that  might 
be  made  to  compromise  and  settle 
the  case,  and  also  to  defend  him, 
both  in  the  justice's  and  circuit 
courts,  in  any  prosecution  that 
might  be  instituted  against  him  for 
the  crime,  and  agreed  to  pay  appel- 
lee for  the  professional  services 
thus  to  be  rendered  by  him,  a  fee  of 
$100;  that  appellee,  pursuant  to 
such  employment,  did  faithfully 
represent  appellant  in  the  justice's 

20  A.L.R.— 93. 


court,  and  in  the  attempt  to  procure 
the  ccKmpromise  and  settlem^it  of 
the  case,  and  did  in  like  manner  de- 
fend him  in  the  circuit  court  on  his 
trial  for  the  crime  charged;  and 
that  for  the  services  rendered  by 
him  for  appellant  in  the  two  courts 
mentioned  he  was  entitled  to  be 
paid,  and  did  retain  as  a  reasonable 
fee,  $100,  of  the  $1,000  received  by 
him  of  the  latter,  which  was  all  that 
remained  in  his  hands  after  pay- 
ment of  the  $900  to  J.  W.  Bennett. 

By  agreement  of  the  parties  all 
affirmative  matter  of  the  answer 
and  counterclaim  was  controverted 
of  record,  and  on  the  trial  of  the 
case,  following  such  completion  of 
the  issues,  the  circuit  court,  at  the 
conclusion  of  appellant's  evidence, 
peremptorily  instructed  the  jury  to 
return  a  verdict  for  the  appellee, 
which  was  accordingly  done.  Ap- 
pellant was  refused  a  new  trial, 
complaining  of  which,  and  of  the  ac- 
tion of  the  trial  court  in  directing  a 
verdict  for  the  appellee,  he  prose- 
cutes this  appeal  from  the  judgment 
of  that  court  approving  the  verdict 
and  dismissing  tiie  action. 

The  only  evidence  introduced  in 
appellant's  behalf  on  the  trial  of  the 
case  in  the  court  below  was  fur- 
nished by  his  own  testimony  as  a 
witness,  which  fully  establishes  the 
following  facts:  (1)  His  arrest 
under  a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  charging  him  with  the 
felony  named  in  the  pleadings,  and 
that  on  appearing  in  the  court  of  the 
justice  he  waived  an  examination 
under  the  warrant,  and  was  held 
under  a  bond,  then  executed  by  him, 
to  answer  in  the  Ballard  circuit 
court  such  indictment  as  might  be 
returned  against  him  by  the  grand 
jury  for  tiie  crime  charged;  (2) 
that,  after  being  thus  held  over  to 
the  circuit  court,  appellant  fur- 
nished appellee  $1,000  for  use  by 
the  latter  in  effecting  through  the 
young  woman  upon  whom  he  was 
charged  to  have  committed  the 
crime,  or  her  father,  a  settlement 
and  dismissal  of  the  prosecution 
then  pending  against  appellant  for 
the  crime  charged,  and  that  no  part 
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of  the  $1,000  was  ever  returned  to 
him  by  appellee;  (3)  that  appeUee 
did  not  succeed  in  effecting  sudi  set* 
tiement  or  dismissal  of  the  prosecu- 
tion ;  (4)  that  the  commonwealth's 
attorney  of  the  judicial  district  did 
not  consent  to  such  settlement,  and 
refused  to  dismiss  the  prosecution, 
and  that  appellant  was  indicted  for 
the  crime  charged  by  the  grand  ju- 
ry, and  tried  imder  the  indictment. 

In  giving  his  testimony  appellant 
did  not  deny  the  employment  of  ap- 
pellee as  attorney  to  procure  for  him 
the  dismissal  of  the  prosecution  by 
means  of  the  $1,000  furnished  him, 
or  the  payment  by  appellee  of  the 
$900  to  J.  W.  Bennett  for  that  pur- 
pose; nor  did  he  deny  the  employ- 
m&tkt  of  appellee  to  make  his  de- 
fense to  the  prosecution,  or  that  the 
latter  did  defend  him  in  both  the 
justice's  and  circuit  courts.  It  is 
fairly  inferable,  however,  from  his 
testimony,  that,  notwithstanding 
the  payment  to  Bennett  of  the  $900 
by  appellee,  and  the  agreement  by 
^e  former  and  his  daughter  to 
settle  or  dismiss  the  prosecution,  its 
dismissal  was  prevented  by  the  re- 
fusal of  the  commonwealth's  attor- 
ney to  be  a  party  to  such  a  com- 
pounding of  a  felony. 

It  does  not  appear  from  appel- 
lant's testimony,  or  from  any  plead- 
ing in  the  case,  how  his  trial  under 
the  indictment  in  the  circuit  court 
resulted.  We  are,  therefore,  unable 
to  learn  from  this  record  whether  he 
was  convicted  or  acquitted  of  the 
crime  charged.  We  are,  however, 
judicially  advised  by  the  opinion  of 
this  court  in  Henderson  v.  Com.  185 
Ky.  232,  215  S.  W.  53,  of  the  reason 
for  the  silence  of  the  record  on  this 
point,  as  it  therein  appears  that  by 
the  pa3mient  to  J.  W.  Bennett  and 
his  daughter  of  the  money,  or  the 
greater  part  thereof,  furnished  him 
by  appellant,  appellee,  as  a  means  of 
preventing  them  from  appearing  in 
court  or  giving  their  testimony 
against  the  former  regarding  the 
crime  committed  by  him  on  the 
daughter,  induced  them  to  leave 
Ballard  county  and  remain  away  for 
at  least  two  terms  of  the  Ballard 


circuit  court;  and  while  the  opin- 
ion in  Henderson  v.  Com.  supra, 
does  not  so  state,  the  failure  of  the 
prosecutrix  and  her  father  to  ap- 
pear and  testify  against  appellant 
doubtless  caused  his  acquittal  of  the 
crime  charged,  or,  if  he  was  not 
tried,  prevented  the  finding  of  an 
indictment  against  him.  Appellee 
suffered,  however,  for  his  procure- 
ment of  the  absence  of  the  two  wit- 
nesses named,  as  by  reason  thereof 
he  was  indicted  in  the  Ballard  cir- 
cuit court  for  the  common-law  of- 
fense of  obstructing  justice,  and,  on 
his  trial  in  that  court,  convicted  by 
verdict  of  a  jury,  whidi  inflicted  up- 
on him,  by  way  of  punishment,  a 
fine  of  $1,000,  the  judgment  entered 
upon  which  was,  on  appeal,  affirmed 
by  this  court 

It  is  patent  from  the  language  of 
the  writing  evidencing  the  agree- 
ment under  which  appellee  received 
the  $1,000  furnished  him  by  appel- 
lant, as  well  as  the  admissions  of 
the  pleadings  and  appellant's  testi- 
mony respecting  the  use  to  which  it 
was  to  be  applied,  and  in  fact  was 
applied,  by  appellee,  that  it,  and  the 
resulting  transactions  from  begin- 
ning to  end,  had  for  their  object  the 
compounding  of  a  felony,  or  the 
suppression  of  evidence  to  unduly 
prevent  or  end  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion then  pending  against  appellant, 

either    or    any    of  «_  ., *  * 

which  rendered  the  emnpoimd  feiony 
agreement  in  ques-  ""^'»"***^- 
tion  illegal  and  void.  In  9  Cyc.  500, 
the  doctrine  we  have  in  mind  is  ihus 
declared:  '^Agreemente  calculated 
to  impede  the  regular  administra- 
tion of  justice  are  void,  as  against 
public  policy,  without  reference  to 
the  question  whether  improper 
means  are  contemplated  or  em- 
ployed in  their  execution.  The  law 
looks  to  the  general  tendency  of 
such  agreements,  and  it  closes  the 
door  to  temptation  by  refusing  them 
recognition  in  any  of  the  courts  of 
the  country.  Within  the  condemned 
category  are  agreemento  to  com- 
pound a  crime  or  a  penal  action; 
agreements  involving  champerty  or 
maintenance;  agreemente  to  refer 
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to  arbitration;  agreements  to  pro- 
cure a  witness  to  swear  to  a  partic- 
ular thing,  or  to  procure  evidence 
of  any  kind ;  agreements  to  induce  a 
witness  to  testify,  or  to  abstain 
from  testifying,  or  suppress  evi- 
dence, or  to  influence  the  testimony 
of  a  witness  in  any  way;  agree- 
ments to  stifle  or  prevent  a  criminal 
prosecution,  or  to  unduly  influence 
its  termination;  agreements  involv- 
ing the  evasion  of  the  service  of  ju- 
dicial process;  agreements  to  con- 
ceal the  fact  that  a  party  is  break- 
ing the  law ;  agreements  interfering 
with  the  proper  discharge  of  the  du- 
ties of  a  judicial  officer  or  other  per- 
son charged  with  the  enforcement 
of  the  law.  ...  All  agreements, 
it  is  said  in  a  recent  case,  relating 
to  proceedings  in  court,  civil  or 
criminal,  which  may  involve  any- 
thing inconsistent  with  the  impar- 
tial course  of  justice,  are  void,  al- 
though not  open  to  the  charge  of 
actual  corruption,  and  regardless  of 
the  good  faith  of  the  parties,  or  of 
the  fact  that  no  evil  resulted  there- 
from." Kimbrough  v.  Lane,  11 
Bush,  556 ;  Barclay  v.  Breckinridge, 
4  Met.  (Ky.)  374;  Gardner  v.  Max- 
ey,  9  B.  Mon.  90 ;  Swan  v.  Chandler, 
8  B.  Mon.  97 ;  Miller  v.  Payne,  7  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  288  (abstract) ;  Wheeler  & 
W.  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Hord,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
240. 

As  the  agreement  in  question  was 
and  is  void,  it  is  unenforceable  as  to 
either  of  the  parties  to  it,  or  any 

person  intended  to 
be  benefited  by  it. 
Nor  can  either  par- 
ty have  a  right  of 
action  against  the 
other  for  a  breach  of  any  of  its 
stipulations.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
of  appellant's  knowledge  of  the  il- 
legal, even  criminal,  use  to  which 
the  $1,000  he  furnished  appellee 
was  to  be  applied  by  the  latter,  for 
its  object  is  stated  in  the  writing 
executed  by  him  as  a  receipt  for  the 
money,  and  also  admitted  by  appel- 
lant in  giving  his  testimony.  As 
said  in  Johnson  v.  McMillion,  178 
Ky.  707,  L.R.A.1918C,  244,  199  S. 
W.    1070,    quoting    with    approval 


Money  liad  amd 

recelTed— 

recovery  of 

money   ndvaneed 

to 

feloAy. 


from  6  R.  C.  L.  969 :  ''It  undoubt^ 
edly  is  a  correct  principle,  it  has 
been  said,  that  one  who  furnishes 
funds  to  another,  who  he  knows  or 
has  every  reason  to  bdieve  intends 
to  devote  them  to  the  perpetration 
of  crime,  and  seeks  to  procure  them 
for  that  purpose,  wiU  not  be  al- 
lowed to  maintain  an  action  on  his 
contract'' 

In  Johnson  v.  McMillion,  supra,, 
the  action  was  upon  a  note  executed 
for  money  a  part  of  which,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  payee,  was  fur- 
nished and  used  to  procure  the  ab- 
sence and  suppress  tiie  testimony  of 
a  witness  against  one  charged  with 
murder.  It  was  held  there  could  be 
no  recovery  upon  the  note,  even  for 
such  part  of  tiiie  money  due  thereon 
as  was  not  used  for  the  illegal  pur- 
pose of  suppressing  the  testimony 
of  the  witness  whose  absence  from 
the  trial  was  procured.  The  opin- 
ion based  this  conclusion  on  the  fol- 
lowing well-known  rule:  "If  any 
part  of  a  single  consideration  for 
one  or  more  promises  be  illegal,  or 
if  there  are  several  considerations 
for  one  promise,  some  of  which  are 
legal  and  others  illegal,  the  promise 
is  wholly  void,  as  it  is  impossible  to 
say  which  part  or  which  one  of  the 
considerations  induced  the  prom* 
ise.*'    9  Cyc.  566. 

The  above  rule,  stated  in  varying 
terms,  is  supported  by  the  following 
cases,  cited  in  the  opinion :  Brown 
V.  Lanfi^ord,  8  Bibb,  600;  Kim- 
brough V.  Lane,  11  Bush,  556 ;  Bugg 
V.  Holt,  29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1208,  97  S. 
W.  29 ;  McLain  v.  Dixon,  30  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  683,  99  S.  W.  601;  Smith  v. 
Corbin,  135  Ky.  729,  123  S.  W.  277; 
Newport  Rolling  Mills  Co.  v.  Hall, 
147  Ky.  598,  144  S.  W.  760 ;  Strat- 
ton  V.  Wilson,  170  Ky.  61, 185  S.  W. 
522,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  917. 

In  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Madi- 
son, 144  Ky.  152,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
597,  137  S.  W.  1076,  a  married 
woman  and  her  husband  executed 
certain  notes  aggregating  $2,500, 
secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  her 
land,  to  a  former  employer  of  their 
son,  for  the  payment  of  money  em- 
bezzled by  the  latter.     The  notes 
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were  sold  and  assigned  by  the  payee 
to  the  bank,  which  brought  suit  ui>- 
on  them  when  due.  The  payers  re- 
sisted a  recovery  on  the  grounds 
that  the  notes  were  executed  under 
duress  and  to  prevent  the  prosecu- 
tion of  their  son  for  embezzlement ; 
the  answer  being  made  a  cross  peti- 
tion against  the  employer  of  the 
son,  against  whom  a  judgment  was 
asked  for  the  amount  of  the  notes, 
in  the  event  of  a  recovery  by  the 
bank  against  the  payers.  The  cir- 
cuit court,  holding  that  the  bank 
was  an  innocent  purchaser  of  the 
notes,  gave  it  judgment  against  the 
payers  of  the  notes,  and  the  latter 
judgment  on  their  cross  petition 
against  the  employer  of  the  son. 
On  the  appeal  of  the  case,  we  af- 
firmed the  judgment  against  the 
payers  and  reversed  the  judgment 
of  the  payers  against  the  son's  em- 
ployer, holding  that,  while  the  bank 
was  protected  by  the  law  as  an  in- 
nobent  purchaser  of  the  notes,  as  the 
consideration  passing  between  the 
employer  of  the  son  and  payers  was 
unlawful,  as  constituting  the  com- 
pounding of  a  felony,  the  latter 
were  not  entitled  to  recover  of  the 
former  what  was  recovered  of  them 
by  the  bank.  In  the  opinion  it  is 
said :  "It  was  clearly  an  illegal  con- 
tract, one  which  the  law  would  not 
enforce,  nor  against  which  will  it 
aiford  relief.  If  appellee,  instead 
of  executing  her  notes  and  mort- 
gage,   had    paid    to    Claypool    the 


$2,500  in  cash,  and  then  thereafter 
sought  to  recover  of  him  this  mon- 
ey, on  the  ground  that  it  was  paid 
for  the  purpose  indicated,  the  law 
would  have  afforded  her  no  relief. 
She  is  in  no  better  position  as  to  the 
notes,  by  reason  of  the  unlawful, 
vicious,  and  void  contract  into 
which  she  entered.  The  law  will 
not  lend  its  aid  to  the  enforcement 
of  such  a  contract,  but  simply  leaves 
the  parties  where  it  finds  them." 

The  principle  announced  in  the 
case,  supra,  and  others  above  cited, 
must  be  applied  in  the  instant  case. 
A  part  of  the  consideration  of  the 
contract  involved  being  vicious,  the 
whole  contract  is  void.  This  con- 
clusion makes  it  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  whether  appellee 
has  a  right  to  retain  $100  of  the 
$1,000  furnished  him  by  appellant 
as  a  fee.  The  contract  under  which 
the  former  received  of  the  latter  the 
$1,000  being  void,  he  could  not  have 
recovered  of  appel- 
lant a  fee;  and  for  ^J^i^IltJ^/rT 
a  like  reason  appel-  of  moaey  p«id^ 
lant  cannot  recover  pl^m^tnir'feionV* 
of  him  the  $100  he 
retained  for  that  purpose.  Wheth- 
er the  contract  is  against  public 
policy,  or  otherwise  void,  being  a 
question  to  be  determined  by  the 
trial  court,  the  giving  of  the  in- 
struction directing  a  verdict  for  the 
appellee  was  not  error. 

Wherefore  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


ANNOTATION. 


Agreement 


moiMT  for 


In  condemning  an  agreement  be- 
tween an  attorney  and  his  client,  pro- 
viding for  the  use  by  the  attorney  of 
money  supplied  by  the  client  for  an 
illegal  purpose,  and  denying  to  the 
client  a  remedy  to  recover  it  back,  the 
court  in  Jones  v.  Hbndekson  (re- 
ported  herewith)  ante,  1471,  applied 
principles  long  established  and  uni- 
versally recognized  in  respect  to  un- 
lawful and  illegal  contracts. 


The  general  doctrine  was  stated  by 
Wilmot,  Ch.  J.,  of  England,  long  ago, 
as  follows:  "Whoever  is  a  party  to 
an  unlawful  contract,  if  he  hath  once 
paid  the  money  stipulated  to  be  paid 
in  pursuance  thereof,  he  shall  not 
have  the  help  of  a  court  to  fetch  it 
back  again."  Collins  v.  Blantern 
(1767)  2  Wils.  347,  96  Eng.  Reprint, 
850.  This  doctrine  has  been  consist- 
ently adhered  to  in  this  country,  and 
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applied  to  contracts  to  stifle  criminal 
prosecutions,  to  suppress  evidence  in 
a  judicial  proceeding,  or  to  procure 
testimony  to  bring  about  a  given  result 
in  such  a  proceeding,  or  to  control, 
defeat,  or  impede  in  any  way  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice. 

The  denial  of  relief  to  one  in  pari 
delicto  is  also  related  to  the  maxim, 
"ex  dolo  malo  non  oritur  actio.'' 
These  principles  are  too  well  known  to 
need  the  citation  of  authorities  there- 
on in  this  connection. 

The  cases  in  which  agreements  be- 
tween attorneys  at  law  and  their 
clients  to  use  money  to  carry  out  un- 
lawful purposes  came  up  for  judicial 
action  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
numerous.  An  extended  and  thorough 
search  for  such  uncovered  only  a  few. 
And  among  these  some  contrariety  of 
judicial  opinion  is  disclosed. 

In  Ohio,  it  was  held  that  a  contract 
by  attorneys  at  law  to  prevent  the 
finding  of  an  indictment  against  a 
person  accused  or  suspected  of  a 
crime  was  absolutely  void,  and  that 
the  compensation  stipulated  to  be  paid 
for  services  rendered  thereunder 
could  not  be  recovered,  notwithstand- 
ing the  parties  to  it  honestly  believed 
in  the  innocence  of  the  one  suspected 
or  accused  of  the  impending  charge, 
and  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  nothing 
unlawful  was  done  under  or  pursuant 
to  the  condemned  contract.  Weber  v. 
Shay  (1897)  66  Ohio  St.  116,  87  L.R.A. 
230,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  46  N.  E.  377. 
(In  this  connection,  see  annotation  in 
17  A.L.R.  325,  as  to  innocence  of  per- 
son threatened  as  affecting  rights  or 
remedies  in  respect  to  contracts  to 
prevent  or  suppress  criminal  prosecu- 
tion.) 

In  Pennsylvania,  a  contract  by  an 
attorney  at  law  to  bring  about  the 
abandonment  or  dismissal  of  a  crimi- 
nal prosecution  for  an  offense  of  the 
grade  of  a  misdemeanor  for  a  contin- 
gent fee  was  held  contrary  to  and  one 
upon  which  no  recovery  could  be  had, 
public  policy  and  void,  notwithstand- 
ing the  occurrence  of  the  contem- 
plated contingency  without  the  use  of 
any  unlawful  means.  Ormerod  v. 
Dearman  (1882)  100  Pa.  561,  45  Am. 
Rep.  391. 


In  Kansas,  the  court  deiitied  a  re- 
covery upon  an  agreement  between  an 
attorney  and  client  which  contem- 
plated future  violations  of  law  by  the 
latter,  and  services  in  defending  him 
by  the  former,  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  was  contrary  to  public  policy 
and  void.  Bowman  v.  Phillips  (1889) 
41  Kan.  364,  3  L.R.A.  631,  13  Am.  St. 
Rep.  292,  21  Pac.  230. 

In  Michigan,  the  contract  of  a  per- 
son charged  with  receiving  stolen 
property  knowing  it  to  have  been 
stolen,  to  pay  a  lawyer  a  sum  of  money 
to  obtain  the  release  of  the  thief  from 
jail,  and  to  make  sure  that  he  would 
not  appear  as  a  witness,  was  adjudged 
an  illegal  and  criminal  agreement, 
which  no  court  of  justice  would  en- 
force. Crisup  V.  Grosslight  (1890) 
79  Mick  380,  44  N.  W.  621.  The  court 
was  markedly  severe  in  condemning 
this  transaction.  It  said:  A  more 
shameful  statement  of  a  disreputable 
and  criminal  bargain,  sought  to  be 
enforced  in  a  court  of  justice,  has 
seldom,  if  ever,  been  presented.  And, 
it  added,  if  the  plaintiff's  statement  of 
his  cause  of  action  be  true,  he  ought 
never  again  to  be  permitted  to  appear 
in  the  police  court,  or  any  other,  as  an 
attorney. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  contract  of 
an  attorney  to  use  his  client's  money 
in  connection  with  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion must  be  inherently  vicious  to  be 
a  nullity  and  not  recoverable  upon. 

Thus,  the  recipient  from  a  lawyer 
retained  to  defend  an  alleged  embez- 
zler of  bank  funds,  of  the  proceeds  of 
checks  contributed  by  friends  of  the 
accused,  to  be  used  in  paying  the  fees 
and  necessary  expenses  of  the  defense 
or  to  settle  the  debt  due  the  accuser, 
under  an  agreement  to  hold  such  pro- 
ceeds until  after  the  then  next  term  of 
the  court,  and  then,  if  the  criminal 
prosecution  should  be  dismissed  or 
continued  generally,  to  pay  over  the 
money  to  a  designated  bank,  otherwise 
to  return  it  to  the  lawyer  to  be  used 
by  him  for  the  purposes  for  which  the 
checks  were  placed  in  his  keeping,  was 
not  allowed  to  escape  liability  to  the 
lawyer  for  the  sum  he  received,  in  the 
latter's  suit  to  recover  the  money  after 
the  event  contemplated  had  happened. 
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on  any  theory  that  the  claimant  ob- 
tained it  for  an  unlawful  purpose  and 
under  an  agreement  contrary  to  public 
policy  and  void.  Shuck  v.  Hawkins 
(1915)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  180  S.  W.  1034. 

The  argument  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  made  in  the  reported  case 
(Jones  v.  Hbndiebson,  ante,  1471) 
that  an  attorney  at  law  and  his  client, 
when  parties  to  an  illegal  contract  to 
stifle  a  criminal  prosecution  of  the 
latter,  do  not  stand  in  pari  delicto, 
since  the  public  interest  demands  that 
the  former  be  held  to  a  higher  ethical 
standard  in  his  professional  conduct. 

But  in  Irwin  v.  Curie  (1902)  171 
M.  Y.  409,  58  L.R.A.  880,  64  N.  E.  161, 
the  New  York  court  of  appeals  held 
that  the  parties  to  a  contract  between 
an  attorney  at  law  and  a  layman, 
which  was  contrary  to  public  policy 
because  by  statute  the  attorney  was 
forbidden  to  make  it,  did  not  stand 
in  pari  delicto,  and  consequently  that 
the  layman  might  recover  from  the 
lawyer  for  a  breach  of  such  contract. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Minnesota 
supreme  court  afterwards  held  that 
the  parties  to  a  contract  between  a 
lawyer  and  a  layman,  relating  to 
transactions  contrary  to  public  policy 
and  therefore  void,  were  in  pari  delic- 
to, and  that  neither  of  them  could  re- 


cover from  the  other  upon  such  con- 
tract Holland  v.  Sheehan  (1909)  108 
MiiUL  862,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  510,  122 
N.  W.  1, 17  Ann.  Cas.  687.  The  Minne- 
sota tribunal  in  that  case  criticized 
the  New  York  decision  cited  next 
above,  on  the  ground  that  in  making 
it  the  court  had  lost  sight  of  the  im- 
portant consideration  that  the  lajrman 
was  bound  to  know  that  the  law  for- 
bade the  lawyer  to  make  such  a  con- 
tract, and  that  guilty  intent  was  not 
essential  to  put  both  parties  in  pari 
delicto.  The  critic  esteemed  it  very 
clear  that,  when  two  persons  con- 
spired to  do  together  an  act  forbidden 
by  law  to  one  of  them,  the  doing  of 
it  by  joint  agreement  constituted  a 
violation  of  law  by  both. 

The  conflict  between  these  leaves 
the  effect  of  the  maxim  ''in  pari  delic- 
to," as  between  attorney  and  client, 
still  unsettled. 

It  is  obvious  that,  since  attorneys 
at  law  are  licensed  and  authorized  to 
assist  courts  in  administering  justice 
and  enforcing  the  laws,  they,  above  all 
other  persons,  should  refrain  from  do- 
ing anything  which  might  seem  to 
encourage  a  violation  of  law.  On  this 
point,  see  Bowman  v.  Phillips  (1889) 
41  Kan.  864,  8  L.R«A.  681,  18  Am.  St 
Rep.  292,  21  Pac.  230.  J.  B.  G. 
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Municipal  corporation  —  regulation  of  business  hours  of  pod  rooms. 

A  municipality  chartered  and  exercising  authority  under  and  by  virtue 
of  chapter  47  (§§  2382-2494)  of  the  CJode  is  given  no  specific  or  implied 
authority,  by  §  28  (§  2409)  thereof,  or  otherwise,  and  has  no  inherent 
power,  to  regulate  by  ordinance  the  time  of  opening  and  closing  places 
where  billiard  and  pool  tables  are  kept  for  public  use  and  resort,  nor  to 
impose  penalties  upon  persons  for  violations  thereof  to  whom  state  licenses 
have  been  issued  pursuant  to  the  several  provisions  of  chapter  32  of  the 
Code,  as  amended  by  chapter  102,  Acts  of  1919. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginning  an  page  1482.] 
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Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wetzel 
County,  in  Chancery,  dissolving  a  preliminary  injunction  and  dismissing 
a  bill  filed  to  enjoin  defendants  from  enforcing  or  attempting  to  enforce 
an  ordinance  regulating  the  hours  of  opening  and  closing  pool  rooms. 
Reversed. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion 

Mr.  M.  H.  WUlis,  for  appellant: 

While  the  common  council  of  a 
town,  chartered  under  chapter  47  of 
the  Code,  may  possibly  tax  an  occupa^ 
tion  as  a  revenue  measure,  under  our 
present  laws  it  cannot  prohibit  the  op- 
eration of  a  pool  room.  The  laws  of 
our  state  have  changed  the  matter  of 
a  license  tax  upon  occupations,  from 
an  exercise  of  the  police  power  to  a 
mere  exercise  of  the  taxing  power. 

10  Enc.  Dig.  167,  169,  174;  Judy  v. 
Lashley,  60  W.  Va.  628,  57  L.R.A.  413, 
41  S.  E.  197;  State  ex  rel.  Hatfield  v. 
Porter,  84  W.  Va.  899,  99  S.  E.  508; 
State  ex  rel.  Sampson  v.  Sheridan,  25 
Wyo.  347,  1  A.L.R.  956,  170  Pac.  1. 

Even  if  such  authority  and  power 
were  granted,  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion is  void  because  it  is  unreasonable, 
unjust,  oppressive,  and  destructive  of 
the  lawful  business  of  the  plaintiff. 

Preund,  Pol.  Power,  §§  63,  158 ;  Mc- 
Quillin,  Mun.  Ord.  p.  79;  State  v.  Mott, 
61  Md.  297,  48  Am.  Rep.  105;  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  §  325;  Johnson  v.  Philadel- 
phia, 94  Miss.  84,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  637, 
47  So.  526,  19  Ann.  Cas.  103;  Critten- 
den V.  Booneville,  92  Miss.  277,  131 
Am.  St.  Rep.  520,  45  So.  723. 

Even  if  such  council  had  such 
power,  and  such  ordinance  was  not 
unreasonable,  it  could  not  be  en- 
forced, because  it  is  a  regulation  at- 
tempted after  the  business  was  au- 
thorized by  the  state. 

State  V.  Pamperin,  42  Minn.  320,  44 
N.  W.  251. 

Mr.  James  D.  Parriott,  for  ap- 
pellees: 

Under  the  police  powers  of  a  mu- 
nicipality organized  under  chapter  47 
of  the  Code,  the  common  council  can 
regulate  a  merely  commercial  busi- 
ness, vicious  in  its  nature,  so  as  to  re- 
move, as  far  as  possible,  its  objection- 
able features,  and  so  as  to  conserve 
the  morals  and  industry  of  the  youth 
of  such  municipality. 

Burlingame  v.  Thompson,  74  Kan. 
393,  86  Pac.  449,  11  Ann.  Cas.  64; 
Tarkio  v.  Cook,  120  Mo.  1,  41  Am.  St. 
Rep.  678,  25  S.  W.  202 ;  Goytino  v.  Mc- 
Aleer,  4  Cal.  App.  655,  88  Pac.  991, 
10  CaL  App.  683, 103  Pac.  174 ;  Shreve- 


of  the  court 

port  V.  Schulsinger,  113  La.  9,  36 
So.  870,  2  Ann.  Cas.  69;  Ex  parte 
Murphy,  8  Cal.  App.  440,  97  Pac. 
199;  Ex  parte  Meyers,  7  Cal.  App. 
528,  94  Pac.  870;  19  R.  C.  L.  818; 
Laurel  Hill  Cemetery  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco, 216  U.  S.  358,  54  L.  ed.  515, 
30  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  301 ;  State  ex  rel.  Daw- 
son V.  Atchison,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  502, 
note;  State  v.  Karstendiek,  39  L.R.A 
624,  note. 

Whether  an  ordinance  is  unreason- 
able, and  hence  void,  is  for  the  court; 
but,  in  determining  the  question,  it 
must  regard  the  circumstances  of  the 
municipality,  and  the  objects  sought 
to  be  attained,  and  the  necessity  ex- 
isting for  the  ordinance. 

Hopkins  v.  Richmond,  117  Va.  692, 
86  S.  E.  139,  Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  1114; 
People  V.  Gibbs,  186  Mich.  127,  152 
N.  W.  1063,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  830; 
State  V.  Starkey,  112  Me.  8,  90  Atl. 
431,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  197;  Pierce  Oil 
Corp.  V.  Hope,  127  Ark.  38,  191  S.  W. 
405,  Ann.  Cas.  1918E,  143;  Coal- 
Float  V.  Jeffersonville,  112  Ind.  15,  13 
N.  E.  115;  28  Cyc.  375;  Burlingame  v. 
Thompson,  supra;  Clearwater  v.  Bow- 
man, 72  Kan.  92,  82  Pac.  526;  Sikes  v. 
State,  67  Ala.  77;  19  R.  C.  L.  805;  Mc- 
Pherson  v.  Chebanse,  114  III.  46,  55 
Am.  Rep.  857,  28  N.  E.  454;  Greenville 
V.  Kemmis,  58  S.  C.  427,  50  L.R.A.  725, 
36  S.  E.  727. 

Even  if  §  6  of  the  ordinance  should 
be  held  void,  the  court  may  so  hold 
without  destroying  the  entire  ordi- 
nance. 

19  R.  C.  L.  816;  Southern  Operating 
Co.  V.  Chattanooga,  128  Tenn.  196,  159 
S.  W.  1091,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  720. 

Miller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  final  decree  appealed  from 
dissolved  the  preliminary  injunction 
and  dismissed  plaintiff's  bill,  and 
plaintiff  appeals.  The  purpose  of 
the  bill  was  to  enjoin  defendant,  its 
mayor,  and  common  council  from 
enforcing  or  attempting  to  enforce 
against  plaintiff,  by  prosecution  or 
otherwise,  an  ordinance  adopted  by 
the  council  on  July  21,  1919,  pur- 
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to  regulate  the  operation  of 
pool  raoms  in  said  town»  §  2  of 
v^ddi  is  as  follows :  ''Any  place  of 
bosiiiess  where  such  tables  are  kept 
for  paMic  use  and  resort  shall  be 
aifed  remain  open  for  business  only 
between  the  hours  of  7  o'clock  A.  M. 
and  8:30  oVlock  P.  M.  each  day  in 
the  week  except  Saturday  and  Sun- 
day; but  on  Saturday  such  place 
may  remain  open  until  10  o'clock 
P.  M.,  and  on  Sunday  shall  remain 
closed  the  entire  day/' 

Section  4  imposes  quite  drastic 
penalties  upon  those  found  guilty  of 
the  violation  of  the  ordinance,  and 
with  which,  the  bill  alleges  and  the 
record  shows,  plaintiff  was  threat- 
ened. 

Prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
license  year  beginning  July  1,  1919, 
and  the  passage  of  the  ordinance 
complained  of,  plaintiff  had  applied 
for  and  obtained  from  the  clerk  of 
the  county  court  of  Wetzel  county  a 
license  to  operate  a  pool  room  in 
said  town  for  the  ensuing  license 
year,  and  had  paid  the  license  tax 
thereon.  He  also  subsequently  ob- 
tained from  the  town  authorities  a 
license  for  the  same  purpose,  and 
paid  the  license  tax  imposed  there- 
on. He  commenced  business  July  1, 
1919. 

The  proposition  relied  on  to  re- 
verse the  decree  and  to  obtain  per- 
petuation of  the  injunction  is  that 
so  much,  at  least,  of  the  ordinance 
as  purports  to  regulate  the  open- 
ing and  closing  time  of  places  of 
business  where  such  pool  tables  are 
operated,  is  void  and  unenforceable, 
no  such  power  or  authority  being 
vested  in  town  or  council  by  chap- 
ter 47  (8§  2382-2494)  of  the  Code, 
under  which  the  municipality  was 
incorporated. 

In  support  of  his  contention, 
counsel  for  plaintiff  refers  us  first 
to  chapter  102,  Acts  1919,  amending 
and  re-enacting  certain  sections  of 
chapter  32  of  the  Code  1916,  partic- 
ularly §§  1  and  10  thereof.  Section 
1,  as  amended  by  said  act,  as  did  § 
1  of  chapter  32  (§  1113)  of  the 
Code,  inhibits  the  keeping  for  pub- 
lic use  or  resort  a  bowling  alley. 


pool  table,  billiard  table,  etc.,  with- 
out a  state  license  therefor.  As 
amended  by  the  Act  of  1919,  Ihe 
businesses  upon  which  license  taxes 
may  be  imposed  are  very  much  en- 
larged and  extended.  Prior  to  the 
amendment  of  said  section,  such  li- 
censes were  issuable  only  when  au- 
thorized by  the  county  court;  now 
by  the  amendment  thereof  th^  are 
issued  by  the  county  clerk  upon 
proper  application  filed  with  him, 
but  revocable  by  the  county  court 
for  good  cause  shown  upon  petition 
and  notice  to  the  licensee,  and  an  op- 
portunity to  be  heard,  as  provided 
by  §  34  as  amended.  And  prior  to 
the  amendment  of  8  10  by  the  Act 
of  1919,  when  the  business  was  to 
be  carried  on  in  an  incorporated 
city,  town,  or  village,  such  license 
was  permitted  only  when  authorized 
under  the  charter  of  the  city,  town, 
or  village  by  the  council  or  license 
court  thereof,  as  wdl  as  by  the 
county  court.  So,  we  see  these 
amendments  worked  a  very  decided 
and  important  change  in  the  Law  re- 
specting licenses. 

It  is  conceded  that,  with  this  state 
license  so  obtained,  plaintiff  has  ab- 
solute right  to  carry  on  his  busi- 
ness in  the  town  of  Littleton.  But 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants  we  are 
referred  first  to  §  33  of  chapter  47 
(§  2418),  providing  that  '^whenever 
anything  for  which  a  state  license  is 
required,  is  to  be  done  witiiin  such 
city,  town,  or  village,  the  council 
may  require  a  city,  town,  or  village 
license  therefor,  and  may  impose  a 
tax  thereon  for  the  use  of  the  city, 
town  or  village." 

Here  is  authority  for  imposing  a 
license  tax  on  such  businesses,  but 
not  to  regulate  or  tax  the  same  out 
of  business,  unless  this  power  has 
been  taken  away  or  modified  by  the 
recent  amendments  to  said  chapter 
32.  As  the  plaintiff  did  not  deny 
the  power  of  the  town  of  Littleton 
to  impose  the  tax,  but  applied  for 
and  obtained  a  municipal  license 
and  paid  the  tax  imposed,  the  same 
as  that  imposed  by  the  state,  we 
need  not  further  consider  this  ques- 
tion, for  no  point  is  made  thereon. 


BISSETT  V. 

For  authority  to  regulate  in  tbe 
manner  provided  by  the  ordinance, 
we  are  next  referred  to  §  28,  chap- 
ter 47  (§  2409),  as  follows:  "The 
council  of  such  city,  town  or  village, 
shall  have  plenary  power  and  au- 
thority therein  ...  to  prevent 
injury  or  annoyance  to  the  public 
or  individuals  from  an3rthing  dan- 
gerous, offensive  or  unwholesome; 
...  to  abate  or  cause  to  be  abat- 
ed anything  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  a  majority  of  the  whole  council, 
shall  be  a  nuisance ;  ...  to  pro- 
tect the  persons  and  property  of  the 
citizens  of  such  city,  town  or  village, 
and  to  preserve  peace  and  good  or- 
der therein." 

The  police  power  of  the  state  is 
also  invoked  as  being  inherent  in 
the  municipality.  The  police  power 
of  the  state  is  conceded,  but  a  mu- 
nicipality, in  the  exercise  thereof, 
must  always  find  the  power  of  the 
state  specifically  delegated,  or  nec- 
essarily implied  from  the  power 
specifically  granted.  Judy  v.  Lash- 
ley,  50  W.  Va.  628,  57  L.R.A.  413, 41 
S.  E.  197 ;  Bluefield  Waterworks  & 
Improv.  Ck).  v.  Bluefield,  69  W.  Va. 
1,  6,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  759,  70  S.  E. 
772 ;  State  ex  rel.  Hatfield  v.  Porter, 
84  W.  Va.  399,  99  S.  E.  508.  But 
can  the  power  to  regulate  be  ex- 
tracted from  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  said  §  28?  "To  prevent 
injury  or  annoyance  to  the  public  or 
individuals  from  anything  danger- 
ous, offensive,  or  unwholesome,"  is 
the  first  classification  of  the  statute. 
It  is  not  believed  that  the  power  to 
regulate  the  business  of  operating 
pool  tables  can,  by  any  rule  of  con- 
struction, be  referred  to  this  power. 

The  next  is  "to  abate  or  cause  to 
be  abated  anything  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  whole 
council,  shall  be  a  nuisance." 

Can  it  be  said  that  operating  a 
pool  table,  a  business  for  which  a 
license  is  authorized  as  a  revenue 
measure,  is  or  could  be  a  nuisance, 
or  within  reason  declared  so  by  the 
council?  Pool  and  billiard  tables 
are  now  installed  and  operated  in  Y. 
M.  C.  A.  buildings,  in  social  clubs, 
and  in  the  private  homes  of  many 
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of  the  people,  and  they  are  some- 
times installed  in  the  social  rooms 
of  the  churches.  Used  as  places  of 
recreation  and  amusement,  pool 
rooms  are  not  nuisances.  They  may 
become  nuisances  when  kept  and 
resorted  to  for  gambling,  but  they 
are  not  per  se  so.  Other  statutes  of 
the  state  against  gambling,  against 
allowing  pool  rooms  to  be  visited  by 
persons  under  eighteen  years  of 
age,  and  the  like,  must  have  been 
regarded  by  the  legislature  as  suffi- 
ciently regulatory  of  the  business  of 
operating  pool  and  billiard  tables 
for  public  use.  In  State  ex  rel. 
Morley  v.  Godfrey,  54  W.  Va.  54,  46 
S.  E.  185,  we  held  that  the  common 
council  of  a  municipality  has  no 
power  to  suppress  gambling.  Sec- 
tions 28  of  chapter  47,  prescribing 
the  power  of  the  council  prior  to 
that  decision,  contained  no  such  au- 
thority, but  by  the  amendment  of 
this  section,  chapter  53,  Acts  1905, 
this  power  was  expressly  conferred. 
Such,  however,  is  not  the  scope  or 
purpose  of  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion, and  the  power  claimed  is  not 
referred  to  that  section  of  the  Code. 
Authority  to  suppress  gambling 
will  not  warrant  an  ordinance  for- 
bidding the  keeping  of  billiard  and 
pool  tables  for  hire.  State,  Bren- 
inger,  Prosecutor,  v.  Bdvidere,  44 
N.  J.  L.  350.  Establishments  where 
billiard  and  pool  tables  are  kept  are 
more  properly  to  be  regarded  as 
places  of  amusement  than  gambling 
establishments.  2  Dill.  Mun.  Ck>rp. 
5th  ed.  §  731,  and  cases  cited.  The 
third  and  last  of  the  powers  con- 
ferred, and  relied  on,  is :  "To  pro- 
tect the  person  and  property  of  the 
citizens  of  such  city,  town  or  vil- 
lage, and  to  preserve  peace  and 
good  order  therein." 

How  can  it  be  said  that  the  power 
to  regulate  the  hours  of  operating 
pool  and  billiard  tables  is  lodged  in 
the  council  by  this  provision?  Cer- 
tainly it  is  not  so  expressed  in  the 
language.  General  statutes  to  pro- 
tect property  and  for  preserving 
peace  and  good  order  fully  cover 
these  subjects,  and  there  may  be 
ordinances  of  the  municipality  for 
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that  purpose,  but  we  cannot  deduce 
from  the  language  of  §  28  any  pow- 
er to  regulate  the  time  of  opening 
and  closing  pool  rooms.  If  it  be  said 
that  the  business  of  pool  rooms  has 
a  tendency  to  bring  about  breaches 
of  the  peace,  so  it  was  said  in  Judy 
V.  Lashley,  supra,  with  reference  to 
carrying  pistols;  but  as  there  held, 

so  we  hold  in  this 

^?S»ra"Si«-  case,  the  police 
revttiatioB  of       power  of  the  state 

of  pool  r<»oms.      In   relation  thereto 

must  be  specifically 
conferred  before  it  can  be  exercised 
by  a  municipality.  The  case  of 
Tarkio  v.  Cook,  120  Mo.  1,  41  Am. 
St.  Rep.  678,  25  S.  W.  202,  cited  and 
relied  on  by  defendants'  counsel,  in- 
volved the  validity  of  an  ordinance 
regulating  the  time  of  closing  bil- 
liard halls.  In  that  case  the  ordi- 
nance was  held  valid,  not  alone  un- 
der the  power  to  preserve  peace  and 
good  order,  but  because  the  charter 
specifically  authorized  the  council 
to  regulate  the  business  of  operat- 
ing billiard  tables,  ete.  A  munici- 
pality cannot  by  ordinance  make 
any  law  in  violation  of  a  statute. 
Block  V.  Crockett,  61  W.  Va.  421,  56 
S.  E.  826.  The  Tarkio  Case,  supra, 
institutes  a  distinction  between  use- 
ful businesses  and  businesses, 
though  lawful,  for  amusement,  in 
the  application  of  the  power  of 
regulation ;  but,  as  that  case  held,  in- 
terference with  the  liberties  of  the 
people  must  find  lodgment  in  specif- 
ic authority.  As  said  in  28  Cyc. 
711,  even  express  autliority  for  such 
ordinances  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued in  passing  on  their  validity. 


In  all  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  for 
defendants  in  support  of  the  ordi- 
nance, we  find  the  power  exercised 
was  specifically  conferred  by  the 
charter  or  by  some  general  law.  In 
no  instance  was  municipal  legisla- 
tion susteined  by  the  courts  unless 
the  power  was  so  given.  Some  of 
the  cases  cited  are,  Goytino  v.  Mc- 
Aleer,  4  Cal.  App.  655,  88  Pac.  991, 
and  Tarkio  v.  Cook,  supra.  There 
is  no  inherent  power  in  a  municipal- 
ity to  enact  police  regulations;  and, 
as  already  said,  a  municipality  can 
exercise  only  such  police  powers  as 
are  fairly  included  in  the  grant  of 
power  by  ite  charter  or  some  gener- 
al law.    19  R.  C.  L.  800. 

Conceding  the  power  to  regulate, 
it  is  insisted  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion would  be  an  unreasonable  regu- 
lation of  a  lawful  business.  It  is 
said,  and  the  evidence  tends  to 
show,  that  the  time  when  the  ordi* 
nance  requires  the  closing  of  pool 
rooms,  is  the  time  when  many  who 
would  resort  thither  are  released 
from  their  daily  work,  and  that 
plaintiff  could  not  succeed  and  pay 
his  license  taxes  under  such  regula- 
tions; that  he  would  be  bound  to 
quit  the  business  because  his  pat- 
ronage does  not  fairly  begin  until 
business  at  other  places  ends. 
There  is  much  force  in  this  argu- 
ment of  unreasonableness,  but  we 
need  not  go  into  that  question,  be- 
cause we  find  the  charter  does  not 
warrant  the  regulation  imposed  by 
the  ordinance. 

Our  conclusion  is  to  reverse  the 
decree  below,  reinstete  the  injunc- 
tion, and  make  the  same  perpetuaL 
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XL — contiimed. 

g.  As  to  nunorst  1487. 

1l  As  to  hours,  1487. 

L  Who  required  to  take  out  license^ 

1488. 
J.  Bight  to  refuse  lieense,  1489. 
IIL  Prohibiting  or  suppressing: 

a.  Power  of  legislature  or  of  mu- 
nicipality acting  under 
l^rislative  authority: 

1.  In  general,  1489. 

2.  As  doiial  of  equal  protec- 

tion of  laws,  1490. 
8.  As  discriminatory,  149L 


/.  In  generaL 

The  common  opinion  as  to  the  de- 
moralizing tendency  of  public  pool 
and  billiard  rooms  has  found  expres- 
sion in  judicial  opinion. 

Thus,  in  Burlingame  v.  Thompson 
(1906)  74  KaiL  893,  86  Pac.  449,  11 
Ann.  Gas.  604,  it  was  said  that  some 
of  the  most  enticing  games  are  re- 
ported as  "gentlemen's  games,"  in 
playing  which  the  nicest  decorum  is 
observed.  Still,  the  consequent  tend- 
ency to  become  disorderly  may  be  but 
one  of  the  faults  of  a  small-town  pool 
room.  It  may  be  vicious  and  not  be 
loud. 

A  pool  room  in  a  village  is  apt  to 
degenerate  into  a  trysting  place  for 
idlers  and  a  nidus  for  vice.  Morgan 
V.  State  (1902)  64  Neb.  869,  90  N.  W. 
108. 

Playing  pool  and  billiards  is  fraught 
with  some  dangers  to  the  morals  of 
those  who  play,  even  when  the  play- 
ing is  done  under  the  most  favorable 
surroundings,  in  the  atmosphere  and 
under  the  restraining  influence  of  the 
home  or  in  the  privacy  of  a  club  room. 
The  danger  is  greatly  increased  when 
the  playing  is  done  at  a  public  resort, 
where  all  who  can  pay  the  price  are 
at  liberty  to  come  and  play.  There 
is  more  danger  of  playing  in  such 
places  leading  to  gambling  and  other 
vices.  The  legislature  might  have  pro- 
hibited playing  at  such  places  alto- 
gether. Thomas  v.  Foster  (1917)  108 
&  C.  98,  93  S.  E.  397. 

The  dangerous  tendency  of  these 
places  is  the  subject  of  comment  in 
the  recent  case  of  State  ex  rel.  Sayles 
V.  Superior  Ct  (1922)  —  Wash.  — , 
206  Pac.  966. 


III.  a-— continued. 

4.  As  in  destruction  of  prop- 
erty rights,  1491. 
6.  Statutes    authori2ing    local 
option,  1491. 
h.  Authority   conferred   upon   mu- 
nicipality, 1492. 

IV.  Taxation,  1494. 
V.  As  nuisance: 

a.  In  general,  1496. 

b.  Power  to  declare  as  nuisance  per 

se: 

1.  Legislative  power,  1496. 

2.  Municipal  power,  1496. 

c.  Right  to  enjoin,  1496. 

JM.  ZAe^nsUtg  and  ragmiat4ng* 

m.  Power  of  legisiature  or  of  tnunMpdl' 
My  acHng  under  legislative  authority. 

Those  occupying  useful  ^ades  and 
occupations  do  not  occupy  the  same 
relation  to  society  as  those  engaged 
solely  in  giving  amusement  to  the 
public.  Keepers  of  billiard  tables  are 
not  recognized  by  the  state  as  exer- 
cising a  useful  occupation,  so  they  are 
subjected  to  police  regulation  by  the 
state,  and  by  cities  under  powers 
granted  them  by  the  state.  Tarkio  v. 
Ck>ok  (1894)  120  Mo.  1,  41  Am.  St.  Bep. 
678,  26  S.  W.  202. 

A  statute  which  requires  every  per- 
son operating  any  pool  or  billiard 
table  outside  of  an  incorporated  city 
or  town  to  pay  an  annual  license  was 
held  in  Thomas  v.  Foster  (1917)  108 
S.  C.  98,  93  S.  E.  397,  to  be  clearly 
within  the  police  power  of  the  state, 
and  so  constitutional,  since  it  deals 
with  a  business  potential  of  evil. 

And  an  ordinance  to  regulate,  passed 
in  pursuance  of  charter  provisions 
providing  that  the  city  shall  have  au- 
thority, by  ordinance,  to  license  the 
keeping  of  billiard  tables,  nine  pin 
and  ten  pin  alleys,  and  bowling  alleys, 
is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power.  State  v.  Pamperin  (1890)  42 
Minn.  320,  44  N.  W.  261. 

The  legislature  may  authorize  town 
boards  to  issue  licenses  for  billiard 
halls,  pool  halls,  and  bowling  alleys 
within  their  respective  townships. 
State  V.  Sherow  (1912)  87  Kan.  235, 
123  Pac.  866,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  1050. 
The  court  stated  that  such  a  statute 
was  within  the  police  powers  of  the 
state,  and  denied  the  contention  that 
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the  statute  conferred  upon  the  town- 
ship board  judicial,  ministerial,  and 
legislative  powers  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution. 

So,  too,  the  legislature  may  legally 
delegate  to  a  village  the  authority  to 
license  or  prohibit  billiard  and  pool 
tables  at  a  public  resort.  Atwood  v. 
Otter  (1921)  296  IIL  70, 129  N.  E.  673. 

Although  the  legislature  cannot  pro- 
hibit anyone  from  making  or  purchas- 
ing a  billiard  table,  because  it  is  an 
article  of  property,  and,  under  the 
Constitution,  anyone  may  lawfully 
acquire,  possess,  and  protect  it  as 
such ;  yet  the  legislature  may,  by  law, 
80  regulate  or  restrict  the  use  of  such 
table  as  to  prevent  any  injury  to  the 
public  morals  or  public  interest  there- 
from, in  precisely  the  same  manner 
that  the  use  of  other  property  gener- 
ally may  be  regulated  or  restricted. 
Stevens  v.  State  (1840)  2  Ark.  291,  35 
Am.  Dec.  72. 

And  see  State  v.  Hangar  (1844)  5 
Ark.  413;  State  v.  Hiner  (1844)  5 
Ark.  417. 

A  statute  which  authorizes  town 
boards  to  issue  licenses  to  pool  halls, 
billiard  halls,  and  bowling  alleys  is 
not  invalid  because  it  confers  upon  the 
boards  discretionary  powers  in  issuing 
the  permit.  State  v.  Sherow  (Kan.) 
supra. 

And  a  statute  that  provides  that  a 
license  to  maintain  a  billiard  table  for 
public  use,  outside  of  any  incorporated 
city  or  town,  shall  not  be  granted  ex- 
cept with  the  approval  of  the  county 
commissioners,  is  not  unconstitutional 
as  granting  arbitrary  power.  Bruns- 
wick-Balke-Collender  Co.  v.  Mecklen- 
burg County  (1921)  181  N.  C  386,  107 
S.  E.  317.  The  court  stated  that  "it 
is  fully  recognized  that  these  billiard 
and  pool  tables,  when  kept  open  for 
indiscriminate  use  by  the  public,  may, 
and  not  infrequently  do,  become  the 
source  of  disorder  and  demoralization, 
and  that  it  is  absolutely  essential  that 
the  power  should  be  lodged  in  some 
governmental  body  to  withhold  or  re- 
voke the  license  in  such  cases ;  and  the 
proviso  in  the  statute  is  very  far  from 
conferring  arbitrary  powers  on  the 
conunissioners,  but  they  are  to  give 
these  applicants  for  license  a  public 


hearing  after  full  notice,  and  decide 
the  question  according  to  sound  dis- 
cretion, and  their  action  may  be  re- 
viewed when  it  shows  that  it  has  been 
palpably  arbitrary  and  unjust." 

Nor  is  such  statute  unconstitution- 
al as  discriminating  between  town 
and  country.  Brunswick-Balke-Col- 
lender  Co.  v.  Mecklenburg  County 
(N.  C.)  supra.  The  court  said  that  the 
fact  that  in  the  country  the  operation 
of  these  tables  is,  as  a  rule,  without 
the  instant  police  supervision  that 
usually  prevails  in  the  city,  is  a  good 
reason  for  the  distinction,  and  of  it- 
self affords  sufficient  basis  for  the 
classification  objected  to. 

A  by-law  of  a  town  limiting  the 
number  of  pool  rooms  in  the  town  to 
one  was  held  in  Re  Stewart  (1916)  34 
Ont  L.  Rep.  183,  8  Ont  Week.  N.  509, 
24  D.  L.  R.  26,  not  to  offend  the  munic- 
ipal act  providing  against  the  creation 
of  monopoly. 

h.  Authority  conferred  uf»on  fnMffiio<iNil- 

tty. 

Statutory  authority  to  villages  to 
raise  revenue  by  levying  and  collec^ 
ing  a  license  tax  on  any  occupation  or 
business  within  the  limits  of  the  vil- 
lage, and  to  regulate  the  same  by  ordi- 
nance, confers  upon  the  village  ample 
power  by  ordinance  to  license  and  reg- 
ulate billiard  and  pool  rooms.  Mor- 
gan V.  State  (1902)  64  Neh.  369,  90 
N.  W.  108. 

So,  too,  statutory  authority  given  to 
villages  to  license  and  regulate  amuse- 
ments confers  authority  to  license  and 
regulate  billiard  and  pool  rooms. 
Ibid. 

And  charter  power  to  suppress  and 
restrain  bowling  alleys  authorizes  a 
city  to  permit  them  to  exist  on  the 
taking  out  of  a  license  and  paying  a 
tax.  Smith  v.  Madison  (1855)  7  Ind. 
86. 

.  The  imposition  upon  the  mayor,  by 
ordinance,  of  the  duty  of  issuing  li- 
censes to  conduct  a  billiard  hall,  is 
clearly  within  the  authority  conferred 
upon  the  conmion  council  to  enact 
ordinances  to  restrain  and  prevent 
and  suppress  disorderly  and  gaming 
houses,  billiard  tables,  and  all  instru- 
ments and  devices  for  gaming.    People 
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ex  rel.  Economus  ▼.  Coakley  (1920) 
110  Misc.  385,  180  N.  Y.  Supp.  386. 

While  an  ordinance  authorizing  the 
licensing  of  pool  rooms  in  a  place 
where  liquor  is  sold  is  invalid  where 
the  city's  charter  contains  a  general 
power  authorizing  the  licensing  of  a 
pool  table,  and  further  special  pro- 
hibitory provisions  that  no  pool  table 
shall  be  kept  in  a  bouse  where  liquor 
is  sold,  and  makes  the  violation  of 
such  provision  an  indictable  offense, 
yet  a  pool  table  kept  in  connection  with 
a  barroom  or  drinking  saloon,  but  not 
in  the  same  house  with  the  barroom 
or  drinking  saloon,  or  in  the  same 
house  where  liquors  are  sold,  is  not 
within  such  prohibition,  and  so  a 
municipality  is  authorized  to  require 
a  license  for  such  a  pool  table.  Bailey 
V.  Opelika  (1906)  146  Ala.  171,  40  So. 
968. 

So,  too,  the  right  of  one  to  keep  a 
billiard  or  pool  table  within  his  own 
home,  for  his  own  private  entertain- 
ment or  recreation,  is  not  affected  by 
a  statute  conferring  upon  municipali- 
ties the  power  to  license,  tax,  regulate, 
restrain,  or  prohibit,  inter  alia,  billiard 
and  pool  tables.  Ex  parte  Rowe 
(1912)  4  Ala.  App.  254,  59  So.  69. 

o.  Reasonableness  of  license  fee, 

A  license,  as  distinguished  from  a 
tax  for  the  purpose  of  raising  revenue, 
of  $125  on  the  first  table,  $100  on  the 
second  table,  and  $75  on  the  third,  and 
each  additional  table  kept  in  the  pool 
room  for  public  entertainment,  is 
prima  facie  valid.  Purvis  v.  Ocilla 
(1920)  149  Ga.  771,  102  S.  E.  241. 

And  in  Smith  v.  Madison  (1856) 
7  Ind.  86,  it  was  held  that  an  ordinance 
fixing  a  license  fee  of  $50  per  year 
for  the  keeping  and  operating  of  a 
bowling  alley  might  be  enacted  under 
an  authority  to  suppress  or  to  re- 
strain, the  court  considering  such  li- 
cense requirement  as  being  imposed 
as  a  restraint  upon  the  business. 

And,  in  Wysong  v.  Lebanon  (1904) 
163  Ind.  132,  71  N.  E.  194,  it  was  held 
that,  under  authority  to  regulate,  re- 
strain, license,  or  prohibit  pool  tables 
for  hire,  the  imposition  of  a  $250  li- 
cense fee  for  each  table  was  within 
the  range  of  the  discretion  of  the  com- 
mon council. 


Three  hundred  dollars  for  a  billiard 
license  has  been  regarded  as  not  being 
excessive  in  Re  Neilly  (1875)  37  U.  C 
Q.  B.  289. 

Nor  is  $100  a  table,  for  Iceeping  bil- 
liard tables,  excessive  and  prohibitive. 
Re  Foster  (1910)  22  Ont.  L.  Rep.  26, 
affirmed  in  (1910)  22  Ont.  L.  Rep.  342. 

But  in  Crookston  v.  Miller  (1912)  3 
West.  Week.  Rep.  (Can.)  10,  7  D.  K  R. 
771,  a  conviction  for  operating  a  pool 
hall  without  a  license  was  quashed  on 
the  ground  that  the  license  fee  was 
unreasonably  high,  and  that  its  imposi- 
tion was  in  absolute  prohibition  of  the 
business  of  pool  rooms.  The  fee  pro- 
vided for  by  the  town  by-law  was  $300 
for  the  first  table  and  $200  for  each 
subsequent  table,  and  the  population 
of  the  town  was  only  1,100  inhabit- 
ants.   * 

d.  Conditions  of  granting  license. 
1,  In  general. 

Municipalities  may  require  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  one's  engaging 
in  the  business  of  keeping  a  pool  room, 
the  making  of  a  written  application 
and  the  granting  of  a  license  thereon, 
the  giving  of  a  solvent  bond  condi- 
tioned to  keep  an  orderly  house  or 
room,  to  observe  the  ordinances  of  the 
city  and  the  regulations  prescribed 
for  such  business,  and  to  pay  all  fines 
imposed  for  the  violation  of  municipal 
ordinances.  Purvis  v.  Ocilla  (1920) 
149  Ga.  771,  102  S.  E.  241. 

And  municipal  authorities  clothed 
with  charter  power  may  provide  that 
any  violation  of  the  ordinance  under 
which  a  license  to  operate  a  pool  room 
for  public  use  is  granted  shall  ipso 
facto  revoke  the  license  to  conduct 
such  business.    Ibid. 

A  municipal  ordinance  exacting  a 
license  fee  of  $10  for  each  public  pool 
or  billiard  table,  and  forbidding  the 
operation  of  such  table  without  a  li- 
cense, to  be  granted  after  investiga- 
tion and  upon  recommendation  by  a 
committee  of  the  city  council,  there  be- 
ing a  provision  for  notice  and  hearing 
before  revocation  of  the  license,  but 
none  for  any  hearing  upon  the  orig- 
inal application,  was  upheld  in  State 
ex  rel.  Sayles  v.  Superior  Ct  (1922) 
—  Wash.  — ,  206  Pac.  966,  as  against 
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the  objection  that  it  denied  due  proc- 
ess of  law,  raised  by  one  who  had 
been  refused  a  renewal  of  his  license. 

In  order  that  one  may  obtain  a 
license  to  operate  a  pool  room,  he 
must  be  a  person  of  good  moral  char-' 
acter,  law-abiding,  and  of  good  repute, 
and  if  he  has  a  reputation  as  a  pool- 
room operator  that  reputation  should 
be  good,  and  his  place  must  be  a  suit- 
able one,  that  is,  not  so  near  a  church, 
school,  or  residence  as  to  interfere 
with  others  in  the  pursuit  or  enjoy- 
ment of  matter-of-course  rights.  State 
ex  rel.  Oetker  v.  Johnson  (1919)  -— 
Mo.  App.  — ,  211  S.  W.  682. 

An  ordinance  providing  that  no  li- 
cense to  operate  a  pool  table  shall  be 
granted  to  a  person  who  is  not  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  was  held  in 
State  ex  rel.  Balli  v.  Carrel  (1919)  99 
Ohio  St.  286,  124  N.  E.  129,  to  be  valid 
and  constitutional. 

8,  Requiring  permdaaian  •/  otfc^rs. 

!-'  A  city  ordinance  prescribing  that 
''no  person,  firm,  or  corporation  shall 
be  permitted  to  establish  a  pool  or 
billiard  room  or  tenpin  alley  to  be 
operated  for  hire,  without  first  obtain- 
ing written  permission  of  both  the 
landlords  and  tenants  nearest  such 
place  on  either  side,  and  no  license 
will  be  granted  until  such  permission 
is  obtained,"  is  not  void  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  an  unreasonable  restriction 
upon  business  of  the  character  there- 
in dealt  with.  Trammell  v.  Yancey 
(1914)  142  6a.  553,  83  S.  E.  114 
(syllabus  No.  1  by  the  court). 

•.  LooaUon, 

The  business  of  conducting  pool  or 
billiard  rooms  for  public  entertain- 
ment may,  under  the  usual  general 
welfare  clause  of  a  municipal  charter, 
be  confined  to  reasonable  territorial 
limits  within  the  municipality.  Pur- 
vis V.  Ocilla  (1920)  149  Ga.  771,  102 
S.  E.  241. 

And  in  Caraway  v.  State  (1920) 
143  Ark.  48,  219  S.  W.  736,  a  statute 
which  prohibited  the  operation  of  pool 
or  billiard  rboms  within  a  certain 
<)f6tance   of   a   school   or  church   in 


certain  counties  was  held  constitu- 
tional as  against  the  contention  that 
it  violated  the  constitutional  provision 
which  denies  to  the  general  assembly 
the  right  to  grant  to  any  citizen,  or 
class  of  citizens,  privileges  or  immuni- 
ties which,  upon  the  same  terms,  shall 
not  equally  apply  to  all  citizens.  The 
court  said:  "All  persons  affected 
by  the  act  are  affected  in  the  same 
manner.  No  citizen  living  in  or  out  of 
the  county  named  in  the  act  can  oper- 
ate a  billiard  room  within  the  pro- 
hibited area;  but  any  of  the  citizens 
in  that  area  have  the  right  any  other 
citizen  of  the  state  has  to  operate 
billiard  halls  in  territory  where  their 
operation  is  not  prohibited.** 

Nor  was  it  invalid  as  arbitrary  and 
unreasonable  in  that  it  would  result 
in  the  practical  confiscation  of  proper- 
ty used  in  a  business  which  had  been 
licensed  pursuant  to  an  ordinance 
which  was  valid  at  the  time  it  was 
passed,  and  upon  which  the  city  li- 
cense tax  and  Federal  war  tax  had 
been  paid.    Ibid. 

But  the  power  to  regulate  tenpin 
alleys,  given  by  the  general  statute  to 
a  city,  does  not  authorize  an  ordinance 
forbidding  the  location  of  such  alleys 
within  the  fire  limits  of  the  city  or 
within  100  yards  of  any  private  resi- 
dence or  business  house,  where  the 
only  place  within  the  corporate  limits 
and  outside  of  the  prohibited  points  at 
which  such  an  alley  could  be  located 
would  be  600  yards  from  the  business 
center  and  in  a  portion  of  the  city  re- 
mote from  any  thoroughfare  or  public 
place,  since  the  power  to  regulate 
does  not  include  the  power  to  suppress 
or  prohibit.  Ex  parte  Patterson 
(1900)  42  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  256,  51 
L.R.A.  654,  58  S.  W.  1011. 

f.  Forbidding  other  buohwss  on  prem- 

A  provision  of  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance making  it  unlawful  for  any 
person  to  sell  or  offer  for  sale  any 
article  of  merchandise  in  a  pool  room, 
or  to  carry  on  or  conduct  any  other 
business,  trade,  or  calling  at  such 
place,  is  not  an  unreasonable  exercise 
of  the  police  power.  Purvis  v.  Ocilla 
(1920)  149  6a.  771,  102  S.  E.  241. 
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g*  As  to  m^knors. 

An  ordinance  prohibiting  minors 
from  visiting  or  remaining  in  a  public 
billiard  hall  or  pool  room  is  not  un- 
constitutional, notwithstanding  such 
places  do  not  constitute  a  nuisance 
per  se.  Ex  parte  Meyers  (1908)  7 
CaL  App.  528,  94  Pac.  870. 

An  incorporated  musical  socie^ 
which  operates  bowling  alleys  for  the 
benefit  and  amusement  of  its  members, 
and  for  profit  of  itself,  is  an  "estab- 
lishment" within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  prohibiting  the  employment  of 
any  child  under  the  age  of  fourteen 
years.  McElhone  v.  Philadelphia 
Quartette  Club  (1913)  53  Pa.  Super. 
Ct  2G2. 

K,  A9  to  Hour*. 

A  municipality,  under  the  usual 
general  welfare  clause  of  its  charter, 
may  provide  that  pool  rooms  conduct- 
ed for  public  entertainment  within  the 
city  shall  not  be  kept  open  between  the 
hours  of  7  P.  M.  and  6  A.  M.,  or  on 
Sundays  or  holidays,  or  "such  days  as 
the  mayor  and  council  shall  direct.** 
Purvis  V.  Ocilla  (1920)  149  6a.  771, 
102S.  E.  241. 

So,  too,  a  city  which  has  power  to 
pass  such  ordinances  as  may  be  ex- 
pedient to  maintaining  the  peace,  good 
government,  health,  and  welfare  of 
the  city,  and  expressly  to  regulate 
billiard  tables  on  which  games  are 
played  for  amusement,  has  the  power 
to  pass  an  ordinance  relating  to  and 
regulating  not  only  the  tables  upon 
which  the  games  of  billiards  are 
played,  but  also  the  halls  or  rooms  in 
which  they  are  kept  and  used,  and  so 
is  authorized  to  pass  an  ordinance  re- 
quiring that  billiard  halls  shall  close 
at  9  o'clock  in  the  evening.  Tarkio  v. 
Cook  (1893)  120  Mo.  1,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
678,  25  S.  W.  202. 

Also,  under  charter  authority  to 
regulate  billiard  and  pool  halls  within 
the  municipal  limits,  and  to  enact  po- 
lice regulations  in  regard  thereto,  a 
city  is  authorized  to  enact  and 
enforce  an  ordinance  closing  pool 
halls  from  12  o'clock  at  night  until  5 
o'clock  the  next  morning.  Ex  parte 
Brewer  (1913)  68  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  387, 
152   S.   W.   1068^   Ex  parte   Pitchios 


(1913)  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  152  S.  W. 

1074. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Colton  (1857)  8 
Gray  (Massi*)  488,  it  was  held  to  be 
clearly  within  the  police  power  of  the 
legislature  to  prohibit  a  bowling  alley 
from  keeping  open  after  6  o'clock  on  a 
Saturday  afternoon. 

An  ordinance  which  provides  that 
all  persons,  firms,  or  corporations  that 
own  or  carry  on  a  cigar  store,  soft- 
drink  parlor,  billiard  or  pool  parlor, 
restaurant,  and  other  like  places  of 
business  that  deal  in  soft  drinks  or 
bottled  goods,  shall  close  at  midnight 
and  remain  closed  until  5  A.  M.,  is, 
where  it  affects  only  those  persons, 
firms,  and  corporations  owning  or  con- 
ducting places  of  business  that  deal 
in  soft  drinks  or  bottled  goods,  and 
affects  all  that  class  alike,  a  valid  ordi* 
nance.  Churchill  v.  Albany  (1913)  65 
Or.  442, 133  Pac.  632,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A, 
1094. 

An  ordinance  requiring  billiard 
halls  to  be  closed  at  9  o'clock  in  the 
evening  is  not  unreasonable  or  in  der- 
ogation of  any  common  rights.  Tar* 
kio  V.  Cook  (Mo.)  supra. 

And  as  to  the  reasonableness  of 
regulations  requiring  pool  halls  and 
billiard  rooms  to  remain  closed  be- 
tween midnight  and  5  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  the  court,  in  Ex  parte  Brew- 
er (1913)  68  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  387,  152 
S.  W.  1068,  said:  "Experience  has 
shown  that  during  the  hours  between 
midnight  and  daylight  were  the  hours 
in  which  the  lawless  element,  to  a 
great  extent,  would  gather  in  and 
around  saloons  and  breed  crime.  Con- 
sequently, the  legislature,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  closed  the 
saloons  during  those  hours.  Since  the 
saloons  have  closed,  these  elements 
have  gathered  around  pool  and  billiard 
halls  in  the  cities,  and  the  same  rea- 
soning, perhaps,  which  caused  the 
legislature  to  close  the  saloons  during 
these  hours,  would  move  the  legisla- 
tive bodies  of  the  cities  and  of  towns 
to  close  the  pool  and  billiard  halls 
during  the  same  hours." 

But  a  town  ordinance  which  under- 
takes to  limit  the  opening  of  pool  halls 
till  9  o'clock  in  the  evening  is  in 
direct  conflict  with  a  state   statute^ 
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under  which  pool  halls  and  billiard 
tables  may  run  or  keep  open  during 
the  twenty-four  hours,  since  there  is 
no  limit  placed  by  the  statute  upon 
the  hours  of  opening  and  carrying  on 
the  business,  and  so  is  invalid.  Ex 
parte  Farley  (1912)  66  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
405,  144  S.  W.  580. 

And  while,  under  charter  authority 
to  license  billiard  rooms,  the  license 
ordinance  may  impose  reasonable 
conditions  and  terms  as  a  considera- 
tion of  the  granting  of  the  license, 
yet  after  the  issue  of  the  license  no 
new  terms  and  conditions  can  be  im- 
posed. So,  where  a  license  was  issued 
imposing  no  conditions  as  to  the  hours 
of  closing,  excepting  that  the  billiard 
hall  should  not  be  open  on  Sunday,  a 
new  ordinance  providing  that  billiard 
halls  shall  remain  closed  during  the 
hours  of  11  o'clock  at  night  and  o  in 
the  morning  was  inoperative  as  to 
existing  licenses  issued  under  the 
former  license  ordinance.  State  v. 
Pamperin  (1890)  42  Minn.  320,  44 
N.  W.  251.  The  court  stated  that  if 
the  power  to  regulate  had  also  been 
conferred  by  the  charter,  then  new 
and  additional  police  regulations  in 
respect  to  the  same  matter  might  have 
been  made  and  enforced. 

The  power  that  a  city  has  to  decide 
the  hours  during  which  billiard  and 
pool  rooms  may  be  open  depends  upon 
its  charter.  Ex  parte  Perkins  (1920) 
88  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  309,  226  S.  W.  411. 

So,  a  city  is  without  authority  to 
regulate  the  hours  during  which  pool 
and  billiard  rooms  licensed  by  the 
state  may  be  kept  open,  where  the 
terms  in  which  the  city's  charter  is 
framed  exclude  the  idea  that  it  was 
intended  thereby  to  confer  the  power 
to  regulate  amusements  licensed  by 
the  state  and  not  named  in  the  city 
charter.    Ibid. 

<•  Who  required  to  take  out  Ucenee, 

See  also  infra,  IV.  (Taxation). 

A  bowling  alley  kept  by  the  proprie- 
tor of  a  watering  place,  solely  for  the 
exercise  and  amusement  of  his  guests, 
no  charge  being  made  against  those 
who  played  upon  it,  is  within  the 
meaning  of  a  statute  requiring  alleys 


to  be  licensed.  Spaight  v.  State 
(1856)  29  Ala.  82. 

So,  too,  a  billiard  table  kept  by  the 
proprietor  of  a  cigar  store,  though 
used  solely  by  his  patrons  and  without 
charge  to  them  or  profit  to  himself,  is 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  which 
provides  that  one  who  maintains  a 
billiard  table  for  public  use  shall  pro- 
cure a  license.  State  v.  Shotts  (1910) 
143  Mo.  App.  346,  128  S.  W.  245. 

A  billiard  table  operated  in  a  bar- 
room, with  the  understanding  that  the 
losers  in  games  played  on  the  table 
must  treat  the  winning  players  at  the 
bar,  is  kept  for  public  use,  and  is  a 
source  of  profit  to  the  owner,  and  the 
owner  must  take  out  a  license  there- 
fore. Schmetzer  v.  State  (1884)  63 
Md.  420.  So,  one  is  required  to  take 
out  a  license  for  a  billiard  table  who, 
although  he  does  not  charge  any  spe- 
cific sum  for  the  use  of  the  table,  does 
require  that  the  loser  should  treat  at 
his  bar  those  who  played  with  him  and 
must  pay  for  as  many  drinks  as  there 
were  players,  whether  such  players 
wished  to  drink  or  not  Clarke  v. 
State  (1873)  49  Ala.  37. 

Possession  of  a  municipal  license  to 
keep  billiard  tables  is  no  defense  to 
a  prosecution  for  failure  to  take  out  a 
state  license,  where  there  is  nothing 
whatever  in  the  terms  of  the  act  re- 
quiring a  state  license  to  indicate  a 
legislative  intent  to  exempt  the  keep- 
ers of  billiard  tables  in  the  city  from 
the  necessity  of  obtaining  a  state 
license,  but  the  contrary  design  is 
clearly  apparent  from  the  whole 
course  of  legislation.  Weber  v.  State 
(1911)  116  Md.  402,  81  Atl.  606. 

And  that  one  had  paid  an  occupa- 
tion tax  imposed  upon  the  business  of 
conducting  a  billiard  hall  and  pool 
room  was  held  in  McCarter  v.  Lexing- 
ton (1908)  80  Neb.  714, 115  N.  W.  303. 
to  be  no  defense  for  failure  to  take 
out  a  license  as  required  by  an  ordi- 
nance passed  subsequent  to  his  having 
paid  the  occupation  tax. 

A  private  club  which  provides  bowl- 
ing alleys  on  the  club  premises,  and 
collects  due  from  its  members  for 
games  played  thereon,  does  not  own  or 
keep  bowling  hkleys  for  hire  or  profit 
within  the  meaning  of  acts  requiring  a 
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license.  Rex  v.  Dominion  Bowling  & 
Athletic  Club  (1909)  19  Ont  L.  Rep. 
107,  16  Can.  Crim.  Cas.  105. 

i.  Right  to  refuse  license. 

Where,  by  statute,  a  county  court  iB 
vested  with  power  to  license  and  tax 
billiard  and  pool  tables,  it  is  vested 
also  with  discretion  to  refuse  such 
license  for  cause.  State  ex  rel.  Mc- 
Clanahan  v.  Dewitt  (1911)  160  Ma 
App.  304,  142  S.  W.  866. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Bayless  v.  County  Ct. 
(1916)  198  Mo.  App.  878,  186  S.  W. 
1149,  the  Kansas  City  court  of  appeals 
held  that  the  county  court  has  no  au- 
thority to  refuse  a  license  to  keep  a 
pool  hall  merely  for  the  reason  that 
it  thinks  that  pool  halls  are  not  a  good 
thing  for  any  community,  and  that 
there  is  a  strong  sentiment  against 
them  in  the  county,  and  that  they  are 
a  nuisance.  And  following  that  case 
as  authority,  the  Springfield  court  of 
appeals  in  State  ex  rel.  Oetker  v.  John- 
son (1919)  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  211  S.  W. 
682,  held  that  the  county  court  was 
not  justified  in  refusing  such  a  license, 
neither  the  applicant  nor  the  location 
being  unsuitable,  because  of  a  remon- 
strance by  numerous  citizens,  protest- 
ing against  the  issuance  of  such  li- 
censes to  any  persons,  and  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  city  council  to  the  same  ef- 
fect. But  a  contrary  position  is  taken 
by  the  Springfield  court  of  appeals  in 
the  recent  case  of  State  ex  rel.  Haw- 
kins V.  Harris  (1922)  —  Mo.  App.  — , 
239  S.  W.  564,  which  expressly  char- 
acterizes those  decisions  as  erroneous, 
and  holds  that  the  county  court  may 
refuse  billiard  or  pool  room  licenses, 
without  basing  their  conclusion  on 
anything  other  than  the  determination 
that  such  an  institution  in  the  com- 
munity is  a  nuisance.  The  statute 
(Mo.  Rev.  Stat  1919,  §  644)  under 
which  the  county  court  acts  in  grant- 
ing such  licenses  merely  provides  that 
the  county  court  "shall  have  power  to 
license  the  keepers  of  billiard  tables," 
there  being  no  provision  for  a  hearing 
or  a  remonstrance,  and,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court  in  this  case,  nothing  di- 
recting that  the  county  court  shall  do 
anything  in  connection  with  an  appli- 
cation filed  before  it. 
20  A.L.R.— 94. 


And  one  is  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  requiring  a  license  for  con- 
ducting a  pool  hall  for  hire  who,  al- 
though he  advertises  that  the  use  of 
the  tables  is  free  to  all,  posts  signs 
that  donations  will  be  thankfully  re- 
ceived, and  places  a  box  near  one  of 
the  tables,  in  which  patrons  deposit 
their  donations.  Ida  Grove  v.  Smith 
(1918)  —  Iowa,  — ,  167  N.  W.  188. 

And  a  city  which,  by  a  general  ordi- 
nance, has  provided  for  the  licensing 
of  pool  and  billiard  halls  and  pool  and 
billiard  tables,  has  no  right  to  make 
an  arbitrary  discrimination  in  grant- 
ing licenses;  it  cannot  grant  the  same 
to  favored  ones  and  refuse  another 
who  has,  in  all  respects,  complied  with 
the  statutes  of  the  state  and  ordi- 
nances of  the  city,  so  one  who  has 
brought  himself  strictly  within  the  re- 
quirements regulating  the  licensing 
power  may  compel,  by  mandamus,  the 
corporate  authorities  to  grant  him  a 
license  when  he  is  refused  through 
mere  caprice.  Nicodemus  v.  State 
(1921)  82  Oklft.  162,  198  Pac.  847. 

Where  one  has  secured  a  county  li- 
cense authorizing  him  to  conduct  a 
pool  and  billiard  room  within  a  city  of 
the  first  class,  such  city  has  no  power 
to  refuse  a  city  license  to  such  person 
upon  presentation  of  his  county  li- 
cense and  payment  of  th6  fee  required 
by  the  city  ordinance  for  a  city  li- 
cense. Nicodemus  v.  State  (Okla.) 
supra. 

However,  the  arbitrary  refusal  to 
issue  a  license  to  conduct  a  pool  rooni 
for  hire  will  not  authorize  one  to  con- 
duct the  business  in  defiance  thereof, 
since,  if  it  is  the  legal  duty  of  a 
mayor  to  issue  a  license,  proper  steps 
to  compel  him  to  do  so  should  be  taken. 
Ida  Grove  v.  Smith  (1918)  —  Iowa,  — , 
167  N.  W.  188. 

///.  Prohibiting  or  euppreseing. 

a.  Potoer  of  legislature  or  of  municipal 
ity  acting  under  legislative  authoritg. 

1.  In  genenU, 

''Any  practice  or  business  the  tend- 
ency of  which,  as  shown  by  experi- 
ence, is  to  weaken  or  corrupt  the 
morals  of  those  who  follow  it,  or  to 
encourage  idleness  instead  of  habits 
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of  industry,  is  a  legitimate  subject  for 
regulation  or  prohibition  by  the  state. 
On  this  principle  it  is  concededly 
within  the  police  power  of  the  state 
to  suppress  gambling  in  all  its  forms 
including  .  .  .  pool  tables  for 
hire."    6  R.  G.  L.  p.  207. 

So,  too,  it  cannot  be  held  as  a  matter 
of  law  that  a  pool  table  operated  for 
the  public,  and  not  for  a  mere  private 
pleasure  or  amusement,  has  not  a 
tendency  to  invite  to  idleness  and  vice, 
and  that  it  is  not  a  subject  which, 
under  the  law,  should  be  so  placed  in 
the  jurisdiction  of  municipalities  as 
that,  if  they  see  proper,  they  may  pro- 
hibit them  altogether.  Conditions 
ensting  in  one  municipality  may  be 
such  that  certain  things  which  such 
municipality  may,  if  it  sees  proper, 
lawfully  prohibit,  may  be  permitted  to 
exist  without  injurious  effect,  while  in 
another  municipality  the  conditions 
may  be  such  that,  if  such  things  are 
pexinitted  to  exist,  public  injury  will, 
in  all  probability,  actually  result.  Ex- 
parte  Rowe  (1912)  4  Ala.  App.  254,  59 
So.  69. 

The  legislature  may  confer  upon 
municipal  authorities  the  power  to 
prohibit  outright  the  keeping  of  pool 
rooms  for  public  use  within  the  limits 
of  the  city.  Trammell  v.  Rome  (1914) 
142  6a.  602,  83  S.  E.  221;  Purvis  ▼. 
Ocilla  (1920)  149  6a.  771,  102  S.  E. 
241. 

And  this  is  true  although  the  legis- 
lature may  have  imposed  a  license  or 
tax  for  the  purpose  of  raising  revenue 
upon  the  business  of  keeping  pool 
rooms  for  public  use.  Purvis  v.  Ocilla 
(6a.)  supra. 

And  in  Burlingame  v.  Thompson 
(1906)  74  Kan.  393,  86  Pac.  449,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  64,  it  was  held  that,  in  au- 
thorizing a  city  of  the  first  class  to 
prohibit  the  operation  of  pool  tables 
for  hire,  the  legislature  did  not  tran- 
scend its  power. 

And  subsequent  to  the  decision  in 
State  ex  rel.  McMonies  v.  McMonies 
(1906)  75  Neb.  443,  106  N.  W.  454, 
infra,  the  legislature  delegated  to 
boards  of  trustees  of  villages  the 
power  which  they  did  not  previously 
possess;  that  is,  the  right  to  prohibit 
billiard  and  pool  halls.    This  delega^' 


tion  of  power  was  held  to  be  constita- 
tional  in  Cole  v.  (3ulbertson  (1910)  86 
Neb.  160,  125  N.  W.  287,  the  court 
stating  that  the  statute  was  probably 
passed  as  the  result  of  the  decision  in 
the  McMonies  Case. 

The  provision  of  a  city  charter  au- 
thorizing the  general  council  to  pro- 
hibit by  ordinance  the  keeping  of  bil- 
liard or  pool  tables  for  the  public 
within  the  municipality,  and  an  ordi- 
nance making  such  prohibition,  are 
not  void  on  the  ground  of  special 
legislation  in  a  case  provided  for  in 
existing  general  law.  Trammell  v. 
Rome  (1914)  142  6a.  602,  88  S.  E.  221. 
In  this  case  it  was  contended  tiiat  the 
charter  provision  and  the  ordinance 
prohibiting  billiard  and  pool  rooms 
were  in  conflict  with  the  general  tax 
act  imposing  a  tax  on  the  keeper  of 
billiard  and  pool  tables  kept  for  public 
use.  The  court  said:  'It  was  not 
the  object  of  the  general  tax  to  give 
to  every  person  who  paid  the  tax  the 
right  to  maintain  and  operate  for 
public  use  billiard  and  pool  tables. 
...  It  was  not  designed  as  an  ex- 
emption from  the  state's  police  power, 
so  as  to  prevmt  the  state  from  ex- 
pressly permitting  a  municipali^  to 
exclude  the  carr3ring  on  of  the  busi- 
ness of  operating  billiard  or  pool 
tables  within  the  limits  of  that  munic- 
ipality.^' 

A  general  statute  conferring  upon 
municipalities  the  power  to  prohibit 
billiard  and  pool  tables  does  not  violate 
the  constitutional  provision  that  the 
legislature  shall  have  no  pawer  to  au- 
thorize any  municipal  corporation  to 
pass  any  laws  inconsistent  with  the 
general  laws  of  the  state,  although 
there  is  a  general  law  punishing  the 
keeping  of  such  a  table  without  a  li- 
cense. Ex  parte  Rowe  (1912)  4  Ala. 
App.  254,  59  So.  69. 

9,  Am  denial  of  e^uol  proteeUon  of  totM. 

The  statute  which  provides  that  ''if 
any  keeper  of  a  public  house  or  retail- 
er of  spirituous  liquors,  in  this  state 
shall  establish,  keep,  or  permit,  to  be 
kept  upon  his  or  their  lot  or  premises, 
any  ball  or  ninepin  alley,  or  shall  in 
whole  or  in  part  be  interested  in  any 
ball  or  ninepin  alley  upon  the  lot  or 
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premises  of  another,  he  or  they  shall 
[etc.]/'  was  held  in  Koepke  v.  State 
(1903)  68  Neb.  162,  93  N.  W.  1129,  to 
be  constitutional  as  against  the  con* 
tention  that  it  forbids  a  retailer  of  in- 
toxicants  or  the  keeper  of  a  public 
house  from  keeping  or  being  inter- 
ested in  a  bowling  alley  anywhere  in 
the  state,  and  is  therefore  an  unrea- 
sonable restriction  upon  individual 
freedom  and  a  violation  of  the  right 
of  every  citizen  to  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws.  The  court  stated: 
^'Under  counsel's  construction,  the 
statute  as  a  whole  would,  perhaps,  be 
indefensible;  but  we  are  not  disposed 
to  think  it  was  designed  to  exclude 
innkeepers  and  saloon  keepers  from 
a  business  in  which  all  other  cit- 
izens are  permitted  to  engage, 
but  rather  to  prevent  evils  sup- 
posed to  result  from  running  a  bowl- 
ing alley  in  connection  with  a  saloon 
or  hotel.  It  is  rather  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  legislature  failed  to 
express  itself  clearly,  than  that  it  in** 
tended  to  enact  an  unconstitutional 
law."  The  court  added  that  if  it  were 
to  accept  the  view  that  the  prohibition 
against  keeping  a  bowling  alley  or  be^ 
ing  financially  interested  in  one  was 
subject  to  no  implied  limitations,  it 
would  not  follow  that  the  judgment 
was  wrong;  since  the  enactment  of  a 
law  prohibiting  the  running  of  a  bowl- 
ing alley  in  connection  with  a  saloon 
or  hotel  was  a  legitimate  exercise  of 
legislative  power,  and  the  prohibition 
is  valid,  even  if  it  be  regarded  as  em- 
braced within  a  broader  prohibition 
which  is  void  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
broader. 

A  municipal  ordinance  forbidding 
the  keeping  of  billiard  or  pool  tables 
for  hire  or  public  use  does  not  deny 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  be- 
cause hotel  keepers  are  permitted  to 
maintain  a  billiard  or  pool  room  in 
which  their  regular  and  registered 
guests  may  play.  Murphy  v.  Califor- 
nia (1912)  225  U.  S.  623,  56  L.  ed. 
1229,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  153,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  697. 

d.  Am  diserhninatary. 

An  ordinance  which  prohibits  the 
epention  of  pool  tables  for  hire  is  not 


void  in  that  it  discriminates  in  favor 
of  a  private  pool  table  kept  for  the 
owner's  own  amusement  and  benefit; 
Burlingame  v.  Thompson  (1906)  74 
Kan.  898,  86  Pac.  449,  11  Ann.  Gas. 
64. 

<  And  in  Cole  v.  Culbertson  (1907) 
86  Neb.  160,  125  N.  W.  287,  it  was 
held,  citing  Burlingame  v.  Thompson 
(Kan.)  supra,  with  approval,  that  an 
ordinance  is  not  void  as  being  dis- 
criminatory in  that  it  prohibits  the 
keeping  of  a  billiard  or  pool  hall  or 
the  maintaining  of  tables  for  hire, 
while  it  does  net  attempt  to  prohibit 
keeping  them  for  private  or  free  use. 

^*  A»  in  detHru^Uom  of  profierly  HghtB, 

The  proprietor  of  an  existing  bil- 
Uard  and  pool  room  is  not  deprived  of 
his  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  contrary  to  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion, 14th  Amendment,  by  the  passage 
of  a  municipal  ordinance  prohibiting 
the  keeping  of  billiard  or  pool  tables 
for  hire  or  public  use.  Murphy  v. 
California  (1912)  225  U.  &  623,  56  L. 
ed.  1229,  41  L.B.A.(N.S.)  158,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  697. 

Nor  is  an  ordinance  enacted  pursu- 
ant to  legislative  authority  prohibit- 
ing and  suppressing  pool  tables  for 
hire  unconstitutional  in  that  it  sup- 
presses tables  lawfully  in  use  at  the 
time  the  ordinance  is  enacted.  Bur- 
lingame V.  Thompson  (1906)  74  Kan. 
393,  86  Pac.  449,  11  Ann.  Cas.  64. 

And  the  fact  that  such  an  ordinance 
may  suppress  pool  tables  which  are 
conducted  in  a  decent  •  and  orderly 
manner  does  not  affect  the  validity  of 
the  ordinance.    Ibid. 

But  a  general  ordinance  of  a  munic- 
ipality prohibiting  all  pool  rooms 
or  bilSard  tables  in  the  town  is 
void  as  being  in  destruction  of  prop- 
erty rights.  Crittenden  v.  Booneville 
(1908)  92  Miss.  277»  131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
518,  45  So.  723. 

5.  Statutes  authariHng  local  option. 

Roper  V.  Lumpkins  (1914)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  163  S.  W.  110,  Ex  parte 
Francis  (1914)  72  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  304, 
165  S.  W.  147,  and  Winn  v.  Dyess 
(1914)  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —  ,  167  S.  W. 
294,  —  whicli  held  that  the  Texas  stat- 
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ute  providing  for  local  option  elections 
in  counties  and  other  subdivisions  to 
determine  whether  or  not  pool  rooms 
should  be  prohibited  does  not  delegate 
legislative  powers,  and  so  is  constitu- 
tional, and  is  a  valid  law  where  it 
has  been  adopted  by  a  majority  vote 
of  a  county  or  other  designated  politi- 
cal subdivision  —  are  overruled  by  Ex 
parte  Mitchell  (1916)  109  Tex.  11,  177 
S.  W.  958,  which  held  such  statute  to 
be  unconstitutional.  See  also  Lyle  v. 
State  (1917)  80  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  606, 
198  S.  W.  680,  and  Roper  &  Gilley  v. 
Lumpkins  (1921)  —  Tex.  — ,  230  S.  W. 
144. 

b.  AulharUy  conferred  upon  fnunioipal' 

Pool  halls  or  billiard  parlors  not 
being  nuisances  per  se,  a  town  council 
is  without  authority  to  prohibit  their 
maintenance  unless  that  authority 
was  conferred  by  express  legislative 
enactment  or  unless  their  mainte- 
nance was  made  unlawful  by  the  laws 
of  the  state.  Dardanelle  v.  Gillespie 
(1915)  116  Ark.  390,  172  S.  W.  1036. 

So,  too,  in  the  absence  of  express 
legislative  authority,  municipal  au- 
thorities cannot  prohibit  the  keeping 
of  public  pool  rooms  within  the  munic- 
ipality; and  this  is  true  although  the 
charter,  in  addition  to  the  general  wel- 
fare clause,  contains  a  provision  ex- 
pressly authorizing  the  authorities  to 
license  or  tax  pool  rooms.  Purvis  v. 
Ocilla  (1920)  149  6a.  771,  102  S.  E. 
241.  The  court  stated  that  under  the 
rule  recognized  in  this  state  the  au- 
thority to  license  and  regulate  does 
not  imply  the  power  to  prohibit,  but 
rather  implies  that  the  business  is  to 
be  allowed  to  continue  under  such 
reasonable  regulations  as  the  authori- 
ties may  adopt. 

A  statute  providing  that  the  mayor 
and  board  of  aldermen  of  every  city, 
town,  and  village  shall  have  power  to 
regulate,  control,  and  suppress,  and 
impose  a  privilege  tax  on  all,  billiard 
tables,  bowling  alleys,  ten  pin  alleys, 
authorizes  the  enactment  of  an  ordi- 
nance providing  that  "all  pool  rooms 
and  billiard  halls  .  .  .  are  declared 
to  be  a  public  nuisance,  and  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  person     •    .     • 


to  operate,  within  the  limits  of  said 
town  for  gain  or  for  gambling  pur- 
poses any  pool  or  billiard  tables  or 
maintain  any  public  hall  or  room 
where  such  games  may  be  played." 
Eros  V.  Powell  (1915)  137  La.  342,  68 
So.  632.  It  was  contended  in  this  case 
that  the  power  conferred  by  statute 
to  suppress  billiard  tables  did  not 
include  the  power  to  suppress  pool 
tables;  in  other  words,  that  the  word 
"billiards''  did  not  comprehend  the 
word  "pool."  But  the  court  stated 
that  it  was  of  opinion  that,  though 
pool,  pool  tables,  pool  rooms,  and  pool 
halls  are  not  specifically  mentioned  in 
the  statute,  they  were  included  in 
the  term  "billiard  tables,"  which  is 
use;  since  pool  tables  are  billiard 
tables  with  pockets,  which  have  been 
appropriated  in  the  particular  game 
or  form  of  billiards  called  pool,  even 
though  the  game  of  billiards  proper, 
which  was  formerly  played  upon  such 
tables,  is  now  played  upon  tables  with- 
out pockets.  Moreover,  the  court 
added,  the  paragraph  in  question, 
after  the  completion  of  its  enumera- 
tion, concludes  with  the  words  "and 
other  like  things,"  and  the  operation 
of  pool  tables  "for  gain  or  gambling 
purposes,"  and  the  "maintenance  of 
public  halls  where  such  games  may 
be  played,"  are  ejusdem  generis  as  the 
things  which  are  enumerated,  and 
hence  fall  within  the  same  prohibi- 
tion. 

The  power  to  suppress  the  keeping 
of  a  public  place  for  billiards,  irre- 
spective of  gambling,  was  held  in 
Shfeveport  v.  Dale  (1921)  149  La.  439, 
89  So.  408,  to  be  conferred  by  a  munic- 
ipal charter  which,  after  expressly 
conferring  power  to  prevent  persons 
from  gaming  for  money  or  property 
with  billiards,  confers  authority  to 
regulate  (or  suppress)  billiard  tables. 

A  statute  which  gives  a  city  council 
power  to  suppress  billiard  tables,  en- 
acted at  a  time  when  a  billiard  table 
was  similar  to  the  later-day  pool 
table,  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 
authorize  an  ordinance  forbidding  the 
maintenance  of  a  public  pool  table. 
Clearwater  v.  Bowman  (1905)  72  Kan. 
92,  82  Pac.  526. 

And  it  was  held  in  Ex  parte  Marplqr 
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<19a8)  8  CaL  App.  440,  97  Pac.  199, 
followed  and  approved  in  (1999)  156 
Cal.  922,  100  Pac.  1134,  that  an  ordi- 
nance prohibiting  the  maintenance  of 
a  pool  room  or  billiard  hall  within  a 
city  was  sustainable  under  a  power  to 
make  and  enforce  such  local  police, 
sanitary,  and  other  regulations  as 
were  not  in  conflict  with  the  general 
laws,  notwithstanding  such  places  do 
not  constitute  a  nuisance  per  se.  The 
court  said  that  no  one  possesses  an 
inherent  right  to  conduct  for  profit  a 
place  intended  purely  for  the  amuse- 
ment of  its  patrons,  where  the  tend- 
ency thereof  is  immoral  or  vicious; 
and  a  public  billiard  hall  or  pool  room 
may»  by  reason  of  its  environment  or 
conditions  existing  in  some  communi- 
ties, constitute  a  menace  and  endan- 
ger the  morals  and  well-being  of  the 
public,  and  therefore  become  the  sub- 
ject of  regulation  or  absolute  prohibi- 
tion under  the  police  powers  of  the 
state  or  municipality.  For  a  later 
phase  of  this  case,  see  Murphy  v. 
People  (1912)  222  U.  S.  623,  56  L.  ed. 
1229,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  153,  32  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  697,  cited  in  this  note; 

But  a  village,  under  its  statutory 
authority  to  license  and  regulate  bil- 
liard and  pool  halls,  has  no  authority 
to  prohibit  or  suppress  them.  State 
ex  rel.  McMonies  v.  McMonies  (1906) 
75  Nek  443,  106  N.  W.  454;  Re  Mc- 
Monies (1906)  76  Neb.  702,  106  N.  W. 
456. 

And  under  a  statute  conferring  up- 
on town  councils  the  power  to  license, 
regulate,  tax,  or  suppress  billiard 
tables  or  other  instruments  used  for 
gaming,  the  town  council  is  without 
authority  to  pass  an  ordinance  sup- 
pressing billiard  tables  which  are  not 
operated  for  the  purpose  of  gaming. 
Dardanelle  v.  Gillespie  (1915)  116 
Ark.  390,  172  S.  W.  1036. 

So,  too,  statutory  authority  given  to 
a  municipality  "to  regulate,  suppress, 
and  impose  a  privilege  tax  on  all  .  .  . 
billiard  tables,  pool  rooms,"  does  not 
carry  with  it  the  power  to  prohibit, 
unless  it  is  in  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  to  suppress  a  nuisance. 
Crittenden  v.  Booneville  (1908)  92 
Miss.  277,  181  Am.  St.  Rep.  518,  45 
So.    723.      The    court    said:      ''The 


municipality  may  regulate;  that  is  to 
say,  it  may  provide  the  hours  during 
which  these  places  may  keep  open, 
etc.,  and  if  the  conduct  of  the  owner  is 
such  as  to  warrant  so  doing,  or  if  the 
business  is  conducted  in  a  boisterous 
or  immoral  way  so  as  to  become  a 
nuisance,  it  may  suppress  altogether. 
But  the  power  to  regulate  and  sup- 
press when  the  business  has  become  a 
nuisance  is  one  thing,  aiid  the  power 
to  pass  a  general  ordinance  prohibit- 
ing the  operation  of  a  pool  room, 
which  has  been  legalized  by  the  stat- 
ute, is  another  thing.  The  first  alone 
it  has  the  power  to  exercise.'* 

In  Ex  parte  Rowe  (1912)  4  Ala. 
App.  254,  59  So.  69,  the  statute,  in 
terms,  conferred  authority  to  "prohib- 
it" The  court  distinguished  (3ritten- 
den  V.  Booneville  (1908)  92  Miss.  277, 
131  Am.  St.  Rep.  518,  45  So.  723,  which 
held  that  a  municipality  in  that  state 
had  no  power  to  prohibit  by  ordinance 
public  pool  tables,  stating  that  the 
ordinance  in  that  case  was  adopted 
under  a  statute  of  Mississippi  known 
as  one  of  its  nuisance  statutes,  and 
authorized  towns  and  cities  to  regu- 
late and  suppress  pool  rooms,  and  so 
there  was  room  for  such  a  judicial 
construction  of  the  statutes  as  was 
placed  upon  them  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Mississippi.  "Suppress"  as 
used  in  the  connection  in  which  it  was 
used  in  the  Mississippi  statute  might 
well  have  been,  as  in  fact  it  was,  con- 
strued as  meaning  to  abate,  but  in  the 
statute  under  consideration  in  the 
Rowe  Case  the  word  in  the  statute  to 
be  construed  is  not  "suppress,"  but 
"prohibit; "  and  the  word  "prohibit" 
means  to  prevent,  and  as  used  in  this 
statute  means  that  a  municipality 
may,  if  it  seems  proper  to  do  so,  pre- 
vent the  exhibition  of  public  pool 
tables  within  its  jurisdiction  entirely. 

And  in  Corinth  v.  Crittenden  (1908) 
94  Miss.  41,  47  So.  525,  it  was  held 
that  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Cor- 
inth prohibiting  the  operation  of  pool 
rooms  and  billiard  tables  was  valid, 
since  the  city  of  Corinth  operated 
under  a  special  charter,  wherein  the 
city  was  given  power  to  restrain  or 
prohibit  the  keeping  of  billiard  tables, 
pool  tables,  etc^,  within  its  borders. 
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The  case  of  Crittenden  v.  BooneviUe 
(Miss.)  supra,  denying  the  power  of 
the  municipality  to  prohibit,  was  dis- 
tinguished upon  the  ground  that  the 
municipality  in  that  case  was  acting 
under  Code  provisions,  empowering 
municipalities  to  "regulate,  suppress, 
and  impose  a  privilege  tax,"  inter 
alia,  upon  billiard  tables  and  pool 
rooms,  it  being  held  in  that  case  that 
the  power  to  regulate  and  suppress 
does  not  carry  with  it  the  power  to 
prohibit  unless  it  is  in  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  to  suppress  a  nui- 
sance. 

An  ordinance  which  is  passed  under 
the  guise  of  one  to  regulate  billiard 
halls,  but  which  is  in  fact  intended  to 
be  one  for  the  suppression  of  that 
business  is  void.  Bryan  v.  Malvern 
(1916)  122  Ark.  379,  183  S.  W.  967. 

And  if  such  an  ordinance  did  not 
operate  to  accomplish  the  result  of 
suppressing  pool-room  business  in  the 
city  it  would  be,  in  effect,  a  revenue 
measure,  and  so  void.     Ibid. 

The  mayor  of  a  town  is  without  au- 
thority to  issue  a  license  to  keep  and 
operate  pool  tables  where  there  is  an 
ordinance  of  the  town  prohibiting  any 
person  from  keeping  a  pool  hall  or 
operating  a  pool  table,  and  one  to 
whom  such  license  has  been  issued 
can  claim  no  immunity  under  the  li- 
cense issued  by  the  mayor.  Darda- 
nelle  v.  Gillespie  (1915)  116  Ark.  390, 
172  S.  W.  1036. 

IF.  Taxation. 

The  legislature  has  a  perfect  right 
to  levy  an  occupation  tax  on  a  pool 
table  run  in  connection  with  a  saloon, 
regardless  of  any  profit  or  payment 
whatever  to  the  owner  of  such  tabl& 
Wright  V.  State  (1899)  41  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  200,  63  S.  W.  640. 

So,  a  statute  levying  an  occupation 
tax  on  any  pool  table  run  for  profit, 
or  on  any  pool  table  used  in  connec- 
tion with  any  drinking  saloon  or  other 
place  of  business  where  intoxicating 
liquors  are  sold  or  given  away,  re- 
quires the  tax  to  be  paid  regardless  of 
any  profit,  where  the  pool  table  is  kept 
in  a  saloon.    Ibid. 

And  a  club  organized  for  social  and 
literary  purposes  which  keeps  a  bil- 


liivrd  tabte  for .  the  use  of  members 
and  invited  guests  only,  the  members 
alone  paying  for  the  use  of  the  table, 
and  then  only  a  nominal  sum  which 
does  not  meet  the  expense  of  keeping 
up  and  maintaining  the  table,  is  liable 
to  a  tax  imposed  upon  the  keeper  of 
a  billiard  table.  The  Crermania  v. 
State  (1864)  7  Md.  1. 

And  under  a  statute  providing  that 
every  man  who  "erects  and  keeps"  a 
•billiard  table  is  made  liable  to  a  tax, 
one  who  maintains  a  billiard  table  for 
purposes  of  amusement  only  is  liable 
to  the  tax.  Sears  v.  West  (1809)  5 
N.  C.  (1  Murph.)  291,  8  Am.  Dec.  694. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  social 
club  is  not  "the  keeper  of  a  billiard  or 
pool  room  for  purposes  of  profit"  with- 
in the  meaning  of  a  statute  requiring 
such  to  pay  a  tax.  Union  League  v. 
Ransley  (1908)  39  Pa.  Super.  Gt  614. 

And  in  Tarde  v.  Benseman  (1868)  31 
T^  277,  the  court  stated  tiiat  a  bil- 
liard table  which  was  simply  kept  for 
amusement,  and  not  tor  profit,  would 
not  be  a  proper  subject  of  taxation 
under  a  statute  which  requires  a  li- 
cense tax  of  $60  for  each  and  every 
person  or  firm  keeping  a  billiard  table. 

So,  too,  a  club  which  maintains  bil- 
liard and  pool  tables  for  the  free  use 
of  its  members  and  invited  guests  is 
not  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute 
levying  an  occupation  tax  upon  "eveiy 
billiard  or  pool  table  or  anything  of 
the  kind  used  for  profit  .  .  .  any 
such  table  used  in  connection  with 
any  drinking  saloon  or  other  place  of 
business  where  intoxicating  liquors 
...  or  other  things  of  value  are 
sold  or  given  away  or  upon  which  any 
money  or  other  thing  of  value  is  paid 
shall  be  regarded  as  used  for  profit** 
State  V.  CJountry  Club  (1910)  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  178  S.  W.  670. 

A  statute  imposing  a  tax  for  the 
privilege  of  keeping  a  billiard  table 
was  held  in  Stevens  v.  State  (1840)  2 
Ark.  291,  86  Am.  Dec.  72,  to  be  uncon- 
stitutional and  void. 

And  in  Washington  v.  State  (1863) 
18  Ark.  762,  and  State  v.  Hines  (1863) 
13  Ark.  764,  it  was  held  that  so  much 
of  an  act  as  prohibited  any  person  from 
setting  up  a  billiard  table  or  ten  pin 
alley  without  paying  a  sum  of  money 
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into  the  state  treasury  as  a  license 
therefor  was  repugnant  to  the  Consti- 
tution, and  void  because  there  was  no 
power  to  do  that  indirectly  which 
could  not  be  done  directly,  and  the 
license  was  none  the  less  a  tax  for  the 
privilege  of  setting  up  such  a  table 
or  alley  because  collected  or  enforced 
by  means  of  criminal  prosecution. 

But  the  court  was  of  the  opinion 
that  the  constitutional  provision  con- 
cerning revenue  was  intended  to  apply 
to  state  revenue  only,  and  not  to  taxes 
levied  for  county  purposes,  and  so  the 
general  assembly  might  well,  by  legis- 
lation, authorize  counties  and  incorpo- 
rated towns  to  impose  a  tax  upon  bil- 
liard tables,  ten  pin  alleys,  etc.,  for 
municipal  purposes  and  as  a  police 
regulation  for  the  preservation  of 
good  order.    Ibid. 

As  the  act  considered  in  the  Wash- 
ington Case  provided  for  a  state  tax  as 
well  as  authorizing  a  county  tax,  it 
was  held  that  the  whole  act  must  be 
declared  void,  as  the  whole  scope  and 
provisions  of  the  act  were  so  intimate- 
ly blended  that  the  court  did  not  feel 
warranted,  by  any  rule  of  judicial 
interpretation,  to  separate  the  pro- 
visions in  order  to  give  to  a  part  of 
the  act  any  effect  which  it  could  not 
presume  was  intended. 

F.  Am  wutoonoe. 

a.  In  general. 

Bowling  alleys  appear  to  have  been 
early  regarded  as  analogous  in  char- 
acter to  stages  for  rope  dancing,  prob- 
ably because  they  produced  similar 
results.  Hall's  Case  (1671)  1  Mod. 
76,  86  Eng.  Reprint,  744.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Hale  is  reported  to  have  said  in 
that  case  'i;hat  in  the  eighth  year  of 
Charles  I.  Noy  came  into  court  and 
prayed  a  writ  to  prohibit  a  bowling 
alley  erected  near  St.  Dunstan's 
Church,  and  had  iiJ*  It  appears  that 
a  writ  was  issued  in  the  case  referred 
to  by  Lord  Hale  to  abate  the  bowling 
alley  as  a  nuisance.  1  Vent.  169,  86 
Eng.  Reprint,  115. 

So,  bowling  alleys  were  held  at  com- 
mon law  to  be  nuisances  per  se  where 
they  were  run  for  gain  and  were  open 
to  the  public  generally,  not  only  be- 
cause   they    were    considered    great 


temptations  to  idleness,  but  also  be- 
cause they  were  apt  to  draw  together 
great  numbers  of  disorderly  persons, 
which  could  not  keep  from  being  very 
inconvenient  to  the  neighborhood.  1 
Hawk.  P.  C.  chap.  75,  §  6;  Rex  v. 
Hall  (1671)  2  Eeble,  846,  84  Eng.  Re- 
print, 585. 

And  in  several  early  cases  in  the 
United  States  the  law  on  this  subject 
which  obtained  at  common  law  was 
recognized  as  still  the  law.  Tanner  v. 
Albion  (1848)  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  121,  40 
Am.  Dec.  387;  State  v.  Haines  (1849) 
80  Me.  65. 

So,  also,  in  Updike  v.  Campbell 
(1855)  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  T.)  570,  the 
same  view  of  bowling  alleys  was  en- 
tertained as  prevailed  in  tiie  Tanner 
Case  (N.  Y.)  supra,  and  a  contract 
leasing  certain  premises  for  the  pur- 
pose of  conducting  a  bowling  alley 
therein  was  held  to  be  void  because 
the  leasing  was  for  an  illegal  purpose, 
although  Judge  Woodruff  said  that  he 
was  by  no  means  satisfied  with  the 
correctness  of  the  decision  in  the  Tan- 
ner Case. 

And  in  the  early  case  of  State  v. 
Haines  (Me.)  supra,  a  conviction 
under  an  indictment  charging  that 
defendant  was  keeping  a  bowling 
alley  for  gain  and  common  use  was 
sustained,  the  basis  of  the  decision 
being  that  a  bowling  alley  was  a  com- 
mon nuisance. 

And  in  Tanner  v.  Albion  (N.  Y.) 
supra,  it  was  held  that,  under  author- 
ity to  adopt  by-laws  relating  to  nui- 
sances, a  municipality  might  prohibit 
the  keeping  of  a  bowling  alley  for 
hire. 

But  the  modem  view  is  the  one  held 
in  State  v.  Hall  (1867)  32  N.  J.  L. 
158,  that  a  bowling  alley  kept  by  the 
owner  with  a  view  to  profit,  for  the 
public  amusement,  not  in  itself  pro- 
hibited by  law,  cannot  be  held  to  be 
a  nuisance,  unless  such  consequences 
attach  from  the  mode  in  which  it  is 
kept;  the  mere  keeping  of  a  ten  pin 
alley  is  not  a  nuisance  per  se. 

And  to  the  same  effect  are  Harri- 
son V.  People  (1902)  101 IIL  App.  224; 
Bloomhuff  V.  State  (1846)  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  205;  Hackney  ▼.  State  (1857) 
8  Ind.  494;  State  v.  Noyee  (1855)  80 
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N.  H.  279 ;  and  Pape  v.  Pratt  Institute 
(1908)  127  App.  Div.  147,  111  N.  ¥• 
Supp.  354. 

But  a  bowling  alley  kept  for  hire, 
while  not  a  nuisance  per  se  every- 
where, may  become  such  in  some 
places  (Harrison  v.  People  (IlL) 
supra),  or  by  the  mode  in  which  it  is 
kept  (BloomhufF  v.  State  (1846)  8 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  205;  Hackney  y.  State 
(1856)  8Ind.494). 

So,  bowling  alleys  and  moving  pic- 
ture theaters,  while  not  nuisances  per 
se,  may  become  so  when  they  create 
a  disturbance  to  the  serious  annoy- 
ance and  physical  discomfort  of  per- 
sons of  ordinary  sensibilities  living  in 
the  neighborhood.  Hamilton  Corp.  v. 
Julian  (1917)  130  Md.  597,  7  A.L.R. 
746,  101  Atl.  558. 

Keeping  a  billiard  room  is  not  a 
nuisance  at  common  law  (People  v. 
Sergeant  (1828)  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  139), 
unless  it  be  in  a  tavern,  where  it  is 
made  a  nuisance  by  statute.    Ibid. 

And  keeping  a  billiard  table  even 
though  the  loser  pays  for  its  use  is 
not  keeping  a  gambling  table  within 
the  statute.  Ibid.;  People  ex  rel. 
Healey  v.  Forbes  (1889)  52  Hun,  30, 
4  N.  Y.  Supp.  757;  People  v.  Commis- 
sioner of  Excise,  cited  in  People  ex  rel. 
Healey  v.  Forbes  as  decided  in  No- 
vember, 1887. 

But  see  State  v.  Book  (1875)  41 
Iowa,  550,  20  Am.  Rep.  609,  1  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  234,  which  held  that  one 
is  guilty  of  maintaining  a  house  for 
purposes  of  gambling  where  he  oper- 
ates billiard  tables  upon  which  the 
players  play  with  the  understanding 
that  the  loser  shall  pay  for  the  games, 
and  they  are  in  fact  so  played. 

5.  Bower  to  declare  as  nuieanoe  per  ae, 

1,  Legislative  power. 

While  a  bowling  alley  is  not  of  it- 
self a  nuisance,  since  it  may  either  re- 
main unused  or  it  may  be  used  only 
as  a  place  of  innocent  amusement,  and 
its  injurious  character  depends  upon 
the  improper  use  alone,  yet  the  legisla^ 
ture  may  determine  that  an  instru- 
ment which  tends  to  facilitate  vicious 
practices  is  of  itself  an  evil  which 
ought  to  be  prohibited.  State  v.  Noyes 
(1855)  30  N.  H.  279. 


j9.  Municipal  po%eer» 

Pool  halls  which  may  become  nsi- 
sances  by  being  impropeiiy  conducted 
may  be  so  regulated  by  a  city  council 
that  they  may  not  beco^ie  a  nuisance. 
Bryan  v.  Malvern  (1916)  122  Ark.  379, 
183  S.  W.  957. 

The  operation  of  a  billiard  hall  or  t 
pool  room  for  gain  is  not  recognised 
by  law  as  necessary  or  useful,  or  t 
business  which  a  person  has  an  inher- 
ent right  to  engage  in ;  and  so  a  munic- 
ipal ordinance  declaring  them  a  nui- 
sance, and  forbidding  them,  passed 
under  statutory  authority  to  declare 
what  shall  constitute  a  nuisance  and 
to  prevent  the  same,  is  valid*  Re 
Jones  (1910)  4  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  74, 
31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  548,  140  Am.  St  Rep. 
655,  109  Pac.  570. 

So,  if  by  the  general  terms  of  a  vil- 
lage charter,  the  trustees  are  autiior- 
ized  to  make  by-laws  relative  to 
slaughterhouses  and  nuisances  gener- 
ally, and  pursuant  to  such  authority 
they  passed  a  by-law  declaring  the 
keeping  of  the  tenpin  alley  for  gain 
to  be  a  nuisance,  such  ordinance  is 
valid  even  though  the  owner  thereof 
has  printed  rules  posted  therein  rela- 
tive to  the  game,  and  forbidding, 
abating,  and  prohibiting  the  use  of  the 
alley  by  minors  or  boys,  such  enter- 
prise having  no  useful  end.  Tanner 
V.  Albion  (1843)  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  121, 40 
Am.  Dec.  337. 

And  a  municipal  corporation  having 
power  to  declare  what  shall  constitute 
a  nuisance,  and  to  prevent  the  same, 
may  lawfully  prohibit  as  public  nui- 
sances billiard  and  pool  rooms  operat- 
ed for  gain,  although  such  rooms  are 
not  nuisances  per  se.  Re  Jones 
(Okla.)  supra. 

But  a  private  bowling  alley  cannot 
be  singled  out  by  a  common  council 
and  declared  to  be  a  nuisance  until 
after  a  full  hearing  of  both  parties  has 
been  had.  Shreveport  v.  Leiderkrantz 
Soc.  (1912)  ISO  La.  802,  40  L.R.A 
(N.S.)  75,  58  So.  678. 

e,  Bi0ht  to  enjoin. 

If  town  authorities  adopt  a  statute 
making    bowling   alleys   a    naisance, 
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such  statute  has  a  binding  effect  upon 
such  town,  and  therefore  such  alleys, 
when  situated  within  a  certain  dis- 
tance from  a  dwelling  house,  become 
a  nuisance  within  the  meaning  of  such 
statute,  which  may  be  abated  by  the 
public  authorities.  State  y.  Noyes 
(1865)  30  N.  H.  279. 

But  where  bowling  alleys  have  been 
licensed  by  the  municipal  authorities, 
their  operation  will  not  be  enjoined  as 
a  nuisance  where  they  are  built  in  the 
same  manner  as  such  alleys  are  usual- 
ly constructed,  and  contain  Certain 
pads  or  cushions  designed  to  deaden 
the  noise  caused  by  the  dropping  or 
rolling  of  the  balls,  even  though  the 
operation  of  the  alley  disturbs  the 
neighbors.    Levin  v.  Goodwin  (1906) 


191  Mass.  341,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  616, 
77  N.  E.  718. 

And  equity  will  not  grant  a  per- 
petual injunction  to  restrain  the  own- 
er of  a  bowling  alley  from  permitting 
anyone  to  play  upon  it,  and  from  per- 
mitting loud  and  boisterous  noises  to 
be  made  by  persons  there.  Wende  v. 
Socialer  Turn  Verein  (1896)  66  111. 
App.  591. 

But  the  fact  that  one  who  operated 
a  bowling  alley  for  hire  was  convicted 
under  an  indictment  charging  a  nui- 
sance did  not  authorize  the  court  to 
issue  an  order  for  the  abatement  of 
the  ball  alley,  since  it  was  not  the 
ball  alley  itself  which  was  the  nui- 
sance. Bloomhuff  y.  State  (1846)  8 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  206.  J.  H.  B. 


SYLVINA  E.  WALL,  Exrx.,  etc.»  of  John  L.  Wall,  Deceased,  Respt, 

V. 

ALEXANDER  HESS,  Appt. 

New  Torh  Court  of  Appeals -^Fehruarff  3,  1029. 
(232  N.  Y.  472,  134  N.  E.  536.) 

Landlord  and  tenant  —  duty  of  tenant  to  pay  taxes  —  change  of  munic- 
ipal charter. 

Taxes  which  are  imposed  within  the  term  by  amendment  of  the  mu- 
nicipal charter  are  within  the  operation  of  a  lease  requiring  the  tenant 
to  pay  all  taxes  imposed  within  the  term,  although  they  are  not  payable 
until  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  and  the  tenant  is  thereby  required 
to  pay  a  tax  falling  due  at  the  close  of  his  term  for  a  year  only  part  of 
which  is  covered  by  his  lease,  and  when  the  lease  was  executed  the  taxes 
were  imposed  later  in  the  year. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  an  page  1502.] 

(Crane,  Hogan,  and  Andrews,  JJ.,  dissent.) 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  First  Department,  reversing  an  order  of  a  Trial  Term 
for  New  York  County,  setting  aside  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  and  granting 
a  new  trial  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  unpaid  rent  of  premises  and 
taxes  thereon,  according  to  the  ternfis  of  a  written  lease.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.    David    Cohen,    with    Messrs.      charge  those  taxes  which  did  not  be- 


Hedges,  Ely,  &  Frankel,  for  appellant: 

The  defendant,  under  the  terms  of 

the  covenant  contained  in  the  lease, 

was   not   obligated  to  pay  and  dis- 


come  due  and  payable,  or  a  lien  upon 
the  premises,  during  the  continuance 
of  his  lease 
Ward  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  224  N.  Y. 
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73,  3  A.L.R.  1164,  120  N.  E.  91 ;  Morris 
V.  Suerken,  88  Misc.  262,  151  N.  Y. 
Supp.  817. 

Messrs.  Norwood  &  Walsh,  for  re- 
spondent: 

The  lessee's  covenant  was  to  pay 
when  due  and  payable,  or  sixty  days 
thereafter,  every  tax  assessed  or  im- 
posed upon  the  premises  during  the 
term.  That  was  an  absolute,  unquali- 
fied obligation  to  pay,  but  as  to  the 
time  for  making  the  payment,  he  had 
an  indulgence  of  sixty  days  after  such 
taxes  became  due  and  payable.  The 
money  to  be  paid  was  the  sum  in  dol- 
lars and  cents  of  tax  assessed  during 
the  term  of  the  lease. 

Ogden  V.  Getty,  100  App.  Div.  480, 
91  N.  Y.  Supp.  664 ;  Re  Sherwoods,  127 
C.  G.  A.  304,  210  Fed.  764,  Ann.  Gas. 
1916A,  940;  Amory  v.  Melvin,  112 
Mass.  83 ;  Craig  v.  Summers,  47  Minn. 
189,  16  L.R.A.  236,  49  N.  W.  742; 
Walker  v.  Whittemore,  112  Mass.  187 ; 
Richardson  v.  Gordon,  188  Mass.  279, 
74  N.  E.  344;  Post  v.  Kearney,  2  N.  Y. 
394,  61  Am.  Dec.  803;  New  York  v. 
Gashman,  10  Johns,  96 ;  Ward  v.  Union 
Trust  Go.  224  N.  Y.  73,  3  A.L.R.  1164, 
120  N.  E.  91,  reversing  172  App.  Div. 
569,  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  64;  Welch  v. 
Phillips,  224  Mass.  267,  112  N.  E.  651 ; 
Waterman  v.  Harkness,  2  Mo.  App. 
494 ;  Strohmeyer  v.  Zeppenf eld,  28  Mo. 
App.  268;  Terry  v.  Lucas,  66  Misc. 
346,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  770;  Blythe  v. 
Gately,  61  Gal.  236;  Elliot  v.  Gantt, 
64  Mo.  App.  248;  Blake  v.  Baker,  116 
Mass.  188. 

Pound,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  against  a  tenant 
to  recover  unpaid  rent  of  premises 
in  the  city  of  New  York  and  taxes 
thereon  according  to  the  terms  of  a 
written  lease.  On  the  trial  the  court 
directed  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
but  afterwards  set  the  verdict  aside 
and  ordered  a  new  trial  because 
plaintiff  refused  to  stipulate  to  re- 
duce the  recovery  by  $1,472.53,  be- 
ing the  amount  of  taxes  for  the  year 
1917,  with  interest.  The  appellate 
division  reversed  the  order  and  re- 
instated the  verdict. 

The  lease  was  for  a  term  of  fif- 
teen years,  eight  months,  from  the 
1st  day  of  September,  1901,  ending 
on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1917,  at 
12  o'clock  midnight. 


It  contained  the  following  dause: 
'Tirst.    That  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part  [defendant]  shaU  and 
will  pay  and  discharge  when  due 
and  payable,  or  within  sixty  days 
thereafter,  all  and  every  tax  and 
taxes,  Croton  water  or  other  water 
rates,  charges  for  placing,  replac 
ing  or  repairing  water  meters  upon 
said  premises,  rents,  charges,  as- 
sessments, duties  and  other  imposi- 
tions whatsoever,  as  well  ordinary 
as  extraordinary,  which  shall  be  as- 
sessed, levied,  or  imposed  upon  the 
said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
by  any  government^  power,  or  au- 
thority whatsoever  during  the  said 
term,  except  that  the  parties  of  Uie 
first  part  [plaintiff's  testator]  cove- 
nant and  agree  to  pay  all  taxes,  as- 
sessments or  other  charges  which 
may  become  a  lien  and  charge  on 
said  premises  in  the  year  1901 ;  but 
the  party  of  the  second  part  cove- 
nants and  agrees  td  pay  the  water 
rates  or  rente  chargeable  against  or 
to  said  premises  or  any  part  thereof 
after  September  1,  1901.'' 

The  taxes  for  the  year  1917  were 
fixed  and  levied  on  tiie  28th  day  of 
March,  1917.  At  the  date  of  the 
lease.  May  6,  1901,  and  thereafter 
until  January  1, 1912,  when  chapter 
456  of  the  Laws  of  1911,  amending 
the  city  charter  (Laws  1901,  chap. 
466),  took  effect,  taxes  were  as- 
sessed on  the  15th  day  of  September 
in  each  year,  were  payable  <mi  the 
1st  day  of  October  thereafter,  and 
became  liens  on  the  real  estate  af- 
fected thereby  on  the  days  when 
they  became  due  and  payable.  It 
follows  that  if  no  change  had  been 
made  in  the  charter  the  tenant 
would  have  been  under  no  obligation 
to  pay  the  taxes  in  suit,  for  they 
would  have  been  neither  assessed 
nor  payable  during  the  term,  but 
under  the  change  in  the  charter  the 
taxes  were  assessed  but  not  pay- 
able during  the  term. 

The  appellate  division,  in  resolv- 
ing the  question  of  liability  for 
taxes  in  favor  of  the  landlord,  relied 
upon  Ogden  v.  Getty,  100  App.  Div. 
430,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  664,  in  which  it 
was  held :    ''Where  a  lease  of  prem- 
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ises,  located  in  tiie  city  of  New 
York,  for  a  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  expirinsr  October  1,  1903, 
provides  that  t^  lessee  shall  pay  all 
taxes  iaid,  levied,  assessed  or  im- 
posed' on  the  demised  premises  dur- 
ing the  term,  the  lessee  is  required 
to  pay  a  tax  levied  by  the  city  of 
New  York  upon  the  demised  prem- 
ises, the  amount  of  which  becomes 
finally  and  unalterably  fixed  and 
imposed  on  September  15,  1903, 
notwithstanding  that  such  tax  can- 
not be  paid  nor  a  bill  therefor  be 
obtained  prior  to  October  5,  1903/' 

This  court  had  recently  before  it 
Ward  V.  Union  Trust  Co.  224  N.  Y. 
73,  3  A.L.R.  1154,  120  N.  E.  81,  in 
which  the  provisions  of  the  lease 
were,  with  the  important  exception 
hereinafter  noted,  substantially  the 
43ame  as  herein.  The  Ward  lease  ex- 
pired at  noon  on  May  1,  1914,  and 
<;ontained  a  covenant  as  follows: 
^'Provided  always  and  the  lessee 
hereby  covenants  to  pay  said  rent 
punctually,  and  to  pay  and  dich 
•charge  all  annual  taxes  as  shall  dur- 
ing said  term  be  imposed  on  said 
premises  hereby  demised,  as  soon  as 
they  become  due  and  payable,  and 
to  pay  the  Croton  and  all  other  wa- 
ter charges  as  soon  as  the  same 
shall  become  due,  and  to  keep  said 
demised  premises  free,  clear,  dis- 
charged, and  unencumbered  from 
all  such  taxes  and  Croton  and  oth» 
water  charges  during  said  term.'' 

The  lessee  was  held  liable,  not  for 
the  taxes  for  the  year  1914  which 
had  been  assessed  against  the  prem- 
ises during  its  term,  but  for  the  one 
half  thereof  which  became  due  and 
payable  and  a  lien  on  the  demised 
premises  on  May  1,  1914,  a  few 
hours  before  the  expiration  of  the 
lease.  The  expression  of  the  intui- 
tion of  the  parties  that  this  sum  on- 
ly should  be  paid  was,  however, 
found  entirdy  in  the  words  '"keep 
said  demised  premises  free,  clear, 
discharged,  and  unencumbered  from 
all  such  taxes  during  said  term,'' 
which  are  not  in  the  lease  we  are 
now  considering.  Chase,  J.,  said: 
''Reading  the  covenant  as  a  whole, 
the    promise    of    the    tenant    in- 
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eludes  the  general  taxes  imposed 
and  becoming  due  and  payable 
within  the  term.  The  demised 
premises  became  encumbered  with 
one  half  of  the  tax  of  1914  on  May 
1,  1914.  The  lessee  could  not  leave 
the  demised  premises  free,  clear, 
discharged,  and  unencumbered  from 
taxes  during  said  term  if  the  taxes 
80  actually  due  and  payable  on  the 
date  of  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
were  left  unpaid."    224  N.  Y.  78. 

The  gist  of  the  decision  plainly  is 
the  clause  as  to  encumbrances, 
which  is  treated  as  evidencing  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  lease, 
and  not  as  making  a  general  rule. 
The  landlord  was  to  receive  his  rent 
during  the  term,  and  was  to  be  sub- 
ject to  no  expense  on  account  of  the 
demised  pr^nises  for  taxes  which 
became  due  and  payable  and  liens 
during  said  term.  The  landlord 
covenanted  to  receive  the  premises 
unencumbered,  and  the  du^  of  the 
tenant  was  (tischarged  when  it  so 
delivered  them. 

That  is  not  this  case.  The  obliga- 
tion of  this  defendant  was  to  pay 
all  taxes  that  migrht  be  assessed, 
levied,  or  imposed  against  the  prem- 
ises during  the  term.  No  escape  is 
possible  from  the  conclusion  that 
the  taxes  for  the  year  1917  were  fi- 
nally and  unalterably  fixed  and  im- 
posed against  the  demised  premises 
during  the  term  of  the  lease,  al- 
though not  payable  until  after  the 
expiration  of  such  term. 

We  should  not  let  the  tenant  out 
of  his  promise  because  the  change 
in  the  charter  increases  his  burdens 
in  this  regard.  Landlords  as  a  class 
are  not  lacking  in  sagacity  when  it 
comes  to  contemplated  changes  in 
the  tex  laws.  They  properly  en- 
deavor to  draw  their  leases  with 
sufficient  definiteness  to  protect 
themselves  from  such  contingencies. 
I  fail  to  see  what  more  the  landlord 
could  have  done  to  protect  himself 
in  this  case.  We  should  not  add  the 
words  "during  tiie  term  of  this 
lease"  to  the  words  of  the  parties, 
in  order  to  give  what  may  seem  to 
us  a  fairer  meaning  to  the  contract 
than  can  be  found  in   the  wcmls 
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chosen.  The  words  are  not  there. 
That  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  lease 
in  legal  contemplation.  The  duty  of 
,  L,  ^  ^  the  tenant  to  pay 
t"£tt^^T  ot    the    1917    taxes   is 

t«eii.ian'5r/«f  ^^solute.  The  Ward 
mnnieipAi  Case  states  an  ex- 

*  *'  ^'  ception  to  the  gerxr 

eral  rule,  amply  recognized  and 
stated  by  Chase,  J.  The  exception 
should  not  be  extended  beyond  the 
circumstances  which  moved  the 
court  in  that  case  to  find  for  the  ten- 
ant in  part  on  the  terms  of  the  leade 
before  it. 

The  judgment  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Hiscock,  Ch.  J.,  and  Cardozo  and 
McLaughlin,  JJ.,  concur. 

Crane,  J.,  dissenting: 

By  written  instrument  under 
seal,  Jacob  Wall  and  John  L.  Wall 
leased  to  the  defendant  certain 
premises  situated  in  the  southeast- 
erly comer  of  Sixth  avenue  and 
Twenty-first  street  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  known  as  No.  338  Sixth 
avenue. 

The  term  of  the  lease  was  fifteen 
years  and  eight  months,  commenc- 
ing on  the  1st  day  of  September, 
1901,  and  ending  on  the  30th  day  of 
April,  1917,  at  12  o'clock  midnight 
of  that  day.  The  rental  was  $10,- 
500  a  year,  payable  the  1st  day  of 
each  and  every  month.  Said  leasi^ 
contained  the  following  clause: 
"First.  That  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part  shall  and  will  pay  and 
discharge  when  due  and  payable,  or 
within  sixty  days  thereafter,  all  and 
every  tax  and  taxes,  Croton  water 
or  other  water  rates,  charges  for 
placing,  replacing  or  repairing  wa- 
ter meters  upon  said  premises, 
rents,  charges,  assessments,  duties, 
and  other  impositions  whatsoever, 
as  well  ordinary  as  extraordinary, 
which  shall  be  assessed,  levied  or 
imposed  upon  the  said  premises,  or 
any  part  thereof,  by  any  govern- 
ment, power,  or  autibority  whatso- 
ever during  the  said  t^m,  except 
that  the  parties  of  the  first  part 
covenant  and  agree  to  pay  aU  taxes, 
assessments,  or  other  charges  which 


may  become  a  lien  and  charge  on 
said  premises  in  the  year  1901 ;  but 
the  party  of  the  second  part  cove- 
nants and  agrees  to  pay  the  water 
rates  or  rents  chargeable  against  or 
to  said  premises  or  any  part  thereof 
after  September  1st,  1901." 

The  interest  of  Jacob  Wall  was 
assigned  to  John  L.  Wall,  and,  the 
latter  having  died,  the  plaintiff,  his 
duly  appointed  executrix,  brings 
this  action  for  moneys  claimed  to 
be  due  under  the  lease. 

The  only  question  is  whether  the 
tenant  is  liable  for  the  taxes  becom- 
ing due  and  payable  on  May  1, 1917, 
the  day  after  the  expiration  of  the 
lease.  Tl^e  trial  term  held  that  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  to  pay 
these  taxes,  but  this  conclusion  has 
been  reversed  by  the  appellate  divi- 
sion, two  of  the  justices  dissenting. 

By  the  Greater  New  York  Char- 
ter in  force  and  effect  in  1901,  the 
assessment  roll  of  each  boroa^  of 
the  city  was  to  be  delivered  to  the 
receiver  of  taxes  on  or  before  the 
15th  day  of  September  (§  911),  and 
the  taxes  became  due  and  payable 
on  the  first  Monday  of  October 
(§  914).  This  evidently  explains 
the  provision  in  the  above  clause  of 
the  lease,  that  the  party  of  the  first 
part  covenants  and  agrees  to  pay  all 
taxes  and  assessments  which  may 
become  a  lien  and  diarge  on  the 
premises  in  the  year  1901.  The 
lease  commencing  September  1st, 
the  taxes  under  the  charter  would 
become  due  and  payable  October 
1st,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  own- 
er should,  therefore,  pay  the  taxes 
for  the  year  1901.  Section  911  was 
amended  by  chapter  455  of  the 
Laws  of  1911  by  changing  the  date 
when  the  assessment  rolls  should  be 
finally  completed  and  delivered  to 
the  receiver  of  taxes,  to  the  28th 
day  of  March*  The  date  for  pay- 
ment of  taxes  was  changed  so  as  to 
make  one  half  of  the  taxes  upon 
real  estate  due  and  payable  on  the 
first  day  of  May  and  the  remaining 
and  final  half  payable  on  the  first 
day  of  November.  All  taxes,  it 
was  provided,  should  be  and  become 
liens  on  the  real  estate  affected  on 
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the  respective  days  when  they  be- 
came due  and  payable,  and  should 
remain  Hens  until  paid. 

The  lease  was  for  a  long  term, — 
fifteen  years  and  eight  months,--^ 
and  it  seems  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  the  parties  contracted  with  a 
view  to  tiiose  things  which  would 
happen  during  tiie  term  of  the  lease. 
In  my  opinion,  the  wording  of  the 
clause  does  not  warrant  a  construe- 
tion  which  would  require  the  tenant 
to  do  something  which  did  not  hap- 
pen to  the  premises  until  after  his 
term  had  expired  and  he  had  ceased 
to  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
property.  This  clause,  above  quot- 
ed, states  that  the  lessee  shall  and 
will  pay  and  discharge,  when  due 
and  payable,  all  and  every  tax  upon 
said  premises  which  shall  be  as- 
sessed. The  taxes  in  this  case  un- 
der tiie  amendment  of  the  charter, 
as  above  stated,  did  not  become  due 
and  payable  until  May  1,  1917.  At 
that  time  the  lease  had  expired. 
The  defendant  had  ceased  to  have 
any  interest  in  the  property.  Dur- 
ing his  term,  which  wad  up  to  mid- 
night of  April  30^  1917,  he  could  not 
pay  the  taxes  assessed  even  if  he  de- 
sired to  do  so.  They  were  not  pay- 
able. The  provision  of  the  lease  re- 
garding the  payment  of  taxes  must 
have  been  written  with  a  view  to 
each  one  of  the  years  that  the  lease 
had  to  run, — each  one  of  the  fifteen 
years.  It  was  not  made,  having  in 
mind  solely  the  date  of  expiration. 
In  fact,  the  changes  in  the  law 
shifting  the  date  of  payment  and  of 
lien  did  not  occur  until,  after  the 
making  and  execution  of  the  instru- 
ment. Had  the  law  remained  as  it 
was  when  the  parties  made  the 
lease,  the  lessee's  term  would  have 
expired  many  months  before  the 
taxes  became  due  on  October  1st. 
It  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  that  the 
parties  contemplated  that  the  taxes 
would  be  assessed  before  and  be- 
come due  and  payable  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  lease,  and  made  their 
provisions  accordingly.  It  is  for 
this  reason  that  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  parties  used  these  words, 
intending   them    to    apply    to    the 


things  which  would  happen  daring 
the  term  of  the  lease,  L  e.,  that  the 
lessee  was  to  pay  the  taxes  which 
became  due  and  payable  while  his 
lease  was  in  force  and  effect,  not 
those  which  became  due  and  a  lien 
upon  the  property  after  the  expira^ 
tion  of  his  term.  In  effect  this  is 
what  the  clause  means.  If  more 
than  that  had  been  intended,  specific 
provision  would  have  been  made  for 
it  This  construction  of  the  lease 
seems  to  be  in  harmony  with  our 
decision  in  Ward  v.  Union  Trust  Co. 
224  N.  Y.  73,  3  A.L.R.  1154,  120  N. 
E.  81.  The  lease  in  that  case  con- 
tained a  covenant  as  follows :  ''Pro- 
vided always  and  the  lessee  hereby 
covenants  to  pay  said  rent  punc- 
tually,  and  to  pay  and  discharge 
all  annual  taxes  as  shall  during  said 
term  be  imposed  on  said  premises 
hereby  demised,  as  soon  as  they  be- 
come due  and  payable,  and  to  pay 
the  Groton  and  all  other  water 
charges  as  soon  as  the  same  shaU 
become  due,  and  to  keep  said  de- 
mised pr^nises  free,  clear,  dis- 
charged, and  unencumbered  from 
all  such  taxes  and  Croton  and  other 
water  charges  during  said  term,  and 
to  put  and  keep  the  said  premises  in 
good  order  and  repair,  and  in  all  re- 
spects promptly  comply  with  and 
execute  all  the  laws,  orders,  and 
regulations  of  the  state  and  munic- 
ipal authorities  applicable  to  said 
premises ;  except  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided with  respect  to  the  widening 
of  Fifth  avenue." 

One  half  of  the  amount  of  taxes 
in  that  case  became  due  and  payable 
on  the  day  on  which  the  term  of  the 
defendant's  lease  expired.  It  was 
properly  held  that  he  should  pay 
this  half  because  the  taxes  became 
due  and  payable  while  he  was  in 
possession.  As  Judge  Chase  said: 
''Reading  the  covenant  as  a  whole, 
the  promise  of  the  tenant  includes 
the  general  taxes  imposed  and  be- 
coming due  and  payable  within  the 
term.  The  demised  premises  be- 
came encumbered  with  one  half  of 
the  tax  of  1914  on  May  1,  1914. 
The  lessee  could  not  leave  the  de- 
mised   premises    free,    clear,    dis^ 
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charged,  and  uneneumbered  from 
taxes  during  said  term  if  the  taxes 
so  actually  due  and  payable  on  the 
date  of  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
were  left  unpaid.  The  payment  of 
the  tax  comes  precisely  within  the 
terms  of  the  contract  made  by  the 
lessee,  and  we  can  only  consider  and 
enforce  it."    224  N.  Y.  76,  78. 

So,  in  this  case,  reading  the  cove^ 
nant  as  a  whole,  the  promise  of  the 
tenant  included  merely  the  payment 
of  the  general  taxes  imposed  and 
becoming  due  and  payable  vnthin 
the  term.  The  fact  that  in  the 
Ward  Case  the  covenant  also  was  to 
keep  Ihe  demised  premises  unen* 
cumbered  was  not  the  determining 
feature,  and  is  not  a  distinguishing 
element  between  that  case  and  this. 
The  effect  is  the  same  in  this  case. 
By  the  diarter  provision,  above  re- 
ferred to,  the  taxes  became  a  lien 
on  the  day  when  they  became  due 
and  pasrable.  It  is  the  due  date,  the 
time  when  the  parties  must  act,  not 
the  city  officials,  which  was  in  the 
minds  of  the  lessor  and  lessee. 
When  the  taxes  were  assessed  was 
a  matter  of  no  importance.  It  could 
be  weeks  or  months  prior  to  the 


time  of  payment.  This  was  a  mere 
matter  of  detail,  of  bookkeeping,  of 
administrative  work  on  the  part  of 
the  city  government.  What  the 
landlord  and  tenant  had  in  mind 
was  the  thing  which  affected  them; 
it  was  the  date  when  payment  had 
to  be  made  by  one  or  the  other; 
when  the  real  property  became 
charged  with  a  lien.  Tlie  assess- 
ment did  not  affect  either  of  them 
until,  by  operation  of  law,  it  touched 
the  property  and  became  a  payable 
tax.  Therefore  emphasis  in  both 
these  cases,  by  reason  of  the  phrase- 
ology used,  comes  upon  the  words 
^'due  and  payable,''  and  indicates 
that  the  tenant  was  to  pay  all  such 
charges  which  matured  during  the 
term  of  his  lease. 

For  this  reason  I  am  of  the  (pin- 
ion that  the  judgment  of  the  Ap- 
pellate Division  should  be  modified 
by  deducting  therefrom  the  amount 
of  taxes  due  and  payable  on  May  1, 
1917,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $1,313  and 
interest,  and  as  so  modified  affirmed, 
without  costs. 

Hogan  and  Andrews,  JJ.,  concur 
indissenL 


ANNOTATION. 


Qiange  m  tinie  for  aiiattment  or  pay 

pajniMiit  of  taam  daring  term  of  1 

The  reported  case  (Wall  v.  Hess, 
ante,  1497)  apparently  is  the  only  one 
that  has  passed  upon  the  question  un- 
der consideration  since  the  compila- 
tion of  the  note  in  3  A.L.R.  1169, 
wherein  the  earlier  cases  are  treated. 
In  this  case  it  was  held  that  as  a  gen- 
eral rule  a  tenant  is  not  relieved  from 
the  payment  of  taxes  levied  during 
his  term,  notwithstanding  he  would 
not  have  had  to  pay  such  taxes  if  the 
time  of  levying  the  same  had  not  been 
changed,  and  this  although  the  taxes 
in  question  were  not  payable  until 
after  the  expiration  of  the  lease.  In 
reaching  this  conclusion  the  majority 
of  the  court  (vote  was  four  to  three) 
expressly  limited  the  decision  in  the 
earlier  case  of  Ward  v.  Union  Trust 


as  aff ectnig  ptoynAm  tor 


Co.  (1918)  224  N.  T.  73,  3  A.L.R.  1154, 
120  N.  E.  81,  which  is  set  out  in  the 
annotation  in  3  A.L.R.  1169,  to  the 
facts  of  that  case*  saying  that  it 
formed  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule,  and  that  it  should  not  be  extend- 
ed beyond  the  circumstances  which 
were  under  consideration  therein, 
and  which  it  had  been  held  relieved 
the  tenant,  in  part,  from  the  payment 
of  taxes,  the  time  for  the  levying  of 
which  had  been  advanced  so  as  to 
fall  within  the  tenant's  term. 

Another  recent  case  which,  while 
not  in  point  in  the  present  annotation, 
may  be  of  interest  because  of  the  fact 
that  it  involves  a  statute  which  ef- 
fects a  change  in  the  method  of  pay- 
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ment  of  taxes  which,  under  a  lease, 
were  a  charge  upon  the  tenant,  is 
Mascall  v.  Reitmeier  (1920)  145  Minn. 
214,  176  N.  W.  486,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  a  statute  changing  the  law 


so  as  to  make  road  taxes  payable  in 
money,  instead  of  optional  in  labor 
or  money,  did  not  relieve  a  tenant 
from  his  contract  obligation  to  pay 
such  taxes.  G.  J.  C. 


JOSEPH  DROBNER,  by  Guardian  ad  Litem,  Respt, 

V. 

AUGUST  L.  PETERS,  Appt 

Mew  rorle  Court  e/  Appeaim — Deeember  6,  109t* 
(232  N.  Y.  220,  138  N.  E.  667.) 

Infant  —  action  for  injury  before  Urth. 

A  child  has  no  right  of  action  for  injury  ne^igently  inflicted  upon  it 
while  it  is  in  its  mother^s  womb. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1506*] 

(Cardozo,  J.,  dissents.) 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  First  Department,  afiirming  an  order  of  a  Special  Term 
for  New  York  County  denying  his  motion  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  prenatal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Reversed. 

The  facts  suflSciently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  question  certified  to  the  court  for  review  is  as  follows:  Does  the 
complaint  herein  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action? 

Messrs.  William  Dike  Reed  and  WU-     Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  164 


liam  B.  Shelton  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Cohen,  with  Mr.  David 
Batt,  for  respondent: 

At  law,  the  plaintiff  is  considered 
born  for  all  purposes  that  are  for  his 
benefit,  and  he  has  such  rights  as 
would  enable  him  to  maintain  this 
action  through  his  guardian. 

Long  v.  Blackall,  7  T.  R.  100,  101 
Eng.  Reprint,  875,  4  Revised  Rep.  73 ; 
ThellusBon  v.  Woodford,  4  Ves.  Jr. 
227,  31  Eng.  Reprint,  117,  4  Revised 
Rep.  206,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  498;  The 
George  &  Richard,  L.  R.  3  Adm.  & 
Eccl.  466,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  717,  20  Week. 
Rep.  246,  1  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  50; 
Quinlen  v.  Welch.  69  Hun,  584,  23 
N.  Y.  Supp.  963 ;  Herndon  v.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  37  Okla.  266,  128  Pac. 
727;  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Contreras,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  489,  72 
S.  W.  1051;  Cooper  v.  Heatherton,  65 
App.  Div.  661,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  14; 
Nugent  V.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  154 
App.  Div.  667.  189  N.  Y.  Supp.  367; 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  116;  Lipps  v. 


Wis.  272,  L.R.A.1917B,  334,  169  N.  W. 
916,  13  N.  C.  C.  A.  1113;  Kirk  v. 
Middlebrook,  201  Mo.  246,  100  S.  W. 
450;  Kujek  v.  Goldman,  160  N.  Y.  176, 
34  L.R.A.  166,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  44 
N.  E.  773;  Norton  v.  Randolph,  176 
Ala.  381,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  129,  68  So. 
283,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  714;  Hundley  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  106  Ky.  162, 
63  L.R.A.  289,  88  Am.  St  Rep.  298,  48 
S.  W.  429;  Erickson  v.  Schmill,  62  Neb. 
368,  87  N.  W.  166;  O'Brian  v.  State,  14 
Ind.  469;  Masters  v.  Marsh,  19  Neb. 
461,  27  N.  W.  438 ;  Allaire  v.  St.  Luke's 
Hospital  (1900)  184  111.  369,  48  L.R.A. 
225,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  56  N.  £.  638, 
7  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  427,  76  111.  App.  441. 

Pound,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Defendant  negligently  permitted 
a  coalhole  in  the  sidewalk  in  front 
of  his  premises  to  remain  uncov- 
ered. PlaintiiFs  mother  fell  into 
it    Plaintiff,  in  his  mother's  womb, 
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sustained  injuries.  Bom  eleven 
days  after  the  accident,  he  now 
brings  this  action.  It  is  contended 
that  at  the  time  of  the  injury  he  was 
not  a  person,  but  was  a  part  of  the 
body  of  his  mother,  and  that,  as  the 
injury  was  to  his  mother,  he  has  no 
cause  of  action. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes  said  in  1884, 
in  Dietrich  v.  Northampton,  19i 
Mass.  14,  52  Am.  Rep.  242,  that  no 
case,  so  far  as  he  knew,  had  ever 
decided  that  an  infant  could  main- 
tain an  action  for  injuries  received 
in  the  mother's  womb.  The  great 
weight  of  authority  is  still  against 

for  fnjnry  befor*  tention  that  the  un- 
**'*"'•  bom    child    has    a 

right  of  immunity  from  personal 
harm  (Allaire  v.  St.  Luke's  Hos- 
pital, 184  ni.  359,  48  L.R.A.  225, 
75  Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  56  N.  E.  638, 
7  Am.  Neg.  Rep.  427;  Walker  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  Ir.  L.  R.  28 
C.  L.  69 ;  Gorman  v.  Budlong,  23  R. 
L  169,  55  L.R.A,  118,  91  Am.  St 
Rep.  629,  49  Atl.  704,  10  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  188 ;  Buel  v.  United  R.  Co.  248 
Mo.  126,  45  L.R.A.(N.S.)  625,  154 
S.  W.  71,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  613,  4 
N.  C.  C.  A.  129;  Lipps  v.  Milwau- 
kee Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  164  Wis. 
272,  L.R.A.1917B,  334,  159  N.  W. 
916,  13  N.  C.  C.  A.  1113),  although 
much  judicial  argument  has  been 
advanced  to  support  a  contrary  rul- 
ing (Nugent  v.  Brooklyn  Heights 
R.  Co.  154  App.  Div.  667,  139  N.  Y. 
Supp.  367;  dissenting  opinion, 
Boggs,  J.,  Allaire  v.  St.  Luke's 
Hospital,  supra;  Beven,  Neg.  3d 
ed.  73,  76). 

In  Quinlen  v.  Welch,  69  Hun, 
584,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  963,  it  was  held 
that  a  child  born  after  the  father's 
death  was  a  child  at  the  time  of  the 
injury  which  caused  the  death, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Civil 
Damage  Act  (Laws  1873,  chap. 
646),  and  as  such  was  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  for  injury  in 
means  of  support  against  the  per- 
son who  sold  intoxicating  liquors 
to  the  father ;  but  this  court,  on  ap- 
peal (Quinlan  v.  Welch,  141  N.  Y. 
158,  166,  36  N.  E.  12),  carefully 


declined,  as  unnecessary  to  the  de- 
cision, either  to  approve  or  disap- 
prove the  views  expressed  by 
Hai^t,  J.,  below. 

The  reasons  given  to  defeat  re- 
covery in  such  a  case  are :  Lack  of 
authority ;  practical  inconvenience 
and  possible  injustice;  no  separate 
entity  apart  from  the  mother,  and 
therefore  no  duty  of  care ;  no  person 
or  human  being  in  esse  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.  They  are  not  ab- 
solutely conclusive  against  the  in- 
fant en  ventre  sa  mere. 

'The  law  in  many  cases  hath  con- 
sideration of  him  in  respect  of  the 
apparent  expectation  of  his  birth." 
Bedford's  Case,  7  Coke,  8b,  77  Eng. 
Reprint,  424. 

By  a  legal  fiction  or  indulgence, 
a  legal  personality  is  imputed  to  an 
unborn  child  as  a  rule  of  property 
for  all  purposes  beneficial  to  the 
infant  after  his  birth  (The  George 
&  Richard,  L.  R.  3  Adm.  &  Eccl.  466, 
24  L.  T.  N.  S.  717, 20  Week.  Rep.  246, 
1  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  50),  but  not  for 
'.purposes  working  to  his  detriment 
(Villar  V.  Gilbey  [1907]  A.  C.  139, 
145,  1  B.  R.  C.  568,  76  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  339,  96  L.  T.  N.  S.  511,  23  Times 
L.  R.  392,  7  Ann.  Cas.  130) .  By  the 
criminal  law,  such  being  the  solici- 
tude of  the  state  to  protect  life  be- 
fore birth,  it  is  a  great  crime  to  kill 
the  child  after  it  is  able  to  stir  in 
the  mother's  womb,  by  any  injury 
inflicted  upon  the  person  of  the 
mother  (Penal  Law,  §  1050),  and  it 
may  be  murder  if  the  child  is  bom 
alive  and  dies  of  prenatal  injuries 
(Clarke  v.  State,  117  Ala.  1,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  157,  23  So.  671).  If  the 
mother,  with  the  intent  to  produce 
her  own  miscarriage,  produces  the 
death  of  the  quick  child  where- 
of she  is  pregnant,  she  may  be 
guilty  of  manslaughter.  Penal  Law 
(Consol.  Laws,  chap.  40)  §  1052. 
If  the  child  is  not  quick,  it  may  be 
felony  to  produce  a  miscarriage. 
Penal  Laws,  §§  80,  81.  If  a  female 
convict  under  sentence  of  death  is 
quick  with  child,  she  may  not  be  exe- 
cuted. Code  Crim.  Proc.  §8  500,  505. 
Many  authorities  are  collected  in 
the  comprehensive  prevailing  opin- 
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ion  beIow«  While  they  tend  to  cloud 
the  real  issue,  they  are  not  control- 
ling. Rights  of  ownership  of  prop- 
erty do  not  connote  a  duty  of  per- 
sonal care  to  the  inchoate  owner, 
nor  does  the  crime  of  causing  the 
death  of  an  unborn  child  connote  li- 
ability to  the  child  for  personal  in- 
juries. When  justice  or  convenience 
requires,  the  child  in  the  womb  is 
dealt  with  as  a  human  being,  al- 
though physiologically  it  is  a  part 
of  the  mother,  but  the  law  has  been 
fairly  well  settled,  during  its  cen- 
turies of  growth,  against  the  benef- 
icence of  an  artificial  rule  of  lia- 
bility for  personal  injuries  sustained 
by  it. 

Does  the  present  case  permit  the 
establishment  by  judicial  decision 
of  the  rule  that  the  innocent  infant 
need  not  bear  unrequited  the  conse- 
quences of  another's  fault?  In  the 
mother^s  womb  he  had  no  separate 
existence  of  his  own.  When  bom 
he  became  a  person.  He  carried  tiie 
injuries  out  into  the  world  with 
him.  His  full  rights  as  a  human  be- 
ing sprang  into  existence  with  his 
birth.  No  longer  may  it  be  urged 
that  the  mother  alone  is  injured. 
The  presence  of  the  injured  child 
refutes  that  theory.  Did  he  succeed 
to  his  mother's  rights? 

The  modern  tendency  at  decided 
cases  is  to  ignore  fictions  and  deal 
with  things  as  they  are.  At  com- 
mon law,  a  cause  of  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries  did  not  survive  if 
death  resulted  from  another's  neg- 
ligence or  wrongful  act.  Lord 
Campbell's  Act,  passed  in  England 
in  1846,  and  followed  generally  in 
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this  state  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  1905), 
was  necessary  to  correct  this  omis- 
sion. May  this  court  attach  an  un- 
natural meaning  to  simple  words, 
and  hold,  independently  of  statute, 
that  a  cause  of  action  for  prenatal 
injuries  is  reserved  to  the  child  un- 
til the.  moment  of  its  birth,  and  then 
accrues?  The  formulation  of  such 
a  principle  of  legal  liability  against 
precedent  and  practice  may  be  a 
tempting  task,  to  which  sympathy 
and  natural  justice  point  tiie  way; 
but  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  the 
conclusion  that  plaintiff  has  a  cause 
of  action  at  common  law.  The  in- 
juries were,  when  inflicted,  injuries 
to  the  mother.  No  liability  can 
arise  therefrom  except  out  of  a  duty 
disregarded,  and  defendant  owed  no 
duty  of  care  to  the  unborn  child  in 
the  present  case,  apart  from  the 
duty  to  avoid  injuring  the  mother. 

Strong  reasons  of  public  policy 
may  be  urged  both  for  and  against 
allowing  the  new  right  of  action. 
The  conditions  of  negligence  law  at 
the  present  time  do  not  suggest  that 
the  reasons  in  favor  of  recovery  so 
far  outweigh  those  which  may  be 
advanced  against  it,  as  to  call  for 
judicial  legislation  on  the  question. 

The  order  appealed  from  should 
be  reversed,  and  the  motion  for 
judgment  on  the  pleadings  granted, 
with  costs  in  all  courts,  and  the 
question  certified  should  be  an- 
swered in  the  negative. 

Hiscock,  Ch.  J.,  and  Hogan,  Mc- 
Laughlin, Crane,  and  Andrews,  JJ., 

concur. 

CardosEo^  J.,  dissents. 
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The  cases  are  agreed  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statute  a  prenatal  injury 
affords  no  basis  for  an  action  in  dam- 
ages, in  favor  either  of  the  child  or 
its  personal  representative.  Allaire 
V.  St.  Luke's  Hospital  (1900)  184  111.' 
859,  48  L.R.A.  225,  75  Am.  St.  Rep. 
176,  56  N.  E.  688,  7  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
427;  Dietrich  v.  Northampton  (1884) 
20  A.L.R.— 95. 


188  Mass.  14,  52  Am.  Rep.  242;  Buel 
V.  United  R.  Co.  (1918)  248  Mo.  126, 
45  L.R.A.(N.S.)  625,  154  S.  W.  71, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  613,  4  N.  C.  C.  A.  129; 
Drobneb  v.  Peters  (reported  here- 
with) ante,  1608;  Nugent  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  (1913)  164  App.  Div. 
667,  189  N.  Y.  Supp.  867,  appeal  dis-' 
missed  in  (1918)  209  N.  Y.  515,  102 


1506 


AMERICAN  LAW  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED. 


[20  A.LJL 


N.  E.  1107;  Gorman  v.  Budlong  (1901) 
23  R  L  169,  55  L.R.A.  118,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  629,  49  Atl.  704,  10  Am.  Neg. 
Rep.  188 ;  Lipps  v.  Milwaukee  Electric 
R.  &  Light  Co.  (1916)  164  Wis.  272, 
L.R.A.1917B,  834,  159  N.  W.  916,  13 
N.  C.  C.  A.  1113;  Walker  ▼.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  (1891)  Ir.  L.  R.  28 
C.  L.  69.  See  Quinlen  v.  Welch  (1893) 
69  Hun,  584,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  968,  8«t 
out  in  the  reported  case. 

Kirk  V.  Middlebrook  (1906)  201  Mo. 
286,  100  S.  W.  450,  while  referring  to 
the  Allaire,  Dietrich  and  Walker 
Cases,  supra,  as  supporting  the  rule 
that  the  common  law  gives  no  right  of 
action  to  an  infani  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  it  while  en  ventre  sa  mere, 
does  not  pass  upon  the  question,  but 
leaves  it  to  be  determined  when  a 
case  arises  wherein  the  matter  is  di« 
rectly  in  issue. 

The  court  in  Lipps  ▼.  Milwaukee 
Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  (1916)  164 
Wis.  272,  L.R.A.1917B,  334,  159  N.  W. 
916,  13  N.  C.  C.  A.  1113,  an  action 
against  a  railway  company  by  the 
guardian  of  the  infant,  in  which  the 
petition  charged  that  the  infant  suf- 
fered epileptic  fits  as  a  direct  result 
of  injuries  received  on  defendant's 
car  while  a  fetus  en  ventre  sa  mere  of 
the  age  of  about  five  months,  the  court 
said:  "We  go  no  further  than  the 
facts  of  the  case  require,  and  hold 
that  no  cause  of  action  accrues  to  an 
infant  en  ventre  sa  mere  for  injuries 
received  before  it  could  be  bom 
viable." 

In  Allaire  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital 
(1900)  184  III.  359,  48  L.R.A.  225,  75 
Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  56  N.  E.  638,  7  Am. 
Neg.  Rep.  427,  affirming  (1898)  76  111. 
App.  445,  it  is  held  that  an  infant  has 
not,  before  birth,  such  an  independent 
existence  that  a  negligent  injury  to 
him  will  sustain  an  action  in  his  be- 
half after  he  is  born.  The  court  said : 
'That  a  child  before  birth  is,  in  fact, 
a  part  of  the  mother,  and  is  only  sev- 
ered from  her  at  birth,  cannot,  we 
think,  be  successfully  disputed.  The 
doctrine  of  the  civil  law  and  the  ec- 
clesiastical and  admiralty  courts* 
therefore,  that  an  unborn  child  may 
be  regarded  as  in  esse  for  some  pur- 
poses,  when  for  its  benefit,  is  a  mere 


legal  fiction,  which,  so  far  as  we  have 
been  able  to  discover,  has  not  been 
indulged  in  by  the  courts  of  common 
law  to  the  extent  of  allowing  an  action 
by  an  infant  for  injuries  occasioned 
before  its  birth.  If  the  action  can  be 
maintained,  it  necessarily  follows  that 
an  infant  may  maintain  an  action 
against  its  own  mother  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the 
mother  while  pregnant  with  it.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  will 
not  lie.''  BoggSy  J.,  dissented  in  an 
able  opinion  whi<^h  is  worthy  of  con- 
sideration. The  injury  complained  of 
here  was  inflicted  by  the  negligence 
of  a  hospital,  which  had  undertaken 
for  hire  the  safe  delivery  of  the  child. 
And  in  Gorman  v.  Budlong  (1901) 
23  R.  L  169,  55  L.RJI.  118,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  629,  49  Atl.  704,  10  Am.  Neg.  Rep. 
188,  it  is  held  that  a  child  has  no  right 
of  action  for  injuries  to  its  mother 
which  cause  its  premature  birth,  so 
that  in  case  death  results  a  cause  of 
action  will  survive,  under  a  statute 
giving  a  right  of  action  for  wrongful 
death  caused  by  negligence,  where  it 
is  such  as  would,  had  death  not  re- 
sulted, have  entitled  the  person  in- 
jured to  maintain  an  action.  The 
injuries  here  complained  of  were  in- 
flicted by  the  falling  of  a  defective 
ceiling,  of  which  the  defendant  had 
notice,  and  which  he  had  promised  to 
repair. 

And  in  Dietrich  ▼.  Northampton 
(1884)  138  Mass.  14»  62  Am.  Rep.  242, 
where  a  woman  four  or  five  months 
advanced  in  pregnancy,  by  reason  of 
a  fall  upon  a  defective  highway,  was 
delivered  of  the  child,  who,  although 
not  directly  injured,  unless  by  com- 
munication of  the  shock  to  the  mother^ 
was  too  little  advanced  in  fetal  life 
to  survive  its  premature  birth  more 
than  ten  or  fifteen  minutes,  it  was 
held  that  the  child  was  not  a  "person" 
for  the  loss  of  whose  life  an  action 
could  be  maintained  against  a  munici- 
pality, by  his  administrator,  as  al- 
lowed by  statute.  The  court  said: 
"The  court  below  ruled  that  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained;  and  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  ruling  was  cor- 
rect .  .  .  Some  ancient  books  seem 
to  have  allowed  the  mother  an  appeal 
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for  the  loss  of  her  child  by  trespass 
upon  her  person.  .  .  .  But  no  case, 
so  far  as  we  know,  has  ever  decided 
that,  if  the  infant  survived,  it  could 
maintain  an  action  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  it  while  in  its  mother's 
womb.  Yet  that  is  the  test  of  the 
principle  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff, 
who  can  hardly  avoid  contending  that 
a  pretty  large  field  of  litigation  has 
been  left  unexplored  until  the  present 
moment.''  And,  after  considering  cer- 
tain cases  and  arguments,  the  court 
concluded:  'Taking  all  the  foregoing 
considerations  into  account,  and  fur- 
ther, that,  as  the  unborn  child  was  a 
part  of  the  mother  at  the  time  of  the 
injury,  any  damage  to  it  which  was 
not  too  remote  to  be  recovered  for  at 
all  was  recoverable  by  her,  we 
think  it  clear  that  the  statute  sued 
upon  does  not  embrace  the  plaintiff's 
intestate  within  its  meaning;  and 
have  not  found  it  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  of  remoteness,  or 
the  effect  of  those  cases  which  de- 
clare that  the  statute  liability  of 
towns  for  defects  in  highways  is  more 
narrowly  restricted  than  the  common- 
law  liability  for  negligence." 

The  relation  of  passenger  and  car- 
rier does  not  exist  between  a  railroad 
company  and  an  unborn  child  whose 
mother  is  a  passenger,  so  as  to  render 
the  company  liable  in  tort  or  contract 
for  injuries  to  the  child.  Walker  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  (1891)  Ir.  L. 
R.  28  C.  L.  69;  Nugent  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  (1913)  154  App.  Div. 
667.  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  367,  appeal  dis- 
missed in  (1918)  209  N.  Y.  515,  102 
N.  E.  1107.  In  the  latter  case  the 
court  said:  "This  is  an  action  for 
negligencOf  for  violation  of  defend- 
ant's duty  as  a  carrier,  and  defendant 
cannot  be  judged  as  a  trespasser. 
Negligence  is  culpable  failure  to  ob- 
serve a  duty  owed  by  one  to  another 
in  a  particular  relation,  and  remedy 
is  allowed  for  injury  therefor.  What 
duty  did  the  defendant  .  .  .  owe 
the  unborn  child?  The  child  in  its 
distinct  entity  was  not  a  passenger, 
and  the  company  owed  it  as  a  sepa- 
rate person  no  duty  in  the  manner  of 
safe  carriage.  Had  it,  born,  been 
carried  in  its  mother's  arms,  it  would 


have  been  a  gratuitous  passenger,  but 
the  carrier's  duty  towards  it  would 
not  have  been  thereby  lessened.  The 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  sug- 
gests that  the  duty  would  attach  had 
the  child  been  concealed  in  a  garment. 
Such  condition  does  not  usually  es- 
cape the  observation  of  the  carrier's 
servants  exercising  ordinary  atten- 
tion, and  the  case  of  mothers  conceal- 
ing their  infants  from  the  expectable 
knowledge  of  carriers  might,  under 
some  circumstances,  excuse  some  act 
of  the  carrier  whereby  it  was  injured. 
But  it  is  not  the  duty  of  a  carrier  tc 
scrutinize  its  passengers  for  the  de- 
tection of  unborn  children,  to  the  end 
that  they,  although  latent,  may  be  re- 
garded as  passengers.  It  undertakes 
to  carry  as  passengers  the  born,  and 
not  the  unborn.  It  carries  by  com- 
pulsion those  visibly  offering  them- 
selves. So,  the  mother  presents  her- 
self and  her  living  children,  and  the 
carrier  is  bound  by  the  law  of  the 
realm  to  receive  and  to  qarry  them.  Its 
duty  begins  with  receiving  and  ends 
with  discharging  them,  and  due  care 
is  required.  The  plaintiff  stood  in  no 
such  relation  to  the  carrier  as  to  earn 
such  obligation  on  its  part,  and  lia- 
bility to  respond  for  injury  for  the 
negligent  carriage  and  discharge  of 
the  mother  was  coincident  with  the 
limits  of  its  duty  to  her.  The  obli- 
gation arises  from  implied  convention 
with  the  state  that  the  carrier  shall 
transport  persons  with  due  care,  and 
the  remedy  is  given  to  the  one  in- 
jured by  the  breach.  The  obligation 
is  the  same  whether  the  action  is  in 
form  based  on  breach  of  contract  or 
of  duty  to  carry."  But  neither  of 
these  cases  necessarily  goes  so  far  as 
to  deny  the  right  of  a  child  to  recover 
for  a  prenatal  injury  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, although  the  broad  lan- 
guage of  some  of  the  judges  in  the 
Walker  Case  is  much  more  unfavor- 
able to  such  a  recovery  than  that  of 
the  court  in  the  Nugent  Case. 

In  Buel  V.  United  R.  Co.  (1913)  248 
Mo.  126,  45  L.R.A.(N.S.)  625,  154  S. 
W.  71,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  618,  4  N.  C.  C. 
A.  129,  the  parents  of  a  child  which 
died,  soon  after  its  birth»  from  in- 
juries negligently  inflicted  upon  it  be- 
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fore  birth,  were  held  not  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  asrainat  the  negli- 
gent person  for  damaged,  under  a 
statute  providing  that,  whenever  a 
person  shall  die  from  an  injury  oc- 
casioned by  negligence,  the  negligent 
person  shall  pay  a  penalty  to  father 
and  mother,  if  deceased  is  a  minor 
unmarried. 

While  not  in  point  in  this  annota- 
tion, the  holding  in  Pres'cott  v.  Rob- 


inson (1908)  74  N.  R  460,  17  L.RA. 
(N.S.)  594,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  987,  69 
Atl.  522,  that  a  pregnant  woman,  in- 
jured by  another's  negligence  so  as  to 
cause  the  child  to  be  bom  deformed, 
cannot  hold  the  negligent  person  li- 
able to  her  for  the  pain  and  suffering 
and  inability  to  labor  of  the  child,  is 
interesting  in  connection  with  the 
foregoing  holdings,  denying  the  child 
himself  a  right  of  action.     W.  A.  K 


UNITED  SHOE  MACHINERY  CORPORATION 

V. 

CHARLES  W.  FITZGERALD  et  al.,  Appts. 

Mas&ach'UseUs  Supreme  JuMoUU  Courts  March  3,  102  !• 

(237  Mass.  537,  130  N.  E.  86.) 

Strike  •—  legality  •—  to  compel  collectiye  bargainingr- 

1.  A  strike  to  compel  an  employer  to  adopt  a  system  of  collective  bargain- 
ing is  unlawful. 

[See  note  an  this  question  beginiiing  on  page  1513.] 


Master    and    sermnt  —  contract    for 
year's  service. 

2.  An  employer  may  contract  for  a 
year's  service  with  employees  entering 
his  service,  which  requires  training  to 
render  an  employee  skillful,  although 
the  influence  of  the  union  would  be 
weakened  and  the  power  of  the  strike 
impaired. 

—  right  to  leave  service. 

3.  Members  of  a  labor  union  who 
have  not  signed  contracts  to  render  a 
specific  term  of  service  to  their  em- 


ployer may  retire  from  his  service  at 
will. 

[See  16  R.  C.  L.  434;  3  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
569. 

Injunctitm  —  against  illegal  picketing. 

4.  The  maintenance  of  pickets  in 
aid  of  an  illegal  strike  will  be  en- 
joined. 

Strike  —  to  compel  breach  of  contract 

5.  A  strike  to  compel  a  breach  of 
existing  contracts  between  an  em- 
ployer and  his  employees  is  illegal. 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for 
Essex  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  enjoin  defendants  from  con- 
tinuing a  strike  and  from  conducting  it  in  an  unlawful  manner.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 


Messrs.  W.  6.  Thompson,  Peter  J. 
Donaghue^  and  Harold  R.  Donaghue, 

for  appellants: 

The  purpose  for  which  the  strike 
was  begun  and  carried  on  was  a  law- 
ful purpose. 

Shinsky  v.  O'Neil,  232  Mass.  99,  121 
N.  E.  790;  Lochner  v.  New  York,  198 
U.  S.  46,  49  L.  ed.  937,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  589,  8  Ann.  Gas.  1138;  Coppage 
V.  Kansas,  286  U.  S.  1»  59  L.  ed.  441, 
L.R.A.1915C,  960,  35  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  240; 
Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Mitchell, 
245  tJ.  S.  229,  62  L.  ed.  260,  L.R.A. 


1918C,  497,  38  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  65,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918B,  461;  Brennan  v.  United 
Hatters,  73  N.  J.  L.  729,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
254,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  65  Atl.  165, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  698 ;  Com.  v.  Hunt,  4  Met. 
Ill,  38  Am.  Dec.  346;  Bowen  v.  Mathe- 
son,  14  Allen,  499;  Snow  v.  Wheeler, 
113  Mass.  179;  Plant  v.  Woods,  176 
Mass.  492,  51  L.R.A.  389,  79  Am.  St 
Rep.  330,  57  N.  E.  1011;  Berry  v. 
Donovan,  188  Mass.  358,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  899,  108  Am,  St.  Rep.  499,  74 
N.  E.  603,  8  Ann.  Cas.  738;  Pickett  v. 
Walsh,  192  Mass.  872,  6  L.RA.(N.3.) 
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1067,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  272,  78  N.  E.  The  fact,  found  by  the  master,  that 

768,  7  Ann.  Cas.  688;  Minasian  v.  Ob-  the  cause  of  the  strike  was  the  per- 

borne,  210  Mass.  250,  87  L.R.A.(N.S.)  sistent  attempt  of  the  plaintiff  to  in- 

179,  96  N.  E.  1086,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C»  duce  members  of  the  union  to  violate 

1299 ;  Hoban  ▼.  Dempsey,  217  Mass.  -  the  contractual  obligations  into  which 

166,  L.R.A.1915A,  1217,  104  N.  E.  717,  they  had  entered  with  one  another  in 


Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  810;  Cornellier  v. 
Haverhill  Shoe  Mfrs'  Asso.  221  Mass. 
554,  L.R.A.1916C,  218,  109  N.  E.  648; 
Bogni  V.  Perotti,  224  Mass.  152,  L.R.A. 
1916F,  881,  112  N.  E.  858 ;  Martell  v. 
White,  185  Mass.  255,  64  L.R.A.  260, 
102  Am.  St.  Rep.  341,  69  N.  E.  1085; 
L.  D.  Willcut  &  Sons  Co.  v,  DriscoU, 
200  Mass.  110,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1236, 
85  N.  E.  897;  Walton  Lunch  Co.  v. 
Kearney,  286  Mass.  310,  128  N.  E.  429. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  master's 
findings  warranting  the  granting  of 
any  relief  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  strike  was 
carried  on  by  the  defendants. 

Harvey  v.  Chapman,  226  Mass.  191, 
L.R.A.1917E,  889,  115  N.  E.  304;  Mar- 
tineau  v.  Foley,  231  Mass.  220,  1 
A.L.R.  1145,  120  N.  E.  445;  Folsom  En- 
graving Co.  V.  McNeil,  235  Mass.  269, 
126  N.  E.  279;  Morris  Run  Coal  Min. 
Co.  V.  Guy,  14  Pa.  Dist  R.  600 ;  Everett 
Waddey  Co.  v.  Richmond  Typographi- 
cal Union,  105  Va.  188,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
792,  58  S.  E.  278,  8  Ann.  Cas.  798; 
Goldfield  Consol.  Mines  Co.  v.  Gold- 
field  Miners'  Union,  159  Fed.  500; 
Iron  Molders'  Union  v.  Allis-Chalmers 
Co.  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  315,  91  C.  C.  A. 
631, 166  Fed.  45;  Pierce  v.  Stablemen's 
Union,  156  Cal.  70,  103  Pac.  824; 
Barnes  v.  Chicago  Typographical 
Union,  232  111.  424,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1018,  83  N.  E.  940,  13  Ann.  Cas.  54; 
Beck  V.  Railway  Teamsters'  Protective 
Union,  118  Mich.  497,  42  L.R.A.  407,  74 
Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  77  N.  W.  13 ;  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Gee,  139  Fed. 
582;  Vegelahn  v.  Guntner,  167  Mass. 
92,  35  L.R.A.  722,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  443, 
44  N.  E.  1077;  Plant  v.  Woods,  176 
Mass.  492,  51  L.R.A.  339,  79  Am.  St. 
Rep.  830,  57  N.  E.  1011;  Bowen  v. 
Matheson,  14  Allen,  499 ;  Jones  v.  Van 
Winkle  Gin  &  Mach.  Works,  131  Ga. 
336,  17  L,R.A.(N.S.)  848,  127  Am.  St. 
Rep.  235,  62  S.  E.  236;  Karges  Furni- 
ture Co.  V.  Amalgamated  Woodworkers 
Local  Union,  165  Ind.  421,  2  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  788,  75  N.  E.  877,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
829;  Cumberland  Glass  Co.  v.  Glass 
Bottle  Blowers'  Asso.  59  N.  J.  Eq.  49, 
46  Atl.  208;  W.  &  A.  Fletcher  Co.  v. 
International  Asso.  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  55 
Atl.  1077;  J6nes  v.  Maher»  62  Misc. 
388,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  180. 


mutually  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  the  constitutions  of  the 
grand  lodge  and  the  district  lodge,  is 
of  itself  sufficient  to  require  the  dis- 
missal of  this  bill. 

Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  555; 
Beekman  v.  Marsters,  195  Mass.  205, 
11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  201,  122  Anu  St.  Rep. 
232,  80  N.  E.  817,  11  Ann.  Cas.  832; 
Reynolds  v.  Supreme  Council,  R.  A. 
192  Mass.  150,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1154,  78 
N.  E.  129,  7  Ann.  Cas.  776 ;  Hickey  v. 
Baine,  195  Mass.  446,  81  N.  E.  201; 
Ostrom  V.  Greene,  161  N.  Y.  853,  55 
N.  E.  919;  Henry  v.  Jackson,  37  Vt 
431;  Highland  Park  Asso.  v.  Boseker, 
169  Mich.  4,  135  N.  W.  106. 

Messrs.  Charles  R  Choate,  Jr.,  Jo- 
seph Wentworthy  and  James  Garfield, 
for  appellee: 

The  strike  was  inaugurated  and 
maintained  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
withdraw  and  eliminate  the  individual 
contract,  and  is  illegal. 

Reynolds  v.  Davis,  198  Mass.  294,  17 
L.R,A.(N.S.)  162,  84  N.  E.  457;  Plant 
V.  Woods,  176  Mass.  492,  51  L.R.A.  339, 
79  Am.  St  Rep.  330,  57  N.  E.  1011; 
Baush  Mach.  Tool  Co.  v.  Hill,  231 
Mass.  30,  120  N.  E.  188;  Folsom  En- 
graving Co.  V.  McNeil,  235  Mass.  269, 
126  N.  E.  279 ;  Coppage  v.  Kansas,  236 
U.  S.  1,  59  L.  ed.  441,  L.R.A.1915C, 
960,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240;  Lochner  v. 
New  York,  198  U.  S.  45,  49  L.  ed.  937, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  539,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1133; 
Brennan  v.  United  Hatters,  73  N.  J.  L. 
729,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  254,  118  Am.  St. 
Rep.  727,  65  Atl.  165,  9  Ann.  Cas.  698 ; 
Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Mitchell, 
245  U.  S.  254,  62  L.  ed.  277,  L.R.A. 
1918C,  497,  38  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  65,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918B,  461;  Adair  v.  United 
States,  208  U.  S.  161,  52  L.  ed.  436,  28 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  277,  13  Ann.  Cas.  764; 
Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  555 ;  Berry 
V.  Donovan,  188  Mass.  353,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  899,  108  Am.  St  Rep.  499,  74 
N.  E.  603,  8  Ann.  Cas.  738;  Reynolds 
V.  Davis,  198  Mass.  294,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  162,  84  N.  E.  457;  Folsom  v. 
Lewis,  208  Mass.  336,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
787,  94  N.  E.  316;  Cornellier  v.  Haver- 
hill Shoe  Mfrs.  Asso.  221  Mass.  554, 
LJI.A.1916C,  218,  109  N.  E.  648;  W.  A. 
Snow  Iron  Works  v.  Chadwick,  227 
Mass.  382,  L.R.A.1917F,  765,  116  N.  E. 
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801;  Smith  v.  Bowen,  232  Mass.  106, 
121  N.  E.  814;  Shinsky  v.  Tracey,  226 
Mass.  21,  L.R.A.1917C,  1058,  114  N.  E. 
957;  Martineau  v.  Foley,  231  Mass. 
220,  1  A.L.R.  1145,  120  N.  E.  445. 

The  strike  is  an  interference  with 
existing  contracts,  and  is  therefore  il- 
legal. 

Walker  ▼.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  555; 
Beekman  v.  Marsters,  195  Mass.  205, 
11  L.RA.(N.S.)  201,  122  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Rep.  232,  80  N.  E.  817,  11  Ann.  Gas. 
332 ;  Aberthaw  Gonstr.  Co.  v.  Cameron, 
194  Mass.  208,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  542, 
80  N.  E.  478. 

The  Peaceful  Persuasion  Act,  so 
called,  does  not  legalize  strike  picket- 
ing. 

Vonnegut  Machinery  Co.  v.  Toledo 
Mach.  &  Tool  Co.  263  Fed.  192 ;  Vege- 
lahn  V.  Guntner,  167  Mass.  92,  35 
L.R.A.  722,  57  Am.  St  Rep.  443,  44 
N.  E.  1077. 

Braley,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

A  strike  having  been  inaugurat- 
ed at  the  plaintiff's  factory  March 
5,  1920,  suit  is  brought  against  the 
defendants  as  the  officers,  agents, 
and  members  of  the  local  lodge  of 
the  international  association  of  ma-» 
chinists,  a  voluntary  organization, 
asking  for  injunctive  relief  from  a 
continuance  of  the  strike,  and  from 
its  maintenance  by  unlawful  means. 
We  shall  hereafter  refer  to  the  de- 
fendants who  hold  the  offices  and 
exercise  the  powers  described  in  the 
second  paragraph  of  the  bill  as 
the  union,  and  to  the  plaintiff  as  the 
company.  It  appears  from  the 
master's  report,  and  the  single  jus- 
tice could  find,  that  in  November  or 
December,  1919,  the  company,  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  machin- 
ists from  leaving  its  employment 
after  they  had  been  trained  as 
skilled  workmen  at  considerable  ex- 
pense, and  to  retain  a  force  of  re- 
liable workmen  so  that  it  could  en- 
ter into  and  perform  contracts  for 
the  manufacture  and  delivery  of  its 
product  with  reasonable  assurance 
of  success  and  despatch,  solicited  in- 
dividual machinists  as  they  were 
hired  to  sign  a  contract,  a  copy  of 
which  is  annexed  to  the  report.  By 
these  contracts,  which  are  referred 
to  in  the  record  as  'individual  con- 


tracts,''  the  employee  to  the  best  of 
his  skill  and  abili^,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  factory  regulations, 
agreed  to  work  for  the  company 
during  its  regular  working  hours 
for  one  year  from  the  date  of  em- 
plojrment,  at  a  fixed  compensation 
for  each  hour  worked,  or  the  pre- 
vailing piece  rate.  If  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  year  neither  party  gave 
to  the  other  notice  in  writing  of  ter- 
mination, the  agreement  was  to 
remain  in  force  for  the  further  peri- 
od of  one  year.  The  company  could 
lawfully  contract  with  madiinists 
who  desired  to  enter  its  service,  and, 
as  no  law  of  the  land  was  violated, 
it  could  impose  as  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  employment,  the  terms  of 
the  "individual  contracts."  Plant 
V.  Woods,  176  Mass. 
492,  502,  598,  51 
L.R.A.  339,  79  Am.  iSSiiT'' 
St.  Rep.  330,  57  N. 
E.  1011;  Folsom  Engraving  Co.  v. 
McNeil,  235  Mass.  .269,  126  N.  E. 
479.  And  this  right  is  not  cut  down 
or  abridged,  as  the  single  justice 
could  say,  by  the  master's  further 
finding  "that  another  motive  oper- 
ating in  the  minds  of  officials  of  the 
company  in  desiring  to  obtain  such 
contracts  was  that  by  means  there- 
of the  infiuence  of  the  union  would 
be  weakened  and  the  power  of  the 
strike  impaired." 

The  means  being  legitimate,  the 
company  could  protect  itself  from 
the  interruption  of  its  business  and 
consequent  damage  from  the  action 
of  discontented  employees  hired  in 
the  mass,  and  controlled  at  all  times 
in  their  contractual  relations  by  the 
union  of  which  they  were  members. 
W.  A.  Snow  Iron  Works  v.  Chad- 
wick,  227  Mass.  382,  L.R.A.1917F, 
755,  116  N.  E.  801;  Commge  v. 
Kansas,  236  U.  S.  1,  14,  59  L.  ed. 
441,  L.R.A.1915C,  960,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  240;  Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.  V.  Mitchell,  245  U.  S.  229,  62  L. 
ed.  260,  L.R.A.1918C,  497,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  65,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  461. 

The  union  also  was  under  no  ob- 
ligation whatever  to  recognize  the 
'individual  contracts,"  and  its 
members  who  had  not  thus  oMigat- 


UNITED  SHOE  MACHINERY  CORP.  v.  FITZGERALD. 

(257  Mas$.  537,  130  N.  B.  86.) 


1511 


— >rtflrht  te  leaTe 


ed  themselves  could  retire  at  will 

from  the  company's 
service,  leaving  it 
to  go  into  the  labor 
market  and  obtain  competent  work- 
men if  any  could  be  found.  Smith 
V.  Bowen,  282  Mass.  106, 121  N.  E. 
814;  Foteom  Engraving  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Neil, supra.  But  the  defendants,  as 
the  master  states,  were  not  satisfied 
to  take  this  course,  or  any  other  ac- 
tion short  of  organizing  and  precipi- 
tating a  strike  which  should  so 
cripple  the  industrial  powers  of  the 
company  as  to  compel  it  to  abandon 
its  policy  of  selecting  and  hiring 
employees  whenever  and  wherever 
it  pleased.  The  situation  very  like- 
ly was  becoming  critical,  as  ''the 
contracts  were  steadily  adopted  by 
considerable  numbers  of  the  ma^ 
chinists  until  on  March  5,  1920, 
2,222  employees  of  a  total  of  about 
6,000  had  signed." 

We  now  take  up  the  action  of  the 
union,  begun  shortly  after  the  com- 
pany had  requested  signatures  to 
the  ''individual  contracts.''  It  first 
protested.  It  next  presented  to  thei 
con^any  an  agreement  which  pro- 
vided that  none  but  union  men 
should  be  employed  when  available, 
and  shop  committees  appointed  by 
the  union  should  be  recognized  by 
the  company  as  authorized  to  con- 
sider all  disputes  or  grievances  aris- 
ing between  members  of  the  union 
and  the  company.  It  would  seem, 
almost  unnecessary  to  say  that  th& 
parties  could  have  mutually  agreed 
to  this  proposed  form  of  contract. 
Smith  V.  Bowen,  supra.  But  the 
company  on  February  7th  declined, 
and  insisted  on  its  right  to  continue 
to  make  "individual  contracts,"  and 
that  this  form  of  employment  would 
be  followed.  The  union  replied  that 
it  could  not  agree  that  its  members 
should  sign  the  "individual  con- 
tracts," and  it  would  have  to  "in- 
sist on  the  practice  being  discontin- 
ued." During  further  negotiations 
the  proposed  agreement  submitted 
by  the  union  was  withdrawn,  but 
the  proposition  then  submitted  de- 
manded "the  elimination  of  the  in- 
dividual  contracts   as   it  concerns 


employees  of  the  machine  depart- 
ment," and  it  would  be  "absolutely 
useless  to  consider  this  or  any  other 
proposition  unless  we  can  come  to 
some  agreement  as  to  holding  in 
abeyance  the  making  of  these  (in- 
dividual) contracts  in  the  mean- 
time"— "that  IB,  for  six  or  seven 
days  while  the  new  proposition  was 
being  considered  by  the  company,  or 
until  a  compromise  with  the  board  of 
directors  could  be  arranged."  The 
company  on  the  same  day  received 
a  letter  from  the  representative  of 
the  union,  which  in  substance  for- 
mally withdrew  the  proposed  agree- 
ment, and  asked  that  shop  commit- 
tees to  represent  the  workmen  be 
formed  by  the  machinists,  which 
should  be  recognized  as  their  rep- 
resentatives by  the  company,  and 
that  the  "individual  contracts" 
should  be  withdrawn.  The  union 
had  voted  on  February  21st  to 
strike,  but  this  action  had  not  been 
communicated  to  the  company  until 
March  5th,  when  the  strike  was  put 
in  force,  which  on  March  3d  had 
been  sanctk)ned  by  the  grand  lodge 
with  which  as  a  subordinate  it  was 
affiliated.  It  is  expressly  found  that 
there  was  no  dispute  concerning 
wages,  hours  of  employment,  or 
general  conditions  of  labor.  The 
master  reports  that  the  union 
claimed  before  him  that  the  strike 
was  called  in  defense  of  "collective 
bargaining,"  while  the  plaintiff,  as 
alleged  in  the  bill,  contended  that  it 
was  ordered  to  compel  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  "individual  contracts." 
The  question  whether  the  strike  was 
lawful  does  not  depend  upon  the 
choice  of  descriptive  words.  If  the 
company  surrendered  to  the  union 
it  must  of  necessity  give  up  in  the 
future  the  "individual  contracts"  as 
applied  to  employees  of  the  machine 
department,  and  the  demands  even 
in  modified  form  were  not  limited 
to  "collective  bargaining,"  but  in- 
cluded an  irrevocable  abandonment 
of  the  "individual  contracts." 

The  defendants'  answer  to  all  the 
essential  allegations  of  the  bill  is 
nothing  more  than  a  general  denial, 
and  on  the  master's  findings,  with- 
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such  material  inferences  of  fact  as 
properly  could  be  drawn,  the  single 
justice  as  shown  by  the  decree  could 
determine  that  the  strike  was  for 
the  purpose  of  compelling  the  com- 
pany to  do  away  with  "individual 
contracts/.'  and  to  recognize  the 
rights  of  the  union  as  stated  by 
their  representative,  and  his  conclu- 
sion, not  being  plainly  wrong, 
should  not  be  reversed.  East  Ten- 
nessee Land  Co.  v.  Leeson,  183 
Mass.  37,  66  N.  E.  427 ;  Kennedy  v. 
Welch,  196  Mass.  592,  594,  83  N.  E. 
11 ;  Folsom  v.  Lewis,  208  Mass.  336, 
35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  787,  94  N.  E.  316; 
Folsom  Engraving  Co.  v.  McNeil, 
supra.  But  if,  notwithstanding  the 
unequivocal  and  positive  statements 
to  the  contrary  appearing  in  the  cir- 
culars it  sent  out  broadcast,  the  con- 
tention of  the  union  that  the  strike 
was  solely  to  compel  the  company  to 
adopt  "collective  bargaining,''  the 
decree    should    stand.      "Whatever 

may  be  the  advan- 
17o'''<S;ip'Si"*'^  tages  of  ^collective 
bSlJlSffi:..  bargaining,;     it    is 

not  bargammg  at 
all,  in  any  just  sense,  unless  it  is 
voluntary  on  both  sides.  The  same 
liberty  which  enables  men  to  form 
unions,  and  through  them  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  employers 
willing  to  agree,  entitles  other  men 
to  remain  independent  of  the  union 
and  other  employers  to  agree  with 
tiiem  to  employ  no  man  who  owes 
any  allegiance  or  obligation  to  the 
union.  In  the  latter  case,  as  in  the 
former,  the  parties  are  entitled  to 
be  protected  by  the  law  in  the  en- 
joyment of  the  benefits  of  any  law- 
ful agreement  they  may  make." 
Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 245  U.  S.  229,  62  L.  ed.  260, 
L.R.A.1918C,  497,  38  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
65,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  461.  It  has 
been  uniformly  held  in  principle  by 
this  court,  "that  the  employer  is  as 
free  to  make  nonmembership  in  a 
union  a  condition  of  employment  as 
the  workingman  is  free  to  join  the 
union,  and  that  this  is  a  part  of  the 
constitutional  rights  of  personal  lib- 
erty and  private  property,  not  to  be 
taken  away  even  by  legislation  un- 


less through  some  proper  exercise 
of  the  paramount  public  power." 
Plant  V.  Woods,  176  Mass.  492,  51 
L.R.A.  339,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  57 
N.  E.  1011 ;  Berry  v.  Donovan,  188 
Mass.  353,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  899,  108 
Am.  St.  Rep.  499,  74  N.  E.  603,  3 
Ann.  Cas.  738;  Resmolds  v.  Davis, 
198  Mass.  294, 17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162, 
84  N.  E.  457;  Folsom  v.  Lewis,  208 
Mass.  336,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  787,  94 
N.  E.  316;  Comellier  v.  Haverhill 
Shoe  Mfrs.  Asso.  221  Mass.  554, 
L.R.A.1916C,  218,  109  N.  E.  643; 
Baush  Mach.  Tool  Co.  v.  Hill,  231 
Mass.  30,  120  N.  E.  188;  W.  A. 
Snow  Iron  Worics  v.  Chadwick,  227 
Mass.  382,  L.R.A.1917F,  755, 116  N. 
E.  801 ;  Smith  v.  Bowen,  232  Mass. 
106,  121  N.  E.  814 ;  Folsom  Engrav- 
ing Co.  V.  McNeil,  235  Mass.  269, 
126  N.  E.  479.  The  strike,  being  il- 
legal (Stat  1913,  chap.  690),  is  not 
applicable,  and  the  maintenance  by 
the  union  of  relays  of  pickets  from 
twenty-five  to  seventy-five  in  num- 
ber patrolling  the  streets  in  the 
vicinity,  and  at  the  main  entrance 
of    the    company's  i,,.,etio«- 

factory,    calling    out   avatmat  tlles«l 

at  various  times  the  '^*-^*««- 
epithets  recited  in  the  report,  while 
not  sufiicient,  as  the  master  finds,  to 
frighten  or  coerce  other  employees, 
was  unjustifiable.  Sherry  v.  Per- 
kins, 147  Mass.  212,  9  Am.  St.  Rep. 
689, 17  N.  E.  307.    The  action  taken 

also  was  intended  stnice-f  -«pei 
to  be  an  mterfer-  bre«eh  of 
ence  with  existing  ••■*■"*• 
contracts.  Before  the  vote  to  strike 
was  taken  the  union  appointed  ccnn- 
mittees  who  were  instructed  to  in- 
vestigate and  report  the  names  of 
members  who  had  signed  existing 
contracts,  in  order  that  charges 
could  be  preferred  against  ttiem, 
and  some  fifty-nine  members  who 
had  signed  contracts  joined  the 
strikers,  of  whom  five  were  in  the 
ranks  of  the  picketers.  The  circu- 
lars which  were  distributed,  as  we 
have  said,  directly  and  indirectly  as- 
sailed the  individual  contract  sys- 
tem. It  is  plain  on  the  entire  report 
that  what  was  done  was  the  out- 
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growth  of  concerted  action  mani- 
fested in  various  forms,  but  all  for 
the  single  purpose  of  forcing  ccnn- 
pliance  with  the  terms  of  the  union. 
Reynolds  v.  Davis,  198  Mass.  294, 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162,  84  N.  E.  457; 
Folsom  V.  Lewis,  208  Mass.  336,  35 


L.R.A.(N.S.)  787,  94  N.  E.  316; 
Folsom  Engraving  Co.  v.  McNeil, 
supra.  We  are^  therefore  of  opinion 
that  the  injunctive  relief  granted  is 
supported  by  the  record,  and  the  de- 
cree should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
Ordered  accordingly. 


ANNOTATION. 

r 

Lawfdnets  of  $lr3ce  to  compel  ooUectnre  bargaioing. 


The  reported  case  (Unffbd  Shob 
Maghinbrt  Cobp.  v.  Frrz(aaEUiLLi>,  ante, 
1608),  holding  that  the  purpose  of 
forcing  an  employer  to  adopt  a  system 
of  "collective  bargaining"  is  not  a 
justifiable  cause  for  a  strike,  seems  to 
go  beyond  the  other  reported  cases. 

The  languaJB^e  quoted  in  the  report- 
ed case  from  Hitchman  Goal  &  Go.  v. 
Mitchell  (1917)  245  U.  S.  229,  62  L. 
ed.  260,  L.R.A.1918G,  497,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  65,  Ann.  Gas.  1918B,  461,  to  the 
effect  that,  ''whatever  may  be  the  ad- 
vantage of  'collective  bargaining,'  it  is 
not  bargaining  at  all  in  any  just  sense, 
unless  it  is  voluntary  on  both  sides,'' 
followed  a  statement  in  the  latter  case 
to  the  effect  that  an  employer  was  act- 
ing within  its  lawful  rights  in  employ- 
ing its  men  only  upon  terms  of  non- 
membership  in  a  union,  and  was  used 
in  discussing  the  question  of  the 
employer's  right  to  protection  of  the 
status  resulting  from  the  employment 
of  its  men  on  those  terms. 

It  will  be  noted  that  in  the  reported 
case  there  was  no  dispute  concerning 
wages,  hours  of  employment,  or 
general  conditions  of  labor, — it  being 
expressly  found  that  there  was  no 
dispute  in  that  regard, — and  that  the 
strike  was  in  reality  in  the  interest 
of  the  union  as  an  organization.  In 
Tunstall  v.  Stearns  Coal  Go.  (1911) 
41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  468,  113  G.  G.  A.  182, 
192  Fed.  808,  the  court  said :  "It  may 
well  be  that  the  limits  of  lawful  per- 
suasion, when  exercised  by  employees 
in  the  course  of  a  strike  by  them  to 
force  from  their  employer  better  terms 
or  better  conditions  for  themselves, 
and  as  a  means  collateral  to  their  side 
of  the  conflict,  are  wider  than  are  such 
limits  in  a  case  where  there  is  no 
complaint   by   employees,  but   where 


the  strike  is  directed  by  officials  of  a 
labor  organization  for  the  primary 
purpose  of  convening  its  recogni- 
tion." In  that  case,  where,  as  the 
court  said,  there  was  no  complaint  by 
any  of  the  company's  employees  re- 
garding wages  or  conditions  of  service, 
the  contest  being  wholly  over  "recog- 
nition," it  was  held  that  the  labor 
union  should  be  enjoined  from  paying 
employees  or  candidates  for  employ- 
ment to  leave  the  service,  or  to  refrain 
from  entering  the  employment,  in  or- 
der to  promote  a  strike. 

That  the  decision  in  the  reported 
case  carries  no  condemnation  of  "col- 
lective bargaining"  voluntarily  en- 
tered into  on  both  sides,  or  of  an 
agreement  otherwise  unobjectionable 
reached  as  the  result  of  voluntary  col- 
lective bargaining,  is  apparent  from 
the  opinion;  and  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  question  of  the  lawfulness 
of  a  strike  to  compel  "collective  bar- 
gaining," and  the  lawfulness  of  an 
agreement  reached  as  a  result  of  such 
bargaining,  voluntarily  engaged  in, 
is  illustrated  by  comparison  of  the  re- 
ported case  with  Shinsky  v.  O'Neil 
(1919)  282  Mass.  99,  121  N.  E.  790, 
which  denied  equitable  relief  to  a  for- 
mer employee  who  was  unable  to  se- 
cure further  employment  in  conse- 
quence of  agreements  between  the  em- 
ployers and  a  labor  union,  to  the  ef- 
fect that  no  one  but  members  of  the 
union  should  be  employed.  The  court 
in  that  case  said:  "It  is  established 
that  workmen  can  combine  to  get  the 
advantage  of  bargaining  for  their  com- 
mon benefit  in  respect  to  the  terms 
and  conditions  upon  and  ander  which 
they  should  work.  It  is  further  estab- 
lished that  if  they  are  successful  in 
getting  the  bargain  they  wish,  they 
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can  insert  in  the  agreement  setting 
forth  that  bargain  a  clause  providing 
that  all  the  work  of  the  employer  shall 
be  given  to  them,  or  that  a  preference 
should  be  given  to  them  in  the  em- 
ployment of  workmen."  The  question 
as  to  the  validity  of  such  an  agreement, 
or  as  to  the  lawfulness  of  a  strike  to 
compel  the  employer  to  enter  intosuch 
an  agreement,  is,  however,  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  annotation. 

In  Michaels  v.  Hillman  (1920)  112 
Misc.  395,  183  N.  Y.  Supp.  195,  al- 
though a  permanent  injunction  was 
granted  in  a  case  growing  out  of  a 
strike  to  compel  the  recognition  of  a 
labor  union,  the  right  to  call  a  strike 
for  that  purpose  is  recognized,  "if  no 
threats,  intimidation,  force,  violence, 
or  other  coercive  measures'*  are  em- 
ployed; and  the  injunction  in  that 
ease  was  granted  because  of  the  dis- 
orderly and  violent  character  of  the 
picketing  and  other  means  employed 
to  promote  the  strike. 

In  Grand  Shoe  Go.  v.  Children's  Shoe 
Workers'  Union  (1920)  187  N.  Y. 
Supp.  886,  the  court  observed  that 
labor  has  the  right  of  collective  bar- 
gaining, but  that  no  organization  or 
combination  of  workingmen  has  the 
right  to  debar  any  individual  or  group 
of  workers  from  employment;  an  em- 
ployer not  only  has  the  right  to  em- 
ploy whom  he  sees  fit,  but  may  even 
make  membership  in  a  labor  union  a 
bar  to  employment;  and  he  may  exer- 
cise this  right  even  if  he  thereby 
makes  collective  bargaining  impossi- 
ble. The  injunction  in  this  case  also 
seems  to  have  been  granted  upon  the 
ground  that  the  picketing  complained 
of  had  been  conducted  in  an  unlawful 
manner,  and  not  upon  the  ground  that 
the  strike  itself  was  unlawful. 

It  has  been  held  that  picketing,  even 
peaceable  picketing,  is  not  permissible 
where  the  only  purpose  is  to  compel 
the  recognition  by  the  employer  of  the 
labor  union,  there  being  no  dispute  as . 
to  wages,  hours,  or  other  conditions  of 
employment.  Heitkemper  v.  Central 
Labor  Council  (1920)  99  Or.  1,  192 
Pac.  765,    There  were  two  dissenting 


« 


M 


opinions  in  this  case.  What  was  in- 
volved in  the  ^'recognition"  of  the 
union  is  apparently  indicated  in  the 
allegations  in  the  answer  of  the  union, 
to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiffs  had  re- 
fused "to  consider  or  treat  with  the 
defendants'  organizations,  or  any  of 
them,  or  to  consider  or  agree  to  rec- 
ognize the  existence  of  defendants' 
organizations,  or  any  of  them,  for  the 
purpose  of  collectively  bargaining  or 
collective  treatment,  consideration,  or 
settlement  of  any  trade  dispute  or 
controversy  of  the  defendants  between 
the  plaintiffs  as  employers  and  the  de- 
fendants' organization  of  employees, 
or  to  recognize  the  existence  of  de- 
fendants' organization  for  any  pur- 
pose whatever."  The  majority  not 
only  held  that  picketing  for  such  pur- 
pose was  unlawful  in  the  absence  of 
a  statute  authorizing  it,  but  also  that 
the  controversy  was  not  one  between 
employer  and  employee,"  or  between 
persons  employed  and  those  seeking 
employment,"  and  did  not  arise  from  or 
grow  out  of  a  ''dispute  as  to  terms  or 
conditions  of  employment,"  within  the 
provisions  of  a  statute  providing  that 
no  restraining  order  or  injunction 
shall  be  granted  in  such  a  case.  And 
it  was  further  held  that  the  case  was 
not  within  another  section  providing 
that  no  restraining  order  or  injunction 
shall  prohibit  any  person  or  persons, 
whether  singly  or  in  concert,  from  ter- 
minating any  relation  of  employment* 
or  from  ceasing  to  perform  any  woric 
or  labor;  or  from  recommending,  ad- 
vising, or  persuading  others  by  peace- 
ful means  so  to  do ;  or  from  attending 
at  any  place  where  any  person  or  per- 
sons may  lawfully  be,  for  the  purpose 
of  peacefully  obtaining  or  communi- 
cating information,  or  from  peacefully 
persuading  any  such  person  to  ab^ 
stain  from  working;  or  from  ceasing 
to  patronize  any  party  to  such  dispute; 
or  from  recommending,  advising,  or 
persuading  others  by  peaceful  or  law- 
ful means  so  to  do. 

Generally,  as  to  boycott  as  a  weapon 
in  industrial  disputes,  see  annotation 
in  16  A.L.R.  230.  6.  H.  P. 
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STATE  OF  CONNECTICUT 

V. 

TIHON  SINCHUK  et  al. 

Omm%eelHe%U  Supreme  Court  of  JBrrors  ^^  AuguM  14$  IPf^t* 

(96  Conn.  606,  116  AtL  83.) 

CSonrtitutional  law  •—  iis:ht  to  assemble  and  petition. 

1.  A  statute  forbidding  publication  of  disloyal,  scurrilous,  or  abusive 
matter  concerning  the  form  of  government  of  the  United  States,  its  mili- 
tary forces,  flag,  or  uniform,  or  which  tends  to  foster  opposition  to 
organized  government,  does  not  violate  a  constitutional  provision  that 
citizens  have  a  right  to  assemble  and  appeal  to  those  invested  witii  power, 
for  redress  of  grievances  or  other  proper  purpoeeis. 

[See  note  on  this  qtiestion  beginmng  on  page  1635.] 


Sedition    —    sufficiency    of    statute 
penalizing. 

2.  A  statute  penalizing  disloyal, 
scurrilous,  or  abusive  matter  concern- 
ing the  form  of  government  of  the 
United  States,  its  military  forces,  flag, 
or  uniform,  is  not  invalid  because  it 
fixes  no  ascertainable  standard  of 
guilt. 

[See  8  R.  C.  L.  58;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
530.] 

—  forbidding  utterances  without  re- 
gard to  consequences. 

8.  A  statute  which  penalizes  dis- 
loyal, scurrilous,  and  abusive  matter 
concerning  the  form  of  government  of 
the  United  States  is  not  invalid  be- 
cause the  showing  of  harmful  conse- 
quences is  not  required. 

Constitutional  law  —  applicability  to 
aliens. 

4.  Aliens  are  not  within  the  protec- 
tion of  a  constitutional  provision  that 
the  people  have  at  all  times  the  right 
to  alter  their  form  of  government  in 
such  manner  as  they  may  think  expe- 
dient. 

—  freedom  of  ^eech  —  objection  to 
government  —  right  of  alien. 

5.  The  constitutional  right  of  free- 


dom of  speech  does  not  include  the 
right  of  aliens  to  publish  disloyal, 
scurrilous,  or  abusive  matter  concern- 
ing the  form  of  government,  or  which 
fosters  opposition  to  organized  govern- 
ment. 

—  right  to  protection  in  news  dealing. 

6.  Aliens  have  a  right  to  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  in  conducting 
the  business  of  news  dealing  in  which 
they  engage. 

[See  1  R.  C.  L.  799;  6  R.  C.  L.  394, 
395;  2  R.  0.  L.  Supp.  108.] 

—  who  may  attack  validity  of  statute. 

7.  No  one  has  a  right  to  attack  a 
statute  as  unconstitutional  unless  he 
can  show  that  its  enforcement  against 
him  has  violated  or  will  violate  his 
constitutional  rights. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  89 ;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
21.] 

—  equal  protection  of  laws  —  denial 
of  freedom  of  speech  to  aliens. 

8.  Denial  by  a  state,  to  aliens,  of  the 
right  to  attack  the  form  of  government 
of  the  United  States,  does  not  deny 
them  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws 
as  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 


(Wheeler,  Ch.  J.,  dissents.) 


Reservation  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Fairfield  County  (Maltbie,  J-) 
for  determination  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  questions  arising 
upon  demurrer  by  defendants  to  an  information  charging  them  with 
violation  of  the  statute  concerning  sedition.  Overruling  of  demurrer 
advised. 

Statement  by  Beach,  J. :  Public  Acts  of  1919,  entitled  ''An 

Information  charging  the  accused     Act  Concerning  Sedition/'  brought 

with  violation  of  chapter  312  of  the     to  the  superior  court  of  Fairfield 
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county  and  reserved  for  the  advice 
of  this  court,  on  the  issues  of  law 
raised  by  a  demurrer  to  the  infor- 
mation. The  superior  court  is  ad- 
vised to  overrule  the  demurrer  and 
to  enter  judgment  pursuant  to  the 
stipulation. 

The  information  charges  "that 
on  the  14th  day  of  March,  1921,  at 
Bridgeport,  in  said  county,  Tihon 
Sinchuk  and  Alexander  Yavsk,  not 
being  citizens  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  statie  of  Connecticut,  and 
residing  in  said  Bridgeport,  with 
force  and  arms,  did  publicly  exhibit 
or  advertise  certain  disloyal,  scur- 
rilous, or  abusive  matter  concerning 
the  form  of  government  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  of  its  flag,  and  certain 
matter  which  was  intended  to  bring 
them  into  contempt,  or  which  cre- 
ates or  fosters  opposition  to  or- 
ganized government,  against  the 
peace  and  contrary  to  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided." 

The  offenses  are  charged  in  the 
exact  language  of  the  statute,  but 
no  excerpts  from  the  matter  com- 
plained of  are  included  in  the  in- 
formation, and  no  statement  of  the 
facts  in  the  case  is  contained  in  the 
record. 

To  this  information  the  accused 
demurred:.  (1)  Because  the  infor- 
mation is  insuflicient  in  law;  (2)  be- 
cause it  does  not  state  facts  consti- 
tuting an  offense;  and  (3)  because 
the  statute  is  unconstitutional  and 
void  in  that  it  violates  §§  2,  5,  6,  9, 
and  16  of  article  1  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Connecticut,  §  9  of  article  1 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  al- 
so the  6th  and  14th  Amendments 
thereof.  The  stipulation  reserving 
the  issues  of  law  raised  by  the  de- 
murrer of  the  accused  to  the  infor- 
mation recites  that  the  cause  is 
ready  for  plea  and  final  judgment, 
and  it  is  further  stipulated  tliat  no 
question  shall  be  raised  by  the  de- 
fendants based  upon  any  informal- 
ity in  the  information,  or  upon  any 
defects  therein  because  of  the  fail- 
ure to  incorporate  in  the  informa- 
tion specific  quotations  from  the 
matter  complained  of.  The  only 
questions  discussed  in  argument  or 


on  the  briefs  were  those  relating  to 
the  constitutionality  of  the  statute. 

Messrs.  Hmner  S.  Cummings,  Galen 
A.  Carter,  and  Warren  F.  Cressy,  for 

the  State: 

The  act  does  not  violate  the  consti- 
tutional provisions  relating  to  freedom 
of  speech  or  of  the  press. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  7th  ed.  612; 
State  V.  Pape,  90  Conn.  98,  96  Ati. 
313 ;  Rex  v.  St  Asaph,  3  T.  R.  428,  note, 
100  Eng.  Reprint,  657,  note;  State  y. 
Pioneer  Press  Co.  100  Minn.  173,  9 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  480, 117  Am.  St.  Rep.  684, 
110  N.  W.  867, 10  Ann.  Cas.  351 ;  Story. 
Const.  2d  ed.  §  1880;  4  Bl.  Com.  151; 
Com.  V.  Blanding,  3  Pick.  304,  15  Am. 
Dec.  214;  State  v.  McKee,  73  Conn.  18, 
49  L.R.A.  542,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  46 
Atl.  409 ;  People  v.  Most,  171  N.  Y.  423, 
58  L.R.A.  509,  64  N.  E.  175;  State  v. 
Gibson,  189  Iowa,  1212,  174  N.  W.  34; 
Allyn's  Appeal,  81  Conn.  534,  23  L.RA. 
(N.S.)  630,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  71 
Atl.  794;  Beach  v.  Bradstreet,  85  Conn. 
344, 82  Atl.  1030,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  946; 
State  V.  Kahn,  56  Mont.  108,  182  Pac. 
107;  State  v.  Hohn,  139  Minn.  267, 
L.RJ1.1918C,  304,  166  N.  W.  181; 
Frohwerk  v.  United  States,  249  U.  S. 
204,  63  L.  ed.  561,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  249; 
Halter  v.  Nebraska,  205  U.  S.  34,  51 
L.  ed.  696,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  419,  10 
Ann.  Cas.  525,  affirtning  74  Neb.  759. 
7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1079,  121  Am.  St.  Rep, 
754,  105  N.  W.  298. 

Defendants  are  not  denied  due  proc- 
ess of  law,  or  the  right  to  be  informed 
of  the  nature  of  the  accusation  against 
them,  nor  are  they  denied  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws. 

Seven  Cases  v.  United  States,  239  U. 
S.  510,  60  L.  ed.  411,  L.R.A.1916D,  164, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep:  190;  State  v.  McKee, 
73  Conn.  18,  49  L.R.A.  542,  84  Am.  St. 
Rep.  124,  46  Atl.  409;  Ex  parte  Wall, 
107  U.  S.  265,  27  L.  ed.  552,  2  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  569 ;  O'Brien's  Petition,  79  Conn. 
46,  63  Atl.  777;  Barbier  v.  Connolly, 
113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  357;  People  v.  Case,  153  Mich.  98, 
18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  657,  116  N.  W.  558; 
Adams  v.  Cronin,  29  Colo.  488,  63 
L.R.A.  61,  69  Pac.  590,  afiirmed  in  192 
U.  S.  108,  48  L.  ed.  365,  24  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  219. 

The  right  to  alter  the  form  of  gov- 
enunent  is  limited  to  the  methods  and 
purposes  defined  by  law. 

Collier  v.  Frierson,  24  Ala.  100; 
United  States  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  S.  D. 
Pub.  Co.  v.  Burleson,  255  U.  S.  407.  65 
L.  ed.  704,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  352. 
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Defendants  are  aliens,  and  they  are 
not  included  within  the  provisions  of 
art  1»  §  5,  or  of  art.  1,  §  16»  since  both 
of  these,  by  their  terms,  apply  to  citi- 
zens only. 

Scott  V.  Sandford,  19  How.  893,  15 
L.  ed.  691 ;  Boyd  v.  Nebraska,  143  U.  S. 
185,  36  L.  ed.  103,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  375. 

Messrs.  A.  S.  Geduldig,  Walter 
Nelles,  and  Isaac  Shorr,  for  defend* 
ants: 

The  Sedition  Law  fixes  no  ascertain- 
able standard  of  guilt,  and  would  oper- 
ate to  delegate  to  courts  and  juries 
legislative  discretion. 

United  States  v.  L.  Cohen  Grocery 
Co.  255  U.  S.  81,  65  L.  ed.  516,  14 
A.L.R.  1045,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  298;  In- 
ternational Harvester  Co.  v.  Kentucky, 
234  U.  S.  216,  58  L.  ed.  1284,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  853 ;  Collins  v.  Kentucky,  234 
U.  S.  634.  58  L.  ed.  1510,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  924 ;  American  Seeding  Mach.  Co. 
V.  Kentucky,  236  U.  S.  660,  59  L.  ed. 
773,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456 ;  Fox  v.  Wash- 
ington, 236  U.  S.  278,  59  L.  ed.  573,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383;  State  v.  Pape,  90 
Conn.  98,  96  Atl.  318;  Campbell  v. 
Spottiswoode,  3  Best  &  S.  769,  122 
Bng.  Reprint,  288,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
185,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  1069,  8  L.  T.  N.  S. 
201,  11  Week.  Rep.  569;  Pollock,  Torts, 
9th  ed.  262 ;  Dearborn  Pub.  Co.  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 271  Fed.  479. 

In  penalizing  expression  for  its 
character,  regardless  of  relation  to 
harmful  consequence,  the  Sedition  Law 
oversteps  the  police  power  and  de- 
prives of  liberty  without  due  process 
of  law. 

Ingham  v.  Brooks,  95  Conn.  317,  111 
Atl.  209;  State  v.  Feingold,  77  Conn. 
326,  59  Atl.  211;  Opinion  of  Justices, 

207  Mass.  601,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  604,  94 
N.  E.  558;  State  v.  McKee,  73  Conn. 
18,  49  L.R.A.  542,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  124, 
46  Atl.  409;  People  v.  Gillson,  109  N. 
Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  465,  17  N.  E. 
343 ;  Ex  parte  Hudgins,  86  W.  Va.  526, 
9  A.L.R.  1361,  103  S.  E.  327 ;  People  ex 
rel.  O'Connell  v.  Turner,  55  111.  280,  8 
Am.  Rep.  645;  Adair  v.  United  States, 

208  U.  S.  161,  52  L.  ed.  436,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  277,  13  Ann.  Cas.  764; 
Coppage  v.  Kansas,  236  U.  S.  1, 
59  L.  ed.  441,  L.R.A.1915C,  960, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240;  Lochner  v. 
New  York,  198  U.  S.  45,  49  L.  ed.  937, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  539,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1133 ; 
Adams  v.  Tanner,  244  U.  S.  590,  61  L. 
ed.  13a«,  1..R.A.1917F,  1163,  37  Sup.  a. 
Rep.  662,  Ann.  Cas.  1917D,  97S;  Ex 
parte  Smith,  135  Mo.  223,  38  L.R.A. 
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606,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  576,  36  S.  W.  628 ; 
Watertown  v.  Christnacht,  39  S.  D. 
290,  L.R.A.1917F,  903,  164  N.  W.  62; 
Lancaster  v.  Reed,  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  207 
S.  W.  868 ;  St.  Louis  v.  Roche,  128  Mo. 
541,  31  S.  W.  915;  Hechinger  v.  Mays- 
ville,  22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  486,  49  L.R.A.  114, 

57  S.  W.  619;  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v. 
Texas,  212  U.  S.  86,  53  L.  ed.  417,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  220;  Swift  &  Co.  v* 
United  States,  196  U.  S.  375,  49  L.  ed, 
518,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  276;  Schenck  v. 
United  States,  249  U.  S.  47,  63  L.  ed. 
470,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  247;  Debs  v. 
United  States,  249  U.  S.  211,  63  L.  ed. 
566,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  252. 

The  Sedition  Law  infringes  specific 
limitations  upon  the  police  power. 

State  V.  McKee,  73  Conn.  28,  49 
L.R.A.  542,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  46 
Atl.  409 ;  Reynolds  v.  United  States,  98 
U.  S.  145,  25  L.  ed.  244;  Masses  Pub. 
Co.  v.  Patten,  244  Fed.  535;  Freund, 
Pol.  Power,  §  475;  State  v.  Tachin,  92 
N.  J.  L.  269,  106  Atl.  145;  State  v. 
Gabriel,  95  N.  J.  L.  337,  112  Atl.  611. 

The  statute  makes  no  distinction  be* 
tween  citizens  and  aliens. 

Yick  Wo  V.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  356, 
30  L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064; 
Truax  v.  Raich,  239  U.  S.  33,  60  L.  ed. 
131,  L.R.A.1916D,  545,  36  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
7,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  283;  People  v. 
Crane,  214  N.  Y.  154,  L.R.A.1916D,  550, 
108  N.  E.  427,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  1254; 
Patsone  v.  Pennsylvania,  232  U.  S.  138, 

58  L.  ed.  539,  34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  281; 
Opinion  of  Justices,  207  Mass.  601,  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  604,  94  N.  E.  568;  Gulf, 
C.  &  S,  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S. 
150,  41  L.  ed.  666,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255. 

Beach,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  statute  in  question  is  entitled 
"An  Act  Concerning  Sedition,"  and 
on  its  face  it  appears  to  penalize 
three  classes  of  publications:  (1) 
Disloyal,  scurrilous,  or  abusive  mat- 
ter concerning  the  form  of  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  its  mili- 
tary forces,  flag,  or  uniform;  (2) 
any  matter  intended  to  bring  them 
into  contempt;  (3)  or  which  cre- 
ates or  fosters  opposition  to  organ- 
issed  government.  The  demurrer 
and  til^e  stipulation  accompanying 
the  reservation  waive  all  defenses 
except  the  unconstitutionality  of  the 
statute. 

The  brief  for  the  accused  pre- 
sents this  defense  in  three  aspects^ 
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which  are  described  as  to  some  ex- 
tent overlapping:  First,  because  it 
fixes  no  ascertainable  standard  of 
guilt  and  amounts  to  delegation  to 
courts  and  juries  of  the  legislative 
function  of  defining  statutory  of- 
fenses; second,  because  it  oversteps 
the  i)olice  power  and  deprives  of 
liberty  without  due  process  of  law 
in  penalizing  expressions  for  their 
character  regardless  of  relation  to 
harmful  consequence ;  third,  because 
it  contravenes  specific  limitations 
on  the  police  power,  namely,  the 
free  speech  sections,  the  right  of  the 
people  to  adapt  their  form  of  gov- 
ernment in  accordance  with  their 
opinion,  and  the  right  of  remon- 
strance. 

I  In  support  of  the  first  of  these 
propositions  the  defendants  rely 
mainly  on  United  States  v.  L.  Cohen 
Grocery  Co.  255  U.  S.  81,  65  L.  ed. 
616,  14  A.L.R.  1045,  41  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  298,  holding  that  §  4  of  the 
Lever  Act  (41  Stat,  at  L.  298,  chap. 
80,  Comp.  Stat.  §  3115iflF,  Fed.  Stat. 
Anno.  Supp.  1918,  p.  183),  penaliz- 
ing the  making  of  "any  unjust  or 
unreasonable  rate  or  charge,  in 
handling  or  dealing  in  or  with  any 
necessaries,''  was  unconstitutional 
because  it  did  not  fix  any  ascertain- 
able standard  of  guilt,  and  did  not 
inform  persons  accused  of  violation 
thereof  of  the  nature  and  cause  of 
the  accusation  against  them.  To 
the  same  effect  are  International 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  234  U. 
S.  216,  58  L.  ed.  1284,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  853 ;  Collins  v.  Kentucky,  234 
U.  S.  634,  58  L.  ed. .  1510,  34  Sup- 
Ct.  Rep.  924;  American  Seeding 
Mach.  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  236  U.  S. 
660,  59  L.  ed.  773,  35  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
456.  These  last  cases  arose  under 
statutes  forbidding  combinations  to 
fix  a  price  greater  or  less  than  the 
"real  value"  of  the  article  dealt  in; 
and  the  attempt  was  to  determine 
criminality  by  asking  the  court  or 
jury  to  say  what  the  real  value  of 
the  article  would  have  been  had  the 
combination  not  existed.  On  the 
other  hand,  a  criminal  statute  is  not 
unconstitotional  merely  because  it 
throws  upon  men  the  risk  of  rightly 


estimating  the  effect  of  their  con- 
duct upon  a  condition  of  fact,  e.  g., 
what  is  "undue  restraint"  of  trade 
(Nash  V.  United  States,  229  U.  S. 
373,  57  L.  ed.  1232,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
780) ;  whether  their  conduct  is 
"reasonably  calculated*'  to  restrain 
trade  .  (Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v. 
Texas,  212  U.  S.  86,  58  L.  ed.  417, 
29  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  220);  whether 
their  language  tends  to  encourage 
or  advocate  an  actual  breach  of  the 
law  (Fox  v.  Washington,  236  U.  S. 
273,  59  L.  ed.  573,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
383) ;  or  whether  a  newspaper  is 
^'principally  made  up  of  criminal 
news''  (State  v.  McKee,  73  Conn. 
18,  46  Atl.  409,  49  L.R.A.  542,  84 
Am.  St.  Rep.  124).  And  coming 
closer  to  the  point,  we  have  upheld 
a  statute  which  penalized  the  publi- 
cation of  ''any  offensive,  indecent, 
or  abusive  matter  concerning  any 
person."  .  State  v.  Pape,  90  Conn. 
98,  96  Atl.  813.  Of  this  statute  we 
said  that  it  must  be  construed -con- 
sistently with  the  principles  of  the 
common  law  governing  the  publica- 
tion of  all  d^amatory  matter,  and 
with  the  constitutional  provision 
that  in  all  actions  of  libel  the  truth 
shall  be  a  defense. 

Applsring  the  principles  underly- 
ing these  authorities  to  the  present 
case,  we  think  the  statute  is  not 
fairly  open  to  the  ,^^.^.._  _^ 

objection       that       it    clcncy  of  atatate 

fixes  no  ascertain.  »•""■**»• 
able  standard  of  guilt.  The  phrase 
''disloyal,  scurrilous,  or  abusive  mat- 
ter" is  confined  specifically  to  the 
form  of  government  of  the  United 
States,  its  military  forces,  flag,  or 
uniform ;  and  the  principles  of  the 
common  law  governing  the  publica- 
tions of  defamatory  matter,  in  so 
far  as  they  are  applicable,  furnish 
all  the  analogies  necessary  to  define 
the  nature  and  cause  of  this  branch 
of  the  accusation.  Whettier  the 
publication  in  question  was  with  in- 
tent to  bring  tiie  form  of  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  and  its 
flag  into  contempt  is  an  issue  of 
fact  such  as  is  presented  in  most 
criminal  prosecutions.  Whetlier 
the  publication  oreates  or  fostoni 
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(96  Conn.  605, 

opposition  to  organized  government 
is  also  an  issue  of  fact  no  more  un- 
certain than  the  question  whether  a 
publication  is  obscene. 

The  secpnd  objection  is  that  the 
act  penalises  expression  for  its 
character  regardless  of  relation  or 
harmful  consequence.  This  objec- 
tion^ both  in  its  form  and  in  l^e 
mode  in  which  it  was  presented  in 
argument  and  on  the  brief,  stands 
by  itself  and  does  not  involve  the 
third  objection  above  stated.  It 
deals  not  with  the  alleged  violation 
of  any  specific  limitation  on  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power,  but  with 
the  reasonableness  of  the  prohibi* 
tion  as  a  measure  for  the  public 
peace  and  safety.  It  may  be  admit- 
ted that  the  publication  of  matter 
concerning  the  form  of  the  Federal 
government  which  is  merely  scur- 
rilous or  abusive  is  not  necessarily 
a  direct  incitement  of  disobedience 
to  any  other  law;  but  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  look  outside  of  the  statute 
itself  to  find  a  legal  basis  for  crimi- 
nality, because  the  act  itself  is  the 
declaration  of  the  general  assembly 
that  the  publication  of  the  prohibit- 
ed forms  of  expression  does  endan- 
ger the   public   peace   and   safety. 

This  declaration  it 
has  power  to  make 

t^' cqmU'vISTc^.   unless  the  court  can 

see  that  it  is  plainly 
unfounded.  State  v.  McKee,  73 
Conn.  18,  24,  49  L.R.A.  542,  84  Am, 
St.  Rep.  124,  46  Atl.  409.  We  have 
no  doubt  that  a  sufficient  probabil- 
ity of  danger  to  the  public  peace  and 
safety  arises  from  publications  con- 
cerning the  government  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  of  its  flag  which 
would  come  within  the  common-law 
definition  of  defamatory  matter  to 
justify  the  statute  so  far  as  its  first 
two  clauses  are  concerned.  De- 
famatory publications  seem  as  dan- 
gerous to  the  public  welfare  when 
addressed  to  the  national  govern- 
ment as  when  addressed  to  an  indi- 
vidual. State  V.  Pape,  supra.  As 
to  the  final  clause  of  the  statute,  it 
is  idle  to  say  that  anarchistic  propa- 
ganda is  harmless  in  law. 
We  .  come  ^ow  to  the  question, 


— forbtddlngr 
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which  also  underlies  the  objections 
already  discussed,  whether  the  stat- 
ute contravenes  any  specific  provi- 
sions of  the  Bill  of  Rights  or  of  the 
Federal  Constitution.  Section  2  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  this  state  provides:  "That 
all  political  power  is  inherent  in  the 
people,  and  all  free  governments 
are  founded  on  their  authority,  and 
instituted  for  their  benefit;  and 
that  they  have  at  all  times  an  unde- 
niable and  indefeasible  right  to  al- 
ter their  form  of  government  in 
such  a  manner  as  l£ey  may  think 
expedient.'* 

This  section  is  plainly  inapplica- 
ble to  the  defendants.  The  infor- 
mation alleges,  and  the  demurrer 
admits,  that  the  defendants  are  not 

"citizens      of      the  ce«.tu«ti*mmi 
United  States  or  of  uw^appiioa^.      I 
the    state   of   Con-  '^""'^  *"  •"•*■• 

necticut."  The  right  affirmed  by 
this  section  is  the  right  of  the  peo- 
ple to  alter  "their  lorm  of  govern- 
ment." It  is  because  it  is  their  own 
and  instituted  by  themselves  for 
their  own  benefit  that  they  have  the 
right  to  alter  it.  The  proposition 
that  aliens  have  an  undeniable  and 
indefeasible  right  to  alter  our  form 
of  government  will  hardly  bear 
statement. 

Section  16  provides:  "The  citi- 
zens have  a  right,  in  a  peaceable 
manner,  to  assemble  for  their  com- 
mon good,  and  to  apply  to  those  in- 
vested with  the  powers  of  govern- 
ment, for  redress  of  grievances,  or 
other  proper  purposes,  by  petition, 
address  or  remonstrance.*' 

This  section  is  also  inapplicable. 
No  right  of  peaceable  assembly  is 
invaded  by  the  stat-  ^^^^^  to 
ute,    and    there    is  aMembie  «»« 
nothing     to     show  "^•*"*~- 
that   the   publications    in   question 
were    addressed    for   any   purpose 
whatever  to  those  invested  with  the 
powers  of  government.     The  alle- 
gations of  the  information  and  the 
admissions  of  ihe  demurrer  do  not 
indicate  that  such  was  the  fact,  and  > 
the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
admission     that    the    publications, 
were  of  the  character  described  inj 
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the  statute  would  lead  to  another 
conclusion. 

Sections  5  and  6  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  5.  Every  citizen  may  free- 
ly speak,  write  and  publish  his 
sentiments  on  all  subjects,  being  re- 
sponsible for  the  abuse  of  that  lib- 
erty. 

"Sec.  6.  No  law  shall  ever  be 
passed  to  curtail  or  restrain  the  lib- 
erty of  speech  or  of  the  press.'* 

If  we  are  right  so  far,  the  next 
question  is  whether  matter  of  the 
kind  described  in  the  statute  and 
information  is  of  such  a  constitu- 
tionally privileged  character  that  its 
publication  by  the  defendants  may 
not  be  punished,  although  danger- 
ous to  the  public  welfare.  The  de- 
fendants attempt  to  maintain  that 
their  publications  are  so  privileged, 
and  are  a  legitimate  exercise  of  tiie 
right  of  free  speech,  by  what  is,  in 
practical  effect,  an  appeal  to  §  2  of 
the  Bill  of  Righlfe.  They  quote  from 
State  V.  McKee,  73  Conn.  18,  28,  49 
L.R.A.  542,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  46 
Atl.  413:  "The  right  to  discuss 
public  matters  stands  in  part  on  the 
necessity  of  that  right  to  the  opera- 
tion of  a  government  by  the  people." 
And  they  say:  "There  is  a  pub- 
lic necessity,  however,  that  public 
matters  should  be  freely  discussed. 
.  .  .  Is  it  not  the  law  that  such 
discussion,  even  though  potentially 
harmful,  may  not  be  punished — is 
not  an  'abuse'  of  free  speech — so 
long  as  it  does  not  amount  to  direct 
and  positive  incitation  of  harm  ?" 

The  distinction  thus  attempted  is 
in  principle  a  familiar  one  between 
harmful  utterances  intended  to  in- 
cite resistance  or  disobedience  to 
law  and  the  same  harmful  utter- 
ances intended  only  to  secure  a 
change  in  the  law;  the  latter, 
though  dangerous,  being  justified  by 
the  inalienable  and  indefeasible 
right  of  the  people  to  alter  their 
political  institutions.  21  Colum- 
bia Law  Rev.  526.  The  ques- 
tion then  recurs  whether  the  de- 
fendants, being  aliens,  possess  that 
right.  We  discuss  that  question, 
and  then  the  question  whether  tiiie 


denial  of  that  right  to  aliens  violates 
the  requirement  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment that  "no  state  shall  .  .  . 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  juris- 
diction the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws." 

The  defendants'  brief  does  not 
argue  the  question  whether  §  2  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights  applies  to  aliens. 
It  simply  assumes  that  aliens  are 
included  in  the  term  "the  people," 
and  then  uses  the  assumption  that 
the  defendants  are  exercising  the 
constitutional  right  of  altering  their 
form  of  government  as  a  plea  of 
privilege  for  the  publication  of 
matter  which  the  legislature  has  de- 
clared to  be  dangerous  to  the  public 
peace  and  safety.  Prima  facie,  pub- 
lications which  have  been  forbid- 
den by  the  legislature  because  dan- 
gerous to  the  public  welfare  are 
abuses  of  the  privilege  of  free 
speech.  Unless  the  defendants  can 
successfully  claim  the  right  to  un- 
limited political  discussion,  they 
cannot  say  that  the  statute  deprives 
them  of  any  constitutional  privilege. 

The  question  whether  aliens  are 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  reser- 
vations of  personal  liberty  guaran- 
teed to  citizens  and  to  the  people  in 
our  Bill  of  Rights  is  not  altogether 
a  new  question  in  this  state.  In 
Jackson  v.  Bulloch,  12  Conn.  38,  the 
question  arose  in  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus,  whether  a  slave  could  be 
held  in  servitude  in  Connecticut  by 
her  owner,  who  had  brought  her 
here  with  a  view  to  a  temporary 
residence.  The  petitioner  relied 
both  upon  the  Constitution  and  up- 
on the  slavery  statutes  then  in  force. 
On  the  latter  ground  she  prevailed, 
but  in  discussing  the  constitutional 
question  we  said:  "The  Bill  of 
Rights,  in  its  1st  section,  declares 
that  all  men,  when  they  form  a  so- 
cial compact,  are  equal  in  rights; 
and  that  no  man,  or  set  of  men,  are 
entitled  to  exclusive  public  emolu- 
ments or  privileges  from  the  com- 
munity. The  language  is  certainly 
broad ;  but  not  as  broad  as  that  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights  in  Massachusetts, 
to  which  it  has  been  compared.  It 
seems   evidently  to  be  limited  to 
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those  who  are  parties  to  the  social 
compact  thus  formed.  Slaves  can* 
not  be  said  to  be  parties  to  that 
compact,  or  to  be  represented  in  iV 

And  of  §  8  of  the  BiU  of  Rights, 
we  said:  ''The  8th  section  of  the 
Bill  of  Rights  has  also  been  pressed 
upon  us, — ^that  'the  people  shall  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  pa- 
pers, and  possessions,  from  unrea- 
sonable searches  or  seizures/ 
This  is  almost  a  transcript  of  the 
4th  article  of  the  Amendments  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  And  the  fact  that  this 
Amendment  was  adopted  at  all,  and 
that  amidst  all  the  conflict  of  opin- 
ions upon  the  subject  of  slavery  this 
clause  has  never  been  claimed  to 
affect  that  subject,  shows  very 
strongly  that  it  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  that  description  of  persons. 
When  the  preamble  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  speaks  of 
'We,  the  people,  ...  to  secure 
the  blessings  of  liberty  to  ourselves 
and  our  posterity,  do  ordain  and  es- 
tablish this  Constitution,'  it  cannot 
be  seriously  contended  thai  it  in- 
cluded that  class  of  people  called 
slaves ;  and  the  term  'people,'  in  the 
Bill  of  Righto,  must  have  been  used 
in  a  similar  sense." 

The  principle  underlying  this  por- 
tion of  the  decision  applies  to  the 
present  case  with  added  force,  for 
the  2d  section  of  the  Bill  of  Righto, 
declaring  that  all  political  power  is 
inherent  in  the  people,  cannot  refer 

to  aliens,  who  have 

.t^eV^Sbj^L  no  political  power; 
tion  to  voven-  nor  cau  the  declara- 
Sfe-r'^""'  •'      tion  that  the  people 

have  at  all  times  an 
undeniable  and  indefeasible  right  to 
alter  their  form  of  government  re- 
fer to  aliens,  who  have  no  part  or 
lot  in  the  government. 

Turning  back  to  the  free  speech 
sections,  §  6  declares  that  "every 
citiz«i"  may  freely  speak,  write, 
and  publish  his  sentimento  on  all 
subjects,  being  responsible  for  the 
abuse  of  that  liberty.  This  privi- 
lege is,  on  ito  face,  confined  to 
citizens.  And  §  6,  that  no  law  shall 
ever  be  passed  to  curtoil  or  restrain 

20  A.L.R.— 96. 
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the  liberty  of  speech  or  of  the  press, 
plainly  refers  to  the  liberty  of 
speech  and  of  the  press  conferred 
by  §  6  on  citizens. 

We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  aliens 
have  no  right  of  free  speech.  If 
the  general  assembly  should  under- 
take to  declare  a  comprehensive 
censorship  of  the  press,  and  an  alien 
newsdealer  should  be  prosecuted  for 
selling  a  book  or  a  newspaper  which 
had  not  been  passed  by  the  censor, 
the  stotute  could  not  be  enforced 
against  him,  and  for  the  reason  that 
the  business  of  newsdealing  is  a 
matter  of  private  concern,  and  is  a 
business  in  which  aliens,  who  are 
duly  admitted  to  the  United  Stotes 
under  our  immigration  laws,  have 
an  inherent  right  to 
engage,  and  having  -'*!***•  . 
that  right  they  are  aewa  dMiiB*. 
entitled  to  tiie  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  in  the  conduct 
of  that  business.  Yick  Wo  v.  Hop- 
kins, 118  U.  S.  356,  30  L.  ed.  220,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064 ;  Truax  v.  Raich, 
239  U.  S.  84,  60  L.  ed.  131,  L.R.A. 
1916D,  545,  86  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  7,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917B,  283.  We  do,  however, 
laiy  it  down  as  a  self-evident  prop- 
osition, supported  in  principle  by 
Jackson  v.  Bulloch,  supra,  that 
aliens  have  no  constitutional  right 
to  share  in  the  privilege  and  respon- 
sibility of  attempting  to  change  our 
laws  or  forms  of  government,  and 
hence  that  they  have  no  right,  under 
cover  of  being  engaged  in  good 
faith  to  accomplish  those  ends,  to 
engage  in  scurrilous  or  anarchistic 
propaganda  which  has  been  de- 
clared by  the  general  assembly  to  be 
dangerous  to  the  public  welfare.  It 
follows  that,  so  far  as  aliens  are 
concerned,  the  general  assembly  has 
a  right  to  pass  a  stotute  forbidding 
or  penalizing  the  publication  of 
such  propaganda.  And  as  it  is  a 
principle  of  constitutional  law  that 
no  one  has  a  right  _^^^  ^^^ 
to  attock  a  stotute  att«ck  validity 
as  unconstitution-  *  ■*»*«♦•• 
al  unless  he  can  show  that  ito  en- 
forcement against  him  has  violated 
or  will  violate  his  constitutional 
righto,  the  defense  of  unconstitu- 
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tionality  is  not  open  to  the  defend- 
ants in  this  action,  Tyler  v.  Judges 
of  Ct.  of  Registration,  179  U.  S-  405, 
45  L.  ed.  252,  21  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  206, 
6  R.  C.  L.  89,  and  numerous  cases 
cited  in  the  note  to  §  87. 

The  remaining  question  is  wheth- 
er this  conclusion  deprives  the  de- 
fendants of  the  equal  protection  of 

the  laws.    Evidait- 

denial  of  free-  tiott  Whether  the 
?<?aiie«i''*'^"'  Statute  is  enforce- 
able against  citi- 
zens is  not  before  us.  We  simply 
hold  that  the  defendants,  being  ali- 
ens, do  not  possess  the  right  of 
attempting  to  alter  our  form  of  gov- 
ernment, and  for  that  reason  are 
not  qualified  to  plead  the  privilege 
of  unlimited  political  discussion  on 
which  their  defense  that  the  statute, 
violates  the  2d,  5th,  and  6th  sections 
of  the  Bill  of  Rights  is  founded. 

We  may  add  that,  if  this  defense 
had  been  pleaded  by  a  citizen,  it 
would  have  been  by  no  means  clear 
t^at  the  statute  might  not  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  avert  most,  if  not  all, 
of  the  criticism  directed  against  it. 
State  V.  McKee,  supra;  State  v. 
Pape,  90  Conn.  98,  96  Atl.  313. 

We  have  already  indicated  that 
the  1st  and  2d  clauses  of  the  statute 
are  to  be  construed  in  the  light  of 
the  principles  of  the  common  law 
governing  the  publication  of  de- 
famatory matter.  And  while  the 
construction  of  the  statute  as  a 
whole  is  not  required  or  permitted 
by  this  record,  it  is  a  fair  question. 
Professor  Freund  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding,  whether  the  2d 
section  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  justifies 
the  publication  of  anarchistic 
propaganda. 

The  Superior  Court  is  advised  to 
overrule  the  demurrer  and  to  enter 
judgment  pursuant  to  the  stipulsr 
tion. 

6ager»  Curtis,  and  Burpee,  JJ., 
concur. 

Wheeler,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 
This  appeal  involves  questions  of 
highest  importance,  which  justify  a 
statement  of  the  grounds  of  this 


dissent  and  of  my  view  upon  tiiese 
questions.  I  assume  that  the  infor- 
mation charges  three  offenses: 
Publicly  exhibiting  or  advertising 
(1)  certain  disloyal,  scurrilous,  or 
abusive  matter  concerning  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  and 
its  flag;  (2)  certain  matter  which 
was  intended  to  bring  them  into 
contempt;  (3)  certain  matter  which 
creates  or  fosters  opposition  to  or- 
ganized government. 

The  matter  tbos  generally  charac- 
terized is  not  set  forth  in  the  in- 
formation either  in  terms  or  in 
substance.  The  court  has  no  means 
of  ascertaining  whether,  on  its  face, 
the  matter  is  any  of  the  things  the 
state  charges.  Under  our  law  the 
accused  muist  be  informed  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  crime  with  which  he  is 
charged.  Criminal  procedure  of 
universal  acceptance  re^iuires  that 
the  information  for  criminal  libel 
should  set  forth  the  charge,  either  in 
the  terms  made,  or  so  fully  that  by 
reference  its  terms  can  be  wh(dly 
known. 

Wharton's  Criminal  Law,  11th  ed. 
says: 

Section  1982.  ''The  aUeged  li- 
belous matter  also  must  be  set  out 
accurately;  any  variance  being  far- 
tal." 

Section  1983.  'It  is  enough  now 
to  say  that  if  the  indictment  does 
not  on  its  face  profess  to  set  forth 
an  accurate  copy  of  the  alleged  libel 
in  words  and  figures,  it  will  be  held 
insufficient  on  demurrer,  or  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment." 

Wharton's  Criminal  Procedure, 
10th  ed.  vol.  2,  8  921,  says:  "An 
indictment  or  information  alleging 
libelous  matter  should  set  it  out  in 
hsec  verba;  a  mere  statement  as  to 
the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  words 
being  insufficient." 

Various  authorities  are  cited  in 
support  of  this  principle  of  criminal 
procedure.  Otiier  textbooks  make  a 
like  statement.  17  R.  C.  L.  §  228, 
p.  465 ;  Newell,  Slander  &  Libel,  3d 
ed.  pp.  1160,  1161.  In  reported 
cases  of  criminal  libel  we  find  the 
libel  set  forth  in  the  information. 
State  V.  McKee,  73  Conn.  18,  29,  49 
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L.R.A.  542,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  46 
Atl.  409,  is  not  in  conflict.  There  the 
information  sustained  charged  the 
accused  with  having  in  his  posses- 
sion, with  intent  to  sell,  a  paper  de- 
voted to  criminal  news,  and  de- 
scribed the  issue  of  the  paper  so 
that  it  could  be  identified.  The 
practical  objection  to  incorporating 
the  entire  newspaper  as  a  part  of 
the  information  led  to  the  ruling 
made. 

The  parties  herein  by  counsel 
stipulated  ''that  no  question  shall 
be  raised  upon  appeal  by  the  de- 
fendants, based  upon  any  informal- 
ity in  the  information,  or  upon  any 
defect  therein,  because  of  the  fail- 
ure to  incorporate  in  the  informa- 
tion specific  quotations  from  the 
matter  complained  of.'' 

My  brethren  assume  that  this 
stipulation  of  counsel  removes  this 
question  from  the  case.  I  do  not 
think  it  should  be  regarded  as  do- 
ing this.  What  is  there  in  the  stipu- 
lation which  would  compel  the  ac- 
cused to  plead  guilty  to  this  charge 
after  the  judgment  herein?  An 
agreement  not  to  press  a  point  upon 
an  appeal  is  far  from  an  agreement 
to  pleieud  guilty  after  the  appeal  is 
determined.  It  is  true  that  counsel 
for  the  defendants  say  in  their  brief 
''that  the  defendants  have  agreed  to 
submit  themselves  for  punishment 
if  this  statute  is  held  valid,"  but 
such  agreement  is  no  part  of  the 
stipulation  of  record.  Again,  what 
is  there  in  the  stipulation  which 
prevents  tiiese  defendants  from 
urging  this  point  upon  a  motion  in 
arrest?  What  is  really  determined 
by  the  majority  opinion?  Only 
this,  that  it  is  possible  to  conceive 
of  matter  which  these  defendants 
may  have  published  which  would  of- 
fend this  statute*  But  what  that 
matter  is  which  is  within  the  stat- 
ute the  opinion  cannot  name.  One 
judge  hereafter  may  have  one  view; 
another,  another  view.  The  deci- 
sion does  not  make  for  certainty  in 
the  law,  but  the  reverse.  And  it 
may  well  be  that  the  justices  who 
concur  had  different  matter  in  mind 
as  constituting  the  charge..    Other 
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reasons  suggest  themselves,  but 
these  seem  to  be  sufficient  reasons 
why  the  court  should  refuse  to  re- 
gard this  stipulation  and  should  de- 
ternfiine  the  first  and  second 
grounds  of  demurrer,  that  the  in- 
formation is  insufficient  and  does 
not  state  facts  constituting  an  of- 
fense, to  be  well  taken.  When  we 
consider  the  situation  of  these 
defendants — aliens — whose  counsel 
have  stipulated  away  their  funda- 
mental right  to  have  the  charge 
against  them  set  out  with  reason- 
able certainty,  and  that  this  stipula- 
tion may  be  construed  as  their 
agreement  that  they  have  been  guil- 
ty of  inciting  violence,  murder,  and 
revolution  against  the  United 
States,  with  the  intention  of  sub- 
verting its  government,  we  may 
well  stop  to  ask  whether  intelligent 
aliens,  understanding  their  rights 
and  the  penalty  of  their  agreement, 
would  ever  have  made  the  stipula- 
tion counsel  have  made  for  them. 

A  court  should  be  most  careful  to 
see  that  the  rights  of  these  aliens 
under  our  law  are  fully  protected, 
and  if  there  is  a  reasonable  possibil- 
ity that  they  may  not  have  fully  un- 
derstood the  effect  of  their  stipula- 
tion, and  that  it  does  deprive  them 
of  a  right  which  is  vital  to  a  fair 
trial  and  a  fair  consideration  of 
their  case,  the  court  ought  not  to 
permit  the  action  of  counsel,  or 
their  action  upon  the  advice  of 
counsel,  to  prevent  a  consideration 
of  their  cause  without  this  elemen- 
tary safeguard. 

As  we  examine  the  nature  of 
these  charges,  it  will  become  more 
apparent  that  the  court  ought  not  to 
determine  the  grave  questions 
raised  on  this  appeal  without  hav- 
ing before  it  the  matter  charged  to 
have  been  published.  I  agree  that 
what  is  disloyal,  scurrilous,  or  abu- 
sive matter  concerning  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  and  its 
flag,  and  whether  matter  was  in- 
tended to  bring  these  into  contempt, 
can  be  ascertained  by  our  coiyrts  by 
the  application  of  the  definitions 
and  principles  known  to  our  com- 
mxm  law,  so  that  it  cannot  be  said 
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that  this  statute  fixes  no  ascertain- 
able standard  of  guilt.  Nor  do  I 
think  this  statute  oversteps  the  po- 
lice power  in  depriving  these  de- 
fendants of  liberty  without  due 
process  of  law,  by  penalizing  ex- 
pression without  regard  to  harmful 
consequences. 

Publications  which  degrade  or 
throw  into  contempt  the  govern- 
ment of  our  country  necessarily 
tend  to  incite  and  encourage  breach 
of  the  peace.  The  constitutional 
guaranty  of  free  speech  gives  to  ev- 
ery person  who  comes  within  the 
United  States  the  right  to  discuss 
publicly  any  subject  so  long  as  its 
object  and  effect  be  not  to  disturb 
the  peace  of  individuals  or  of  fami- 
lies, the  quiet  of  society,  or  the  ex- 
istence of  government,  Federal  or 
state. 

"The  liberty  protected  is  not  the 
right  to  perpetrate  acts  of  licen- 
tiousness, or  any  act  inconsistent 
with  the  peace  or  safety  of  the  state. 
Freedom  of  speech  and  press  does 
not  include  the  abuse  of  power  of 
tongue  or  pen,  any  more  than  free- 
dom of  other  action  includes  an  in- 
jurious use  of  one's  occupation, 
business,  or  property."  State  v. 
McKee,  73  Conn.  29,  49  L.R.A.  542, 
84  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  46  Atl.  409. 

Any  published  matter  which 
tends  to  degrade  or  vilify  or  bring 
into  contempt  the  government  of 
the  United  States  or  its  flag  is  libel- 
ous, and  libels  of  this  nature  are 
seditious  and  criminal.  The  law 
presumes  harmful  consequences 
may  result  from  their  use,  for  this 
is  a  natural  consequence.  Newell, 
Slander  &  Libel,  8d  ed.  §  1090;  2 
Wharton,  Crim.  Proc.  §  911. 

Had  the  matter  which  the  defend- 
ants are  charged  with  publicly  ex- 
hibiting been  set  up  in  the  informa- 
tion, the  demurrer  would  then  have 
raised  the  question  whether  this 
matter  fell  within  the  characteriza- 
tion. No  hard  and  fast  rule  can 
automatically  determine  this.  The 
circumstances  surrounding  the  mat- 
ter and  its  nature  must  in  each  case 
be  considered  in  the  light  of  the  ac- 
cepted   legal    definitions    of    these 


terms,  where  such  exist,  and,  if  they 
do  not  exist,  then  they  must  be  con- 
sidered by  the  exercise  of  a  judg- 
ment formed  after  a  consideration 
of  applicable  legal  principles. 

Aside  from  the  objection  that  the 
matter  which  creates  or  fosters  op- 
position to  organized  government  is 
not  stated  in  the  information,  this 
particular  count  is  bad  for  other 
reasons.  It  does  not  state  whether 
the  opposition  created  or  fostered 
was  by  means  of  force  or  by  means 
calculated  to — ^that  is,  likely  to — ^in- 
cite or  encourage  the  use  of  force  or 
a  breach  of  the  public  peace,  or 
whether  it  was  a  purely  speculative 
discussion  without  relation  to  the 
accomplishment  of  evil  purpose. 
The  constitutional  right  of  free 
speech  does  not  give  anyone  the 
right  to  create  or  foster  opposition 
to  the  government  of  the  United 
States  or  of  this  state  by  the  ad- 
vocacy of  force  or  the  incitement  of 
means  calculated  to  destroy  or  sub- 
vert or  injure  the  government  or 
the  peace  of  the  community.  The 
majority  opinion  assumes  that  the 
charge  is  against  the  United  States 
or  this  state.  But  specification  3  of 
this  information  is  not  personid  to 
the  United  States  or  this  state.  The 
opposition  charged  is  to  aU  organ- 
ized government  Such  opposition 
may  intend  present  danger  to  gov- 
ernment by  inciting  the  use  of  force 
or  of  opinions,  beliefs,  or  arguments 
likely  to  subvert  or  injure  govern- 
ment. 

If  it  be  opposition  of  this  kind 
which  is  created  or  fostered,  our 
constitutional  guaranty  of  free 
speech  does  not  protect  one  in  such 
form  of  opposition.  But  if  it  be  a 
purely  philosophical  or  speculative 
discussion  of  the  condition  of  soci- 
ety without  the  restraints  and  bur- 
dens of  any  government,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  this  will  be  likely  to  sub- 
vert or  injure  government.  Such 
discussion  has  no  relation  to  any 
particular  government.  The  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  and 
our  Bill  of  Rights  forbid  the  abridg- 
ment of  freedom  of  speech  and  of 
the  press,  and  their  guaranties  for- 
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ever  do  away  with  some  of  the  re- 
straints and  limitations  to  which 
this  fundamental  right  had  been 
subjected  not  so  many  years  before 
these  constitutional  enactments. 
But  the  exercise  of  this  vital  ad- 
junct of  freedom  does  not  counte- 
nance licentiousness  of  speech,  or 
seditious  utterances.  And  such  ut- 
terances are  those  which  incite  or 
encourage  the  use  of  force,  or  means 
which  injure  government  or  are 
likely  to  injure  government.  In 
passing  upon  an  indictment  under 
the  Espionage  Act  (Comp.  Stat. 
§§  10,212a-10,212h,  Fed.  Stat. 
Anno.  Supp.  1918,  pp.  120-125), 
for  preventing  recruiting  by 
named  illegal  acts,  the  Supreme 
Court,  by  Justice  Holmes,  said: 
^The  question  in  every  case  is 
whether  the  words  used  are  used  in 
such  circumstances  and  are  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  create  a  dear  and 
present  danger  that  they  will  bring 
about  the  substantive  evils  that 
Congress  has  a  right  to  prevent.'' 
Schenck  v.  United  States,  249  U.  S. 
47,  63  L.  ed.  470,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
247. 

Publications  inciting  or  encour- 
aging revolution  in  another  country, 
the  subversion  of  its  government, 
the  murder  of  its  rulers,  or  any  evil 
to  its  government  by  the  use  of 
force,  would  clearly  fall  without  the 
liberty  of  speech  guaranteed  by  the 
Constitution.  And  so  would  publi- 
cations which  are  likely  to  produce 
these  effects.  For  these  would  be 
seditious  libels,  and  would  properly 
subject  their  authors  to  criminal 
penalty.  Whether  language  is  or  is 
not  likely  to  produce  such  an  effect 
is  the  dividing  line  between  what  is 
and  what  is  not  seditious  libel. 
While  this  determination  is  difficult, 
it  is  one  to  which  courts  are  accus- 
tomed. A  breach  of  the  peace  may 
occur  by  any  act  likely  to  produce 
violence.  Bishop,  Crim.  Law,  8th 
ed.  §  536.  And  a  libel  has  been  in- 
dictable, time  out  of  mind,  because 
it  tends  to  produce  violence.  People 
V.  Most,  171  N.  Y.  423,  424,  58 
L.R.A.  509,  64  N.  E.  175. 

In  determining  whether  a  libel  is 
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likely  to  injure  organized  govem- 
mait,  a  court  will  be  careful  to  be 
sure  of  its  ground  tiiat  danger  clear 
and  inmunent  is  likely  to  result 
from  the  publication,  since  it  must 
never  forget  that  freedom  of  speech 
is  an  indispensable  prop  of  our  free 
government,  and  that  ''repression 
of  full  and  free  discussion  is  dan- 
gerous in  any  government  resting 
upon  the  will  of  the  people."  Cool- 
ey,  Const  Lim.  7th  ed.  p.  614. 
Whether  the  statement  is  seditious 
libel,  we  test  by  the  question,  ''Is 
the  language  calculated  to  promote 
public  disorder  or  physical  force  or 
violence  in  a  matter  of  stated' 
Odgers,  Libel  &  Slander,  p.  518. 

No  case  and  no  authority,  so  far 
as  we  discover,  go  so  far  as  to  penal- 
ize mere  opinion  concerning  govern- 
ment or  ite  institutions  without  re- 
gard to  evil  consequences  occurring 
or  likely  to  occur.  This  we  suppose 
to  be  the  meaning  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  when  it 
says:  "We  understand  the  state 
court,  by  implication  at  least,  to 
have  read  the  statute  as  confined  to 
encouraging  an  actual  breach  of 
law.  Therefore  the  argument  that 
this  act  is  both  an  unjustifiable  re- 
striction of  liberty  and  too  vague 
for  a  criminal  law  must  fail.  It 
does  not  appear  and  is  not  likely 
that  the  statute  will  be  construed  to 
prevent  publications  merely  because 
they  tend  to  produce  unfavorable 
opinions  of  a  particular  statute  or 
of  law  in  general.'*  Fox  v.  Wash- 
ington, 236  U.  S.  273,  277,  59  L.  ed. 
573,  575,  35  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  883; 
Schenck  v.  United  States,  249  U.  S. 
47,  63  L.  ed.  470,  39  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
247;  State  v.  Tachin,  92  N.  J.  L. 
269,  274,  106  Atl.  145. 

Newell  on  Slander  and  Libel,  § 
1090,  thus  states  the  rule:  "Mere 
theoretical  discussions  of  abstract 
questions  of  political  science,  com- 
parisons of  various  forms  and  sys- 
tems of  government,  and  controver- 
sies as  to  details  of  our  own  consti- 
tutional law,  are  clearly  permis- 
sible." 

The  language  of  the  statute  be- 
fore us  is  not   limited  to  matter 
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which  incites  or  encourages,  or 
which  is  likely  to  so  incite  or  en- 
courage, opposition  to  all  organized 
government  It  may  include  a 
philosophical  or  theoretical  discus- 
sion without  regard  to  means  or  ef- 
fect which  may  remotely  be  held  to 
incite  or  encourage  such  opposition. 
A  statute  cannot  do  this  without 
violating  the  constitutional  guaran- 
ties of  free  speech. 

The  majority  opinion  does  not 
construe  this  statute  as  one  which 
is  confined  to  the  incitement  or  en- 
couragement of  force,  or  which  is 
likely  to  produce  this  result.  What 
it  really  decides  is  that  aliens  such 
as  the  accused  have  n6  right  '^to  en- 
gage in  scurrilous  or  anarchistic 
propaganda  which  has  been  de- 
clared by  the  general  assembly  to 
be  dangerous  to  the  public  welfare/' 
It  fails  to  discuss  that  phase  of  tilie 
right  of  free  speech  which  is  in- 
volved, and  holds  the  statute  good 
against  aliens.  I  think  the  state  has 
the- right  to  prohibit  the  publication 
of  matter  whidb  is  disloyal,  scurril- 
ous, or  abusive  concerning  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  and  its 
flag,  or  which  is  intended  to  bring 
them  into  contempt,  whether  it  be 
published  by  a  citizen  or  by  an  alien. 
Our  treatment  of  this  subject  so  far 
is  equally  applicable  to  citizen  or 
alien.  Our  BUI  of  Rights^  with  few 
exceptions,  and  all  of  our  funda- 
mental constitutional  guaranties, 
are  for  the  protection  of  the  alien 
as  well  as  the  citizen. 

I  agree  with  my  associates  that  §§ 
5,  16,  and  17  of  our  Bill  of  Rights 
are  by  their  terms  applicable  to 
citizens  alone.  I  also  agree  that  the 
right  to  alter  our  form  of  govern- 
ment as  guaranteed  by  §  2  is  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  the  citizen. 
Aside  from  these  sections,  our  Bill 
of  Rights  protects  aliens  and  citi- 
zens alike. 

I  do  not  agree  that  §  6  of  our  Bill 
of  Rights  is  confined  to  citizens. 
That  section  provides:  "No  law 
shall  ever  be  passed  to  curtail  or  re- 
strain the  liberty  of  speech  or  of  the 
press." 

While  denying  to  aliens  the  pro- 


tection of  this  section,  my  associates 
say:  "We  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
aliens  have  no  right  of  free  speech." 
But  the  right  of  free  speech  which 
they  accora  the  alien  is  a  very  lim- 
ited one,  unprotected  by  Constitu- 
tion and  restricted  by  judicial  con- 
struction. I  cannot  believe  Uiat  this 
position  is  sound.  I  cannot  find  the 
parallel  between  the  slave  and  the 
alien  and  so  treat  Jackson  v.  Bul- 
loch, 12  Conn.  38,  as  controlling  the 
judgment,  as  my  associates  do. 

So  far  as  the  right  of  free  speech 
is  concerned,  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  rights  of  citizen  and  alien 
does  not  exist  except  as  to  the  spe- 
cific guaranties  given  to  citizens 
alone.  The  14th  Amendment  was 
enacted  "to  secure  equal  rights  to 
all  persons."  Ex  parte  Virgina,  100 
U.  S.  389,  347,  25  L.  ed.  676,  679. 
And  when  it  says :  "Nor  shall  any 
state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  lib- 
erty, or  proper^  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  person 
within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws," — it  included 
the  alien  within  the  term  "any  per- 
son." 

"These  provisions  are  universal 
in  their  application,  to  all  persons 
within  the  territorial  jurisdiction, 
without  regard  to  any  differences  of 
race,  of  color,  or  of  nationality ;  and 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  is  a 
pledge  of  the  protection  of  equal 
laws."  Yick  Wo  v.  Hopkins,  118  U- 
S.  356,  369,  30  L.  ed.  220,  226,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1070 ;  Truax  v.  Raich, 
239  U.  S.  33,  39,  60  L.  ed.  131,  134, 
L.R.A.1916D,  545,  36  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
7,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  283. 

We  quote  from  a  few  of  the  many 
authorities : 

"The  equal  protection  of  the  laws 
is  due  to  aliens  as  to  citizens."  Car- 
dozo,  J.,  People  v.  Crane,  214  N.  Y. 
154,  L.R.A.1916D,  550,  108  N.  E- 
427,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  1254. 

•*An  alien  friend,  however  tran- 
sient his  presence  may  be,  is  entitled 
to  a  temporary  protection,  and  owes 
in  return  a  temporary  allegiance." 
Fisher  v.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91,  32 
L.R.A.  236,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  270,  S4 
Atl.  714. 


"These  rigfats  and  privileges  [of 
aliens]  include  both  personal  rights 
— such  as  the  right  to  dwell  safely  in 
the  country,  the  general  right  to  en- 
gage in  any  lawful  labor,  trade,  or 
business  within  the  state,  and  the 
right  of  protection  to  person,  repu- 
tation, and  other  relative  rights — 
and  property  rights.  In  return  for 
the  protection  given  aliens  they  owe 
a  temporary  and  local  allegiance  to 
the  country  in  which  they  reside, 
which  continues  during  the  period 
of  their  residence."  2  C.  J.  1046, 
1074,  1078 ;  2  Cyc.  89,  107. 

That  the  14th  Amendment  guar- 
antees freedom  of  speech  is  unques- 
tioned. But,  apart  from  this,  Con- 
necticut is  ever  bound  to  maintain 
a  republican,  form  of  government. 
Beach  v.  Bradstreet,  86  Conn.  844, 
348,  82  Atl.  1030,  Ann.  Cas.  191SB, 
946.  And  a  republican  form  of  gov- 
ernment without  the  right  of  free 
speech  would  be  an  anomaly.  The 
statute  in  question  on  its  face  ap- 
plies to  "any  person,''  be  he  citizen 
or  alien.  And  the  constitutional 
guaranty  of  free  speech  does  not 
prevent  any  state  penalizing  sedi- 
tious libe^  whether  committed  by 
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alien  or  citizen.  Citizen  or  alien  who 
publicly  exhibits  matter  which  cre- 
ates or  fosters  oppositi(»i  to  organ- 
ized government  by  force,  or  is  like- 
ly to  produce  force  or  disorder,  will 
be  guilty  of  a  criminal  or  seditious 
libel.  And  if  this  statute  were  con- 
fined to  this,  it  would  not  violate  the 
right  of  free  speech.  But  since  it 
goes  further  and  penalizes  all  specu- 
lative and  philosophical  matter 
without  regard  to  its  actual  or  like- 
ly effect,  it  does  in  this  respect  vi- 
olate the  right  of  free  speech  which 
the  Constitution  of  Connecticut  and 
of  the  United  States  guarantees  to 
alien  and  citizen  alike. 


NOTE. 

As  to  validity  of  legislation  directed 
against  political,  social,  or  industrial 
propaganda  deemed  to  be  of  a  danger^ 
ous  tendency,  see  annotation  follow- 
ing State  v.  Diamond,  post,  1536.  As 
to  the  specific  question  presented  in 
the  reported  case  (State  v.  Singhuk» 
ante,  1515),  see  III.  a,  of  that  anno- 
tation, post»  1639. 


STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

v. 

JACK  DIAMOND,  Appt. 

Wett  Mexico  Supreme  Court  ^^  Navemher  80,  1921m 

(—  N.  M.  — ,  202  Pac.  988.) 

Constitutional  law  —  right  of  free  speech. 

1.  Chapter  140,  Laws  1919,  prohibiting  acti  which  have  for  their  object 
the  destruction  of  organized  government,  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional  as 
violative  of  the  right  of  free  speech  guaranteed  by  §  17  of  article  2  of  the 
state  Constitution. 

[See  note  on  this  question  beginning  on  page  1535.] 


Statute  —  construction  —  sedition. 

2.  Chapter  140,  Laws  1919,  inter- 
preted, and  held,  that  the  offenses 
therein  enumerated  are  not  confined 
to  acts  of  violence  or  force  or  other 
unlawful  things,  but  include  all  acts, 

Headnotes  by  Parker,  J. 


peaceful  or  otherwise,  which  have  for 
their  object  the  destruction  of  organ- 
ized government,  or  acts  antagonistic 
to  or  in  opposition  to  such  organized 
government,  or  acts  inciting  or  at- 
tempting to  incite  revolution  against 
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or  opposition  to  such  organized  gov- 
ernment, or  the  teaching  of  such 
doctrines. 

Definition  —  ''revolution.'' 

3.  The  word  "revolution/'  as  used  in 
the  act,  held  to  include  all  forms  of 
revolution,  accomplished  by  peaceful 
means  or  otherwise,  and  not  to  be 
limited  to  revolution  by  force  of  arms. 

Statute  —  uncertainty  —  invalidity. 

4.  The  act  uses  words  of  no  determi- 
native meaning,  and  the  language  is 
so  general  and  indefinite  as  to  em- 


brace not  only  acts  properly  and  legal- 
ly punishable,  but  also  others  which 
cannot  be  punished,  and  it  is  for  this 
reason  void  for  uncertainty. 
[See  25  R.  C.  L.  810.] 

A|>peal  —  constitutionality  of  statute 
—  first  attack. 

5.  Where  an  act  creating  a  crime  is 
found  to  be  unconstitutional,  the  ques- 
tion may  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
on  appeal. 

[See  6  R.  C.  L.  96;  2  R.  C.  L.  Supp. 
24.] 


Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Colfax 
County  (Leib,  J.)  convicting  him  of  unlawfully  and  feloniously  attempting 
to  incite  revolution  and  opposition  to  the  organized  government  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  state  of  New  Mexico.    Reversed. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion 

Mr.  Edward  D.  Tittmann,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Jurisdictional  matters  can  always 
be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 

17  Cyc.  T  3384;  Territory  v.  Taylor, 
11  N.  M.  588,  71  Pac.  489;  Arbuckle  v. 
State,  80  Miss.  15,  31  So.  437. 

The  statute  is  void  for  want  of  due 
process  of  law  because  it  fails  to  de- 
scribe with  reasonable  certainty  the 
elements  of  the  offense. 

United  States  v.  Reese,  92  U.  S.  214, 
23  L.  ed.  563 ;  16  C.  J.  68,  note  10. 

The  indictment  is  void  for  the  rea- 
son that  it  fails  to  charge  any  offense 
and  fails  to  set  forth  the  names  of  the 
l^ersons  solicited  to  become  members 
of  the  Industrial  Workers,  of  the 
World,  and  the  places  where  such  so- 
licitation was  made,  and  because  it 
does  not  show  in  what  manner  the  so- 
liciting of  membership  in  this  organ- 
ization should  be  described  as  an 
attempt  to  incite  revolution. 

12  C.  J.  1202 ;  State  v.  Lucero,  20  N. 
M.  55,  146  Pac.  407;  United  States  v. 
Medina,  15  N.  M.  204,  103  Pac.  976; 
Territory  y.  Cortez,  15  N.  M.  92,  103 
Pac.  264;  Territory  v.  Liotspeich,  14 
N.  M.  412,  94  Pac.  1025;  Fontana  v. 
United  States,  262  Fed.  283;  Evans  v. 
United  States,  153  U.  S.  584,  38  L.  ed. 
830,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  934,  9  Am.  Grim. 
Rep.  668 ;  Reeder  v.  United  States,  262 
Fed.  36;  United  States  v.  Cruikshank, 
92  U.  S.  542,  23  L.  ed.  588;  Batchelor 
V.  United  States,  156  U.  S.  426,  39  L. 
ed.  478,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  446;  Dunbar 
V.  United  States,  156  U.  S.  185,  39  L. 
ed.  390,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  825;  United 
States  V.  Mayer,  252  Fed.  868;  2  Mc- 
Clain,   Crim.  Law,  p.  534;  3  Whart. 


of  the  court. 

Crim.  Law,  p.  2813,  T  2162;  People  v. 
Lynch,  11  Johns.  549. 
.  The  manner  in  which  the  trial  was 
conducted  deprived  the  defendant  of 
his  liberty  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  deprived  him  of  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  law. 

State  V.  Brooks,  57  Mont.  480,  188 
Pac.  942;  Wheeler  v.  Wallace,  53  Mich. 
355,  19  N.  E.  33. 

The  demurrer  of  the  defendant  to 
the  evidence  of  the  state  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  state's  case  should  have 
been  sustained  for  the  reason  that, 
aside  from  the  defects  in  the  law  and 
in  the  indictment,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  charge  in  the  in- 
dictment, and  especially  no  evidence 
that  the  defendant  attempted  to  incite 
to  treason  against  the  state  of  New 
Mexico. 

Weeks  v.  United  States,  232  U.  S. 
383,  58  L.  ed.  652,  LJI.A.1915B,  834, 
34  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  341,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C 
1177;  Silverthorne  Lumber  Co.  v. 
United  States,  251  U.  S.  385,  64  L.  ed. 
319,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  182;  3  Whart 
Crim.  Law,  11th  ed.  2301. 

Messrs.  Harry  S.  Bowman,  Attorney 
General,  and  A.  M*  Bdwards,  Assistant 
Attorney  General,  for  the  State: 

Failure  to  raise,  in  the  court  below, 
the  question  of  the  unconstitutionality 
of  the  act  involved  waives  the  right  to 
raise  such  question  in  the  appellate 
court. 

R.  Haas  Electric  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Spring- 
field Amusement  Park  Co.  236  111.  452, 
23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  620,  127  Am.  St.  Rep. 
297,  86  N.  E.  248 ;  McDonald  v.  Spring 
Valley,  2  A.L.R.  1359,  note,  p.  1363, 285 
111.  52,  120  N.  E.  476;  6  R.  C.  L.  96; 
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Minden  v.  McCrary^  108  La.  518,  32 
So.  468;  State  v.  Raymond,  156  Ho. 
117,  56  S.W.  894;  Stat©  ex  rel.  Vandiv- 
er  V.  Burke,  175  Ala.  561,  57  So.  870; 
State  V.  Hertzog,  92  S.  C.  14,  75  S.  E. 
374;  State  v.  Meyer,  180  Iowa,  210,  163 
N.  W.  244;  State  v.  Swift  &  Co.  270 
Mo.  694,  195  S.  W.  996 ;  Ellis  v.  State, 
74  Fla.  215,  76  So.  698 ;  Jersey  City  v. 
Thorpe,  90  N.  J.  L.  520,  101  Atl.  414 ; 
State  ▼.  Mack,  92  Vt.  103,  102  Atl.  58 ; 
State  V.  Gibson,  —  Iowa,  — ,  174  N.  W. 
34;  State  v.  Hefton,  —  Mo.  — ,  213  S. 
W.  442;  Scoggins  v.  State,  24  Ga.  App. 
677,  102  S.  E.  39;  State  v.  Chavez,  19 
N.  M.  325,  142  Pac.  922,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917B,  127. 

If  the  title  of  the  act  on  which  the 
indictment  is  based  does  not  strictly 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  §  16  of 
art.  4  of  the  state  Constitution,  it  will 
hardly  be  contended  that  the  funda- 
mental rights  of  the  defendants  are 
violated  thereby- 
State  V.  Helton,  255  Mo.  170,  164  S. 
W.  457;  State  v.  Gibson,  —  Iowa,  — , 
174  N.  W.  34 ;  State  v.  Herzog,  92  S.  C. 
14,  75  S.  E.  874. 

The  legislature,  in  creating  an  of- 
fense, may  define  it  by  particular 
description  of  the  act  or  acts  consti- 
tuting it,  or  may  define  it  as  any  act 
which  produces,  or  is  reasonably  cal- 
culated to  produce,  a  certain  defined 
or  prescribed  result. 

16  C.  J.  67,  68;  State  v.  Helton,  256 
Mo.  170,  164  S.  W.  457;  Fessler  v. 
State,  12  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  579,  160 
Pac.  1129;  State  v.  Gibson,  —  Iowa,  — , 
174  N.  W.  34. 

Defendant  cannot  complain  that  he 
has  been  deprived  of  his  right  of  free- 
dom of  speech,  if,  by  the  act  under 
which  he  was  tried,  he  was  forbidden 
to  utter  statements  inciting  to  revolu- 
tion or  the  overthrow  of  the  organized 
government. 

People  V.  Most,  71  App.  Div.  160,  76 
N.  Y.  Supp.  591;  State  v.  Gibson,  su- 
pra; Debs  V.  United  States,  249  U.  S. 
211,  63  L.  ed.  566,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
252. 

The  indictment  is  sufficiently  spe- 
cific. 

22  Cyc.  341,  342;  14  R.  C.  L.  185, 187. 

Parker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  appellant,  Jack  Diamond,  was 
convicted  in  the  district  court  of 
Colfax  and  sentenced  to  the  peni- 
tentiary, from  which  judgment  this 
m>peal  is  prosecuted. 


DIAMOND.  1529 

tot  Foe.  9M.) 

'  The  indictment  charged  that  the 
defendant  ''did  then  and  there  un- 
lawfully and  feloniously  attempt  to 
incite  revolution  and  opposition  to 
the  organized  government  of  the 
United  States  of  America  and  of 
the  state  of  New  Mexico  by  then  and 
there  solidting  members  for  the  In- 
dustrial Workers  of  the  World,  an 
organization  which  has  for  its  pur- 
pose and  aim  the  destruction  of  or- 
ganized government,  Federal,  state^ 
and  municipal." 

The  statute  under  which  the  pros- 
ecution was  had  is  chapter  140, 
Laws  1919,  which  provides  as  fol- 
lows: 

''Section  1.  That  it  shall  be  un- 
lawful for  any  person  or  persons, 
firm  or  corporation,  to  commit  or 
perform  or  to  cause  to  permit  or  to 
be  performed  any  act  of  any  kind 
whatsoever  which  has  for  its  pur- 
pose or  aim  the  destruction  of  or- 
ganized government,  Federal,  state, 
or  municipal,  or  to  do  or  cause  to 
be  done  any  act  which  is  antagonis- 
tic to  or  in  opposition  to  such 
organized  government,  or  incite  or 
attempt  to  incite  revolution  or  op- 
position to  such  organized  govern- 
ment. 

"Any  person  violating  any  of  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished 
by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $200  nor 
more  than  $1,000,  or  by  imprison- 
ment in  the  state  penitentiary  for 
not  less  than  one  year  nor  more 
than  ten  years,  or  by  both  such  fine 
and  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court. 

"Sec.  2.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  person  or  persons,  firm  or  cor- 
poration to  advocate  or  teach,  or 
cause  to  be  advocated  or  taught,  in 
any  manner  whatsoever,  the  doing 
or  performance  of  any  of  the  acts 
prohibited  by  §  1  hereof." 

Counsel  for  appellant  argues  that 
the  act  is  unconstitutional  for  sev- 
eral reasons,  among  which  is  that  it 
violates  §  17  of  article  2  of  the 
state  Constitution,  which  provides: 
"Every  person  may  freely  speak, 
write  or  publish  his  sentiments  on 
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all  subjects,  being  responsible  for 
the  abuse  of  that  right ;  and  no  law 
shall  be  passed  to  restrain  or 
abridge  the  liberty  of  speech  or  of 
the  press." 

1.  It  is  apparent  from  the  terms 
of  the  statute,  considered  as  a 
whole,  that  the  (Senses  enumerated 

stAt«t«-  ^^  ^^*  confined  to 

«on«truetios~       acts  of  violenco  or 

lawful  things,  but  include  all  acts, 
peaceful  or  otherwise,  which  have 
for  their  object  the  destruction  of 
organized  government,  or  acts  an- 
tagonistic to  or  in  opposition  to  such 
organized  government,  or  acts  in- 
citing or  attempting  to  incite  revo- 
lution against  or  opposition  to 
such  organized  government,  or  the 
teaching  of  such  doctrines.  In 
this  particular  this  statute  is 
unique.  Under  its  terms  no  dis- 
tinction is  made  between  the  man 
who  advocates  a  change  in  the 
form  of  our  government  by  consti- 
tutional means,  or  advocates  the 
abandonment  of  organized  govern- 
ment by  peaceful  methods,  and  the 
man  who  advocates  the  overthrow 
of  our  government  by  armed  revo- 
lution, or  other  form  of  force  and 
violence.  Both  are  alike  guilty.  It 
prohibits  alike  the  creation  of  pub* 
lie  opinion  by  argument  and  persua^ 
sion,  and  the  compulsion  of  action 
by  the  people  by  force  of  arms,  in- 
timidation, sabotage,  or  other  crim- 
inal or  illegal  means.  And  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  supply  by  intend- 
ment the  element  of  force  and  vio- 
lence which  would  render  the  stat- 
ute free  from  the  objection  raised 
to  it.  To  do  so  would  be  to  insert 
words  in  the  statute  which  are  not 
there  and  which  would  entirely 
change  its  meaning.  This  is  not  al- 
lowable, especially  in  statutes  creat- 
ing crimes,  where  the  rule  of  strict 
construction  must  be  applied.  State 
V.  Armijo,  19  N.  M.  345-^49,  142 
Pac.  1126. 

2.  In  State  v.  Tachin,  92  N.  J.  L. 
270,  106  Atl.  145,  the  New  Jersey 
court  had  before  it  a  somewhat  sim- 
ilar question  to  the  one  at  bar.  The 
statute  of  New  Jersey  (P.  L.  1918, 


p.  180)  provided  in  §  1  of  the  act 
punishment  for  inciting,  or,  by  writ- 
ing, speech,  or  other  means,  at- 
tempting to  incite,  'insurrection  or 
sedition."  Section  2  of  the  act  pro- 
vided that  ''any  person  who  shall 
advocate,  in  public  or  private,  by 
speech,  writing,  printing,  or  by  any 
other  means,  the  subversion  or  de- 
struction by  force  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  or  of  the 
state  of  New  Jersey,  or  attempt  by 
speech,  writing,  printing,  or  in  any 
other  way  whatsoever  to  incite  or 
abet,  promote  or  encourage  hostil- 
ity or  opposition  to  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  state 
of  New  Jersey,  shall  be  guilty,"  etc 

Section  3  of  the  act  prohibited 
membership  in  any  society  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  inciting,  abetting, 
promoting,  or  encouraging  hostility 
or  opposition  to  the  government  of 
the  United  States,  or  of  the  state  of 
New  Jersey. 

In  the  case  before  the  court  the 
defendant  was  charged  with  a  viola- 
tion of  §  2  of  the  act  by  reason  of 
a  speech  in  which  it  was  urged  he 
attempted  to  incite  hostility  and 
opposition  to  the  government  of  tiie 
United  States.  The  section  was 
challenged  as  unconstitutional  upon 
the  ground  that  it  invaded  the  con- 
stitutional guaranty  of  the  right  of 
free  speech.  The  majority  of  the 
court  construed  the  section  to  the 
eflfect  that  the  words  "hostility  or 
opposition  to  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,"  meant  such  hostility 
and  opposition  as  involved  the  "sub- 
version or  destruction  by  force"  of 
those  governments,  and  held  that 
the  statute,  as  thus  construed,  was 
constitutional.  The  court  states, 
however,  that  if  the  statute  pun- 
ished hostility  or  opposition  to  the 
government  without  force,  the  stat- 
ute would  be  unconstitutional.  Two 
vigorous  dissents  were  filed  in  this 
case,  which  are  reported  in  93  N.  J. 
L.  485,  108  Atl.  318.  In  one  of 
these  opinions  §§  2  and  3  of  the 
act  are  condemned  on  the  ground 
that  they  violate  the  right  of  free 
speech,  the  freedom  of  the  press. 
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and  the  freedom  of  assanbly  guar- 
anteed by  the  Federal  Constitution 
and  the  Cionstitution  of  New  Jersey. 
Sections  2  and  S  of  this  same  act 
came  before  the  New  Jersey  court 
again  in  State  y.  Gabriel,  95  N.  J. 
L.  337,  112  Atl.  611.  The  court  ad- 
hered to  the  former  construction  of 
§  2  of  the  act,  but  held  S  3  to  be  un- 
constitutional, and  said:  ''At  the 
close  of  the  trial  counsel  for  defend- 
ant moved  that  the  court  direct  that 
the  defendant  be  acquitted  on  this 
indictment,  because  the  statute  up- 
on which  it  rested  is  unconstitution- 
al, and  this,  we  think,  is  sound.  Un- 
der the  Constitution  and  Bill  of 
Kights  the  legislature  cannot  make 
it  criminal  to  bel<mg  to  a  party  or- 
ganized or  formed  for  the  purpose 
of  encouraging  hostility  or  opposi- 
tion to  the  government  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  or  of  this  state,  unless  the 
hostility  or  opposition  includes  a 
purpose  to  overthrow  or  subvert 
such  government.  The  constitu- 
tionally of  the  2d  section  of  the 
act  was  sustained  in  State  v.  Tachin, 
92  N.  J.  L.  269,  106  Atl.  146,  be- 
cause that  section  provides  that  the 
hostility  or  opposition  prohibited 
involved  subversion  and  destruction 
by  force.  While  by  the  section  un- 
der consideration  it  is  made  a  crime 
to  be  a  member  of  a  society  organ- 
ized or  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
encouraging  hostility  or  opposition 
to  the  Federal  or  state  government, 
not  to  subvert  or  destroy  them  by 
force,  and  would  apply  to  any  citi- 
zen who  sought  a  change  in  the 
form  of  the  government  by  a  most 
peaceful  means.  ...  In  our 
judgment,  so  long  as  an  organizar 
tion  formed  for  the  purpose  re- 
served in  the  paragraph  of  the  Con- 
stitution referred  to  confines  its 
purpose  to  peaceful  hostility  or  op- 
position, and  does  not  advocate  or 
indicate  a  purpose  to  overthrow  or 
subvert  the  existing  government  by 
force,  but  only  by  constitutional 
methods,  the  right  of  the  members 
of  such  society  to  assemble  together 
and  consult  for  the  common  good 
is  protected  by  the  Bill  of  Rights." 
In  Iowa  they  have  an  act  veiy 
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tot  Pae,  98t.) 

similar  to  the  New  Jansey  act,  and 
which  is  chapter  872,  Laws  1917. 
Section  1  prohibits  the  inciting  of 
'^insurrection  or  sedition/'  Section 
2  of  the  act  prohibits  the  advocacy 
by  speech,  writing,  printing,  or 
other  means  of  the  subversion  and 
destruction  by  force  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  state  of  Iowa  or  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  attempt  by 
speech,  writing,  printing,  or  other 
means  to  incite  or  abet,  promote  or 
encourage,  hostility  or  opposition  to 
the  government  of  the  state  of 
Iowa  or  of  the  United  States.  Sec- 
tion 3  of  the  act  prohibite  member- 
ship in  any  organization  or  society 
organized  for  the  purpose  of  incit- 
ing, abetting,  promoting,  or  en- 
couraging hostility  or  opposition  to 
the  government  of  the  state  of  Iowa 
or  of  the  United  States.  This  stat- 
ute came  before  the  supreme  court 
of  Iowa  in  State  v.  Gibson,  —  Iowa, 
— ,  174  N.  W.  84.  The  defendant 
was  charged  that  he  '"did  attempt 
by  speech,  action,  and  riianner  of 
speaking  to  incite,  abet,  promote, 
and  encourage  hostility  and  opposi- 
tion to  the  government  of  the  state 
of  Iowa  and  of  the  United  States, 
contrary  to  the  statutes  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,'^  etc. 

The  indictment  evidently  was 
brought  under  §  2  of  the  act,  and 
was.  sustained  by  the  court  upon  the 
ground  that  it  charged  an  attempt 
to  promote  sedition.  If  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  by  the  court 
was  intended  to  mean  that  the  hos- 
tility and  opposition  to  the  govern- 
ment was  hostility  and  opposition 
by  force,  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
no  doubt,  correct.  The  court  said: 
''It  is  presented  that  the  statute  vio- 
lates the  guaranty  of  article  1,  §  7, 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  state, 
that  all  may  speak,  write,  and  pub- 
lish their  sentiments  on  all  subjects, 
being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of 
that  right,  and  that  no  law  shall  be 
passed  to  restrain  or  abridge  the 
liBerty  of  speech  or  of  the  press. 
The  constitutional  guaranty  itself 
qualifies  the  immunity  by  a  plain  in- 
dication that,  while  the  right  is 
given,  the  abuse  of  that  right  is  not 
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to  be  tolerated.  The  framers  of  our 
Constitution  were  laboring  for  the 
good  of  the  commonwealth.  They 
did  not  intend  to  protect  what  might 
destroy  the  state.  It  was  not  in-r 
tended  that  the  right  of  free  speech 
included  the  right  to  promote  sedi- 
tion." 

If  our  interpretation  of  our  stat- 
ute IS  correct,  as  no  doubt  it  is,  the 

whole  statute  is  un- 
constitutional upon 
the  same  reasoning 
as  that  adopted  by  the  New  Jersey 
court  in  regard  to  S  3  of  their  act. 
It  is  true  that  §  8  oi  that  act  violat- 
ed the  right  of  assembly,  but  the 
principles  governing  the  right  of 
assembly  and  the  right  of  free 
speech  are  the  same. 

3.  What  has  been  heretofore  said 
refers  to  the  statute  generally.  It 
remains  to  consider  specilicaUy  the 
provisions  prohibiting  the  inciting 
or  attempting  to  incite  revolution. 
Is  the  word  "revolution"  as  used  in 
the  statute  confined  to  an  armed 
revolution,  or  does  it  include  revo- 
lution by  peaceful  methods?  ''Rev- 
olution" has  been  variously  defined 
as  a  radical  change  or  modifi- 
cation of  the  government  (McMul- 
len  V.  Hodge,  5  Tex.  34-75);  the 
overthrow  of  an  established  politi- 
cal system  (Ballentine's  Law  Dic- 
tionary) ;  a  fundamental  change  in 
government  or  in  the  poUtical  Con- 
stitution of  a  country  effected  sud- 
denly and  violently,  and  mainly 
brought  about  by  internal  condi- 
tions (New  Standard  Enc.) ;  a  radi- 
cal change  in  social  or  governmental 
conditions ;  the  overthrow  of  an  es- 
tablished political  system,  generally 
accompanied  by  far-reaching  social 
changes  (Century  Dictionary). 

In  the  American  mind  the  word 
"revolution,"  at  first  view,  is  asso- 
ciated with  the  war  for  independ- 
ence by  the  colonies,  which  was,  of 
course,  a  rebellion  and  a  revolution 
accomplished  by  force  of  arms.  But 
this  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  orifi- 
nary  meaning  of  the  word  in  all 
cases.  The  promulgation  and  adop- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  was  a  revolution  of 


far-reaching   importance.     At  the 
time  there  was  in  existence  a  com- 
I^ete  government   of  the  thirteen 
states  under  the  Articles  of  Confed- 
eration.    Under  article  13  of  that 
document  the  Articles  of  Confeder- 
ation could  be  amended  only  with 
the  consent  of  all  the  states,  and 
they    provided    for    a    "perpetual 
union."  Notwithstanding  this  con- 
tract   between  the  thirteen  states, 
the  Constitution  provided  that  up- 
on the  ratification  of  the  same  by 
nine  states  it  should  become  estab- 
lished  as   a   Constitution  between 
the  states  so  ratifying  the  same. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  deven  of  the 
states  ratified  before  any  action  was 
taken  under  the  Constitution,  leav- 
ing North  Carolina  and  Rhode  Is- 
land without  any  participation  in 
the  new  government.    The  contract 
betwe^i  the  states  was  thus  violat- 
ed by  the  adoption  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  the  Constitution  went  into 
effect  without  the  consent  of  those 
two  states.  Upon  this  subject  Judge 
Cooley  says:     "This  exclusion  was 
not   warranted    by   anything   con- 
tained in  the  Articles  of  Confedera- 
tion, which  purported  to  be  articles 
of  perpetual  union ;'  and  the  action 
of  the  eleven  states  in  making  radi- 
cal revision  of  the  Ck>nstitution,  and 
excluding  their  associates  for  re- 
fusal to  assent,  was  really  revolu- 
tionary in  character,  and  only  to  be 
defended  on  the  same  ground  of  ne- 
cessity on  which  all  revolutionary 
action  is  justified,  and  which  in  this 
case  was  the  absolute  need,  fully 
demonstrated  by  experience,  of  a 
more  efficient  general  government." 
See  Cooley,  Ccmst.  Lim.  7th  ed.  pp. 
9  and  10. 

The  result  was  accomplished  by 
argument  and  persuasion,  and,  of 
course,  no  one  would  say  that  any 
law  could  now  be  passed  which 
would  make  criminal  the  same  kind 
of  conduct.  Nor  is  the  meaning  of 
the  word  changed  by  its  connection 
with  the  word  "incite."  To  "incite" 
is  to  arouse  to  action,  nothing  more, 
and  cannot  be  held  to  narrow  the 
word  "revolution"  to  revolution  by 
violence.    The  doctrine  of  noscitur 
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a  sociis  is  applicable  here.  The 
word  "revolution"  is  directly  asso- 
ciated with  the  words  "opposition  to 
such  organized  governments/'  and 
must  be  held  to  include  the  same 
thing.  A  fair,  general  view  of  the 
whole  statute  leads  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  it  was  designed  to  close 

the  mouths  and  tie 
-re*  oVXn.-        the  hands  of  people 

who  were  dissatis- 
fied with  the  government  as  at  pres- 
ent constituted,  and  who  advocated 
by  any  means,  peaceful  or  other- 
wise, change  in  the  form  of  govern- 
ment, or  the  abandonment  of  organ- 
ized government  entirely.  This  act 
was  passed  after  the  Armistice  and 
and  before  the  conclusion  of  peace 
with  Germany,  which  has  been  ac- 
complished only  within  the  last  few 
days.  But  the  act  is  not  a  war 
measure,  and  none  of  the  considera- 
tions which  apply  to  conduct  which 
constitutes  a  proximate  and  immi- 
nent danger  to  the  government  in 
the  time  of  war,  or  danger  to  the 
success  of  its  arms  against  the  pub- 
lic enemy,  apply  here.  See  Schenck 
V.  United  States,  249  U.  S.  47,  63  L. 
ed.  470,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  247,  and 
Gilbert  v.  Minnesota,  254  U.  S.  325, 
65  L.  ed.  287,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  126, 
where  the  di^nction  is  pointed  out 
that  time  and  circumstances  may  be 
determinative  as  to  whether  a  stat- 
ute limiting  the  right  of  free  speech 
will  be  valid. 

4.  A  further  technical  legal  ob- 
jection to  the  statute  is  its  want  of 
certainty.    Where  the  statute  uses 

statate-  words  of  uo  detcr- 

vneertainty-  minative  meaning, 
in^Mity.  ^j.  ^^^  language  is 

so  general  and  indefinite  as  to  em*- 
brace  not  only  acts  commonly  recog- 
nized as  reprehensible,  but  also 
others  which  it  is  unreasonable  to 
presume  were  intended  to  be  made 
criminal,  it  will  be  declared  void  for 
uncertainty.  16  C.  J.  §  28.  Thus  in 
United  States  v.  Reese,  92  U.  S.  214, 
23  L.  ed.  563,.  the  defendant,  with 
another,  had  been  indicted  for  an 
offense  under  an  act  of  Congress, 
and  was  charged  with  refusing  to 
receive  and  count  at  an  election  the 
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vote  of  a  citizen  of  African  descent. 
Congress  had  passed  an  act  (16 
Stat,  at  L.  140,  cbap.  114,  Comp. 
Stat  §  8966,  3  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  2d 
ed.  p.  118)  to  put  the  15th  Amend- 
ment into  operation,  S  4  of  which 
provided  for  the  punishment  of  any 
person  who  should  by  force,  bribery, 
threat,  intimidation,  or  other  un- 
lawful means,  hinder,  delay,  or  com- 
bine with  others  to  hinder,  delay, 
prevent,  or  obstruct  any  citizen 
from  doing  any  act  required  to  be 
done  to  qualify  him  to  vote  or  from 
voting  at  any  election.  It  wiU  thus 
be  seen  that  this  section  went  be- 
yond the  purview  of  the  15th 
Amendment  and  was  not  limited  in 
its  terms  to  cases  involving  the 
deprivation  of  the  right  to  vote  by 
colored  people,  but  included  all 
classes  of  voters.  The  court  point- 
ed out  that  the  statute  did  not  con- 
fine its  operation  to  unlawful  dis- 
crimination on  account  of  race,  etc., 
and  that  the  act  was  broad  enough 
to  punish  discrimination  against 
any  class  of  voters,  which  was,  of 
course,  beyond  the  power  of  Con- 
gress.   The  court  said : 

"It  remains  now  to  consider 
whether  a  statute,  so  general  as  this 
in  its  provisions,  can  be  made  avail- 
able for  the  punishment  of  those 
who  may  be  guilty  of  unlawful  dis- 
crimination against  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  while  exercising  the 
elective  franchise,  on  account  of 
their  race,  etc. 

"There  is  no  attempt  in  the  sec- 
tions now  under  consideration  to 
provide  specifically  for  such  an  of- 
fense. If  the  case  is  provided  for 
at  all,  it  is  because  it  comes  under 
the  general  prohibition  against  any 
wrongful  act  or  unlawful  obstruc- 
tion in  this  particular.  We  are, 
therefore,  directly  called  upon  to 
decide  whether  a  penal  statute  en- 
acted by  Congress,  with  its  limited 
powers,  which  is  in  general  lan- 
guage broad  enough  to  cover  wrong- 
ful acts  without  as  well  as  within 
the  constitutional  jurisdiction,  can 
be  limited  by  judicial  construction 
so  as  to  make  it  operate  only  on 
that  which  Congress  may  rightfully 
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prohibit  aiid  punish.  For  this  pur- 
pose, we  must  take  these  sections 
of  the  statute  as  they  are.  We  are 
not  able  to  reject  a  part  which  is 
unconstitutional,  and  retain  the  re- 
mainder, because  it  is  not  possible 
to  separate  that  which  is  unconsti- 
tutional, if  there  be  any  such,  from 
that  which  is  not.  The  proposed 
effect  is  not  to  be  attained  by  strik- 
in^r  out  or  disregarding  woitis  that 
are  in  the  section,  but  by  inserting 
those  that  are  not  now  there.  Each 
of  the  sections  must  stand  as  a 
whole,  or  fall  altogether.  The  lan- 
guage is  plain.  There  is  no  room 
for  construction,  unless  it  be  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  Constitution.  The 
question,  then,  to  be  determined,  is 
whether  we  can  introduce  words  of 
limitation  into  a  penal  statute  so  as 
to  make  it  specific,  when,  as  ex- 
pressed, it  is  general  only.    .    .    . 

'To  limit  this  statute  in  the  man- 
ner now  asked  for  would  be  to  make 
a  new  law,  not  to  enforce  an  old  one. 
This  is  no  part  of  our  duty." 

In  Augustine  v.  State,  41  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  59,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  766, 
52  S.  W.  77,  the  question  was  as  to 
the  uncertainty  of  a  statute  which 
provided  for  a  different  venue  in 
cases  of  murder  by  ''mob  violence." 
The  court  said :  "We  have  given  this 
question  much  thought  and  study, 
and  we  confess  to  being  unable  to 
solve  the  difficulty,  and  to  deter- 
mine what  the  legislature  really 
meant  by  the  term  'mob  viol^ice,' 
or  what  character  of  cases  they  in- 
tended the  act  should  embrace.  It 
is  so  uncertain  in  its  terms  as  to  es- 
cape intelligible  construction,  and 
we  therefore  declare  it  inoperative 
and  void." 

In  United  States  v.  Capital  Trac- 
tion Co.  34  App.  D.  C.  592,  19  Ann. 
Cas.  68,  the  question  was  whether 
an  act  of  Congress  which  made  it  a 
criminal  offense  for  the  street  rail- 
way company  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia to  run  an  insufficient  number 
of  cars  to  accommodate  persons  de- 
siring passage  thereon  without 
crowding  the  same  was  so  indefinite 
and  uncertain  as  to  be  void.  The 
court   said:     "What   shall   be   the 


guide  to  the  court  or  jury  in  ascer- 
taining what  constitutes  a  crowded 
car?  What  may  be  regarded  as  a 
crowded  car  by  one  jury  may  not  be 
so  considered  by  another.  What 
shall  constitute  a  sufficient  number 
of  cars  in  the  opinion  of  one  judge 
may  be  regarded  as  insufficient  by 
another.  What  may  be  regarded  as 
grounds  for  acquittal  by  one  court 
may  be  held  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
conviction  in  another.  The  princi- 
ple of  uniformity,  one  of  the  funda- 
mental elements  essential  in  deter- 
mining the  validity  of  criminal  stat- 
utes, is  wholly  lacking.  There  is  a 
total  absence  of  any  definition  of 
what  shall  constitute  a  crowded  car. 
This  important  element  cannot  be 
left  to  conjecture,  or  be  supplied  by 
either  the  court  or  the  jury.  It  is 
of  the  very  essence  of  the  law  itself, 
and  without  it  the  statute  is  too  in- 
definite and  uncertain  to  support  an 
information  or  indictment.'' 
.  In  Czarra  v.  Medical  Supers.  25 
App.  D.  C.  448,  the  question  was 
whether  an  act  of  Congress  provid- 
ing for  the  cancelation  of  a  physi- 
cian's license  to  practise  medicine 
was  void  for  uncertainty.  The  act 
(29  Stat,  at  L.  200,  chap.  313)  pro- 
vided that  the  license  might  be  re- 
voked for  any  of  the  following 
causes,  to  wit:  "The  employment 
of  fraud  or  deception  in  passing  the 
examinations  provided  for  in  this 
act,  chronic  inebriety,  the  practice 
of  criminal  abortion,  conviction  of 
crime  involving  moral  turpitude,  or 
of  unprofessional  or  dishonorable 
conduct.'' 

The  court  said :  "Reasonable  cer- 
tainty, in  view  of  the  conditions,  is 
all  that  is  required,  and  liberal  ef- 
fect is  always  to  be  given  to  the 
legislative  intent  when  possible. 
But  when  the  legislature  declares  an 
offense  in  words  of  no  determinate 
signification,  or  its  language  is  so 
general  and  indefinite  as  that  it 
may  embrace  within  its  compre- 
hension, not  only  acts  commonly 
recognized  as  reprehensible,  but 
others  also  which  it  is  unreasonable 
to  presume  were  intended  to  be 
made  criminal,  the  courts,  possess- 
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ing  no  arbitrary  discretion  to  dis- 
criminate between  those  which 
were  and  those  which  were  not  in- 
tended to  be  made  unlawful,  can  do 
nothing  else  than  declare  the  statute 
void  for  its  uncertainty/' 

The  court  then  quotes  from 
United  States  v.  Reese,  supra,  as 
follows:  *Tt  would  certainly  be 
dangerous  if  the  legislature  could 
set  a  net  large  enough  to  catch  all 
possible  offenders,  and  leave  it  to 
the  courts  to  step  inside  and  say 
who  could  be  rightfully  detained 
and  who  should  be  set  at  large. 
This  would,  to  some  extent,  substi- 
tute the  judicial  for  the  legislative 
department  of  the  government.^' 

See  also,  in  this  connection,  Stout- 
enburgh  v.  Frazier,  16  App.  D.  C. 
229,  48  L.R A.  220 ;  State  v.  Gaster, 
45  La.  Ann.  636,  12  So.  739;  Ex 
parte  Jackson,  45  Ark.  158. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  consid- 
erations and  the  cases  cited,  it 
would  seem  dear  that  the  statute 
under  consideration  here  is  void  for 
uncertainty. 

5.  The  unconstitutionality  of  the 
act  was  not  raised  in  the  trial  court, 
and  the  attorney  general  insists 
that  the  weight  of  authority  sup^ 
pcrts  his  contention  that  a  constitu^ 
tional  question  is  not  jurisdictional 
in  character,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  ap- 
peal. 

It  is  true  that  we  have  held  in 
State  V.  Chavez,  19  N.  M.  325,  142 
P^c  922,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  127,  and 
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State  V.  Garcia,  19  N.  M.  420,  421, 
148  Pac.  1012,  that  where  the  al- 
leged unconstitutional  character  of 
a  statute  concerns  a  matter  of  evi- 
dence, rather  than  the  offense  it- 
self, the  constitutional  question 
cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
on  appeal  But  in  this  case  a  dif- 
ferent proposition  is  involved.  Here 
the  question  of  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  involved  determines 
whether  a  crime  has  been  commit- 
ted. If  the  law  is  void,  no  crime 
has  been  committed  and  none  can 
be  committed  under  it,  and  the 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant  or  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  cause.  It  is  a 
proceeding  to  punish  a  man  where 
there  is  no  law  authorizing  the 
same.  In  such  a  case  it  would  seem 
that  the  question  is 
jurisdictional  and  .utSSoniuftV  of 
may  be  raised  for  Jttici^*"* 
the  first  time  on 
appeal,  and  we  so  hold.  See,  in  this 
connection,  Schwartz  v.  People,  46 
Colo.  239,  47  Colo.  483, 104  Pac.  92 ; 
State  V.  Gibson,  —  Iowa,  — ,  174 
N.  W.  34,  and  State  v.  Winehill  & 
Rosenthal  147  La.  781,  86  So.  181. 
For  the  reasons  stated,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  will  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  District  Court 
to  dismiss  the  cause  and  discharge 
the  defendant,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Raynolds,  Ch.  J.,  concurs. 

Davis,  J.,  did  not  participate. 
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III.— continued. 

c  Statutes  directed  against  inter- 


L  Introduction,  1636. 
II.  Espionage  Act: 

a.  In  general,  1686. 

b.  As  affected  by  provisions  in  Fed- 

eral    Constitotion     regarding 
treason,  1638. 
III.  State  statutes: 

a.  Sedition  acts  generally,  1639. 

b.  Syndicalism  and  sabotage  stat- 

utes, 1643. 

1.  Introdueti^n, 

The  present  annotation  is  supple* 
mental  to  that  on  the  same  question 


ference  with  military  forces  or 
war,  1647. 
d.  Possession    or    display    of    red 
flags,  1648. 
lY.  Intent  as  an  essential  element,  1649. 
V.  Miscellaneous,  1649. 

appended  to  State  v.  Moilen,  1  A.L.R. 
836. 

The  annotation  is  concerned   only 
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with  the  question  of  the  validity,  and 
not  with  the  construction,  of  legisla- 
tion of  the  nature  indicated  in  the 
above  title.  In  several  cases,  however, 
attention  is  called  to  the  nature  of  the 
particular  language,  words,  or  acts  re- 
lied on,  in  order  to  show  that,  as  thus 
drafted  and  applied,  the  statute  has 
been  held  valid. 

II.  Espionage  Aet. 

a.  In  general. 

The  Espionage  Act  enacted  by  Con- 
gress in  1917  (40  Stat,  at  L.  219,  chap. 
80),  and  the  amendment  thereto  in 
1918  (40  Stat,  at  L.  558,  chap.  75, 
Comp.  Stat.  §  10,212c,  Fed.  Stat.  Anno. 
Supp.  1918,  p.  120),  have  been  held 
constitutional  in  numerous  cases. 
Frohwerk  v.  United  States  (1919)  249 
U.  S.  204,  08  L.  ed.  561,  89  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  249 ;  Debs  v.  United  Stotes  (1919) 
249  U.  S.  211,  68  L.  ed.  566,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  252  (amendment) ;  Schenck  v. 
United  States  (1919)  249  U.  &  47,  68 
L.  ed.  470,  39  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  247; 
Abrams  v.  United  States  (1919)  250 
U.  S.  616,  68  L.  ed.  1178,  40  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  17  (amendment) ;  Schaefer  v. 
United  States  (1920)  251  U.  S.  466,  64 
L.  ed.  860,  40  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  259 ;  Pierce 
v.  United  States  (1920)  252  U.  S.  239, 
64  L.  ed.  542,  40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  205, 
affirming  (1917)  245  Fed.  878;  O'Con- 
nell  V.  United  States  (1920)  258  U.  S. 
142,  64  L.  ed.  827,  40  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  444; 
United  States  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  S.  D. 
Pub.  C^o.  V.  Burleson  (1921)  256  U.  S. 
407,  65  L.  ed.  704,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
852;  Heynacher  v.  United  States 
(1919)  168  C.  C.  A.  273,  257  Fed.  61, 
petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  denied 
in  (1919)  250  U.  S.  674,  63  L.  ed.  1021, 
40  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  54;  Dodge  v.  United 
States  (1919)  7  A.L.R.  1510,  169  C.  O. 
A.  316,  258  Fed.  300,  petition  for  writ 
of  certiorari  denied  in  (1919)  250  U. 
S.  660,  63  L.  ed.  1194,  40  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
10  (amendment) ;  Hickson  v.  United 
States  (1919)  169  C.  C.  A.  587,  258 
Fed.  867;  Equi  v.  United  States  (1919) 
171  C.  C.  A.  649,  261  Fed.  53,  petition 
for  writ  of  certiorari  denied  in  (1920) 
251  U.  S.  560,  64  L.  ed.  414,  40  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  219  (amendment) ;  Schoborg 
V.  United  States  (1920)  264  Fed.  1, 
petition  for  certiorari  denied  in  (1920) 


258  U.  S.  494,  64  L.  ed.  1029,  40  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  586  (amendment) ;  Wimmer 
V.  United  States  (1920)  264  Fed.  11, 
petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  denied 
in  (1920)  253  U.  S.  494,  64  L.  ed.  1080, 
40  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  586  (amendment); 
Lockhart  v.  United  States  (1920)  264 
Fed.  14,  petition  for  writ  of  certiorari 
denied  in  (1920)  254  U.  S.  645,  65  L. 
ed.  455,  41  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  14  (amend- 
ment); Dierkes  v.  United  States 
(1921)  274  Fed.  75  (amendment).  See 
also  Seebach  v.  United  States  (1919) 
262  Fed.  885. 

Section  3  of  the  1917  Act  above  re- 
ferred to  provided  a  punishment  for 
'"whoever,  when  the  United  States  is 
at  war,  shall  wilfully  make  or  convey 
false  reports  or  false  statements  with 
intent  to  interfere  with  the  operation 
or  success  of  the  military  or  naval 
forces  of  the  United  States,  or  to  pro- 
mote the  success  of  its  enemies,  and 
whoever,  when  the  United  States  is  at 
war,  shall  wilfully  cause  or  attempt  to 
cause  insubordination,  dislosralty,  mu- 
tiny, or  refusal  of  duty  in  the  military 
or  naval  forces  of  the  United  States, 
or  shall  wilfully  obstruct  the  recruit- 
ing or  enlistment  service  of  the  United 
States  to  the  injury  of  the  service  or 
of  the  United  States.**  The  1918 
amendment  provides,  inter  alia,  for 
punishment  for  anyone  who,  when  the 
United  States  is  at  war,  shall  wilfully 
make  or  convey  false  reports  or  false 
statements  with  intent  to  interfere 
with  the  operation  or  success  of  the 
military  or  naval  forces  of  the  United 
States,  or  to  promote  the  success  of 
its  enemies,  or  wilfully  cause  or  at- 
tempt to  cause,  or  incite  or  attempt 
to  incite,  insubordination,  disloyalty, 
mutiny,  or  refusal  of  duty,  in  the  mili- 
tary or  naval  forces  of  the  United 
States,  or  wilfully  obstruct  or  attempt 
to  obstruct  the  recruiting  or  enlist- 
ment service  of  the  United  States,  or 
''wilfully  utter,  print,  write,  or  pub- 
lish any  disloyal,  profane,  scurrilous, 
or  abusive  language  about  the  form 
of  government  of  the  United  States,*' 
or  its  Constitution,  military  or  naval 
forces,  flag,  or  uniform,  or  any  lan- 
guage intended  to  bring  the  form  of 
government  of  the  United  States,  or 
the    Constitution,   military   or   naval 
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forces,  flag,  or  uniform,  into  contempt 
or  disrepute,  or  **wilf ully  utter,  print, 
write,  or  publish  any  language  intend- 
ed to  incite,  provoke,  or  encourage  re- 
sistance to  the  United  States,  or  to 
promote  the  cause  of  its  enemies,*'  or 
whoever  shall  wilfully  advocate, 
teach,  defend,  or  suggest  the  doing  of 
any  of  the  acts  or  things  enumerated 
in  the  statute,  or  ''whoever  shall  by 
word  or  act  support  or  favor  the  cause 
of  any  country  with  which  the  United 
States  is  at  war,  or  by  word  or  act 
oppose  the  cause  of  the  United  States 
therein." 

It  was  said  in  Frohwerk  v.  United 
States  (1919)  249  U.  S.  204,  63  L.  ed. 
561,  89  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  249,  supra,  that 
the  1st  Amendment  to  the  Federal 
Constitution,  while  prohibiting  legis- 
lation against  free  speech  as  such, 
could  not  have  been,  and  obviously 
was  not,  intended  to  give  immunity  for 
every  possible  use  of  language.  And 
it  was  held  in  this  case  that  constitu- 
tional freedom  of  speech  and  press 
was  not  infringed  by  the  provisions  of 
the  Espionage  Act,  under  which  a  per- 
son might  be  convicted  for  conspiring 
to  obstruct  the  military  recruiting  or 
enlistment  service  by  words  of  per- 
suasion in  newspaper  publications. 

In  Schenck  v.  United  States  (1919) 
249  U.  S.  47,  63  L.  ed.  470,  39  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  247,  supra,  the  Federal  Supreme 
Gourt  held  that  the  1st  Amendment 
to  the  Federal  Constitution,  forbid- 
ding the  abridgment  of  freedom  of 
speech,  did  not  prevent  conviction  for 
a  conspiracy  to  violate  the  Espionage 
Act  through  the  distribution  of  a  cir- 
cular denouncing  conscription  in  im- 
passioned terms,  and  vigorously  urg- 
ing that  opposition  to  the  selective 
draft  be  asserted,  although  in  form  the 
circular  was  confined  to  peaceful 
measures,  such  as  a  petition  for  the 
repeal  of  the  act.  It  was  said:  ''We 
admit  that  in  many  places  and  in  ordi- 
nary times  the  defendants,  in  saying 
all  that  was  said  in  the  circular, 
would  have  been  within  their  consti- 
tutional rights.  But  the  character  of 
every  act  depends  upon  the  circum- 
stances in  which  it  is  done.  .  .  . 
The  most  stringent  protection  of  free 
speech  would  not  protect  a  man  in 
20  A.L.R.— 97. 


falsely  shouting  fire  in  a  theater,  and 
causing  a  panic.  It  do^s  not  even  pro- 
tect a  man  from  an  injunction  against 
uttering  words  that  may  have  all  the 
effect  of  force.  .  .  .  The  question 
in  every  case  is  whether  the  words 
used  are  used  in  such  circumstances 
and  are  of  such  a  nature  as  to  create 
a  clear  and  present  danger  that  they 
will  bring  about  the  substantive  evil^ 
that  Congress  has  a  right  to  prevent. 
It  is  a  question  of  proximity  and  de- 
gree. When  a  nation  is  at  war,  many 
things  that  might  be  said  in  time  of 
peace  are  such  a  hindrance  to  its  ef- 
fort that  their  utterance  will  not  be 
endured  so  long  as  men  fight,  and  that 
no  court  could  regard  them  as  protected 
by  any  constitutional  right." 

And  the  court  in  Schenck  v.  United 
States  (U.  S.)  supra,  declared  that  the 
question  in  every  case  is  whether  the 
words  are  used  under  such  circum- 
stances, and  are  of  such  a  nature,  as 
to  create  a  clear  and  present  danger 
that  they  will  bring  about  the  sub- 
stantive evils  which  Congress  has  a 
right  to  prevent;  that  it  is  a  question 
of  proximity  and  degree. 

It  was  held  in  Debs  v.  United  States 
(1919)  249  U.  S.  211,  63  L.  ed.  566,  39 
Sup.  C^t.  Rep.  252,  supra,  that  a  public 
speech  so  expressed  that  Its  natural 
and  intended  effect  was  to  obstruct  the 
military  recruiting  or  enlistment  serv- 
ice was  not  protected  by  the  constitu- 
tional guaranty  of  freedom  of  speech, 
from  condemnation  under  the  Espio- 
nage Act,  by  reason  of  the  immunity  of 
the  general  theme,  viz.,  socialism,  its 
growth,  and  prophecy  of  its  ultimate 
success,  or  because  it  was  a  part  of 
a  general  program  to  obstruct  war, 
and  expressed  a  general  and  con- 
scientious belief. 

In  Schoborg  v.  United  States  (1920) 
264  Fed.  1,  petition  for  certiorari  de* 
nied  in  (1920)  253  U.  S*  494,  64  L.  ed. 
1029,  40  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  586,  supra,  the 
court  applied  the  rule  that  language 
in  a  statute  which  is  capable  of  a  very 
broad  or  of  a  very  narrow  construc- 
tion should  receive  the  latter  where 
the  former  would  or  might  make  it  un- 
constitutional, and  where  the  latter 
was  sufiUcient  to  reach,  the  particular 
case;  and  held  that  it  was  unimpor- 
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ence  is  in  the  scales*  and  the  freedom 
of  action  and  speech  of  the  individual 
is  qualified  accordingly.  If  this  were 
not  so,  each  one  might  determine  for 
himself  the  validity  or  force  of  public 
statutes  for  the  general  safety;  there 
could  even  be  no  such  crime  as  trea- 
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..    >;ijx  Ct.  Rep.  10,  supra. 

'^txiir^  the  defendant  stated,  among 
v.U£  things,  that  he  'Vould  rather 
NVi  ^^  ft  term  in  the  penitentiary  than 
vc^i^r  a  uniform  in  Wilson's  Wall 
>4r«i^t  war,"  it  was  held  in  Dierkes  v. 
^Hitt^  States  (1921)  274  Fed.  75» 
s^«pra»  that  the  language  used  was  not 
-s>rvtected  by  the  Amendment  to  the 
^'lHiieral  Constitution  forbidding 
abridgment  of  freedom  of  speech ;  that 
the  court  could  not  say  as  matter  of 
law  that  the  language  used  was,  under 
appropriate  environment,  incapable  of 
being  reasonably  construed  as  disloyal 
to  the  military  forces  of  the  United 
States,  or  such  as  might  bring  those 
forces  into  disrepute;  and  that  a  con- 
viction under  the  Espionage  Act 
should  be  afiirmed. 

In  Seebach  v.  United  States  (1919) 
262  Fed.  885,  supra,  the  court,  in  sus- 
taining a  conviction  under  the  Espio- 
nage Act  of  1917,  said:  'Time,  place, 
and  circumstance  have  everywhere 
much  to  do  with  the  quality  of  human 
conduct,  and  this  is  true  of  the  ex- 
ercise of  rights  under  the  Constitu- 
tion. The  Constitution  contains  no 
invitation  to  destroy  the  fundamental 
structure  of  the  government,  to  frus- 
trate its  duly  ordered  operations,  or  to 
lend  aid  to  the  public  enemies.  When 
the  nation  is  at  war,  its  very  exist- 


son. 
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The  constitutionality  of  the  Espio- 
nage Act  was  conceded  in  Schaef  er  ▼. 
United  States  (1920)  251  U.  &  466,  64 
L.  ed.  360,  40  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  259,  supra, 
in  which,  however,  it  was  unsuccess- 
fully contended  that  freedom  of  speech 
and  of  the  press,  protected  by  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution,  was  violated  by  con- 
victions for  the  particular  publications 
in  question,  which  were  in  the  German 
language,  and  were  derisively  con- 
temptuous of  the  war  activities  of  the 
United  States,  and  intended  to  convey 
the  idea  that  the  war  was  not  demand- 
ed by  the  people,  but  was  the  result  of 
the  machinations  of  the  Executive 
power,  and  in  effect  justified  the  (Ger- 
man aggressions. 

5.  As  affected  hy  proviMona  in  Federal 
Consiiiution  reffarding  treason. 

In  several  cases  the  contention  has 
been  overruled  that  the  offense,  if  any, 
was  treason,  and  punishable  only  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  article 
3,  §  3,  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 
(See,  in  this  connection.  State  v.  Hen- 
nessy  (Wash.)  infra.  III.  b.) 

Thus,  the  Federal  circuit  court  of 
appeals  in  Equi  v.  United  States 
(1919)  171  C.  C.  A.  649,  261  Fed.  53, 
supra,  in  affirming  a  conviction  under 
the  Espionage  Act,  of  one  who  at  a 
public  meeting  of  the  Industrial  Work- 
ers of  the  World  had  used  language 
which  it  was  charged  was  disloyal  and 
abusive  with  respect  to  the  flag  and 
the  military  forces  of  the  government, 
and  was  calculated  and  intended  to 
provoke  and  encourage  resistance  to 
the  United  States  and  to  promote  the 
cause  of  its  enemies,  overruled  the 
contention  that  the  crime  defined  by 
the  Espionage  Act  was  treasonable, 
and  was  punishable  as  treason  or  not 
at  all. 

To  a  similar  effect  is  Frohwerk  v. 
United  States  (1919)  249  U.  S.  204,  63 
L.  ed.  561,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  249,  supra. 
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in  which  the  Federal  Supreme  Court 
said:  ''Some  reference  was  made  in 
the  proceedings  and  in  argument  to 
the  provision  in  the  Constitution  con- 
cerning treason,  and  it  was  suggested, 
on  the  one  hand,  that  some  of  the 
matters  dealt  with  in  the  Act  of  1917 
were  treasonable  and  punishable  as 
treason  or  not  at  all,  and,  on  the  other, 
that  the  acts  complained  of,  not  being 
treason,  could  not  be  punished.  These 
suggestions  seem  to  us  to  need  no 
more  than  to  be  stated.'' 

And  in  Wimmer  v.  United  States 
(1920)  264  Fed.  11,  supra,  the  Federal 
circuit  court  of  appeals  overruled  the 
contention  that  the  Espionage  Act  was 
unconstitutional  in  that  it  punished 
treasonable  conduct  without  proof  of 
the  overt  act  and  without  the  two  wit- 
nesses thereto  required  by  the  Federal 
Constitution.  The  case  was  one 
where  the  offense  did  not  consist  in 
overt  acts  but  in  words  only,  which, 
it  was  alleged,  violated  that  provision 
of  the  Espionage  Act  providing  for 
punishment  of  anyone  who,  by  word  or 
act,  supported  or  favored  the  cause  of 
any  country  with  which  the  United 
States  was  at  war,  or  by  word  or  act 
opposed  the  cause  of  the  United  States 
therein.  The  court  said:  "If  we  had 
to  do  with  a  case  where  the  conduct 
which  was  prosecuted  consisted  of 
acts,  we  would  have  to  consider  the 
line  of  reasoning  upon  which  Wimmer 
depends.  That  Congress  has  power  to 
take  hold  of  an  act  which  is,  in  fact, 
treason,  and  to  say  that  it  shall  be 
severely  punished,  without  the  proof 
which  is  required  to  establish  treason, 
and  to  justify  this  result  because  the 
conduct  is  given  another  name,  is  a 
proposition  which  we  have  no  occa- 
sion to  affirm  or  deny.  Here  the  only 
conduct  alleged  or  proved,  as  mak- 
ing out  the  offense,  consisted  of  oral 
statements, — words  only.  It  is  well  set- 
tled that  one  cannot,  by  mere  words, 
be  guilty  of  treason,  .  .  .  and  thus 
the  fallacy  of  Wimmer's  contention  be- 
comes apparent." 

To  the  same  effect,  overruling  the 
contention  that  the  Espionage  Act  was 
invalid  because  it  unwarrantably  ex- 
tended the  constitutional  definition  of 


the  crime  of  treason,  is  Schoborg  v. 
United  States  (1920)  264  Fed.  1,  peti- 
tion for  certiorari  denied  in  (1920) 
253  U.  S.  494,  64  L.  ed.  1029,  40  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  586. 

in.  state  statutes. 


«•  Sedition  acts  generaUy. 

See  also  People  v.  Most  (1902)  171 
N.  Y.  428,  58  L.R.A.  509,  64  N.  E.  175, 
set  out  in  the  earlier  annotation  on 
the  same  subjiBCt  in  1  A.L.R.  on  p.  338, 

It  was  held  in  State  v.  Sinchuk 
(reported  herewith)  ante,  1515,  that 
the  Connecticut  sedition  statute  penal- 
izing the  publication  of  disloyal,  scur- 
rilous, or  abusive  matter  concerning 
the  form  of  government  of  the  United 
States,  its  military  forces,  flag,  or  uni- 
form, or  any  matter  which  was  in- 
tended to  bring  them  into  contempt,  or 
which  created  or  fostered  opposition 
to  organized  government,  was  not  un- 
constitutional in  that  it  fixed  no  as- 
certainable standard  of  guilt,  and 
amounted  to  a  delegation  to  court  and 
jury  of  the  legislative  function  of  de- 
fining statutory  offenses.  It  was  held, 
also,  that  the  statute  was  not  invalid 
on  the  ground  that  it  overstepped  the 
police  power,  and  deprived  of  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law,  in  penal- 
izing expressions  because  of  their 
character,  regardless  of  relation  to 
Jiarmful  consequences. 

And  the  court  in  the  SiNCHUK  Case 
further  held  that  the  defendants,  who 
were  aliens,  with  no  constitutional 
right  to  share  in  the  privilege  and  re- 
sponsibility of  attempting  to  change 
our  laws  or  forms  of  government,  and 
hence  with  no  right,  under  cover  of 
being  engaged  in  good  faith  to  accom- 
plish those  ends,  to  engage  in  scur- 
rilous or  anarchistic  propaganda 
declared  by  the  legislature  to  be  dan- 
gerous to  the  public  welfare,  could  not 
invoke  the  defense  of  the  unconstitu- 
tionality of  the  statute  as  in  violation 
of  provisions  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  that 
''all  political  power  is  inherent  in  the 
people,''  who  have  at  all  times  an  un- 
deniable and  indefeasible  right  to 
alter  their  form  of  government  in  such 
manner  as  they  may  deem  expedient; 
that  "every  citizen''  may  freely  speak. 
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write,  and  publish  his  sentiments 
upon  all  subjects,  being  responsible 
for  the  abuse  of  that  liberty;  and  that 
no  law  should  be  passed  to  curtail  or 
restrain  the  liberty  of  speech  or  of  the 
press. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  Iowa 
statute  prescribing  a  punishment  for 
anyone  who  should  excite  an  insur- 
rection by  sedition,  or  should  attempt 
by  writing,  speaking,  or  other  means 
to  do  this,  or  who  should  by  any  means, 
including  speech  and  writing,  advocate 
the  subversion  and  destruction  by 
force  of  the  government  of  the  state 
or  United  States,  or  should  incite,  abet, 
promote,  or  encourage  hostilities  or 
'opposition  to  either  government,  was 
sustained  in  State  v.  Gibson  (1919) 
—  Iowa,  — ,  174  N.  W.  34,  and  a  con- 
viction affirmed  for  attempting  by 
speech  and  action  to  incite  and  en- 
courage hostility  and  opposition  to 
the  government  of  the  state  and  of 
the  United  States.  The  court  said,  in 
reply  to  the  contention  that  the  stat- 
ute violated  the  provision  of  the  state 
Constitution,  that  all  persons  might 
speak,  write,  and  publish  their  senti- 
ments on  all  subjects,  being  responsi- 
ble for  the  abuse  of  that  right,  and 
that  no  law  should  be  passed  to  re- 
strain or  abridge  liberty  of  speech  or 
of  the  press;  th&t  the  constitutional 
guaranty  itself  qualified  thfe  immunity 
by  a  plain  indication  that,  while  the 
right  was  given,  the  abuse  of  that 
right  was  not  to  be  tolerated ;  that  the 
framers  of  the  Constitution  did  not 
intend  to  protect  that  which  might 
destroy  the  state;  and  that  it  wais  not 
intended  that  the  right  to  free  speech 
included  the  right  to  promote  sedition. 

The  principal  constitutional  ques- 
tion discussed  in  State  v.  Gibson 
(Iowa)  supra,  was  whether  the  title 
of  the  statute  was  sufficient,  be- 
ing, '*An  Act  Relating  to  Offenses 
against  the  State  of  Iowa,  and  provid- 
ing for  Punishment  for  Violation 
Thereof."  It  was  unsuccessfully  con- 
tended that  the  act  created  an  offense 
against  each  government,'^-state  aftd 
Federal, — and  provided  a  punishment 
for  offending  against  either,  and  that 
the   title  '^as   thei^elfore'  insufficient. 


The  court  held  that  the  act  did  not 
make  separate  offenses  as  against  the 
state  and  the  nation  respectively,  but 
charged  only  a  single  offense, — 
against  the  state;  although  it  is  in- 
timated that  the  title  might  be  suffi- 
cient, even  if  the  statute  created  two 
distinct  offenses. 

The  validity  of  the  Montana  Sedi- 
tion Act  of  1918  has  been  sustained 
in  several  cases.  Ex  parte  Starr 
(1920)  263  Fed.  145;  State  v.  Kahn 
(1919)  56  Mont.  108,  182  Pac.  107; 
State  V.  Wyman  (1919)  56  Mont.  600, 
186  Pac.  1;  State  v.  Smith  (192a)  57 
Mont.  563,  190  Pac.  107;  State  v. 
Fowler  (1921)  59  Mont  346,  196  Pac. 
992,  rehearing  denied  in  (1921)  59 
Mont.  356,  197  Pac.  847;  Stete  v. 
Schaffer  (1921)  59  Mont.  463, 197  Pac. 
986. 

The  provision  of  the  Montana  stat- 
ute declaring  that  whenever  the 
United  States  is  engaged  in  war,  any 
person  who  shall  utter,  print,  write, 
or  publish  any  language  calculated  to 
incite  or  inflame  resistance  to  any 
duly  constituted  Federal  or  state  au- 
thorities in  connection  with  the  prose- 
cution of  the  war,  shall  be  guilty  of 
the  crime  of  sedition,  was  held  valid, 
in  State  v.  Kahn  (1919)  56  Mont.  108, 
182  Pac.  107,  supra,  as  against  the 
objection  that  the  subject-matter  was 
national  in  character,  with  respect  to 
which  Congress  alone  had  the  power 
to  legislate;  that  the  act  infringed  on 
the  provision  of  the  state  Constitu- 
tion, forbidding  the  impairment  of 
freedom  of  speech,  and  providing  that 
every  person  should  be  free  to  speak 
or  write  on  any  subject,  being  respon- 
sible for  all  abuse  of  that  liberty.  Re- 
garding the  latter  point,  the  court 
said  that  neither  the  Federal  nor  the 
state  Constitution  was  intended  to  ex- 
tend immunity  for  every  use  or  abuse 
of  language ;  that  one's  words,  like  his 
acts,  assumed  their  chiaracter  from 
the  surrounding  circumstances;  that 
in  time  of  peace  the  language  em- 
ployed by  the  defendant  in  this  case 
might  not  constitute  a  crime,  and  that 
it  might  be  true  that  it  was  beyond 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  make 
its  use  a  crime  in  time  of  peace. 
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Substantially  the  same  contentions 
against  the  validity  of  the  Montana 
statute  were  overruled  in  State  v.  Wy- 
man  (1919)  56  Mont  600,  186  Pac.  1, 
supra,  on  the  authority  of  the  Kahn 
Case. 

And  the  contention  that  the  statute 
was  unconstitutional  in  that  the  sub- 
ject-matter was  one  upon  which  Con- 
gress alone  might  legislate  was  over- 
ruled in  State  v.  Fowler  (1921)  59 
Mont  346,  196  Pac.  992,  supra. 

In  Sx  parte  Starr  (Fed.)  supra,  the 
Federal  district  court  sustained  the 
validity  of  the  Montana  statute, 
as  applied  to  the  offense  of  utter- 
ing and  publishing  contemptuous 
and  slurring  language  about  the 
flag,  committed  before  the  amend- 
ment in  1918  of  the  Federal  Es- 
pionage Act.  The  contention  was 
that  the  state  law  was  repugnant  to 
the  Federal  Constitution  in  that  it  as- 
sumed powers  which  were  vested  in 
the  United  States  alone*  and  which 
had  been  exercised  by  it  It  was 
found  unnecessary  to  decide  whether 
the  state  law,  which  the  court  said,  in 
so  far  as  it  related  to  the  flag,  was  sim- 
ilar to  the  Espionage  Law  of  1918, 
was  superseded  by  that  act,  because 
the  offense  in  question  was  committed 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  that  law, 
and  the  latter  neither  pardoned  the 
offense  nor  drew  it  within  Federal 
jurisdiction. 

The  decisions  of  the  New  Jersey 
court,  in  passing  on  the  construction 
and  validity  of  the  state  Sedition  Stat- 
ute of  1918,  in  State  v.  Tachin  (1919) 
92  N.  J.  L.  269,  106  Atl.  145,  afiirmed 
in  (1919)  93  N.  J.  L.  485,  108  Atl.  318, 
and  State  v.  Gabriel  (1921)  95  N.  J. 
L.  337,  112  Atl.  611,  are  set  out  at 
length  in  State  v.  Diamond  (reported 
herewith)  ante,  1527.  The  effect  of 
these  decisions  is  that  while  the  state 
may  constitutionally  make  it  unlaw- 
ful for  any  person  to  advocate  the 
subversion  or  destruction  by  force  of 
the  government  of  the  United  States^ 
or  attempt  by  speech,  writing,  or  in 
any  other  way  to  promote  or  encour- 
age hostility  or  opposition  to  such 
crovemment,  involving  subversion  or 
destruction  by  force,  it  cannot  consti- 


tutionally make  it  unlawful  for  any 
person  to  become  a  member  of  an  or** 
ganization  or  society  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  upholding  or  ^encouraging 
hostility  or  opposition  to  the  govern* 
ment  of  the  United  States,  or  aid,  abet, 
or  encourage  any  such  organization, 
provided  the  means  by  which  this  is 
to  be  accomplished  are  peaceful  and 
lawful.  Section  2  of  the  New  Jersey 
Statute,  which  is  set  out  in  the  Dia- 
mond Case,  was,  as  is  there  indicated, 
construed  as  referring  to  hostility  or 
opposition  to  the  government  of  the 
United  States  or  of  the  state,  which 
involved  the  use  of  force;  and  a  con- 
viction under  this  section  was  sus-. 
tained  in  the  Tachin  Case.  But  §  3 
of  the  statute  was  construed  as  refer- 
ring to  organizations  which  opposed 
the  government  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  state  even  by  peaceful 
means,  and  therefore  was  held  to  of- 
fend, against  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision reserving  to  the .  people  the 
right  freely  to  assen^ble,  to  consult  for 
the  common  good,  to  make  known 
their  opinioniB  to  their  representa- 
tives, and  to  petition  for  redress  of 
grievances.  The  latter  section,  which 
was  held  unconstitutional,  provided 
that  ''any  persop  who  shall  become  a 
member  of  any  organization,  society^ 
or  order  organized  or  formed,  or  at- 
tend any  meeting,  or  counsel  or  solicit 
others  so  to  do,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
citing, abetting,  promoting,  or  en- 
couraging hostility  or  opposition  to 
the  government  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  or  who 
in  any  manner  shall  aid,  abet,  or  en- 
courage any  such  organization,  so- 
ciety, or  order  or  meeting  in  the 
propagation  or  advocacy  of  such  a 
purpose,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  high  mis- 
demeanor." 

In  State  v.  Tachin  (N.  J.)  supra,  the 
court  said  that  primarily  sedition 
against  the  United  States  was  a  crime 
against  the  Federal  government, 
which  is  the  direct  object  of  attack; 
but  that  under  our  system  the  Fed- 
eral and  state  governments  are  so 
closely  interwoven  that  an  attack  on 
the  former  may  imperil  the  existence 
of  the  latter.    And,  after  calling  at- 
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tention  to  the  fact  that  it  has  been 
held  that  the  Federal  government, 
which  is  a  government  of  delegated 
powers  only,  may  properly  protect  by 
criminal  law  the  honesty  and  purity 
of  elections,  the  court  said  that  much 
more  could  the  state  government  pro- 
tect its  own  existence  against  sedi- 
tion, which,  although  aimed  directly 
at  the  Federal  government,  must  in- 
directly affect  the  security  of  the  state 
government. 

And  it  was  held,  also,  in  State  v. 
Tachin  (N.  J.)  supra,  that  the  fact 
that  Congress  had  enacted  a  statute 
punishing  sedition  did  not  necessarily 
operate  to  destroy  the  power  of  the 
state ;  that  the  act  of  Congress,  if  in- 
consistent, superseded  the  state  stat- 
ute ;  but  that  if  the  statute  was  not  in- 
consistent, the  two  acts  might  both  be 
in  force, — the  one  punishing  the  crime 
against  the  Federal  government  and 
the  other  punishing  the  crime  against 
the  state  government,  although  both 
crimes  were  based  on  the  same  facts. 

To  a  somewhat  similar  effect  as  the 
New  Jersey  cases  cited  supra  is  Statb 
v.  Diamond  (reported  herewith)  ante, 
1527,  in  which  the  court,  in  holding 
the  statute  in  question  unconstitu- 
tional, took  the  view  that  the  acts  pro- 
hibited were  not  merely  acts  of  vio- 
lence or  force,  but  included  all  acts, 
peaceful  or  otherwise,  which  had  for 
=:heir  object  the  destruction  of  organ- 
ized government,  or  acts  antagonistic 
to  or  in  oppositon  to  such  organized 
government,  or  acts  inciting  or  at- 
tempting to  incite  revolution  against 
or  opposition  to  organized  govern- 
ment, or  the  teaching  of  such  doc- 
trines; and  that  the  word  "revolu- 
tion" as  used  in  the  statute  included 
all  forms  of  revolution,  accomplished 
by  peaceful  means  or  otherwise,  and 
was  not  limited  to  revolution  by  force 
of  arms. 

The  New  York  statute  making  it  a 
felony  for  any  person,  by  word  of 
mouth  or  writing,  to  advocate,  advise, 
or  teach  the  duty  or  necessity  of  over^ 
throwing  organized  government  by 
force  or  violence,  or  by  assassination 
of  officials,  or  "by  any  unlawful 
means,''    was   held   constitutional   in 


People  V.  Gitlow  (1921)  195  App.  Div. 
778,  187  N.  Y.  Supp.  783,  as  applied  to 
the  advocacy  of  the  overthrow  and 
destruction  of  the  government  by 
"mass  strike"  and  other  class  action 
to  obtain  objects  which  obviously 
could  not  be  peaceably  obtained,  even 
though  the  doctrines  advocated  con- 
templated the  formation  of  a  govern- 
ment by  a  proletariat  dictatorship  and 
ultimately  by  the  proletariat.  The 
statute,  it  was  held,  was  not  limited 
in  its  application  to  the  recognized 
doctrine  of  anarchists,  which  merely 
seeks  the  destruction  and  end  of  all 
governments.  And  it  was  unsuccess- 
fully contended  that  the  statute,  un- 
less confined  to  the  advocacy  of  an- 
archy it  its  strict  sense,  would  be 
unconstitutional  as  constituting  an 
abridgment  of  personal  liberty  guar- 
anteed by  the  14th  Amendment  to  the 
Federal  Constitution,  and  of  the  free- 
dom of  speech  and  of  writing  and  pab- 
lishing  one's  sentiments,  and  freedom 
of  the  press,  preserved  by  the  state 
Constitution,  as  well  as  in  violation  of 
due  process  of  law  provisions  of  the 
state  and  Federal  Constitutions. 

The  view  also  was  taken  in  People 
V.  Gitlow  (N.  Y.)  supra,  that  the  legis- 
lature might  make  it  a  criminal  of- 
fense to  advocate  within  the  state  the 
overthrow  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  state  thereof, 
by  any  means  or  method  other  than 
constitutional  means  or  methods,  even 
though  the  means  used  did  not  of 
themselves  constitute  a  crime.  The 
court  took  the  view  that  the  words 
"unlawful  means"  as  used  in  the  stat- 
ute could  not  necessarily  be  construed 
as  limiting  its  provisions  to  the  ad- 
vocacy of  the  overthrow  of  govern- 
ment by  the  conmiission  of  a  crime, 
but  might  be  held  to  have  been  used 
in  the  sense  of  means  which  were  un- 
authorized by  law;  although  it  was 
said  that  if  the  statutory  provision 
required  a  construction  that  the  doc- 
trines advocated  must  in  and  of  them- 
selves be  illegal,  in  the  sense  that  they 
advocated  the  commission  of  a  crime, 
the  scheme  and  program  advocated  by 
the  defendant  in  this  instance,  if  they 
did  not  as  matter  of  law  require  the 
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construction  that  they  advocated  the 
overthrow  of  government  by  illegal 
means  involving  the  commission  of  a 
crime,  warranted  a  finding  to  that  ef- 
fect by  the  jury. 

It  was  held,  also,  in  People  v.  Git- 
low  (N.  Y.)  supra,  that  even  the  in- 
itial steps  and  other  acts  looking  to- 
ward the  ultimate  overthrow  of  the 
government,  although  such  effect 
might  not  be  presently  and  immediate- 
ly threatened,  could  be  constitution- 
ally punished  under  the  statute.  The 
court  said  that  it  could  not  subscribe 
to  the  proposition  that  the  legislature 
was  incompetent  to  forbid  the  advo- 
cacy of  such  doctrines  designed  and 
intended  to  overthrow  governments, 
until  it  was  shown  that  there  was  a 
present  or  immediate  danger  that  they 
would  be  successful. 

It  was  said  in  Re  Lithuanian  Work- 
ers' Literature  Soc.  (1921)  196  App. 
Div.  262,  187  N.  Y.  Supp.  612,  that  the 
right  of  free  speech  does  not  embrace 
the  right  to  advise  or  encourage  at- 
tempts to  overthrow  by  force  the  ex- 
isting government;  in  other  words,  by 
revolutionary  methods. 

But  the  prohibition  of  the  use  of 
disloyal  language  per  se,  as  a  war 
measure,  was  held  in  Ex  parte  Meckel 
(1919)  87  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  120,  220  S. 
W.  81,  to  be  the  subject  exclusively  of 
Federal  legislation,  and  not  within 
the  scope  of  state  regulation.  And  it 
was  held  that  the  state  disloyalty  act 
was  invalid,  as  not  within  the  police 
power  of  the  state,  and  in  conflict  with 
the  provision  of  the  Bill  of  Rights 
guaranteeing  liberty  of  speech  and  of 
the  press.  The  court  took  the  view 
that  if  the  disloyal  language  which 
the  statute  prohibited  must  be  uttered 
under  such  circumstances  as  to  make 
the  same  reasonably  provocative  of  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  the  statute  would 
be  valid  as  within  the  police  power  of 
the  state,  but  held  that  this  was  not 
a  proper  construction  of  the  statute, 
which  provided  that  **it  any  person 
shall,  at  any  time  or  place  within  this 
state,  during  the  time  the  United 
States  of  America  is  at  war  with  any 
other  nation,  use  any  language  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  another  per- 


son, of  and  concerning  the  United 
States  ...  or  of  and  concerning 
any  flag  ...  of  the  United  States, 
.  .  .  which  language  is  disloyal  to 
the  United  States  of  America,  or 
abusive  in  character,  and  calculated 
to  bring  into  disrepute  the  United 
States  of  America,  .  .  .  or  is  of 
such  nature  as  to  be  reasonably  cal- 
culated to  provoke  a  breach  of  the 
peace,  if  said  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  [he]  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  felony."  The  court 
said  that  the  gravamen  of  the  of- 
fense thus  created  was  the  use  of  lan- 
guage of  such  nature  as  that,  in  case 
it  was  uttered  in  the  presence  of  a  cit- 
izen, it  would  likely  cause  a  breach 
of  the  peace;  and  that  the  terms  of  the 
statute  were  so  framed  as  to  penalize 
one  who  uttered  language  of  such  a 
nature,  whether  it  was  used  under  cir- 
cumstances or  in  such  presence  as  to 
make  it  reasonably  provocative  of  a 
breach  of  the  peace. 

The  result  of  the  last  decision 
would  apparently  limit  the  power  of 
the  state  to  punish  language  which 
was  disloyal  to  the  United  States  and 
was  uttered  in  the  presence  of  another 
person,  to  cases  where  it  was  uttered 
under  circumstances  reasonably  tend- 
ing to  lead  to  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
in  which  case  it  would  be  within  the 
police  power  of  the  state;  but,  in  the 
absence  of  such  circumstances,  the 
punishment  of  disloyal  language 
must,  according  to  this  decision,  be 
left  to  Congress. 

To  the  same  effect,  following  the 
last  case  in  holding  the  Texas  Dis- 
loyalty Act  unconstitutional,  is  Schel- 
lenger  v.  State  (1920)  87  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  411,  222  S.  W.  246. 

b.  Syndicalism  and  aahotage  statutes. 

As  to  the  validity  of  the  New  Jersey 
statute,  see  State  v.  Quinlan  (1914)  86 
N.  J.  L.  75,  91  Atl.  586,  affirmed  on 
opinion  below,  with  dissenting  opin- 
ion, in  (1915)  87  N.  J.  L.  333,  98  Atl. 
1086;  and  State  v.  Boyd  (1914)  $6 
N.  J.  L.  75,  91  Atl.  586,  affirmed,  with- 
out opinion,  in  (1915)  87  N.  J.  L.  328, 
98  Atl.  599,  which  are  set  out  in  the 
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earlier  annotation  on  this  question  in 
the  annotation  1  A.L.R.  pp.  336,  337. 

The  California  Statute  of  1919  de- 
fining criminal  syndicalism  and  sabo- 
tage, and  prescribing  penalties  for 
those  who  are  guilty  of  the  same,  was 
sustained  in  Re  McDermott  (1919)  180 
CaL  783,  183  Pac.  437,  and  People  v. 
Malley  (1920)  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  194 
Pac.  48.  The  statute  defines  criminal 
syndicalism  to  be  "any  doctrine  or 
precept  advocating,  teaching,  or  aid- 
ing and  abetting  the  commission  of 
crime,  sabotage  (which  word  is  here- 
by defined  as  meaning  wilful  and 
malicious  physical  damage  or  injury 
to  physical  property),  or  unlawful 
acts  of  force  and  violence  or  unlawful 
methods  of  terrorism,  as  a  means  of 
accomplishing  a  change  in  industrial 
ownership  or  control,  or  effecting  any 
political  change."  And  any  person 
was  declared  guilty  of  a  felony  who 
should  print,  publish,  edit,  issue,  or 
circulate,  or  publicly  display,  any  book, 
paper,  pamphlet,  or  printed  matter  in 
any  other  form,  containing  or  carry- 
ing written  or  printed  advocacy, 
teaching,  or  aid  in  abetment  of,  or  ad- 
vising, criminal  syndicalism. 

The  validity  of  the  California  Crim- 
inal Syndicalism  Act,  which  was  be- 
fore the  court  in  the  last  case,  was 
sustained  also  in  People  v.  Steelik 
(1921)  —  CaL  — ,  203  Pac.  78,  the  par- 
ticular provision  of  the  statute  vio- 
lated in  this  instance  being  that  which 
made  one  guilty  of  a  felony  who  or- 
ganized, or  assisted  in  organizing,  or 
was  or  knowingly  became  a  member 
of  any  organization  or  society  which 
was  organized  or  assembled  to  advo- 
cate, teach,  or  aid  and  abet  any  doc- 
trine or  precept  advocating,  teaching, 
or  aiding  and  abetting  the  commission 
of  crime,  wilful  and  malicious  physi- 
cal damage,  or  injury  to  physical 
property,  or  unlawful  acts  of  force 
and  violence,  or  unlawful  methods  of 
terrorism,  as  a  means  of  accomplish- 
ing a  change  in  industrial  ownership 
or  control,  or  effecting  any  political 
change.  The  court  overruled  the  con- 
tention that  the  statute  was  void  for 
uncertainty  in  that  it  denounced  acts 
and  conduct  ''as  a  means"  of  accom- 


plishing political  or  industrial  changes, 
leaving  it  to  a  court  or  jury  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  the  particular  act 
or  conduct  of  the  defendant  was 
adapted  to  the  result  denounced  by 
the  statute.  The  court  said,  also,  that 
it  was  clear  that  the  statute  did  not 
violate  the  right  of  free  speech;  that 
this  right  did  not  include  the  right 
to  advocate  the  destruction  or  over- 
throw of  the  government,  or  the  crim- 
inal destruction  of  property;  although 
it  was  said,  also,  that  the  defendant 
was  not  in  a  position  to  raise  this 
point,  as  he  was  not  charged  with  or 
convicted  of  a  violation  of  the  act 
with  respect  to  anything  which  he 
said  or  published. 

The  fact  that  the  statute  punished 
aiders  and  abetters  even  where  the 
crime  advocated  was  not  committed 
was  held  in  People  v.  Steelik  (Cal.) 
supra,  not  to  render  it  invalid  on  the 
ground  of  uncertainty. 

And  that  the  legislature  may  con- 
stitutionally denounce  membership  in 
organizations  formed  for  the  purpose 
of  committing  crimes  against  persons 
and  property  in  furtherance  of  polit- 
ical or  industrial  changes  is  supported 
by  People  v.  Taylor  (1921)  —  CaL  — ^ 
203  Pac.  85,  where  the  court  sustained 
a  conviction  under  the  California  Syn- 
dicalism Act  on  a  charge  of  the  of- 
fense of  knowingly  belonging  to  an 
organization  advocating  sabotage,  etc. 

The  validity  of  the  California  Syn- 
dicalism Act  seems  sustained  also  by 
Whitney  v.  Alameda  County  (1920) 
182  Cal.  114,  187  Pac.  12,  which  does 
not  show  the  nature  of  the  offense  in 
question,  but  which  is  referred  to  in 
People  V.  Steelik  (Cal.)  supra,  as  in- 
volving the  question  of  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  act,  which  was  at^ 
tacked  on  the  ground  that  it  violated  a 
provision  of  the  Constitution  prohibit- 
ing a  legislative  act  which  embraced 
more  than  one  subject. 

The  Minnesota  Criminal  Syndical- 
ism Act  of  1917,  forbidding  anyone  to 
teach  the  duty,  necessity,  or  propriety 
of  crime,  sabotage,  and  other  unlaw- 
ful methods  of  terrorism  as  a  means 
of  accomplishing  industrial  or  polit- 
ical ends,  was  held  valid  in  State  v. 
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Worker's  Socialist  Pub.  Co.  (1921)  — 
Minn.  — ,  185  N.  W.  931,  as  against 
the  contention  that  the  statute  was  so 
uncertain  and  indefinite  that  it  vio- 
lated the  provision  of  the  state  Con- 
stitution that  in  any  criminal  prose- 
cution the  accused  was  entitled  to 
know  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  ac- 
cusation against  him.  As  upholding 
the  validity  of  the  statute  against  at- 
tacks made  on  other  grounds,  see 
State  v.  Moilen,  1  A.L.R.  831,  to  which 
the  earlier  note  on  the  present  ques- 
tion is  appended. 

The  Nevada  Statute  of  1919,  against 
criminal  syndicalism,  was  held  con- 
stitutional in  Re  Moriarity  (1920)  44 
Nev.  164,  191  Pac.  360,  as  against  the 
contention  that  the  statute  constituted 
class  legislation  and  denied  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws.  The  statute 
provided  that  any  person  should  be 
guilty  of  a  felony  who,  "by  word  of 
mouth  or  writing,  advocates  or 
teaches  the  duty,  necessity,  or  pro- 
priety of  crime,  sabotage,  violence,  or 
other  unlawful  methods  of  terrorism 
as  a  means  of  accomplishing  indus- 
trial or  political  reform,"  or  who  did 
certain  other  acts  of  an  analogous  na- 
ture, as  circulating  books  and  docu- 
ments advocating  such  doctrine,  or  or- 
ganizing or  becoming  a  member  of  a 
society  formed  to  teach  or  advocate 
criminal  syndicalism. 

The  Oregon  statute  against  crim- 
inal syndicalism  and  sabotage  was 
held  constitutional  in  the  recent  case 
of  State  V.  Laundy  (1922)  —  Or.  — , 
204  Pac.  958,  rehearing  denied  in 
(1922)  —  Or.  — ,  206  Pac.  290.  In 
this  case  the  defendant  was  indicted 
for  helping  to  organize,  becoming  a 
member  of,  and  voluntarily  assembling 
with,  the  society  known  as  the  Indus- 
trial Workers  of  the  World,  which,  it 
was  alleged,  taught  and  advocated  the 
doctrine  of  criminal  syndicalism,  sabo- 
tage, violence,  and  crime,  the  indict- 
ment following  the  provision  of  the 
statute  making  any  person  guilty  of  a 
felony  who  "helps  to  organize  or  be- 
come a  member  of,  or  voluntarily  as- 
sembles with  any  society  or  assem- 
blage of  persons  which  teaches,  advo- 
cates   or    affirmatively    suggests    the 


doctrine  of  criminal  syndicalism,  sabo- 
tage, or  the  necessity,  propriety  or 
expediency  of  doing  any  act  of  physi- 
cal violence  or  the  commission  of  any 
crime  or  unlawful  act  as  a  means  of 
accomplishing  or  effecting  any  indus- 
trial or  political  ends,  change  or 
revolution,  or  for  profits."  It  was 
urged  against  the  constitutionality  of 
the  statute  that  it  unlawfully  in- 
fringed on  personal  liberties,  consti- 
tuted class  legislation,  violated  con- 
stitutional provisions  concerning  trea- 
son, infringed  upon  the  right  of  free 
speech,  and  encroached  upon  the  right 
of  assemblage.  It  was  said:  "The 
statute  is  not  an  unlawful  interfer- 
ence with  personal  liberties.  Liberty 
does  not  import  an  absolute  right  to  be 
freed  from  all  restraint.  Liberty  does 
not  imply  unrestricted  license.  The 
possession  and  enjoyment  of  all  rights 
are  subject  to  such  reasonable  condir 
tions  as  the  governing  authority  may 
deem  essential  to  the  safety,  peace, 
and  welfare  of  the  general  public. 
.  .  .  Stated  broadly,  the  Syndicalism 
Statute  penalizes  the  advocacy  or 
teaching  of  crime  as  a  means  of  effect- 
ing industrial  or  political  ends,  or  for 
profit.  The  acts  which  shall  not  be 
advocated  are  acts  which,  when  done, 
are  of  themselves  unlawful  by  force 
of  statutes  other  than  the  Syndicalism 
Statute.  If  any  one  of  those  unlawful 
acts  should  be  actually  committed,  the 
person  so  committing  such  unlawful 
act  would  be  guilty  of  a  crime;  and 
surely  no  competent  person  would 
think  of  attempting  to  argue  that  his 
personal  liberties  are  unconstitution- 
ally curbed  by  legislation  penalizing 
him  for  intentionally  injuring  the  per- 
son or  property  of  another.  Statutes 
penalizing  those  who  solicit  or  incite 
others  to  commit  crimes  are  not  inno- 
vations upon  the  criminal  law.  .  .  . 
If  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  declare  that  a  given  act,  when 
done,  constitutes  a  crime,  then  it  is. 
likewise  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  declare  that  to  advocate  the 
doing  of  such  act  is  a  crime;  for,  if 
public  policy  requires  the  punishment 
of  him  who  does  an  act,  it  likewise  may 
require  the  punishment  of  him  who 
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incites  the  doing  of  such  act,  whether 
the  act  is  actually  done  or  not.  .  .  . 
At  the  hearing  it  was  argued,  on  the 
authority  of  Ex  parte  Smith  (1896) 
135  Mo.  223,  33  L.R.A.  606,  58  Am.  St. 
Rep.  576,  36  S.  W.  629,  that  any  person 
may,  if  he  chooses,  rightfully  asscH 
ciate  with  persons  having  the  reputa- 
tion of  being  thieves.  There  is  a  vast 
difference,  however,  between  the  act 
of  merely  associating  with  persons 
having  the  reputation  of  being  thieves, 
and  the  act  of  joining  with  such  per- 
son either  in  the  commission  of  theft 
or  in  the  advocacy  of  the  commission 
of  theft.  .  .  .  The  Syndicalism 
Statute  is  not  class  legislation.  It 
affects  all  alike.  It  does  not  discrim- 
inate against  some  or  favor  others. 
.  .  .  The  defendant  argues  that  the 
Syndicalism  Act,  when  resolved  to  its 
final  analysis,  declares  that  the  doing 
of  the  prohibited  act  constitutes  con- 
structive treason.  This  argument 
arises  out  of  the  fact  that  the  statute 
penalizes  the  advocacy  of  the  conunis- 
sion  of  unlawful  acts  'as  a  means  of 
accomplishing  or  effecting  any  indus- 
trial or  political  ends,  change,  or  revo- 
lution, or  for  profit.'  A  single  sen- 
tence taken  from  the  opinion  delivered 
by  Marshall,  Ch.  J.,  in  Ex  parte  Boll- 
man  (1807)  4  Cranch  (U.  S.)  75,  126, 
2  L.  ed.  554,  571,  completely  answers 
the  defendant's  contention:  'Crimes 
so  atrocious  as  those  which  have  for 
their  object  the  subversion  by  violence 
of  those  laws  and  those  institutions 
which  have  been  ordained  in  order  to 
secure  the  peace  and  happiness  of  so^ 
ciety  are  not  to  escape  punishment  be- 
cause they  have  not  ripened  into  trea- 
son.' .  .  .  The  same  organic  law 
which  protects  the  right  of  each  per- 
son to  speak  freely  also  makes  him 
responsible  for  the  abuse  of  that  right. 
The  Syndicalism  Statute  does  not  at- 
tempt to  punish  the  advocacy  of  peace- 
able methods  for  effecting  changes. 
.  .  .  The  same  organic  law  which 
assures  the  right  of  assembling  limits 
that  right  to  assembling  'in  a  peace- 
able manner.'  Freedom  of  speech  does 
not  mean  unbridled  license.  No  man 
can  enter  a  crowded  theater,  falsely 
shout  Tire,'  and  thus  cause  a  panic 


resulting  in  the  crushing,  maiming, 
and  killing  of  enfeebled  men,  helpless 
women,  and  innocent  children,  and 
then  justify  his  conduct  by  brazenly 
proclaiming  that  he  did  no  more  than 
to  exercise  his  constitutional  right  of 
free  speech.  .  .  .  The  Syndicalism 
Act  does  not  violate  the  constitutional 
right  to  speak  freely  or  the  constitu- 
tional right  to  assemble  peaceably." 

The  contention  was  also  overruled 
in  State  v.  Laundy  (Or.)  supra,  that 
the  statute  was  void  because  it  was  too 
vague,  indefinite,  and  uncertain,  and 
that  tiie  indictment  was  likewise  bad 
because  of  indefiniteness. 

And  it  was  also  held  in  State  ▼. 
Laundy  (Or.)  supra,  that  the  title  of 
the  statute  was  sufficient,  the  conten- 
tion in  this  respect  being  that  the 
title  was  not  broad  enough  to  cover 
those  provisions  of  the  act  which 
prohibited  organizing,  helping  to  or- 
ganize, and  becoming  a  member  of 
a  society  of  the  character  denounced. 
The  title  was:  "An  Act  Entitled 
an  Act  Defining  Criminal  Syndicalism, 
and  the  Word  'Sabotage;'  Prohibit^ 
ing  the  Advocacy,  Teaching  or  Af- 
firmative Suggestion  Thereof;  and 
Prohibiting  the  Advocacy,  Teaching 
or  Afilrmative  Suggestion  of  Crime, 
Physical  Violence,  or  the  Commis- 
sion of  Any  Unlawful  Act  or  Thing 
as  a  Means  to  Accomplish  Indus- 
trial or  Political  Ends,  Change  or 
Revolution,  or  for  Profit;  and  Prohibit- 
ing Assemblages  for  the  Purpose  of 
Such  Advocacy,  Teachings  or  Sugges- 
tions ;  Declaring  It  Unlawful  to  Permit 
the  Use  of  Any  Place,  Building,  Rooms 
or  Premises  for  Such  Assemblages  in 
Certain  Cases." 

The  validity  of  the  Washington 
Criminal  Syndicalism  Statute  of  1919 
was  sustained  in  State  v.  Hennessy 
(1921)  114  Waah.  351, 195  Pac.  211,  as 
against  objections  that  the  statute 
amounted  to  an  attempt  to  punish 
constructive  treason  (see  in  this 
connection,  II.  b,  supra),  that  it 
unconstitutionally  interfered  with 
the  powers  of  Congress  in  this 
respect;  that  it  was  class  legisla- 
tion; that  it  violated  the  constitu- 
tional   provision    against   cruel    and 
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unusual  punishment;  that  it  was  void 
for  indefiniteness ;  that  the  title  was 
too  general  and  insufficient;  that  the 
act  infringed  upon  the  personal  liber- 
ties of  citizens;  and  that  it  unconsti- 
tutionally abridged  freedom  of 
speech.  The  statute  provided  that 
any  person  should  be  guilty  of  a 
felony  who  should  "advocate,  advise, 
teach,  or  justify  crime,  sedition,  vio- 
lence, intimidation,  or  injury  as  a 
means  or  way  of  effecting  or  resisting 
any  industrial,  economic,  social,  or 
political  change ; "  or  who  should 
print,  sell,  circulate,  distribute,  or  dis- 
play any  book,  pamphlet,  etc.,  advocat- 
ing, advising,  etc.,  as  above  indicated; 
or  who  should  organize  or  help  to  or- 
ganize, give  aid  to,  or  be  a  member  of 
or  voluntarily  assemble  with,  any 
group  of  persons  formed  to  advocate, 
advise,  or  teach  crime,  etc.»  as  above 
quoted.  The  court  said  that  the  fact 
that  treason  was  defined  in  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution  did  not  deprive  the 
state  legislature  of  the  power  to  enact 
the  statute;  that  while  the  Federal 
government  undoubtedly  had  ample 
power  to  protect  its  sovereignty,  it  did 
not  necessarily  follow  that  the  legis- 
lature of  a  state  might  not  pass  laws 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  or  assisting 
the  national  government;  that  the 
state  was  one  of  the  component  parts 
of  the  Federal  government,  and  what 
affected  the  latter  affected  the  former. 

To  similar  effect,  following  the 
above  case,  are  State  v.  Hestings 
(1921)  115  Wash.  19.  196  Pac.  13,  and 
State  V.  Hemhelter  (1921)  115  Wash. 
208,  196  Pac.  581. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  Kansas 
statute  concerning  criminal  syndical- 
ism is  apparently  assumed  in  such 
cases  as  Re  Danton  (1921)  108  Kan. 
451,  195  Pac.  981.  The  statute  in  ef- 
fect declared  anyone  guilty  of  a 
felony  who,  by  word  of  mouth  or  by 
writing,  suggested  or  taught  the  duty, 
necessity,  or  expediency  of  crime, 
criminal  syndicalism,  or  sabotage,  or 
the  destruction  of  property  or  injury 
to  persons,  as  a  means  of  accomplish- 
ing any  industrial  or  political  end, 
change,  or  revolution,  or  for  profit; 
or  who  published  or  knowingly  cir- 
culated, distributed,  or  displayed  writ- 


ten or  printed  matter  of  the  character 
and  for  the  purposes  named;  or  who 
organized  or  helped  to  organize  or  be- 
came a  member  of  any  society  or  as- 
semblage which  taught  or  advocated 
the  doctrine  and  practices  mentioned. 

0.  Statutes  directed  against  interference 
udth  mUittuy  forces  or  tear. 

In  several  cases  the  courts  have 
sustained  the  validity  of  the  Minne- 
sota Statute  of  1917,  making  it  unlaw- 
ful for  any  person  to  advocate  or 
teach  that  men  should  not  enlist  in 
the  military  or  naval  forces  of  the 
United  States  or  of  the  state,  or  that 
citizens  of  the  state  should  not  aid 
the  United  States  in  prosecuting  war 
with  its  public  enemies.  Gilbert  v. 
Minnesota  (1920)  254  U.  S.  325,  65  L. 
ed.  287,  41  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  125,  affirming 

(1918)  141  Minn.  263,  169  N.  W.  790; 
State  V.  Holm  (1918)  139  Minn.  267, 
L.R.A.1918C,  304,  166  N.  W.  181  (cited 
in  note  in  1  A.L.R.  336);  State  v. 
Townley  (1918)  140  Minn.  413,  168  N. 
W.  591  (question  as  to  title) ;  State  v. 
Kaercher  (1918)  141  Minn.  186,  169 
N.  W.  699   (same);  State  v.  Gilbert 

(1919)  142  Minn.  495,  171  N.  W.  798 
(same). 

It  was  held  by  the  Federal  Supreme 
Court  in  Gilbert  v.  Minnesota,  supra, 
that  the  statute  did  not  usurp  or 
encroach  upon  congressional  power, 
and  did  not  unlawfully  deny  freedom 
of  spe^h  or  press;  and  that  it  might 
even  be  sustained  as  a  simple  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power  to  preserve 
the  peace  of  the  state,  in  view  of  the 
necessity  of  suppressing  a  seditious 
speech  in  order  to  prevent  disorder 
and  violence. 

In  State  v.  Townley  (1918)  140 
Minn.  413,  168  N.  W.  591,  supra,  it  was 
held  that  the  title  to  the  Minnesota 
statute,  designating  as  the  subject 
thereof  interference  with  or  discour- 
agement of  enlistments  in  the  military 
or  naval  forces  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  state,  was  sufficient  to  cover 
that  provision  of  the  act  making  it 
unlawful  for  citizens  of  the  state  to 
advocate  or  teach  that  citizens 
''should  not  aid  or  assist  the  United 
States  in  prosecuting  or  carrying  on 


war. 
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d.  Pos9eB9ion  or  display  of  red  flags. 

In  Com.  V.  Karvonen  (1914)  219 
Mass.  30,  L.R.A.1915B,  706,  106  N.  E. 
556,  Ann.  Cas.  1916D,  846,  the  court 
sustained  the  validity  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts statute,  providing  that  ''no 
red  or  black  flag,  and  no  banner^  en- 
sign, or  sign  having  upon  it  any  in- 
scription opposed  to  organized  gov- 
ernment, or  which  is  sacrilegious,  or 
which  may  be  derogatory  to  public 
morals,  shall  be  carried  in  parade 
within  this  commonwealth,"  as  ap- 
plied to  the  carrying  in  a  socialistic 
.parade  of  a  branch  organization's  reg- 
ular banner,  which  was  red  through- 
out, except  that  it  contained  an  in- 
scription on  one  side  in  gilt  letters,  it 
being  left  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  it  was  a  red  flag  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  The  court 
said :  "The  statute  as  thus  construed 
does  not  violate  any  rights  protected 
by  either  the  state  or  Federal  Consti- 
tutions. Under  both  these  instru- 
ments  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  is 
guaranteed.  But  the  :liberty  thus  se- 
cured does  not  mean  the  unrestrained 
license  of  an  unbridled  will.  Consti- 
tutional freedom  means  liberty  regu- 
lated by  law.  Personal  rights  may  be 
curbed  in  a  rational  way  for  the  com- 
mon good.  Liberty  is  immunity  from 
arbitrary  conunands  and  capricious 
prohibitions,  but  not  the  absence  of 
reasonable  rules  fof  the  protection  of 
the  community.  .  .  .  The  statute 
here  in  question  cannot  be  said  to  in- 
terfere unreasonably  with  the  liberty 
of  the  citizens,  nor  can  it  be  adjudged 
to  have  no  rational  connection  with 
the  preservation  of  public  safety. 
The  maintenance  of  order  is  plainly 
a  lawful  exercise  of  the  police  power. 
Statutes  designed  to  promote  that  end 
cannot  be  stricken  down  as  unconsti- 
tutional unless  they  manifestly  have 
no  tendency  to  produce  that  result.  It 
is  said  in  Webster's  Dictionary  that» 
'historically,  a  red  flag  has  been  a 
revolutionary  and  terroristic  emblem.' 
In  the  Century  Dictionary  is  found 
this:  'A  red  flag  is  a  flag  of  a  red 
color  with  oi;*  without  devices  asso- 
ciated with  blood  or  danger.'  Other 
lexicographers    give    similar    deflni- 


tions.  In  the  light  of  this  well-rec- 
ognized significance  of  the  red  flag,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  the  legislature 
regarded  it  as  the  symbol  of  ideas  hos- 
tile to  established  order,  and  decided 
that  its  carrying  in  parades  would  be 
likely  to  provoke  turbulence  or  to 
menace  the  safety  of  travelers  or  cit- 
izens in  general,  or  otherwise  to  in- 
terfere with  the  common  welfare.  Its 
determination  in  this  regard  cannot 
be  pronounced  by  the  courts  contrary 
to  the  fundamental  law,  as  being  ar- 
bitrary or  unreasonable,  or  as  having 
clearly  no  relation  to  the  ends  for 
which  the  police  power  may  be  exer- 
cised.*' 

Attention  is  called,  also,  to  People 
V.  Burman  (1908)  154  Mich.  150,  25 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  251,  117  N.  W.  589,  in 
which  the  court  took  the  view  that 
there  is  no  right  to  display  a  red  flag 
in  a  procession  where  those  compos- 
ing the  procession  know  that  the  nat- 
ural and  inevitable  consequence  will 
be  to  disturb  the  public  peace  and 
tranquillity,  in  violation  of  a  munici- 
pal ordinance  against  riot. 

But  attention  is  called  in  this  con- 
nection to  Re  Hartman  (1920)  182  Cal. 
447,  188  Pac.  548,  where  a  munic- 
ipal ordinance  was  declared  invalid 
which  made  it  unlawful  for  any 
person  to  display,  or  to  have  in 
his  possession,  a  flag  of  any  so- 
ciety or  association  which  in  its 
purposes  or  regulations  espoused 
for  the  government  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States  principles  or 
theories  of  government  antagonis- 
tic to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  to  the  form  of  gov- 
ernment thereof  as  now  constituted. 
The  court  said  that,  under  this  ordi- 
nance, a  person  would  be  guilty  of  the 
crime  defined  therein  who  should  have 
in  his  possession  a  flag  or  emblem 
of  an  organization  which  ad- 
vocated or  espoused  any  change  of 
principle  or  theory  of  government, 
merely  because  such  principle  or 
theory  was  antagonistic  to  our  pres- 
ent Constitution  and  form  of  govern- 
ment; that  the  language  was  so  broad 
as  to  render  criminal  the  display  or 
possession  of  the  flag  or  emblem  of  a 
peaceful  organization  which  espoused 
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amendments  to  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion, or  form  of  government,  national 
or  state,  in  respect  admittedly  proper 
from  a  legal  point  of  view ;  that  noth- 
ing seems  more  certain  than  that  the 
inhabitants  of  the  United  States  have 
both  individually  and  collectively  the 
right  to  advocate  peaceable  changes  in 
our  Constitution,  laws,  or  form  of  gov- 
ernment, although  such  cases  may  be 
based  upon  theories  or  principles  of 
government  antagonistic  to  those 
which  now  serve  as  its  basis ;  and  that 
it  seemed  equally  certain  that  an  or- 
ganization peaceably  advocating  such 
basis  might  adopt  a  flag  or  emblem 
signifying  its  purpose,  and  that  the 
display  or  possession  of  such  flag  or 
emblem  could  not  be  made  an  unlaw- 
ful act. 

IF.  Intent  as  an  essential  element. 

The  question  whether  intent  is  an 
essential  ingredient  of  the  offense  de- 
clared by  the  various  statutes  above 
referred  to  is  one  involving  principles 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  present  annota- 
tion, and  is  only  referred  to  incidental- 
ly because  it  has  arisen  in  connection 
with  the  question  of  their  validity.  It 
should  be  observed  that  the  rule  that 
intent  is  unnecessary  under  statutes 
enacted  as  police  regulations  is  in- 
volved in  many  kinds  of  cases,  and 
that  those  within  the  scope  of  the 
present  annotation  are  only  illustrative 
of  this  broader  doctrine.  It  has  general- 
ly been  held  that  intent  is  not  an  es- 
sential element  in  the  ofifense  created 
by  the  various  statutes,  or  that  intent 
might,  at  least,  be  inferred  from  the 
particular  acts  or  language.  And 
notwithstanding  this  construction  of 
the  statutes,  their  validity  has  been 
sustained. 

Thus,  it  was  contended  in  State  v. 
Kahn  (1919)  56  Mont.  108,  182  Pac. 
107»  supra.  III.  a,  that  the  Montana 
sedition  statute  was  invalid  because 
it  characterized  certain  acts  as  crim- 
inal without  reference  to  the  intent. 
The  court  said  that  the  act  was  a 
general  police  regulation;  that  it  was 
elementary  that  for  the  preservation 
of  the  peace,  the  safety  of  the  people, 
and  the  good  order  of  society,  the 
legislature    might    prohibit    certain 


acts,  and  attach  a  penalty  for  dis- 
obedience, without  including  evil  in- 
tent as  an  ingredient  of  the  offense 
other  than  the  general  intent  implied 
from  a  violation  of  the  statute.  But 
the  court  took  the  further  view  that 
the  word  ''calculated''  in  the  statute 
implied  the  power  to  reason  and  to 
plan;  that  in  its  broadest  significance 
it  meant  to  intend,  to  purpose,  to 
design.  ! 

Among  possibly  other  cases  to  the 
effect  that  intent  is  not  an  essential 
element  of  the  offense  under  the  stat-, 
utes  above  set  out  are  State  v.  Gilbert 
(1918)  141  Minn.  263,  169  N.  W.  790„ 
affirmed  in  (1920)  254  U.  S.  325,  65  L. 
ed.  287,  41  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  125;  State  v.< 
Worker's  Socialist  Pub.  Co.  (1921)  — 
Minn.  — ,   185  N.  W.  931;   State   v. 
Smith  (1920)  57  Mont  563,  190  Pac. 
107;  State  v.  Tachin  (1919)  92  N.  J. 
L.  269,  106  Atl.  145,  affirmed  in  (1919) 
93  N.  J.  L.  485,  108  Atl.  318 ;  State  v. 
Hennessy  (1921)  114  Wash.  351,  195 
Pac.  211. 

The  question,  it  seems,  in  most  of 
the  above  cases,  was  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  in  this  regard, 
a  question,  of  course,  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  annotation ;  and  the  courts 
do  not  generally  discuss  the  bearing  of 
tlieir  conclusion  regarding  the  neces- 
sity of  intent  on  the  question  of  the 
statutes'  validity.  i 

In  People  v.  Gitlow  (1921)  195  App.' 
Div.  773,  187  N.  Y.  Supp.  783,  supra, 
III.  a,  the  court  said:  "It  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  statutes  make  the  ad- 
vocacy o^  the  doctrine  a  crime,  with- 
out regard  to  criminal  intent.  The 
doing  of  a  lawfully  prohibited  act,  in 
aiid  of  itself,  without  regard  to  intent, 
may  constitute  the  crime ;  ,  .  .  but 
ihe  language  of  these  'statutes  is  quite 
general,  and,  therefore,  I  think  it  is 
essential  that  the  forbidden  doctrine 
be  knowingly  advocated  with  a  view 
to  the  accomplishment  of  the  forbid- 
den purpose.' 


»9 


F.  Miscellaneous. 

In  Fraina  v.  United  States  (1918) 
166  C.  C.  A.  356,  255  Fed.  28,  the  court, 
in  affirming  convictions  for  conspiracy 
to  comimit  an  offense  against  the 
United  States  by  aiding  and  abetting. 
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persons  unlawfully  to  evade  the  Se- 
lective Service  Act,  through  speeches 
and  pamphlets  urging  objections  to 
the  war  and  alleged  discrimination 
against  so-called  ''nonreligious  con- 
scientious objectors,"  said :  "Men  can 
be  punished  for  words,  if  the  legisla- 
ture 80  decrees,  within  constitutional 
limits.  Men  commit  crimes  when  they 
counsel  or  procure  others  to  sin 
against  the  statute  law,  and  they  also 
commit  crimes  when  they  confederate 
to  effect  that  object,  and  yet  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  imagine  any  more  suitable  or 
usual  method  of  procuring  or  coun- 
seling than  by  speech.  In  this  inac- 
curate sense  men  have  very  often 
been  punished  for  words  by  statutory 
enactment.  The  free  speech  secured 
^federally  by  the  Ist  Amendment 
means  complete  immunity  for  the  pub- 
lication, by  speech  or  print,  of  what- 
ever is  not  harmful  in  character,  when 
tested  by  such  standards  as  the  law 
affords.  .  .  .  Legal  talk  liberty 
never  has  meant,  however,  'the  unre- 
stricted right  to  say  what  one  pleases 
at  all  times  and  under  all  circum- 
stances.' Warren  v.  United  States,  33 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  800,  106  C.  C.  A.  156,  183 
Fed.  721." 

I  Among  other  cases  which  are  of 
value  on  the  present  question,  but  are 
not  strictly  within  the  scope  of  the 
annotation,  is  State  v.  McKee  (1900) 
73  Conn.  18,  49  L.R.A.  642,  84  Am.  St. 
Rep.  124,  46  Atl.  409,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  a  statute  making  it  a  penal 
offense  to  sell,  or  offer  to  sell,  lend, 
or  give  a  paper  principally  made  up  of 
criminal  news,  police  reports,  and  pic- 
tures and  stories  of  bloodshed,  lust, 
and  crime,  did  not  violate  a  constitu- 
tional   provision    that    every    citizen 


may  freely  speak,  write,  and  publish 
his  sentiments  on  all  subjects,  and 
that  no  law  should  be  passed  to  re- 
strain the  liberty  of  speech  or  of  the 
press. 

Attention  is  called  also  to  United 
States  ex  rel.  Turner  v.  Williams 
(1904)  194  U.  S.  279,  48  L.  ed.  979,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  719,  holding  that  the 
guaranty  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
as  to  freedom  of  speech  and  of  the 
press  was  not  infringed  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1903 
for  the  exclusion  and  deportation  of 
alien  anarchists,  whether  the  statute 
was  construed  as  applying  to  persons 
whose  opposition  to  all  organized  gov- 
ernment was  professed  as  a  political 
ideal,  or  simply  as  including  those 
who  advocated  the  forcible  overthrow 
of  government  or  assassination  of 
officials. 

But  a  municipal  ordinance  adopted 
in  1918,  declaring  certain  persons  to 
be  vagrants  and  providing  a  punish- 
ment for  them,  was  held  invalid  in 
Taft  V.  Shaw  (1920)  284  Mo.  531,  225 
S.  W.  457,  as  covering  matters  of  Fed- 
eral rather  than  state  cognizance, 
and  as  conflicting  with  definitions  of 
a  vagrant  contained  in  a  state  statute. 
Among  those  who  were  declared  by 
the  ordinance  to  be  vagrants  was  any- 
one who  should  become  a  member  of 
an  organization  or  association  op- 
posed to  the  prosecution  of  the  war  by 
the  United  States,  or  should  circulate, 
or  aid  and  abet  in  circulating,  litera- 
ture directly  intended  to  hinder  the 
United  States  in  the  exercise  of  its 
war  powers,  or  who  should  utter  sedi- 
tious sentiments  against  the  United 
States  government.  K.  EL  H. 
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AB8EK0B. 

Direct  contempt  by  presenting  libelous 
charge  against  judge  in  open  court, 
though  parties  responsible  are  absent 
when  contents  of  paper  become 
known.    20-900. 


ABV8E  OF  FROCE88. 
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far.     20^116. 


ACCESS. 

TenafU*a  rights  and  remedies  in 
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ACCIDENT. 

Liability  of  person  causing  injury  for  ag- 
gravation   thereof   by    accident,    see 

DAMAGES. 
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Injuries. 
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See  Insurance. 
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aufJUHenoy  of  evidence  that  actinomv' 
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Workmen's  Compensation. 
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Court's  right,  of  its  own  motion,  to  con- 
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modify  an  order  for  its  custody,  en- 
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20-1079. 
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Constitutionality     of     statutes 
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AKGISNT  UCnXS. 

Bervant*s    or   agent's   personal    UabiUtp 
for  ohstruction  of.    20^lic. 


AFFIDAVIT. 

In  contempt  proceedings,  see  CoNnim. 

In  support  of  motion  for  new  trial*  see 
Nsw  Trial. 


AFTERBOBH  CHILOIUBII. 


Prenatal    injury    as    ground   of 
20^1  &0&    (ease  p.  ISOS)* 


AGENCT. 

See  Principal  and  Agent. 


AIB. 

Tenant's  rights  and  remedies  in  easis  of 
destruction  of  air  or  light  by  land- 
lord.    20^1400* 


AUEKATION  OF  AFFBOTIOm. 

Action  for,  see  Husband  and  Wiib, 
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Constitutioncil    rights   of, 
tional  Law. 
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Workmen's  eompensaUonf  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  aneurism 
contracted  by  applicant  for  contpen- 
sation  is  attHbutable  to  his  employ^ 
men$.    20^6, 


ANKYLOSIS. 

Worhmen's  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  ankylosia 
contracted  by  applicant  for  compen^ 
saUon  is  aUributable  to  his  employ^ 
9nent.    20^7. 


ANNULMENT. 

Of  jodgmenty  aee  Judgiibnt. 
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Workmen's  compensation,  necessitiy  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  anthrax 
contracted  by  applicant  for  oompen" 
sation  is  attributable  to  his  employ^ 
ment.    20^7   (case  p.  1). 


Wof^tmen's  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  apoplexy 
suffered  by  applicant  for  compen" 
sation  is  attributable  to  his  employ- 
ment,     ;9I>— 1^. 
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In   public  improvement  prooeedingiy 
PuBUC  Impbotbment|^ 

Bail  bond  given  on  mpptalf  twnUmaUon 
frf  liability  of  sureUea,     20'''636. 

Socviity. 

Raising  for  first  time  on  api>e«l  objection 
that  bond  for  appeal  to  intermediate 
court  was  not  filed  in  time.    20-827. 

Okjeetioaa  asd  exeeptivas. 

Evidence,  necessity  of  specifying  particu- 
lar section  of  constitution  alfeged  to 
be  violated  by  admission  of.    2<V-689. 

Disatlsflal  of  appoaL 

Appeal  from  judgment,  not  taken  in  man- 
ner prescribed  by  statute  properly 
dismissed.    20-1441. 


Bnles  of  deolsii 

Evidence  viewed  in  aspect  tending  to  sup- 
port verdict  upon  review  of  denial  of. 
motion  to  direct  verdict  for  defend- 
ant   20-lllS. 

FresiiBiptioBS. 

Presumption  that  Jury,  instructed  to  find 
against  defendant  if  they  found  that 
he  was  negligent,  considered  only 
such  grounds  of  negligence  as  were 
supported  by  the  evidence,  although 
others  were  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
20-525. 

Refusal  of  affirmative  charge  presumed  to 
be  (Supported .  by  sufficient  evidenee, 
where  evidence  is  not  in  record. 
20-1803. 

Diseretioiiary  matters. 

Withdrawal  of  plea  of  guilty,  discretion 
as  to,  not  reviewable  except  in  case 
of  clear  abuse.    20-1441*. 

Qu^tioAS  jiot  raised  below. 

Bond  foir' fltppeal  to  intermediate  court, 
objection  that^  because  of  failure  to 
file  in  time,  intermediate  court  had 
no  jurisdiction.    20-827. 

Grime,  right  to  raise  for  first  time  on 
appeal  question  of  constitutionality 
of  act  creating;    20^1527. 

Evidence,  failure  to  object  to  admission 
of,  as  bar  to  right  to  complain  there- 
.  of  on  appeal.    20-936. 

Homicide,  refusal  to  give  accused  benefit 
of  instruction  as  to  presumption  of 
law  from  use  of  deadly  weapon  by 
deceased,  where  attention  oi  trial 
court  was  not  called  to  the  omission. 
20-1249. 


of  Tordiet. 

Verdict  on  conflicting  evidence  as  conclu- 
sive on  appeal.    20-1261. 


Verdict  supported  by  sufficient  evidence. 
20-86. 

Verdict  supported  by  evidence  and  ap- 
proved by  trial  court.     20-83. 

Separate  maintenance  and  custody  of 
child  in  divorce  proceedings,  conclu- 
siveness of  verdict  of  jury  as  to. 
20-827. 


—  •■  to 

Refusal  to  set  aside  verdict  for  excess  if 
not  so  much  as  to  indicate  passion 
and  prejudice*    20-1138. 


of  findings  of  eoiirt. 

Decision  of  trial  court  on  motion  for  new 
trial,  upon  question  whether  new  evi- 
dence was  introduced  in  jury  room, 
as  conclusive.    20-1180. 

Witness's  recoUectioni  of  contract  between 
husband  and  wife,  made  twenty  years 
before,  as  sufficient  to  sustain  finding 
that  it  provided  for  passing  of  wife's 
separate  property  to  husband,  upon 
her  death.    20-1272. 


~om  appeal  frwm,  appellate  eourt. 

Findings  of  fact  by  appellate  court  in 
divorce  proceeding  not  binding  on  su- 
preme court.    20-827. 


^uraMat.  ereon 

Taking  verdict  binding  upon  the  judge  as 
to  the  facts  in  an  action  which  should 
have  been  tried  as  a  suit  in  equi^. 
20-1079. 

~as  to  ploadlags* 

Striking   from   defendant's   pleadings   in 

personal,  injury  case  where  violation 

''  of  speed  ordinance  is  pleaded  as.ele- 

'  ment  of  negligence,  facts  tending  to 

show  unreasonableness  of  ordinance. 

20-1214. 

^failare  or  refusal  to  lastraet. 

Duty  to  charge  as  to  reasonable  doubt  ae 
betufeen  different  degrees  of  crime 
or  included  offenses,  20^12&S 
(case  p.  1240). 

Homicide  by  killing  police  officer  raiding 
gambling  house,  failure  to  give  spe- 
cial charge  on  law  of  excessive  force 
of  officers.    20-1180. 

Monitory  instruction  concerning  individu- 
al responsibility  of  each  juror  in 
criminal  case.     20-502. 

^  eomduot  of  ^wy. 

Receipt  of  document  or  statement  in  jury 
room,  constituting  new  evidence,  as 
\  ground  for^  reversal  in  criminal  case, 
20^1187    (case  p.  1180). 


The  dash  im 

20  A.L.R.— 98. 


eaek  eltatiom  staads  for  AXJt. 
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APPOINTMEIIT.  ARTSRIOSGUntOSIS. 


Of  guardian,  see  Guardian  and  Wabd. 
Power  as  to,  see  PowiRS. 


Worknien*8  eompenaaUon,  ttoeaartiy  cffMl 
au^jioienoy  of  evidence  that  arterio^ 
ederoMs  euffered  hy  applicarU  far 
cempeneatian  is  attributable  to  hie 
emptoyment.    20-^11. 


APPBOFRIATIOirS. 

Rartieularity  of  epeciftoation  of  purpeme 
required  in  appropriation  bitlm  20^ 
9S1   (case  p.  972) . 


AB0HXTE0T8. 

OenatrucUon    of   contract   for   compen^ 
eaUen  of.    20^18&C  (case  p.  18S2)  • 

Estimating  percentage  of  cost  price  to 
which  architect  is  entitled    20-1862. 


Of   one   charged 
right  to.    20-900. 


direct   ciontaBiplj 


ITorlkmen'a  cotnpeneation,  neceeaity  an^ 
eufflciency  of  evidence  that  arthritis 
suffered  by  applicant  for  contpet^ 
eation  ie  attributable  to  hie  employ^ 
20^12. 


AMMAVIsT   Am   BATTEBT. 

Former  Jeopardy,  see  Criminal  Law. 


ServanPe  or  agenPm  liability  for 

cotmmitted  at  oonunand  of  principai 
or  nutater,  or  in  dieeharffe  of  duUee 
of  Oinployment, 


TranepoirtaUon  of  concealed  liquor  ae  on 
offenne  within  presence  of  officer  au* 
thorieing  an  arrest  udthout  a  vmr» 
rant,    20^eS2  (case  p.  689), 

Information  sufRcient  to  justify  officer  in 
arresting  suspected  person  without 
warrant.    20-639. 


Coaatitational  right  of,  see  ComnriniTm9- 
AL  Law. 


For  public  improvement,  see  Publk  Im- 

ntOVUCENTS. 


AR8EKICAI.  pozsoimro. 

Workmen's  eowtpensaUon,  necessity  and 
su/fMency  of  evidence  that  arsenical 
poisoning  suffered  by  applicant  /or 
compensation  is  attribtuibie  to 
employment,    20^11, 


ABSOH. 

What  is  an  **outhouset**  or  "ontbtiikl- 
ing."    20-284. 


Check  for  whole  amount  which  drawer  has 
on  deposit  as  equitable  assignment; 
necessity  of  acceptance.   20-174. 


ASSUMPSIT. 

AgenVs  or  servanVs  personal  liability  to 
action  by  third  person  for  money 
had  and  received,    20—181, 
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Client's  right  to  recover  money  placed  in 
hands  of  attorney  to  be  used  in  conH 
pounding  crime.    20-147L 


ASTAOHlCElfT* 


Exemptions,  lee  ExsMPriONt. 


ATTOBHEY  OElfEIlAXi. 

Right  to  defend  jud^  sued  for  libel  in 
a  matter  pertaining  to  the  duUea  of 
his  office.    20-398. 


Co€Uting  In  street,  injury  liy  eoUiaUm 
toUH  automohUe.  20^1434^  (ease  p. 
1429), 

MJ^amOy  purpose*'  do^Orine,  lialHliiy  of 
oumer  under,  far  injuries  hy  auto* 
n%obile  while  being  used  hy  member 
of  his  family,  20^1469  (case  p. 
1400) . 

0uest,  liability  of  otcner  or  operator  for 
injury  to,    20^1014  (case  p.  1008)  . 

Who  is  respoti^ble  for  injury  by  car 
during  demonstration  or  instruHion 
by  dealer,    20^194  (case  p.  189), 

4 

Adult  son's  negligent  driving  while  using 
*    car  for  purpose  of  his  own.    20-1460. 

Instructions  in  action  for  injury.    20-626. 

Wife's   negligence    in   driving   car,   hus- 
'    band's  liability.    20-625. 


ATTOBHimU 

Validity  of  contract  by  attorney  to  oom* 
pound  crime,  see  Contracts. 

Confidential  communications  tOy  see  Evi- 

DENCB. 

Agreem^ent  or  understanding  between  at*, 
tomey  and  client  to  use  money  for 
unlawful  purposes  as  affecting^  their 
rights  inter  se,  20^1470  (case  p. 
1471).  .   . 

Evidence  in  civil  suit  of  threats  by  plain* 
tiff's  attorney.    20-1352. 


BAIL  AVD  BBOOOKIZAKCB. 

Stage  of  proceeding  at  which  sureties  are 
discharged  in  criminal  case,  20^ 
094  (case  p.  089) . 

Variance  between  name  in  bail  bond  and 
in  j%idgment  of  forfeiture,  20-^11 
(case  p.  410) . 

Extrinsic  evidence  to  impeach  forfeiture 
of  bail  bond.    20-^89. 


AUOTIOKS. 

f^onversionf  auctioneer's  personal  liabiU 
ity  for  sale  of  property  which  does 
not  belong  to  thp  one  employing  hin^, 
20^130, 

Right  of  auctioneer  employed  by  owner 
as  against  prospective  purchaser  or 
bidder  who  refuses  to  complete  .pur^ 
chase.    90--214  (case  p.  211). 


lAabiUty  of  a  baUee  of  money  %iDho  com* 
mingles  it  toith  his  own  funds,  20*^ 
878  (case  p,  374) , 


BAITKRUPTGT. 

Insurer's  refusal  to  consent  to  change 
of  beneficiary  in  life  policy  as  affect- 
ing right  of  trustee  in  banlcruptcy 
of  insured.    20^200  (ease  p,  263) . 


AUTOMOBILES. 

Garage,  see  Garagb. 

Hegllgemee  la  xtse  of ;  iajviies  by. 


BANKS. 

Negligence  as  to  condition  of  bank  prem* 
ises,  see  Negligence. 
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President's  power  to  make  contract  for 
purchase  of  cotton.     20-984. 

President's  power  to  a^rree  that  liability 
of  party  to  commercial  paper  shall 
not  be  enforced.    20-412. 

Payment  of  olieoks. 

Gift  of  check  uncollected  at  death  of 
drawer  not  validated  by  statute  per- 
mitting payment  of  checks  by  bank 
during  specified  time  after  drawer's 
death.     20-174. 

lasolTemey. 

Right  of  depositor  to  reMCindf  or  to  claitn 
a  trust  in  respect  of  a  depoHt  be- 
cause  of  insolvency  of  "bank  when 
it  tiyas  made.  2^^1206  (ease  p. 
1208) . 

Fraud  in  taking  deposits  after  insolvency 
20-1208. 

When  bank  is  insolvent    20-1208. 


ConstiUUionality    of    statute    regutaUng 
harbera,     20^2111    (case  p.  IIOS). 


A9    an    '^ouihoue^* 
20-286. 


or    "outhuOding." 


Reading  of,  in  schools,  see  Schoqlb. 


Licensing  and  reguMattsn  of. 
(case  p.  247S). 


BIIX8  AVD  KOTE8. 

la  s^meral;  Talidlty. 

Bank    president's    authority    as    to. 
Banks. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Evdencb. 


Place  of  maher^a  signature  on  hiU  #r 
note.    20S94  (case  p.  892). 

Statute  of  frauds,  note  as  fnemorandmam 
satisfying.    20—308. 

Validity  of  sealed  note  to  repay  money 
given  to  the  maker.    20-892. 

» 

DellTery. 

Fmrd  evidence  to  show  conditional  cto- 
Uvery  of  note.  20—424  (oases  pp. 
412,  417). 

CoasldevatioB. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Evdenci. 

Extension  of  time  for  payment  of  invalid 
special  assessment  as  consideration 
for  note.    20-1317. 

Repayment  of  money  given  to  maker  d 
note    as    a    gift 
20-892. 


See  Assault  and  BAinanr. 


BEAT  HAHB. 

Wor1cmen*s  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  "beat 
hand**  suffered  by  applicant  for  com^ 
pensation  is  attributable  to  his 
ployment.    20—18. 


BLOOD  POISOHIHO. 

WoTlcmen^s  compensation,  necessity  amS 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  Mood 
poisoning  suffered  by  applicant  for 
compensation  is  attrib^Uahle  to 
employment.    20—18. 


BIAS. 


BONDS. 


Evidence  to  show  bias  of  witness,  see  Wrr-     Appeal  bond,  see  Appeal  and  Error. 
NESSES.  Bail  bonds,  see  Bail  and  Rbcognizancb. 
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JUeenakig  and  reguiaUon  «/• 


Of  eontrmety  lee  Contractb. 


20-^86. 


Personal  lialHlity  of  hroker  tdba  Mito 
property  for  one  who  is  not  tho  trum 
owner.     20*^182. 

B«a1  •state  brokers, 

Doee  ordinary  Wroleer^B  eontrae^  eaeelMdm 
right  of  sale  hy  owner,  20^126S 
(cases  pp.  1261,  12eti) . 

Right  of  lyroker  entployed  hp  oumer  as 
against  prospective  purchaser  uho 
refuses  to  complete  purchase.  20^ 
214. 

Bight  of  real  estate  hroker  to  commie' 
sions  under  a  contract  providing  for 
payment  of  commissions  out  of  pur* 
ciiase  price.    20^289  (case  p.  280) 

Necessity  that  cnatomer  produced  by 
broker  be  able  and  wining  to  pur- 
chase on  terms  stated  in  the  ori^nal 
contract    20-280. 

Price  named,  necessity  of  securins:,  to  en« 
title  broker  to  commissions.    20-280. 

Revocability  of  authority  to  selL    20-1265. 


Validity  of  agreement  to  refrain  from,  aee 
Contracts. 

Negligence  as  to   condition   of  place  of 
^business,  see  Nk<$ligencb. 

Bight  of  individual  to  adopt  name  under 
which  to  carry  on  business.    20-984. 


OANCEB. 

Wor'kmen^s  compensatUnif  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  cancer 
suffered  by  applicant  for  oompensa^ 
Mon  is  attributable  to  his  mnploy^ 
ment.    20^23. 


tmjmrj  to  pauongor. 

ServanVs  or  agent's  personal  liability 
for  injuries  to  passenger.     20^144. 

**Step  boon"  or  other  device  to  facilitate 
entering  and  leaving  car,  duty  and 
UoMIMy  of  carrier  as  to.  20-^14 
(case  p.  908). 

Wrong  doorway,  injury  to  passenger  in 
consequence  of  passing  through. 
20^11 5S. 

^  eo Atrllmtory  mogligomoo. 

Step  box,  contributory  negligence  in  using. 
20-908. 

Freiglit  earrlers. 

Mob  or  strikers  causing  loss  of,  or  dan^ 
age  to,  freight,  liability  of  carrier. 
20^262  (case  p.  267) . 


OARS. 

freight  car  used  as  warehouse 
*'outhouse.'f     20^237. 


as  an 


BUBOUkBY. 

Indictment  for,  see  Indictment,  etc. 

What  is  an  **outh(mse*'  or  ** outbuilding** 
%€ithin  meaning  of  statute  as  to 
breaJcing  and  entering.     20^286. 


OATIXE  BIKGWOBM. 

Workmen*s  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  cattle 
ringworm,  suffered  by  applicant  for 
compensation  is  attributable  to  his 
employment.     29^28. 
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CAirSA  MORTIS, 


GAUSS. 

Presttrnption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to* 
see  Evidence. 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial. 


CHANGE   OF  BEMEFIOIABIES. 

■ 

See  Insurance. 


CI.  F. 

.Wk€t  eon&Htutes  delivery  of  goods  mold 
under  "c.  i.  /."  cofOract.    20^123^ 
(case  p.  1232) . 

Documents  necessary  to  execute  a  sale 
c.  i.  f.    20-1232. 

Insurance  in  name  of  seller,  provision  for, 
as  repugnant  to  e.  i.  f.  contract. 
20-1232. 

Tender  of  the  goods  instead  of  the  docu- 
ments in  case  of  c.  i  f.  contract. 
20-1232. 

Uniform  Sales  Act  as  affecting  c  L  f.  con- 
tracts.   20-1232. 


Impeachment  of  witness  by  evidence  as 
to  character,  see  Witnesses. 

Wew  trial  or  reversal  in  eriniinal  came 
because  of  statement  in  jury  roon^ 
reflecting  on  character  of  aeoueed, 
20^1  lOS. 


ConaMuUonalitiy  of  anti'^Hgantie  leyie- 
laUon.    20-^26  (eaee  p.  921) . 

Election  between  counts  in  prosecution  for 
illegal  sale.    20-921. 

Making  possession  of  cigarettes  and  cigar- 
ette papers  prima  facie  evidence  of 
selling  and  keeping  for  sale.    20-921. 


GHATTEI.  MORTOAGE. 

Auetioneer^s  personal  liahttity  for  sale 
of  mortgaged  property  at  instanee 
of  mortgagor.     20^137, 

Servant^s  or  agenPe  personal  UahiUtg 
for  conversion  of  mortgaged  prop^ 
erty,     20^128. 


Conclusiveness   of  judgment 
Jusghent. 


as   to. 


CUkSS  IXOISIATIOV. 


See  Statutes. 


OSnBOK. 

Check  as  equitable  assignment,  see  As- 
signment. 

Gift  of,  see  Gift. 

Statute  of  frauds,  ehech  as  ntemorandum 
satisfying,  20^^63  (eases  pp.  557. 
361) .  ' 


CHICKEK  HOUSE. 

As  an  ''outhouse.*'     20^236, 


COASmiG. 

Right  to  coast  in  highway,  generally, 
Highways. 

Injury    to    one    while    coasting    In 
street.     20^1433   (ease  p.  1420) 


#•» 


0OI.IXGTIVE  BABGAINIKG. 

Lawfulness    of    strike    to    compel, 
Strikes. 
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State's  power  to  create  and  enforce  Uen 
for  a  nonmarithne  tort  on  ship  era- 
gaged  in  interstate  commerce*  20^ 
109S   (case  p.   1079). 

Ordinance  requiring  draymen  to  file  no- 
tice of  destination  of  household  goods 
moved  by  them  as  interference  with 
commerce.     20-206. 


Auctioneer's  right  to  recover  damages  for 
loss  of  commissions  from  one  refusing 
to  comply  with  his  bid.    20-211. 


OOMPUklWt. 

Jn  eriminal  cMe,  see  Indictment,  itc 


Worhmen*s  compensation^  death  or  in^ 
jury  while  traveling  as  arising  ou$ 
of,  and  in  the  course  of,  employ' 
ment.  20-^00  (oases  pp^  MP» 
816). 


OOMMI88IOV    ICEBCHAlfTa. 


See  FACTOH& 


OOMPOVITDINO  CBIME. 

Illegality  of  contract  for,  see  Contracib. 


OOKDBBOIATKm. 

Of  proparty,  see  Eminknt  Dobcain. 


0OMMI8UOVB. 


See  Comfbnsation. 


OOHBinOKAX.  SAUBL 


8aa  Saxa 


oo 


Political  committees,  see  ELBCTmN& 


OOHDinOKB. 

See  GOTBNANTS  AND  GONDITIONg. 


OOMMOH  CARKTETUk 

See  CARRDBg. 


OOMFIBBHTIAI.    CM>lt]CUNIOATIOV8. 

Evidence  of,  see  Evdenci. 


OOMMUJIiTy  PBOPEBTT« 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 


CM>JfSEIfT« 

Of  insurer  to  change  of  beneficiary, 
Insubancb. 

Judgment  by,  see  Judgmbnt. 


COMPEHSATIOH. 


Of  architect. 
Of  broker,  see 


see  Architect. 
Brokers. 


OOilSEQUdlTIAZ.  TMJVBXBM. 

Compensation  for,  see  Eminent  Domain. 
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CONSIOERATIOK. 

For  note,  see  Bills  and  Notes. 

For  contracts  generally,  see  Contracts. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Evidbngi. 


OOHSOUDATIOK. 

Of  actions  or  proceedings,  see  AcnON  OR 
Suit. 


OONSPIRACT. 

Picketing,  see  Picketing. 
Strikes,  see  Strikes. 


CONSTITtrXTONAI.  UkW. 

Sunday  law,  see  Sunday. 

GonstmotioA  of  eonstitiitioB. 

Homestead,  liberal  construction  of  consti* 
tutional  provisions  as  to.    20-270. 

Legislative  construction  of  constitutional 
provision  of  no  weight  when  there  is 
no  doubt  as  to  its  proper  construc- 
tion.   20-972. 

Delegation  of  po'wer. 

Barbers,  delegaUon  of  power  to  regulate. 
20-1112, 

Pool  rooms  and  billiard  rootnSf  validity 
of  statute  authorizing  local  option 
elections  as  to  prohibition  of.  20^ 
1491. 

Rights  of  persoAS  and  property;  equal 
protection  and  '  priTlleges;  dno 
process  of  lamr;  police  pomrer. 

Provisions  against  taking  or  damaging 
property  without  compensation,  see 
Eminent  Domain. 

What  trades  or  occupations  shall  be  regu- 
lated, nature  and  extent  of  regula- 
tions, as  questions  for  legislature,  in 
exercise  of  police  power.     20-1106. 

^  aliens. 

Constitutional  guaranty  of  right  of  peo- 
ple to  alter  their  form  of  government, 
aliens  as  within  protection  of. 
20-1515. 


Equal  protection  of  the  laws  to  aliens  in 
conducting  business.     20-1515. 

Equal  protection  of  the  laws  not  denied 
to  aliens  by  statute  forbidding  them 
to  attack  form  of  government  of  the 
United  SUtes.    20-1515. 

Freedom  of  speech,  constitutional  riglit 
of,  as  including  right  of  aliens  to 
publish  disloyal  or  abusive  matter 
concerning  form  of  government. 
20-1615. 

»  barbers. 

Constitutionality  of  statute  regulating 
barbers.     20—1111    (case  p.  IIOS.) 


—  billiard  and  pool  rooms ;  bowling  ml- 

leys. 

ConsUtutiOTkality  of  regulations  as  So. 
20^1432   (case  p.   1478). 

—  eigarettos. 

Constitutionality  of  anti-dgarette  legi^ 
lation.    20-926  (ease  p.  921) . 

»  dourer. 

Constitutionality  of  statutes  in  relation 
to  d^noer.    20—1330  (ease  p.  132S) . 

^freedom  of  speeob,  prosst  and  ^vor- 
sbip. 

Boliticalf  social,  or  industrial  prop- 
aganda  deemed  to  be  of  a  dangerous 
tendency,  validity  of  legislation 
directed  against,  20—1S3S  (tMses 
pp.  161S,  1627). 

Sectarianism,  in  schoola.  20—ia<^l 
(case  p.  1384). 

Alien's  right  to  publish  disloyal  or  abusive 
matter  concerning  form  of  govern- 
ment as  within  constitutional  guar- 
anty of  freedom  of  speech.    20-1615. 

Statute  forbidding  publication  of  disloyal, 
scurrilous,  or  abusive  matter  concern- 
ing form  of  government  of  United 
States,  its  military  forces,  flag,  or 
uniform,  validity  of.    20-1515. 

Statute  forbidding  all  acts,  peaceable  or 
otherwise,  having  for  their  object  the 
destruction  of  organized  government, 
or  acts  inciting  revolution  against 
such  organized  government.    20-1527. 

^master  and  sermnt. 

Workmen's  compensation^  see  Workmen's 

Ck)MPENSATI0N. 
«-  nonresidents. 

Doufer  statute  whicH  discriminatea 
against  nonresidents.  20—1339 
(case  p.  1326). 
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PoUUoal,  social,  or  indMsMal  propagan' 
da  deemed  to  be  of  a  dangerous 
tendency,  validity  of  legislation 
directed  against,  20^1&3&  (eases 
pp.  1S16,  1627). 


—  remedies;    motiee   asd    liemrlMgi 

deaoe. 

Seizure  of  vessiel  to  answer  in  damages 
for  injury  as  sufficient  notice  to  own- 
er of  vessel  of  pendency  of  the  prcH 
ceeding.    20-1079. 

Making  possession  of  cigarette  and  cigar- 
ette papero  prima  facie  evidence  of 
selling  and  keeping  for  sale.    20-921. 

—  Tested  rlgliis. 

ConsUtutUmality  of  statutes  in  rekiNon 
to  dotver  as  affecting  rights  pre* 
viously  vested  hy  contract  or  death 
of  husband.     20^1838, 


OOHSTBUOnOV. 

Of    Constitution,    ■••    CoNanrunoNAL 
Law. 

Of  contract,  see  Contracts. 

Of  pleading,  see  Pleading. 

Of  statutes  generally,  see  Statutbs. 

Of    Workmen's    Compensation    Act, 
Workmen's  Compensation. 


Reflection  on  judge  hy  grand  or  peNI 
juror  as  contempt.  20''-90S  (ease 
p.  000). 

Definition  of  criminal  contempt.    20-900. 

Direct  contempt  by  presenting  libelous 
charge  against  judge  in  open  court, 
though  parties  responsible  are  ab- 
sent when  contents  of  paper  become 
known.    20-900. 

Intent  as  affecting  question  of  one's 
guilt  of  contempt.    20-900. 

Privilege  of  grand  jurors  in  filing  report 
criticizing  judge.     20-900. 

Purpose  of  punishment  of  persons  guilty 
of  criminal  contempt.    20-900. 


Arraignment,  right  to,  of  one  charged 
with  direct  contempt.     20-900. 

Statement,  filing  after  issuance  of  war- 
rant for  arrest  of  persons  in  con- 
tempt.    20-900. 

Vsnue,  right  of  accused  to  change  of. 
20-900. 

OPmi^img  from  eoateatpt. 

Truth  of  charge  as  pur^ng  grand  jurors 
of  contempt  in  charging  judge  with 
bias  and  favoritism.    20-900. 

Wower  as  to. 

Judge  not  required  to  proceed  for  libel 
rather  than  to  punish  for  contempt 
one  filing  libelous  charge  against 
him.     20-900. 

Power  of  courts  of  record  of  general 
jurisdiction.     20-900. 


OONSUMPTIOV. 


Sea  TuBBRCULosia 


contbaotors. 

Definition  of  contractor.    20-658. 


GONTAOIOUS  AND  INFECTIOnS 
DISEASES. 

See  also  Anthrax;  Diphtheria;  Influ- 
enza; Scarlet  Fever;  Tuberculosis; 
Typhoid  Fever. 

Tenant*  s  rights  and  remedies  because  of 
existence  of  infectious  disease  on 
premises,  where  he  remains  in  pos- 
sessian.     20^1 40S. 


CONTEMPT. 
Xm  general;  wluit  oomstitiites. 


OOHTKACTS. 

Bank    president's    power    to    make, 

Banks. 
Bills  and  notes,  see  Bills  and  Notes. 

Parol  and  extrinsic  evidence  as  to  writ- 
ten contracts,  see  Evidence. 

Parties  plaintiff  in  action  on,  see  Parties. 

Specific  performance  of,  see  Specific 
Performance. 

latplied  asreenents* 

Landlord's  right  to  recover  on  quantum 
meruit  for  use  and  occupation  in 
ease  of  partial  eviction  of  tenant. 
20^1378. 
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GoBsideratioB. 

Consideration  for  note,  see  Bills  and 
Notes. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Eyidenci. 

Vaiidity  of  pronUa4  baaed  mi  invaMid 
paving  asaesament,  20^1826  (case 
p.  1317). 

Baseless  demand,  extension  of  time  to 
pay,  or  forbearance  to  sue  thereon, 
as  consideration  for  promise. 
20-1317. 

MvtiiaUty. 

Bestrictive  covenant  in  contract  of  em^ 
ploynientf  effect  of  lack  of  mutualUif 
of  obligation  on  validity  of,    20-^69 
(case  p.  S4e) . 

Offers  mmd  tkeiv  aoeoptaaoe  or  with- 
drawal. 

Acceptance  by  mail,  see  Pobtoffici. 

Mistake  in  using  word  ''October''  for 
''September"  in  exercising  option  to 
secure  services  from  September  to 
September.     20-846. 

Statute  of  Frauds. 

Entirety  of  parol  contract  to  sell  land 
and  personal  property.     20^61. 


— >  emtirety. 

AT€^itecVe    contract    to 

and  apecifioatUms,     20^1862. 


Parol  contract  to  sell  land  and  personal 
property.     20-361. 


▼alldity;  publle  poUey. 

Contracts  between  husband  and  wife. 
Husband  and  Wife. 


Attorn^  and  eUentf  agreement  or 

deretanding  between^  to  uee  fnoney 
for  unlaufftU  purpose  as  affecting 
their  riffiUs  inter  se.  20^1476 
(case  p.  1471). 


sutteieAoy   of 
dum. 


writiag   or 


Attorney's  agreement  to  use  money 
placed  in  nis  hands  by  client  to  com- 
pound a  felony.    20-1471. 

Husband's  and  wife's  agreement  that  sur- 
vivor shall  have  entire  property  of 
both.     20-1272. 

Sunday  performance  of  theatrical  natorsv 
validity  of  contract  for.     20-846. 

Year's  service,  employer's  right  to  con- 
tract for,  wilii  employees  entering 
service.  20-1508. 


—  gaatbU»i^ 


Ifature  and  vaUdUy  of  "hedging*' 

actions   on   the   commodity   marhet. 
20^1422  (case  p.  1417) . 


lemo; 


^oomtraets  Im 


tralat  of 


Check  or  note  as  memorandum  satisfy" 
ing  Statute  of  Frauds.  20^^68 
(cases  pp.  8S7,  861). 

Deed  left  with  grantor's  attorney  for  de- 
livery.   20-357. 

Tender  of  deed  by  vendor,  not  accepted  fa^y 
vendee.     20-361. 

Gonstmction* 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial. 

Construction  of  contract  for  com/pensa' 
Hon  of  architect.  20^18&€  (case  p. 
1362) . 

Giving  meaning  to  all  the  words  of  a  con- 
tract.   20-1352. 

Reconciling  different  parts  of  contract 
unless  so  radically  repugnant  that 
no  rational  interpretation  will  render 
them  effective.     20-1332. 

Written  portions  of  document  as  prevail- 
ing over  printed  parts.     20-1232. 

Agreement  to  render  theatrical  perform- 
ances for  twenty  weeks  as  a  contract 
to  perform  on  Sunday.     20-846. 


Validity  and  enforceability  of  restrieUva 
covenant    in    contracts    of 
ment.      20Sei     (cases    pp. 
SS7). 


S4e, 


Porf onnaaeo  \ 

Specific   performance, 

FOBMANCB. 


^roooTory  for 


ArchitecVs  right  to  additional  oontpofi.- 
sation  for  extra  %oork.     20^13&0. 

^  breaoli* 

Injunction  against  breach,  see  Injunc- 
tion. 

Strike  to  compel  breach  of  contract, 
validity  of.    20-1608. 

Abattdonaiemti  repndiatioB. 

Disagreement  between  parties  to  land 
contract  as  to  which  shall  pay  taxes 
for  a  certain  year  as  an  abandon- 
ment or  termination  of  the  contract. 
20-357. 

Husband's  and  wife's  agreement  that  sur- 
vivor shall  take  all  their  property, 
wife's  right  to  repudiate.    20-1272. 
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Question   for   jury   as   to   abandonment. 
20^57. 


OOirVEBSIOH. 

See  Tbotbr  and  Conversion. 


cobpobjlttons. 

Service    of   process    on,    see    Writ   and 


Bank  officers,  see  Banks. 

Service  of  process  on  corporate  officers, 
see  Writ  and  Process. 

When  reaiffnation  of  officer  of  private 
corporation  hecomea  effective*  20^ 
207   (ease  p.  264). 


OMIT,  1JI8UBAK0E,  AXB 
See  C.  L  F. 


COTTON. 

Bank  president's  power  to  bind  bank  bf 
contract  for  purchase  of.    20-984. 


Judges,  see  Judges. 

Selatiom  to  other  dopmrtmeats  of 
SOTenuneat. 

Beview  of  orders  of  public  service  com- 
mission, see  Public  Service  Com- 
mission. 

Beview  of  decisions  of  workmen's  com- 
pensation commissions,  see  Work- 
men's Compensation. 

•  poUtieal  qvestloiis. 

Determination  of  eontroveray  toithin 
political  party,     20^103S    (case  p. 

loao) . 

Beco^ition  and  vindication  by  courts  of 
rights  accorded  by  decisions  of  polit- 
ical parties.    20-1030. 

^legislatiTe  departmeiit;  statutes. 

Befuaal  to  declare  statute  unconstitution- 
al except  where  conflict  between  act 
and  Constitution  is  clear.    20-1105. 

Workmen's  compensation,  question  wheth- 
er liability  exists  to  compensate 
workmen  under,  as  judicial.    20-994. 

«- amaiolpal  matters. 

Beasonableness  of  ordinance  passed  in 
exercise  of  express  power.     20-206. 

Xioss  of  Jnrlsdlotioa. 

Divorce  proceedings,  jurisdiction  of  or- 
ders in,  not  lost  where  motion  to  open 
the  judgment  is  made  at  term  nt 
which  orders  were  entered^  and  con* 
tinned  from  time  to  time.  ■  20-^27. 

State  and  territorial  oourts. 

Jurisdiction  of  Nebraska  district  courts 
to  protect  minors  and  enforce  pater- 
nal obligations.     20-809. 


COUIITERGIiAIlC. 

See  Skt-Ofp  and  Counterclaiic. 


OOVEKAim  AKD  CONDITIOKS. 


OOUPOH8. 

€Ukn8titwtionaUty  of  legislation  prohihit^ 
ing  use  of  coupons  or  other  extras 
neoue  articles  in  cigarette  package. 
20-^82. 


Conditional  delivery  of  note,  see  Bills 
AND  Notes. 

Parol  evidence  that  note  was  conditional, 
see  Evidence.. 

Condition  to  grant  of  license,  see  License. 

What  is    ** outhouse*'    or   ** outbuilding,** 
20^-234   (case  p.  230). 


COURTS. 

Contempt  of,  see  Contempt. 


Of  witnesses,  see  Witnesses. 


The  dash  In  eaeli  ottation  stands  for  AJLJR. 
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CRimNAL   CONVERSATION. 

Action  for,  see  Husband  and  Wif& 


-•-#i 


CBIMINAI.   LAW. 

BaU,  see  Bail  and  Recognizance. 

Compounding  crime,  see  CoMFOUNDlNa 
Crime. 

Violation  of  liquor  law,  see  Intoxicating 
Liquors. 

New  trial,  see  New  Trial. 

See  also  Arson;  Burglary;  Extortion; 
Gaming;  Robbery;  Sedition. 

Xmtent. 

PoUticalr  social,  or  AidiMfHaf  propa^ 
ganda  of  dangerous  tendency;  intent 
as  element  of  offense  far  violating 
statute  directed  against,    20^1  &4M9 

Former  Jeopardy. 


Conviction  or  acquittal  upon  charge  of 
murder  of,  or  assault  upon,  one  per" 
son  as  har  to  prosecution  for  Wee 
offense  against  another  person  at  the 
sam/e  time,    20—341    (case  p.  323)* 

Proeedure* 

Failure  or  refusal  to  instruct  as  preju- 
dicial error,  see  Appeal  and  Error. 

Evidence  in  criminal  case,  see  Eyidencb. 

Election  between  counts,  see  Trial. 

Instructions  in  criminal  case  generally, 
see  Trial. 

WalTer  of  rights  hj  aoousod. 

Statutory  provision  as  to  time  for  pro- 
nouncing sentence  after  a  plea  of 
guilty,  waiver  of.    20-1441. 

Arraignment. 

Contempt,  right  of  one  charged  with  di- 
rect contempt  to  arraignment. 
20-900. 

Pleading;  demnrrer. 


BaU  bond,  plea  to  the  indictment 
minating  liaMlity  of  sureties, 
315. 

Right  to  withdraw  plea  of  guilty, 
1443  (case  p,  1441) . 


20^ 
20^ 


Statute  requiring  plea  of  guilty  to  be 
made  by  accused  himself;  sufficiency 
of  compliance  with.    20-1441. 

Review  of  discretion  as  to  withdrawal  of 
plea  of  guilty.    20-1441. 


State's  right  to  answer  over  upon  over- 
ruling of  its  demurrer  to  pleading  in 
criminal  case.     20-328. 

Judgment;  senteaoe. 

Bail  bond,  discharge  of  sureties  on  pro^ 
nouncement    of    judgn^&nt    or 
20-329, 


Waiver  of  statutory  provision  as  to  time 
for  pronouncing  sentence  after  plea 
of  guilty.     20-1441. 


OROSSINGIL 

Accidents  at  railroad  crossings, 

ROADS. 


OnSTODT. 

Of  infant,  see  Infants. 


DAMAGES. 

Review  of,  on  appeal,  see  Af^BAL  AMD 
Errcml 

Amendment  of  pleading  as  to,  see  Plead- 
ing. 

Award  of,  in  connection  with  specific  per- 
formance,   see     Specific    Pesporm- 

ANCB. 

lAabUity  of  person  causing  injury  for 
aggravation  thereof  hy  accident. 
20— 324   (case  p,  320) . 

Recent  variations  in  rate  of  foreign  ear- 
change  as  affecting  damages  for 
tort,    20S99   (case  p,  334). 

Restrictive  covenant  in  contract  of  ewi^ 
ployment,  effect  of  provision  for 
liquidated  damagea  or  penalty 
enforceability  of.     20-^70. 


DBAPNE88. 

Workmen's  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  deafness 
suffered  by  applicant  for  (fompenao' 
tion  is  attributable  to  his  employ" 
ment.     20""2S. 
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BSATH. 

Question   for  jury   as   to   cause  of. 
Trial. 


Covenants  in,  see  Covenants  and  Con- 
ditions. 

w^      Execution  of  powelr  by,  see  PowsBS. 


RIakt  of  aotioA  for. 

Contributorv  negligence  of  beneficiary  aa 
bar  to  action  for  death.    20-1214. 

Contributory  negligence  of  one  benefici- 
ary as   affecting  other  beneficiaries. 
20-1214. 
Question  for  jury  aa  to  contributory  nef- 
ligence  of  beneficiary.    20-1214. 

f 
Bffeet  of. 

Payment  of  checks  by  bank  after  draw- 
'      er's  death,  see  Banks.  '       ^       ' 

Gift    of    personal   check   as    revoked   hy 
death  of  drawer.    20-174. 


DEFENSES. 

In  eivfl  actions,  see  Action  or  Suit. 
Is  ^homicide  case,  see  Homicidb. 


DELAY. 

In  anforehig  specific  performance  of  con- 
tract to  sell  real  estate  as  depriving 
purchaser  of  right  to  rents  and  prof- 
its.    20-367. 


DEBTOR   AHD    CREDITOB.      .  . 

Claims  against  decedent's  estate,  see  EXp 

BCUTpBS  AND  AdMINISTRATOBS.     , 

Exemptions,  see  Ezbmftions^  ^ 

Conveyance    in    fraud    of    creditor*    sea 
Fraudulbnt  Conveyances. 


DELEGATTOH   OF   FOWKH. 

See  Constitutional  Law. 


Administration   of,   see    Bb^BCUTORS,  and 
Administrators. 

AgefU*8  pergonal  ItoMUly  /or  ffMddUna 
uHth.     20^119. 


#•» 


«       DECEIT. 

See  Fraud  and  Decett. 


DEURIUM  TREMENS. 

Worhmen^9  oom^pensation,  necessUy  and 
aufflcienoy  of  evidence  that  deUrium 
tremens  suffered  hy  applicant  for 
ootnpensation  is  attributable  to  his 
em/ptoyment.     20^26* 


DEUVERT. 

^Of  note,  see  Bills  and  Notes. 
Of  personalty  sold,  see  Sale. 


DEGIiARATIOira. 

Admissibility    of,    in   evidence,    see    Evi- 

MINCE. 


DEEDS. 

Undelivered  deed  as  memorandum  satis- 
fying Statute  of  Frauds,  see  Con- 
tracts. 


DEMONSTRATION. 

Who  is  responsible  for  injury  by  autO' 
mobile  during  demonstration  or  in- 
struction by  dealer.  20—19^  (case 
p.  189). 


DEMURRER. 


See  Pleading. 
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Admissibility   of,   in   evidence,   see   Evi*-     See  Teul. 

DENCB. 


DERMATITIS. 

Worhmen'M  eompenaaUonf  neeeaatiy  mnd 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  derma* 
UUs  contracted  Ipy  applicant  far 
eotnpeneat4on  ia  aUrihuiahle  to  Me 
efmploym/ent.     20^27, 


Of  jury,  see  Trial. 


DI8CRETIOK. 

Review  of,  an  appeal,  see 
Erbor. 


DSST&UCTIOK. 


BaU  bond,  Uahiliiy  of  mireUea  ae  fer^ 
minated  on  desfrucMoM  of  indict 
ment.    j^O— 007. 


BisiiOTAi/rr. 

PeUMoal,  social,  or  industrial  propapmm>' 
da  deemed  to  he  of  a  danneroms 
tendency,  validity  of  legislation 
directed  against.  20^1i^^ 
lai^t  lii27). 


See  FoRCiBLB  Entry  and  DsTAimB. 


DJ5TIJI II  Jk 


DISmSftAL  0!B  DISOONTIinJAVCB. 

Libel,  motion  to  dismiss  complaint  to  hold 
judge  liable  for  placing  libel  on  filee 
of  court  as  proper.    2(^-^98. 


See  Rbplivin. 


DIVO&OE   AND   mPARATIOK. 


DIABETES. 

0 

1Fi»rlem^n's  com/pensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  diabetes 
suffered  by  applicant  for  com/pensa^ 
tion  is  attributable  to  his  empfoy- 
ment.    20^27, 


las  seaeimL 

Conclusiveness  of  divorce  decree^  see  Jddo- 

MENT. 

Decree  rendered  in  other  state,  see  JxTDO- 

MENT. 

Findings  of  fact  by  appellate  court  in  di- 
vorce proceeding  not  binding  on  su- 
preme court.    20-827. 

Loss  of  jurisdiction  of  orders  entered  in 
divorce  proceeding.     20-827. 

Custody  and  support  of  ehildren. 

Foreign  decree  as  to  custody,  see  Judg- 
ment. 

Worlcmen^s  compensation,  necessity  and  Consolidation  of  appeal  from  order  ap- 

sufficiency    of    evidence    that    diph'  pointing  a  guardian  for  infant  child 

theria   contracted    by   applicant   for  and  a  motion  to  modify  an  order  for 

compensation  is  attributable  to  his  its  custody,  entered  in   divorce  prt^ 

employment,     20—27,  feedings.     20--827. 
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Court  aoquiriim:  jurisdiction  of  divorce  as 
entitled  to  dispose  of  custody  of  chil- 
dren.   20-827. 

Father  not  relieved  of  duty  to  support 
minor  child  by  divorce.     20-809. 

Jury's  verdict  as  to  maintenance  and  cus- 
tody of  child  as  advisory  merely. 
20-827. 

Third  person's  right  as  against  father  to 
custody  of  children  after  death  of 
mother,  to  whom  custody  was  award* 
ed.    20-^27. 


]>UE  PROCESS  OF  I^W. 

See  Constitutional  Law. 


DUGOUT. 

Jm    «fi    "authoume"    or    "<m#5tt<l€UfHr.'* 


DOCUMEHTABT  EVlDEIfGBi 

See  EvDSNGS. 


DUST  STOBX. 

alfedilng  liabatty  for  injftrp  to 
9tr%ic9e  Ipy  train  or  otreet 
MOe7f  1079. 


DOlOOIXk 

Goardian's   right  to   change  domiefl  ef 
child.    20-827. 


BLEOTIOK. 
Betwees  eoonts  in  indictment,  see  TbiAL. 


DOHATIOXi 


See  Gift. 


€anoHtutionaUty  of  otatuteo  in  relation 
to  dower,    20^1380  (case  p.  1326) . 

Validity  of  statute  providing  for  forfei- 
ture of  dower  by  nonresidents. 
20-1826. 


DKATMEK. 

Sec  Teaming  and  Trucking. 


D&UMMEBS. 

See  Ck)MMCRCiAL  Travelers. 


DBUHKENHESS. 

See  Delirium  Tremens. 


ELECTIOK  OF  BEltEDIBS. 

Liens,  statutory  provision  for  foreclosure 
of,  as  exclusive.     20-1079. 

Lessor's  action  of  replevin  to  recover 
leased  machine  from  third  person  as 
an  election  to  recover  possession  dis- 
charged from  the  lease.     20-83. 


EUBOTIOXS. 

Determination  of  controveraiea  within 
politioal  party,  20^1039  (case  p. 
103O) . 

Court's  refusal  to  determine  controversies 
between  rival  political  committees  or 
factions  of  such  committees.  20-1030. 

Recognition  and  vindication  by  courts  of 
rights  accorded  by  decision  of  politic 
cal  parties.    20-1030. 


ELEVATORS. 

Tena$U*e  rights  and  remedies  against 
landlord  for  failure  to  furnish  el' 
evator  service  where  tenant  remains 
in  possession,     20^1414, 


The  daak  in  eaeh  eitatlon  ■tands  for  A.Ii.lL 
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Cousequential  Inivries. 

Levee,  right  to  compensation  for  dam^ 
ages  to  land  left  outside  of.  20^ 
302   (case  p.  296), 

Bight  under  constitutional  provision 
against  talcing  or  damaging^  to  re* 
cover  in  other  than  an  eminent 
domain  proceeding^  for  eoitse^eH- 
tial  damages  to  property  no  part  of 
which  is  taken,  20~-fH6  (case  p, 
612). 

Cutting  off  switch  connections  with  rail- 
road from  land  not  taken  in  construc- 
tion of  levee.    20-296/ 

Public  improvements,  action  against  couiv; 
'  ties  to  recover  .compensation  for  in* 
juries  to  property  by  construqtipii  oL 
20-512. 


(  •      •  • 

hi  general,  see  Master  and  Sbktani^ 


See  Estoppel. 


BQUITT. 

Review  on  appeal  of  findings  in  equity, 
see  Appeal  and  Error. 

Specific  performance  of  contract, 
ciFic  Performance. 


Tender  of  money  received  as 
equitable  suit  to  rescind 
judgmient.    20-4238. 


necessary  in 


suffieiency  of  evidence  that  erpsip> 
siiM'  wmtraoted  'hy  appUemmt  filr 
9om/pen9aUan  is  attrifntttMm  IT  Ms 
mnplaytnmU, 


EHCEPHAUTUL 

See  Sleeping  Sickness. 


BinOKAOB  ACT. 

r«ittMfy  9f.  20^isae. 


Of  contract,  see  Contracts. 


Forcible  entry. 
Detainer. 


ENTRY. 

see  Forcible  Entrt  and 


BQHAI.  PROTECTION  OF  THE 

See  GoNSTrrm'iONAL  Law. 


EQUITABIiE  ASSIGNMEET. 

See  Assignment. 


TOPPEXi. 


By  Judsni^ent. 


Divoree  or  separation  decree  as  basis  of 
estoppel'  in  action  for  aUenation  of 
affections  or  criminal  oanversati^nu 
20-9^a  (case  p.  986} . 

Equitable  estoppeL 

Change  of  position  to  his  injury  of  partv 
asserting  estc^ipel,  necessity  of. 
20-936. 

Reliance  of  party  asserting  estoppel,  ne- 
cessity.    20-936. 

^by  laehes  or  sileAoa. 

Husband's  failure  to  set  up,  in  proceeding 
against  -him-  by  his  wife,  for  divorce, 
her  misconduct  with  another  man,  as 
estopping  him  from  maintaining  ac- 
tion against  such  man  for  criminal 
conversation.     20-936. 
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PFobate  ctf  wife's  will  by  husband,  and 
electiBcr  not  to  take  under  it,  as  es- 
toppisf  him  from  setting  up  contract 
by  which  he  was  to  receive  her  en- 
tire estate.    20-1272. 


set  up. 

Cviminal  conversation,  right  of  defend- 
ant in  actioii  for  husband's  conduct 
in  settling  property  rights  witii  his 
wife   in   suit  for  divorce  as  an 
,   toppel.     20-936. 


ISVlOTiOll. 

Of  tenant^  see  LANiXiOiiD  and  Tsnam t. 


Objections  and  exceptions  to,  see  Appeal 
AND  Error. 

Presumption  as  to,  on  appeal,  see  Afpbal 

AND    ERR<Mt. 

Constitutionality  of  rules  of,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law. 

Receipt  of  new  evidence  in  jury  room  as 
ground  for  new  trial,  see  Nsw  Trial. 

Jmdiela:  aotiee. 

Rules  and  regulations  of  political  parties 
and  tribunals  for  their  administra- 
tion.   20-1030. 

Workmen's  compensation  commission,  ju- 
dicial notice  by,  that  hides  on  which 
employee  was  working  were  of  a  kind 
that  frequently  contained  anthrax 
germs,  and  that  person  woricing 
about  them  with  an  open  wound 
would  receive  the  germs.    20-1. 


(Presumptiona  and  bvrdea  of  proof. 

Constitutionality   of    statute   as    to, 
Constitutignal  Law. 


—  laws)  ordiaaaoes. 

Ordinance  passed  in  pursuance  of  statu- 
tory authority  presumptively  valid. 
20-206. 

Ordinance  regulating  speed  of  trains 
through  mrmVipality  presumptively 
valid.    20-1214. 


—  establishing  allegations  or  elaii 

New  trial,  burden  of  establishing  grounds 
on  which  asked.    20-1180. 

—  eanse. 

Workmen's  compensation,  presumption 
that  claim  conies  within  provisions  of 
statute.     20-1. 


Doemmentary  evldenee. 

J^^oree  of  divorce  or  ioyaraSlen,  cm  evi- 
dence in  tuMon  for  olimuMon  of  af- 
fecUone    or    erhnhuU    ootweroaUon. 

—  depositions  I  foraaer  testinaony. 

Deposition  taken  for  and  used  at  first 
trial,  admissibility  upon  second  trial. 
20-86, 

Admissibility  of  evidence  at  trial  of  ac- 
tion against  carrier  and  refrigerator 
company  for  injury  to  shipment  of 
fruit,  which  was  dismissed  without 
prejudice  to  the  merits,  as  between 
plaintiff  and  the  refri^perator  com- 
pany, after  holding  earner  not  liable, 
in  subsequent  action  against  the 
frigerator  company  for  the 
cause.    20-86. 


Parol  and  eztrinsie  eviAenee 


General  rule  as  to.    20-084. 

Right  to  prove  oral  parts  of  coBtract  part^ 
ly  oral  and  partly  written  which  are 
consistent  with  the  written  parts. 
20-984. 

Writer  of  letter  capable  of  but  one  con- 
struction not  entitled  to  testify  as  to 
what  he  meant  by  it.    20-892. 

—  eondition. 

AdmiaoibilUy  of  fiarol  avMofiee  to  9how 
that  a  hUl  or  note  toas  condUionalf 
or  given  for  a  »pe€fial  purpose.  490— 
431   (oaeee  pp.  412,  417). 

Conditional  character  of  contract,  parol 
evidence  to  show.     20-412. 

Condition  attached  to  note,  right  to  show 
in  suit  by  one  not  a  holder  in  due 
course.    20-417. 

—  consideration. 

Svidttice  of  want  of  consideration  ad' 
missible  in  action  by  one  not  a  bold 
er  in  due  course.    20-417. 

—  identity. 

AdtnieeiMUtp  of  eactrinHe  evidence,  to 
identify  the  person  or  pereons  in^ 
tended  to  be  designated  Ipy  the  nam^ 
in  which  a  contract  is  made.  20  - 
092  (case  p.  0S4) . 

—  eharaoter   of  party. 

Signature  of  firm  name  ''by"  the  name  of 
an  individual,  parol  evidence  as  to  ca- 
pacity in  which  individual  signed. 
20-984. 

Opinions  and  oonelnsions. 

Note  may  be  established  by  proof  of  sig- 
nature of  maker.    20-392. 


The  dash  in  each  oitation  stands  for  A.Ii.R« 
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AdniflsioBS. 

Note  may  be  established  by  admissions  of 
maker.    20-392. 

ETideaee  irronsf  ally  obtaia«d« 

Evidence  discovered  by  search  of  person 
arrested  without  warrant.     20-639.^ 


EXECUTORS       ANB       ADIONISTRA- 


Deelaratloas;  ooafldeatial  eoau 
tions;  threats. 

Evidence  of  declarations  to  impeach  wit- 
ness, see  Witnesses. 

Homicide,  declarations  of  one  accused  of, 
made  prior  to  killing.    20-1249. 

Threats  by  plaintiff's  counsel  to  defend- 
ant in  civil  suit.    20-1352. 

Wife's  communications  to  attorney  acting 
for  both  husband  and  wife  in  settling 
property  rights  as  privileged  in  ac- 
tion by  husband  to  establish  rights 
under  agreements  made.    20-1272. 


Relevaney   and  laateriallty* 
Evidence  to  impeach  witness,  see  Wit- 
nesses. 

Conversion  of  machine,  evidence  as  to 
purpose  of  putting  store  in  name  of 
witness,  which-  resulted  from  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  which  did  not 
include  the  machine.    20-83. 

Weight,  effect,  aad  siifieieiiey. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  sustain  findings 
of  court,  see  Appeal. 

Necesaity  and  mijJMency  of  evidence 
that  disease  centracted  5y  applicant 
for  tcorJemen's  compensation  is  at- 
trihutahle  to  employment,  20-^ 
(case  p.  !)• 


EXCEPTIOKS. 

To  raise  question  for  appeal,  see  AppbaIi 

AND  EfiBOR. 


Personal  UaMUty  of  agent  of  eoDectUor 
or  adnUnistrator  for  inSuries  caused 
to  third  person.    20^119, 

Loose  declarations  of  recipient  of  gift  of 
money  that  it  is  to  be  repaid  at  her 
death  as  obligating  lior  estate  to  re- 
pay it    20-3S2. 


Homestead  ez^nptioDs,  see  Hombbteao. 

Set-off  or  eonnteroiaiitn  of  judgment  un- 
der  which  exempt  property  has  been 
seised  against  Haitn  based  on  the 
wrongful  seisure,  2ik-^70  (case  p. 
270). 

Damages  because  of  unlawful  invasion  of 
-    plaintiff's  homestead  rights.    20-270. 


TEXSION  OF  TIME. 


Ai  consideration  for  promise, 

1SACT8. 


GON- 


EZTOBTIOX* 

ServanPs  or  agenVs  personai  Uahiiitg 
for  injury  inftioted  on  third  |W8reo» 
by  eaetorUon  committed  on  behalf  of 
em/ptoyer,    20^M12. 


Damiages  for  tort  as  affected  by  recent 
variations    in    rate    of    foreign 
change,     2(^-^99    (case  p.  SS4). 


Recovery  for,  see  GoNntAcn. 


EXECunoir. 

Sale  under,  see  JuniciAL  Sale. 
Levy  under,  see  Levy  and  Seizueb^ 
Of  power,  see  Powers. 


Worlemen*s  eompensationf  neeesatty  «fUI 
aufJUcieney  of  evidence  that  eye  <st- 
fiammation  or  infection  tmntracted 
by  applicant  for  com,pensation  is  at" 
tributable  to  his  empioyment, 
28, 


Italie  type  indicMites  points  witb  anaotatioii;  roman  type,  points  witkont. 
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FAonom. 


mrDuros. 


GontroTerries  between  factioiia  of  poUt-     Bmwkfw  of,  on  apFeal»  see  Apfbal  and  Ep- 
ical partiei»  see  EsMytums.  — 


FACTOBA. 

PMvotiaf  lialMity  to  true  oumer  as  for  a 
conversion  of  factor  selling  pnyper^ 
for  one  who  is  not  the  owner. 


Privilege  wiOUn  Umt  of  libel  of  pnO^mm 
or  the  Wee  of  fudge  or  person  aSi^g 
in  fndicial  eapacily,  Jda-407  fooso 
p.  898). 


7IB£  IHSll&AirGB. 


800  iNSinUNGB, 


FAcnni. 

RoYitfw  of,  on  ftppeal,  see  AmcAL  and  Eb- 


♦  »» 


FAIX 


OBJECm. 


Master's  liability  for  injury  to 
by  stone  rolling  down  nilL 


Peroofua  UoMUIv  0/ 
for  U^mv  to  iMrd, 


eg  ^N9« 


's  KaMMly 
pr<q;>erty   dimatg 


fsr  deotmctisD  Iqi^  of 


FAMILY  PURPOSE  JHHmLUm. 

See  AvTaicoBiLBS. 


Servant's  liability  for  injury  to,  see  Mas- 
ns  AND  Sbbvant. 


Injury  to  Hnfinsrie 

way  in  lake.    9^1 


from  Itr 


Public's  rvht  to  Ash  ki  watera  of  aaviga- 
Ue  k£e  stoekod  witii  ftsh  br  tko  ^ 
Me.    M-197. 


Troivaas  1900  fast  hmd  of  reparian 

or,  or  Boe  ef  bia  d^  or  lallway  of 
loes  while  fisfainf  in  w«teia  of 


Wot^hmen's  eomyojfgfion,  neemeng  mmM 
sufficiencg  of  evidence  that  f^ton 
suffered  by  applicant  for  compenem^ 
Uon  is  attHlmtable   to  hie  omploy- 


As  mfecUng  UoMUty  for  im^mrg 

•  oSriMic  bg  trmtn  or  oOi'iogf 

1087,'  1078,  18T9,  1079. 


■♦•» 


Conpoandinff,  see  Oomfoundin«  Oomb       As  eonsideration  f^ 
In  general,  see  Gbiminal  Laik. 


see  OoN- 


Tko  dmsk  im  omeh  MUMom 
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M 


J.^ 


Judicial  process,  ri^t  to  rovoeatory 
Mom.  where  fraadulent  sale  was  made 
bgr.    20-665. 


TORHQir  JUBOMBIIT. 


FR^DOM  OF  8PEBOH  AND 

8ee  Constitutional  Law. 


Of    hail    bond, 

IVHANGB. 


see    Bail    Am    Baooa- 


FREIGST  C. 


See  Cabmebs. 


8se  hjosmmm. 


Yalidity  of  contracts  dealinir  in 
see  CtWTBAcnL 


AdttlBBibaity   of^  in   erMestoa^  see 


Sfcatate  of  frauds,  see  CetiTBACKB. 
I^hnuicdent  conveyance,  see  FsAUDULiaiT 

In  BMking:  prnxifii  ef  loss  bgr  insored*  see 

fnSfyRANGBL 


As  gproond  for 
jiEidgmeiit^ 


t  of  f oreiifn 


8ervwrU*s  er  agenfs  personal  UolrfUfy 
fttr  ^mimry  to  9nkp€  i^*m»n  5y  frtmd 
etmuMMied   an    9ehatf   ef   gmpTeysr. 


Validity    of    gambling    transaetioBS, 

CSWTRAGTS. 

What  to  an  ''outhouse*'  tofcare  people 
aontf  within  meaning  of  statute  m 


As    mn    "otUhouse''    or    <<eiiftiinJiim. 


P9 


o»» 


's  act  ia.  aoeN^tingt  deposit  whli 
knowledge  ef  insolvency  as  fraud. 
20^1203. 


FRATJBS,  STATITTE  OF. 


See  OONTBAGTS. 


Aduanoe  in  price  oondtUons  due  $o 
World  War  as  alfecUng  valuation  of 
property  for  rate-nuOeing  purpoe&m. 
90SitS  (ease  p.  S4J») . 

8orviee  charge  for  gas  meter,  vaUditig  of. 
S&^'-asrS    (cases  pp.  917,  »B») . 

Amortizineloss  inflicted  by  rate^  fixed  by 
ciiuiiniHaftig,  and  spreading  it  over  a 
ttecm  of  years.    20-#48. 


llaRe  type  indleates  points  wftli  asiBotatlon;  xtMne»  type,  pofmts  wftkowt. 
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Compensation  to  which   conqpany  is 
titled  as  founded  upon  the  fitr  vaXae 
of  the  property^  and  not  upon  stock 
issued  or  debts  owei.    20-642. 

Constitutional  requirement  that  property 
shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use 
without  just  compensation  as  affect- 
ing gas  rates.    2(V-542. 

Costs  of  operation  as  essential  element  ki 
fixing  rates.     20-542. 

Right  to  rate  which  will  make  securities 
of  gas  company  attractive  to  inves- 
tora.    20-542. 

imposed  upon  profits  of  gas  company 
as  element  to  be  considered  in  fixing 
20-542. 


•AS  DIHAULTIOK. 

W^fftmen's  eonvpen^aUcn,  neeea&Uy  audi 
miUloiency  of  evidence  that  iuhdOa* 
Win  of  poisonous  gas  hy  appUcant 
for  oompensation  is  tiJUrilnitable  to 
his  ewiployment,     20-^6* 


Gflardian^l  ijgbt  to  custody  of  cliHd»  aee 

INFAKIS. 

Conaottdation  of  appeal  from  ordei  ap- 
paMaqg  a  jMx^dian  for  infant  child 
aed  a  moiiJBiQ  to  modify  an  order  for 
As  custody^  entered  in  divorce  pro- 
ceedhaCB.     2<^-B2T. 

Decree  awardb^:  custody  of  chiid  to  fa- 
ther as  diivmifing  mother's  Yigkt  to 
make  tegtemeatary  diaposition  of  it. 


Domicil    cf    ward,    guardiaa'a    zfglit    to 

change.     20-827. 

Interests  of  child  as  contndiiBg  QP<a 
question  #E  iki  gnarwinimp. 
2^-^27. 


A^aowiohOe,  UaMUHv  of 
ator  for  injury  to 
(ease  p.  lOOSy. 


OASTRAIfCOA. 

Werhmen's  eempensaUon,  neeesetty  omA      pi^a  d,  see  OayOHAL  LAW. 
mi^fieieifwy  of  evidence  tha$  ga-* — ' 
pfo  suffered  l»y  appX%ownX  fvr 
penaation  is  attr€butaJjile  fo  Ma 
pleymen$.    20^^^.  MAIL  8TOB1C. 


Bener^s  own  ehech  as  suhjeet  of  gift. 
20^177   (case  p.  174). 

Check  on  commercial  bank^  aeconipanied 
by  drawer's  pass  book,  as  valid  gift. 
20-174. 

Cbeck  not  collected  before  death  of  draw- 
er not  validated  by  statute  permit- 
ting bank  to  pay  checks  during  a 
specified  time  after  drawer's  death. 
20-174. 

Recipient  of  money  intended  as  a  gift  as 
a  trustee  for  the  donee.    20-392* 


ORAND  JURT. 

€)etUempt  hy  reflection  on  judge  hy 
grand  jurors,  20^908  (case  p. 
900). 

Right  to  indict  Judge  for  eommission  of 
crime.     20-900. 


As  mgeatitig  UoMiily 


struek  by  train 


for  injutny  fo 
or  streei 


Proof  of^  see  Evidengb. 


Anti-cigarette  legislation,  see  Ckakli'IM. 

Barbers,  regvUaUons  as  to,  in  interest  ef 
fcooUfc.     29^1113    (earn  p.  tm). 


Necessity  of,  to  constitute  due  proc< 
law,  see  Constitutional  Law. 


Am    an    '^outhouse**     or    **outhuiUling,** 
20^239   (case  p,  230), 


See  also  Aneurism. 


Tke  dash  in  eaeh  citatioa  staBda  for  AJLR. 
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,  necessity  and 
9f  evidence    that    heart 
mt-ffinmd    by    appHoant    for 
is  attHlmtable  to  his 
emplepment,    jeo-an. 


lAoAord^s  fluty  as  to,  see  Landumu)  and 

IMVAHT. 


by,   ufithetU  external  i§p%itionf   as 
tsillUn   fire  .insurmnoe   poUey.     90^ 


\*s  campensmUen,  neoessiiy  and 
mt^fictenoy  of  eutSence  that  heat 
sir&ke  suffered  hy  applicant  for  oofii- 
pensationf  is  ottriBtttable  to  his  etn- 
pleymenit. 


IHO. 

vaUday  of  "hedffin0*'  trans* 
on  the  cetntnodity  wuwket. 
(cam  p.  1417). 


oompensaUonf  necessity  and 
of  evidence  that  hemor* 
rhaye  suffered  by  applicant  for  cont^ 
Pfinsution  is  attributable  to  his  em- 
ptoyment. 


WofiBmen's  oompensaHon,  necessity  and 
sufftctency  of  evidence  that  hernia 
suffered  by  applicant  for  com/pensa* 
Hen  is  attribtitable  to  his  employ  * 
fnent. 


HIGHWAYS. 

Mn^ry    to    one    while    coasting   in    ^^ 
street,     20—1433    (case  p.   1429), 

Coasting     as     contributory     neflrligence. 
20-1429. 

Coasting  as  a  nuisance.    20-1429. 

Hand  sled  as  a  vehicle  within  law  requir- 
ing vehicles  to  carry  lights.    20-1429. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of  one 
coasting  in  highway.     20-1429. 


HODOKIITB  DISEASE. 

Woriemen's  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  Hodg* 
loin's  disease  suffered  by  appUoant 
for  isompensation  is  attributable  to 
his  employment,    j90— 57. 


Damages  sustained  because  of  unlawful 
invasion  of  plaintiff's  homestead 
rights  as  exempt.     20-270. 

Judgment  under  which  homestead  prop- 
erty was  seized  as  a  set-off  or  coun- 
terclaim against  claim  based  on  the 
wrongful  seizure.     20-270. 

Liberal  construction  of  constitutional  mad 
statutory  provisions.     20-270. 

Policy  of  the  law  as  to  homestead. 
20-270. 

What     included     in     homestead 
20-270. 


HOMICIDE. 

In  t^enoTtiL 

Former  jeopardy,  see  Criminal  Law. 
Evidence  generally,  see  Evidence. 
Impeachment    of    witnesses,     sea    Wrr- 

NBSSES. 

Homicide  as  affected  by  time  eiapsing 
between  wound  and  death,  2^-~ 
lOOe   (case  p.  1004) . 

Evidence  of  declarations  of  accused. 
20-1249. 

Failure  or  refusal  to  instruct  in  homicide 
case.    20-1180. 

Necessity  that  death  occur  within  a  year 
and  a  day  after  infliction  of  the 
wound  to  constitute  murder.  20-1004. 

Statute  providing  for  punishmmt  of 
murder  as  referring  to  that  crime  as 
it  existed  at  common  law.     20-1004. 

Willie  engaged  in  nnlawf ul  act. 

Homicide  by  one  of  several  persons 
attempting  to  commit  robbery,  by 
discharge  of  gun  with  which  victim 
IS  covered  when  he  grabs  for  it,  as 
murder  in  the  first  degree.    20-1441. 

Defense  of  property. 

Actual,  and  not  merely  constructive,  pos- 
session necessary  to  justify  homicide 
in  defense  of  property.     20-1249. 

Necessity  of  making  every  effort  to  repel 
aggression  before  killing  aggressor. 
20-1249. 

When  homicide  may  be  considered  as  in 
defense  of  property.     20-1249. 


Italic  type  indicates  points  witb  annotation;  ronian  type,  points  without 
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Belf-def  •]!••• 

Gamins:  house,  patrons'  right  to  protect 
themselves  against  police  officers 
raiding  the  place.    20-1180. 

Instructions  as  to.     20-1180. 

Limit  on  right  of  patrons  of  gambling 
house  to  protect  themselves  against 
excessive  force  of  police  officers  raid- 
ing the  plaee.    20*1180. 


Eeeovery  under  workmen's  eompensation 
act  for  injury  sustained  through, 
WoBKicsN's  Compensation. 


See  INNKBBPBRS. 


HomuL 

Recrt«IaM>Hr  hours  within  urMt^  fiool  mnd 
IHlUard    rooms   amd   howling    aUeys 
be  Uept  open,    90^14S7. 


HUSBAHD  AND  WXFB. 

Hvsbaiid's  Uability  f •*  wife's  torta. 

AutomohUes,  liaJHliiw  under  fawUt^'pur* 
pose  doctrine  where  spouse  of  oumer 
is  using  oar,     20-^147 1, 

iAabilitp  of  husband  for  independent 
tort  of  wife,    20^^623  (case  p,  &20 . 


Property  rlgktsf  traBsa«tl«ms  ¥etwi 

Dower  right,  see  Doweb. 

Wife's  interest  in  husband's  life  insur* 
ance,  see  Insurance. 

—  eonniiaity  property* 

Partner's  interest  in  partnership  real 
estate  as  communUp  property,  20— 
874  (ease  p.  309)  • 


oes    to» 


traeta    with,    or    eonToy 
•aeli  otlier. 


Privileged   character   of   communications 

by  wife  to  attorney  acting  for  both 

.  husband  and  wife  in  settling  prop- 

'  erty  rights  in  action  by  husband  to 

establish    rights    under    agreements 

made.    20-lf72. 

.Witness's  recoMeetion  of  eontract  between 
husband  and  wife,  made  twenty 
years  before^  as  sufficient  to  sustain 
finding  that  it  provided  for  passing 
of  wife's  separate  property  to  hus- 
band upon  her  death.    20-1272. 


JJiematiem    of    affoeti 
eomversatioa. 


J>eeree  of  divorce  or  separation  as  res 
judicata  or  basis  of  estoppel  or  evi- 
dence in  action  for  alienation  of  af^ 
fections  or  criminal  conversation. 
20-^43   (case  p.  936) . 

Estoppel  to  maintain  action  for  criminal 
conversation.    20-936. 


Worlnnen'a  eoftipensaMon,  necessity  and 
suffioienoy  of  evidence  that  hydro- 
phobia  contracted  by  applicant  for 
eompensation  is  attributoHe  to  his 
employment.    20—57. 


lOE  HOUSE. 

de    an    *'o%ahouse^»    or    *'outbuUding.** 
29-^39, 


IDENTITT. 

MoBtrineio  evidence  to  identify  the  person 
or  persons  intended  to  be  designated 
by  the  nam^e  in  which  a  contract  is 
made,     20^992   (case  p.  984). 


Of  witnesses,  see  WrTNESSEa. 


nCPUED  TRUST. 


See  Trusts. 


DfCONSISTEKOT. 

Estoppel  by,  see  EIstoppel. 


Partnership  agreement  between  hue- 
band  and  uHfe,  validity,  29^1304 
(cases  pp.  1272,  1303). 

Contract  that  survivor  should  have  entire 
property  of  parties.    20-1272. 

Estoppel  of  husband  to  set  up  contract 
by  which  he  was  to  receive  wife's  en- 
tire estate  at  her  death.    20-1272. 

Necessity    that    agreement    by    wife    to  IHDEPElfDEHT  CONTRAOTOBS. 

leave  her  property  to  her  husband  be 

executed   as   a   testamentary  instru-  Employer's  liability  for  injuries  to  ens- 
ment.    20-1272.  ployees  of,  see  Master  and  Shtakt 

Tke  dasb  im  eaeb  eitatiom  stamcU  for  A«Ii.R« 
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Liability. of,  see  Master  and  Servant. 

Who  are,  see  Master  and  Servant. 

Recovery  under  Wcrkmen's  Compensation 
Act  for  injury  to,  see  Workmen's 
Compensation. 


INDICTMSNT,    INFORMATION,    AND 

COMPLAINT. 

Im  seneraL 

Bail  botuf,  failure  to  indict  or  deMrue^ 
lion  of  indictnienS  as  terminaUng 
liahUi^  of  &ureUea,     20-^97,   600. 

Burglary f  necessity  of  naming  owner  of 
building  in  indictment  or  infornko^ 
tion  for.     20~^10    (case  p,  602). 

Necessity  of  stating:  whether  owner  of 
building  burglarized  was  a  corpora- 
tion or  a  partnership.    20-502. 

QvashiAg. 

BaU  hondf .  qua9^¥kng  of  indieMnenIt  am 
terminating  lialHUty  of  sureties, 
20^e04L. 

What  questioBs  raised  by  motion  to  quash 
information  for  burglary  on  ground 
that  facts  stated  do  not  oonstitute 
a  public  offense.    20-602. 


IND1J8TRIAI.  XNSlimAVOm 


Nsnresidenve  as  affecting  one's  right  to 
award  of  custody  of  child,     20-^S&S 
(case  p.  S27). 

Decree  awarding  custody  of  child  to 
father  as  devesting  mother's  right  to 
make  testamentary  disposition  of  ft. 
20-827. 

Father's  primary  ngbt  to  custody. 
20-827. 

Father's  lack  of  j«operty  beeaiMS  he  hmd 

transferred  it  to  his  wife  as  affect- 
ing his  right  to  custody.    20-827. 

Guardian's  right  to  custody  as  against 
father  merely  because  former  is  move 
prosperous.    20-827. 

Intoxicating  liquors,  occasional  indul- 
gence in,  by  father  as  affecting  hia 
right  to  custody  of  child.     20-^827. 

Noaresidence  as  affecting:  father's  rigiit 
to  custody  of  child  in  preference  te 
aont    20-827. 

Preference  of  child  as  affecting  right  te 
custody  as  between  guardian  aaid 
father.     20-827. 

J«4lgaieat  acaiaat. 


Right    of    infmsU    ts 

iudament  4n  ooMom  for  persamml 
juries.    20^M»4S   (oass  p.  1239} 


Consent  judgment  not  Mnding  en 
nnless  based  on  facts  jndiciany 
eertained     upon     a     seal 
20-1239. 


Avoiding  judgment  on  grooad  si  infswry 
merely.    20-1239, 


Workmen's     compensation, 
MBK'B  Compensation. 


see     WoBK- 


niPUSTBIAI.  P&OPAOANDA, 

Validity  of  legislation  directed  against 
industrial  propaganda  deemed  to  be 
of  a  dangerous  tendency.  20^1 63 fi 
(cases  pp.  1316,   1627). 


INFANTS. 

la  geaeraL 

Jurisdiction  in  matters  pertaining  to, 
Courts. 

Guardian  for,  see  Guardian  and  Wabd. 

Injury  to,  while  coasting,  see  Highways. 

Contributory    negligence   of,   see    Negli- 
gence. 

Minor   children   as   wards  of   the   state. 
20-809. 


Oastody. 

In  case  of  divorce, 
aration. 


see  Divorce  and  Sep- 


Wotlemen's  esmpensatton,  neeessity 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that 
contracted  by  applicant  for 
sation  U  atPrib%itable  to  his 
n%ent,    ;8I^— 57. 


INFORMATION. 

In  criminal  case,  see  iNDiCTmorr, 


INFBINOEMENT. 

Of  patent,  see  Patents. 


INJUNCTION. 

Interference  by  landlord  ufiO^  tenant*s 
possession  or  enjoytnetit  as  ground 
for  injtmction.     20^1390. 


ItaUe  type  iadtoates  polats  wltk 


tatieai 


aa  type^  poiata  wHkeat, 


COMBINED  INDEX  TO  NOTES  AND  CASES. 


1577 


Irreparable  injury  Justifying  injunctioii. 
20-846. 

Picketing  in  aid  of  illegal  itrike,  injunc- 
tion againrt.    20-1608. 

Theatrical  performer,  injunction  against 
breach  of  restrictive  covenant  in  con- 
tract employing.    20-846. 


tmfmrff  to  guest  in  conseqtienoe  of  pass--. 
iRCr   through  wrong   doonoag.     j9a-< 


mSAHITT. 

WgHbm&n*9  eompensationf  neoeaMg  mnd 
gufflcieticy  of  evidence  that  ineanitg 
euffered  by  applicant  for  eompenea' 
Mon  is  aitrilnUable  to  hie  gmptog^ 
it.     20^69. 


msoLVEircrr* 

Of  bank,  see  Banks. 
Bankruptcy,  see  Banksuptct. 

Wheaa  trader  is  insolvent    20-1209. 


Lose  hy  heat,  smoke,  or  eoot  %tiiho%U 
temal  ignition  ae  within  fire  ^nawr- 
onoe  policy*    20^^07  (case  p,  964} . 


Question  for  jury  as  to  whether  death  of 
insured  was  accidentaL    20-1118. 

Imtereet  ia  prooeeds. 

Second  wifefe  right  to  taJce  under  policy 
designating  **uHfe**  or  ^'vHdow*'  as 
beneficiary,  issued  during  life  of 
first  wife.     20-9&9   (case  p.  9&e) . 

Lien  of  beneficiary  who  pays  dues  from 
his  own  money  to  keep  certificate  in 
force.    20-956. 

AetioBS. 

Direction  of  verdict  in  action  on  iiwor- 
ance  policy,  see  Tual. 


As  element  of  criminal  offense,  generally, 
see  Criminal  Law. 

Contempt  as  affected  by.    2(MMNI. 


UTEIITIONAI.  IHJU&IBa. 
To  insured,  see  Insurangil 


XVSTBUCTIOKS. 


DfTERSTATE  COMMBBOBi 


DCSUBAKOE. 

Tested  latereet  of  TbeAoflalaiT. 
In  policy  which  provides  for  change  of 
beneficiary.    20-263. 

Okaage  of  benefioiary. 

Vested  interest  of  beneficiary,  see  supra. 

Mefusal  of  insurer  to  consent  to  efiange 
ef  beneficiary  in  life  policy  as  affect" 
ing  right  of  trustee  in  banJeruptcy  of 
insured.    20^^66  (case  p.  263). 

Proofs  of  loss. 

Overvaluation  in  proof  of  loss  of  prop- 
erty insured  as  fraud  avoiding  fire 
insurance  policy.  20^1164  (case  p. 
11S9). 

Bisks  and  causes  of  loss,  injury,  o« 
death. 


See  COMMERGB. 


nrroxiCATiHO  uquoiui. 

Transportation  of  concealed  liquor  as  mm 
offense  within  presence  of  officer  am' 
thorijfing  arrest  tcithout  a  warrant. 
20-^52   (ease  p.   639). 

Breach  of  peace  by  having  intoxicating 
liquor  in  possession.     20-639. 

Breach  of  peace  by  transportation  of  in- 
toxicating liquor.     20-639. 

Custody  of  child,  parent's  right  to  as  af- 
fected by  occasional  indulgence  in 
intoxicating  liquor.    20-827. 


mVITEES. 

Liability  for  injury  to,  see  Nbqligbngb. 


XRRIOATION. 


Death    or  injury  tntentionaUy  inflicted  Landlord's    breach    of    covenant   to    pay 

&!/  another  as  due  to  acrU7*^nt  or  ac*  assessments  on  water  stock,  so  uiat 

cidental  means.     20^1123    (case  p.  tenant  is  deprived  of  water,  as  a  par- 

lllS).  tial  eviction.     20-1363. 


The  dash  in  each  eitation  stands  for  A.ItoR, 
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[20  A.L.R. 


See  GiUMiNAL  Law. 


JITBGE8. 

Contempt  by  conduct  affecting,  see  Con- 
tempt. 

Privilege  of  statement  or  publication  by, 
see  Libel  and  Slandbr. 

Attorney  general  as  entitled  to  defend 
judge  sued  for  libel  in  matter  per- 
taining to  the  duties  of  his  office. 
20^98. 

Grand  jury's  right  to  indict  judge  for 
commission  of  crime.    20-900. 


In  eriminal  case  generally,  see  Guicinal 
Law. 

Estoppel  by,  see  Estoppel. 

Admissibility  in  evidence,  see  Eyidknob. 

Against  infant,  see  Infants. 

Set-off   of,    see    Sbt-oft   and   Countcb- 

CLAIM. 

Bffeet  aa^l  eomolwaireaeMk 

Foreign  judgment,  see  infra. 

Consent  judgment  against  infant,  see  In- 
fants. 


Becree  of  divoree  or  9eparaUan  09 
judicata  or  hasia  of  estoppel  or  eol- 
denoe  in  action  for  alienation  of 
affeotionB  or  crinUnal  eonversaUon. 
2ih-94:a   (cam  p.  986) . 

Judgment  in  favor  of  defendant  or  rs- 
mpondent  in  an  action  or  proceeding 
involving  a  nuiUcr  of  public  right  or 
iniere&t  ae  a  bar  to  a  euheequent  ao^ 
Hon  or  proceeding  by  a  different 
plaintiff  or  relator,  20^1188  (caoe 
p.  1127). 

Final  judgment  for  defendant  sustaining 
demurrers  to  complaint  as  one  upon 
the  merits.    20-1127. 

Divorce  decree  as  conclusive  upon  stran- 
gers as  to  status  of  parties,  but  not 
as  to  facts  litigated.    20-936. 

Infants,  decree  awarding  custody  to 
father  as  devesting  mother's  right  to 
make  testamentary  disposition  of 
diild.    20-827. 

Attaek  «poii  and  relief  against. 

Setting  aside  judgment  against  infant, 
see  Infants. 

Meritorious  defense,  necessity  that  motion 
for  vacation  of  judgment  for  lack  of 
service  of  process  show  existence  of. 
20-264. 


Tender  of  money  received  as  nacaseary  in 
equitable  suit  to  rescind  comproDaised 
judgment.     20-1289. 


AUcnation  of  affections  or  criminal  con- 
versation, foreign  divorce 
bar  to  action  for, 

JBxtraiterritorial    effect    of 
decree  of  divorce  as  to 
ekHd.  ^O'^IS   (case  p,  809) 


cuatodg  •/ 


Mere  procedure  resulting  in  judgment 
in  the  modification  thereof  not  pro- 
tected by  f uU  faith  and  credit  daune. 
20-809. 

State  is  required  to  give  to  foreign  iodr- 
ment  only  the  effect  to  which  it  ia  en- 
titled where  rendered.    20-«». 


See  BvDBNGB. 


JVDIOIAI. 


Privilege  as  to,  see  Libbl  anb  Slandhl 


Chilling  bids  w  preventing  competitkift  ] 
ground  f6r  setting  aside.    20-€66w 


jvrhdigtiom. 

Of  admiralty,  see  Aomibai.tt. 
Raising  question  of,  for  first  tiaie  en  n^ 
pc«l,  see  Affbal  and  Ennoa 

In  divorce  proceedings  generally,  see  Di- 

VOBCB. 

Lack  of,  as  ground  for  impeachment  of 
foreign  judgment,  see  Jxjdquekt, 

In  general,  see  ConnvB. 


Presumptions  on  appeal  as  to  eonduet  eC, 
see  Appeal  and  Erwml 

Conduct    of,    or    interference    with,    $m 

ground  for  reversal,  see  Appeal  and 
moR. 

Grand  jury,  see  Grand  Jukt. 

Afildavits  of,  in  support  of  new  trial,  see 

New  Trial. 


JUSTIFIABLE  HOMICIDC 

See  Homicide. 


Italie  type  Imdleates  points  'with  amnetation;  ronan  typo,  poimta  wlthovt. 
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mtfficieneif   of  evidence   that   JeHdney 
suffered    ty    q^fpUoant    fer 
vpeneaHoH  ie  attrOmiahle  to  JM0 


PutoiMj  «f  Hon  for.  Me  Libns. 


ZAMOn  OROAMIZATtOWL 

Sight  of  memben  of » to  quit  work  at  will, 

MO  MA0TSB  AND  SSRVART, 

Strike^  mo  Svkikis. 


RipariaB  riglits  in  beds  and  iboroi  ci, 

WATOOk 


lAjvnetioii  as  betweon  landlord  and 
anty  see  Injunctioiv. 

Sot-off  and  counterclaim  in  actionB  bflfeWMB 
landlord  and  tenant*  mo  Bvr-OFr  AMD 

COUNTEBCLAUI. 


Vnavoidahie  or  ImmviUMm  oaouaUy  or 
aeeideni,  uhat  io,  udtiMn  provtaioti 
of  lease.    20^1101   (eaae  p.  1099}. 

Intorf  eroaoo  witli  pooooooloii  of  teaaat) 
erlotloa. 

Mights  and  remedies  of  tenant  who  re- 
mains in  posseseten  of  aU  or  part  of 
the  premises  against  landlord  for 
interfering  with  his  possession  or 
enjoyment.  90^1809  (eases  pp. 
1363,  1869). 

Discordant  music  produced  by  tenant  of 
other  portions  of  premises,  landlord's 
liability.    20-1866. 

General  rule  as  to  what  constitutes  evic- 
tion.   20-1868. 

Irrigration,  landlord's  failure  to  furnish 
water  for,  as  partial  eviction. 
20-1363. 

Odors  from  other  parts  of  building  inter- 
fering with  enjoyment  of  premises, 
waiver  of  right  to  object.    20-1366. 


€fhange  in  time  for  assessment  or  pay» 
m^nt  of  taxes  as  affecting  provision 
for  payment  of  taxes  during  term  of 
20^1602    (case  p.   1497). 


VnavoidmMe  or  inevUaMe  emsmmity  or 
aooidenM^  u^hat  is,  uHthin  provision 
of  lease  ms  to  effect  o{,  on  roiil.  29^ 
1101   (earn  p.  USM}. 

Mights  and  wowmaiiw  of  tenant  who  ro- 
mnins  in  jwunusiun  of  aU-  or  part  of 
the  jiroiwrfnis  oynteoi  loncHorcl  for 
interfoHng  ^*>Oh  his  posoession  or 
en^oymgwti  29^1898  (eases  pp, 
1^98,  1999). 


tnsiilg  hot  water 
"nmvoidable 


hMsing  of  pipe 
to  burst,  aai 
wh&ch  wni 
bility  fsr 


ro*.    2D-imi. 


See  Automobiubb;  Hhowaib. 


Sm  ATTOMnnm. 


IForlsmon's 

ouffMmvpg    of 


for 

SKS  OINiJNOjflliOtlS. 


that    Mmad 
attrOhaatfig  to 


In  genera],  see  LANnumo  and  Tbnant. 

Lessor's  action  of  replevin  to  leoovar, 
leased  machine  from  third  person  .as 
an  election  to  recover  possssaiini  dts-. 
charged  from  the  lease.    20-^83. 

Lessor's  right  to  maintain  trespass  isri 
leased  chattel  wrongfully  apprspK-! 
ated  by  third  person.    20-88*  ' 


XXVEE. 

Compensation  for  damages  to  land  leit\ 
outside  of,     20-^02   (case  p.  299). i 


USVY  AND  SEIZURE. 

Exemptions,  see  Exemptions. 
Sale  under,  see  Judicial  Salb. 


Tbe  dash  in  each  citation  stands  for  A.Tt.R. 
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XXBEL  ANB  BULNDEB.  UOHTS. 

See  ftleo  Ancibnt  Lights. 

Tenants  rigflits  and  remedies  in 
OewirucHon  of  air  or  light  by 


[20  A.L.R. 


Servant* 8  or  agenPe  personal  liahili^f 
fdr  Ubel  publiaiisd  while  acting  in 
capacity  of  eervwnt  or  agent,     SfO^ 

IPrtrHegitd  eonmmleatioms. 

FitBdInge  or  the  Hke  €ff  judge  &r  pereon 
€Kting  in  fpBdtdal  oapaaStg  as  pris^ 
ileged  toitMn  law  of  Ubel,  jM-4l07 
(case  p.  S9&}. 

iDenrarrer  to  comiiAafait  eontainingr  aver- 
'        nanst  that  defendant  acted  maliciouflly 
1^  .preventing  defendant  from  raising 
qaestion  of  privilege    26-S98. 


Of 


•#41* 


IJtMMst  to  licensees  generally,  see  Neg- 
ligence. 

Negligence  as  to  licensees^  generally,  see 
Negligence. 


pubUei  of  ris^t  to  ds  baalmosa. 


MmftsTSj  oofiAMtuMMMilify  o/  regulaUans 
reqitkhfng  license  of.  SfO^lllM 
(case  p,  11&&), 

and  hiiUard  rooms  and  bowling 
oUegs,  lioenstng  and  regulation  of. 
99^1^S»    (case  p.   14;78). 


♦•» 


Hand  sled  as  a  vehicle  within  law  reijuir- 
ing  vehicles  to  carry  ligbta.    20-14S8. 


UQUIDATED  DAMAGES. 


See  Bamaobs. 


LOCAI.  nCPROVEMENTS. 

See  Public  Improvbmentb. 


rOOAI.  IiEGISI^TIOir. 

See  STATUTB& 


IdOCATIOir. 

Pool  otid  bOUard  rooms  and  boyMna 
legs,  regulation  of  location  of. 


See  TgTANU& 


ZiOOKJAW. 


•\ 


As  interference  with  interstate  eommeree. 


For  nonmaritime  tort,  see  Shipping. 

Incie^endent  contractor,  who  is  a  contrao- 
tor  not  entitled  to  lien*    20~66&« 


ZiOCOMOTOB  ATAXIA. 


Workmen's  compensation, 

sufficiency    of    evidence    tSkat 
motor  ataxia  suffered   by 
par  compensation  is  attrfbutsMs 
JHs  employment.    20^ei. 


Priority  no  between  lien  for  repairs  and 
right  of  seller  under  conditional 
contract.     »a^:^^M    (vases  pp.    244, 

General  rule  as  to  priority  of  labor  lien. 
20^244. 


Excliiaiveness   of    statutory    remedy   for 
foreclosure.    20-1979. 


♦» 


UFB  IHSUBAirGB. 


See  Insurance. 


Riparian  owner's  right  to  use  sabmeraed 
lands  of  lake  to  store  logs.    20-197/ 


IiOST  ZNSTRUMEim. 

Specific  performance  of  lost  contract, 
Specific  Performance. 


See  PosTOFPiCE. 


ItaHo  typtt  indfoates  poiats  wHh  aaaotation;  roman  type,  points  witlioiat. 
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Bible  reading  in  school^  mandanms  to  ^ 
quire  board  of  education  to  comply 
with  ordinance  as  to.    20-1324. 

Necessity  of  clear  legal  right  of  relator  to 
have  performance  of  the  act  he  seeks 
to  coerce  performance  of.    20-1030. 


♦  •» 


MASTBB  ANB  SERVANT. 

In  ceneral. 

Validity  of  contracts  of  employment,  geA- 
erally,  see  Contracts. 

Labor  organizations,  see  Labob  Obgani- 

ZATIOfNB. 

Picketing,  see  Picketting. 
Strikes,  see  Strikes. 

KestrteHve  covenant  in  contract  of  «m- 
ploym.ent,  validity  and  enforcement 
of,    20-^61    (cases    pp.  84L6,  S57). 


Tenninatlon  of  relatiom. 

Right  of  employee  who  has  not  signed  oob- 
tract  for  definite  term  to  leave  serv* 
ice  at  will.    20-1508. 


Injuries  to  serraats. 

Recovery  under  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act»  see  W<»kmen's  Compensation. 

General  rule  as  to  master's  duty  as  to 
places  and  appliances.     20-678. 

Foreman's  negligence  in  uprooting  stump 
on  a  hillside,  for  use  as  fuel,  so  that  it 
causes  a  stone  to  roll  down  on  person 
working  at  foot  of  hill.    20-671. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of  fore- 
man, rendering  working  place  unsafe. 
20-671. 

—  employee  of  lAdepemdoAt  eomtraetoc 

Statute  as  to  duty  of  owners,  contractors, 
etc.,  to  protect  employees,  as  render- 
ing property  owner  liable  for  injury 
to  employee  of  independent  contractor 
by  breaking  of  scaffold  rope.    20-654. 

Xilalillity  of  master  for  ^rrongfnl  aets 
of  serrant  or  Indopendeat  oontraot- 


Injury  by  servant  driving  automobile,  see 
Automobiles. 

— fov  mots  of  IndopendoBt  oontraotovs. 

JSlementa  hearing  directly  upon  the 
quality  of  a  contract  as  affeeUng  the 
character  of  one  as  independent  ron» 
tractor,  20—684  (cases  pp.  054, 
6ii8,  662,  66<i,  671,  674,  678). 

Definition  of  •'contractor."    20-^58. 

Definition  of  independent  contractor. 
20-678. 


Employer's  intjBntion  to  retain  control  oyer 
person  pei'Comiiiig  "WoriL,  presumption 
as  to.    20-67S8. 

General  rule  as  to  wlurt  may  be  considered 
in  determining  relation  between  pro- 
prietor and  one  doing  work  for  Him. 
20-678. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  who  is  an  inde- 
pendent contractor.    20-67B. 

XilaUllty  of  sorvaat. 

Personal    liahility    of   servant    to    HMrd 

person   for   ^juries   caused    hy   the 

performance   or  nonperformance   of 

his  dtities  to  his  employer.     2Q^^7 

(cases  pp,  88,  86).  ^^.^ 

I  • 
Idabillty  of  Indopondeiit  eoBtraoior. 

Injury  to  private  property  by  easting  ma- 
terial thereon  where  contractor  fol- 
lows plans  prepared  by  municipal  aa- 
thori^,  where  the  right  to  hold  the 
city  liable  has  been  lost.    20-67.4. 


^•o 


1CA8TOIBITUL 

WorJemen*s  compensation,  necessity 

sufji€iiency  of  evidence  that  mMStoi" 
ditis  suffered  hy  applicant  for  4>om- 
pensation  is  attrib%Mtahle  to  Ml  6m» 
ptoyment.    20—61.  i 


As  an  "outhouse.**    20—290. 


MEMOBANBUIC 

Sufficiency  of,  to  satisfy  statute  of  fWtuds^ 
see  Contracts. 


\ 


See  Infants. 


Agent's  liability  for,  see  Principal  and 

AOENT.  1 


MOBS  AKB  BIOT8. 

Carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  property  by 
acts  of,  see  Carriers. 


MONET. 

Trover  for,  see  Trover  and  Conversion. 


The  dash  in  eaoli  oMatilom  stands  for  A.!*.!!, 
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KAD  Airs  BSCEIVED. 


[20  A.L.R. 


See  Assumpsit. 


Of  contract,  see  Contracts. 


MOTOR  VEHICLES. 


See  Automobilbs. 


MOTINO. 

TalUUty  of  statute  oi*  ordinanoe  Wi  r0- 
laUon  to  moving  vans  and  moving 
operations.    29^^10   (case  p,  Z09) , 


MOVniG  FICTUXM. 

Teuuif  8  ric^t  and  remedka  where  odors 
eeeape  into  theater  from  other  por- 
tions of  premises.    a&-lSW. 

Tenaat^s  rights  and  rmuubm  where  loss 
results  from  diAonfiuil  nuuac  pro- 
dnced  by  tenant  of  oflier  portion  of 
htdldmg.    20-iS69. 


mmiCIPAX.  <KmPOJiATIOH8. 

PowMT  as  to  license,  see  LnamSB. 

Public  improvements  by,  see  Public  Iif- 

PBOVBMBNTS. 


Courtis  power  to  review  ordinance,  see 

OOUKTS. 


Presomptions  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
validity,         "" 


lAcensing  and  reguMaUan  of  pool  and 
JMltard  rooms  and  botrUna  alleys, 
20-14:82  (case  p.  l^TS) . 

Mo^ving  vans  and  moving  operations,  «a- 
Udity  of  onifRance  in  relation  to, 
ao— dlO   (case^p,  2061), 

Beamanahleness  of  regubatdon  of  speed  of 
vaffrcrad  train,  20—1222  (case  p. 
IBT^) . 

Couxt's  rig^t  to  inquisa  into  reasonaMe- 
ness  of  ordinance.    SO-296. 


#•» 


See  HoMicnw. 


mrruAii  BEmsFiT  in  subahcb. 

See  IN9URA.NCB. 


mTTUAI.  "WULIM. 

Repudiation  by  one  party  of  contrmet  to 
SKeeate.     20-1272. 


^•» 


Indioknent  or  infonnaUon  for  bMrsrlory, 
necessity  of  nam/ing  owner  of  JntUd" 
in4f  in,    20S10   (case  p.  602) . 

Variance  "between  name  in  haU  hond  and 
in  judgment  of  forfetiure,     20—^ll 
(ease  p,  410) . 

Right    of    individual    to    adopt    bosiness 
name.    20--984. 


-•-»■ 


NEOIiIOEVGB. 

In  nse  of  automobile,  see  Automobileb. 

Of  baOeei,  see  Bailmbnt. 

Of  carrier,  see  Cabsierb. 

Measure  of  damages  for,  see  Damaobb. 

In  highway,  see  Highways. 

Otf  innkeeper,  see  Innkbefebs. 

Of  master  or  servant^  see  Mabtes  and 
Sbbvant. 

Agent^s  liability  for,  see  Principal  and 
Agent. 

In  op^ation  of  railroad,  see  Railboadb. 

In  operation  of  street  railway,  see  Strebt 
Kailwayb. 

Correctness    of    instructions    as    to,    see 
'Doal. 

Daagerous  prentices. 


Duty  of  oumer  to  licensee  as  to  changing 
condition  of  prenUses.  20—202  (came 
p,  197), 

lAaMLity  for  injury  to  person  on  btMi- 
ness  premises  in  eonsequenee  of 
passing  through  wrong  doorwag. 
90^1147    (case  p,  1188), 

Bank's  duty  to  provide  safe  and  suitable 
entrances  to  banking  rooms.    20-1188. 

Fisherman  using  private  rollway  as  a  fish- 
itag  ground  as  an  invitee,  where  ripar- 
ian owner  points  out  where  he  thinks 
ftlh  may  be  caught.    20-197. 

NoMce  to  licensees  using  log  rollwav  in  a 
lake  for  fishing  purposes,  of  danger 
from  changed  concfitaan.     20-197. 

Person  entering  bank  to  transact  busiiieBS 
with  it  and  with  an  employee,  who  is 
also  a  municipal  officer,  as  an  invitee. 
20-1138. 


Ralle  type  Itadleates  pofnta  wftli  aasotatiom;  roauiA  type,  pofsta  wfChowl. 
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QiMBtioB    fm    jury    m    te 

ae-iiss. 


Passenger's  oontribatory  nei^geaee,  sea 


Of  ben«fid*ry  as  bar  to  action  far  doathf 


Of  peraoB  Injured  In  higbway,  see  High- 
ways. 
Of  perMNi  iojnred  on  railroad  track»  see 

Am  question  of  law  or  fact  generallyt  see 


qu 
Ti 


Urilmtory  negUgeno9.    20^11^7  ( 


Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of  one 
entering  business  place  in  failing  to 
look  to  the  floor  of  the  vestibule  bo- 
fore  crossing  the  threshold  of  an  open 
door^  apparently  leading  into  the  busk 
ness  room.    2(^1138. 

—  of  eUlArea. 

General  rule  as  to.    20-1214. 

Question  for  jury  as  to.    20-1238. 


See  Bills  and  Notes;  Chbcks. 


NBPHRITUL 

WcrJcmen's  eompenaaU&np  nooa— tfy  ofUl 
aufficienoy  of  eHdenoe  thmt  nephriiU 
suffered  by  applicant  for  oom/penmom 
Uon  ia  attrihuUMs  to  Mo  OM|plo|f- 
fnent»    20^62, 


Workmen's  ooittpotMaMon,  noooMify  and 
BuffMency  of  evidence  that  neuraS" 
thenla  suffered  by  wppUoanJt  for  com^ 
penaatfon  is  oitHbufoMo  to  his 
ploymetit.     20^62, 


Coneluswenoss  of  decision  si  trial  court 
as  to  wfaetiier  new  eyidence  was  intro- 
duced in  jury  room.    20-1180. 

Evidence  against  reputation  of  accused, 
introduced  in  Jury  room.    20-1180. 

Afldavit  f  ov. 

Defective  verification  of  aUdavit;  right  to 
correct.    20-1180. 

Verification  of  affidavits  by  jury  in  sup- 
port of  new  trial  taken  before  attor- 
ney for  appellant.    20-1180. 


VdlXE  PMML 

Jtan  bond,  oiOry  of  nolle  pros. 
wUnating  WaOfflfy  of  sureties 

eo2. 


VOKFEASAirOB. 


Agent^s  MabUity  for,  see  Pbdvoipal  and 
Agbnt. 


VOmtESIDSNTS. 

Oustodp  of  ehUd,  nonresidenee  as  affe^ft^ 
img  one's  right  to  award  of,    20^^38 

(ease  p.  827) . 

MserimdnaHon  against^  in  statute  as  to 
dsufsr.    20^1888  (ease  p.  1828) . 


VOTIOB. 

Necessity  of,  to  constitute  due  prnnoas 
law,  see  Constitutional  Law* 


OTISAirOBS. 

In  highway,  see  Highwati. 


BOUard  rootn  as  nuisance, 

Jtswling   alley   as  nuisance,   suh^ect  to 
rsifulaUon  or  ahatement,    20^1485. 


Qrournds  for. 

Mteeeipt  of  doemnent  or  statement  in  jury 
f*ooti»  constituting  new  evidence  as 
ground  for  new  trial  in  crinUnsl 
28^1187    (case  p.   1188). 


Burden  of  establishing  grounds  on  which 
new  trial  is  asked.    20-1180. 


OBJBOTIOinL 

To  raise  question  for  appeal,  see  Apfbal 

AND  ERROR. 


OBSTKucnoir. 

Of  ancient  lights,  see  Ancibnt  LiQHtlL 


Tbe  4mA  Im  eaeli  ettatton  staads  fov 
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See  Liottiflib 


-•-»■ 


See  Aneurism. 


ODORS. 

Tenant's  rights  and  remedies  where  his 
enjoyment  is  interfered  with  by  odors 
from  other  portions  of  premises. 
20-1366. 


Of  bank,  see  Banks. 

Of  private  corporation,  generally,  see  Cor- 
porations. 
Self-defense  as  justification  for  killing,  see 

HOMICIDS. 

Judges,  see  Judges. 

Absolute  duty  imposed  wbeare  power  is 
granted  to  c^cer  in  permisaive  laii^ 
guage.    20-589. 


OPTIOVS. 

Offers  and  their  acceptance  or  wHhdmwml 
generally,  see  Conteact& 

Definition  of.    20-846. 


ORAI.  COHTRAOra 

In  general,  see  CoNTRACim. 


ORAIi  EVIDEH CR. 


See  Evidence. 


ORDnrAHCES. 

See  Municipal  Corporations. 


OSTEOMYEIJTIS. 

Workmen's  compensation^  necessity  and 
suffleiency  of  evidence  that  esteomye* 
litis  suffered  by  applicant  for  com" 
pensation  is  attributahie  to  him  am- 
ployment.     20^62, 


OUTHOUSE, 

What  is  an  "outhous&'  or  "outbuOdlMffJ* 
20^234  (ease  p.  230) . 


Workmm^s  eam/pensaUenf 

sufficiency  of  evidence  that 
Buffered  by  applicant  for 
Hon  is  attributahie   to   his 
m^ntm 


PARENT  AHD  CHILD. 

Custody  of  child,  see  Infants. 


Worhmen^s  eom/pensationf  neeesatty 
muffloiency  of  evidenoe  that 
Buffered   by   applicant   for 
MiMon  fo  aUributablB  to  Ma 
metU.    2€h^ti, 


amd 


TAJBUns  CONTRAOTS. 

In  general,  see  Gontkact& 


PAROL  EVIDEH CE. 


See  EVIDBNC& 


Husband  and  wife  who  agree  between 
themselves  to  render  service  under  a 
contract  with  a  third  person  as  proper 
and  necessary  parties  to  an  action  to 
enforce  the  latter  contract.    20^1303. 


♦  •» 


Between  husband  and  wife,  see  Husband 
AND  Wife. 

Community  character  of  interest  of  a 
partner  in  partnership  real  property, 
20^^74  (ease  p.  369) . 

Action  against  partnership  without  show- 
ing  membership.    20-984. 

Aetion  by  partnership  in  firm  name. 
20-984. 

Common-law  partnership  as  a  contractual 
status  only,  and  not  a  legal  entity. 
20-984. 


ItaUe  type  imdieates  polmts  wltk  aaaotatioA; 


type,  palmts  withovt. 
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Joint  interest  of  partneHi  in  property  up* 
on  diasolntion  of  finn.    2a-12T& 


PAB8EJIOBB  OAKBIEIUI. 


See  ffAPPigpff 


PATENTS. 

A^emP9  or  servanVa  personal  UabiUt^ 
for  infrinffement  of  patent,  ^(h^ 
SIS. 


Pelegation  of  powor  to^  mo  CoNSTiTOnoil- 
AL  Law. 


PEBEMPTOBT  UfSTBUOTIOKf. 

See  Trial. 


PEBITONITUk 

Wor9cmeH*M  eompenaaUonf  neeessUy  and 
oufflciency  of  evidence  that  peritoni^ 
Us  suffered  Ify  appUcant  for  eom/pen" 
eaUon  is  aUrilmtal}le  to  his  employ- 
20^-65. 


Mortgnfe  of »  see  CHAvm.  Mohtoaob. 
ftOoof,  see  Saia 


PETITIOV. 

Constitiitional  right  of,  see  CoNSTinrnoM- 
AL  Law. 


Worlcmen^s  compensation,  necessity  mnd 
sufficiency  of  evidence  tJiat  phiehitis 
mujfered  by  appUcant  for  compete 
saUon  is  attributable  to  his  empioy» 
tnent.    20^66. 


PICKETIirO. 

Injunction  against,  see  Injunction. 


FIGBTT. 

'A9  an  "outhouse"  or  **outbuUding.** 
289. 


Of  signature  on  bill  or  note,  see  BiLlii  an» 
Notes. 


rEBflONAi.  nrjuBiEflb 


'■*■  v 


P. 


Admiralty  jurisdiction  of  action  for,  see      Parties  plaintiff,  see  Pabtie8. 

Admiralty. 

To  unborn  child,  see  Aftbr-bobn  Chil*  ■ 


Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
cause  of,  see  Eyidengb. 

To  servant,  see  MASTEft  and  Servant. 

In  general,  see  NBGaJGBNCB. 

Agent's  liability  for,  see  PRINCIPAL  AND 
Agent. 

Lien  for,  on  ship,  see  Shipping. 

Instructions  in  action  for,  see  Triau 

InfanPs  HifiU  to  set  aside  consent  jtidg* 
fnent  in  action  for,  20^1249  (case 
p.  1239), 


Injunct'on  against  breach  of  contract  for, 
see  Injunction. 


pixADnro. 

In  criminal  ease,  see  Criminal  Law. 

Comstraetioa. 

Language  as  controlling  figures  in  case  of 
discrepancy  in  claun  of  damages  be- 
tween words  and  figures.    20-1079. 


Admissions  by  demurrer,  see  infra. 


Amendment  of  complaint  as  to  amount  of 
damages  made  Just  before  the  jury 
retires.     20-1079. 

WlthdnwaL 

In  criminal  case,  see  Criminal  Law. 


The  Aask  im  emcli 
20  A.L.R.— 100. 


flitattoB  otaiUs  for  AXJEU 
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Prejudidml  error  as  to,  lea  Appeal  and 


Deaturrer. 

Demurrer  in  erimiiial  cmmp  aee  Qoicinal 
Law. 

'•^  mdmim&immM  by. 

AllegationB  of  fkct  contained  in  plea  ad- 
mitted by  demurrer.    20-S28. 

Inference  drawn  by  pleader  from  tacta 
rtated  not  admitted    20-928. 


—  •ffeeti   pri 

Conclusiveneu  of  mlinca  on  demurrer, 
aee  Judgment. 

Libel,  demurrer  to  complaint  containing 
averment  that  defendant  acted  malio- 
iously  as  barring  defendant  from  rais- 
ing question  of  privilege.     20^98. 

State's  right  to  answer  over  upon  overrul- 
ing of  its  demurrer  to  pleading  in 
eriminalcase.    20-828. 


Workmen's  eotnpenmUiant  neoeaaiiif  mmd 
mttfioiemoy  of  evidence  thet  pitMf- 
eitom^  oofUraeted  by  appUotuU  for 
ootnpenoaUon  is  attrifnUable  to  Ms 
etn^ploumetU.    90^66, 


FOUONIKQ. 

Abonigal  Poisoning;  Blood  Poison- 
ing; Lbad  Poisoning. 


Homidde  of  poUoe  officer; 
}«stifleatlon.    SO-1180. 


VOUCB  POWBR. 

See  OONBTITUTIONAL  LaW. 


POUnOAX.  PASTIBS. 


In  gsneral,  see  EuonoNS. 
notice  as  to,  see 


POXinOAX.  FBOFAOANBA. 


o/. 


p.   147S). 


Of  plaintiff  in  replevin,  see 

Necessity  and  sufficiency  ef,  in 
trespass,  see  Tkspasb. 


Mailing  ef  letter  exercising  ^ptkm  as 
ing  the  contract    20-846. 

Bight  to  accept  offer  by 


TomamVo  righio  omd  remedieo 
lord's  failure  to  furnish 
tenant  renuUns  in 
1419. 


for 


imt  as  extAusioe  maons  of 
power  conferred  by  u)iU  to 
•/  property.    90-^88  (ease  p.  889} 


rRAOnOAJL  OOHSTRUOnOK. 


or  consatutMnal  pportsion, 
TK»9AL  Law. 


ntAonoAJL  joi 


Beeofery  under  Workmen's  Compensatlsa 
Act  for  injury  susteined  thsoogh,  aee 

WOBXICBN's    CkMtPBN8ATI0M. 


In  schools,  seeScHOOUL 


Bvidence  to  show  pr^udiee  of  wtiaess, 

WmiBBSBS. 


TaMUiy   of  legisiaUon  directed 

poUUoal  propaganda  deemed  to  be  BeU,  terwUnoMen  of  UabiUig  of  sureties 

of  a  demgerons  tendency.    90^1888  by  appearance  of  primoipal  at  pre- 

(eaees  pp.  1818,  1897} .  Uminarg  examination.     98^-897. 


Ztalle  type  ladieaSes  potato  wl«k 


otatlom; 
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Of  willtiea  Wills. 


Powers  of  bank  presidentp  see  Banks. 


In  eontempt  case,  see  CONTMin. 


FreedoBi  ef ,  see  GoNsnTunoif  AL  Law. 


Abuse  of,  see  Abusb  or  PnocMB. 
Service  of,  see  Writ  and 


-•-»■ 


On  appeal. 
In  general. 


Appeal  and  Ei 
Etidbncb. 


FBDrOIFAIi  AlfD  AOSHT* 


Panri  evidence  on  question  of  agency,  see 

EVIDENCB. 
Agmt's  amtkoHtrt  liability  ef  yvlMi- 


Appropriation  of  money  deposited  by  third 
persons  with  agent,  principal's  liabili- 
ty.   20-^74. 

Receipt  of  money  on  deposit  as  within 
agent's  implied  anthority.    20-374. 

—  vatifloatioa. 

Knowledge  of  facts,  necessity  of,  to  render 
one  liable  for  tortious  acts  of  another, 
on  theory  of  ratification.    20-1460. 

Disaffirmance  of  ratification  of  acts  of 
agent,  made  without  knowledge  of 
material  facts.    20-14611. 

gJaMHtles  mi  agemt. 


UaHUfy  of  agmU  So  third  per-' 
9on  fer  inSuries  caused  hy  the  per* 
fermanoe  or  nonperformance  of  hie 
dmttes  to  hia  employer.  20-4^7 
(eaaee  pp,  SS,  86) . 


PBQfCXPAIi  AKB  SURBTT. 

Sorety  on  bail  bond,  see  Bail  and  Rioog- 


-•-»■ 


As  between  liens,  generally,  see  LmNg. 


VBOOF8  OF  IiCMMk 

By  insured,  see  Insurancil 


PBOPAQANBA. 


TaUdi^  of  MegUiaHon 

poUUcal,  aoeial,  or  induetHai  propa^ 
ganda  deemed  to  be  of  a  dangerotte 
tendency.  20^1d8&  (eaeeepp.  tdld^ 
1697) . 


Homicide  in  defoise  of^  see  HMfldM. 


FUBUO. 

Conclusiveness   of  judgment   as  to, 

JUDQMSNT. 


In 


liDEL  AND  SLANDBR. 


FUBIJO  mPBOTEMBim. 

Right  to  compensation  for  injuries  aris- 
ing from  construction  <^  see  Eifi- 
NBNT  Domain. 

Validity  of  promiee  haeed  on  invaMid 
paving  aaeeeement-  20^ta2B  (caee 
p.  1817). 

Defects  in  assessments,  attempt  to  cure, 
by  appeal  to  board  of  supervisors. 
20-1317. 

Defects  in  assessments,  provisions  in  or- 
dinance for  curing,  which  contravene 
terms  of  city  charter.    20-1317. 

Defects  in  street  improvement  proceetl- 
ings,  provieieins  for  curing  not  applic- 
able to  preliminary  steps  necessary  to 
confer  Jurisdiction.    20-1817. 


The  dasi^  im  oaeh 
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OA  or 


Appropriation  of,  see  Appiumiuationb.        \    Weather  oonOmmm  a«  uffeomma  UabUU^ 


Public  aid  of  sectarian  schools.    20-1334. 


PUBLIC  SCHOOIJk 

See  Schools. 


PUBUC  8EBTICE  COMMIflUraOVB. 

Review  of  orders^  failure  to  state  facta  on 
which  findinirs  of  commisaion  are 
based.    20-542. 


PUBUC  SERVICE  COBPOBATIOHB. 

See  also  Carriers;  Gas;  Railroads;  Telb- 
PHONEs;  Waters. 

Bates. 

Gas  rates,  see  Gas. 

Public  uMitif  rate  valuaUone  ae  affected 
by  adfvanee  in  price  conditions  due 
to  World  War.  I^O^SSS  (case  p. 
642) . 

Reproduction  cost,  less  depreciation,  as 
basis  for  fixinc^  value  of  property. 
20-542. 


QUA8HIHO. 

Of  indictment,  see  Indictment,  etc. 


QUO  WABBAHTO. 

Judfi^nent  for  defendant  in  quo  warranto 
proceeding  by  individual  relator  act- 
ing for  the  general  public  as  bar  to 
suDsequent  proceeding  by  another  re- 
lator to  effect  the  same  result. 
20-1127. 


BAIIAOAD8. 

For  all  questions  involving  the  duty  and 
liability  of  a  railroad  company  as  a 
carrier  to  its  patrons,  or  the  public. 
or  governmental  control  of  railroad 
eompanies,  see  Carriersl 

Speed  resvl*tloAs. 


BeoeofMibleftes*  of  reguUMon  of 
of  railroad  train.     90^1222    f 
p.  1214). 


for  injury  te  one  atrticfe  ^ 
20^1004  (ease  p.  1001). 


Cteneral  mle  as  to  dotj  of  railroad 

pany  to  trespasser  on  tmdL   M-lOn. 

Weather  conditions  as  affecting  liability 
for  iigury  to  trespasser.    20^1081. 

AeeldoAts  at  evosiimgs. 


Ooasier  ooMding  «0ttfc  train  mt 
20^1440. 

MngineeVs  or  fbreman's  personal 
Oy    for  injury   to    one   at 


BADT  8TO: 


affecting  UahiHty  for 
strue^  hy  train  or  street 
1O&0,  1074,  107€L 


injury  te 


Gas  rates,  see  Gab. 

Of  public  utilities,  generaHy, 

SOEVICE  CORPORATICmS. 


BATIFICATIOB. 

Of   acts  of  agent,  see   Principal  and 

AOBNT. 


#•» 


TenanPs  rights  and  remedies  %ifhere 
possession    or    enjoyment    is 
fered  u)ith  hy  rats,    20^1394. 


BEAI.  ESTATE  AGEBTS. 


See  Brokers. 


#•» 


Deeds,  see  Deeds. 

Homestead,  see  Homestead. 

Community  property,  see  Husbane 
Wife. 

Power  as  to,  see  Powers. 

Rights  and  liabilities  on  sale  of,  see  V; 
OR  AND  Purchaser.  n 


ItaUo  type  Imdieates  peints  wltk  aamotattoA; 


BEA80BABIX  BOUBT. 

Instructions  as  to,  see  TttiAL. 

^pe,  p«lata  vi^ 
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See  Mutual  Wnxs. 


of  lien  for,  lee  LmSb 


BBOOGHITXOV  OF  UHIOV. 

ValSditz  of  strike  to  compel,  see  STBuan, 


BBCOOmZANOB. 

Bail  and  Recognizancb. 


RECORDS. 

VnjwoMikf  ordinance  requiring  fiKng  of 
recoras  of  destination  of  household 
goods  moved  by.    20-206. 


BED  XXAO. 

V9Mdt9if  of  iBffialation  prohiMtinff  pos- 
WBOOion  or  diaplay  of.     20^1S4Sm 


BSFRIGEBATOR  COMFAHT. 

Liability  of  refrigerator  company  which 
contracts  with  carrier  to  supervise 
loading  of  fruit  and  to  ice  the  cars,  to 
shipper  for  Negligent  performance  of 
vndertaking.     20-86. 


Lessor's  right  to  maintain  trespass  de 
bonis  against  third  person  who  has 
wrongfully  appropriated  leased  ma- 
chine.   20-83. 


BBPUDIATIOH. 

Of  contract,  see  Contracts. 


RE8IGHATIOH. 

Of  officer  of  private  corporation, 

FO&ATIONS. 


see  CkMh 


BESTBAIMT  OF  TBADB. 

Yalidity  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade, 
generally,  see  Contracted. 


BESUX/TIKO  TRUST. 


See  Trusts. 


Of  sureties  on  bail  bond. 
Recognizance. 


see  Bail  ans 


REUGIOUB  FREEDOBL 


flee  Schools. 


REVIVOR. 

Revival  of  Uahiliiy  of  haU,  terminated 
hy  eocecuHon  of  appeal  hondt  on  dis^ 
nUasal  of  the  appeal,    20^630. 


REVOCATION. 

Of  broker's  authority  to  sell,  see  Brokers. 

Of  gift  of  personal  check  by  death  of 
drawer.    20-174. 


Btection  of,  see  Election  of  Rbmedob. 


RENT. 

Wvr  gas  meter,  see  Gas. 

In  general,  see  Landlord  and  TenanTi. 

Belay  of  purchaser  in  enforcing  specific 
performance  of  contract  to  sell  real 
estate  as  depriving  him  of  right  to 
rents  and  profits.    20-857. 


Workmen's  comrpensationp  neceeMy  and 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  rheuma' 
tiem  contra^cted  hy  applicant  for  com' 
pensation  is  attributable  to  his  em^ 
ployment.    20^72. 


RIKOWORM. 

See  CATHiB  Ringworm. 


The  daflk  in  each  eitation  stands  for  A.Ii.R« 
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BIOTS. 


Bm  KOM  AMD  BKIfB. 


«f 


f    M»    ** 


»» 


Honidde  la  attempt  to  perpctnite 
bery,  aee  HoM  icidb. 


See  HnNiA. 


Mandamiui  to 


Ocflf  arlffiwlew.  In 
p.  18S4). 


SABOTAOB. 

raUdlt^  of  l^gUiaHon  Mreeted 


SCIATICA. 


Priority  as  agaiiut  oonditaoiud  vendor,  of 
lien  for  labor  and  repairs,  see  Liens. 

Whai  canatUutee  deUvery  of  goods  sold 
under  "e.  i.  /.''  eontnut.     20^1280 
(caoo  p.  1232)  • 

C  i.  f .  contracts  not  affected  by  Uniform 
Sales  Act.     20-1232. 

Oocmnents  necessary  to  execute  a  sale 
c  i.  f.    20-1232. 

» Insurance  in  name  of  seller,  provision  for 
as  repufirnant  to  c.  i.  f.  contract. 
20-1232. 

Tender  of  the  goods  instead  of  the  docn- 
ments  in  case  of  c  L  f .  contract. 
20-1232. 


SALES  AGEXT. 

^ereofuU    UabUity    of    agent    who 

property  for  one  wfio  is  not  the  true 
owner  m»  for  oonverstoH.    20^1S2» 


Eif eet  of,  on  validity  of 
AND  Nona. 


Admissibility  of  evid^oe 
legal  seardi. 


seeored  bf  ft- 


#•» 


SAMPLE  BOOM. 

As  an  "outho%ue^'  or  ''outhuOdingJ' 
240. 


8CABLET  FEVEB. 

Wof^cmen^s  eompeneaUon^  necessity  and 
sufficieney  of  evidence  that  soaHet 
fever  contracted  hy  appUeant  for 
compensation  is  attriJmtable  to  his 
employment,    20^78* 


In  schools,  see  Schools. 


SEDITION. 

TaUdity  of  leginlation  directed 
poUtieai,  social,  or  induetritU 
aganda  deemed  to  he  of  a  danger' 
ous  tendency.     20^1&aS    (i 
1(^15,  1S27). 


Italio  type  Imdioates  pelnts  with  annotatton;  roaan  type,  polmts  without. 


GOMBINBD  INDBZ  TO  NOTES  AND  CASES. 


IMl 


Xb  cMe  of  boiiiicide»  see  Homicoml 


Tbrt  oommitted  by  fhe  ihip  itself  within 
nKMining  of  statvte  giTum^  fien  on  — 
Ml»  what  coMtitvtM.    M-l«9». 


For  crime,  generally,  leo  Cnm inal  Um.     pj^e  of  ngnaturo  to  noto»  aee  Bluui  amb 

Nona 


8HPARATIOV. 

See  DifOBCB  and  Separation. 


floe  LlBH«  AND  Slandhl 


Of  process,  see  Wsrr  and  Procbml 


^^•^ 


For  fas  meter,  see  Gas. 


muffloiencif  ef  evidence  thei 
oldeneM    euffered   hp   opylio— t    for 
eompen&tMen  is  attrOwmWo  to  Ma 


SET-OFF  AHD  OOUIITBKOIiAIII. 


J— IfoMMfif   of  iudDrmtfia 

eaBefr»f>e  |»ro|»0reir  fcoa  ^een  eeieed  as 
a  eet'Off  or  ooMneordnim.  againei 
eleim  hosed  en  the  wrong  f^  seieure. 
20^-270  (ease  p.  270} . 

Inierferenoe  uHth  possession  or  an/oy- 
m^nt  of  tenant  uho  renuUns  in  pes' 
session  of  aU  or  part  of  the  premises^ 
sei-off  of  damages  for,  in  action  for 
20^1884. 


See  Odobb. 


SMC 


%pf   wUhe%»t 
within   fire   insuranee 
007  (case  p.  004k}. 


ignOismf 
peUcp. 


dm    aM    ^^outhouse'*    or    *'e%igkuHdinoJ'     ^  ^^  **outhouse"  or  ''outhuiidina 


ft 


Wewer  of  fhe  state  to  eremite  and  enforee 
liens  on  ships  for  a  nonmaritime 
a»r«.     20^1008  (case  p.  1079). 


OsfmOiMtienatiip  of  tegOiaUon  prohihtt- 
ing  cigarette  smoMmg,    20-^81, 


Tho  daak  in  eaek  eitatlaa  otaaia  for  A.1LJL 
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SNOW  STORM. 


A9  affeeUng  UdbtlUi^  f&r  injury  to  one 
struck  by  train  or  street  ear.  jM— 
lOlOt  107S. 


[20  A.L.R. 


Freedom  of»  see  Constitutional  La.w. 


SOOIAIi  PROP AOAHDA. 

Vmlidity  of  legislation  directed  opalnat 
social  propaganda  deemed  to  he  ef 
a    dangerous    tendency^      90^1(^if 
(cases  pp.  1S16,  iA97>. 


SOOT. 

%ig,   uUhout  external  ignittenf 
within   fire  insurance   peUag, 
067   (case  p.  004). 


Regolation  of  speed  of  railroad  trmin, 
Railboads. 


SPONBTUnS  DEFORXAHS. 

Werktnen's  oompensationf  neoessitp  atid 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  spondy- 
litis deformans  suffered  hy  applicant 
for  compensation  is  attrib%itable  to 
his  employment.    90—74. 


SPEOIAI.  ASSESSXEirrS. 


See  Public  Impbovbments. 


SPRINGHOUSB. 
Am    an    "outhous&'    or    '^ouOnUiding.*' 


SPECIAI.  X£GI8]JkTXOV. 


See  SxATuns. 


SPUR  TRACKS  AHD  SIDIHGS. 

Getting  off  switch  connections  with  rail- 
road from  land  not  taken  in  conatroe- 
tion  of  levee,  right  to  damages  for. 
20-296. 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMAjrCB. 

Ib  generaL 

Agreement  to  make  particular  disposition 
of  property  by  will  enforceable 
against  promisor's  heirs,  devisees,  or 
personal  representatives.     20-1272. 

Lost  contract,  provable  only  by  parol 
evidence  specifically  enforceable. 
20-1272, 

Right  to  enforce  contract  breach  of  which 
might  be  the  foundation  of  civil  ac- 
tion for  damages.    20-1272. 

Award  of  daiiiagoo. 

Delay  of  purchaser  in  enforcing  perform- 
ance of  contract  to  sell  real  estate  as 
depriving  him  of  right  to  rents  and 
profits.    20-367. 


STABI.R 

an  "outhouse^*  or  *'o%tthuiidiiMg.- 
942. 


STATEMENT. 

In  contempt  proceedings,  see  Contbicpt. 


STATUTE   OF  FRAUBS. 


See  CoNnucTB. 


Italic  type  Indioates  points  witb  aaitotatioA;  roaian  typo,  polmts  wltkowt. 


COMBINKD  INDEX  TO  SOTES  AND  CASES. 
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AppropriatioB  Vilhiy 
Remw  of,  by  ooarts. 


Validity  in  ceaeraL 

Questioning  for  first  tune  on  appeal  eon- 
stitntionality  of  statute^  see  Affbal 
AND  Erbor. 

Resolving  doubt  as  to  validity  in  favor  of 
statute.    20-1105b 

—  ambigiiity. 

Statute  prohibiting  acts  having  for  their 
object  the  destruction  of  organized 
government.    20-1627. 


—  vrlio  aukj  qmestiom  ▼aliditj* 

Residents  of  state  not  entitled  to  attack 
statute  on  ground  that  it  discrimi'^ 
nates  against  nonresidents.    20-1105. 

Necessity  that  one  attacking  constitu- 
tionality of  statute  show  that  it  will 
violate  his  constitutional  rights. 
20-1515. 

Title. 

AnU-ciaarette  eto^Mfee.     fBO^^SS* 

I«aeal  and  speeial  legislation. 

Statute  regrulating  barbers  applicable  only 
in  cities  in  excess  of  5,000  inhabitants. 
20-1105. 

Oesatwetiett* 

Liberal  construction  of  homestead  laws, 

see  HOMBSTBAD. 


M 


Contractor/'  meaning  of,  as  used  in 
Workmen's  CompensatioB  Act. 
20-658. 

"Revolution,"  meaning  of  word  as  used  in 
act  forbidding  acts  inciting  or  at- 
tempting to  incite  revolution  against 
or  opposition  to  organised  govern- 
ment   20-1527. 


Dutff  and  liahilitff  of  carrier  as  to  ''step 
5oaj'»  &r  other  device  to  facilitate 
entering  and  leaving  ear,  SiO'^l^ 
(ease  p.  908) . 


far  aoie  of 


pereonal  UaMIMy  te 
for  aeUing  stolen  propertg 


for  prfM- 


8TOBS. 

NegUgenee  as  to  condition  at^  see  Nbgu- 

GliNCE. 


•TOB^OUSE. 

Us  an  "ottthouse"  or  "eutbwttdln^.^   ;M^ 


See  OvBRBSERnoN. 


As  eommon  earners,  see  Gabmbbb. 

Coaster  eoUiding  with  street  ear. 
1439. 

Weather  eondlttfms  as  affecting  HabiHtg 
for  injury  to  one  sitruetz  hg  street 
20^1070. 


Carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  or  damage  te 
freight  by  acts  of  strikers,  see  Ga^ 


Lawfulness  of  strike  te  eenypeit  oollee- 
Uve  bargaining*  90^1618  (ease  p. 
1508). 

Breach  of  existing  contracts  between  em- 
ployer and  employees,  validity  <tf 
strike  to  compel.  20-1508. 


OM  «<et«tfcoMee'*  er  **euXbmaMsg,*» 

24:2. 


•TBIXINO  OUT. 

Of  pleading,  see  PLEADDva 


Tbe  dash  in  eaoh  citation  stamds  for  A.Ii.It 
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8U9BAT. 


Agreement  to  render  theatrical  perform- 
ances for  twenty  weeks  as  a  contract 
to  perform  on  Sunday.    20-846. 

Oontract  for  Sunday  performance  of 
theatrical  nature,  validity  of.    20-846. 


TEAXINO  AHD  TBUCKIVa. 

YaMUUty  of  ttattite  or  ordinanee  tfn  re- 
UMan  to  moving  vans  and  wiootefi 
operaHons.     20-^210   (ease  p,  20m}. 


Notice  of  destination  of  household  go^dm 
moved  by  draymen,  ordinance  reqair- 
ins:  filing  of,  as  interference  wkh  onn- 
merce.    20-206. 


#•» 


UUM  STROKE. 

Werfcutait'e  oom^pensaUonf  necessity  and 
su^[leienoy  of  evidence  that  sun 
stroke  suffered  hy  appUeant  for  com^ 
pensation  is  attrihutahle  to  His  en^ 
ploytnent. 


Advance  <n  price  conditions  due  to 
World  War  as  affecting  valuation  for 
raie^ntdhing  purposes. 

Tenant's    rights    and    remedies 

landlord  for  failure  to  furnish  tele- 
phone  service  where  tenant 

Www    ■PVPWCpV^^p^fvvs 


Bemsonableness   of  regulation  of  speed 
of  roUroad  train  in.     20^1230. 


TBRMINATIOK. 

Of  broker's  authority,  see  Bbokbbs. 

Of  contract  of  employment, 
AND  Servant. 


STHDIOALISM. 


rmUdity  of  legiMoHon  directed  against. 


Of  instrument,  aee  Wills. 


Landlord  or  tenant's  duty  to  pay,  lee 
Landlord  and  Tenant. 

Definition  of  tax.    20-994. 

Disagreement  between  parties  to  land  con- 
tract as  to  which  shall  pay  taxes  for  a 
certain  year  as  an  abandonment  or 
termination  of  the  contract.    20-357. 

Gas  rates,  tax  imposed  upon  profits  of 
company  as  element  to  be  considered 
in  fixing.    20-542. 


TETANUS. 

Wor9cmen*s  compensation, 

sufficiency  of  evidence  that 
contracted  hy  applicant  for 
sation  is  attrihutahle  to  his 
ment.    20^7&. 


Sunday  performance,  see  Sunday. 


#•» 


Conclusiveness   of   Judgment    as   to,    see      Restrictive  covenant  in  contract 
Judgment.  ing.    20-846. 


Italic  type  indieates  points  with  aaaotatiom;  roman  type,  poimta  wltfc««t. 
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AdmiMribilitj  in  evidence,  see  EriDBfl 


TRAVELING  BALESMAJT, 

See  Com MBRciAL  Travslbks. 


♦  •» 


For  jiving  appeal  bond,  see  Afpbal  and 

Error. 
Extension  of,  as  consideration  for  promise, 

see  Contracts. 

Ar6Mte<3Ps  etMnpensaUan,  uhen  paydbie. 

9O^t801. 
Withdrawal  of  plea  of  guilty,  Ufns  for. 

Matutory  provision  as  to  time  for  pro- 
nouncing sentence  after  plea  of  guil- 
^,  waiver  of.    20-1441. 


PoHtioal,  oocial,  or  industrial  propagan^ 
da  deemed  to  be  of  a  dangerouae  ten- 
dency,  validity  of  legislation  againsi 
as  affected  by  provisions  of  Vederal 
Constitution  regarding  treason.  jSO- 
1638* 


TITLB. 

Of  statute,  see  Statutes. 


ServanPs  or  agent's  personal  liability  to 
third  person  for  trespass  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  90^100 
(case  p,  S3). 

TenanPs  right  to  mainiain  aoMon  of 
trespass  against  landlord  for  inters 
ference  ufith  his  possession  or  enjoy' 
20^1389. 


TOBAOOO. 


See  CiGARBTTBS. 


Lessor's  right  to  maintain  trespass  against 
third  person  wrongfully  taking  leased 
machine.     20-83. 

Third  person's  order  to  do  illegal  act  com- 
plained of  as  defense.    20^-88. 


TORTS. 

Damages  for,  see  Damages. 

Husband's  liability  for  torts  of  wife,  see 
Husband  and  Wife. 

Negligence  generally,  see  NiaGLiGENcaw 

Agent's  liability  for,  see  Pmncipal  and 
Agent. 

Lien  on  vessel  for  nonmaritime  tort,  see 
Shipping. 

Liability  for  tortious  acts  of  another,  on 
theory  of  ratification.    20-1460. 


Contracts  in  restraint  of,  see  Conhkacts. 


TBAVELIKQ. 

WorTcm.en*s  compensation,  death  or  in^ 
jury  trhUe  traveling  as,  arising  oul 
off  and  in  the  course  of,  employment, 
20-319   (cases  pp.  309,  818). 


Evidence,  see  Evii«nc& 
New  trial,  see  New  Trial. 
Witnesses,  see  Witnesses. 

Bleotlon  betweoA  oomnts. 

Election  between  several  sales  in  proseeu* 
tion  for  wrongful  sale  of  cigarettes. 
20-921. 

Wliat  aiay  be  eomsidered  by  tmxj. 

JuTy*E  right  to  consider  fact  that  an  imple- 
ment which  broke,  to  injury  of  one  en- 
gaged in  unloading  a  vessel,  was  fur- 
niuied  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  as 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  his 
knowledge  of  the  defect    20-1079. 

Q«eetioms  of  law  and  f act— oanse. 

Shooting  of  insured  by  another  as  an  acci- 
dent.   20-1118. 

—  relation  of  parties. 

Who  is  independent  contractor.    20-678. 

—  f ramd. 

Insured's  fraudulent  intent  in  overvalu 
ing  property  in  proofs  of  loss. 
1172. 


Tbo  dask  im  oaeb  eitatiox  stamds  for  ASiSU 
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^  oontxCots. 

AbandoBment  of  contract  as  questioB  for 
jury.    20-367. 

Independent  contractor,  question  whether 
contract  creates  rdation  of.    20-67S. 


Bank's  neglifirence  in  maintaining:  two 
doors  in  vestibule  to  bank»  one  of 
which  leads  to  a  flight  of  steps  to  the 
basement.    20-1138. 

Negligence  of  foreman  of  bridge  gang  in 
loosening  stump  on  hillside,  causing 
stone  to  roll  down  upon  worlcman. 
20-671. 

Contributory  ■  negligence  of  one  entering 
business  place  in  failing  to  lock  to  the 
floor  of  the  vestibule  before  crossing 
the  threshold  of  an  open  door,  appar- 
ently leading  into  the  business  room. 
20-1138. 

Oourt's  duty  to  deelare  contributory  neg- 
ligence as  matter  of  law  where^  on 
facts  disclosed,  all  fairminded  men 
would  agree.    20-1138. 

Infant's  negligence  when  acting  in  emer- 
gency as  question  for  jury.    20-1239. 

IHrMtioA  of  Terdlet. 


Viewing  evidence  in  aspect  tending  to  sup- 
port verdict  upon  review  of  denial  «f 
motion  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant. 
20-1118. 

Refusal  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  in 
action  on .  accident  insurance  policy 
where  court  could  not  have  said,  as 
matter  of  law,  that  death  was  not  ac- 
cidentaL    20-1118. 

Verdict  not  directed  for  defendant  if,  on 
any  reasonable  view  of  evidence, 
plaintiff  could  recover.    20-88. 

Dlseharge  of  Juiy. 

BaU  hondf  dUcharge  of  jury  as  termlnaf- 
4n0  UabOOy  of  9ureUes.    20^^23. 


XnstFiietio] 

Necessity  of  exception  or  objection  to  fail- 
ure or  refusal  to  instruct,  see  Appbal 
AND  Error. 

Prejudicial  error  as  to,  see  Appeal  and 
Error. 

Homicide  by  killing  officer  raiding  gam- 
bling house,  instruction  as  to  ^ect  on 
defendant's  right  of  self-defense  of 
fact  that  he  was  a  participant  in  the 
game.    20-1180. 


Homicide,  effect  «f  inatmction  in  prose- 
cution for  killing  ofl&cer  raiding  gam- 
bling hooM^  that  if  j«ry  briieved  de- 
fendant was  net  interested  in  running 
any  of  the  tables,  but  was  oxUy  a 
patron  of  the  place,  his  ris^t  of  self- 
iefense  wm  not  abridged  ly  iSbe  faet 
that  he  was  partacipating  in  the  gans, 
to  place  upon  him  the  barden  of  paw- 
ing that  he  was  not  the  paraprietor  e€ 
the  house.    20-1180. 

^  as  to  Bes^Ugeaoo. 

General  terms  in  instructions  givien  at  re- 
quest of  plaintiff,  that  they  should 
find  for  him  if  defendant  was  foiind 
to  be  negligent    20-626. 

Instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff  if  defiend- 
ant  is  found  negK^nt  as  charged  la 
eoonplaint  as  incorporating  exagger^ 
ated  forms  of  lack  of  ordinary  cajw 
charged  in  the  complaint.    20-525. 

Instruction  exempting  driver  of  automo- 
.  bile  from  BabiKty  for  injurins:  pedes- 
trian if  she  temporarily  took  her 
off  the  street  to  grra  attentioa  to 
20-626. 


see  supra, 
anneal. 


Direction  of  verdict. 

Review  of  verdict  on 
AND  Error. 


Agaafs    liability 
Agknt. 

Servant's  liability, 

ANT. 


Principal 

IftASlCR  AND  SBBAF- 


IBaUee^s  HaMtUp  <h  arMon  of  trover  f^r 
money  eotrnnUngied  tritb  his  ovyt^ 
funds,    jM-d7A   (ease  p.  374), 

Set-off  or  €}ounterel4iim  of  judgment 
under  tehich  eoeempt  property  has 
teen  seized  in  action  for  oonversien 
hosed  on  the  wrongful  sekture.  20^ 
276. 

Relevancy  and  materialty  of  evidence  la 
action  for  conversion.    20-88. 


TRUCKING. 

See  Teaming  and  Trucking. 


d   fi 


hU 


doubt. 


JhUy  to  charge  as  to  reaeonahle  doubt  am 
"between,  different  degrees  of  eH$ne 
or  inel^uded  affensee.  20^1263 
(ease  p,  1240) . 


Baakniptey  trustees^  see 
In  general,  see  Trusts. 


ItaUo  tyve  ladloatos  yolmts  with  ana«tatioai 


199%  potats  withowt. 
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TRIFSTI. 

fai  deposit  MceiYed  affesr  buoltwmitBj  of 
bank,  mo  BamkB. 

Agreement  to  devise  property  to  certaia 
person  as  impressing:  a  trust  upon  the 
property  fti  the  hands  of  devisees  to 
whom  Ae  property  is  g^iven  in  viola- 
Hon  of  the  agrreement.    20>1272. 

Mfty  reeipient  of  money  intenfied  as,  as  a 
tniBtee  for  the  donee.    20-392. 


/ 


UKFIHISHED  PWBUJIWHOIWIE, 


mrOGClTPIBD  BOU8E. 


<fts  an  "oMilMnise"  or  *' outbuilding." 


Purgisg  from  contempt  by  showing  truth 
oC  sluirge,  see  Contempt. 


TUBBRCUIiOSUL 


Wwrlemen's  compensation,  neces9i$if  mmd 
sufflcieney  of  evidence  that  urenUm 
Buffered  hy  applicant  for  convpenaa* 
tion  to  aUributahle  to  hU  ^tnploy^ 
ment.      2(h^0m 


UTorlemett'A  oompenoation,  necessity 

oufjicienoy  of  evidence  that  fuborow- 
loeis  contracted  by  applUcant  fofF 
eompensation  is  attrihutablm  to 
employtnent,    j^O— 7g. 


VAGATIOH. 


Of  judgment,  see  Judombnt. 


TUMOR» 

Wof^etnen^s  contpenjwtion,  neeesmity  mnd 
sufficiency  of  evidence  that  tumor  re^ 
suiting  from  accident  to  applieant 
for  efompensation  is  attributable  to 
his  employment,    20'-^0. 


TYPHOID  FBfVES. 

WoHcmen*s  compensation,  necessity  and 
sufJlolenc9f  of  etyidenoe  that  typhoid 
fmoe/r  contracted  hy  appUeont  for 
aotHpensatifni  is  attributable  to  his 
mnployment.     20-^0. 


▼AI.UATION. 

For  rate-making  purposes,  see  Gas;  Pub- 

uc  Sbbvicb  Corporations. 

Overvaluation  by  insured  in  proofs  of  loss, 
see  Insurance. 


▼ABIANOE. 

Between  nofine  in  bail  bond  and  in  judg-- 
ment  of  forfeiturom  20-^11  (ease 
p.  410). 


UNBORN  CHIIJ>KBN. 


AiinaBOBN  Children. 


^•» 


VNGEBTAINTT. 

In  stetute,  see  SfiATCimr. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER^ 

Abandonment  or  termination  of  contract, 
see  Contracts. 

Specific  performance  of  contract, 
cmc  Performance. 


This  dash  in  oaoh  eltattom  ataad*'  for  A.T<.R, 
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Contempt,  right  of  one  diarsed  with,  to 
change  of  venue.    20-900. 


Review  of,  on  appeal,  see  Afpbal  and  Eth 

ROR. 

Direction  of,  see  Tbial. 

Baa  hand,  rehim  of  verdiei  as  dtodkofv 
hig  9ureUes  from  UdbOUy.    0a^-tfj84. 


^»» 


▼ERIFICATIOir. 

Of  aifldavitfl  in  support  of  motion  for  new 
trial.    20-1180. 


TenanPs  rights  and  remedies  tthere  his 
posoession  or  en^oym^nt  is  intet* 
fered  with  by  vermin,    20^1804. 


TESTED   BIGHT8. 

See  Constitutional  Law. 


▼lOI^TIOir  OF  ULW. 

Homicide  while  engaged  in  unlawful  act. 
see  Homicide. 

Ooa&ting,  effect  of  ordinance  againetf  on 
right  to  recover  for  injurp  while 
coasting  in  street.     20^1434. 


mrAGEBINO  GONTBAOTS. 

See  Contracts.       -"" 


BoMiemlf 

ganda     interfering 

forces  er  war,  vaMidUy  ef  _ 

directed  against,     24^1347 

^ubUc  uMUfy  rate  vaUtoMiens  am 
5tf  adfcamce  in  price 
to    Werid 
^42). 


See  Guardian  and  Ward. 


♦<«•• 


Freight  car  need  as 

**euihouse.»'    20^237 


UrABBAlfT. 

ArmI  without  warrant,  see 


Tenent*s  rights  end  remedies 
lord's  failure  to  furnish 
tenant  remains  in 
1412. 


/tor 


^•» 


Im  genersX 

Right  to  fish,  see  Fisheribb. 

Logs,  right  of  owner  of  land  on  lake  to 

submerged  land  for  storing.    20-197. 

Fmhlie  water  supply. 

Taluations  for  rate-mahing  purposes  at 
affected  by  advance  in  price  coim 
ditions  due  to  World  War.    2asss, 


Of  rights  by  accused,  see  Criminal  Law.      State  of  weather  as  affecting  HahaOff  for 
Tenant's  waiver  of  rights,  see  Landlord  injury  to  one  strudc  by  train  or  street 

AND  Tbnant.  ear.    20^1094  (case  p.  loei) . 


Italle  type  Imdieatee  pvlmts  with  aamotatioB;  romau  type,  points  without. 


COMBINED  INDEX  TO  NOTES  AND  CASES. 
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WITHBBAWAIi. 


«t 


Second  wife^s  right  to  toSke  under  InMir- 
anee  policy  deMgnating  wife  or  wid^ 
ow  as  "beneficiary  issued  during  life 
ef  fUrst  wife*    20-^59. 


Sm  HlMBAND  4IfD  Wm, 


wnxs. 

Power  conferred  by,  see  P0WISR& 

Specific  performance  of  contract  to  will 
property,  aee  Spbcific  FatroBMANCB. 

Right  of  one  party  to  contract  to  execute 
mutual  wills  to  repudiate  contract. 
20-1272. 


mswes  hf* 


Property  not  owned  by  testator  at  time  of 
death  not  affected  by  wilL    20-1272. 


itaiy  ebaraetev. 
Necessity  that  agreement  to  will  property 
be  executed  as  a  testamentary  instru- 
ment.   20-1272. 


Esloppel  of  husband  by  probating  wife's 
will  and  electing  not  to  take  under  it, 
to  set  up  contract  by  which  he  was  to 
have  her  entire  estate.    20-1272. 

I>esoriptioB  of  beaefleiariesi  slmss  glfte. 


Itight  of  devisee  of  precedent  estate  to 
take  under  linUiation  over  to  heirs 
or  next  of  Idn  of  the  testator*  20^ 
369  (case  p,  851) . 

Devise  to  next  of  kin  as  referring  to  those 
entitled  to  take  under  Statute  of  Dis- 
tribution.   20-351. 


WXHD  8TOBM. 

As  affecting  liahiUty  for  injury  to 
rf  ucJc  by  train  or  Strsmi  car, 
1072. 


Of  pka,  see  Puumiia 


WTTKESSES. 


Evidence  of  statement  by  witness  in  homi* 
cide  ease  which  he  denied  having 
made.    20-1249. 

IUms  of  years  since  conviction  of  witness 
zor  crime  as  preventing  evidence 
thereof  to  affect  his  credibility. 
20-1249. 


ante. 


Credibility. 

Evidence  to  impeach  credibility, 


Meversal  or  new  triei  in  oi'iniiiist 

"because  of  statement  in  jury  rootn 
affecting  orediMlOy  •/  witness.  29^ 
1193. 


WORDS  AHB  WBMAM 

Anthrax.    20-1. 

Cause.     20-606,  nste. 

Cerebral  embolism.    2O-8I9  Bott. 

Check.    20-174. 

Contractor.    20-668. 

Criminal  contempt.    20-900. 

Criminal  syndicalism.    20-1644t 

Delivered.    20-4259  note. 

Emergency.    20-972. 

Greenhouse.    20-230. 

Hedge.    20-1417. 

Hedging.    20-1422,  note. 

Incite.    20-1527. 

Independent  contractor.    20-678. 

Inevitable  casualty.    20-1101,  note. 

Malfeasance.    20-86,  20-104,  note. 

Misfeasance.    20-86,  20-104,  note. 

Next  of  kin.    20-351. 
Nonfeasance.    20-86,  20-104,  note. 

Option.    20-846. 

Out  building.    20-230,  284,  note. 

Outhouses.    20-280,  234,  note. 

Owned.    20-258. 

Pulmonary  embolism.    20-81,  note. 

Red  flag.    20-1548,  note. 

Revolution.    20-1527. 

Sabotage.    20-1544,  note. 

Tax.    20-994. 

Unavoidable     casualty.      20-1098, 

note. 
Value.    20-542. 
Wages.    20-665. 
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Constitutionality  of  provision  of  UTorlc- 
ftten's  ContpenstMon  Act  for  oom- 
trihution  to  general  fund  in  aheence 
of  dependents  of  deceased  urorleitum, 
20-1001   (oaae  p.  994). 


Judicial  power,  legislatiye  power  to  confab 
apon  inchntrial  commission.     20-994. 

Rehabilitation  of  disabled  emplosrees  gen* 
erally,  legislative  power  to  pxovMi 
for.    20-994. 

OeBfltmctioB  of  statute  gemeimUy. 

Presumption  that  word  ^contractors  is 
used  in  the  sense  commonly  employed. 
20-668. 

Power  to  determine  whether  liability  «x» 
ists  to  compensate  a  workman  as  jn- 
dicial.    20-994. 


Itkia  stat- 


mte. 
Ohio   corporation,   with   branch   at   Min- 
neapolis,  as  within   Minnesota  com- 
pensatioB    act   as   to    employees    of 
branch.    20-316. 

Who  is  an  independent  contractor,  not  en- 
titled to  benefit  of  compensation  act. 
20-658. 

Traveling  salesman  injured  outside  of 
stote.    20-316. 


at  iaJuHes 


wltHli 


l>ea:^  er  Iniitry  ufhUe  tramelUng  as 

tng  out  of  and  in  the  eourse  of  em- 
ployment,     20S19   (eases  pp.  309, 

sie). 

Jfeeesettif  amd  sufficiency  of  evidence 
that  disease  contracted  hy  appUean$ 
for  comtponsation  is  aUributabie  te 
his  etnployment.    ;90— 4  (ease  p.  1) . 


JI^M  to  cotnpensation  iti  case  of  injuries 
smstaimed  19^trcugh  hovnsplmy  er  feeH^ 

(cases  pp.  MTO,  dTM). 


Ncieessity  that  ixqury  occur  in  the  service 
of  the  master  and  by  reason  thereof. 
20-309. 

Injury  to  boy  while  he  was  playing  a  joke 
upon  a  f^low  servant.    20-872. 


Rule  of  master,  disregard  of,  by  onplovee 
which  results  in  injury,  as  affecting 
to  compensatMn.    20-872. 


Necessity  and  sufficiency  of  evidence  that 
disease  contracted  by  appUeani  for 
compensation  is  attributable  lo  his 

(case  p.  1). 


Judicial  notice  by  compenaition  comnriB- 
sion.    20-1. 


—  »evi«w  of  doeiaioiis  of 

Evidence,  examination  of,  by  court  on  re- 
view    of     decision     of    coi      '    ' 
20-872. 


Freedom  trf,  see  Schoma 


^iratlT  Ain>  PROCESS. 

Abflence  of,  o«*  defect  in,  as  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  judgment,  see  JuDGiirafT. 

Resignation  of  officer  of  corporation  before 
service  of  process  on  hfan.    20-264. 


psuMts  With 


'-^•:cr3 


